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PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE SIXTY-EIGHTH CONGRESS 


SECOND 


SESSION 


SENATE 
Monnay, February 9, 1925 
(Legislative day of Tuesday, February 3, 1925) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expiration of 
the recess, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair lays before the 
Senate the unfinished business, which is Senate bill No. 33. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, the Senate having taken a 
recess without a quorum, is it not necessary first to call for 
a quorum? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will call the 
roll to ascertain the presence of a quorum. 

The principal legislative clerk called the roll, and the follow- 
ing Senators answered to their names; 


Ashurst Ernst Keyes Reed, Pa. 

all Fernald Kin, Robinson 
Bayard Ferris Lad Sheppard 
Bingham Fess McKellar Shields 

orah Fletcher McKinley Shipstead 
Brookhart Frazier McLean Simmons 
Broussard George MeNar Smith 
Bruce Glass Maytield Smoot 
Bursum Gooding Means Spencer 
Butler Greene Metcalf Stanfield 
Cameron Hale 0568 Sterling 127 
Capper Harreld Neely Swansomio c> o> P 
Caraway Harris Norbeck Trammell 
Copeland Harrison Norris Underwood 
Conzens Heflin Oddte Wadsworth 
Cummins Howell Overman Walt Ant 
Curtis Johnson, Calif. Owen Wald, t. 
Dale Johnson, Minn, Phipps Warren 
Dial Jones, N. Mex. Ralston Watson 
Dil Jones, Wash, Ransdell Willis 5 
Edwards Kendrick Reed, Mo. sii 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Eighty-three Senators have 
answered to the roll call. There is a quorum present. 
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Representatives by Mr. Farrell, 
its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had passed the 
following entitled bill and joint resolution, in which it re- 
quested the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. R. 12033. An act making appropriations for the govern- 
ment of the District of Columbia and other activities chargeable 
in whole or in part against the revenues of such District for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, and for other purposes; 


nd 
H. J. Res. 325. Joint resolution extending the time during 
which certain domestic animals which have crossed the bound- 
ary line into foreign countries may be returned duty free. 
ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED 


The message also announced that the Speaker of the House 
had affixed his signature to the following enrolled bills and 
joint resolution, and they were thereupon signed by the 
President pro tempore: 

H. R. 466. An act to amend section 90 of the Judicial Code 
of the United States, approved March 8, 1911, so as to change 
the time of holding certain terms of the district court of Mis- 
sissippi; 

H. R.4971. An act to amend the act entitled “An act to pro- 
vide that the United States shall aid the States in the con- 
struction of rural post roads, and for other purposes,” ap- 
proyed July 11, 1916, as amended and supplemented, and for 
other purposes ; 

H. R. 7144. An act to relinquish to the city of Battle Creek, 
Mich., all right, title, and interest of the United States in two 
unsurveyed islands in the Kalamazoo River; 

H. R. 11282. An act to authorize an increase in the limits of 
cost of certain naval vessels; 
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H. R. 11367. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
county of Allegheny, in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, to 
construct, maintain, and operate a bridge across the Monon- 
gahela River at or near its junction with the Allegheny River 
in the city of Pittsburgh, in the county of Allegheny, in the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania; and 

S. J. Res. 174. Joint resolution authorizing the granting of 
permits to the Committee on Inaugural Ceremonies on the 
occasion of the inauguration of the President elect in March, 
1925, ete. 

COUNT OF THE ELECTORAL VOTE 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Pursuant to law the Chair 
appoints the Senator from Missouri [Mr. SPENCER] and the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. Kral to act as tellers at the joint 
session of the Houses of Congress on the 11th instant to open 
and count the vote for President and Vice President. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


Mr. CURTIS presented the following concurrent resolution 
of the Legislature of Kansas, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce: 


House concurrent resolution 4 and memorial petitioning the Con- 

-gresa.of the United States to immediately provide by law and 
+ by making appropriation of ample funds for the completion of 

the improvement of the Missouri River as far west as Kansas 

City, Kans., according to plans of the Engineer Corps heretofore 
„ adopted by Congress 
Whereas ‘the improvement of the St. Lawrence River to permit 
ocean-going vessels to enter the Great Lakes and receive and dis- 
charge cargoes in lake ports more than 1,000 miles inland resulting 
in u saving on rail and ocean rates of from 5 to 10 cents per bushel 
on the wheat crop of the West; and 

Whereas the Congress of the United States in 1910 adopted the 
project of improving the Missouri River, as far west as Kansas City, 
Kans., with a minimum depth of 6 feet at the extreme dry season of 
the year at a cost of $20,000,000, to be expended in 10 years, or at 
the rate of $2,000,000 a year; and 

Whereas Congress has not carried out the policy as outlined, hay- 
ing failed to make appropriations in amounts eufficient to complete 
the improvement of the Missourl River in the 10-year perlod; and 

Whereas it is estimated that the completion of the Missouri River 
to Kansas City, Kans., in addition to work already done, will only 
cost $13,000,000; and 1 

Whereas the money heretofore appropriated by Congress and ex- 
pended in the improvement of the Missouri River can not be effective 
to aid commerce because dependable and profitable navigation of the 
Missouri River can not be successfully established until the improve- 
ment thus started is practically completed; and 

Whereas dependable navigation established on the Missouri River, 
completely improved according to plans of the United States Engineer 
Corps heretofore adopted by Congress, and such improvement ex- 
tended north would give the people of this State three ports on the 
Missouri River in Kansas at railway centers and crossing points; 
would enable the wheat growers of Kansas, Nebraska, Missouri, and 
other shippers in the Missouri Valley to save more annually than 
the $13,000,000 it would cost to complete the Improvement now al- 
ready well under way: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the house of representatives (the senate concurring 
therein), That we favor and urge the early improvement of the St. 
Lawrence River to permit ocean-going vessels to enter the Great 
Lakes and that we do most respectfully petition the Congress of the 
United States to make provision by law and by proper appropriation 
for the improvement of the Missouri River within three years, by 
placing it under the continuing-contract system, in accordance with 
plans heretofore adopted by Congress for the improvement of the 
Missouri River to a depth of 6 feet as far west as Kansas City, Kans., 
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and that such improvements be extended north so that Leavenworth, 
Atchison, and other ports in Kansas on the Missouri River may be 
made available to the shippers of Kansas; and 

Whereas that the legislatures of Nebraska, Iowa, and Missouri are 
hereby respectively requested to join in this petition to Congress in 
such a manner as they deem appropriate; and 

Resolwed, That the secretary of state be, and is hereby, directed 
to transmit copies of this resolution te the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States and to the several Members 
of said bodies representing this State therein, and te the President 
and to the President's agricultural committee; also to transmit copies 
hereof to the legislatures of the States here named. 


I hereby cerify that the above concurrent resolution originated in 
the house, and passed that body January 21, 1925. 
Currrorp R. Horn, 
Speaker of the House, 


Passed the senate January 80, 1925. 
D. A. N. CHasp, 
President of the Senate. 
ArTHUR S. McNay, 
Beoretary of the Senate, 
Approved February 6, 1928. 
Bon S. PAULEN, 
Governor. 


Mr. LADD presented resolutions adopted by the Kiwanis 
Club of New Rockford, N. Dak., favoring a 50 per cent increase 
in the tariff duty on clover seed, as permitted by statute, etc., 
which were referred to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. JONES of Washington presented the petition of the 
“ Gleaners,” a Sunday school class of young ladies of the Ninth 
Street Christian Church NEB., Washington, D. C., praying for 
the passage of legislation to prohibit dancing on the Sabbath 

day, which was referred to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

Mr. FRAZIER presented the memorial of O. W. Englund and 
17 other citizens of Belfield, N. Dak., remonstrating against the 
passage of the so-called compulsory Sunday bill for the Dis- 
trict, which was referred to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

Mr. DILL presented memorials numerously signed by gyi 
citizens of the State of Washington, remonstrating 
passage of the so-called compulsory Sunday bill for the Dis. 
trict, Pren were referred to the Committee on tħe District of 
Columbia. 

Mr. FERNALD presented a memorial of sundry citizens of 
the town of Norridgewock, in the State of Maine, remonstrating 
against the passage of the so-called compulsory Sunday ob- 
servance bill for the District, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. CAPPER presented a petition numerously signed by 
sundry citizens of Miami County, in the State of Kansas, pray- 
ing for the passage of legislation to create a department of 
education, which was referred to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

He also presented a concurrent resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of Kansas, favoring the early improve- 
ment of the St. Lawrence River so as to permit ocean-going 
vessels to enter the Great Lakes, and also the making of ade- 
quate appropriation for the improvement of the Missouri River, 
etc., which was referred to the Committee on Commerce. (See 
duplice ate of resolution printed in to-day’s Recosp when pre- 
sented by Mr. Curtis.) 

Mr. KENDRICK presented a petition numerously signed by 
sundry women of Riverton, Wyo., praying for action relative 
to the participation of the United States in the World Court, 
which was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. BROUSSARD presented a memorial numerously signed 
by sundry citizens in the State of Louisiana, remonstrating 
against the passage of the so-called compulsory Sunday ob- 
servance bill for the District, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 


BEPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


Mr. COPELAND, from the Committee on Naval Affairs, to 
which was referred thé bill (H. R. 5143) for the relief of 
First Lieut. John I. Conroy reported it without amendment 
and submitted a report (No. 1051) thereon. 

Mr. WADSWORTH, from the Committee on Military Af- 
fairs, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 5722) authorizing 
the conservation, production, and exploitation of helium gas, 
a mineral resource pertaining to the national defense, and to 
the development of commercial aeronautics, and for other 


purposes, reported it with an amendment and submitted a 
report (No. 1052) thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred 
the bill (S. 2294) to equalize the pay of retired officers of the 
Army, Navy, Marine Corps, Coast Guard, Coast and Geodetic 
Survey, and Public Health Service, reported it with amend- 
ments and submitted a report (No. 1053) thereon. 

Mr. WARREN. From the Committee on Appropriations I 
report back favorably with amendments House bill 11505, 
making appropriations for the Executive Office and sundry in- 
dependent executive bureaus, boards, commissions, and offices, 
for the fiscal year ending June 80, 1926, and for other pu 
and I submit a report (No. 1054) thereon. I give notice that 
shall ask the Senate to take up the bill probably on to-morrow. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be placed on 
the calendar. 

Mr. CAPPER, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill (H. R. 8267) for the purchase of 
land adjoining Fort Bliss, Tex., reported it without amend- 
ment and submitted a report (No. 1055) thereon. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD, from the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions, submitted a report (No. 1056) to accompany the bill (S. 
4107) to authorize the President in certain cases to modify 
visé fees, heretofore reported by him from that committee. 

Mr. SHEPPARD, from the Committee on Commerce, to 
which was referred the bill (S. 4087) to authorize the con- 
struction of a bridge across the Sabine River at or near Orange, 
Tex., reported it with amendments and submitted a report 
(No. 1057) thereon. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, from the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs, to which was referred the bill (S, 2888) for the 
relief of James H. Kelly, reported it without amendment and 
submitted a report (No. 1058) thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill (S. 3590) for the relief of Willis B. Cross, reported ad- 
versely thereon. 

Mr. GEORGE, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill (S. 8572) relating to the use of the 
roads leading from the bridges across the Potomac River to 
Arlington National Cemetery and to Fort Myer, Va., reported 
it without amendment and submitted a report (No. 1059) 
thereon. 

Mr. WILLIS, from the Committee on Foreign Relations, to 
which was referred the bill (S. 8486) to authorize the Sec- 
retary of State to enlarge the site and erect buildings thereon 
for the use of the diplomatic and consular establishments of 
the United States in Tokyo, Japan, reported it without amend- 
ment and submitted a report (No. 1060) thereon. 

Mr. REED of Missouri, from the Committee on the Judiciary, 
to which was referred the bill (H. R. 2716) to amend para- 
graph 20 of section 24 of the Judicial Code as amended by act 
of November 23, 1921, entitled “An act to reduce and equalize 
taxation, to provide revenne, and for other purposes,” reported 
it without amendment. 


BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous 
consent, the second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. LADD: 

A bill (S. 4254) for the relief of Ishmael J. Barnes; to the 
Committee on Public Lands and Surveys. 

By Mr. WADSWORTH: 

A bill (S. 4255) for the relief of Hedwig Kellogg (with ac 
companying papers); to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr, HALE: 

A bill (S. 4256) granting an increase of pension to Carrie M, 
Hewett (with accompanying papers); and 

A bill (S. 4257) granting an increase of pension to Adelaide 
C. Brown (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. BUTLER: 

A bill (8. 4258) granting an increase of pension to Clara M. 
Megroth (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. HARRELD (by request) : 

A bill (S. 4259) for the relief of the Choctaw and Chicka- 
saw Tribes of Indians of Oklahoma, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. JONES of Washington: 

A bill (S. 4260) to provide for the relief of certain Treasury 
Department disbursing officers; to the Committee on Com- 
merce. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of California (by request) : 

A bill (S. 4261) to provide for the diversion of water for 
municipal and domestic usage, and for other purposes incident 
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thereto, from the Colorado River, State of California; to the 
Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 

By Mr. WHEELER: 

A bill (S. 4262) granting a pension to Thomas Bainbridge; 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. TRAMMELL: 

A bill (S. 4263) granting to the town of Palm Beach, in the 
State of Florida, certain public lands of the United States of 
America for the use and benefit of said town; to Committee 
on Public Lands and Surveys. 


AMENDMENT TO RIVERS AND HARBORS BILL 


Mr. LADD submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill (H. R. 11472) authorizing the con- 
struction, repair, and preservation of certain public works on 
rivers and harbors, and for other purposes, which was referred 
to the Committee on Commerce and ordered to be printed. 


ORIGIN AND CAUSES OF THE WORLD WAR 


Mr. OWEN submitted the following resolution (S. Res. 332), 
which was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations: 


Resolved, That the Legislative Reference Service of the Congres- 
sional Library shall cause to be prepared for the Senate an authorita- 
tive and impartial abstract and index of all authentic important evt- 
dence, heretofore made available in printed form, or otherwise readily 
accessible, bearing on the origin and causes of the World War, omit- 
ting all inconsequential matter. The abstracts shall be submitted to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations not later than February 1, 1926, 
and shall be printed for the information of the Senate. 


MARGARET W. GILFRY 


Mr. McNARY submitted the following resolution (S. Res. 
834), which was referred to the Committee to Audit and 
Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate: 


Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate is hereby authorized 
and directed to pay out of the contingent fund of the Senate to 
Margaret W. Gilfry, widow of Henry H. Gilfry, late a clerk in the 
office of the Secretary of the Senate, a sum equal to one year’s com- 
pensation at the rate he was receiving by law at the time of his 
death, said sum to be considered inclusive of funeral expenses and all 
other allowances. 


PRESIDENTIAL APPROVALS 


A message from the President of the United States by Mr. 
Latta, one of his secretaries, announced that February 7, 1925, 
the President approved and signed the following acts: 

8.2232. An act to amend section 2 of the aet approved Feb- 
ruary 15, 1893, entitled “An aet granting additional quarantine 
powers and imposing additional duties upon the Marine Hos- 
pital Service”; and 3 

S. 2975. An act validating certain applications for and en- 
tries of publie lands, and for other purposes. 


HOUBE BILE AND JOINT RESOLUTION REFERRED 


The following bill and joint resolution were each read twice 
by title and referred as indicated below: 

H. R. 12033. An act making appropriations for the govern- 
ment of the District of Columbia and other activities charge- 
able in whole or in part against the revenues of such District 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Appropriations. 5 

II. J. Res. 325. Joint resolution extending the time during 
which certain domestic animals which have crossed the bound- 
ary line into foreign countries may be returned duty free; to 
the Committee on Finance. 


AMERICAN TOBACCO CO. AND GENERAL ELECTRIC CO. 


Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I send to the desk an amend- 
ment to the pending amendment to the resolution now being 
considered by the Senate, Senate Resolution 329, directing the 
Federal Trade Commission to investigate the conduct of the 
American Tobacco Co. and the Imperial Tobacco Co. in their 
dealings with tobacco growers’ cooperative marketing associa- 
tions. I ask that the amendment be read. 

Mr. BURSUM. Mr, President, I ask for the regular order. 

Mr. NORRIS. This is the regular order that I am pursuing. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is of the opinion 
that with the development of a quorum this morning the unfin- 
ished business is properly laid before the Senate. 

Mr. NORRIS. I make the point that on Saturday, before 
the recess was taken, we took up by unanimous consent Sen- 
ate Resolution 829, to investigate the so-called Tobacco Trust, 
and that when that resolution was before the Senate I offered 
an amendment to it. During the pendency of that amendment 
the Senate took a recess until to-day at 12 o'clock. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair understands the 
parliamentary situation and is in some doubt in regard to the’ 
course to be pursued ; but because of the fact that when the Sen- 
ate took a recess on Saturday no quorum was present, is inclined 
to the opinion that when we reassembled this morning the 
unfinished business came properly before the Senate. 

Mr. NORRIS. The Chair must not forget that prior to 
taking the recess, during the course of the work of the Senate 
on last Saturday, it was agreed by unanimous consent that 
when the business of the day was finished the Senate would 
take a recess until 12 o'clock to-day, and after that agreemert 
was made a unanimous-consent agreement was entered 
into to take up Senate Resolution 329. It was accord- 
ingly taken up and I offered an amendment to it. While 
that amendment was pending the Senate carried out its 
unanimous-consent agreement that it had made previously in 
the day. It seems fo me, therefore, that we are in the legis- 
lative day not of to-day but of last Saturday, and that there- 
fore we should commence to-day where we left off last Sat- 
urday, and that the pending question then should be the pend- 
ing question now. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I think the Senator from Ne- 
braska is right in his contention, and that the only way to 
bring back the unfinished business is by a demand for the 
regular order. I hope, however, that the Senator’s amendment 
may be read and that we may get a yote upon the amendment 
without the regular order being demanded, if that can be done. 

Mr. NORRIS. But my amendment is the regular order. 

Mr. CURTIS: I do not agree with the Senator on that 
point. The unfinished business having been temporarily laid 
aside, I think it can be brought before the Senate at any time 
upon @ demand for the regular order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair desires to be 
right about the matter. Does the Senator from Nebraska hold 
that a bill taken up by unanimous consent displaces the un- 
finished business? 

Mr. NORRIS. No; not necessarily, but we are still in the 
legislative day of Saturday. If we had taken an adjournment, 
there would be a different condition confronting the Senate. 
Legislatively speaking, this is not Monday; it is last Saturday. 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, since I have been here the 
universal practice has been that when we take a recess we 
resume exactly where we left off at the time of taking the 
recess. That is the purpose of taking a recess. Of course, if 
we take an adjournment, then we have rules which provide 
how the legislative day shall commence, and at 2 o'clock we 
have a different program under the rules; but on Saturday we 
took æ recess. Having taken a recess, we resume business upon 
the expiration of the recess precisely where we left off. That 
has been the rule which has prevailed here, and it seems to me 
to be right. The object of taking a recess is to resume the 
consideration of what was before the Senate when the recess 
was taken. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. When does the Senator 
from Virginia think the unfinished business should be laid 
before the Senate? 

Mr. SWANSON. It is to remain temporarily laid aside 
until some one calls it up. There was a unanimous-consent 
agreement that the unfinished business should be temporarily 
laid aside, and it was laid aside temporarily. Then Senate 
Resolution 329 came before the Senate. The resolution comes 
automatically before the Senate until the unfinished business 
shall be taken up. It seems to me that the Senator from 
Kansas [Mr. Curtis] is clearly correct. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator believe 
that the resolutiom is before the Senate until some Senator 
asks that the unfinished business be laid before the Senate? 

Mr. SWANSON. Yes; I would assume so, until the regular 
order is demanded. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is inclined to 
agree with the Senator from Virginia, and the clerk will read 
the amendment proposed by the Senator from Nebraska to 
Senate Resolution 329, submitted by the Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. Ernst]. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, may we be informed as to 
what was the ruling of the Chair? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair was inclined to 
believe that upon the adjournment taken on Saturday for want 
of a quorum, on reassembling this morning and the develop- 
ment of a quorum the unfinished business came automatically 
before the Senate, but the Senator from Kansas [Mr. Curtis] 
seems to disagree with that position, the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. Swanson] disagrees with it, and the Chair will change 
his ruling and hold 
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Mr. CURTIS. Just a second. The Senate did not adjourn 
on Saturday, but took a recess. Had the Senate adjourned, 
then, of course, the unfinished business would have come up 
at the proper time; but we took a recess, which left us just in 
the status in which we were when we took the recess, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That is what the Chair at- 
tempted to rule, but the Senator from Kansas did not agree 
with him. 

Mr. WATSON. May I ask the Senator from Kansas a ques- 
tion? 

Mr. CURTIS. Certainly. 

Mr. WATSON. Does not the Senator from Kansas believe 
that a demand for the regular order brings the unfinished busi- 
ness before the Senate? 

Mr. CURTIS. I understand that that is in accordance with 
the rule, and there are decisions to that effect. 

Mr. WATSON. Is that the way the Chair is deciding? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair has now decided 
that the unfinished business does not come automatically be- 
fore the Senate, but that any Senator may ask that the un- 
finished business be laid before the Senate and it will be laid 
before the Senate. 

Mr. WATSON. Which request I now make. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Utah will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. KING. If during the proceedings, when the unfinished 
business is before the Senate and is not disposed of, unanimous 
consent is sought and granted to take up some other measure 
and that measure is taken up, does not that measure then be- 
come the unfinished business to all intents and purposes, so 
that if a recess shall occur before the disposition of the matter 
which was taken up by unanimous consent that measure auto- 
matically, when a quorum is found to be present, is laid before 
the Senate as the unfinished business? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair understands that 
the unbroken precedent is to the contrary; that to take up a 
measure after the unfinished business shall have been tem- 
porarily laid aside by unanimous consent does not give such 
measure so taken up the status of unfinished business, but 
leaves the situation so that, as the Chair originally believed, 
upon a recess or adjournment the unfinished business would be 
taken up either at 12 o'clock or at 2 o'clock, as the case 
might be. 

The Chair now, however, has ruled that the unfinished busi- 
ness, if it be temporarily laid aside, may be brought up at the 
suggestion of any Senator. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, I demand the regular order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The regular order is the 
unfinished business, which the Chair now lays before the 
Senate. 

The READING CLERK. A bill (S. 33) making eligible for re- 
tirement under certain conditions officers of the Army of the 
United States, other than officers of the Regular Army, who in- 
curred physical disability in line of duty while in the service 
of the United States during the World War. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I move that the Senate pro- 
ceed to the consideration of Senate Resolution 329. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the 
motion of the Senator from Nebraska that the Senate proceed 
to the consideration of Senate Resolution 329. 

Mr. BURSUM. I call for the yeas and nays on the motion, 
Mr. President. 

Mr. NORRIS. Before the motion is put I desire to say a 
few words. 

Mr. CURTIS. I make the point of order that the motion 
is not debatable. By Rule X it is provided 


And all motions to change such order— 
That is a special order— 


or to proceed to the consideration of other business shall be decided 
without debate. 


Mr. NORRIS. We debated such questions for days. If the 
motion had been made during the morning hour, the rule 
quoted by the Senator from Kansas would be applicable, but 
this is not the morning hour; we have had a recess, and I 
think the motion is debatable. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair thinks the motion 
is debatable. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I wish now to call the atten- 
tion of the Senate to the parliamentary situation. 

In the first place, let me say that if the resolution for 
which I move consideration shall be taken up I shall then 


offer as an amendment to it, as I did on last Saturday, the 
resolution previously reported by the Committee on Interstate 
Commerce, which is known as Senate Resolution 286. That 
resolution was introduced by me on the 29th day of Decem- 
ber, 1924. It was introduced during the Muscle Shoals debate, 
during which it was developed by a discussion that lasted for 
days that there was an abundance of evidence to show that 
there existed a general monopoly or trust not only in the 
development of electricity but in its distribution and manu- 
facture and the distribution of all kinds of electrical appli- 
ances from the big water wheel that costs hundreds of thou- 
8 of dollars to the electric lamp that costs but half a 
ollar. 

It has been the unbroken custom of the Senate when such a 
showing has been made to adopt, even without debate, a resolu- 
tion asking for an investigation of the conditions that have 
been thus developed. When I presented that resolution I 
asked unanimous consent for its immediate consideration. 
Under the custom of the Senate, regardless of what Senators 
thought about its merits, it would have been adopted, but ob- 
jection was made, It came up from day to day, but objection 
was continually made, and it was finally moved to refer the 
resolution to the Interstate Commerce Committee. It was re- 
ferred to that committee on the 20th day of January, 1925, 
The Interstate Commerce Committee considered it for about 
two weeks, haying hearings on it and debating it at various 
times, and on the 3d of February the committee amended that 
resolution and reported it back to the Senate unanimously. 
The amendment was to strike out the entire resolution and 
insert a substitute. 

I accepted the result of the deliberations of the committee; 
I accepted the report which they submitted, and asked unani- 
mous consent for the consideration of the resolution as thus 
proposed to be amended by the committee. That request was 
objected to. Several times since then I have made the same 
request, but it has always been objected to. 

Last Saturday a resolution introduced by the Senator from 
Kentucky [Mr. Ernst] was taken up by unanimous consent, 
It proposed an investigation of the so-called Tobacco Trust. 
That resolution had not been referred to a committee, but was 
taken up, as the Senate usually takes up that kind of resolu- 
tions, and it was about to be passed. It seems that there is a 
difference between a proposal to investigate the Tobacco Trust 
and one to investigate the Electric Light Trust, Senators in 
one case insisting that there should be all the delay and all 
the deliberation that could possibly be given to a matter by 
referring it to a committee, while in the other case being 
willing to follow the usual custom of the Senate and consider 
the resolution practically immediately. 

Personally I had no objection to that action being taken on 
the resolution of the Senator from Kentucky; I thought that 
was the proper thing to do; I am in favor of the resolution, 
and I think the showing made by the Senator from Kentucky 
affords ample ground for such an investigation as he proposes, 
but it is not within a mile of the showing that has been made 
in the Senate for the investigation of the Electric Light Trust. 
Yet the Senate was willing that there should be an investiga- 
tion of the Tobacco Trust without referring the resolution 
providing for such investigation to a committee. Either Sena- 
tors must have a tender spot in their hearts for the Electric 
Light Trust or they are making a difference in the treatment 
they accord to the requests which may be made by Senators. 
If the Senator from Kentucky can secure unanimons consent 
of the Senate for the adoption of a resolution to inyestigate 
the trust known as the Tobacco Trust, even without the report 
of a committee, then there must be something superior in his 
make-up or something inferior in mine when I can not get the 
Senate to consider a resolution to investigate the Electric Light 
Trust under a resolution which has been referred to a com- 
mittee and unanimously and favorably reported back to the 
Senate. I want Senators to think of the difference in the atti- 
tude of the Senate that is being shown toward these two reso- 
lutions. 

On Saturday when the resolution of the Senator from Ken- 
tucky came up by unanimous consent it was, of course, subject 
to amendment. 

Mr, NEELY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to the Senator from West Virginia? 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes 

Mr. NEELY. Does not the Senator think that the differ- 
ence in the attitude on the part of the Senate to which he has 
just referred might be accounted for by the fact that the 
Power Trust will flourish where tobacco will not grow? 
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Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, to my mind there is this dif- 


ference, so far as the two trusts are concerned: The im- 


portance of the Tobacco Trust as compared with the Electric 
Light Trust is infinitesimaily small. The Electric Light 
Trust, whose operations affect every section of the country 
find practically every home in the country, is a vastly different 
organization from the Tobacco Trust, in which only the grow- 
ers of tobacco in a comparatively small area of the country 
are directly interested. I say that not in criticism of the reso- 
lution of the Senator from Kentucky to investigate the To- 
bacco Trust, but I merely want to eall the attention of the Sen- 
ate to the greater importance of the other organization, which 
affects, with practically no exception, every citizen of the 
United States. 

On Saturday when the resolution of the Senator from Ken- 
tucky was taken up by unanimous consent I offered as an 
amendment the resolution to investigate the Wlectric Light 
Trust, which had been reported by the Committee on Inter- 
state Commerce, That question was pending when the Senate 
took a recess. Senators were willing to lay aside the unfin- 
ished business for the purpose of taking up the resolution of 
the Senator from Kentucky, but the moment the other resolu- 
tion was offered as an amendment their sensibilities were at 
once affected, and an effort is made this morning—I myself 
believe wrongfully, although I impute no wrongful intention 
to anybody—to take a technical advantage of a parliamentary 
situation. To my mind, the ruling of the Chair is wrong. We 
took a recess on Saturday, and we ought to have commenced 
this morning where we left off on Saturday. 

Now, Mr. President, the Senate, in my opinion, can not 
escape a vote on this question. I do not want to delay the 
Senate. Of course, as the Senator from Kansas says, we 
ought to have a vote, and that is all I want. I do not care to 
take the time of the Senate up in debating the question. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield to the Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. SMITH. If the Senator will allow me, I do not care to 
speak on this question, except to clarify the situation. When 
his resolution was submitted and went to the Committee on 
Interstate Commerce, it was the opinion of the majority of 
the committee that the wording of the resolution, perhaps, was 
unfortunate. The intent and purpose of the resolution were 
not described in such language, in the opinion of the committee, 
as to go directly to the thing sought to be reached. It was 
rather difficult to arrive at the exact language that would meet 
the approval of the entire committee; but it was not the intent 
or the purpose of the committee, in the delay that occurred, 
to avoid an investigation of the General Electric Co., but to 
have the language such that it would bring about that very 
thing. 

Te othe words, we wanted to start with the cancer, and, if 
the roots of it reached out, then the matter would be in the 
hands of the Federal Trade Commission. We did not want to 
start with the auxilaries and work back, because some of them 
might be connected with it and some might not; but when we 
had finally reached the form in which the resolution is now 
presented to the Senate the yote of the committee was unani- 
mous, and I was a little surprised when objection was made to 
its consideration. I presume those who objected have good and 
sufficient reason for doing so; but I want to say in this con- 
nection that the form in which the Senator's resolution now 
appears is almost identical with the one introduced by the 
Senator from Kentucky, and I think both of them should be 
voted on now, because both are worded so as to come directly 
to the object for which both were intended. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield to the Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. CURTIS. I desire to ask the Senator if we can have a 
vote upon this question at once, and let the Senator offer the 
amendment which he has in mind. He has a right to offer an 
amendment to strike out the objectionable words about stock- 
holders. Can we not have a vote now? 

Mr. NORRIS, I am perfectly willing to have a vote. That 
is all I have been trying to get all the time for the last six 
weeks. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, if I can have an opportunity 
o? saying what I want to say, and of making the motion I want 
to make, I shall withdraw my demand, as far as I am con- 
cerned, for the regular order. 

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator knows that he has a perfect 
right to offer any amendment he desires to offer. 

Mr. WATSON. Certainly; but I am just waiting for the 
opportunity. 

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator could have done it and had it 
all over by this time, if he had not objected, 


Before I conclude, however, let me say that several weeks 
ago, when I was discussing some phases of this question, I 
asked unanimous consent to have printed in the RECORD a map 
which I exhibited to the Senate, and I obtained unanimous 
consent to do it. I found, however, that it was necessary that 
considerable work be done to cut down the map to a size which 
would not be greater than a page of the CONGRESSIONAL 
Record, and I could not have that done soon enough to attach 
it to my remarks at that time. Therefore I will attach the 
map to my remarks at this time, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none. 

[The map referred to appears on page 3284.] 

Mr. WATSON obtained the floor. 

Mr. BURSUM. Mr. President, before the Senator proceeds 
I should like to inquire whether I understand this matter cor- 
rectly. The Senator from Indiana has withdrawn his demand 
for the regular order? 

Mr. WATSON. I have; yes. 

Mr. BURSUM. And the Senator from Nebraska has with- 
drawn his motion to take up this other resolution? 

Mr. NORRIS. If we can take it up by unanimous consent, 
of course I will withdraw my motion. 

Mr. BURSUM. Under that understanding the unfinished 
business will not be displaced and is not displaced, but is 
temporarily laid aside? 

Mr. WATSON. That is all. 

Mr. President, when the resolution was first introduced by 
the Senator from Nebraska it was so sweeping and all- 
embracing that there was a very well-defined movement 
among Senators to have it referred to a committee because 
of its breadth and scope. As we understood the resolu- 
tion, it provided for the investigation of all public utilities 
everywhere and of all banking establishments that might be 
in any way financially connected with any publie utility, so- 
ciety, or organization, as well as individual stockholders. It 
was so broad that Senators generally believed that it was not 
feasible or practicable, and therefore a motion prevailed to 
refer it to the Interstate Commerce Committee. 

I violate no secrets of the committee when I say that we 
considered the resolution fully, that we had a number of hear- 
ings in regard to it, and that it was unanimously voted not to 
report the resolution out in its original form. A subcommittee 
consisting of the Senator from Iowa [Mr. Cums], the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. HowELL], and the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. Couzens] formulated the present resolution, 
and it was adopted by the committee. There were no votes 
against it. Personally I did not vote for it because of a clause 
in it that I want to move to strike out; and that is the history 
of this resolution. 

The Senator from Nebraska is wrong in saying that some- 
body is seeking to discriminate against him or in favor of the 
Senator from Kentucky. The resolution of the Senator from 
Kentucky, as we are all aware, was brought up very late on 
Saturday afternoon, when there were only a few Members on 
the floor, and at once the Senator from Nebraska offered his 
resolution as an amendment thereto, which he had a perfect 
right to do. Then some Senator demanded a quorum, and the 
presence of a quorum was not disclosed by the roll call, and 
the Senate took a recess. That is the status of the matter. 
There was no discrimination against anybody, as I think the 
Senator from Nebraska well knows. 

My objection to the present resolution is embodied in these 
words: 


Gr the stockholders or other security holders thereof, 


The language of the entire paragraph being— 

Resolved, That the Federal Trade Commission be, and it is hereby, 
directed to investigate and report to the Senate to what extent the 
said General Electric Co, or the stockholders or other security holders 
thereof, either directly or through subsidiary companies, stock owner- 
ship, or through other means or instrumentalities, monopolize or con- 
trol the production, generation, or transmission of electric energy 
or power, whether produced by steam, gas, or water power; and to 
report to the Senate the manner in which the said General Electric 
Co. has acquired and maintained such monopoly or exercises such con- 
trol in restraint of trade or commerce and in violation of law. 


In other words, when the resolution went to the committee 
and we voted not to report it in its original form, it was 
because of its scope and its breadth; and yet the resolution 
comes back with this clause in it, which leaves it practically 
as it was before; that is to say, under this authorization 
the Federal Trade Commission could send throughout the whole 
country and bring in, if it saw fit to do so, all the stockholders 
of any electric company or any power company for the pur- 


Companies directly or indirectly engaged in the furnish of electric publio utility service which 
ene 1 ma companies which the General Electric Co. controls, is affiliated with, 
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pose of finding out how much stock they owned in each particu- 
lar company, and what they paid for it, and everything in con- 
nection with the matter, which is not necessary to the sub- 
stantial purpose of this investigation. 

_ Aside from those words full authority to investigate is con- 
ferred by the resolution, for it provides: 


That the Federal Trade Commission be, and it is hereby, directed 
to investigate and report to the Senate to what extent the said 
General Electric Co., either directly or through subsidiary companies, 
stock ownership, or through other means or instrumentalities, monopo- 
lize or control the production, generation, or transmission of electric 
energy or power. 


That covers the whole subject, and is all that is necessary, 
as I understand, to carry out the original purpose of my 
friend from Nebraska. 

Senators, the real fact about the matter is that an investi- 
gation of this kind is disturbing to this particular branch 
of business, as an investigation of any kind at any time is 
disturbing to the particular branch of business investigated. 
Why should an individual stockholder, or any man not a stock- 
holder, who wants to buy a share of stock in any one of these 
companies, feel that by making the purchase he is buying only 
an investigation? I am told that there are some 32,000 or 
83,000 of these stockholders; and yet this resolution confers 
upon the Federal Trade Commission power to investigate every 
one of those men, to find out how much stock he owns, and 
what he paid for it. I undertake to say that that sort of a 
disturbing proposition is not necessary to the final purpose 
which the Senator from Nebraska must have had in mind 
when he introduced his resolution. It will carry out all the 
purposes and fulfill all the objects that any investigation ought 
to carry out or fulfill if we find out whether or not the General 
Electric Co., specifically named, either has a monopoly or is 
intending to create a monopoly or trying to create a monopoly 
by any of its purchases or exactions in the United States. That, 
I assume, is what the Senator is trying to do. Therefore, 
what I want to do is to move to strike out the words “ or the 
stockholders or other security holders thereof.” If those words 
are stricken out, so far as I am concerned the measure can 
pass without any further opposition. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, of course the motion is not now 
before the Senate; but since the Senator from Indiana has 
discussed the question I will discuss it, because it will come 
before the Senate. 

Let me say, in a preliminary way, that nobody knows better 
than the Senator from Indiana that it would have been per- 
fectly in order for him to offer his motion to amend. There 
was not anything in the unanimous-consent request I made 
that shut off any amendment or any debate. There was no 
intention of doing it. Every Senator knew that when the 
resolution came before the Senate, either by motion or by 
unanimous consent, it would be subject to all the amendments 
that any Senator could offer. 


Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, will the Senator permit an 
interruption? 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes. 

Mr. WATSON. The Senator knows full well that after I 


objected the other day I sought him out privately and tried 
to induce him to agree that those words might be stricken out. 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes. 

Mr. WATSON. That is why I did not seek to offer the 
amendment on the floor. I thought we could reach a per- 
sonal agreement, and that was my way of doing it if it could 
be done. 

Mr. NORRIS. Quite a number of Senators have asked me 
‘to strike out those words. Now let me tell the Senate why I 
do not want to strike them out. 

In the first place, the resolution which I originally intro- 
dueed had in it a provision which called for an investigation 
as to the financial interests, how they were connected up with 
this trust, if there was one, and how money was used by trust 
companies and banks to control the electric situation and 
the distribution of electric power. That was stricken out by 
the committee. That is eliminated. The “money trust” is 
out of it now. While that debate was on in the Senate, while 
we were haying the discussion here of the Muscle Shoals 
proposition in which these facts were brought out, the Gen- 
eral Electric Co. had a meeting, and took all the stock of the 
Electric Bond & Share Co.—one of the greatest of its sub- 
sidiaries, in fact its greafest subsidiary—stock which at that 
time was owned by the General Electric Co. and was in the 
treasury of that company, and divided up every dollar of that 
stock among the stockholders of the General Electric Co. in 
proportion to the amount of stock that each stockholder owned 


in the General Electric Co. Therefore the committee were wise 
in putting these words in. If they should be eliminated, what 
would happen? Then the Electric Bond & Share Co. would be 
eliminated from this investigation. It has subsidiaries by the 
dozens. This monopoly is perpetrated as much through the 
Electric Bond & Share Co. as through the General Electric Co. 

Senators will see in a moment that if the owners of stock 
can not be investigated, then the Electric Bond & Share Co. 
will escape investigation; and, as I have said, that is the 
largest. subsidiary of the General Electric Co. The owner- 
ship is practically the same as it was before, except that 
technically, as a matter of law, the General Electric Co. does 
not own a dollar of the shares of the Electric Bond & Share 
Co., but the stock owners of the General Electric own every 
single share of the stock of the Electric Bond & Share Co., 
and they hold it in the proportion to their ownership of stock in 
the General Electric Co. It was taken out of the treasury of 
the General Electric Co. and given to the shareholders after 
the debate had gone on for several days here in the Senate. 
So the adoption of this amendment would eliminate more than 
half of the evidences of a trust or monopoly that could be in- 
vestigated by the Federal Trade Commission if this resolu- 
tion were passed. 

Mr. WATSON. I offer my amendment. 

Mr. NORRIS. The resolution is not before the Senate yet. 
I offer first the amendment I offered last Saturday. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on pro- 
ceeding to the consideration of the resolution. 

Mr. NORRIS. It has been agreed, as I understand it, to 
take it up. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It has not been agreed to 
proceed with it up to this time. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I withdraw my motion with 
the understanding that we will proceed, as the Senator from 
Indiana and the Senator from New Mexico have intimated, 
under the unanimous consent that prevailed last Saturday. 

Mr. WATSON. I withdraw the demand for the regular 
order. 

a NORRIS. With that understanding, I withdraw the 
motion. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Ne- 
braska withdraws his motion to proceed to the consideration 
of this resolution, and, as the Chair understands it, the Sen- 
ator from New Mexico asks that the unfinished business be 
temporarily laid aside. 

Mr. NORRIS. It has been laid aside. It was laid aside 
last Saturday, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Ne- 
braska asks unanimous consent that the Senate proceed to 
the consideration of this resolution. These various requests 
are so united with each other that the Chair puts them to the 
Senate as one. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator will state his 
inquiry. 

Mr. KING. My understanding is that the Chair ruled that 
the motion of the Senator from Nebraska was in order. That 
motion was that we proceed to the immediate consideration of 
his resolution. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. A point was made against 
it being in order. 

Mr. NORRIS. Did not the Chair hold that unless some one 
3 the regular order we would proceed according to the 
unanimous- consent agreement of Saturday? The Senator from 
Indiana has withdrawn his request for the regular order, and 
hence there is nobody demanding the regular order, and we are 
proceeding under the unanimous-consent agreement of Satur- 
day. The amendment which I sent to the desk should be the 
pending question. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair did not under- 
stand that the Senator from Indiana had withdrawn his 
request for the regular order. 

Mr. SMITH. The Senator from Nebraska has stated the 
attitude of the Senator from Indiana now, as I understand. 
He withdraws his demand for the regular order, and therefore 
we are acting under the unanimous-consent agreement of 
Saturday. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair understands that 
now, but did not a moment ago. The Senator from Indiana 
asks unanimous consent to withdraw his demand for the regu- 
lar order, and the Senator from Nebraska withdraws his motion 
to proceed to the consideration of the resolution. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. Am I 
to understand that the two requests are ccupled? 
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Mr. NORRIS. No. I do not understand any request to be 
necessary. The Senator from Indiana has simply withdrawn 
his demand for the regular order, and I have withdrawn my 
motion. Therefore we are just where the Chair said we were 
at the beginning; we are acting under the unanimous-consent 
agreement entered into on Saturday. The tobacco resolution is 
before the Senate; the amendment I offered last Saturday is 
pending, and I offer an amendment to that amendment, which 
ought to be the pending question when it shall be stated. 

Mr. KING. That is my understanding of the parliamentary 
sifuation, and I was apprehensive that the Chair took the view 
that those two requests being coupled together 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Nebraska 
has stated the understanding of the Chair, substantially, that 
if the unanimous-consent agreement, as I said before, shall be 
granted then the motion will be upon the amendment to the 
resolution offered by the Senator from Nebraska. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and the Secretary will report 
the amendment. 

The Reaping Crerk. The Senator from Nebraska offers to 
his amendment the following modification: At the end of the 
first resolution of the pending amendment insert the following: 


The commission shall also ascertain and report what effort, if any, 
has been made by the said General Electric Co. or any one in its 
behalf or in behalf of any trade organization of which it is a member, 
through the expenditure of money or through the control of the avenues 
of publicity, to influence or control public opinion on the question of 
municipal or public ownership of the means by which power is de- 
yeloped and electric energy is generated and distributed. 


Mr. NORRIS. Mr, President, that Is an amendment to my 
other amendment, and I want to explain it. I do not believe 
there can be any possible objection to it, either from the com- 
mittee.or from any Member of the Senate. 

Mr. WATSON. Let me understand, please. Does the Senator 
offer this as an amendment to the resolution reported by the 
Interstate Commerce Committee? 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes. 

Mr, WATSON. Where does it come in? 

Mr. NORRIS. It comes in, as the amendment shows, after 
the first resolution. There are two resolutions. 

Mr. WATSON. It is an amendment, fhen, to an amendment? 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes 

Mr. WATSON, That may preclude me from offering my 
amendment. 

Mr. NORRIS. No; when this is disposed of the Senator’s 
amendment will be in order. 

Mr. WATSON. i want to have that understood. 

Mr. NORRIS. ‘That is guaranteed to the Senator by the 
rules of the Senate and general parliamentary law, and I would 
be the last one in the world to try to take away from him or 
anybody else the right to offer any amendment he sees fit. 

I was about to say that there is an abundance of evidence 
that the General Electric Co. and the various subsidiary com- 
panies which it controls are very active in a propaganda on 
the question of the ownership of public utilities by munici- 
palities. All this asks is that the Federal Trade Commission 
in making this investigation shall report what the activities of 
the trust, if there be one, have been in that respect. 

Mr. SMOOT. It also asks, does it not, for the opinion of the 
commission as to what effect the propaganda has had? 

Mr. NORRIS. No. : 

Mr. SMOOT. As I gathered from the reading of the amend- 
ment, that was the effect of tt. Has the Senator the amend- 
7 


ment? 
Mr. NORRIS. No; the Secretary has it. Let it be read 
aggin. 


Mr. SMOOT. Let the amendment be read. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The Secretary will read the 
amendment as a whole. 

The Reaprne CLERK. The amendment offered by the Senator 
from Nebraska reads: 


Resolved, That the Federal Trade Commission be, and it is hereby, 
directed to investigate and report to the Senate to what extent the 
said General Electric Co. or the steckholders or other security holders 
thereof, either directly or through subsidiary companies, stock .owner- 
ship, or through other means or instrumentalities, monopolize or con- 
trol the production, generation, or transmission of electric energy or 
power, whether produced by steam, gas, or water power, and to report 
to the Senate the manner in which the said General Electric Co. has 
acquired and maintained such monopoly or exercises such contro! in re- 
straint of trade or commerce and in violation of law. 


At this point the Senater from Nebraska modifies the amend- 
ment by the insertion of the following words: 
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The commission shall also ascertain and report what effort, if any, | 
has been made by the said General Electric Co., or anyone in its behalf, 
er in behalf of any trade organization of which it is a member, through 
the expenditure of money or through ‘the control of the avenues of 
publicity, to influence or control public opinion on the question of mu- 
nicipal or public ownership of the means by which power is developed | 
and electric energy is generated and distributed. 


Then the amendment proceeds: 


Resolved further, That the President of the United States be, and he 
is hereby, requested to direct the Secretary of the Treasury, under 
such rules and regulations as the Secretary of the Treasury may pre- 
scribe, to permit the sald Federal Trade Commission to have access to 
peers reports and records pertinent thereto in making such inves- 

m. s, 


Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, while I offer that as an amenđ- 
ment, I ean modify my own amendment by adding that to it, 
though I would not do ft if there were any serious objection; 
but in order to shorten matters 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator has a right 
to modify his amendment. 

Mr. NORRIS. I offer the amendment as read by the Secre- 
Sey, ang then the Senator from Indiana can offer his amend- 
men 

Mr, WATSON. I would like to ask a question. 

Mr. NORRIS. Very well. 

Mr. WATSON. The amendment to the amendment which | 
the Senator now proposes was not sent to the Committee on 
Interstate Commerce? f 

Mr. NORRIS. No; tt was not. 

Mr. WATSON. And had no consideration there? 

Mr. NORRIS. It did not. 

Mr. WATSON. I can not tell, from a hasty reading, what 
it provides that the Senator’s original amendment does not 
provide. Will the Senator kindly state? 

Mr. NORRIS. The resolution as reported by the Committee 
on Interstate Commerce does not provide that any investiga- 
tion shall be made as to the propaganda, if there be such 
propaganda, that has ‘been carried on by the Hlectric Light 
Trust to control or influence public opinion in the matter of 
municipal ownership of public utilities. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 
question at that point? ; 

Mr. NORRIS. Certainly. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I observe from the reading of the amend- 
ment which the Senator has just proposed to the resolution as 
reported by the Committee on Interstate Commerce that it is 
proposed to investigate the proceedings and activities of the 
General Electrie Co. or its subsidiaries in connection with prop- 
aganda for the purpose of influencing public opinion in the 
matter of municipal ownership and kindred questions. What, 
if any, is the objection of the Senator proposing this amend- 
ment to broadening its language so as to provide fer the in- 
vestigation of others who may have expended funds or carried 
on propaganda for the purpose of influencing public opinion 
with respect to the same subject? 

Mr. NORRIS. I have no objection. 

Mr. ROBINSON. In this connection let me say that my 
information is that the subject of municipal ownership, and 
public opinion respecting it, has been the object of widespread 
propaganda, both on the part of those who favor municipal 
ownership of public utilities and the operation of them through 
public agencies and also on the part of those who oppose it. I 
can not imagine the Senator from Nebraska desiring or insist- 
ing upon a purely one-sided investigation of this question. The 
whole subject ought to be gone into, so that the Congress and 
the country may know what influences are being exerted to 
influence the opinion of Congress upon that subject. 

Mr. NORRIS. The object I have in this can be made per- 
fectly plain when we take into consideration that this is a 
proposition to investigate the General Electric Co. and its 
subsidiaries, an allegation being made that it is a trust or 
monopoly. One of the ways of obtaining its monopoly—and 
I think probably the Federal Trade Commission could make 
this investigation, even if I had not put in that modification 
is by the inauguration of propaganda as to anything that will 
stand in the way of the carrying out of the object of the 
monopoly or the trust. The only means it has of getting money 
is to collect it from the people who use electric appliances or who 
develop power and buy the machinery of the trust. It ought 
to be interesting to consumers of the privately owned electric 
systems to knew how much of their own money is being spent 
for propaganda purposes. ‘So it seems to me it is perfectly 
legitimate, and in reality a- part of the plan, to investigate this 
particular trust. 
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Personally, I have no objection whatever, if Senators desire 
it, to an investigation, either by the Federal Trade Commission 
or some other body, as to propaganda in favor of municipal 


ownership. I would welcome that kind of an investigation. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Will the Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. NORRIS. I have no objection to that whatever. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I make the suggestion for this reason: 
That beyond doubt those who oppose municipal ownership, who 
have seen fit to avail themselves of agencies of publicity for 
the dissemination of their views, will seek to justify their 
action upon the ground that other agencies and other influences 
have been at work to promote favorable opinion respecting the 
subject of Government ownership of public utilities. The end 
of that suggestion could be accomplished by adding after the 
words “General Electric Co.” the words “or others,” so they 
may all be investigated by the Federal Trade Commission. 

Mr. NORRIS. I have no objection, and I will ask to have 
the words incorporated as a part of my amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Nebraska 
modifies his amendment by adding certain words, which will be 
stated. 

The READING CLERK. After the words “General Electric 
Co.” insert the words “ or others,” so as to read “in which the 
said General Electric Co. or others haye acquired and main- 
tained,” and so forth. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is upon agree- 
ing to the amendment of the Senator from Nebraska as modified. 

Mr. WATSON, I desire to offer an amendment, but I am 
not certain as to just what form the amendment is in at the 
present time, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It is a single amendment. 

Mr. WATSON. Then I offer an amendment to the amend- 
ment, as follows: In lines 3 and 4, page 3, strike out the words 
“or the stockholders or other security holders thereof.” 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is upon agree- 
ing to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Indiana to 
the amendment of the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, I think these words ought to go 
out of the resolution, and I shall give my reasons for support- 
ing the amendment to the amendment, not alone because a great 
number of people in my own State have communicated with me 
in regard to those particular words, but because of the very 
extensive fleld that the investigation under the resolution would 
enter if those words are retained. 

I would like to have the attention of the Senate just a 
moment with reference to the growth of public ownership as 
expressed in stock ownership in various companies. I do not 
know of any growth that is more remarkable than that partic- 
ular feature of the ownership of public utilities. For example, 
when the antitrust law was enacted in 1890 the wealth of the 
country was about $60,000,000,000 and the population of the 
country was about 63,000,000. To-day the population is nearly 
double that number, while the wealth of the country is $320,- 
000,000,000, or five times what it was at that time. 

I recall when the agitation was on for antitrust legislation 
that there was great concern about the growth of monopolies. 
It had already reached the interests of the railroads by the 
creation of the Interstate Commerce Commission as a remedy 
against monopoly, Three years afterwards, after years of dis- 
cussion with reference to the control of them, we had the 
expression of the antitrust law which is regarded by many as 
a very constructive piece of legislation. Then later we had 
supplemental legislation known as the Clayton law. Later 
still we had further supplemental legislation that has taken 
the form of the Federal Trade Commission. When the Fed- 
eral Trade Commission was originally created, having been 
recommended by President Taft, it was thought, because of 
the various legislative enactments restricting the right of busi- 
ness to enter upon any corporate life, that it would be well to 
have a governmental agency to be consulted in order to know 
whether the proposal would be free of the legal inhibitions 
placed by the antitrust legislation. Whether the Federal Trade 
Commission has carried out that particular viewpoint or not 
may, it is true, be a question of dispute. I want to give some 
figures in reference to the growth of corporate interests yery 
largely since the legislation known as the Clayton bill. 

The value of manufactured goods in 1890, at the time of the 
antitrust legislation, was about $12,000,000,000. The deposits 
in the banks by individuals at that time were about $4,000,- 
000,000. All of the individual or independent manufacturers 
produced but $5,000,000,000 worth of products while 41,000 
corporations produced over $7,000,000,000 of marketable goods. 
In 1890, at the time of the antitrust legislation, corporations 
produced about 60 per cent of the total production of the 
country. 


That the growth of corporations under the antitrust law 
was tremendous is suggested by a mere recital of the facts. 
For example, in 1919 the individual or independent manu- 
facturers, numbering about 140,000, and employing 600,000 
laborers, produced less than $4,000,000,000 worth of commodi- 
ties, while 90,000 corporations produced $55,000,000,000 and 
employed 8,000,000 laborers. In other words, about one-half 
of the number of corporations employed 12 times as many 
laborers and produced 14 times as much commodities as the 
individual or independent producers. I mention that to indi- 
cate the trend since 1890 in our modern industrialism. To-day 
it is safe to say that not over 10 per cent of the entire produc- 
tion in America is by individuals or independent concerns, 
which would mean that 90 per cent of all the production of the 
wealth of the country to-day is by organizations known as 
corporations or partnerships. 

About the time of the agitation which led to drastic regula- 
tion of business there was a widespread fear that the growth 
of monopoly was so rapid that ultimately the rights of the 
people would be entirely denied. I myself can recall the fear 
that was expressed when they talked about the organization of 
the United States Steel Corporation, and especially in my own 
State when the agitation was on against the Standard Oil Co. 
I can recall that the remedy always announced was that after 
all we are the people and the people will rule. 

It was that fear on the part of the people against the con- 
centration of wealth, especially as it was noticed in the very 
few corporations that controlled most of the transportation, 
that led to the belief that we were not in danger because the 
people, through legislation, would find a remedy, That evi- 
dently is the basis for much of the investigation on the part 
of the governmental agencies which we are now discussing. 

Whatever may be thought of the merits of the under- 
taking, there is no question that a great and important change 
of policy has been inaugurated. That change of policy has 
come coincident with the seeking of a remedy to prevent the 
dangers that seemed to be apparent. I think it is very notice- 
able to-day that, while concentration is the law of the 
hour, regulation or control by the Government is absolutely 
demanded, and I can note quite a change of publie sentiment 
in the general attitude of the public toward the entire ques- 
tion. I think that any Senator would recognize the fact that 
there is a clearer understanding to-day in the mind of the 
general public of what great business or big business is. I 
think that most of us will agree that Colonel Roosevelt was 
right when he said that there are good and bad trusts. I can 
recall very vividly how that utterance was very bitterly attacked 
as if there could not be such a thing as a good trust, as if 
that were an inconsistent, if not an impossible, statement. 

I also believe that Senators will agree that merely because 
a thing is big it is not necessarily vicious. On the other hand, 
I can see advantage to the large dimensions of business pro- 
vided that it does not take advantage of the public which it 
serves. Therefore I think there is quite a different attitude 
of the public as more information comes as to what big busi- 
ness is doing. 

Another fact that is very noticeable is that whether big 
business willingly accepts it or not, large businesses are ac- 
cepting the principle of governmental regulation. My only 
concern in the control of these industries is that regulation 
shall not go to the extent of strangulation. That is the danger 
invariably, and yet with the Government in control it is not- 
likely that a business, unless it is purely through prejudice, 
will suffer by Government regulation. That element of preju- 
dice is ever to be avoided and is a danger in such legislation 
as here proposed. 

There is another attitude that I can notice in the public 
mind that is quite welcome, and that is that there is a general 
belief that the situation now demands to permit these aggre- 
gations to go on in accordance with normal economic life but 
to hold the Government’s hand over the corporations and 
combinations in a way limited only by the welfare of the 
public. So I think we can accept the general situation that 
large business is to be permitted to grow, that a thing is not 
vicious because it is big, but that while they do grow for 
purposes that might be primarily for profit they should be 
regulated by the Government. 

As I see it there is no movement that is more prominent 
in the last 20 years than the movement toward democratization 
of industry through stock ownership of industry. I do not 
mean municipal ownership nor Government ownership, but I 
mean the ownership by the public through the purchase of 
the stocks of the companies that are doing business. Yor 
example, with reference to the railroads, there was a time 
when the railroad properties were owned by the operatives. 
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The Interstate Commerce Committee were told recently in 
the hearings that the ownership to-day of 80 of the first class 
or class 1 roads would amount to something like 800,000 stock- 
holders. In other words, instead of the stock of the first- 
class roads being owned by the operatives as many people 
have thonght the stock is owned by something like 800,000 
stockholders. I have taken the time to compile a few figures 
which I think are most enlightening, coming, as they do, from 
statisticians who, I am sure, have no interest other than to give 
exact facts, f 

Take, for example, the transportation system: In 1890, when 
the antitrust law was enacted, there were 81,000 stockholders 
in 33 railroads, averaging a holding of $17,000. In 10 years 
these had increased less than 2,000, because the movement 
toward ownership in the public had not yet set in, but in 
1923 the owners of railroad stock had increased to 602,000. 

As I suggested a moment ago, at the beginning of 1924 the 
owners of stock in class 1 railroads numbered about 800,000, 
a an average holding of a little over $9,000 to the stock- 

older. 

The same situation is noted in the packing industry. Mr, 
President, we can remember 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 
question ? 

Mr. FESS. I yield to the Senator from North Carolina. 

Mr, SIMMONS. In the Senator's investigation with refer- 
ence to the ownership of the stock of the railroads did the 
Senator ascertain in how many of these 30 class A roads to 
which he has referred is the majority of the stock concen: 
trated into the hands of a few men? 

Mr. FESS. Does the Senator mean the majority as repre- 
sented by the value of the stock? > 

Mr. SIMMONS. In how many of those roads is the control 
by stock ownership concentrated in the hands of a very few 
stockholders? 

Mr. FESS. I think in most of the roads ownership of the 
stock is spread out over a great number of stockholders, but 
the roads are controlled by a very few individuals through 
proxies. I think that is the practical effect. 

Mr. SIMMONS. And not by actual ownership of stock? 

Mr. FHSS. No; rather by voting power through proxies. 

Mr. SIMMONS. I was under the impression that as to a 
great many of the roads—I do not mean to say the majority 
of them—while the minority stock was distributed among 
citizens of the country, the majority stock was in the hands 
of a very few people, who actually controlled and directed 
the affairs of the company. 

Mr. FESS. Whether the actual ownership is in the hands of 
a few, I think the Senator is correct that the control is largely 
in the hands of a few, very largely through voting proxies, how- 
ever. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator at 


that point? 
Mr. FESS. I yield to the Senator from Nebraska. 
Mr. NORRIS. I have not investigated, but I think the gen- 


eral statement by the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. SIM- 
MONS] suggests an important viewpoint of the matter. The 
wide diffusion of stock may mean nothing in the control of the 
company itself. 

Mr. SIMMONS. That is the thought I had in mind. 

Mr. NORRIS. One man may own a controlling interest in 
the stock and do what he pleases with the property and yet 
there may be 150,000 stockholders in the company. 

Mr. FESS. I admit the truth of that suggestion. 

Mr. SIMMONS. It may be really to the interest of the con- 
trolling stockholders to have the minority of the stock dis- 
tributed among a great many people. 

Mr. NORRIS. Of course, it is to their interest to have as 
wide a distribution of the stock as possible. 

Mr. FESS. I will state to my friend from Nebraska what I 
had in mind. I am of the opinion that, measured by the 
value of the stock, the public ownership is really larger than 
that of the few operatives or distinctly interested parties, but 
through voting by proxies a few do control the policy of the 
roads. Such practice is not only inevitable, but most likely 
as it should be, since great industry can not run as a town 
meeting is conducted. 

For example, I have just a little stock in a bank at home. 
As a stockholder I have never appeared to vote, but my proxy 
has always been sent; and I am of the opinion that that is 

nearly the general practice among small stockholders. 

Mr. NORRIS. I think that is probably true, but that does 
not get away from the fact that in ene railroad, for instance, a 
very few men may have the majority of the stock: 

Mr. FESS. I understand that. P 


Mr. NORRIS. And yet may be able to show that the road 
has a very large number of stockliolders. 

Mr. FESS. I think the Senator's observation is correct. 
However, Mr. President, I recall, as does every other Senator 
here, the time when the great packing industries were con- 
trolled by a very few people and were almost family affairs. I 
think it is quite well understood that the packing industry, 
which was concentrated in Chicago, was largely controlled by 
two or three companies and that those companies at one time 
were mere family affairs. To-day the famous Armour Pack- 
ing Co., to quote exactly the figures, has about 80,000 stock- 
holders and the Swift Co. has just a little short of 50,000. Of 
the two companies combined, the figures indicate that 55,900 
of the employees of the two companies are stockholders, which 
I think is a movement in the right direction. 

Mr. NORRIS. I agree with the Senator, although I do not 
draw the conclusion from that, for instance, that Armour does 
not absolutely control the Armour Co. He still controls 
it, as I understand, although the company has a large number 
of stockholders. 

Mr. FESS. I am of the opinion that the Senator from Ne- 
braska is correct #s to that. 

Mr. NORRIS. And the same thing is true as to the Swift 
Packing Co. 

Mr. FESS. Another industry that must attract our attention 
is the United States Steel Corporation. The statistics disclose 
that in 1902 there were 43,000 stockholders, including 27,379 
employees of the company, while in 1924 there were 159,000, 
including 50,020 employees of the company. 

The Bethlehem Co., which is an independent producer, 
has about 50,000 stockholders, with 14,000 applicants among 
its employees under the new purchase plan that hes just been 
announced. 

The growth of the movement for public ownership of stock 
is not confined to the particular industries which I have men- 
tioned, but extends into retail business. I have the figures of 
10 companies whose sales were nearly $1,000,000,000 in 1923, 
in which over 8,000,000 shares, representing nearly $375,000,000, 
were sold to 41,000 stockholders, representing an average value 
of $9,000 for each stockholder. 

The resolution as originally submitted here proposed directly 
to an investigation of electric light power companies. As 
proposed to be amended it is limited to the General Electrice 
Co., facts concerning which become pertinent to the proposed 
investigation. I have not been able to go in detail into the 
figures concerning the General Electric Co, I have understood, 
however, that there are over 30,000 stockholders in that com- 
pany. I have examined into some other of the companies, 
however, and find some very illuminating facts. Twelve years 
after the Sherman antitrust law was enacted the electric power 
and light industry was estimated at a yalue of half a billion 
dollars. That was not large. To-day it is estimated at some- 
thing near $6,000,000,000, or about twelve times what it was 
in 1902, 12 years after the antitrust legislation was enacted. 
It is stated that the property is owned by at least 1,250,000 
persons, and if we include with the light and power company 
such companies as gas and electric railway companies, the own- 
ership will easily reach the figure of 2,000,000. One hundred 
and eighty-five companies report 653,000 stockholders and 56 
eompanies report 38 per cent of their employees are the owners 
of stock. The American Gas Association reports that 187 com- 
panies sold stock to 227,000 customers in 20 months from Janu- 
ary, 1922, to September, 1923. The Commonwealth Edison Co. 
reported 34,256 stockholders in 1923. The Sonthern California 
Edison Co. reported 65,636 stockholders; the Standard Gas & 
Electric Co. reported 75 per cent of its employees as stock- 
holders, and the Northern States Power Co. reported 80 per 
cent of its employees as stockholders. 

The Western Union Telegraph Co. in 1923 had 26,276 stock- 
holders, with an average holding of 38 shares. The American 
Telephone & Telegraph Co. in 1923 had 843,000 stockholders, 
with an average holding of 26 shares, and according to its 
president over 65,000 employees of the Bell System are stock- 
holders of record in the American company and 100,000 or more 
are acquiring stock. There are also over 147,000 owners of 
preferred stock of associated companies. 

The best example of popular ownership in our country is 
shown by the investments in the various insurance companies, 
Without going into detail, Mr. President, there are supposed 
to be something like 45,000,000 people in our own conntry, limit- 
ing it to this country, who hold policies in those companies of 
a value of something like $60,000,000,000. 

Eix-Secretary of the Treasury David Houston recently 
stated that over 11,000,000 families in the United States own 
their own homes, which house 55,000,000 of our people. He 
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also stated that 36,000,000 people have savings of more than 
$21,000,000,000, while in Europe 80,000,000 people have sav- 
ings of but $9,000,000,000. Mr. President, I think those fig- 
ures are most significant. 

The most recent movement—and it is one of vast impor- 
tance—is the launching into the banking business by labor 
organizations. I think that is one of the most significant of 
all modern movements. It is stated, I think by Mr. Stone, of 
Cleveland, that already 15 banks have been established by 
labor organizations and that there are something like T more 
that are now in process of being established; that 60 applica- 
tions are on file, and that banks already established and in 
process of being established by them have a capital of 8150, 
000,000. I know of no movement in modern life that means 
more than this movement on the part of union labor. 

Mr, President, I have here a statement, tabulated to indi- 
eate the popular ownership in various utilities of the country 
representing something like 27 or 28 different industries, 
recently published in the World's Work. I do not desire to 
take the time to read it, and, therefore, ask unanimous consent 
to have the table inserted without reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Jones of Washington in 
the chair). Without objection, it is so ordered. The Chair 
hears none. 


The table referred to is as follows: 
Popular ownership various utilities 


26, 259 

86, 256 

, 636 

19, 800 

Piec REG DERA A 12, 700 

ic Service of New — ere Beet DN 25, 912 

Consolidated Gas, Biectric Light & Power, Baltimore 11, 449 

1238 Ne benni. ñi¼m n 21, 416 

lorthera “States Power. wens 20, 163 

Total public utilities.--_-_________-_----__._..-- 2, 000, 000 

Wienternd Une —— — nt emer 26, 276 

55 Tele, TTT 343. 000 

nited States Steel 158, 940 

Bethlehem Steel —kü'—[łkwnj.———rv*r;v — 49, 497 

Armour Pac , 000 

LR SERIES 46, 751 

Ten retail trades 40, 767 

, 000 

18, 025 

15, 000 

Texas 30, 000 

300, 000 

144, 228 

67,118 

52, 582 

New Tork Contras ne ee een —.— $4, 946 

New York, New Haven & Hartford - 24, 196 

Boston & Maine — — 16, TOT 

inen Central ooo ek 19, 470 

Chicago, Milwaukee & Bt. Paul 22. 518 

Chicago & Northwestern , 451 

Delaware: & Hudson ~~ +. ------ a 10, 850 

Louisville & Nashville 5, 947 

Norfolk & Western 13. 176 
Great Northern 44. 

hesapeake & low. 9, 320 

Seuthern : eine ⁰ꝗ—ͥʃ . 60, 186 

Missouri Pacifier eens 3. 345 


Insurance com. 
Farms coverin 
Savings of $2) 000, 
Homes, sheltering 55,000,000 person — tt 

Mr. FESS. It is an interesting study to ascertain who are 
these purchasers and what station in life they have. The best 
statement I have of who are the purchasers of these various 
stocks is made by the president of the American Bell Tele- 
phone Co., and it has been published. I therefore ask unani- 


mous consent to insert this statement without further reading, 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
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Mr. FESS. The Government itself has taken a lead along 
this line, and one of the best examples is our postal savings 
movement. In talking with the Post Office Department this 
morning to get the information as to what we have done along 
that line, they stated that the postal savings movement be- 
eame law back in January, 1911, and this morning they are 
able to report 425,000 depositors in the postal savings move- 
ment, representing $133,300,000, 

Mr. President, I rose simply to say that the clause that I 
should like to have the Senator from Nebraska agree to go 
out is the one that applies to the stockholders. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio 
yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. FESS. Yes. 

Mr. NORRIS. Does the Senator want to have the Electric 
Bond & Share Co. escape this investigation? Is the Senator 
aware that it is the largest subsidiary and that all its stock 
has been divided equally among the stockholders? Does he 
think it should escape investigation? 

Mr. FESS. I stated to the Senate that I had not been able 
to go into the General Electric matter as I ought to have. 

Mr. NORRIS. Does not the Senator see that if we eliminate 
the Electric Bond & Share Co. from this investigation we take 
away half of the force of it? 

Then, I want to ask the Senator another question right on 
the same line. I can not speak with authority on this point. 
As to the Hlectrie Bond & Share Co., I am speaking from my 
personal knowledge; but there is another electric manufac- 
turing company, known as the Westinghouse Co. I am in- 
formed on what I believe to be very reliable authority that 
the only connection between the Westinghouse Co. and the 
General Electric Co. is through stock ownership. Everybody 
knows that they have a close understanding, that they are 
operating very closely together, and that they do not compete 
with each other as a rule; but if we struck out this language, 
and if the fact were that the Westinghouse Co. was in practical 
agreement with the General Electric Co., thus eliminating 
practically the only competitor of any size, would the Senator 
want to eliminate them from the investigation, if this lan- 
guage would eliminate them? 

Mr. FESS. The Senator from Ohio is convinced that the 
language of the resolution without including the stockholders 
will give the Senate the information that we ought to have, 
and if there is anything which is contrary to law, that will fur- 
nish the basis upon which we can act. The Senator from Ohio 
is much concerned about possible injurious results of going 
into a field of such tremendous dimensions as the investigation 
of the stockholders. 

Mr. NORRIS. I want to disabuse the Senator’s mind on 
that point. It is true that they would have the power to sum- 
mon a stockholder before them. If that were not the case, if 
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one person controlled it all, he would be entirely eliminated 
from investigation. I do not anticipgte that men with small 
holdings will ever be asked to testify, or that they will be in- 
vestigated in any way. They will first ascertain who the large 
stockholders are, and they will pursue the course that I think 
sensible men would pursue. It is through the power of the 
large stockholders that stock ownership controls other com- 
panies, if they are controlled, and not the small ones. I do not 
anticipate anything of that kind; but I do not know how to 
give them the power to inquire of the large stockholders and 
eliminate the other. They are both stockholders. 

For instance, Congress has enacted into law an income tax. 
It is within the constitutional power of Congress, for instance, 
to levy an income tax on the farmer, and make it so high 
that everybody would know that he would be crushed out of 
existence; but he was not exempted when we passed the 
amendment. The power must exist. I take it that there will 
be no intention on the part of the Federal Trade Commission 
to be foolish about this investigation. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, I think the Senator from Ne- 
braska and the Senator from Ohio may have a different view- 
point as to the field of this investigation. I recall that not 
long ago our committee made inquiry of the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission as to how much of a force would be re- 
quired and how much time would be required to conduct an 
investigation that we had ordered by a resolution upon which 
we had acted favorably, and we were astonished to be told 
that it would take something like $400,000 and all of the 
force of the Interstate Commerce Commission for several 
months. There was no one before the committee who could 
indicate to us how long this investigation would take, or how 
much expense would be involved. There was an estimate 
given as to the expense, but it was merely an estimate. I do 
know that if we go into the field of stock ownership, and the 
comm'ssion is inclined to do what the resolution would order, 
there is no end to it. Anyone can see that to make an inves- 

- tigation of over 80,000 people is an unending affair. 

The Senator thinks that that would not be done; that they 
would take only a few of the large stockholders. That might 
be; but I say to my friend from Nebraska that the very fact 
of the existence of authority to go into this matter would 
certainly create considerable doubt as to what was going to 
be done, and I do not know just what baleful effect it would 
have upon the value of the stocks that are owned by people 
who are innocent purchasers and the extent of injury to the 
business of the country. While I should not hesitate to vote 
to investigate in order to get facts upon which we can legis- 
late, as I have stated over and over, I should hesitate to do 
anything that would unduly disturb the business of the country 
without any reciprocal value, and that is what I fear about 
this. 

For that reason I had hoped that the Senator would agree 
to allow those words to go out, as suggested by this amend- 
ment. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I am not going to address my 
remarks to the particular phase of this debate which has been 
under discussion; but I want to take this opportunity of call- 
ing the attention of the Senate to the serious situation that 
has called forth the resolution introduced by the Senator from 
Kentucky [Mr. Ernst]. 

I do not believe there is any man on this floor who realizes 
just what that situation is. It is peculiarly acute in the sec- 
tion that I in part represent. We had been exhorted by the 
Agricultural Department and our political economists that one 
of the things that perhaps had retarded the progress and 
prosperity of the South was our one-crop idea. 

I shall not now go into the question of why we adhered to 
the one-crop idea. There were sufficient and compelling rea- 
sons that forced us to adopt that course; but, as I say, we 
were exhorted to diversify, to have other products than cotton, 
for the purpose of getting our independence, if possible, or at 
least a degree of prosperity. 

Prior to the advent of the boll weevil there had been some 
attempts made down in our section to grow, as a cash substi- 
tute crop, tobacco. Some few farmers pioneered it; and they 
had not been in it long before we found that the section of the 
country comprising the eastern part of the two Carolinas was 
perhaps the finest soil for the production of bright tobacco in 
the whole country. The profits were very satisfactory, and the 
business grew rapidly. It was not very many years after this 
industry had become standardized before we realized that 
there was but one agency through which the sale and distribu- 
tion of our tobacco was in a degree possible. The condition 
of manipulation of the market had become acute in the State 
of the Senator from Kentucky. They had some manifestations 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


FEBRUARY 9 


of their disapproval in very extraordinary ways; but before 
matters reached the stage where we might have been aimost 
induced to invoke the methods that were used in his State, the 
Government of the United States, through its representatives 
in both the Senate and the House and the Executive, realized 
that the only hope of the American farmer to gain what he 
had been striving for through all the years was self-help 
through the same process by which modern business was taking 
care of and protecting itself, namely, by organization and co- 
operation. 

That idea became so thoroughly paramount in the minds of 
the people that it expressed itself here in Congress—that unify- 
ing the product, collecting it, and putting it in the hands of a 
few, was the only possible meaus by which the peculiar method 
of agricultural production and distribution as contradistin- 
guished from manufactured production and distribution could 
find a means of protecting itself. The Government went so far 
as to relieve agricultural organizations under the cooperative 
plan from the operation of the Sherman Antitrust Act. It went 
further and modified the banking and currency law to the 
extent of creating the War Finance Corporation to meet an 
emergency, and later substituted for the War Finance Corpora- 
tion the intermediate credits act. By implication, implicitly 
and explicitly, the Government committed itself to the plan 
of cooperative marketing as the means of ultimate relief for 
the agricultural interests of this country. 

We in the South and in Kentucky and Virginia, which 
borders on the southwest on Kentucky, organized cooperative 
tobacco marketing associations. Immediately, at the very 
outset, when we drafted a form of contract that compelled its 
observance by the contractor and forced the delivery of the 
article to the pool, the tobacco world, the manufacturers, and 
those that theretofore had preempted the market, realized that 
this new form of cooperation by virtue of its contract was an 
actual, legal, vital force, and that it had in it the elements of 
putting the control of the production and sale of that com- 
modity in the hands in which it rightfully belonged, namely, 
the hands of the producer. 

We were at once met by the attitude of two companies 
which had practically a monopoly of foreign and domestic 
trade in tobacco. Their attitude was that they would not pur- 
chase a pound from the agents of the cooperative organiza- 
tions. 

It can be seen at a glance what that meant. Here were or- 
ganizations which, through all the years previous to the estab- 
lishment of the cooperative organizations, had established their 
foreign connection; had built up their domestic trade; had, by 
virtue of their good will and their method of doing business, 
established standardized avenues of commerce, and pre- 
empted the ground. Here was a new organization, fostered by 
the Government, indorsed by the people, which was attempting, 
legitimately and honestly, to enter the market for protection 
against whatever incidental misfortune might attend its mem- 
bers by the operation of the other organization. The attitude 
of these corporations was that, regardless of whether the Goy- 
ernment thought that this was a good plan to relieve its citi- 
zens or not, they would interpose their power, shut the avennes 
of trade, prevent the entrance of these organizations into the 
market which they controlled, and thereby disconrage those 
who otherwise would join the cooperative organization. 

It was not a question of theory. Everybody recognized that 
if this cooperative plan could be carried to the point where the 
cooperative organizations could control a majority of the prod- 
net, they then would dictate the conditions under which it 
would be sold and distributed. These individuals ostensibly 
going into the market to buy tobacco, it was to be supposed that 
they were going to make their purchases based on the merits of 
the tobacco, on its quality. The ownership of it, if they were 
dealing fairly with the American people, was a matter which 
did not concern them, providing the ownership was legal. In 
the eyes of these purchasers, tobacco should have been tobacco, 
and the price they were willing to pay for a certain grade 
ought to have been the same, regardless of who delivered the 
grade. Therefore they practically convicted themselves of 
fear of just competition when they denied a member of the co- 
operative organization entrance to the markets which they 
controlled. 

The tobacco that was carried to the warehouses and offered 
for sale by the agent of the cooperative crowd was in no man- 
ner different from the tobacco offered by a nonmember. The 
tobacco on the floor of the independent tobacco warehouse was 
no different from that offered upon the fluor of the cooperative 
warehouse. Yet they positively refused to bid on and positively 
refused to buy one pound from the cooperative organization, 
when every rule of ordinary commerce made it more profitable! 
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to them, at the time, to buy from the cooperatives than from 
the independents, beeause, under the rules and regulations of 
the cooperative organization, the grades and weights were 
guaranteed. Experts were there to grade the tobacco, Ex- 
perts were there to process it in the primary stages, and they 
had every instrumentality of the organization as a resource by 
which, if there was any failure to live up to a contract, they 
could get redress. Yet they absolutely refused to buy one 
pound. 

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from South 
Carolina yield to the Senator from Maryland? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield. 

Mr. BRUCE. I would like to ask the Senator by just what 
means he thinks these two trusts could be compelled to buy 
tobacco offered by cooperative marketing associations? That 
is what is troubling me. 

Mr. SMITH. And that is exactly what is troubling me. 
This is the point I want to make 

Mr. BRUCE. The Senator is about to proceed to cover that 
point? 

Mr. SMITH. Yes. 

Mr. BRUCE. Then I shall not interrupt the Senator further. 

Mr. SMITH. The reason why I want the Federal Trade 
Commission to investigate this matter is in order to have them 
bring out the facts in the case. If we, through our commercial 
treaties, allow foreign companies to come into the United States 
and enjoy all the privileges our people have, as we reciprocally 
demand that our people shall be allowed to enjoy advantages in 
foreign companies, it does look to me like a breach of good 
faith when any foreign government allows its nationals, under 
a charter, to come to America and set themselves in opposition 
to a declared policy of this Government in reference to a means 
of assisting its citizens. 

I think this question is of sufficient importance for our Gov- 
ernment to take cognizance of it, and to find means of acquaint- 
ing foreign governments, under whose laws these erganizations 
are chartered, with the situation. Our Government should 
take cognizance of this practice of foreign companies coming to 
this country and attempting to thwart the expressed policy of our 
Government with reference to the manner in which our citizens 
shall prepare and offer for sale a given article. 

I think the matter is of such importance and is so far-reach- 
ing that we are taking a step in the right direction in this 
attempt to find out if the allegations made in the Senator’s 
resolution are true. We know they are true, so far as the 
practical boycott of the cooperative tobacco organizations is 
concerned. I hope the Senate will unanimously pass the reso- 
lution, and if the Federal Trade Commission shall find that 
those foreign companies are amenable to the law, it should be 
applied. If the matter is of such a nature, as I believe it is, 
as to require international attention, then we should take the 
proper steps to see to it that no foreign-chartered company 
should have the privilege of coming to this country and abso- 
lutely defying the expressed policy of this Government in rela- 
tion to the manner in which its citizens shall proceed to better 
their condition. 

The situation as it now confronts us is bad enough, so far as 
our domestic operations are concerned, in their attitude toward 
the cooperative marketing associations. We can find law 
enough here on the statute books—and if we have not such 
laws, we can pass them—to prevent men discriminating, not as 
to quantity but as to the methods by which the article is 
offered for sale. I think that is a comparatively simple matter. 
But when the matter becomes complicated by the injection of a 
foreign company a serious question is raised, one that should 
be settled now. 

It must not be forgotten that when England’s back was to 
the wall and the S. O. S. cry had gone out, America responded. 
It seems to me she is adopting a questionable er in re- 
ciprocating, attempting to change methods by which American 
people shall proceed to market a great staple product in this 
country. 

My attention was first called to this two years ago. I under- 
stand that there has been practically no change in the situa- 
tion since. I am convinced, as has been every other man who 
has been in the Senate or in Congress for the number of years 
I have, that the most practical plan that has been devised for 
the successful conduct of business is the plan under which 
modern business is condueted, namely, through combination 
and cooperation. Modern civilization in the processes of manu- 
facturing, transportation, and communication has resorted to 
combination as a means of successful development. It is the 
logic of modern invention and the logic of modern progress. 
The producers of raw material, in order to meet the situation, 
must combine also, 


We had a curious situation presented to us in the Committee 
on Interstate Commerce, as the Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
Bruce] knows, with the great ery coming up for relief from the 
burden of freight rates, principally from the agricultural in- 
terests of this country, because they had no way of absorbing 
the exorbitant charges from a thousand sources which were 
absolutely impoverishing them. ‘The farmer had no way by 
which he could pass on the charges or absorb them except by 
the process of denying himself and his family those things 
which make life tolerable. 

I hope the Senate will agree to this resolution. I am heartily 
in favor of the resolution reported by the committee providing 
for an investigation of the Light and Power Trust. We have 
deliberated on that measure, and we put it in such shape that 
it met the unanimous views of the committee, and it was re- 
ported favorably to this body. 

I trust that with conservatism, but with an intent to find 
what evils may exist in connection with these vast organiza- 
tions, we may point them out, turning the light of publicity on 
them, and then such legislation as we may enact to make them 
a blessing rather than a curse should be speedily enacted. 

I rose for the purpose of emphasizing this situation, as I 
know the acute conditions in which the tobacco growers of my 
section find themselves, with the great foreign markets pre- 
empted by these companies with their trade established and 
standardized. It is practically impossible within a reasonable 
length of time, unless the growers have control of a majority 
of their product, for them to break the strangle hold these or- 
ganizations now have, but through the intervention of our Gov- 
ernment I believe relief can be afforded. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, will the Senator permit me 
to ask him a question? 

Mr SMITH. Certainly. 

Mr. WATSON. Did the Senator state his views on the pend- 
ing amendment? 

Mr. SMITH. I did not. So far as I am concerned, I really 
think that neither the Inclusion nor the omission of the amend- 
ment could really seriously alter the general effect of the reso- 
lution. 

Mr. NORRIS. This language was put in by the committee 
which reported this substitute measure? 

Mr. SMITH. Yes. 

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator is chairman of that committee? 

Mr. SMITH. Yes. 

Mr. WATSON. If the Senator will permit, I think the lan- 
guage might be modified and not stricken out, so as to include 
the two other organizations, if those words go out; but I un- 
derstand the Senator from Nebraska is not willing to accept 
that modification. Am I right? 

Mr. NORRIS. I have not accepted any modification the 
Senator from Indiana has 

Mr. WATSON. The only modification that would suit me 
would be to strike out the whole business. 

Mr. NORRIS. Of course. 

Mr. WATSON. Because I am opposed to all these investi- 
gations. 

Mr. SMITH. May I make just one observation? I think 
the objection that has arisen since the report was the construc- 
tion of some Senators that where the resolution mentions 
“stockholders,” as the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Fess] indi- 
cated, it might mean an investigation of persons and indi- 
yiduals. I think the Senator from Nebraska, in accepting the 
committee report, accepted it upon the ground that certain 
majority stockholders are controlling, whether singly or in 
groups with an understanding. I think that is the object he 
had in view, and I think the general language of the resolu- 
tion, even with the words stricken out, as proposed by the 
amendment of the Senator from Indiana, would cover all that 
the Senator from Nebraska desires. 

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, I desire to say just a few 
words in regard to the pending resolution. It is hardly 
necessary for me to allege that I fully share the American 
hatred of tyranny in every form, whether the tyranny of king 
or kaiser or of some great, arrogant, powerful business com- 
bination. Indeed, if I had any choice in the matter, I think 
that I should prefer the tyranny of king or kaiser; for that is 
at least an open and avowed tyranny, while the other form 
of tyranny is exercised in a more or less stealthy and insidious 
and sometimes in a depraved or corrupt way. 

I really could not conceive of any Member of the United 
States Senate being fit for a seat in the Senate who did not 
have the proper measure of abhorrence for any trust of any 
sort that was organized for the deliberate purpose of oppress- 
ing the American people, but I think also that there ought 
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of an investigation with respect to a great business interest of 
the country when there is no real substantial testimony tending 
to show that it has inflicted some wrong or other on the public. 
I think that there ought to be some sort of prima facie case 
made out against the General Electric Co. or any other com- 
pany of the same description before an investigation is insti- 
tuted into its affairs by the Senate or before the Federal Trade 
Commission is directed to begin such an investigation and the 
Government proceeds to expend thousands or hundreds of thou- 
sands of dollars in prosecuting the investigation. 

So far as the General Electric Co. is concerned we are 
asked to vote for a resolution instructing the Federal Trade 
Commission to investigate its affairs without one solitary 
line of testimony having been taken by any committee tending 
to prove that it has in truth been guilty of misconduct. 

The paper on its face simply recites that the allegation has 
been made by a Member of the United States Senate that the 
General Electrice Co. is engaged in the restraint of trade. Now, 
really is an investigation of this searching momentous a char- 
acter to be initiated merely upon an allegation by some Mem- 
ber of the United States Senate that a business corporation 
is engaged in monopolistic practices contrary to the provisions 
of the Federal laws? We all know that there is more than 
one Senator here who seems to regard a locomotive as if it 
were some kind of red-mouthed dragon breathing flame and 
smoke. I can not willingly commence an investigation of this 
sort upon the mere asseveration, the mere allegation of a single 
Senator in this body that there is need for such an investiga- 
tion. 

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Surrul, for whom 
I entertain a feeling of respect, fell, of course, into the well- 
beaten track that is so often trodden with regard to these in- 
vestigations, and has said again, as has been stated dozens and 
dozens of times since I have been here, that agricultural rail- 
road rates in the United States are inordinately oppressive. They 
are nothing of the sort, in the light of the testimony that has 
been rendered before the Interstate Commerce Committee since 
I have been a Member of this body. I have more than once 
brought that testimony to the attention of this body; and only a 
few days ago I recalled the statement of Mr. Daniel Willard, the 
president of the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Co., before the 
Senate Interstate Commerce Committee, that if the entire net 
profits earned by the railroads of the country from the car- 
riage of agricultural products in 1923 were turned over exclu- 
sively to the wheat and corn farmers of the country it would 
signify an increase of only 4 cents per bushel on what they 
got for their wheat and corn. 

I have also mentioned the fact that while the general cost of 
living has gone up 70 per cent railroad rates have gone up only 
some 53 per cent, and that of course because of the remarkable 
economy, efficiency, and sagacity on the whole with which the 
railroads of the country have been managed. I wish to God 
that the affairs of the Federal Government were managed with 
one-half the same degree of intelligence and frugality. And yet 
here we have an amendment beginning merely with the recital 
that some Senator in the United States Senate has stated that 
the General Electric Co. is the mother of a monstrous trust, and 
on the strength of that the Federal Trade Commission is 
expected to enter upon an elaborate and perhaps very costly 
investigation, 

If there is truly anything to be investigated in the operations 
of the General Electric Co. or any other company of the coun- 
try, I am in favor of investigating it. Why should I have lived 
for 64 years not to know that all power tends to abuse, whether 
that power is lodged in a king or a president or a legislative 
assembly or some ordinary public official or in some great busi- 
ness corporation or combination? John Randolph, of Roanoke, 
was right when he said that nothing but power can limit power. 
A truer thing was never said. As I have more than once 
declared, I have been engaged in the regulation of public- 
service corporations for a large part of my life, and nobody 
knows better than I do that their operations should be scru- 
tinized with a jealous, vigilant, and circumspect eye always; 
but nobody knows better than I how readily injustice can be 
done them and how easy it is to raise the cry that they are 
engaged in unconscionable machinations of some kind against 
the public welfare. $ 

If there is anything that elicits all the hypocrisy, all the 
claptrap, and all the demagoguery that lurks in human nature 
it is some large business corporation in a democratie land. 
Often the hue and cry is sounded against some corporation of 
that description simply because it is a large corporation, or, to 
use the current expression, a big corporation, as if there were 
anything necessarily evil or inimical to the public interest in the 
fact that a corporation is a big and not a small corporation. 
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The bigger it is the more important, of course, it is that 
the representatives of the people should-see to it that it is not 
guilty of any misdeeds of any kind. 

Love grows by what it feeds upon, and power does so like- 
wise. But I affirm that no investigation of any corporation, 
big or little, should be instituted by this body until some sort 
of prima facie case has been made out by material testimony 
before a committee showing or tending to show that there is a 
genuine need for investigation. 

When the Norris resolution relating to electric power com- 
panies was first referred to the Committee on Interstate Com- 
merce it was so broad that the net that the resolution was to 
put out might have drawn every business fish in the country, 
big or small, into its meshes. Not only was it proposed to 
investigate all public-utility corporations engaged in the business 
of supplying electric power, but to investigate all the thousands 
and thousands of banks and trust companies scattered through- 
out the country if they had any connection of any nature with 
those public-utility corporations, That, of course, was too 
much for the Interstate Commerce Committee to stomach, and 
so it pruned away some of the worst features of the resolu- 
tion. But even in its present form as an amendment it still 
embodies the proposition that the Federal Trade Commission 
is to be instructed to institute an investigation into the opera- 
tions of the General Electric Co. merely because a Member of 
the Senate has alleged on the floor of the Senate that the Gen- 
eral Electric Co. is engaged in illicit practices. 

So far as the Tobacco Trust is concerned, personally I might 
well depart from the principle that I have announced that 
there should be some sort of prima facie case made against a 
corporation before it is investigated, because I happen to know 
something of that trust. And if it is perpetrating any abuses 
at the present time I certainly hope that those abuses will be 
investigated and brought to an end, but even the Senator 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator 
from Maryland? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mary- 
land yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. BRUCE. Yes. 

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator from Maryland says he favors 
that class of investigation? 

Mr. BRUCE. I said that if I were to proceed simply on the 
personal knowledge that I myself happen to haye about that 
trust I should be in fayor of the passage of the Ernst resolu- 
tion. I know something about it. I have been somewhat of a 
tobacco planter myself, and my father was one before me. 

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator, therefore, is in favor of that in- 
vestigation? 

Mr. BRUCE. I am in favor of that investigation. 

Mr. NORRIS. But is opposed to the other investigation 
because the information is furnished by a Senator? 

Mr. BRUCE. No; I was going on to say, if the Senator will 
allow me, that in the case of the Tobacco Trust, while I am 
entirely in sympathy with the general purpose of the Ernst 
resolution, I think that even the Senator from South Carolina 
[Mr. SxırH] ought to follow up his statements to this body 
by the production of testimony in some form or other, going 
to show 

Mr. NORRIS. Did the Senator follow the testimony which I 
produced here? : 

Mr. BRUCE. I am afraid I did not, Did the Senator pro- 
duce any testimony? 

Mr. NORRIS. Then, I think the Senator ought to modify: 
his statement if he refers to me when he says that only allega- 
tions were made. 

Mr. BRUCE. 
on that subject? 

Mr. NORRIS. Speaking as a lawyer, technically I did not, 
because I not sworn or put on the witness stand, but I 
produced for hours and hours allegations as to the subsidiary 
companies, the ownership of stock, interlocking directorates, 
and so forth. I produced also the opinion of a committee of 
the Legislature of New York, and I read at some length from 
their findings about the General Electric Co., making allega- 
tions more severe than I personally have made. There are 
pages and pages of such matter in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
which has neyer been denied or disputed by anyone, so far as 
I know. 

Mr. BRUCE. I do not know a Member of this body whose 
statements are usually marked by a higher degree of frankness, 
candor, and sincerity any honesty of conviction than those of 
the Senator from Nebraska, but I do not think that his state- 
ments or those of any other Senator in this body can take the 
place of testimony; testimony that is formally presented to 
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some committee of the Senate, subject to the right of cross- 
examination and the right of rebuttal, and all that, 

The point that I am making is, that while I am thoroughly 
in sympathy with the idea of investigating any and all abuses 
which may be perpetrated by any business combination, I 
do think that such an investigation ought to be preceded by 
legal testimony. I am speaking now of testimony in the strict 
sense of the word, because we know that there is all the dif- 
ference in the world between mere allegations and formal testi- 
mony making out a prima facie case of wrongdoing. 

Take the Senator from South Carolina, for instance; he has 
had an opportunity to say the very worst that is to be said 
against the Tobacco Trust, and just as likely as not 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, will the Senator permit a 
question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mary- 
land yield to the Senator from Indiana? 

Mr. BRUCE. I do. 

Mr. WATSON. Suppose it be true, as charged by the Sen- 
ator from Nebraska; does not the Senator believe that the Fed- 
eral Trade Commission now has authority under existing law 
to investigate the whole matter? 

Mr. BRUCE. Unquestionably; and that was stated by the 
representatives of the Federal Trade Commission before the 
Interstate Commerce Committee, and was also stated before 
the committee by Judge Seymour, of the Department of Justice. 

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator does not mean to say that the 
law does not specifically provide that they shall make investiga- 
tions upon the direction of Congress? 

Mr. BRUCE. The law does so provide. 

Mr. NORRIS. So it is not out of place for Congress to call 
for this investigation. So far as the examination of witnesses, 
and so forth, is concerned, I presume that will all take place if 
this resolution shall be passed and the Federal Trade Commis- 
sion shall undertake the investigation. 

Mr. BRUCE. But I do not think that the jurisdiction of 
the Federal Trade Commission ought to be so lightly put in 
motion. I do not think that we ought to set rolling a great 
stone like that until there is some real opportunity to see 
how beneficial or destructive its movement is likely to be. 
That is the only point that I am making. 

Now, as I was going on to say, the Senator from South 
Carolina could not find any worse indictment to urge against 
the Tobacco Trust in his statement than that it persistently 
refuses to buy tobacco at tobacco warehouses brought to them 
for sale by cooperative marketing associations. Assuming 
that this is true, it is a mean thing, a censurable thing for it 
to do, and moreover a thing highly inimical to the public 
interests in every respect, and I hope some legal means may be 
found by which such a course of conduct may be rebuked, but, 
at the same time, the law must be stretched not a little to 
compel a buyer, whether a trust or any other sort of a buyer, 
to py from a seller from whom the buyer đoes not wish 
to buy. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mary- 
land yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. BRUCE. Certainly. 

Mr. NORRIS. I think the Senator will concede that if the 
buyers of tobacco, no matter who they may be, absolutely 
refuse to buy from a cooperative organization, but buy from 
other people, that is a sufficient reason to make some inquiry. 

Mr. BRUCE. It is. 

Mr. NORRIS. As the Senator says, that is a serious 
matter. 

Mr. BRUCE. It is. 

Mr. NORRIS. One would naturally judge, While the charge 
might be disproved by evidence, it is true, yet the first inclina- 
tion would be to think that the company engaging in such a 
practice had determined to put cooperative organizations out 
of business. 

Mr. BRUCE. It would. 

Mr. NORRIS. I think if that fact alone were demonstrated 
it would be something that ought to be looked into. I concede 
that there may be some explanation for it; but, standing un- 
contradicted, it is a prima facie case, it seems to me, that there 
is something wrong. 

Mr. BRUCE. But there is all the difference, as we lawyers 
know, between allegata and probata. That statement has been 
made, but, as the Senator says, first of all the fact might be 
explained away by testimony. I do not know whether it can 
be or not; I doubt whether it can be, because, knowing human 
nature so well, I think that the Tobacco Trust has a very 
powerful motive to hamper the operations of the cooperative 
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tobacco marketing associations. Nevertheless, why should not 
the charges of the Senator from South Carolina be backed up 
by testimony calculated to make out a prima facie case against 
the trust? In other words, let the matter go to some com- 
mittee; let the committee consider it and take testimony, as 
in other cases, and then report back the resolution favorably 
or unfavorably according to the strength or weakness of the 
testimony that is adduced before it. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, it might be well to call atten- 
tion to the fact that the Department of Justice already has in- 
vestigated the General Electrice Co. along certain lines and in 
certain of its phases. The Senator from Nebraska stated the 
other day on the floor—and, of course, he inadvertently did 
so—that the decree of 1911 had been violated and that no notice 
had been taken of the violation. The truth is that the whole 
subject has been investigated many times since then, and that 
a case was argued in Cleveland last week based on the violation 
of the decree of 1911. That has reference, of course, only to 
the incandescent-lamp phases of the industry, but it must be 
remembered in that connection that, while the incandescent- 
lamp mannfacturing end of the concern is but 20 per cent of 
their total business, yet it furnishes 64 per cent of their entire 
revenue; so that when the department is investigating that 
feature it is inyestigating very largely the whole business 
of the General Electric Co. 

Not only that, but, if the Senator from Maryland will permit 
me further 

Mr. BRUCE. Certainly; with pleasure. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Seymour testified—and he has this litl- 
gation in charge—that, of course, the Department of Justice 
has plenary power to investigate any violation of the Sherman 
antitrust law by this or any other corporation or organization, 
and also any violation of the Clayton Act, 

Mr. BRUCE. May I interrupt the Senator there for a 
moment? 

Mr. WATSON. Yes. 

Mr. BRUCE. He testified also that they are investigating 
the radio side of the electric-power business. 

Mr. WATSON. Yes; and he gave a half dozen cases inyoly- 
ing this same proposition which they are now investigating, so 
that they have now full authority to investigate the very thing 
the Senator from Nebraska seeks to have investigated. 

If there be a differentiation in the authority of these bodies, 
it is that the Federal Trade Commission has the authority to 
investigate unfair trade practices, an authority which does not 
seem to be reposed in the Department of Justice. Judge Sey- 
mour said that there was no question that the Federal Trade 
Commission at this time had full authority to investigate every- 
thing demanded by the resolution of the Senator from Ne- 
braska. ; 

Of course, the Senator from Nebraska says, “ Well, if they 
already have the power to do it, the adoption of this resolution 
will do no harm, and therefore the resolution ought to be 
adopted.” But it is simply piling up the authority. The real 
fact about it is that both of these departments of the Govern- 
ment have full authority at the present time to investigate, and 
one of them is investigating the General Electric Co. at this 
time. Not only that but various cases have been brought along 
this line, so far as the General Electric Co. is concerned. That 
is my objection to the resolution. 

Mr. BORAH. ‘Then, the Senator's objection to this resolu- 
tion would be the mere question of expense, would it not? 

Mr. WATSON. That would be all, if, of course 

Mr. BORAH, That might not arise if the Federal Trade 
Commission were of a mind to go ahead anyway. 

Mr. WATSON, Yes; precisely, if they were of a mind to 
go ahead. 

Mr. BORAH. As a matter of fact, this resolution would 
simply be a request for them to go ahead. 

Mr. WATSON. Precisely; that is what I say would be the 
natural answer of the Senator from Nebraska to my sugges- 
tion that they now have full authority to do this thing. He 
would say, “What harm will it do, then, if they have the 
authority? Let it go on”; but I object to the specific part of 
the resolution which calls upon them to investigate into the 
holdings of from 32,000 to 35,000 individual stockholders in 
the United States. That is my objection to the whole propo- 
sition. j 

Mr. NORRIS, 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. 
yield to me for a question? 

Mr. WATSON. I can not yield without the consent of the 
Senator from Maryland. 


It does not propose to do that. 
Mr. President, will the Senator 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mary- 
Iand yield; and if so, to whom? 

Mr. BRUCE. I yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania to 
make his inquiry. $ 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I understood the Senator from 
Indiana to agree to what was said by the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. Boran], namely, that the only objection to the resolution 
would be on the ground of expense. If, as a matter of fact, 
this concern was already being investigated by the Department 
of Justice, I think there is a deeper objection to it than that. 
I think that any citizen of the United States would have a 
right to protection here against a double investigation for the 
same purpose. We can trust the Department of Justice if they 
are conducting an investigation. It would be an outrage for 
us to inflict a double investigation on any citizen, because we 
know just what is the effect on any concern or any individual 
whose business is laid open to Federal investigation. It is a 
great hindrance to the functioning of their business, and to lay 
them open to a double investigation I think is an injustice 
against which we ought to protect them. 

I should like to add further, if the Senator from Maryland 
will indulge me 

Mr. BRUCE. Certainly; I yield with pleasure. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. That I speak with some em- 
barrassment, because I happen to be owner of a very few 
shares of General Electrie stock, which are in my box at Pitts- 
burgh, and which I can not now get in order to sell: Other- 
wise I should divest myself of any interest in the matter be- 
fore voting. I should like to make that statement and say that 
to that extent my own interest is involved in the pending ques- 
tion. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President 

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, if the Senator from Idaho will 
allow me, I will yield to him in just a moment. The Senator 
from Idaho was not here when I was making the single point 
that I had in mind, namely, that these demands ought to be 
preceded by some sort of prima facie case made out by formal 
testimony. 

Mr. BORAH. Yes; I heard the Senator say that, but really 
I do not see the substantial objection to this resolution; that 
is, I can not follow the line of argument. In the first place, 
the Department of Justice now has power to make such investi- 
gations, and it is making an investigation now. In the second 
place, the Federal Trade Commission has power to make such 
investigations. 

Ail the business which may be carried on with reference to 
the General Electric Co. and its subsidiaries is being carried on 
under the well-known fact that either one of these agencies of 
the Government may investigate them on any day and go to 
the full extent of acquiring knowledge with reference to all of 
their transactions. In other words, they are living under laws 
which advise them that they are subject to investigation at 
any time. The mere fact that the Senate comes to the conclu- 
sion that it should make a request that oné of these bodies 
proceed, does not seem to me to be a matter of very great 
concern to this business institution which may be investigated 
at any time by either one of these agencies. 

Mr. WATSON, Except in this important particular, if the 
Senator from Maryland will permit me 

Mr. BRUCE. I decline to yield. 

Mr. WATSON. Then I will sit down. I beg the Senator’s 
pardon. ° 

Mr. BRUCE. I decline to yield except in my own discretion, 
which will be very liberally exercised. 

Mr. WATSON. I thank the Senator, 

Mr. BRUCE. Right there I shonid like to say to the Senator 
from Idaho, does not the very fact that the Federal Trade 
Commission has not seen fit to institute an investigation of this 
kind, nor the Department of Justice, suggest the conclusion that 
in the judgment of those two agencies of the Government there 
is no real reason for such an investigation? To reach any 
other conclusion seems to me to impute dereliction of duty to 
them. 

Mr. BORAH. It may be possible that those two departments 
of the Government have not come to the conclusion that there 
is any necessity for an investigation of them, although I under- 
stand that the Department of Justice is making one. 

Mr. BRUCH. No; it is simply conducting a single specific 
case involving a particular situation. 

Mr. WATSON. But based upon previous investigations. 

Mr. BRUCE. Previous investigations in the field of investi- 
gation that related to that particular case. 

Mr. BORAH. What possible harm can this investigation 
do otber than to start the machinery of investigation? 


Mr. BRUCE. I do not question that, because, as the Senator 
from Nebraska so well pointed out, in addition to the power 
that the Federal Trade Commission has to take the initiative 
itself, it is competent for Congress at any time to direct such 
an investigation by the Federal Trade Commission: so the 
Senator is entirely within his legal rights, in my humble judg- 
ment, whatever the question of policy may be. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, will the Senator permit me 
an observation? 

Mr. BRUCE. Yes; certainly. 

Mr. WATSON, I will say to the Senator from Idaho that in 
my judgment there is this difference: This resolution directs 
the Federal Trade Commission— 


to investigate and report to the Senate to what extent the said Gen- 
eral Electric Co., * either directly or through subsidiary 
companies, stock ownership, or through other means or instrumentali- 
ties, monopolize or control the production, generation, or transmission 
of electrical energy or power. 


In order to determine whether or not the General Electric 
Co, at this time has a monopoly, or is seeking to create a 
monopoly—and that is what the Senator is asking in his reso- 
lution—the Federal Trade Commission might not think it neces- 
sary to go into the affairs of 35,000 stockholders to find that 
out; and yet here is a specific direction to go into their affairs, 
to investigate the 35,000 stockholders, regardless of whether the 
Federal Trade Commission now believes that it is necessary to 
do that in order to ascertain whether or not there is a monopoly 
or they are seeking to create a monopoly. 

Mr. BORAH. Let us assume that the Federal Trade Commis- 
sion might not in the first instance, of its own motion, think it 
necessary to go into that; but let us assume, as we have a right 
to request an investigation, that some one in this body has 
sufficient reason to believe that the commission ought to go into 
it. Is there any reason why it should not be gone into? 

Mr. WATSON. I think so. 

Mr. BORAH. If the investigation discloses no evidence of a 
monopoly, and discloses no evidence of an Intent to create a 
monopoly, very little injury will have been done anybody. 

Mr. WATSON. I claim this—— 

Mr. BRUCE. Just a moment, Mr. President. z 

Mr. WATSON. Pardon me; the Senator is right. 

Mr. BRUCE. While great respect is to be paid to the state- 
ments of Senators, I do not think that the mere allegation of 
a Senator, even where he refers to a report, as was done by the 
Senator from Nebraska, or to what he has heard, justifies 
the institution of an investigation. There should be something 
in the nature of material legal testimony, sufficient to establish 
prima facie the existence of veritable abuses. 

Mr. BORAH. Of course, Mr. President, technically speak- 
ing, there has not been evidence introduced here which would 
come under the rules of Greeneleaf if they were invoked; but 
the Senator from Nebraska on two different occasions, when 
I had the pleasure of listening to him, adduced a tremendous 
amount of evidence and facts which would justify the belief 
that there is something worth while to investigate. 

Mr. BRUCE. But there has been no hearing, no opportunity 
to cross-examine anybody; no chance to rebut. 

Mr. BORAH. I will not say that there has been any hearing; 
but evidently the Senator from Nebraska has a source of in- 
formation somewhere, whether it was before a committee or 
otherwise. He brought in here the facts showing the relation- 
ship of these subsidiary companies, the interlocking direc- 
torates, and what they were actually doing, and disclosed some 
evidence which had been gathered by an investigating commit- 
tee. It was not a mere allegation—far from it. 

Mr. BRUCE. No. 

Mr. BORAH. It was supported by perhaps as accurate 
information as it is possible for this body to get. 

Mr. BRUCE. Perhaps it is; but it seems to me that it is 
not information that is brought forward in any really proba- 
tive way. 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mary- 
land yield to the Senator from South Carolina? 

Mr. BRUCE. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. DIAL, I merely want to keep the Record straight as 
we go along. I should like to ask the Senator from Nebraska 
if he is not in error in stating that there is no competition be- 
tween the General Electric Co. and the Westinghouse Co.? Is 
that one of the allegations he made? I understood him to say 
that awhile ago. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield 

Mr. BRUCE. Yes; I yield. 
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Mr. NORRIS. I said to-day that the information in regard 
to the Westinghouse Co. I could not demonstrate like the other 
information I had given to the Senate, but that I had infor- 
mation from what I regarded as very reliable authority that 
there was an understanding and agreement between those two 
big companies, and that it came about through the ownership 
of stock by the same people in each one of the companies. I 
distinctly said that I did not place that on the same basis as 
other information I gaye, because I got that from personal in- 
vestigation of documents which gave me a personal knowledge 
of it. I can only say to the Senator, as I said in opposition 
to the motion of the Senator from Indiana [Mr. WATSON], 
whose motion, if it prevailed, would prevent an investigation 
of the Westinghouse Co., if the Westinghouse Co. and the 
General Electric Co. have an understanding or agreement about 
prices or anything else in a trade way that comes about through 
stock ownership by the same people in each one of the com- 
panies, that the only way to reach that would be to give to 
the commission sufficient authority to make the investigation of 
the stockholders, which could not be done if the Senator’s mo- 
tion prevails and that language is stricken out. 

Mr. DIAL. I know but little about those companies myself. 

Mr. NORRIS. I do not know as much about that as I do 
about the other matter. 

Mr. DIAL. My understanding is, however, that there is very 
sharp competition between those companies and others. Cer- 
tainly this was the case some time since. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from 
Maryland a question? 

Mr. BRUCE. Yes; certainly. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I understood the Senator to lay down the 
general proposition that there ought to be no investigation until 
there was substantial evidence. 

Mr. BRUCE. Some substantial evidence tending to establish 
the existence of the conditions that are alleged. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I am rather curious to know how you are 
going about it, because you can not get the evidence until you 
have the investigation. It would be like requiring a grand jury 
to make no investigation until it had heard evidence. 

Mr. BRUCE. I do not agree with the Senator, with all due 
respect. This resolution was referred to the Interstate Com- 
merce Committee. We have facilities, of course, for bringing 
before us anybody and eyerybody who would be likely to throw 
light upon the subject. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The Senator would prefer, then, to have a 
committee of this body investigate this matter, instead of 
directing some established bureau or institution of the Govern- 
ment to make the investigation, because before the evidence can 
be had there must be an investigation before the committee or 
before the Federal Trade Commission, one of the two, in this 
matter? 

Mr. BRUCE. No; I would haye the investigation before the 
committee for the purpose of determining simply whether it 
would be an expedient thing in a legislative sense for such an 
investigation to be conducted. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Would not that be more nearly for the 
committee to determine, upon their judgment, whether or not 
this question is one it ought to go into? If you have an investi- 
gation before you determine that you will have one—— 

Mr. BRUCE. No; it would not, with due deference to the 
Senator. I do not think that the investigation that I con- 
template would answer that description at all. The Interstate 
Commerce Committee would simply determine whether there 
was enough substantial testimony before it to justify it in 
reaching the conclusion that it would be wise and expedient, 
from the public point of view, to instruct the Federal Trade 
Commission to institute the real investigation. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I noted on Saturday that an investigation 
was ordered of the tobacco situation. 

Mr. BRUCE. Yes. 

Mr. CARAWAY. And I do not think it even went to a com- 
mittee. 

Mr. BRUCE. No; it did not. I thought that it ought to 
have gone to a committee, and I think so now; but I was not 
willing to insist upon the point. As I said before, I happen to 
know a good deal about the operations of that trust and so I 
was ready, speaking for myself as a mere individual, to have 
an investigation into its transactions instituted on the strength 
of my own personal knowledge. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 
question there? 

Mr. BRUCE. Yes. 

Mr. NORRIS. Did the Senator get his infermation about 
the Tobacco Trust from listening to sworn testimony on the 
witness stand, where men were examined and cross-examined? 


Mr. BRUCE. I got it very largely from tobacco planters 
themselves, actually engaged in the business of raising tobacco. 

Mr. NORRIS. Allright. Is that any different, then, from a 
Senator here getting his information from another Senator, 
where it is produced in the open and opportunity for debate is 
offered? 

Mr. BRUCE. I should think so. 

Mr. NORRIS. Were these men sworn? Were they cross- 
examined? I refer to these tobacco planters who gave the 
Senator the information. 

Mr. BRUCE. They sustained such close, intimate relations 
to the pressure of the grievances of which they complained 
that their statements would necessarily have a high degree of 
primary value as testimony. I recalled on Saturday the fact 
that one of the last things that I ever heard my own father 
say—he was a tobacco planter in Virginia on a considerable 
scale—was that he hoped that sooner or later the American 
Tobacco Trust would at least have the kindness to establish an 
asylum for decayed Virginia tobacco planters. I myself was 
engaged in the cultivation of tobacco—entirely in a collateral 
way, of conrse—for a good many years, and I had a great many 
tenants who raised tobacco, 

Mr. BORAH. Was the Senator a member of the trust? 

Mr. BRUCE. No; I was not. I will not say that I wish I 
had been. No; I was not a member of the trust. I think a 
great many people who denounce trusts, however, would be 
very quick to yield to the temptation of connecting themselves 
with them if they had a chance. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mary- 
land yield to the Senator from New York? 

Mr. BRUCE. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. COPELAND. We are very much interested in this 
conversation, but unfortunately we get only a little of it. We 
should like to hear it all. 

Mr. KING. I suggest to the Senator that he read it in the 
Recorp. 

Mr. BRUCE. In view of the fact that the Senator occupies 
such a remote position while the discussion is going on, I do 
not think that his interest in it can be very eager; but I will 
try to lift my voice to a higher pitch. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mary- 
land yield to the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. BRUCE. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. FESS. The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norris] men- 
tioned some bondholding company that he thinks ought to be 
investigated, and which he said could not be investigated if we 
should strike out this language. The Senator is a good lawyer, 
and I wish he would look at the underscored language which I 
hand him. 

Mr. BRUCE. Since the Senator says I am a good lawyer, I 
can hardly refuse his request. What language is it? 

Mr. FESS. The underscored language. Suppose we omit 
that. Then would the reading of the resolution, in the judg- 
ment of the Senator, be broad enough so that we could investi- 
gate the bondholding company that the Senator from Nebraska 
has in mind? 

He says: 


The General Electric Co., * œ 
sidiary companies, stock ownership— 


And so forth. Would that include a bondholding interest? 

Mr. BRUCE. I think so, absolutely, for it says “or through 
other means or instrumentalities,” 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield there? 

Mr. BRUCE. Yes. 

Mr. NORRIS. I had expected that somebody would mention 
that. If that be trne, then what is all this farce about striking 
out these words that the motion seeks to strike out? If the 
same thing can be done by other words to which the Senator 
calls attention, what harm is there in saying it in so many 
words and letting it stay in? 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mary- 
land yield to the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. BRUCE. Yes; certainly. 

Mr. FESS. My concern is to avoid the investigation of all 
the numerous stockholders; and if the Senator has in mind 
one particular offensive holding company, I should think that 
language is broad enough to take it in. 

Mr. NORRIS. If the Senator means what I think he is try- 
ing to convey to the Senate, he means that if we strike out the 
words about “stockholders or other security holders” included 
in the motion of the Senator from Indiana, there is still 


either directly or through sub- 
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another place in the resolution where it says the investigation 
of stockholders can be made, and therefore they can do the 
same thing. 

Mr. FESS. No; Mr. President. : 

Mr. NORRIS. Then I did not understand the Senator, 

Mr, FESS. The language we want to strike out specifically 
carries the investigation of stockholders; but is not the language 
that follows it providing for the investigation of the General 
Electrice Co. either directly or through subsidiary companies, 
stock ownership,” and so on, broad enough to take in the bond- 
holding company? I am with the Senator in his desire to in- 
vestigate that. If there is an organization that is taking ad- 
vantage and that can be investigated without going into the 
individual stockholders I should like to do it. 

Mr. WATSON, That is right. 

Mr, NORRIS. I take it that the language the Senator refers 
to there, that still leaves it broad enough, is the word “ stock- 
holders” that he speaks of, j 

Mr. FESS. I think that would require the investigation of 
the stockholders. 

Mr, NORRIS. Al right; if that language would require the 
investigation of the stockholders, that is all that would be ac- 
complished by the language the Senator seeks to strike out. 
Hence it is perfectly harmless, if the Senator's position is 
right; it would not do any harm. I would like to say to the 
Senator, if he will permit me 

Mr. BRUCE. I yield. 

Mr. NORRIS, I have no idea that all these stockholders are 
going to be scared, or that there will be any occasion for them 
to be scared, or that the Federal Trade Commission will hail 
every stockholder into court and put him on the witness stand 
and examine him, I do not anticipate anything of the kind. 
If it would satisfy the Senator from Maryland and the Senator 
from Indiana and others, like the Senator from Ohie—— 

Mr. BRUCE. I made no point about that. 

Mr. NORRIS. If they are afraid we will excite all these 
stockholders who own only a share or two, and make them all 
kinds of trouble, it would be perfectly agreeable to me, on line 
4, after the word “thereof,” to insert the words “owning a 
substantial amount of stock or other securities.” Would that 
satisfy, I would like to inquire? 

Mr. FESS. That would make it better. 

Mr. NORRIS. If that would satisfy the Senator from Indi- 
ana, I would be very glad to modify the resolution and put 
that in. 

Mr. WATSON. Will the Senator kindly state the words 
again? 

Mr. NORRIS. “Owning a substantial amount of stock or 
other securities,” so that it would read this way—— 

Mr. WATSON. What does the Senator mean by that? 
What is “a substantial amount“? s 

Mr, NORRIS. I am not going to define “a substantial 
amount.” 

Mr. WATSON. The Senator is oflering the amendment. 

Mr. NORRIS. It would mean more than a nominal amount. 
It would mean that when a man has just 1 share of stock, 
or 2 shares, they would not pay any attention to him. They 
would not, anyway. There is no question about it; they would 
not do that anyway. 

Mr. FESS. It would make it better, at any rate. 

Mr. WATSON. Let me ask the Senator a question right 
there, if the Senator from Maryland will yield? 

Mr. BRUCE. I yield. 

Mr. WATSON. I am assuming that what the Senator from 
Nebraska wants to find out is whether or not the General Dlec- 
tric has a monopoly now of power or light. Is that right? 

Mr. NORRIS. Iam not going to be put on the witness stand, 
as the Senator so often undertakes to put Senators: He may 
go on and make his statement, and I will be glad to answer 
it when he gets through; but I do not want to be made a 


witness. 

Mr. WATSON. Iam assuming, of course, that the Senator is 
willing to answer as to what he is trying to do by his resolu- 
tion. 

Mr. NORRIS. I will answer any quéstion I am able to 
answer that I think is fair; but I am not going to stand up here 
and let somebody say, “Do you believe in this?” or “Is it 
going to rain to-morrow?” or “Are you this kind of a fellow?” 
and after I answer the Senator go right on. I am not a wit- 
ness, and the Senator is not in court now examining a witness. 

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, these interruptions are breed- 
ing a little acrid feeling between the interrupters themselves, 
and for the purpose of restoring harmony, I think I had better 
go on and complete my observations, 


eee NORRIS. I am perfectly willing to answer any ques- 
ons, 

Mr. WATSON. I have to be through, because I can not get 
any answer. 

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator can get an answer to any ques-. 
tion he wants to propound, but he can not stop every two or 
three minutes and have me say ves or no, and then ask 
another question. I will answer as I can, but will not haye 
my answer put into my mouth. 

Mr. BRUCE. I was almost through, anyway. I was simply 
going on to say that we ought not lightly to do anything that 
would tend needlessly to harass the great business interests of 
the country, or to excite undue apprehension and alarm in the 
minds of investors and citizens generally engaged in business, 
That ought to go without saying, though of course we do not 
hesitate, where we believe that real abuses exist, to adopt the 
propor method for unearthing those abuses and correcting 

em. 

I am all the more positive in my opinion, perhaps, because 
of the fact that I have had some little measure of special 
experience in these matters, which lead me to believe that we 
should proceed in a regular way in dealing with them. From 
what I have observed there is a great difference between the 
final results when large business interests are treated justly 
and properly and when they are not treated properly. 

Before the Public Service Commission of Maryland, for 
instance, was established, corporations had the feeling that they 
were not accorded fair treatment by the public and that this 
was especially true when they resorted to the legislature. The 
consequence was that they had very little confidence in the 
real public spirit and sense of justice of the legislature, and 
sometimes, In order to carry points which business necessity 
made it Indispensable that they should carry, they would even 
adopt more or less forbidding methods for securing or de- 
feating legislation. 

Then came along our public service commission, which grants 
a full hearing to corporations wheneyer an abuse of any kind 
is alleged by the citizens, and the consequences have been most 
happy in every respect. The corporations are no longer 
harassed by legislative attacks as they used to be. They no 
longer feel that it is necessary to employ shady or illicit 
practices of any kind for the purposes of securing or frustrating 
legislation. They come before the public service commission, 
and all that they ask is justice; or, in other words, only what 
they ask from the courts. 

When you treat a large business interest in any other way 
than that in which it is treated by a court or such an admin- 
istrative tribunal as a public service commission you simply 
leave a sense of rankling injustice in the minds of its proprie- 
tors. Naturally, under those circumstances, it casts about for 
any effective device on which it can lay its hands for the pur- 
pose of carrying its objects into effect. If I may express myself 
in different terms, it proceeds to match its mind, its shrewd- 
ness, and its ennning with the mind, the shrewdness, and the 
cunning of the public, which are often by no means equal to 
the requirements of the competition. 

So here, in cases of the pending kind, if you hold investiga- 
tions after there have been hearings before a committee, and 
after some testimony has been taken evidencing the real exist- 
ence of abuses, I think that not only will the fair-minded, 
impartial, disinterested public be better satisfied but the great 
business interests of the country, too. 

That is all that I have to say on the subject. I intend to vote 
for the pending resolution and the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Nebraska; but I shall do so reluctantly, because 
I think that the adoption of the resolution and the amend- 
ment should have been preceded by testimony such as I have 
described. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, perhaps no Member of this body 
is more opposed to paternalism and to the intervention of the 
Federal Government in the affairs of the State or in private 
business than myself. And I sympathize with the position 
taken by the Senator from Maryland [Mr. BRUCE], as well as 
other Senators who have expressed opposition to the con- 
ference of authority upon Federal agencies to investigate busi- 
ness Organizations of our country. It would indeed be a happy 
condition if corporations and those engaged in industrial pur- 
suits were to so conduct themselves and so order their business 
activities as not to interfere with the rights of others or make 
inoperative the law of supply and demand upon which our 
economic system is founded. 

If there were no unfair practices or unfair methods of com- 
petition in commerce, and if there were no monopolies and no 
combinations in restraint of trade, then the creation of Fed- 
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eral agencies to investigate and regulate the business activities 
of individuals and corporations would not only be unnecessary 
but perhaps most unwise and oppressive. 

The growth of paternalism is to be reprobated, particularly 
in a Government such as this. Students of history appreciate 
the dangers resulting from the concentration of authority and 
power in the hands of Government. Our fathers devised, a 
system which they believed would preserve individual rights 
and local self-government and at the same time vest in the 
National Government such power as would enable it to perform 
its functions, They were opposed to a unitary system such as 
Professor Freund believes is inevitable, and regarded the 
preservation of the rights of the States as indispensable to 
liberty and progress. They were familiar with the principles of 
political economy expounded by Adam Smith, and believed that 
the greatest industrial development, as well as the highest de- 
gree of liberty, would follow if his philosophy were applied in 
the economic affairs of the people of this Republic. 

For a number of generations following the establishment of 
this Government there was but slight, if any, interruption of 
the natural laws of supply and demand, and trade and com- 
merce, among the people of the United States. There was a 
wholesome condition in industry and in trade and commerce, 
and the competitive system brought rich rewards to all classes. 
The genius and initiative of the people were stimulated, and 
the ambition to succeed burned in the hearts of young and 
old, so that everywhere throughout the land there was prog- 
ress and marvelous, indeed miraculous, industrial and ma- 
terial development. 

Following the Civil War a number of industries in which 
great profits had been reaped under the protective system 
which the war had enforced, cooperated, if they did not com- 
bine, for the purpose of maintaining high tariff duties, and 
indeed for the purpose of increasing tariff exactions, as a re- 
sult of which they could increase their profits and further ex- 
ploit the people. They perceived that by combination the law 
of supply and demand could be interrupted to their advantage, 
and that by combining directly or indirectly competition would 
be weakened, if not destroyed, and their opportunities to reap 
inordinate profits materially augmented. 

And so there developed a theory and a school of economics— 
I shall not call it philosophy, because philosophy implies at 
least some effort to approximate truth—which regarded the 
Federal Government as a vehicle by means of which special 
interests could enjoy privileges and benefits denied the mass 
of the people. And so efforts were made to introduce the per- 
nicious system of tariffs and bounties and bonuses in various 
forms which would benefit the few at the expense of the many. 

Legislation enacted by the Republican Party and dealing 
with revenue, tariff, taxation, and cognate subjects has often 
been discriminatory and has tended to create monopolies and 
prevent the free and natural flow of the law of supply and de- 
mand. As a result, combinations in restraint of trade have 
been formed; great corporations have arisen which have de- 
veloped into monopolies so powerful as to destroy competi- 
tion. Through various devices dislocations haye occurred in 
the proper and normal business life of the people, and the 
channels of trade and commerce have been clogged and di- 
verted to the injury of the great majority of the people. 

Thousands of enterprises, legitimate and honestly conducted, 
have been crushed by the unfair methods of competition which 
have been employed by huge combinations whose rftthiess 
course brought serious consequences and evil results in our 
domestic and industrial life. 

So powerful were some of the monopolies and trusts which 
were developed that the people demanded legislation to pro- 
tect them from the destructive and devouring forces which 
were being developed in the business life of the people. The 
Sherman antitrust law was the outgrowth of conceded evils 
and in response to the demands of the people. If those en- 
gaged in business had been satisfied with reasonable profits 
and had pursued fair and honorable methods in their business 
activities, there would have been no law aimed at monopolies 
and combinations in restraint of trade. 

Unfortunately, this law has not been enforced as it should 
have been. I haye sometimes said that both political parties 
have been derelict in enforcing its provisions in order to pro- 
tect legitimate industry and prevent the evils that must in- 
evitably result when the law of competition is destroyed. 

Mr. President, in my opinion a vigorous enforcement of the 
Sherman antitrust law immediately after its enactment and 
for a decade or two thereafter would have been of incalculable 
advantage to our country and have developed in a more normal 
and even way the industries of our country. Our industrial 
development has been spotted. There have been eruptions here 


and depressions there. There has been no proper coordination 
or uniform and rational development. Along the pathway of our 
economic life are numberless graves of enterprises and busi- 
ness concerns which were murdered and indecently buried by 
crooked combinations and predatory interests. 

I do not believe the American people are opposed to big 
business, providing it is honest business, but there are too 
many evidences that some business enterprises have reached 
their great heights of power by ruthless, oppressive, and illegal 
methods. The Clayton Act was passed to supplement the Sher- 
man law and to afford greater protection to honest business, 
but nothwithstanding these measures monopolies were formed 
and capital was massed in such fashion as to interfere with 
the business activities of thousands of American citizens. It 
is known that there are corporations of enormous wealth, con- 
trolling hundreds of millions of assets and powerful enough 
to dominate the field in which they operate and to destroy 
any person or corporation who has the temerity to run counter 
to their purposes. We know that many business concerns 
exist by permission, by the grace of great corporations, who 
smile upon them indulgently and assume a friendly and patro- 
nizing air for the purpose of keeping up the fiction that there 
is competition. 

Mr. President, there is a feeling abroad in the land that 
many industries are absolutely controlled by combinations, and 
that the economie life of the people is threatened by the grow- 
ing power of massed capital. This sentiment is at the bottom 
of some of the socialistic and paternalistic manifestations 
which we almost daily witness. Persons who look with deep 
concern upon Federal usurpation and upon the control of busi- 
ness by executive agencies are reconciled to projected measures 
which seek the regulation and supervision of various indus- 
tries. They fear that with the destruction of the law of sup- 
ply and demand and the overturning of our competitive system, 
which they assert is rapidly approaching, wealth will become 
so powerful that it will dominate the Nation, control its legis- 
lation, and bring industrial slavery to the people. This fear 
induces many patriotic citizens to give their support to vision- 
ary and unwise policies. This fear accounts for the demands 
so often made that the Federal Government engage in various 
lines of industry and regulate and control corporations and 
business organizations, particularly where they have grown 
to any considerable proportions. 

Mr. President, in my opinion, if special privileges are not 
granted by legislation, if the course of our Government is such 
as to convince the people that equal and exact justice is the 
right of all, and that that right will be maintained, then there 
will be no fertile field for socialism in our country. It is known 
that much of our tariff legislation is dictated by sinister and 
predatory interests, and that huge fortunes have resulted from 
legislation which enabled many corporations to exploit the 
people. 

When the McCumber-Fordney tariff bill was under discussion 
in the Senate and the attention of Republican leaders was chal- 
lenged to the high rates carried in the bill, the chairman of the 
Finance Committee, ex-Senator McCumber, in effect admitted 
that fhe schedules would permit many industries to charge 
extortipnate prices and make unconscionable profits. He ap- 
pealed to the beneficiaries of the proposed legislation to use 
the power which the bill would give them in a temperate and 
fair manner. It seemed to me then—and I fhink I so stated— 
that it was like baying at the moon to indulge in the appeal 
which fell from the lips of the chairman of the committee. 
Certainly the protected interests have treated with disdain and 
contempt the piteous appeals which were then made. Prices 
have been advanced and enormous profits have been made. 
The great mass of the people have been the victims of this 
unjust and discriminatory legislation. A lion would be as 
indifferent to the bleatings of the lamb as the tariff barons 
have been to the appeals of the people. The lion has devoured 
the lamb, and the great protected interests of our country, 
particularly those controlled by the monopolies and combina- 
tions in restraint of trade, have plundered the people and are 
now casting about to advance prices and to increase their 
swollen fortunes. 

Mr. President, it is this situation which produces discontent 
among the people. I repeat that the American people, if they 
believe that they are getting a square deal, will make no com- 
plaint no matter what misfortunes overtake them. 

It is all very well to talk about political and religious liberty. 
There must be industrial and economic liberty. Political in- 
equality is bad enough, but inequality which results from an 
unjust economic system, which robs the many to enrich the 
few, which creates great chasms in the social life of the people, 
will produce not only discontent, but hostility to the Govern- 
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ment itself. It will be the parent of movements sinister and 
dangerous to the integrity of the Government. This is a mere 
truism. The pages of history are full of illustrations demon- 
strating the truth of this statement. 

With the growth of education and the march of civilization 
there must be more of industrial equality and more of social 
solidarity. This is not socialism, nor does it mean paternal- 
ism. The principles of justice and of morality are known to 
the American people. They must be applied in our political 
and in our economic life. If corporations and individuals 
form conspirdcies in restraint of trade, if monopolies are per- 
mitted to develop and destroy competition, then there will come 
an irresistible demand for legislation to redress the real or 
fancied evils. 

Upon a number of occasions I have stated that the business 
interests of the United States hold in their own hands the 
forces which will make for industrial and political peace or 
industrial and political strife. The American people will not 
tolerate oppressive monopoly. They regard it as indefensible 
and as an enemy to the liberty of the people. 

Mr. President, the tremendous power of various combina- 
tions in the United States—combinations acting in the indus- 
trial and business world—was perceived by the people, and 
they were dissatisfied with the pernicious activity of these 
combinations which injured small business, and as if by the 
law of gravitation tended to draw the wealth of the country 
under the control of a limited few. 

For the purpose of rectifying this situation the Federal 
Trade Commission was created under the act of September 26, 
1914. It was believed that the proper administration of this 
law would bring beneficent results and tend to curb the grow- 
ing power of illegal combinations. It was declared in the act 
that unfair methods of competition and commerce were unlaw- 
ful, and the commission was directed to prevent the employ- 
ment of “unfair methods of competition in commerce.” Under 
this law the commission was authorized, whenever it had rea- 
son to believe that unfair methods of competition were em- 
ployed, to proceed against the individuals or corporations 
whose course was regarded as improper. They were also au- 
thorized to receive complaints from individuals and to act 
upon such complaints for the purpose of preventing the evils 
against which the statute was aimed. The commission was 
also authorized, when directed by either House of Congress or 
the President, to investigate and report the facts relating to 
any alleged violations of the antitrust acts by any corporation. 

It is not my purpose to examine this act or to show its 

scope or comprehensiveness, It is clear, however, that it 
authorizes the investigation called for by the resolution now 
under consideration, It is the view of some that there is an 
Electric Trust in the United States, that there is a gigantic 
organization which controls the electric power of our country, 
as well as the production of the equipment, fixtures, and appli- 
ances used in nearly every home of the land, for the purpose 
of utilizing electric energy. The Senator from Nebraska has 
| offered this resolution, as I believe, in good faith, and because 
‘he believes that a situation exists which calls for correction. 
|I regret that there are evidences which justify this belief. 
I should be glad if the facts were such as to repel the thought 
that a combination or monopoly exists of the character referred 
to in the resolution or of any other character. But, unfor- 
tunately, Mr. President, the industrial situation of the United 
States furnishes conclusive evidence that there are many 
illegal organizations, many combinations which are restraining 
trade and throttling competition and applying unfair methods 
of competition in the fields of commerce. 

I regret that the Department of Justice has been so inert 
and has looked with so much apathy and complacence upon 
the ravages wrought by monopolies and criminal industrial 
‘activities. The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Reep] has 
just stated that the Department of Justice is making an investi- 
gation of the so-called Power Trust. As to that I do not 
know, but we do know that that department has not properly 
functioned and has instituted but comparatively few suits to 
enforce the Sherman antitrust law as well as the Clayton Act. 

We have been advised that the Federal Trade Commission 
has supplied the Department of Justice with conclusive evidence 
of numerous violations of the statutes to which I have just 
referred; and we also know that but few, if any, of the cases 
reported by the Federal Trade Commission to the Department 
of Justice for prosecution have been proceeded against. My 
information is that the statute of limitations has run in a num- 
ber of instances, so that the penal provisions of the statute 
can not be enforced, no matter how grievous and criminal were 
the acts of the organizations complained against. 


Perhaps no other department is of so much importance as 
the Department of Justice. I am anxious that it shall have 
the confidence and esteem of all the people. I believe it should 
more actively cooperate with the Federal Trade Commission, 
and utilize such evidence and data as may be furnished it by 
the commission, for the purpose of enforcing the Sherman anti- 
trust law and the Clayton Act in cases where their provisions 
have been violated, 

There has been considerable propaganda against these acts, 
and the opinion is quite prevalent that they have failed to ac- 
complish the objects for which they were designed. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I should regard the repeal of these acts as yery unwise. 
Such a course would invite demands for legislation which would 
be inconsistent with our form of government. We must pre- 
serve the law of supply and demand and the competitive system 
in our industrial life or we will be driven to Federal control— 
drastic, enervating, destructive of private enterprise, and of our 
industrial supremacy. I have supported a number of resolu- 
tions calling for investigation of alleged violations of the Sher- 
man law, and policies more or less paternalistic, which sought 
to curb special interests and illegal combinations, because I 
believed that if wealth were permitted to be massed so as to con- 
trol the industries of our country and pursue a ruthless and 
destructive course, culminating in the annihilation of the small 
business man and the less important factors in our economic 
life, legislation would be inevitable that would embark our 
Government upon socialistic schemes of a most deadly character. 
While I dislike Federal interference in the lives and business 
affairs of the people, it were better to submit to such inter- 
ference as is contemplated by the Federal Trade Commission 
and the Sherman antitrust law, than to invite or permit an 
industrial situation which would eventuate in drastic Federal 
control of private enterprise, or perhaps governmental owner- 
ship of many of the industries of our country. If those en- 
gaged in great business enterprises were wise, they would 
preserve the competitive system and apply the principles of 
justice and fair dealing in all of their movements and activities. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I know little about the 
General Electric Co. I have never met its president or any 
of its officers or any of its employees, so far as I know. But 
it seems to me that it is somewhat unfair that the Senate of 
the United States should pick out the General Electric Co. 
for an investigation when perhaps the same conditions and 
the same facts might apply to some other power company. 
About all that I know with reference to the General Electric 
Co. is that it has made great strides as a business institu- 
tion—that it has been the means in many instances of carry- 
ing hydroelectric power to welcomed localities, that it has 
done much toward developing those localities, and that it 
has added greatly to the enjoyment of peoples in far-away 
places, as well as crowded cities, in the development and 
extension of the radio. There is not a locality in the whole 
eountry to-day that is not anxious to obtain power. They 
want nothing done that will hamper or retard power develop- 
ment. Of course, they desire the development to be made 
along rational lines, and the rights of the consumers and the 
general public to be safeguarded. But the injustice and un- 
fairness of this resolution is that it proposes to investigate 
only one company, the General Electric Co., while the West- 
inghouse Electric Co., one of its competitors, and some other 
power companies, also its competitors, remain untouched from 
the investigation. The stocks of all other companies may stay 
up; indeed they may even rise as a result of the action of 
the Senate; but the stockholders, innocent as in thousands of 
cases they are, of the General Electric Co., small or large as 
they may be, are to be injured by the action of the Senate. If 
we are going to have an investigation of a so-called power 
trust in this country we ought not deliberately to do injustice 
to one concern. We should treat them all alike and deal with 
them in like manner. That is my first objection to the pending 
resolution. 

There is not a community in my State, and I imagine the 
same conditions prevail in the other States, that does not 
desire a power company to come there to try to give to the 
people cheap power. Resolutions are coming to me all the 
time and letters are appealing to me to do all that I can 
to have Muscle Shoals developed in order that power may be 
transmitted to those communities, There has been a great 
fight as to whether or not at Muscle Shoals we shall manu- 
facture fertilizer or develop and transmit power. I say that 
the country wants these great water-power resources devel- 
oped, and developed to the highest degree of efficiency. We 
want our water power conserved. We want these great elec- 
trical concerns and others to prosper so they can go into the 
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various undeveloped communities and there develop power and 
transmit it to the people. 

if there is a “trust” about this matter, I do not know, 
but I can understand that the General Electric Co., or the 
Westinghouse people, or any power company might be in a 
different situation from the ordinary trust if there is a trust 
or monopoly involved. The General Electric Co., when it 
comes to transmitting the power in a State, is subject to the 
public service commission of that State. 

If the rates are too high the fault is with the people who 
have elected the members of thé public service commission to 
office and who are empowered under the law to regulate the 
rates, That is not true with respect to the ordinary trust or 
monopoly. Generally they do not perform a public service 
function. They are not subjected to regulation by public 
service agencies. Power companies are. So I submit that 
if we are going to investigate the Power Trust we ought not 
to pick out just one concern, but we should take them all in 
and make an honest and thorough investigation. 

If an investigation is made certainly it seems to me that we 
are doing almost an unprecedented thing when we pick out 
one concern and say to the President that he shall authorize 
the Secretary of the Treasury to turn over the books of the 
Treasury Department to enable the Federal Trade Commission 
to investigate everything about every stockholder, and every 
security holder. I submit that there is not a fact that might 
be desired, if the Senate should adopt the resolution, that 
the Federal Trade Commission could not get from an investi- 
gation of the books of the General Elèctric Co., or some other 
company if we follow out the investigation through the sub- 
sidiary companies, The resolution gives full power to investi- 
gate the General Electric Co. and its subsidiary companies. 
But let us not fall into the error of authorizing an investiga- 
tion into every stockholder, whether he owns one, or two, or 
ten thousand shares, and every security holder, whether he 
owns one bond, or ten thousand bonds. That is going quite 
too far. For my part I expect to vote for the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Watson] to strike 
out the provision that would enable the investigation to go 
to every stockholder and every surety holder that might own 
some of the securities of these companies. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Missis- 
sippi yield to the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. HARRISON. Certainly. 

Mr. FESS. The consensus among some of the friends of the 
legislation was that the Federal Trade Commission had the 
authority to go ahead and investigate without special legisla- 
tion. We find that the Federal Trade Commission, according 
to the original act, was authorized to investigate partnerships, 
corporations, and so forth, except banks, common carriers, 
and so forth. The pending resolution is broad enough to 
enable them to investigate banks. Therefore it was thought 
wise to cut it down, which has been done. ` 

In relation to the effort to include stockholders in the in- 
vestigation I want to ask the Senator from Mississippi this 
question: If a bank holds any stock in the General Electrice 
Co., will not this resolution permit the investigation to follow 
that stock and thus permit an investigation of the bank? 

Mr. HARRISON. I do not think there is any doubt about 
it that it would permit an investigation of the stockholder or 
security holder, whether that stockholder or security holder be a 
bank or private individual. We would open up the whole 
proposition by that provision. We will, by such a provision, 
subject every individual into untold embarrassment as well as 
harassment. 

Mr. FESS. I think that is very true. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, this is not a new question. 
Having spoken two or three times on it, I rise now only for the 
purpose of bringing attention to an investigation hitherto made 
of like character and along similar lines. There is no charge 
of any violation of the antitrust law by any individual stock- 
holder of this corporation, nor can any such charge be alleged. 
This same question was brought up in the Supreme Court in the 
case of Federal Trade Commission v. The American Tobacco 
Co. (264 U. S. 298). 

The commission in that case undertook to make an investiga- 
tion with respect to the tobacco business following a resolu- 
tion of the Senate, In affirming the denial of petitions for 
writs of mandamus to compel the disclosure of certain records 
of the defendants, the Supreme Court held, in substance, that 
the Federal Trade Commission act did not authorize inves- 
tigations for the purpose of finding out whether or not a crime 
had been committed. From pages 305 and 306 I have copied 
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the language of the Supreme Court in deciding this case, and 
here is what the court said: 


Anyone who respects the spirit as well as the letter of the fourth 
amendment would be loath to believe that Congress intended to au- 
thorize one of its subordinate agents to sweep all our traditions into 
the fire (Interstate Commerce Commission v. Brimson, 154 U. S. 447, 
479), and to direct fishing expeditions into private papers on 7 5 
possibility that they may disclose the evidence of crime, * * 
The interruption of business, the possible revelation of trade a 
and the expense that compliance with the commission's wholesale de- 
mands would cause are the least considerations. It is contrary to the 
first principles of justice to allow a search through all the respondents’ 
records, relevant or irrelevant, in the hope that something will turn up, 


That is precisely the situation in this case, and that stands as 
the decision of the highest tribunal in this land on the very 
question involved in the pending controversy. 

Mr. NORRIS obtained the floor. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to the Senator from Arkansas? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I merely wish to say a word or two with 
reference to the pending amendment which seeks to strike out 
the provision for the investigation of stockholders and sub- 
sidiary companies of the General Electric Co. I was im- 
pressed that some Senators seemed to think that under that 
provision the Federal Trade Commission could go into the 
private affairs of holders of stock. If that language should 
remain in the resolution the only investigation that the Federal 
Trade Commission could make, so far as the holder of stock is 
concerned, would be to ascertain whether or not the stock was 
being held and manipulated to further a monopoly. It could 
no more investigate a bank as a bank than it could investigate 
King Tut's tomb. It has absolutely no reference to the private 
business of the citizen at all or of the institution that may hold 
the stock. It is only to ascertain whether or not through stock 
ownership or control such an institution or an individual may 
be cooperating in some moyement to foster a monopoly in the 
manufacture, distribution, or use of power; that is all. It 
should be perfectly obvious to anyone who will consider the 
resolution for a moment that it does not go beyond that. If 
we are going to investigate the General Electric Co., and pro- 
vide at the same time that there can not be investigated any 
subsidiary or any stockholder or any company that is moving 
in a common purpose with it, we had as well not have an in- 
vestigation at all, because the commission would be limited 
merely to asking the company how much stock it had outstand- 
ing and what it is doing with it; and we could get that infor- 
mation from any trade journal. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, the Senator from Arkansas 
has completely answered the argument just made by the Sena- 
tor from Indiana [Mr. Watson]. If one will read the resolu- 
tion be will see what the investigation is for; namely, for the 

purpose of ascertaining whether the General Electric Co., 
either directly through a subsidiary or its stockholders, is main- 
taining a monopoly, as stated by the resolution— 


in which the said General Electric Co. has acquired and maintained 
such monopoly or exercises such control— 


How? 
in restraint of trade or commerce and in violation of law. 


Mr. President, it is unnecessary for Senators to become so 
fearful lest there be some publicity of stockholders using 
their stock for the purpose of a monopoly in violation of law 

and in restraint of trade. Do not go into hysterics for fear 
those poor stockholders are going to be ground down into the 
earth by this cruel, heartless investigation. If the stock of 
the General Electrie Co. or of any of its subsidiaries is being 
used for the purpose of maintaining a monopoly contrary to 
law and in restraint of trade, then we ought to know it; and 
that is ail which this investigation calls for on that point. 

Now I wish to answer the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
Harerson], and I have only to refer to the chronological order 
and the sequence of eyents that have taken place in the case 
of this resolution to give him a complete answer. The Senator 
from Mississippi has stated that we have picked out the Gen- 
eral Electric Co. and propose to investigate it. 

Mr. HARRISON. If the Senator will yield to me, I desire 
to say the Senator's original resolution did not do that; it 
proposed to investigate the whole power proposition. 

Mr. NORRIS. That is just what I am going to teli the 
Senator. 
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Mr. HARRISON, 


But the committee has reported a substi- 
tute which picks out one organization. 


Mr. NORRIS. That is what I am calling the Senator's 
attention to. I have some sympathy with the argument made 
on that point by the Senator from Mississippi. When I intro- 
duced the resolution it was general; the General Electric Co. 
was not mentioned by name; neither was any other company. 
I think that is the way we ought to investigate, I did not 
want to pick out any one company. But what was the first 
objection? The objection came from all over the Chamber, 
It is too drastic. If you are after the General Electric Co., 
let us name them and inyestigate them,” because most of the 
evidence that I had adduced here pertained to the General 
Electrie Co. 

So the Senate referred the resolution to the committee. I 
acquiesced in that action on the advice of Senators who said, 
“We want this investigation to take place; we believe you 
are right; but it is too broad; let us confine it to the General 
Hlectric Co.” So, I repeat, I acquiesced in that suggestion. 
The committee made a report on that line. Now comes the 
objection, “ Why, you are picking out the General Electric Co., 
this pauper; you are making an example of them. Why do 
‘you not make the resolution general?” I want to call the 
attention of my friends in this body who importuned me to 
‘agree to that change to the present situation. The objection 
is now made that it is not general, and when it was general 
the objection was made that it was too general, that it ought 
to be confined to the General Electric Co. 

That is the kind of opposition the resolution has met in the 
: Senate. How much of it is in good faith, how much of it is to 
‘whip something around the stump instead of going directly at 
it I do not know. I find no fault with the Senator who op- 
poses any investigation; he has a perfect right to have that 
opinion, but usually when such resolutions come before the 
Senate this kind of procedure goes on. It is said, “ Let us not 
be too severe here.” Then when the mover of the resolution 
accepts an amendment comes back the objection, “ Why have 
you not done just what you proposed to do at the beginning? 
I am against your resolution. It is confined to one corpora- 
tion; I want the whole thing stated in general terms.” When 
I state it in general terms, then comes the other objection, 
“Why, let us confine it to one and not make it general.” 

Mr, President, it is reiterated here, particularly by the 
Senator from Indiana, that this resolution directs the Federal 
Trade Commission to investigate 30,000 individual stockholders, 
It does not do anything of the kind; the commission will not 
go into that. Some of the Senators may not have been here 
when I offered to amend the provision, and I wish to state that 
offer again. If the Senator is afraid that is going to happen, 
and that many of those who merely own a little stock are 
going to be annoyed or bothered in any way, I have offered 
to add an amendment to the resolution if the Senator will 
withdraw the amendment which has been offered to strike out 
the entire provision. My amendment is to put in the words 
“owning a substantial amount of stock or other securities,” 
So as to read: 


That the Federal Trade Commission be, and it is hereby, directed to 
investigate and report to the Senate to what extent the said General 
Electric Co., or the stockholders or other security holders thereof, owning 
a substantial amount of stock or other securities, either directly or 
through subsidiary companies * * has acquired and maintained 
such monopoly or exercises such control in restraint of trade or com- 
merce and in violation of law. 


If Senators are afraid that some man or woman owning 
merely a small amount of stock and having no influence in 
the control of the corporation will be annoyed, I suggest that 
the amendment I have indicated will remedy that situation. 
I am not afraid of what some Senators seem to fear, because, 
as I haye said, no sane investigation is going to take up ques- 
tions of that kind unless there is some indication of the stock 
being used for the purpose of a monopoly contrary to law 
and in restraint of trade. But if Senators are afraid of it, 
let us put those words in. I am perfectly willing to put them 
in. No one is more anxious than I that the man who is not 
using this stock for any illegal purpose shall not be annoyed, 
but, as I said before—and I wish to repeat the statement, 
hecause some Senators did not hear me say it—if the Federal 
Trade Commission can not investigate stock that is being used 
for this illegal purpose, it permits the Electric Bond & Share 
Co. to escape investigation entirely. 

That company a few months ago was the largest subsidiary 
of the General Electric Co. Every dollar of its stock was 
owned by and was in the treasury of the General Electric Co., 
but since the debate in regard to this matter has been made 


public they have distributed every dollar of that stock among 
the stockholders of the General Electric Co.; so that company, 
as a company, does not own a dollar of it. Therefore if the 
commission can not investigate stock ownership that is being 
used for an illegal purpose, then all of that escapes. 

I wish to say to the Senate that I have here on my desk— 
and I have already put it in the Recorp—a list of the sub- 
sidiaries of the Electric Bond & Share Co. There are hundreds 
of them scattered all over this country, and, indeed, in various 
foreign countries. It is the greatest one means that the Gen- 
eral Electric Co. has through which to monopolize and control 
electricity in this country, and if the commission can not 
investigate stock ownership being used for the purpose of 
monopolistic control, then they have escaped entirely, and 75 
per cent of the good that would come from the proposed inves- 
tigation would be gone, and gone forever. p: 

Why are we sọ afraid, Mr. President? Why is it that we 
fear that some few people owning a few shares of stock, one 
share or two shares, are going to be brought across the country 
and put on the witness stand and subjected to maltreatment 
and abuse and investigation? It is all in your minds, Sen- 
ators; there is not anything to it. If those people are scared, 
they are scared because Senators have given them reason to 
be scared by giving publicity to that kind of talk. If you want 
to protect them, and if you think this does not protect them, 
then vote down the motion of the Senator from Indiana and 
I will offer the amendment that I have read. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield 
before he gives up the floor? 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Would not the Federal Tade Commis- 
sion have complete authority under this resolution to inyesti- 
gate the subsidiary to which the Senator has just alluded— 
the Electric Bond & Share Co—as the result of the use of the 
eee commencing near the bottom of line 4 and continuing 
on line 5: 


Either directly or through subsidiary companies, stock ownership, or 
through other means or instrumentalities. 


Mr. NORRIS. They might have. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Is it not certain that they would have? 

Mr. NORRIS. Let us assume that they would have. I want 
the Senate to listen to me on this point, because I am in earnest 
about it. I do not want to perform a farce here. Let us assume 
that the Senator from New York is right. Then why strika 
out this language that directly includes the stockholders? If 
they have the same authority with that language out as they 
have with it in, then why take it ont? If it were not in, you 
might say,. Why put it in?“ and the argument, I think, would 
be good then; but when you once have it in, and you take 
it out, what might a court do? 

Suppose we take it out, and the resolution is then passed, 
and the Féderal Trade Commission begin an investigation, and 
they undertake, through the language read by the Senator 
which would still be in the resolution—to make an inyestiga- 
tion through stock ownership, and an injunction is obtained 
against them, and the parties obtaining the injunction say that 
it was not the intention of the Senate that any such inyestiga- 
tion should be had. 

Suppose, then, that the court takes the Recorp of the Senate, 
reads the debate, and says, Why, that was one of the crucial 
things that was at issue; and the Senate decided, by supporting 
the motion of the Senator from Indiana, that an investigation 
through stock ownership should not take place. Therefore, 
even though there seems to be other language that gives the 
same authority,” they would say, that was the intention of the 
Senate. The injunction is sustained. You can not investigate 
any stock ownership”; and hence all those monopolies, if there 
be monopolies that are maintained through stock ownership, 
would escape entirely. 

I will say to the Senator from New York that it is not only 
the Electric Bond & Share Co. that is involyed. As I said a 
while ago, when the Senator was not in the Chamber, upon 
information that I believe to be reliable I state that through 
stock ownership there is an understanding that goes all over 
the country between the General Electric Co, and the Westing- 
house Co. I am told, on what I believe to be reliable authority, 
that there are many large stockholders in the General Blectric 
Co. who are large stockholders in the Westinghouse Co.; and 
if we are not going to investigate monopolies brought about by 
the ownership of stock, then that would escape entirely. So 
the Senator from Mississippi, who wants to make it general, 
to be consistent ought to vote against this motion, because this 
is the language in the resolution that tends to make it general 
more than any other language in it, 
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` Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, I shall detain the Sen- 
ate only a moment by what I have to say about the measure 
that is pending, The only reason why I say anything at all is 
because I want my vote to be understood. 

In the last few years I have voted for a great many investi- 
gations. - As a general rule, very little comes out of them. 
Therefore I am not so keen about investigations, On the other 
hand, I think public-service corporations that are supposed to 
be governed by public-service laws are not so amenable to 
investigations, or it is not so necessary to investigate them as 
those corporations that are not governed by public-service laws ; 
but I want to say this in reference to my vote on the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Watson]: 

To my mind it is perfectly clear that if there is any monopoly 
in violation of the antimonopoly laws of this country in the 
case of these electric companies it must be through stock own- 
ership. It must be through cooperation of various companies 
in the country. This commodity is not sold as flour and wheat 
are sold. In the community to which electricity is sold it must 
of necessity be sold over one wire. It would be a waste of 
public service to put in two wires. Therefore, of course, if there 
is any monopoly existing, it must be through coordination and 
cooperation of a large number of companies controlled by one 
influence. So my viewpoint is that the resolution offered by 
the Senator from Nebraska means nothing if one of these com- 
panies is going to be picked out and investigated. There can 
not be any monopoly on the part of that company, because 
there is nothing to monopolize. If there is any monopoly exist- 
ing, it must be through coordination of effort by a number of 
companies, fi 

As I say, I am not very keen about these investigations, I 
do not object to them. I have yoted for most of them. I 
doubt very much, if the Senator's resolution passes—as I sup- 
pose it will—whether it will produce much result; but I am 
not going by indirection to vote to destroy his resolution, as I 
think I would do if I should vote to strike out the investiga- 
tion of a coordinated effort on the part of the electric com- 
panies throughout the United States to control this situation. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for a 
question ? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes. 

Mr. KING. The Senator, as I understand him, seems to 
assume that the resolution of the Senator from Nebraska asks 
for the investigation solely upon the ground that a monopoly 
exists, Does not the Senator think that one corporation may 
be a monopoly? And, if that question should be answered in 
the negative, does not the Senator think that one corporation 
could be guilty of unfair méthods of competition in commerce 
which the act creating the Federal Trade Commission declares 
to be unlawful, and, therefore, justify an investigation? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I think it could outside of the elec- 
trical business, but I do not see how it could when electricity 
is sold. As I said in the beginning, if it were a case of selling 
pig iron or steel rails or flour, yes; we might find a monopoly 
or an unfair method existing in one corporation. Of necessity, 
however, when we come to the sale of electricity, it is sold over 
one wire, and unless there is a coordinated effort to prevent 
competition by a number of companies you have nothing. 
Therefore, as I say, I am not keen about these investigations, 
because, as a general rule, I do not think we get anywhere 
with them; we spend a lot of money, and we do not do any- 
thing; but it seems to me that if I vote in favor of the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Indiana, I am simply seeking 
to take the real provision for investigation out of this reso- 
lution. If I make up my mind to try to defeat the resolution, 
I am going to do it by a direct vote. I am not going to do it 
by trying to cut out what it seems to me is the only thing 
we could investigate, 

That is all I wanted to say. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Missis- 
sippi will state the inquiry. 

Mr. HARRISON. A motion to strike out and insert has 
preference over a motion to strike out; has it not? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Ordinarily. 

Mr. HARRISON. I desire to offer an amendment to the 
motion of the Senator from Indiana, to strike out and insert. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will state the 
proposed amendment. 

The Reapinc CLERK. It is proposed to amend by striking 
out on lines 3 and 4, after the word “extent,” down to and 
including the word “thereof,” and to insert “power com- 

nies.” 

Mr. HARRISON, Of course the object is to investigate not 
only the General Electric Co. but other power companies, I 


may say that if that amendment should be adopted, of course 
we would haye to change the preamble and change the latter 
part of the resolution. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I make the point that the 
Senator’s amendment, as I understand it, is an amendment to 
the amendment of the Senator from Indiana, and is in the 


third degree, and consequently out of order. The Senator's 
amendment is already in the second degree. If it is an amend- 
ment to the balance of the text, it ought to wait until we dis- 
pose of this one. > 

Mr. HARRISON. I think this amendment has priority over 
the amendment offered by the Senator from Indiana, because 
it is a motion to strike out and insert. 

Mr. NORRIS. I could not get, from the reading of the 
amendment, just where it comes in. 

Mr. HARRISON. It strikes out everything in lines 3 and 4, 
after the word “extent” in line 3, down to and including the 
word “thereof” on line 4, and simply inserts power com- 
panies,” so that the investigation is not confined merely to this 
one particular company, but extends to other power companies. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will state the 
proposed amendment as it would read if the amendment of the 
Senator from Mississippi were agreed to. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 


Resolved further, That the Federal Trade Commission be, and it is 
hereby, directed to investigate and report to the Senate to what extent 
power companies, either directly or through subsidiary companies, stock 
ownership, or through other means or instrumentalities, monopolize or 
control the production, generation, or transmission of electric energy 


And so forth. 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, I am not strong on these investi- 
gations, because as a rule I think we might employ our time 
to a little better advantage in passing some much-needed legis- 
lation. If my recollection serves me right, a few years ago we 
investigated the operation of the coal mines of the country. I 
opposed that at the time, A long investigation was had. My 
recollection is that it cost the Government something like 
$600,000, and the result was that the price of coal to the con- 
sumer was put up. I think such results usually follow in- 
vestigations. 

Some time ago the Senate passed a resolution to investigate 
cotton dealings. The Federal Trade Commission, after work- 
ing two years, made a final report, and that report has been 
lying on the desks of Senators now since early last session, 
and nothing has been done. 

Now .it is proposed to investigate the General Electric Co. 
I know but little about the General Electric Co.; I know but 
little about any other big power company; but in my section 
of the country the development of our streams has done more 
to give employment to our people and to make living happier 
and easier and to produce wealth than perhaps all of the other 
enterprises combined. We welcome capital to come down and 
develop our streams. The water has been tumbling down the 
mountains there since the earth was created. -We are burning 
up coal. We should like to turn this water into electricity and 
thereby saye the coal for future generations and add to the 
wealth of our section. 

This deyelopment is in its infancy. I well remember when 
it was seriously doubted whether we could transmit electricity 
any distance. When first developed I believe it was carried 
only 2 or 3 miles, and that was considered a great curiosity 
in those days. Now we transmit it many hundreds of miles. 

The proposed investigation would be made at enormous ex- 
pense to the companies, which would, of course, be borne by 
the stockholders. As has already been said, we have a Depart- 
ment of Justice and a Federal Trade Commission, instituted 
to look into these matters upon proper presentation, and if there 
is anything these companies are doing which would be to the 
detriment of the public, those institutions can act. 

Furthermore, all the States, I believe, have public-service 
commissions which can regulate the fixed charges of such 
corporations, if there is great oppression of the people on ac- 
count of rates. It seems to me that is sufficient protection. 
Not only that, but, as the Senator from Alabama has said, 
competition in the sale of electricity, where you have to sell 
the commodity within a short distance of where it is generated, 
is not like that in any other commodity. So, if the General 
Electric Co. or any other electric company owned every water 
power in Massachusetts or in Maryland, for instance, they 
would not come in competition with the smallest owner or 
developer of water power. It is not like something that can 
be manufactured and sold in the open market. It has to be 
used within a reasonable distance of the place where it is 
generated. Therefore it does seem to me that there is less 
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excuse for investigating an enterprise of this kind than for 
the investigation of almost any other enterprise that might 
cause monopoly in the country. 

So, to my mind, this amendment is unnecessary. It would 
be a long time, probably two years, before we could get a report, 
and I do not believe that it is the function of the Senate to 
investigate all business enterprises where some accusation is 
made. I believe we should only investigate where it is essen- 
tial to get information to be a basis for proper legislation, and 
I hope the resolution will be defeated. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, before a vote is taken on the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Haxrt- 
SON] to the amendment, I want to say a word. 

I hope the amendment to the amendment will be voted down, 
for the reasons stated by the Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
Bruce], which, I think, are sound. We have no right to insti- 
tute an investigation merely on rumors. There should be some 
specific allegation upon which to base an investigation of any 
business transaction. That was the ground the committee took, 
and that was why it insisted that the broad scope of the 
original resolution offered by the Senator from Nebraska should 
be narrowed down to the particular company or corporation 
against which specific charges were made. 

We went so far as to send to the Department of Justice and 
to have a representative of that department come before us. 
We made inquiry as to whether or not they are proceeding 
against this corporation, and we find that they are. There is 
a case now being tried In Cleveland in reference to the mo- 
nopoly in electric-light bulbs, the claim being that the depart- 
ment has information leading them to believe that, though the 
investment of the General Electric in the manufacture of bulbs 
is only 20 per cent of their total capital, yet the profit from 
the sale of bulbs is 64 per cent of the entire income of the 
corporation. Suit has been instituted for the dissolution of a 
combination in control of the electric-bulb business owned and 
controlled by the General Electric. 

The committee believed that, in view of certain matters 
brought before us by the Senator from Nebraska in connection 
with his resolution and other allegations, we were justified in 
reporting a resolution specifically invoking the Federal Trade 
Commission’s activity in looking into the matter to determine 
whether the General Electric were guilty of practices that were 
unfair and also in violation of the antitrust law. 

If we attempt to blanket every company in America, even 
though there is no specific charge against it, we weaken the 
resolution and possibly endanger its passage, because we have 
no right to invoke an investigation by this department of the 
Government when no charge whatever is laid against any of 
these companies, so far as I have been made aware. 

We of the committee took particular pains to base our favor- 
able report upon justifiable grounds. I hope the amendment to 
the amendment will be voted down. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, has the Chair decided which 
motion to amend is the pending one? The Senator from Mis- 
sissippi [Mr. Harrison] offered an amendment when the Sena- 
tor from Indiana [Mr. Watson] had one pending. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is of the opinion 
that the motion to strike out and insert has precedence. 

Mr. NORRIS. Then the pending question is on the motion 
made by the Senator from Mississippi to amend my amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is upon agree- 
ing to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Mississippi 
to ä submitted by the Senator from Nebraska as 
mod 5 

Mr. NORRIS. Upon that I want to be heard just a moment. 
No good can come, to my mind, by asking Senators who want 
a real, honest investigation to jump back and forth, riding a 
horse one way around the ring and getting off and getting on 
another, 

I started out with the general proposition, and I would 
rather have that. If the amendment now pending shall be 
agreed to, the measure will not be that reported by the com- 
mittee. The committee, after consulting with me and after 
talking the matter over and having some hearings, decided 
to narrow my investigation, and they reported a resolution, 
which I accepted and which the Senate has been considering 
all this time. 

The Senator from Mississippi now offers an amendment 
which, if agreed to, will strike out the very words which the 
Senator from Indiana seeks to strike out by his amendment. 
If that motion is agreed to, there will be no need of the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Indiana, because it is included in 
the motion of the Senator from Mississippi. 

I want to commend the statement of the Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. Unprerwoop], that while he might be opposed 


to an investigation he does not want to have it emasculated if 
there is one. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I haye not said that I am opposed to 
it. I have the right to yote one way or the other, but I say 
that if we are to have one I want to be able to yote prop- 


erly on it. 

Mr. NO S. I think that is what the Senator ought to do. 
It seems to me that is the fair thing to do. If one is opposed 
to an investigation—as he has a perfect right to be—let him 
vote against my entire amendment, and I shali have to accept 
the result. But let us not have it emasculated. Do not pull 
75 per cent of its teeth out by adopting the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Indiana or the amendment offered by 
3 Senator from Mississippi, either one of which will do 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Mississippi to 
the amendment of the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr, WATSON. I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. SMITH. This is now a direct vote on the amendment 
of the Senator from Mississippi? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It is. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Will not the Chair state the amendment? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is upon agree- 
ing to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Missis- 
sippi [Mr. Harrison] to the amendment proposed by the Sen- 
ator from Nebraska [Mr. Norris]. It will be read. 

The Reapine Crerk. It is proposed to strike out, in line 8, 
after the word “extent,” the words “the said General Electrice 
Co. or the stockholders or other security holders thereof” and 
to insert “ power companies,” so as to read: 


Resolved, That the Federal Trade Commission be, and is hereby, 
directed to Investigate and report to the Senate to what extent power 
companies, either directly or through subsidiary companies— 

And so forth. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered on agreeing to the amendment to the amendment, 
and the roll will be called. 

The reading clerk proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts (when his name was called). 
I have a general pair for the day with the junior Senator 
from California [Mr. SHorrripse}]. Therefore, I am not at 
liberty to vote. 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. SMITH (after having voted in the negative). I have 
a general pair with the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
STERLING]. In his absence I transfer that pair to the Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. SxHretps] and let my vote stand. 

Mr. HARRISON. I desire to announce the absence of the 
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Gerry] on account of illness, 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I wish to announce the fol- 
lowing general pairs: 

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Erxins] with the 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Owen] and 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Ence] with the Senator 
from Mississippi [Mr. STEPHENS]. 

The result was announced—yeas 21, nays 56; as follows: 


YEAS—21 
Ball Edwards Metcalf Spencer 
Bayard Fernald Moses adsworth 
Bingham Fletcher Phipps Watson 
Broussard ale Ransdell 
Bursum Harrison Reed, Pa. 
Butler McKinley Robinson 
NAYS—56 
Ashurst Ernst Kendrick Reed, Mo, 
Borah Ferris Keyes Sheppard 
Brookhart Fess Klag Shipstead 
Bruce Frazier La Simmons 
Cameron Glass MeKellar Smith 
Capper Goodin, McNary Smoot 
Caraway Marre] Means Stanley 
pel Harris Neely Swanson 

Couzens eñin Norbeck Trammell 
Cummins Howell Norris Underwood 
Curtis Johnson, Calif. Oddie Walsh, Mont. 
Dale Johnson, Minn, Overman Warren 
Dial Jones, N. Mex. Pittman Wheeler 
Dill Jones, Wash. Ralston Willis 

NOT VOTING—19 
Edge La Follette Owen Stephens 
Elkins Lenroot Pepper Sterli 
George McCormick Shields Walsh, Mass, 
Gerry McLean Shortridge Weller 
Greene Mayfield Stanfield 


So Mr. Hargison’s amendment to the amendment was re- 
jected. a 
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Mr. WATSON. I now offer the amendment which I have 
- hitherto offered, namely, on page 3, lines 3 and 4, to strike 
out the words or the stockholders or other security holders 
thereof.” On that amendment to the amendment I call for 
the yeas and nays. 

The years and nays were ordered. 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President, if the amendment just pro- 
posed is agreed to, the resolution as presented to the Senate 
by the Interstate Commerce Committee will be emasculated. 
J will mean merely an investigation of the General Electric 
€o. The General Electric Co. and those who control it main- 
tzin monopolies in various lines through, it is believed, stock 
pools and holding companies. If we are unable to go into the 
stock ownership of the General Electric Co., we will not find that 
there is any monopoly, but if we do go into the stock owner- 
ship we probably will find that there is a monopoly. We prob- 
ably will find that the General Electric Co. and the Westing- 
house Electric Co., the two great institutions which practically 
control the manufacture and distribution of certain electrical 
apparatus in this country, are controlled by one and the same 
element, and we can not demonstrate this to be a fact unless 
we do investigate the stock holdings. 

We can not prove a power company or other subsidiary of 
the General Electric Co. to constitute a monopoly. The mo- 
mopoly is back of such companies. If.we do not want to find out 
whether there is a monopoly, then we should adopt this amend- 
ment. If we want to go to the bottom of the matter we should 
vote down the amendment, and then there will be no question 
about it. 

The reading clerk proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania (when Mr. PEPPER'S name was 
called). The senior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. PEPPER] 
is unavoidably absent from the Senate to-day, but if present he 
would vote “ yea.” 

Mr. SMITH (when his name was called). Making the same 
announcement as on the last vote with reference to my pair 
and its transfer, I vote “nay.” 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts (when his name was called). 
Making the same announcement as on the previous vote, I 
withhold my vote. 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I wish to announce that the 
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. ELKINS] has a general pair 
with the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. OwEN]. 

Mr. NORRIS. I desire to announce that the senior Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. La Fotterre] is absent on account of 
iliness. If he were present, he would vote “ nay.” 

Mr. HARRISON. My colleague, the junior Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. STEPHENS], has a pair on this question with 
the senior Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Epen]. 

Mr. GLASS (after having voted in the negative). I have a 
general pair with the senior Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
McLean], who is unavoidably absent. He gave me liberty to 
rote on this question, and I therefore permit my vote to stand. 

Mr. HARRISON. I wish to announce that the senior Sena- 
m from Rhode Island [Mr. GERRY] is absent on account of 

ness. 

The result was announced—yeas 32, nays 43, as follows: 


YEAS—32 
Ball Dale Harrison Reed, Pa, 
Bingham Dial Jones, Wash, Smoot 
Broussard Edwards eyes Spencer 
uce Ernst McKinley Wadsworth 
Bursum Fernald Metcalf Warren 
Butler Fess Moses Watson 
Cameron Hale Oddie Weller 
rtis Harreld Phipps Willis 
NAYS—43 
Ashurst Fletcher King Sheppard 
Bayard Frazier Ladd Shipstead 
Borah Glass McKellar Simmons 
Brookhart Gooding McNary Smith 
Capper Harris Neely Stanley 
Caraway Heflin Norris Swanson 
Copeland Howell Overman Trammell 
Couzens Johnson, Calif. Pittman Underwood 
Cumming Johnson, Minn, Ralston Walsh, Mont, 
Ti Jones, N. Mex, Reed, Mo, Wheeler 
Ferris Kendrick Robinson 
NOT VOTING—21 
Edge Lenroot Owen Stephens 
Kikins McCormick Pepper Sterling 
George McLean ausdell Walsh, Mass. 
Gerry Mayfield Shields 
Greene Means Shortridge 
Ja Follette Norbeck Stanfield 


So Mr. Warson's amendment to the amendment was re- 


jected. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question now is upon 
me amendment proposed by the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 


Norris] to Senate resolution 329, directing the Federal Trade 
Commission to investigate the conduct of the American To- 
bacco Co. and the Imperial Tobacco Co. in their dealings with 
tobacco growers’ cooperative marketing associations. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, I desire to explain my vote 
on the amendment as proposed by the Senator from Nebraska. 
I hold no brief for the General Electric Co. I am not a stock- 
holder, nor have I any interest in it, nor have I any knowl- 
edge as to its guilt or innocence. But I do bel eve in the old- 
fashioned American idea of division of the powers of the 
Government. I have been informed that the President and 
the Department of Justice and the Federal Trade Commis- 
sion have ample and plenary power to investigate this cor- 
poration, or any other that is breaking the law. It seems to 
me under the circumstances that it is only fair to permit the 
executive department of the Government, until we lose con- 
fidence in it, a free hand and not direct its investigations. 

Therefore, in view of that belief, without prejudice as to 
the standing of the General Hlectric Co. or the matter in dis- 
pute, but believing as I do that this is a legislative body and 
not an executive body, I shall vote against the amendment 
of the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. WATSON. I call for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the reading clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. SMITH (when his name was called). Making the 
Same announcement as previously relative to my pair and its 
transfer, I vote “ yea.” 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts (when his name was called). 
On this question I am paired with the junior Senator from 
California [Mr. SHorrrmoeer]. I transfer that pair to the 
junior Senator from Texas [Mr. Mayrretp] and vote “ yea.” 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. HARRISON. I wish to announce that the Senator 
from Rhode Island [Mr. Gerry] is absent on account of ill- 
ness. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. If the senior Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. PEPPER] were present he would vote “nay.” 

Mr. NORRIS. As previously announced, the senior Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. La Fotterre] is detained from the Sen- 
ate on account of illness. If he were present, he would vote 
“yea” on this amendment. 

Mr. HARRISON. I desire to make the same announcement 
as before, that my colleague [Mr. STEPHENS] is paired on this 
vote with the senior Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Epee]. If 
present, my colleague would vote “ yea.” 

The result was announced—yeas 55, nays 25, as follows: 


YEAS—55 
Ashurst Fess Jones, Wash, Robinson 
Borah Fletcher Kendrick Sheppard 
Brookhart Frazier King Shipstead 
Broussard George Ladd Simmons 
Bruce Glass McKellar Smith 
Cameron Goodin McKinley Stanfield 
Capper Harrel McNary Stanley 
Caraway Harris eely Swanson 
Copeland Harrison Norbeck Trammell 
Couzens Heflin Norris Underwood 
Cummins Howell Overman Walsh, Mass. 
Curtis Johnson, Calif. Pittman Walsh, Mont. 
Dill Johnson, Minn. Ralston Wheeler 
Ferris Jones, N. Mex. Reed, Mo, 

NAYS—25 
Rall Edwards Moses Warren 
Bayard Ernst Oddie Watson 
Bingham Fernald Phipps Weller 
Bursum Hale Reed, Pa, Willis 
Butler Keyes Smoot 
Dale Means Spencer 
Dial Metcalf adsworth 

NOT VOTING—16 

Edge La Follette Mayfield Shields 
Elkins Lenroot wen Shortridge 
Gerry McCormick Pepper Stephens 
Greene McLean Ransdell Sterling 


So the amendment of Mr. Norris, as modified, to Mr. ERNST'S 
resolution (S. Res. 329) was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question now is upon 
agreeing to the resolution as amended. 

The resolution as amended was agreed to. 

The preambles were agreed to. 


MUSCLE SHOALS 


Mr. NORRIS. I ask unanimous consent that the conference 
report on the so-called Muscle Shoals bill be printed in bill 
form, and that the bill as passed by the Senate and the con- 
ference report bill be printed in parallel columns, i 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the Senator from Nebraska? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered, 
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APPROPRIATIONS FOR STATE AND OTHER DEPARTMENTS 


Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate may proceed with the consideration of 
House bill 11753, being the bill making appropriations for the 
State and other departments. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator asks unani- 
mous consent that the Senate proceed to the consideration of 
the appropriation bill to which he has referred. Is there ob- 
jection? 

Mr. BURSUM. Mr. President, I have no objection except that 
I desire the Recon to show that the unfinished business has 
been temporarily laid aside for that purpose. With that under- 
standing, I shall have no objection to proceeding with the con- 
sideration of the appropriation bill. X 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill to which the Sen- 
ator from New Mexico refers has already been temporarily laid 
aside. Is there objection to the request of the Senator from 
Washington? The Chair hears none. 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 11753) making appropriations 
for the Departments of State and Justice and for the judi- 
ciary, and for the Departments of Commerce and Labor, for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, and for other purposes. 

INVESTIGATION OF BUREAU OF INTERNAL REVENUE 


Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President, I send a resolution to the 
desk and I ask that the Secretary read it and that it be re- 
ferred to the Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent 
Expenses of the Senate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and the Secretary will read the resolution. 

The resolution (S. Res, 333) was read, as follows: 


Whereas the select committee of the Senate appointed under author- 
ity of Senate Resolutions 168 and 211 of the Sixty-eighth Congress to 
investigate the Bureau of Internal Revenue was instructed to report its 
findings; and 

Whereas the committee has not completed a thorough inquiry and 
will be unable to do so before March 4, 1925; Be it 

Resoived, That the select committee of the Senate, authorized in 
Senate Resolutions 168 and 211 of the Sixty-eighth Congress to investi- 
gate the Bureau of Internal Revenue and appointed under these reso- 
lutions, is hereby authorized and directed to continue its work after 
March 4, 1925, and, if deemed advisable by the committee, to sit and 
hold hearings in the interim between the adjournment of the Sixty- 
eighth Congress and the convening of the first regular session of the 
Sixty-ninth Congress, and that all authority granted in Senate- Reso- 
lutions 168 and 211 of the Sixty-elghth Congress shall be and is con- 
tinued under this resolution. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The resolution will be re- 
ferred to the Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent 
Expenses of the Senate. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, when the original resolution on 
this subject was introduced it was referred, first, to the Com- 
mittee on Finance and then, subsequently, to the Committee 
to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate. 
Does the Senator from Michigan desire that the resolution 
which he now introduces shall go to the Committee to Audit and 
Control the Contingent Expenses first and then to the Finance 
Committee? 

Mr. COUZENS. If the resolution has to go to both commit- 
tees it is immaterial to me to which committee it may go first. 

Mr. SMOOT. That is what I thought. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. What is the request of the 
Senator from Utah? 

Mr. SMOOT, I merely wanted to have an understanding 
with the Senator as to which committee he would rather have 
the resolution first go. If the Senator from Michigan has no 
objection, I should like to have the resolution referred first to 
the Committee on Finance, which was the course taken when 
the original resolution was presented. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I think the resolution ought to 
go to the Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent Ex- 
penses of the Senate, and then if it is deemed necessary to send 
it to the Committee on Finance later that may be done. 

Mr. SMOOT. I wish to say to my colleague that it will have 
to go to the Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent 
Expenses of the Senate after it comes from the Finance Com- 
mittee. 

Mr. KING. My understanding is that, contrary to a view 
which I took some time ago, if resolutions involving expendi- 
ture of money from the contingent fund are to go to two com- 
mittees dealing with the subject, they first have to go to the 
Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of 
the Senate. 


Mr. SMOOT. The original resolution went to the Finance 
Committee first and then was referred to the Committee to 
Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate. The 
Finance Committee amended it, and after being so amended by 
the committee it went to the Committee to Audit and Control 
the Contingent Expenses of the Senate. That is the course 


that should be followed now. It makes no difference to me 
particularly as to where it goes first, but after the Committee 
to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate 
shall have passed upon it then the Committee on Finance may 
wish to amend it in some slight particular; and if so, it would 
then have to go back to the Committee to Audit and Control 
the Contingent Expenses of the Senate. 

Mr. KING. Not if the amendment did not involve any addi- 
tional expense, 

Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President, I have no objection to the 
resolution going to the Committee on Finance, with the under- 
standing that the committee shall act promptly upon it. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Unless the Senate shall 
otherwise direct, the resolution will be referred to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr. President, do I understand 
that the Chair has ruled upon the reference? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair has referred the 
resolution to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I shonld like to inquire of the 
Chair under what rule of the Senate that was done? The 
Senator who submitted the resolution asked that it be referred 
to the Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses 
of the Senate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator who introduced 
the resolution assented to its reference to the Committee on 
Finance and the Chair so referred it. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I beg the Chair's pardon; I 
did not so understand. 


SENATOR FROM TEXAS 


Mr. KING. Mr. President, several days ago, when the report 
in the Mayfield case was filed, I asked for five days within 
which to file a supplemental report. I have been so oecupied, 
and my stenographers have both been so ill—one very seri- 
ously—that it has been absolutely impossible for me to prepare 
it as I had anticipated. I should like a few days additional 
in which to file the supplemental report. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. How many days? 

Mr. KING. Ten days. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, leave is 
granted, and the time is extended for 10 days. 


ALIEN PROPERTY CUSTODIAN FUND 


Mr. FLETCHER. Mr, President, on Saturday there was 
some discussion with reference to the matter of American 
claims against Germany and the handling of the Alien Property 
Custodian fund. It was not appropriate then and is not now 
to go inte a diseussion of the general subject, but for the en- 
lightenment of everybody who may be interested—and that 
ineludes all our people, I think—I desire to have printed in 
the Recorp a very clear and, I think, logical and forceful 
article on that subject published in the American Bar Asso- 
ciation Journal for August, 1923, entitled “ The confiscation 
myth,” by William Campbell Armstrong, of the New York 
City bar. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

The matter referred to is here printed, as follows: 

Tun CONFISCATION MyYTH—REFUTATION OF THE CLAIM THAT THB 
APPLICATION BY GERMANY OF THE Privates Property or ITS CITIZENS 
RESIDING IN GERMANY, WHICH Was SEIZED IN THis Country Dorixe 
Tun WAR, TO THE PAYMENT OF ÀMERICAN INDEMNITY CLAIMS AGAINST 
GERMANY WOULD CONSTITUTE CONFISCATION OF PRIVATE PROPERTY BY 
THE UNITED STATES 


(By William Campbell Armstrong, of the New York City bar) 
I. CONFISCATION IN INTERNATIONAL LAW 


In ancient times neither the property nor the lives of aliens were safe 
if war broke out between nations and such aliens and thelr property 
were found in an enemy country. Aliens were seized and imprisoned 
and often sold into slavery or killed, and their property was confiscated. 
These harsh rules were very gradually mitigated. 

In early times the merchant of a foreign country, even in times of 
pence, was lable to arrest and his merchandise was often taken from 
him, The first mitigation of this harsh rule which we know of is found 
in an edict of King John of England in Sir Nicholas Nicolas’s History 
of the Royal Navy, Volume I, page 157 (1847). He said: 
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“King John is sald soon after his accession to have given great 
encouragement to foreign commerce by declaring that all merchants 
of any nation whatsoever shall with their merchandise haye safe 
conduct to pass into and repass from England, and to enjoy while 
there the same peace and security as the merchants of England 
were allowed in the country from which such merchants come.” 
(Writs to the mayor and commonalty of London and to all sheriffs 
of England, April 5, ist John, 1. e. 1200 Hackluyt ed. 1869, vol. 1, 
p. 143, From the Records in the Tower.) 

This regulation was yery similar to one which we will hereinafter 
consider, although it apparently applied only in times of peace and had 
for its chief purpose the promotion of international trade and com- 
merce, but this regulation and the many treaties which followed it were 
more uniformly observed in the breach than in the performance, They 
were reciprocal and it was always claimed that they had been broken 
by the enemy. 

They amounted to a codification of idealistic ideas as to what should 
be done in times of war, which men made during intervals of peace and 
violated as soon as wars occurred, 

Thus we find that the first provision for the safety of the lives of 
enemy aliens found in a country at the outbreak of a war was con- 
tained in the Magna Charta (1215) in the following language: 

“ Par. 41, All merchants shall bave safe and secure exit from 
England and entry to England, with the right to tarry there and to 
move about as well by land as by water, for buying and selling by 
the ancient and right customs, quit from all evil tolls, except (in 
time of war) such merchants as are ef the land at war with us. 
And if such are found in our land at the beginning of the war 
they shall be detained, without injury to their bodies or goods, 
until information be received by us or by our chief justiciar how 
the merchants of our land found in the land at war with us are 
treated ; and if our men are safe there the others shall be safe in 
our land.“ 

From these provisions in the Magna Charta and the regulations made 
by King John, and many subsequent treaties between commercial na- 
tions, particularly Venice and Genoa and the other great trading na- 
tions of the Middle Ages, it has been argued that the private property 
of enemy aliens found in a country at the outbreak of war can not be 
confiscated by the country in which they are found. This rule was 
never conceded in this country to be in accordance with international 
law in the absence of a treaty. _ 

In 1796 Justice Chase delivered the opinion of the Supreme Court in 
Ware v. Hylton (3 Dall. 199, p: 220). It appeared that in October, 
1777, the Legislature of Virginian passed a law to sequester British 
property, and further provided that if any citizen of Virginia owed 
money to a subject of Great Britain, he could pay the same to what 
corresponded to the modern Alien Property Custodian and receive a 
receipt therefor from the State, and he would thereby be discharged 
from his debt, Pursuant to this law the defendant in that case paid 
about £1,000, and was thereafter sued by the British citizen to whom 
he owed the money and pleaded a payment to the State of Virginia in 
defense. 

The British citizen answered by showing that under the fourth article 
of the treaty of peace with Great Britain of September 3, 1783 (the 
Jay treaty), the United States had agreed to restore the confiscated 
property of British subjects who had not borne arms against the United 
States. 

The fourth article of the treaty read as follows: 

It is agreed that creditors on either side shall meet with no 
lawful impediment to the recovery of the full value in sterling 
money of all bona fide debts heretofore contracted.” 

It was therefore held that a British citizen was entitled to recover 
the amount of his claim not under the law of nations, but by reason of 
the express terms of the treaty, and that Virginia was bound to make 
compensation to the debtor from whom it had received payment. 

Mr. Justice Patterson, one of the framers of the Constitution, in a 
concurring opinion said (p. 254): 

“It has been made a question whether the confiscation of debts 
which were contracted by individuals of different nations In time 
of peace and remain due to individuals of the enemy in time of 
war is authorized by the law of nations among civilized states? 
I shall not, however, controvert the position that by the rigor of 
the law of nations debts of the description just mentioned may be 
confiscated.” 

After using the above language the learned justice made an eloquent 
plea for mitigation of the rule, Justice Chase in the opinion of the 
court said (p. 230): 

“ Hence it follows that the restitution of, or compensation for, 
British property confiscated or extinguished during the war by any 
of the United States could only be provided for by the treaty of 
peace; and if there had been no provision respecting these subjects 
in the treaty they could not be agitated after the treaty by the 
British Government, much less by her subjects, in courts of justice. 
If a nation during a war conducts herself contrary to the law of 
nations, and no notice is taken of such conduct in the treaty of 
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peace, it is thereby so far considered lawful, as never afterwards 
to be revived, or to be a subject of complaint. It is the opinion of 
the celebrated and judicious Doctor Rutherforth that a nation ina 
just war may seize upon any movable goods of any enemy (and he 
makes no distinction as to private debts), but that whilst the war 
continues the nation has of right nothing but the cusyody of the 
goods taken; and if on peace, no restitution is stipulated, that the 
full property of movable goods taken from the enemy during the 
war passes by tacit consent to the nation that takes them, This 
I collect as the substance of his opinion in liber 2, chapter 9, from 
pages 558 to 578.“ 

The language just used referred principally to the terms of the treaty 
of peace, but the court had previously disposed of the proposition that 
the Legislature of Virginia had no right to confiscate any of the prop- 
erty of a British subject, 

After holding that Virginia was a sovereign State and that the Brit- 
ish creditor by the conduct of his sovereign became an enemy to the 
Commonwealth of Virginia, he said (p. 226): 

“And thereby his debt was forfeitable to that government as a 
compensation for the damages of an unjust war, 

“It appears to me that every nation at war with another is 
justifiable by the general and strict law of nations to seize and con- 
fiscate all movable property of its enemy (of any kind or nature 
whatsoever) wherever found, whether within its territory or not.” 

In support of this opinion, he cites Bynkershoek Q. I. P. de rebus 
bellicis, liber 1, chapter 7, as follows: 

“ Since it is a condition of war that enemies by every right may 
be plundered and seized upon, it is reasonable that whatever effects 
of the enemy are found with us, who are his enemy, should change 
their master and be confiscated or go into the Treasury.” 

He then cites Vattel, liber 3, chapter 81, section 138 of chapter 9, 
section 161: 

“The right to confiscate the property of enemies during war is 
derived from a state of war and is called the rights of war. This 
right originates from self-preservation and is adopted as one of the 
means to weaken an enemy and to strengthen ourselves, Justice 
also is another pillar on which it may rest, to wit, a right to 
reimburse the expense of an unjust war.” 

It was argued in that case that even though private property could 
be used under the law of nations, debts were placed in an exceptional 
class. 

In the United States v. Brown (8 Cranch 107, p. 122) Chief Justice 
Marshall said: 

“ Respecting the power of government no donbt is entertained, 
That war gives to the sovereign full right to take the persons and 
confiscate the property of the enemy wherever found is conceded. 
The mitigations of this rigid rule, which the humane and wise 
policy of modern times has introduced into practice, will more or 
less affect the exercise of this right, but can not impair the right 
itself. That remains undiminished, and when the sovereign author- 
ity shall choose to bring it into operation the judicial department 
must give effect to its will.“ 

In United States v. Percheman (7 Peters, pp. 51-86) Chlef Justice 
Marshall referred to the effect of conquest upon the private property of 
persons in the territory so acquired, and said: 

“The modern usage of nations which has become law would be 
violated; that sense of justice and right which is acknowledged 
and felt by the whole civilized world would be outraged if private 
property should be generally confiscated and private rights an- 
nulled, The people change their allegiance; their relation to their 
ancient sovereign is dissolved; but their relations to each other 
and thelr rights of property remain undisturbed. If this be the 
modern rule even in cases of conquest, who can doubt its applica- 
tion to the use for the amicable cession of territory.” 

This passage has been cited as indicating a change in the great 
Chief Justice's views as to the right to confiscate the private property 
of aliens found in our country during a war, but it will be seen that 
he was talking about the confiscation of private property in Florida 
subsequent to its cession to the United States by Spain. It will be 
remembered that Florida was a colony of Spain, the acquisition of 
which by the United States was extremely desirable, and it was ceded 
by a friendly treaty, no dispute having existed between the powers, let 
alone a war, on the 22d of February, 1819. 

It will therefore be seen that from the time of the creation of this 
Nation it has been admitted that the private property of enemy aliens 
in this country could lawfully be sequestered under international law 
in the event of war, and confiscated after the war, unless some dif- 
ferent disposition was agreed to in the peace treaty. 

ll. THM POLICY OF THE UNITED STATES 

With a view to the promotion of commerce and friendly relationship 
between nations, the State Department has negotiated many treaties 
providing in effect (and in contravention of recognized international 
law) that private property of resident enemy merchants found in this 
country at the outbreak of war should not be confiscated and a reason- 
able opportunity be given them to leave the country with their goods, 
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Such was the effect of the fourth paragraph of the Jay treaty, termi- 
nating the war with Great Britain, a discussion of which will be found 
in the letters of Alexander Hamilton (Camillus letters). 

A similar treaty was negotiated with the Kingdom of Prussia in 
1785, followed by the treaties of 1799 and 1828, 

Article XXIII of the treaties of 1799 and 182S were identical and 
provided as follows: 

“Tf war should arise between the two contracting parties the 
merchants of either country then residing in the other shall be 
allowed to remain nine months to collect their debts and settle 
their affairs, and may depart freely, carrying off all their effects 
without molestation or hindrance.” 

Article XXIV of these two treaties was also identical and also pro- 
vided : 

“And it is declared that neither the pretense that war dissolves 
all treaties nor any other whatever shall be considered as an- 
nulling or suspending this and the next preceding article, but on 
the contrary that the state of war is precisely that for which they 
were provided, and during which they are to be as sacredly ob- 
served as the most acknowledged articles in the law of nature and 
nations.” 

From the fact of the existence of these treaties it has been claimed 
that there was a general understanding or implied agreement between 
the United States and Germany at the outbreak of the war not to con- 
fiseate any of the private property of Germans, whether or not mer- 
chants and whether or not residing in the United States, found in the 
United States, at that time. 

The United States Supreme Court, however, in Stoehr v. Wallace 
(255 U. S. 289-251, decided February 28, 1921) disposed of this argu- 
ment and interpreted the treaties strictly (being in contravention of 
international law), saying: 

“The treaty provisions relied on (art. 23-24 A, Stat. 174) relate 
only to the rights of merchants of either country ‘residing in the 
other" when war arises, and therefore are without present applica- 
tion.” 

It is a fact that none of the property now in the possession of the 
Alien Property Custodian was taken from German merchants residing 
in the United States, It belonged either (1) to German citizens then 
residing in Germany, or (2) to German citizens (other than merchants) 
residing in the United States who were interned on the ground that 
they were aiding or about to aid the enemy. : 

The interned enemies were permitted to recover their property upon 
their release if they signified their intention to continue to reside in the 
United States. (Amendments to trading with the enemy act June 20, 
1920, and February 7, 1921.) 

Of course if it appears that any of those interned were actually 
merchants residing in the United States at the outbreak of the war, it 
might be contended that they would be entitled to the restoration of 
their property under the Prussian treaty (abrogated in express terms 
by the Berlin treaty). It is quite clear that no one else has any treaty 
right thereto. 

11t. TRADING WITH THE ENEMY ACT 


This act (chap. 1046, 40 Stat. 411) was passed on October 6, 
1917, for the purpose of preserving enemy-owned property in the 
United States from loss and to prevent any use of it which might 
be hostile or detrimental to the Government. It was not intended 
as an act of confiscation. It was very similar to the Virginia 
sequestration act of 1777 and other statutes passed by States during 
the Revolution. 

As to its validity, the Supreme Court in Stoehr v. Wallace (supra) 
(p. 245) said: 

“That Congress in time of war may authorize and provide 
for the seizure and sequestration through executive channels of 
property believed to be enemy owned, if adequate provision be 
made for return in case of mistake, is not debatable.” 

See also Junkers v. Chemical Foundation (Inc.) (287 Fed. Rep. p. 
597). 

It is therefore clear that the Government legally sequestrated prop- 
erty of German citizens found in the United States on and after 
October 6, 1917, and still holds the same subject to the direction 
of Congress as to its disposition, and it may be confiscated (in the 
absence of treaty provisions) or returned to its owners, as Congress 
deems best. 

Ordinarily and under the law of nations, as we have seen, the 
disposition of sequestrated property is determined by the treaty of 
peace at the conclusion of the war, and that in fact is what has been 
attempted in this case. 

IV. THE BERLIN AND VERSAILLES TREATIES 

The Berlin treaty: Section 5 of the treaty of Berlin, signed August 
5, 1021, provided as follows: 

“All property * * of all German nationals, which was, 
on April 6, 1917, in or has since that date come into the posses- 
sion or under control of, or has been the subject of a demand by 
the United States of America * * shall be retained by the 
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United States of America and no disposition thereof made 
e è until such time as the Imperial German Govern: 
ment * + shall have * * made suitable provision 
for the satisfaction of all claims * * of all persons, where- 
soever domiciled, who owe permanent allegiance to the United 
States of America and who have suffered, through the acts of the 
Imperial German Government * * since July 31, 1914, 
loss, damage, or injury to their persons or property, directly or 
indirectly, whether through the ownership of shares of stock in 
German * * or other corporations, or in consequence of 
hostilities or of any operations of war, or otherwise.” * * » 
Article II of section 1 of the treaty of Berlin provides for the in- 
corporation into that treaty, amongst others, of parts 8 and 10 of the 
Versailles treaty. The United States was accorded the “ rights and ad- 
vantages stipulated in that treaty for the benefit of the United States.“ 
Parts 8 and 10 of the Versailles treaty included the following articles, 
Section IV of article 297 (h) (2) reads as follows: 

“The proceeds of the property, rights, and interests, and the 
cash assets of German nationals received by an allied or asso- 
ciated power shall be subject to disposal by such power in accord» 
ance with its laws and regulations and may be applied in pay- 
ment of the claims and debts defined by this article or paras 
graph 4 of the annex hereto.” 

Article 297 (i) Section IV provides: 

“Germany undertakes to compensate its nationals in respect 
of the sale or retention of their property, rights, or interests in 
allied or associated States.” 

Paragraph 4 of the annex to Part X, Section IV, provides: 

“All property, rights, and interests of German nationals within 
the territory of any allied or associated power and the net pro- 
ceeds of their sale, liquidation, or other dealing therewith may be 
charged by that allied or associated power in the first place witb 
payment of amounts due in respect of claims by the nationals of 
that allied or associated power with regard to their property, 
rights, and interest, including companies and associations in which 
they are interested in German territory, or debts owing to them 
by German nationals, and with payment of claims growing out 
of acts committed by the German Government or by any Ger- 
man authorities since July 31, 1914, and before that allied or 
associated power entered into the war.” 

Paragraph 1 of the annex to Section IV validated and confirmed all 
actions taken by any of the allied or associated powers in pursuance 
of war legislation in regard to enemy rights and interests. 

Paragraph 2 of the annex to Part X, Section IV, provided that no 
German national could make or bring any claim or action against any 
allied or associated power in “respect of any act or omission with 
regard to his property, rights, or interests during the war or in 
preparation for the war.” 

Articles 282 to 289, inclusive, abrogated all prior treaties not revived 
within six months. 


V. THE EFFECT OF THE PEACE TREATY 


It seems clear from a consideration of the terms of the above- 
mentioned treaties that a specific, definite, and legal arrangement has 
been made between the Governments of the United States and Ger- 
many for the payment of the claims of the United States and its 
citizens against Germany, and in this connection it will be interesting 
to consider the opinions of leading authorities on international law. 

Hon, Wilbur J. Carr, Chief of the Consular Service, said: 

“In this instance, however, Germany assumed the responsibility 
for reimbursement of her own nationals for property retained 
by the allied and associated Governments and hence there is not 
involved a technical case of confiscation.” (Hearings on S. J. 
Res, 225 before the Senate Committee on the Judiciary, January 
10, 1923, p. 47.) 

It has often been suggested that President Wilson when in Paris 
took the position that the United States would not make any claim 
for reparations. This is undoubtedly true, but he distinctly stipulated 
that we should insist on having indemnity for pre-war damages. 

The following is an extract from a statement made by Mr. Wilson 
at a conference with the Foreign Relations Committee on August 19, 
1919, as reported in the publie press: 

„Mr. Lopet. I want to ask, purely for information, is it in- 
tended that the United States shall receive any part of the rep- 
arations fund which is in the hands of the Reparations Com- 
mission? 

“The PRESIDENT. I left that question open. 

* s . * $ * » 

“Senator McCoamer. Did that mean we would claim nothing 
for the sinking of the Lusitania? 

“The PRESIDENT. Oh, no; that did not cover questions of that 
sort at all. 

“The Cnamuax. I understood that pre-war claims were not 
covered by that reparation clause. 

“The Prestpent. That is correct. 
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“Senator Wittiaws. This question of reparations: does not 
in any way affect our rights to pre-war indemnities? 

„The PRESIDENT. That is expressly stated.” 

Prof. E. M. Borchard, of Yale University, sald: 

“My, Bonchanp. I say, so far as our treaty position is con- 
cerned, we can stand up straight and say from a treaty position 
‘Germany has no claims whatsoever; she has foreclosed her 
claims as à nation.“ 

„Mr. Gnanau. Are you assuming the position that the Govern- 
ment of the United States committed an immoral act when it 
entered into the treaty of Berlin? 


„Mr. Borcwarp. No, sir; I say I think it gave us the privilege |. 
of doing such an act if we take advantage of it. We have not“ 


yet done that, 

“Mr. Granam. That treaty specifies in distinct terms, as: I 
understand it; that the German Government, for instance, will 
take care of its own people, Is that Immoral? 


“Mr. Boncuarp. No, sir, But when we remit people from 
whom we take property to a remedy that is valueless and known |) 


to be so, J can not regard the method as very moral.” (Hearings 
on H. R. 12496, January 11, 1928, p. 202, House Judiciary Com- 
mittee.) 

Charles H. Butler testified before the same committee (hearings 
on H. R. 13496, January: 5, 1923; p. 107): 

in my opinion the attitude of this Government in holding 
on to this money as a question of security Is perfectly justifiable 
and proper under principles of international law and equity and 
justice and applicable treaties and legislation. The real question 
is a practical question as to how much of it should be held. I 
think the Government can afford to reicase a certain percentage 
of it.” 

Prof, Charles C. Hyde, of Harvard University, in his textbook on in- 
ternational law (1922), volume 2, page 239, says that the treaty pro- 
visions permitting the utilization of the property of German nationals 
for the payment of claims against the German Government are not 
confiscatory in character, because of the undertaking of Germany to 
reimburse Its nationals. He argues, however, that they constitute 
“practical confiscation by reasen of the fiseal burden imposed upon 
the German territorial sovereign.” 

Mr. Louis Marshall, of the New York bar, testified before the House 
committee (hearings on H. R. 13496, January 10, 1923, p. 190) as 
follows: 

„Mr. Denrson, What would you think of it if Berlin were not 
insolvent? 

“Mr. MARSHALD. Why, if Berlin were not insolvent it would 
all depend upon whether or not that would involve long litiga- 
tion and long delays before the persons who were entitled to their 
property got it. 

> * 


Mr. Denison. We made a trenty with the German Govern- 
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ment aş a government, and that Government Is the sovereign of 


these citizens whose property we have, and that Government has 
entered into an obligation, as any other government enters into 
a treaty, by which they say they will pay these nationals for 
the property they claim. 

“Mr. MARSHALL. They will pay them in marks at the rate of 
10,000 marks for a dollar. 

“Mr, Denrson, Well, that is a mere incident. Suppose their 
money was good and they were not bankrupt. Whiat would you 
think of that situation? 

“Mr. MARSHALL, If their money was good, if they were not 
bankrupt, if they were ready at once to pay it over, and would 
not relegate us into the remote future, and if several other hypoth- 
eses were true * * hy, then, perhaps it would not 
make much difference, so long as we got what belonged to us. 
We would not ask any questions. But that is not the situation: 
Germany is not good. Its money is not good.“ 


Finally it will be interesting to consider the remarks of the Hon. 
W. H. Kino, in the United States Senate, on March 3, 1923 (Con- 
MORESSTONAL REcord, p. 5870). He said: 

“It will be perceived tliat there are some important legal 
questions—and perhaps a foundation for some international com- 
plications—in the legislation before us (the proposal of return 
$45,000,000 to the Germans), or at least in the proposition to 
restore all the property to the German, Austrian, and Hungarian 
nationals who claim to be the owners of the same. Germany—a 
sovereign nation—and we dealt with her as a, sovereign nation— 
declares in effect that the property of her nationals held by tha 
United States has been expropriated by her and that she has 
undertaken to fully compensate her nationals for such property. 
Technically and legalistizally can the United States assume that 
her act of expropriation fs invalid? May the United States thus 
impugn the solemn declarations of the nation with whom it en- 
tered into a solemn treaty; aud may our Government ignore the 


provisions of the treaty and deal with the property as though 
both the legal and equitable titles were still with the German 
nationals? 

“Again, if that position shall be assumed by the United 
States and the property returned to German nationala from whom 
ft was taken, and the Mixed Claims Commission find that Ger- 
many. is indebted to the various: American citizens in amounts 
aggregating tens of millions of dollars, and Germany is required 
by the United States to satisfy the judgments of such commis- 
sion, what would be the situation if Germany should refuse pay- 
ment upon the ground that she had by the treaty of Berlin placed 
in the hands of the United States property of the value of hun- 
dreds of millions of dollars, which was to be held, if not for the 
purpose of being applied toward the liquidation of the claims of 
American citizens against Germany or her nationals, at least it 
was so to be held until such time as the German Government 
shall have made suitable provisions for the satisfaction of all 
claims: of all persons whomsoever who owe permanent allegiance: to 
the United States and who have suffered loss, damage, or injury by 
reason of the acts of the German Government, since July 81, 
1914 and the United States had, without her authority dis- 
sipated such property by delivering it to various persons in Ger- 
many,” 

It is therefore apparent that eyen those opposing the application 
of the funds in the hands of the Alien Property Custodian to the 
payment of the American claims against Germany have abandoned 
the argument that such appropriation would constitute confiscation of 
private property by the American Government, assuming there was 
an implied agreement not to confiscate. 

The most that they are able to say is that the proposed procedure 
would have the same result as confiscation if Germany fails to keep 
its promise (made in the treaty) to its own citizens to compensate 
them for the property taken. We are asked to prevent Germany 
from breaking its solemn word to compensate its citizens, by paying 
them ourselves, and then to rely on Germany to compensate our 
citizens for injuries done them in violation of treaties and interna- 
tional law, though all their assets are pledged to the allied govern- 


ments. 


In making this suggestion, they overlook intentionally or uninten- 
tionally the fact that Germany would have a right to take any prop- 
erty of its own citizens for public use by way of taxation without 
compensation, and it is quite clear that this right would extend 
at least to personal property in the United States. The total 
amount of property now in the hands of the Alien Property Custodian 
is estimated to be worth $300,000,000 (hearings H. R. 18496, p. 
6), of which only $5,000,000 represents real estate. If the German 
owners are to maintain their claim that the United States Govern- 


‘ment proposes to violate an implied agreement made with them, by 


accepting their property for the payment of the American claims 
against Germany, they can not rely on the Prussian treaties or on the 
implied agreement not to confiscate private property. 

It will be necessary for them to prove that when they brought 
their property to the United States, the American Government agreed 
not only that it would never confiscate their property for its own uses, 
but also that if their own Government attempted to levy a tax on 
the property thus brought into the United States or to expropriate 
it for the public use by the exercise of the right of eminent domain, 
agreeing to pay them compensation therefor, the United States had 
agreed to prevent their own Government from doing so. 

An agreement of that kind would make the United States into a 
house of refuge for thieves, or at least for tax dodgers. 

Of course, no such agreement was ever made or thought of. Fur- 
thermore, in the present case if the property is restored in the United 
States to German resident owners and they keep it here, as they would 
have a perfect right to do, the German Government, being still indebted. 
to the United States, would have to collect the money to be used by it 
for the payment of the American claims out of the property of its citi- 
zens also resident in Germany, who were not farseeing cnough to take 
thelr property ont of the country. 

The whole proposition.amounts to a suggestion that the United States 
agreed to assist any alien who brought property into the United 
States in the dodging of lawful taxes or levies imposed by his country, 
and in evading any requisition or call upon such persons by their own 
Government. 


VI. THE RIGHT OF GERMANY TO EXPROPRIATH THE PROPERTY OF 
CITIZENS IN THD UNITED STATES 


We can do no better in considering this question than to quote from 
the speech of Senator King on March 3, 1923, He said: 

“T concede that the treaty of Versailles, followed by the Berlin 
treaty, raises issues that call for most serlous consideration and 
present questions which compel a reexamination of what I have 
felt to be the moral and legal grounds calling for restitution of 
the property seized by our Government. However, we 


Its 


should frankly examine the other side of this question, because, 


3308 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


FEBRUARY 9 


if it should be the right one, then our Government must take such 
steps as will prevent confusion or place it in a legally indefensible 
position” * * * (p. 5809). 

Senator KING then stated that there was no doubt that Germany as a 
sovereign State could expropriate all or any part of the property of 
its nationals for the public good. He sald that the right of eminent 
domain was inherent in all sovereignties and would exist without con- 
stitutional recognition; that the right of eminent domain antedated 
constitutions. 

He then quoted from articles 7 and 153 of the German constitution 
of August 11, 1919, from German jurists, and said: 

“I think it may be asserted without fear of successful contra- 
diction that Germany, ooth before, during, and after the war, as- 
serted the right to take the property of her subjects under the law 
of eminent domain, and her highest judicial tribunals affirmed that 
right" (p. 5869). 

He then stated that the United States has often exercised the right 
of eminent domain, and cited instances during the recent war of the 
taking of privately owned property. 

He then referred to the taking by the United States, as victors, of 
the claims of American citizens against Spuin after the Spanish- 
American War, and referred to the agreement following the late war 
between our country and France. 

The learned Senator then used the following pertinent language : 

“So, Mr. President, unless there are some conditions or cir- 
cumstances which differentiate the case now before us from the 
broad principles of law with respect to the rights of governments 
to expropriate the property of their citizens, there may be sound 
reasons justifying the Secretary of State in opposing, as his com- 
munications to Mr. Winslow, of the House, respecting this bill 
would indicate, the return to the nationals of Germany, Austria, 
and Hungary of the greater part of the property now held by the 
Alien Property Custodian. It seems clear that if Germany had 
the right to expropriate property for war purposes that same right 
would exist when she was making peace with the victorious 
nations, 

“It may be urged that the right of expropriation is lost by 
Germany with respect to property, particularly real property, be- 
yond her borders. I express no opinion with respect to her right 
to take real estate under the power of eminent domain which has 
been acquired by her nationals and is situate in other countries. 
I am inclined to think, however, that with respect to personal 
property, unless some treaty provides otherwise, or certain national 
acts and usages create a situation which would give rise to the 
doctrine of equitable estoppel, the right to expropriate personal 
property of German nationals situate in other countries existed in 
Germany's behalf when the Versailles and Berlin treaties were 
signed. * * © 

It follows, therefore, under the principles of law to which I 
have referred, that unless there is some exception in the case 
before us, growing out of treaties or some circumstances and con- 
ditions not, so far as I know, clearly or specifically defined, the 
personal property owned by alien enemies was subject to the right 
of eminent domain by the government to which the owners of such 
property owed allegiance. 

It these premises are correct, then when the Versailles treaty 
was ratified by the German Government it constituted a taking of 
the personal property in the hands of the Alien Property Custo- 
dian which was owned by German nationals; or, if not an absolute 
expropriation of what might be called the corpus of the property, 
at least its use for an indefinite period. Technically speaking, 
however, the treaty was an asportation of the property, and such 
a taking as would amount to a conversion by the German Govern- 
ment which would entitle the owners thereof to compensation.” 

That the learned Senator was correct in his interpretation of German 
law can not be doubted. 

Articles 7 and 153 of the present German constitution provides as 
follows: 

“ART. 7. The Federal State has jurisdiction over 
matters concerning expropriation. 

“ArT. 153. The constitution guarantees the right of private prop- 
erty. Its nature and limitations are defined by law. Expropria- 
tion shall take place only for the common good and shall be subject 
to the due process of law. ‘There shall be appropriate compensa- 
tion unless otherwise provided by Federal law. * * * Prop- 
erty rights impose certain duties. The use of property shall serve 
for the common good.” 

The Supreme Court of the German Empire, in a case entitled “ B. 
v. Koncurs,” decided on October 8, 1918, said: 

“Thus * “ the compensation in regard to all rights in 
property or in the use of the same shall take the place of the 
expropriated object * * by virtue of a Federal Inw, the 


owner is to be compensated for the thing expropriated on account 
of public interest,” 


he same highest court of Germany on November 13, 1914, in Fiscus 
v. S., said: 

»The law of expropriation is governed by the principle that the 
compensation due the owner is to be made in money. The owner 
can not demand some other substitute for the money, especially not 
a substitute in kind.” 

German jurists, publicists, and text writers have recognized this 
right and power as firmly established. See Pufendorf in his “De 
ure Nature et Gentium ”. (Concerning the Laws of Nature and Peoples) 
(1632-1694). He said: 

“The sovereign power, they say, was erected for the common 
security, and that always will give a prince a sufficient right and 
title to make use of the goods and fortunes of his subjects when- 
ever necessity requires.” 

And again: 

“The state of a commonwealth may often be such that either 
some pressing necessity will not give leave that every particular 
subject’s quota should be collected, or else that the public may be 
forced to want the use of something in the possession of some 
private subject. It must be allowed that the sovereign power may 
Seize it to answer the necessities of the State.” [See also Vattel’s 
“Droit des Gens” (1714—-1764).]} 

In 1913 George Peterzelt wrote a thesis entitled “ The State’s Rights 
of Expropriation” (Harvard Law Library). Peterzelt, in this thesis, 
said, among other things: 

“By what right is the State authorized to expropriate its sub- 
jeet's property, or at least exercise compulsion to relinquish their 
property? ©% * The only correct explanation is this, which is 
also given by Bornhak in his Prussian Public Laws: It rests 
without doubt upon the theory of eminent domain, founded by 
Hugo Grotius and extended by his followers. Indeed, it may be 
regarded as its continuation. Owing to its omnipotence, its 
plenary power, the State has the right to withdraw from its sub- 
jects every private right which they may have with regard to 
other private persons, and it may keep it for itself or transfer it 
to other private persons. * * * Among the objects of expro- 
priation enumerated in the debates prior to the passage of the 
law were the following: Cases of public distress, especially in the 
case of danger by fire or water, earthquakes and Jand slides, in 
distress of war, and other urgent need.” 


Thus it will be seen by the constitution, courts, and text writers of 
Germany, the law of expropriation has been recognized for 300 years. 

The general rule that all personal property fellows the person of the 
owner, as determined by the English High Court of Chancery in Penn 
v. Lord Baltimore, in 1750, is too well settled to require any citation 
of the authorities, and practically all of the property held by the Alien 
Property Custodian is personal property. (See also 32 Cyc. p. 675; 
Tappan v. Merchants National Bank, 19 Wall, 490.) 

In a statement submitted to the House Committee on Interstate 
Commerce as of November 29, 1922, the Allen Property Custodian gave 
the total value of the property on hand as $347,310,776.22. Of this 
amount, $5,018,499,72 was said to be real estate, the balance personal 
property. (Hearing on H. R. 18496, p. 6.) 

He also gave a list of 126 enemy vessels seized by the Government 
and now in his possession, carried on the books at $34,000,000. 

So it is apparent that Germany would have had the right to expro- 
priate its citizens’ private personal property in this country, even if 
it had never been seized by the United States Alien Property Custo- 
dian, and by the comity of nations our courts would have lent their 
aid to the enforcement of this right. 

There has never been any contrary rule of law or treaty. 

We are now holding and conserving the German expropriated prop- 
erty for the benefit of and at the request of Germany. 

VII. INTERNATIONAL PRECEDENTS 


In volume 2 of Charles H. Butler’s work on “ The Treating Making 
Power of the United States,” the author said (p. 293): 

“ Notwithstanding the fact that these claims are property rights, 
in numerous instances claims of citizens have been absolutely de- 
stroyed so far as they existed against the foreign governments by 
the action of the Executive in making a treaty and of the Senate 
in ratifying it. In such cases no further actlon of Congress ap- 
pears to be necessary so far as the complete extinguishment of the 
claim against the other government is concerned.” 

In Hon, John Bassett Moore's History of International Arbitra- 
tions” more than 50 instances are cited in which the United States 
has entered into treaties providing for the disposition of claims of our 
citizens against such governments, or the claims of their citizens 
against the United States. Thus in the first treaty between the 
United States and France, made on July 31, 1801, it appeared that 
France had claims against our Government and certain citizens of the 
United States had claims against France. The treaty provided that 
the claims of the citizens of the United States should be set-off against 
the claims which the French Government had against the United States, 
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The United States by this treaty used the claims of American citizens 
against France, amounting to many millions of dollars to settle the 
just claims of France against the United States. 

By the treaty of Washington in 1871 between the United States and 
Great Britain a similar arrangement was made relative to the claims 
of American citizens against Great Britain, growing out of damages 
caused to American commerce by the depredations of the Confederate 
cruisers Alabama and Florida which had either been built or sheltered 
in the harbors of Great Britain during the war. 

A similar arrangement was made in the treaty between the United 
States and Spain at the close of the Spanish-American War. 

In that case citizens of Spain had many claims against the United 
States for property commandeered and destroyed. By article 7 of the 
treaty the United States relinquished all claims for indemnity against 
Spain, and the treaty provided: 

“The United States will adjudicate and settle the claims of its 
citizens against Spain relinquished in this article.” 

This paragraph is precisely similar to article 297 (1) of the Ver- 
sailles treaty, whereby Germany agreed to compensate its citizens for 
the loss of their claims against the United States and other countries. 

Finally, it appears that during the late war certain citizens of 
France presented numerous claims for property damages, arising out 
of the alleged actions of the members of the American Expeditionary 
Forces. The validity and amount of these claims of individual citizens 
of France was duly recognized by this Government. The Government 
of the United States, however, had a large claim against the French 
Government for war material sold to it subsequent to the armistice, 
An agreement was, therefore, entered into whereby France agreed to 
relinquish all claims of its citizens against the United States in con- 
sideration of the cancellation of admitted debts in an equal amount due 
by the Frenth Government to the United States Government. 

It must be presumed that the French Government will compensate its 
own nationals. 

Sufficient seems to have been said to prove beyond peradventure that 
the provisions of the Berlin and Versailles treaties whereby Germany 
appropriated the contingent (contingent upon the decision of Congress 
to follow our traditional policy and not to confiscate the private prop- 
erty of enemy aliens found in this country at the outbreak of war. 
We have the legal right to confiscate the property and in addition to 
compel the payment of full damages by Germany) claims * * * of 
its citizens against the United States for the return of their property 
to its governmental debts was an agreement which it had an absolute 
legal right as a sovereign government to make in accordance with 
international precedents as old as the United States. 

VII. THE “LUSITANIA” CASE 

In the opinion of Judge Mayer, dated August 23, 1918 (petition of 
Cunard Steamship Co. (Ltd.), 251 Fed. Rep. p. 715), the court said: 

“While in this lawsuit there may be no recovery, it is not to 
be doubted that the United States of America and her allies will 
well remember the rights of those affected by the sinking of the 
Lusitania, and when the time shall come will see to it that repara- 
tion shall be made for one of the most indefensible acts of modern 
times." 

After showing that the application of the private property of Ger- 
man nationals to the payment of indemnity claims of the United States 
against Germany is proper and right from every standpoint, moral and 
legal, the question remains, What action will be taken by Congress? 

No one can doubt that there would be no hesitation in Congress if 
it were not for the repeated and vicious representations made on this 
subject by German propagandists. 

As we have seen, the United States never confiscated any property 
and never intended to do so, and has no such intention at the present 
time, and yet we constantly hear statements to the effect that the 
treaty provisions will not be carried out, because it would amount to 
confiscation of private property of German nationals. 

The best answer to this argument is contained in a part of the letter 
addressed to the German commissioners, ete, under date of June 16, 
1919, in answer to a protest, a little less than two weeks prior to the 
signing of the Versailles treaty, in which the following explanation of 
these provisions was made: 

As regards the first objection they would call attention to the 
clear acknowledgments by Germany of a pecuniary obligation to 
the allied and associated powers and to the further circumstances 
that the immediate resources of Germany are not adequate to 
meet that obligation. It is the clear duty of Germany to meet the 
admitted obligation as fully and as promptly as possible and to 
that end to make use of all available means. The foreign invest- 
ments of German nationals constitute a class of assets which are 
readily available. To these investments the treaty simply re- 
quires Germany to make prompt resort. * * 

“TREATMENT OF PRIVATE PROPERTY 

“The method of using this property laid down by the treaty 
can not be considered either in principle or in the method of its 
application as a measure of confiscation, Priyate German inter- 
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ests will only be injured by the measures contemplated so far as 
Germany may decide that they shall be, since all the proceeds of 
Germany's property will be carried to the credit of Germany, Who 
is required to compensate her own nationals, and will go to re- 
duce her debt to the allied and associated powers.” 

This reply was evidently accepted, for the treaty was signed with 
the provisions we have heretofore referred to unchanged and so ratified 
by the German Reichstag at Weimar. 

There are no legal or moral grounds for refusing to apply this prop- 
erty to the payment of our just claims, and the German Government 
makes ne complaint, but the entire matter bolls down to a plea by 
the propagandists that the German citizens be paid in full for the 
property taken in the United States and applied by their Government 
to our claims, and that American citizens be relegated to a claim to 
be paid at some very distant date by. the German Government. If the 
German Government, which is the sovereign of these pleaders, were an 
honorable government which was accustomed to keep its word, noth- 
ing would ever have been heard of this plea. It is based on German 
citizens’ disbelief in the solemn word of their own Government and 
on their willingness to allow Americans to rely thereon if they can 
be persuaded to do so. And they constantly attempt to confuse the 
acts of Germany and the United States to make our actions appear to 
be dishonorable. 

One further specious suggestion is constantly presented, viz, that 
the German Government will be insolvent after it has made final ar- 
rangements for the satisfaction of its debts. No one acquainted with 
the facts relative to international matters to-day believes or can be 
made to believe any such thing, for it is well known that the actual 
physical assets of Germany to-day are far in excess of what they were 
before the war, and if that country were willing to attempt to satisfy 
the lawful claims against it, it could do so at once, and there is no 
doubt that it will satisfy the claims of its own citizens in the event 
that Congress fails to be deceived by the confiscation myth and uses 
this property for payment of American claims, as Germany has agreed 
It may do. But there can be no doubt that the German Government 
would be yery glad to have Congress give this money away, and in 
that event American claims would be satisfied as soon as Germans 
really believe that a crime was committed when the Imperial Ger- 
man Government sank the Lusitania, if that day should ever arrive. 
Germany will not pay twice. ¢ 

We will never confiscate private property, though international law 
and treaties permit us to do so, but we may take German property, 
expropriated by the German Government, to pay just American claims, 
where we have the solemn word of the German Government to in- 
demnify its citizens in full for any loss they may suffer thereby. To 
act otherwise would, indeed, be “ maudlin sentimentality.” 


THE RHINE CLAIMS 


Everyone admits that the ideal solution of the difficulties would 
be to have Germany pay our claims direct, a possibility which was 
contemplated in the Berlin treaty and Knox resolution, 

We would then be required to turn over the property pledged to us, 
now in the hands of the Alien Property Custodian, to Germany for 
such disposition as it might wish to make thereof, or else to return it 
to its former owners at Germany's request and direction, 

We have said that this is the ideal solution from the American 
standpoint, but it can never be accomplished, because it would amount 
to depriving the allied governments of $300,000,000 which they are 
entitled to under the Versailles treaty, and to this they will never give 
their consent. 

It is true that the Allies have agreed to pay the costs of the Ameri- 
can army of occupation out of reparations collected by them from 
Germany and have not included in the agreement any mention of the 
American claims against Germany, but in an official communiqué issued 
in Paris on May 24, 1923, the allied governments said : 

“The committee occupied with the reimbursement of the cost 
of the American army of occupation will meet to-morrow after- 
noon. Negotiations have been going on between the governments 
in the last few days, with the result that the Allies do not main- 
tain in the text of the agreement the reservation which Irritated 
the United States and which provided for a case in which Ger- 
many might pay reparations directly to America. The Allies 
consider that they are sufficiently able to protect their rights in 
such a case by the text of the treaties without it being necessary 
to introduce a reservation in the agreement.” 

The meaning of this communiqué is clear. 

Congress may, if it so desires, abandon its right to apply the Ger- 
man property to American claims and return it to its pre-war owners, 
with or without Germany’s consent, but if it does so the allied gov- 
ernments will never permit Germany to pay our claims directly out 
of assets pledged to them, and the ultimate result will be that the 
American Government and its citizens will either get nothing, or the 
claims will have to be paid out of the Treasury of the United States. 
Nor will the Allies permit assets pledged to them to be released to 
secure a German loan in America, 
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Thus we see that the claim for the expenses of the army of occupa- 
tion and the indemnity claims against Germany are inextricably inter- 
woven. 

The allied governments at the Paris conference in May, 1923, are 
said to have insisted that If they agreed to pay the expenses of the 
army of occupation the United States must abandon all of its other 
Claims against Germany. No such claim was ever made by the allied 
governments, but they did insist that, if an agreement was reached as 
to the Rhine claims, the United States apply the property placed in 
its possession by Germany to the satisfaction of American claims, 
and, in the event of our decision not to use the property, they said that 
they would not permit Germany to make payment out of the assets 
pledged to them. 

This would seem to be a just and proper attitude and exactiy what 
could have been expected. There can be no reason, legal or moral, for 
refusing to take advantage of our treaty rights. 


BRIDGE ACROSS THE KILL VAN KULL 


Mr. LADD. Out of order, from the Committee on Commerce 
I report back favorably with amendments the bill (S. 4203) 
to authorize the Port of New York Authority to construct, 
operate, maintain, and own bridges across the Kill Van Kull 
between the States of New York and New Jersey, and I sub- 
mit a report (No. 1061) thereon. I call the attention of the 
Senator from New York [Mr. WapswoxrtH] to this bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the re- 
port will be received. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent for the immediate consideration of this bridge bill, to 
which there is no objection. It is in the usual form. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of 
the Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The amendments were, on page 1, line 3, after the word 
“That,” to strike out all down to and including the word “ per- 
mit” on page 3, line 2, and to insert: the consent of Congress 
is hereby granted to the Port of New York Authority to con- 
struct, maintain, and operate a bridge and approaches thereto 
across the Kill Van Kull, at a point suitable to the interests of 
navigation, at or near Bayonne, on the New Jersey side, and 
at or near Port Richmond, on the New York side, in accord- 
ance with the provisions of an act entitled “An act to regulate 
the construction of bridges over navigable waters,’ approved 
March 28, 1906"; on page 3, line 8, after the word “said,” to 
strike out the word “bridges” and insert “bridge”; in line 4, 
after the word “and,” to strike out the word “they”; on page 
3, to strike out lines 8 to 19, inclusive; and to renumber the 
sections, so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, ctc., That the consent of Congress is hereby granted 
to the Port of New York Authority to construct, maintain, and operate 
a bridge and approaches thereto across the Kill Van Kull, at a point 
suitable to the interests of navigation, at or near Bayonne, on the New 
Jersey side, and at or near Port Richmond, on the New York side, in 
necordance with the provisions of an act entitled “An act to regulate 
the construction of bridges over navigable waters,” approved March 
23. 1906. 

Sec. 2. Construction of the said bridge shall be commenced within 
three years and shall be completed within six years from the date of 
the passage of this act, and in default thereof the authority hereby 
granted shall cease and be null and void. 

Sec. 8. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby ex- 
pressly reserved. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill to authorize 
the Port of New York Authority to construct, maintain, and 
operate a bridge across the Kill Van Kull between the States 
of New York and New Jersey.” 


APPROPRIATIONS FOR STATE AND OTHER DEPARTMENTS 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 11753) making appropriations 
for the Departments of State and Justice and for the judiciary, 
and for the Departments of Commerce and Labor for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is upon the 
amendment proposed by the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
McKetxarj, which will be stated by the Secretary. 

The PRINCIPAL LEGISLATIVE Cierk. On page 82, line 19, it 
is proposed to strike out “ $1,000,000” and to insert “$500,000.” 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent that that amendment may be laid over until to- 


morrow, and that we may proceed with the consideration of the 
amendment on page 91. I think probably we will save time by 
doing that. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and the Secretary will state the amendment 
on page 91. 

The PRINCIPAL [ÆGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 91, line 12, after, 
the word “buildings,” it is proposed to strike out the semicolon | 
and the following language: 


carrying into effect section 13 of the act of June 29, 1906 (34 Stat. p. 
600), as amended by the act approved June 25, 1910 (36 Stat. p. 765), 
and in accordance with the provisiéns ‘of the sundry civil act of June 
12, 1917, for which purposes $20,000 of this appropriation shall be 
immediately available. 


Mr. COPELAND, Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from 
Washington in charge of the bill if the adoption of this amend- 
meut by the committee would reduce the appropriation for 
naturalization purposes? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. It would not. 

Me COPELAND, It is not offered in the interest of economy, 

Mr. JONES of Washington. It is. 

Mr. COPELAND. I should be very glad to know how it 
economizes the funds of the Government. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. It saves money which, if neces- 
sary, can be used for other purposes. This $680,000 is used for 
other purposes besides the naturalization up in New York City. 

Mr. COPELAND. Yes; but the question I ask the Senator 
is: Does cutting out the ‘language in lines 12 to 18, inclusive, 
lessen the appropriation for this purpose? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. It lessens the amount that it 
will be necessary to expend for naturalization in New York 
City. 

Mr. COPELAND. It does not lessen the appropriation as 
stated in the bill, does it? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. It does not lessen the amount 
carried in the bill, but it makes availablé more for the same 
work in other sections of the country, if necessary. 

Mr. COPELAND. The point I want to bring out is, If we 
adopt this amendment will the Senate have appropriated less 
money than the House appropriated? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. It will not, but it will accom- 
plish a great deal more than under the House provision, 

Mr. COPELAND, Mr. President, in my city of New York 
60 out of every 100 babies born have foreign-born. parents. 
The majority of our people are foreign born. The great prob- 
lem that we have in New York—and I hope Senators will do 
me the courtesy to listen to this, because it is a matter of 
great importance to our city—the great social and civie prob- 
lem with which we have to deal in New York is to assimilate 
and Americanize the great hordes of foreigners who have lo- 
cated within our borders. 

We have an endless number of organizations of patriotte 
women and of patriotic men—the Sons of the Revolution and 
the Daughters of the Revolution, and a let of other organiza- 
tions—holding schools where the foreigners who have come 
to us can be taught the principles and ideals of our country, 
and where they can be inspired to become American citizens. 
There are thousands upon thousands of such persons who are 
not permitted to become American citizens after they have 
been prepared for our citizenship because the courts are un- 
able to deal with the naturalization procedure. 

Mr. President, we have in New York City at the present time 
100,000 persons waiting to become naturalized, ready for nat- 
uralization. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, may I ask 
the Senator whether petitions of that number have been filed 
in the courts? 

Mr. COPELAND. Petitions of that number have not been 
filed because the machinery for taking care of them has broken 
down, as I shall show very shortly. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. What the Senator means to 
say, then, is that there are 100,000 people there who could be 
naturalized if they made application? 

Mr. COPELAND. There are 100,000 persons wishing to 
make application, and ready to make application, but who are 
not able to make application because of the crowded conditions 
of the naturalization machinery, 

8 Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I shall be glad to hear the 
enator. 

Mr. COPELAND. For 140 years our State courts have 
assisted in the work of naturalization. In 1906 an act was 
passed by Congress—and I want to call the attention of Sena- 
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tors to it, because it is that act which is referred to in the 
language stricken out by the amendment proposed by the 
committee. 

In 1906 provision was made for the collection of fees from 
those aliens who desired to become citizens, and provision was 
made for the operation of naturalization in certain courts, 
Those courts are the following: 


United States circuit and district courts now existing; or which 
may hereafter be established by Congress in any State, United States 
district courts for the Territories of Arizona, New Mexico, Oklahoma, 
Hawaii, and Alaska, the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, and 
the United States courts for the Indian Territory; also all courts of 
record in any State or Territory now existing, or which may hereafter 
be created, having a seal, a clerk, and jurisdiction in actions at law or 
equity, or law and equity, in which the amount in controversy is 
unlimited. 


Then it is provided that the naturalization jurisdiction of 
those courts shall extend only to aliens resident within the re- 
spective judicial districts of such courts. 

So, through the years, naturalization has taken place through 
our State courts. In our particular city those courts are 
known as the supreme courts. There are certain judicial dis- 
tricts which do not exactly coincide with county lines, but we 
have from 30 to 85 supreme court judges, men presiding over 
these State courts, with power under the law to naturalize 
citizens. 

We have in our city nine Federal judges; that is all. Those 
Federal courts are so crowded that an effort is being made now 
to create two more judgeships in order that the regular work 
of the Federal courts may go forward. What I want to bring 
out is that the Federal courts are so crowded now that they 
can not do this work of naturalization. In consequence, the 
machinery of naturalization has broken down. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for 
a question there? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from New 
York yield to the Senator from Arkansas? 

Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I understand the Senator’s statement to 
be that making use of both State and Federal courts the ma- 
chinery has broken down, and persons who desire to apply for 
naturalization have been unable to do so by reason of that fact. 

Mr. COPELAND. Yes. 

Mr. ROBINSON. If, then, the amendment proposed to this 
bill to which the Senator is now addressing himself is agreed 
to, it will have the effect of depriving the State courts, in part, 
at least, of their ability to deal with this subject and make the 
condition even worse than that which now exists. 

Mr. COPELAND. That is true. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Would it apply to other 
‘Jurisdictions than New York City? 

Mr. COPELAND. Yes; it applies to Jersey City, and it 
applies to Chicago; but of course it is felt more in New York 
City than anywhere else, because of our particular circum- 
stances. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. COPELAND. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. KING. I have not examined the amendment. Is the 
effect of it to deprive the State courts of New Jersey, Chicago, 
and New York City of all jurisdiction to handle naturalization 
cases? 

Mr. COPELAND. I do not think it takes away jurisdiction, 
‘but it does away with the machinery necessary, the clerks and 
clerical aid necessary to go on with the work, as I shall point 
out in a moment. 

Mr. SMITH. It does not make an appropriation? 

Mr. COPELAND. It does not make an appropriation. This 
$20,000 which is made available here is to be used for the 
employment of clerical help in the State courts, largely in my 
own city of New York. 

Last year, because of a theory put forth by one Mr. Crist, of 
the Department of Labor, who has charge of the naturalization 
work, it was decided that this work should no longer be done 
in the State courts, and there was provided a naturalization 
‘bureau in New York City, in Manhattan and Brooklyn. 

The appropriation used for the clerks, and so forth, was cut 
off from the State courts. What has happened? Persons ap- 
plying for citizenship are taken into a little room 20 feet 
square, in the hall of records in Brooklyn, crowded into that 
place, and in the Federal building in Manhattan. Those per- 
sons are required to wait out in the hall until they come into 


a small room. Only Saturday, by a strange coincidence, a 
gentleman was in my office in New York, where I was on 
Saturday, and he said, “I just came from the Federal build- 
ing, and I am outraged to find the way in which we welcome 
new citizens to our country. The little room in that building 
where extra jurors sit is the room where these prospective 
citizens are received to sign their petitions. I was outraged 
to find that those people were waiting in the hall to come into 
this room where these other crowds were, embarrassed, un- 
familiar with our ways, told to sit down and sign their names; 
and they were treated like dogs.” That is the way it was put 
by this friend of mine. 

I want the Senate to hear not what I say about it, not what 
my friend said to me about it, but what was said abont it by 
the Brooklyn Citizen on December 18 in an article signed by 
Mr. Dore, the manager of this paper. The article has the 
heading “ Hundreds herded like cattle wait all day for citizen- 
ship papers. Inadequate facilities cause persons forced to 
stand hours in stuffy hall to leave place in disgust.” I would 
like to have this article read. I think Senators should hear it. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, it will be 
read. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 


CONDITIONS IN FEDERAL NATURALIZATION BUREAU HERB ARE UNDER 
FIRE—HYLAN SIDETRACKED RELIEF, McAvoy TOLD— HUNDREDS HERDED 
Like CATTEÐ Warr ALL Day FOR CITIZENSHIP PAapERsS—INADEQUATE 
FACILITIES CAUSE PERSONS FORCED ro Sraxp Horns IX Srorry 
HALL TO Leaye PLACE IN DISGUST 


(By Arthur G. Dore) 


The baptism of discomfort to which prospective citizens are sub- 
jected at the Federal naturalization bureau in this borough starts 
new Americans off with pride in American institutions. 

The utter lack of facilities, dreadful ventilation, the absence of 
writing space, pens, and ink, and failure to provide seats cause a 
deluge of complaints to be heaped upon the Government by hundreds of 
persons who are forced to stand for hours each day in the stuffy hall 
on top of the post-office building in Washington Street, 

For the prospective citizen to submit to all the inconvenience to 
which one is put at the bureau speaks volumes for his determination to 
be an American and the high value he places on American citizenship. 

In no branch of the Federal, State, and municipal governments in 
this city are conditions so bad as in this bureau. The responsibility 
for the situation Hes between Congress and the Secretary of Labor. 
Local authorities are handicapped by miserly appropriations, cut to the 
bone in the name of economy. 

Perhaps no man in the Federal Government knows more about nat- 
uralization work than Merton A. Sturges, a Brooklyn man, who has 
given his life to a study of the naturalization question, and who is 
in charge of the work in this district. His territory includes most of 
New York State and metropolitan New Jersey. For this tremendous 
work he is allowed $100,000 a year. In return the Government re- 
ceives $300,000 in fees. He is powerless to remedy conditions here 
witbout funds. 

In this borough Uncle Sam has provided an office about 20 by 20 
feet in the Post Office Building for the purpose of handling the busi- 
ness of issuing first and second papers. An average of 400 persons 
visit the bureau each day that papers are issued. Some days the num- 
ber totals 800. Since the office provided is too small in which to even 
seat the half dozen clerks assigned to the work here, four desks have 
been placed in the corridor on the top floor. 


MANY, DISGUSTED BY LONG WAIT, LEAVE, NEVER TO RETURN 


The crowd begins its drive on the place about 8 o'clock each morning. 
Those who come much after that hour are not only forced to be herded 
like cattle In a line all day but are likely to be turned away at 4 
o'clock when the office ceases work for the day. 

Seats to accommodate about 40 persons are in the corridor close to 
the three clerks whose duty it is to interrogate those seeking final 
papers and their witnesses. A seat, however, comes as a reward only 
after hours of standing. To add more seats would cause further con- 
gestion. 

Many persons, disgusted and wearied by long hours of waiting, leave 
the place vowing never to make another effort to become citizens. 

A frail woman, weakened by hours of standing, yesterday was car- 
ried toward the elevator in a faint. 


GOOD WORK DONE BY GARVIN IS HURT BY CONDITIONS AT BUREAU 


Because they are too busy filing papers the clerks have no time to 
answer the questions that puzzle some applicants. This causes further 
congestion, further delay, and finally retards the work of the office. 

A board about 3 feet wide and about 2 feet deep, nailed to a wall 
provides a crude desk to which those seeking first papers are sent to 
fill out their application blanks. ‘Three empty bottles decorated it yes- 
terday. They had been empty at least a week. Some one said that 
they were brought into the building by applicants who, finding no ink 
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on the “desk,” went out and purchased small bottles. There was no 
pen in sight. It is here that Uncle Sam expects his new nephews and 
nieces to perform the miracle of filling out citizenship application 
blanks without pen and ink. 

For several years United States Judge Edwin L. Garvin has been de- 
voting much of his own time to furnishing patriotic exercises on days 
when he admitted foreigners to citizenship, This work, fostered by Mr. 
Sturges, has been hailed as a splendid thing. But the conditions on 
the floor above Judge Garvin are such as to make mockery of his pro- 
grams and leaye the citizen-to-be in no frame of mind to be inspired 
by what transpires later in the judge’s courtroom. 


BLIND POLICY OF CLOSING ONE OFFICD HERE AT ROOT OF BYIL 


Up to six months ago the Federal Government maintained two 
offices here for naturalization purposes. One of these was the present 
one, The other was in the office of the county clerk, located in the 
hall. of records, where the Kings County government gave to the Fed- 
eral Government free use of 3,000 square feet of floor space for offices. 
Heating and lighting were paid for by the local government, The De- 
partment of Labor bore only the expense of the salaries of clerks re- 
quired. 

‘Then the Washington authorities, for some mysterious reason, threw 
the hall of records courtesies into the face of the Brooklyn govern- 
ment and engaged expensive offices at No. 186 Joralemon Street. In 
a short while these were closed to gut down expenses. A commission 
sent here on a so-called economy expedition crippled the works, just 
as another commission from Washington bungled the Post Office De- 
partment here in the name of economy. 

Eyen in the days of two naturalization bureaus, the task of handling 
the crowds seeking papers was no easy one, The blind policy of clos- 
ing one office which the Government had without cost and shutting 
down the other without providing adequate working space and a sufi- 
cient number of clerks in the post office building, is the root of the 
present inconyenfence to which prospective citizens must submit. 


Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I have other material of 
the same sort, from other papers in New York. The point is 
that these persons who are applying for citizenship in this 
country, and who are entitled to it by reason of their prepara- 
tion, are not being received in a hospitable and decent manner. 
In consequence I think this amendment suggested by the com- 
mittee is a very unwise one. 

This matter was given due consideration in the House, fought 
over there on all sides, and a unanimous report presented. 
I think any Senator who looks into the circumstances, and who 
understands the problems with which we have to deal in the 
city of New York, knowing how anxious we are to make real 
citizens of these persons coming to our shores, will be convinced 
that the provision proposed by the committee is unwise. 

The money which is provided for in the lines stricken out 
by the amendment is to be used by the Secretary of Labor 
to hire additional clerks. Last year in one court where there 
was an expense of $42,000 there was an income of $100,000, 
an income far in excess of the amount paid out by the Gov- 
ernment. 

I beg Senators, in voting, to give consideration to the 
matters I have presented and to disagree with the amendment 
proposed by the committee. Let us go forward with our 
work of naturalization as we should. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. COPELAND, I yield. 

Mr. WILLIS. I wanted to ask the Senator if he could state 
in a word what amount is involved in this amendment? 

Mr. COPELAND. I suppose the chairman of the committee 
could better answer that than I, but I think it is about 
$50,000, with an income three or four times that, all of which 
is returned to the Federal Treasury. 

Mr. WILLIS. Another question I want to ask. I am not 
able to determine from the hearings whether the persons to 
whom it is proposed to pay this money are officials of the 
Government of the United States. 

Mr. COPELAND. They are employed by the county clerks 
ef our courts, the courts in Jersey City, in Chicago, and 
Wherever this work is done. 

Mr. WILLIS. Then they are not officials of the United 
States, but are really State employees, officials proposed to be 
paid by Federal funds? 

Mr. COPELAND. Under the direction of the Secretary of 
Labor, under conditions prescribed by him and in amounts 
which he approves. 

Mr. WILLIS. Does the Senator think it wise for us to adopt 
a system whereby the Federal Government would spend its 
money to employ officials who are not officials of the United 
States, but are local, State, or municipal officials? 

Mr. COPELAND. If it were possible to have enough Fed- 


eral courts in New York to do this work, so that the courts 


would not be clogged and the work could be done by Federal 
officials, I would join the Senator from Ohio in saying that was 
desirable. That can not be done with only nine Federal courts 
in New York City. Without the aid of the State courts this 
congestion must continue. They are naturalizing now only 
about 200 a week in the Federal courts. That would be 10,000 
a year and there are 100,000 waiting. It would take 10 years 
at the present rate to take care of the persons ready to apply 
for citizenship. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, let me ask the Senator from Ohio 
whether he sees any objection to pursuing a course which the 
Federal Government has pursued repeatedly since its founda- 
tion, to utilize State courts and State machinery, in some in- 
stances paying for the same, where it seeks to accomplish the 
end which the Government has in yiew. May I say to the Sen- 
ator also that in the past we have employed State courts and 
the machinery of the State courts, and my understanding is 
that the Government has paid some of the expenses incurred in 
the naturalization of aliens where they were naturalized in the 
State courts. 

Mr. WILLIS. If the Senator asks my opinion about it, I say 
to him in my judgment it is not good practice for the Govern- 
ment of the United States to undertake to have its functions 
performed by State or municipal officials. If there is need for 
additional assistance it ought to be provided for by Federal 
officials and not by the expenditure of Federal funds to pay 
local officials. 

Mr..WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I would like 
to ask the Scnator from New York if prospective citizens who 
petition the courts do not have to pay a fee to the State court? 

Mr. COPELAND. They pay a fee of $4. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. What becomes of those 
fees? 

Mr. COPELAND. After the expenses of the court are paid, 
up to $3,000, the balance of the money goes ta the Federal Goy- 
ernment. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. So that all of the fees paid 
by the applicants for naturalization do not go into the treas- 
ury of the State court? 

Mr. COPELAND. Only up to $3,000. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. That is the reason, I sup- 
pose, for the appropriation of funds by the Department of 
Labor to those State courts, which get only $3,000, to reim- 
burse the State courts for their extra clerical help? 

Mr. COPELAND. The Senator is right. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, I have given some little 
study to this question, dating back about 18 months, and was 
somewhat familiar with the change made in the policy in New 
York a year or so ago. 

Prior to a year or so ago—and I refer now merely to the 
situation in New York City—the Federal Government, through 
its appropriations, employed assistants to the county clerks in 
New York, Kings, and Queens Counties, those counties being 
the greater portion of the greater city of New York. It applied 
also, I assume,-to Bronx County and to Richmond. Those 
county clerks’ assistants are employed by the county clerks. 

It was believed by the department that the work could be 
done more economically if the department employed its own 
assistants, with the result that about a year ago the Depart- 
ment of Labor established a naturalization office in those 
counties and employed its own assistants, installing them in 
these offices. It is the duty of those assistants to help the 
applicant for citizenship to fill out his papers, to give him ad- 
vice, to look him over in a preliminary way to see if he is 
lined up all right, as it were, in the making of his application 
to the courts for citizenship. Both the Federal and State 
courts act in these matters. 

At the time the change was made there was great congestion. 
Since the change has been made the congestion has been largely 
reduced, and it is interesting to know that while in former 
years the Government had been paying 37 assistants appointed 
by the county clerks, who did not keep up with the work, 
during this last year they have been employing only eight, and 
have caught up with the work to a very healthy degree. That 
I can show from the official records. ‘ 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I suppose my colleague 
will also tell the Senate that in the meantime the supreme 
courts have worked overtime as a matter of accommodation 
in order to bring about that clearing of the docket. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. And so have the Federal courts. But 
the courts can not work any faster than the assistants work. 
The machinery starts with these assistants, who help the ap- 
plicant to fill up his application blank, and the speeding up 
has come from underneath and not from the courts. “The 
courts have been keeping up with the assistants, but prior to 
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the time that the Federal Government took over this purely 
Federal function, as it should be, the work was falling behind. 

My colleague bas indicated that there is congestion there as 
a result of something like one year’s effort om the part of the 
Federal Government to conduct the work. Here is the record. 
This is testimony given before the Senate Committee on Ap- 
propriations about 10 days ago: 

Whereas there were pending at this time last year 19,500 petitions 
in the supreme court and the district court in Kings County— 


That is Brooklyn— 
to-day there are only 11,000— 

They have gained 8,500 in that one county in less than one 
year— 
that whereas there were pending in New York County— 


Which is Manhattan— 


in the Federal and supreme courts 21,000, to-day there are pending 
only 18,000— 


They have gained 3,000 in one year there— 


and whereas a year agb it took anywhere from 18 months to 3 
years for a case to be disposed of, the bureau— 


That is the Bureau of Naturalization— 
is now disposing of them in 11 months. 


That is the official record. I claim that is better treatment 
of our aliens than they have ever received before. When we 
consider that under the old scheme, where we employed 37 
men instead of 8 at Federal expense, we were from one to 
three years behind in taking care of applications, whereas now 
we are only employing 8 men and we are only 11 months 
behind, it would indicate that it is better to do it under the 
auspices of the Federal Government. I think the Federal Gov- 
ernment has proved its case. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. In connection with what the 
Senator just said, though possibly he will reach it a little 
later, I want to call the attention of the Senators who are 
bere to a statement by Mr. Crist, representative of the depart- 
ment, bearing out this very matter: 


Petitions that were filed in October were heard this month. It 
takes now from the initial step of an alien just 11 months to have 
his petition set for a hearing and that includes the hearing date. 

Senator Jones of Washington. Whereas it took how long before? 

Mr. Crist. Whereas it took an indeterminate time, anywhere from 
about a year to two and one-half years. 


Mr. COPELAND. The answer is perfectly simple. The 
number of persons who get their applications filed is so small 
that they do not have any such problem to contend with. 
There are 50,000 people in Brooklyn waiting to get their 
applications which, if they could get them, would clog the 
Federal courts so they would never catch up. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I can not quite see the logic of my 
colleague in that regard. These people are passing upon more 
applications. than they ever have before, and this has been the 
biggest year in the history of naturalization in New York City. 
That also is a matter of record, stated by the Commissioner of 
Immigration before a Committee on Appropriations. 

As a matter of fact, under the old scheme it cost 55 cents a 
head to the Federal Government to naturalize an alien. Now it 
costs 20 cents a head under the scheme of haying the Federal 
Government employ its own assistants to do the work and to do 
nothing else but that work. 

Something has been said about the condition of the supreme 
courts, the supreme courts, of course, being the State courts 
having jurisdiction of the matter in the same way the Federal 
courts have jurisdiction. I have a letter from a supreme-eourt 

ustice sitting in Brooklyn. The assertion has been made in my 
earing on more than one occasion that for certain reasons the 
State courts in Greater New York did not feel willing to do 
this naturalization work unless the county clerk had the 
appointing of the assistants; that they did not feel willing to do 
it if the Federal Government employed the assistants directly; 
and that in fact they had intentionally slowed up taking care of 
naturalization cases. I am glad to say that the rumor was 
utterly unfounded and that the State courts have been proceed- 
ing just as they did before, doing the best they can with this 
problem. But, in any event, a letter was written to this justice 
asking him to indicate whether there was any truth in the 
suggestion that the supreme courts were unable to handle the 
work when it came to them through the assistants appointed 
by the Federal Government. He replied: 


I-have neither heard nor do I know of any injustice to applicants for 
naturalization papers based upon the claim that the employees of the 
Bureau of Naturalization can not do the preliminary work properly 
and promptly, as stated in your communication. The statement, how- 
ever, that judges of the supreme court concur in sueh a claim surely 
ean not refer to either statement or opinion by me. 

The further claim that the judges will not pass these applicants 
along as expeditiously for the bureau employees as they will if the 
work is referred to the county clerk is also without foundation. I am 
sure the judges are interested only in the question of whether the 
applicant is entitled to be admitted, regardless of whether the applica- 
tion is filed with the bureau or with the county clerk. In any event, 
that has been my policy and attitude. 


That is signed by Judge Lewis, of Kings County. I have a 
letter from another judge in Brooklyn, all of which I shall not 
read, because it is not necessary; but he uses this language: 


I have felt that the work of the United States bureau in examin- 
ing the applicants and their witnesses has always been of great help. 
This bureau can make the examination much more thorough and more 
fair as well, and can ascertain much more correctly whether the 
applicants possess the necessary knowledge and are of the desired 
character and standing. I have followed the practice in most of the 
cases at least of accepting the report of the United States examiner 
if it has been favorable, and have myself conducted very little exami- 
nation of the applicants. To me this seemed to be the fair and better 
way to handle the matter. 


There are two of the judges in the court referred to who 
maka it very plain that the Government is doing excellent 
work. 

I submit that the amendment offered by the committee should 
be sustained by the Senate. We will save something like 
$50,000 out of the appropriation, which money can be used 
anywhere else in the country to speed up naturalization work. 
Why employ 37 men in New York City when we can do the 
wiek ein 8, and do it faster than it has ever been done 

‘ore 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I want to say a few words 
in reply to my colleague. I have here a statement of Mr. 
Sturges, the chief naturalization examiner, as follows: 


Naturalization department here is swamped. We can not expect to 
remedy conditions with our present machinery until Congress comes to 
our rescue. 


Mr. WADSWORTH. What was the date of that? 

Mr. COPELAND. December 23. I have the hearings before 
the House committee. My colleague has said there are eight 
examiners. Mr. Crist said, on page 109: 


The number of naturalization examiners last October when this re- 
organization began was 27. 1 have been over to New York 
+ * and as the result of these conferences * * recommended 
the appointment of 20 clerks in addition to those heretofore had. 


There was some criticism of conditions in the State courts, 
and I am sure my colleague and other Senators will be inter- 
ested in a statement of Mr. Crist, of the Labor Department. 
Mr. Ovtver asked the question. 


I will change that question, then, and will ask that you kindly col- 
lect the information which you state has heretofore been given to the 
committee—or which should have been given to the committee, if you 
did not do it—that shows that there has been ground for just com- 
plaint against the performance of duty under this allotment of funds, 
and which you now think justifies this change, and I will not ask that 
you put it into the record until after we read it. You may send it to the 
chairman of the committee, so that we can read it and see what parts 
of it are material and should go into the record. 

Mr, Cmsr. There is nothing of the character that has been reported 
heretofore to this committee that could be said now about the office 
force under Mr. Donegan, and the same is true in regard to Mr. Kelly's 
office. So far as integrity ia concerned, and cleanness of administra- 
tion, that is all right. 

Mr. Grirrix. And the county of the Bronx also? 

Mr. Crist. Yes; let us include the county of the Bronx, too. I 
did not mean to omit any of them. You can include the Jersey City 
court, the common pleas court in Jersey City, and the two courts in 
Chicago. All of these clerks of courts have been, I think, spending 
their allotments conscientiously. But it is a fact that prior to Mr. 
Donegan's incumbency there was to my knowledge a laxity in the 
work carried on, and that is what I referred to as having been reported 
previously. * * * 

I am sure when Senators understand that we are simply 
striving the best we can in our city to deal in a humane way, 
in a Christian way, with the people who apply for citizenship 
that they -will put in our hands the funds necessary to go on 
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with the work. The statement made before the committee was 
that in the State courts it is now costing 20 to 25 cents per 
person, and those poor people pay in $4 apiece, so we will not 
lose anything. They are entitled tọ the most considerate and 
fatherly care of this great country of ours. They are the 
children of other nations who come here to get the benefits of 
our country. They have learned of our boasted liberty and of 
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much more economically and expeditiously in the manner 


proposed. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. How can it be done more 
efficiently and economically if we are going to reduce the num- 
ber of clerks who are going to prepare the petitions? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. We are not proposing to do 


the humane spirit and kindness of heart of the people of 


America. So let us see to it that those who are entitled to our 
citizenship shall be given it without delay. 


I ask Senators to vote down the amendment proposed by the 


committee and permit us to go on with our work. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I should like to ask the 
Senator in charge of the bill if there is any restriction what- 
ever imposed by the amendment upon State courts in hearing 
and disposing of naturalization cases? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Oh, no. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The only thing the amend- 
ment does is to remove certain available Federal funds for 
clerk hire in the various State courts? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I think that is substantially 
correct. In other words, the work that is now done by the 
deputy county clerk will be done by representatives of the 
Bureau of Naturalization. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Why could not the situation 
be remedied by removing the limitation of the $3,000 in fees now 
awarded to the State courts? Why should not the State courts 
hold all the fees they get in naturalization cases? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Congress has not provided for 
that at all by legislation. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. If we did that, then such 
eases as the junior Senator from New York [Mr. COPELAND] 
refers to would be taken care of because they could use the 
fees in the State courts to pay their extra clerical help. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I do not think the situation to 
which the junior Senator from New York has referred could 
be taken care of in that way at all. We are meeting, as the 
senior Senator from New York has said, the situation there 
under the present system far better than it was met under 
the other system carried on up until a little over a year ago. 
We are doing it more economically and more efficiently, at 
least, if we can place any reliance in the testimony of the 
representatives of the department. That is what Mr. Crist 
said very distinctly. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. From my observation of 
the manner in which the Federal departments of the Govern- 
ment handle the naturalization problem it has been most satis- 
factory. The investigators of the Federal Government go into 
the State courts, appear when these petitions are heard, ex- 
amine witnesses, and give the court the benefit of their 
judgment. 

But I do want to take the position that I am opposed to any 
limitation or restriction upon the power of the State courts to 
hear naturalization cases or upon the accessibility of the State 
courts for applicants for naturalization. 

Let me say that there are some sections of the country where 
a Federal court is hundreds of miles away from certain com- 
munities, while the State courts are in each county and are 
accessible to applicants for naturalization. It is altogether 
too expensive now for an immigrant or applicant to become 
naturalized. He has to leave his home and lose a day's pay 
to go to the court to file his petition. Then he has to come 
back in two years and bring two witnesses with him, when he 
again loses his day’s pay and must pay the day's wages of his 
two witnesses, He must also pay the fee required and the 
traveling expenses required to and from the courthouse. So it 
already is a matter of from $25 to $50 for these poor people 
to become naturalized; and if the congested condition of which 
the Senator from New York complains exists, it means that the 
applicant and his witnesses must remain days about the court 
waiting to have their cases heard. That is not the way to 
treat people who are honestly and sincerely aspiring to Ameri- 
can citizenship and who have been schooled and trained by 
Americanization societies and organizations to become Ameri- 
can citizens. I want to put myself clearly in the position of 
being absolutely opposed to any effort to limit the fund de- 
signed to assist in hearing sneedily and satisfactorily the peti- 
tions of applicants for naturalization. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, just a word. I 
wish to say that it is the very purpose of the committee amend- 
ment to do just exactly what the Senator from Massachusetts 
wants done. If we can rely upon -the testimony of the repre- 
sentative of the Government who has charge of these matters, 
he says that the work will be done much more quickly and 


that; it is not proposed to affect the county clerks as well; 
the work necessary to get the papers ready for the county clerk 
is to be done by the representatives of the Federal Govern- 
ment, who are now doing it much more efficiently than the 
deputy county clerks can do it. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Then, I understand that the 
only difference between the Senator from New York and the 
Senator from Washington is that the Federal Government is 
going to employ the clerks to do the work that is now being 
done by the clerks of the State courts, who are reimbursed by 
the Federal Government? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. The Federal Government is 
doing it now; it has been doing it during the present fiscal 
year by its agents, and has been doing it, as Mr. Crist Says, 
much more economically and much more efficiently. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. How can the clerks of the 
State courts and the clerks of the Federal Government be 
doing it together? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. The Senator does not under- 
stand the situation. As I understand from Mr. Crist, there 
is certain preparatory work done in order to get the papers 
ready to file before the court. That preparatory work was 
formerly done by the deputy county clercs, but now that work 
is done by the representatives of the Federal Government; 
and when they get all the papers ready and everything in 
shape for presentation to the court, they take them to the 
county clerk, who files them and they go to the court. That 
work has been done far more efficiently and more economically 
under this system than heretofore. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator, then, asserts 
that it has not resulted in any delay in hearing the cases of 
applicants? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. On the contrary, according to 
Mr. Crist, it has hastened the work very materially. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Mr. CURTIS. I move that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business. After five minutes spent 
in executive session the doors were reopened. 

RECESS 

Mr. CURTIS. I move the Senate take a recess until to- 
morrow noon. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o'clock and 25 minutes 
p. m.) the Senate took a recess until to-morrow, February 10, 
1925, at 12 o'clock meridian. 


NOMINATIONS 


Ezecutive nominations received by the Senate February 9 
(legislative day of February 3), 1925 
POSTMASTERS 
ARKANSAS 

Emma W. Connaway to be postmaster at Forrest City, Ark., 
in place of P. K. Connaway, resigned. 
CALIFORNIA 
Wallace P. Rouse to be postmaster at Therman, Calif., in 
place of C. A. Porter, removed. 
CONNECTICUT 
S. Irving Frink to be postmaster at Brooklyn, Conn., in place 
of S. I. Frink. Office became third class January 1, 1925. 
GEORGIA 
Thomas W. Allgood to be postmaster at Logansville, Ga., in 
place of T. W. Allgood. Incumbent's commission expired July 
28, 1923. 
INDIANA 
Glen P. Witherspoon to be postmaster at Francisco, Ind., in 
place of G. P. Witherspoon. Office became third class January 
1, 1925. 
IOWA 


Martin T. Jensen to be postmaster at Grandmound, Iowa, in 
place of H. H. Ahliff, removed. 

Clara Bentzinger to be postmaster at Donnellson, Iowa, in 
place of Chris Haffner, deceased. 
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Samuel A. McCreery to be postmaster at Clarion, Iowa, in 
place of D. H. Eyler, deceased. 
KANSAS 
William V. Stranathan to be postmaster at Kiowa, Kans., in 
place of Albert Woodmansee, removed. 
KENTUCKY 


Zelmer R. Hill to be postmaster at Jamestown, Ky., in place 
of Z. R. Hill. Office became third class October 1, 1924. 
MAINE 
Nettie A. True to be postmaster at New Gloucester, Me., in 
place of C. R. Atwood. Office became third class October 1, 
1924. 
MASSACHUSETTS 


Clarence J. Conyers to be postmaster at Seekonk, Mass., in 
place of C. J. Conyers. Office became third class January 1, 
1925. 

MINNESOTA 


Richard F. Lamb to be postmaster at Slayton, Minn., in place 
of R. F. Lamb. Incumbent’s commission expired June 5, 1924. 

Bernard O. Stime to be postmaster at Jasper, Minn., in place 
of J. P. Lund, removed. 

Floyd C. Fuller to be postmaster at Grey Eagle, Minn., in 
place of M. E. Thompson, resigned. 

MISSOURI 

Ernest Young to be postmaster at Verona, Mo., in place of 

K. G. Thomas, resigned. 
NEW JERSEY 


John A. Carlson to be postmaster at Harrington, N. J., in 
place of J. F. Gleason. Incumbent's commission expired June 
5, 1924. 

Nicholas A. Chasse to be perpera at South Orange, N. J., 
in place of S. B. Van Iderstine, removed. 

Charles J. Newman to be postmaster at Newfoundland, N. J., 
in place of R. J. Vanderhoff, removed. 

NEW MEXICO 


Cora L. Vaughan to be postmaster at State College, N. Mex., 
in place of J. H. Vaughan, deceased. 
NEW YORE 
Isabelle M. Arquette to be postmaster at Parishville, N. X., in 
pie of I. M. Arquette. Office became third class January 1, 
NORTH DAKOTA 


Harry A. Hart to be postmaster at Ray, N. Dak., in place 

= envi Branderhorst. Incumbent's commission expired April 
1 

Elizabeth L. Stahl to be postmaster at McGregor, N. Dak., 
in place of E. E. Stahl. Office became third class October 1, 
1924. 

Florence M. Montgomery to be postmaster at Columbus, 
N. Dak., in place of T. G. Peterson, removed. 

OHIO 

M. Virgil Smith to be postmaster at Proctorville, Ohio, in 
place of W. A. Greer. Incumbent’s commission expired Febru- 
ary 24, 1924. 

Cephas S. Littick to be postmaster at Dresden, Ohio, in place 
of J. E. McFarland. Incumbent’s commission expired June 
4, 1924. 

George W. Overmyer to be postmaster at Lindsey, Ohio, in 
place of G. W. Overmyer. Office became third class October 
1, 1924, 

OKLAHOMA 

Bert E. Irby to be postmaster at Haworth, Okla., in place of 
H. O. Whala, removed. 

OREGON 

Theresa Scott to be postmaster at Jordan Valley, Oreg., in 
place of Henry Scott, deceased. 

PORTO RICO 


Jose R. Sotomayor to be postmaster at Barceloneta, P. R., 
in place of G. R. Ferran, deceased. 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
James M. Byrd tobe at Branchville, S. C., 
in place of J. M. Byrd. Incumbent’s commission expired June 
4, 1924. 
TEXAS 

Otto Pfefferkorn to be postmaster at Maxwell, Tex., in place 
6 Office became third class January 1, 
1 


John T. Hall, jr, to be postmaster at Hacienda, Tex., in 
place of J. T. Hall, jr. Office became third class January 1, 
1925. 

VERMONT 


Walter H. Akin to be postmaster at Beebe Plain, Vt., in place 

of O. F. Bayley. Office became third class October 1, 1924. 
VIRGINIA 

John H. Tyler to be postmaster at Upperville, Va., in place 
of J. A. Johnston, resigned. 

Margaret H. Hardy to be postmaster at McKenney, Va., in 
place of M. H. Hardy. Office became third class April 1, 1921. 

: WISCONSIN 

Albert J. Topp to be postmaster at Waterford, Wis., in place 
of William Shenkenberg. Incumbent’s commission expired 
June 5, 1924. 

James E. Robar to be postmaster at Walworth, Wis., in place 
of E. A. Peterson. Incumbent’s commission expired June 5, 
1924. 

Wiliam H. Call to be postmaster at Strum, Wis., in place of 
O. E. Burton. Incumbent’s commission expired March 22, 1924. 

Libbie M. Bennett to be postmaster at Pewaukee, Wis., in 
place of L. M. Bennett. Incumbents commission expired 
August 29, 1923. 

Hugh 8. Caldwell to be postmaster at Lodi, Wis., in place of 
G. I. Richmond. Incumbent's commission expired June 5, 1924. 

Clem G. Walter to be postmaster at Kendall, Wis., in place 
of W. S. Hollister. Incumbents commission expired March 
22, 1924. 

Hjalmar M. Johnson to be postmaster at Hau Claire, Wis., 
5 pieco of C. F. West. Incumbents commission expired March 

1 

Leroy G. Waite to be postmaster at Dousman, Wis., in place 
—5 C. Krueger. Incumbents commission expired March 22, 

Lawrence A. Fjelsted to be postmaster at Colfax, Wis., in 
eee J. D. Burns. Incumbent's commission expired August 

, 1923. 

Jessie Loescher to be postmaster at Salem, Wis., in place of 
Jessie Loescher. Office became third class April 1, 1924. 

John J. Kocian to be postmaster at Milla, Wis., in place of 
F. A. Malin. Office became third class July 1, 1923. 

John I. Edwards to be postmaster at Hazel Green, Wis., in 
place of T. P. Edwards, resigned. 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate February 9 
(legislative day of February 3), 1925 
UNITED States DISTRICT JUDGE 

Benson W. Hough to be district judge, southern district of 

Ohio. 
UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS 

F. Edward Mitchell to be United States attorney, district of 

the Canal Zone. 


Emory R. Buckner to be United States attorney, southern 
district of New York. 


PosSTMASTERS 
e ALABAMA 
John F. Morton, Tuscaloosa. 
IDAHO 


Eudora D. Blood, Dover. 
William C. Quarles, Gibbs. 


OKLAHOMA 
Joseph T. Dillard, Waurika. 
NORTH CAROLINA 
Joseph C. McAdams, Elon College. 
PENNSYLVANIA 
David R. Whitehill, Strattonville. 


WITHDRAWAL 


Ezecutive nomination withdrawn from the Senate February 
9 (legislative day of February 3), 1925 
POSTMASTER 


Leona M. Haffner to be postmaster at Donnelison, in the 
State of Iowa. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES > 
Monpay, February 9, 1925 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: 


The Lord God who gives us life replete with blessings, do 
Thou give us hearts replete with gratitude and fill them with 
Thy Spirit. Be gracious with us in our sins and impress us 
with the peace and with the happiness of the upper and the better 
way. Adapt Thy wisdom to our weakness, Thy knowledge to 
our ignorance, and Thy mercy to our failures. Send Thy 
richest blessing upon this whole company like an impartial 
sunlight. Be the guest of every fireside, the Great Physician 
to every family, the guide to every pathway, and the Divine 
Comforter to all. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of Saturday last was read 
and approved. 
MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. Craven, one of its clerks, 
announced that the Senate had passed with amendments the 
bill (H. R. 5726) to amend the act of Congress of March 3, 
1921, entitled “An act to amend section 3 of the act of Congress 
of June 28, 1906, entitled ‘An act of Congress for the division 
of the lands and funds of the Osage Indians in Oklahoma, and 
for other purposes.“ 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed 
bill of the following title, in which the concurrence of the 
House of Representatives was requested : 

S. 4056. An act to provide for an additional district judge 
for the western district of Michigan. 

The message also announced that the Senate had agreed to 
the report of the committee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amendment of the House of 
Representatives to the bill (S. 555) for the relief of Blattmann 
& Co. 

The message also announced that the Senate insisted upon 
its amendments to the bill (H. R. 9343) authorizing the 
adjudication of claims of the Chippewa Indians of Minnesota 
disagreed to by the Honse of Representatives, had agreed to 
the conference asked by the House on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses thereon, and had appointed Mr. HARRELD, Mr. 
Curtis, and Mr. AsHurst as the conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

The message also announced that the Senate insisted upon 
its action and amendments to the amendment of the House of 
Representatives to the bill (S. 876) to provide for the disposi- 
tion of bonuses, rentals, and royalties received under the pro- 
visions of the act of Congress entitled “An act to promote the 
mining of coal, phosphate, oil, oil shale, gas, and sodium on 
the public domain,” approved February 25, 1920, from un- 
allotted lands in Executive order Indian reservations, and for 
other purposes, disagreed to by the House of Representatives, 
had agreed to the conference asked by the House on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, and had ordered 
that Mr. Harretp, Mr. MONARY, and Mr. AsHurst act as the 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


Mr. ROSENBLOOM, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 
reported that they had examined and found truly enrolled bills 
of the following titles, when the Speaker signed the same: 

H. R. 466. An act to amend section 90 of the Judicial Code 
of the United States, approved March 3, 1911, so as to change 
the time of holding certain terms of the District Court of 
Mississippi ; 

II. R. 4971. An act to amend the act entitled “An act to pro- 
vide that the United States shall aid the States in the con- 
struction of rural post roads, and for other purposes,” approved 
July 11, 1916, as amended and supplemented, and for other 


purposes ; 

H. R, 11282. An act to authorize an increase in the limits of 
cost of certain naval vessels; 

H. R. 7144 An act to relinquish to the city of Battle Creek, 
Mich., all right, title, and interest of the United States in two 
unsurveyed islands in the Kalamazoo River; ` 

H. R. 11367. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
county of Allegheny, in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, to 
construct, maintain, and operate a bridge across the Monon- 
gahela River at or near its junction with the Allegheny River 
in the city of Pittsburgh, in the county of Allegheny, in the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania; and 

S. 555. An act for the relief of Blattmann & Co, 


ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT FOR HIS APPROVAL 


Mr. ROSENBLOOM, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 
reported that this day they had presented to the President of 
the United States, for his approval, the following bills: 

H. R. 5197. An act to amend section 71 of the Judicial Code, 
as amended; 

H. R. 5558. An act to authorize the incorporated town of 
Juneau, Alaska, to issue bonds in any sum not exceeding 
$60,000 for the purpose of improving the sewerage system of 
the town; . 

H. R. 10404. An act making appropriations for the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, 
and for other purposes; and 

H. R. 10528. An act to refund taxes paid on distilled spirits 
in certain cases, 


BRIDGE ACROSS WABASH RIVER AT VINCENNES, IND. 


Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
for the present consideration of S. 3722, to authorize the county 
of Knox, State of Indiana, and the county of Lawrence, State 
of Illinois, to construct a bridge across the Wabash River at 
the city of Vincennes, Knox County, Ind. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana asks unani- 
mous consent for the present consideration of a Senate bill 
which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER, The Chair is informed that this is an emer- 
gency measure and for that reason has recognized the gentle- 
— — Is there objection to the present consideration of the 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the county of Knox, State of Indiana, and 
county of Lawrence, State of Illinois, are hereby authorized to con- 
struct, maintain, and operate à bridge and approaches thereto across 
the Wabash River, from a point in the city of Vincennes, Knox County, 
Ind., to a point in Lawrence County, in the State of Illinois, at a 
point suitable to the interests of navigation in accordance with the 
provisions of the act entitled “An act to regulate the construction of 
bridges over navigable waters,” approved March 23, 1906. 

Sec, 2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby ex- 
pressly reserved. 


Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I desire to offer an amend- 
ment, which I have taken up with Senator Watson. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. GREENWOOD: Page 1, line 8, strike out 
the words “county of Knox,” and in the same line strike out “ connty 
of Lawrence,” and insert the word “ the." 


The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend 
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is now on the third reading 
of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 

The title of the bill was amended to read as follows: “A bill 
to authorize the State of Indiana and the State of Illinois to 
construct a bridge across the Wabash River at the city ef Vin- 
cennes, Knox County, Ind.” 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA BUSINESS 


Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve 
itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union for the consideration of District business. Pending that, 
I would like to ask unanimous consent, inasmuch as the first 
three bills to be taken up were unanimously reported by the 
committee, that general debate on those three bills be lim- 
ited to one hour, one half to be controlled by myself and 
the other half to be controlled by the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. BLANTON]. 

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
will the gentleman state what the bills are? 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I will say to the gentleman from Michigan 
that the first. bill is a bill regulating the sale of milk in the 
District of Columbia, the second is a bill creating a board of 
general welfare in the District of Columbia, and the third is a 
bill providing for the elimination of the dangerous crossing at 
Lamond Street, in the District of Columbia. 

Mr. CRAMTON. I think, Mr. Speaker, that those are mat- 
ters of more or less importance, especially one or two of them, 
and I shall have to object to that request. 

Mr. BLANTON, Regular order, Mr. Speaker! 
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Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order that 
there is no quorum present. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Will the gentleman from Michigan with- 
draw his point of order so that I may make another motion? 

Mr. CRAMTON. I withdraw it for the present. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my motion, and I 
move that the House resolve itself into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill (S. 2803) regulating the sale of milk in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. Pending that motion, I ask unanimous 
consent that debate be limited to one hour, one-half to be 
controlled by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON] and 
one-half by myself. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Maryland asks unani- 
mous consent that debate be limited to one hour, one-half to 
be controlled by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON] and 
one-half by himself. Is there objection? 

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
may I inquire when we shall probably take up the bill for the 
regulation of traffic in the District of Columbia? 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I will say to the gentleman that the bill is 
not yet on the calendar. It has been reported, but I find it is 
not on the calendar. 

Mr. BLANTON. It will be in about two weeks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. LANKFORD. Further reserving the right to object, I 
would like to ask the gentleman from Maryland whether or 
not the House will have an opportunity to discuss the bill fully 
when it does come up? 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Yes; the House will have the opportunity 
to fully discuss the measure. 

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
which I do not anticipate I shall, the general welfare board 
bill is a matter of great importance. Is it the idea of the 
gentleman to cut short general debate on that measure or will 
there be full opportunity for debate? 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I will say to the gentleman from Michigan, 
speaking for myself, that I will give full opportunity for debate 
when that bill is reached. > 

Mr. CRAMTON. I want the gentleman to be able to speak 
for more than himself; I want him to speak for the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I will say to the gentleman that the pend- 
ing motion, of course, relates to the milk bill 

Mr. CRAMTON. That is very true. I am not concerned 
about debate on the first measure, but I do not want the 
gentleman to make a motion eutting short debate on the 
next bill. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of no 
quorum. 

The SPEAKER. It is clear there is no quorum present. 
5 LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I move a call of the 

ouse. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, when the following Members failed 
to answer to their names: 


{Roll No. 56] 


Anderson Favrot Logan Roach 

yres Fish McFadden Rogers, Mass. 
Barkley Frear McKenzie Rogers, N. H. 
Berger Fredericks McLeod Rouse 
Black, N. Y Galliyan McNulty Sanders, Ind. 

loom Gifford Mead Sanders, N. X. 
Britten Gilbert Michaelson Schafer 
Buckley Glatfelter Miller, III. Schall 
Carter 3 Mills Sears, Nebr, 
Casey Graham Minahan Sproul, III. 
Celler Griest Moore, III. Strong, Pa. 
Clark, Fla Griffin Morin Sullivan 
Clarke, N. Y. Haugen Nelson, Wis. Tague 

leary Hawes Newton, Mo. Taylor, Tenn. 
Cole, Ohio Huddleston newrom Minn. Thomas, Okla. 
Collins Humphreys )'Brien Treadway 
Connolly, Pa Johnson, W. Va. 85 Connell, N. T. Tydings 
Corning Celly O'Connor, N. . Vare 
Croll Kendall Oliver, N. Y. Ward, N. Y. 
Cullen ent Paige Weler 
Cummings Kindred Perkins Welsh 
Curry ung Perlman Wertz 
Davey Langley Phillips Wilson, Ind 
Dempsey Larson, Minn, Porter Winslow 
Dominick Lea, Calif. Quayle Wolff 
Edmonds Lee, Ga. ped, Ark, 
Evans, Iowa Lindsay Reed, W. Va. 


The SPEAKER. Three hundred and twenty-five Members 
have answered to their names; a quorum is present. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Speaker, I move to dispense with 
further proceedings under the call. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

The doors were opened, 


SALE OF MILK IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I renew my motion that the 
House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the consideration of the bill (S. 2803) 
to regulate within the District of Columbia the sale of milk, 
cream, and ice cream, and for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. ’ 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the considera- 
tion of the bill S. 2803, with Mr. Curnpstom in the chair. 5 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the first reading of the bill be dispensed with. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland asks 
unanimous consent that the first reading of the bill be dis- 
pensed with. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr, Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. LAMPERT]. 

Mr. LAMPERT. Mr. Chairman, for several years many who 
have given most thought to the subject have believed that there 
should be regulations to insure and place beyond doubt the 
milk, cream, and dairy products generally which are disposed 
of and used in the District of Columbia. Legislation for that 
purpose has received and now has the support of the District 
authorities, including the able health officer of the District. 
The pending bill, the main features of which were embodied in 
the measure introduced in the House in the first session of the 
present Congress, has passed the Senate and now awaits action 
here. The House committee has recommended the approval of 
the bill, with one or two slight amendments which do not 
modify it in any substantial way, and will offer one or two 
other similar amendments so as to make its meaning entirely 
clear. 

The bill, should it become a law, will not injure or prejudice 
any legitimate interests, but will guarantee the people of the 
District against the probability of risking the use of unwhole- 
some milk or milk products of any description. To this end it 
will enlarge, but ‘not in any unfair or drastic manner, the 
authority of the health officer. While the bill is lengthy, it is 
not in any degree radical. I may say in passing, when it was 
considered in the Senate it had the active support of Senator 
CopeLANbD, who is recognized as one of the best informed public- 
health workers in the country. 

It also had the support of Senator Grass, of Virginia, who 
is himself engaged in the dairy business as an owner of a 
herd of high quality. The bill met with no opposition in the 
Senate. It has the unanimous support of the District Com- 
mittee, and up to the time of its being reported no opposition 
to it had developed, as is stated in the report. 

Any lengthy discussion is unnecessary and would e'mply 
serve to waste the valuable time of the House. I can do no 
better than refer to the report, which explains the general 
purpose of the bill and its various sections, and in addition 
ask that the Clerk read in my time a letter of commendation 
which I have received from the District health officer. 

In addition to what I have said, I may further state that 
the general subject to which the bill relates has been very 
thoroughly considered by subcommittees of the District Com- 
mittee, where all of those were heard who desired to present 
their views, and has been as laboriously and carefully consid- 
ered as any measure which the District Committee has pre- 
sented to the House. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Chairman, that the letter of 
the health officer of the District be read by the Clerk. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin asks 
unanimous consent that the letter from the health officer of 
the District of Columbia be read by the Clerk. Is there ob- 
jection? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

COMMISSIONERS OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
HEALTH DEPARTMENT, 
Washington, February 4, 1925. 


Hon. FLORIAN LAMPERT, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. Lampert: The activities of the health department 
of this District in its efforts to provide a safe and wholesome milk 
supply for its people nre regulated by “An act to regulate the sale 
of milk in the District of Columbia, and for other purposes,“ approved 
Mareh 2, 1895. 

Since the enactment of this legislation many important changes and 
improvements in the methods of the production and handling of the 
milk supply of large cities have taken place. In order to keep pace 


with these modern methods the health department realized some 
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time ago the need for new legislation on the subject, and therefore 
prepared a bill which, it is believed, would meet the situation. 

This bill, which was submitted to the commissioners and approved 
by them, was at their request introduced April 1, 1920, in the House 
of Representatives during the second session of the Sixty-sixth Con- 
gress by the Hon. Cart Märns, the then chairman of the House Dis- 
trict Committee. Hearings on this bill were subsequently held, but 
the measure failed to get before the House for action during that 
session of Congress, At the time the hearings on this bill were held 
quite a little opposition developed on the part of the milk producers 
as well as the loca) distributers. 

Notwithstanding this opposition, the bill was again Introduced at 
the first session of the Sixty-seventh Congress, and the subcommittee 
appointed for the purpose conducted extensive hearings on the bill; 
and while the committee at the conclusion of the hearings made a 
favorable report on the measure, it again failed to come before the 
House for action during that session of Congress. 

In the meantime a number of canferences were held between the 
health officer, the milk producers, and distributers and a compromise 
was reached. The language of the original bill was modified to meet 
some of the objections which had been made against it, and it was 
again introduced in the first session of the Sixty-eighth Congress in 
both the Senate and in the House of Representatives. No further 
hearings, however, were held on the subject; and on June 3, 1924, the 
bill, after being amended In certain particulars, was passed by the 
Senate. This bill as it passed the Senate has been considered by the 
House District Committee and, with one or two minor amendments, 
was favorably reported to the House for action. 

The general purpose of the bill is to insure a supply of pure and 
wholesome milk and certain milk products for sale and use in the 
District of Columbia. Briefly, the measure provides that only milk 
and cream produced or sold in this District shall come from dairy 
herds that are tuberculin tested annually to demonstrate their free- 
dom from tuberculosis, 

It establishes a standard of milk and cream which may be produced 
or sold in this District. 

It provides that permits to ship milk into the District of Columbia 
or to be produced or handled therein shall be renewable annually. 

Under the provisions of the bill the health officer is authorized to 
suspend any permit when, in his opinion, the public health is endan- 
gered by an unwholesome milk supply. 

The bill exempts from its operation the shipping of milk or cream 
into the District of Columbia solely for manufacture into ice cream, 
but provides that all such milk or cream must meet the specifications 
of an authorized milk 2ommission of a State board of health. 

The health officer, with the approval of the Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia, is empowered to make rules and regulations 
from time te time to carry out the purposes of the act. 

All milk wagons engaged in the transportation of milk or cream in 
this District must have the name of the owner painted legibly thereon. 

The bili also provides that all containers of skimmed or recon- 
structed milk or cream shall be labeled in such manner as to plainly 
indicate the exact nature of its content, 

All cases of communicable disease and all suspected cases of such 
diseases occurring on any dairy farm licensed to ship milk into the 
District of Columbia must be promptly reported to the health officer 
of the District. 

The bill also defines the meaning of “miik,” “ cream,” “pasteurized 
milk,” “raw milk,” “ certified milk,” reconstructed milk,” “skimmed 
milk,” and “ice cream.” 

The sale of all milk, cream, or ice cream which does not comply with 
the definitions described in the act is prohibited in this District. 

The health officer is authorized under the provisions of the bill to 
make rules and regulations governing the pasteurization of all milk 
and cream sold or offered for sale in the District of Columbia. 

The interference with the health officer or any of his duly appointed 
representatives in the performance of the duties imposed upon them 
under the provisions of the act is prohibited under penalty. 

Distributers of all milk and cream sold in the District of Columbia 
must keep posted in their places of business the names of persons 
from whom milk or cream is being received by them. 

Distributers of milk or cream in the District of Columbia are pro- 
hibited from receiving any milk or cream from any person until such 
distributer has first ascertained from the health department that such 
person is licensed to send or bring milk or cream into said District. 

Certain penalties are prescribed in the bill for violations of the 
provisions of the act. 

This bill has the approval of the authorities of the District of Co- 
lumbla, and its enactment into law will, it is believed, secure for the 
citizens of this District a pure, clean, and wholesome milk supply. 
It is a well-recognized fact that milk is the most important of all our 
food products, and its purity and wholesomeness is essential in safe- 
guarding the public health, more especially the children and invalids 
who so largely depend upon it for their nourishment, 


I am not advised of any serious opposition to the bill in its present 
form, and know of no reason why it should not receive the favorable 
action of Congress, which I trust it may do when the measure comes up 
for final consideration. 


Ve 
ay Vincents, W. C. Towirn, M. D., Health Officer. 


Mr, BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask recognition as a mem- 

ber of the committee. 
ae CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas is recog- 
n 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I think this bill is a fairly 
good one and should be passed. It has been suggested that 
there should be offered, on page 3, line 10, a new proviso re- 
quiring all milk that is retailed to consumers in the District 
of Columbia to be pasteurized except when otherwise pre- 
scribed by a physician. 

Mr. RANKIN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. RANKIN. Iam not a medical man, but as I understand 
it, pasteurized milk is heated to about 140 degrees, 

Mr. BLANTON. And then cooled to a certain temperature. 

Mr. RANKIN. For general purposes would not that be a 
bad proposition? 

Mr. BLANTON. One of our leading health officers has 
stated that proper pasteurization is a safe and sanitary way to 
handle milk. 

There is some difference of opinion as to pasteurization re- 
moving certain vitamines, or whatever you may call them, out 
of the milk, and some doctors would prefer for certain patients 
that the milk be not pasteurized, and where they can control 
the handling of the milk from the time it comes from the cow 
until it reaches the consumer, that is all right, but doctors do 
not control the thousands and thousands of gallons of milk 
that go to the poor children of the city. 

Mr. LAZARO. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. BLANTON. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. LAZARO. How would that compare with similar laws 
throughout the United States? 

Mr. BLANTON. Some of the large cities in the United 
States comparable with Washington require milk to be pas- 
teurized is my und 

Mr. WATKINS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. WATKINS. Why not have the milk which is pasteur- 
ized labeled as such and the milk that is raw milk labeled as 
such, and then you can get what you want? Having been 
raised on a farm, the gentleman knows that there is nothing 
better in the world than raw milk. Many people want pasteur- 
ized milk for babies; but why not have that which is pasteur- 
ized labeled as such, so that when you want it you will know 
exactly what you are getting. It seems to me absurd to have 
all milk sold in the District of Columbia pasteurized. 

Mr. BLANTON. I will state to my friend from Oregon that 
having been raised on the farm and having seen a great many 
cows pailed on the farm for quite a number of years, I would 
prefer the milk I drink here to be pasteurized. 

Mr. RANKIN. Will the gentleman yield for a suggestion? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. RANKIN. Pasteurization changes the taste and the 
flavor of milk to a great extent. 

Mr. BLANTON. I doubt that, where properly pasteurized. 

Mr. RANKIN. I will tell the gentleman how I know that. 
I happened to be one of the victims here who buys pasteurized 
milk to feed our baby, and I have drunk some of it, and I can 
tell the gentleman that it changes the taste of the milk to such 
an extent that it is hardly palatable for a grown person. It 
makes you feel as if you were in a hospital. 

Mr. BLANTON. I buy pasteurized milk in Washington for 
my children, and they prefer it to any other kind. I want to say 
that it will keep sweeter for from 24 to 48 hours longer than 
milk that is not 

Mr. WATKINS. The gentleman can get all the pasteurized 
milk he wants and not force everyone to buy it. Some people 
do not want pasteurized milk and they have to pay more. 

Mr. BLANTON. In some cities they notify the people to boil 
their water. Why? To make it pure. Whenever you 
milk and bring it up to a certain heat, you remove certain im- 
purities from it. If I am not right let my distinguished phy- 
sician friend from Louisiana [Mr. Lazaro] say so. Whenever 
you pasteurize milk to a certain heat, and then put it through 
the afterwards, certain germs are removed from 


cooling process 
the milk. It is for the benefit of the many little children of 
Pag pi Rubee it E E treed 
of,. 
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Mr. LAZARO. Why do you not move to amend to have the 
milk labeled, so that those who want pasteurized milk can 
get it, and those who do not can have it without pasteurizing? 

Mr. BLANTON. If my distinguished medical friend will pre- 
pare an amendment I will adopt it without ever reading it, 
because I know he will prepare a proper amendment. 

Mr. LAZARO. I think that should have been done in com- 
mittee. Is not the gentleman a member of the committee? 

Mr. BLANTON. I do not know.anything about germs, I do 
not know anything about the proper preparation of milk; I am 
only acting upon what medical advice has been given me; we 
have to follow the medical men whether right or wrong. I fol- 
low the medical men in medical matters, I follow lawyers in 
legal matters, I follow dentists in dental matters. 

Mr. LAZARO. The gentleman will understand that when 
milk goes through the process of pasteurization the germs are 
destroyed; but there are some people who do not like it. 

Mr. WHITE of Kansas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. WHITE of Kansas. I would like to ask the gentleman a 
question. In this District and nearly all over the United States 
the tuberculin test is made frequently, once every year at 
Jeast, and is usually regarded as sufficient to protect the public 
health. What does the gentleman think about that? 

Mr. BLANTON. The advice I have received from distin- 
guished medical authority was to the effect that if there should 
be any tuberculin germs left in the milk, if they were to get 
by the test, pasteurization would come nearer to removing 
them than anything else, and it is safer for the little children 
of the city. I happen to know that on the 2d day of November 
in Washington the Chestnut Farms Dairy milk was sold for 
14 cents a quart, and at that very time the Black dairy milk 
was sold at the Sanitary stores for 10 cents a quart, and the 
price raised shortly after that date. Why was it that there 
was 4 cents difference between the price of these two milks? 

Mr. RANKIN. Let me say this, that if the gentleman buys 
pasteurized milk instead of paying 10 or 14 cents a quart, he 
will pay 30 cents a quart. 

Mr. BLANTON. Some, like the Walker-Gordon may charge 
30 cents, but the Chestnut Dairy Farms sells it for 14 cents a 

uart. 
ig Mr. RANKIN. If the gentleman buys the Walker-Gordon 
milk, the kind I buy, he will pay 30 cents a quart, 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, the gentleman is out of our class, if he 
uses Walker-Gordon milk; he is up in a class by himself. 

Mr. RANKIN. I buy the kind the doctor recommends. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman from Mississippi is buying 
milk under the prescription of a physician for little children. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. The Walker-Gordon milk is something 
more than pasteurized, and, besides, they furnish milk from the 
same cow. We use it in New York, and it is not an article of 
luxury. 

Mr. BLANTON. If you pay 80 cents a quart, it is a luxury. 
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of my time, and I yield 20 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Hupspern]. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Chairman, the matter that I wish to 
discuss is rather akin to the subject under consideration, as 
they both come from the cow, and I ask unanimous consent that 
I may proceed for 20 minutes out of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union and engaged in general debate, 
and the gentleman does not have to have unanimous consent. 

Mr. HUDSP®TH. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, for many months before the convening of the Congress 
it was heralded in the press that the President had called a 
farm conference for the purpose of recommending legislation 
for the benefit of agriculture and the livestock industry. 

On January 14 this conference, of which the distinguished 
gentleman, who is president of the National Livestock Associa- 
tion, Fred H. Bixby, was a member, made a recommendation, 
and I will read you a portion of it, to the President, which was 
transmitted by him to the Congress, and certainly he expected 
immediate and favorable action: 


The cattle industry is suffering from the lack of tariff protection, 
from competition with hides, meats, products from foreign countries, 
produced by cheaper labor and under different standards of production. 


Mr. Chairman, although that recommendation was sub- 
mitted to the President on January 14, up to this good hour, 
so far as I have been able to learn, there has not been a Dill 
introduced by the majority party, composed of Republicans, 
who are responsible for legislation in this House, asking for 
a duty on hides, 

I have just read the discussion which took place in this 
House in July, 1921, when the tariff on hides was placed in 


the bill in Committee of the Whole and taken from it by a 
record vote, after the bill had been reported back tq the House 


from the committee. At that time my distinguished colleague 
from Texas, and friend, Mr. Wurzpacu, rather twitted the 
Democratic Members on this side, and asked those of us who 
were in favor of a tariff on hides to come over and sit on the 
Republican side, that the water was fine and sparkling, and 
that we should enjoy taking a plunge into the Republican 
pool, that all our former sins would be washed away; though 
they had been as scarlet, they would now be whiter than 
snow. Now, just think of that coming from a Republican! 

Well, from a careful perusal of the vote on that question, 
of which there were 173 “yeas” for a duty on hides and 
241 “nays” for the removal of that duty, there was not a 
single Member from the great New England States voting for 
a tariff on hides, only three from New York, four from Penn- 
Sylvania, and none from New Jersey, all manufacturing States. 

Could not my colleague and friend from Texas [Mr. 
Worzsacn], who is sincerely in favor of a duty on hides, with 
the same propriety and consistency, suggest to those gentlemen 
on his side, who voted for free hides, that they come over and 
sit on the Democratic side, and participate with the majority 
of the Members on this side, who were against a duty on hides, 
notwithstanding our party has never been a free raw material 
party but one time—1892—and it will never commit that folly 
again? 

Mr. WURZBACH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Yes. 

Mr. WURZBACH. Is it not a fact that the Republican 
Membership voted in favor of a tariff on hides until the 
Democrats and some Republican Members voted to take the 
tariff off shoes and leather? Is it not a fact that before that 
time we did have the support of the Republican Membership 
for a tariff on hides? 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I do not so understand. Mr. Chandler, 
of Oklahoma, offered the amendment in Committee of the 
Whole to place a 15 per cent ad valorem duty on hides, and it 
carried by a vote of 154 to 92, and these same gentlemen from 
New England, as I understand, at that time voted against 
the tariff on hides, as they are shown to have voted on the 
Recorp vote. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Here is the fact. In the committee, just 
as stated, the committee, by a tremendous vote, voted a tariff 
on hides. Then we came out of the committee and a roll call 
vote was had on that amendment, and my Republican friend 
from Texas [Mr. Wonznach] voted to take it off, and the 
Recorp shows it. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Oh, no! I beg the gentleman’s pardon. 
I have the Recorp here in my hand. Mr. Wurzsacu is recorded 
as voting for a duty on hides and the Recorp of July, 1921, 
shows that he made a speech for a duty on hides. 

Mr. BLANTON. Then I am glad that he was with us then. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I see my good friend from New York 
[Mr. CROWTHER] here, who at one time, when I challenged his 
vote on hides, not holding the Record in my hand at that time, 
said that he voted for a tariff on hides. But the Recorp I 
hold here in my hand shows the good doctor, the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. CrowrHer], who is a great protectionist 
on the industries of his own back yard but a free trader on the 
products of the farmer and livestock producer, voting with the 
bunch from “Cape Cod,” “Plymouth Rock,” and the “Green 
Mountain boys” against any sort of duty on the old farmer's 
cowhide. But they all voted for a duty on certain leather 
goods, 

Mr. CROWTHER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Yes. 

Mr. CROWTHER. I did vote for that, but the amendment, 
as introduced, had a clause left out of it that had always been 
in there, and that is, that it was to refer to the bovine species, 
and that put a duty on a lot of my people 

Mr. HUDSPETH. But the gentleman did not vote to retain 
it, when the roll was called. Were is the “cold gray docu- 
ment” that has haunted many a weary politican. 

Mr. CROWTHER. I did. And I voted against it when they 
would not change it. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. But the gentleman did vote for a tariff 
on harness and saddlery over a certain value, 35 per cent 
ad valorem; gloves, both men’s and women’s, 50 per cent and 
not more than 75 per cent ad valorem; leather bags, baskets, 
belts, satchels, card cases, pocketbooks, jewel boxes, portfolios, 
parchments, moccasins, leather-coyered pocketbooks, leather- 
coyered whisky flasks, women’s sewing sets, leather-enameled 
upholstery, leather bags, straps, footbali coverings, glove 
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leather, sheep, goat, and calf, leather dressed and finished, and 
manicure sets, from 50 per cent ad valorem down to 25 per 
cent ad valorem. 

I do not know whether the gentleman believes in manicur- 
ing or not. Ido not know whether he has ever had his shapely 
fingers manicured. If so, it was for the good of the cause 
not that he cares anything for his fingers. But the poor, 
dainty, much overworked young lady who sat there polishing 
his nails had to pay a duty of 40 per cent ad valorem on her 
leather manicure case. And yet the gentlemen says he wants 
to equalize the tariff! 

I am glad to see that my friend from Oregon, Mr. HAWLEY, 
a Republican stalwart for protection, is here. He is on the 
Ways and Means Committee, and he strenuously opposed a 
duty on hides. He introduced in that discussion enough fig- 
ures to make an old Populist orator in his “ palmiest days” 
actually get on the shady side of the street and mop his brow 
in consternation and bewilderment, and say to my friend from 
Oregon, “Come hither and sit on the throne of Populism. 
You are head and shoulders above us all in mathematics.” 
Cyclone Davis” in his halcyon days never produced such 
an array of figures as my friend from Oregon when he at- 
tempted to show that the consumer was the man that paid 
this duty. And yet I want to say to my friend from Oregon 
that when the tariff was taken off hides in the Payne-Aldrich 
tariff bill, a Republican measure, every Democratic Congress- 
man from Texas voted against the removal of that tariff except 
one, including both Senators from my State. And sv far as 
that one is concerned, the jimson weed and the sunflower have 
been growing over his political grave from that hour to this. 

Yet, almost from the very hour the tariff on hides was re- 
moved, boots and shoes have steadily advanced in price to the 
consumer. And at the same time the gentlemen from the 
manufacturing States voted for heavy duty on leather goods. 

Mr. CROWTHER. Oh, no. The gentleman wants to be 
fair. I did not do anything of the kind. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I refer to the Payne-Aldrich tariff bill. 
Go look up the Recorp. I will get it for the gentleman and 
read it to him. 

Mr. CROWTHER. Oh, that is all right. But that is ancient 
history. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. No doubt the gentleman would like for 
it to remain very ancient, but before I get through I am going 
to make it extremely modern to the gentleman and others of 
his school of thought from the icebound coast of Cape Cod. 

Mr. CROWTHER. Oh, that is where a Democrat always 
roams—in among the gravestones. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Yes. I am going to continue to roam 
around in Republican graveyards: that is, they would like for 
their many political sins and misdeeds to remain buried. But 
I have my pick and shovel to-day, Doctor, and I am going to 
uncover your political past until it haunts you by day and dis- 
turbs your slumbers by night. You say you stand by all these 
Republican measures of discriminating. 

Mr. CROWTHER. I stand by the principles of the Dingley 
bill, and a little higher, if necessary. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. But onè day the gentleman was not stand- 
ing by, when I did not have the Recorp. But I have the 
Recorp to-day, and the gentleman has to “stand by.” He 
can not “get from under.” He is a great protectionist. He 
is willing to tax the old farmer 50 per cent above the fair 
price on a pair of shoes. Yet he would only give him a duty 
amounting to about 25 cents on his hide. I mean the entire 
hide—not 25 cents a pound. 

Mr. WURZBACH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Yes, 

Mr. WURZBACH. It is a fact, is it not, the gentleman 
from Texas, Mr, BLANTON, to the contrary notwithstanding, 
that I spoke in favor of a tariff on hides, and that I voted in 
favor of it? 

Mr, HUDSPETH. Oh, yes; I read the gentleman’s speech 
a few days ago in the RECORD. 

Mr. WURZBACH. Has the gentleman the Rxconn there to 
show how the Texas delegation voted on that tariff? 

Mr. HUDSPISTH. Six for a tariff on hides, 

Mr. WURZBACH. How many against? 

Mr. HUDSPETH. The rest of the delegation. 

Mr, WURZBACH. An overwhelming majority of the Texas 
delegation representing that great State of the Union voted 
against a tariff on hides. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I am not eriticizing my colleagues from 
Texas. They have a right to their own views, as I have to 
mine. Why did not the gentleman ask his New England col- 


leagues to come over and sit on this side (the Democratic) 
when he was extending such a cordial invitation to gentle- 


men who believed in a tariff for revenue at that time, and 
that it should be equitably distributed and every industry 
should share, and share alike, to go over and sit there on 
his side? Why did not the gentleman, extend the same invita- 
tion to gentlemen in favor of free hides but a duty on the man- 
ufactured article on his side, to come and sit over here on our 


side? The gentleman voted for a tariff on hides, He is con- 
sistent. My friend from Oregon said it was not profitable in 
the ultimate for the old farmer. 

I met some of you Republicans on the stump last year when 
I was campaigning for the greatest Democrat that we have 
nominated since the days of Old Hickory” Jackson—Joha W. 
Davis. What did you say then? You said: “Oh, do not listen 
to Hudspeth. We are stronger for a tariff on hides than he is. 
We are in the majority and control legislation. We will go 
back to Congress and put a duty on hides and help the cattle- 
men, whose industry is prostrate, and whose business is bank- 
rupt.” 

Haye you introduced a bill to help redeem that promise? 
Not.one. But you carried New Mexico by a pretty fair margin 
for your President by reason of that promise, because you said 
you were in favor of a higher duty on hides, And you carried 
a great many other western States, where the enttlemen cast a 
big vòte. But you have not made a moye to keep faith with 

em. 

President Coolidge is for a duty on hides, in spite of the 
fact that he comes from the heart of New England. But he is 
President of all the people, and I believe sincerely wants to 
help the cattleman. 

Mr. FREE. I desire to call the attention of the gentleman 
5 fact that the California delegation has introduced such 
a F 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I am glad to know that. How far has it 
gone, I would like to ask the gentleman? You know it will 
never be even considered by the Ways and Means Committee 
at this session, don’t you? 

Mr. FREE. Introduced last week. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Yes; but how far has it gone or will it go? 
I know that the able chairman of the great Ways and Means 
Committee, my friend, Mr. GREEN, is recorded here as voting 
against a duty on hides: How far do you expect to get with 
your bill? Any Member can introduce a bill, 

Now, gentlemen, I am backing up the Democracy of my 
State. The Democracy of Texas has never declared in any of 
— platforms for free raw materials, if my memory serves me 
right. 

Mr. FREE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUDSPETH. We are consistent when we say this 
duty should be equitably distributed, and that every industry 
should share, and share equally, in its benefits, It means it 
will help the farmer and the livestock grower. You should 
not pay too great heed to my friend from Oregon [Mr. Haw- 
LEY], when he says it will increase the price of shoes to the 
consumer. Go and read the hearings before the Committee on 
Ways and Means when the present Fordney-McCumber bill 
was being considered, and you will find there that one of the 
biggest Boston shoe manufacturers. said that if you place a 
15 per cent ad valorem duty on hides it would not be reflected 
in the price of shoes, said it could not be charged up to the 
consumer. That is what he said. That is in the record. Go 
and look at it, you gentlemen who claim that it will add to 
the cost of shoes to the consumer. Has taking the duty off 
hides reduced the price of boots and shoes? No! You well 
know ever since the tariff was taken off under the Payne- 
Aldrich tariff that shoes have been higher than they have been 
in the history of this country. You know it has not lowered 
the price to the consumer. 

Mr. FRED. Does the gentleman belleve that a Democratic 
tariff for revenue only would be high enough to help the 
farmer in a tariff on hides? 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I do. I say to you that for 60 long 
years my party stood for that doctrine, and we remained in 
power as long as we declared for that policy. In 1842, the 
Whigs, from whom you sprang, passed u tariff act, with the 
thread of free raw material running through it, and the Dem- 
ocrats in the succeeding election elected the greatest Demo- 
eratic majority in Congress that ever sat in this Capitol before 
the Civil War. 

Mr. MORGAN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I have only a short time. Will not the 
gentleman excuse me? If I had time I would be glad to yield 
to every gentleman on this floor, and especially Republicans 
who voted for free hides, 

Mr. MORGAN. The gentleman said that a duty on hides, as 
stated- py a manufacturer, would not be reflected on the finished 
product 
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Mr. HUDSPETH. That is what he said. Go and read the 
hearings. 

Mr. MORGAN. Do I understand the gentleman to accept 
that as a general principle? 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I accept full value for all the gentleman 
said, and in the face of what has transpired since the duty on 
hides was removed, And the gentleman knows since the tariff 
was taken off hides under the Payne-Aldrich Act, we have paid 
the highest prices for boots and shoes in the history of this 
country. 

I can not yield longer because I want to discuss this tariff 
question at length, but if the gentleman will contradict my 
statement, I will yield. If the gentleman will rise and state 
that since the tariff was taken off hides under that act boots 
and shoes, and, in fact, all kinds of leather goods, have not 
been higher than ever before, I will agree to yield to the gentle- 
man. 

Mr. MORGAN. I agree with you. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. All right; sit down then; do not. bother 
me any more. Do not take up my time if you agree with me. 
(Laughter.] 

Now, gentlemen, what did they do under the Fordney-McCum- 
her Act in regard to the tariff on leather? They took the 
tariff off hides. They said: We will reduce the price on shoes 
that go to the consumer, but on harness and saddles that the 
farmer uses we will place a duty of 35 per cent ad valorem., 
That is under the Fordney-McCumber Act. On thermos-bottle 
covers, used by both men and women, 50 per cent ad valorem. 
Those are made from hides and skins, On leather belts. and 
bags they charge 50 per cent ad valorem, but on hides it is all 
free. On belts, card cases, pocketbooks, jewel boxes, and on 
the moccasins that the old Mexican peons and the poor In- 
dians wear upon their feet, 50 per cent ad valorem. 

But the old farmer and stock raiser gets not one cent to 
prevent his coming in competition with the pauper labor of 
South America and other foreign countries. We pay our cow- 
boys a decent wage. They do not. 

The following table, furnished by the Department of Com- 
merce, shows the steady Increase in the importation of hides 
after the duty was removed therefrom in 1907, which shows 
a marked increase from that time: 


Number of hides imported 


4, 833, 685 
8, 736, 297 


Democrat, if I have his position correct, is in favor of free 
hides. He made the statement the other day that we had 
foolish teadership here on this side—or probably I might say 
bad leadership—and that it was equally as foolish, or bad 
probably he used the latter term—in the last national cam- 
paign. 

Now, of course, it is not necessary, gentlemen, for me to de- 
fend the leadership, the statesmanship, and the democracy of 
my colleague from Texas [Mr. Garner], who believes a duty 
should be placed on hides. For the Recoxp shows that he voted 
for a 15 per cent ad valorem duty on hides in 1921. And he 
believes in a tariff for revenue. He has served his district 
well and faithfully over a long period of years, probably 
longer than has the distinguished gentleman from Illinois his 
district. 

And as to the statement that our leadership was exceedingly 
bad in the last national campaign, let me ask you and the 
gentleman if it were foolish to follow a man whom the great 
democracy of this Nation had chosen as its standard bearer, 
a Democrat without spot or blemish upon his democracy, a 
lawyer who that great Chief Justice of the Supreme Court, 
Judge White, now deceased, stated was the ablest lawyer who 
ever appeared before that tribunal; who represented this Gov- 
ernment as Solicitor General and who tried more cases in five 
years than probably any other Solicitor General has tried in 
a period of 20 years; who represented this Government in the 
Harvester Trust case, in the Pipe Line case, in the Anthracite 
Coal case, and in the Midwest Oil case, the successful out- 
come of which permitted the President to withdraw thousands 
of acres of public lands, containing valuable mineral and oil 
deposits; in the Steel Trust case; a man who was twice ten- 
dered by the President of the United States an appointment 
on the Supreme Bench; a man who was honored by the Presi- 
dent of the United States by appointment as ambassador to 
Great Britain, and although defeated as our standard bearer 
emerged from the contest without spot or blemish upon his 
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record. I refer to that greatest of living Democrats, the Hon. 
John W. Davis, of West Virginia. [Applause.] 

I do not think it was bad leadership to follow in the wake of 
a man who said, “I stand for a competitive tariff.” Now, 
gentlemen, as I understand a competitive tariff, it is a tariff 
that enables the industries of this country to come in competi- 
tion with the pauper labor of foreign countries. In other words, 
it is a tariff for revenue equitably levied for the benefit of 
every industry of this country, and one that does not discrimi- 
nate against any. That is what my party and I have always 
contended. That is the policy we have always advocated—a 
tariff for revenue only. 

Now, under the Fordney-McCumber Act, passed by a Tepub- 
lican House that had 176 majority, belts, gloves, and so forth, 
were taxed as high as 50 per cent ad valorem. Catgut was 
taxed 30 per cent. I do not know whether any of you gentle- 
men have ever stood on the old puncheon floor. Perhaps some 
of you have, and you may have noticed a gentleman perched on 
a goods box in the corner, who sang out: “Gentlemen, salute 
your partners, lady on the left,” to the stirring strains of 
Yankee Doodle, Turkey in the Straw, Arkansas Trav- 
eler, or Hell Broke Loose in Georgia [laughter]; and on 
the strings of the fiddle across which he pulled that bow, that 
made the best music that ever thrilled the soul of mortal man 
or woman, he had to pay a duty of 30 per cent ad valorem. 
Yes; he had to pay a duty of 30 per cent on the catgut strings. 
But the old farmer who produced the hides that went into the 
shoes that knocked the dust from that puncheon floor, not 
one cent of duty did he get. [Laughter.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield to my colleague five 
minutes more, * 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas is recognized 
for five minutes more. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. You gentlemen on the Republican side are 
responsible for the legislation here, and you won the North- 
western States by misleading the farmer and passing a law, 
the Esch-Cummins bill, under which to-day he is driving his 
cattle through the country, instead of shipping them by rail. 
Here are two clippings that I want to insert as a part of my re- 
marks, where it is shown that some stockmen drove their cattle 
125 miles in order to cut out the railway transportation cost. 
They said it cost $7.30 a head to ship their cattle, and they 
sayed $1,000 by driving the cattle rather than shipping them. 


T STOCKMAN DRIVES CATTLE 125 MILES TO CUT RAIL COST 


Kansas City, Mo., January 31.—Cowboys driving cattle herds across 
Kansas are not yet of the past, according to Parl Barker of Fowler, 
Kans., a witness on behalf of livestock men, plaintiffs in their plea 
before an Interstate Commerce Commission examiner here for a 
reduction of 50 per cent in freight rates of Uvestock west of the 
Mississippi River. Barker owns 12,000 acres of cattle land in Meade 
and Clark Counties. 

He said that he drove a herd of 700 cattle across the prairies from 
Higgins, Tex., to Fowler last spring to escape what he termed 
exorbitant freight rates. 

What's the distance?“ asked J. H. Mercer, Kansas livestock com- 
missioner. 

“ About 125 miles,” answered Barker. 

“Do you figure you saved money by not shipping them by rail?” 
Mercer asked. 

“TI figure I saved $1,000 at least,“ replied Barker. 

Barker said that he has paid as much as $7.35 a head for trans- 
porting cattle from ranges to his grazing lands, thence to his feed 
lots and finally to market. He is in the cattle business to-day, he 
said, merely because he had been able, in better days, to amass enough 
reserve to keep him going. 

Arnold Berns, Peabody, Kans., who owns 16,000 acres and leases 
15,000 more out in the “short grass” country of western Kansas, 
said that cattlemen in that region hold onto their business in the 
eternal hope that a break for better prices would come.” 

CATTLEMEN ASK FREIGHT SLASH—INTERSTATE COMMERCE EXAMINER IS 
TOLD 50 PER CENT CUT IS NEEDED 


Kansas Crry, February 1.—A 50 per cent decrease in livestock freight 
rates would aid cattlemen materially in their fight against adverse con- 
ditions, witnesses testified before an Interstate Commerce Commission 
examiner here on a plea for such a reduction. 

Tes, said E. E. Frizzell, of Larned, Kans., a State senator and life- 
time cattleman; “I believe a freight decrease would help. It wouldn't 
solve a bad puzzle, but a 50 per cent reduction, say, would help consid- 
erably.” 

Mr. Frizzell said that he had quit raising calves on his 21,000-acre 
ranch, 
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„The sale prices did not pay expenses,” he said, “To use my equip- 
ment, then, I went to grass-fattening steers bought in the Texas Pan- 
handle. I've lost money on them. 

“ Two-thirds of the cattle operators in my community have quit busi- 
ness. They ran out of reserve capital, which I am using to defray 
losses,” 


You said you would lower the freight rates. Have you done 
that? What steps have you taken, I will ask the gentlemen 
on this side [the Republican]? What steps have you taken to 
reduce freight rates, as well as increase the tariff on hides? 
These men have to drive their cattle over the trail. And if 
any of you gentlemen here desire to know anything about the 
hardships of the trail and of frontier life on the range and in 
the cow camp, just go down to the Columbia Theater and see 
that excellent picture, North of 36,” where they drive that 
herd, in the sixties, from southern Texas to Abilene, Kans. 
You may gather from that picture that the men engaged in the 
cattle business are not traveling on a bed of roses, by any 
means. 

Yet when you took the duty off hides you had no concern 
for that old cowman. It was the hothouse plant in New 
England you desired to protect. 

As a matter of revenue, when a duty of 15 per cent ad valorem 
was placed on hides under the Dingley Act, we collected 
$30,000,000 in revenue, I will say to my friends from New 
England, but under the duty on shoes we collected only 
$2,000,000. Yet, after n duty was placed on hides, the export 
trade was increased from $160,000 on boots and shoes, where 
the manufacturers of this country can make them cheaper than 
anywhere else in the world, to $11,000,000, so that it did not 
hamper the exporter in the least. 

Mr. WURZBACH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Yes. e 

Mr. WURZBACH. I notice there were only 26 out of 173 
Democrats that voted for the tariff on hides, or about 15 per 
cent. Do you not think that is a very small proportion of 
Democrats who voted for a tariff on hides, and do you not 
think your lecture ought to be directed principally to the Demo- 
cratic side of the House? 

Mr. HUDSPETH. How about 30 Republicans from the New 
England States who voted for free hides? And 36 more Repub- 
licans from New York and New Jersey, and about 20 from 
Pennsylvania, where the big manufacturer has his situs? 
[Laughter.] But my friend from Texas on the other side has 
his sights a little high; there were only 119 Democrats in the 
House at that time. = 

Mr. WURZBACH. I think these Republicans ought to be 
talked to; but the greater portion are on your side. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I am talking to Democrats also; but your 
party claims to be composed entirely of high priests of protec- 
tion. Now, we believe in a tariff for revenue only, but we 
believe that that tariff should be levied equitably and all 
should share and share alike. In our State platform in Texas 
in 1896 we declared as follows: 


We favor a tariff for revenue only, but in a sufficient amount, supple- 
mented by other taxation, to meet the expenses required, so as to 
render it unnecessary to increase the public debt in any manner or 
form whatever. And we believe that the present tariff law, which lets 
into this country raw material free of duty and levies heavy duties on 
manufactured products, thus subjecting our agricultural and pastoral 
@asses to competition with the world, while it enables the rich manu- 
facturers, by means of combinations and trusts, to extort their own 
prices for their products from the people, violates the Federal Consti- 
tution, as well as the principles of the Democratic Party; that tariff 
duty should be leyled and collected for the purpose of revenue only. 


And the following is a plank from the national Democratic 
platform of 1896: 

We hold that tariff duties should be levied for the purpose of revenue, 
such duties to be so adjusted as to operate equally throughout the 
country and not discriminate between class or section, and that taxa- 
tion should be limited by the needs of the Government, honestly and 
economically administered. 


The first thing to be observed in construing this platform— 
the national Democratic—is that it omits the declaration in 
favor of free raw material contained in the platform of 1892 
and substitutes a demand that all tariff duties shall be so ad- 
justed as to operate equally throughout the country without 
‘discriminating between any class or section. 

That has always been the contention of the Democracy of 
‘my State, I will say to you, gentlemen, and I want to say now 
that that platform was prepared by that great Democrat, John 
H. Reagan, assisted by the great commoner, Governor Hogg, 


the first native Texan who eyer occupied the office of governor, 
and approved by ex-Governor Culberson. 

Now, my friends, let me say this to you: That those two 
great men, Judge Reagan and Governor Hogg, had some ene- 
mies in their lifetime. Party strife and party rancor ran rife 
while they lived. But all criticism and enmity was silenced at 
their graves. [Applause.] They were the men who insisted 
there should be a duty on raw materials as well as a duty on 
manufactured articles. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has again expired. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman five 
more minutes. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Is it not a fact that at the time we had a 
tariff on hides and collected $30,000,000 in revenue from it 
W. L. Douglas sold his famous shoes for $2.50 a pair? 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Yes; he sold them cheaper by far than 
they are being sold to-day under free hides and since the Re- 
publican Party took the duty off hides. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Yes. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Would the gentieman mind putting 
in his remarks the statement he has received from the Agri- 
cultural Department showing that in 1920 the price of cattle 
was, in round figures, $43 a head—which was when the Re- 
publican Party went into power—and that in 1925, the price, in 
round figures, was only about $21 a head? 

Mr. HUDSPETH. And let me say to the gentleman that at 
the present time they will hardly bring the freight when 
shipped to market, and every cowman knows it. They are 
lying prostrate out there to-day, financially speaking, men who 
have been my friends in every political and financial undertak- 
ing; they are out there where they rear their children close 
to the heart of nature; where they build schoolhouses for the 
education of the young; where they build churches so that 
they can worship their Creator; and where they have ceme- 
teries in which lie the ashes of their dead. Those are the men 
for whom I am talking, and those are the men who have been 
discriminated against by the provisions of the Fordney-McCum- 
ber Tariff Act. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Will the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I can not yield further, because my time 
is going. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. But would the gentleman mind 
putting those statistics in the RECORD? 

Mr. HUDSPETH. The following table furnished by the 
Agricultural Department shows the decrease in number and 
also the decrease in price of cattle (this does not include milk 
cows) the years 1920 to 1925, inclusive. The decrease in price 
is naturally responsible for the decrease in number: 


Mr. WURZBACH. Will the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I will yield to my friend because he 
will see the light some day and he will come over on this side. 
He was reared right but he strayed into forbidden paths after 
he had grown up. 

Mr. WURZBACH. I think I have seen the light and I 
think I can say with a great deal more propriety that the 
gentleman from Texas is going in my direction rather than 
that I am going in his. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I will say to my friend I have gone in 
the direction that my party went for 58 years, when your party 
had to peep in at the back door of the White House. From 
Jefferson and Jackson and on down I have traveled with my 
party. [Applause.] Andrew Jackson, I think the greatest 
Democrat the world ever produced, threatened to veto a tariff 
bill because it did not contain a duty on raw materials, and 
I have traveled according to his precepts. 

Mr. WURZBACH. Will the gentleman yield further? 


Mr. HUDSPETH. Yes. 
Mr. WURZBACH. During the time that the greatest part 
of our revenue was produced through the customhouses I 
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could understand the term “tariff for revenue only,” but at 
this time when our expenditures run from $4,000,000,000 to 
$5,000,000,000 a year and when we are receiving the greatest 
part of our revenue by way of income tax, I wish the gentle- 
man would explain exattly what is meant in a tariff law by 
the term “ tariff for revenue only.” 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I will answer the gentleman by repeat- 
ing the statement made by Mr. Fordney, a staunch Republican, 
when he stood here and advocated his bill. He said it was 
necessary to collect through the customhouses $500,000,000 
annually to properly run this Government. This is what he 
stated. I answer the gentleman by quoting the statement made 
by the gentleman who fathered the Fordney-McCumber Act. 

Mr. TINCHER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Yes. 

Mr. TINCHER. Does the gentleman agree with his col- 
2 from Texas [Mr. Garnes] in favoring a competitive 
tariff? : 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I am in favor of a tariff for revenue. 

Mr. TINCHER, The gentleman knows what a competitive 
tariff is? 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Well, I just stated what my conception of 
a competitive tariff is—one under which the industries of this 
eountry may compete with pauper labor of foreign countries 
and not be forced out of business. That is my conception of a 
competitive tariff. But it is not a high protective tariff such as 
the Republicans advocate. 

Mr. TINCHER. Is there any difference between a competi- 
tive tariff and a tariff for revenue? 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I do not see the difference. I want to 
state to the gentleman, and I want to say this in conclusion, 
that I am one who never scratched the Democratic ticket in all 
his life. When the Populists and the Republicans fused for 
governor—and they will fuse with anybody in Texas—and 
brought out the Hon. Jerome Kirby, Governor Culberson's elec- 
tion was in doubt until they heard from the Rio Grande, She 
was a little slow about coming in, but when she came in she 
came solidly Democratic and elected Governor Culberson by a 
good majority. 

Oh, gentlemen, I am for a tariff for revenue, and I do not 
want the farmers and cattlemen discriminated against. You 
can find all kinds of theoretical zealots who will contend for 
impossible doctrines and madly attempt to control human 
nature and force it to bend its energies to the caprice of their 
wills, but I know by experience how futile in government and 
business is mere theory, and how strong and valuable is common 
sense. 

I believe in that which has stood the strain and test of long 
experience and which has blessed us with its beneficence. Nor 
can I be expected to yield it for something impossible, impracti- 
cal, and which comes recommended to us by those across the 
sea and in other countries whose interest it is to seek our ruin 
industrially and agriculturally, that upon said ruin they may 
bulld up their own trade, their own manufactures, and their 
own ‘prosperity. Discrimination in any tariff bill against the 
producers of this country I will not subscribe to, but shall 
always strenuously oppose, no matter from what direction it 
may come. [Applause.] 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from New Tork [Mr. CROWTHER]. 

Mr. CROWTHER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
committee, it is not often that I burden the House with an 
attempt to make a speech of any kind, but I am led to do 
so this morning because of the statements made by my friend 
from Texas [Mr. HupsrerH], coupled with the fact that this 
morning I was permitted to regale myself with an extension 
of remarks by the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. HULL], as 
found in the Recorp, In those remarks I found statements 
made by the gentleman from Tennessee which astonished me. 
By reading of those remarks you will be led to believe that the 
Democratic Party left as a heritage to the Republican Party in 
1921 all the money that was necessary to accomplish what. has 
been accomplished in the line of reduction of expenses and 
economy. As a matter of fact, we inherited a debt of about 
$24,000,000,000, hundreds of new governmental activities with 
thousands of so-called deserving Democrats on the pay roll, a 
long period of industrial and agricultural depression, and 
5,000,000 men and women tramping the streets in search of em- 
ployment, 

Mr. Hours charges the President with willfully broadcasting 
false statements and propaganda to the people of the country. 
In the very beginning and at three other places in his speech 
he makes the statement, which I think he ought to qualify, 
as leader of the Democratic Party, for he is, I believe, the 
chairman of the National Democratic Committee, and for a few 


moments he wielded the gavel at that great disaster in Madi- 
son Square Garden, New York, during July of last year. At 
three different places, in speaking of the system of high tariff 
taxation, he says: 

They found that antiquated, extortionate, inequitable, and class 
system of tariff taxation, a system which had been dictated by its 
own beneficiaries. 


In several other places he refers to the fact that the tariff is 
named by its own beneficiaries, and says: 


If the American people would accurately appraise and understand 
the real attitude of the two political parties— 


And so forth, and then goes on to say—and this brings him and 
the Democratic members of the committee within the purview 
of this statement— 


that in recent years tariff beneficiaries have been accustomed to give 
large campaign contributions and in return haye been permitted to 
send thelr lobbyists to Washington and to write their own high and 
exorbitant rates, 


I do-not know what his definition of recent is, but if it is 
not confined by too many limitations it might be within the 
period during which the Democrats wrote the Underwood bill, 
and perforce he indicts himself and his Democratic colleagues 
on the Ways and Means Committee. The attitude of you 
men seems strange. I presume it is on account of your en- 
vironment. It is due to the fact that you allow your judg- 
ment to be warped by your prejudice, that you can not see 
the light, and you are always talking free trade as you did 
in the 1918 campaign. — 

My opponent said to the people in my district, He is an 
old-fashioned Republican. We Democrats, throngh our Presi- 
dent Wilson, have taken the tariff out of politles and we have 
established a tariff commission to handle that question.” He 
did not tell the people that the Tariff Commission is a fact- 
finding body; that they have no power to recommend; that 
there would still be a Ways and Means Committee, and that 
there would still be tariff bills and consequent protection to 
American industries. 

Under Democratic administrations what have you people 
given to the country in the way of a tariff bill? What have 
you given us? There is no mention in Mr. Hutt’s speech of the 
bread lines and soup houses from the days of Cleveland to the 
Underwood bill which occurred all during your administra- 
tion. During those periods by nonemployment and partial day 
service in the factories you reduced continually the purchasing 
power of the American men and women in this country who 
toil. That is what you have given us as a result of your 
free-trade policies. 

Even your candidate for President in a closing 15-minute 
speech the night before the election, commiserated with the 
poor American woman housewife who stood there surrounded 
by the tax on aluminum and the tax on knives and forks, 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CROWTHER. I only have five minutes. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I yielded to the gentlemen. 

Mr. CROWTHER. I want to say that under the Republican 
administration and under every tariff bill that has been 
written the American housewife has known something of the 
purchasing value of her dollar, and she remembers the day 
when she had to try to make $1—under a Democratic admin- 
istration, and free-trade policy—do the work of the $2 that 
she should have had, You know you can not fool the American 
women very much, You Democrats tried to do that last year 
with your ridiculous deductions of the tariff question. You 
tried to fool the farmers, and you had about the same success 
as when you tried to have him accept the free-silver doctrine 
of your great convention disturber, Mr. Bryan. You can not 
fool our up-to-date American women, because Democratic free 
trade means an empty pay envelope, and that means that she 
and her children will be deprived of many of the necessities 
and luxuries that here in America we intend they shall have. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Will the gentleman yield for a short 
question? 

Mr. CROWTHER. Yes. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Your President says he is in favor of a 
tariff on hides, and he comes from the heart of New England. 
Why do you not enact it? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
York has expired. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman two 
minutes more. 

Mr. CROWTHER. I want just two minutes in order to 
answer that. I want to make my position clear on the hide 
question, Nobody doubts my attitude on the tariff question. 
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Mr. HUDSPETH. Not since we have heard the gentleman's 
statement. 

Mr. CROWTHER. When that amendment was up and was 
voted on in the House, I will say to my friend from Texas, 
I supported it, presuming there would be a compensatory 
tariff on the manufactured product, boots and shoes and 
kindred articles. Let me say that shoe leather is now on 
the free list, and many things are made out of it besides shoes. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CROWTHER. Let me first finish this statement. That 
amendment, either willfully or by inadvertence or in some other 
way, neglected to carry the language that had always been 
carried. You lawyers always say “inadvertently” because you 
never admit an error, but there was an error somewhere, and 
in the same bill there was a duty on wool, which was enacted 
at that time, and that made the people in my territory who 
imported sheep and lamb skins pay two duties, because they 
left out the language “of the bovine species,” and they would 
not put it back in again. Therefore my people would have to 
pay a duty on the pulled wool from the skin and they would 
have to pay a duty on lambskins and sheepskins which would 
have entered the customhouse as hides the way the amendment 
was written, and under those circumstances I voted against it. 
When you are willing to put a duty on hides and make it of 
the bovine species only, which is the language that has always 
been carried, and give a compensatory duty on boots and shoes, 
I will vote with you for a duty on hides just as high as you 
want it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
York has again expired. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman half o 
minute in order that he may answer a question. The gentleman 
talks about the Democrats fooling women; I want to ask the 
gentleman if it is not a fact that practically all of the Republi- 
cans are married men? 

Mr. CROWTHER. That may be perfectly true, but I want 
to say to my friend that there are some women that marry a 
man to reform him, once, but they never marry a second hus- 
band with that same idea in view. They have helped the 
gentleman’s party once, I remember, when your leader Wood- 
row Wilson promised to “keep us out of war.” It will be 
many years before the women of this country can with any 
degree of confidence believe the promises of the Democratic 
Party and its leaders. 

If the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. HULL] knows who these 
people are that he claims come to Washington and either in 
person or through lobbyists write their own rates in our tariff 
bills, he should either publish their names or forever hold his 
peace on that particular subject. He belittles the committee of 
which he is a member when he makes such a statement, I 
wish that his speech might be in book form, so that in case the 
library should be short of copies of the tales of Baron Mun- 
chausen the extension of the gentleman from Tennessee might 
be substituted. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. WE- 
FALD] wants two minutes, and can not the gentleman from 
Maryland yield him that time? He is on his side. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I yield to the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. Weratp] two minutes, 

Mr. WEFALD. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I rise not to 
take any part in the tariff discussion, but I was very much im- 
pressed by the speech of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Hvupsrern]. When I first became a candidate for Congress I 
met a farmer at one of my meetings and he wanted to know if 
I knew anything about the tariff law that you gentlemen passed 
here. I told him I did not. He said, “When you get down 
there ask them why they voted for a tariff on pump washers 
and took away the tariff on hides.” That is a question I want 
to ask now, why did you do it? When the gentleman from 
Texas prints his speech for consumption at home I want him 
to print the little story that I am going to tell. It illustrates 
how a tariff on all kinds of leather goods and no tariff on hides 
affects the farmers. When the tariff was taken off of hides, 
and hides went down in price, a farmer went to town one day 
with a great big cowhide and sold it and received the magnifi- 
cent sum of 85 cents, He said after he sold the hide he went 
down to the hardware store to buy two washers for his pump 
and he had to pay a dollar for them. He said, “ What a fool 
I was. If I had known anything about the tariff law I could 
have cut the ears off the hide before I sold it and used them 
for pump washers and sayed the dollar and the price of the 
hide.” [Laughter.] 


When the gentleman spoke of the tariff on catgut fiddle 
strings, I remind him of the fact that in Congress tariff laws 
are made by the men that do not pay the fiddler. I expect 


little benefit to come to the farmer in the passage of a new 
tariff law; there are no other interests that he can pool his 
interests with in order to get anything he wants into the Dill, 
and his friends in Congress always disagree as to what the 
farmer needs in the way of tariff protection; the discussion 
here to-day has disclosed that. He has a few friends on both 
sides of the aisle here and not enough on either side to become 
a real factor here. I imagine if I am here when another tariff 
law is passed I am going to see party lines absolutely fade 
away. [Applause.] 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. CONNALLY]. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, we are consider- 
ing a bill entitled the milk bill. I think it is extremely fitting 
that while we are deliberating on such a subject a debate on 
the protective tariff should have been provoked, because the 
high Republican protective tariff has been engaged in milking 
the American people ever since it was first enacted. I want to 
rise and defend my colleague the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Hupspretu] against the castigation of the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. CROWTHER]. The gentleman from Texas charges the 
gentleman from New York with not haying voted for a tarif 
on hides. 

Mr. LOWREY. I want to say, in defense of the gentleman 
from New York, that he is candid enough to speak of the Demo- 
cratic failure in New York as a disaster. I thought he ought to 
be given that credit; he was speaking from the standpoint of 
the interest of the people. [Laughter.] 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. The gentleman from Texas 
charged the gentleman from New York with not haying voted 
for a tariff on hides, while he voted for a tariff on articles 
manufactured from hides. That was of course a consistent 
charge. If the gentleman from New York really believed in a 
protective tariff, if he believed in the broad, philosophical 
doctrine that a protective tariff is beneficial to all the commerce 
and all industry of all the people of the United States and not 
to a little, favored, preferred, and selected group of interests in 
the United States that is comprehended within the congres- 
sional district of the gentleman from New York, then that was 
a pertinent question and a pertinent charge by my colleague. I 
believe that my colleague believes in the tariff policy that 
covers the whole country, but the trouble is that when he makes 
such a charge about the gentleman from New York that kind of 
philosophical question does not reach his political conscience. 
He admits it on the floor. Why, he said: 


Yes; I believe in a protective tariff on hides, provided that when you 
protect hides 15 cents worth you then put a compensatory duty on 
shoes, not at 15 cents, but many, many times 15 cents. 


Mr. HUDSPETH. Fifty per cent on the value. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. On a basis of 50 per cent on the 
value. At the time the hides amendment was pending an 
ordinary cowhide was selling for $1.20, 

Mr. HUDSPETH. And in many instances you could not get 
a sale. > 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. A cowhide was selling for $1.20, 
and a 15 per cent duty on it would have raised the tariff on one 
hide of one cow 18 cents. It was shown in the hearings and 
elsewhere that one cowhide would make several pairs of shoes. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Oh, the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. 
Hawley] admitted that it would make 12 pairs of shoes, and 
he voted to take the tariff off of hides. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Well, we will call it 10 pairs. 
I do not want to accept the statement of the gentleman from 
Oregon, but I will discount it and say 10 pairs—10 pairs of 
shoes large enough to house the feet of the gentleman from 
West Virginia: Ten pairs of shoes. Now, let us suppose these 
shoes cost $4 a pair. I am talking about a conservatively low 
price on the shoes worn by the average of the American people 
wearing $4 shoes. If you are going to estimate the cost of shoes 
like the gentleman from West Virginia wears, it would prob- 
ably be $16 or $20, because we know that the gentleman from 
West Virginia wears the very best. 

Mr. ROSENBLOOM. The same hide would make four 
pairs of shoes for the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. I am selecting the gentleman 
from West Virginia because it is well known that he stands 
in this House as the modern reproduction of that famous 
English character, Beau Brummel. [Laughter.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr. BLANTON. I yield the gentleman five minutes more. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Ten pairs of shoes—not at an 
aristocratic price, but at a plebeian price of $4 per pair would 
amount to $40. If you levy only 10 per cent on $40 worth of 
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Shoes, the tariff would be $4, but if you wanted to levy 50 per 
cent, as the gentleman from New York [Mr. CrowTHER] wants 
to do, according to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. HUDSPETH], 
you would levy $20 protective tariff on those 10 pairs of 
shoes that came out of one hide, and the farmer would get 18 
cents protective tariff out of his part of the transaction. The 
constituents of the great broad-minded gentleman from New 
York who manufactures shoes would get $20 protective tariff 
in order to compensate them for the insignificant little 18 
cents that the farmer would get. 

My friend from Texas [Mr. Wtrzeacn] twits some of us 
Texans on the Democratic side for not voting for a tariff on 
hides, The majority of us did not vote for a tariff on hides. 
Why? It would have been to our immediate but temporary 
political advantage perhaps to have tried to further this 
fraudulent relief to our people, but we knew of the trap that 
the Republican side had set for us, ami that the moment we 
voted for a tariff on hides there would come from the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means a compensatory duty, not for the 
purpose of compensating, but for the purpose of taking out 
of the other pocket of the farmer many times as much as the 
few coppers he might receive in one pocket from the duty on 
hides. We voted that way because we sensed the fact that 
this whole protective tariff theory is one of cold blooded selfish- 
ness—founded upon the rule that might makes right—to take 
from one citizen and give to another. We knew the gentle- 
man from New York was not going to vote for a duty on hides, 
because we know he did not believe in the protective principle 
for all people, but only for the glove manufacturers who reside 
in his district and for the other protected interests that reside 
fin his own district. And so he told the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Hupsreru], “ Why, yes; the trouble about hides 
was that you did not limit it to cow hides, and I have got 
some manufacturers in my district who use some other kind 
of skins.” If it is right to tax cow hides with a protective 
tariff, why is it not right to tax all kinds of hides? 

Mr. HUDSPETH. And they use the farmer's skin up there 
also. 

Mr. WURZBACH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. WURZBACH. I am wondering whether I am mistaken 
in the belief that my friend from Texas has declared himself 
on the floor of this House as being opposed to all sorts of the 
tariff, and that he is a free trader. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. I shall be glad to frankly tell 
the gentleman how I stand. 

Mr. WURZBACH. I think that would be a consistent policy. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. My friend, Mr. Wurzspacu, may 
be in favor of all kinds of protective tariffs that may be enacted 
by the Republicans. In abstract theory I am a free trader. 
However, in practice it is perhaps impracticable, since other 
countries have tariffs, and that policy has never been adopted 
by either one of the political parties in this country. My own 
party has never adopted it, and I stand with my party. If 
I were in power in this House, if I levied a tariff—and I would, 
because a revenue or competitive tariff is advocated by the 
party to which I belong—I would levy a tariff not on a few 
articles, not on some articles, but I would levy a reyenue tariff 
on practically every article that comes through the customs, 
whether it be a raw article or a manufactured article. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has again expired. > 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Will not the gentleman yield 
me two minutes more? 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, this is District day, and I 
think we ought to get on with District business. We can fight 
out the question of the tariff at some other time. However, I 
yield the gentleman two more minutes, though I think we 
ought to go ahead with District business from now on. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. I thank the gentleman. I would 
levy that duty on practically all things that come through the 
customhouse for the purpose of raising revenue, and the 
reason I would leyy it on all things that come through the 
customhouse is because I would desire each article and each 
product to bear its proper relative burden, and when I did that 
I would destroy the inequities and inequalities of the Repub- 
lican tariff protective system, which is not based on that kind 
of theory, but which is based upon the theory that by taxing 
part of the people who receive no benefit from the tariff they 
are thereby enabled to enrich a few people represented by the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. CROWTHER] and other special 
interests in this country similarly represented. 

Mr. WURZBACH. I want to know how much revenue the 
gentleman would derive under his system? 
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Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. I can not, of course, answer 
that question without estimates as to volume of trade and 


rates of duty. 
We raised $390,000,000 under the Under- 


Mr. HUDSPETH. 
wood bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has again expired. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield fiye minutes to the 
gentieman from Kansas [Mr. TINCHER]. 

Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Chairman, I take the floor here in the 
interest of harmony. I do not think we ought to have any 
bad feelings over this tariff question. I take the floor par- 
ticularly to call attention to the harmony that we have in the 
State of Texas. As I understand my friend, Mr. Hupsretra, 
he is not only for a tariff but he had the nerve to say that 
he was for a tariff from the same platform where Mr. McAdoo 
denounced the tariff in his home State after the passage of the 
Underwood tariff law. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. And the gentleman might add also that in 
my congressional district Senator Unperwoop carried 39 
counties and Mr. McAdoo 1. 

Mr. TINCHER. The last gentleman from Texas [Mr. Con- 
NALLY] who rose to defend his colleague against en attack, as 
he terms it, by the gentleman from New York [Mr. CROWTHER], 
is not as nearly in accord with the gentleman from Texas, 
whom he rose to defend, as is the gentleman from New York. 

He admits he is for free trade. He voted against a tariff on 
hides at the time when provincial New England was hiding 
behind the claim that they wanted a compensatory tariff on 
shoes. It was all bunk, and they know it [applause], because 
they do not import boots and shoes into this country, and when 
a man hunts that excuse for yoting against a protection on 
hides he is simply hunting an excuse to agree with a letter or a 
telegram which he had received that morning from the manu- 
facturer in his home district asking him to vote against it. I 
congratulate the country on the fact that though the present 
leader of the Republican Party, our President, comes from the 
heart of that provincial region he is big enough to stand out 
and recommend to this Congress that we put a tariff on the 
farmers’ products even though it be upon the raw material. 
[Applause.] I think there is some consolation in the fact 
that Massachusetts has at last furnished a President of the 
United States who has the nerve to be a protectionist, Here- 
tofore we have had about as many protectionists from Massa- 
chusetts as we have had from Texas. 7 

I would like to agree with my Texas friends who are in the 
livestock business, the same as I am, but when I get behind 
JOHN GARNER on his competitive tariff—whateyer that is—and 
try to follow CLAUDE [Mr. HupsrrerH] on the revenue tariff, and 
then Mr, CONNALLY of Texas undertakes to define their position 
and winds up in a declaration for free trade, and then I hear 
the president of the great Tariff League of America, Mr. Kirby, 
talk, I wonder if there are any two men in Texas who will 
agree on the tariff. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. There are a number. 

Mr. TINCHER. We do not get many votes from Texas and 
the South for a protective tariff, and we do not get enough 
from New England, although the prospects are brighter. I 
want to repeat here that a man who yotes against a tariff on 
hides, claiming to do so for fear it will raise the price on 
shoes, he is talking to his district [applause], and he is not 
talking from any information he has acquired by a study of 
the subject. Of course, to-day is the first time I ever had an 
understanding that the Underwood tariff law was a great pro- 
tective measure. I did not know that hides were protected 
under it. I knew when we were about to repeal it and enact 
the Fordney-McCumber tariff law that hides were cheaper and 
shoes were higher than they had ever been in the history of the 
country, and I know the fact that the vote to put hides on the 
protective list has not reduced the price of shoes in this 
country. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. If the gentleman understood me to say 
that hides were protected under the Underwood bill, he is in 
error; it was under the Dingley bill. 

Mr. TINCHER. A Republican bill. There never was a 
Democratic tariff law that protected an agricultural product; 
there never was. Since the distinguished gentleman from Texas 
has had a position in the making of tariff bills, I understand he 
has always been able to take care of a little industry—mohair— 
and it has been protected. But that is a personal matter. The 
Democrats haye neyer afforded the agricultural people of this 
country any protection on any article. [Applause.] 

Pig ZIMLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask for a reading of the 
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Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield three minutes to my- 
self. 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland is recog- 


Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman did not ask for any time. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Will not the gentleman from Texas take 
five minutes later? 

Mr. BLANTON. No. I want it now, but will only take 
three minutes, Mr. Chairman, unless interruptions should cause 
me to take more. I still have much of my hour unexhausted. 

Lots of us Texas fellows are together on this tariff question, 
let me say te the gentleman from New York. Why you take 
Mr. Garner, Mr. Hupserers, Mr. Jones, and myself, and possibly 
others that I could name, we voted for the emergency tariff bill 
because we believed that while we are for a tariff for revenue 
only, yet as long as we have to levy $500,000,000 and collect it 
through the customhouse, we just as well colleet some of it 
upon some of the products of the farms and ranches and not 
all of it upon the finished articles of New England. Is not that 
a fair, square proposition? Is Mr. Rainey, of Illinois, willing 
to say that is not a proper Democratie idea? No; he has to 
admit it. He will admit that we have to collect $500,000,000 a 
year through the customhouse. Why not levy part of it on 
farm and ranch products? Why do they want to put it all on 
manufactured articles of New England? I do not. Why is 
not Mr. RAINEY willing to let some of that $500,000,000 go on 
the products of the farms and ranches? These raw products 
of the farms and ranches will collect revenue just the same as 
the finished preducts of New England. Can any Democrat 
gainsay that? 

Mr. CONNERY rose. 

Mr. BLANTON. That is our position; is it not fair? Is 
there anything non-Democratic about that? That is all I want 
to say. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask for a reading of the 
bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That from and after the passage of this act none 
but pure, clean, and wholesome milk, cream, or ice cream conforming 
to the definitions hereinafter specified shall be produced in or shipped 
into the District of Columbia or held or offered for sale therein, and 
then only as hereinafter provided. 


Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. DINTHICUM : On page 1, line 4, after the 
word cream,“ insert the word “ butter.” 


Mr. ZIHLMAN. I wish the gentleman would explain fully 
the purposes of his amendment. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, in the Sixty-first Con- 
gress my attention was brought to the fact that dairy products 
should have an inspection by the United States Government, 
either in cooperation with local government or alone, for the 
protection of the life and property of the people of the United 
States. The resolution was as follows: 

A resolution providing for the appointment of five Members by the 
Speaker to investigate and report to this House 

A. Whether conditions prevailing in dairies and dairy products 
seriously menace the health and property of the citizens of the United 
States. 

B. Whether Federal inspection and supervision, either alone or in 
cooperation with State and municipal inspection and supervision, is 
necessary to the reasonable protection of the health and property of 
the citizens of the United Stntes. 

C. If so, then the best and most economic methods of inaugurating 
and enforcing such investigation and supervision, 


I am mighty happy that even though some years have passed 
we are now enacting a law which conforms to the spirit and 
letter of the resolution which I introduced at the request of 
Mr. John Ferguson and his coworkers in the labor organization 
of Baltimore. I shall support and vote for the bill whole- 
heartedly, but I shall do all in my power to make it cover the 
whole field by also including butter. 

The resolution provided that five men should be appointed 
as a committee by the Speaker of this House, five Members 
of this House, to consider this resolution, to have h 
upon it, and to determine whether or not it should be enacted 
into law. Hearings were held before the Committee on Rules, 
oa = were unable to have the resolution reported or con- 
sidered. 

It was shown at that time that while there were 22,000,000 
milk cows in this country, yet 1 in every 10 was affected with 
tuberculosis. It was shown further that 6,000 children were 
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dying in this country every year from bovine tuberculosis. 
While we were unable to get any action upon this resolution, 
we did, however, get appropriations for the eradication of 
tuberculosis, and in conjunction with the Committee on Agri- 
culture, of which my personal friend from Nebraska, Mr. 
Sloan, was a member, we were able at that time to get $250,000 
appropriated for the eradication of tuberculosis in cattle. 

The following year we got $500,000 appropriated, and it 
might astonish some Members of this House to know that to- 
day the Agricultural appropriation bill contains an item of 
$3,560,000 for the eradication of tuberculosis in cattle. The 
result has been that this bovine tuberculosis has been wonder- 
fully reduced—I think to 3m. per cent of milk cattle—and that 
a far less number of children are dying to-day from bovine 
tuberculosis than in former years. 

It was shown in that hearing that children under 5 years 
of age who died from tuberculosis constituted 26 per cent of 
those who died from tuberculosis contracted from cattle in- 
fected with bovine tuberculosis; that of those between 5 and 
16 years of age 16 per cent died from bovine tuberenlosis, and 
that 15 per cent of all tuberculous cases among children died 
of bovine tuberculosis. 

It was shown cleatly by men familiar with the subject that 
the bacilli can be carried through butter, and why we provide 
that milk and cream and ice cream should be pure, to eliminate 
butter, one of the great essentials, is more than I can under- 
stand. 

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Yes. 

Mr. KELLER. Has the gentleman sufficient knowledge of 
the bill to know whether it includes butter? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Well, if you intend to inelude butter 
further on, it ought to include it in this paragraph, which 
denotes for what purposes the bill is being enacted. 

Mr. KELLER. Does the bill as it is now written contain 
the word“ butter“ ? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. If it said anything concerning butter, it 
should be carried in this paragraph, so as to show that butter 
is also included in the provisions of this bill. 

Mr. KELLER. Suppose we added the word “ pasteurized.” 
How could we enforce the law by putting it in the bill? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. This bill says in its first section— 


That from and after the passage of this act none but pure, clean, 
and wholesome milk, cream, or ice cream conforming to the definitions 
hereinafter specified, shall be produced in or shipped into the District 
of Columbia or held or offered for sale therein, and then only as herein- 
after provided. 


The hereinafter provision, providing inspection from outside 
the District, is lines 2, 3, and 4, on page 2, as follows: 


Provided, That such milk or cream is produced or handled in accord- 
ance with the specifications of an authorized medical milk commission 
or a State board of health. 


The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Mary- 
land has expired. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, may I have three minutes 
additional? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland asks 
unanimous consent to proceed for three minutes additional. Is 
there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Why not say butter also, which is made 
of the raw product, if yon want to protect the people of this 
District from the effects of impure milk products? If you are 
going to Inspect these dairies, it is just as essential for our 
people to have pure butter as pure milk and cream. Sixty per 
cent of the bacilli is carried in the cream, and butter is made 
of this cream. 

Mr. BRAND of Ohio. Mr: Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Yes: 

Mr. BRAND of Ohio. Is the gentleman aware of the fact 
that the butter is not made here from the milk produced in the 
dairies that this bill covers? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. I am. That is one of the troubles. The 
butter is made from milk and cream produced, in many cases, 
far distant from this District. Sometimes the milk is so fer- 
mented that it has been known to blow the top off the can, and 
yet you would inspect and investigate the farms and products 
of our near-by farmers and compel pasteurization; but if the 
butter comes here from far beyond, no matter how made nor 
how impure, it may come in without hesitation. 

Mr. BRAND of Ohio. If we undertake to inspect butter, 
must we not go back to where the butter is produced? 
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Mr. LINTHICUM. No. It is provided that it should come 
under the supervision of the board of health of that State, as 
I nave mentioned aboye, as provided by lines 2, 3, and 4 on 
page 2. 

Mr. BRAND of Ohio. Does not the gentleman realize that 
ice cream is exempted under this law on account of the fact 
that they go off to a distance to get the milk? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Why should it be allowed to come impure 
because from afar? I think the District of Columbia ought 
to be paramount in all things, and that it ought to be para- 
mount in the protection of the health of its people. It ought 
to be an example to all parts of-the country, and nothing 
should be exempted that affects the health of the people of 
this District, whether from near-by or more distant States. 
What is sauce for the goose is sauce for the gander. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Mary- 
land has again expired. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I think if the gen- 
tleman from Maryland [Mr, Linruicum] had worked on this 
bill as some others have done, he would not advance this 
proposition. All the butter that comes into the District moves 
in interstate commerce, and it is directly under the supervision 
of the Department of Agriculture. The Department of Agri- 
culture establishes a standard and directs the tests that are 
to be made, and the Department of Agriculture acts in close 
cooperation with the authorities of the District of Columbia, 
There has not been any suggestion at all that anything can be 
accomplished by dealing with butter in this bill. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Yes. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. I want to say to the gentleman that I 
do not know how hard his committee has worked on this 
proposition, but I know that I worked on it for years before 
the gentleman came here. On page 4 you provide 


Provided, That such milk or cream is produced or handled in accord- 
ance with the specifications of an authorized medical milk commission 
or a State board of health, 


Why should not that be applied to butter? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Simply because there is no neces- 
sity, and the health officer of the District has not detected any 
necessity for that. As a matter of fact there is not any com- 
plaint at all, such as my friend from Maryland suggests, that 
impure butter is coming into the District. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Then that shows the gentleman has not 
read the hearings on these matters. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that all debate on this section and all amendments thereto do 
now close. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Maryland asks 
unanimous consent that all debate on this section and all 
amendments thereto do now close, Is there objection? [After 
a pause.] The Chair hears none. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr. BOX. Mr. Chairman, may we have the amendment 
again reported? 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection the Clerk will again 
report the amendment. 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk again reported the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN, ‘The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Maryland. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. LIN THIcux) there were—ayes T, noes 35. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of no 
quorum. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland makes 
the point of order that no quorum is present. The Chair will 
count. [After counting.] One hundred and one Members are 
present, a quorum. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 2. That no person shall keep or maintain a dairy or dairy 
farm within the District of Columbia, or produce for sale any milk 
or cream therein, or bring or send into said District for sale, any milk, 
cream, or ice cream without a permit so to do from the health 
officer of said District, and then only in accordance with the terms 
of said permit. Said permit shall be for the calendar year only 
in which it is issued and shall be renewable annually on the ist day 
of January of each calendar year thereafter. Application for said 
permit shall be in writing upon a form prescribed by said health 
officer and shall be accompanied by such detailed description of the 
dairy or dairy farm or other place where said milk, cream, or ice 
cream are produced, bandled, stored, manufactured, sold, or offered 
for sale as the said health officer may require, and shall be accom- 


panied by a certificate signed by an official of the health department 
of the District of Columbia, the United States Department of Agri- 
culture, or some veterinarian authorized by the United States De- 
partment of Agriculture or the health department of the District 
of Columbia, detailed for the purpose, certifying that the cattle 
producing such milk or cream are physically sound, and in the case 
of milk or cream held, offered for sale, or sold as such shall in 
addition be accompanied by a certificate signed by one of the officials 
aforesaid certifying the cattle producing such milk or cream have 
reacted negatively to the tuberculin test as prescribed by the Bureau 
of Animal Industry, United States Department of Agriculture, within 
one year previous to the filing of the application: Provided, That a 
permit may be issued to a corporation, partnership, or mutual asso- 
ciation to ship milk and cream under the same conditions as the 
individual shipper: Provided further, That the health officer may 
accept the certification of a State or municipal health officer: And 
provided further, That final action on each application shall, if 
practicable, be token within 30 days after the receipt of such applica- 
tion at the health department. 

With the following committee amendment: 

On page 3, beginning in line 1, strike out all of lines 1, 2, 3, 4, and 
5. and insert in lieu thereof: Provided, That the word ‘person’ in 
this section shall include firms, associations, partnerships, and cor- 
porations, as well as individuals: And provided further.” 


Mr. LAMPERT. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment to 
the committee amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin offers an 
amendment to the committee amendment which the Clerk will 
report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. LAMPERT proposes that the committee amendment, on page 3, 
be amended so as to read as follows: Provided, That the words 
person or persons’ in this act shall be taken and construed to include 
firms, associations, partnerships, and corporations, as well as indi- 
viduals: And provided further.“ 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin by way of a 
substitute for the committee amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question recurs on the committee 
amendment as amended. 

The committee amendment as amended was agreed to. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Maryland offers an 
amendment which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. LixTHicuu: Page 1, line 11, after the 
word “milk,” insert “butter”; on page 2, line 1, after the word 
„ milk,” insert “butter”; on page 2, line 10, after the word “ milk,” 
insert butter“; on page 2, line 22, after the word “milk,” insert 
the word “ butter.” 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order 
against the amendment. This is a bill to regulate within 
the District of Columbia the sale of milk, cream, and ice 
cream, and for other purposes. It has no reference whatever 
to butter, and the amendment is not germane. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear the gentleman from 
Maryland. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, this bill is te provide 
pure, clean milk products. It is true it mentions milk, cream, 
and ice cream, but butter is as much a milk product as any of 
the cthers. It certainly seems that if the word “ butter” is 
germane anywhere it ought to be germane in this bill, which 
is providing for the health of the people of the District of Co- 
lumbia and to protect them against unclean milk and other milk 
products. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, if that is a tenable 
argument, then we might extend this bill to cheese. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Why should it not be extended to cheese? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. And, more remotely, candy, into 
which milk enters, and other articles. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Why should they not be protected? Why 
should we limit protection to our people merely for expediency? 
I have just been informed by a gentleman interested in this 
bill that if we include butter we could not pass the bill. For 
expediency we must eliminate the great butter industry from 
compliance. 

Mr. BLANTON, Butter was not included in the bill because 
we already have a law protecting butter. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Maryland desire 
to be heard any further? 

Mr. LINTHICUM, No; not on the point of order. 


3328 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


FEBRUARY 9 


The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state that there is room 
for doubt on the question of germaneness, in the opinion of the 
Chair, with reference to this amendment. The Chair’s atten- 
tion has been called to a bill prohibiting the importation of 
goods “made in whole or in part by convict, pauper, or de- 
tained labor, or made in whole or in part from materials which 
have been made in whole or in part or in any manner manipu- 
lated by convict prison labor,” to which an amendment pro- 
hibiting the importation of goods made by child labor was 
held not germane on the ground that labor described in the 
biH constituted a single class of labor. The decision was by 
Speaker Clark on March 25, 1914, and occurs on page 5481 of 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for the second session of the Sixty- 
third Congress. In other words, a distinction was made with 
reference to the method in and conditions under which goods 
were manufactured, although the goods were all of the same 
class. In the bill now pending all of the provisions, including 
the first sectiop, which has already been adopted, relate en- 
tirely and solely to milk, cream, and ice cream. It is a matter 
of common knowledge that they belong to a class which, if 
subjected to any processes whatever, are subjected to entirely 
different processes from those to which butter, cheese, and other 
like products made of the same raw materials would be sub- 
jected, and for that reason it seems to the Chair that the 
amendment is not germane, An entirely different system of 
supervision and treatment would have to be provided for butter 
than is contemplated by this bill for milk, cream, and ice cream. 
Therefore the point of order is sustained. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 3. That the health officer is hereby authorized and empowered 
to suspend any permit issued under authority of this act whenever 
in his opinion the public health is endangered by the impurity or un- 
wholesomeness of the milk supply of any such farm, corporation, part- 
nership, or mutual association, and such suspension shall remain in 
force until such time as the said health officer is satisfied the danger 
no longer continues: Provided, That whenever any permit is sus- 
pended the health officer shall furnish in writing to the holder of said 


permit his reasons for such suspension, and the dealer receiving such 


milk or cream shall also be promptly notified by the health officer of 
such suspension. 


Mr. LAMPERT. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin offers an 
amendment which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. LAMPERT: On page 8, lines 15 and 16, 
strike out the words “ supply of any such farm, corporation, partner- 
ship, or mutual association,” and insert in lieu thereof after the word 
“milk” in line 15, the words “cream or ice cream supplied by any 
person.” 


Mr. BLANTON, Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Wisconsin de- 
sire to be heard on his amendment? 

Mr. BLANTON. Why is this amendment offered? 

Mr. LAMPERT. This is to clarify the 

Mr. BLANTON. This is not a committee amendment. The 
committee has not agreed on this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas is recognized 
unless the gentleman from Wisconsin desires to be heard. 

Mr. BLANTON. This amendment ought not to be put in 
because if it is put in here it does not prevent a firm or cor- 
poration or partnership or mutual association from doing the 
very things we are seeking to prevent them from doing. You 
are confining it only to a person and you are letting these other 
concerns 

Mr. LAMPERT. Mr. Chairman, I believe I can explain the 
amendment to the gentleman from Texas if the gentleman will 
yield. 

Mr. BLANTON. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. May we have the amendment re- 
ported again? 

Mr. BLANTON, I do not yield for that purpose. I have 
the floor and I yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. LAMPERT. If the gentleman will refer to line 5, page 
8, he will see that we have adopted an amendment which pro- 
vides that the word “person” in this act shall include firms, 
associations, partnerships, and corporations, as well as indi- 
viduals. It was simply to clarify the language that this 
amendment was offered to omit those words. 

Mr. BLANTON. The amendment is all right. The gentle 
man has made a wise explanation. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Will the gentleman yield just a moment? 

The amendment that has been adopted does not say “the 
words ‘person’ in this act,” but “in this section.” 


Mr. MOORE of Virginia. That language has been amended 
and it now refers to the act. 


Mr. BURTNESS. Then that is all right. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment, at 
line 15, after the word “ milk,” to insert the words “cream or 
ice cream.” : 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair will state to the gentleman 
from Maryland that the amendment just adopted offered by 
the gentleman from Wisconsin includes those words. 

Mr. LINTHIOUM. I should like to have it again reported. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland asks 
unanimous consent that the amendment just adopted may be 
read by the Clerk for information. Is there objection? [After 
a pause.] The Chair hears none. 

The amendment was read for information. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 4. That nothing in this act shall be construed to prohibit in- 
terstate shipments of milk or cream Into the District of Columbia for 
manufacturing into ice cream: Provided, That such milk or cream 13 
produced or handled in accordance with the specifications of an au- 
thorized medical milk commission or a State board of health. 


Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, I meve to strike out the 
last word for the purpose of asking a question. In the opinion 
of the committee, do the provisions of this bill apply to inter- 
state shipments of evaporated milk or condensed milk, so 
called? 

Mr. MOQRE of Virginia. The section we are now upon? 

Mr. BURTNESS, I refer to the bill as a whole, but the 
question came to my mind particularly upon reading section 4. 
The thought occurred to me that it may be ambiguous and that 
it may by its general terms apply to evaporated milk as well 
as to whole milk. 

Mr. MOORD of Virginia. The gentleman is speaking about 
reconstructed milk and skimmed milk, and so forth? = 

Mr. BURTNESS. I mean the ordinary condensed milk, par- 
ticularly. We have a Federal law, of course, against the ship- 
ment in interstate commerce of filled milk. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Subsequent provisions in the bill 
deal with that subject. My eye falls upon one such provision 
which is contained in section 10 and which the gentleman may 
look at without my reading it. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Is it the intention of the committee that 
this act, in a general way, is to prohibit interstate shipments 
of condensed milk into the District of Columbia unless there 
is a permit and things of that sort obtained by the factory 
which produces such milk? 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I call the gentleman’s attention to page T of 
the bill, section 13, which defines what milk is. 

Mr. CLAGUE. That covers it. It docs not apply to evapo- 
rated milk. f 

Mr. BURTNESS. The intention is to leave out evaporated 
milk, I take it, 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Yes. 

Mr. BOYLAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Borian: On page 4, Une 4, after the 
word health.“ insert: Provided, That the same standard of regula- 
tion is maintained by said commission or said board of health as is 
provided in this act.” 


Mr. BOYLAN. Mr. Chairman, the idea of this amendment is 
that the milk or cream used in the manufacture of ice cream 
may be as pure as the milk and cream required for admission 
into the District, in order that we may be protected from 
poisoning from impure milk or cream. We want to be pro- 
tected from indirect poisoning by the use of impure milk or 
cream in the manufacture of ice cream. I think the amend- 
ment safeguards the purposes of the bill. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I call attention to the fact 
that the adoption of this amendment would be unwise. This 
section deals with the shipment of milk in interstate com- 
merce, and in the second place it would make it necessary that 
all State laws should conform to the laws of the District of 
Columbia in relation to the regulation of milk and cream. I 
think it would be very unwise to adopt it at this time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from New York. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 
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Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 
amendment: In line 2, page 4, after the word “milk,” strike 
out the word “or,” and after the word “cream,” insert “or 
ice cream.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Olerk read as follows: 

Page 4, line 2, after the word “ milk,” strike out the word “or,” 
and after the word“ cream" insert the words “ or ice cream.” 


Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, I take it that the com- 
mittee proposed to include ice cream here as they have in 
the previous parts and subsequent parts of the bill. The 
gentleman from Virginia speaks about butter being interstate 
and that we could not protect it. It seems to me that under 
this provision, page 4, “that such milk or cream as produced 
or handled in accordance with the specifications of an author- 
ized medical milk commission or a State board of health” 
we ought to be able to protect the District of Columbia against 
impure butter or butter-carrying germs just as much as we 
can protect milk or cream or ice cream. I am not g 
for the purpose of delay or anything of that kind, but medical 
experts tell us so clearly and in such specific language that 
bacilli can be transported in butter and kept alive for a long 
while, and I am talking for the protection of the people against 
impure butter. In milk and cream you propose to pasteurize 
it, and if there are any germs in it you propose to kill the 
germs so that they will not affect people, and at the same 
time you allow them to bring in butter without inspection, 
butter made from the raw product with no pasteurization or 
anything of that kind. I am very anxious to protect the peo- 
ple of the District against that raw product which has not 
been pasteurized. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman has not 
caught the meaning of this section. This section provides that 
where the milk and cream is shipped into the District for 
making ice cream it can not come in without proper inspection. 
His amendment puts in ice cream, and ice cream has no 
reference to the section at all. It is milk and cream that 
goes into the manufacture of ice cream. He has misread the 
paragraph. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I agree with what the gen- 
tleman from Texas has said. This section deals with the 
shipment of milk for the manufacture of ice cream. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Where does it specify that it is the 
shipment for the manufacture of ice cream? 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. The gentleman can read the section, it is 
not necessary for me to read it to him. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. The provision means that in case the 
milk or cream comes from outside of the District of Columbia 
it shall come under health laws of that State for inspection. 
Suppose the ice cream comes from outside? Why does not 
this apply clearly to that? 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Maryland. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


“ Pasteurized milk” is milk produced from healthy cows, as deter- 
mined by the physical examination and tuberculin test as hereinbefore 
provided for “raw” milk. Said milk shall be pasteurized under 
regulations prescribed by the health officer. The milk immediately 
after being pasteurized shall be cooled to a temperature of not more 
than 45° F. and maintained to at least such temperature. The 
farm on which the milk is produced must rate not less than 70 
per cent, the dairy from which said milk is sold or distributed not 
less than 85 per cent, and the cows producing the milk nos less than 
90 per cent on the rating cards now im use by the health department 
of the District of Columbia. It shall not contain less than 3.5 per 
cent of butter fat or 11.5 per cent total solids; nor shall it contain 
when delivered to the consumer more than 50,000 bacteria, total 
count, per cubic centimeter, and be free from colon bacilli and other 
pathogenic organisms and all visible dirt. No such milk shall be 
pasteurized more than one time. 


Mr. LAMPERT. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ments, 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 9, lines 9 and 10, strike out the words now in use by” and in- 
sert in lieu thereof in use at the time by.“ 

Page 9, line 13, strike out the word “fifty” and insert the word 
„ twenty.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendments offered 
by the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

The question was taken, and the amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. WHITE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike 
out the last word in order to ask the chairman of the commit- 


tee a question. On page 9, lines 5 and 6, is this language: 
“The farm on which the milk is produced must rate not less 
than 70 per cent.” I would like to ask what that means? 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I will ask the gentleman from Wisconsin 
to give the gentleman the information. 

Mr. KELLER. I can answer the gentleman’s question. 
That refers to the condition of the farm. They have an inspec- 
tion of the farm and it must have a rating of not less than 
70 per cent. 

Mr. WHITE of Kansas. They have a rating of 70 per cent 
according to a certain standard? 

Mr. KELLER. Yes. 

Mr. WHITE of Kansas. Does that include the condition of 
the buildings? 

Mr. KELLER. Yes; everything, the sanitary condition. 

Mr. WHITE of Kansas. That is a new phrase to me, some- 
thing I never heard of before, I am frank to say, and I did 
not understand it. 2 

Mr. KELLER. In my judgment this is not high enough, 
but as long as the committee has agreed on TO per cent, I am 
willing to agree to it. 

Mr. WHITE of Kansas. Does it go to the extent of the qual- 
ity or the variety of the food products produced or fed to the 
dairy stock, or can the gentleman say? 

Mr. KELLER. This refers more to the conditions on the 
farm, the buildings, and so forth. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Of course, the 70 per cent is qualified by 
the words “on the rating cards now in use by the Health De- 
partment of the District of Columbia.” That wording, how- 
ever, has been modified by the amendment of the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. Lamrerr], and I take it that this com- 
mission which has power to determine these cards is granted 
very broad discretion, and that nobody could tell to-day what 
that commission may decide to be advisable to put on these 
rating cards, or what test to use 1 year or 2 years or 10 years 
from now. 

Mr. KELLER. That is correct. 

Mr. BURTNESS. And I take it that the committee has con- 
fidence in the commission to be established and that it is pre- 
sumed that it will exercise good judgment in the matter. 

Mr. KELLER. It would be impractical for us to suggest to 
this House the exact regulations that usually are applied to 
this 70 per cent or 80 per cent. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Seventy per cent may be a very stringent 
regulation or it may be just the opposite, depending entirely 
upon the kind of regulations that would be prepared and made 
applicable by the commission which under this bill is given 
authority to make the regulation. 


Mr. KELLER. That is, if they have regulations which are ; 


not in themselves drastic, 70 per cent would be low. 

Mr. BURTNESS. But if, on the other hand, they are in 
themselves drastic, then 70 per cent might be high. 

Mr. KELLER. That is correct, 

Mr. WHITE of Kansas. If it were required that the build- 
ings should conform to a certain standard, then there are stand- 
ard buildings that are erected by many dairymen who are in 
the business continually, and yet they may not be uniform to a 
particular standard. Other conditions might be very satis- 
factory, so far as the health of the animals is concerned, and 
if the commission requires conformation to that standard of 
buildings they might put the producer ont of business. 

Mr. KELLER. I do not think that is possible, because we 
apply the average by percentage. The man may not have a 
well-constructed barn, but he may have a very sanitary barn, 
and the average gives him a chance. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Kansas 
has expired. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the time of the gentleman be extended for two or three 
minutes, as I think he can answer some questions that I have 
in mind. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BURTNESS. I am sure the gentleman from Kansas can 
advise me as to what the word “complete,” in line 3, page 7, 
means, and as to what difference is obtained in the milk from 
a complete milking of a cow and an incomplete milking of 
a cow? 

Mr. WHITE of Kansas. I think that is self-evidence, and 
it is ponderous, and almost as important as the nursery 
rhyme— 


If all the world were apple pie and all the seas were ink 
And all the trees were bread and cheese, what would we do 
for drink? 
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Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, may I say to the 
gentleman that I have just had some valuable information 
given to me by a practical dairyman upon that point? He says 
that it is an important provision, because there may be a differ- 
ence between a portion of the milking and another portion 
of the milking—the stripping. The idea is to,make it a com- 
plete milking of the cow, and that seems to be the view ex- 
pressed by those who appeared before the committee and the 
health officer himself when this bill was under consideration. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, I move to amend by 
striking out 70“ and inserting 85“ in line 6, page 9. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 9, line 6, strike out the figures “ 70" and insert in lieu thereof 
the figures 85.“ 


Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to discuss 
that at any length except to say that you are requiring that 
the dairies shall be 85 per cent, and it does seem to me that if 
the dairies where the milk is to be handled must be 85 per 
cent the farms ought at least to be equal to the dairy. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Yes. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I call the gentleman's attention to the fact 
that this matter of percentages is left in the hands of the 
health officers. He may make strict regulations or lenient 
regulations, 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. The farm might contain 500 acres, 
and it might be entirely reasonable to require a percentage 
of 70 per cent, so far as the farm is concerned; but the dairy 
is the immediate place where the milk is handled, and there 
might be and ordinarily is reason why a higher percentage 
should be required so far as the dairy is concerned. It is 
upon that view that the health officers act. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. That is not what I understood. I 
understood that 70 per cent was based on the condition of the 
buildings and the machinery on the farm. I do not think it 
ought to apply to the 500 aeres of land. I refer to the discus- 
sion of the question here to-day. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. I think my friend misunderstood. 
If anybody inadvertently said that the 70 per cent meant just 
the buildings and the machinery, I think he would withdraw 
that opinion, because that percentage applies to the entire 
farm. The dairy is rated higher, and the cows still higher, 90 
per cent. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Maryland. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 17. That every person, or persons, receiving a permit to ship 
milk or cream into the District of Columbia from any creamery, or 
receiving station, aforesaid, shall keep posted at all times in such 
creamery, or receiving station, the names of all persons licensed under 
this act who are delivering milk or cream at any such creamery, or 
receiving station, and shall keep a record of all milk and cream re- 
ceived, and furnish from time to time a sworn statement giving such 
information relative thereto as the said health officer may require. The 
health officer of the District of Columbia shall have power by regula- 
tion to include other places than creameries, or receiving stations, 
under the provisions of this section, from time to time, as may be 
necessary in his judgment. 


Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer an 
amendment. Page 11, line 10, after the word “milk” strike 
out the word “ or,” and after the word “cream” insert “or ice 
cream.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. LINTHICUM: Page 11, line 10, after the 
word “milk” strike out the word “ or,” and after the word “ cream” 
insert “ or ice cream.” 


The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec, 19. That any person or persons violating any of the provisions 
of this act, or of any of the regulations promulgated hereunder, shall, 
on conviction, be punished for the first offense by a fine of not more 
than $10; for the second offense by a fine of not more than $50, and 
for any subsequent offenses within one year a fine of not more than 
$500, or by imprisonment in the workhouse for not more than 30 days, 
or by both such fine and imprisonment, in the discretion of the court, 
and in addition any license issued under authority of this act may be 
revoked. Prosecutions hereunder shall be in the police court by the 
District of Columbia, 


Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, I moye to strike out the 
last word in order to ask the chairman a question. Is there 
any provision here for the punishment, on the other hand, of 
the health department if they make a discrimination between 
these people? You go after the fellow who brings in milk 
without a license. Suppose the health department arbitrarily 
or without any just right or cause refuses to grant a license 
for them to come in, 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. The distinguished gentleman from Okla- 
homa was a distinguished jurist of his State, and the gentle- 
man knows the laws would apply in case of a discrimination 
as they would apply 

Mr. McKEOWN. But I am talking about the health board 
who issues the license. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I will say there is ample law in the Dis- 
trict to take care of matters of that kind. 

Mr. McKEOWN. I withdraw the pro forma amendment. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Will the gentleman from Maryland yield 
for one question? 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Yes; if I have the floor. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. I want to ask the gentleman why it is 
in section 18 you leave out the words “ice cream,” and also pre- 
vious to that? Why is not ice cream included in that place? 
There is no use in my offering an amendment, because the 
gentleman opposes it, and it is voted down, but I do not under- 
stand why the bill, which is to provide for pure milk, pure 
cream, and ice cream, when it comes to section 18 and along 
there the term “ice cream” is excluded. Is there any reason 
for it? 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. That section only refers to shipments within 
the District. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. It says, “That no person in the District 
of Columbia licensed under this act shall receive any milk or 
cream from any source,” and so forth. Why should it not 
be any milk, cream, or ice cream“? 

Mr. BLANTON. We get some good ice cream from Balti- 
more once in awhile. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. That is all right; if you get it from 
Baltimore, it will be good. You get good oysters, too; but that 
language ought to be in the bill. 

The Clerk resumed and concluded the reading of the bill. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move the committee do 
now rise and report the bill back to the House with the amend- 
ments, with the recommendation that the amendments be 
agreed to, and that the bill as amended do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re- 
sumed the chair, Mr. CHINDRTOM, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that 
that committee having had under consideration the bill 8. 
2803 had directed him to report the same back to the House 
with sundry amendments with the recommendation that the 
amendments be agreed to and that the bill as amended do pass, 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move the prepona question 
on the bill and amendments to final passage. 

The previous question was ordered, 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Speaker, I make the point that there 
is no quorum present. 

The SPEAKER. It is clear there is no quorum present. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the following Members failed 
to answer, to their names: 

{Roll No 57) 


Anderson Cullen Griest Lyon 
Anthony Cummings Griffin McKenzie 
A Curry Hastings 2 
Bell Davey Haugen Magee, Pa, 
Berger Dempsey Hawes Mapes 
Black, N. Y. Dominick . Mead 
Bloom Edmonds Howard, Okla. Michaelson 
Bowling Evans, Iowa dson Miller, III. 
Britten Fairfield Hull, William E. Mills 
Browne, N. J. Faust Humphreys Minahan 
Buchanan Favrot Jobnson, SE Montague 
Buckley Fenn Johnson, Va. Moore, III. 
Burdick Fish Kelly orin 
Burton Foster Kent Nelson, Wis. 
Cable Frear Kincheloe Newton, Mo. 
Carter Fredericks Kindred Nolan 
Geller FI wee . Otome, 1}, N. J. 
‘Mark, Fla n „angle: onne A 
Cleary Gallivan Lankford oO Connor, N. X. 
Cole, Ohio Geran Larson, Minn, Pai 
Collins Gifford Leatherwood Parks, Ark 
Connally, Pa, Gilbert Lee, Ga. Perkins 

‘ook Glatfelter oiy Perlman 
5 Goldsborough Lindsay Thillips 
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Porter Schafer Swoope Wason 
ou Schall Tagne Weaver 
Purnell Schneider Taylor, Colo. Weller 
ma s d Scott Taylor, Tenn. Wertz 
d. Sears, Nebr. mas, Ky. Wilson, Miss. 
Reed, W. Va. Sears, Fla. Treadway Wilson, Ind. 
Richards Snyder Tydings ‘of 
ach Sproul, III. Vare 
Rogers, Mass. Sproul, Kans. Vinson, Ga. Woodruft 
Rogers, N. H Sallivan Yates 
Rouse Sumners, Tex. Ward, N. Y, 
Sabath Sweet Ward, N.C 


The SPEAKER. Two hundred and eighty-nine Members 
have answered to their names; a quorum is present. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move to dispense with fur- 
ther proceedings under the call. 

The motion was agreed to. 


The SPEAKER. The Doorkeeper will open the doors. The 
question is on the engrossment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read the third 
time, was read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Branton, a motion to reconsider the vote 
by which the bill was passed was laid on the table. 

Mr. MOORE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, there have been a good 
many inquiries about the rates under the proposed postal pay 
bill, and I ask unanimous consent to extend my remarks in the 
Rercord by having printed a comparison of the present rates in 
the law and those given under the proposed bill as furnished 
by the Post Office Department. i 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. 

The table is as follows: 


Statement showing comparison between the present rates of postage with those in H. R. 11444 as reported to the House 


Publishers: 
„ and religious (reading and | 14 cents per pound. 144 cents per pound. 


— — . — 


—————— 


MAY ee SANES --| 2 cents each. 
IL cent each 4 ounces 8 ounces and under, 2 cents eab 


ounces; over 8 ounces, parcel post 
Tates. 


vertising) . 
Newspapers and p eriodicals, zone rates advertising 
Zones 1 and 2 


:... OEA eer eee ie hee Keer ... —.— % eents per pound. 
te e ESCA ͤ pe SA le ea 8 ounces and under, 134 cents each 
ounces; over 4 2 ounces; over 8 ounces, fourth class. 
Books, catalogues, seeds, bulbs, cuttings, roots, scions, and | (See under class) a 8 ounces and under, 1 cent each 2 
j aae ounces; over 8 ounces, fourth class. 
Hann Tk Ä Ges under fourth class 8 . and under, 134 cents each 
ounces. 
o ey ee ee Books, catalogues, seeds, bulbs, cuttings, roots, scions, and | 8 ounces and under, 1 cent each 2/ 8 ounces and under, third class; over 
——.— ounces; over 8 ounces, zone rates, 8 ounces, zone rates. 
erchandise 4 ounces and under, 1 cent each ounce; | 8 ounces and under, third class; over 
over 4 ounces, zone rates. 8 ounces, zone rates. 
TT ER None 2 cents on each parcel except those 
originating on rural routes, 
Special handling charge— . · 028 cents on each parcel. 
SPECIAL SERVICES 
Money orders J For orders from 
to $2250 oo a as cane aannam] 5 cents. 
$2.51 to 85. p 7 cents. 
$5.01 to 810. 10 cents. 
$10.01 to $20. 12 cents. 
. 15 cents. 
Is cents. - 
T 20 cents. 
2 cents, 
S 15 cents alajaam). 
20 cents jazen pes . 
3 cents. 
Wir 5 cents. 
8 cents, 
10 cents. 
25 cents. 
3 cents. 
Cash on delivary._.......... | Not exceeding $10 collection 12 cents 
>. 15 cents. 
Special deli TVT 8 d under, 10 cents; 2 pounds 
WEF O TA N ea n E EE ST an ler, 10 cents; 
3 15 cents; over 10 


pounds, 20 cents, 


BOARD OF PUBLIC WELFARE, DISTRIOT OF COLUMBIA 


The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole 


Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House re- House on the state of the Union for the consideration of the 


solye itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union for the consideration of the bill H. R. 
12002, and, pending that, I ask unanimous consent that gen- 
eral debate be limited to one hour, one half to be controlled 
by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON] and the other 
half by myself. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Maryland? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none. The question is on the motion of the gentleman 
that the House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the consider- 
ation of the bill H. R. 12002, with Mr, Cramton in the chair. 


bill H. R. 12002, which the Clerk will report. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (H. R. 12002) to establish a Board of Public Welfare in and 
for the District of Columbia, to determine its functions, and for other 
purposes. 


Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the first reading of the bill be dispensed with. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland asks 
unanimous consent that the first reading of the bill be dis- 
pensed with. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 8 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland Ir. 
ZIHLMAN] is recognized for 30 minutes. 
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Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. KELLER]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Minnesota is recog- 
nized for five minutes. 

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, the bill before 
you creates a new public welfare board. That board is to be 
composed of five members. Those members are to be appointed 
by the Commissioners of the District of Columbia. 

The bill also provides that the Commissioners of the District 
of Columbia may, upon the recommendation of this board, ap- 
point a director, who shall have charge of all the welfare 
institutions in the District of Columbia. 

At the present time there are three different boards. One 
board is called the Board of Charities, which has charge of 
nine welfare institutions. Another board is the Board of 
Children's Guardians, and it has charge of one institution. 
Still another is the board which has charge of the Girls’ Train- 
ing School. The bill carries out certain ideas to coordinate 
all these different boards to one board, and that board to have 
supervision of all of them, which beyond question would pro- 
mote efficiency in the management of such an institution. 

There is no opposition to the bill. It was reported by the 
committee by a unanimous report. It has been indorsed by 
the Commissioners of the District of Columbia, and has been 
indorsed by all welfare organizations interested in welfare 
legislation, There is, however, opposition coming from one 
source, and that comes from the board in charge of the Girls’ 
Training School. They feel that that institution is a Federal 
institution and therefore should not come under a board under 
the control of the District of Columbia. But the facts are that 
the institution, when created, was created under the name of 
the District of Columbia. The institution is also financed out 
ef appropriations derived from District of Columbia funds, 
and the inmates of that institution are practically all persons 
from the District of Columbia. Ninety-nine out of one hundred 
are from the District of Columbia. Therefore the committee 
thought that it should come under this board. 

There is no question but that there will be very beneficial 
results from having one board. I hope that the House will 
pass this bill. 

Mr. GIBSON. I wish to ask the gentleman a question before 
ke finishes. 

The CHAIRMAN. 
yield? 

Mr. KELLER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. GIBSON. I think the President in his annual message 
said something about the welfare board, did he not? 

Mr. KELLER. He did. 

Mr. GIBSON. Is this bill in conformity with the recom- 
mendations of his message? 

Mr. KELLER. It is. Mr. Chairman, I yield back the re- 
mainder of my time. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. BLANTON] if he has had any requests for 
time on this bill? 

Mr. BLANTON. No. Does any one want time? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BLANTON] for 30 minutes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr, Chairman, there is one amendment 
that ought to be made to this bill, in my judgment, and I 
shall offer same at the proper time; and that is that no child 
shall be taken away from a parent against the parent's will on 
the ground of poverty. 

We had quite an investigation by our committee, and we 
had a number of mothers to come before our committee and 
testify under oath that because the welfare ladies here look- 
ing after the matter thought they were not able financially 
to properly take care of their children, they took them away 
from them, took away their children against their will, when 
there was not any question of immorality involved at all; 
solely the question of alleged poverty. These mothers testified 
that they were able financially to take care of these children. 
My friend from Georgia, Judge Crisp, happened to be in there 
one day when some of them were testifying, and I know how 
he felt about it, and I know how others of us felt about it. 

Mr. CRISP. Was not testimony adduced at that hearing 
that in some instances they were turning a child over from 
a mother, who was moral, to somebody else, who was of 
doubtful morality, and who was paid $20 per month for the 
support of the child? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. There were instances where they 
took children away from their mothers, and took them away 
because of alleged poverty, and then put them in another 
home where there was immorality, and paid the strangers 


Does the gentleman from Minnesota 


$20 a month apiece for them. I am going to oifer an amend- 
ment to stop it. 

In view of the fact that the amount which the Government 
has to pay to the District of Columbia has been limited to 
$9,000,000, and the District has to pay all the balance of its 
expenses of every kind, the expense connected with this legis- 
lation will not add anything to the burden of the Government; 
otherwise I would offer an amendment providing that the 
expense of this welfare board shall be paid solely out of the 
revenues of the District of Columbia, but that will be done 
and the Federal Government will not be taxed for it. With 
the foregoing amendment I believe the bill should be passed, 
and I shall vote for it. i 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. CASEY. Is there any reason why this $20 a month 
should not have been paid to the mothers of these children, 
leaving them in their homes with their mothers? 

Mr. BLANTON. None whatever. It should have been done, 
and I hope the House will pass my amendment and require 
it to be done. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of my time. s 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, there being no other speak- 
ers to address the House on the bill, I move that the bill be 
read for amendment, 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Src. 5. The Commissioners of the District of Columbia, upon tho 
nomination of the board, are hereby authorized to appoint a director of 
public welfare, which position is hereby authorized and created, who 
shall be the chief executive officer of the board and shall be charged, 
subject to its general supervision, with the executive and administra- 
tive duties provided for in this act. The director shall be a person of 
such training, experience, and capacity as will especially qualify him 
or her to discharge the duties of the office. The director of public 
welfare may be discharged by the Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia upon recommendation of the board. All other employees of 
the board shall be appointed and discharged in Hke manner, as in the 
case of the director. The director of public welfare and other neces- 
sary employees shall receive compensation in accordance with the rates 
established by the classification act of 1923. 


Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out 
the last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland moves to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. I do this for the purpose of ask- 
ing a question of the chairman of the committee. All legisla- 
tion of this sort in the District is likely to be used as model 
legislation, and it is very important that we know exactly 
what it means. Here is a section about which we ought to 
know: 


The director of publie welfare and other necessary employees shall 
receive compensation in accordance with the rates established by the 
classification act of 1923. 


Does the chairman have the figures of what the director will 
receive under that classification act as salary? 
Mr. KELLER. About $5,000. I think it runs from $5,000 


to $5,800. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN, I will say to the gentleman from Maryland 
that a somewhat similar position is now filled by the secretary 
of the Board of Charities. He acts as director of public wel- 
fare and he is classified in the grade from $5,200 to $6,000. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. So this really continues the pres- 
ent employee in practically the same position? 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Les. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Will the chairman of the commit- 
tee tell us what are the other necessary employees. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Further on in the bill we provide that 
the personnel of these various boards shall come under the 
jurisdiction of this board of public welfare. Those who are 
now employed by these various boards are set out in section 
1; their grades are established by the classification act and 
their salaries are appropriated for in the District of Columbia 
appropriation bill. I can not tell the exact number, but we 
do not attempt to create any new positions; we simply provide 
that those who are turned over must be necessary. 


Mr. HILL of Maryland. Could the chairman say about how 
much new expense is entailed by this bill? 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. My own understanding is that there will 
be a considerable saving, because the merging of these boards 
will certainly render some of the employees unnecessary, and 
we specify that only those who are necessary shall come under 
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the jurisdiction of this newly created board, so I believe it 
will result in a saving. $ 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw the pro 
forma amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN, Without objection the pro forma amend- 
ment will be withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 6. The board shall have complete and exclusive control and 
management of the following institutions of the District of Columbia: 
(a) The Workhouse at Occoquan, in the State of Virginia; (b) the 
reformatory at Lorton, in the State of Virginia; (e) the Washington 
Asylum and Jail; (d) the National Training School for Girls, in the 
District of Columbia and at Mulrkirk, in the State of Maryland; (e) 
the Gallinger Municipal Hospital; (f) the Tuberculosis Hospital; (g) 
the Home for the Aged and Infirm; (h) the Municipal Lodging House; 
(i) the Industrial Home School; (j) the Industrial Home School for 
Colored Children; (k) the Home and Training School for the Feeble- 
Minded, in Anne Arundel County, in the State of Maryland. 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment: 


On page 4, line 23, after the word “ Maryland,” strike out the period, 
insert a colon, and add the following proviso, 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. BLANTON: Page 4, line 23, after the word 
“ Maryland,” insert: “Provided, That no child shall be taken away 
from its parent against the parent’s wish, except upon the grounds of 
immorality of such parent or parents.” 


Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I make a point or order 
against the amendment on the ground that it is not germane to 
the paragraph just read. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland makes a 
point of order against the amendment. The Chair will be glad 
to hear the gentleman from Texas, 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, the supervision of all chil- 
dren now in all of these various institutions is placed by this 
paragraph into the hands of the director of this new welfare 
board. The amendment has reference to all existing welfare 
and charitable beards and to the Gallinger Municipal Hospital; 
the Tuberculosis Hospital; the Home for the Aged and Infirm; 
the Municipal Lodging House; the Industrial Home School; 
the Industrial Home School for Colored Children; and the 
Home and Training School for the Feeble-minded. All of 
these institutions are homes where little children are now 
placed. They are taken there in some instances from the cus- 
tody of the parents against the wish of the parents, and there 
are many of them in there now against the wish of the parents. 
Therefore this amendment is applicable to the paragraph. I 
want it to cover not only what may be done in the future but 
what already has been done with respect to the taking away of 
children from their parents and placing them in these institu- 
tions. The amendment is absolutely germane. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. I am in entire accord with the gen- 
tleman, and I would like to ask this for the Recor: Are these 
all Government-owned homes or private homes being super- 
vised by the Government? 

Mr. BLANTON. Many of them are Government owned; 
some of them are privately owned, but this bill places them 
all under the supervision of the new welfare board, and they 
are placed under the direct control of this director of public 
welfare. In other words, they become the wards of the Gov- 
ernment, The very minute we pass this bill every child in 
every one of these institutions becomes the ward of the Gov- 
ernment, and we are responsible for them. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I call the attention of the 
Chair to the fact that this paragraph simply provides for the 
control and management of those institutions, and that the com- 
mitment of children and other persons to these institutions is 
taken care of by existing law, so that the language submitted 
by the gentleman from Texas, in an attempt to change existing 
law, is not germane to this bill. 

Mr. BLANTON. I call the gentleman’s attention to the last 
paragraph of this bill, which provides that all laws in conflict 
herewith are hereby repealed, and that is why I am trying to 
safeguard their interests. I am trying to repeal the existing 
laws under which they sometimes take little children away 
from parents unjustly without their consent, when the parents 
are moral people and they are prepared to take care of these 
little children. In no State is it permitted. There is no State 


in this Union where an officer can come in and take a little 
child away from its mother when its mother is a moral woman 
and is prepared to take care of it. [Applause.] I think the 
most awful situation I ever heard of was presented by the tes- 
timony taken before this committee. 

Mr. CRISP. Has the Chair made up his mind as to how he 
is going to rule? 

The CHAIRMAN. If the gentleman from Georgia desires to 
state his position on the point of order, the Chair will be glad 
to hear him. 

Mr. CRISP. I merely wanted to suggest that if the Chair's 
mind was not made up I would like to address the Chair in 
support of the amendment being in order under the rules of 
the House. 

The CHAIRMAN. 
Georgia. 

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me there can be no 
question but what this amendment is in order. This is a bill 
dealing with the right of social welfare control, and under this 
bill certain boards are created and a director of social welfare 
is provided for and jurisdiction conferred upon them to have 
supervision of certain children in the District of Columbia. 
The bill confers power upon these officials to take children 
under certain contingencies from parents and to turn them 
over to different persons to maintain and care for them, and 
they are also authorized to forcibly place these children in 
designated charitable institutions. This amendment simply 
puts a limitation upon the powers of these boards by saying 
they can not take any child from its parents in the District 
without the parents’ consent, if the parents are moral, proper 
persons to rear the child, and it seems to me it is germane to 
the bill and clearly in order. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN, Will the gentleman yield? -I would like 
to ask a question. 

Mr. CRISP. Certainly; I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. The amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas is legislation dealing with the matter of commit- 
ment of children to these institutions, is it not? 

Mr. CRISP. I think that is the object of the whole bill. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Is there anything in the bill relating to the 
commitment of children? 

Mr. CRISP. I am not familiar with the District laws, but, as 
I understand it, this bill simply changes the title of your public 
welfare officers, abolishes the Board of Charities, and substitutes 
this machinery in lien of the other. It also confers upon these 
boards all the powers of the old boards and makes available 
for their expenses all the unexpended appropriations that these 
other boards have for the maintenance and care of children, 
and it seems to me it is clearly in order to consider this amend- 
ment, which is germane to the object of the bill. This is not 
an appropriation bill. On an appropriation bill legislation can 
not be in order unless it comes within one of the excepted rules, 
but this is not an appropriation bill. This is legislation deal- 
ing with the care of unfortunate children, with the right being 
conferred upon this board under certain circumstances to take 
these children away from parents and place them elsewhere. 

While it has nothing to do with the point of order, I did 
happen to drop in the District of Columbia Committee rooms 
one day when they were holding hearings on this subject mat- 
ter, and there was testimony to the effect that three children, 
some of them girls, were taken away from a mother of good 
moral character but poor, and there was no question whatever 
raised as to the mother’s moral character, and the sole ground 
on which they were taken was that she was not able to support 
them. She did not live in a fine house. The mother worked 
and begged to be permitted to keep her children; said she was 
able to support them, and the children wanted to stay with her. 
This testimony was not disputed, but these three children were 
taken away from her and surrendered over to some other 
woman, and the other woman was paid out of charitable funds 
so much money per month-—$20 for each child—to support 
them. It seemed inconceivable to me that if they had a fund 
to pay for the care of children that the mother, who was a 
moral woman with a mother’s love, should have been prevented 
from keeping her own children. [Applause.] 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, in order to save time, I ask 
permission to withdraw the amendment. I will offer it after 
section 11. I did not know there was going to be any question 
raised by the gentleman from Maryland. I thought the gentle- 
man wanted-to save time this afternoon, and in order to do that, 
I will ask permission to withdraw the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the amendment of 
the gentleman from Texas is withdrawn, 

- There was no objection. 
The point of order was withdrawn, 


The Chair will hear the gentleman from 
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Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. I offer an amend- 
ment, on page 4, lines 10 and 11, strike out the words com- 
plete and exclusive control and management,” and substitute 
the word “supervision.” 

I do this for the purpose of asking the chairman of the 
eommittee precisely what these words, “complete and exclu- 
sive control and management” mean. 

As I understand it, a number of these organizations, such 
as the Home and Training School for the Feeble Minded in 
Anne Arundel County, and a great many other similar insti- 
tutions, are private institutions, and I wish to be advised 
whether it is intended that these words shall mean what they 
say and that this board is to have complete and exclusive con- 
trol and management rather than ordinary supervision. 

Mr. KELLER. The gentleman is incorrect. All these in- 
stitutions are Government institutions owned by the District 
of Columbia. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland, They are all owned by the Dis- 
trict of Columbia? 

Mr. KELLER. Yes; every one of them. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Then I withdraw my amendment, 
which was a pro forma one. 

The pro forma amendment was withdrawn. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, section 6, which vests the control and man- 
agement of various institutions in this new Board of Public 
Welfare contains a reference to the National School 
for Girls in the District of Columbia and at Muirkirk in the 
State of Maryland. 

Some of the Members may recall that about two years ago 
I had something to say on the floor of the House in reference 
to the National Training School for Girls, some of its prob- 
lems in the past, and the change in the way those problems 
were being handled under the new management. 

A good woman who has since passed on—Mrs. Harding— 
when her attention was called to the National Training School 
for Girls and some of the conditions there, worked unceas- 
ingly until there was a change. The result was a new board 
and a number of new trustees. They have done most excel- 
lent work there. By reason of their activities and the co- 
operation of Congress an additional building was placed at 
Muirkirk and will be occupied some time this spring, as I am 
informed. 

If this bill becomes law, those trustees, of course, will go 
out of office. It is purely honorary and the work is one of 
love and service. 

Mr. Chairman, let me state that I think there has been a 
great deal of work put in on this welfare reorganization bill. 
Theoretically, the National Training School for Girls ought to 
be under the management of District of Columbia officials. 
While that is true theoretically, yet it is not going to work 
out practically unless those who have the appointing power 
as to this new board place on that board men and women who 
are sympathetic and who will pay some attention to the needs 
of these various institutions, and especially the National Train- 
ing School for Girls. I hope when this new board is appointed, 
there will be placed upon the new board some one from among 
the trustees of the National Training School for Girls so that 
this work, which has been carried on so well during the past 
two or three years, may go on. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. The gentleman has touched upon 
a question that is very important in the management of insti- 
tutions such as these. There has been a great deal of harm 
done on a perfectly good principle of coordinating the super- 
vision and control. I would like to ask the gentleman, Would 
the passage of this bill do away with the personal supervision 
that has come from time to time by interested volunteer peo- 

le and make the control of these organizations more hard- 

led and more bureaucratic? 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. I will say that there is no oc- 
casion for it doing that, but at the same time this must be 
borne in mind. Here we have a new board of five members 
that has control of all of these institutions. Unless there is 
the greatest kind of care taken by the commissioners in the ap- 
pointment of the board they will not get on the new board men 
and women who have the time, the ability, and the inclina- 
tion to do this kind of work. Theoretically this plan is all 
right, but it remains to be seen how it is going to work out in 
practice, If I thought it was impossible, and the fears of the 
gentleman would come true, I would not hesitate to move to 
take out one of these institutions from the section. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. In line 2 we have the Board of 
Charities in the District of Columbia. How many members 
are there on that board? 


Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. I am unable to state. 

Mr. KELLER. Five. 

i 52 HILL of Maryland. On the Board of Children's Guard- 
ans 

Mr. KELLER. Seven. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. On the Reform School for Girls? 

Mr. KELLER. Nine. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. That is 21 persons now in charge 
of these charitable institutions who are to be superseded by 
five persons actually represented by one paid director. Of this 
board, except in extraordinary cases, the one paid director 
will attend to the whole thing. I should like to vote for the 
bill and I am open-minded, but I would like to ask the gentle- 
man who has followed all of this whether he thinks it is wise 
to take away the supervision of 21 people, voluntarily inter- 
ested, and make it five? 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. I do think, and I expressed a 
wish a year and a half ago, that something ought to be done in 
the District of Columbia to coordinate the work of the various 
welfare activities. Some volunteer advice and work were given 
the committee. 1 happen to know the man who was in charge 
of that—I have known him for years; he did excellent work in 
the State of Minnesota—and he has given the committee a 
great deal of help and advice. There ought to be this coordina- 
tion, I am certain of that. We have lost much in the past be- 
cause we have not had it. My words are those of admonition 
and caution to those who will appoint the new board, so that 
they will appoint the people who have the time and ability and 
the inclination to work rather than merely to hold office. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Does the gentleman think it will be 
beneficial? 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Yes. 

Mr. WATKINS. I would like to ask the gentleman a ques- 
tion. In respect to what the gentleman from Maryland has just 
asked, is it not true, as far as the bill goes, that the control 
is given to the board? These people who are interested in these 
institutions will not be allowed of their own voluntary will- 
ingness to interfere in the management, unless the board wants 
to give them the right? 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. These boards that are going 
out, the gentleman means? They will go out of office on the 
passage of this legislation. , 

Mr. WATKINS. And after the passage of this bill, as far as 
the law is concerned, they will have no right or control or have 
any infiuence over these institutions? 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. They will have no right of 
visitation or anything of that kind. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Section 6 provides that the board 
shall haye exclusive control and management of the following 
institutions. Does not that mean—say, there is a board of 12 
trustees on the workhouse; I do not know that there are—if 
the board decides that they do not want any trustees or board 
of visitors, under the language of the section they have the 
power to do away with it? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. J ask for three minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KELLER. The gentleman is incorrect; the present law 
provides how they shall operate, and we do not change the 
present law. We simply give the new board the same power 
the old board had. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. I would like to ask the gentleman 
whether he would agree to an amendment on page 4, lines 10 
and 11, changing the words “complete and exclusive control 
and management” to the word “supervision”? I understand 
that that is what it really means. The words “complete and 
exclusive control and management” have a definite meaning, 
and not what the committee desires. And I will ask the gentle-. 
man if he will agree to modify it and make it “supervision.” 
Say that the board shall have supervision of the following in- 
stitutions. 

Mr. KELLER. We are giving them the same power they 
have now as a separate board, the same language is used in 
the old law that we provide in the new law. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, I offer the follow- 
ing amendment: Page 4, in lines 9 and 10, strike out the words 
“complete and exclusive control and management” and insert 
in lieu thereof the word “ supervision.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland offers an 
amendment which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment by Mr. HILL of Maryland: Page 4, lines 10 and 11, 
strike out the words “and exclusive control and management” and 
insert in lieu thereof the word “ supervision.” 
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The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Maryland. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec, 7. The superintendents and all other employees now engaged in 
the operation of the institutions enumerated in section 6 shall here- 
after be subject to the supervision of the board. Each superintendent 
shall have the management and control of the institution to which he 
is appointed and shall be subordinate to the director of public welfare. 
The superintendent and ali other employees of each of the institutions 
enumerated in section 6 shall be appointed by the Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia upon nomination by the board and shall be 
subject to diecharge by the commissioners upon recommendation of 
the board, 


Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. Are these various institutions in the District of 
Columbia unanimously in favor of this bill? 

Mr. KELLER. Yes. We have no opposition. Every or- 
ganization in the District of Columbia that is interested in 
legislation along this line has indorsed this bill. 

Mr. BLANTON. There is one that is opposed to it. 

Mr. KELLER. I have none so far as I know. The District 
Commissioners have indorsed it, and Judge Siddons, who has 
charge of welfare work, has indorsed it. Every other organi- 
zation interested in this sort of legislation has indorsed it. 
There has been some opposition on the part of the Girls’ Train- 
ing School on the ground that it is a Federal institution. 
After investigation we found that the institution was created 
in the name of the District of Columbia and that it is financed 
by appropriations out of the District of Columbia funds; that 
99 per cent of the inmates in the institution are people from 
the District of Columbia. Therefore we felt that it is a Dis- 
trict of Columbia institution and that the Federal Govern- 
ment should have nothing to do with it, and we have placed 
it under this board. The Attorney General first opposed 
putting the training school in the bill because he thought it 
was a Federal institution, but after he found out that it was 
financed by the District of Columbia he indorsed the bill as it 
is before you. 

Mr. WATKINS. What institution is against the bill? 

Mr. BLANTON. There is one ladies’ organization that is 
against it, but I say to the gentleman that for a bill of this 
character there is less opposition to it than I think you can 
ever find to any similar bill. There are very many different 
institutions that are interested in if. 

Mr. WATKINS. What institution is against it? 

Mr. BLANTON. There is an organization that Mrs. Winter 
is connected with, and I think that organization is against it. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. There is an organization called the 
Mothers Council of the District of Columbia. Is that the one 
to which the gentleman refers? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Will not the gentleman's amend- 
ment that he is going to propose more or less take care of 
that? 

Mr. BLANTON, I think the amendment that I propose takes 
eare of 99 per cent of their objections. 

Mr. KELLER. There is no question but that Mrs. Winter 
has a just grievance, but it is a question of law. 

Mr. BLANTON. I think this bill is going to do good work. 

Mr. KELLER. We have a bill before the District of Co- 
lumbia Committee changing the laws governing the juvenile 
court. We have a bill before the committee for mothers’ pen- 
sions, which I am in favor of, and we also have the question 
the gentleman suggested in a bill before the District of Colum- 
bia Committee. This bill is an organization bill, not a ques- 
tion of law at all. It is a question of creating an organization 
to operate under the present law, and I hope in the near future 
that we will be able to bring in legislation to care for all those 
referred to by the gentleman from Texas, 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Src. 11. The following powers and duties heretofore imposed by 
law upon the Board of Children's Guardians shall be vested in the 
board, and the unexpended balance of all appropriations made for the 
purpose of discharging such powers and duties shall become available 
to the board: (a)To aid in the enforcement of laws for the protec- 
tion of children and to cooperate to this end with the courts and all 
public and reputable private agencies. The board may make temporary 
provision for the care of children pending investigation of their status; 
(b) to have the care and legal guardianship of children who may be 
committed by courts of competent jurisdiction and to make such pro- 
vision for their care and maintenance, either temporarily or perma- 
nently, in private homes or in public or private institutions as the 
welfare of the child may require. The board shall cause all of its 
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wards placed out under care to be visited as often as may be required 
to safeguard their welfare, and when children are placed in family 
homes or private institutions, so far as practicable, such homes or 
institutions shall be in control of persons of like faith with the parents 
or last surviving parent of such children; (c) to provide care and 
maintenance for feeble-minded children who may be received upon ap- 
plication or upon court commitment, in institutions equipped to receive 
them, within or without the District of Columbia. 

The foregolng enumeratlon shall not be in derogation of any further 
powers and duties now vested by law in the Board of Children's Guard- 
ians, and such powers and duties are hereby vested in the board. 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment, which I send to the desk. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. BLANTON: Page 8, line 4, after the word 
„Columbia“ strike out the period, insert a colon, and add the fol- 
lowing proviso, to wit: “Provided, That under the provisions of this 
act no child shall be taken from the custody of its parent or parents 
except upon the ground of immorality of such parent or parents, and 
where the father and mother are financially unable to care for the 
child or children, the mother shall be paid the same compensation 
for their care as would be paid to outsiders under the practice hereto- 
fore prevailing.” 


Mr. ZIHLMXN. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that the amendment is not germane to this paragraph. I call 
the attention of the Chair to the fact that commitments to these 
institutions are made by the juvenile court of the District of 
Columbia. This bill relates entirely to care in institutions 
reformatory in nature, and to the House of Correction, and to 
the merging of the boards now controlling and administering 
these institutions into one board. It does not attempt to deal 
with the law providing for the commitment of children or other 
delinquents, and I call the attention of the Chair to the fact 
that this matter of child welfare has been gone into very 
carefully by the Congress, that many years ago the commit- 
ment of children was vested in the police court of the District 
of Columbia and that later certain powers were conferred on 
the Board of Children’s Guardians. Now this power is vested 
entirely in the juvenile court of the District of Columbia, which 
has exclusive jurisdiction of children committing crimes under 
17 years of age. This amendment seeks to change that law. 
It seeks to limit the power conferred by Congress upon the 
juvenile court. A bill amending the act creating the juvenile 
court is pending before the legislative committee which reported 
this bill, I am in sympathy with the object sought to be 
attained by the gentleman from Texas, but this is not the 
orderly or the proper manner of attempting to provide for the 
commitment of these children. This amendment has no place 
on this bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. 
be heard? 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, this amendment is certainly 
germane under the existing law. This bill is to take the 
powers and jurisdiction of all the various welfare boards which 
now operate in the District of Columbia and combine them 
into one board under one head known as the director of public 
welfare. It gives the director of public welfare and the new 
board all of the combined powers and authorities which are 
now exercised by all the various boards in Washington at this 
time. What is the situation here? 

Mr. KELLER. Will the gentleman yield for one question? 

Mr. BLANTON, I will yield. 

Mr. KELLER. The present power is under the juvenile 
court, and what the gentleman is trying to do 

Mr. BLANTON. I know where the present power is. 
mainly in the Board of Children’s Guardians. I know how 
these boards have been operating. I have heard some of their 
members testify. Mr. Chairman, some of these boards have 
access to and control of big funds, charitable funds, which are 
donated by charitable-minded people all over the country. 
This director of public welfare could have in the exchequer of 
his board quite a large sum of money that is contributed by 
charitable people in the country. Out of these funds they will 
pay to some stranger $20 a month apiece for each child taken 
away from the parents. That is the present law. They can 
do that now. They can go ont and take a child now from 
its mother when the mother is a proper person, when its 
mother is a moral woman, not one charge they will bring 
against her, not one except her poverty. They say she is not 
able financially to give this little child the kind of food and 
kind of clothing and the housing that it should have, and 
cold-heartedly they have taken little girls away from their 
mothers, put them in homes which were immoral, immoral to 
such an extent that little girls have become mothers in another 


Does the gentleman from Texas desire to 


It is 
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home. That is how badly some of them were treated, and the 
man who mistreated them was paid $20 a month each for tak- 
ing care of these little girls. That is the point I am trying 
to reach here. Why is it not germane? What is there about 
this bill that does not refer to the very subject matter that the 
amendment refers to? 

Mr. BOYCE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. I will 

Mr. BOYCE. May I inquire whether these various boards 
which are to be supplanted by this new board exercised the 
power of commitment without some judgment of a court? 

Mr. BLANTON. They initiate the action, but finally get a 
commitment. Here is what they do: They sneak around into 
the homes and find children, and they then initiate action 
against them that culminates in a court judgment. : They tell 
the court that these little children ought to be taken away 
from the mother, and they take these little children down here 
before the juvenile court and have them committed to them. 
This amendment, if you pass it, will stop it, If you pass this 
amendment the juvenile court will not continue to do that thing 
longer, because the board will not start the case. 

Mr, McKEOWN. Do they give the mother the preference? 

Mr. BLANTON. No; they do not give the mother the pref- 
erence, because under the present law they are prevented from 
giving the mother any pay, but this same money they pay to 
somebody else. 

Mr. RAKER. Under the present law, and this is simply 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I raise the point of order 
that the gentleman is not speaking to the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear the gentleman from 
Texas speak on the point of order. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I make the point of order the gentleman is 
not confining himself to the point of order on this proposition. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is interested in hearing from 
the gentleman from Texas on the question of germaneness of 
the amendment and not upon the merits. 

Mr. BLANTON. In other words, there are laws now which 
permit all of these various boards to take care of little children. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Texas state 
that the effect of the amendment would be to change the juris- 
diction of the juvenile court? 

Mr. BLANTON. Not at all, only indirectly. Here is the 
change. The juvenile court will not then pass on these chil- 
dren, because in cases where the mother is moral, but poverty 
stricken, the board will not initiate proceedings against them 
in court but will pay the same money to the mother, and not 
to a stranger, 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Line 12 has this provision: “'The 
board may make temporary provision for the care of children 
pending investigation of their status.” If that does not give 
this board entire control of the children, what words could 
possibly do it? 

Mr. BLANTON. The bill gives the board absolute control. 
There was an attempt a while ago by amendment to make it 
“supervision” and that was voted down. This gives abso- 
lute control of every destitute and delinquent child in the 
District, and they now take charge of these children in the Dis- 
trict. 

Mr. RAKER. Will the gentleman yield. 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes; but the Chair may be ready to rule. 

Mr. RAKER. He can withhold it for the moment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will listen to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. RAKER. Under the present law of the District of 
Columbia can any organization, that is, charitable organiza- 
tion or otherwise, outside of the juvenile court go to any home 
and legally take a child from that home? 

Mr. BLANTON. They have gone to home after home and 
taken the children, and they were without any authority of 
law for it. 

Mr. RAKHR. 
do it legally? 

Mr. BLANTON. In my judgment they have done it both 
legally and illegally, and I am trying to stop it by this amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Cramton), The Chair is ready to 
rule. The bill before the committee is “to establish a board 
of public welfare in and for the District of Columbia, to deter- 
mine its functions, and for other purposes,” and it proceeds to 
abolish certain agencies and consolidate their work under one 
new agency to be known as the board of public welfare. It 
enumerates certain institutions which are placed under the 
eontrol and management of this new board and provides for the 


It is not what they have done, but can they 


work of that board in connection with its supervision of these 
institutions and the supervision of those persons who come 
under its jurisdiction under the law, and it provides for certain 
powers and duties heretofore exercised by other agencies to be 
consolidated under this new board. 

The amendment offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
BLANTON] provides, first, that no child shall be taken from the 
custody of its parent or parents except upon the ground of 
immorality of such parent or parents; and secondly, where the 
father and mother are financially unable to care for the child 
or the children the mother shall be paid the same compensation 
for caring for the child as is paid the outsiders heretofore under 
the practice prevailing; in other words, a mother’s pension. 

At the present time the bill before us does not apparently in 
any way touch upon the jurisdiction of any existing court. It 
does not apparently make any change whatever or touch upon 
the methods to be followed in committing Individuals to the 
several institutions referred to, or in placing individuals under 
this board of welfare, except it may be the language referred 
to by the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. HILL] as to the tem- 
porary care of children pending an investigation as to their 
status, But that is only with reference to a temporary care, 
not with reference to any permanent care, while the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Texas is addressed directly and 
entirely to a permanent disposition of the child. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the Chair permit an inquiry? 

The CHAIRMAN. Very briefly. 

Mr. BLANTON. Suppose this director of public welfare 
should attempt to take the Chairman's child away from him 
temporarily, Is not that just as much an invasion of the 
rights of a home as if they sought to do it permanently? 

The CHAIRMAN. If the gentleman’s amendment were ad- 
dressed solely to the restriction upon the temporary taking of 
children, his question might be of importance. But his 
amendment is not restricted to that. 

Now, the law provides that— 


No person under 17 years of age shall hereafter be placed in any 
institution supported wholly or in part at the public expense until the 
fact of delinquency or dependency has been first ascertained and 
declared by the said juvenile court. All children of the class now 
liable to be committed to the Reform School for Boys and the Reform 
School for Girls shall hereafter be committed by the juvenile court to 
said schools, respectively. All other children delinquent, neglected, or 
dependent (with the exceptions hereinbefore stated) shall hereafter 
be committed by the juvenile court to the tare of the Board of Chil- 
dren’s Guardians, either for a Umited period of probation or during 
minority, as circumstances may require, and no child once committed 
to any public institution by the order of the juvenile court shall be 
discharged or paroled therefrom or transferred to another institution 
without the consent and approval of the said court. 


The bill has nothing whatever that is making any change 
in the jurisdiction of any court with reference to these mat- 
ters. The amendment of the gentleman from Texas proposes 
a restriction that would affect the jurisdiction of those courts. 
It even goes so far as probably to nullify the jurisdiction of 
any court to commit an individual to the Home for the Feeble- 
Minded because of mental defectiveness, unless moral delin- 
quency of the parents also could be shown. 

The second provision is clearly introducing the question of 
a mother’s pension. There is nothing in the bill making any 
provision as to payments to be made to parents or anyone else 
for the care of these children. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, will the Chair permit a 
question? 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON, That is the present law, that they, out of 
this charitable fund that they receive, can pay $20 a month 
per child to outsiders to take care of the child, but not to the 
mother. This is only in a case where, instead of paying that 
money to an outsider to take care of the child, they could pay 
that money to the mother? 

The CHAIRMAN. How far the Committee on the District 
of Columbia could have gone in framing this bill to make it a 
universal welfare code for the District of Columbia is a ques- 
tion that we need not attempt to answer here. The committee 
have elected to restrict this bill to certain lines; and in the 
judgment of the Chair the amendment of the gentleman from 
Texas is not germane to the section for the reasons stated, 
and the point of order is sustained. 

Mr. BLANTON, I respectfully appeal from the decision of 
the Chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas appeals from 
the decision of the Chair. The question is, Shall the decision 
of the Chair stand as the judgment of the committee? 
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Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I want to be heard for a mo- | 


ment. 

The CHATRMAN. The Chair will hear the gentleman from 
Arkansas, 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I want the committee as well 
as the chairman to answer me this question: What do the 
lines 5 to 8, on page 8, mean? I would also like to ask that 
question of the chairman of the committee. They read as 
follows: 


The foregoing— 


That refers to the enumeration of powers which the gentle- 
men have been discussing and te which the amendment is 
offered— 

The foregoing enumeration shall not be in derogation of any further 
powers or duties now vested by law in the Board of Children's 
Guardians, and— 


Not “ but Cae 
And such powers and duties are hereby vested in the board— 


In small letters, indicating the board created by this act, 
not the Board of Children's Guardians. 

Now, I have an idea that what the committee had in mind 
is the opposite to what the language in the bill conveys. There 
is no question about that, and I challenge any lawyer to con- 
tradict it. I want to find out whether I am in error in sus- 
pecting that they intended just the opposite to what is pro- 
vided in the bill, because it would have an effect upon the 
point of order. If the language means plainly what it says, 
then it will affect this point of order. 

Now, let us analyze it. It says: 

The foregoing enumeration shall not be in derogation— 


Of what? The powers referred to in the preceding para- 
graph? Oh, no— 
of any further powers or duties now vested by law in the Board of 
Children’s Guardians— 

And then the word used is “and” and not but 

And such powers and duties are hereby vested in the board. 

What powers and duties? What do they relate back to? 
What are such powers and duties? Are they the powers and 
duties enumerated and last referred to? If so the bill speci- 


fically provides that they shall be vested in the board that is 


ereated by this act. Now, is that true? 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WINGO. Yes. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. I am not a member of the com- 
mittee, but it is my idea from a reading of the words “and 
such powers and duties” that the word “such” applies not to 
the powers enumerated in this bill but to the powers that are 
vested by law and that are not specifically enumerated in this 
bill. 

Mr: WINGO. If that had been meant would the word “ but” 
have been used and not the word “ and”? 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Not at all. 

Mr, WINGO. Yes; that word would have been used. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Certainly not. 

Mr, WINGO. You would have said, “ the foregoing enumera- 
tion shall not be in derogation of the powers” of what? Of 
the Board of Children’s Guardians? 

Mr. MOORE. of Virginia. The gentleman will find the same 
difficulty at the top of page 7. 

Mr. WINGO. For illustration, at the top of page 2, where 
you have the general delegation of powers, I find— 

There is hereby created in and for the District of Columbia a board 
of public welfare, hereinafter called the board, which shall be the legal 
successor to the boards specified in section 1 and shall succeed to all 
of the Bowers, authority, and property and to all the duties and obli- 
gations heretofore vested in or imposed by law upon such boards. 


Then on page 7 you specifically provide: 

The foregoing enumeration shall not be in derogation of any further 
powers or duties now vested by law in the Board of Charities, and 
such powers and duties are hereby vested in the board. 


Now, you have the same provision with reference to the 
Board of Charities and you have the same provision with ref- 
erence to the Board of Children’s Guardians, and you say-that 
those duties shall be vested in the beard, and you use a smail 
letter in spelling the word “board,” and that must have refer- 
ence to the board covered in this bill. I will ask the gentle- 
man to explain that to me. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Arkansas 
has expired. 


(i 


Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I ask for five minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Arkansas asks unan- 
imous consent to proceed for five additional minutes. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Section 11 sets forth certain duties im- 
posed upon the Board of Children’s Guardians and enumerates 
them, but not all of them. Then it is provided: 


The foregoing enumeration shall not be in derogation of any further 
powers. 


What are the further powers? Here is the act creating the 
Board of Children’s Guardians: 


That the board shall be the legal guardian of all children committed 
to it by the courts, and shall have full power to board them in private 
families. 


That is one of the further enumerated powers—to board them 
in institutions willing to receive them.” 

That is, institutions other than those owned by the District 
government. 


To bind them out or apprentice them, or to give them in adoption to 
foster parents. 


Those are some of the further powers. 

Mr. WINGO. Are those some of the powers that are not 
enumerated in section 11? 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. They are. 

Mr. WINGO. Now, you say that the powers which are 
enumerated in section 11 shall not affect the further powers that. 
are named in the statute which you have just read, but that 
such further powers, which you have just read, shall be vested 
in the board. What board? By all rules of legal intrepreta- 
tion the board you are creating by this act. Now, I contend 
that the amendment referred to is properly in order because 
it covers the very identical question in one of the paragraphs 
you have just read. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I will say to the gentleman that the point 
of order is not leveled against that peint but because the 
amendment has to do with the question of commitment, taking 
the power of commitment away from the juvenile tourt, where 
it is now lodged by law, and putting a limitation upon the 
powers vested in the juvenile court. I want to say to the gen- 
tleman that we are dealing with child-caring institutions. 

Mr. WINGO. But the gentleman overlooks the fact that 


| the powers he read cover these same powers, and the phrase 
he refers to is a legal phrase. 


Mr. ZIHLMAN. I said commitment by the courts. 

Mr. WINGO. But if you give this board the power to bind 
a ehild out you vest in the board the same power the court 
now has to commit a child to any home. In one instance you 
yest the power in a court and then by another name you vest 
the same power in a board, a power that is specifically given 
to. the court. You can not escape that conclusion when you 
say that this board shall be authorized to bind out children 
and put them in certain custody. That is another way of 
saying they can commit them just like a court. It has the 
same effect. 

The effect is the same in having them. committed by the 
court and put in charge of certain institutions or families and 
giving the board the power to bind them out and place them 
in certain institutions or families. The effect is the same, 
although one is called a commitment by the court while the 
other is an order of the board. There is no difference. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I call the gentleman’s attention to the 
language of the amendment, which provides that no child 
shall be taken from its home; it does not provide for commit- 
ment by the court. 

Mr. WINGO. The bill provides for the commitment of 
children to homes or families, and is it not germane to have 
another provision with reference to that? 

Mr. ZIHLMAN,. I do not think so, because the amendment 
says, in substance, that no court can take a child from the 
home unless—and then it Inys down the specifications under 
which that ean be done. 

Mr. CRISP: That goes to the merits of the amendment. 

Mr. WINGO. Yes; that goes to the merits of it. If you have 
given this power by inference, as I contend, by the language 
you have just read, is not that in conflict with the general 
powers of the court, and if that be true has not the committee 
itself by that very language brought that into question? But 
even if it had not, if the gentleman undertakes to say that 
“such other powers that are referred to here and specifically 
vested in the board, shall be exercised in a certain way, that 
does not vitiate this amendment. 
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Mr. ZIHLMAN. If the gentleman's amendment had read, 
“any child committed by a court,” and then had gone on and 
stated certain specifications, the amendment would be in order. 

Mr. WINGO. No; because this power that the court now 
has you say here shall specifically be vested in the board. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. After they are committed by the court. 

Mr. WINGO. I am probably in error, but I do not thus 
interpret the language used. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. That is what the law now proyides. 

Mr. KELLER. We do not enact any new law but simply 
transfer certain powers. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The time of the gentleman from Arkan- 
sas has again expired. 

Mr. BLANTON, Gentlemen, you are to pass upon and 
finally settle this appeal I have made from the decision of 
the Chair, and before you do that I want you to understand 
that there never has been a child taken away from its parents 
in the District of Columbia except by action initiated by this 
Board of Children's Guardians. They are the ones that start 
the proceedings. They are the ones that cause the child to 

“be taken, and I will tell you how they do it. They go to a 
home and find out where the children are, and find a poor 
mother distressed and helpless, and they take steps, through 
a court, it is true, to take that child away. They imagine 
that the child is not getting enough to eat. Instead of giving 
their charity money to the mother and let her keep her chil- 
dren, they file proceedings, take the child away, and pay a 
stranger $20 per month to keep it. 

I hope, therefore, that you colleagues who favor my amend- 
ment will vote not to sustain the Chair's decision, but will 
vote “No” in favor of my appeal. I am trying to stop the 
initial action being taken by them that ends in the child 
being taken away from its parents, and if you will not sustain 
the Chair, and will pass this germane amendment which I 
have offered that they shall not take them, but must pay the 
money to the mother, there will not be any action before a 
court, because their hands will be tied in the beginning. 

The present law permits the Board of Children's Guardians 
to go into a home and take the child and farm it out to 
somebody. We had before us some little children who were 
farmed out to some parties living in the country, and they 
were required to get up before day and milk cows and do 
the farm work and plow all day or haul logs all day, and 
they testified that they ate at a separate table, and that 
although it was on a farm, they had chicken to eat about 
once a year. They were treated very harshly, and whipped 
so that they ran away from the farmer’s house. 

This board can take the child and pay somebody else $20 a 
month out of a fund which they have to take care of the child, 
but they say they bave not any law to pay that money to the 
mother, The only change in the law I have proposed is to give 
them that authority and, instead of paying this $20 a month, 
where the mother is impoverished, to somebody else, to pay it 
to the mother where she is not able financially to take care of 
them. 

This bill deais with the whole subject of the general welfare 
of children and changes every single law we have except the 
juvenile court law, which is a separate proposition entirely. If 
you pass this amendment, we will not have any trouble about 
the children, because the board will not initiate these proceed- 
ings in court which result in a child being taken away from its 
parents, because they will be estopped by the provisions of this 
proposed law. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. I yield. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. According to the language in lines 
14 and 15 on page 7, this board has the following power: “ to 
have the care and legal guardianship of children who may be 
committed by courts.” They can do anything they please with 
any child. They can commit it back to its mother, or they can 
commit it to anybody else, absolutely. It makes them absolute 
guardians of them. 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes; that is true. And if you will look at 
the clause that the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. Winco] 
called attention to, it gives this board every power that this 
Board of Children’s Guardians now has, and one of those 
powers is to farm out little children to some one else, and 
another power is to pay somebody else to take care of the 
children, instead of paying the money they have for that pur- 
pose—lots of which has been donated by charitable-minded 
people for the benefit of the children—to the mother. They will 
not let it be paid to the mother, but pay it to somebody else, 
and I am trying to get that law changed, which is not appli- 
cable to the juvenile court, but is applicable to the Board of 
Children’s Guardians, 


Mr. BOYCE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. I yield. 

Mr. BOYCE. Does the gentleman know of any law whereby 
any one of these boards that are to be superseded by this new 
board has the power to farm out these children as the gen- 
tleman states? 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman from Maryland [Mr. Zran- 
MAN] read you that law a few minutes ago. The board that 
now has the power is the Board of Children’s Guardians. They 
not only now have the power by law but they have been doing 
that for years. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Absolutely. 

Mr. BOYCE. Read the law. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
ZIHLMAN] read that code again? I have not it before me. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. The gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
ZIHLMAN] has the law which was just read. The law pro- 
vides for that and this bill perpetuates it. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman from Maryland [Mr. Zint 
MAN] will not deny they now have the power to farm them out 


„and to pay others $20 per month to care for them, and the 


gentleman from Maryland has just read it from the code. 

Mr. BOYCE. These boards, so far as I have any under- 
3 in relation to them, have no such power under the 
aw. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman is mistaken. They have it 
now. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that debate on the pending appeal be closed in five minutes. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I desire to be recognized, 

Mr. McSWAIN. I object. I want to be recognized, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move that debate on the 
pending appeal close in 10 minutes. 

Mr. RAKER. Will not the gentleman make it 15 minutes? 
I would like to have five minutes. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I would like to inquire 
whether some one supporting the decision of the Chair will 
have an opportunity to speak. So far all of the speeches have 
been in support of the point of order. 

Mr. RAKER. I would like five minutes in support of the 
ruling of the Chair. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I would like five minutes in opposition to 
the ruling of the Chair. 

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on the motion of the gen- 
tleman from Maryland [Mr. ZIHLMAN] that all debate on the 
pending appeal close in 10 minutes. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. ZIHLMAN) there were—ayes 52, noes 34. 

So the motion was agreed to. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I would like to ask the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BLANTON] whether the gentleman’s amendment will 
prevent this board in all cases from doing the things of which 
he complains? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes; it will. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Not only under the provisions of this 
bill but under the provisions of the present law? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes; it will stop them from initiating pro- 
ceedings, 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Then, Mr. Chairman, under the inter- 
pretation of the gentleman’s own amendment, I submit that it 
is the duty of the committee to support the Chair. I trust that 
in sitting upon an appeal from the decision of the Chair we 
shall consider the parliamentary question and not the merits 
of the issue itself. . 

Mr. RAKER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Yes. s 

Mr. RAKER. Take subdivision page 8, lines 5 to 8, and 
referring it to section 11, I will ask the gentleman if all in 
that section is not summed up in these words: That the powers 
and duty now vested by law in the Board of Children’s Guard- 
ians shall be and hereby are vested in the board created by 
this act? Is not that all there is in the whole section? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Section 11, paragraph b, provides that 
the board shall have the care and legal guardianship of these 
children only when committed to the board by the court. The 
gentleman from Texas has just admitted in answer to my 
query that he construes his own amendment to mean that the 
board shall have jurisdiction in all cases; that his amendment 
shall apply to all cases. 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, no. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. That is what I asked the gentleman. 
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Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman got his words mixed up so 
that I did not understand. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM.. Now, who is there in this committee who 
will say that the second section of this amendment is at all 
germane to anything in the bill? 


Where the father and mother are financially unable to care for the 
children, the mother shall be paid the same compensation for their care 
us would be paid to outsiders under the practice heretofore prevailing. 


That is nothing but a provision for a mother’s. pension. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHINDBEOM. Les. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Is there anything to that effect 
in any previous law? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. 
this law. 

Mr. WINGO. I want to say te the gentleman that there is. 
I presume the gentleman wants to arrive at what the law is. 
The language was quoted a while ago at top of page 8: “ Any 
further powers or duties now vested by law in the Board of 
Children’s Guardians, and such powers and duties are hereby 
vested in the board.” That means the powers and duties of 
the Board of Children’s Guardians, other than those incor- 
porated aboye. I have before me the statute. in reference to 
the powers and duties of the Board of Children's Guardians. 
I will read the language. The first part covers children that 
are committed by the court. The second does not say any- 
thing about the court: 


All children who are destitute of suitable homes and adequate means 
of earning an honest living, all children abandoned by their parents 
or guardians, all children of habitually drunken or vicious or unfit 
parents, all children habitually begging on the streets or from door 
to door, all children kept in vicious or immoral associations, all 
children known by their language or life to be vicious or incorrigible 
whenever such children may be committed to the care of the board 
by the police court or the criminal court of the District. 


In other words, “such powers vested in the board“ —the 
word “board” refers to the board created by the bill. And 
one of the powers is to decide how the children may be cared 
for. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. My good friend will not deny the prop- 
osition that the effect of this language will be to change the 
jurisdiction and the power of the juvenile court. 

Mr. WINGO. No; what I read was cited by the gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. Zinruax] as the Board of Children’s 
Guardian law. It probably has been amended. 

Mr, LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I desire to call the atten- 
tion of the committee to the parliamentary aspects of the pend- 
ing appeal. I am in favor of the amendment but shall not dis- 
cuss the merits: This is a legislative bill, and I am sure that 
Members will agree that a greater degree of latitude must be 
allowed on the question of germaneness of an amendment to 
a legislative bill than on an appropriation bill. If the ruling 
of the Chair is sustained it will have a tendency to further 
curb the privilege and possibility of amendment on the floor 
of the House. The gentleman's amendment is to a section that 
gives power to the board to place a child in a family instead 
of an institution, and clearly if the section gives authority to 
this board to place a child in an outside family, paying for its 
board, an amendment which authorizes the board to keep the 
child in its own family and pay the same amount is germane. 
Clearly when it provides in this very section for the care of 
these children, and payment for the care of the children in a 
strange family, an amendment providing for the payment to 
their own family where the family is destitute is clearly 
germane to the section. 

aes HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yie 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. This can not possibly create anything 
like a mother’s pension, because the bill says, “ Provided, That 
under the provisions of this act,” and it would relate to the 
old act. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Exactly. All it does is to define the 
powers of this board in placing a child, first, if the parents 
are moral; then the first care belongs to the natural parents 
of the child. In the event that there is immorality or improper 
guardianship then the child goes to another family. If this 
amendment is not germane then we further tend to curb and 
limit the use of amendments from the floor of the House. 

This is a legislative bill and not an appropriation bill, and 
I submit that we have a greater degree of latitude on the 
question of germaneness. It is no disrespect to the present 
occupant of the chair to overrule his decision. I appeal to my 


I do not know, but it is not germane to 


colleagues who believe in the freedom of amendment from the 
floor of the House to overrule the decision of the Chair. 
Clearly, if this amendment is not in order, then the privilege 
of amendment is further curbed, The gentleman's amendment 
deals with two subjects, one, financial assistance to destitute 
families where there is no question of improper guardianship, 
and limiting the powers of commitment to an institution. Both 
of these subjects are specifically provided in section 11, to 
which the amendment of the gentleman from Texas is offered. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is, Shall the decision of the 
Chair stand as the judgment of the committee? 

The question was taken; and the Chair being in doubt, the 
committee divided; and there were—ayes 40, noes 52. 

So the decision of the Chair was overruled. 

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr, ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I desire to be heard briefly 
on this subject. As I remember the language of the amend- 
ment, it provides that no child shall be taken from any home 
unless it is shown that the parents are immoral, or words to 
that effect, and it, in effect, sets up a system of mothers’ pen- 
sions as applied to indigent parents. 

Mr. STEVENSON. I understood from any home where they 
are able to maintain it. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. This amendment does not specify anything 
but that no child shall be taken from the home against the 
wishes of its parents unless it can be shown that they are 
immoral. I am not prepared to say how far that amendment 
goes, but it seems. to me that it interferes with the authority 
of the juvenile court, which is charged with the administra- 
tion of laws against delinquent children. If that is not cor- 
rect, then I wish some of the lawyers would inform us as to 
that. I am in thorough sympathy with the idea expressed by 
the gentleman from Texas and what he is trying to obtain by 
this amendment, but I do not believe that this is the place to 
legislate upon that subject. The legislative committee has a 
bill before it now dealing with the powers of the juvenile 
court, and the committee should be given an opportunity to go 
into this matter thoroughly. I contend that this language does 
invade the jurisdiction of the juvenile court. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Chairman, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Yes. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Before the committee votes 

on this it ought to know something about the experience of 
States that have this pay-the-mother system. This board of 
juvenile guardians deals with 1,600 children a year. It costs 
quite a sum of money. A person would be surprised to know 
the number of parents in desperate circumstances, sometimes 
with children that are poorly born, who will try to get them 
placed out to get the $20 into their hands as proposed by this 
amendment. I doubt very much the wisdom of it. I wish the 
members of the committee had time to read the hearings 
before the Committee on Appropriations. These children are 
put into the bands of relatives wherever possible. 
Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I want to answer the gen- 
tleman, in the time of the gentleman from Maryland, that this 
does not apply to any new fund; it does not provide a mothers’ 
pension; it affects only the fund they now pay out to some- 
body else. It does not enlarge it at all. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. We are dealing with chil- 
dren. Here it tells of a hundred little syphilitic children per 
year. 

Mr. BLANTON. I predict that there will be much less paid 
out under this provision than under the present system. 

Mr. BOYCH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Yes. 

Mr. BOYCE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. When the gentleman reads the existing law 
I wish he would cite something for my information as to how 
this affects, the children who are to be committed by the 
court 

Mr. BOYCE. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. Wrnco], as I understood 
him, relies upon an act passed July 26, 1892, giving powers and 
jurisdiction to the Board of Children’s Guardians. On March 
19, 1908, many years after the act to which I have just called 
the attention of the committee, there was passed an act ere- 
ating the juvenile court in and for the District of Columbia, 
and vested in that court all the powers and jurisdiction which 
were originally vested in the Board of Children’s Guardians, 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Maryland 
has expired. 

Mr: WINGO. I ask that the gentleman may have five min- 
utes more, so that the gentleman can complete his statement. 
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The CHATRMAN. Does the gentleman from Delaware ask 
for recognition? 

Mr. BOC. I do not wish to consume the time of the 
committee, and I think I have said all that is necessary; but 
if I had more time—— 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Does the gentleman yield? 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Delaware is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. For one question. Is that the last legis- 
lation on the subject, does anybody know? 

Mr. BOYCE. I have not had time to fully examine. I am 
satisfied, so far as I have been able to examine, that the act 
of 1892 has been superseded by the act of 1906. Under section 
8 of the act of 1906, creating the juvenile court, the said court 
is given all the powers and jurisdiction conferred by the act 
entitled “An act for the protection of children,” and so forth, ap- 
proved February 13, 1885, upon the police court of the District 
of Columbia; and also the said juvenile court is invested with 
the powers and jurisdiction conferred by the act entitled “An 
act to provide for the care of dependent children in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, creating the Board of Children's Guard- 
jans,” approved July 26, 1892, including the acts amendatory 
thereof. So that it seems to me, from the hurried examination 
which I have been able to make, that the powers and jurisdic- 
tion of the Board of Children’s Guardians have been unmis- 
takably vested in the juvenile court by the act of 1906. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, so my friend from Delaware 
will understand, I simply took the statute cited to me by the 
gentleman from Maryland, and I think it is obvious that law 
has been superseded, but that is a moot question so far as this 
amendment is concerned. 

Mr. BOYCE, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WINGO. Yes. 

Mr. BOYCE. Now, I am in full sympathy with the amend- 
ment and wish I thought it was germane to this act 

Mr. WINGO. The committee has decided that. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Will the gentleman yield? The genile- 
man Says this is a moot question; it is settled. 


Mr. BOYCE. It was settled wrongly, in my opinion. The 


difficuity which I have had in reaching a conclusion is that in 


section 1 of the bill under consideration certain boards are 


named and they are to be superseded by a single board named | 
in this act; that is, the Board of Publie Welfare, which latter | 


board is to be given all the powers, authorities, property, and 
all the duties and functions heretofore vested in or imposed by 
the law upon the boards mentioned in the first part of the act. 

Mr. WINGO. Now, that may be true. Gentlemen, I want to 
submit this to the committee. Let us see what the amendment 
is. It has been decided by a vote of the committee to be 
germane, and I think correctly. What does the amendment do? 
That is what we want to vote on. 

Now, let us see. I have the amendment before me. It reads: 


Provided, 'That under the provisions of this act no child shall be 
taken from the custody of its parent or parents except upon the ground 
of immorality of such parent or parents, and where the father and 
mother are financially unable to care for the child or children the 
mother shall be paid the same compensation for their care as would be 
paid to the outsider under the practice heretofore prevailing. 


Gentlemen, listen. You can not challenge the fundamental 
proposition that where the home is moral that is where the 
child ought to be. [Applanse.] Why, gentlemen, this new 
philosophy that seeks to take children from the influences of 
home and from the direct care of the mother and farm children 
out would have robbed this Nation of an Abraham Lincoln. 
Applause. A home may haye a dirt floor, and, as some people 
who came before this committee testified, the paper may be 
hanging in shreds on the wall; but where the mother is there 
that child should be kept. [Applause.] 

If there is anything that makes my blood boil, it is the 
activity of these well-meaning, yet misguided, people who think 
the State can create some kind of civil institution that is 
superior to a mother’s care. As long as that mother is virtuous 
and honest, however poor that home may be, the child ought to 
be kept in the mother’s care. [Applause.] 

Gentlemen, if you had this provision now enacted into law, 
there would not have occurred that tragedy in this city which 
was reported in this morning’s papers, where a poor woman 
with two children, finding the tides of life pressing upon her 
too heavily, took her own life and that of her children so that 
they should not become dependent or placed in the care of any- 
one else. We would do better, perhaps, even to waste some of 
the money of the taxpayers and incidentally give pecuniary 
help to worthless and shiftless mothers rather than take one 
child from a worthy mother simply on account of poverty. You 


should pay this $20 a month that is now paid outsiders to a 
mother who is honest and virtuous if she is financially unable 
to maintain her child without that help. [Applause.] 

Mr. UNDERHILL. Mr. Chairman, that was a beautiful 
speech [applause], but the present applause is intended to be 
derisive as well as enthusiastic. 

Mr. UPSHAW. No; genuine; sincere. 

Mr. UNDERHILL. But the speech does not touch the real 
situation. The gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. Winco], to- 
gether with myself, voted against the child-labor amendment 
at the last session [applause], and we did so in the belief that 
the proper place for the childhood of the Nation is in the 
mother’s care and keeping. But what are you doing in this 
amendment? You are providing that the only ground whereon 
a child can be taken from its mother is on the charge of im- 
morality. That is the thing you are doing. But what is the 
result? You are placing a stigma on every child taken from 
its mother ` 

Mr. ROMJUE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. UNDERHILL. No; I regret I can not. 

Mr. ROMJUE. What other grounds would you assign? 

Mr. UNDERHILL. Even if there were no other grounds, 
it is often wise to dissemble, It is no disgrace to be poor. It 
is to be immoral. If you say that the reason you are taking a 
child away from its parents is because the parent is unable to 
eare for it, that is much better than to have the child held up 
to ridicule and scorn by his schoolmates, because, unfortunately, 
the child animal is too often thoughtlessly cruel. 

I believe in the mother’s pension. It is a law in my State. 
It has worked well. I hope to see it established here. But I 
do not believe you should read into this bill or any bill a pro- 
vision that will make a child an outcast among the rest of the 
children because of the fault of the parent. This may not be 
the legal viewpoint to take of it. It may not be the sob-sister’s ” 
idea of it, but it certainly is practical. I have had some ex- 
perience along this line myself. 

Previous to my coming to Congress, for five years I was 
president of the associated charities of my city. What we try 
to do is to protect the child and not talk a whole lot about 
the mother’s failings. Some of them are really unworthy to 
haye children and unfit to have children, so it is sometimes 
wise to take a child away from its mother and put it into 
other environment. In the hearings before this committee, not 
only this year but in other years, it has been shown conclu- 
sively that the Board of Children’s Guardians and the juve- 
nile court have been active in protecting the children in every 
instance rather than catering to a lot of sensational sob-sisters 
or sensation-seeking societies and newspapers in the District. 

These are the facts in the matter, and if you want to cast 
a reflection or stigma upon every child who is unfortunate 
enough to be taken from its parent and placed in a school or 
placed in the charge of somebody chosen by the juvenile court, 
go ahead and do it by adopting this amendment. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I moye that all debate on 
this paragraph and all amendments thereto close at the end of 
fiye minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the motion of the gen- 
tleman from Maryland that all debate upon the pending para- 
graph and all amendments thereto close in five minutes. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. HIL of Maryland) there were—ayes 75, noes 8. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, I object to the yote 
on the ground that there is no quorum present. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, a point of order. No 
objection can be made to the vote. The point of order is 
whether there is a quorum present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland makes the 
point of order that there is not a quorum present. The Chair 
will count. : 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw the 
point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland with- 
draws his point of order of no quorum, and the motion of the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. ZmitmMan] to close debate on 
the pending paragraph and all amendments thereto in five 
minutes prevails. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask recognition as a mem- 
ber of the committee. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of 
order that the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. ZIHLMAN] made 
his motion in contemplation of the request of the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. Moore] for five minutes’ time. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I am a member of the com- 
mittee. This is my amendment and I haye not yet spoken 
on it. 
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Mr. CHINDBLOM. The gentleman from Texas has spoken 
on his amendment, both on the point of order and the amend- 
ment itself, 

Mr. BLANTON. I have not risen on the amendment at all. 
The gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. Winco] was recognized. 
I have not spoken on the amendment at all. 

The CHAIRMAN. It is the recollection of the Chair that 
the gentleman from Texas has not spoken directly upon the 
pending amendment, and the Chair therefore feels obliged to 
recognize the gentleman from Texas for five minutes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I want to use but two min- 
utes, because there are other gentlemen who want to be recog- 
nized. I will ask the Chair to stop me in two minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The gentleman from Texas is recognized 
for two minutes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, this amend- 
ment will not interfere at all with the criminal laws of the 
District. If a child is criminally incorrigible or if a child is 
committed for a crime, the criminal laws of the District amply 
provide for such cases. This amendment does not interfere 
with that at all. If a child is insane, the other laws of the 
District relate to it. If there is insanity afflicting the parents 
or some contagious disease present, the health and other pro- 
visions of the District laws relate to it. 

This amendment only applies to cases where the Board of 
Cifildren’s Guardians has been in the habit of taking children 
away from mothers because of alleged poverty of the mother 
herself. It just changes that provision and requires them be- 
fore they take a child from a mother to show immorality on 
the part of the mother, so that the child can not be taken 
away from its mother because of poverty. 

Then the amendment also provides that the funds, most of 
which have been supplied by charitable persons, shall be paid 
to the mother of the child—the $20 a month—instead of to 
somebody else. The amendment provides that they shall have 
the right to take that charitable money and pay it to the 
mother for the care of the child. That is all my ‘amendment 
does, and it does not interfere, as I say, with any of the 
criminal laws of the District. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. i 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, as I understand 
it, there are three minutes remaining which may be applied 
to subsequent amendments to this paragraph. 

8 The CHAIRMAN. Yes; if the time is not consumed at this 
me, 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. I have an amendment to offer and 
I want to speak briefly on it. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend- 
ment as a substitute for the amendment of the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BLANTON]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Virginia offers an 
amendment as a substitute for the amendment of the gentle- 
man from Texas, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Moors of Virginia as a substitute for the 
amendment offered by Mr. BLANTON: Page 8, line 4, after the word 
„Columbia“ insert: “ Where the child is taken from the custody of 
its parent or parents because they are financially unable to care for 
the child, the mother shall be paid the same compensation for its 
care as would be paid an outsider under the practice heretofore pre- 
yailing.” 


Mr. BLANTON. I accept that amendment, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. ZIMLMAN. Mr. Chairman, the committee will accept 
that amendment, 

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr, Chairman, as I understand it, the 
proposed amendment provides that you can take the child and 
pay the mother, too, 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the Clerk will report 
the amendment as corrected by the gentleman from Mie 
[ Mr. Moore]. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Modified amendment offered by Mr. Moorn of Virginia: Page 8, line 
4, after the word “ Columbia,” insert: “ Where a child would other- 
wise be taken from the custody of its parent or parents because they 
are financially unable to care for the child, the mother shall be paid 
the same compensation for its care as would be paid an outsider under 
the practice heretofore prevailing.” 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr, Chairman, I am willing to accept that 
amendment, 
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The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Texas asks unani- 
mous consent to accept the amendment of the gentleman from 
Virginia. Without objection, itis so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. The committee is willing to accept the 
amendment, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON] as modified by the sub- 
stitute offered by the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Moore]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland offers an 
amendment which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. HILL of Maryland: Page 7, line 28; strike 
out the words “so far as practicable.” 


Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of 
the committee, these words, in view of lines 5, 6, and 7, on page 
9, would seem to be contradictory. Those lines on page 9 pro- 
vide as follows: 


Except in the placement of children in institutions under the public 
control, the board shall place them in institutions or homes of the 
same religious faith as the parent, 


I am entirely in favor of that, and so is the committee; but 
on page 7 you have a provision as follows: 


The board shall cause all of its wards placed out under care to be 
visited as often as may be required to safeguard their welfare, and 
when children are placed in family homes or private institutions, so 
far us practicable, such homes or institutions shall be in control of 
persons of like faith with the parents or last surviving parent of such 
children, 


In other words, gentlemen, you have in section 13 a man- 
datory provision covering the whole bill which definitely says 
that these children must be placed in homes of the same reli- 
gious faith, and in the words I call your attention to in section 
11 you give the same direction, but say “as far as practicable,” 
and I submit they are contradictory, and I hope the committee 
will agree to my amendment. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. I yield. d 

Mr. McSWAIN. Suppose the parents of the child belong to 
some little religions cult that has not any representation in 
the institutions of the city or have not any religious faith at 
all, what are you going to do about that? 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. This applies entirely to homes and 
not to institutions, 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. It applies to private institutions. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Does not the gentleman think we should 
allow some discretion to the board and not make it manda- 
tory? The words “so far as practicable” seemed to meet the 
situation. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. You make it absolutely mandatory 
by the language on page 9, and it seems to me the two pro- 
visions are absolutely in conflict. On page 9 you say— 


except in the placement of children in institutions under the publie 
control, the board shal! place them in institutions or homes of the 
same religion as the parents, 


This is a clear and definite as well as proper provision. 
However, by the words I seek to strike out in section 11, you 
create doubt and qualify the above provision. You say “when 
children are placed in family homes or private institutions, so 
far as practicable, such homes shall be in control of persons of 
like faith with the parents or last surviving parent of such 
children.“ 

I hope you will take away the doubt here created and by 
adopting my amendment strike out the words “so far as 
practicable.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Mary- 
land has expired. -All time has expired. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
IIILLI. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Hitt of Maryland) there were—ayes 13, noes 39. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read section 13 of the bill. 

The following committee amendment was read: 


Page 9, line 10, insert a new section as follows: 
“Sere. 14, The provisions of this act shall take effect as of July 
1, 1925.” 
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The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the committee amend- 
ment. 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read the following committee amendment: 


Page 9, line 12, change section 14 to section 15, 


The committee amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee 
do now rise and report the bill back to the House with the 
amendments, with the recommendation that the amendments 
be agreed to and that the bill as amended do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly, the committee rose; and the Speaker having 
resumed the chair, Mr. Cramton, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that 
that committee had had under consideration the bill (H. R. 
12002) to establish a board of public welfare in the District 
of Columbia, to determine its functions, and for other pur- 
poses, and had directed him to report the same back with 
sundry amendments with the recommendation that the amend- 
ments be agreed to and the bill as amended do pass. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question 

` on the bill and amendments to final passage. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment? 

There was no demand for a separate vote, and the amend- 
ments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. ZrutmMan, a motion to reconsider the yote 
whereby the bill was passed was laid on the table. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent the following leave of absence was 
granted: 

To Mr. Wuson of Indiana, for two days, on account of sick- 
ness. 


wae 595 LANKFORD, for five days, on account of sickness in his 


THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE POST OFFICE SYSTEM UNDER TRA 
CONSTITUTION 


Mr. LEHLBACH. Mr. Speaker, the other day when the 
resolution for returning to the Senate the postal increase bill 
was under discussion in the course of some remarks on the bill 
originally pending, I stated that the post office under the Con- 
stitution was first passed in the Senate. The accuracy of that 
having been challenged, I desire to extend my remarks by 
printing the proceedings of the first session of Congress, in so 
far as they relate to that, and the proceedings of the second 
Congress. j 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LEHLBACH. Mr. Speaker, on January 31, during the 
discussion of the resolution to return to the Senate the postal 
rate increase and salary bill, I expressed the opinion that the 
origin of this bill in the Senate was not in violation of Article 
I, section 7, of the Constitution, which provides that all bills 
roid raising reyenue shall originate in the House of Representa- 

ves, 

In support of this view, I stated as a fact that the bill first 
establishing a postal system under the Government created 
by the Constitution originated in the Senate and was agreed 
to by the House of Representatives. My argument was that if 
a bill creating a postal service and prescribing charges there- 
for could lawfully originate in the Senate, then a bill altering 
the charges for postal service could also lawfully originate in 
the Senate. 

I have been asked to substantiate my assertions that the bill 
creating the Postal Service under the Constitution originated 
in the Senate. 

Accordingly, I quote from the Annals of Congress, First 
Congress, first session: j 


SENATE PROCEEDINGS 
THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 10, 1789. 


A message from the House of Representatives brought up a resolve 
of the House of Representatives that until further provision be made 
by law the General Post Office of the United States shall be conducted 
according to the rules and regulations prescribed by the ordinances and 
resolutions of the late Congress, and that contracts be made for the 
conveyance of the mail in conformity thereto. 

This resolve was committed to Messrs. Butler, Morris, and Elis- 
worth, with an instruction to report a bill upon the subject, 


FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 11, 1789. 


Mr, Butler, in behalf of the committee appointed on the 10th of 
September on the resolve of the House of Representatives, providing 
for the regulation of the post office, reported not to concur in the 
resolve, and a bill upon the subject matter thereof; 

And, on the question of concurrence in the resolve of the House of 
Representatives, it passed in the negative. 

MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 14. 1789. 


Agreeably to the order of the day, the Senate proceeded in the 
second reading of the bill for the temporary establishment of the post 
office; and— 

Ordered, That this bill have a third reading to-morrow. 

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 15, 1789. 

The Senate proceeded to the third reading of the bill for the tem- 
porary establishment of the post office. : 

Resolved, That the engrossed bill for the temporary establishment 
of the post office do pass. 


HOUSE PROCEEDINGS 
TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 15, 1789. 
A message from the Senate informed the House that they have 
passed a bill for the temporary establishment of the post office, to 
which they request the concurrence of the House. 
WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 15, 1789. 


Thé bill for the temporary establishment of the post office was 
read for the first time. 
THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 17, 1789. 


The bill sent from the Senate for the temporary establishment of 
the post office was read the second and third time and passed. 


The following is the act originated and passed in the manner 

set forth in the above excerpts: 
ANNALS OF CONGRESS 
(Appendix, Vol. II, p. 2179) 
An act for the temporary establishment of the post office 

Be it enacted, That there shall be appointed a Postmaster Gen- 
eral; bis powers and salary and the compensation to the assistant or 
clerk and deputies which he may appoint, and the regulations of the 
post office shall be the same as they last were under the resolutions 
and ordinances of the late Congress. The Postmaster General to be 
subjected to the direction of the President of the United States in per- 
forming the duties of his office and in forming contracts for the trans- 
portation of the mall. 

Suc. 2. And be ít further enacted, That this act shall continue in 
force until the end of the next session of Congress and no longer, 

Approved, September 22, 1789. 


The resolutions and ordinances of the Congress under the 
Confederation, upon the organization of the new Government 
became inoperative. During the First Congress either new laws 
were enacted or else, where necessary, the resolutions and ordi- 
nances were revived and provisionally enacted into law until 
original legislation covering such subjects could be framed and 
passed by Congress. 

The ordinance of the late Congress, revived and temporarily 
enacted as above stated, was a law providing for a postal 
establishment, authorizing the entering into contracts for the 
carrying of the mails and fixing charges for the service. Hence 
this law which originated in the Senate enacting the provisions 
of the ordinance by reference thereto as much fixed postal rates 
as if the terms carried in the former ordinance had been re- 
stated and reenacted in express words. 

The Postmaster General under date of January 20, 1790, 
submitted a report which was transmitted to the First Con- 
gress at its second session, discussing at some length the in- 
adequacy of the revenues raised under the provisions of the 
act of September 22, 1789. Accordingly, a bill for the regula- 
tion of the post office, revising the system established under 
the act of September 22, 1789, was introduced. This bill even- 
tually went to conference. The conferees reported an incom- 
plete agreement. In consequence the bill was lost, 

Thereupon a bill to continue in force for a limited time the 
law for the temporary establishment of the post office was 


passed. 

The Constitutional Convention was comprised of 42 mem- 
bers, of which 39 signed the completed instrument and 3 re- 
fused. Of these 42 members, 17 were Members of the First 
Congress in which the bill for the temporary establishment of 
the post office originated in the Senate, was passed and became 
a law upon receiving the signature of George Washington, 
President of the United States and president of the Constitu- 
tional Convention. : 

The following members of the Constitutional Convention 
were Members of the First Congress under the Constitution: 
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Senators: William S. Johnson, of Connecticut; Richard Bassett 
and George Read, of Delaware; William Few, of Georgia; 
John Langdon, of New Hampshire; William Patterson, of New 
Jersey; Rufus King, of New York; Robert Morris, of Pennsyl- 
vania; and Pierce Butler, of South Carolina. Representa- 
tives: Roger Sherman, of Connecticut; Abraham Baldwin, of 
Georgia; Daniel Carroll, of Maryland; Elbridge Gerry, of 
Massachusetts; Nicholas Gilman, of New Hampshire; George 
Clymer and Thomas Fitzsimmons, of Pennsylvania; and James 
Madison, of Virginia. 
POSTAL SALARY BILL 


Mr. GARDNER of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to extend my remarks in the Rrconb on the postal 
salary bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GARDNER of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, at last session of 
Congress, when a bill was before Congress to reclassify the 
salaries of postmasters and employees of the Postal Service, 
readjusting their salaries and compensation, I was for that 
bill. I appeared before the Joint Committee on Post Offices 
and Post Roads and expressed myself in favor of a bill to 
increase the salaries of postmasters and postal employees, and 
asked that such a bill be reported to the House for passage. 
When the bill came up I voted for its passage. That bill passed 
both branches of Congress but was vetoed by the President. 
I would have voted to have passed that bill over the President's 
yeto if I had had an opportunity to do so, That bill was in no 
way a revenue bill. I have expressed myself many times to the 
people of my district as favoring an increase in the pay of the 
postmasters and postal employees. I am still in favor of such 
increase. On February 3 of this year Senate bill No. 3674 was 
before the House and the following resolution was introduced 
by Mr. Green, of Iowa: 


Resolved, That the bill S. 3674, in the opinion of the House, contra- 
venes the first clause of the seventh section of the first article of the 
Constitution, and is an infringement of the privileges of this House, 
and that the said bill be taken from the Speaker's table and be 


en returned to the Senate with a message communicating this 


resolution. 


This resolution was for the purpose of sending this bill 
back to the Senate, thus killing the bill. I voted against this 
resolution because this Senate bill could haye been amended, 
and the revenue feature could have been changed or even 
stricken out, and I felt that if this Senate bill was killed by 
the House, by returning the same to the Senate, then the Mem- 
bers of the House would be forced to vote on a House bill as 
we are now being forced to vote on this revised Kelly bill, 
H. R. 11444, under a special rule which gives us no opportunity 
to amend the bill and gives only 20 minutes debate on each 
side to discuss the bill—in my judgment a very unfair way 
to pass such important legislation. This bill proposes to raise 
the revenue, in a large part, by increasing the postal rates that 
must be paid by the farmer, the wage earner, and the con- 
sumer. And while I am still as strongly in favor of an in- 
crease in the pay of these employees as I ever was, yet since 
this increase must be paid, in a large part, by a class of people 
who are now overburdened by taxation and many of them in 
worse condition than those whom we seek to assist, I do not 
consider that I am bound by any previous vote or statement, 
as it is not the same legislation that we had before us hereto- 
fore, and I can not be in favor of such increases paid in that 
way. Many of the persons who would be required to help pay 
this increased taxation’ are now making less than the em- 
ployee who is to receive the increase. For example: The rural 
mail carrier who delivers the mail to the farmer receives in 
round numbers $1,800 per year. A large majority of the 
farmers to whom he is delivering the mail are making much 
less than he is. Many of them are unable to pay their taxes 
and interest on their mortgages. And a majority*of the 
farmers to whom the rural mail carrier delivers the mail would 
gladly exchange places with the rural mail carrier who is de- 
livering the mail to the farmer. I have always thought of the 
mail service as being a service to the people rather than a 
means of raising revenue, And I now think that the raising 
of revenue and the delivery of mail should be considered as 
two distinct forms of legislation rather than making the mail 
service self-supporting. I think the charge for the delivery 
of mail should be a reasonable charge for service rather than 
to be considered as a means of raising revenue. And, as I see 
it, this bill is simply another way of raising revenue by placing 
a burden of taxation on those persons who are least able to bear 
such burden, And again, if the Postal Department is to be 


made self-supporting, then I see no reason why one class of 
mail should be carried at such a great loss to the Government 
and persons who are using another class of mail should be 
discriminated against and made to pay to make up that loss, 
The following table of figures, which shows the loss or gain 
in transporting the mails, is given us by the Post Office De- 
partment : 


Class of mail matter and special service Gain 


DUBS IRD Se a arn OAR AEN E A L DENE E — $80, 417,718 
FE EAE ͤ S Ie rs ge Sle Se 


The proposed bill provides for increases in rates as follows: 
Classes of mail 


Tnereases 
Hirt t 1110, ONG) OOO 
Second class: 
Cc cc patton aeen, — 2.998, 282 
N ae ewe Rae ae ee a SN IE ae 1, 000, 000 
hind 2 clas@s so. Ae E A 18, 000, 000 
ee iene 13, 600, 000 
Twenty-five-cent ps a 50 service (parcel post) 3, 000, 000 
Insured service (third class and fourth class — 3, 058, 147 
C. O. D. service (third class and fourth class) ...-..._.- 1, 103, 879 
Ria y | OPORTO DARANE LNN i eG 3, 582, 490 
L eee oe eee awn 3, 980, 000 
weinten o.oo en wean pinnae ease 800, 000 
L ee — 01, 222, 768 


These figures, given us by the Post Office Department, show 
that the second-class mail is being carried at a loss of $74,712,- 
868, and this bill provides to increase the revenue on that 
class of mail less than $4,000,000. While in the fourth-class 
mail—parcel post—the report from the department shows that 
on this class of mail there is a deficit of only $6,916,753, yet 
the proposed bill would increase this class $13,600,000 plus 
$3,000,000 additional to be derived from the sale of “ special 
service” stamps where speedy service is desired, making a 
total of $16,600,000. This amount of money would be paid 
largely by the farming and laboring classes of people. This 
bill provides to increase the revenue on insured service $3,058,- 
147; on the C. O. D. service, $1,103,879; on money orders, 
$3,582,490 ; on registry service, $3,980,000. Much of all of these 
increases must be paid by the farmer, the laborer, and the 
smaller taxpayer. While I favor an increase in the salaries 
of the postal employees, yet I am absolutely opposed to in- 
creases in any salaries where the burden, or at least a major 
part of it, is to be placed on the classes of people who are 
unable to stand an increase in their already overburdened taxa- 
tion. And I see no reason why this undue share of the in- 
crease of the postal salaries should be put on this class of the 
service, when there is another class which causes an annual 
loss to the Government of over $74,000,000 and this last class 
being increased less than $4,000,000, 

If those who furnish this class of mail are entitled to this 
bonus by reason of educational value or otherwise, then I am 
in favor of it being paid in some manner other than taxing 
those who are taxed by this proposed bill to make up this 
deficit. I believe that on to-morrow this bill is going to pass 
the House in its present form, because the administration 
favors it. Yet because this legislation is so changed from the 
way it started by adding the revenue feature and because of 
the manner in which these increases are to be paid I am going 
to let the party in power—the party that is pledged to 
economy and is pledged to the relief of the farmer—assume 
the responsibility for the enactment of this law in this man- 
ner. And while, as I said before, I have been for legislation to 
increase the pay of the postmasters and postal employees and 
am still favoring such legislation, yet for the reason that under 
this rule we must yote for this legislation, with no opportunity 
to amend the same or to discuss the same—only 20 minutes on 
each side—I am going to vote against this rule because F think 
I am yoting in the interest of the majority of the people I rep- 
resent, and voting in the interest of those who most need con- 
sideration in the way of protecting them against increased tax- 
ation. I would like to see this rule defeated and the bill come 
up in the regular way, with an opportunity to offer amend- 
ments and discuss the same, But if this bill must and does 
pass the House just as reported from the committee, then I 
hope the Senate will so amend the bill as to eliminate these 
objectionable features. 
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j ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do 
now adjourn, 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o'clock and 20 
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Tuesday, 
February 10, 1925, at 12 o'clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETO. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications were 
taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

857. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting supplemental estimates of appropriations 
for the Department of State for the fiscal year ending June 80, 
1925, amounting to $110,896, and for the fiscal year ending June 
80, 1926, amounting to $62,000; also, a draft of proposed legis- 
lation making the appropriation for the Mixed Claims Commis- 
sion, United States and Germany, available for the Mixed 
Claims Commission, United States, Austria, and Hungary, dur- 
ing the fiscal year 1926 (H. Doc. No. 609) ; to the Committee on 
Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

858. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting deficiency estimates of appropriations for 
the District of Columbia for the fiscal year 1924 and prior 
years, and supplemental estimates of appropriations for the 
fiscal years ending June 30, 1925, and June 30, 1926; also, cer- 
tain audited claims and final judgments, amounting in alt to 
$835,906.40, together with four items of proposed tion 

_ affecting existing appropriations (H. Doc. No. 610) ; to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. ZIHLMAN: Committee on the District of Columbia. 
H. R. 12087. A bill to permit the merger of street railway cor- 
porations operating in the District of Columbia, and for other 
purposes; without amendment (Rept. No. 1418), Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. FISH: Committee on Foreign Affairs. H. R. 12165. A 
bill authorizing the erection of a monument in France to com- 
memorate the valiant services of colored American infantry 
regiments uttached to the French Army; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1419). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. ANDREW : Committee on Naval Affairs. H. R. 11924. 
A bill to relieve persons in the naval service of the United 
States during the war emergency period from claims for over- 
payment àt that time not involving fraud; with amendments- 
(Rept. No. 1420). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. PATTERSON: Committee on Naval Affairs. H. R. 10631. 
A bill for the relief of Harold G. Billings; with an amendment 
(Rept. No. 1421). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS 

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memo- 
rials were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. STEAGALL: A bill (H. R. 12221) to amend the sec- 
ond paragraph of section 7 of the Federal reserve act; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. SHERWOOD: A bill (H. R. 12222) authorizing the 
sale of the old Federal building at Toledo, Ohio; to the Com- 
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. ZIHLMAN: A bill (H. R. 12223) to create the Fed- 
eral city planning commission; to the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

By Mr. KELLY: A bill (H. R. 12224) to authorize the erec- 
tion of a Veterans’ Bureau hospital in Philadelphia, Pa., and 
the construction of additional facilities at Aspinwall, Pa.; to 
the Committee on World War Veterans’ Legislation. 

By Mr. LINEBERGER: A bill (H. R, 12225) to provide for 
the diversion of water for municipal and domestic usage and 
for other purposes incident thereto from the Colorado River, 
State of California; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

By Mr. KELLER: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Minnesota, protesting against the tapping of the Great 
Lakes into the Chicago Drainage Canal; to the Committee on 
Rivers and Harbors. 


By the SPEAKER (by request): Memorial of the Legis- 
lature of the State of South Dakota, favoring the enactment 
of legislation that will give the same protection to agricul- 
ture as is now afforded to industry and labor; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

Also (by request), memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Minnesota, protesting against the continuation of the illegal 
taking of water from the Great Lakes through the Chicago 
Drainage Canal; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

Also (by request), memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Idaho, asking for the speedy enactment of the Gooding bill; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also (by request), memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Idaho, asking that a duty of 3 cents per pound be placed 
on peas, instead of the present duty; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BECK: Memorial of the Legislature of the State of 
Wisconsin, protesting against the illegal taking of water from 
the Great Lakes through the Chicago Drainage Canal; to the 
Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

By Mr. CLAGUE: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Minnesota, protesting to the Congress and the Secretary 
of War of the United States against the continuation of the 
illegal taking of water from the Great Lakes through the Chi- 
cago Drainage Canal; to the Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of Minnesota, 
petitioning the Congress of the United States to allocate to 
the State of Minnesota a 500-bed tubercular hospital for the 
care of tubercular persons who served in the World War; to 
the Committee on World War Veterans Legislation. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of Minnesota, 
petitioning Congress relative to an increase of duties upon 
dairy products and other agricultural products; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means, 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr, AYRES: A bill (H. R. 12226) granting an increase 
of pension to Sarah Hiddeson; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. PARKS of Arkansas: A bill (H. R. 12227) granting 
a pension to John Jackson; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. STALKER: A bill (H. R. 12228) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Barbara Smith; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WYANT: A bill (H. R. 12229) granting an increase 
of pension to Mary A. Buttermore; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
ov the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

8695. By the SPEAKER (by request): Petition of H. C. 
Horton, president of New York State League of Savings and 
Loan Associations, favoring an amendment to the McFadden 
banking bill now pending in the Senate; to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

3696. Also (by request), petition of John H. Lisle, New 
York City, indorsing the passage of the game refuge bill; to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

8697. By Mr. FUNK: Petition of 607 citizens of McLean 
County, III., urging support of House bill 5934; to the Com- 
mittee on Pensions. 

3698. By Mr. GALLIVAN: Petition of the American Legion, 
national legislative committee, Washington, D. C., protesting 
against House bill 9629, known as the “ reorganization bill”; 
to the Committee on the Civil Service. 

2609. By Mr. HICKEY: Petition of Mrs. J. C. Peter, sr. 
rural route No. 8, box 1, South Bend, Ind., and others, pro- 
testing against the Jones Sunday observance bill; to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. ! 

3700. Also, petition of Mr. P. A. Cowville, 10934 North Hill 
Street, South Bend, Ind., and others protesting against the Jones 
Sunday observance bill; to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

8701. Also, petition from Mr, H. P. Waldo, 116 West Wayne 
Street, South Bend, Ind., signed by many citizens of South 
Bend, Ind., protesting against the Jones Sunday observance 
pill: to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

3702. Also, petition protesting against the Jones Sunday ob- 
seryance bill from Mr. A. B. Dilworth and signed by more than 
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100 other citizens of South Bend, Ind.; to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

3703. Also, petition signed by Mr. Victor Gilson, 127 Chap- 
man Street, Elkhart, Ind., and others, protesting against the 
Jones Sunday observance bill; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

3704. Also, petition signed by Mrs. Ida Hart, 108% West 
Lexington Avenue, Elkhart, Ind., and others protesting against 
the Jones Sunday observance bill; to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

3705. By Mr. O'CONNELL of New York: Petition of the C. P. 
Putnam’s Sons, of New York, opposing the proposal to increase 
third-class rates from 1 cent for 2 ounces to 1½ cents for 2 
ounces in the Kelly-Moore bill (H. R. 11444) ; to the Committee 
on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

3706. Also, petition of the C. Kenyon Co. (Inc.), of Brooklyn, 
N. Y., opposing the 50 per cent increase in third-class letter 
postage in the Kelly bill (H. R. 11444); to the Committee on 
the Post Office and Post Roads. 

3707. Also, petition of the New York State Fish, Game, and 
Forest League, favoring the passage of H. R. 745, the migra- 
tory bird refuge act; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

3708. By Mr. PHAVEY: Petition of Mr. A. W. Nelson and 
others, of Clear Lake, Wis., protesting against passage of the 
proposed compulsory Sunday observance bill for the District 
of Columbia ; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

3709. By Mr. SWING: Petition of citizens of Anaheim, Calif., 
protesting against compulsory Sunday observance laws; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia, 

8710. By Mr. WILLIAMS of Michigan: Petition of Orme 8. 
Thompson and 180 other residents of Branch and Hillsdale 
Counties, Mich., protesting against the passage of Senate bill 
3218, the Sunday observance bill, so called; to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

3711. Also, petition of G. D. Cummings and 12 other residents 
of Battle Creek, Mich., protesting against the passage of Senate 
bill 8218, the Sunday observance bill, so called; to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

3712. Also, petition of Mary J. Olmstead and 18 other resi- 
dents of Battle Creek, Mich., protesting against the passage of 
Senate bill 3218, the Sunday observance bill, so called; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 


SENATE 
Tunspar, February 10, 1925 
(Legislative day of Tuesday, February 3, 1925) 


The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration of 
the recess. 
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Farrell, 
its enrolling clerk, announced that the House has passed the 
bill (S. 2803) to regulate within the District of Columbia the 
sale of milk, cream, and ice cream, and for other purposes, 
with amendments, in which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate. 

The message also announced that the House had passed the 
bill (S. 3722) to authorize the county of Knox, State of Indiana, 
and the county of Lawrence, State of Illinois, to construct 
a bridge across the Wabash River at the city of Vincennes, 
Knox County, Ind., with amendments, in which it requested 
the concurrence of the Senate. 

The message further announced that the House had passed 
a bill (H. R. 12002) to establish a Board of Public Welfare in 
and for the District of Columbia, to determine its functions, and 
for other purposes, in which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate. 

ENEOLLED BILL SIGNED 


The message also announced that the Speaker of the House 
had affixed his signature to the enrolled bill (S. 555) for the 
relief of Blattmann & Co., and it was thereupon signed by the 
President pro tempore. 


LEASES GRANTED BY THE SECRETARY OF WAR 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a com- 
munication from the Secretary of War, transmitting, in com- 
pliance with law, a list of leases granted during the calendar 
mee 1924, which was referred to the Committee on Military 

airs, 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the fol- 
lowing concurrent resolution of the Legislature of South Da- 
kota, which was referred to the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry: 

A concurrent resolution 

Whereas Congress has through special legislation, in the form of pro- 
tecfive tariff, protected the product of labor and industry from the com- 
petition of foreign peoples, and had so saved the American market for 
the products of American labor and American industry, and made pos- 
sible the American standard of prices, which is far in excess of the 
standard of world markets; and 

Whereas Congress has through special legislation, known as restricted 
immigration, protected the American laborer from the disastrous com- 
petition of foreign peoples, and has so saved the American job for the 
American laborer and made possible the maintenance of the American 
standard of wages; and 

Whereas the said special classes of legislation have afforded such 
ample and effective protection to the American laborer and the Ameri- 
can manufacturer as to, quoting our President in his message to Con- 
gress, enable them to live according to a better standard and receive 
a better rate of compensation than any people any time anywhere on 
earth have ever enjoyed“; 

Whereas the protection so afforded to American labor and American 
manufacturer, supporting for them an American standard of prices for 
their products, has forced upon the American farmer an American 
standard of prices for the things he must buy, the taxes he must pay, 
and the labor he must hire; 

Whereas protective tariffs for agricultural products are almost wholly 
ineffective where the product is produced in excess of demand for home 
consumption ; 

Whereas American agriculture does produce an exportable stirplus of 
all of the major products of agriculture, and the American farmer 
therefore finds himself almost wholly unprotected from that disastrous 
competition of foreign peoples; 

Whereas the American farmer is therefore forced to sell his product 
on the low standard of world prices in open competition with the South 
American Indian, the peon of India, the peasant of Russia? whose over- 
head represents the lowest standards of living in the world, and is at 
the same time forced to buy his necessities from a protected market at 
an American standard of prices, bolstered up and sustained behind the 
protective tariff and restricted immigration walls; 

Whereas this unbalanced condition is chiefly responsible for the dis- 
tressed condition of agriculture, a condition which has now continued 
for over four years, and has brought actual bankruptcy upon thonsands 
of farmers and upon business enterprises, wholly dependent upon the 
farmers’ prosperity, haying in countless instances swept away the 
accumulated savings of a lifetime; 

Whereas the present better prices of some farm commodities repre- 
sent only a temporary and local condition, and the fundamental cause 
of the distress has not been removed; i 

Whereas the direct cause of this unbalanced condition was and is the 
effect of the two protective measures above referred to, in that they 
have protected and made possible the maintenance of the high American 
standard of prices, of the products of American labor and of the Ameri- 
can manufacturer, which constitute the necessities the farmer must buy, 
while he is afforded no effective protection from foreign competition, 
and therefore must accept the low world standard of prices for the 
things he has to sell; 

Whereas this condition is unwarranted, unfair, and un-American, 
wherein two of the basic branches of American industry have and main- 
tain through the direct effect of legislation an advantage over the third ; 

Whereas we believe the protective policy is sound in principle and if 
fairly administered destined to greatly increase the public welfare: 

Whereas the farmer is forced, for the preservation of his home and 
his inalienable right to justice as an American citizen, to demand the 
abandonment of the policy or its adaptation to existing conditions: 
Be it 

Resolved by the house of representatives (the senate concurring), 
That we respectfully urge that Congress during its present session pass 
and place upon our statute books such legislation as will effectively 
give to agriculture the same protection as is now afforded to industry 
and labor; and : 

Whereas the protective tariff does not protect agricultural products 
because of the exportable surplus, that Congress devise some effective 
method of segregating the exportable surplus or some means whereby 
the agricultural industry may itself segregate its surplus, to the end 
that the protec may be made effective on and that the American 
market be sa for the product of the American farmer and an Ameri- 
can standard of agricultural commodity prices made possible. 

That the secretary of state transmit this memorial to the President 
of the United States, to both Houses of Congress, and to the South 
Dakota Senators and Representatives therein, and to the legislatures 
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of all of the agricultural States, and to the Agricultural Commission 
appointed by President Coolidge to investigate agricultural Woblems in 
the United States. 
A. C. Forney, 
President of the Senate. 
A. B. BLAKE, 
Secretary of the Senate. 
CHAS. 8. MCDONALD, -, 
Speaker of the House. 
WRIGHT TARBELL, 
Chief Clerk of the House. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore also laid before the Senate a 
copy of senate joint memorial No, 2 of the Legislature of the 
State of Idaho, which was referred the Committee on Finance: 


STATE OF IDAHO, 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 


I, F. A. Jeter, secretary of state of the State of Idaho, do hereby 
certify that the annexed is a full, true, and complete transcript of 
senate joint menrorial No. 2, adopted by the eighteenth session of the 
Idaho Legislature, which was filed in this office on the 4th day of 
February, A. D. 1925, and admitted to record. 

In testimony whereof I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the 
great seal of the State. Done at Boise City, the capital of Idaho, this 
4th day of February, in the year of our Lord 1925, and of the inde- 
pendence of the United States the one hundred and forty-ninth. 

[SEAL.] F. A. JETER, 

Secretary of State. 
LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
EIGHTEENTH SESSION, 


In the senate. Senate joint memorial 2. By Hagan 


To the honorable the Senate and House of Representatives of the 

United States of America in Congress assembled: 

Your memorialists, the Senate and House of Representatives of the 
State of Idaho, respectfully represent that— 

Whereas those engaged in European countries in growing peas have 
an undue adyantage over those engaged in that same industry in this 
country, and particularly in the western part thereof, due to difference 
in freight rates and cheap labor ; 

Whereas this industry is well suited to the soil and climate of Idaho 
and other parts of the West, but has had difficulty in getting a start 
because of the above disadvantages: Now, therefore, we, 

The Senate of the State of Idaho (the House of Representatives con- 
curring), Do earnestly request and recommend the passage by Congress 
of an act placing a duty of 3 cents per pound on peas, instead of the 
present inadequate duty; be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this memorial be forwarded to the Senate 
and House of Representatives of the United States of America and to 
the Senators and Representatives in Congress from this State. 

This senate joint memorial passed the senate on the 26th day of 
January, 1925. 

H. C. BALDRIDGA, 
President of the Senate. 


This senate joint memorial passed the house of representatives on 
the 31st day of January, 1925. 

W. D. GILIS, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 

I hereby certify that the within senate joint memorial No. 2 origi- 
nated in the senate during the eighteenth session of the Legislature of 
the State of Idaho. 

A. L. FLETCHER, 
Secretary of the Senate. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore also laid before the Senate 
house joint memorial No, 5, of the Legislature of the State of 
Idaho, which was referred to the Committee on Interstate 
Commerce, as follows: 

STATE or IDAHO, 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE. 


I, F. A. Jeter, secretary of state of the State of Idaho, and custodian 
of the seal of said State, do hereby certify that I have carefully 
compared the annexed copy of house joint memorial No. 5 with the 
originat thereof adopted by the Senate and House of Representatives of 
the Eighteenth Legislative Assembly of the State of Idaho and filed 
in the office of the secretary of state of Idaho February 2, 1925, and 
that the same is a full, true, and complete transcript, therefrom and 
of the whole thereof, together with all indorsements thereon. 

In testimony whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the 
great seal of the State. Done at Boise, the capital of Idaho, this 
8d day of February, A. D. 1925. 

[SEAL] 


F. A. JETER, Secretary of State. 


IN THR HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 


House joint memorial 5, by Sanborn, Katerndahl, Elison, Hall, Ander- 
son (Latah), Fenn, White, Egbert, Hull, Moody, and Coulter 


To the honorable the Senate and House of Representatives of the 
United States of America in Congress assembled: 


Your memorialist, the Senate and House of Representatives of the 
State of Idaho, respectfully represent 

That whereas one E. M, Sweeley, of Twin Falls, Idaho, according 
to the press reports of January 27, in appearing before the Inter- 
state Commerce Committee and pretending to speak for the people of 
the State of Idaho, as to their attitude toward the so-called “long 
and short haul bill” particularly described as Senate bill No. 2327, 
introduced by Senator Frank R. Gooprne, of Idaho, is reported to 
haye declared that “with the exception of a very few, nobody in 
Idaho is paying any attention to the Gooding bill,” and to have fur- 
ther stated that while the Legislature of the State of Idaho passed 
joint memorial No. 1, requesting enactment of the Gooding bill, “the 
senators who voted for it knew nothing about the merits of the bill, 
and that the house adopted it without debate”; and 

Whereas your memorialist, the Senate and House of Representatives 
of the State of Idaho, deeply resent. the imputations of this unauthor- 
ized spokesman for the State of Idaho as to the character of the 
consideration given by them to said jolnt memorial to you, and deplore 
the said misleading statements; and 

Whereas said joint memorial No. 1, heretofore forwarded to you, 
was passed by the Senate of the State of Idaho by vote of 39 in favor, 
4 against, and 1 absent, and in the house of representatives by a vote 
of 60 for, 1 against, and 1 absent; and 

Whereas said vote accurately represents the carefully considered 
judgment of the Legislature of Idaho and in the opinion of 
your memorialists truly reflects the opinion of the citizens 
of Idaho concerning this important measure, in which your 
memorialists believe practically all the citizens of Idaho are 
taking a deep and intelligent interest: Now, therefore, we 

The house of representatives (the senate conourring), Do earnestly 
renew our recommendation made in senate joint memorial No. 1 of this 
eighteenth session of the Idaho Legislature, that speedy and favorable 
action be taken on said Gooding bill in the House of Representatives; 
and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this memorial be forwarded to the Senate 
and House of Representatives of the United States of America and to 
the Senators and Representatives in Congress from this State. 

This house joint memorial passed the house on the 29th day of 
January, 1928. 

w. D. GILLIS, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives 

This house joint memorial passed the senate on the 80th day of 

January, 1925, 
H. C. BALDRIDGE, 
President of the Senate, 


I hereby certify that the within house joint memorial No. 5 origi- 
nated in tbe house of representatives during the eighteenth session 
of the Legislature of the State of Idaho. 

C. A. BOTTOLFSEN, 
Chief Clerk of the House of Representatives. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore also laid before the Senate 
House memorial No. 1 of the Legislative Assembly of the State 
of Montana, which was referred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, as follows: 


House memorial 1, Introduced by McCarty. To the Congress of the 
United States, asking it to authorize the participation of the United 
States in the International Conference for Arbitration and Disarma- 
ment of Nations, to be held in Geneva on June 15, 1925 


In the House 


January 14, 1925: Read first and second times and referred to com- 
mittee on Federal relations. 

January 20, 1925; Amended, and as amended committee recommends 
bill do pass, Report adopted and referred to printing committee. 

January 22, 1925: Reported correctly printed. Report adopted and 
referred to general orders, 

January 28, 1925: Amended, and as amended recommended favor- 
ably by committee of whole. Report adopted and referred to engross- 
ing committee. 

January 30, 1925: Reported correctly engrossed. Report adopted 
and referred to calendar for third reading. Title agreed to. Read 
three several times and passed. Referred to enrolling committee. 

January 31, 1925: Reported correctly enrolled. 

Whereas the League of Nations has issued a protocol calling for an 
International Conference for Arbitration and Disarmament of Nations, 
to be held in Geneva, June 15, 1925, if prior to Tune 1, 1925, the ma- 
jority of the permanent members of the council of the league, com 
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sisting of Great Britain, France, Italy, and Japan, and at least 10 
other countries, ratify the protocol; and 

Whereas the United States of America and all other nonmember 
nu tions have been invited to ratify the protocol and participate in the 
conference; and 

Whereas the League of Nations, though it may be crude in the mak- 
ing, ts the greatest concerted effort yet made toward participation in 
carrying out the plan establishing world peace; and 

Whereas it is only through friendly cooperation and participation in 
a conference among nations that the United States of America can 
point the way to universal peace; and 

Whereas it should be the chief duty of all who wish to spare coming 
generations untold miseries and sufferings which a scientific and 
chemical warfare may bring to humanity: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the Nineteenth Legislative Assembly of the State of 
"Montane, That it is the sense of this legislature that the Congress of 
the United States authorize the participation of the United States as 
a nonmember in the conference for world disarmament to be held in 
Geneva, June 15, 1925, and to send a representation of America’s 
greatest men to such conference; be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this memorial be forwarded to the Senate 
and the House of Representatives of the United States, and to each of 
the Senators and Representatives from Montana, 

W. C. Bricker, 
Speaker of the House. 


House memorial 1 
Memorial to the Congress of the United States asking it to authorize 
the participation of the United States in the International Conference 
for Arbitration and Disarmament of Nations, to be held in Geneva on 
June 15, 1925. A 
I hereby certify that the within memorial originated in the house. 
H. J: Faust, Chief Clerk. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore also laid before the Senate 
the following concurrent resolution of the Legislature of the 
State of Minnesota, which was referred to the Committee on 
Commerce: 

` STATE OF MINNESOTA, 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE. 

I, Mike Holm, sécretary of state of the State of Minnesota, do hereby 
certify that I have compared the annexed copy with record of the 
original instrument in my office of concurrent resolution from Minne- 
sota Legislature, and that said copy is a true and correct transcript 
of said instrument and of the whole thereof. i 

In testimony whereof I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the 
great seal of the State at the capitol in St. Paul this: 5th day of 
Febrnary, A. D. 1925. 

[sgan] Mixe HOLM, 
Secretary of State. 


A concurrent resolution protesting to the Congress and Secretary of 
War of the United States against the continuation of the illegal 
taking of water from the Great Lakes through the Chicago drainage 
canal 


Whereas actions were instituted by the United States in 1908 and 
1913 against the Sanitary District of Chicago, praying an injunction 
to restrain the diversion of water from the Great Lakes through the 
Chicago drainage canal in excess of 4,167 cubic feet per second, and 
over the protest of the Government a decision was delayed until after 
the resignation of Judge Landis on June 18, 1923, Judge Carpenter 
decided the case in favor of the Government and ordered that the 
injunction be granted; 

Whereas the States of Wisconsin, Minnesota, Michigan, Indiana, 
Ohio, Pennsylyania, and New York joined in appearing as amici 
curae with the United States against the Sanitary District of Chicago 
in said action on appeal before the Supreme Court of the United 
States; 

Whereas the United States Supreme Court on January 5, 1925, 
affirmed the decision of Judge Carpenter, holding that the Sanitary 
District of Chicago has violated the laws of the United States, that 
its action is in violation of our treaty with Great Britain, and en- 
joining any abstraction of water in excess of 4.107 cubie feet per 
second ; 

Whereas the Legislature of Wisconsin in 1921 ordered and directed 
the beginning of a suit In the Supreme Court of the United States by 
the State of Wisconsin against the State of Illinois and the Sanitary 
District of Chicago to restrain the taking of water from the Great 
Lakes by the Sanitary District of Chicago, and such action has been 
begun and is still pending, no proceedings therein having been had, 
awaiting the final decision in the case just decided ; 

Whereas the present illegal abstraction of water from the Great 
Lakes now, and for many years past, has reached the enormous 


Whereas the Great Lakes constitute the greatest waterway in the 
world, carrying at the present time a tonnage equal to one - fourth of 
all the railroad tonnage of the United States at a cost of less than 
one-fifth that of railroad freight rates, and the diversion by the Sani- 
tary District of Chicago has already increased lake freight rates by 
not less than $3,000,000 annually and has damaged lake harbors and 
other works fully $12,000,000: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the Senate of the State of Minnesota (the House of 
Representatives concurring), That the State of Minnesota hereby re- 
spectfully protests to the Congress of the United States and to the 
Secretary of War against any action by either recognizing or con- 
tinuing any permit to the Sanitary District of Chicago to divert 
water from the Great Lakes through the Chicago drainage canal for 
any purpose other than the protection and improvement of navigation. 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution, properly attested by the 
proper officers of both houses, be sent to the President of the United 
States, the Secretary of War, the Presiding Officers of the Senate and 
the House of Representatives, and to each United States Senator and 
Member of Congress from the State of Minnesota. 

W. I. Noax, 
President of the Senate. 
Jonx A. JONSON, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 
Passed the senate the 4th day of Febrnary, 1925. 
Grorcr W. PEACHEY, 
Scoretary of the Senate. 
Passed the house of representatives the 4th day of February, 1925. 
OscaR ARNESON, 
Chief Clerk of the House of Representatives. 

Approved February 4, 1925. 

THEODORE CHRISTIANSON, 
Governor of the State of Minnesota. 

Filed February 5, 1925. 

Mike HoLu, Secretary of State. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore also laid before the Senate 
the following resolution of the Legislature of the State of 
Wyoming, which was referred to the Committee on Irrigation 
and Reclamation: 


THe Stare or WYOMING, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY oF STATE, 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
State of Wyoming, ss: 

I, F. E. Lucas, secretary of state of the State of Wyoming, do 
hereby certify that the annexed is a full, true, and correct copy of 
the enrolled joint memorial No. 1 of the Senate of Eighteenth Leg- 
islature of the State of Wyoming, being original senate joint meme- 
rial No. 1 as approved by the Governor of the State of Wyoming. 

In testimony whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the 
great seal of the State of Wyoming. Done at Cheyenne, the capital, 
this 7th day of February, A. D. 1925. 


LSnaL. ] F. E. Lucas, 
Secretary of State. 
By H. M. SYMONS, 
Deputy. 
Enrolled joint memorial 1, Senate Eighteenth Legislature of the State 


of Wyoming 

Be it resolved by the Senate of the State of Wyoming (the House of 
Representatives concurring), That the Congress of the United States 
be memorialized as follows: 

Whereas during the past few years the Salt Creek oil field, in 
Natrona County, Wyo, has proven to be one of the largest oil- 
producing areas in the United States, and has already yielded to the 
Government of the Uuited States by way of royalties a sum in exeess 


of $26,000,000, of which a sum in excess of $14,000,000 has gone into 


the reclamation fund, and of which only a comparatively small amount 
has been expended in the State of Wyoming, none of which has been 
expended in the county of Natrona; and 

Whereas the city of Casper, with its population of approximately 
30,000 people, with a property valuation of approximately $65,000,000, 
with its modern homes, schoolhouses, charches, office buildings, hotels, 
refineries, warehouses, railroad facilities, And its 33 miles of paved 
streets, has been built up for the putpose of serving, and incidental 
to the development of, the Salt Creek oll field; and 

Whereas the recoverable oil in the Salt Creek field, however great 
in quantity, is limited, and in the natural course of events will at 
some time in the future be entirely exhausted, and it is of utmost 
importance, in.the interest of the continued growth of the State, 
to maintain and to increase the taxable value of all resources of the 


amount of upward of 10,000 cubic feet per second and has seriously | State of Wyoming; and 


lowered the levels of the Great Lakes and the St. Clair, Detroit, | 


Whereas for a long time past it has been the cherished purpose of 


Niagara, and St. Lawrence Rivers, and has greatly restricted and | the people of Natrona, Converse, and Platte Counties to build up and 
maintain a large irrigated farming area in the valley of the North 


interfered with navigation thereon; 


27 Ne ne a tee 
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Platte River, from Alcova to the Wendover Canyon, which would’ 


be of great advantage to the sheep and cattle industry of central Wyo- 
ming, in that it would provide a source for forage crops now much 
needed, and thus double the possible production of livestock in central 
Wyoming; and 
Whereas the people of central Wyoming, looking far into the future, 
are determined to avold the depression that will ensue when the oil 
resources of the Salt Creek field are exhausted, if other resources are 
not found to take their place, and in that determination the legisla. 
ture and the State of Wyoming stand back of them; and 
Whereas it is the earnest conviction of the people of Wyoming tha“ 
at least a part of the moneys paid into the United States reclamation 
fund from royalties on ofl produced in this State—the production of 
which necessarily means the depletion of the natural resources of the 
State—should be expended in the vicinity of its source and in building 
up in such vicinity a permanent industry, so that money and time 
expended in the building of homes and other improvements incidental 
to the development of this industry shall not represent a permanent 
loss: Now, therefore, be it 
Resolved, That we inyoke the assistance of the Congress of the 
United States by the use of every means reasonably within its power 
to enable the people of central Wyoming to secure the agricultural 
development of the North Platte Valley by the construction and com- 
pletion of the Casper-Alcova irrigation project. 
CLARENCE GARDNER, 
President of the Senate. 
J. C. UNDERWOOD, 
Speaker of the House, 
Approved 4.53 p. m., February 4, 1925. ji 
NELLIE TAYLOE Ross, Governor. 


Mr. SMOOT presented the following resolution of the Legis- 
lature of the State of Utah, which was ordered to lie on the 


table: 
STATE OF UTAH, 


Executive DEPARTMENT, 
BECRETARY OF State’s OFFICE. 


I, H. E. Crockett, secretary of state of the State of Utab, do hereby 
certify that the attached is a full, true, and correct copy of house 
concurrent memorial 6, by Mr. Whittaker, memorializing Congress to 
pass the Pittman bill relating to the purchase of 14,437,000 ounces 
of American-produced silver at $1 per ounce, as appears on file in my 
office. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the 
great seal of the State of Utah this 6th day of February, 1925. 

[5BAL.] H. E. CROCKETT, 

Secretary of State. 


House concurrent memorial 6 (by Mr. Whittaker) memorializing 
Congress to pass the Pittman Dill relating to the purchase of 
14,437,000 ounces of American-produced silver at $1 per ounce. 
Whereas the Secretary of the Treasury of the United States failed 

to fully carry out the provisions of the so-called Pittman Act by 

refusing to purchase what is reported approximately 14,437,000 ounces 
of American-produced silver at $1 per ounce, thus depriving our Utah 
mines of the fullest benefit of the law: Therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Legislature of the State of Utah, That the United 

States House of Representatives be and is hereby memorialized to pass 

the Pittman bill passed by the United States Senate at its last 

session whereby the requirements of the original Pittman silver pur- 
chasing act may be fully met, and that a copy of this memorial be 
sent to each individual Member of the Utah congressional delegation. 

The foregoing house concurrent memorial 6 was publicly read 
by title and immediately thereafter signed by the president of the 
senate, in the presence of the house over which he presides, and 
the fact of such signing duly entered upon the journal this 4th day 

of February, 1925. 

A. B. IRVIN, 
President of the Senate, 
Attest: 
H. L. CUMMINGS, 
Secretary of the Senate. 


The foregoing house concurrent memorial 6 was publicly read 
by title and immediately thereafter signed by the speaker of the 
house, in the presence of the house over which he presides, and the 
fact of such signing duly entered upon the journal this 4th day of 
February, 1925, 

Wu. B. McKetr, 
Speaker of the House. 

Attest: 

E. L, CROPPER, 
Chief Clerk of the House. 

Received from the house of representatives this 4th day of Febru- 
ary, 1925. Approved February 5, 1925. 

Geo. H. DERN, Governor, 


Received from governor, and filed in the office of the secretary of 
state this 5th day of February, 1925. 
CuAs, HEINER, 
Deputy Secretary of State. 


Mr. WARREN presented the petition of the Delphian Club, 
of Riverton, Wyo., praying for the adherence of the United 
States to the World Court as a means of advancing the cause 
of international peace, which was referred to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. COPELAND presented a memorial numerously signed 
by sundry citizens of Brooklyn, N. Y., remonstrating against 
the passage of the so-called compulsory Sunday observance bill 
for the District, which was referred to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

Mr. McLEAN presented a letter in the nature of a petition 
from Theodore Johnson, department commander United Span- 
ish War Veterans, of New Britain, Conn., praying for the 
passage of Senate bill 3314, known as the Bursum bill, grant- 
ing pensions and increase of pensions to certain soldiers and 
sailors of the Civil and Mexican Wars and to certain widows, 
former widows, minor children, and helpless children of said 
soldiers and sailors, and to widows of the War of 1812, and to 
certain Indian war veterans and widows, and to certain Span- 
ish war soldiers and widows, and certain maimed soldiers, and 
for other purposes, which was referred to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

He also presented petitions of citizens of Waterbury and 
Meriden, in the State of Connecticut, praying for the passage 
of Senate bill 3920, to pension soldiers who were in the mili- 
tary service of the United States during the period of Indian 
wars, campaigns, and disturbances, and the widows, minors, 
and helpless children of such soldiers, and to increase the pen- 
sions of Indian war survivors and widows, which were referred 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

He also presented communications in the nature of petitions 
from the chamber of commerce and the Women's Club, both 
of Waterbury, Conn., praying for the participation of the 
United States in the World Court, etc., which were referred to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented a letter in the nature of a petition from 
members of the Woman's Christian Temperance Union of 
Naugatuck, Conn., praying for the passage of House bill 6645, 
the so-called Cramton bill, proposing to amend the national 
prohibition act, to establish a bureau of prohibition in the 
Treasury Department, and to place its personnel under the 
civil service act, which was referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Mr. BURSUM. I present resolutions adopted by the New 
Mexico Game Protective Association, in favor of the passage 
of the public shooting grounds bill, which I ask may be re- 
ferred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry and 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolutions were referred to the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry and ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: > 


Resolution on public shooting grounds bill of New Mexico Gamo 
Protective Association (March 13-14, 1924) 


Be it resolwed by the New Herico Game Protective Association 
in convention assembled, That the following facts be called to the 
attention of our Senators and Representatives in Congress, our gov- 
ernor, State game warden, and game commission, and to the other 
game protective associations of New Mexico: 

(1) Notwithstanding the purported increase of migratory waterfowl 
widely advertised throughout the United States since the passage of 
the present migratory bird law, it is the opinion of many members 
of this association that the Might of waterfowl in the Rio Grande 
Valley bas not increased. 

(2) There can be no doubt that a serious decrease would have 
taken place but for the prohibition of spring shooting and market 
hunting effected by the migratory bird law. 

(3) No responsible authorities have taken exception to the esti- 
mate recently published that 1,000,000 ducks per year have died as 
a result of alkaline poisoning in the region of Great Salt Lake. 

(4) The same “duck disease” is now spreading to other localities 
in the Western States, 

(5) All authorities seem to agree that the loss of millions of 
ducks from duck disease could be overcome if funds were available 
to turn fresh water into the diseased area, or keep the ducks out of 
the diseased area by patrol, or to remove the diseased ducks from 
these areas and place them in fresh water for recovery. This work 
would only have to be done during certain seasons wheu the disease 
is active. 

(6) The only practicable scheme thus far proposed for securing 
the necessary funds to do this is the public shooting grounds game 
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refuge bill nov before Congress. We therefore renew our hearty 
indorsement of this bill and request our representatives in Congress 
not only to vote for it but to give it their active aid and support. 
We likewise request the active aid and support of the State game 
warden and game commission in furthering the passage of the bill. 

Be it further resolved, That the following facts be called to the 
attention of the parties above mentioned : 

(1) Due to the posting of private lands in the Rio Grande Valley 
against hunting and the leasing of hunting privileges by clubs, the 
waterfowl shooting grounds open to the general public haye been 
steadily decreasing. t 

(2) As the demand for hunting grounds increases with the popula- 
tion and development of New Mexico, it is inevitable that this posting 
and leasing should take place. It is necessary, however, that the 
general public be not deprived of a place to shoot. A large num- 
ber of citizens depend upon waterfowl shooting for health and 
recreation, 

(3) The only practicable scheme thus far proposed to insure the 
perpetuation of shooting grounds open to the general public is the 
public shooting grounds game refuge bill, The license system pro- 
posed by this bill will provide a fund ont of which suitable areas in 
the Rio Grande Valley can be purchased and perpetually maintained 
as public shooting grounds, For this additional reason we renew 
our hearty indorsement of the bill. 

Be it further resolved, That the following facts be called to public 
attention: 

(1) The area of breeding grounds available to waterfowl has 
greatly decreased through the drainage of lakes and marshes through- 
out the Western States. 

(2) Part of this drainage was justifiable because of the agricul- 
tural values created, but a great deal of it was absolutely unwise 
because the lands were found unsultable for agriculture and their 
value for waterfowl] production was destroyed. 

(3) It is absolutely imperative that there be available a Federal 
fund out of which lakes and marshes proposed for drainage can be 
purchased and perpetuated as breeding grounds whenever expert 
examination indicates that they are more valuable for waterfowl 
production than for agriculture, The pasage of the public shooting 
grounds game refuge bill would create such a fund and enable such 
action to be taken, For this additional reason we renew our emphatic 
Andorsement of the bill. 


Mr. BURSUM presented an editorial from the Boston Trans- 
script of Saturday, February 7, 1925, in favor of the passage 
of the Lineberger bill, H. R. 6484, which is identical with the 
Bursum bill, and it was ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


JUSTICE POR THE DISABLED 


With enough pledged votes in both branches to pass it, the Bursum- 
Lineberger bill providing for retirement at three-quarters pay of dis- 
abled reserve officers of the World War hangs fire in a manner which 
we can not regard as excusable. This bill would provide for emergency 
officers who suffered incapacitating injuries in the war only the simple 
justice of retirement upon the same footing as officers of the Regular 
Establishment. Pain is no discriminator, and neither should Congress 
be. It is no argument to say that these men, an estimated 2,000, are 
not entitied to retirement of this type because enlisted men are not, 
for all the organisations supported by the enlisted men, including the 
American Legion, favor the legislation. The Bursum bill, then Senate 
1565, passed the Senate in 1922, Senators Lodge and Warsu both vot- 
ing for it; but it died with the Congress, and now, as Senate bill 33, 
it is about to be put to a vote in the upper branch. Senator BUTLER 
is heartily in favor of it, as, of course, is Senator WALSH. 

The Lineberger bill (H. R. 6484), which is identical with the Bursum 
bill, has yet to be reported out in the House, a year after the Senate 
Committee on Military Affairs had taken favorable action. Meantime 
19 of the men who would have benefited by its provisions have died. 
The number of beneficiaries will, of course, grow fewer every year, for 
the officers on an average were 10 years older than the men they com- 
manded and the lives of many will be shortened by their injuries, 
The emergency officers were by far the largest group facing the German 
fire, yet when officers of the Army, the Navy, and the Marine Corps are 
disabled they are entitled to retire with three-quarters pay while the 
emergency officers are left to get along as best they can. This Is a 
discrimination which can not be defended, for it plays against a class 
of soldiers, the disabled, which the country unanimously desires to 
see treated with the utmost liberality, to say nothing of justice. The 
Massachusetts Legislature has gone upon official record in favor of 
this measure, and Speaker GILLETT may feel wholly warranted in 
recognizing Representative LINEBERGER to move a suspension of the 
rules that this proper and just recognition of the claims of the disabled 
may be voted by the House. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


| Mr. BROOKHART, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
Wus referred the bill (S. 1208) for the relief of Swend A. 


Swendson, reported it with an amendment and submitted a re- 
port (No. 1063) thereon. 

Mr. KEYES, from the Committee on Agriculture and For- 
estry, to which was referred the bill (S. 8663) to amend section 
7 of an act entitled “An act to enable any State to cooperate 
with any other State or States, or with the United States, for 
the protection of the watersheds of nayigable streams, and 
to appoint a commission for the acquisition of lands for the 
purpose of conserving the navigability of navigable rivers,” 
approved March 1, 1911, reported it with an amendment and 
submitted a report (No. 1064) thereon. 

Mr. PEPPER, from the Committee on Naval Affairs, to which 
were referred the following bills, reported them each without 
amendment and submitted reports thereon : 

A bill (S. 3549) for the relief of Roy A, Darling (Rept. No. 
1065) ; and 

A bill (H. R. 8169) for the relief of John J. Dobbertin (Rept. 
No. 1066). 

Mr. PEPPER also, from the Committee on the Library, to 
which was referred the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 166) au- 
thorizing the establishment of a commission to be known as the 
Sesquicentennial of American Independence and the Thomas 
Jefferson Centennial Commission of the United States, in com- 
memoration of the one hundred and fiftieth anniversary of the 
signing of the Declaration of Independence and the one hun- 
dredth anniversary of the death of Thomas Jefferson, the author 
of that immortal document, reported it without amendment. 

Mr. COPELAND, from the Committee on the District of Co- 
lumbia, to which was referred the bill (H: R. 491) for the pre- 
vention of venereal diseases in the District of Columbia, and 
for other purposes, reported it with amendments. 

Mr. LADD, from the Committee on Commerce, to which was 
referred the bill (H. R. 11030) to revive and reenact the act 
entitled “An act authorizing the construction, maintenance, and 
operation of a private drawbridge over and across Lock No. 4 
of the canal and locks, Willamette Falls, Clackamas County, 
Oreg.,” approved May 31, 1921, reported it without amendment 
and submitted a report (No, 1068) thereon. 

Mr. ERNST, from the Committee on Patents, to which was re- 
ferred the bill (S. 2679) to protect trade-marks used In com- 
merce, to authorize the registration of such trade-marks, and 
for other purposes, reported it with an amendment and sub- 
mitted a report (No. 1067) thereon. : 

Mr, OVERMAN, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to 
which was referred the bill (S. 1620) to amend section 5908, 
United States Compiled Statutes, 1916 (Rev. Stat., sec. 3186, as 
amended by act of March 1, 1879, ch. 125, sec. 3, and act of 
March 4, 1913, ch. 166), reported it with amendments and sub- 
mitted a report (No. 1069) thereon, > 


DISPOSITION OF PATENT OFFICE MODELS 


Mr. ERNST. Mr. President, from the Committee on Patents 
I report back favorably without amendment the bill (H. R. 
8550) to authorize the appointment of a commission to select 
such of the Patent Office models for retention as are deemed 
to be of value and historical interest and to dispose of said 
models, and for other purposes; and I submit a report (No. 
1062) thereon. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent for 
the present consideration of the bill. It merely authorizes the 
appointment of a commission to select such of the Patent 
Office models for retention as are deemed to be of value and 
historical interest and to prepare a report on the same. 

Mr. ROBINSON, Mr. President 

Mr. SMOOT. I want to say to Senators that we have had 
some of those models down there for 100 years. 

Mr. ROBINSON, Perhaps if the Senator will answer the 
question in my mind he will get results more quickly. I ask 
the Senator whether the report of the committee is unanimous? 

Mr. SMOOT. It is unanimous. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I have no objection to the bill. 

Mr. BURSUM. Will it lead to debate? 

Mr. SMOOT. Oh, no; I-think not. 

Mr. FLETCHER. May I ask the Senator for what purpose, 
the commission is to be appointed? 

Mr. SMOOT. The commission is to be appointed for the 
purpose of selecting certain old models and disposing of them. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Who appoints the commission? 

Mr. SMOOT. The commission is to consist of the Commis- 
sioner of Patents, the Secretary of the Smithsonian Institution, 
and a patent attorney te be designated by the Commissioner 
of Patents with the approval of the Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. FLETCHER. . And the commission selects those models 
which are to be disposed of? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was considered as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole and was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That a commission to consist of the Commis- 
sioner of Patents and the Secretary of the Smithsonian Institution, or 
their representatives, and a patent attorney duly registered as such 
in the Patent Office, the latter to be designated by the Commissioner 
of Patents, with the approval of the Secretary of the Interior, is hereby 
created to select such of the Patent Office models and exhibition ex- 
hibits as may be deemed to be of value and of historical Interest, and 
thereafter store or place the same on exhibition in the Patent Office 
or the National Museum, and cause the remainder of the said models 
and exhibits to be disposed of by public auction, gift to Federal, State, 
or private museums or Institutions, or returned without expense to the 
Government to the original depositors or their representatives, where 
demanded in writing by them, or destroyed, as the commission may 
determine, 

The Commissioner of Patents is authorized to pay necessary drayage 
and all other expenses incident to handling and removing the said 
models and exhibits and to employ per diem employees in such numbers 
and at such times as he may determine, and pay each of the sald em- 
ployees at a rate of compensation not to exceed $5 per day, such em- 
ployees to be engaged upon the work of uncrating, removing, crating, 
storing, listing, sorting, and otherwise handling said models and 
exhibits, 

In order to carry out the purposes of this act the sum of $10,000 
is hereby authorized to be appropriated out of any moneys in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated: Provided, That all actions and 
expenditures herein authorized shall be subject to the approval of the 
Secretary of the Interior. 

A report shall be made to Congress of the action of the commission 
hereunder. 


The bill was reported to the Senate Without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION PRESENTED 


Mr. WATSON, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 
ported that on February 10, 1925, that committee presented to 
the President of the United States the enrolled joint resolution 
(S. J. Res. 174) authorizing the granting of permits to the 
committee on inaugural ceremonies on the occasion of the in- 
auguration of the President elect in March, 1925, ete. 


BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED 


Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred 
as follows: 

By Mr. JOHNSON of California: ; 

A bill (S. 4264) authorizing the Secretary of War to convey 
certain portions of the military reservation of the Presidio of 
San Francisco to the city and county of San Francisco for 
educational, art, exposition, and park purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on the Library. 

By Mr. EDWARDS (for Mr. Eben): 

A bill (S. 4265) granting an increase of pension to Matilda 
Johnson; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. MOSES: 

A bill (S. 4266) to create a national police bureau, and for 
other purposes ; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. McLEAN: 

A bill (S. 4267) granting a pension to Mary Strong (with 
accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. ERNST: 

A bill (S. 4268) granting a pension to Joseph S. Bishop; and 

A bill (S. 4269) granting a pension to Fannie Compton; to 
the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. GREENE: 

A bill (S. 4270) granting an increase of pension to Betsy R. 
Ballard; and 

A bill (S. 4271) granting an increase of pension to Belle S. 
Fleury; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. COPELAND: 

A bill (S. 4272) granting the victory medal to Vella Martin, 


Eva Mulford, Frances Dolan, Julia Meehan, Mary K. Ahner,- 


Melvina H. Ryan, Anna M. Bridgett, and Alice Ida Mich; to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. REED of Missouri: 

A bill (S. 4273) granting consent of Congress to the States 
of Missouri, Illinois, and Kentucky to construct, maintain, and 
operate bridges over the Mississippi and Ohio Rivers at or near 
Cairo, Ill, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Com- 
merce, 


By Mr. SMOOT: 

A bill (S. 4274) to establish a woman’s bureau in the Metro- 
politan police department of the District of Columbia, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. FLETCHER: 

A bill (S. 4275) granting a pension to Georgia Ann Fussell; 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. ROBINSON: 

A bill (S. 4276) to authorize the creation of game refuges in 
the Ozark National Forest, in the State of Arkansas; to the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

By Mr. SMITH: 

A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 183) establishing a joint con- 
gressional commission to make an examination and audit of 
cotton statistics in the Bureau of the Census, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 


STREET-CAR FARES IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. McKELLAR submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill (S. 4191) to permit the merger of 
Street-railway corporations operating in the District of Colum- 
bia, and for other purposes, which was ordered to lie on the 
table and to be printed. 


HEARINGS BEFORE COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS 


Mr. FERNALD submitted the following resolution (S. Res. 
835), which was referred to the Committee to Audit and Con- 
trol the Contingent Expenses of the Senate: 


Resolved, That the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds or 
any subcommittee thereof be, and is hereby, authorized during the 
Sixty-eighth and Sixty-ninth Congresses to send for persons, books, 
and papers, to administer oaths, and to employ a stenographer at a 
cost not exceeding 25 cents per 100 words to report such hearings as 
may be had in connection with any subject which may be before said 
committee, the expenses thereof to be paid out of the contingent fund 
of the Senate; and that the committee or any subcommittee thereof 
may sit during the sessions, recesses, or adjourned intervals of the 
Senate, 


PRESIDENTIAL APPROVALS 


A message from the President of the United States by Mr. 
Latta, one of his secretaries, announced that the President 
had approved and signed joint resolutions and an act of the fol- 
lowing titles: 

On February 9, 1925: 

S. J. Res. 154. Joint resolution providing for the filling of a 
proximate vacancy in the Board of Regents of the Smithsonian 
Institution of the class other than Members of Congress; and 

S. J. Res. 155. Joint resolution providing for the filling of a 
proximate vacancy in the Board of Regents of the Smithsonian 
Institution of the class other than Members of Congress. 

On February 10, 1925: 

S. 3392. An act to amend section 558 of the Code of Law for 
the District of Columbia. 

HOUSE BILL REFERRED 

The bill (H. R. 12002) to establish a Board of Public Welfare 
in and for the District of Columbia, to determine its func- 
tions, and for other purposes, was read twice by its title and 
referred to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 


CLAIMS OF THE CHIPPEWA INDIANS OF MINNESOTA—CONFEREES 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Kansas 
[Mr. Curtis] asks to be relieved from service upon the con- 
ference committee on House bill 9343, authorizing the adjudi- 
cation of claims of the Chippewa Indians of Minnesota. With- 
out objection, he is relieved, and the Chair appoints the Sen- 
ator from Oregon [Mr. McNary] a conferee in his stead. 

CHILD LABOR 

Mr. BAYARD. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in the Record a paper read by Francis E. Wood, 
Albuquerque attorney, before the New Mexico Gas Association, 
using as his subject “Should New Mexico ratify the proposed 
child labor amendment to the Federal Constitution?” 

There being no objection, the paper was ordered to be 
printed in the Record as follows: 

[From the Albuquerque Morning Journal, January 22, 1925] 
Soul New Mexico Rariry PROPOSED CHILD LABOR AMENDMENT? 

“No,” Sars F. E. Woop, ALBUQUERQUR—IT Is FUNDAMENTAL CHANGE 

IN Our FORM oF GOVERNMENT, TAKING FROM THE Staves AND TRANS- 

FERKING TO WASHINGTON REGULATION OF MATTERS PROPERLY BELONG- 

ING TO THE Staves, He Deciares BEFORE STATE BAR ASSOCIATION 


Santa Fx, January 21.—Francis E. Wood, Albuquerque attorney, in 
a paper read before the New Mexico Gas Association here Tuesday, 
using as his subject, “Should New Mexico ratify the proposed child 
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labor amendment to the Federal Constitution,“ took the position that 
it should not. Mr. Wood made it plain that he was not opposed to 
the restriction and regulation of child labor by States. “I fight merely 
to save our form of government and to preserve in our States the 
regulation and control of their local affairs,” he declared. 

The text of Mr. Wood's paper follows: 

“Whenever the protection, health, or safety of children is 
under consideration, our natural tendency is to favor any measure 
apparently furthering that object without giving much considera- 
tion to the means proposed, and we are inclined to question both 
the motives and humanity of anyone opposing. At the risk of 
such imputed motives, therefore, I venture to oppose the present 
amendment, though I earnestly support laws suitable to our 
location for the protection of childhood. 

“That there should be limitations upon the employment of 
young children in mines, factories, and hazardous occupations, or 
for long hours, or at the expense of proper education, all will 
admit. That such employment is generally conceded to require 
statutory regulations is shown by the fact that every State in the 
Union has some law limiting the right to thus employ children. 
Legislation is also necessary to secure and protect their education, 
morals, and health. Thus far there is little disagreement among 
us. In like class also are the subjects of marriage and divorce, 
public health and morals, labor regulations and the eight-hour day, 
primary and election regulations, and a multitude of similar sub- 
jects which In public interest transcend State lines and about 
which many well-meaning and enthusiastic devotees are dissatisfied 
with the attitude of their own States and anxious to appeal to 
Congress. 

“This highly commendable desire for improvement in matters 
of large public interest seems, however, to have led us away, ap- 
parently made us forget the fundamental principles upon which 
our Nation was founded, which united our States and has kept 
them united for a century and a half. 


* CORNERSTONE OF THEIR PLAN 


8 “The motives, the wisdom, the fears—the final product—of the 
: men who made these United States into one Nation has drawn high 

praise from the greatest statesmen of the world as well as our 

own, The cornerstone of their plan—our Federal Constitution— 

the thing that has held our people together in harmony when 
oF others have broken into warring factions, the claimed departure 
ES from which gaye even us the terrible Civil War, is the reservation 
“2 and guaranty of the right of self-government in the individual 
4 States to the fullest extent that it can be left to them consistent 
= with the welfare of the Nation as a whole. 
Sr “ The settled convictions of the early statesmen, as well as of 
— the clearest thinkers of the present, is that the dangers which 
. threaten this Nation—and let us not deceive ourselves that human 
e~ nature has reformed and our dangers are all past—come not 
- from without, but from the very diversity of needs, desires, and 
= customs necessarily incident to a people so polyglot and far flang 
~ as our own; we include the manufacturing and labor interest of 
- the East, the negro probtenrs of the South, the agricultural trou- 
$ bles of the prairie States, and the water, railroad, financial, and 
b race questions of the West; the extreme liberalism, not to say 
radicalism, of one section and the equally extreme conservatism 
of other sections; the divergence of political and economic views ; 
religious narrowness and intolerance of one section, seeking to 
impose its ideas and custonrs on other sections holding divergent 
views; all these exert a strong tendency to break us to pieces of 
= our own weight. I believe that our safety, our solidarity as a 
= Nation, our progress in the past, outstripping the older and 
greater civilization of Europe are largely the creature of the 
liberty, the freedom of independent action, the right of self- 
government which our Constitution left and guaranteed to the 
individual States and communities, free from the interference 
and control of other remote sections unfamiliar with the local 
problems and needs of their distant fellow citizen, and therefore 
not qualified to justly or intelligently regulate them. So jealous 
and fearful were the early fathers of those rights, so essential did 
they deem them to the safety of this Nation that they refused to 
form a union at all or accept the Constitution at all until it had 
been agreed, not alone that Congress should possess only certain 
limited specific powers for limited and specific purposes, but by 
the tenth amendment adopted at the same time—that— 

„The powers not delegated to the United States by this Consti- 

tution nor prohibited by it to the States are reserved to the 
States, respectively, or to the people.“ 


WAR SETTLED QUESTION 


“A large section of our people then understood that the rights 
of the people, of the individual States, were so far superior to 
the rights of the Nation that any State accepting the Constitution 
reserved the right to withdraw whenever, in its judgment, the 
conduct of the Union had become subversive to its welfare and 
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best interests. The Civil War settled that question and started 
us on a reverse course on which the last half century seems to 
show we are losing sight of the fundamental principles upon which 
the Nation is founded and are drifting into an omnipotent, central- 
ized Federal Government wherein Congress shall regulate every- 
thing and the people of the respective States retain and possess 
only such rights and powers as Congress shall see fit not to exer- 
cise. That greatest descriptive term applied to our Government— 
coined by the immortal Webster—'‘an indestructible Union of 
indestructible States,’ is gradually fading away. We are turning 
from the counsels of Washington and Franklin, of Marshall and 
Hamilton, of Jefferson and Webster, of Clay, Lincoln, and Cleve- 
land, and are following the rainbows of paternalism, soclalism, 
and communism, masquerading under the wool mantle of pro- 
gressivism,’ and we gambol along oblivious of the precipice 
ahead which the united wisdom of the fathers so early foresaw 
and so earnestly builded to avoid. Almost every departure from 
these fundamental principles has worked much more evil than 
good. 


MISTAKE CARRIED RUIN 


“The amendments that followed the Civil War took a long step 
in centralizing the Government. By the fifteenth amendment we 
took from the States the right to say who should vote within their 
borders. The people of the North, their minds aflame with lofty 
ideals, but warped and embittered by hatreds born of war, without 
realizing the effect under conditions far removed and unfamiliar, 
decreed that the Negro, without capacity training or education, 
should govern the entire section of the country which his former 
masters had ruled. That mistake carried ruin wherever it was 
applied so long as it was permitted to operate. It necessarily 
drove the white men to band together and resist and violate its 
provisions, in order that a government worthy of the name should 
exist. Few, indeed, in the United States to-day do not know that 
the fifteenth amendment is ignored, violated, and a dead letter in 
all the States where Negro population is great enough to threaten; 
but the yengeful spirit of the Civil War has so far been obliterated 
that not many intelligent persons longer protest the right of the 
southern people to protect themselyes against the results which 
would flow from a literal observance and enforcement of that 
amendment, 

APPROVES PROHIBITION 


“I approve and I believe the people of this State and of this 
Nation as a whole in large majority desire and approve prohibition. 
But there are large sections, including whole States, in which a 
great majority of the people do not desire or approve, By the pro- 
hibition amendment we took from those people the right of self- 
determination of thelr personal habits and conduct as it existed 
since this Nation was founded, and placed those matters in the 
hands of the Federal Government and bureaus at Washington. 
Whatever our view of the justice and desirability of national pro- 
hibition, the result is a spirit of resistance and contempt for law 
grown up in this country to-day shocking beyond belief as a possi- 
bility five years ago. Public officers of every class, legislative, 
executive, and judicial Members of Congress and State legislature, 
officers of the courts, and those whose duty it is to enforce the 
law and punish offenders, substantially all those who were accus- 
tomed to use intoxicating liquors before prohibition, now com- 
monly, flagrantly, cynically, and quite openly violate letter and 
spirit of the prohibition statutes. And the worst of it is that no 
one taking part in these violations and defiance of law feels bim- 
self the less a good citizen as a result, 


MORE DRASTIC STEP 


“ Now we are invited to take a more drastic and far-reaching 
step, not merely an amendment to the Constitution, but a funda- 
mental departure from our system of Government. It is proposed 
to take from the people of the individual States and transfer to 
the Federal Congress and to bureaus seated in Washington the 
power to go into the homes and prescribe rules and penalties gov- 
erning when, where, how, under what conditions, and after what 
time, kind, degree and detail of education and training, the chil- 
dren shall be permitted to do manual labor. Jurisdiction of alleged 
violations also is necessarily taken from local tribunals and lodged 
in the Federal courts, usually located at great distances, to try 
and punish infraction, and to which accused persons must attend 
and defend at crushing expenses, 


REGULATION OF EDUCATION 


Every child labor act has, as a necessary accompaniment, the 
regulation of education. No act, so far as I am aware, omits to 
prescribe some specific education as necessary to permission to 
have children work at gainful occupations. It is well settled that 
every express grant of power to Congress includes the implied 
power to enact all legislation necessary to the proper exercise of 
the power conferred, 


“I believe that such, to a large degree, will be the effect of the 
present amendment if adopted. Logically, at any rate, the next 
step is to transfer to Washington the entire educational question. 

“I think it will be readily conceded, at least by those who still 
cling to the belief that the fundamental principles of our Gov- 
ernment were and are right and should be departed from as little 
as possible consistent with the public welfare, that a change so 
drastic, so fundamental, so radical in its character is not to be 
made unless an overpowering need and condition demands it, not 
reasonably capable of solution or correction by the States them- 
selves. Is such a condition presented? Its supporters have Justi- 
fied the amendment upon the grounds that some of the States are 
backward in this matter, and in addition to the resulting injury 
to the minds, health, and morals of the children, the product of 
their cheap labor comes into competition with the products of 
manufacturers in other States more progressive, and therefore 
general regulation applying to all the States alike is necessary, 
It is contended that large numbers of helpless children are kept in 
virtual slavery in the cotton mills of the South, the factories of 
the East, the cranberry bogs of New Jersey, the beet fields of 
Colorado, and mines in various sections of the country, doomed 
to grow up weakened in body, mind, and morals as a result, and 
that State legislatures, influenced or controlled by big business 
or local interest or prejudice, are unwilling to give proper relief. 
This indictment, if true, requires a drasti¢ remedy. Is it true? 


CHILDREN GAINFULLY EMPLOYED 


“The regulation of child labor by statute is comparatively 
young in this country, and indeed in the world. It has grown 
up substantially within the last 20 years. The census of 1900 
showed 7 per cent of all children between the ages of 10 and 
15 were gainfully employed: In 1910 that number was reduced 
to 5 per cent, and by the last census in 1920, less than 844 per 
cent were so employed, Of the children gainfully employed in 
1900 only 8.7 per cent of those workers were engaged In labor 
classed as ‘objectionable.’ In 1910 this had fallen to 2.2 per 
cent, and in 1920 to 1.2 per cent. Remember also that the 
children classed as gainfully employed, as shown by the last 
census, included all those who worked in the fields and on their 
home farms, not steadily, but seasonally, during vacation, and 
other proper times. Twenty-flve years ago children of 10 worked 
in the cotton mills of South Carolina, and sold papers wet, winter 
nights on the streets of Philadelphia and Chicago. That con- 
dition exists no longer. 


STATHS HAVE PROGRESSED 


“Starting in 1900, with few and meager laws regulating the 
subject, the States have steadily progressed, and at the present 
time not one State in the Union but has some statutory regula- 
tion of the hours and classes of labor and educational require- 
ments as conditions to child labor being permitted. I understand 
that Congress itself, with absolute jurisdiction and power of 
legislation over the District of Columbia, was one of the laggards 
in passing comprehensive laws upon that subject for the govern- 
ment of the District. In substantially all the States the mini- 
mum age limit of 14 is prescribed, three permitting a child of 12 
to work at certain prescribed classes of employment under per- 
mission and regulation. In 35 of the States the 8-hour day 
and the 45-hour week is fixed as a limit for children. Five 
States permit 9 hours, or 54 hours a week; 8 States permit a 
10-hour day. So, in substantially all the States compulsory edu- 
cation laws are in force and no child permitted to be kept 
from school and gainfully employed except under a license and 
regulatory provision to take care of exceptional cases. Statistics 
presented by the representatives of South Carolina, considered 
one of the most backward States, show that notwithstanding the 
absence of regulatory statute, less children proportionately are 
employed in the cotton mills and objectionable sources there than 
in New York, recognized as the most progressive State in statutory 
regulation. This situation is well illustrated by the fact that 
Utah, New Mexico, and Wyoming are scheduled as among the 
most backward States in child-labor regulation and making proper 
and necessary the resort to Federal rule. But each of these 
States has statutes prehibiting the employment of children in or 
about mines, which happens to be substantially the only objec- 
tionable employment there open to children. 

“The absence of the other regulations so common to the great 
industrial centers of the East and Middle West is fully accounted 
for by the fact that our local conditions show no need, or pur- 
pose, for such laws to exist, These local conditions are unknown 
to or ignored by emotional people, seeking some wrong to right— 
in the other fellow. I believe we will all agree that if any abuse 
of child labor existed in New Mexico, any wrong in that respect 
here needing righting, our forward-looking people would promptly 
bring those matters to the attention of the legislature; and it 
would make prompt and efficient provisions to eradicate any such 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


FEBRUARY 10 


evil. We do not need the activities of nests of parlor-socialists 
from Chicago, New York, and Boston to protect child labor in 
New Mexico by taking from us the power and lodging it in the 
Federal Government. The same relative condition exists in 
Wyoming. Another ‘horrible example’ of the reformers is our 
sister State of Colorado in connection with the employment of 
children in the beet fields. It is common knowledge that a large 
part of the children so employed—by children I include, as does 
the proposed amendment, all under 18—go up annually from Old 
Mexico and from the pueblos, cabins, and rural ranches in our 
own State, to make liberal earnings during the growing season for 
beets. The privilege is a veritable God-send to these people, 
although there are doubtless instances of abuse and hardship 
incident to every employment and every walk of life. 


COTTON GROWING 


“Cotton growing is rapidly becoming an important industry in 
our State and is giving valuable and much-needed employment to 
our people. I am reliably informed that over 7,000 native New 
Mexico children under 18 are employed In cotton growing and 
Picking, a light outdoor work well suited to children, during the 
season and are thus enabled to go comfortably and well fed to 
school during the winter. Is our State legislature or the Federal 
Congress, egged on by sentimental socialists and labor organiza- 
tions, with their attention focused on conditions far removed 
from us, best qualified to regulate such conditions? 

“Colorado has had women suffrage and some women with the 
legislature since 1876; was one of the two States first to pass 
comprehensive child labor statutes. They, at least, can be trusted 
to protect child welfare. Yet these exceptional instances wring 
tears of sympathy from the hearts and pens of well-meaning per- 
sons writing 2,000 miles away and feeding a vigorous propa- 
ganda against State self-government. Memory, not all unpleasant, 
takes me back to a stony hill farm In western New York where I 
labored as long hours, under as hot a sun, and with much less 
remuneration, from daylight until dark and beyond, during the 
busy season; and I did not and do not consider myself entitled to 
sympathy, physically stunted, unnecessarily abused, or needing 
protection as a result. More than 60 per cent of the children 
above classified as gainfully employed in the United States to-day 
are working in the open air on farms and flelds; and while, of 
course, conditions are not always ideal or as good as they might 
be and as we would like to have them, the instances calling for 
sympathy or legislation are few and quite promptly corrected. 
They compare very favorably with the other incidents and burdens 
of life, evil things which we mortals can not escape nor any legis- 
lation banish. 

In South Carolina 25 per cent of all its children, about equally 
divided between black and white, between the ages of 10 and 15, 
are gainfully employed according to the census of 1920, all but 
about 3 per cent being engaged in seasonal cotton picking. In 
nine of the principal cotton States 18 per cent of those children 
are gainfully employed, all but 2 per cent being likewise in agri- 
culture, 

“ What is trua of New Mexico and Colorado is likewise true of 
substantially all the States. Their legislatures are made up of 
intelligent representative men from the different communities, 
human beings to whom the appeal of injured childhood is as re 
sistless as to us. 


ARGUMENT OF SUPPORTERS 


“The fundamental argument of the supporters of this amend- 
ment is that the States are incompetent, their legislatures and 
governors corrupt, or incapable, and not to be trusted to act 
wisely, justly, or humanely. If such be true, If our people be- 
lieve that, then our whole system of government is a failure 
and we are headed toward ruin. Make anyone cease to believe 
in himself and you have destroyed him. The practice of traducing 
its public officials is America’s distinctive shame. I believe in 
the people—the people of New Mexico—the people of each of the 
States—of all of them—and I am fully justified by our history 
in that belief. All the States hava made splendid progress, have 
accomplished wonders in this direction in the last 20 years, and 
are steadily improving as the need develops. Many of them have 
gone far beyond the Federal proposal. Nine-tenths of the way, 
at least, has been traversed. Surely we can trust them to carry 
on for the remainder. 

“The arguments employed to drive us to Federal regulation nud 
little or no support in census facts, No particular breadth of 
vision is required to see the difference in regulation appropriate 
to negro children in cotton fields of the South, foreign element in 
mill towns of the East, and workers ip the beet flelds of the 
West, or to our own local situation in New Mexico. A regulation 
necessary and efficient to protect child welfare in the State of 
Massachusetts would work ruin and destruction in South Caro- 
lina and would be illy fitted to our own needs; and yet Congress 
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can not make one act for South Carolina and another for Massa- 
chusetts. It must legislate uniformly for the whole people. The 
greatest friend the colored race has: produced from its own num- 
bers, the man who understood its characteristics and needs better 
than any other, Booker T. Washington, head of Tuskegee Institute, 
born a slave, once said in an address at Cornell University: ‘ You 
must educate the colored race in the South, but as a race educate 
his hands and make him a contented, industrious, self-respecting. 
help to himself, his State, and his race, Confine your education 
to his head and you make him a slippery, tricky, shifty pest upon 
society, discontented with his lot and station, a nuisance and a 
menace to himself and his people.’ There are, of course, many 
exceptions. He himself was such; but he was speaking of the col- 
ored people as a whole, as they exist in the South, and the illus- 
tration will well explain the reason for the larger number of chil- 
dren under 15 gainfully employed in that section of the country. 
Take from these colored children the right to work in mill or 
field and what alternative, substitute, or occupation will Congress 
provide for them? 
DEBATES IN CONGRESS 


“I have read with considerable care the debates in Congress on 
the resolution submitting this amendment to the States for 
action. The amazing thing about it was the lack of authentic 
facts or statistics demonstrating the necessity of congressional 
power, or the failure of State legislation to fairly cover the sub- 
ject. The supporters of this amendment urged that certain power- 
ful organizations, philanthropic women, and labor were back of 
the movement and supported it, and that the platforms of the 
chief political parties declared for it, and therefore Congress was 
morally bound to submit it to the States for action. 

“One of the chief advocates before the committee was Owen R. 
Lovejoy, secretary of the Child Labor Burean, and prolific writer 
on the subject, an avowed socialist who publicly sympathized with 
Eugene V. Debs, terming him ‘comrade’ in true Russian style, 
and denouncing our Government when it sent Debs to prison for 
conduct approaching treason, Pamphlets submitted by a patriotic 
organization of ladies: showed that 90 per cent of the support 
and propaganda came from recognized socialists or unlon-labor 
sources, These socialists are honest enthusiasts. I do not con- 
demn them or thelr work. They thoroughly believe in its merit 
and necessity. But they have no belief in, or reverence for, our 
system of government. They frankly and openly advocate its 
destruction or fundamental changes. They are not safe advisers 
or leaders to those who revere it and desire its perpetuation, 

“Tt was reiterated and not denied in the debate in Congress 
that labor organizations were advocating its adoption, less for the 
protection of the children as to curtail and restrict the number 
of hands engaged in productive industry; on the same principle 
that these organizations uniformly endeavor to restrict the num- 
ber of apprentices permitted to learn a trade or the number of 
laborers permitted to come into competition with their work; the 
same principle is back of their rules and practices designed to 
restrict and limit production. 


FARMERS OBJECTED 


“ Strenuous objection in Congress came from the farmers on the 
ground that such legislation would prevent a farmer from using 
his children seasonally in his farm work. This was met with the 
reply, ‘Why, you know very well that Congress will never inter- 
fere with the work of the children on the farms, and there is no 
purpose to do that.’ Why not, I ask? Much was said by the sup- 
porters of the amendment about relieving the aching little back and 
tired brain of the mine and mill children. Did they ever work on 
a hill farm? Does the aching, perspiring little back on a farm 
suffer less? Does he miss hig playtime less? Is he less entitled 
to sympathy than the boy in the factory? The fact Is the farmer 
is a very numerous class, and each has a vote. 

„Our youth needs not alone freedom from labor. Equally, at 
least, they need schools, morals, religion, health, strength. If 
we must go to Washington for the first, why not for the rest? 
Where will we stop? ‘An idle mind is the devil's workshop.’ 
' Gead us not into temptation’ ts still an important precept in the 
rearing of children. Indolence, to my mind, is the chief curse of 
the age. I believe that one of the crying needs of to-day is for 
our youth to learn to do, to appreciate, to love work—hard earnest, 
conscientious work—and the sentiment and propaganda to the con- 
trary now prevailing is giving our parents our most serious and 
almost Insoluble problems. 

“This amendment gives Congress the right to regulate and pro- 
hibit the labor of all persons under 18. In 1920 there were 25,000 
boys under 18 and 41,000 girls under 16 in the United States 
already married. Who will support these if forbidden to work? 
Must Congress be glven further power to regulate or forbid early 
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marriages? Or to furnish public maintenance to such children and 
their indigent parents when the children are forbidden to work? 
These and a yariety of other questions necessarily arise out of a 
transfer of power. 


PROPLD SHOULD BE HEARD 


“Bunt it is sald that our party platforms both declared for 
this amendment, and our legislators are, therefore, bound in 
honor to pass it. We all understand how and why ‘planks’ 
are inserted in party platforms by conventions fishing for votes 
and striving to take no position that may offend any class. But, 
that aside, I believe party pledges should be kept when affirmed 
and ratified by the vote of the people at elections. In this 
instance the politicians in both party conventions, fearing to 
offend, inserted the same plank in their platform. Where, then, 
did those of us holding contrary views have the opportunity 
to express our preference? Have we no right to be heard, or 
the legislature no right to listen to us? If the parties had 
taken opposite positions upon this question, then it might be 
sald that the successful party was bound by the pledge it made, 
ratified by the voters. In the State of Massachusetts, I am 
informed, both party platforms favored this amendment; yet the 
people of the great and progressive State of Massachusetts, vot- 
ing on the question at the last election, rejected it by a vote 
of over three to one. A proposed amendment to the Federal 
Constitution offered by Senator WapswortH, of New York, is now 
before Congress requiring that future amendments must be rati- 
fied, not by the legislatures, but by the people of the States 
directly, This is an excellent move and in accordance with the 
tendency of the times. Should not our legislature, anticipating 
this situation, submit this question to the vote of the people of 
this State, and let the next legislature act on this amendment 
in the light that such instruction would give it? I think it but 
fair to the people of this State, especially to those who have not 
been heard on the question before political conventions, that such 
a course be followed. 

THIS IS BUT ONE STEP 

“And let us not deceive ourselves. This is but one step, though 
a serious one. A multitude of other changes and amendments, 
each with equally good reasons behind it, now are and will here- 
after be urged from time to time, eating away little by little the 
power of the States and transferring it to the Federal Govern- 
ment. Who can foresee when the regulation of those peculiar 
rights and characteristics incident to the native people of New 


_ Mexico, and now left to our control, will be transferred to Con- 


gress, which will act as it has acted before, with little or no 
understanding or appreciation of or sympathy with our history 
and our local conditions and requirements, 

“We are told that our State governments are controlled and 
influenced by outside pressure and motives, and therefore we 
must transfer this power to Washington. Is Congress free from 
such influence and such motives? Have we been blind to the 
‘blocs,’ cliques, and combinations that recently or right now con- 
trol that body? The average State legislator thinks little of his 
own reelection in casting his vote. Is it not common knowledge 
that the average Congressman thinks of little else? Is is not true 
that politics and the next election has entered, and does enter, 
vitally into every important measure considered by that body? 
Men high in the Nation's counsels vote on measures, do acts, and 
conduct investigations in that body in a manner and with an 
abandon that makes them try as hard as possible after election 
to forget and obliterate their former acts. Comparison of mo- 
tive and controlling influence between our bloc'd political Con- 
gress and the State legislatures will hardly prove superiority of 
the former upon the question of ulterior influences. 

“Let me reiterate, I am not opposing the restriction and 
regulation of child labor by statute. I favor it. I will go as 
far as any in supporting it. I fight merely to save our form of 
government and to preserve in our States the regulation and 
control of thelr local affairs. 

“To sum up, the child labor amendment is objectionable for 
the following reasons: 

“1. It is a fundamental change in our form of government, 
taking from the States and transferring to Washington regulation 
of matters properly belonging to the States. 

“9. It is a definite move in the direction that would change 
our plan of government from a Federal Union to a consolidated 
Republic, with power far removed from the people. 

“3, Because the preservation of local self-government is of 
vital importance to the people of this country. 

“4. Because the continued harmony, peacefulness, and con- 
tentment of our people is gravely threatened by any movement 
further centering the regulation of their domestic affairs in 
Washington. 
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5. Because the States themselves have shown a willingness 
and a most remarkable advance in child labor protective meas- 
ures, and there is no need for the amendment. 

“6. Because the amendment rests upon the proposition that 
the States are either corruptly, or ignorantly, unwilling to protect 
their children from exploitation, which I denounce as viciously false. 

7. Because the varying conditions in different sections of the 
country make a uniform ild labor act applying to all States 
alike practically impossible without causing great damage in some 
localities, 

“8. Because I believe in America, both State and Federal, and 
in her people.“ 


APPROPRIATIONS FOR STATE AND OTHER DEPARTMENTS 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 11753) making appropriations 
for the Departments of State and Justice, and for the judi- 
ciary, and for the Departments of Commerce and Labor for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, and for other purposes, 
the pending question being on the amendment of the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations in the items for the Burean of 
Naturalization, page 91, line 12, after the word “buildings,” 
to strike out the semicolon and the following language: “ car- 
rying into effect section 13 of the act of June 29, 1906 (34 Stat. 
p. 600), as amended by the act approved June 25, 1910 (36 
Stat. p. 765), and in accordance with the provisions of the 
sundry civil act of June 12, 1917, for which purposes $20,000 
of this appropriation shall be immediately available.” 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, so much sophistry was 
indulged in in opposition to the bill yesterday that I feel the 
Senate should have some further facts before it attempts to 
vote. It was stated that 8 clerks and 6 judges can do just 
as much work and put just as many persons through the proc- 
ess of naturalization as 35 clerks and 35 judges. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
New York yield to his colleague? 

Mr. COPELAND. Certainly. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I think no mention was made of 
the number of judges. It is well understood that both the 
Federal judges and State judges would work on the matter. 

Mr. COPELAND. It stands to reason, in spite of the sug- 
gestion of my colleague, that unless the State courts have aid 
in the way of clerical help they can not do an important work 
in this matter. Without the aid of the State courts little can 
be accomplished. It is utter'y beyond the range of possibility 
to expect to have a limited number of Federal courts do the 
necessary work to take care of the great number of persons 
seeking naturalization. 

I send to the desk and ask to have read the statement of 
Mr. Donegan, county clerk of New York County, beginning on 
page 35 of the hearings held on the 8th day of January before 
the House Committee on Appropriations. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the clerk 
will read as requested. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 


STATEMENT OF Ma, JAMES A. Donrcan, County CLERK New YORK 
County, N. X. 
APPROPRIATION -REQUESTED FOR NATURALIZATION WORK 

Mr. SHREVE. Will you tell us how you are getting along in New 
York with your naturalization work? 

Mr. Donecan. We are not doing any work. The Department of 
Naturalization stopped us. 

Mr. SHREVE. Tell us what the situation is. 

Mr. Donrean. The situation now is, that we are ready to handle all 
the naturalization work in the county of New York if you will give 
us what the statute says—50 per cent of the amount of money that 
we take in. We will handle it all and keep up to date. 

The 31 supreme court judges of New York will stand behind it. 
They will work overtime, as they did when we had a little congestion 
there a short time ago. We had 6 judges sitting constantly every 
afternoon for a week from 4 o'clock until 7 and 8 o'clock at night, 
until they cleared up the calendar. 

Mr. SHREVE. As I recall, you had about 1,200 or 1,400 cases last 
year, 

Mr. Doxxraax. We had 1,200 ready to go on the calendar; that is, 
cases in which the 90 days had not expired. 

Mr. SHREVE. Is your calendar all clear now? 

Mr. DONEGAN. I have my calendar here and can show it to you. 

Mr. OLIVER. Just before you came in a statement was made to us 
by one of the clerks of one of the courts in New York, that he was 
authorized to say that if the department left this work to them, if 
$100,000 was taken in, it would represent $75,000 to the Government 
and $25,000 for the work. 


Mr. DONEGAN. That may be in one of the counties where they use 
county clerks for the purpose of carrying on the naturalization work, 
In New York County that is not done. i 

The naturalization bureau in New York County is distinct from the 
county clerk's office. It is a bureau in itself. 

The city of New York does not spend a dollar on the naturalization 
bureau. The expenditures made in the naturalization bureau, the 
money expended for supplies, such as letterheads, die stamps, post 
cards, expenses for a trip to Washington to see the commissioner, 
towel supplies, office supplies, inks, typewriters, and everything in that 
line are not met by the city. The city does not give us a penny. 
Neither does the Government. The Government allows 81 for first 
papers and $4 for second papers. Every dollar of that fund comes 
to Washington. We have been receiving, I should say, 45 per cent of 
that, and did receive it up to the 15th day of March last year, when 
it was cut off. 

Of course, that meant that we had to discharge all the help we 
had; and whatever little money we had from the issuance of tickets, 
a copy of which I have here, we used for the purpose of clearing up 
the calendar and for the purpose of indexing, making entries in our 
books, and reporting to Washington, 

We do not even receive a penny from Washington for the purpose 
of mailing our report. The $5 that we get comes here. We did 
deduct the money to pay the Salaries, and we get the checks from the 
department, payable to the individual clerk, and we send the pay 
roll bere. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. How are these expenditures met? 

Mr. DonxGan. We get them from the fees for certified copies and 
certificates. During this reconstruction period people have come in 
with claims against Germany. They must have some kind of a cer- 
tifieate to show that they are American citizens. One firm will come 
in and ask for four or five certificates, and we issue those to them 
and charge them $2 apiece. That is where we get our money for 
postage? That is where we get our money for a new typewriter 
machine, for carbon paper, and everything connected with the office. 

In the year January to December, 1922, those fees amounted to 
$1,491.40. In 1924, for January, February, and March, it amounted 
to $867.24. In 1923 it amounted to $3,244.81. We had to get new 
typewriters. We had to get a safe, because somebody stole some of 
the papers out of the office. We had to have some secure place to 
keep them. 

That money does not come from the Government. It comes from, as 
I say, the fees that are collected for the issuance of certificates, 

Mr. Grirrin, The fees for certificates? 

Mr. Doxraax. Fees for the issuance of these papers. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. And none of that money is turned over to the Gov- 
ernment? 2 

Mr. Donrean, Neither the Government nor the city; no. In addition 
to that, we can not issue a duplicate certificate of naturalization with- 
out permission of the department. The department would send us a 
notice to issue a certificate to a certain person. We would charge $2 
for it. That is how we get the money that supplies us with the sup- 
plies in the department. 

Mr. ACKERMAN. Does the court make a charge of $2 for each cer- 
tifleate? 

Mr. DONEGAN. The bureau does. 

Mr. Gutrrix. And that charge is provided by the statutes of New 
York? 

Mr. DongGan, It has been so since 1908. It is a usage. Since the 
naturalization law first went into existence that has been the charge. 

Referring to my calendar, what I have in my hand is my last 
calendar, Yon see how it is marked up. Some of the people were 
sick. Some of them were admitted. Some of the cases were ad- 
journed. A couple of cases were adjourned because the people had 
consumption and were in the Adirondacks. Some cases were dis- 
missed for lack of prosecution; the people did not appear. We had 
to clear up the calendar. 

These are the cases which were admitted, and those who did not 
have a valid excuse for not appearing were dismissed. 

Mr. Grirrin. What is the sum total embraced in the statements 
from which you are quoting? 

Mr. Donrcan. On the page I have in my hand nine were admitted. 
Others did not appear for some reason or another. They gave different 
reasons or did not appear at all, 

Mr. ACKERMAN. Those still remain on an unfinished calendar? 

Mr. DoneGax. These do, but those who have been notified three 
times—we notify each applicant three times—and do not appear have 
their applications dismissed. 

Mr. SHREVE, What do they do then? 

Mr. Doxecan. Then they have to renew proceedings, 

Mr. ACKERMAN. And pay a new fee of $1? 

Mr. DonxGan. Four dollars. 

Mr. ACKERMAN, Those are for second papers? 

Mr. DONEGAN. Yes. 

Mr. ACKERMAN. They would not have to pay an additional fee 
of $12 
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Mr. Donnean. No. Under thé present system they go over to No. 
154 Nassau Street, file their first papers with their application for 
second papers. Then when the time comes for examination they go 
over there again, and they may be told that their first papers are lost. 
Then they go over to our office and get new first papers. That is the 
only time that Is done, except when they want to bring somebody 
over from the other side and the immigration authorities require it 
or when they want to get a license of some kind. Then they will 
come in and ask for a duplicate. 

Mr. ACKERMAN. What kind of a license? 

Mr. Donegan. Peddler's license, or something of that kind. 

Mr. ACKERMAN. A local license? 

Mr. DONEGAN., Yes. 

Mr. OLIVER. Are you in a position to handle the business very 
promptly ? 

Mr. Doxxaan, I can handle everything in New York if I receive 50 
per cent of the amount I take in, and it does not cost the Govern- 
ment one cent for supplies. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. There is no charge for rent? 

Mr. Donecax. No. If you have to hire the portion of the Hall 
of Records which we use, you would have to pay at least $30,000 or 
$40,000 for it. 


Mr. COPELAND. Let me call the attention of Senators to 
the statement just read from the desk, that if the Government 
were to have ample quarters and a decent place in which to do 
this naturalization work it would have to pay, as Mr. Donegan 
says, $30,000 or $40,000 rent. At present a whole floor of the 
Hall of Records is given over without charge to the Govern- 
ment for this work. 

The reading clerk resumed the reading, as follows: 

Mr. Sureve. Is the provision to pay 50 per cent of the fees statu- 
tory? 

Mr, Doxrdax. It is statutory. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. They are entitied under the law to 50 
per cent if appropriated. 

Mr. Crist. May I explain the statute? The statute allows him to 
retain one-half of the first $6,000 that he has collected in naturaliza- 
tion fees. After that, what he is referring to as being entitled to 
under the statute is an allowance not exceeding one-half of the total 
of naturalization fees that he collects. That allowance is an allow- 
ance that can be made out of the appropriation, 

Mr. Gntrrix. That is within the discretion of the Commissioner of 
Naturalization? 

Mr. Cetst. It is within the discretion of the Secretary of Labor. 

Mr. OLIVER. Any amount that was expended out of the appropriation 
to pay for that would be refunded with the amounts that they send 
from the office? 

Mr. Crist. It would be offset. It would mean to refund the appro- 
priation. 

Mr. Dowrocan, I have a tabulated statement -here showing the 
amounts expended. 

Mr. Oxtven. Do I understand that this amount that he pays in goes 
directly to the Federal ‘Treasury and you ‘have ‘no ether control ever 
that? 

Mr. CRIST. It goes into the Treasury of the United States as mis- 
cellaneous receipts. 

Mr. Doxraax. During 1922 the Naturalization Bureau, my office, had 
14,022 petitions, There were 20,484 declarations of intention. 

In 1923 they had 12,288 petitions for second papers, and there were 
41,060 declarations. 

During January, 1924, they had 1,060 petitions and 5,785 declara- 
tions, 

During that same period the United States court had 9,000 peti- 
tions and 20,000 declarations. So we had three or four times as many 
as the United States court. 


Mr, COPELAND. I wish Senators to notice the statement 
of Mr. Donegan that the State courts disposed of three or Sei 
times as many cases as the United States courts. 

The reading clerk resumed the reading, as follows: 


We turned into the United States Treasury $100,241 during that 
period. We got back something like $42,000 or $43,000. 

Mr. Otrver. That involved no expense whatever on the part of the 
United States Government? 

Mr. Doxnaax. The Government has no expense a. The Gov- 
ernment gets $100,000, and they allowed us $43,000 or $44,000. 

I think there are 31 supreme court judges, and every one of them 
nas told me that they will do anything I desire to help the matter 
along. During one week the appellate division designated six supreme 
court judges to bandle this work, and after their day's work, at 4 
o'clock, they turned to naturalization and sat as late as 8 o'clock, I 
have the number of applicants that were admitted. 

I have a list of the judges, the dates, the parts of the court in 
hich they sat during that period. Would you like to have that In- 
serted? 

Mr, Sureve. Yes. 


Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, what follows is detailed 
information as to the judges and the number of hours they 
sat. There is no need of going into that matter, because a 
summary has already been given in Mr. Donegan's statement. 
Mr. Donegan inserted in the hearings at this point a statement 
regarding the situation in New York of the naturalization mat- 
ter, and I should like to have the Secretary read on page 43, 
beginning with section (h), the reasons given by the Labor 
Department for discontinuing the work in the State courts, 
One of the reasons given was— 


That the change is made wholly in the interests of the thousands 
of citizens and aliens, 


I should like to have read the answer made by Mr. Donegan 
to that statement. TERR BE DAS: AE OF PRE teases OT 
January 8, 1925. 

The reading clerk resumed the reading, as follows: 


(h) That the change is made wholly in the interests of the thousands 
of citizens and aliens. Nothing could be further from actual experience 
and statistics than this glib statement. Less than two weeks have 
elapsed since the change went into effect, and during this short period 
I have received dozens of complaints from citizens and aliens about 
the lack of attention, the great amount of time they are compelled 
to wait, and general dissatisfaction with the way business is con- 
ducted in the naturalization examiner's office, I have the case of a 
woman whose papers were mislaid“ in the examiner’s office and who 
was compelled to pay an additional fea for new papers. I have had 
a sergeant of the United States Regular Army, reeruiting service, call 
at my office and beg me to do something to help them get attention 
when appearing in the examiner's office with recruits who must de- 
clare their intention before being enrolled in the Army. Assuming: for 
the moment that the naturalization examiner will take care of -all 
business within this district, what provision has been made by the 
secretary for the placing of cases on the calendar of the United States 
district court fer final hearing? Does the secretary know that there 
are nearly 25,000 cases pending in the United States court for the 
southern district of New York in addition to about 10,000 cases on 
the motion calendar? That this court handled but 5,661 naturaliza- 
tion cases in 11923? My court handled nearly 5,000 naturalization 
cases In one week! Did the secretary read House Report No. 234 
accompanying H. R. 3318, wherein Charles M. Weiser, deputy clerk of 
the southern district court, plainly indicates that the throwing of all 
naturalization cases into that court would bring about chaos and that 
by so doing would work to the detriment of the alien, and would be, 
in effect, a denial of the rights to citizenship as may be inferred from 
Mr. Weiser's statement that to extend to aliens by statute the privi- 
lege of naturalization and at the same time withhold the means of 
accomplishing’ it, is surely a stultifying attitude“? Further, still guot- 
ing Mr. Weiser, it takes mot Jess than 16 months to reach a case on 
the equity calendar, 2 years and 4 months on the Jaw calendar, and 
2 years and 6 months on the admiralty calendar of his court. Ques- 
tion: If it takes the several times above quoted to reach the calen- 
dar of the various cases, how long will it take to reach the naturalize- 
tion case of an allen who applies for final papers to-day? Please bear 
in mind that mearly 35,000 additional naturalization cases will be 
thrown into that court under tke present arrangement each year, 
In the case of these facts, figures, and quotations from an authoritative 
source, bow does the secretary justify his statement that the change 
was made wholly in the interests of the citizen and alien? 5 


Mr. COPELAND. Mr. Presiđent, I do not think the reading 
need to continue any further. 

I wish to make an appeal to Senators in the interest of the 
work we are undertaking in New York to make citizens of 
our great cosmopolitan population. We have there 100,000 
men and women who have gone to our schools of Americani- 
zation and are now ready to take on citizenship. ‘They are a 
proud and a sensitive group. They will be hurt; they will be 
offended; and they will lose their patriotic impulses, I fear, 
if they are not permitted the opportunity to take on citizenship. 

Under the system which is proposed by the committee amend- 
ment and under the only system which can be carried out in 
New York under it, I donbt if more than 10,000 persons per 
year can be naturalized in the city. It will take 10 years to 
take care of those who are now ready for naturalization. 

Ah, Mr. President, I wish you could see these people; I 
wish you could know something of their desire to become 
American citizens. As the heart panteth after the clear 
waters, these people yearn for citizenship. I went into one 
of our courts in New York where 75 men and women were 
to be naturalized on that day. As they came before the 
ju e of various nationalities, Irish, English, Span- 
ish, French, Belgian, German, Turk, Armenian, Greek, and of 
almost every other country im the world—and T saw the look 
of determination and interest they had, betokening their will- 
ingness to devote themselves to this great country, and how 
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eager they were for our citizenship, I thought, Mr. President, 
that it would be a wonderful thing if on the twenty-first birth- 
day of every boy and girl in America there could be some 
solemn celebration when there could be impressed upon their 
young minds what it means to be an American citizen. 

The foreigners who have come to our shores desire to be- 
come citizens. We have greatly restricted immigration, and in 
the future the numbers must be very small, but those who are 
here now must be assimilated; they must be taken into our 
body politic. 

I appeal to my colleague. He knows how sensitive and 
‘proud these people are, I do not want them to feel that my 
colleague has any lack of desire in his heart to let these 
aliens come into the possession of our citizenship. I do not 
want them to say of him that he is rich, that he has all the 
things which long-time residence and a fine family can con- 
tribute to make up happiness in this world, and that he would 
deny to them the privilege of citizenship. I appeal to him 
that they may not feel that there is in his heart any desire 
to clog the wheels of naturalization. He has presented to us, 
and I know he is sincere in it, the thonght that somehow or 
other 8 clerks and a half dozen judges can do the same work 
that 37 clerks and 31 judges have done in the past. It can 
not be done, Mr. President. 

So I appeal to my colleague, and I appeal to all Senators 
not to adopt the committee amendment, but to let the State 
courts of New York go forward with this work. I know the 
time will come when Senators will say that it was a good 
work that we did to-day, because if we can bring these men 
and women from foreign shores into full citizenship, if we 
ean have them interested in our institutions, our laws, and 
our customs, we will make a better country. So I appeal to 
Senators to vote down the amendment and let us go on with 
the work as we have done during the past 140 years, 

Mr. SPENCER. Mr. President, anything that the junior 
Senator from New York [Mr. CorkLaxp] says is always inter- 
esting and always eloquent and always appealing ; but the facts 
in this case as they came out from the hearing before the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations are simple and to my mind are un- 
answerable, Here is what they are: 

The amendment that is now proposed—the striking out. of 
this language as the committee agreed upon it—does not change 
the existing procedure. It continues the existing procedure. It 
has nothing whatever to do with the final act of naturalization. 
When an applicant for naturalization appears he has a long 
list of questions which he must answer and a list of questions 
which he must fill out. Last year the Department of Natural- 
ization thought it would be more economical if that application 
were made directly to the Federal naturalization officers, and 
the applicant for naturalization, therefore, went to the Federal 
naturalization officers and made out his blank, and when it was 
all made out then it was sent to the State courts of New York 
for final action, All the appeal of the Senator from New York 
still remains in force so far as the State courts are concerned. 
They handle the great bulk of naturalization, and nothing is 
changed; but what the Senator from New York wants is that 
the applicant for naturalization shall first come to the clerk of 
the. State court, make out all his answers to questions, then go 
from the office of the clerk of the State court, as he must do 
under the law, over to the Federal naturalization officer for 
investigation, for review, and then come back again to the 
State court for final action. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SPENCER. I yield; certainly. 

Mr. KING. ‘The Senator has just made a statement that is 
very interesting to me; and I ask, for information, if the law 
does compel the applicant for naturalization to proceed to the 
office of the Federal Naturalization Department or Bureau and 
there be interrogated by the officer in charge? My recollection 
of the law—I have not read it for some time—is not quite as 
the Senator has stated it, but is to the effect that the State 
court may have full cognizance of the case from its inception to 
the end and that the applicant for naturalization is not com- 
pelled to go and be interviewed by the Department of Labor 
and the immigration inspectors and officials; but they have the 
right, of course, to make such inquiry as they may deem 


necessary. 

Mr. SPENCER. I think the Senator will find the fact to be 
this: When the applicant for naturalization fills out the long 
list of questions they must be reviewed by the Federal depart- 
ment of naturalization before they are presented to the court. 
That is obviously necessary, for many reasons. Under the old 
practice the applicant filled out the answers to all of these ques- 
tions, largely clerical, before the clerk of the State court, and 
then he went over to the Federal department and had it 
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reviewed and looked at, and then it went back to the State 
court for final action. 

Under this plan, which has been in operation for the last 
year, the filling out of those blanks—thousands of them, em- 
ploying a number of clerks and assistants—is done in the 
Federal naturalization office in the first place, and the blanks 
go from the Federal naturalization office directly to the State 
court which is to consider them. Of course, the Senator knows 
that either the State courts, being courts of record, or the 
United States courts, can naturalize. In New York City the 
pene of the naturalization, I think, is through the State 
courts. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mis- 
souri yield to the Senator from Massachusetts? 

Mr. SPENCER. I yield to the Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Do I understand the Sena- 
tor to state that an applicant for naturalization in a State 
court must, while his petition is pending, at some time visit a 
Federal court? 

Mr. SPENCER. No; I do not make that statement. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Is it not the practice that 
the applicant who files his application in a State court remains 
from the beginning to the end in the State court, but an investi- 
gator of the Immigration Bureau visits him or sends persons to 
examine into his qualifications in order to make recommenda- 
tions to the State court? Is not that the practice? 

Mr. SPENCER. No; Mr. President, the Senator is not quite 
right. The Federal court does not come into the question at all, 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I have not said “the Fed- 
eral court”; I have said that the investigators look up the 
applicants in the State courts. 

Mr. SPENCER. Yes; every applicant. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. And they go into the State 
courts when petitions are being heard and make recommenda- 
tions to the State courts. 

Mr. SPENCER. Quite right. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. So that no applicant who 
begins his petition in a State court has to go to a Federal 
court. 

Mr. SPENCER. Quite right. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I understood the Senator to 
say, and the Senator from Utah understood him to say, that 
it was necessary for an applicant at some time in the proceed- 
ing to go to a Federal court as well as the State court. 

Mr. SPENCER. The Senator misunderstood me, I made no 
such statement. 

What we are dealing with, if I may say so to the Senator 
from Massachusetts, is entirely clerical work, the answering of 
the long list of questions in the application for naturalization. 
Shall those answers be made clerically before the clerks of the 
State court, and then go over to the Federal office for review 
and investigation, and then come back to the State court for the 
court to pass upon the naturalization, or shall we do as we 
have done for the past year—let that clerical work be done 
in the Department of Naturalization, which has to do with the 
review and inyestigation, and then have the matter sent di- 
rectly from the Department of Naturalization to the State court 
for action? 

The latter is the economical way to do; and, may I say, what 
has been the result of the last year’s experience? The cost 
per capita of every applicant for naturalization in the city 
of New York has been reduced from 55 cents to 20 cents 
because of the obvious economy of management; and what 
more? Before that plan was in operation, 41,500 applications 
were on file waiting for action, and it took from 18 months 
to three years to secure action. What has been the result 
of last year’s trial? That number- on file has been reduced 
to 29,000, and every application has been acted upon within 
11 months. Every argument in behalf of efficiency is for it. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr, President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Missouri yield to the Senator from New York? 

Mr. SPENCER. I yield. 

Mr. COPELAND. I know the Senator wants to be perfectly 
fair. The applications have been acted upon because they 
were limited in number. It is not reasonable—I know the 
Senator agrees to that—to state that 8 clerks and 6 judges 
can do as much work as 35 clerks and 31 judges, It can not 
be done. Those who are permitted, with the limited staff, 
to make applications, can be acted upon; but the great group 
that I am pleading for can not be. 

I know the Senator wants to be fair. I bave said all I 
care to say about it, but that is the situation. We are striving. 
to assimilate this great foreign mass, 
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Mr. SPENCER. And I sympathize with the Senator, indeed; 
but the Senator and I can not disagree about the fact that 
where the detail work is done in one office, rather than in 
two, there is an economy both of time and of money. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I must confess that I am 
not quite sure, both as to the facts and as to the machinery 
applied in New York with reference to naturalization; and 
I should like to have the attention of the junior Senator 
from New York. There seems to be a misunderstanding be- 
tween the junior Senator from New York [Mr. COPELAND] 
and the senior Senator from New York [Mr. WapswortH] with 
reference to the facts, and I should like to get those straight 
in my own mind to guide me in voting upon this question. 

If I understand the Senator from New York—and I am 
asking the questions that I propose to ask to see if I do un- 
derstand him—there are two processes employed in connec- 
tion with naturalization. First, the alien files his papers, and 
after those papers are filed the petition is then heard and 
determined by the court. 

Th: Senator stated that there were 100,000 aliens waiting 
to file their applications, and that by reason of a failure of the 
United States Government to furnish adequate facilities for 
their doing it they were indefinitely held back. The Senator is 
referring only to the filing of applications. After the applica- 
tion is filed, then, under this amendment, as I understand it, 
the petition may be heard or tried either before one of the 
9 Federal judges or before one of the 35 State judges. The 
Senator, therefore, in making his statement was speaking only 
with reference to the applications, and he insists that they are 
behind to the extent of nearly 100,000. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, may I interrupt there? 
Do I understand that my colleague answered the last question 
in the affirmative? 

Mr. COPELAND. That there are 100,000 waiting? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. No; the last question of the Senator 
from North Carolina, that they were 100,000 behind. 

Mr. COPELAND. Not 100,000 behind in the sense that 
100,000 have made applications which can not be heard. I do 
not think the Senate misunderstands me. I have said that 
the Federal system is so imperfect that 100,000 persons in 
New York City, who sometime will be voters there, are unable 
to get any attention because of the conditions which prevail. 

Mr. SIMMONS. I understood the Senator to mean that 
there were 100,000 who were ready to make out their papers, 
but they were not able to do so because of lack of assistance. 
That is what I understood the Senator to say. 

Mr. COPELAND. That is correct. 

Mr. SPENCER. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 
question? 

Mr. SIMMONS. Pardon me until I get through with this, 
and then I will yield. The junior Senator from New York is 
speaking, then, with reference to the original applications. 

On yesterday the senior Senator from New York, when he 
was recounting the fact that under the new system the number 
of petitions had been reduced very considerably as compared 
with the progress under the old system, was talking, as I 
understood him then, and as I understand his remarks as 
they are incorporated in the Record, not with reference to the 
original applications but with reference to the hearings on the 
petitions after the applications had been filed. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I was referring to both. The facts 
are that they have received and acted upon more applications 
than ever before in the history of naturalization in the city. 
They have passed upon more cases and given citizenship to 
more people this last year than they ever had done before. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Then the Senator from New York now con- 
tends, as I did not understand him to contend yesterday, that 
these eight officials under the control of the Department of 
Labor, appointed by that department, deal not only with the 
applications but with the preparation of the hearings before 
the court? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes. 

Mr. SIMMONS. And that these eight men have been able 
to dispose of more applications and prepare more petitions 
for hearing before the court than the 35 who were employed 
under the old system? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. That is true; the records show it. 
There have been more applications passed upon, more pe- 
titions completed, and more people admitted to citizenship, 
since the Federal Government took over the task of helping 
the applicant to make out his papers than ever before, 

Mr. SIMMONS. In the figures which the senior Senator 
gave yesterday, I find this—— 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
North Carolina yield to the Senator from New York? 

Mr. SIMMONS, I yield. 

Mr. COPELAND. I read into the Recorp this morning the 
statement of Mr. Donegan showing that the State courts have 
been working overtime this year to bring the dockets up, so 
that there might be no ground for such criticism as has been 
made in the past because of delay. When my colleague says 
that more cases have been acted upon this year, it is not be- 
cause the Federal judges have done it, but because the State 
courts have done it. i 

Mr. WADSWORTH. We were talking about the applica- 
tions, I thought. 

Mr. SIMMONS. The senior Senator from New York gave 
us some figures yesterday, but I do not think those figures 
apply to applications at all. They apply only to petitions. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes; but citizenship can not be con- 
ferred upon a man until after he has applied. 

Mr. SIMMONS. I understand that. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. More have gone through the hopper, 
if I may use that expression, than ever before, including the 
consideration of the applications. 

Mr. SIMMONS. I understand that contention of the Sen- 
ator, but I did not understand that the Senator controverted 
the statement of his colleague from New York to the effect 
that there was a large number of aliens who were ready and 
prepared to make their applications, but who were prevented 
from making the applications because of a lack of machinery. 
I did not understand yesterday that he questioned that; but 
he says to-day that he does, 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Certainly; there haye been more ap- 
plications prepared and put through than ever before. They 
have reduced the time from a period of a year and a half to 
three years, down to 11 months, and there are fewer cases 
pending to-day than there were a year ago. 

Mr. SUMMONS. On yesterday the Senator certainly did not 
give any figures showing the operation of the new law with 
reference to applications. He gave figures with reference to 
she prepataHon of petitions after the applications had been 
made. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. It seems to me the two are inseparable, 

Mr. SIMMONS. I do not think they are inseparable, because 
in the first instance under the old system an application was 
made to any one of these 85 persons. Under the new system 
that application must be made to these 8 persons, as I un- 
derstand it. The 8 persons not only receive the applications 
but the 8 persons prepare the papers for presentation to the 
court. So that these 8 people are now doing the work of the 35 
persons. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The 35 persons want to be put back 
on the job—that is the point. 

Mr. SIMMONS. In the figures which the Senator gave he 
had reference to the presentation of petitions for naturalization, 
I read from his remarks as follows: 


This is testimony given before the Senate Committee on Appropria- 
tions about 10 days ago: 

“Whereas there were pending at this time last year 19,500 peti- 
tions—" i 


Not applications, but petitions— 


“in the supreme court and the district court in Kings County—" 
That is Brooklyn— 
“to-day there are only 11,000—" 
They have gained 8,500 in that one county in less than one year— 
“that whereas there were pending in New York County—“ 
Which is Manhattan— 
“in the Federal and supreme courts 21,000, to-day there are pending 
only 18,000—" 
They have gained 3,000 in one year. 


I understood that to haye reference to petitions that were 
ready for action by the court, and I understood that the junior 
Senator from New York was referring, in his statement with 
reference to 100,000 people waiting, to the applications, and I 
wanted to know if there was really any conflict between the 
two Senators as to that; but I understand the senior Senator 
now to controyert the statement of the junior Senator. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I am relying upon the records of the 
Department of Labor. ‘They give all the figures and facts. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, it is inconceivable to me that 
S persons, whose duty it is not only to receive the applica- 
tions but to prepare the petitions for the courts, can accomplish 
as much work as 35 people receiving them and preparing them 
for the courts; but of course I do not know. There may have 
been some laxity in the enforcement under the old law. But 
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eonceding that the 8 men who now must do this work of 
receiving applications and preparing petitions for the 100,000 
aliens who are ready for naturalization—— 

Mr. WADSWORTH. That is an estimate, the Senator un- 
derstands. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Well, suppose it was very much less. Con- 
ceding that they are doing this work quite as rapidly, with 
the same dispatch, that the 35 were doing it before, the fact 
remains that these 8 men, cooperating, receiving these appli- 
cations and preparing these petitions, have not been ade- 
quate to do the work that is imposed upon them, because, 
beginning with last year, in Kings County there were 19,500 
petitions awaiting action. Today there are only 11,000, show- 
ing that 8,000 have been acted upon and that 11,000 have not 
been acted upon. In New York there were 21,000 and only 
3,000 of those have been acted upon. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The Senator reads that incorrectly. 

Mr. SIMMONS. They have gained 3,000. Yes; I see that. 
That is, they have cut the 21,000 down to 18,000, 

Mr. WADSWORTH. They are catching up. 

Mr. SIMMONS. They are catching up. The question in 
my mind is, why should we, merely for the purpose of saving 
a little money, if we would save any—and, as I understand 
the junior Senator from New York, the Public Treasury gets 
more money from these applicants than it expends in hearing 
their petitions—conceding that it all comes out of the Treas- 
ury, and that none goes back into the Treasury, would it be 
in the interest of economy, with this number of cases behind, 
of aliens anxious to become citizens of the United States, to 
cut this appropriation down so as to confine this work to 
eight men, in view of the admitted fact that these eight men 
have succeeded in one year in reducing 21,000 petitions to 
18,000 petitions? Why should we not provide an adequate 
force to deal with all of these applications? 

Mr. WADSWORTH.. The appropriation is not cut down. 
The appropriation is increased by the terms of this bill. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Should it not be increased sufficiently to 
make possible the employment of more than eight men 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Perhaps so, 

Mr. SIMMONS. ‘To the end that the courts might speedily 
catch up on this work, and these expectant citizens might be- 
come citizens? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I am not contending that the appro- 
priation itself should not be made larger. I am contend- 
ing, however, that the Federal Government has justified the 
change it made a year ago, in that it has done the work faster 
than it has ever been done before, and at a less cost per 
citizen. 

Mr. SIMMONS. If the Senator will pardon me, take the 
case of Manhattan. In one year they caught up 3,000 of the 
21,000 behind. It will require six more years, at that rate, 
to eatch up. I do not know anything about the machinery 
there, but does not the Senator think there should be some in- 
crease in that force so as to provide for the speeding up of 
this work, to bring it up to date? What is the reason this 
work can not be brought up to date? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. It is being brought up to date. If 
the Senator will read the rest of the testimony—— 

Mr. SIMMONS. Slightly so, reducing the waiting list of 
21,000 in one year by 3,000. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. If the Senator had read all the testi- 
mony, he would have seen that they are cat up very 
rapidly. Let me read what the Commissioner of Naturaliza- 
tion said about it. 

Mr. SIMMONS. The point I want to e to the Senator— 
and I want him to understand that I am not captious about it 
at all—is that I can not see why we should not now make pro- 
vision for a larger force than eight to do this work, in order 
that we may catch up without waiting six years to do so. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I have no objection to that. The ap- 
propriation will be found on the bottom of page 91, $680,000, 
for this work all over the country. That is $42,000 more than 
the appropriation for the present fiscal year. 

The Commissioner of Naturalization, upon being asked about 
the matter before the Committee on Appropriations, admitted 
that that sum, spread over the country, treating the different 
centers of population as fairly and equally as possible, is not 
enough immediately to enable him to catch up, but he is for- 
bidden by law to ask the Appropriations Committee for a 
larger appropriation. He did prove to the committee, how- 
ever, that the system now in vogue in New York City has 
worked better than any prior system did, and the Secretary 
of Labor sent him up to the committee to say that very 
thing. He was sent at the request of the committee to find 
out the truth, and the Secretary of Labor sent his own Com- 
missioner of Naturalization, 


The system now in vogue in New York City was installed by 
the Secretary of Labor a year ago, after an exhaustive exami- 
nation of the machinery of naturalization. It has proved a 
distinct improvement over the old system, which my colleague, 
the junior Senator from New York, wants to have restored. 
That is the truth about the matter. 

The commissioner said in the hearing before the Appropria- 
tions Committee of the Senate: 


The naturalization dockets of the United States district courts In 
New York and Brooklyn are virtually clear. 


That is as of approximately the day he was testifying. 
They are catching up all the time. Even though the appropria- 
tion for the whole United States is not adequate to permit 
them to catch up in one fiscal year, they will, at this rate, 
catch up in New York City very rapidly. They have already 
decreased the period of time necessary for the accomplishment 
of naturalization from 2½ years down to 11 months, and it is a 
fact, if I may have the continued attention of the Senator 
from North Carolina, that as they are working to-day, an 
application for citizenship made last October is granted and 
completed to-day. They have broken all records. My colleague 
wants to overturn the whole system and go back to the old 
one. The committee decided after hearing the testimony that 
the present system is the best. 

Mr. SIMMONS. The Senator stated that we were forbidden 
by law to make an adequate appropriation? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. No; I said the Commissioner of Natu- 
ralization was forbidden by law from asking any increase in 
appropriations. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Why can we not now confer upon him 
authority to do that? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The Budget law forbids any executive 
officer or representative of an executive department asking the 
Congress or any standing committee to increase an item over 
the Budget figures. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Then when the Senator said “ forbidden by 
law” he had reference to the Budget law? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes. Mr. Crist is forbidden by law. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I call the atten- 
tion of the Senator from North Carolina to the fact that we 
propose to raise the appropriation in the pending bill for 
res ber cae purposes from $638,000 for the current year to 


$680,000. 

Mr. SIMMONS. I want to ask the Senator if that will lead 
to or justify an increase in the number of men who are en- 
gaged in this work in New York? 

Mr, JONES of Washington. I do not understand the ques- 
tion of the Senator. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Will that increase permit the Secretary of 
Labor or the Commissioner General of Immigration or who- 
ever appoints these men to assign more than eight men to the 
work of receiving and preparing petitions? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Just how far that will go I do 
not know. Of course, the $680,000 applies to this service all 
over the country. I take it that it will probably allow them 
to make some Increase in New York, but as the senior Senator 
from New York [Mr. WapswortH] said, whether they will 
employ 6 or 7 or 8 or 10 or 15 the facts are, according to the 
testimony of the representatives of the Bureau of Naturaliza- 
tion of the United States, that they are doing this work much 
faster than it was done heretofore and bringing it more nearly up 
to date. They have not brought it clear up to date, that is true. 

Mr. SIMMONS. If that be true, even if they are doing it 
faster than they were before, they are doing it so slowly that 
it will take six years to catch up. 

It does not help a situation of this sort, when we are behind 
in this way under a certain régime, to say that that régime is 
functioning better than some other régime. The question is, 
Are we not in duty bound to these people to prepare and put in 
operation machinery which will function and accomplish the 
object of admitting these people within a reasonable length of 
time instead of having some of them wait six years for action 
upon their petitions? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. They do not have to wait six 
years. They have to wait now no longer than 11 months instead 
of 2 or 3 years, as they did before. 

Mr. SIMMONS. But if there are 21,000 petitions pending 
and we only gained 3,000 in one year, will it not take six years 
at that rate of progress to eliminate all of those applications? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Granting the premise that the 
Senator supposes, of course, that is probably true. But that is 
not the fact. Let me give the Senator the facts. 

Mr. SIMMONS. I wish the Senator would do so, but I am 
quoting the figures of the senior Senator from New York [Mr. 
WADSWORTH]. 
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Mr. JONES of Washington. Of course, I base this upon the 
statement of the representative of the bureau. I do not know 
anything about the facts myself except as I get them from those 
representatives. 

Mr. SIMMONS, It seems to me inevitable, if there were 
21,000 cases pending a year ago and there are still 18,000 pend- 
ing, 18,000 cases not acted upon, and with the petitioners in 
those cases having to wait until they are acted upon before they 
accomplish their naturalization, that we are not making very 
much progress. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Let me read to the Senator what 
the representative of the Bureau of Naturalization of the 
United States, who has charge of this work, said about it. If 
we can not depend upon him, I do not know who we can de- 
pend upon. What the Senator from New York [Mr. COPELAND] 
had read at the desk comes not from a representative of the 
United States but from some representative of the county clerk 
of New York City. 

Mr. COPELAND. Even so, he might be an honest man. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I am not questioning his hon- 
esty; but I want to say that when there is a controversy here 
I think we have more right to rely upon the representatives of 
the United States Government who have to deal with these 
things than some local county man, however honest he may be 
in his opinion, and I do not question his honesty at all. But 
here is what Mr, Crist said, who is at the head of the Bureau 
of Naturalization, who has charge of this work, and who ought 
to know about it if anybody can know about it. Here is what 
he said; 


Last year at this time in Brooklyn there were approximately 12,000 
petitions’ for naturalization on the supreme court docket in Brooklyn, 
representing an arrearage of anywhere from four months to two and a 
half years. In New York City, exclusive of Brooklyn, there was a 
congestion of 11,000 petitions in the supreme court last year, ranging 
the same as In Brooklyn as to pendency. To-day petitions that were 
filed in October were heard this month—petitions that were filed last 
October. It takes now, from the initial step of the alien, just 11 
months to have his petition set for a hearing, and that includes the 
hearing date. 

Senator Jones of Washington. Whereas it took how long before? 

Commissioner Crist, Whereas it took an indeterminate time, any- 
where from about a year to two years and a half. 

Senator Smoor. You agree, then, with Congressman MILLS, do you? 


Congressman Mitts had made a statement with reference to 
the effect of the work. : 


Commissioner Crist. He is in support of the practice that was 
inaugurated a year ago, and that was inaugurated at my recommen- 
dation and was approved by the department and was under considera- 
tion for nearly a year before it was undertaken. 

Senator Joxxs of Washington. So that the department considers 
that the plan they are following now is not only more economical but 
more efficient? 

Commissioner Crist. The department approved the plan originally, 
and has supported it every since. 


It may be that this agency does not do the work as fast as it 
ought to be done. If that is true, of course we should increase 
the appropriation. But that is not the point here. The point 
involyed in this issue is as to whether or not we are going to 
change the agency by which this work is done. The record 
seems to show that the agency which we have had since last 
year is far more efficient, as well as more economical, than the 
agency that was in operation before. 

Mr. SIMMONS. I am not so particularly concerned about 
the change in the agency as I am in providing agencies that 
are adequate for the work. I can very well conceive that an 
application filed last October may be acted upon before October 
of this year; but what about those applications that have been 
pending there and accumulating to the extent of 12,000 in one 
ease and 18,000 in another case A new application may re- 
ceive speedy action, but the old applications that are pending 
and not acted upon may have to wait. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I understand they take them in 
their order as soon as they are completed. They do not delay 
an application that is all finished in order to take up new 
applications. That is the regular order and course that they 
have gotten into now. 

Mr. SIMMONS. If they keep up their work, as is implied 
from the statement of the Senator, how did this accumulation 
oceur? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. That occurred under the old 
system. Under the present system they are catching up with 
the work and cleaning up that accumulation. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Then there is no provision in the bill in- 
troducing a new system for clearing it up? 


Mr. JONES of Washington. They are taking up the old 
applications and acting upon them in their order. They have 
been doing that and have brought the whole system up to where 
there is a delay of only 11 months, 

Mr. SIMMONS. They have done it under the new system, 
but since last year they have only reduced 21,000 on the wait- 
ing list to 18,000 on the waiting list. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Yes; but that took in the whole 
situation. It does not mean that 18,000 or 20,000 have had 
no consideration given to their claims, but that all of the 
claims that were pending when the new system started and 
all of the claims that have been presented since have been 
given consideration, and instead of being 21,000 behind they 
are now no more than 18,000 behind. It may be that they 
need more money; that might be true, but the record and the 
testimony of our officials show that they are doine the work 
that is to be done there much more economically and much 
more effectively. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Couzens in the chair). 
Does the Senator from Washington yield to the Senator from 
New York? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Certainly. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Since this discussion has taken place, 
and since the point has been raised by the Senator from 
North Carolina about the sufficiency of the appropriation—and 
it should be noticed that the appropriation is $42.000 above 
the current year—I have had an inquiry made of Mr. Crist, 
the Commissioner of Naturalization, as to what can be done 
in the way of further expediting the work with an appropria- 
tion of $680,000 for the whole country. He tells me that 
with the increase of $42,000 in the whole appropriation, he 
will put on additional clerks in New York, additional to the 
eight that are employed there up to the present time, and 
that, given the additional clerks, he will wind up this work 
and make it current by the end of the next fiscal year. 

Mr. COPELAND. Of course he can not do that without 
the action of the judges. We have to go into the State courts 
and we have to have clerical help there to complete the work. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. There is no clerical hire by the 
Federal Government in the Supreme Court of the State of 
New York to-day, and I have read two letters from supreme 
court judges, both of which said that the system is working 
to their entire satisfaction. 

; Mr. COPELAND. Will my colleague listen to a 10-line 
etter? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Certainly. 

Mr. COPELAND. All of us who are interested in social 
welfare in New York City have been very much hurt by the 
action of Mr. Crist, whose pet scheme this is. Mr. Crist is 
an example of what all of us have seen in Government 
departments, State and municipal—a bureaucrat. He has cer- 
tain ideas about what ought to be done, and this is his pet 
scheme. Here is a letter from a man in Brooklyn who is 
interested in social welfare, and anxious to bring these people 
into citizenship: 

There are but three Federal judges performing this work in this dis- 
trict, whereas there are 15 supreme court justices, any of whom could 
be assigned to this duty, and 200 cases per day could be disposed of, 
as against 200 weekly in the Federal court. 

For the fiscal year ending June 30, 1923, the county clerk of Kings 
County turned over to the Government $54,000, with an appropriation 
of $12,000, making a net profit to the Government of $42,000. 

In this county there are upward of 50,000 people awaiting an oppor- 
tunity of filing their applications for citizenship, and are prevented 


from so doing by reason of the lack of facilities in the Federal court. 


That is exactly the situation. We can use al! the language in 
the world to hide it or cover it up or evade it, but the fact 
remains. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. 
ter is from? 

Mr. COPELAND. I would not care to say. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I shall not press the question. 

Mr. COPELAND. Many of us are interested in social wel- 
fare and in the advancement and the assimiliation and Amer- 
icanization of the foreign groups to make more fine citizens, 
as we have made so many in the past in New York. Senators 
should vote to strike out the amendment and permit us to go 
forward. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. The very purpose of the amend- 
ment is to do exactly what the junior Senator from New York 
desires to accomplish—in other words, to hasten the work of 
naturalization—and the testimony all shows that that is 
being done. According to the letter the Senator has read, ap- 
parently they seem to think that only the Federal courts attend 


Is the Senator free to say who the let- 
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to this business now. That is not correct. The Supreme Court 
of the State of New York is dealing with the matter, just as it 
did under the old system. The only difference is that the 
naturalization officials, who are fairly familiar with the prepa- 
ration of these papers, prepare the papers and file them with 
the clerks of the Supreme Court of the State of New York, 
just as they were filed before, and they are dealt with by the 
judges of the courts in New York just the same as before. In 
other words, both the State courts and the United States courts 
deal with the matter. 

The real vice of the old system was that when those papers 
were made up by the deputies of the county clerks they had to 
be then referred to the naturalization people, and they were 
found in many cases to be imperfectly filled out. The papers 
had to be gone over again and checked up. But now the men 
who are thoroughly familiar with the work, who are trained in 
it, make out the papers in the first instance; and as they will 
make them out correctly, the papers do not have to be ex- 
amined again. They do not have to come back or anything 
of that sort. In other words, one examination and one activity 
puts the papers in proper shape. Then, when they get them all 
ready, they file them with the clerks of the State courts as well 
as the Federal courts. Then they go on to the judge and are 
acted upon. 

Mr. President, I have the very highest regard for both the 
Senators from New York. I do not pass especially upon the 
difference between them as to method, except I take the facts 
and the testimony from the representative of the National 
Government who has to do with this matter. I enjoyed the 
eloquence of the junior Senator fom New York [Mr. COPE- 
LAND] in making his appeal for the aliens who seek naturaliza- 
tion, but as I see it the very purpose of the committee amend- 
ment is to accomplish what he has so eloquently stated that 
he desired accomplished. Whatever my personal views may 
be in regard to what should be done, this proposed legislation, 
if enacted, will hasten the naturalization of the people of New 
York who desire to be naturalized, but it will do it at far less 
expense to the Government of the United States under the pro- 
yision that the committee proposes than under the system to 
which it is desired to revert. 

Mr. President, Mr. Crist came before the committee at the 
request of the committee, on the insistence of the committee, 
because we wanted to get at the facts in this matter. He 
reluctantly stated the facts because of the limitation, of 
course, of the law. When he had concluded and had ex- 
plained the situation, had stated what had been done and 
how they were doing it, the committee was unanimously of 
the opinion that this provision should be stricken out. z 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I merely wish to say—and 
I shall not then interfere in this matter any further—that I 
do not think any question of small economy should figure in 
the effort to facilitate in every way in which we possibly can 
the admission into the body of American citizenship of foreign- 
ers who are in this country. Nothing to my mind is more im- 
portant than the speedy assimilation of that population and 
to get these people to the point where they are ready under 
the law to file their applications, and when their application 
shall be filed to insure for them a speedy determination. 
We want those aliens to become citizens. They are already 
here in the United States. The filing of their papers is the 
best evidence that they haye come here to make themselves 
one with us and to become coworkers in building up this 
great country of ours. 

The junior Senator from New York [Mr. Corrnanp] stated 
on yesterday that practically 60 per cent of the population of 

New York are foreign born. That is undoubtedly the greatest 
concentration of aliens at any point in this country. Out of 
a population of 5,000,000 or 6,000,000 people more than half 
are alien born. It is, therefore, of the utmost importance 
that this Government should throw no obstacle in the way of 
permitting as many of them as will becoming citizens of this 
country. If it is our duty to facilitate naturalization and not 
to retard naturalization, the instrumentalities that we provide 
for the accomplishment of that purpose ought at all times be 
adequate for the discharge of the functions imposed upon our 
naturalization officers. 

With this large percentage of population of foreign birth in 
that great city, it is incredible to me that eight persons upon 
whom devolves the entire work of receiving applications and 
preparing those applications for final hearing by the courts can 
possibly keep up with the task. In that situation it seems to 
me that the duty of Congress is clear, and that that duty is 
that we shall increase the number of employees so that the 
work may not be delayed. 

i can not believe that Senators on the other side of the Cham- 
ber can possibly think that eight men are adequate to perform 


this work. When, therefore, the junior Senator from New York 
says they are behind and that 100,000 aliens are prepared to 
file their papers, but are prevented from doing so because they 
have no opportunity to file them under the law, I am prepared 
to accept his statement. I do not think it an exaggerated state- 
ment, but, on the contrary, judging from the number of aliens 
in that city, I think it is a conservative statement. With that 
number probably applying, Mr. President, or ready to apply if 
they could get the opportunity, eight men can not do the work. 
It does not require any argument to prove that they can not do 
it. It is contended by some Senators that they are doing it 
more effectively than the old force did it, but that is not the 
question. The question is, Can they do the work, and are we 
properly preparing to facilitate naturalization in the city of 
New York, or are we deliberately continuing a system that has 
resulted in congestion and in a jam in that work? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North 
arte yieid 3 Senator from California? 

Mr. SIMMONS. In just one moment, when I fini 
thought, I shall be glad to yield. e 128271 

Mr. President, I do not discredit the statements of Senators 
on the other side, but I haye a very strong suspicion that 
somewhere, not disclosed to the Senate, there is an influence 
operating for the purpose of preventing speedy naturalization 
in the city of New York. For what purpose I do not intimate. 
My interest in this matter is to see, if I can, that this question 
is dealt with in such a way by the Senate that that condition 
of congestion in the naturalization of aliens in this great cen- 
ter of alien population shall not be continued. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, may I now ask the 
Senator a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North 
Carolina yield to the Senator from California? 

Mr. SIMMONS. Yes. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. The Senator from North Carolina has 
stated that it seems incredible that 8 men should perform more 
work of this character than 35 men. 

Mr. SIMMONS. I did not say that. I said it seemed in- 
credible to me that eight men could perform the duties inci- 
dent to the receipt of applications and the preparation. of those 
applications for hearing by the court in a city where in a 
population of five or six million 60 per cent are alien born. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I quite agree with the Senator that it 
does seem utterly incredible—— 

Mr. SIMMONS. It is apparent upon the face of the situa- 
tion, upon the admitted facts, that we have an utterly inade- 
quate force there. 

I do not know whether or not there is any purpose here to 
eliminate indirectly the State courts from the hearing of 
naturalization petitions or from participation in the processes 
of naturalization. I do not charge that there is; but all I am 
charging is that the very fact of the situation indicates that 
somewhere there is a disposition to retard rather than to 
facilitate naturalization of aliens in the city of New York. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Will the Senator now permit me to 
follow up my interruption by a suggestion? 

Mr. SIMMONS. Yes. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I repeat, that to me it seemed utterly 
incredible, as it did to the Senator from North Carolina, that 
8 men could perform the work of 35 men; but are we not con- 
fronted with a state of facts, incredible as it may seem, as to 
what has been the result of the new system? If I may be 
permitted to trespass upon the Senator's time for a moment, 
I understand that the Secretary of Labor favors this new 
system. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Then let him increase the number of men 
who are to perform the duties of the office. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I will come to that in a moment. I 
also understand that Mr. Crist favors this new procedure. 
Now, we know these two public officials. As to the Secretary 
of Labor, it is not necessary to pay any tribute to him. We 
know where his sympathies lie; we know his high character, 
his manifest fitness, and we also know that his heart goes out 
to those who come to America thirsting for freedom and seek- 
ing American citizenship. 

Mr. Crist, at the head of the Naturalization Bureau, is a 
very competent official. His views are in entire harmony with 
those of Secretary of Labor Davis. 

I have been concerned with the result of this new order of 
procedure. From all I have heard, from statements that have 
been presented, it appears that there has been more expeditious 
handling of naturalization cases under the new than under 
the former system. If that be so, why multiply words? Why 
not approve of and continue the new procedure? 
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I think I would agree with the Senator from North Carolina, 
if L understand his suggestion, that, granted that the new sys- 
tem. has speeded up the work, it might be well to provide addi- 
tional clerks in order more rapidly to dispose of pending cases. 
I am assuming that those who have applied, whose applications 
have been filed, are eligible to citizenship under our law; and 
if that be so, then manifestly they should be disposed of within 
a reasonable time. There should, be no unnecessary delay. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I was interested in the observa- 
tion made by the Senator from Missouri [Mr. Spencer). I 
understood him to interpret the law differently from what I 
conceive a proper interpretation to be. 

The Senator stated that after applications were: filed by 
those seeking citizenship with the county clerks of the respec- 
tive State courts, the applications then had to be carried to 
a Federal official connected with the Naturalization Bureau 
and reexamined by him, and then transmitted back to the 
State court or transmitted to the Federal court where the 
final procedure is had which results in citizenship being 
granted. 

Mr. President, the law as I interpret it is different from 
the statement made by the Senator from Missouri. A person 
seeking naturalization may go either to the Federal official— 
whose office is usually in a Government building, sometimes 
in the same building where the Federal court is being held— 
or to the office of the county clerk of the county where he 
seeks his citizenship. The county clerk receives and exam- 
ines his application, and the necessary steps are then taken 
for advertising and setting the case for hearing. The Federal 
official representing the Bureau of Naturalization is then 
brought into contact with this application and he is advised, 
of course, of the witnesses who are to be tendered, and makes 
what inquiries as to the character of the individual, and his 
worthiness for citizenship, as he deems necessary. 

Mr. President, it looks to me as thongh the committee's 
action is the beginning of a plan to deny the State courts 
the right to grant citizenship. It looks as though there is a 
purpose to drive applicants into the Federal courts, to take 
them away from the State courts, to make them feel that 
they are under the control of Federal officials, and may not 
obtain their naturalization papers through the State courts. 
Such a policy as that I should regard to be unwise and 
harmful. 

In the first place, in many of the States the Federal courts 
are held in but two places, usually in large cities. If appli- 
cants for citizenship were compelled to go to the Federal 
courts only for their citizenship papers, it is clear that the 
eosts would be great, in many instances prohibitive, and in 
the case of many poor persons who want citizenship it would 
amount to a denial of the opportunity. 

I am in favor of opening the doors of the State courts and 
utilizing their machinery to aid worthy persons in being natu- 
ralized. I am not in favor of directing their attention so em- 
phatically as this amendment does to the fact that they must 
go to the Federal courts and that they are amenable only to 
the Federal agencies in securing naturalization. So this 
amendment, aside from the question of the economies which it 
is alleged are involved, is to me a rather dangerous one, and 
seems to me to be a step in the wrong direction. 

A statement was made by a Senator concerning the inclina- 
tion of Federal officials to increase their authority and extend 
their jurisdiction. In so doing they are only acting as the 
ordinary human being acts. If a man holds a position he is 
anxious to have that position exaggerated and to have its im- 
portance made manifest to the world; and we know that many 
of the Federal agencies and Federal bureaus, starting out in a 
modest way, grow and expand, and become powerful to the 
extent of oftentimes being autocratic. Se, Mr. President, I 
regard with apprehension any amendment that looks toward the 
disuse of the State machinery and closing the doors of the 
State courts to those who are seeking naturalization. 

Though I attempted to follow the statements of Senators 
supporting the amendment, I have not been able to comprehend 
the argument for economies made by them. I do not under- 
stand why the cost of receiving and filing the application in 
the State court should be greater than where the application is 
filed with some Federal official. I have here the testimony of 
Mr. Thomas J. Geoghegan, assistant deputy county clerk of 
Kings County, Brooklyn, N. X., and it does not coincide with 
the position taken by the Senator from Washington [Mr. 
Jones], who has charge of this bill. 

Mr. Geoghegan states, on page 32 of the hearings before the 
subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives on the part of this bill dealing with the 
Department of Labor: 


I am assistant deputy county clerk and I have been designated. by 
the county clerk to come here to-day and state that at the present 
time there are no cases pending in the supreme court— 


He refers to cases for citizenship— 


that the supreme court, through the county clerk, for 17 years has 
been carrying on the naturalization with an appropriation from the 
fees turned in by the county clerk's office. 

For the fiscal year ending June, 1923, with an appropriation of 
$12,000, or a little less, the county clerk turned in $54,000 to the 
Department of Labor, which was a net profit of $42,000. 


Mr. President, the State of New York, for that $12,000, did 
all of the work incident to the naturalization of those persons 
who paid into the office of the county clerk and then into the 
Treasury of the Government $54,000. This entire service cost 
but $12,000. That included rent, light, heat, and the services of 
the judges and all officials of the county clerk’s office, including 
the use of the courthouse and its employees. Everything was 
done for $12,000. I submit that the testimony of Mr. Crist 
and all other persons who have testified before the committee 
does not make a better showing for the Federal Government 
than that. 

We know that if there are 12 or 14 or 20 Federal officials— 
the number does not matter—doing this work, the cost is not 
merely their salaries. We must take into account the fact of 
retirement privileges, the cost of transporting Federal officials 
from piace to place, the cost of maintaining offices, the light and 
heat, and all of the accessories incident to the work involved 
in passing upon applications filed down to the period when 
naturalization papers are issued. I submit that this statement 
made by Mr. Geoghegan presents a strong case in favor of the 
policy for which the junior Senator from New York IMr. 
CopELAND] is contending. 

Proceeding, this witness states: 


In the Federal court in Brooklyn there are three judges. In the 
supreme court there are three judges, and they are taking 200 cases 
a week in the Federal court. The county clerk wishes me to say to 
the committee that with an appropriation: of $25,000 he can do 
$100,000 worth of business in a year, based on the figures of the 
fiscal year ending 1923. 


Mr. SHREVE, the interrogator, says: 
Returning to the Treasury a substantial sum? 


Mr. Geoghegan says: 

A substantial sum; $100,000. We turned in—I know this for a 
positive fact, because I had charge of the figures for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1928—$54,000 to the Department of Labor. Out of 
that we received a little less than $12,000; I do not have the exact 
figures. The supreme court, through the county clerk, has been doing 
naturalization work up until March of last year, when the appropria» 
tion ceased. 

I might say also, Mr. Chairman, that our office—Mr. Crist was 
around there and probably has seen it—has been renovated everywhere 
and we have places where we could install naturalization examiners, 
if they wanted to work in our office. 


The naturalization examiners, who have separate offices, 
could make such examinations as they feel impelled to make 
in the offices prepared by the State without any additional cost 
to the Government of the United States. 

That was the promise that the county clerk got from the county at 
the time of the appropriation. He thought they were going to resume 
business. They— 


That is, the officials in the county— 


altered the building and there is space for the examiners to work, and 
applicants examined in the county clerk’s office would not have to leave 
the building. I think we have pretty good quarters there. 

The county clerk requested me to say that the judges have been 
assigned this year, although we did not think they were going to be 
assigned, because we were stocked up with business, and that we could 
take 200 petitions a day— I 

That is, those in Brooklyn— 

I understand that the Federal court takes 200 a week. The judges 
are scheduled. for one or two days a week. We have three judges 
scheduled one day each week and two weeks during the month of 
May and two weeks during the month of June. 


That is the attention which this county in New York is giv- 
ing to the subject of naturalization. It allocates a part of the 
time of the judges to the discharge of this important duty, and 
it has made suitable provision in this building not only for the 
work of the county officials and the applicants themselves, but 
for Federal examiners, if they care to come there, for the pur- 
pose of looking into the papers and interrogating those who 
made application for citizenship. 
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The witness continues: 


Very often we get two or three weeks during the month of Septem- 
ber. Of course, the supreme court calendar was clogged up there and 
there were many reasons why the work could not be done. One reason 
was that the clerks failed to comply with the law and the cases were 
put over for 90 days. Another thing was that during the war there 
were six or seven or eight thousand cases that could not be heard, 
because the Department of Labor objected on account of the people 
being Germans and Austrians. 


That is one reason for the clogging—the impediments offered 
by the Department of Labor. I am not complaining. It is 
quite likely that they were justified in pursuing the course that 
they did. Mr. Geoghegan proceeds: 

A rush of business came after the war and clogged up the calendar. 
Now the calendar is clear and the county clerk wishes to state that 
with an appropriation of $25,000 he could do $100,000 worth of busi- 
ness, based on the figures for 1923, where we turned in $54,000 from 
an appropriation of less than $12,000, 


On page 34 he states: 
We could clear up the situation in six months by taking the peti- 
tions 


So that the statement by this man, who for 17 years has 
been in the county clerk’s office and is familiar with this work, 
is that in six months the petitions could all be received and the 
applicants put in the channel of realizing at an early date their 
desire, namely, citizenship, 

Mr. Crist appeared before the committee and said: 


I would like to say that that is more than Mr. Kelly stated to me 
that he would need. 


That was $25,000 a year. 

He stated he was able to do the work with from seven to eleven 
thousand dollars a year. Evidently he has increased the amount. I 
have not submitted estimates on the basis of an allotment of $25,000 
out of the appropriation. I did not know until just now he wanted 
that much more, 


I want to emphasize the fact that whatever is paid to the 
county includes the building, all of the services that are 
rendered, the lighting, the heating, and so forth, and many 
things that are not embraced in the mere salaries of the of- 
ficials of the Federal Government. I read further from the 
House hearing: 

Mr. Cottey. Will Mr, Crist bear with me a moment? 

Mr. Cntsr. Yes. 

Mr. CULLEN. I think that the suggestion as offered by the deputy 
county clerk, coming from the county clerk, is that the amount of 
$25,000 is approximately what he would like to get for the upkeep 
and maintenance of this bureau, and that if he got that amount he 
would turn back into the Treasury a profit of $75,000. 

Mr. GEOGHEGAN., That is the idea. 

Mr. Sureve. He is not asking for a gift of $25,000. 

Mr. Crist, That is why I asked the question, so that there would 
be no doubt about it. He said that they wanted an allowance of 
$25,000 out of the appropriation. I stand ready to go ahead with 
him on the basis I have indicated, 

Mr. Sareys. Will you go ahead with him on the basis indicated by 
the deputy clerk here to-day? 

Mr. Crist. Yes. 

Mr. SHREVE. You are willing to comply with the statement and 
agreement that has been made here before us and as shown by the 
record? 

Mr. Caist, My statement to that effect is that I am ready, and 
have made the statement repeatedly to Mr. Kelly, to have him take it 
up on that basis, so that we could put it on an appropriation basis as 
soon as the collections warranted it. 

Mr. Otrver. Let me again ask this: In reference to the $25,000, 
as I understand, those figures were connected with the $100,000? 

Mr. GEOGHEGAN. Les. 

Mr. Orive., And it represented what you estimated would be the 
cost for doing $100,000 worth of business for the Government? 

Mr, GEOGHEGAN, Yes. 

Mr. OLIVER., And that there would be netted to the Government out 
of the $100,000, $75,000? 

Mr, GEOGHEGAN, Yes, sir. 

Mr. OLIVER. And, of course, I assumed that that proportion of the 
receipts, one-quarter to pay all expenses, represents what has been 
the usual allowance for services of that kind in the past? 

Mr. GEOGHEGAN. Exactly. 


There is the record made by Mr. Crist, apparently indorsing 
the position which was taken by the deputy county clerk of 
the county. It seems to me that under that statement the 


case of the committee falls to the ground, and that we are not 
only justified but that it is our duty to support the action of 
the House and support the position of the junior Senator from 
New York [Mr. COPELAND]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Couzens in the chair), 
The question is on agreeing to the committee amendment. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. McKELLAR. May not the question be stated before 
the roll is called? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will read the 
amendment. 

The REAN a CLERK. On page 91, line 12, after the word 
s oben torts the committee report to strike out the following 
words: 


carrying into effect section 13 of the act of June 29, 1906 (34 Stat. p. 
600), as amended by the act approved June 25, 1910 (36 Stat. p. 765), 
and in accordance with the provisions of the sundry civil act of June 
12, 1917, for which purposes $20,000 of this appropriation shall be 
immediately available. 

Mr, McKELLAR. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

mne PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will call the 
roll. 

The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Sena- 
tors answered to their names: 


Ashurst Ferris McKellar Shipstead 
Ball Fess McKinley Shortridge 
Bayard Fletcher McLean Simmons 
Bingham Frazier MeNar, Smith 
Borah George Mayfield _ Smoot 
Brookhart Glass Means Spencer 
Broussard Hale Metcalf Stanfield 
Bruce Harreld Moses Stanley 
Bursum Harris Neely Sterling 
Cameron Harrison Norris Swanson 
Capper Hefin Oddie Trammell 
Caraway Howell Overman Underwood 
Copeland Johnson, Calif. Pepper Wadsworth 
Couzens Johnson, Minn. Phipps Walsh, Mass. 
Cummins Jones, N. Mex. Pittman Walsh, Mont 
Curtis Jones, Wash. Ralston Warren 
Dale Kendrick Ransdell Watson 
Dial Keyes Reed, Mo. Wheeler 
Dili King Reed, Pa. Willis 
Edwards Ladd Robinson 

Fernald Lenroot Sheppard 


Mr. HARRISON. I desire to announce that the senior Sena- 
tor from Rhode Island [Mr. Gerry] is detained from the Sen- 
ate on account of illness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Bighty-two Senators having 
answered to their names, there is a quorum present. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the committee amendment, on which the 
yeas and nays have been ordered. 

The reading clerk called the roll. 

Mr. HARRISON. On this vote my colleague [Mr. STEPBENS] 
has a pair with the junior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
Burier]. If my colleague were present and voting, he wouid 
vote “nay.” 

I also desire to announce that the senior Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. Gerry] on this question is paired with the senior 
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Epee]. If the senior Senator 
from Rhode Island were present, he would vote “ nay.” 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I desire to announce the fol- 
lowing general pairs: 

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. ELKINS} with the 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Owen], and 

The junior Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Ernst] with the 
senior Senator from Kentucky [Mr. STANLEY]. 

The result was announced—yeas 37, nays 40, as follows: 


YEAS—37 
Ball Curtis McLean Spencer 
Bayard Dale Means Stanfield 
Bingham Fernald Metcalf Sterling 
Borah Fess Moses Wadsworth 
Bruce Hale Oddie Warren 
Bursum Harreld Pepper Watson 
Cameron Jones, Wash. Phipps Willis 
Capper Keyes Reed, Pa. 
Couzens Lenroot Shortridge 
Cummins McKinley Smoot 

NAYS—40 
Ashurst George McKellar Sheppard 
Broussard Glass Mayfield Shipstead 
Caraway Harris Neely Simmons 
Copeland Harrison Norris Smith 
Dial Heflin Overman Swanson 
Dill Johnson, Calif. Pittman Trammell 
Edwards Johnson, Minu. Ralston Underwood 
Ferris Jones, N. Mex, Ransdell Walsh, Mass. 
Fletcher Kendrick Reed, Mo. Walsh, Mont. 
Frazier King Robinson Wheeler 


NOT VOTING—19 
Broekhart La Follette Shields 
Butler Gooding McCormick Stanley 
Edge Greene Mea 1 
Elkins Howell Norbee! Weller 
Ernst Ladd Owen 


So the amendment of the committee was rejected. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Clerk will state the 
next amendment passed over. 

The Reaping CLERK. On page 32, line 19, the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. MCKELLAR] moves to strike out “$1,000,000” 
and insert. “ $500,000,” so as to make the appropriation for in- 
vestigation and prosecution of war frauds $500,000. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, this is the amendment I dis- 
cussed on last Saturday and I am going to refer to it again very 
briefly. The amendment relates to the so-called war fraud sec- 
tion of the Department of Justice where they have 27 lawyers 
and for which we appropriated for the present fiscal year 
$700,000. They have spent about one-half of it. They have tried 
three cases, one case to every nine lawyers. Nine of those gen- 
tlemen won a case amounting to $14,000. Nine more of those 
gentlemen won a case amounting to $111. Nine more of those 
gentlemen won a case amounting to $85. 

The Budget authorized an appropriation of $1,725,000. The 
House cut it down to $1,000,000. Before the Senate Committee 
on Appropriations it was proposed to cut it down to $500,000, 
the amount of the appropriation last year, The subcommittee 
sustained that proposition, but when the matter came before 
the full committee it was eliminated and $1,000,000 was agreed 
to as the House had proposed. 

The two very excellent young gentlemen who have charge of 
the matter down there intend to build up a bureau rather than 
to collect money through the war fraud section. 

I want to read from their testimony, as follows: 


Senator Suoor. Can you get the men necessary to handle these cases? 
Mr. MICHAEL. Yes; as far as we personally are concerned, we should 


be delighted to see this figure remain at a million dollars; it is hard 


enough to spend a million dolars intelligently and use it wisely and 
well, and it will be more difficult to spend $1,725,000. 

Senator Smoor. Where are you getting the attorneys? 

Mr. MICHAL. From all over the country; I suppose in the last 
three months, Mr. Andrews and I together have written 2,000 letters, 

Mr. ANDREWS. I wrote 73 yesterday, myself. 


He wrote 78 letters trying to find lawyers for this bureau. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. To do what? 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator asks “to do what?” They 
have tried three lawsuits in the last nine months and recovered 
judgments for $14,000 in one case, for $111 in a second case, and 
for $85 in the third case, two magistrate court cases and one 
regular trial court ease, one case to each nine lawyers. There 
are 27 lawyers at work in the department. 

Mr. CARAWAY. At work? 

Mr. McKELLAR. They are at work writing letters to find 
more lawyers. They want to build up a bureau there from 27 
lawyers to 105 lawyers. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Are they looking for the same kind they 
now have? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I will read what they have to say about 
it, and the Senator can judge for himself: 


Senator Smoor. They have stopped their regular practice in order 
to come down here? 

Mr. Micuarn. We have been successful in getting a wonderful type 
of lawyer; we have gotten men to come to Washington at tremendous 
sacrifice to themselves. I know men who are actually digging into their 
own pockets to pay their living expenses and those of their family, 
because their salaries are not sufficient to take care of them. 

Mr. ANDREWS. We have a type of cases, with responsibilities involved, 
that a man would not get in 15 or 20 years of private practice. The 
responsibilities are very great and the experience is valuable; these 
men consider that within 10 years’ time they will be further along for 
having come down here than they would be by staying at home and 
continuing their private practice. 


Mr. ROBINSON. Mr, President, will the Senator yield for a 
question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Brxexam in the chair), 
Does the Senator from Tennessee yield to the Senator from 
Arkansas? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Certainly. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Does the record to which the Senator is 
referring or the information before the committee disclose the 
cases that are now pending on account of suits? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes. There are 700. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Seven hundred cases are pending? 

Mr. McKELLAR. No; not pending. There are very few 
cases pending, but there are 700 cases that have been examined 
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by the war fraud section of the War Department for which we 
have been appropriating $500,000 a year. They have been 
referred over to the war fraud section of the Department of 
Justice, and there have been some suits brought, but very few. 

Mr. ROBINSON. What is the total amount of money that 
has heretofore been made available for use in the prosecution 
of these cases? 

Mr. McKELLAR. It began in 1922 in the war fraud section 
of the War Department. In 1922 there was $500,000 appro- 
priated; in 1923, $500,000; in 1924, $500,000, and this year 
$250,000. That is to employ accountants and lawyers and 
others to go into these cases and prepare them for trial, as I 
supposed, as was said at this time, to inquire into them and 
investigate them, but it seems that they are transferred to the 
Department of Justice. 

Mr. ROBINSON. One million seven hundred and fifty thou- 
sand dollars has already been appropriated? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; and that is in the War Department 
alone. In the Department of Justice $500,000 was appropriated 
in 1922, $500,000 in 1923, $700,000 in 1924—$500,000 regular ap- 
propriation and $200,000 deficiency appropriation—making 
$1,700,000 up to date, and it is now proposed to appropriate 
$1,000,000 more in the pending bill. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Then, if I follow the Senator's figures 
correctly, the total sum that has already been appropriated is 
approximately $3,500,000 for both departments? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes. 

Mr. ROBINSON. It is now proposed to appropriate an addi- 
tional $1,000,000? ; 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes. 

Mr. ROBINSON. What I am interested in knowing, and I 
think the Senate and the country would be interested in know- 
ing, what use has been made of the funds heretofore appro- 
priated, and what results have been accomplished during the 
three years that the prosecutions have been authorized and the 
appropriations in various sums have been made available? 

Mr. McKELLAR. They report that the whole amount re- 
eovered is a little more than $6,500,000. 

Mr. ROBINSON, How many persons haye been employed? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Nearly all of that was by compromise, 
however. They were also authorized, as the Senator will re- 
call, to prosecute criminal cases. 

Mr. ROBINSON. How many persons haye been sent to the 
penitentiary or convicted of a criminal offense? 

Mr. McKELLAR. There has been one conviction, I believe; 
but the defendant there really pleaded guilty. There may haye 
been two, but certainly not more than two. It was testified 
that there is no question of criminal prosecution involved ; that 
it is impossible to convict anyone of a crime at this late date. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Is it true that the statute of limitations 
would bar prosecutions for which indictments have not already 
been returned? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I have not looked into the matter. 

Mr. ROBINSON, Then why is it said that there is no purpose 
to prosecute if the appropriation is authorized? What is the 
theory? 

Mr. McKBELLAR. My idea is that they have no facts upon 
which to convict. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I think in most cases the statute 
of limitations must have run by this time. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ten- 
nessee yield to the Senator from Georgia? 

Mr. McKELLAR. With pleasure. He is a member of the 
committee that conducted the hearings. 

Mr. HARRIS. The statement of the representatives of the 
department was that they could not conduct criminal prosecu- 
tions because they were barred by the statute of limitations, 

Mr. ROBINSON. That the criminal prosecutions were 
barred by the statute of limitations? 

Mr. HARRIS. Yes. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Of course, three years have now 
elapsed since we began making these appropriations in 1922. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I am simply interested in learn- 
ing why it was that within the period of the last three years, 
when the statute of limitations did not operate as a bar, there 
had not been successful prosecution. 

Mr. McKELEAR. I do not believe any explanation was 
made by the two young gentlemen who now have the matter 
in charge. 

Mr. ROBENSON. I assume in the absence of evidence or 
statement to the contrary that it was because the facts dis- 
closed did not justify it. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I imagine that is the answer. 
no other. They did not disclose any other answer. 
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young gentlemen did make this defense of themselves, and I 
want to say it to their credit. They said they had not been 
appointed until last July. They are the two directors of the 
bureau. They have a joint directory—Mr. Michael and Mr. 
Andrews—both of whom seem to be very nice young gentle- 
men, are very determined to build up a bureau, and very care- 
less about getting results, because while they were appointed 
last July as the joint heads of the bureau they have collected 
by three suits $14,000 in all, and have collected by compromise 
$157,000, making about $170,000 in the first seven months of 
this year. In order to show what they are doing, I will state 
that during that same period they have spent somewhere in the 
neighborhood of $350,000. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, will the Senator from Tennes- 
see yield to me? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. SMOOT. I desire to say to the Senator, in addition to 
what has already been stated as to collections, that since the 
hearing there have been suits compromised for $150,000. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Since the testimony of last week? 

Mr. SMOOT. Since the testimony which we took. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I am delighted to know that the publicity 
which has been had about it has probably made those young 
gentlemen get busy. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I should like to have the 
Senator from Tennessee, who has the floor, or the Senator from 
Utah [Mr. Smoot], who has just made a statement, inform 
the Senate how much was involved in the suits which were 
compromised for $150,000. For what amounts were those suits 
brought? 

Mr. SMOOT. I do not know the amount. It was just tele- 
phoned to me a little while ago, however, that there had been 
a suit compromised for $150,000 since the hearing. 

Mr. McKELLAR. That means some sort of an agreement to 
get the money, I take it. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Tennessee yield to me? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Of course, its importance is not revealed 
in the statement which has just been made by the Senator from 
Utah. That might be an important statement, and, in view of 
the lack of information with which to illuminate the signifi- 
cance of the statement, it might be unimportant. I do not 
think it can be said that the amount of recoveries in such 
cases is the sole rule by which the value of the proceedings is 
to be determined. 

Mr. McKELLAR,. I understand that. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I recall that in one of the proceedings 
which were instituted by authority of Congress, an action in 
the nature of a criminal prosecution brought against a former 
Assistant Secretary of War 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; that prosecution was conducted by 
the same agency. 

Mr. ROBINSON. He was indicted and tried, and I think 
the trial occurred in the District of Columbia. I refer to the 
case of former Assistant Secretary of War Crowell. The court 
before whom the indictment was tried pronounced the proceed- 
ing as without foundation and without justification. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes. 

Mr. ROBINSON. A large sum of money was expended under 
the authority of Congress in connection with the prosecution 
of this former officer of the Government, only to find that the 
prosecution ought never to have been instituted; that it was 
without the slightest foundation in law or in fact. I do not 
think that the Senator from Tennessee or any other Senator 
would want to deny funds to any department of the Govern- 
ment with which to carry on litigation necessary for the protec- 
tion of the rights of the Government or for the punishment of 
those who have violated the laws of the country. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Certainly not. 

Mr. ROBINSON. But when additional funds are asked com- 
plete justification for the request ought to be furnished. If the 
Government is justified in the expenditure of millions of dollars 
for the prosecution of alleged frauds against it, Congress is 
entitled to know the reason why those engaged in the prosecu- 
tion have been unable to uncover fraud and have been unable 
to secure the punishment of those alleged to be responsible for 
fraud. We can not use the Government money to pay fees for 
favorite attorneys, to furnish positions to lawyers who have not 
the ability to distinguish themselves in their professions in the 
localities where they live. Some one who stands sponsor for 
this proposed legislation, some Senator who advocates the ap- 
propriation, ought to justify it with facts. : 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I yield to the Senator from Washington, if 
I have the right to do so. 


Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator from Washington. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I wish to say that I hope to 
justify the proposed appropriation when I get the opportunity. 
The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. MOKELLAR] had the floor on 
his amendment, and I did not care to take the time until he 
had concluded, but I think I can justify the proposal. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The statute of limitations has run, ac- 
cording to the evidence submitted to the Senate, against crim- 
inal prosecutions for fraud. The evidence of results so far 
submitted does not justify the expenditure of the sum of ap- 
proximately three and one-half million dollars already author- 
ized and expended. 

Mr, JONES of Washington. I suggest to the Senator from 
Arkansas that I think there is a pretty strong presumption 
in favor of the appropriation when it is taken into account 
that that amount has passed another body which gives special 
consideration to such items in appropriation bills, 

Mr. ROBINSON. I will say that an ordinary collection 
agency usually is able to show better results than have been 
exhibited here as a basis of justification for the appropriation 
of $1,000,000 for the further prosecution of alleged war frauds. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I was asked a moment ago 
about the number of convictions. There have been one con- 
viction, one plea of guilty, and six acquittals, but these two 
gentlemen, the directors, very frankly stated they did not 
expect to prosecute any further criminally because they did 
not expect to win, and of course after such a long time has 
elapsed since the alleged crimes it is difficult to secure con- 
victions, 

Mr. ROBINSON. May I ask the Senator a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ten- 
nessee yield to the Senator from Arkansas? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I asked the Senator the question a moment 
ago whether the reason given by the attorneys who conduct 
these proceedings is that the statute has run against the 
alleged criminal offenses? 

Mr. McKELLAR. No. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Or that the evidence is insufficient to 
justify conviction? 

Mr. McKELLAR, They do not believe they have the evidence. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator from Montana. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The question I desired to present 
perhaps is sufficiently answered by the facts, but I wish merely 
to call attention to the fact that much has been said in public 
debate, both in and out of Congress, about the enormous frauds 
characterized by criminality in connection with expenditures 
made during the war. As I understood, the appropriation of 
$500,000 which we made three years ago 

Mr. McKELLAR. It began then. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana.. Was to be utilized to bring to 
punishment in the criminal courts the parties charged with 
criminal and frandulent acts perpetrated during the war. Are 
we now to understand that it is admitted that there are no 
facts which will justify criminal prosecution? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I so understand the testimony of the di- 
rectors of this agency of the Government. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. And that up to the present time 
there have been two convictions in criminal prosecutions, in one 
of them under a plea of guilty? 

Mr. McKELLAR. In one case there was a plea of guilty 
and in the other a conviction. It is just put down as a “ con- 
viction“ in the statement I have. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. A conviction after trial. Will the 
Senator tell us who the defendants were? 

Mr. McKELLAR. They are not given in this record, and I 
did not ask in the committee for their names, 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Can the Senator tell us whether 
they were actually officers of the Government? 

Mr. McKELLAR. No; I can not give any information ex- 
cept what is in the exhibit in the testimony to which I have 
referred. There may have been a fine or there may have been 
a sentence of imprisonment imposed, although I am quite sure 
there was no sentence of imprisonment, for I do not think any- 
one has gone to prison. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The Senator is not even able to 
tell us whether they were or not officers of the Government? 

Mr. McKBELLAR. No. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana, Or how elevated was their rank 
if they were officers of the Government? 

Mr. McKELLAR. The evidence does not disclose any such 
facts. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Has the Senator any information 
about any officer of the Government having been convicted? 
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Mr. McKELLAR. No; none at all. I take it that no officer 
of the Government has been convicted, except the one in Chi- 
cago—and the prosecution in that case was not carried on by 
these gentlemen, as I recall 

Mr. KING. The Senator means the case of Mr. Forbes? 

Mr. MCKELLAR. Les. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, I should like to ask the 
Senator a question, 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, if the Senator 
from Arkansas will excuse me for a moment, the remark just 
now made prompts me to make a further inguiry. The 
prosecution against Mr. Forbes could not be classed as one of 
the war-fraud cases, could it? 

Mr. MeKELLAR. I do not understand how it could, as he 
came into office after the war was over. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. He came in after the war was 
over, and I understand the war-fraud appropriations were 
made for the prosecution of frauds alleged to have occurred 
during the war or in connection therewith. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Les, sir. 

Now, Mr. President, I merely wish to call attention to what 
Mr. Michael testified about this work. I quote from the hear- 
ings before the Senate committee, as follows: 


Senator McKetiar. What we want are the facts, so that we can 
determine that before making appropriation. 

Mr. Micnant. Let me say this, that when the time comes when 
Congress is appropriating more money for this work than the work 
is yielding, it is my judgment you are quite right, unless, in some 
phases of the work, there is some moral or ethical principle involved. 
In the greater part of the work, perhaps, there are no such prin- 
ciples involved, so the thing resolves itself into a question of re- 
turn, of yield. When the time comes when the work is yielding 
less than it costs, in the absence of any ethical principle, I, person- 
ally, see no reason for the continuation of the work. 


That is the position of one of these directors, that when the 
work is yielding less money than it costs—and unquestionably 
during this much of the fiscal year the work is yielding only about 
50 per cent of what it costs—it should be discontinued. So 
under his own statement it really ought to be discontinued. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President 

Mr. McKELLAR. Furthermore, if the Senator from Arkan- 
Sus will excuse me for a moment, there is another reason why 
it should probably be discontinued. These gentlenien talk 
about the cantonment cases which, it will be recalled, were 
much in the public eye some years ago. It is stated in the 
hearings that it cost merely to make an examination of one 
of those cases about $140,000, in order to determine whether 
or not suit ought to be brought. As I remember his figures, the 
amount was $140,000. Now he says they are the most impor- 
tant cases. In this connection I should like to read a memo- 
randum that was attached to one of these cantonment cases: 


Camp Devens, Mass. (Case A): This section‘s initial investigation of 
this case was made during the summer of 1922. Over 200 witnesses 
were located in about two months by three men, 

In the fali of 1923 Investigator Keats was in the vicinity of Camp 
Devens on other matters and in his spare time attempted to locate 
some of these witnesses whom he had previously interviewed. He 
was unsuccessful, finding that most of them had moved, and reported 
that the work would practically have to be started afresh in that case. 
Later, Attwood and Lambert were able to locate only 20 per cent of 
the original witnesses. 


What chance has the Government to make out a case six or 
seven years after the fact, with the witnesses all gone? These 
witnesses give facts here which show that this bureau ought to 
be discontinued entirely. 

I continue reading: 


Camp Upton, N. Y. (Case B): This contractor employed many 
drifters. During the initial investigations of this case Investigator Mc- 
Gee lost track of many of his witnesses, whom he had interviewed but 
a few weeks before, by reason of their moving and leaving no for- 
warding addresses, If this suit comes to trial it will be necessary to 
make a new start on this case, as we have lost trace of most of our 
witnesses on this case. 


Think of it. “It will be necessary to make a new start,” 
and yet he says that it will cost $140,000 to investigate one of 
these cantonment cases. Why, Mr. President, I believe that 
any good honest-to-god lawyer with one good stenographer 
can go into that department, go through the facts that they 
have there, and get more results than all these 27 lawyers and 
the whole bureau, including the $18,000 accountant. 

Mr. President, I ask to insert in the Recorp the other cases, 
I am not going to read them. I have just read those two. 


There are a number of other cases on page 120 of the House 
hearings, which I ask to have inserted here as part of my 
remarks, showing that these cantonment cases that they are 
going to spend all this money for ought not be proceeded with 
further. There may have been frauds; I do not know; but if 
there were frauds, as a result of negligence and failure to 
act promptly this bureau has lost all chance to recover for 
the Government in those cases. That is what has happened, 
and why spend a million dollars uselessly, as it seems to me, 
extravagantly, wastefully, for any such purpose as that? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Tennessee 
requests unanimous consent to insert in the Recorp certain 
documents, Is there objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 


Camp Jackson, S. C. (Case C): Intensive investigation was made 
of thi; camp in 197 4-23 by Attwood. In the spring of 1924 Attwood 
returned to Camp Jackson and found that about 25 per cent of his wit- 
nesses had moved or died. 

Camp Sherman, Ohio (Case D): But 45 per cent of the witnesses 
appearing before the congressional committee were located by this 
section, others having died or moved to parts unknown. We are keep- 
ing in constant touch with this particular case, but frequently lose 
track of witnesses. 

Camp Dodge, Iowa (Case E): Investigation along these specific lines 
has recently been made by Attwood on Camp Dodge. Twenty-two 
witnesses interviewed and giving favorable statements two years ago 
have nroved to points on the Pacific coast. Of 125 witnesses residing 
there two years ago but 45 were located, the balance haying moved 
to remote points, a number to Texas, some to California, etc. 

New witnesses located and interviewed on this case are usually un- 
able to give the names of their foremen, remember the dates they were 
employed, or give other important facts, due to failure to remember 
things which happened seven years ago. 

Attwood states that this failure to remember is becoming increas- 
ingly apparent every day, and that it is now much harder to get wit- 
nesses who recall specific facts than it was two years ago, 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I yield now to the Senator 
from Arkansas. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, all I was going to ask the 
Senator was this: I understood him to say that the gentlemen 
who are building up this bureau said that in 10 years from now 
the lawyers they were hiring would be good lawyers. Is that 
correct? b 

Mr. McKELLAR. No; they said that the reason why these 
lawyers could afford to stay here for the salaries that were 
being paid them was that the 10 years of splendid experience 
they would get here in the department, in the war frauds sec- 
tion, would be of great adyantage to them in their practice 
thereafter. 

Mr. CARAWAY. That is what I am getting at. The lawyers 
they are now hiring they expect to stay here 10 years on these 
war-fraud cases, do they? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I think it is an unlimited time. One of the 
witnesses said, in answer to a question I put to him, that they 
were still prosecuting Civil War claims of the Government, and 
the inference was that there was no reason to think that World 
War claims would be settled any quicker than Civil War claims. 

Mr. CARAWAY. In other words, the job would last as long 
as the man. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Why, Mr. President, if the Senator will 
read what is proposed by these two directors, he will find that 
it is one of the most permanent of all the bureaus of the Gov- 
ernment that is sought to be established here. 

A year ago I gave these gentlemen warning that unless they 
could show results I was going to make this fight against any 
appropriation this year; and yet when we come to go into the 
matter at this time, instead of showing results, we find that the 
results are infinitely poorer than they were a year ago. The 
only reason why I have offered the amendment for $500,000 
instead of $1,000,000 is because we appropriated $500,000 last 
year. I should very much prefer to see the appropriation 
stricken out entirely and turn these cases over to the Attorney 
General's office. They have to go to the district attorneys any- 
way. These gentlemen have to cooperate if they bring suit. 
The district attorneys have jurisdiction in each case. Why not 
give them to the regular paid lawyers of the Government in the 
various districts of the United States? It ought to be done, 
and we ought to save this enormous sum. Some of you gentle- 
men have had a whole lot to say about economy, but when we 
come to practice economy there is not a Senator in this body 
who does not know that this is wastefulness, this is extrava- 
gance of the worst type, and we ought to cut it out. 
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Now, Mr. President, I come to another one, 
Michael: 


Mr, Micnarn, Senator, that gives you the gross figures of collections 
made by the war transactions section since the fiscal year beginning 
July 1, 1922. We spoke a moment ago about the appropriations made 
for the work of the contract audit section of the finance department of 
the War Department. Now, when you consider the results of the appro- 
priations made by Congress to that section and to this work, you have 
to take into consideration not only the amount that has been collected 
by the Department of Justice, but also the amount collected by the 
contract audit section. The chairman a moment ago called attention 
to that, You, furthermore, haye to take another fact into consideration, 
and that is this—that a great many of the cases which are examined 
into by the contract audit section of the War Department are not sent 
to the Deparment of Justice; they are sent to the General Accounting 
Office, and further collections occur in the General Accounting Office, 
I have no information as to what has been collected there, 


In other words, these claims are sent from one department 
to the other, from the War Department to the Treasury De- 
partment, and from the Treasury Department to the General 
Accounting Office, and some of them to the Department of 
Justice. 

I read further from the hearings: 


Mr. ANDREWS. When we took charge as directors, to use the At- 
torney General's phrase when he appeared before the House Appro- 
priations Committee, there were four units. working in water-tight 
compartments carrying on a great deal of efficient legal work, but 
without relation to each other. Sometimes men in one unit were 
working on the same thing as the men in another unit and not know- 
ing just what was going on. 


That is one of these directors testifying as to what has 
happened in this war frauds section. He charges that four 
water-tight compartments of the section were working with- 
out any reference one to the other, and doing the same work. 
Mr. President, it does seem to me that under no circumstances 
should this enormous appropriation be made. 

I spoke just a few moments ago about the proposed cost of 
getting one of these cases tried. Here is the director's word for 
it. I will give you exactly what he said about it: 


There are certain things in connection with the program and re- 
quirements for the current fiscal year to which attention is especially 
directed. The program contemplates the preparation for trial and 
the trial of two cantonment cases at an estimated cost of approxi- 
mately $139,230. The larger items making up this total are: For 
attorneys’ salaries, approximately $52,000; engineers’ and investi- 
gators’ salaries, approximately, $36,000; accounting preparation, ap- 
proximately, $50,000. Of the total number of lawyers engaged in 
the work of the section, seven are giving their time to the canton- 
ment cases. 


Now, Mr. President, they come and say that they have 700 
cases, and that these cases have to be divided up and segre- 
gated and surveyed, and that 105 lawyers are necessary. I 
want to say this: If we continue to appropriate $500,000 or 
a million dollars a year it will be spent, and in my judgment, 
the Government from now on will never get as much as 50 
cents on the dollar for the appropriations made. 

Mr. SIMMONS and Mr. REED of Missouri addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator yield; and 
if so, to whom? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield first to the Senator from North 
Carolina. Then I will yield to the Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I simply want to ask the 
Senator about the statement he has just made about 105 law- 
yers. Does he mean that there are 105 lawyers who are not 


Here is Mr. 


officers of the Government who are employed in the prosecu- | 


tion of those cases? 

Mr. McKELLAR. No; the Senator did not understand me. 
There are 27 lawyers that are employed by salary. There are 
others that are employed, of course, to help the district at- 
torneys, and things like that; but what these two directors 
propose is that this appropriation shall be increased to $1,725,- 
000 for the purpose of employing 105 lawyers to try these 
eases. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Lawyers outside of the department? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, all of them are outside of the depart- 
ment, the 27 that they now have and those that are proposed; 
and here is a very interesting thing in reference to the law- 
yers, if the Senator from Missouri will excuse me a moment. 
They furnish a list here of the lawyers who have resigned. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Is there anything in the hearings to indi- 
cate what fees they were paying those lawyers? 


Mr. McKELLAR. I gave them all on Saturday. Let me see: 
There are four at $10,000, and a number at $6,500, and some at 
$7,500, and from there on down to $2,400. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Did the Government have their entire time 
during the year when that salary was paid? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I do not know. I imagine that they have 
a great deal of trouble in getting in and out of this section. 
I presume a great deal of their time is lost in getting out of 
the section and in it again, because they are running over each 
other down there and have difficulty in getting in and out. 

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ten- 
nessee yield to the Senator from West Virginia? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I do. 

Mr. NEELY. With the permission of the Senator from Ten- 
nessee, I should like to answer the question asked by the Sen- 
ator from North Carolina. The statement on page 24 of the 
Senate committee hearings shows that the attorneys employed 
by this department are as follows, and they are paid the fol- 
lowing salaries: 


Department of Justice—War Transactions Section—Compensation re- 
quirements for personnel at January 1, 1925 


P-6 10, 000 2 
10, 000 2 
P-5 6, 500 1 
6, 000 5 
5, 200 1 
P-4 5, 000 1 
4.600 1 
4, 200 1 
4, 000 2 
3, 800 3 
P-3 3, 000 1 
P-2 2, 400 4 
10, 000 1 
7, 500 2 
6, 500 1 
6, 000 i 
3, 000 1 
P-6 10, 000 1 
P-5 6, 000 1 
5,200 1 


Mr. CARAWAY. What kind of attorneys are those— 
“ P-6,” “P-5,” “ P-4,” and so forth? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I will read their names in a moment. 

Mr. NEELY. I have no more information on that subject 
than I am giving the Senator. 

Mr. CARAWAY. How are they classified? That is what 
I want to know. 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is what the bureau has been doing, 
it has been classifying attorneys. One of the directors testi- 
fied that he wrote, I think, 200 letters in one day trying to 
get lawyers for these positions. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Why not get an automobile license, or 
something like that, to hang on them and classify them? 
Could not that be done without all this trouble? 

Mr. McKHLLAR. Mr. President, it is remarkable that some 
of these lawyers sometimes resign, but 

Mr. CARAWAY. Oh, no! 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; they have here a list of resigna- 
tions, and I want to read it just for a moment, to show how 
interesting it is: H. D. Anderson, examiner, $1,860. 

Mr. CARAWAY. That is not a lawyer. 

Mr. MCK ELLAR. Stanley B. Attwood, investigator, $3,000; 
F. J. Baker, examiner, $2,000; M. T. Baggarly, stenographer, 
$1,860; T. M. Bigger, special assistant to Attorney General, 
$10,000; Joseph M. Brown, investigator, $2,400; W. H. 8. 
Callahan, examiner, $2,400; Arthur Carnduff, special assist- 
ant to Attorney General, $7,500; Thomas S. Crago, special 
assistant to Attorney General, $5,000. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I thought the Senator was going to show 
that some of those dittoes“ resigned. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Here are some “dittoes” right here. 

F. M. Crawford, examiner, $1,860, and a great many others, 
some whose salaries are to be determined by the Attorney 
General. There are some twenty-odd of these who have re- 
signed within the last year or two. Let me show what is 
proposed by these two very delightful young gentleman who 
are urging this appropriation of $1,725,000. This is the state- 
ment of Mr. Andrews: 

But it is not easy to get men capable of doing this type of work 
men competent to handle cases of the complexity, novelty, size, and 
difficulty.of the section’s cases, 
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I call special attention to this: 


We are not interested in lawyers of only average ability. There 
is no lawyer in the section to-day who is not good enough to earn 
emsiderably more in private practice than he is being paid now. 
We do not want any man who is interested in the salary. We could 
bive had a hundred such men, many of them fairly good men, too. 

Mr. CARAWAY. He says they do not want those who 
are interested in the salaries? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Let us cut off the salaries, and see how 
many of them stay. 

Mr. McKELLAR, That is what I propose, and I hope the 
Senator will vote with me, Listen to this: 


We are, therefore, building up as fast as we can a very exceptional 
Personnel, sifting and picking the top flight of available lawyers. 


Two hundred letters in one day to get “the top flight of 
available lawyers!” 


The process was slow and hard to start. 


Let me say here, these men are not interested in getting 
results for the Government. They are not interested in prose- 
euting those who may have defrauded the Government. They 
are not interested in getting recoveries. Three recoveries in 
seven months was all they got. They were interested in pick- 
ing “the top flight of available lawyers.” Listen to this: 


The process was slow and hard to start, but our sources of infor- 
mation are increasing every day, our contacts ever widening. 


This is what the war fraud section is doing: 


Before many months we hope to be in touch with nearly every 
enter in the country where an able lawyer may be found. 


They are getting in touch to employ able lawyers. He 
continued: 


We hope that exceptional men will be turned up by our combing 
process in ever greater numbers. 

All this means, obviously, that to ask for a very large supplemental 
appropriation for this current fiscal year would not merely have been 
fe plan far beyond the section's commitments as we found them 
When we took charge. It would also have committed us to employing 
so many lawyers that we might have had to relax our care in select- 
ing them. This would have been bad for the section's work; it 
would have made it harder to get the high type of man we really 
want. For one of the great incentives that brings us exceptional 
men is their feeling that their associates will be men they will be 
proud to work with, 


Mr. CARAWAY. Does he give the names of those nine 
who recovered that judgment of $110? 

Mr. McKELLAR. He does not segregate that part of the 
section’s work. The 27, however, got the three judgments. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I presume a part of the honor will come 
from associating with the nine lawyers who gathered in $110. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; I imagine that will be a very great 
honor. 

Mr, Andrews continued: 


So we were unwilling to commit ourselves, for the balance of the 
current fiscal year, to employing more men than approximately enough 
te replace those who have left the section. But we did and do feel 
that by next July we shall have combed the country to such an extent 
that a large number of the men we want will be on our lists. But we 
do not expect to lower our standards. We shall not knowingly recom- 
mend the appointment of a single man unless, from a careful investiga- 
tion of his work, we believe him to have much more than average ability. 


Mr. President, I shall not take the time of the Senate longer. 

Mr. SIMMONS, Who are the“ we's“ there? 

Mr. McKELLAR, It is Mr. Michael and Mr. Andrews. 
One is from New York City and one from upper New York, 
I believe—I have forgotten where. Both are very intelligent 
men, and both very much imbued, as I took it, with the idea of 
building up a great bureau in the Government to conduct these 
cases from now on, as long as any of us shall live, or longer. 

I think the amendment I have offered should be agreed to. 
Lhope the chairman of the committee will accept it. We should 
not appropriate more than the $500,000, and I take it really we 
should not appropriate that much, I am only willing, so far 
as my vote is concerned, to vote for that now, with this distinct 
understanding, that these gentlemen must show within the next 
year far better results than they have in the past, or we should 
cut it out altogether. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, we have not for- 
gotten the reverberations in this Chamber three or four or five 
years ago about the frauds in connection with the dealings of 
the Government in the conduct of the war. When the war was 
over there was a great cry that investigations should be made, 


that prosecutions should be had, and that we should not only 
recover much of the losses the Government had sustained by 
8 of these frauds, but that there should be criminal prose- 
cutions. 

Personally, my view at that time was that the wise thing 
to do was to wipe the slate clean and go on for the future. I 
was satisfied that there had been fraud in the conduct of the 
war. I was satisfied that there had been criminal action in the 
conduct of the war, but I doubted very much if we would be able 
to show very much fraud. I doubted also if we would be able 
to convict any criminals. But the fraudulent practices there 
were had been covered up as much as possible, and of course 
whatever criminal acts there were had been concealed as much 
as possible. 

I felt that it would be extremely difficult to convict anybody 
criminally of fraudulent conduct, or to recoyer any appreciable 
amount in civil prosecutions. But the Congress decided that 
we should attempt to recoyer on account of these frauds, and 
prosecute wherever the evidence would show criminality, and 
we embarked upon that course. 

What are the results? We would gather, I think, from the 
suggestions of the Senator from Tennessee that nothing has 
been accomplished. As far as my judgment goes, we have ac- 
complished really more than I expected at the time we would 
ie tes EARE We have not lost any money by what we have 

one. 

I shall state, briefly, what has been accomplished from the 
report of the House committee, and the record will show that 
the House committee went into this matter with very great 
care. They apparently investigated every branch of this work, 
and there was no partisanship manifested in their work. The 
committee looked into the matter very carefully, and was 
unanimous in its report, I think. I haye talked with some of 
the Democratic Members who were on the committee, and they 
were yery anxious to have this appropriation made. 

The committee recommended the appropriation of a million 
dollars, and the House agreed to that. I shall read what the 
report of this committee shows as to what has been accom- 
plished in general terms. I know it is an easy matter to pick 
out here and there some detached statement or some detached 
item, or something of that kind, and minimize what has been 
accomplished, but here is what the House committee states 
has been accomplished thus far. We have appropriated a mil- 
lion seven hundred thousand dollars, as has been said. 

To December 1, 1924, the war transaction section has collected in 
cash approximately $5,700,000. 


That more than pays back what we have appropriated for 
these prosecutions, so that so far we have not lost anything. 
This must be separated from what has been collected in the 
War Department. In the War Department they have collected 
something over $4,000,000, and in this connection let me say 
that the cases which come over to the Department of Justice 
are the cases which can not be adjusted or settled or compro- 
mised in the War Department. In other words, the most dif- 
ficult cases come to the Department of Justice; the cases which 
can not be settled by the War Department come over there. 
That must not be forgotten. 


In notes and other securities approximately $850,000. The accept- 
ance of a compromise offer of $2,750,000, of which $1,000,000 is to 
be paid in cash and $1,750,000 over a period of years, has recently 
been authorized by the Treasury, and additional offers of compromise 
aggregating approximately $35,000 are pending. 


Notice, Senators, that this is what has been accomplished: 


The aggregate of cash collections, deferred payments on account 
of collections, compromise offers accepted but not consummated, and 
compromise offers pending unaccepted is, therefore, to December 1, 
1924, approximately $9,300,000. 

If we had not started these prosecutions, if we had not started 
this attempt to make these collections, we would not have 
gotten any of this, probably. The War Department has gotten 
everything it could get, $4,000,000, in certain cases. On those 
that were turned over to the Department of Justice we have 
collected, or secured by way of compromise, practically $9,- 
300,000 which no doubt we would not have secured at all if 
we had not engaged in these prosecutions. So that on the whole 
the Government has made money by these prosecutions. 

What is pending? I read from the same report, the House 
committee report, which I think is about the best thing I can 
present to the Senate, because, as I have said, this committee 
went into the matter with very great care. They spent days, 
and took pages of testimony, in getting at it. 

The results of the work of this section in the investigation and 
prosecution of war frauds can not be measured solely in terms of 
money, Nearly a thousand cases arising out of war and postwar trans- 
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actions have been referred to this section for its attention since its 


organization, Many of these cases haye been carefully and com- 
pletely investigated. One hundred and seventy-six of them have either 
been returned to the executive departments in which they originated, 
because the investigation disclosed no cause of action in the Govern- 
ment's favor. be 


Lawyers can probably realize more fully than anybody else 
what that means, the work that it entails upon the Department 
of Justice. It took a great deal of time to investigate these 
various cases. It took just as much time and just as much 
effort to investigate these cases and determine there was no 
cause of action, as if they had found the cause of action, 
because it is only after investigation that they can determine 
that fact. 

We must not overlook this fact, Senators, that these claims 
do not grow out of a written contract or a specific contract. 
The merits of the claims can not be determined by written terms 
or written agreements. Of course the defendants claim that 
they are not liable. The Government must ascertain the various 
facts upon which they are going to base the charge and the 
claim that they are liable. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Washington yield to the Senator from Tennessee? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Certainly. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I know the Senator wants to be accurate, 
but he will recall that the testimony is that the cantonment 
cases are the largest, and in every one of them they have a writ- 
ten contract. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. The contracts with reference 
to the cantonment cases were largely the cost-plus contracts. 

Mr. BAYARD. But they were written contracts. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. The written terms of the con- 
tracts did not determine the question at all, did not determine 
the amount of the claims presented as to what had been ex- 
pended, or anything of the sort. The Government had to make 
wide investigations to determine whether those men had com- 
plied with their contracts, or whether they had not, whether or 
not they had bought fraudulently, or whether or not they had 
increased prices fraudulently and charged more than they ought 
to have charged, and all that sort of thing. That had to be 
determined, not by the terms of the contract, but by investiga- 
tion practically all over the country. 

As the Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor] suggests, the Treas- 
ury was robbed of millions of dollars. We may be satisfied 
of that, but how can we establish it, how can we prove it? 
The men who defrauded the Treasury, the men who sought to 
defraud the Government during the war, were not fools. They 
were men of great ability. They knew especially their line of 
work and their line of operations. It is a very difficult thing to 
find out just where they were fraudulent, wherein they com- 
mitted fraudulent acts, and wherein they defrauded the Gov- 
ernment, It takes time and it takes money to ferret out these 
frauds. 

Listen again: 

One hundred and seventy-six of them have either been returned to 
the executive departments in which they originated because the inves- 
tigation disclosed no cause of action in the Government's favor or have 
been returned to other divisions of the Department of Justice for 
action. Suits have been brought in 165 cases, involving demands in 
the aggregate of $70,831,039.61. 


Of course, we do not know whether those claims will be 
established or not. In order to maintain those suits the Goy- 
ernment must make investigations here, there, and yonder. 
It has to hunt up witnesses who will be able to testify to per- 
tinent and material facts. It takes time to do that. It takes 
money to furnish the investigators. It is not astonishing that 
we have not had more suits brought to a conclusion than we 
have had. True, as the Senator pointed out, there is not very 
much recovery by suit. I think we can assume generally that 
where a man against whom the Government asserts a claim 
feels that the Government is going to be able to establish that 
claim, he is going to eompromise it instead of letting it go to 
trial. Only those who feel that there is very little possibility 
of the Government establishing a claim are going to resist to 
the end. I think that accounts very largely for the reason 
why we have had so few suits brought to judgment. Many 
of those suits, after they are commenced and the defendants 
begin to appreciate what the Government has, are compromised, 
because the defendant comes in promptly with an offer of com- 
promise and an endeavor to settle. In many cases it is prob- 
ably wise for the Government's representatives to settle, and 
they get better terms than they could accomplish through suits. 
Here we have $70,000,000 involved in suits that are now 
pending. 


The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. McKetxar] called atten- 
tion to the fact that during the last year or the last several 
months suits haye been brought and judgments secured for 
something over $100,000, and from that he argues that we 
or drop the entire matter. I do not think that follows 
a 

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, I did not say that. I said there were 
three judgments aggregating some $14,000. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. The principle is the same. Of 
cours it is a small amount, but from that the Senator argues 

t it is a failure. I want to say that in my opinion we 
should judge what has been accomplished by the complete 
results. We can not judge what may be accomplished or what 
has been accomplished in a period of three years by what has 
been done in a particular six or eight months or even year. 
As I said a moment ago, these claims are unlike claims based 
upon a note or a fixed, certain, definite written contract. 
They are based upon allegations of fraud, and in order for the 
Government to maintain its case it must be pretty well forti- 
fied with evidence before it begins its suit. So it is necessary 
for it to send its agents out to investigate and find the wit- 
nesses and get the facts upon which it is going to base its 
charges of fraud. 

I read further: 


Suits have been brought in 165 cases involving demands in the 
aggregate of $70,831,039.61. One hundred and nineteen cases have 
been disposed of by suit or compromise, Twenty-eight claims have 
been proved in receivership or bankruptcy’ proceedings, of which 17 
involving $2,155,049.91 are still pending, One hundred and thirty- 
two cases, of which some 60 are urgent, involving demands aggre- 
gating $70,682,313.09, are still pending in court. There are approxi- 
mately 550 cases now in the section in which actions have not yet been 
begun. In many instances, as shown in the attached tabular summary, 
the investigation of these cases has been completed and the prepara- 
tion of the pleadings necessary to commence actions is in process. 

In addition this section has for some time been conducting a sys- 
tematic preliminary survey of the more important contracts for the 
production and supply of war materials, of the settlement of such con- 
tracts, and of the larger sales of surplus war materials, for the pur- 
pose of detecting frauds and irregularities. This work has been done 
under the supervision of the Joint Board of Survey, a board created 
by direction of the President in the early part of 1923, and composed 
of representatives of the War Transactions Section and of the War 
Department. As a result of the work of this board many thousands 
of war contracts have been surveyed and from this board more than 
400 cases have been referred to the Department of Justice for investi- 
gation and disposition. Of all the section’s cases, 62 have been re- 
turned to the War Department after investigation as having no merit, 
and 346 have been found after investigation not to be war transac- 
tions cases at all. 

Thirty-five indictments charging criminal conspiracies to defraud 
the Government have been obtained. 


Criticism is made of the organization. I imagine that it is 
very much like all other governmental activities. I do not 
say that they have not too many lawyers. I do not say that 
they have too many lawyers. I am inclined to think, with the 
vastness of the work, with the complicated character of it, 
with the amounts that are involved, that if we are to carry 
on the work there are not too many. I think the members of our 
committee were most favorably impressed with the men who 
came before the committee. I think we felt that they were 
able men; that they were conscientious men; that they were 
trying to recover what was justly due to the Government, 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I yield to the Senator from 
Montana. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The Senator has referred to a 
summary reciting that 35 indictments have been secured. Can 
he tell us what disposition has been made of them? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I can not. I have not followed 
those up. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Can the Senator tell us whether 
any of those indictments were against officers of the Govern- 
ment? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. 
them up. 

Mr. McKELLAR. If the Senator will permit me, perhaps 
it will give some information if I quote from Mr. Michael, who 
testified before the committee. At page 29 he said: 

As far as I know, since I have been here 

That is, since last July— 


we have recommended not a single criminal prosecution that was not 
under investigation or being prosecuted at the time we came here, 
The statute of limitations has barred every crime that was com- 


I can not. I have not followed 


mitted prior to November 11, 1918. 
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Again, on page 30 he said: 


I think, however, that it is true that as far as criminal cases are 
concerned, as far as the possibility of criminal prosecution is con- 
eerned, that is largely a thing of the past, If this work is to be con- 
tinned, it ought to be continued with the knowledge that the results 
will be the recovery of sums of money in civil cases. 


Mr. JONES of Washington. As has been said, the Budget, 
after a showing by the department, submitted an estimate of 
$1,725,000 for carrying on the work. The House subcommittee 
reported a recommendation of $1,000,000. That carried in the 
bill and was adopted by the House. Here is the attitude of 
the men who represent the Government. Speaking to the 
House committee, Mr. Michael said: 


We do say to you, however, and we do think it is our duty to 
submit this, because we have spent over four months studying the 
problem, night and day—and those months have not been easy months 
by any means—that you might as well discontinue the work altogether 
unless you are going to do it properly, and in our judgment the only 
Way you can expect to do the work properly is to appropriate enough 
money to do it in a fairly complete fashion. 


I might say in justice to these men that they took charge of 
the work about the Ist of last July. I think Senators are 
familiar with the organization with which we started out. We 
had a council committee of seven lawyers, I think, some of 
them former Members of the United States Senate, who tried 
to work out an organization. That has beer dissolved and new 
organizations set up, and so on, until when these men took 
charge of it they found a condition very much as the Senator 
from Tennessee called attention to a while ago, that they were 
not coordinating their efforts at all, that different branches 
of the Government and different branches of the same depart- 
ment of the Government were working along parallel lines on 
the same thing, getting nowhere. These men were put in 
charge, and they tried to bring the matter into a coordinated, 
efficiently working bureau. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield in 
thet connection? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Certainly. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Budget recommended $1,725,000? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Yes. 

Mr. ROBINSON, Upon what theory was the amount reduced 
to $1,000,000? 

Mr, JONES of Washington. The subcommittee of the House 
went into the matter very fully. They had taken hundreds of 
pages of testimony. 

It was their conclusfon—and, by the way, a Democratic 
member of that committee told me that it was their con- 
elusion—that with $1,000,000 during the coming year they 
would prefty well demonstrate what might be done in this 
matter; and the committee felt that they ought to make as 
liberal an appropriation as they possibly could in order to 
carry on this work efficiently. So instead of giving $1,725,000 
they allowed $1,000,000. Of course the estimate of the Budget 
Bureau is not conclusive, neither is the judgment of the com- 
mittee conelusive 

Mr. ROBINSON. No; but I understand that the agents or 
officers or lawyers in charge of this work claim that $1,725,000 
is necessary. Now I want to know why the Senator's com- 
mittee reduced the appropriation to $1,000,000? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. The Senator’s committee did 
not reduce it to $1,000,000, but we accepted the judgment of 
the House of Representatives. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator’s committee reported the 
item without increase. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. We did. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The point being that the Budget Bureau 
asked for nearly twice as much as the body at the other end 
of the Capitol approved after a careful investigation of the 
subject. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. It is true the Budget Bureau 
did so, and I am not here to say. 

Mr. ROBINSON. It must have found, then, that an extrava- 
gant demand had been made. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. No; I do not think that is the 
correct conclusion. The committee did feel, however, that 
$1,000,000 would be sufficient at least to demonstrate whether 
or not we had better go on with this work. I do not think 
that the reduction demonstrates that the committee found an 
extravagant demand had been made. There was a difference 
of opinion, a difference in judgment as to what ought to be 
done, just as we always find. The department officials pre- 
sented to the Budget Bureau what they believed from their 
knowledge of the situation ought to be done. 


Mr. ROBINSON. If the work fails, if the same results oc- 
cur hereafter as apparently have occurred heretofore, can the 
department then say that it is due to the niggardliness of Con- 
gress in denying it funds with which to carry on this work? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. It might have considerable 
ground for that contention. 

Mr. ROBINSON. That is the very point I am trying to 
make—that is, whether the request for $1,725,000 was justified 
in the Senator’s opinion or was not justified? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. In my judgment, it was justi- 
fied, but my judgment does not go all the time, either in the 
committee or elsewhere. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator's judgment goes a long way 
with his colleagues. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. But our committee—— 

Mr. ROBINSON. If the Senator from Washington felt 
justified in supporting the request of the department for this 
sum, the Senate would be very much disposed to follow the 
Senator's leadership in that matter. No Senator here wants 
to cripple the department. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I know that. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Of course, the Senator from Washington 
does not want to do it, but here is a case where the depart- 
ment asked for $1,725,000 for the prosecution of alleged war 
frauds, and the committees of Congress by common consent 
have cut the appropriation in two. I say that it can not 
mean anything else than that the committees found that the 
request for $1,725,000 was extravagant. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I do not think the committee 
so found. There are many considerations that weigh in our 
action here. I will say to the Senator, however, that my 
personal opinion is that we would get along a great deal 
better if we would give them $1,725,000, and then at the end 
of the year if they have not shown results cut it off entirely 
and stop the work. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I yield to the Senator from 
Utah. 

Mr. SMOOT. I was going to say to the Senator from Arkan- 
sas [Mr. Rosryson] that if this Government were my own 
business, understanding this situation as I do, I should imme- 
diately give $1,725,000 to the department for this purpose and 
hold them responsible. 

Mr. ROBINSON. How would the Senator hold them respon- 
sible? Has the Senator held them responsible for the very 
large sums heretofore appropriated and apparently expended 
without great results? 

Mr. SMOOT. I wish to say to the Senator that Congress 
has not at any time given them what they have asked for. 

Mr. ROBINSON. What is the reason the Senator does not 
seek to give them what they ask for now if he feels they have 
not been adequately provided with funds? Does the Senator 
from Utah feel that these prosecutions have been hampered for 
lack of funds? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; I do feel that they have been hampered 
by lack of funds. 

Mr. ROBINSON. That was the position that I expected to 
develop. Yet the Senator finds himself supporting a recom- 
mendation that cuts in two substantially the request for funds. 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; because I did not believe the Senate 
would give more than $1,000,000. 

Mr. ROBINSON. And that notwithstanding the fact that 
the Budget Bureau recommended the full amount asked for. 

Mr. SMOOT. That sum was absolutely recommended by the 
Budget Bureau, and I agree with General Lord. I think we 
would get better results if we would appropriate the whole 
amount, and then at the end of the year, after giving them 
what they asked for, they could not make any excuses what- 
ever by saying that they did not have sufficient money to get 
results. 

Mr. ROBINSON. How would the Senator hold them respon- 
sible if they did not make good? ‘The Senator has stated that 
he weuld hold these officers, agents, or employees responsible 
if they did not make good with the appropriation, What will 
he do? 

Mr. SMOOT. I said if this were my business I know what 
I would do. If they failed to produce results I would separate 
them from the service; and that is exactly what I would do in 
this case also if I had the power. 

Mr. ROBINSON, After they had expended this very large 
sum? 

Mr. SMOOT. I want to say to the Senator, however, that 
we have collected nearly $10,000,000. The Government is not 
out anything at all, for it has collected a great deal more money 
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than we have ever appropriated for these prosecutions. It has 
collected nearly two and three-fourths times the amount appro- 
priated. I bave confidence now that the department will collect 
a much greater percentage than that over and above the cost of 
the prosecutions, 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, the Senator has stated that 
he would hold these officers responsible. The Senator will 
recall that in the committee last year when these officers came 
before the committee and asked for $500,000, I used almost 
the identical words which the Senator is now using. I said 
to them, “If you do not show results within a year from 
now, I am going to do all I can to have your appropriation 
reduced or entirely cut off.” Instead of showing results, how- 
ever, they have collected by compromise $153,000 and have 
recovered $14,000 by judgments. 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator knows that the amount asked 
for was not given to them last year. 

Mr. McKELLAR. All that was asked for was given by the 
committee. 

Mr. SMOOT. No; they asked for more than was given. 

Mr. McKELLAR. They got that, and then came right 
back with a deficiency appropriation contrary to law. 

Mr. SMOOT. Oh, no; it was not contrary to law. 

Mr. McKELLAR. They had no right to spend the money 
without getting authority for it. 

Mr. SMOOT. The money was not spent, I will say to the 
Senator, but they asked the Budget to make an estimate for 
a deficiency. 

Mr. McKELLAR. They say now that they have made com- 
mitments greater than the appropriation that has been pro- 
vided for them. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, we know that when appropria- 
tions are made they have to run to the end of the fiscal year. 
As the year progresses before an appropriation has been 
spent it may be ascertained that in order to keep the organi- 
zation in operation it will be necessary to have more money, 
and so in this case the Budget sent down a special estimate 
for an amount to carry them to the end of the fiscal year. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I should like to 
make an inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Utah yield to the Senator from Montana? 

Mr. SMOOT. Certainly. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I want to inquire of the Sena- 
tor whether three years ago the Attorney General did not ask 
Congress for an appropriation of $500,000 which he thought 
would be adequate to conduct these investigations and prose- 
cutions? 

Mr. SMOOT. I will say to the Senator that three years 
ago when this item first came before the Appropriations Com- 
mittee of the Senate we did not have the Attorney General 
before us and we simply allowed the amount which the House 
had provided in the bill as passed by it. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana, But the question I put to the 
Senator is this: Did not the Attorney General send a commu- 
nication to the House of Representatives asking for an appro- 
priation of $500,000 with which he told them he would be 
able to conduct vigorously these prosecutions? 

Mr. SMOOT. That may be so, although I do not remember 
the fact. I think, however, a letter was sent by the Attorney 
General to the House of Representatives, but I do not recall 
what was in the letter. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I thought at the time he was 
asking for an enormous amount, but it appears now that 
seven times that amount has already been expended. 

Mr. SMOOT. We knew very well that these claims could 
not be adjusted and adjudicated in one year’s time. Any 
sensible man would have known that, no matter whether the 
Attorney General stated so or not. There is not a Member 
of the House of Representatives or a Member of the Senate 
who did not know that it was a physical impossibility to 
settle all these claims—I think 3,500 in number. I will ask 
the Senator from Washington what is the total number of 
claims? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. There are now about 700. 

Mr. SMOOT. I understand that to be about the present 
number, but I was referring to the total number from the 
beginning. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I do not recall the total num- 
ber from the beginning. 

Mr. SMOOT. I forget the exact number, but I think there 
were over 3,000 claims. I do not care whether the Attorney 
General came and told the House that he thought he could 
settle those claims with $500,000 in one year or not, it could 
not be done, and everybody knew it could not be done. It will 


take not only one year longer, but it will take more than one 


year finally to settle all of them, and there is not a Senator in 
the body who does not know it, They can not get the cases 
through the courts in that time, no matter how many attor- 
neys may be employed. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I want to ask my colleague, in 
view of the statement as to the sum which he alleges has been 
collected, if it is not a fact that the payment of the greater 
part of that sum had been arranged for in part by the War 
Department? There were many unbalanced claims; that is, 
the Goyernment would have a claim against a corporation and 
the corporation would have an offset, and it was simply a 
question of bookkeeping and the adjustment of accounts. So 
in many of those cases all that was required of the Fraud 
Section or the Department of Justice was to have further 
conferences, and they adjusted the claims upon the basis which 
the War Department had projected. 

Mr. SMOOT. No; I will say to my colleague that that is 
not the fact of the case. There was no claim that went to the 
Department of Justice until settlement had been undertaken by 
the Navy Department or the War Department. After they had 
failed to settle the claims then they were referred by those 
two departments to the Department of Justice. It is true that 
many of the claims that were referred were compromised by 
the officials of the Department of Justice. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, the Senator has corroborated in 
general the statement which I made. I am quite familiar 
with these matters, because I haye followed these appropria- 
tions and have had repeated conferences with the Secretary of 
War and those engaged in the andit and control section of the 
War Department. That section, which has been alluded to 
here to-day is a separate organization that has been working 
and is still working upon these claims, and they, like this 
organization, are fastening themselves like a perpetual para- 
site upon the Government, and say that they expect to func- 
tion for at least 10 years more. In my investigations I have 
learned that there are many cases in which John Jones, to 
bring it down to a concrete case, claimed that the Government 
owed him, say, $500,000. There was a dispute. He admitted 
that he owed the Government $200,000 or $300,000 or perhaps 
a millon dollars, but claimed that they did not allow him 
sufficient upon the counterclaim which he had, and so they 
did not get together. The case would be referred then to this 
organization, which would take up the matter. The question 
in dispute was not very important and they would settle it in 
most instances upon the same basis that had been determined 
by the War Department. 

Mr. SMOOT. I wish to call my colleague’s attention to the 
fact that this item has no reference to that whatever. This 
agency of the Government only comes into operation in cases 
where fraud is supposed to have taken place. Whether or 
not fraud has been perpetrated is a question for the court to 
decide; but no account is passed through the Attorney Gen- 
eral’s office unless there is supposed to be some fraud in con- 
nection with it. This appropriation is for that purpose. It is 
true that there is an agency in the War Department and in 
every other department which hears contested claims; but this 
amount has nothing to do with those activities, nor have they 
had anything to do with the amount which has been named 
as having been collected. 

Mr. KING. If my colleague will pardon me, I think he is in 
error in stating that the only activities of this organization 
are those in which fraud, either actual or constructive, is in- 
volved. They have settled many cases, and most of them have 
been settled upon the basis that there was a mistake of fact 
or a mistake of law and no fraud at all involved. They do 
not limit their activities to cases of either actual or construc- 
tive fraud. The cases turned over to them, as I have said—and 
I repeat the statement—have in many instances involved a 
dispute merely as to a question of fact or the construction of a 
contract, the contractor or the subcontractor claiming a greater 
allowance than the War Department felt that it could give. 
So the matter was referred to this organization; it has settled 
many of these cases with very little trouble, and that has 
swelled the sum which has been recovered to the proportions 
stated by my colleague. I beg the Senator’s pardon for tres- 
passing upon his time. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. That is all right. 

Mr. KING. I was about to observe that the record indi- 
cates a considerable amount less than stated by my colleague. 
For instance, on page 102 it is stated: 


To December 1, 1924— 


And a very small amount has been collected since then— 


the war transactions section has collected in cash approximately 
$5,700,000, and in notes and other securities approximately $850,000. 
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Mr. SMOOT. I said both the War Department and the De- 
partment of Justice. There is nearly $6,000,000 in one, and 
there is over $4,000,000 in the other. That is what I stated. I 
did not say just the Department of Justice. 

Mr. KING. Then I misunderstood my colleague; but I want 
to say to my colleague that the War Department collected 
many, many millions of dollars in excess of what he has 
stated. 

Mr. SMOOT. All I know is that of these particular claims 
over $4,000,000, as the testimony before our committee showed, 
has been collected by one department, and nearly $6,000,000 by 
the other department. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, is the statement 
that the Department of Justice has collected claims to the 
amount of $6,000,000 and has expended $3,500,000? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Oh, no; only $1,700,000 has been 
appropriated. 

Mr. SMOOT. And the $1,700,000 takes it up to June 30 of 
this year. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I have entirely lost the effect of 
this discussion if it has not been disclosed that we appropriated 
to the Department of Justice in 1922, $500,000; in 1923, 
$500,000; in 1924, $500,000—that is, 81,500,000 

Mr. JONES of Washington. And $200,000 additional. 

Mr. SMOOT. And $200,000 additional. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Up to July of this year. 

Mr. SMOOT. And in this bill there is $1,000,000 more. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Exactly; and they have recovered 
$4,000,000. 

Mr. SMOOT. No, no; nearly $6,000,000. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I understood that the $6,000,000 
wus recovered by the War Department. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Oh, no! 

Mr. SMOOT. No; just the reverse. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. And compromise adjustments 
bring the total up to $9,300,000. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Washington yield to the Senator from Florida? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I do, 

Mr. FLETCHER. May I inquire why we should increase this 
appropriation as we get further away from the basis of the 
lawsuits? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. The reason of it is to hurry 
the work and get it through, because—no doubt this is what is 
running in the Senator's mind—the longer it goes the less likely 
we are to recover. Witnesses disappear, or their memory be- 
comes defective, and so on. The idea of making this increased 
appropriation was to hurry up these prosecutions and bring 
them to an early conclusion. If it does not accomplish any- 
thing, in my judgment it would be better for us to cut off this 
appropriation entirely and stop this work. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. KING. I should like to ask the Senator if he does not 
know—1I do not want to betray any confidence, and I am not 
doing so in going so far as my question will imply—that the 
ablest man who was originally selected upon this advisory board 
to determine the policies under which the Department of Justice 
would operate in the execution of the mandate of Congress 
after investigating these alleged war-fraud cases made recom- 
mendations, and those recommendations were departed from 
by the direction of the Atterney General, as a result of which 
he very promptly resigned, as did one or two others, and a 
policy has been pursued utterly at variance with the rational, 
sensible policy which was laid down in the beginning? 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, may I ask my colleague in that 
connection, if the Senator will yield. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I yield. 

Mr. SMOOT. What was the recommendation of Senator 
Thomas? 

Mr. KING. I did not mention any names. 

Mr. SMOOT. I have, because I know the Senator refers to 
Senator Thomas. 

Mr. KING. Yes; Senator Thomas, though I would not have 
mentioned his name. 

Mr. SMOOT., We might just as well know what he recom- 
mended and see just what he did say. 

Mr. KING. I should not feel at liberty to state that. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I suggest that the senior 
Senator from Utah can get the reports, if they are not con- 
fidential. 

Mr. SMOOT. I do not think they are confidential at all, or 
I would not have mentioned Senator Thamas's name. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I suggest to the Senator that he get the 
reports. 


Mr. SMOOT. I think I know what the report was. 

Mr. KING. I have no doubt my colleague does; but I have 
gone as far as I feel I should go in this matter without further 
conference with the person from whom I got the information. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I will say to the 
Senator that I do not know what Senator Thomas recom- 
mended; but from what I know of Senator Thomas I have no 
hesitation in saying that if I had been Attorney General 
and had known what I know about him I would have unhesi- 
tatingly followed his recommendations. I have no hesitation 
in saying that. 

Mr. MeKELLAR. Mr. President, may I ask whether or not 
he recommended that these proceedings could not be success- 
fully carried on and had better be dropped? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. As I say, I do not know; but 
if Senator Thomas did recommend that, it would simply con- 
firm the judgment I had when we undertook this work, that 
we had better wipe the slate clean and look to the future and 
not to the past. 

Mr. McKHLLAR. I will amend my motion so as to move 
to strike it all out if the Senator will agree to it. 

Mr. SMOOT. We have started in it now. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I am inclined to think that 
having gone as far as we have, having $70,000,000 involved in 
suits that are pending, we had better go ahead and try to 
finish it. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Not in suits that are pending. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. That is what this report says. 

Mr. McKELLAR. It is in claims, not in suits. 

Mr. KING. He states that there are 150 matters that are 
urgent, according to this. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. It says here: 


One hundred and thirty-two cases, of which some 60 are urgent, 
inyolving demands aggregating $70,682,313.09, are still pending in 
court. 


Mr. McKELLAR. How long would it take the present out- 
fit to try those cases at the rate of three per seven months? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I do not think that is a fair 
basis to go on. I do not know how long it took them to pre- 
pare those small cases. The chances are that it cost us a 
great deal more than the judgment; but there may have been 
involved in those cases, when they first began to investigate, 
the possibility of frauds upon the Government of many times 
that amount of money; but when the Government investi- 
gated them, and brought them to suit, that is all they were 
able to get. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 
question? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Certainly. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Is it in contemplation that other suits 
are to be brought? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. They are investigating charges 
and claims of fraud; and if they can not settle them, if they 
can not reach compromises, if they feel that the facts warrant 
the bringing of suits, and think the Government can recover, 
I suppose of course they will bring suit. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The thing I had in mind was what the 
Senator from Tennessee was reading—a statement from one 
of the gentlemen who seemed to be at the head of this pro- 
posed bureau who is seeking to enlist a lot of attorneys in his 
bureau. He made the statement that while the salary was not 
attractive, 10 years’ experience here was a consideration with 
a majority of them. Is it in contemplation that these suits 
are to go on for that length of time? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I hope not. 

Mr. CARAWAY. If it takes a million dollars to run this 
burean this year, and there will be more lawyers next year, 
evidently it will take more money next year, will it not? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. If we increase the force, of 
course it will take more money. f 

Mr. CARAWAY. This man said, as I understood the testi- 
mony, that he had written 70 letters the day before in an effort 
to comb the country for what he called top-notch lawyers. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I think it was 200. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Well, he was getting A-ditto lawyers and 
B-ditto lawyers, or whatever distinguishing classes the lawyers 
are segregated in; but evidently, if he is trying to build up a 
very large corps of lawyers for that particular purpose, and he 
has the use of a million dollars now, after he has developed 
his full bureau it will take many millions, will it not? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. If we keep on adding to the 
force, of course it is going to increase. That is self-evident. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I thought maybe the Senator had some 
definite information about the matter. If it is merely a matter 


of speculation with him 
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Mr. JONES of Washington, I have nothing more than is 
contained in the hearings, 

Mr. CARAWAY. Has the Senator, from that testimony, no 
impression of what is meant by this building up of the bureau? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I want to say to the Senator 
that if I felt that these men were simply trying to build 
up a bureau, and were not earnestly trying to collect the 
amounts said to have been fraudulently taken from the Gov- 
ernment, I should favor cutting off the appropriation instanter. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I know that. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. We have to put a little con- 
fidence in these people. Of course, the Senator must not over- 
look the fact to which I called attention a while ago, that the 
two men who are now in charge of this bureau took charge of 
it about the ist of July, and they are reorganizing the force, 
They said—and I think the Senator from Tennessee called 
attention to it—that they found that there were, I think, 
about four branches running practically in parallel lines, 
doing the same thing. 

Mr. CARAWAY. And that was nothing? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. No. They are putting forth 
efforts, whether they are accomplishing much or not, and they 
are trying to reorganize it; and I have no doubt they are 
trying to get, as they said, some of the best legal talent in the 
country. 

Mr. McKELLAR. In that connection, may I read just what 
Mr. Michael said? It is as follows: 


Senator Smoor. Where are you getting the attorneys? 

Mr. MICHAEL. From all over the country; I suppose in the last 
three months Mr. Andrews and I together have written 2,000 letters, 

Mr. Anprews. I wrote 73 yesterday, myself. 


Mr. JONES of Washington. That does not mean, of course, 
that they hope to get 2,000 lawyers. 

Mr. CARAWAY, I did not say that. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. They are probably trying to 
get information about these lawyers who are recommended to 
them and who make application. They do not know these 
lawyers themselyes, and they are trying to get information 
about them, to see whether or not they are the kind of men 
they ought to have; and I think they are acting in the inter- 
est of the Government in doing that. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The thing I was trying to say—I pre- 
sume I was very unhappy in expressing myself. 
- Mr. JONES of Washington. The Senator is never unhappy 
in expressing himself. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The thing I was trying to say was that 
the evident effort is to gather together a very large force of 
lawyers. 

Poa JONES of Washington. No; I do not think that is the 
effort. 5 

Mr. CARAWAY. I thought the Senator said they wanted to 
get 105 lawyers. Maybe I misunderstood him. 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is right; 105. 

Mr. CARAWAY. That would be a right large number of 
lawyers. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. A pretty good staff; yes. 

Mr. CARAWAY. It would be enough to ruin most com- 
munities if you would only turn them loose on them. ‘The 
thing I had in mind was this: Does the Senator know that 
this number of lawyers are to be used in the work of trying 
these cases? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Not only these cases, but what- 
ever other fraud charges are made, of course. They are to 
deal with all these fraudulent propositions. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The Senator is familiar with the state- 
ment there that 10 years’ service would be valuable to these 
lawyers. Therefore it is evidently in contemplation that they 
will keep them at least 10 years; is it not? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Oh, I do not think that applies 
to all of them. I do not remember that statement; but some 
individual lawyer may have testified to something like that. 

Mr. CARAWAY. That is what Mr. Michael said was a 
part of the inducement. 

Mr. McKELLAR., No; Mr. Andrews. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. Andrews? He is the other director, 
is he not? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; he is one of the two directors. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Yes; he is one of the two. 

Mr. CARAWAY. What did he say? 

Mr. McKELLAR. He says this: 


The responsibilities are very great and the experience is valuable; 
these men consider that within 10 years’ time they will be further 
along for having come down here than they would be by staying at 
home and continuing their private practice. 


Mr. CARAWAY. Evidently, then, the inducement is held 
out to the attorneys that they are getting a 10-year contract, 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I doubt if Mr. Andrews was 
justified in speaking even for all those lawyers along that 
line. I have not any doubt—and the Senator knows it, too, 
and I know it—that there are men who come down here to 
Washington and enter the public service in order to get the 
training that it gives them, and then, after a certain time, 
they will go outside. So, in this case, it may be that some 
of these lawyers who were approached were willing to come 
here at a smaller salary than they would think their services 
were worth in order to get the experience; but I doubt if 
Mr. Andrews is justified in making that statement with refer- 
ence to all of them. Grant that he was, however; that, 
apparently, is one of the conditions that surround Govern- 
ment employment. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I was just seeking information. I thought 
possibly the Senator had it, because usually he has exact 
information; and I gather from that that there is an expecta- 
tion that we will have a bureau of this kind for at least 
10 years. If it costs a million dollars a year, it will be a 
rather expensive bureau to collect these debts. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. With the statement the Senator 
makes, and the hypothesis upon which he goes, the result is 
absolutely certain, of course. If we should spend $1,000,000 a 
year for 10 years there would be an expenditure of $10,000,000 
for this force; but I do not contemplate that it will be con- 
tinued for 10 years. As I understand it, the very purpose in 
this appropriation was to hasten the end of it. I think that 
if we are to continue to attempt to collect upon these war 
frauds, and if we collect at the rate of $250,000 or $500,000 
a year, it will probably last for 10 years, perhaps longer. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Evidently in these eases which have been 
brought the Government has made an investigation? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. They no doubt have had to make 
very wide and extensive investigations. 

Mr, CARAWAY. In those that have been brought investiga- 
tions have been made, and it would require a very large num- 
ber of lawyers to try the cases that have been brought? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. According to this statement they 
have brought over a hundred cases. 

Mr. CARAWAY. A hundred and thirty-two cases. It would 
require 105 lawyers to try 132 cases, would it? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I should think not; yet we find 
very frequently in cases between individuals that there are 
three or four lawyers on a side. 

Mr. CARAWAY. We usually find the man with a great many 
lawyers losing his lawsuit, do we not? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I have thought that sometimes 
has much to do with the loss of many lawsuits; they have too 
many lawyers on a side. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Iam not so very familiar with the Depart- 
ment of Justice, but I have found that the ordinary rule in 
Government employ was that one man would have a job doing 
nothing, with three helpers, and I imagined that was what was 
actually happening there in the Department of Justice. I 
thought possibly the Senator might know about that. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I hardly think that statement 
is justified. I think we are trying to get the Government down 
to as economical a basis as possible, 

Mr. CARAWAY. I have no doubt but that the number of 
employees here in the District of Columbia could be cut in 
two and more efticient service would be rendered. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I shall not dispute that statement. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Yet we are building up great bureaus all 
the time, I had supposed the time would come when we could 
stop that. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I hope it will come. 

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, let me ask the Senator from 
Washington one question. Is there not a little danger of hay- 
ing more attorneys engaged in this work in the next year or 
so than serviceable use can be made of? When you are lift- 
ing a log you can get a certain number of men around it and 
you can not get any more. So it seems to me that the mistake 
here may consist in having too many attorneys for this task. 
In other words, you may run the risk of having a superfluity 
of attorneys, having some attorneys for whom no real, effective 
place can be found in the prosecution of the work, The desire, 
of course, is to accelerate the work, as the Senator from Wash- 
ington has stated. That is a very admirable motive; but there 
may be a sacrifice in efficiency and an increase in expense in 
the desire to accelerate the work. That is the thing that struck 
my mind. 

I am not troubled-much about what this work has cost in 
the past, because I think if it had cost more than the whole 
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amount of the recoveries the work would have been justified. 
The Government not only wants to get back a certain amount 
of money but they want the moral effect of prosecuting frauds 
and bringing criminals to justice. What I am afraid of is that 
these 105 lawyers are more than the occasion really demands 
and that the work is of such a nature that only a compara- 
tively small percentage of them would be able to render any 
real service, In other words, the Goyernment would be paying 
for a great deal of service which, in the nature of things, 
could not be rendered. That is the thing that troubles my 
mind. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Of course, there may be con- 
siderable force in what the Senator suggests, but are we in 
a position to say that it is too many? Do we know enough 
about the intricacies of these various cases to say that so many 
lawyers are necessary and so many are too many? 

Mr. BRUCE. Just what directing head does determine how 
many lawyers there should be and how many there should 
not be? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. The two who have been referred 
to, Mr. Michael and Mr. Andrews, are put at the head. Of 
course, above them is the Attorney General, but they are the 
two men upon whom the Attorney General relies. 

Mr. BRUCE. Precisely. I suppose the relation of the Attor- 
ney General to it is more or less nominal. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. It is bound to be, of course. 

Mr. BRUCE. While these two young men seem to have left 
a very favorable impression on the mind of the Senator from 
Tennessee, at the same time I should judge from what he said 
that they are not two young men who have had any very con- 
siderable professional experience, especially in executive and 
administration directions. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I think these men did impress 
the committee, regardless of our views, as being very able and 
very earnest. 

Mr. BRUCE. The committee felt that they knew what they 
were about? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Yes; I think we did. I felt 
that way, and I think the Senator from Tennessee would say 
that he felt the same way. $ 

Mr. McKELLAR. If the Senator will permit me, I think 
these are very excellent young men. As I said in my remarks 
a few moments ago, however, they seemed very much more 
interested in building up a bureau than they did in getting re- 
sults for the Government. That is the only complaint I have 
of them. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I think the Senator's impres- 
sion possibly grew out of the difference of opinion between 
them and the Senator from Tennessee as to what procedure 
should be followed. They did not impress me that way. I 
felt that these men were really trying to do the best they 
could for the Government, and that they felt that the policy 
they were pursuing, and the organization they were building 
up, were ‘necessary because of the character of the cases they 
had to look after, the number of them, and the intricacies 
touching the various industries of the country, and the diffi- 
culty of getting the proof to establish the claims of fraud which 
everybody recognizes. I was impressed with the feeling that 
these men were trying to do what they thought was for the 
best interests of the Government. If they are not, and if the 
Attorney General should be satisfied that they are not, or if 
we are satisfied that they are not, they should be gotten rid of, 
or we should end this matter. 

I think this is a matter which can very well be passed upon 
in a general way. As a matter of fact, I think that is about 
the only way we are apt to reach what may be the wise con- 
clusion, because there is no question but that we can pick out 
things in what these men haye done and what they have not 
done, what this organization has accomplished and what it has 
not accomplished, which would sustain almost any conclusion 
with reference to it. 

This is the way it appeals to me, however; we have made 
a start in ascertaining what frauds haye been practiced upon 
the Government during and in the prosecution of the war. We 
are trying to recoyer from those who have defrauded the Gov- 
ernment, 

I want to say this—and I say it without reflecting upon the 
action of any Senator here—in my judgment we are giving the 
greatest possible encouragement to men who may have com- 
mitted fraud against the Government, to resist efforts to col- 
lect for those frauds, because they will feel that by and by we 
will get disgusted and abandon the whole thing. If I had com- 
mitted a fraud upon the Government and I knew that it had 
attorneys employed to ascertain these various frauds, I know 
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that if I were acquainted with the discussion which goes on 
in the Senate, and the attempts made to curtail these activities, 
to take away this appropriation, and the indications which ap- 
pear that we are likely to do that, I would hold off, hoping 
that that event would come about. 

I know there is no Senator on this floor who wants to en- 
courage anybody to hold out against the demands of the Gov- 
ernment. I know there is no Senator here but who desires to 
see these frauds prosecuted, and to see recoveries made upon 
the part of the Government for frauds practiced upon it; but 
the discussion we have on the floor of the Senate with refer- 
ence to matters of that kind encourages the man who has com- 
mitted a fraud to hold out against the Government just as long 
as he can possibly do it. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, the Senator says that the dis- 
cussion would encourage men who committed fraud to hold 
out. Will not this discussion encourage the lawyers to do 
better work? : 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I think it will, if we are to 
continue this attempt to collect the money out of which the 
Government was defrauded; but I do not believe that we can 
imbue them with such activity as will overcome the encourage- 
ment we give to the others, 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I yield. 

‘Mr. ROBINSON. I do not think the implication of the 
Senator’s last language is justified in any sense. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Just wait a moment. I do 
not yield to the Senator just yet. The Senator knows—— 

Mr. ROBINSON. Of course, the Senator has the floor. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. The Senator knows that I 
was not implying anything wrong as to Senators, I certainly 
did not intend to, and if any Senator thinks that there was 
an implication in what I said, I withdraw it entirely, and 
apologize. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I yield. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I take no offense at the Senator's remark. 
He has repeatedly stated, however, that the discussion of this 
item in an appropriation bill inevitably will have the effect 
of encouraging those who have practiced frauds against the 
Government to hold out in the adjustment of their claims. I 
do not think the implication or the statement itself is war- 
ranted. It is not only the privilege of Congress, it is its duty, 
to appropriate the public moneys cautiously, and to see, in so 
far as they can do so, that funds are not improperly or un- 
necessarily expended; and no person who has practiced a fraud 
against the Goyernment can derive any consolation or en- 
couragement to continue in his frauds by that insistence on 
the part of any Senator, or on the part of any Member of the 
body at the other end of the Capitol. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I agree entirely with the Sena- 
tor from Arkansas; but I do not think that disputes the fact I 
asserted. We may encourage men to resist the attempts of the 
Government to enforce claims against them by stating what we 
think our duty to be. I do not deny that. I do not question 
the motive of any Senator who feels that he should express any 
sentiment he thinks ought to be expressed on this floor. Never- 
theless, that does not take away the force of the fact, and of the 
effect or infiuence that it may have upon those who are deter- 
mined to resist the Government to the last. 

I certainly did not impute to any Senator any improper mo- 
tive, or anything of that kind. I simply stated the fact as to 
how it appears to me. As I said a moment ago, I know that 
if I had been guilty of fraud in my dealings with the Govern- 
ment, the more it appeared to me that Congress was likely to 
cut off the means of prosecuting me for that fraud, the longer 
I would hold out; and I think every man who had defrauded 
the Government would hold out to the limit. 

Mr. President, I think the question is simply this, do we pro- 
pose to stop these prosecutions, or do we propose to carry them 
on vigorously? I know it was the hope of those who put this pro- 
vision for the $1,000,000 appropriation in this bill that by putting 
it in we would have more vigorous prosecutions, and an earlier 
conclusion. If that is not desirable, then let us cut it down. 
If it is desirable to stop these prosecutions entirely, let us cut off 
the entire amount. I believe that we have gone so far that we 
should not cut it off now, but I do believe that we should give 
the Department of Justice, which is prosecuting these claims, 
such an amount of money as will enable them to prosecute the 
claims vigorously, and give them no excuse to come here in the 
future and say, “ Congress hampered us by failing to give us 
the money necessary to carry on these cases as rapidly as they 
should have been carried on.” 
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Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a ques- 
tion? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Certainly. 

Mr. WATSON. Does the Senator think this amount will be 
sufñcient for all future time, or will an equivalent appropriation 
have to be made next year to carry on the work, as nearly as 
the Senator can forecast? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I do not expect that these 
cases will be finished in a year. Senators are just as familiar 
as I am with the delays in the courts and the delays in the 
prosecution of claims or cases that get into court. The larger 
the amount involved, or the more serious the charges that may 
be made against parties, the more delays occur, the more 
vigorous is the defense, and the more attempts there are to 
delay. I will say to the Senate that in my judgment these 
people ought to be prepared to come to us at the end of the 
next fiscal year and say to us that all the claims that can 
not be settled have been put into the courts to bring to as 
early conclusion as possible. I do not believe that at the end 
of the year they ought to be going here, there, and yonder 
seeking new claims and the establishment of new claims. 

Yet when I express that opinion I do it with much hesita- 
tion because I do not know the details and the various rami- 
fications of the activities of those people who it is thought 


defrauded the Government during the war; but upon the 


general principle that the longer these cases are delayed the 
more difficult it is to establish a claim, the more difficult it 
is to get the witnesses together, I feel safe in saying that the 
cases that are not commenced within the year we had probably 
better abandon. And yet, applying the very principle that I 
mentioned a moment ago, I do not know of any statement 
on the floor that would probably do more to encourage a man 
to prevent the enforcement of those claims than that state- 
ment. But it is modified a little by the suggestion that if 
we had reasonable justification for beginning suit against a 
man or a company it ought to be done, it ought to be brought, 
it seems to me, by the end of the next fiscal year. That would 
be my judgment as to what should be done. 

That, I think, is about all I care to say with reference to 
the matter. Senators understand the situation just about as 
well as I do—I think I will leave ont the word “about.” 
They understand it just as well as I do. They know as well 
as I do those general principles that move men in the con- 
duct of their affairs. So I am perfectly willing to leave it 
to the Senate to determine just what action it thinks is wise. 
The committee believe that we should accept the provision 
as sent here by the House. We believe it is in the interest of 
the Government to do it. 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is, a majority of the committee. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Of course, when we speak of 
the action of a committee we mean the majority. I thought 
everybody understood that. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President—— 

y Mr. JONES of Washington. I yield to the Senator from 
ndiana. 

Mr. WATSON. Did the committee in the Senate have its 
own hearings or was it guided altogether by the report from 
the House? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. We had those two gentlemen 
before us from the Department of Justice. My recollection is 
that they came here and urged the Budget estimate, and we 
went into the question. It is the policy of the committee not 
to cover the same ground that the House committee has gone 
over. We have the House hearings and the House committee 
report, and so we have not been covering the same ground. I 
rather think they asked us to make the appropriation 
$1,725,000, although I would not state that positively. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; that is what they asked. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. We went into it as fully as we 
felt we ought to go in view of the hearings before the House 
committee. 

Mr. SMITH obtained the floor. 

. Mr. WALSH of Montana. Does the Senator desire to speak 
to the matter now pending? 

Mr. SMITH. No; I am going to discuss another matter. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I desire to say a few words with 
reference to the pending question, and I shall appreciate it if 
the Senator from South Carolina will yield to me for that 


purpose. 
Mr. SMITH. I am very glad to do so. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. I thank the Senator. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Montana 
is recognized, 


Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, the policy of 


making the appropriations, including the appropriation now 
called for, was inaugurated in the year 1922, some three years 


ago, when the President of the United States and the Attorney 
General submitted a communication to the Congress of the 
United States representing that tremendous frauds had been 
perpetrated against the Government of the United States, 
criminal in their character, in the prosecution of the war and 
in the expenditure of moneys necessary for the purpose of 
carrying on the war, and asking an appropriation of $500,000 
for the purpose of conducting those prosecutions and recover- 
ing the amounts recoverable. 

I thought at that time that the request was for an enormous 
sum of money. But my recollection is that everybody agreed 
that every effort ought to be made to bring to justice anyone 
who had thus perpetrated frauds upon the Government in its 
time of stress, and so, as I recall, the appropriation went 
through without an objection from anyone, and upon a repre- 
sentation made by the Attorney General that investigation had 
already proceeded to the point at which it could be asserted 
almost positively that there would be forthcoming, without 
delay at all, indictments against men standing high in the 
Government and officials who had been concerned in frauds 
outside of official life. 

The changes were rung upon these war frauds until the 
whole public was imbued with the idea that they were gigantic 
in character, involving men standing high in official position, 
and that the indictments would be forthcoming, and un- 
doubtedly many convictions would be had within a period of a 
few months. 

We are told to-day that not only was that $500,000 ex- 
pended, but three times that amount of money has been ex- 
pended by the Department of Justice, and the net result is the 
conviction of two men under the criminal statutes, one of whom 
pleaded guilty, two men so inconspicuous in public life that 
nobody knows. who they were. There is not a man on the 
floor of the Senate who can tell us what were the names of 
the two men or what the particular crimes were with which 
they were charged and of which they were convicted. 

I take occasion at this time to call to the attention of the 
Senate the communication of the Attorney General, dated 
May 9, 1922, transmitted to the Hon. Frank W. Mondel, 
majority leader in the House by a communication from the 
President of the United States of the same date. The com- 
munication is as follows: 


Tun Wuite Housz, 
Washington, May 9, 1922. 
Hon. FrANK W. MONDELL, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. O. 

My DEAR CONGRESSMAN MONDELL: In view of the fact that the 
House has under consideration the matter of entering upon an inyesti- 
gation of the handling of war contract adjustments by the War De- 
partment and the prosecution of claims by the Department of Justice, 
I am sending you herewith a recital of the situation which I have just 
received from the Attorney General in response to an Inquiry from me 
concerning this work. I bave thought the information cpntained in 
the letter of the Attorney General would be helpful to the House in 
deciding upon its course in this matter, 

Very truly yours, e 
WARREN G. HARDING. 


I now come to the letter of the Attorney General. I want to 
call attention to the assertions made in the letter by the Attor- 
ney General, the promises that were made, and the funds that 
he deemed necessary at that time in order to carry on and com- 
plete the work. He said: i 

Mar 9, 1922. 

My Dran Mn. PRESIDENT: In view of the interest manifested in Con- 
gress and the press in the matter of the investigation and prosecution 
of the so-called war contract cases, I feel that I should advise you of 
the nature and extent of these cases, and of the very substantial prog- 
ress which has been made by the Department of Justice, notwithstand- 
Ing the lack of adequate facilities in funds and men. 

All patriotic citizens are agreed that the persons and corporations 
who took advantage of the extraordinary opportunities afforded by the 
War to defraud and despoil the Government should be vigorously prose- 
cuted to the full extent of the law, and should be made to disgorge the 
unboly profits of their treasonable conduct. These crimes and offenses 
are all the more reprehensible when committed or connived at by sworn 
officers and employees of the Government. 

The transactions out of which these cases grow in a vast majority of 
instances took place during the preceding administration. Naturally 
little or nothing was done during that administration to bring these 
matters to licht. As the country will soon have reason to know, influ- 
ential personages in the Government who had knowledge of these trans- 
actions and were in a position to make disclosure were personally in- 
terested in concealing them. It is not to be wondered, therefore, that 
upon coming into office I found not only that practically nothing had 


been done in the way of investigating and prosecuting these offenses, 
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but that no machinery had been set up for handling the cases in an 
orderly and systematic way. 

The task of creating an organization for this work came coincidently 
with the well-founded popular demand for retrenchment in govern- 
mental expenditures. The Department of Justice, in common with the 
other Government establishments, has felt the effect of the laudable 
efforts of Congress to meet this demand. Because of this I have not 
been able to realize the ideal I haye had in mind of an adequately 
equipped separate division for the handling of all cases of this general 
class. A number of the more important ones have been centered in the 
office of the assistant to the Attorney General, but the remainder have 
of necessity been distributed among the other regularly established 
divisions. 

Before taking up the department's accomplishments in this work 
I feel that I should state a few of the outstanding facts which empha- 
size the need of increased appropriations. While the war-time activi- 
ties of many of the departments and bureaus have been completed or 
are nearing completion, the work of this department in connection with 
those activities is at its peak. The department now is handling, in one 
stage or another, upward of 200 cases coming under the general head 
of war-contract cases. This includes only investigations and proceed- 
ings looking to the punishment of individuals for defrauding the Gov- 
ernment and to the recovery of moneys due the Government. It does 
not take into account the almost equal number of cases brought against 
the Government on claims growing out of war-time operations and in 
which the Government's interest must be protected. 

Notwithstanding the serious handicap of lack of funds, the Depart- 
ment of Justice has made gratifying progress in these war-contract 
cases. The work thus far has been largely in the way of organization 
and investigation. The hearings before the several subcommittees of 
the select committee on expenditures in the War Department, of which 
Hon. William J. Graham, of Illinois, was chairman, have been examined 
and the testimony relating to the more important cases digested and 
analyzed, 


In other words, Mr. President, three years ago before we 
ever made an appropriation for this specific purpose all the 
testimony in relation to the more important of the war-fraud 
cases had already been analyzed and digested. 


While these hearings in numerous instances developed some valuable 
evidence and pointed to irregularities, it has been found necessary to 
supplement them by audits of accounts and further investigation in the 
way of interviews with prospective witnesses and other interested per- 
sons. The work of auditing these transactions is being carried on by 
the War Department, and, of course, the Department of Justice can 
not institute legal proceedings until those audits are completed and 
furnished. As these audits are received from time to time they are 
promptly taken up and studied by this department and the work of 
preparing for appropriate legal proceedings is begun. You, of course, 
understand that these audits are in form a mere claim, and that the 
work of collecting the evidence and personally interviewing the wit- 
nesses in many parts of the country devolves upon this department. 

It is a terrible thing to charge a citizen with robbing his own 
Government, and I have insisted upon the most painstaking investiga- 
tion of all cases involving charges of criminality. The investigations 
in a number of the more important cases have been completed or are 
rapidly nearing completion. In each instance— 


In each instance "— 


they disclose a sufficient indication that a crime has been committed to 
Warrant submitting them to a grand jury. It is regrettable that public 
attention should have been so strongly focused on these cases upon the 
eve of their prosecution. Those who may be indicted will lustily pro- 
claim that they are the innocent victims of a stimulated activity for 
political effect. Such, however, will not be the case and the Depart- 
ment of Justice will not be swerved from its carefully laid plans by 
any such consideration, 

The transactions involved in these cases for the most part took place 
in the District of Columbia, and venue can be more definitely estab- 
lished in this district than in any other. Under existing law there is 
provision for only one grand jury for both Federal and local cases. 
During the last several months the time of this grand jury has been 
entirely taken up with the consideration of the Knickerbocker Theater 
disaster, the Morse case, and local business of a most pressing nature. 
There is now pending in Congress a bill which I prepared and recom- 
mended, and which it is hoped will become a law within a few days, 
providing for an additional grand jury in the District of Columbia. 
It is planned to convene this second grand jury immediately upon the 
passage of the bill and to employ it as long as may be necessary for 
the consideration of war-contract cases, the venue of which falls within 
this District. 


Then: 
Two cases of the first magnitude are ready for prompt submission. 


“Two cases of first magnitude are ready for prompt sub- 
mission.” 


One of these is nation-wide in scope and the investigation has cov- 
ered a wide range. If this case had been presented without such pre- 
liminary inyestigation, the principals might possibly have been indicted, 
and their liability to the Government in large amounts established. 
However, this investigation, conducted in the most confidential way, 
has developed that a great many others who have been lurking in the 
shadows are also involved in the unlawful transaction. The result 
is that not only will the principals and several others in all proba- 
bility be indicted here but other indictments against the principals and 
different groups of individuals may be expected to follow in other 
parts of the country. When these two cases have been fully presented, 
a third case, which has been under investigation for many months and 
which has received considerable publicity, will be ready for presenta- 
tion. Others now in course of preparation will follow, and it is ex- 
pected that the work of preparing and presenting these cases will 
continue throughout the entire summer. 


That is to say, we were promised at that time that during 
the ensuing summer these investigations would be prosecuted 
and indictments would be sought and obtained. 


To avoid aggravating the already congested condition In the local 
courts cases will be presented in other districts wherever possible. 

Of the two hundred and odd cases of this general description which I 
have mentioned, a great majority represent claims for civil recovery with- 
out the element of fraud. In the matter of amounts involved they range 
all the way from claims for a few hundred dollars to claims reaching 
into the milions. The aggregate possible recoveries in these cases if 
the Government should be completely successful in each would probably 
equal $100,000,000. The War Department, with the assistance of this 
department, has already recovered millions of dollars from those who 
were overpaid or who knowingly overcharged their Government. These 
claims come to this department mainly in the form of statements and 
audits from other departments, I have reason to believe that as the 
work of auditing accounts and settlements progresses in the several 
departments, this department will continue to receive such claims in 
increasing numbers. Cases of outstanding importance are being 
studied and prepared for suit in the department, and to the extent that 
the funds pldced at my disposal will permit, will be prosecuted by 
skilled special counsel. 


In view of those conditions, what does he ask for, Mr. Presi- 
dent? His request will be found in the concluding paragraph 
of his letter: 


The remainder have been referred to the United States attorneys in 
the districts in which the debtors are located for appropriate action. 
Included among these are many cases involving large sums of money 
and complicated statements of fact. As is well known, the United 
States attorneys and the Federal courts are literally swamped with the 
increased business which has developed in recent years, and notwith- 
standing their ability and devotion to the Government’s interest, they 
have neither the time nor the facilities adequately to handle these Im- 
portant and difficult cases. It was because of this congestion that I 
recommended to be introduced in Congress the bill providing for 23 
additional Federal judges, and which it is hoped will soon become a law. 

In view of the criticism which has been directed at the Department 
of Justice in connection with its handling of the claim against the 
Lincoln Motor Co., I deem it my duty to lay the facts before you. This 
case involyes alleged irregularities in connection with the adjustment 
of a contract with that company for the manufacture of Liberty motors. 
Before the completion of the War Department's audit, the assets and 
properties of the company had been sold at receiver's sale, and the pro- 
ceeds were being held for the benefit of creditors. The audit when 
completed disclosed a maximum claim against the company of $9,188,- 
561.98, and possible grounds for criminal proceedings. By letter dated 
February 14, 1922, the War Department advised the Department of 
Justice of the result of the audit and requested that claim be filed with 
the receiver, and that the usual priority rights be asserted. On Feb- 
ruary 15, 1922, this department instructed the United States attorney 
at Detroit, Mich., to prepare the claim for filing, and at the same time 
arranged with the War Department that persons familiar with the facts 
should be sent to Detroit to assist him. The receiver, the Detroit Trust 
Co.—the officer of the court—requested a hearing by the Department of 
Justice on the ground that at the time of its appointment it was gen- 
erally understood that the Government had no claim against the assets 
in its hands, due to the settlement made by the War Department during 
the former administration with the Lincoln Motor Co. Under the cir- 
cumstances, the department properly granted the request, and the 
United States attorney at Detroit, with the consent of the receiver, ob- 
tained an extension of the time in which the Government might file and 
prosecute its claim. After hearing counsel for the receiver and other 
interested parties, I concluded that the matter should be submitted to 
judicial determination, and accordingly the Government's claim was 
filed within the time allowed. 

I am in receipt of a letter from Hon. Arthur J. Tuttle, United States 
district judge for the Eastern District of Michigan, written on April 21, 
1922, after the Government's claim against the receiver of the Lincoln 
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Motor Co. had been filed, in which he makes the following reference to 
handling of this claim: 

“While writing you this letter, which is official and yet tinged with 
a degree of personality, I believe I can with propriety refer to the re- 
cent newspaper notoriety reintive to the claim of the Government 
against the Lincoln Motor Co. I, of course, have no reference whatever 
to the merits of the Government's claim or any other matter which is 
now and may hereafter be pending before me for my decision or judg- 
ment. Congressman Wooprurr, of Bay City, Mich., is one of my old 
friends, and good friends; undoubtedly he believes what he stated in 
regard to the matter; on the other hand I know that he is entirely 
mistaken in making criticism of you and your department in anything 
which has happened up to this time or failed to happen up to this 
time in protecting the Government's interest. Because of the activity 
of your department through the local United States attorney not one 
dollar of the fund has ever been paid out to creditors, and it is being 
held here intact by the court pending a disposition of the Government's 
claim, ‘The few days’ delay during which time the Government investi- 
gated the matter and heard what other interested parties had to say 
has not and could not jeopardize the rights of the Government or 
anyone else. I had thought of writing my friend Wooprurr-about the 
matter; but this case is pending before me and a discussion of the 
matter might later prove embarrassing to me some way. I had also 
thought of writing you relative to the matter; but I knew you must 
understand the situation fully and also know. that I understood it 
fully, so I could see no reason for doing that. In writing you about the 
other matter, however, I could not resist the temptation of visiting 
with you about this phase of the matter which surely has nothing 
whatever to do with the merits of the case. I am sure you will 
understand fully that the feeling on my part and the knowledge on my 
part that the criticism was unjust prompted this reference.” 


This is the concluding paragraph of his letter: 


The record of the Depattment of Justice in connection with these war 
contract cases calls for no apology and none is intended. The work has 
been pressed to the fullest extent that the funds at my disposal would 
permit. It has been carried on under my direction by a few able and 
conscientious officers and attorneys who have devoted themselves to the 
task with untiring energy. Because of the need for the utmost. confi- 
dence and secrecy information as to the progress in the preparation of 
the cases and the plans for their prosecution has been restricted to the 
officers in charge, and, of course, has not been divulged to minor em- 
ployees. This accounts for much of the misinformation which has been 
circulated in reference to these cases; but as I have sufficiently indi- 
cated, the plans are laid and the work is under way, and all cases will 
be energetically prosecuted. The work can be greatly accelerated by the 
granting of the request for a special appropriation for $500,000 which 
you recently submitted to Congress, and by the prompt passage of the 
bill. for an additional grand jury in the District of Columbia. 

Faithfully yours, 7 
H. M. DavcnrRTY, Attorney General. 

Mr. President, when we consider the promises made in this 
letter and compare them with the results so far as criminal 
proceedings are concerned, as disclosed here to-day upon the 
floor of the Senate, we may well say that the Attorney General 
“ thundered in the preface, but sang low in the index.” 

Commenting upon this letter, the leader of the majority in 
the House of Representatives at that time said: . 


Mr. Monpety. Mr. Chairman, we thought we had realized—the coun- 
try long since believed it had fully realized—the magnitude of the ills 
that grew out of the Democratic administration and the Democratic 
conduct of the war. But as time passes our realization of the breadth 
and depth, the wider variety, and the harmful character of those {lls 
grows and increases. What is the question at issue? Just how much 
thievery was there under the Democratic administration during the 
war; just how many malefactors were there in that time; who robbed 
the Government when it was engaged in war? We have had an idea, 
so far as one can grasp it, of the unfathomable extravagances of that 
time, but we have not yet fully developed the extent to which these 
extravagances were accompanied by criminal negligence in the settle- 
ment of claims and in making overpayments. 


Mr. President, I want to invite your attention to the fact that 
$500,000, it was represented, was all that was necessary in order 
to carry on that work at that time and bring it to fruition; and 
that appears, I think, clearly from the communication addressed 
to the Congress of the United States by the President, referred 
to in this letter and asking for this appropriation. Here it is. 


It reads: 
Tus WHITE Hovse, 


Washington, May 1, 1982. 
The SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
Sim: I have the honor to transmit herewith for the consideration of 
Congress supplemental estimate of appropriation Gr the Department of 
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Justice for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1922, and subsequent years,’ 
for investigation and prosecution of war frauds, $500,000. 
Respectfully, 


WARREN G. HARDING, 


Bear in mind, $500,000—not for the current year but for 
the current and all subsequent years; and the President 
of the United States had submitted to Congress a supplemen- 
tary estimate by the Budget Bureau to the same effect, as 
follows: 

TRBASURY DEPARTMENT, 
BUREAU or THR BUDGET, 
Washington, May 1, 1922. 


Sm: I have the honor to transmit herewith for your consideration, 
and upon your approval for transmission to Congress, supplemental 
estimate of appropriation for the Department of Justice for the fiscal 
year ending June 80, 1922, and subsequent years, for investigation 
and prosecution of war frauds, $500,000. 


Mr. President, as I have said, not only that $500,000 but 
three times that $500,000 have already been expended; and 
now we are told that there have been two criminal convic- 
tions apparently inconsequential in character, and we are also 
told that the facts do not warrant any further convictions, 
even if the statute of limitations had not run against the al- 
leged offenses. 

In these circumstances, Mr. President, I think we ought 
to have a very much more satisfactory explanation of the 
need of this additional appropriation than has come to us 
from either the hearings or the statements of members of the 
committee on the floor. 


PULLMAN-CAR SURCHARGE 


Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I am seizing the present op- 
portunity to-day to call the attention of the Senate to a most 
remarkable opinion handed down by the Interstate Commerce 
Commission in the matter of the surcharge on Pullman fares, 
It will be recalled by Senators that this extraordinary and 
unique method of trying to obtain revenue for the railroads 
was inaugurated during the time of war. At the beginning 
of this session there were perhaps a dozen bills introduced 
by Members of Congress from various portions of the country 
looking to taking the power from the Interstate Commerce 
Commisson to levy any such tariff in any such extraordinary 
manner. I recall the authors of two such bills, and I will 
mention their names because of the positions they occupied 
on this floor. One was introduced by the then Senator from 
Massachusetts, Mr. Lodge, and another was introduced by the 
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. ROBINSON]. 

It was universally held that nothing but an extraordinary 
condition could justify any such unusual, not to say unlawful, 
tax as that known as the Pullman surcharge. During the 
pendency of those bills before the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mittee, a subcommission was appointed by the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission, charged with the duty of ascertaining the 
facts and reporting to the full commission. This they did 
last June, and reported unequivocally that it was an unfair, 
uncalled for, and unnecessary tax, and therefore should be 
removed. x 

The Senate, of course, knows that this surcharge is not the 
result of a particular law, but the result of the exercise of 
certain powers granted under a general act to the Interstate 
Commerce Commission. Through the exercise of that power 
they imposed this tax, and they havè the power, upon their 
own motion, to remove it. 

Just about the time that the subeommission reported that 
this tax ought to be taken off, the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mittee reported favorably the bill introduced by the Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. Roprnson], and that measure was subse- 
quently passed by this body without a dissenting vote, thereby 
registering the opinion of the Senate that the surcharge was 
indefensible and should be removed. The bill’ went to the 
other House of Congress, and I do not know what action, if 
any, has there been taken. 

Now, Mr. President, I want to call the attention of the 
Senate to certain facts in connection with the opinion of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission, Five of the eleven members 
of the commission practically unite in saying that they think, 
in order to maintain the present low level of rates and fares, 
that this tax upon that comparatively small portion of the 
people who use the Pullman cars ought to be retained; that if 
removed the $37,000,000 collected by virtue of the imposition 
of the tax will have to be refiected in other portions of the 
railroad tariffs which the public is called upon to pay. One 
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of the remaining six says it is wrong but it is right; another 
says it is right but it is wrong; and three of them say it is 
entirely wrong. 

The facts in the case are these: The report, in my opinion, 
is not fair and just to the layman. I am not going into all the 
details. The report is here for all the Senators to read; but 
they try to make it appear that the handling of a Pullman car 
is more expensive to the railroads than the handling of an 
ordinary passenger coach and therefore there should be a 
higher charge, when tle facts are that the Pullman Co. 
furnishes the entire rolling stock, is responsible for its upkeep 
and its officering, and therefore relieves the railroads from the 
expense of the investment in the rolling stock and its insurance 
and upkeep. 

Again, the Pullman Co; has entered into a contract with the 
railroads, and the railroads pay it so much for the use of the 
Pullman cars; they guarantee it so much, and the business 
developed and became so profitable after the initial contract 
that the majority of the contracts now carry a flat rate. That 


is, the railroads guarantee the Pullman Co. so much, and over 
and above that average of about $2,500 a year for the car the 
division is 50-50; and in 1921 or 1922 the 50-50 division 
amounted to $11, 000,000 profit to the railroads. 

It is too late for me to go into all the details, but one of the 
significant things is this: Under the Esch-Cummins law we pro- 
vided that the railroads may earn 6 per cent. Above that, they 
divide with the Government 50-50. While it cam not be col- 
lected! now, because the law provides that this excess earning 
can not be apportioned: until such time as the physical valua- 
tion of the roads is completed by the Valuation Commission, 
they have made a tentative estimate of the amount of money 
due the Government now by virtue of the roads earning in ex- 
cess of 6 per cent, and it amounts to $80,000,000. 

I have in my hand a list of the roads, and I ask to have it 
incorporated in my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Wrrrrs in the chair), 
Without. objection, that order will be entered. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 


Net railway operating income and rate of return, 825,000,000 roads 


The rate of return reflects the seasonal Sopes during the years, 1912-1916, and is oom» 
where available, otherwise on the 1923 book value] 


Compiled from November, 1924, Monthly Reports of Revenues and E 
hi * e — oe tbe Commission’s ‘Tentative Val 
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Nad railway operating income and rate of return, $25,000,000 roads—Continued 


Railroad 
11 months, 
1924 
Southwestern region: 

Galveston, Harrisburg & San Antonio 6.40 
Gulf, Colorado & Santa Fe. 19 92 
Missouri-Kansas & Texas 4.44 
Missouri-Kansas & Texas 4.91 
Missouri Pacific. .....-.--.. 4.01 
St. Louis-San Francisco 5.24 
Texas & Pacific 4.18 


ala 


1 Tentative valuation used. 
eee on pcr Pda do not reflect the investment represented by 38.43 miles of road operated by the Boston & Maine R. R. in Canada for which no data as to 
ment are av 
5 9 — et a 35,08 sll include the operations of, and investment in, properties of the Canada Southern Ry. Co. in Canada representing an investment reported in 
‘oor’s Manual as 
Based on avers) which include the operations of, and investment in, properties of the Ottawa & New York Ry. Co. in Canada, representing an investment reported 


in Poor's Man $2,727,999. 
Investment not available. 
Based on figures which re the investment and operations of the Pere Marquette Ry. Co., data for which are not e 5 * also footnotes 3 and 4. 


Based on tentative valuations of the Pennsylvania Co. and subsidiaries ($283,233,513), ape Pittsburgh, Cincinnati, Chicago Louis R. R. Co. and subsidiaries 
€$247,260,680), and the Baltimore & Sparrows Point R. R. Co. ($405,820), 27 $1,528, 255,020 book value of the Pennsylvania N. N. Ge. and its other lessor subsidiaries. 
Based on tentative valuation ($122,916,357) of the Minneapolis, St. Paul & Sault Ste. Ry. Co., 1 the book value ($71,338, nite bo the Wisconsin Central Ry. Co. 
: Based on figures which exclude the investment and operations of the Great Northern Ry. Co., the data for which are not compa 
10 See footnotes I to 9, inclusive. : 
Rate of return on property investment, large Class T roads, 1922-1923 Rate of return on property investment, etc.—Continued 
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2, 469, 543 . 2 354, 800 . 1.17 | 367, 902 
1, 483, 909 11, 602,C91 | 33,020, 268 2, 223, 502 
460, 554 15, 843, 875 |... 3, -6 | 4, 536, 206 
ae 17, 036, 305 8.72 3, 309, 403 
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4.40 300,417 . 1, 216, 600 1.00 | 93, 904; 942 
3.70 96,104 | Delaware, Lackawanna & 
2.62 19,712 Western System 33, 443, 543 . acl 5.68 | 5,038, 
4.98 | 2,836, 214 CECT 6, 669,022 | 236,878,056 | 2.82 | 5,049,447 
5,54 404 pole & Rio Grande West- 
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Report not yet filed. 
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Rate of return on property investment, ete.—Continued Rate of return on property investment, etc.—Continued 
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Rate of return on property investment, ote.Continued 
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1 Deficit. 
Reports not yet filed. 


Mr. SMITH. That statement includes the roads that have 
earned this $80,000,000 in excess of the 6 per cent, and they 
are the roads that are getting $20,000,000 of the $37,000,000 of 
the surcharge imposed on Pullman fares. The roads, without 
the imposition of this surcharge, are making $80,000,000 as 
the Government's share of excess over 6 per cent, and in addi- 
tion thereto are collecting $20,000,000 of the surcharge from 
the traveling public. 

Mr. President, there is not a man on this floor but that 
knows that the Pullman sleeping car is now a necessity and 
should be made as available for the poor who have to travel 
by night as the rich. Why should we make it a luxury, and 
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say that a poor family that has to travel in the night must be 
forced, by virtue of our determining it to be a luxury, to sit 
in a day coach in order to pay the expenses incident to its 
travel, rather than reduce its cost to a point where it becomes 
available for those whose unfortunate circumstances compel 
them to travel? This surcharge now, in view of the fact that 
we are collecting $80,000,000 in excess of the 6 per cent, is not 
indicated any longer; and the public is justified in demanding 
relief from this unusual, and in my opinion unlawful, charge. 

I think the Senate ought to set aside this recommendation 
of this body to which we have delegated certain powers and 
attach this legislation to one of the bills that are now pending, 
and let it pass this body again in that form, and go to confer- 
ence, and insist that the traveling public shall be relieved 
from the unnecessary and unjust imposition of this tax. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I desire to claim the atten- 
tion of the Senate in connection with the subject which the 
Senator from South Carolina has just discussed, and I shall 
speak very briefly. 

The decision of the Interstate Commerce Commission to 
which the Senator from South Carolina has referred is both 
interesting and important. In a divided opinion, published 
yesterday, the commission sustained the Pullman surcharge as 
not unreasonable. Commissioners Campbell, McChord, and 
McManamy dissent entirely, holding that no Pullman sur- 
charge should be collected, while Commissioners Aitchison and 
Esch conclude that some additional charge in the nature of a 
surcharge accruing to the railroad companies is warranted, but 
state that the existing surcharge exceeds the value of the 
service to the traveler, and should, therefore, be reduced one- 
half. ; 

Many fair criticisms of the majority opinion are justified 
from a legal standpoint. The surcharge is sustained princi- 
pally on the grounds, first, that it costs more to transport 
passengers in Pullman cars than in day coaches; and second, 
that the superior accommodations and additional service fur- 
nished by the railroad companies to the passengers who travel 


in Pullman cars justify a higher fare for transportation in 


Pullman cars than in day coaches. These two grounds sum- 
marize the basis of the opinion by the commission. 

The conclusion that it costs more to transport passengers in 
Pullman cars than in coaches is rested by the commission 
chiefly on the fact that the former are heavier than the latter. 
The same principle would justify a higher charge by railroads 
for persons carried in steel than in wooden or other lighter 
coaches; but no such distinction has ever been made. If the 
principle of weight is to be the determining factor, a fat passen- 
ger should pay more than a thin one. But the complete answer 
is found in the fact that the passenger should not pay the rail- 
road company for hauling Pullman cars, That presumably is 
done by the Pullman Co. itself in an indirect way. 

As everyone knows, Pullman cars in most instances are 
owned by the Pullman Co., and consequently the railroads, 
with rare exceptions, have no funds invested in them. The 
contracts between the Pullman Co. and the various railroads 
vary in their terms, but as a rule the railroads are indirectly 
paid by the Pullman Co, for hauling Pullman cars. 

The Pullman Co, furnishes the capital invested in the cars, 
furnishes the cars, and has a contract with the railroad com- 
pany by which it obligates itself to pay the railroad company 
for all seryices performed to the Pullman Co. by the railroad 
company. : 

What reason exists for requiring passengers to pay the rail- 
roads for moving Pullman cars, since the railroads do not 
furnish the cars and, in effect, are paid by the Pullman Co. for 
hauling Pullman cars? 

Moreover, the Pullman Co, renders service comparable to 
that of an innkeeper, and the passenger pays the Pullman Co. 
for this service. Why should the railroad also be paid for 
equipment which it does not supply and for a service which is 
chiefly, if not almost entirely, performed by the Pullman Co.? 

The logical and just course is that the passenger should pay 
the railroad for transportation and the Pullman Co. for service 
in the nature of hotel accommodations. 

Minor and relatively trivial considerations diminish, but can 
not overcome, the force of these suggestions. 

Mr. Commissioner Lewis, concurring in the majority opinion, 
recognizes that the Pullman surcharge is justly unpopular 
since it was adopted as a temporary expedient made necessary 
by war conditions. He declares: 


The surcharge on Pullman travel is, therefore, the most unpopular 
public-service charge in the country, and its unpopularity seems to 
extend from coast to coast. 


| 


re 
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That is taken from the opinion of Mr. Commissioner Lewis 
concurring in the majority opinion, sustaining the charge as 
reasonable. Mr. Commissioner Lewis also declares that rates 
should be revised on a permanent basis in such a way as to 
cause the surcharge to disappear. Thus he impliedly justifies 
the surcharge which he so condemns on the ground that it is 
necessary to provide the railroads with adequate revenues. 
When it is recalled that the larger part of the aggregate 
amount received from the surcharge accrues to roads which 
already earn the standard return or more, and which are in 
no sense embarrassed for reyenues, the force of this contention 
is greatly lightened. 

As said. by Mr. Commissioner Campbell in his dissenting 
opinion + 


If the railroads are not properly compensated under their contracts 
with the Pullman Co., these contracts should be revised... 
Improvidence in the making of the contracts constitutes no justifica- 
tion for continuance of the surcharge. 


A careful and analytical study of the whole subject, made by 
an expert under the direction of the commission, found that 
due to the fact that— 


t.e Pullman Co. provides the necessary capital investment in cars 
and other equipment; bears the expense of running, repairs, and de- 
preciation, due to wear and obsolescence; provides necessary car at- 
tendants; cleans the inside of the cars; and meets laundry expenses 
and cost of repairs necessitated by causes arising inside of the cars 
or from negligence of the Pullman employees 


and some other considerations pointed out in the minority 
opinion and apparently not questioned by the majority, 
it does not really cost the railroads more to transport passen- 
gers in Pullman cars than in coaches. 

There is neither moral nor legal justification for the reten- 
tion of this vexations and unnecessary tax on travel. Travel 
in Pullman cars is not a luxury as the majority opinion indi- 
cates. Certainly all who travel at night time find Pullman 


service just as necessary as hotel accommodations. 


It is shortsighted policy on the part of the railroads to 
insist on the imposition of the Pullman surcharge, which yields 
approximately $35,000,000 per annum to the railroads of the 
country, and the greater portion of which accrues to lines 
that do not require the revenues from the surcharge. 

The majority dismissed without serious consideration the 
suggestion that the surcharge tends to prevent passengers 
from riding in Pullman cars. While the evidence shows that 
the Pullman business declined less than the coach business for 
the three years following 1919, this by no means proves that 
passengers were not deterred by the surcharge from riding in 
Pullman cars. 

The coach business throughout the United States is being 
performed by motor vehicles. Thousands of persons who 
formerly traveled in coaches now make short trips in automo- 
biles or on bus lines over highways. The coach business is, 
therefore, as pointed out by Mr. Commissioner Campbell, a 
totally unreliable standard by which to judge the effect of the 
surcharge on travel in Pullman cars. 

The natural consequence of the unpopularity of the sur- 
charge is to deter those who can do so without great incon- 
venience from availing themselves of Pullman accommodations. 

In view of this position by the commission it becomes the 
more important that the Congress shall deal with the sur- 
charge legislatively. As stated by the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. Smarr] the Senate during the last session 
passed a bill presented by myself forbidding the collection of 
the Pullman surcharge. If an opportunity to vote upon the 
measure were granted the body at the other end of the Capitol, 
it would pass without substantial opposition. 

ORDER FOR FRIDAY’S EVENING SESSION 


Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I desire to propose a unani- 
mous-consent agreement. There are quite a number of Dis- 
trict bills on the calendar. Nearly all of them, I understand, 
will be passed without objection. I ask unanimous consent that 
upon Friday next, at not later than 5 o’clock, if there be un- 
finished business, that it be temporarily laid aside and the 
Senate take a recess until 8 o'clock, and that at the evening 
session only District bills, a list of which I send to the desk, 
shall be considered, and that the evening session shall not last 
beyond 11 o'clock. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Let the list of bills be read. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Clerk will read the list. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 

Senate bill 4207, relating to traffic regulation in the District of Co- 
lumbia. 


Senate bill 4191, permitting voluntary merger of railways in the 
District of Columbia. ; 
Senate bill 3765, providing for a five-year building program for the 
schools of the District. 

Senate bill 2264, providing for the closing of Thirty-fourth Place, 
St. Albans Cathedral. 

Senate bill 3017, establishing a board of public welfare, 

Senate bill 4253, to create a city planning commission. 

Senate bill 4227, providing rental legislation. 


Mr. CURTIS. I may say that I do not believe the last-named 
measure can be brought up on Friday evening, because it has 
not yet passed the House. 

Mr, ROBINSON, Mr. President, as I understand the request 
of the Senator from Kansas, it is to the effect that a session 
of the Senate shall be held Friday night, and that during that 
session the consideration of any one or more of the bills on the 
list he has presented will be in order? 

Mr. CURTIS. That is my request. 

Mr. ROBINSON, There is no request for an agreement that 
any one of the bills shall be finally disposed of, or that all of 
them shall be finally disposed of? 

Mr. CURTIS, No final disposition is asked for—simply that 
they shall be considered. 

Mr. SMOOT. I ask the Senator from Kansas whether it is 
understood that the bills will come up in the order in which 
they have been read at the desk? 

Mr. CURTIS. They will be called up in the order in which 
they were read at the desk. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I wish to make an inquiry. There are 
amendments to the merger bill which I want to offer. 

Mr. CURTIS. They are not excluded. A Senator may offer 
any amendment he desires to submit. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Of course, if there is not a quorum 
here 

Mr. CURTIS. Either the bill will be laid aside or the Senate 
will adjourn. 

Mr. SWANSON, If the bills are taken up for consideration 
in the order in which they have been named, will a motion be 
in order, after the first one is taken up, to proceed to the 
consideration of another bill on the list? 

Mr. CURTIS. Yes; but we want to dispose of every bill if 
possible. 

Mr. SWANSON. But the second one can be called up by a 
motion before the first one is disposed of? 

Mr. CURTIS. I think not. 

Mr. SMOOT. I would object, if that were the understanding. 

Mr. SWANSON, It is my understanding that we could 
spend the entire evening on the first bill. Is that the idea? 

Mr. CURTIS. The first bill relates to traffic regulation, and 
I understand there is no opposition to that bill, or very little. 

Mr. McKELLAR. So far as the merger bill is concerned, 
if that is kept in the agreement I shall object. 

Mr. CURTIS. I will eliminate the merger bill. 

Mr. McKELLAR. . I have no objection, with that bill elimi- 
nated. 

Mr. BALL, Before the merger bill is eliminated, let me sax 
that there will be opportunity for the Senator from Tennessee 
to offer his amendments, and they will be considered. We 
would give ample time for the consideration of his amend- 
ments, 

Mr. McKELLAR. The merger bill is a bill of great impor- 
tance to the District, and it is one which should not be con- 
sidered at a night session, but at a day session, with a quorum 
here. If that bill is left in the agreement, I shall have to 
object. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I wish to say that for my part, and for 
those whom I represent, I have no objection whatever to the 
entry of the order requested by the Senator from Kansas. It 
does not bind the Senate to dispose of any one of the bills. It 
leayes the whole subject matter open. A Senator may offer 
any amendment he chooses. There is no limitation on debate, 
and I think the request a very proper one. I not only agree 
to it, but I heartily concur in it. : 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair understands the 
Senator from Tennessee to object. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Unless the merger bill is excluded. I 
have no objection to the others. 

Mr. CURTIS. I will eliminate it. I ask for unanimous 
consent with the merger bill eliminated in order to get the 
agreement. Let Senate bill 4191 be taken off the list. 

Mr. KING. Before the request is put, may I appeal to the 
Senator from Tennessee. I should be very glad if he would 
consent to the consideration of the merger bill. The question 
is very important. I do not mean by that that we ought to 
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pass the bill in its present form; I am not sure that I approve 
of it in its present form; but the street railway situation in 
the District is of such importance as to require, in my opinion, 
earnest and immediate consideration. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I understand that the Senator from 
Kausas is willing to modify his agreement by putting the 
merger bill last on the list. 

Mr. CURTIS. I am. 

Mr. McKHLLAR. I have no objection to it in that form. 

Mr. CURTIS. Then I ask that the bills be transposed on 
the list and that the merger bill be put next to the last. I 
ask that it be put there because the bill relating to rental 
legislation has not yet come over from the House. I ask 
that the merger bill be put just ahead of the rent bill, and 
that the unanimous-consent agreement be submitted in that way. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair will state what 
is proposed. The Senator from Kansas asks unanimous con- 
sent that at not later than 6 o’clock on Friday next the un- 
finished business, if there be unfinished business, shall be 
temporarily laid aside and that the Senate shall take a recess 
until 8 o’clock; that at the evening session nothing shall be 
considered except bills relating to the District of Columbia in 
the order in which they are now found upon the memorandum 
which will be made a part of the unanimous-consent agree- 
ment, and that the evening session shall not last beyond 11 
o'clock. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Will not the Chair permit the Clerk to read 
the order in which the bilis are to be considered? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The order is: 

First, Senate bill 4207, enacting traffic regulations for the 
District of Columbia. 

The second is Senate bill 3765, providing for a five-year 
building program for the schools of the District. 

The third is Senate bill 2264, providing for the closing of 
Thirty-fourth Place, St. Albans Cathedral. 

The fourth is Senate bill 3017, establishing a Board of 
Public Welfare. 

The next is Senate bill 4253, to create a city planning com- 
mission. 

The next is Senate bill 4191, permitting voluntary merger 
of railways in the District of Columbia. 

The last is Senate bill 4227, relating to rental legislation. 

Is there objection to the request? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

REGULATION OF THE SALE OF MILK, ETO. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the 
amendments of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
2803) to regulate within the District of Columbia the sale of 
milk, cream, and ice cream, and for other purposes, 

Mr. BALL. I move that the Senate disagree to the amend- 
ments of the House and request a conference with the House 
on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses, and that the Chair 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Seuate. 

The motion was agreed to, and the President pro tempore 
appointed Mr. Batt, Mr. Capper, and Mr. Copetanp conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 


WABASH RIVER BRIDGE 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the 
amendments of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
8722) to authorize the county of Knox, State of Indiana, and 
the county of Lawrence, State of Minois, to construct a bridge 
across the Wabash River at the city of Vincennes, Knox 
County, Ind., which were, on page 1, line 3, to strike out 
“county of Knox"; on page 1, lines 8 and 4, to strike out 
“county of Lawrence” and insert in lieu thereof “ the,” and to 
amend the title so as to read: “An act to authorize the State 
ot Indiana and the State of Illinois to construct a bridge across 
the Wabash River at the city of Vincennes, Knox County, Ind.” 

Mr. McKINLEY. I move that the Senute concur in the 
amendments of the House. 

The motion was agreed to. 


ROCK RIVER BRIDGE, WISCONSIN 


Mr. LENROOT. I ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of the bill (H. R. 11280) authoriz- 
ing the construction of a bridge across Rock River at the city of 
Beloit, county of Rock, State of Wisconsin. The bill is on the 
calendar, It is very urgent and is unanimously reported. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which was read as 
follows: 


Be tt enacted, etc., That the consent of Congress is hereby granted 
to the city of Belott, county of Rock, in the State of Wisconsin, to 
construct, maintain, and operate à bridge md approaches thereto 
‘across Rock River, at a point suitable to the interests of navigation, 
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at or near Portland Avenue in said city of Beloit, in accordance 
with the provisions of the act entitled “An act to regulate the con- 
struction of bridges over navigable waters,“ approved March 23, 1906. 

SEC. 2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby ex- 
preasly reserved. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


APPROPRIATIONS FOR STATE AND OTHER DEPARTMENTS 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 11753) making appropriations 
for the Departments of State and Justice and for the judiciary, 
and for the Departments of Commerce and Labor for the 
fiscal year ending June 80, 1926, and for other purposes. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I desire to 
express the hope that we may dispose of the pending appro- 
priation bill early to-morrow. I desire to give notice that until 
it is disposed of I shall not consent to the transaction of other 
business so far as I can prevent it. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Mr. BORAH. I move that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business. After 40 minutes spent 
in executive session the doors were reopened. 

RECESS 

Mr. CURTIS. I move that the Senate take a recess until 
noon to-morrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate (at 5 o'clock and 
40 minutes p. m.) took a recess until to-morrow, Wednesday, 
February 11, 1925, at 12 o'clock meridian, 


AGREEMENT RESPECTING SOVEREIGNTY OVER ISLAND 
OF PALMAS . 

In ͤ executive session this day, the following agreement was 

ratified and, on motion of Mr. Boram, the injunction of 

Secrecy was removed therefrom: 

To the Senate: 

With a view to receiving the advice and consent of the Senate 
to ratification, I transmit herewith an agreement signed be- 
tween the United States and the Netherlands on January 23, 
1925, providing for the submission to an arbitrator of the 
differences which have arisen between the two Governments 
with respect to the sovereignty over the Island of Palmas. 

CALVIN COOLIDGE, 

Tas Warre House, 

Washington, January 26, 1925. 


— 


The PRESIDENT: 


The undersigned, the Seeretary of State, has the honor to lay 
before the President, with a view to its transmission to the 
Senate to receive the advice and consent of that body to ratifi- 
cation, if his judgment approve thereof, an agreement signed 
on the parts of the United States and the Netherlands on Janu- 
ary 23, 1925, providing for the submission to an arbitrator of 
the differences which have arisen between the two Governments 
with respect to the sovereignty over the Island of Palmas. 

Respectfully submitted. 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, January 24, 1925. 


The United States of America and Her Majesty the Queen of 
the Netherlands; : 

Desiring to terminate in accordance with the principles of 
international law and any applicable treaty provisions the 
differences which have arisen and now subsist between them 
with respect to the sovereignty over the Island of Palmas 
(or Miangas), situated approximately fifty miles southeast from 
Cape San Augustin, Island of Mindanao, at about five degrees 
and thirty-five minutes (5° 35“) north latitude, one hundred 
and twenty-six degrees and thirty-six minutes (126° 80’) longi- 
tude each from Greenwich; 

Considering that these differences belong to those which, 
pursuant to Article I of the Arbitration Convention concluded 
by the two high contracting parties on May 2, 1908, and re- 
newed by agreements dated May 9, 1914, March 8, 1919, and 
February 13, 1924, respectively, might well be submitted to ar- 
bitration ; 

Have appointed as their respective plenipotentiaries for the 
purpose of concluding the following special agreement ; 


CHartes E. HUGHES. 
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The President of the United States of America: Charles 
Evans Hughes, Secretary of State of the United States of 
America, and 

Her Majesty the Queen of the Netherlands: Jonkheer Dr. 
A. C. D. de Graeff, Her Majesty's Envoy Extraordinary and 
Minister Plenipotentiary at Washington; 

Who, after exhibiting to each other their respective full 
powers, which were found to be in due and proper form, have 
agreed upon the following articles: 


ARTICLE I 


The United States of America and Her Majesty the Queen 
of the Netherlands hereby agree to refer the decision of the 
above-mentioned differences to the Permanent Court of Arbi- 
tration at The Hague. The arbitral tribunal shall consist of 
one arbitrator. 

The sole duty of the arbitrator shall be to determine whether 
the Island of Palmas (or Miangas) in its entirety forms a part 
of territory belonging to the United States of America or of 
Netherlands territory. ? 

The two Governments shall designate the arbitrator from the 
members of the Permanent Court of Arbitration. If they shall 
be unable to agree on such designation, they shall unite in re- 
questing the President of the Swiss Confederation to designate 


the arbitrator. 
ARTICLE M 


Within six months after the exchange of ratifications of this 
special agreement, each Goyernment shall present to the other 
party two printed copies of a memorandum containing a state- 
ment of its contentions and the documents in support thereof. 
It shall be sufficient for this purpose if the copies aforesaid are 
delivered by the Goyernment of the United States at the Neth- 
erlands Legation at Washington and by the Netherlands Gov- 
ernment at the American Legation at The Hague, for trans- 
mission. As soon thereafter as possible and within thirty days, 
each party shall transmit two printed copies of its memo- 
randum to the International Bureau of the Permanent Court 
of Arbitration for delivery to the arbitrator. 

Within six months after the expiration of the period above 
fixed for the delivery of the memoranda to the parties, each 
party may, if it is deemed advisable, transmit to the other two 
printed copies of a counter-memorandum and any documents 
in support thereof in answer to the memorandum of the other 
party. The copies of the counter-memorandum shall be de- 
livered to the parties, and within thirty days thereafter to the 
arbitrator, in the manner provided for in the foregoing para- 
graph respecting the delivery of memoranda. z 

At the instance of one or both of the parties, the arbitrator 
shall haye authority, after hearing both parties and for good 
cause shown, to extend the above-mentioned periods. 


ARTICLE III 


After the exchange of the counter-memoranda, the case 
shall be deemed closed unless the arbitrator applies to either 
or both of the parties for further written explanations, 

In case the arbitrator makes such a request on either party, 
he shall do so through the International Bureau of the Perma- 
nent Court of Arbitration, which shall communicate a copy of 
his request to the other party. The party addressed shall be 
allowed for reply three months from the date of the receipt of 
the arbitrator’s request, which date shalt be at once communi- 
cated to the other party and to the International Bureau, 
Such reply shall be communicated to the other party and 
within thirty days thereafter to the arbitrator in the manner 
provided for above for the delivery of memoranda, and the 
opposite party may, if it is deemed advisable, have a further 
period of three months to make rejoinder thereto, which shall 
be communicated in like manner, 

The arbitrator shall notify both parties through the Inter- 
national Bureau of the date upon which, in accordance with 
the foregoing provisions, the case is closed, so fare as the pres- 
entation of memoranda and evidence by either party is con- 
cerned, 

ARTICLE IV 

The parties shall be at liberty to use, in the course of arbi- 
tration, the English or Netherlands language or the native 
language of the arbitrator. If either party uses the English 
or Netherlands language, a translation into the native lan- 
guage of the arbitrator shall be furnished if desired by him. 

The arbitrator shall be at liberty to use his native language 
or the English or Netherlands language in the course of the 
arbitration, and the award and opinion accompanying it may 
be in any one of those languages. 

ARTICLE V 


The arbitrator shall decide any questions of procedure 
which may arise during the course of the arbitration. 


ARTICLE VI 


Immediately after the exchange of ratifications of this spe- 
cial agreement each party shall place in the hands of the 
arbitrator the sum of one hundred pounds sterling by way of 
advance of costs. 


ARTICLE VII 


The arbitrator shall, within three months after the date 
upon which he declares the case closed for the presentation 
of memoranda and evidence, render his award in writing and 
deposit three signed copies thereof with the International 
Bureau at The Hague, one copy to be retained by the bureau 
snd. one to be transmitted to each party as soon as this may 

one. 

The award shall be accompanied by a statement of the 
grounds upon which it is based. 

The arbitrator shall fix the amount of the costs of pro- 
cedure in his award. Each party shall defray its own ex- 
penses and half of said costs of procedure and of the honora- 
rium of the arbitrator. 

ARTICLE VMI 


The parties undertake to accept the award rendered by the 
arbitrator within the limitations of this special agreement as 
final and conclusive and without appeal. 

All disputes connected with the interpretation and execu- 
tion of the award shall be submitted to the decision of the 
arbitrator. 

ARTICLE IX 


This special agreement shall be ratified in accordance with 
the constitutional forms of the contracting parties and shall 
take effect immediately upon the exchange of ratifications, 
which shall take place as soon as possible at Washington. 

In witness whereof the respective plenipotentiaries have 
5 this special agreement and have hereunto affixed their 
seals, 

Done in duplicate in the city of Washington in the English 
and Netherlands languages this 23d day of January, 1925. 


[SEAL] CHARLES Evans HUGHES. 
[SEAL] A. DE GRAEFF. 


CONVENTION BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND 
RUMANIA 


In executive session this day, the following convention was 
ratified and, on motion of Mr. Boran, the injunction of secrecy 
was removed therefrom: 

To the Senate: 


With a view to receiving the advice and consent of the Senate 
to its ratification, I transmit herewith an extradition treaty 
between the United States and Rumania, signed at Bucharest 
on July 23, 1924, and, for confirmation by the Senate, the note 
dated the same day by which the American minister at Bucha- 
rest gives assurance on the part of the United States that the 
death penalty will not be enforced against criminals delivered 
by Rumania to the United States for any of the crimes enumer- 
ated in the treaty, and that such assurance is, in effect, to 
form part of the treaty and will be so mentioned in the ratifi- 
cation of the treaty. 

The attention of the Senate is invited to the accompanying 
report of the Secretary of State, in which it is explained that 
precedents for this course are found in the cases of the extra- 
dition treaty between the United States and Portugal in 1908, 
and the extradition treaty between the United States and 
Costa Rica in 1922, in each of which similar assurance was 
given and was confirmed by the Sentae. 

CALVIN COOLIDGE, 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 

Washington, December 8, 1924. 


DECEMBER 5, 1924. 
The PRESIDENT: 

The undersigned, the Secretary of State, has the honor to 
lay before the President, with a view to its transmission to the 
Senate to receive the adyice and consent of that body to rati- 
fication, if his judgment approve thereof, an extradition treaty 
between the United States and Rumania, signed at Bucharest 
July 23, 1924. g 

Attached to the treaty is a note signed by the American 
minister at Bucharest, by which the assurance is given on the 
part of the United States that the death penalty will not be 
enforced against criminals delivered by Rumania to the United 
States for any of the crimes enumerated in the said treaty, and 
that such assurance is, in effect, to form part of the treaty, 
and shall be mentioned in the ratifications of the treaty. 
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Similar assurance was given in the cases of the extradition 
treaty with Portugal signed on May 7, 1908, and the extradi- 
tion treaty with Costa Rica signed on November 10, 1922. 


In its resolution giving Advice and consent to the ratification: | 
of these two treaties the Senate stated its understanding that 


it is agreed by the United States that no person charged with 
crime shall be extraditable from Portugal (and Costa Rica) 


upon whom the death penalty can be inflicted for the offense || 


charged by the laws of the jurisdiction in which the charge 
is pending, and that this agreement on the part of the United 
States will be mentioned in the ratifications of the treaty and 
will, in effect, form part of the treaty.” 

A similar’ confirmation by the Senate of the assurance given 
by the minister to Rumania at the time of the signature of the 
Rumanian‘ treaty is necessary. 

Respectfully submitted. * 

CHARLES E, HUGHES: 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 

Washington, December 5, 1924. 


The United States of America and His Majesty the King of 
Rumania, desiring to promote the cause of justice, have re- 
solved to conclude a treaty for the extradition of fugitives from 
justice between the two countries and have appointed for that 
purpose the following. plenipotentiaries: 

The President of the United States of America: Mr. Peter 
Augustus Jay, envoy extraordinary and minister plenipoten- 
tiary of the United States in Rumania; and 


His Majesty, the King of Rumania: Mr. I. G. Duca, Minister“ 


for Foreign Affairs; 

Who, after having communicated to each other their re- 
spective full powers, found to be in good and due form, have 
agreed upon and concluded the following articles: 


ARTICLE. D 


It is agreed. that the Government of the United States and 
the Government of Rumania shall, upon requisition duly made 
as herein provided, deliver up to justice any person who may 


be charged with, or may have been convicted of, any of the | 


crimes specified in Article II of the present treaty committed 
within the jurisdiction of one of the high contracting parties, 
and who shall seek an asylum or shall be found within the 
territories’ of the other; provided that such surrender shall 
take place only upon such evidence of criminality as, according 


to the laws of the place- where the fugitive or person so || 


charged shall be found, would justify commitment for trial if 
the crime or offense had been there committed. 


ARTICLE u 


Persons shall be delivered up according to the provisions. of 
the present treaty who shall have been charged with or con- 
victed of any of the. following crimes: 

1. Murder, compreliending the crimes designated by the 


terms parricide, assassination, manslaughter when voluntary, 


poisoning, or infanticide. 

2. The attempt to commit murder, 

3. Rape, abortien, carnal knowledge of children under the 
age of twelve years. 

4. Abduction or detention of women or girls for immoral 
purposes. 

5. Bigamy. 

6. Arson. 

T. Willful and unlawful destruction. or obstruction of rail- 
roads, which endangers human life. 

8. Crimes. committed at sea: 

(a) Piracy, as commonly known and defined. by the law of 
nations, or by statute ; 

(b) Wrongfully sinking or destroying a vessel at sea or 
attempting to do so; 

(c) Mutiny or conspiracy by two or more members of the 
crew or other persons on board of a vessel on the high seas, 
for the purpose of rebelling against the authority of the cap- 


tain or commander of such vessel, or by fraud or violence 


taking possession of such vessel; 

(d) Assault on board ship upon the high seas with intent 
to do bodily harm. 

9. Burglary, defined to be the act of breaking into and en- 
tering the house of another in the nighttime with intent to 
commit a felony therein. 

10. The act of breaking into and entering the offices of the 
Government and public authorities, or the offices of banks, 
banking houses, savings banks, trust companies, insurance and 
other companies, or other buildings not dwelling with intent 
to commit a felony therein. 


| 11. Robbery, defined to be the act of feloniously and forcibly 
taking from the person of another goods or money by violence 
or by putting him in fear. 

12. Forgery or the utterance of forged papers. 

18, The forgery or falsification of the official’ acts of the 
|Government or public authority, including courts of justice or 
the uttering or fraudulent use of any of the same. 

14. The fabrication of counterfeit money, whether coin or 
paper, counterfeit titles of coupons of publie debt, created’ 
by national, state, provincial, territorial, local, or municipal 
governments, bank notes or other instruments of public credit, 
counterfeit seals, stamps, dies, and marks of state or public 
administration, and the utterance, circulation, or fraudulent 
use of the above-mentioned objects. 
| 15. Embezzlement or criminal malversation committed within 
the jurisdiction of one or the other party by public officers or 
depositaries, where the amount embezzled exceeds two hundred 
dollars or Rumanian equivalent.. 

16. Embezzlement by any person or persons hired, salaried, or 
employed, to the detriment of their employers or principals, 
when the crime or offense is punishable by imprisonment or 
other corporal punishment. by the. laws of both countries, and 
‘where the amount embezzled exceeds. two hundred dollars or 
| Rumanian equivalent. 

17. Kidnaping of minors or adults, defined to be the abdue- 
| tion or detention of a person or persons, in order to exact money 
from them, their families or any other person or persons, or for 
{any other unlawful end. 

18. Larceny, defined to be the theft of effects, personal prop- 
erty, or money, of the value of twenty-five dollars or more, or 
| Rumanian equivalent. 

19. Obtaining money, valuable securities, or other property by 
false pretenses or receiving any money, valuable securities, or 
other property knowing the same to have been unlawfully ob- 
| tained, where the amount of money or the value of the property 
so obtained or received exceeds two hundred dollars or Ruman- 
lun equivalent. 

20. Perjury or subornation of perjury. 

| 21. Fraud or breach of trust by a bailee, banker, agent, factor, 
| trustee, executor, administrator, guardian, director, or officer’ of 
any company or corporation, or by anyone in any fiduciary po- 
| sition, where the amount of money or the value of the property 
‘misappropriated exceeds two hundred dollars or Rumanian 
equivalent. 

22. Crimes and offenses against the laws of both countries 
for the suppression of slavery and slave trading. 

| 28, Willful desertion or willful nonsupport of minor or depend- 
ent children. 

| 24, Extradition shall also take place for participation in any 
[of the crimes before mentioned as an’ accessory before or after 
the fact; provided such participation be punishable by impris- 
onment by the laws of both the high contracting parties. 


| ARTICLE III 


The provisions of the present treaty shall not Import a claim 
of extradition fòr any crime or offense of a political character, 
nor for acts connected with such crimes or offenses; and. no 
person surrendered by or to either of the high contracting parties 
in virtue of this treaty shall be tried or punished for a political 
crime or offense. When the offense charged comprises the act 
either of murder or assassination or of poisoning, either con- 
summated or attempted, the fact that the offense was commit- 
tod or attempted against the life of the sovereign or head of a 
foreign state or against the life of any member of his. family, 
shall not be deemed sufficient to sustain that such crime or 
effense was of a political character; or was an act connected 
with crimes or offenses of a political character. 


ARTICLE IV 


No person shall be tried for any crime or offense other than 
that for which he was surrendered. : 


; ARTICLE V 


A fugitive criminal shall not be surrendered under the provi- 
sions hereof, when, from lapse of time or other lawful. cause, 
according to the laws of the place within the jurisdiction of 
which the crime was committed, the criminal is exempt from 
prosecution or punishment for the offense for which the sur- 
render is asked. 


ARTICLE YT 


If a fugitive criminal whose surrender may be claimed. pur- 
suant to the stipulations hereof; be actually under prosecution, 
out on bail or in custody, for a crime or offense committed in 
the country where he has sought asylum, or shall have been con- 
vieted thereof, his extradition may be deferred until such pro- 
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ceedings be determined, and until he shall have been set at 
liberty in due course of law. : 
ARTICLE VIL 


If a fugitive criminal claimed by one of the parties hereto, 
shall be also claimed by one or more powers pursuant to treaty 
provisions, on account of crimes committed within their juris- 
diction, such criminal shall be delivered to that State whose 
demand is first received. 


ARTICLE VIII 


Under the stipulations of this treaty, neither of the high 
contracting parties shall be bound to deliver up its own citizens, 
1 ARTICLE IX 
The expense of arrest, detention, examination, and transpor- 
tation of the accused shall be paid by the Government which 
has preferred the demand for extradition. 


ARTICLE X 


Everything found in the possession of the fugitive criminal 
at the time of his arrest, whether being the proceeds of the 
crime or offense, or which may be material as evidence in mak- 
ing proof of the crime, shall so far as practicable, according to 
the laws of either of the high contracting parties, be delivered 
up with his person at the time of surrender, Nevertheless, 
he rights of a third party with regard to the articles referred 
to shall be duly respected, 


ARTICLE XI 


The stipulations of the present treaty shall be applicable to 
all territory wherever situated, belonging to either of the high 
contracting parties or in the occupancy and under the control 
of either of them, during such occupancy or control. 

Requisitions for the surrender of fugitives from justice shall 
be made by the respective diplomatic agents of the high con- 
tracting parties. In the event of the absence of such agents 
from the country or its seat of government, or where extradi- 
tion is sought from territory included in the preceding para- 
graphs other than the United States or Rumania, reqnisitions 
may be made by superior consular officers. It shall be com- 
petent for such diplomatic or superior consular Officers to ask 
and obtain a mandate or preliminary warrant of arrest for the 
person whose surrender is sought, whereupon the judges and 
magistrates of the two Governments shall, respectively, have 
power and authority, upon complaint made in accordance with 
the laws of the country demanded, to issue a warrant for the 
apprehension of the person charged, in order that he or she 
may be brought before such judge or magistrate, that the evi- 
dence of criminality may be heard and considered and if, on 
such hearing, the evidence be deemed sufficient to ‘sustain the 
charge, it shall be the duty of the examining judge or magis- 
trate to certify it to the proper executive authority that a war- 
rant may issue for the surrender of the fugitive. 

In case of urgency the application for arrest and detention 
may be addressed directly to the competent magistrate in con- 
formity to the statutes in force. 

The person provisionally arrested shall be released, unless 
within two months from the date of arrest in Rumania, or 
from the date of commitment in the United States, the formal 
requisition for surrender with the documentary proofs herein- 
after prescribed be made as aforesaid by the diplomatic agent 
of the demanding Government or, in his absence, by a consular 
officer thereof. 

If the fugitive criminal shall haye been conyicted of the crime 
for which his surrender is asked, a copy of the sentence of the 
court before which such conviction took place, duly authenti- 
eated, shall be prodneed. If, however, the fugitive is merely 
charged with crime, a duly authenticated copy of the warrant 
of arrest in the country where the crime was committed, and 
of the depositions upon which such warrant may have been 
issued, shall be produced, with such other evidence or proofs 
as may be deemed competent in the case. 


ARTICLE XII 


In every case of a request made by either of the high contract- 
ing parties for the arrest, detention, or extradition of fugitive 
criminals the appropriate legal officers of the country where 
the proceedings of extradition are had shall assist the officers 
of the Government demanding the extradition before the re- 
spective judges and magistrates by every legal means within 
their power; and no claim whatever for compensation for any 
of the services so rendered shall be made against the Govern- 
ment demanding the extradition; provided, however, that any 
officer or officers. of the surrendering Government so giving 
assistance, who shall, in the usual course of their duty, receive 
no salary or compensation other than specific fees for services 


performed, shall be entitled to receive from the Government 
demanding the extradition the customary fees for the acts or 
services performed by them, in the same manner and to the 
same amount as though such acts or services had been per- 
formed in ordinary criminal proceedings under the laws of the 
country of which they are officers. 


ARTICLE Mit 
The present treaty shall be ratified by the high contracting 
parties in accordance with their respective constitutional meth- 
ods and shall take effect on the date of the exchange of rati- 
fications which shall take place as soon as possible. 


ARTICLE XIV 


The present treaty shall remain in force for a period of 
ten years, and in case neither of the high contracting parties 
shall have given nottee one year before the expiration of that 
period of its intention to terminate the treaty, it shall con- 
tinue in force until the expiration of one year from the date on 
which such notice of termination shall be given by either of 
the high contracting parties. 

In witness whereof the above-named plenipotentiaries have 
signed the present treaty and have hereunto affixed their seals. 

Done in duplicate at Bucharest, this twenty-third day of 
July, nineteen hundred and twenty-four, 

- [SEAL] I. G. Duca. 

[sear] PETER A. JAY. 

LEGATION OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 

Bucharest, July 23, 1924. 
His Excellency, Mr. I. G. Duca, : 

Minister for Foreign Affairs of His Majesty the King of 

Rumania. : 

„In signing to-day with His Excellency, Mr. I. G. Duca, the 
minister for foreign affairs of His Majesty the King of Ru- 
mania the treaty of extradition which has been negotiated 
between the Government of the United States of America and 
the Royal Rumanian Government, the undersigned, minister 
plenipotentiary and envoy extraordinary of the United States 
of America at Bucharest, provided with full powers from his 
Government for the conclusion of this treaty, has the honor 
to confirm by this note to the Royal Rumanian Government 
the assurance that the death penalty will not be enforced 
against criminals delivered by Rumania to the United States 
of America for any of the crimes enumerated in the said 
treaty, and that such assurance is, in effect, to form part of the 
treaty and shall be mentioned in the ratifications of the treaty. 

In order to make this assurance in the most effective manner 
possible, it is agreed by the Government of the United States 
that no person charged with crime shall be extraditable from 
Rumania to the United States upon whom the death penalty 
can be inflicted for the offense charged by the laws of the 
country where the trial is pending. 

This agreement on the part of the United States will be 
mentioned in the ratifications of the treaty and will, in effect, 
form part of the treaty. 

PETER A. JAY, 
American Minister. 


FRIENDSHIP, COMMERCE, AND CONSULAR RIGHTS 
WITH GERMANY 


In executive session this day, the following treaty was rati- 
fied, and, on motion of Mr. Boran, the injunction of secrecy 
was removed therefrom and from the resolution of ratification: 
To the Senate: 

With a view to receiving the advice and consent of the Sen- 
ate to its ratification, I transmit herewith a treaty of friend- 
ship, commerce, and consular rights between the United States 
and Germany, signed at Washington on December 8, 1923. 

CALVIN COOLIDGE; 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 

Washington, December 11, 1923. 


The PRESIDENT: 


The undersigned, the Secretary of State, has the honor to 
lay before the President, with a view to its transmission to 
the Senate, to receive the advice and consent of that body to 
its ratification, if his judgment approve thereof, a treaty of 
friendship, commerce, and consular rights, concluded between 
the United States and Germany, at Washington, on December 
8, 1923. - 

Respectfully submitted. 

CHARLES E. HUGHES. 


Accompaniment: Treaty. 


F 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, December 10, 1923. i 

The United States of America and Germany, desirous of 
strengthening the bond of peace which happily prevails be- 
tween them, by arrangements designed to promote friendly 
intercourse between their respective territories through provi- 
sions responsive to the spiritual, cultural, economic, and com- 
mercial aspirations of the peoples thereof, have resolved to 
conclude a treaty of friendship, commerce, and consular rights 
and for that purpose have appointed as their plenipotentiaries : 

The President of the United States of America, Mr. Charles 
Evans Hughes, Secretary of State of the United States of 
America, 


and 

The President of the German Empire, Dr. Otto Wiedfeldt, 
German ambassador to the United States-of America, 

Who, having communicated to each other their full powers 
found to be in due form, have agreed upon the following 
articles: 

ARTICLE I 

The nationals of each of the high contracting parties shall be 
permitted to enter, travel, and reside in the territories of the 
other; to exercise liberty of conscience and freedom of worship; 
to engage in professional, scientific, religious, philanthropic, 
manufacturing, and commercial work of every kind without in- 
terference; to carry on every form of commercial activity which 
is not forbidden by the local law; to own, erect, or lease and 
occupy appropriate buildings and to lease lands for residen- 
tial, scientific, religious, philanthropic, manufacturing, commer- 
cial, and mortuary purposes; to employ agents of their choice, 
and generally to do anything incidental to or necessary for 
the enjoyment of any of the foregoing privileges upon the 
same terms as nationals of the State of residence or as 
nationals of the nation hereafter to be most favored by it, sub- 
mitting themselyes to all local laws and regulations duly 
established. 

The nationals of either high contracting. party within the 
territories of the other shall not be subjected to the payment 
of any internal charges or taxes other or higher than those 
that are exacted of and paid by its nationals. 

The nationals of each high contracting party shall enjoy 
freedom of access to the courts of justice of the other on con- 
forming to the local laws, as well for the prosecution as for the 
defense of their rights, and in all degrees of jurisdiction 
established by law. 

The nationals of each high contracting party shall receive 
within the territories of the other, upon submitting to condi- 
tions imposed upon its nationals, the most constant protection 
and security for their persons and property, and shall enjoy 
in this respect that degree of protection that is required by 
international law. Their property shall not be taken without 
due process of law and without payment of just compensation. 


ARTICLE II 


With respect to that form of protection granted by national, 
State, or provincial laws establishing civil liability for in- 
juries or for death, and-giving to relatives or heirs or de- 
pendents of an injured party a right of action or a pecuniary 
benefit, such relatives or heirs or dependents of the injured 
party, himself a national of either of the high contracting 
parties and within any of the territories of the other, shall, re- 
gardless of their alienage or residence outside of the territory 
where the injury occurred, enjoy the same rights and privi- 
Jeges as are or may be granted to nationals and under like 
conditions, 

ARTICLE III 

The dwellings, warehouses, manufactories, shops, and other 
places of business, and all premises thereto appertaining of 
the nationals of each of the high contracting parties in the 
territories of the other used for any purposes set forth in 
Article I, shall be respected. It shall not be allowable to make 
a domiciliary visit ta, or search of any such buildings and 
premises, or there to examine and inspect books, papers, or 
accounts, except under the conditions and in conformity with 
the forms prescribed by the laws, ordinances, and regulations 
for nationals. 

ARTICLE IV 

Where, on the death of any person holding real or other im- 
movable property or interests therein within the territories of 
one high contracting party, such property or interests therein 
would, by the laws of the country or by a testamentary dis- 
position, descend or pass to a national of the other high con- 
tracting party, whether resident or nonresident, were he not 
disqualified by the laws of the country where such property 


or interests therein is or are situated, such national shall be 
allowed a term of three years in which to sell the same, this 
term to be reasonably prolonged if circumstances render it 
necessary, and withdraw the proceeds thereof, without restraint 
or interference, and exempt from any succession, probate, or 
administrative duties or charges other than those which may 
be imposed in like cases upon the nationals of the country 
from which such proceeds may be drawn. 

Nationals of either high contracting party may have full 
power to dispose of their personal property of every kind 
within the territories of the other, by testament, donation, or 
otherwise, and their heirs, legatees, and donees, of whatsoever 
nationality, whether resident or nonresident, shall succeed to 
such personal property and may take possession thereof, either 
by themselves or by others acting for them, and retain or dis- 
pose of the same at their pleasure subject to the payment of 
such duties or charges only as the nationals of the high con- 
tracting party within whose territories such property may be 
or belong shall be liable to pay in like cases. 


ARTICLE V 


The nationals of each of the high contracting parties in the 
exercise of the right of freedom of worship, within the terri- 
tories of the other, as hereinabove provided, may, without 
annoyance or molestation of any kind by reason of their 
religious belief or otherwise, conduct services either within 
their own houses or within any appropriate buildings which 
they may be at liberty to erect and maintain in convenient 
situations, provided their teachings or practices are not con- 
trary to public morals; and they may also be permitted to 
bury their dead according to their religious customs in suitable 
and convenient places established and maintained for the pur- 
pose, subject to the reasonable mortuary and sanitary laws and 
regulations of the place of burial. 


ARTICLE VI 


In the event of war between either high contracting party and 
a third State, such party may draft for compulsory military 
service nationals of the other having a permanent residence 
within its territories and who have formally, according to its 
laws, declared an intention to adopt its nationality by natural- 
ization, unless such individuals depart from the territories of 
said belligerent party within sixty days after a declaration 


of war. 
ARTICLE VII 


Between the territories of the high contracting parties there 
shall be freedom of commerce and navigation. The nationals of 
each of the high contracting parties, equally with those of the 
most favored nation, shall have liberty freely to come with 
their vessels and cargoes to all places, ports, and waters of 
every kind within the territorial limits of the other which are 
or may be open to foreign commerce and navigation. Nothing 
in this treaty shall be construed to restrict the right of either 
high contracting party to impose, on such terms as it may see 
fit, prohibitions or restrictions of a sanitary character designed 
to protect human, animal, or plant life, or regulations for the 
enforcement of police or revenue laws. 

Hach of the high contracting parties binds itself uncondi- 
tionally to impose no higher or other duties or conditions and 
no prohibition on the importation of any article the growth, 
produce, or manufacture of the territories of the other than 
are or shall be imposed on the importation of any like article 
the growth, produce, or manufacture of any other foreign 
country. 

Each of the high contracting parties also binds itself uncondi- 
tionally to impose no higher or other charges or other restric- 
tions or prohibitions on goods exported to the territories of the 
other high contracting party than are imposed on goods exported 
to any other foreign country, 

Any advantage of whatsoever kind which either high con- 
tracting party may extend to any article the growth, produce, 
or manufacture of any other foreign country shall simulta- 
neously and unconditionally, without request and without com- 
pensation, be extended to the like article the growth, produce, 
or manufacture of the other high contracting party. 

All the articles which are or may be legally imported from 
foreign countries into ports of the United States in United 
States vessels may likewise be imported into those ports in 
German vessels without being liable to any other or higher 
duties or charges whatsoever than if such articles were im- 
ported in United States vessels; and, reciprocally, all articles 
which are or may be legally imported from foreign countries 
into the ports of Germany in German yessels may likewise be 
imported into these ports in United States vessels without being 
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liable to any other or higher duties or charges whatsoever than 
if such were imported from foreign countries in German vessels. 

With respect to the amount and collection of duties on im- 
ports and exports of every kind, each of the two high contract- 
ing parties binds itself to give to the nationals, vessels, and 
goods of the other the advantage of every favor, privilege, or 
immunity which it shall have accorded to the nationals, vessels, 
and goods of a third State, and regardless of whether such 
favored State shall have been accorded such treatment gratui- 
tously or in return for reciprocal compensatory treatment. 
Every such favor, privilege, or immunity which shall hereafter 
be granted the nationals, vessels, or goods of a third State 
shall simultaneously and unconditionally, without request and 
without compensation, be extended to the other high contract- 
ing party for the benefit of itself, its nationals, and vessels. 

The stipulations of this article shall apply to the importation 
of goods into and the exportation of goods from all areas 
within the German customs lines, but shall not extend to the 
treatment which either contracting party shall accord to purely 
border traffic within a zone not exceeding 10 miles (15 kilometers) 
wide on either side of its customs frontier, or to the treatment 
which is accorded by the United States to the commerce of 
Cuba under the provisions of the commercial convention con- 
cluded by the United States and Cuba on December 11, 1902, or 
any other commercial convention which hereafter may be con- 
cluded by the United States with Cuba, or to the commerce of 
the United States with any of its dependencies and the Panama 
Canal Zone under existing or future laws. 


ARTICLE VUI 


The nationals and merchandise of each high contracting 
party within the territories of the other shall receive the same 
treatment as nationals and merchandise of the country with 
regard to internal taxes, transit duties, charges in respect to 
warehousing, and other facilities and the amount of drawbacks 
and bounties. 

ARTICLE Ix 

No duties of tonnage, harbor, pilotage, lighthouse, quarantine, 
or other similar or corresponding duties or charges of what- 
eyer denomination, levied in the name or for the profit of the 
government, public functionaries, private individuals, corpora- 
tions, or establishments of any kind shall be imposed in the 
ports of the territories of either country upon the vessels of 
the other, which shall not equally, under the same conditions, 
be imposed on national vessels. Such equality of treatment 
shall apply reciprocally to the vessels of the two countries 
respectively from whatever place they may arrive and what- 
ever may be their place of destination. 


ARTICLE X 


Merchant vessels and other privately owned vessels under the 
flag of either of the high contracting parties, and carrying the 
papers required by its national laws in proof of nationality 
shall, both within the territorial waters of the other high con- 
tracting party and on the high seas, be deemed to be the vessels 
of the party whose flag is flown. 


ARTICLE XI 


Merchant vessels and other privately owned vessels under the 
flag of either of the high contracting parties shall be per- 
mitted to discharge portions of cargoes at any port open to for- 
eign commerce in the territories of the other high contracting 
party, and to proceed with the remaining portions of such car- 
goes to any other ports of the same territories open to foreign 
commerce without paying other or higher tonnage dues or port 
charges in such cases than would be paid by national vessels 
in like circumstances, and they shall be permitted to load in 
like manner at different ports in the same voyage outward, 
provided, however, that the coasting trade of the United States 
is exempt from the provisions of this article and from the 
other provisions of this treaty, and is to be regulated according 


to the laws of the United States in relation thereto. It is} 


agreed, however, that the nationals of either high contracting 
party shall, within the territories of the other, enjoy with re- 
spect to the coasting trade the most favored nation treatment. 


ARTICLE XII 


Limited liability and other corporations and associations, 
whether or not for pecuniary profit, which have been or may 
hereafter be organized in accordance with and under the laws, 
national, state, or provincial, of either high contracting party, 
and maintain a central office within the territories thereof, 
shall have their juridical status recognized by the other high 
contracting party, provided that they pursue no aims within 
its territory contrary to its laws. They shall enjoy free access 
to the courts of law and equity, on conforming to the laws 
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regulating the matter, as well for the prosecution as for the 
— of rights in all the degrees of jurisdiction established by 

W. 

The right of such corporations and associations of either 
high contracting party so recognized by the other to establish 
themselves within its territories, establish branch offices, and 
fulfill their functions therein shall depend upon and be goy- 
erned solely by the consent of such party as expressed in its 
national, state, or provincial laws. 


_ ARTICLE XII 


The nationals of either high contracting party shall enjoy 
within the territories of the other reciprocally and upon com- 
pliance with the conditions there imposed, such rights and 
privileges as have been or may hereafter be accorded the 
nationals of any other State with respect to the organization 
of and participation in limited Hability and other corpora- 
tions and associations, for pecuniary profit or otherwise, in- 
cluding the rights of promotion, incorporation, purchase and 
ownership and sale of shares and the holding of executive 
or official positions therein. In the exercise of the foregoing 
rights and with respect to the regulation or procedure con- 
cerning the organization or conduct of such corporations or 
associations, such nationals shall be subjected to no condi- 
tions less favorable than those which have been or may here- 
after be imposed upon the nationals of the most favored 
nation. The rights of any of such corporations or associa- 
tions as may be organized or controlled or participated in by 
the nationals of either high contracting party within the 
territories of the other to exercise any of their functions 
therein, shall be governed by the laws and regulations, na- 
tional, State, or provincial, which are in force or may here- 
after be established within the territories of the party wherein 
they propose to engage in business. The foregoing stipulations 


do not apply to the organization of and participation in politi- 


cal associations. 

The nationals of either high contracting party shall, more- 
over, enjoy within the territories of the other, reciprocally 
and upon compliance with the conditions there imposed, such 
rights and privileges as have been or may hereafter be accorded 
the nationals of any other State with respect to the mining 
of coal, phosphate, oil, oil shale, gas, and sodium on the public 
domain of the other. 

ARTICLE XIV 


(a) Manufacturers, merchants, and traders domiciled within 
the jurisdiction of one of the high contracting parties may 
operate as commercial travelers either personally or by means 
of agents or employees within the jurisdiction of the other 
high contracting party on obtaining from the latter, upon 
payment of a single fee, a license which shall be valid 
throughout its entire territorial jurisdiction. 

In case either of the high contracting parties shall be 
engaged in war, it reserves to itself the right to prevent from 
operating within its jurisdiction under the provisions of this 
article, or otherwise, enemy nationals or other aliens whose 
presence it may consider prejudicial to public order and 
national safety. 

(b) In order to secure the license above mentioned the appli- 
cant must obtain from the country of domicile of the manu- 
facturers, merchants, and traders represented a certificate 
attesting his character as a commercial traveler. This cer- 
tificate, which shall be issued by the authority to be designated 
in each country for the purpose, shall be viséed by the consul 
of the country in which the applicant proposes to operate, and 
the authorities of the latter shall, upon the presentation of 
such certificate, issue to the applicant the national license as 
provided in section (a). 

(c) A commercial traveler may sell his samples without 
obtaining a special license as-an importer. 

(d) Samples without commercial value shall be admitted 
to entry free of duty. 

Samples marked, stamped, or defaced in such manner that 
they can not be put to other uses shall be considered as objects 
without commercial value. 

(e) Samples having commercial value shall be provisionally 
admitted upon giving bond for the payment of lawful duties 
if they shall not have been withdrawn from the country within 
a period of six (6) months. 

Duties shall be paid on such portion of the samples as shall 
not have been so withdrawn. 

(f) All customs formalities shall be simplified as much as 
possible with a view to avoid delay in the dispatch of samples, 

(g) Peddlers and other salesmen who vend directly to the 
consumer, even though they have not an established place of 
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business in the country in which they operate, shall not be 
considered as commercial trayelers, but shall be subject to the 
license fees levied on business of the kind which they carry on. 

(h) No license shall be required of: 

(1) Persons traveling only to study trade and its needs, 
even though they initiate commercial relations, provided they 
do not make sales of merchandise. 

(2) Persons operating through local agencies which pay the 
license fee or other imposts to which their business is subject. 

(3) Travelers who are exclusively buyers. 

(i) Any concessions affecting any of the provisions of the 
present article that may hereafter be granted by either high 
contracting party, either by law or by treaty or convention, 
shall immediately be extended to the other party. 


ARTICLE XV 


(a) Regulations governing the renewal and transfer of 
licenses issued under the provisions of Article XIV, and the im- 
position of fines and other penalties for any misuse of licenses 
may be made by either of the high contracting parties whenever 
advisable within the terms of Article XIV and without preju- 
dice to the rights defined therein. 

If such regulations permit the renewal of licenses, the fee 
for renewal will not be greater than that charged for the origi- 
nal license. 

If such regulations permit the transfer of licenses, upon 
satisfactory proof that transferee or assignee is in every sense’ 
the true successor of the original licensee, and that he can 
furnish a certificate of identification similar to that furnished 
by the original licensee, he will be allowed to operate as a com- 
mercial traveler pending the arrival of the new certificate of 
identification, but the cancellation of the bond for the samples 
shall not be effected before the arrival of the said certificate. 

(b) It is the citizenship of the firm that the commercial 
traveler represents, and not his own, that governs the issuance 
to him of a certificate of identification. f 

The high contracting parties agree to empower the local cus- 
toms officials or other competent authorities to issue the said 
licenses upon surrender of the certificate of identification and 
authenticated list of samples, acting as deputies of the central 
office constituted for the issuance and regulation of licenses, 
The said officials shall immediately transmit the appropriate 
documentation to the central office, to which the licensee shall 
thereafter give due notice of his intention to ask for the re- 
newal or transfer of his license, if these acts be allowable, or 
cancellation of his bond, upon his departure from the country. 
Due notice in this connection will be regarded as the time re- 
quired for the exchange of correspondence in the normal mail 
schedules, plus five business days for purposes of official verifi- 
cation and registration. 

(e) It is understood that the traveler will not engage in the 
sale of other articles than those embraced by his lines of busi- 
ness; he may sell his samples, thus incurring an obligation to 
pay the customs duties thereupon, but he may not sell other 
articles brought with him or sent to him which are not reason- 
ably and clearly representative of the kind of business he pur- 
ports to represent, 

(d) Advertising matter brought by commercial travelers in 
appropriate quantities shall be treated as samples without com- 
mercial value. Objects having a depreciative commercial value 
because of adaptation for purposes of advertisement, and in- 
tended for gratuitous distribution, shall, when introduced 
in reasonable quantities, also be treated as samples without 
commercial value. It is understood, however, that this pre- 
scription shall be subject to the customs laws of their re- 
spective countries. Samples accompanying the commercial 
trayeler will be despatched as a portion of his personal bag- 
gage; and those arriving after him will be giyen precedence 
over ordinary freight. : 

(e) If the original license was issued for a period longer than 
six months, or if the license be renewed, the bond for the 
samples will be correspondingly extended. It is understood, 
however, that this prescription shall be subject to the customs 
laws of the respective countries. 


ARTICLE XVI 


There shall be complete freedom of transit through the terri- 
tories including territorial waters of each high contracting 
party on the routes most convenient for international transit, 
by rail, navigable waterway, and canal, other than the Panama 
Canal and waterways and canals which constitute interna- 
tional boundaries of the United States, to persons and goods 
coming from or going through the territories of the other 
high contracting party, except such persons as may be for- 
bidden admission into its territories or goods of which the 
importation may be prohibited by law. Persons and goods 


in transit shall not be subjected to any transit duty, or to 
any unnecessary delays or restrictions, and shall be given 
national treatment as regards charges, facilities, and all other 
matters. 

Goods in transmit must be entered at the proper custom- 
house, but they shall be exempt from all customs or other 
similar duties. e 

All charges imposed on transport in transit shall be reason- 
able, having regard to the conditions of the traffic. 


ARTICLE XVII 


Each of the high contracting parties agrees to receive from 
the other, consular officers in those of its ports, places, and 
cities, where it may be convenient and which are open to 
consular representatives of any foreign country. 

Consular officers of each of the high contracting parties 
shall, after entering upon their duties, enjoy reciprocally in 
the territories of the other all the rights, privileges, exemp- 
tions and immunities which are enjoyed by officers of the 
same grade of the most favored nation. As official agents, 
such officers shall be entitled to the high consideration of all 
officials, national or local, with whom they have official in- 
tercourse in the State which receives them. 

The Government of each of the high contracting parties 
shall furnish free of charge the necessary exequatur of such 
consular officers of the other as present a regular commission 
signed by the chief executive of the appointing State and 
under its great seal; and it shall issue to a subordinate or 
substitute consular officer duly appointed by an accepted 
superior consular officer with the approbation of his Government, 
or by any other competent officer of that Government, such 
documents as according to the laws of the respective countries 
shall be requisite for the exercise by the appointee of the con- 
sular function. On the exhibition of an exequatur, or other 
document issued in lieu thereof to such subordinate, such 
consular officer shall be permitted to enter upon his duties 
and to enjoy the rights, privileges, and immunities granted 
by this treaty. 

ARTICLE XVIII 


Consular officers, nationals of the state by which they are 
appointed, shall be exempt from arrest, except when charged 
with the commission of offenses locally designated as crimes 
other than misdemeanors and subjecting the individual guilty 
thereof to punishment. Such officers shall be exempt from 
military billetings and from service of any military or naval 
administrative or police character whatsoever. 

In criminal cases the attendance at the trial by a consular 
Officer as a witness may be demanded by the prosecution or 
defense. The demand shall be made with all possible re- 
gard for the consular dignity and the duties of the office, 
and there shall be compliance on the part of the consular 
Officer. 

Consular officers shall be subject to the jurisdiction of the 
courts in the state which receives them in civil cases, subject 
to the proviso, however, that when the officer is a national of 
the state which appoints him and is engaged in no private 
occupation for gain his testimony shall be taken orally or in 
writing at his residence or office and with due regard for his 
convenience. The officer should, however, voluntarily give his 
testimony at the trial whenever it is possible to do.so without 
serious interference with his official duties. 


ARTICLE XIX 


Consular officers, including employees in a consulate, na- 
tionals of the state by which they are appointed other than 
those engaged in private occupations for gain within the 
state where they exercise their functions shall be exempt 
from all taxes, national, state, provincial, and municipal, 
levied upon their persons or upon their property, except taxes 
levied on account of the possession or ownership of immovable 
property situated in or income derived from property of any 
kind situated or belonging within the territories of the state 
within which they exercise their functions. All consular 
officers and employees, nationals of the state appointing them, 
shall be exempt from the payment of taxes on the salary, fees, 
or wages receiyed by them in compensation for their consular 
services. 

Lands and buildings situated in the territories of either 
high contracting party, of which the other high contracting 
party is the legal or equitable owner and which are used 
exclusively for governmental purposes by that owner, shall 
be exempt from taxation of every kind, national, state, pro- 
vincial, and municipal, other than assessments levied for 
services or local public improvements by which the premises 
are benefited. 
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Lec ARTICLE XX 

Consular officers may place over the outer door of their re- 
spective offices the arms of their State with an appropriate 
inscription designating the official office. Such officers may also 
hoist the flag of their country on their offices including those 
situated in the capitals of the two countries. They may like- 
wise hoist such fiag over any boat or vessel employed in the 
exercise of the consular function. 

The consular offices and archives shall at all times be in- 
Violable. They shall under no circumstances be subjected to 
inyasion by any authorities of any character within the country 
where such offices are located. Nor shall the authorities under 
any pretext make any examination or seizure of papers or 
other property deposited. within a consular office. Consular 
offices shall not be used as places of asylum. No consular officer 
shall be required to produce official archives in court or testify 
as to their contents. 

Upon the death, incapacity, or absence of a consular officer 
having no subordinate consular officer at his post, secretaries 
or chancellors, whose official character may have preyiously 
been made known to the Government of the State where the 
consular function was exercised, may temporarily exercise the 
consular function of the deceased or incapacitated or absent 


consular officer; and while so acting shall enjoy all the rights, 


prerogatives, and immunities granted to the incumbent. 
ARTICLE XXI 


Consular officers, nationals of the State by which they are ap- 
pointed, may, within their respective consular districts, address 
the authorities, national, state, provincial, or municipal, for 
the purpose of protecting their countrymen in the enjoyment of 
their rights accruing by treaty or otherwise. Complaint may 
be made for the infraction of those rights, Failure upon the part 
of the proper authorities to grant redress or to accord protec- 
tion may justify interposition through the diplomatic channel, 
and in the absence of a diplomatic representative a consul 
general or the consular officer stationed at the capital may apply 
directly to the Goyernment of the country. 


ARTICLE XXII 


Consular officers may, in pursuance of the laws of their own 
country take, at any appropriate place within their respective 
districts, the depositions of any occupants of vessels of their 
own country, or of any national of, or of any person having 
permanent residence within the territories of their own country. 
Such officers may draw up, attest, certify, and authenticate 
unilateral acts, deeds, and testamentary dispositions of their 
countrymen, and also contracts to which a countryman is a 
party. They may draw up, attest, certify, and authenticate 
written instruments of any kind purporting to express or em- 
body the conveyance or encumbrance of property of any kind 
within the territory of the State by which such officers are 
appointed, and unilateral acts, deeds, testamentary dispositions, 
and contracts relating to property situated, or business to be 
transacted within, the territories of the State by which they 
are appointed embracing unilateral acts, deeds, testamentary 
dispositions, or agreements executed solely by nationals of the 
State within which such officers exercise their functions, 

Instruments and documents thus executed and copies and 
translations thereof when duly authenticated under his official 
seal by the consular officer shall be received as evidence in the 
territories of the contracting parties as original documents or 
authenticated copies, as the case may be, and shall have the 
same force and effect as if drawn by and executed before a 
notary or other public officer duly authorized in the country by 
which the consular officer was appointed, provided always that 
such documents shall have been drawn and executed in con- 
formity to the laws and regulations of the country where they 
are designed to take effect. 


ARTICLE XXIII 


A consular officer shall have exclusive jurisdiction over con- 
troversies arising out of the internal order of private vessels of 
his country, and shall alone exercise jurisdiction in cases, 
wherever arising, between officers and crews pertaining to the 
enforcement of discipline on board, provided the vessel and the 
persons charged with wrongdoing shall have entered a port 
within his consular district. Such an officer shall also have 
jurisdiction over issues concerning the adjustment of wages 
and the execution.of contracts relating thereto provided the 
local laws so permit. 

When an act committed on board of a private vessel under 
the flag of the State by which the consular officer has been ap- 
pointed and within the territorial waters of the State to which 
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he has been appointed constitutes a crime according to the 
laws of that State, subjecting the person guilty thereof to 
punishment as a criminal, the consular officer shall not exercise 
jurisdiction except in so far as he is permitted to do so by the 
local law. : 

A consular officer may freely invoke the assistance of the 
local police authorities in any matter pertaining to the main- 
tenance of internal order on board of a vessel under the flag 
of his country within the territorial waters of the State to 
which he is appointed, and upon such a request the requisite 
assistance shall be given. 

A consular officer may appear with the officers and crews of 
vessels under the flag of his country before the judicial au- 
thorities of the State to which he is appointed to render assist- 
ance as an interpreter or agent. t 

ARTICLE XXIV 


In case of the death of a national of either high contracting 
party in the territory of the other without having in the terri- 
tory of his decease any known heirs or testamentary executors 
by him appointed, the competent local authorities shall at once 
inform the nearest consular officer of the State of which the 
deceased was a national of the fact of his death, in order that 
3 information may be forwarded to the parties inter- 
est 

Tn case of the death of a national of either of the high con- 
tracting parties without will or testament, in the territory of 
the other high contracting party, the consular officer of the 
State of which the deceased was a national and within whose 
district the deceased made his home at the time of death, shall, 
so far as the laws of the country permit and pending the ap- 
pointment of an administrator and until letters of administra- 
tion have been granted, be deemed qualified to take charge of 
the property left by the decedent for the preservation and pro- 
tection of the same, Such consular officer shall have the right 
to be appointed as administrator within the discretion of a 
tribunal or other agency controlling the administration of 
estates provided the laws of the place where the estate is 
administered so permit. > 

Whenever a consular officer accepts the office of administra- 
tor of the estate of a deceased countryman, he subjects himself 
as such to the jurisdiction of the tribunal or other agency 
making the appointment for all necessary purposes to the same 
extent as a national of the country where he was appointed. 

ARTICLE XXV 


A consular officer of cither high contracting party may in 
behalf of his nonresident countrymen receipt for their dis- 
tributive shares derived from estates in process of probate or 
accruing under the provisions of so-called workmen’s compen- 
sation laws or other like statutes provided he remit any funds 
so received through the appropriate agencies of his Govern- 
ment to the proper distributees, and provided further that he 
furnish to the authority or agency making distribution through 
him reasonable evidence of such remission. 

ARTICLE XXVI 


A consular officer of either high contracting party shall have 
the right to inspect, within the ports of the other high con- 
tracting party within his consular district, the private vessels 
of any flag destined or about to clear for ports of the country 
appointing him in order to observe the sanitary conditions and 
measures taken on board such vessels, and to be enabled 
thereby to execute intelligently bills of health and other docu- 
ments required by the laws of his country, and to inform his 
Government concerning the extent to which its sanitary regu- 
lations haye been observed at ports of departure by vessels 
destined to its ports, with a view to facilitating entry of such 
vessels therein. : 

ARTICLE XXYVII 


Each of the high contracting parties agrees to permit the 
entry free of all duty and without examination of any kind, 
of all furniture, equipment, and supplies intended for official 
use in the consular offices of the other, and to extend to such 
consular officers of the other and their families and suites as 
are its nationals, the privilege of entry free of duty of their 
baggage and all other personal property, whether accompany- 
ing the officer to his post or imported at any time during his 
incumbency thereof; provided, nevertheless, that no article, the 
importation of which is prohibited by the law of either of the 
high contracting parties, may be brought into its territories. 

It is understood, however, that this privilege shall not be 
extended to consular officers who are engaged in any private 
occupation for gain in the countries to which they are accred- 
ited, save with respect to governmental supplies, 
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ARTICLE XXVIII 


All proceedings relative to the salvage of vessels of either 
high contracting party wrecked upon the coasts of the other 
shall be directed by the consular officer of the country to which 
the vessel belongs and within whose district the wreck may 
shave occurred. Pending the arrival of such officer, who shall 
be immediately informed of the occurrence, the local authori- 
ties shall take all necessary measures for the protection of per- 
sons and the preservation of wrecked property. The local 
authorities shall not otherwise interfere than for the mainte- 
nance of order, the protection of the interests of the salvors, 
if these do not belong to the crews that have been wrecked, 
-and to carry into effect the arrangements made for the entry 
and exportation of the merchandise saved. It is understood 
that such merchandise is not to be subjected to any custom- 
house charges, unless it be intended for consumption in the 
country where the wreck may have taken place. 

The intervention of the local authorities in these different 
cases shall occasion no expense of any kind, except such as may 
be caused by the operations of salvage and the preservation of 
the goods saved, together with such as would be incurred under 
similar circumstances by vessels of the nation. 


ARTICLE XXIX 


Subject to any limitation or exception hereinbefore set forth, 
-or hereafter to be agreed upon, the territories of the high 
contracting parties to which the provisions of this treaty ex- 
tend shall be understood to comprise all areas of land, water, 
and air over which the parties respectively claim and exercise 
dominion as sovereign thereof, except the Panama Canal Zone; 
for purposes connected with customs administration the terri- 
tory of Germany shall be deemed to be coterminous with the 
area included within the German customs lines. 


ARTICLE Xxx 


Nothing in the present treaty shall be construed to limit or 
restrict in any way the rights, privileges, and advantages ac- 
corded to the United States or its nationals or to Germany or 
its nationals, by the treaty between the United States and 
> apr restoring friendly relations, concluded on August 25, 

: ARTICLE XXXI 

The present treaty shall remain in full force for the term of 
ten years from the date of the exchange of ratifications, on 
which date it shall begin to take effect in all of its provisions. 

If within one.year before the expiration of the aforesaid 
period of ten years neither high contracting party notifies to 
the other an intention of modifying, by change or omission, 
any of the provisions of any of the articles in this treaty or of 
terminating it upon the expiration of the aforesaid period, the 
treaty shall remain in full force and effect after the aforesaid 
period and until one year from such a time as either of the 
high contracting parties shall have notified to the other an 
intention of modifying or terminating the treaty. 

ARTICLY XXXI 


The present treaty shall be ratified, and the ratifications 
thereof shall be exchanged at Washington as soon as possible, 

In witness whereof the respective plenipotentiaries have 
signed the same and have aflixed their seals hereto, 

Done in duplicate, in the English and German languages, at 
the city of Washington, this 8th day of December, 1923. 


LSEAL.] CHARTES Evans HUGHES. 
SEAL.] Dr. Orro WIEDFELDT, 


The following resolution was considered and agreed to: 


Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators present and concurring therein), 
That the Senate advises and consents to the ratification of Executive 
D, Sixty-eighth Congress, first session, a treaty of friendship, com- 
merce, and consular rights between the United States and Germany, 
signed at Washington on December 8, 1923, subject to the following 
reservations and understandings to be set forth in an exchange of 
notes between the high contracting parties so as to make it plain that 
this condition is understood and accepted by each of them: 

First, that there shall be added to Article I of said treaty the fol- 
lowing: ‘‘ Nothing herein contained shall he construed to affect exist- 
ing statutes of either country in relation to the immigration of aliens 
or the right of either country to enact such statutes.” 

Second, that the fifth paragraph of Article VII and Article IX and 
XI shall remain in force for 12 months from the date of exchange 
of ratification, and if not then terminated on 90 days’ previous notice 
shall remain in force until Congress shall enact legislation inconsist- 
ent therewith when the same shall automatically lapse at the end of 
60 days from such enactment, and on such lapse each high contracting 
party shall enjoy all the rights which it would have possessed had 
such paragraph or articles not been embraced in the treaty, 


NOMINATIONS 
Herecutive nominations received by the Senate February 10 
(legislative day of February 3), 1925 
COLLECTOR or CUSTOMS 
Irving A. Caswell, of Anoka, Minn., to be collector of cus- 
toms for customs collection district No. 35, with headquarters 
at St. Paul, Minn., in place of Harry A. Lund, whose term of 
office expired May 31, 1924. 
UNITED States MARSHAL 
Palmer E. Anderson, of Illinois, to be United States marshal, 
northern district of Illinois, vice Robert R. Levy, resigned. 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Evecutive nominations confirmed dy the Senate February 10 
(legislative day of February 8), 1925 
POSTMASTERS 
ARKANSAS 
Pearl Knod, Gillham. 
Samuel S. Greene, Reyno. 
Estell Baynham, Success. 
COLORADO 
Burgis G. Coy, Bast Portal. 
CONNECTICUT 
Fred T. Koehler, Windsor Locks. 
FLORIDA 


Herbert L. Eiland, Baker. 
Wilber C. Russell, Fort Pierce. 
Helen Arbuthnot, Lake Alfred. 


GEORGIA 
Josie M. Crawford, Dalton. 
Helen B. Wiley, Rockmart. 
Lelia Morgan, Sycamore. 
; ILLINOIS 
Myrtle L. Schroeder, Addieville. 
INDIANA 
Floyd Coomler, Lagro. 
NEW MEXICO 
George A. Titsworth, Capitan. 
NEW YORK 
Bertha Howland, Lisle. 
PENNSYLVANIA 
Kathryn McCann, Crabtree. 
TEXAS 


Malcolm Shaw, Carthage. 
Alexander P. Hicks, Taylor. 


WEST VIRGINIA 
William H. Cheeks, Hollidays Cove. 

WYOMING 
Carrie A. Scanlin, Megeath. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tusspay, February 10, 1925 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: 


Be with us, O Lord God of our salvation; for the glory of 
Thy name and for our good and guidance. Give us a faith that 
shall bear unmoved the cares of life and cause us to murmur 
not when the chastening rod is heavy. Turn, O turn Thy com- 
passionate heart toward all who suffer because of the wrongs 
of others. O Lord, be with the restless throngs of humankind 
and let Thy wisdom break forth and Thy righteousness direct. 
With Thy blessing all toil is hallowed and the lowliest labor is 
divine. Guide and guard us with more than a mother’s care, 
and may we serve Thee best of all. Amen, 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 


DIVISIONS OF LANDS AND FUNDS OF OSAGE INDIANS 
Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to take 
from the Speaker's table the bill (H. R. 5726) to amend the act 
of Congress of March 3, 1921, entitled “An act to amend section 
8 of the act of Congress of June 28, 1906, entitled ‘An act of 
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‘Congress for the division of the lands and funds of the Osage 
Indians in Oklahoma, and for other purposes,“ with a Senate 
amendment thereto, disagree to the Senate amendment, and ask 
Tor a conference. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The Chair appointed the following conferees: Mr. Snyper, 
Mr. DALLINGER, Mr. HAYDEN. 


ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT FOR HIS APPROVAL 


Mr. ROSENBLOOM, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 
reported that this day they had presented to the President of 
the United States for his approval the following bills: 

H. R. 6070. An act to authorize and provide for the manufac- 
‘ture, maintenance, distribution, and supply of electric current 
for light and power within the district of Hamakua, on the 
island and county of Hawali, Territory of Hawaii; and 

H. R. 11248, An act making appropriations for the military 
and nonmilitary activities of the War Department for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1926, and for other purposes. 

‘ 


i ADDITIONAL JUDICIAL DISTRICT IN OKLAHOMA 


Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker's table the bill H. R. 64, to amend section 
101 of the Judicial Code as amended, and move that the House 
‘concur in the Senate amendment. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection? 

Nr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I am not prepared 
to give unanimous consent at this time unless the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Granam] is willing to grant me time 
to make a very brief statement to the House as to the reasons 
for my objections to the bill. I haye no disposition to block 
the consideration of the bill by the House, 

The SPEAKER. If there is going to be any debate upon the 
bill, the Chair would suggest that he can not recognize the 
gentleman to-day. 

Mr. GRAHAM. It is only to define his position. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to address the House for five minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, do I understand that unani- 
mous consent has been granted to bring the bill up for con- 
sideration to-day? 

The SPEAKER. If this is going to provoke general debate, 
the Chair does not think he should recognize the gentleman 
to-day to ask unanimous consent for that purpose. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I understand that every member of the 
Oklahoma delegation is agreeable to this, and that the gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. SumMNERS] merely wishes to define his 
position but not to object to its consideration. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, I 
have not quite agreed to the bill, but I agreed that I would not 
object to unanimous consent. However, I would like to have 
one minute to define my position, and I think that would be all 
the discussion that there would be. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order 
that the House has already granted five minutes to the gentle- 
man from Texas and it can not now take him off his feet. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will put the other question. Is 
there objection to the consideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 


Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the | 


House, this bill proposes to divide one of the Federal judicial 
districts of Oklahoma into two districts. I have two objections 
to it. One of those objections to a considerable degree I have 
inherited from the Committee on the Judiciary. When I 
entered that committee I found what seemed to me to be a 
unanimous agreement among gentlemen of long service on the 
committee that it was contrary to good public service, to good 
governmental policy, generally speaking, to divide these judicial 
districts. It is my judgment now that it tends more to keep 
the judges uniformly at work, and that we get better total 
results when multiplicity of districts is avoided. That is the 
first proposition. 

No reason has eyer occurred to me why this objection is not 
sound, That reason is supplemented by considerations of 
economy. I would be willing to yield on the part of economy 
if any good reason obtained why each time we put an additional 
judge in a Federal district we should divide the district. I 
believe that the argument of efficiency is on the other side of 
the proposition. The splitting up of these districts reduces 
efficiency. The division of these districts not only decreases 
efficiency, prevents an equal division of work among the judges, 
but serves to place a new Federal marshal, a new district at- 


torney, and a new clerk upon the pay roll when the work 
can be carried forward just as well without the creation of 
these new offices, I believe it is a valuable thing in a district 
when one of the judges of the district, if you have two, is com- 
pelled to leave that district, that there be a judge there ready 
at all times to care for the work of that court without the 
necessity of having another judge transferred under order of 
the presiding justice of the circuit court of appeals. I see no 
reason why when we can do the work as I have indicated with 
an assistant district attorney and a deputy clerk and a deputy 
marshal we should take out of the pockets of the taxpayers of 
this country the difference between the compensation which we 
must pay to them and the compensation which we must pay 
to the new marshal and the new district attorney and the new 
clerk. 

Gentlemen, those are my reasons. I regret to oppose what the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania says is the unanimous attitude 
of the Oklahoma delegation. I would do whatever I could to 
serye them with that which I have to give, but the Oklahoma 
delegation is not paying this unnecessary expense. The judicial 
district affected is not doing it. It comes out of the pockets of 
the people of the United States. Because I believe the policy is 
not good, because I believe it does not add to the discharge of 
the public business, but hinders its discharge and takes addi- 
tional money unnecessarily out of the public Treasury, to give 
jobs to three new unnecessary Federal officials, I am compelled 
to_oppose this bill. 

Those are the reasons that address themselves to my judg- 
ment, and I believe ought to address themselves to the judg- 
ment of the House. [Applause.] 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to pro- 
ceed for two minutes. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oklahoma asks unani- 
mous consent to proceed for two minutes, Is there objection? 
[After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I agree with the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Sumner]. This bill as reported by the Senate Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary was objectionable to me for four rea- 
sons. First, it was an unfair division of the business between 
the two Federal judges ; second, it was an unfair discrimination 
against the southern part of the State; third, I did not think 
the creation of the district was necessary; fourth, some two 
or three years ago we passed a bill creating an additional 
United States district judge for the eastern district of Okla- 
homa, and when you gave us that additional judge we agreed 
at that time that we would not demand another district, and I 
propose to stand by that agreement. Those are the four objec- 
tions I then had, and three of them still obtain. The first, how- 
ever, and that is a very strong and practical one, to wit, the 
unfair division of business between the two judges, has been 
very greatly modified by the Caraway amendment adopted on 
the floor of the Senate. This amendment provides a more 
equitable division of the business between the two judges and 
very greatly improves the measure. In view of these facts I 
have not felt impelled to object to the consideration of the bill, 
but after our understanding with Congress that we would not 
ask the creation of a new district I do not feel that I should 
now advocate this measure. 

The Senate amendment was read. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the Senate 
amendment. 

The House divided, and the Speaker announced the ayes 
seemed to have it. 

On a division (demanded by Mr, BLANTON) there were—ayes 
173, noes 22. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I make the point 
of order that there is no quorum present. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count, 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Has the judge bill been dis- 
posed of? 

The SPEAKER. Yes. [After counting.] A quorum is 
present. 

SUSPENSION OF RULES 


Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I call up House Resolution 433, a 
privileged report from the Committee on Rules, and, pending that, 
I would like to make an arrangement with the gentleman fron 
North Carolina with regard to time. 

Mr. POU. We would like 40 minutes on this side if possible. 

Mr. SNELL. There are several matters we want to take 
up provided the resolution is adopted. Could the gentleman 
get along with 30 minutes. I will take an hour and yield the 
gentleman half of that time; possibly I might yield five minutes 
additional out of my half hour, 
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Mr. POU. The gentleman is always so obliging that I feel 
disposed to accept his suggestion, if possible, but I do wish 
the gentleman would make it 35 minutes on a side. 

Mr. SNELL, I will try to give the gentleman an extra five 
minutes from my time, but I prefer at the present to leave 
the time at one hour. 


Mr. POU. 
minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman make a suggestion 

Mr. SNELL. No; I shall move the previous question at the 
end of the time. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman calis up a resolution, which 
the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


House Resolution 433 


Resolved, That It shall be in order on Tuesday, February 10, 1925, 
after the adoption of this resolution, to move to suspend the rules 
under the provisions of Rule XVII of the House of Representatives. 


Mr. SNELL. Mr, Speaker, this resolution, if adopted, simply 
provides for one additional suspension day in which it will be 
in order to take up regular bills the same as are now provided 
for and may be taken up under the rules of the House on the 
first and third Mondays of the month. There is nothing new, 
hidden, or secret about the rule as presented for your consid- 
eration. As is usual at this time in the session, especially in 
the short session, the calendar becomes very crowded, and we 
often are obliged to apply the suspension rule in order to take 
up and consider some of the much-needed legislation that is on 
the calendar. This is not a new practice; it has been done in 
all Congresses, and, as a matter of fact, we have been doing 
it much less in the last few years than was formerly the prac- 
tice of the Honse in connection with the use of this rule. In 
order to refresh your memory and to show we are doing noth- 
ing unusual, I want to call attention of the Members of the 
House to the measures of great importance that have been 
passed under suspension during the service of most of the 
Members here at the present time. In the Sixty-sixth Con- 
gress we passed the soldiers’ bonus bill, the good roads bill. 
In the Sixty-seventh Congress we again passed the soldiers’ 
bonus bill under suspension. In the present Congress we have 
passed a public buildings bill under suspension and veterans’ 
reorganization and hospitalization bill under suspension, which 
was a most comprehensive measure in every respect. And then 
to be more specific and give you exact history of what we have 
done under suspension in connection with raises of pay for 
postal employees—and, as far as I remember, none of you 
objected : 

On September 19, 1919, we passed under suspension of the 
rules a postal bill pay of postal employees. On 
June 3, 1920, we passed another bill raising the pay of the 
postal employees and making a general reclassifieation of the 
service under general suspension; and the present bill, the bill 
you have before you at the present time, was passed under 
suspension during the first session of the Sixty-eighth Congress, 
and without a word of objection from anyone, so there is 
nothing new or novel in the proposition, and should not be 
objected to now. If you can take $68,000,000 out of the 
Treasury by the suspension route, there certainly should be 
no opposition to putting some back by the same process. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNELL. In a minute. So far as I am personally con- 
cerned, I do not care any more about passing bills under sus- 
pension than a great many other Members of the House. I 
do not like the practice, but everyone knows that as to a cer- 
tain character of bills which at certain times in the session 
come up it is much better to take them up under suspension 
than in any other way, and, although you complain against it, 
you know it is the best thing you can do under the circum- 
stances, 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNELL. Yes. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Is not the sole question involved in the 
passage of this rule simply this, that we want to take up these 
four important bills and consider them to-day instead of taking 
them up next Monday? 

Mr. SNELL. ‘That is exactly the only question before us. It 
is a question of time and advancing legislation. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentieman yield now? 

Mr. SNELL. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. I am in faver of passing the postal bill. 
We will be through with it in one hour and forty minutes. 
What other bilis shall we take up under suspension? 

Mr. SNELL. A bill from the Committee on Banking and 


With that suggestion we will agree to the 30 


Currency dealing with agricultural credits, and a bill, known 
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as the Purnell bill, providing for additional appropriations for 

Federal experiment stations in ench State of the Union, both 

. — cally recommended by the President's agricultural com- 
on. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman from Ohio referred to three 
other bills. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I referred to the possibility that we 
should think of taking up the deportation bill. j 

Mr. SNELL. Just one word further, Mr. Speaker, in regard 
to this present legislation. I want to place the condition fairly | 
before the Members of the House, and especially those Mem- 
bers who are greatly interested in the increase of the postal | 
employees’ pay; and I want to say this in all honesty and fair- 
ness, that it is my judgment that this is the only possible way 
we can consider this legislation during the present session. | 
We all know that this legislation must go over to the Senate | 
and be passed there and then go to conference, and there are 
not enough legislative days left, unless we pass it promptly, to 
enact it during the present session. 

As I look at the situation, there are just two roads open to 
us at the present time. We can either adopt this rule and pass 
the postal employees’ pay bill by suspension or we can let the 
whole matter go over to the next session. And perhaps it would 
be just as well to do it that way, because we would probably 
get a more scientific classification of the various employees, 
and perhaps a more scientific and equitable disposition of 
rates; and, so far as I am concerned, I would be willing to do 
it that way. But sometime ago the gentleman from Ohio [Mr: 
LonewortH]} and myself told the people who were interested 
in this legislation that, so far as we were concerned, we- would 
do everything we could to give the Congress an opportunity 
to pass upon this legislation during the present session; and 
so far as I am concerned, that is one of the principal reasons 
for pressing it here at this time. Now, we have done our part. 
The proposition is fairly before the House, and the House has 
the right to make such disposal as it sees fit under the cir- 
cumstances. 

an SEARS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. SNELL. Yes. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. If this rule is adopted, no change can 
be made, and no amendment can be offered? 

Mr. SNELL. Any business that comes up under regular 
suspension of the rules is not open to amendment. 

Mr, SEARS of Florida. Then we are simply passing the bill 
to try to fool the country, but not discussing the bill. 

Mr. SNELL. The situation is just as I have stated it, and 
there is no disposition to fool the country, as far as I am con- 
cerned. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, of course everyone understands the 
purpose of this rule making this day suspension day. The pur- 
pose of the rule primarily is to provide for consideration of the 
so-called postal employees’ bill without any debate whatever 
and without opportunity for amendment. Now, Mr. Speaker, I 
have supported the measures which have heretofore been con- 
sidered providing for increase in the salaries of postal em- 
ployees. I am ready to vote for a substantial increase now, 
because I believe these Government servants are entitled to a 
reasonable increase. I have been so strongly in favor of the 
measure heretofore considered providing for salary increase to 
postal employees that I have voted to pass such measure over 
the veto of the President. 

Now, what is the situation confronting us to-day? I believe 
that almost the entire membership of this House is in favor of 
the postal salary bill which the President of the United States 
vetoed, but I do not believe that 10 per cent of the membership 
of this House favors the inerease in postal rates which we 
must accept if the bill is passed. I do not believe there is a 
Member on either side of this Chamber who is willing to rise 
in his seat now and say that he would favor that part of the 
bill which we are asked to consider which provides for an in- 
crease in postal rates, amounting to $61,000,000 annually, if the 
proposal for such increase came to us as an independent propo- 
sition. Yet we have these two provisions joined together. We 
must accept both or oppose the bill. Mr. Speaker, I say this, 
if the majority party in this Chamber is sincerely anxious to 
afford relief to the postal employees, the majority will give 
the House opportunity to vote for such increase without 
coupling with the measure a proposition which is indefensible 
in several particulars, and which has aroused a nation-wide 
protest. 

Salaries have been increased time and again in the past 
without attaching to the measure a tax provision. What 
exigency exists now which makes it necessary to attach to the 
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postal salary bill a provision whereby parcel-post rates will_be 
increased $8,000,000 annually, second-class rates nearly $4,000,- 
000 annually, third-class rates $18,000,000 annually, and fourth- 
class rates $13,600,000 annually? What exigency exists which 
makes it necessary to bring such a measure before the House 
in this summary manner, and even without any hearing by 
the committee which had it in charge? Why not pass the 
postal salary bill which is supported, I belleve, by more than 
two-thirds of the membership of this Chamber, and take up 
the consideration of the tax measure in the regular way after 
careful consideration, and after opportunity is afforded to all 
persons interested to be heard? 

Mr. Speaker, as strongly as I favor the postal salary in- 
crease, earnestly as I haye supported it in the past, I can not 
accept the measure which is offered. I will not be forced to 
support a measure which is unjust in its provisions because it 
is attached to another measure which has my support. The 
postal salary bill will be passed by this Congress or by the 
next Congress no matter what happens to-day. 

It is charged frequently that the people of the United States 
have a very poor opinion of their Congress. Often you hear 
Congress spoken of in a sneering manner. Often you hear the 
Congress of the United States spoken of in a most con- 
temptuous manner in hotel lobbies, on the trains, and else- 
where. It is rarely the case that you hear a good word spoken 
of the House of Representatives. I will not undertake to give 
the reasons for this estimate in which many people appear to 
hold their Congress. I do say this: Just such action as we 
are asked to take to-day will, in my humble judgment, cer- 
tainly not raise the House of Representatives in the opinion of 
the people of the Nation. I do not believe it will increase the 
respect of the beneficiaries of this legislation, because they 
must know that the manner by which it is proposed to pass this 
bill falls but little short of a species of legislative intimidation. 
[LApplause.] 

I go further than this, Mr. Speaker. I make the prediction 
that this measure will never become a law in its present form. 
I do not charge that the ill-considered tax feature was added 
to the original bill, which was vetoed by the President, for 
the purpose of killing the proposal for postal salary increase, 
but I do say that such result is entirely possible. 

The sane thing to do is to vote down the previous question 
so that this rule can be amended. The House is overwhelm- 
ingly in favor of increasing the salaries of postal employees, 
because there has been no increase commensurate with the 
increase in the cost of living during the last decade. If I am 
correct in the statement that this House is overwhelmingly in 
favor of such salary increase, why is it that this great body is 
not to be permitted to vote on the salary increase as an inde- 
pendent proposition? Why is it necessary to attach a tax- 
increase measure which has brought forth a nation-wide pro- 
test? Why is it necessary to cut off all debate and to make it 
impossible to offer any amendment whatever? This is the 
situation which is put up to us here to-day. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
permit me to ask him a question? 

Mr. POU. Certainly. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Could not the Committee on 
Rules, if necessary, bring in a special rule giving the right to 
amend the bill? 

Mr. POU. Undoubtedly. That is what I, for one, wanted 
done. Why not pass the salary bill and then let the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means or the Committee on the Post 
Office and Post Roads bring in a well-considered measure? 

Mr. Speaker, I am ready to vote for a substantial increase 
in the salary of postal employees at any time, but because I 
wish to do justice to the postal employee I am not willing to 
do greater injustice to the American people. I shall yote 
against the previons question. I shall vote against the rule. 
I shall not vote for the bill in its present shape, and I stand 
ready to take the consequences. [Applause.] I have tried 
as best I could for 24 years to preserve my independence as a 
Member of this body and I am not going to be forced to sur- 
render that independence here to-day. [Applause.] 

This whole procedure is wrong, Mr. Speaker. Such action 
cheapens the House of Representatives and subjects us to that 
sneer and contemptuous comment which we hear too often. 
[Applause.] I regret that those in control of the House have 
taken this course. Time and again salaries have been in- 
creased without attaching to the measure unjust provisions for 
increase in taxation. The bill providing for the payment of 
the so-called annual bonus to Government employees had no 
tux-increase provision attached to it. Why is it that this 
measure for inerease in salaries of postal employees must be 
the exception? I say no exigency exists which justifies the 
action of the majority. And I conclude these remarks with 


an expression of sincere regret that I can not support this 
measure and with the prediction that the measure in its pres- 
ent form will never be enacted into law. I do not charge that 
the tax provisions were attached to the original measure vetoed 
by the President in order to encompass the defeat of the pro- 
posal for salary increase to postal workers, but I do say that 
the tax provisions, unjust and indefensible as they are, cer- 
tainly do not clear the way for the passage of the legislation. 
It may be I am mistaken in this prediction. Time will tell. 
LApplause. ] 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield three minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Ohio [Mr. Burton]. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Ohio is recognized 
for three minutes, [Applause.] 

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Speaker, the question is, Is it best to 
act hastily or not to act at all? In the great mass of legisla- 
tion which comes before this House in order to accomplish 
results it is sometimes necessary to act in a hurry. I am 
not entirely satisfied with this postal bill. There are two 
branches of it. First, the increase of the salaries of em- 
ployees. So far as regards the carriers, clerks in large cities, 
and railway mail employees, I favor the passage of this bill. 
The other division pertains to the increase of rates, and I 
may say to the House that it is really our duty to provide 
for that increased expense, so that the Post Office Department 
be as nearly as possible, not exactly but approximately, self- 
sustaining. [Applause.] It is a great business enterprise, and 
we should manage it in a businesslike way. 

I am afraid that the provisions for increased rates are 
more of a hodgepodge than anything else. They are sure to 
awaken very great discontent. There is, perhaps, a saving 
clause in the constitution of a committee to consider the 
matter and make a report, but I am losing my confidence in 
these commissions and committees which report on the Postal 
Department. We have spent enough money; we have given 
enough time, and the result is reports that seem to satisfy no 
one, 

I shall vote for the rule and for the bill, but I wish to im- 
press upon the House that the one thing needed here is to re- 
lieve ourselves of a great deal of legislation of minor im- 
portance and much of which is inconsequential. We should 
turn over to the District of Columbia under some form of 
organization a large share of the business in which we indulge 
in the ruling of this city. I do not know whether we do it 
well or ill. There should be some change made with regard 
to such things as the passage of bridge bills and a number 
of other things. In order that this House may maintain its 
prestige and may legislate wisely for the country it is neces- 
sary to give closer attention and more time to matters of great 
moment; and I suggest to the Members of the House that it is 
by giving more time to bills like this and less to those of minor 
importance that we can best serve our constituents and serve 
the country. ar 

196 i SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Ohio has 
expired. 

Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. BANKHEAD]. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama is recognized 
for five minutes. [Applause.] 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House: 
When this resolution was up in the Committee on Rules for 
consideration and action, I feel I am not disclosing any of the 
secrets of that committee when I say that, in company with my 
minority colleagues upon the committee, I opposed and voted 
against the adoption and reporting of the rule, in its present 
form. No doubt during the course of the debate on this resolu- 
tion it may be cited that my own party, when it was in power, 
in some instances reported rules of a similar character, yet I 
desire to assert, gentlemen, that in principle, and looking at it 
from the standpoint of not only a legislative but a deliberative 
body, a measure involving the expenditure of $61,000,000 and 
the levying of a tax—whether you call it so or not—of that sum 
of money, that a bill involving that much material interest to 
the taxpayers of America ought not to be brought upon the 
floor of this House and passed without some deliberation and 
without an opportunity to discuss its provisions and to offer 
amendments to its provisions, if desirable. 

I shall vote against the adoption of the previous question 
upon this rule. You gentlemen all understand that if the pre- 
vious question is voted down it will give an opportunity to offer 
amendments to the rule—which I think would be done—pro- 
viding a reasonable measure of debate upon this question and 
offering an opportunity, under the general rules of the House, 
to present amendments to some of its material phases. 
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Gentlemen, we need not delude ourselves about this bill or 
its importance to the people or to ourselyes from a political 


standpoint. This is a two-edged sword, It is my real opinion— 
although I am in favor of the increase to postal employees and 
shall yote for the bill as it now stands if the previous question 
is voted on the rule—that there are a great many people in 
the country and a great many men in this House who believe 
that the increase is too much in amount. There are men here 
who have come to the honest conclusion upon it that the postal 
employees themselyes would be satisfied with a diminution in 
the amount of the raise. There are a great many gentlemen 
here who believe that these increased levies of taxation are not 
properly distributed and that an undue burden has been put 
upon certain classes of our people. So that all of these things 
summed up show that the matter is of sufficient importance and 
gravity to give to the Members of this House who feel that way 
and representing, as they do, constituencies who may feel that 
way, a reasonable oportunity to offer amendments to this bill 
and to haye some real discussion upon it and information as to 
what it means. For those reasons, gentlemen, and others that 
might be urged, I think this House, in justice to itself, in justice 
to the taxpayers, yea, in justice to the postal employees them- 
selves who are most primarily interested, should vote down the 
previous question upon the adoption of this rule, and this 
House, as a deliberative body, be given an opportunity to pass 
its real judgment upon the merits of this legislation, [Ap- 
plause.] 

I for one, as a friend of the postal employees, do not fear a 
fair discussion of the merits of this bill. If I were not con- 
vineed that it is an equitable bill in the main, I would not vote 
for it, as I expect to do on its passage. I do not think the 
postal employees have anything to conceal about this bill. If 
the previous question on the rule is voted favorably, I shall vote 
ie ve adoption of the rule and shall vote for the passage of 
the bill. 

Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. O'Connor}. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker, the functions 
of the Rules Committee, of which I am privileged to be a mem- 
ber, are, as I understand them, to lay out and adopt a program 
for the conduct of the business of this House; to determine as 
among different legislative proposals which are of more press- 
ing importance from the standpoint of an emergency or other- 
wise, and to grant preferences as among those proposals. An- 
other of its functions is to determine in what manner the pro- 
posal shall be submitted to this body, the length of debate, if 
any, to be allowed, whether opportunity for amendment shall 
be afforded, and whether a motion to recommit with amend- 
ments shall be in order. 

I do not understand it to be a function of that committee to 
pass upon the merits or the details of any particular piece of 
legislation. 

Therefore, in considering my attitude toward this rule, I 
haye endeavored to keep those functions of the committee 
clearly in mind, No one will deny that the rule pertains to a 
measure the speedy consideration of which is of pressing im- 
portance, if not in the nature of an emergency. Of its im- 
mediate consideration after inexcusable delay, I am whole- 
heartedly in favor. In behalf of its primary purpose, increases 
of the salaries of the postal employees, there is no stronger 
advocate than I. Those faithful servants of the Government 
should have long since been recognized as deserving of even 
greater increases than this bill proposes, and I shall take great 
pleasure in again supporting any measure which does increase 
those salaries. 

But, Mr. Speaker, I would be unfair to my own convictions 
and remiss in my duty as a Member of this House if I failed to 
join with the other minority members of the Rules Committee 
in protest against this rule. It is not of its substance but its 
form that I complain. In its present form it is most objection- 
able. It compels us to sacrifice principle to reach a certain goal. 
In the short time I have been a Member of this House I have 
done everything possible to further the cause of those desery- 
ing servants of the Government, but I do not propose to have 
a gag applied to me in the consideration of such a material and 
important matter as this. [Applause.] 

Another rule, permitting real consideration and real delibera- 
tion within the time allotted to us to-day, could have been 
orought in here and, to my mind, without any danger to this 
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The rule which has been brought in is known as a “ gag rule,” 
and properly so. It gags and smothers the free expression of 
435 duly elected Representatives of a great Nation. I, for one, 
am not content to willingly submit to any gag, whether it be 
applied by bandit or a majority in power. I propose to protest 


against the deprivation of any of my rights as a Member of 
this body, including the right to criticize by amendment or 
otherwise any proposal brought before us. This rule not only 
prohibits any real consideration whatsoever, but prevents any 
amendment, however necessary or desirable, being offered by 
any Member of this House. Yes, even one motion to recommit 
the bill is out of order. No minority, however small, should be 
compelled to submit to such despotism. 

But what is the source and who is the cause of this gag 
being applied so that we must sit here inarticulate while an 
important and far-reaching measure flits by on its way to 
become a law? Is it our Committee on Post Offices and Post 
Roads? No. Is it our Committee on Rules? No. Gentlemen, 
it is none less than the Chief Executive of this Nation. This 
is nothing more than another instance of his determined purpose 
to usurp the functions of another branch of government—the 
legislative. 

Oh, I know what you will say in reply. With serious mien 
you will contend that he did not actually write this bill. Does 
anyone of us here think it has not been submitted to him for 
approval? Are any of us so gullible as to believe it would be 
here if he did not like it? 

Is there anybody here so gullible as to believe for one 
moment that every word and figure has not been O. K'd in 
every shape and particular? Gentlemen, this is another in- 
stance of many in this session where the Chief Executive is 
usurping the legislative prerogatives of the Congress. [Ap- 

lause.] 

p The background of the situation of which I complain is this, 
gentlemen: The present Chief Executive vetoed a bill which 
increased postal salaries after it had been overwhelmingly 
passed by both Houses of Congress. His veto was sustained 
in the Senate by the narrowest of margins. He thereupon 
mandated this branch of the Government that any measure it 
should pass must be completely suitable to him or he would 
again veto it. His edict provided that the bill must provide 
the necessary revenue. That “sword of Damocles” is still 
suspended over our heads, 

We are informed this bill does provide the necessary revenue 
by means of increases in certain classes of postal service. That 
may be true. But do we know it? Are not we to be permitted 
to look at the bill and find out if it does what is claimed for 
it and how it does it? At the same time, however, we do 
know this: That throughout this country millions of yoices are 
raised in protest against the manner in which that revenue 
is raised—protests against the manner of distribution of the 
increases among the classes of service. Such protests may be 
well founded. I do not know. Do you? If those complaints 
are justified, then the total increase necessary should be re- 
distributed equitably so that no one or more classes of service 
shall bear a disproportionate share of the burden. Who will 
rise in his place and deny the justice of this proposition? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Yes. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. If the gentleman will get the hearings 
on Senate bill 3674 by the joint committee, they will give him 
all that information. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. I do not propose to confine 
my rights to the mere reading of a report of a committee. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. We have no other way of getting infor- 
mation upon a matter of this kind. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. It is just that situation of 
which I complain. As I understand the right of every Member 
of this House, it is to criticize by amendment or otherwise all 
legislation brought on the floor of this House, [Applause.] 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Will the gentleman vote for the bill 
when it comes to a final vote? 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. I certainly shall vote for the 
bill; but I shall not cease to protest that in reaching a much- 
desired goal the Members of this House are compelled to sacri- 
fice a principle. [Applause.] 

Under this rule, however, gentlemen, we are denied any 
opportunity whatsoever to correct any injustice or any ine- 
quality which this bill contains. And why? Because every 
one of the powers that be on the other side of aisle will tell 
you, “Lay one finger on this bill and the President of these 
United States will veto it.“ He will! Does he really intend ‘> 
sign it, anyway? I wonder! Does he expect it ever to reach 
him? I wonder! Or does he not hope, with reasonable chances 
of his hope being realized, that in another body, which he con- 
trols as he does this, it will contract double pneumonia before 
the 4th of March? I wonder! 

Gentlemen, twice is many times once too often. The postal 
employees can not possibly continue to be deluded by that 
great national game of “ passing the buck.” They are too in- 
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telligent for that. They must now realize where the respon- 
sibility lies and has always laid for the denial of their 
righteous cause. Last spring, with all eyes turned toward the 
November election, a Republican House passed the buck to a 
Republican Senate, which in turn laid it in the lap of a Re 
publican President. From coast to coast the Nation stood 
aghast at the unprecedented courage of its leader when he 
unceremoniously vetoed it. The game was on! The House 
again kicked it across the corridor into the other body. There 
the game was called on account of darkness—or, at least, until 
after election—when, after a little practice skirmish, the game 
was off. Once more the open season for the sport is on. 
The other day the buck fell in our midst, propelled here 
by the Senate, and we as promptly kicked it back. If there 
must be a buck, we propose to make it ourselves and start it on 
its way, only to return ar” go back again, and so on ad 
infinitum. 

You gentlemen in power may enjoy the game. The other 
body may delight in it. It may serve to brighten the sombre 
mien of your leader; but the American people do not like it. 
They resentit? Just as they resent the interference of the execu- 
tive branch with the other branches of Government. And you, 
gentlemen of the majority, will rue the day, and it is not far 
in the future, when you succumbed to the dictates of the 
Executive and surrendered your prerogatives to legislate. You 
will then rise up with righteous wrath and hurl back the chal- 
lenge, as we would were he of our own political faith: Mr. 
Chief Executive, you attend to your own functions. We will 
take care of ours.” [Applause.] 

Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, I yield two minutes to the gentle- 
man. from Alabama [Mr. ALNoN ]. 

Mr, ALMON. Mr. Speaker, at the last session of Congress I 
supported and voted for a bill inereasing the compensation of 
the postal employees. It passed both Houses of Congress al- 
most unanimously, but was vetoed by the President because it 
did not provide revenue to meet the increase: The Senate 
failed by one vote to pass it over the veto, 

This bill provides the same increase of the pay of the postal 
employees, and in order to meet the views of the President and 
to secure his approval it also provides certain increase in cer- 
tain postal rates. I think it would have been better to have 
considered these two questions separately, but the majority 
has brought the bill before the House under a rule which pro- 
hibits amendments. We all know that if it is opened up to 
amendments that it would be impossible to have any legisla- 
tion on the subject before the adjournment of Congress on 
the 4th of March. So, rather than see this legislation de- 
feated again, I am going to vote for the rule, the previous ques- 
tion, and the bil. [Applause.] 

If an increase of compensation of the postal employees is not 
provided there is real danger of a breakdown in the postal serv- 
ice. There was more than a 125 per cent turnover in the 
clerical force in the Chicago office during the past three years. 
This turnover tells its own story, and it would have been 
greater all over the country had it not been for the hope the 
postal employees had that Congress would at the first oppor- 
tunity provide fair and just compensation. 

We have the greatest Post Office Department in the world. 
[Applause.] We also have far cheaper postal rates than any 
other country. Where we pay 2 cents postage on letter mail 
many of the other countries charge 10 cents—five times the 
amount of our postage. 

The faithful, efficient, specialized employees of our postal 
department are responsible for the success and efficiency of our 
postal system. [Applause.] The only way to maintain this 
efficiency is by increasing their pay commensurate with the in- 
creased cost of living. The only way to have satisfied and 
eflicient employees in any business is for them to realize that 
they are being treated fairly and paid reasonable and living 
wages for their services. [Applause,] No one thing has con- 
tributed. more to the success of the Ford Motor Co. than the 
payment by that company of good, liberal wages. 

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Burton] said he thought the 
clerks and carriers in the cities were entitled to an increase. 
I am in favor of giving all of the postal employees an increase. 
[Applause.] This bill makes an increase of about $300 per 
annum for the clerks, city carriers, and railway-mail clerks 
and provides that rural letter carriers shall be paid in addition 
to their salary 4 cents per mile per day for each mile traveled 
for equipment maintenance. This amounts to about $300 per 
annum on standard routes. It is the same as provided in a 
bill I introduced at the beginning of this Congress, I offered 
an umendment during fhe war providing for an Increase of 
25 per cent in the salaries of the rural carriers, and it was 
adopted. I have tried for several years to secure an allowance 


for maintenance equipment for the rural carriers which they 

so justly deserve. Mounted city earriers driving over paved: 
streets are furnished equipment by the Government without 

expense to them. It is shown that this equipment costs the 

Government about $1,000 per annum in some cases. Then why 

not the rural carrier receiving the same salary, driving over 

bad, muddy reads, often im the rain and sleet? [Applause.] 

He not only delivers and collects the mail, but also performs 

for ali the patrons on his route all the duties of a postmaster. 

He is indeed a polite, efficient, and accommodating postmaster - 
on wheels. . 

This bill also provides some increase in salaries and compen- 
sation of third and fourth class postmasters, but, in my opinion; 
not enough. I do not believe that any of the postmasters in 
either class: are paid enough, considering their responsibilities, 
and duties and the high cost of living, but the committee which 
prepared this bill decided otherwise and it can not be amended 
at this time. The question of increased pay of postal employees 
is not a political issue. It is a humanitarian issue, a moral 
issue involving the honor and integrity of a great and wealthy 
Nation of 110,000,000 people, who are largely dependent upon: 
the efficiency of the Post Office Department for much of their 
business and social happiness. The hand of the Government 
reaches more people through the Postal Service than any other 
way. The efficiency and trustworthiness of the postal em- 
ployees is, therefore, the immediate and direct concern of all 
the people. Delay, inaccuracy, or carelessness in the Postal 
Service may ineur the loss of millions of dollars a day to the 
business of the country. 

There is no group of civilian officers more competent or 
faithful than the postal men. The service is made up of good 
men, patriotic men, who esteem it an honor to wear the uniform 
of the Postal Service, and who live up to the high requirements 
of the service. [Applause.] 

No private organization could secure the service of such ex- 
perienced, specialized, and high-grade men and women as are 
in the Postal Service at the same salaries they are paid. The 
Government should be the first to be sensitive to the presence 
of justice; and the first to aid the cause of justice. When a 
matter affecting the living conditions of so many of our fellow 
citizens is before us we can not be indifferent. We have a 
right to ask for an efficient Postal Servicé, but we have no 
right to demand it at the expense of the men and women in 
the service: We have a right to ask for cheap rates, but we 
have no right to make the man in the service bear the burden 
of it. [Applause.] We have a right to demand a high standard 
of honor and courtesy and good personal appearance of the 
postal employees, but when we make such demands we are, in 
all honor and fairness, bound to provide right conditions of 
labor, and pay enough to support their families and educate 
their children, something to pay expenses when sickness and 
other misfortunes overtake them. [Applause.] Since 1913 wages 
of the postal employees have increased: 50 per cent, but the cost 
of living has increased on an average of more than 71 per cent. 

It is not right for the wealthiest Nation in the world to com- 
pel its public servants to bear this grave injustice of inadequate 
pay. We have no right to fix a very low scale of postal rates 
and then say we have not the money to pay the postal em- 
ployees a living wage. Thousands of postal employees have 
remained in the service relying on us to make good our promise 
of increased pay and will be forced to quit if they are not paid 
more. Then it will be found that the present salaries will not 
attract the type of men and women needed. for this specialized 
work and the public and business will be the sufferers. 

The Government itself, through an investigation commission, 
has announced that $2,200 is the minimum salary on which a 
man with a family can live. Yet this same Government pays 
its postal employees a maximum of $1,800. No right-thinking 
person will find fault with the increased cost of doing justice 
to those whose work is so vital to the welfare of society and 
business, If we must economize, let us do it, but not at the ex- 
pense of the Postal Service and the postal employees. [Ap- 
plause.] The United States Post Office Department is one of 
the most remarkable institutions in the world. Remarkable 
not only for the cheap postal rates and its almost unfailing ac- 
curacy in its operations but also remarkable because these 
operations are performed by men and women whose pay has not 
been increased in proportion to the increase in the cost of living. 

In passing on the question of salaries and postal rates in- 
volved In this measure we should, and it is our duty to consider 
the increased cost of living, the decreased purchasing power of 
the dollar. The figures of the Department of Labor on this 
question are aceepted everywhere as official, and they show 
that the index number of all these commodities and service 
when fixed at $1 in 1913 is now $1.70. That means that the $1 
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of 1913 is worth $1.70 to-day. Or that it takes $1.70 to buy at 
this time what could be purchased with $1 in 1913. This state- 
ment expresses the key economic fact to-day. It applies to 
salaries and to prices of every commodity and service. 

Let us apply this to postal rates, If the average increase 
were applied to postal rates they would be twice as much as 
provided in this bill. This bill makes certain increases in 
rates, principally on second-class mail matter. It leaves 2 
cents postage rate on letters and 1 cent on Government postal 
cards. The picture post card is raised to 2 cents. It is believed 
to have a different use and one which justifies an increased 
rate. It seryes the purpose of a letter and requires the same 
handling as a letter. No one who purchases cards with scenic 
views of the places he visits will hesitate to pay 2 cents to 
send them to his family and friends, especially when same is 
necessary to preserve the efficiency of our Postal Service, This 
bill provides for a service charge of 2 cents on parcel-post pack- 
ages, but this does not apply to parcel-post packages which 
originate on rural routes. I do not think this service charge 
should be more than 1 cent, as was provided in the Senate 
bill, if anything. However, that can not be changed now 
in the House, as amendments can not be offered, but I hope 
and have reason to believe that it will be eliminated entirely 
by the conferees appointed by the House and Senate to ad- 
just the differences between the two Houses on this meas- 
ure. There may be other inequalities in the rates which can 
be worked out by the conferees. ‘There may be those who 
will criticize the postage-rate revision of this bill, but who 
could not write a bill fairer to the Postal Service and the 
users of the various classes of mail matter than is provided in 
this measure. It is, at least, the best under the circum- 
stances, its purpose being to maintain the efficiency of the Pos- 
tal Service and assure a living wage to the 350,000 faithful 
postal employees of the United States. No fair-minded business 
man is going to complain about the small increase in postal 
rates, for they well know that every business affected by these 
rates has advanced the prices of their commodities and the sal- 
aries of their employees far more than these increased postal 
rates. [Applause.] No one claims that this is a perfect bill 
or that the revision of postal rates is perfect. For that reason 
these rates are only made effective by the provisions of this bill 
from April 15, 1925, to February 15, 1926, at which date the 
rates and fees in force next prior to the passage of this act 
shall become again operative, unless Congress in the meantime 
shall otherwise determine. 

This bill, in order to correct any injustice in postal rates, pro- 
vides for the appointment of a special joint subcommittee to 
consist of three members of the Committee on Post Offices and 
Post Roads of the Senate and three members of the Committee 
on the Post Office and Post Roads of the House, to be appointed 
by the respective chairmen of said committees, the said spe- 
cial joint subcommittee being authorized and directed to hold 
hearings prior to the beginning of the first regular session of 
the Sixty-ninth Congress, to sit in Washington or at any other 
convenient place, and to report during the first week of the first 
session of the Sixty-ninth Congress, which convenes next Decem- 
ber, by bill, its recommendations for a permanent schedule of 
postal rates. Congress can then correct any inequalities that 
may be found to exist in this legislation. In the interest of the 
postal employees and other employees of the Government in the 
classified civil service, I am also heartily in favor of and will 
support and vote for the bill now on the calendars of both 
Houses of Congress, under favorable reports from the Commit- 
tees on Civil Service, providing certain amendments to the law 
providing for the retirement of employees in the classified civil 
service by including fourth-class postmasters and certain others, 
and by broadening its scope and changing the method of com- 
puting annuities resulting in a higher scale of annuities, raising 
the maximum from $720 per annum to $1,200. Also providing 
a system of optional retirement after 30 years of service at the 
age of 60 years for general employees, and at the age of 55 
years for mechanics, laborers, city and rural letter carriers, 
post-office clerks, and railway postal clerks. 

I sincerely hope that this bill, as well as the bill providing 
for increase of the salaries of the postal employees, will be 
passcd and approved by the President before adjournment of 
Congress on the 4th of March. [Applause.] 

Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, I yield one minute to the gentle- 
man from Georgia [Mr. UpsHaw]. 

Mr. UPSHAW. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen, committed from 
the beginning to an increase in salary for these overworked and 
underpaid postal employees, I am eager to see this legislation 
enacted, but I oppose the previous question and the proposed 
rule as a legislative outrage and a species of parliamentary 


plunder. It is positively tragic that those of us who would 
love to have a part in legislating on these postal rates are 
forced to vote on this dual bill without any opportunity for 
constructive debate and amendment. This is not a square deal 
toward the right of individual members and the real spirit of 
democracy. The argument that we have not time for a few 
hours of discussion incident to proper amendments can not 
stand the light. If we reaily love the faithful postal employees 
who have been so long underpaid and overworked, if we want 
to be fair to each other in our legislative liberties and fair 
to the legitimate business interests. affected by these postal 
rates, we can meet here two or three nights and work till 
midnight until this big job is properly done. If we vote down 
the previous question and this ironelad rule, a new rule can be 
brought in inside of an hour that will allow freedom and real 
democracy in parliamentary procedure. But if there is no 
other way, if we can not eliminate some of these unfair rates 
and reduce others, of course, I must redeem my pledge to yote 
for better salaries for more than 300,000 postal employees. 
When I came to Congress I promised in my first campaign that 
in every effort to find my duty between capital and labor I 
would give the benefit of the doubt to the man in overalls, to 
the man between the plow handles, to the daily toiler in any 
field whose only capital consists of the labor of his hands and 
the sweat of his brow. Those who must pay these increased 
postal rates are better able to do this than that the struggling, 
faithful postal workers can go on without relief, for, without 
their heroism, their loyalty, and their efficiency the whole post- 
office system would have to go out of business. [Applause.] 

Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, how much time have I remaining? 

The SPEAKER, The gentleman has 12 minutes. 

Mr. POU. There will be only one more speech on this side. 

Mr. SNELL, Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. KELLY]. 

Mr. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, the hopes and fears, the prayers 
and tears of 350,000 United States postal workers are bound 
up in the fate of this measure. Fiye years ago we told them 
that living costs would decrease steadily, and they have since 
suffered because our predictions did not come true. More than 
a year ago this measure to make postal salaries square with 
living costs started on its strange, singular pathway. Passed 
by a practically unanimous yote of House and Senate, it was 
vetoed by the President. Failing of repassage over the veto 
by 1 vote, it was reintroduced in the Senate, and a section 
containing postage rates was joined to it. Adopted there by 
overwhelming vote, it was returned to the Senate by this body, 
because of our contention that it contained reyenue provisions. 
Brought out by the House Post Office Committee with new 
postage rate schedules attached it is again before us for ap- 
proval. 

Mr. Speaker, this time this measure will become the law. 
The fears and the tears of faithful but hard-pressed workers 
will be dissipated; their hopes and prayers will be fulfilled 
through enactment of this bill. 

Let no one indulge in quibbles about rates and technicalities 
as to mail matter. There is but one way for the Sixty-eighth 
Congress to assure the granting of a fair and just compensa- 
tion to postal employees of America, and that is through the 
enactment of this bill. Every friend of these greatly deserving 
and much-neglected servants of Uncle Sam knows it! Every 
friend of theirs will back that knowledge with his vote in 
favor of this rule and the bill the rule makes in order. 

Is the time for debate too short? A whole twelvemonth has 
gone by since we began to debate it. Justice delayed any 
longer is justice denied. 

Is it unfair to prevent amendments? Every amendment 
carries danger that the whole effort to grant justice will prove 
futile and unavailing. 

For my part, on this February 10, 20 days from final ad- 
journment, when all measures not enacted lie dead beyond re- 
call, I have no hesitation whatever. I will accept any postage 
provisions which are possible of speedy amendment, in order 
to secure postal pay rates in line with the American idea of a 
square deal to faithful and efficient workers in the most es- 
sential public service enterprise in the land. 

Mr. Speaker, three years ago I spent an evening in the modest 
home of a postal employee of my district. One of his two little 
children was seriously ill, and the physician came to see her 
while I was there. After his examination the doctor wrote out 
a prescription and asked that it be filled at once at the drug 
store, as it was imperative that the child haye the medicine at 
once. 

The father, who had covered a long and weary route over the 
city streets four times that day, immediately started out to obey, 
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the doctor’s instructions. He returned in so short a time that 
I thought he must have run the entire distance. The wife and 
mother took the medicine to the child, while the father paced 
up and down the room. 

Finally he stopped, and I could see the tears in his eyes. 
“I don’t know what I'm going to do,” he said. “Last year 
my boy’s sickness took my last dollar. I've been working on an 
extra job at nights, but I can't make ends meet. How I'm to 
pay this doctor bill I can’t see.” 

Just then the mother, who herself was burdened with all the 
housework and the strain of continual pinching and saying, 
returned to the room, She saw the situation and at once came 
to her husband’s side. “Never mind, John,“ she said, nobody 
can do better than you're doing. You work for Uncle Sam and 
he will see you get better pay. This is a bad year, but we'll be 
all right next year.” 

Mr. Speaker, that situation is repeated endlessly in the homes 
of postal workers. It is that sublime faith in the justice of the 
United States Government, that hope for better days which 
springs eternal in the hearts of these faithful servants, which 
explains the fact that the United States Postal Service is not 
to-day in a state of utter collapse. 

Witnessing that incident and knowing that it was the rule, 
not the exception, I made a resolve to help fulfill that hope and 
realize that faith. I have kept that resolve and have made the 
best fight I knew how to secure for postal employees the wages 
they have earned. 

Through the enthusiastic support of almost every Member 
of the House and Senate the fundamental policy of paying 
these workers a living wage for their vitally important serv- 
ice is near adoption. This measure will accomplish that result. 
It grants no great increase in pay, it is true, but it does restore 
the wages of postal employees, in purchasing power, to the 
level of 1913. It will lift many thousands of American fami- 
lies above the line of poverty and privation into a sphere 
where decent standards of living shall prevail. It will be a 
very Godsend to efficient, trustworthy men and women who 
have deserved better at our hands than neglect of their just 
claims. In all the range of legislation that can come before 
the American Congress there is no more important act than 
the bestowal of justice upon the workers, without whose 
fidelity and accuracy our entire national machinery of inter- 
communication would fail to function. 

Mr. Speaker, I can not believe we will dare permit any pre- 
text or any difficulty which can possibly arise to prevent our 
action to end a situation which is intolerable. 

Already grave evils face us as the direct result of our neg- 
lect. I stated on the floor the other day that United States 
Judge Francis A. Winslow, in New York, recently had before 
him, charged with crime, four postal workers of a total of 88 
years’ service—charged with stealing an aggregate sum of $100. 

With biting, blistering words the Federal judge refused to 
sentence these men and declared, in effect, that this Congress 
and the President of the United States were more guilty of 
crime than the men who stood before him in the prisoners’ 
dock. Listen to the arraignment of this exalted judicial officer, 
himself a part of the Federal Government: 


The pay of these men is so scandalous that it virtually compels 
them to be dishonest. They do not belong to the criminal class, and 
I shall not send them to prison to become part of that class, 


Many and varied are the charges levied against Congress. 
The most terrible of all charges is this, that the law-making 
body, haying in its hands the sole and sovereign power of de- 
termining the pay of postal employees, maintains a scale of 
compensation which compels honest men to become thieves and 
makes crime inevitable. 

If that be true and continue true, God help the Republic, for 
the Congress has become the head and front of the forces of 
anarchy and destruction, 

I know there is danger when men who plead guilty to viola- 
tion of law go unpunished because of other considerations. Yet 
I can not find it in my heart to condemn this judge, who with 
almost divine sympathy looked beyond the crime and saw the 
long years of resistance to temptation and the reasons for the 
final fall. 

I take it that it is the supreme duty of Congress to make it 
impossible that crime can be so justly excused. That deplor- 
able incident in our judicial history would never have occurred 
if the postal-salary measure passed by this Congress in June 
had become effective. 

That bill did not become effective because the Executive 
declared it must contain increases in postage rates to meet the 
expenditures, The United States Senate upheld that opinion 


by its failure by one vote to give the two-thirds majority neces- 
sary to override the veto. Therefore, that phase of the ques- 
tion is settled ; let the responsibility rest where it belongs. 

Mr. Speaker, Title I of this bill is the postal salary bill ex- 
actly as it passed the House by a vote of 361 to 6 and the Sen- 
ate by a vote of 72 to 3. It is the best reclassification act in 
the history of the Postal Service. It will do nothing more than 
bring postal pay back to the leyel of 1913. It is based on a 
$300 annual increase to post-office clerks and city letter car- 
riers, and proper and proportionate increases to all other postal 
employees, including third and fourth class postmasters. 

The following analysis will show exactly the effect of the 
salary provisions of the bill: 


EFFECT OF TITLE I 


Second-class postmasters as of January 1, 1925: 675, with an in- 
crease of $100 each. 


Third-class postmasters as of January 1, 1925 


Number of postmasters — under bill 

$1, 100 $240 

1, 200 330 

200 1,300 420 
1,300 1,400 510 
1,400 1, 500 600 
1,500 1, 600 690 
1,600 1,700 7380 
1,700 1,800 870 
1,800 1,900 960 
1. 900 2, 000 1,050 
2.000 2. 100 1,140 
2. 100 2, 200 1, 400 
2,200 2,300 1,600 


Fourth-class postmasters as of January 1, 1925: Fourth-class post- 
masters, 36,000; cancellation increases under new bill average $50 per 
postmaster, 

Post-ofice inspectors as of January 1, 1925 


Serer! 
ern 
88888888 


81. 850 182. 200 

1,900 12,200 

1, 950 12,300 

2, 000 12,300 

2, 050 12, 400 

8 2, 100 12. 400 

2.150 12, 500 

2. 200 32,600 

2,300 72,700 

2, 400 22,700 

2, 500 2. 800 

PE E Pa er 2, 600 22, 900 
RREAN BERLE E E APR R AEE 2,700 3, 000 


2 Balance first class, 
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Assistant postmasters as of January 1, 1925—Continued Supervisory employees as of January 1, 925—Continued A 
salary 
$2, 800 283. 100 | Postal cashier 
42 2. 900 43,200 | Su 
3, 000 23,300 
oa 3/700 | Assistan Assistant superintendent of delivery- 
int of dell ver7 
3, 600 23, 900 2 — a SRT EES 
> 3, 700. 24,000 cashler 4.400 
9 3, 800 94,100 — — of registry — ee ESTES 
4,000 24,300 | Superintendent of money orders 
4,300 14. 600 — son of m —— 
2 4,500 | 24,700 and 4,800 | Superintendent of mais 
4,600 | 34,800 and 4, 900 
? Bolance first class. 
Average inerease, $334.51303. 
Supervisory employees as of January 1, 1925 
salary 2. 
4 
Station superintendant. 
pe e of rer mee 9 9 
stant superintendent of malls -.......... 
Foreman. — 
Bookkeeper 
perintendent 
Foreman OT OEA 
y-order cashier. 3 
Bookkeeper 5 
enden! 
Assistant station 
Minit aner att 
Assistant superintendent of deli very 
Assistant mae of registry. 
Station superintendent 
y 2.. 
t 
-order cashier. 
Bookk 
Station examiner. 
Superintendent of mails : 
Assistant superintendent of delivery 
Assistant superintendent of registry 
Station superinten dent 
Assistant station superintendent. 
Assist: 5 t of dell 
an ent of dell very 
Assistant superintendent of registr7 
indent. 
P v 
Motor-vehiole service as of January 1, 1925 
Superintendent of mib. VF 
Assistant superintendent of hialls—— 6s ,...,. ̃ % Anu. — — i 
Money-order cashier E E Hs tise oa ee ae LS Me On I oe ew 7 
Assistant cashier -5 aaaaeneeneaanne fe RE —— .. ß 
Assistant superintendent of delivery... Chie® mecknnte O22 AN TOOS ANTA Sr CRNE — 
Assistant superintendent ot registry F BSE CUR Os psc a cps igen ... 
Station superintendent. Pee OUER Eoma a aae 
Postal cashier Mechanics’ — ena EE 
Money-order cashier.. Driver-mechan —— ananamesar arie an neem i 
. Cop pte Sem Garegomes-Ori verso .. a 
gv hae mere arp ae ca Clerks in motor- vehicle service—___._-.—----._.---__-__..... 
. of mail C . 3, 714 
Superintendent ‘of mais Due to the fact that the motor-vehicle service is being classified for 
Fy penne iere tro et of ma the first time by this bill, It is impossible to give the number of men 
13 superintendent of del in the different grades, but it will average about $300 a man for 3,714 
Auditor employees. 
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At present the salaries of these employees are paid from a lump-sum 
appropriation, 
Railway Mail Service 


Position Number | * 


£ 


Division superintendent 
Assistant division superintendent 
Assistant superintendent 
Assistant superintendent car construct! 
CHM Clerks PESEN 


Clerks in charge sec! 
Clerks: 
Grade 1 
Grade 2. 


S 98 


dees R 


SE 828888 8888888 


——— 


See- NN. 


— 
7 


- -N. 


ZES 
882 
© 
i 


Rural carrrier-as of January 1, 1925: 44,981 rural carriers receive 
an allowance of 4 cents per mile. Rural carrier on a standard route 
of 24 miles will receive an allowance of $293.76 annually for the upkeep 
of his equipment, 

Requisition and fillers as of January 1, 1925: 20 with an increase of 
$200 each, 

Village carriers as of January 1, 1925 | 


Salary 
s Present 
Number sala under 
e ry new bill 
Bs is v EUS TEs. pe Ek ew 312 $1, 000 $1, 150 
Diese aisle gis ...... ͤ ENE AEN 173 1, 100 1,250 
e IEE D PE AS EASE IS IIE SE RL RS pm eS 735 1, 200 1,350 


Mr. Speaker, this bill provides that the increases in salaries 
shall be effective from January 1, 1925. The vetoed bill and 
all others introduced since made these salaries take effect 
July 1, 1924. It is true that the postal employees should have 
had their pay increased last year, but it is equally true that 
such action was not taken. The friends of the permanent in- 
creases, earnestly hoping to haye them date from July 1, 1924, 
were obliged to recognize that such a provision would, in all 
probability, result in the death of the whole measure. Not be- 
cause we desired it, but rather than risk such an ending to a 
long struggle for just, permanent schedules, the effective date 
carried in the bill was proposed and adopted. This change will 
mean a reduction of $34,000,000 in the expenditures for the 
fiscal year 1925. 

Mr. Speaker, the Post Office Department estimates the cost 
of the salary provisions at $68,000,000. I have made a careful 
calculation of the number of employees as of January 1, 1925, 
and the total is less than $65,000,000, determined as follows: 


Title of em- Cost of 
ployecs increase 

Second - class post masters 675 $67, 500. 00 
P 15 asec ena cewcene ona 529 162, 289. 79 
Clerks, division beadquarte: 115 34, 500. 00 
Assistant post masters 2,758 922, 578. 58 
Super visors 5,378 | 1,613, 400. 00 
City letter carriers. = 45, 362 | 13, 608, 600. 00 
Post-office clerks...........-.--..-.------ eae 58,985 | 17, 695, 500. 00 
Printers, mechanies, and skilled laborers 2 55 16, 500. 00 
Watchmen, messengers, and 4,028 604, 200. 00 
Motor-vehicle employees 3,714 | 1,114, 200,00 
Railway Mail Ser vice -|----------| 8, 135, 990.00 
Finne rae oa sew enecenwecent 1, 220 183, 000, 00 
Rural letter carriers.. ..--- 44,981 | 13, 213, 618. 56 
Third-class. post masters 11,069 | 1, 106, 900. 00 
Fourth-class host masters -| 38,000 1, 800, 000, 00 
Clerk bire, third-class post offices. 2, 306, 800. 00 
Requisition fillers and packers 5 2 20 4. 000. 00 
Auxiliary allowance for clerks and carriers 1, 500, 000. 00 

Totab o> ses e ce adaseccebe a coosntancanasecnsaace! 589, 576, 93 


POSTAGE RATES IN TITLE 2 
Now, Mr. Speaker, just as soon as it was finally seen that in- 
ereases in postal reyenues to approximately balance the addi- 
tional expenditures were necessary, the machinery in the two 
Houses was set in motion to secure speedy action. A joint sub- 
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committee of the Senate and House Post Office Committees sat 
through the entire holiday season for the consideration of postal 
rate changes decreed necessary. 

We listened to interested parties, who filled a large volume 
with their testimony. We considered carefully the most stu- 
pendous mass of figures ever assembled by the Post Office De- 
partment, the famous cost ascertainment. We heard and ques- 
tioned the Postmaster General and the experts of the depart- 
ment. We met again and again in committee session in order 
to formulate the best revision of postal rates possible under 
the handicap of haste. 

The result of these efforts as finally decided upon by the 
House Post Office Committee is before you in title 2 of this 
bill. It is not a perfect measure, perhaps, and its provisions 
may contain some inequities. No entirely just revision of 
postage rates touching every business in America can be made 
in the time available. 

But I can truthfully say that this revision of postal rates is 
a much more just solution of the problem than the draft pro- 
posed by the Post Office Department. It will raise the money 
necessary and it will work far less injury to American busi- 
ness. 

What better method of procedure was possible? It is easy 
for the captions critic to point out faults, but no one here can 
to-day lay down a program for postage-rate revision which is 
fairer and also less hurtful to the Postal Service and the 
users of the mails than the measure now before you. 

If that be true, why should not every Member here agree to 
accept this rate revision as the very best possible under all the 
circumstances? Why should we not waive a point in consid- 
eration of the supreme purpose of this measure, which is to 
assure a living wage to the 350,000 postal workers of the 
United States? 

I have waived many of my own ideas for that consideration. 
I have opposed combining postal salaries and postage rates in 
a single bill, because I believed them to be entirely separate 
and distinct policies. I certainly do not desire to see every 
measure which seeks to fix just compensation schedules for 
Government officials and Government workers linked up with a 
special tax to cover the expenditures. 

This action is a precedent for such a practice, but I am will- 
ing to accept it in spite of that fact, because no other course is 
possible if we are to prevent another year being added to our 
long period of neglect. I hope, too, that the same combination 
of circumstances that now confronts us will never again arise. 

Mr. Speaker and gentlemen, you can defend this measure 
before any gathering of honest, fair-minded citizens. You can 
defend it on its own contents, and you can defend it by simply 
placing its provisions side by side with the provisions contained 
in the bill submitted by the Post Office Department or the bill 
passed by the Senate. 

Mr. Speaker, in discussing rate changes for the Postal 
Service, one must not forget the difference in purchasing power 
between the cost of 1913 and the cost of to-day. The Depart- 
ment of Labor figures on this feature are accepted everywhere 
as official, and those reports show that if the index number of 
the cost of all commodities and services is fixed at 100 in 1913, 
it will be 170 in 1924. That means that the cent of 1913 is 
worth 1.7 cents to-day or that it takes 1.7 cents to buy what 
could be purchased for 1 cent in 1913. 

That statement expresses the key economic fact to-day. It 
applies to salaries and to the prices of every commodity and 
service. If wage schedules advanced less than this general 
increase, the effect was exactly the same as if wages had been 
reduced while prices remained stationary. If the price for a 
commodity or service did not advance to the point of average 
increase during that period, the effect is the same as a reduc- 
tion in price. 

Let us apply this to postal rates. If the average increase 
were put into effect for first-class mail, letter postage would be 
3.4 cents instead of 2 cents, and postal cards would be 1.7 
cents instead of 1 cent. 

Second-class matter went at the rate of 1 cent a pound in 
1913, while the average rate for 1923 for all publications, large 
and small and free in county, was 2.27 cents a pound, or an 
increase of 127 per cent. 

In other words, second-class rates have advanced consider- 
ably above the general increase since 1913, and they are the 
only rates of which this is true. This measure leaves second 
class in its lonesome position in that regard. 

As to third class, if the average increase were applied, the 
rate would be 1.7 for each 2 ounces. We have evened the 
charge by making it 1½ cents per 2 ounces. 

Fourth class or parcel post holds a favored position all its 
own. Instead of stationary or increased rates since 1913, par- 
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cel post shows an actual decrease, without consideration at all 
of the decreased purchasing power of money. 

In 1913 the average parcel-post rate per pound was about 4 
cents. In 1923 it was 3.1 cents. 

But that 4 cents in 1913 was equivalent to 6.8 cents in 1923. 
Therefore if the increase only corresponded to the general in- 
crease in all other commodities and services we should raise 
from fourth class $96,000,000 instead of the $13,000,000 pro- 
vided in this bill. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, let us not be panic stricken when we hear 
outeries about the ruinous increases made in this bill. There 
is scarcely a business affected by these rates which have not 
advanced the prices of their commodities and services to a 
higher degree than this bill provides for postal rates, Why 
should they protest when Congress, forced to take hasty action, 
decides on an increase which in most instances and in the vast 
bulk of mail matter keeps the rates far below the increases 
already made on all other commodities and services. 

Their only just criticism is that we provide for a collection 
of more revenue than is actually expended for their benefit, 
and that we charge against them the cost of services they do 
not receive. That question can not be answered by this meas- 
ure, but it can be and, without doubt, will be when a perma- 
nent scale of postage rates is enacted by Congress. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, let me analyze title 2 of this bill and 
point out the changes we have made in the present postage- 
rate structure. 

FIRST-CLASS MAIL 

This bill leaves unchanged all first-class mall rates on let- 
ters and Government postal cards, but raises the rate on pri- 
vate mailing cards, picture post cards, and so forth, from 1 
cent each to 2 cents. 

The cost ascertainment gives the profit on all first class as 
$80,417,000, but it is not generally understood that this profit 
is on letter mail and that postal cards and post cards cause 
a loss which is carried by the letter postage. 

If the cost ascertainment is correct it costs 1.45 cents to 
carry the postal card and post card which bring in only 1 
cent revenue. The Post Office Department recommended a 
114-cent rate for all postal cards and post cards. We believed 
this fractional rate on these cards would prove vexations, so 
we left the Government postal card at 1 cent as the last 
survivor of penny postage. 

The picture post card is believed to have a different use 
and one which justifies an increased rate. Every year 1,250,- 
000,000 of these private post eards go through the mails at a 
loss of about $6,000,000. They serve the purpose of a letter 
and require the same handling as a letter. The person who 
purchases scenic views of the city in which he is visiting or 
cards bearing elaborate holiday greetings will not hesitate to 
pay 2 cents to send them to his family and friends. If it is 
admitted that the increased rate will lessen the number by 
250,000,000 there will be still raised under this provision a 
total increased revenue of $10,000,000. That alone would be 
a compelling argument for this action, in view of the fact 
that revenues must be raised if we are to establish a just 
salary schedule for postal workers. 


SECOND-CLASS MATTER 


Mr. Speaker, the second largest class of mail as to weight 
and volume is second class, which includes newspapers and 
periodicals bearing notice of entry as second-class matter. 

The weight for 1923 was 1,338,204,469 pounds, or 23 per cent 
of the total weight of the mails. 

The cost-ascertainment report states that the loss on second 
class in 1923 was $74,712,868.67. That this figure is based on 
unjust apportionment of postal expenses must be admitted by 
any fair-minded student. When Congress declares a policy of 
giving certain newspapers free-in-county privileges and others 
an inadequate rate for the public benefit, it is unfair to charge 
these preordained losses to publications paying regular rates. 

On page 34 of the hearing record the Postmaster General 
indicates that the loss on publications paying the flat rate of 
1% cents per pound is $10,339,000. This, however, is not based 
on the composite cost per pound-mile, as shown in table 76-a, 
plus the average cost of handling per piece. 

Table 47 shows 83,929,434, 833 pound-miles, which indicates a 
straight transportation cost of $227,448.77. Table 48 shows 
938,210,848 copies, and by allowing a fair estimate of 90 per 
cent would produce 844,389,763 pieces, and multiplying this by 
the average cost per piece, exclusive of straight transportation, 
produces a handling cost of $18,770,784.43, and when to this 
is added the straight transportation cost of $227,448.77, we 
find the total cost of $18,998,223.20, and with revenue of only 
$1,355,056.19. And this indicates an actual loss of 517, 643.177. 


If we add to this the actual loss on free-in-county, which 
the Postmaster General says is $7,611,759, we have a total loss 
on these two classes alone of $25,254,936. 

In addition to these items there is a loss of $4,041,773 on the 
publications which have a flat rate of 144 cents per pound, be- 
cause they contain less than 5 per cent advertising. This is a 
purely arbitrary policy adopted by Congress. This loss added 
to the amount I have given means a total of $29,296,109, which 
should be subtracted from the loss of $74,712,868 given in the 
cost ascertainment. By no proper power of reasoning can 
such a loss, due to preferential rates adopted as a policy, be 
chargeable to second-class matter paying regular rates of post- 
age. That deduction would leave $45,416,759. Included in 
even this reduced total is a large apportionment for franked 
and penalty matter, loss on rural free delivery, and other items 
which cover not Postal Service so much as public service for 
all Americans. 

However, with these expenses eliminated, there still remains 
a loss on second-class mail as a whole and a complete read- 
justment of rates will be the only permanent solution. 

At present the second-class rate structure is a puzzling crea- 
tion. There are ten separate subclassifications, as follows: 

(1) The free-of-postage rate on copies, one to each actual sub- 
seriber residing in the county where the publications are 
printed, in whole or in part, and published, when addressed for 
delivery from a post office not having city-delivery service. 

(2) The cent-a-pound rate on copies mailed at a post office 
where city delivery is not established, addressed to a city letter- 
carrier office in the same county. 

(3) The cent-a-pound rate on copies mailed at a city letter- 
earrier office for distribution through the box or general de- 
livery or for delivery on rural or star routes emanating from 
city letter-carrier offices. 

(4) The cent-a-pound rate on weekly publications mailed at 
city letter-carrier offices for local delivery. 

(5) The cent-a-copy rate for newspapers other than weeklies 
and periodicals not exceeding 2 ounces in weight when deposited 
at a city letter carrier office for local delivery by carriers. 

(6) The rate of 2 cents a copy for periodicals exceeding 2 
ounces in weight when deposited at a city letter-carrier office 
for local delivery by carriers. 

(7) The 1%4-cent flat rate for newspapers and periodicals 
established im the interest of religious, educational, scientific, 
philanthropic, agricultural, labor, or fraternal associations not 
organized for profit and none of the net income of which inures 
to the benefit of any private stockholders or individuals, 

(8) Tie 144-cent reading matter and additional zone rates 
on advertising matter in newspapers and periodicals. These 
zone rates are at present: First and second zones, 2 cents; 
third zone, 3 cents; fourth zone, 5 cents; fifth zone, 6 cents; 
sixth zone, 7 cents; seventh zone, 9 cents; eighth zone, 10 cents. 

(9) The 144-cent flat rate for publications containing less 
than 5 per cent adve 2 

(10) The trausient- newspaper rate of 1 cent per 4 ounces to 
cover publications sent by others than publishers and news 
agents. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, the Post Office Department proposed to 
raise publishers’ second-class rates to a point where they would 
yield $9,876,000. They proposed to fix a rate of 2 cents a pound 
for reading matter in magazines instead of 114 cents, as at 
present, They proposed to put the religious and other similar 
publications under the zone rates for advertising, but allowing 
them to retain the 11 cent preferential rate on reading matter. 
They proposed to fix the zone rates as follows: First and sec- 
ond zones, 4 cents; third zone, 5 cents; fourth zone, 6 cents; 
fifth zone, 7 cents; sixth zone, 8 cents; seventh zone, 9 cents; 
and eighth zone, 10 cents. 

Thus the department proposed 100 per cent increase in the 
first and second zones on advertising matter. 

The Senate bill as finally passed fixed a rate on reading 
matter at 144 cents instead of 144 cents a pound, entailing a 
loss of $1,516,000. The Senate fixed zone rates at 2 cents for 
the first and second zones; 3 cents for the third; 6 cents for the 
fourth, fifth, and sixth; and 8 cents for the seventh and eighth. 
They levied zone rates on the religious publications but made 
the rate 144 cents, as at present. 

The Post Office Department proposal would have meant in- 
creased revenue of $9,876,000. The Senate provisions, accord- 
ing to department estimates, would have decreased the present 
revenues by $1,644,000. 

The House committee took a course between. We made the 
reading-matter rate for all publications 144 cents, thus raising 
the religious papers, but not putting these latter under zone 
rates. We leave the free-in-county and other subclassifications 
unchanged, 
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We establish three zones for advertising matter. In ‘the 
present first, second, and third zones the rate is 3 cents; in the 
Soure an, and sixth, 6 cents; and in the seventh and eighth, 

cents. 

We fix the transient newspaper rate at 1 eent per ounce. 

This plan will produce a total increase in second class of 
‘$4,601,121, with the following apportionment: 

Second class, Kelly bill 


(Based on weight 1924) 


ject to zone rates 
Weight, fourth, fifth, and sixth zones 
Weight, seventh and eighth zones 


Total. 
Amount revenue received 1924, zone rates 


Now, Mr. Speaker, we can not claim that we have decided 
upon a perfect rate adjustment on second class, but we can 
claim that we have a better structure than either the depart- 
ment or Senate bills. Some will argue vigorously that the 
rates are too high, while others will declare that they“ are too 
low. But we were compelled to raise revenue. I believe that 
any higher rates than we have suggested will drive a great 
volume of second-class matter from the mails with resultant 
loss of revenue, while lower rates would probably not produce 
revenues. 

It is true that it has been a fundamental policy in the 
Postal Service that the unifying effect of a national press war- 
rants low postage rates. Every effort was made for a long 
period to encourage the distribution of newspapers and periodi- 
cals in every part of the country. 

In 1885 the second-class rate was made 1 cent a pound and 
remained at that figure for 33 years. Then the zone system 
went into effect. 

Most Americans will agree that there is public benefit in 
the continuous dissemination of information to the people of 
the Nation. It must be done in some fashion or free institu- 
tions will not endure. 

The newspapers and magazines and other periodicals help 
to promote education, inspire Americanism, and stimulate a 
united public mind. They are books, pulpits, platforms, and 
forums in one. 

We are not trying in this measure to make second-class 
revenues equal expenditures. We admit that on a dollar and 
cent basis it is a wise policy to grant advantageous rates to 
second-class matter. It is the fountain source of first-class 
matter upon which the Government reaps a handsome profit. 
It is a selling service for the Post Office Department, but it 
receives no commissions for developing business. 

Not an activity of the post service but is freely and widely 
advertised in the press. Civil-service examinations, parcel-post 
rules, postal-savings plans, uncalled-for letters, and a host of 
other messages of the department to the people are carried 
without charge. One circular letter without postage sent to 
the patrons of the Post Office Department would cost several 
million dollars. Material for a hundred circular letters is 
carried every year into almost every home in America without 
the cost of a single penny. 

The 1-cent-a-pound rate was too low and led to many abuses. 
It is probable that adjustments would have to be made in any 
zone-rate structure that could be suggested in Congress at 
this time, but at least these rates in this bill are more just 
than either the department or the Senate proposed. 

The assertion that second-class rates, even if it were good 
policy to do so, could be raised to a point to cover an alleged 
loss of $74,000,000 is sheerest nonsense. That would mean 
250 per cent over all present rates, and postage rates would be 
several times higher than the cost of the same service by pri- 
vate concerns, 

Mr. Speaker, in fixing rates a prime consideration must be 
the charges of competitive agencies. The railroads, through 
express, freight, and baggage service, are the direct competitors 
of the Goyernment in transporting newspapers and periodicals. 
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Here is a comparison of present freight and express rates 
with the second-class rates carried in this bill, the latter figured 
on the basis of half reading and half advertising matter: 


+ to 
1,400 miles, New 
„to Galveston, 


Certainly the Postal Establishment should be able to carry 
periodicals and deliver them as cheaply as any private agencies, 
Yet many publishers are saving large amounts now by sending 
their shipments by freight to points of reentry within circles 
of 800 miles and there mailing their publications at first, 


second, or third zone rates. I believe it will be possible to 
establish a system of deferred or freight deliyery with rates 
which will prove profitable while giving the service 

That would mean the use of freight cars, with their large 
capacity, three times greater than the storage cars used at 
The post -office would receive a lower freight rate 
than any other shipper. For instance, the average haul for all 
second-class matter is 495 miles, or to the fourth zone. The 
present rate paid the railroads is 35 cents a car-mile, which 
would mean a cost of $173 for a car of 42,000 pounds sent that 
distance. At the rates carried in this bill the publishers would 
pay $1,575. The difference would be $1,402. Now, the post 
offiee service and all delivery charges are fixed by the cost 
ascertainment at 0.0158 cent per copy. If this publication 
weighed a pound per copy this total expense would be $667. 
Thus there would be an excess of revenues over expenditures 
of $735 on a single car. 

That is simply an illustration of what can be‘done and proves 
that a clear profit can be made on present rates on very large 
amounts of second-class matter. Of course, the little news- 
paper and the light-weight publications of all kinds will always 
be the source of loss while rates are fixed on the pound basis, 
because of the number of copies to the pound. 

Mr. Speaker, those who argue so strenuously that we have 
discriminated against the smaller newspapers do not under- 
stand the facts. The little weekly has the free-in-county and 
the cent-a-pound rate in city-delivery offices. ‘The light-weight 
daily and weekly papers, of course, are more expensive to 
handle than the heavier publications on account of the multi- 
plied service required. 

The cost-ascertainment statement 76a shows in column 6 
the “composite cost per pound-mile” for all publishers is 
0.00271 cent and represents “straight transportation.” It does 
not include space in railway post office cars for storing, but 
with that exception covers all costs that increase with distance. 
On this basis the actual transportation cost on average dis- 
tances to the different zones is as follows: 


Table 76a shows composite cost of straight transportation, as 
follows: 


Daily newspapers, 0.00411 eent per pound-mile. 
Weekly newspapers, 0.00367 cent per pound-mile. 
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Scientific, etc., newspapers, 0.0022 cent per pound-mile. 
All otber newspapers, 0.00271 cent per pound-mile. 
Average newspapers, 0.00271 cent per pound-mile. 


Practically all other costs of each subdivision of second class 
accrues “per piece,” and this is— 


Daily newspapers, 2.613 cents per piece. 

Weekly newspapers, 2.651 cents per piece. 
Scientific, ete., newspapers, 1.192 cents per piece. 
All other newspapers, 1.378 cents per piece. 
Average newspapers, 2.223 cents per piece. 


It must be evident that a paper having four copies to the 
pound, about the weight of the smaller weeklies and dailies, 
will cost approximately 10 cents a pound in the first and second 
zones, If that be true, the rate we have fixed for first, second, 
and third zones can scarcely be termed a discriminatory charge 
against the small newspapers as compared to heavier publica- 
tions. 

The cost ascertainment in tables 1, 10, and 76 attempts to 
segregate the losses on the various classifications of second- 
class matter. That effort, excluding free in county and tran- 
sient, produces the following result: 


Daily newspapers: 


ccc E — $11, 889, 107. 72 


!!!.. .. NER RS A SES 43, 012, 608. 91 
ANN es eat —. A R A ͤ—— apaclo 31. 123, 501. 19 
—— 
Weekly, semiweekly, and triweekly news rs: 
C — 125 = ä —— — 1. 933, 725. 03 
U 
n eee 
Å 
Scientific, agricultural, religio ete. : 
Revenue -------- CETP POA EE $3, 815, 733. $1 
r E SS ES RE —. „502, 236. 88 
DIE Ea east ne ec diene wd Sra Ra A Lyre Da — 14, 686, 503. 57 
All other publications: 
hereon SAL AR AR ete a Ar ES ͤ Ee SOR 9, 019, 789. 94 
C— —à»ü——ẽ — . — 13, 439, 286. 78 
166 .... . —-— — 4, 419, 496. 84 
Total all periodical publications: 
ev. ne. 3 8 2 AUS SES ABS DISS. 28, 658, 356. 00 
0 a. oe Se OE, 708, 554.65 
. ͤ rao A EE ee eee BEE ye ES 66, 045, 228. 65 


Mr. Speaker, this measure also removes an unjustifiable 
differential against the publishers as compared to an indi- 
vidual who sends the same publication through the mail. 

At present an individual living in Washington can mail a 
Washington newspaper weighing 1 pound to San Francisco at 
a charge of 4 cents. 

The publisher sending his paper to the same address pays 10 
cents a pound on the advertising matter. By increasing the 
transient rate we have eliminated this illogical situation. 


THIRD-CLASS MATTER 


Mr. Speaker, since the adoption of the parcel post law 
third-class mail rates have been inconsistent and unjust. Third- 
class mail at present includes circulars, newspapers, and 
periodicals not admitted to the second class nor embraced in 
the term “book,” miscellaneous printed matter on paper not 
having the nature of an actual personal correspondence, proof 
sheets, corrected proof sheets, and manuscript copy accompany- 
ing the same. Books are included in fourth-class mail, as are 
also parcels of miscellaneous printed matter weighing more 
than 4 pounds. 

A circular is a printed letter sent in identical terms to 
several persons. It may bear a written, typewritten, or hand- 
stamped date, name and address of person addressed and of 
the sender, and corrections or mere typographical errors. 
When a name, except that of the addressee or sender, date 
other than that of the circular, or anything else is hand 
written or typewritten in the body of a circular for any other 
reason than to correct a genuine typographical error, the cir- 
cular is subject to postage at the first-class rate whether sealed 
or unsealed. 

Reproductions or imitations of handwriting and typewriting 
obtained by means of the printing press, neostyle, multigraph, 
or similar mechanical process are treated as third-class matter, 
provided they are mailed at the post office or other depository 
designated by the postmaster in a minimum number of 20 
identical unsealed copies. If mailed elsewhere or in less quan- 
tity, they will be subject to the first-class rate. 

The rate on this mail matter has been 1 cent for 2 ounces 
up to 4 pounds, when it was carried as fourth class under zone 
rates. 


— 
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This system has given rise to many ridiculous situations. 
A 4pound package of printed matter is third class and the 
charge is 32 cents. By adding an ounce of ballast it can be 
sent to the first and second zone for 9 cents. 

Other inconsistencies developed after the parcel-post rates 
went into effect. A patron presents two rolls of printed matter 
for mailing to a post office in the third zone, one weighing 3 
pounds 12 ounces, which requires 30 cents postage; the other, 
containing exactly the same kind of inclosures, weighing 4 
pounds 15 ounces, requires postage in the amount of 14 cents 
only. These charges are exactly in accordance with the regu- 
lations, but it is a difficult matter to explain to the patrons of 
the service how they can send a larger parcel for less than it 
costs to send a smaller one to the same place. Also a parcel 
of printed matter weighing 7 pounds when mailed to the eighth 
zone, the postage chargeable is 84 cents. However, if the 
patron chooses to divide the parcel into two parcels, weighing 
3% pounds each, the charge is 28 cents for each parcel, or 56 
cents for the two, against 84 cents for the single parcel. 

Printed books are classified as parcel post regardless of 
weight, but in many instances it is very difficult to determine 


-at what point the change takes place from a pamphlet to a 


book. It is a general understanding that pamphlets containing 
24 or more pages are to be rated as books. 

Postal employees have considerable difficulty in discriminat- 
ing between third and fourth class matter, especially that third 
class weighing more than 8 ounces. For example, blank paper 
is fourth class; the same paper, if printed, is third class. If 
printed, but intended for use as samples of paper, it is fourth 
class. Printed forms, if mainly printed—that is, more than one- 
half of the surface being printed—are regarded as third class, 
while if less than one-half the surface is printed are regarded 
as fourth class. In many instances it is very difficult to deter- 
mine the classification. Lithographs are third class, while 
drawings are fourth class. Maps printed on paper are third 
class, but if printed on cloth are fourth class. 

Tho Post Office Department has repeatedly recommended a 
remedy. 

For 1912 Postmaster General Hitchcock made an urgent 
recommendation that third and fourth classes be consolidated. 
He offered a bill to consolidate them as parcel-post mail and to 
have the parcel-post rates. 

In 1913 Postmaster General Burleson returned to the subject 
and pointed out inequities in third and fourth class rates. He 
explained that he had taken a step toward consolidation by 
classifying books, which had always been third class, as fourth 
class. This order became effective March 16, 1914. 

In 1920 Postmaster General Burleson said: 


The consolidation of mail of the third and fourth classes should 
greatly simplify the classification of mall matter, eliminate Inconsist- 
encies and technicalities existing under the present classification, 
facilitate the handling of mail generally, and promote the usefulness of 
the service to the public. Such consolidation is therefore favored. 


The present post-office administration makes the following 
recommendation: 


The consolidation of third-class matter weighing over 8 ounces with 
fourth-class or parcel-post mail matter is urgently needed for the sim- 
plification of rates and classifications. Such consolidation would be of 
much benefit to the postal employees and to the mailing public and 
would relieve Postmasters and the Post Office Department of the 
necessity of deciding many of the technical questions that arise under 
the present arrangement, 


In this measure we provide the remedy required, and it will 
prove a great benefit in postal administration. We draw the 
dividing line at 5 ounces. All present third and fourth class 
matter under that weight is classified as third class and all 
such matter over that weight is classified as fourth class. 

The Senate bill fixed the weight limit of 4 ounces and the 
rate at 1 cent per ounce. 

Mr. Speaker, there are two fundamental objections to such 
a provision. It would greatly injure certain long-established 
business enterprises and it would produce little revenue. 

There are many valuable business publications which go as 
third class, because they are sent free and not to paid sub- 
scribers. They have been built on the 8-ounce limit and a 
change to 4 ounces would either force their discontinuance or 
compel the sending of two publications instead of one. 

Since the vastly greater part of third-class mail is circulars 
weighing less than 1 ounce, the apparent 100 per cent increase 
would in reality mean the same rate as at present. 

The House committee answered both objections by fixing the 
limit at 8 ounces, with a rate of 144 cents for each 2 ounces or 
fraction thereof. We fix the rate of 1 cent per 2 ounces for 
books, catalogues, seeds, cuttings, and so forth. 
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Mr. Speaker, by this consolidation of third and fourth class 
mail matter we have actually reduced rates on about 300,000,000 
parcels now carried as fourth-class matter. The present rate is 
1 cent an ounce up to 4 ounces. By classifying these small 
parcels as third class we give them a rate of 1% cents for 2 
ounces instead of 2 cents for 2 ounces, This feature will be a 
benefit to many persons and, besides, makes the schedule con- 
sistent and uniform. 

This provision will raise $18,000,000 in reyenue, and while some 
opposition has been expressed, it is believed that it will work 
no undue hardship. The cost-ascertainment report states that 
the loss on third class is $16,291,000. If that figure is correct, 
the additional expenditures involved in the measure mean that 
at least the amount we have estimated is not unfair. The 
users of this class approve emphatically the raising of the limit 
te 8 ounces, and in most instances accept the rate we have 
fixed as more satisfactory than the rate in the Senate bill, 

The reaction from many users of third-class mail to the pro- 
visions of this bill may be noted in the following excerpt from 
a letter sent me by one of the largest seed houses in the 
country. 


parcel-post stations and terminals have been erected in many 
cities. at large cost.. In other places postal employees are 
compelled to work in rooms which are unfit for such purposes, 
This fourth-class mail must be kept moving, and that prae- 
tically means that the entire service must be built around 
this tremendous volume of mail, great enough to overwhelm 
the service if it be negiected. 

Just how has this situation come about? 

The official recommendation of a parcel post is contained in 
the report of the Postmaster General for the year 1904. 

This recommendation of Postmaster General Wynne was re- 
newed repeatedly by his successors until finally, as urged by 
Postmaster General Hitchcock in his report for 1911, modified 
to permit of a weight limit of 11 pounds to conform to that of 
the international parcel post, it took form through action of 
Congress in 1912. 

ZONE DIFISION 


For purposes of parcel post the country was divided into 
eight zones, to be measured from each point of mailing as the 
radial center, as follows: 


One of the most important features the seed trade desires in the x 5 aka titan 2 . e 77 88 
new bill is the 8-ounce limit in the third class as applied to seeds, 3. 150. to 300 miles. 7. 1.400 to 1.800 miles 
bulbs, plants, scions, cuttings, and catalogues. This has been In ex- 4. 300 to 600 miles 8. 5 1.800 miles. i 


istence for 40 years, and it would be unfair and unwise to change it, 
and a hardship on the farmer. Most parcels of seeds going to the 
farmer by parcel post come within the 8-ounce limit and in most cases 
they are not bulky. 


I quote also from a publishing company that issues a publi- 
cation to 45,000 dentists in the country and which speaks for a 
great number of business magazines now operating under third 
class: 


In addition, a differentiation designated as “local” was 
es for parcels to be delivered out of the post office at which 
mailed. 

The rates of postage for fourth-class mail matter (previously 
1 cent per ounce, and limited to 4 pounds) were fixed and the 
limit of weight was 11 pounds, and the limit of size 72 inches 
of length and girth combined, 


MODIFICATIONS 


The first modification, effective August 15, 1913, was to in- 
crease the limit of weight for the first and second zones from 
11 pounds to 20 pounds, and to reduce the rates of postage for 
those zones. In March, 1914, books were added to the parcel- 
post classification, and seeds, plants, bulbs, and so forth, were 
accorded parcel-post zone rates. On July 1, 1914, the weight 
limit for the first and second zones was increased from 20 to 50 
pounds, and for all other zones from 11 to 20 pounds; and the 
rates of postage were reduced in the third, fourth, fifth, and 
sixth zones. In July, 1915, the size was increased from 72 
inches to 82 inches in length and girth combined. The limit of 
weight was further increased, effective March 15, 1918, from 50 
pounds to 70 pounds to parcels mailed for delivery in the first, 
second, and third zones, and from 20 to 50 pounds for all 
other zones. 

Below is given the result of these modifications in a com- 
parative table of the rates enacted in 1913 and those in force 
in 1923: 


We are in favor of increased postal salaries and have so declared 
ourselves at different times. Also, we are entirely willing to shoulder 
a share of the increase, but it does not seem to us that an increase of 
the third-class rate on books and catalogues is indicated, nor could we 
see the wisdom of the proposal to reduce maximum weight on books 
and catalogues to 4 ounces, making it necessary to pay the pound 
parcel-post rate per piece on a mailing piece, for instance, of 5-ounee 
weight, 

FOURTH-CLASS MAIL 


Mr. Speaker, parcel-post or fourth-class mail matter must 
secure first attention in any study of postal conditions and 
finances. It is the perplexing problem, for it has revolution- 
ized the mails in 12 years. Originated as a protection of the 
farmer against the middleman, it has become the great bene- 
faction for the middleman. Put into operation with rates low 
enough to drive the express companies out of the small pack- 
age business, those rates have been cut in two in many in- 
sore during a period when other prices were soaring sky- 
war 

Its growth has been stupendous, and unless something is 
done to meet the situation it will overwhelm the service 
under an avalanche of merchandise. 

In 1908 a comprehensive survey of the various classes of 
mail matter was made. There are no figures as to fourth- 
class mail matter between that year and 1913 when pareel 


RATE, 1913 


post was inaugurated. Rural route and city delivery. $0, 05 $0. 01 
But in 1908 the weight of fourth class was 56,168,710 | Smile 7one---...---.-----.--~ pel 45 
pounds out of a total of 1.290, 358,284 pounds of all mail | 300-miie zo a 07 -05 
matter. That means that 0.043 per cent of mail matter was | (mile zone --- -08 -08 
ineluded in fourth class, 2 ar =< 
In 1928 there were 3,594,619,3815 pounds of fourth elass out | 1,800-mile zone 11 10 
of a grand total of 5.759, 402,012 pounds or 0.63 per cent of | Over 1,800 miles. —.——.—..—— 2 . — -13 -12 
the mails. SUMMARY OF RATES, 1923 
The weight of fourth class went up 600 per cent in that time, os o 
completely revolutionizing many service conditions. 05 0 
As to number ef pieces, in 1908 there were 145,306,026 while 05 - OL 
the cost ascertainment gives a total of 1,001,000,000 for 1923. a ‘io 
There again is an increase of 600 per cent, but that figure, | Fifth zone (600 to 1,000 —19————;ꝛ 08 00 
great as it is, falls greatly below those given in the official | Sith zone (1,000 te 1,400 miles)--- w ve 
reports of Postmasters General Burleson and Hay. These Eighth zone (over 1800 miles). .- — Ee 


Officials declared that in 1920 and 1921, 2,250,000,000 parcels 
were carried in the mails, and that the number was increasing 
each year, 

I shall go into that feature of this question later. Just 
now I want tò say that, regardless of the exact number of 
parcels, the fact remains that parcel-post mail presents a 
problem which must be solved or the entire Postal Service 
will be disorganized by it. 

Urgent appeals have been addressed to Congress to provide 
post-office buildings in cities where almost hopeless congestion 
is found. The parcels post accounts for this situation, Great 


Mr. Speaker, the parcel-post system was strongly urged at 
the time of its establishment on the ground that it would pro- 
vide a method for the farmers to ship their products direct 
to the city consumer, without either party to the transaction 
being forced to pay the middlemen. 

The National Grange in its resolutions of 1920 said: 


The parcel post is a child of the Grange and should be encouraged 
in every way possible to make it the distributor between the Ameri- 
ean farmer and the consumers of our cities. 
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With that purpose I am enthusiastically in accord. I was 
active in 1918 in helping to extend parcel-post service by 
country motor routes as a means of expediting products from 
the farm to the table. It was my resolution enacted by Con- 
gress which instructed the War Department to use the parcel 
post in disposing of surplus food supplies direct to the public. 
I am willing to yote for rates on farm products which will 
not pay all the costs of the service, since I believe the food 
question is fundamentally a question of direct distribution. 

This measure accepts that policy by providing that the 
service charge of 2 cents a package shall not apply to prod- 
ucts shipped directly to the consumer from rural routes. 

Mr. Speaker, perhaps the most outstanding fact about the 
operation of the parcel post has been the very slight use of it 
made by the farmers’ in shipping their products to the city 
consumer. It has been of little use in shortening the bridge 
between producer and consumer. The reason for it, I believe, 
lies in the fact that the individual farmer does not feel war- 
ranted in keeping a multitude of small accounts, dealing with 
strangers, and being compelled to pack and ship many small 
containers. 

When we devise a plan for wholesale marketing by parcel 
post instead of retail, when we have consumers’ cooperative 
organizations in the city linked with producers’ cooperative 
organizations in the country we shall have realized the aims 
of many of the parcel-post pioneers. 

That the parcel post has thus far disappointed these ex- 
pectations can be proven by the facts. In July, 1920, the 
Post Office Department held a weigh and count of all mail 
delivered and collected on the rural routes of this country. 
This is the only time such an attempt has been made, and the 
recent cost ascertainment gives no facts regarding the future 
of the Postal Service. 

Here are the complete figures of that survey covering every 
State in the Union: 


Number Namber Number Number Postage on 9 
ieces eces poun pounds | amoun: 
* dalivered collected delivered | collected amount 


88, 081 $3, 175. 51 

3, 233 183. 76 

40, 551 1, 636, 60 

113, 519 8, 167. 64 

22, 438 890. 84 

77,942 | 8, 385.45 1,965.78 

23, 448 | 1, 677. 88 887, 05 

1,324 189, 79 30. 56 

19,241 | 6, 210, 22 878. 05 

89, 518 | 13,079.71 | 2, 190. 98 

15, 545 | 4, 433. 98 623. 70 

149, 895 |145, 070. 82 4,982.04 

149, 291 | 26,206.10 | 4, 411.03 

79,907 | 37,244.34 | 3,528. 67 

75, 598 | 33,589.00 | 3,019.55 

69,163 | 12, 593.18 | - 2,414. 60 

22, 801 7,427.73 | 1,471.63 

84,275 | 11,775.84 | 2. 703. 84 

68,689 8,675.27 1, 670.24 

55,943 | 8,222.68 1, 820. 90 

203, 218 | 35,063.67 | 7, 695.57 

97,655 | 32,058.36 | 3, 660. 56 

72,208 | 15,583.58 | 2,649.48 

144, 759 | 33,043.04 | 4,842.04 

7,993 | 3,019.19 438, 89 

82,393 | 20,114.19 1, 515.48 

273 47.47 10. 51 

56,888 | 6,639.54 | 1,669.60 

84,097 | 61,655.60 | 2,010.41 

6,7771. 084. 29 177. 53 

250, 400 | 34,744.34 | 7,611.68 

83,985 | 17,415.29 | 2, 969. 88 

23, 054 | 14, 439.68 | 1, 360, 35 

175, 180 | 36, 188.05 | 5, 731.91 

44, 225 | 19,608.84 | 2,124 25 

264 48,439 | 5, 405. 62 1, 518. 50 

sy j 269, 602 | 39, 207. 54 7,484.39 
Rhode Island 9, 707 1,829 35, 7, 602 978. 07 233.20 
South Carolina „ 14,808] 179,155 27, 125 9,880.55 1,450.77 
South Dakota.. 121,705 10,820 442,192] 21,645 13,814 45 1, 170 00 
„295 053 646,007 107,152 20, 597. 67 4, 394. 66 
275,070] 45,010 80,569 | 10,002 31, 646. 10 3,964.14 
10, 367 , 433 46,947 | 31,059 | 2,300.93 817. 60 
62,984 | 13,864 | 224,238 | 44,642 | 5,906.06: 1,355. 32 
192,003 | 51,056 | 573,8529 | 201,281 | 17,718.97 | 5,182. 88 
83.713] 21,939 ,062:| 72,920 9,006.51 | 2, 152. 22 
74,963 | 11,611] 210,023 | 27, 7 7,819.56 | 1, 301. 63 
784} 81,073 | 1,060,796 | 154,720 | 31,577.48 | 4,975.29 

7, 533 2, 563 15, 495 1, 626 623. 24 63.40 
8, 534, 643 |1, 292, 837 |22, 822, 562 |3, 698, 625 908, 110. 02 122, 135. 54 


Mr. Speaker, these are very interesting figures and the de- 
ductions to be made from them may serye us as guideboards 
to future action, 


All the residents on all rural routes send out in a year 
15,000,000 parcel-post packages. There were in 1920, 6,534,- 
528 families on these routes, or 30,058,828 individuals. Less 
than three parcels a year are sent out by dwellers on rural 
eer and this includes all parcels whether farm products or 
no 

The total postage paid by all these farmers and others on 
rural routes on packages sent out was $1,465,626.48, or less 
than one-half of 1 per cent of the postal revenues. That means 
25 cents a year for each family. 

It may easily be seen that the elimination of the service 
charge of 2 cents a parcel from all packages of farm products 
will not lessen the total revenues by more than $250,000. Five 
cents a year saving to each family on all rural routes need not 
excite any economy expert, and if it will encourage wider use 
of the parcel post by the farmers in shipping food products 
this subsidy will be justified. 

That is one side of the question, but at present it is an insig- 
nificant part of the problem. 

The parcel post to-day is not a service for farmers; it is a 
service for mail-order houses. Not the farmer but the middle- 
man is the largest user of parcel post. The tremendous growth 
of the volume of this class of mail is due to commercial enter- 
prises which use its ridiculously low rates to build fortunes 
for themselves. One great mail-order house alone sends twice 
as many parcels through the United States mails than all the 
farmers in America. 

The greatest beneficiaries by far of the Parcel Post System 
have been the great mail-order houses specializing in cheap 
merchandise. In 1912 the largest of the mail-order houses did 
a business of approximately $67,000,000. In 1916, with three 
years of operation of the parcel post, its business had grown 
to approximately $147,000,000, while in 1919 its gross reyenues 
reached $233,982,584. In 1911 its profits were $6,984,967 and 
in 1919 they were $27,920,416. And in addition to regular 
diyidends of from 7 to 8 per cent on common stock the com- 
pany declared a stock dividend of 50 per cent in 1915, another 
of 25 per cent in 1917, and another of 40 per cent in 1920. 

Between 1911 and 1920 this company increased its capitaliza- 
tion from $30,060,000 to $75,000,000, or 250 per cent. 

Announcing the 40 per cent stock dividend on April 20, 1920, 
the Chicago Tribune said: 


In 1907 the common stock sold as low as $20 a share. That stock 
now, plus the stock dividends, has a market value of $590 a share. 


Mr. Speaker, a considerable part of this great prosperity is 
due to inadequate parcel-post rates. The present parcel-post 
rates are a subsidy to these great mail-order houses at the 
expense of the other classes of mail and the underpaid postal 
workers. 

The business of another large mail-order house grew from 
$39,725,712. in 1913, which was the first year of the parcel post, 
to $62,044,336 in 1916, and to $101,745,271 in 1920, with net 
profits of $5,094,120 in 1919. Many other mail-order houses, 
large and small, have shown remarkable earnings since the 
establishment of the parcel post; all of which goes to prove 
that to all practical purposes Uncle Sam has subsidized the 
mail-order houses by furnishing them a postage rate of parcels 
that is so low that he must dig down into his pocket for mil- 
lions of dollars each year to make up the loss. The retailers 
of the smaller towns lose hundreds of millions of dollars’ worth 
of business that goes to the mail-order houses, and everybody 
pays more taxes to make up the deficit of the Post Office De- 
partment which is caused by an inadequate rate of postage on 
parcel post. 

Mr. Speaker, I quote two articles which are enlightening. 
The first is from the Chicago Daily Tribune of January 26, 
1925. The second is from the Ohio State Journal of January 
22, 1925. 

[From the Chicago Daily Tribune] 

Sears, Roebuck & Co., Chicago mail-order house and the largest factor 
in that Industry, issued ita annual report last night. It completes the 
record of one of the most remarkable recoveries from the post-war de- 
pression that any industrial corporation has presented. 

During last year the company paid off notes of $7,880,000, thus 
finally liquidating a $50,000,000 debt which was incurred four years 
ago. The company also retired its $8,000,000 preferred-stock Issue. It 
resumed dividends on its $100,000,000 common stock at the rate of 5 
per cent annually, It has no bank loans, and ended 1924 with $12,- 
666,000 cash on hand, compared with $5,787,000 at the end of 1923. 

GOOD INCREASE IN NET 


Net income for 1924 was $14,354,397 after all charges and taxes. 
This is equivalent, after preferred dividends, to 13.86 per cent on the 
common stock, compared with net income of $11,512,618, or 10.95 per 
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cent, in 1923. After paying $2,000,000 in premiums resulting from 
redemption of the preferred stock and distributing dividends totaling 
$2,999,758 on the common stock there was a surplus of $8,865,435 for 
1924, bringing total surplus up to $26,440,452. 

The balance sheet shows current assets of $82,075,967, a decline of 

$1,840,676, and current liabilities of 813,901,089, a decrease of $4,047,- 
73. Total assets and liabilities now stand at $144,403,107, compared 
with $147,573,413 at the end of 1923. Net sales for 1924 totaled 
906,430,527, against $198,482,945 in 1923. j 

[From the Columbus (Ohio) State Journal] 

CnıcaGo, January 22.—The annual statement of Montgomery Ward 
& Co., issued to-night, shows a net profit for 1924 of $10,433,501, com- 
pared with $7,702,625 for 1923 and $4,562,607 for 1922, 

The gross sales, amounting to $162,715,494, are an increase of 
20.85 per cent over the figures for 1923 and more than double the 
amount for 1921. The net profit increase over last year is 35.4 per 
cent. 

Current earnings on the 1,141,251 shares of common stock for 1924 
amounted to $6.18. 

Theodore F. Merseles, president of the company, said the increase in 
sales has made necessary the extension of plants in Oakland, Calif., 
Fort Worth, Tex., Kansas City, Mo., and St. Paul, and the building of 
a new plant in Baltimore. 


Now, Mr. Chairman, the policy of granting a subsidy to serve 
monopolistic retailing enterprises who are in direct competi- 
tion with the business men in every community does not pro- 
mote the common welfare. The parcel post in this connection 
is purely a commercial service and these users should pay the 
cost of the service. 

It is surely not justice to force the city merchant and the 
country storekeeper to make up this loss either through in- 
creased postage on other classes of mail or through additional 
taxes, 

WHAT DOES PARCEL POST COST? 


There have always been great differences of opinion as to the 
cost of handling parcel-post mail. The Postmaster General's 
report for the year 1919, referring to the increased volume of 
business, declares: 


The extent of usefulness of the service to and popularity with the 
public is reflected in the last estimate of the profits in handling parcel 
post, which was made in 1916, when the figures compiled indicated a 
profit, in round numbers, of $10,000,000. 


In the report of the Postmaster General for the year 1920 
it is stated: 


It is estimated that the revenue derived from parcel-post mail is 
now approximately $150,000,000 annually, indicating a profit of about 
$10,000,000 per annum. 


The report of the Postmaster General for the year 1921, after 
reciting the results of the last preceding test weighing, says: 


The impression prevails that the parcel post is producing a large 
profit. It was stated that it made a profit of $10,000,000 for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1920. This was based on pre-war figures 
largely. It is my opinion that the parcel post by no means pays for 
itself, 


The parcel post law provided that the rates should be ad- 
justed by the Postmaster General so as to make the business 
self-supporting. The law also required that distinctive stamps 
savua be attached to the parcels so that the revenue might be 

nown, 

However, these distinctive stamps were abolished by Post- 
master General Burleson and there is no way of exactly deter- 
mining the revenues, 

The cost-ascertainment report gives a figure of about $7,000,- 
000 loss, but this must arouse skepticism in view of the fact 
that parcel post makes up 63 per cent of the weight of all mails 
and brings in but 21 per cent of the revenues, 


HOW MANY PARCELS ARB THERE? 


There is an astonishing decrease in the number of parcel-post 
parcels being carried in the mails, if we are to accept the cost 
ascertainment figures. No one believes that there has been 
such a decrease and eyery sign points to a substantial increase 
each year. 

In 1922 Postmaster General Hays issued an official publica- 
tion on parcel-post statistics to show the “trend and tendencies 
of the system in its growth and development.” 

In the record of test weighings and countings during 12 test 
periods, from April, 1913, to October, 1921, he says: 

The records herein shown are accurate and original data, based 
wholly on actual transactions, The greatest care was taken both in 
conducting the tests and in yerifying and compiling the results obtained. 
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Now, what do these tests show? 

The summary of the 15-day test weighings is given below, 
from which it will be noted that the number of parcels in- 
creased from 17,148,200 to 44,051,083, an increase of 160 per 
cent, while the total weight increased from 30,371,437 pounds 
to 180,547,744 pounds, or an increase of 500 per cent. The most 
startling comparison, however, is the increased ayerage weight 
from 1 pound 12 ounces to 3 pounds 1 ounce, while there is 
a decrease in the average postage paid from 3.8 cents in 1913 
to 3.1 cents in 1921, 


Comparative statement of parcels mailed at all post offices showing 
„ and average postage per pound 


number, postage, 


Weight of parcels 


A 
postage 


per 
Pounds Average Pound 


Lbs. or 
e PE A $11, 645, 425. 50 30,371,437 | 1 12| $0,038 
1814. 2, 119, 410. 17 48, 173, 331 1 5 0⁴⁵ 
1914 2, 285, 578. 35 54, 653, 137 e 041 
1915.. 2, 451, 254. 94 59,047,003 | 1 7 011 
1915 2, 678, 716. 16 68, 372,635 | 1 11 038 
1916. 2, 962, 134. 88 80, 446,478 1 15 08 
1917. 8, 030, 231. 88 80,131,264 | 1 14 - 036 
1919.. 4, 763, 497. 37 145, 416, 950 3 8 . 082 
1920. 5, 609, 438. 22 169, 641,199 | 3 1 - 82 
P 5, 787, 200. 87 30 180,57, 744] 4 2 031 


Now, Mr. Speaker, in 1920 this official statement indicates 
that there were 1,346,919,000 parcel-post packages carried in 
the mails. This was a count for 15 days and I have calculated 
the year on that basis. 

It is inconceivable that there has been a reduction of 345,- 
000,000 parcels since 1920. On the contrary, the increasingly 
prosperous business conditions indicate a much larger number 
than were carried in 1920. j 

But let us dig still deeper. In order to show this decrease 
the cost ascertainment cuts the number of parcels handled in 
specific first-class offices to an unbelievable extent. 

Now, how did they get these estimates for the number of 
parcel-post packages? You will find the method described on 
page 53 of the cost-ascertainment report. They say: 


The number of pieces of each class was counted during the last 
seven days of the statistical period and the total weights thereof 
were recorded, from which the average weights per piece for each 
class were ascertained. The total weights of the mails were divided 
by the ascertained average weight per piece in order to produce total 
annual pieces, 


Now, it will be seen from this extract that a seven days’ 
weighing determined the average weight per piece. Certainly 
it must be admitted that such a test for seven days in 559 post 
office is not as complete as the 15 days’ weighing in all first 
and second class offices and a selected number of third and 
fourth class offices, as was the case during the tests of 1920 
and 1921, to which I have referred. 

But leaving that aside, under the cost-ascertainment method 
the important element is the total weight of the mails in 
fourth class. How did they arrive at that figure? 

If you refer to page 43 of the report, you will note that the 
department keeps no records as to the weights of fourth-class 
mail. A 

Their plan, as outlined on page 43, was to take the seven 
days’ test figures on postage paid and determine from that 
the average revenue per pound. Then they divided that into 
the reyenues which they had apportioned to fourth-class mat- 
ter in order to secure the total weight. 

The apportionment of the revenue to fourth class is another 
peculiar operation in itself. This is secured, according to the 
explanation on page 37, by taking the revenues from. stamps 
and stamped paper and allotting this sum to the classes of 
mail matter based on the ratios discovered during the 30-day 
statistical period. 

What do we finally have out of this complicated scheme? 
We have ratios for the classes of mail matter. That determines 
the yearly revenues for fourth-class mail matter. That figure 
in turn determines the average revenue per pound. That figure 
then determines the total weight of fourth-class mails. And 
that figure determines the number of pieces of fourth-class 
matter. 
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It is needless to point out that the slightest variation in the | tainment method of securing number of pieces and those of the 
ratios would make an immense variation in total weights and | actual count-and-weigh test in 1921. 
number of pieces. That fact explains the weird results obtained Bear in mind that the 1921 test was a record of actual par- 
when specific post offices were tabulated. Let me give herewith | cels handled, not a ratio of various classes of mail matter. The 
a comparison between the results obtained by this cost-ascer-' yearly totals are extensions for the year. 


Parcel post figures for cities 


Albany, N. Y. 


7 pounds 8 ounces... 
5 ounces... 
0. po, See a 


53,528,602... — 
9.073 C nt 
0.134 ont. 
ounces 1 pound — 4 ounces 

2 pounds 3 ounces... $ pounds 12 ounces._| 5 pounds 4 ounces.._| 4 pounds 2 ounces. 


Do al a egos -i nds 1 ounce....) 4 ds 4 ounces...) R ape S on 4 pounds -5 ounces. 
Average revenue OUI Se os cae ene seed dent 101 nt. 0.066 cent. 
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Mr. Speaker, I refuse to believe that the 41,000,000 parcel- 
post packages handled at the Brooklyn post office in 1921 
dropped to 12,000,000 in 1923. I do not believe that the 163,- 
000,000 pounds of parcel-post matter handled at Boston in 
1921 dropped to 69,000,000 in 1923. 

I can well believe that the average revenues per pound 
dropped greatly since 1913, as indicated in all these calcula- 
tions. I can not credit figures which show Cleveland, Ohio, 
increasing the number of parcel-post packages 2,400,000 in two 
years while the weight drops 11,400,000 pounds, while Mil- 
waukee shows a loss of 4,000,000 parcels but increases the 
weight 6,000,000 pounds. 

Such discrepancies, evident throughout these figures, can 
ouly be explained by the use of ratios, which do not serve as 
accurate means for determining number of pieces. 

Mr. Speaker, the cost-ascertainment report states that the 
loss on parcel-post mail for 1923 was $6,916,753. It is incon- 
ceivable that a class of mail having 63 per cent of the weight 
and producing only 21 per cent of the revenues should show 
such a small loss. It is believed that the department officials 
did not properly allocate the expenditures for new buildings 
made necessary by the volume of this mail; also the method of 
determining delivery costs by the “stop” place is unsound in 
principle. 

However, the Post Office Department proposed a new rate 
structure for parcel post. They urged that we adopt the fol- 
lowing rates: 

Local delivery, 8 cents per pound and 1 cent for each addi- 
tional 2 pounds. 

1 7 7 and second zones, 9 cents first pound and 1 cent addi- 
tional. 
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Third zone, 9 cents first pound and 2 cents add tional. 

Fourth zone, 10 cents first pound and 4 cents additional up 
to 5 pounds and 3 cents in excess of 5 pounds. 

Fifth zone, 10 cents first pound and 6 cents additional up to 
5 pounds and 5 cents for over 5 pounds. 

Sixth zone, 11 cents for first pound and 8 cents for additional 
to 5 pounds and 7 cents for over 5 pounds. 

Seventh zone, 11 cents for first pound and 10 cents for all 
additional. 

Eighth zone, 12 cents for each pound. 

It will thus be seen that the Post Office Department proposed 
a 4cent increase in the first and second zones. The Senate 
eliminated this proposal and substituted a 1-cent parcel fee to 
apply to all parcels. The original bill called for 2 cents, and 
this was adopted on the floor but was later reconsidered and 
the 1-cent fee inserted by 1 vote on roll call. 

The House committee made the parcel fee 2 cents in the be- 
lief that it is fully justified if we are to make parcel post even 
approximately self-sustaining. In addition we direct the Post- 
master General to fix, with the consent of the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission, such rates as shall make this merchan- 
dising service pay the cost of operation. 

The charges under this bill in all zones used to any extent by 
parcel-post shippers will be still so much below express rates 
that there is no comparison. In the distant zones a readjust- 
ment will be necessary if we are to secure the business, and it 
is expected that this readjustment will follow the Postmaster 
General's carrying out of the mandatory provision to which I 
have referred. 

The following table will show parcel-post charges as fixed 
in this bill compared to express rates: 


Comparison of express rates with proposed parcel-post rates 
[Weight, pounds] 


First and second 
Zone 
Express —— K 
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Comparison of express rates with proposed parcel-post rates—Continued 
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SOCIAL POSTAL SERVICES 


Mr. Speaker, in this bill we propose to raise $12,624,516 addi- 
tional revenues from insurance, C. O. D., money order, registry, 
and special delivery services. 

Even this additional sum will not pay the actual cost of these 
services, but we accepted the Post Office Department's recom- 
mendations on the statement that they would produce all the 
revenue possible from readjusted charges. 


The cost ascertainment indicates that during the fiscal year 


1923 the total revenue received in fees from the money-order 
service amounted to $11,601,425.82. The expense charged 
thereto was $21,141,936.99, or a loss of $9,540,511.17. The re- 
port also shows that there was a total of 173,400,419 transac- 
tions during the fiscal year, or an average revenue of 6.69 cents 
per transaction, and the expense per transaction was 12.19 
cents, or a loss of 5.5 cents per transaction. 

The service is, to a certain extent, in competition with ex- 
press companies and ‘banks, and the rates therefore must be 
kept low enough to retain ‘the business. The present rates for 
money-order fees has been in effect since July 1, 1883. The 
following is a table, which shows the present rates of the 
American Railway and Southern Express companies and the 
Post Office Department, also the rates proposed in this bill: 


„ 
From 2.51 to 86. „„öd7b. 8 
From $5.01 to 810. 10 10 8 10 
From $10.01 to 820. 12 12 10 12 
From $20.01 to 825 15 12 12 15 
From $25.01 to $30... 15 15 12 15 
From 830.01 to 840 15 15 15 15 
From $40.01 to 850 18 15 18 18 
From $50.01 to $60... 18 18 20 18 
From $60.01 to 875. 2 18 25 2 
From $75.01 to $80_ es 20 20 30 20 
From $50.01 to 81007 24 20 30 2 


The effect of the proposed fees would be to increase the 
fees on the smaller orders 2 cents, while there would be de- 
creases ranging from 2 to 8 cents on the larger amounts. 
However, since a large percentage of the orders issued are of 
‘fhe lesser amounts there would be an increased fee received 
on each order issued of approximately 1.9 cents. The number 
of money orders issued during the fiscal year 1924 was 188,- 
552,121. Multiplying this number by 1.9 cents, the estimated 
additional revenue under the proposed schedule of fees, would 
produce additional reyenue amounting to $3,582,490 per annum. 

As to registered mails, this bill provides that the fee for 
registered mail matter shall not be less than 15 nor more than 
20 cents in addition to the regular postage. Section 3927 of 
the Revised Statutes, as it now stands, authorizes the Post- 
master General to fix the registry fee at any sum not exceeding 
20 cents in addition to the regular postage. 

The bill provides that when the sender shall so request and 
upon payment of a fee of 3 cents a receipt shall be taken 
on the delivery of any registered mail matter, showing to 
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whom and when the same was delivered. Under the present 
law this receipt must be furnished whenever requested without 
the payment of any additional fee. 

The cost ascertainment shows that for the fiscal year 1923 
the total revenue received from the registry service was 
$8,005,579.20, and the expense charged thereto, including the 
expense for free registrations, was $18,379,593.01, or a less of 
$10,374,013.81. 

The report also shows that there was a total of 79,846,947 
paid transactions and 8,516,724 free transactions. The aver- 
age revenue per average transaction was 10.02 cents and the 
average expense 20.79 cents, or a loss of 10.77 cents per trans- 
action of paid registry service. 

This is again one of the services where the rates can not 
be increased sufficiently to cover the entire estimated cost, 
because the service, in a measure, is in competition with out- 
side business, and unless the registry rates are kept low 
enough the business would be lost to competitors. 

The present registry fees are 10 cents to cover an indemnity 
of not exceeding $50 on first-class matter and $25 in case of 
third class; 20 cents to cover an indemnity on first-class matter 
of not exceeding $100. 

It is proposed in this bill to increase the minimum registra- 
tion fee from 10 to 15 cents and to establish an additional fee 
of 3 cents for the “registry return receipt,” this fee to be paid 
by the sender. The return on this last fee would be small. 
The 3-cent fee would be fixed on the theory that the cost for 
handling and transporting the single piece of first-class matter 
is approximately 114 cents and that the process of preparing 
the card and securing the signature of the receiver inyolyes an 
equal amount of expense, Furthermore, the receipt must be 
earried in both directions. 

This schedule would raise approximately $3,980,000 addi- 
tional revenue for the year. 

This bill proposes increases in the fees chargeable for insur- 
ance of mail matter to cover payment of indemnity to shippers 
for shipments lost, rifled, or damaged. 

The insurance service was originally established by order of 
the Postmaster General to take effect with the establishment of 
the parcel-post service, effective January 1, 1913. 

The cost-ascertainment report indicates that the total reyenue 
deriyed from the insurance of parcel-post matter during the 
fiscal year 1923 amounted to $7,185,771.14, and the expense 
chargeable thereto was $8,331,730.60, or a loss of $1,145,959.46. 

It is estimated that approximately $4,058,147 additional 
revenue will be produced by the schedule proposed for the 
year. The present and proposed rates are as follows: 


Maximum indemnity of 88 


oreo wee 
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This bill proposes an increase in the fees charged for the col- 
lect-on-delivery service. The original parcel post law author- 
ized the Postmaster General to promulgate regulations for a 
collect-on-delivery service, and in pursuance of this authority 
the collect-on-delivery service was inaugurated by an order 
issued under date of February 23, 1913. 

The cost-ascertainment report indicates the total revenue 
from the collect-on-delivery service for the fiscal year 1923 
amounted to $4,079,143.35 and the expense chargeable thereto 
was $5,904,580.74, or a loss of $1,825,437.39, or approximately 4 
cents per transaction. 

The present fees for collect-on-delivery service are 10 and 25 
cents, depending upon the amount of the collection. The fol- 
lowing shows the present and proposed rates for the collect-on- 
delivery service: 


It is estimated that the application of the proposed schedule 
of fees for the collect-on-delivery service to the total number 
of collect-on-delivery transactions will yield additional revenue 
of $1,103,879 per annum. 

As to special delivery, the present law provides that upon 
a payment of a fee of 10 cents in addition te the regular 
postage any article of mail matter shall be entitled to imme- 
diate delivery to the addressee if residing within the city- 
earrier delivery limits, or within one mile of a noncity-carrier 
ofice. This rate applies regardless of size or weight of the 
mail matter for which special delivery is desired. 

The messenger or other person making delivery of a special- 
delivery article receives 8 cents of the 10 cents paid by the 
sender for special delivery. 

This bill proposes that the fee for special delivery of any 
mail matter weighing more than 2 ounces and not more than 
10 pounds shall be 15 cents in addition to. the regular postage, 
and for the special delivery thereof 11 cents may be paid to 
the messenger or other person making delivery. 

It further provides that the special-delivery fee for mail 
matter weighing more than 10 pounds shall be 20 cents in 
addition to the regular postage, and the messenger or other 
person making delivery thereof shall be paid 15 cents. 

The cost ascertainment indicates that the apportioned reve- 
nue to special delivery for -the fiscal year was $8,175,648.33, 
and the expense charged thereto was $8,297,645.67, or a loss 
of $121,977.34. 

The present fee of 10 cents for special delivery of mail mat- 
ter applies to mail matter of all classes, regardless of weight 
or size. 

In this bill a schedule has been provided leaving the rate 
the same as at present up to the weight of 2 pounds and 
providing a new rate for articles weighing more than 2 
pounds but not more than 10 pounds, and another rate for 
articles weighing more than 10 pounds, with corresponding in- 
creases of the fees which are to be paid the messengers. The 
proposed scale so constructed would raise about $900,000 addi- 
tional revenue. 

TOTAL REVENUES FROM BILL 


The Post Office Department estimates the probable increase 
in revenue per annum which will be derived as follows: 


A‚‚‚ÄͥÜC)́—8—8 22 — 
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Fourth class 
25-cent special service (parcel post 
Insured service (third and fourth) 
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COMMISSION FOR INVESTIGATION AND REPORT 


Mr. Speaker, this measure provides for a commission of six 
members, three from the Senate and three from the House of 
Representatives, to study the entire postage-rates problem 
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port its conclusions in the form of a bill for the 
action of the Sixty-ninth Congress. 

This is a very important work, and the commission may be 
able to perform a great public service by recommending a 
permanent postal policy. Most of our difficulties now are due 
to the fact that we are wavering between two opinions, 
whether the postal establishment shall be conducted for sery- 
ice or for profit. 

That is why this measure is not framed on the so-called cost- 
ascertainment report. Neither was the bill sent in by the 
Post Office Department. To have attempted that would have 
wrecked the Postal Service. 

Eighty-five per cent of the weight of mails now being car- 
ried is fourth class, parcel post, and second class periodical 
publications. 

The cost ascertainment showed a loss of $7,000,000 in parcel 
post and proposed to adjust it by a 4-cent increase on the first 
pound in the first and second zones and 3 cents in the third 
zone and a decrease for certain weights in the more remote 
zones, 

That meant, in reality, a 4cent service charge on every 
parcel mailed by every farmer and every small business man 
in America. They send their products and goods to points 
within 150 miles, 

We propose to make that rate a 2-cent charge per parcel, thus 
giving the same advantage to the small business man as we 
give to the great mail-order houses who ship to the more 
remote zones. 

As to second class, rates based on the cost ascertainment 
would inevitably drive every newspaper and periodical out of 
the United States mails. 

During the hearings Senator Harretp asked Mr. Stewart 
this question: 


Under your allocation of expenses there is a loss from second class 
of $74,000,000. Your rates proposed will increase the revenue from 
second-class postage $9,000,000. Can you give reasons why you did 
not deem it wise to raise second-class rates to cover the whole deficit? 


The answer was significant. 
Why, Senator— 
Said Mr. Stewart— 
we did not want to get rid of second class. 


Now, what does that mean? Surely the vast Post Office 
Establishment, with its great organization covering every 
family in the land, can distribute mail matter more cheaply 
than any new organization or series of organizations of pri- 
vate kind that can be built up. Yet this postal expert declares 
that if we even attempt to make up the alleged loss shown 
by the cost ascertainment it will drive second class out of 
the mails and send it into private channels of distribution. 

The answer is easy. There is no such loss as is shown in the 
cost ascertainment. Under present second-class rates pri- 
vate concerns are handling a large volume at a profit of the 
matter which formerly went through the mails. What a pri- 
vate concern can do after building a new organization can 
assuredly be done by the Postal Service, with its organization 
already established. 

The Post Office Department dared not suggest a rate for 
second class based on its cost ascertainment. It did, however, 
suggest 100 per cent advance in the rates on the advertising 
portions in the first and second zones, but no increase in the 
further zones. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, we could not follow the cost ascertain- 
ment in its details. I have read every page of the cost-ascer- 
tainment committee’s report and have tried to digest the in- 
numerable tables of figures contained in the appendix to that 
report. 

Darke all that study I have been depressed by-the barren- 
ness of that report. I did not think it possible that even postal 
experts could keep out of the record of the performance of this 
mighty service everything of vision and inspiration. I had 
thought that the very tables showing its accomplishments 
would cry out the tremendous facts of the human efforts and 
human accuracy which make it a marvelous instrument for the 
common good. 

These experts have actually kept these out of the report, and 
the result is simply a mass of figures without form and void. 

When the report states that it costs three-tenths of a cent 
for transportation and railway-mail servee of a letter. I think 
of mail trains flying-through the night from all the cities in the 
land; terminals busy as beehives, 22,140 men of the Railway 
Mail Service handling and dispatehing 18,000,000,000 pieces of 


after the adjournment of this session, This commission is | mail with 99.9 per cent accuracy. 
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When the report states that it costs 1.58 cents for post-office 
service and delivery of a newspaper on its way to the sub- 
scriber, I think of 51,266 postmasters and 2,758 assistant post- 
masters and 64,363 clerks and supervisors at their appointed 
tasks working as efficiently as the parts of a great motor on 
the great task of communication of common ideas and common 
ideals in this Republic. 

When the report states that it costs 1.6 cents to deliver an 
advertising bulletin, or 12 cents for a parcel-post package to an 
American home, I think of 45,362 city letter carriers, 1,220 vil- 
lage carriers, and 44,981 rural carriers on their daily visits to 
every home in the land carrying messages of joy and sorrow, 
publications of pleasure and profit, articles for convenience and 
comfort. 

Ah, Mr, Speaker, where there is no vision the people perish. 
Where mathematics only is considered, and the man and his 
service are forgotten, the result is a cost-ascertainment report 
which is useless in deciding postal policies for this Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe the cost-ascertainment report to be 
mathematically accurate. That is, the additions, subtractions, 
multiplications, and divisions are perfectly executed. But the 
finished result is of no worth in dealing with the Postal 
Service until we decide a postal policy. 

The report seems to me like a blue print of a great block 
of marble hewn from the quarries. That blue print gives the 
weight, cubic footage, height, breadth, and length. Those 
figures may be exact, but they are worthless until there is a 
determination of the use to which that marble is to be put. 
Shall it be used in a great temple, or as a tombstone? Some 
one must decide the purpose of the marble, and that is the 
supremely important matter. 

So, too, this cost ascertainment is a blue print of the postal 
establishment in pounds, miles, and cubie feet. But the first 
and foremost question is: What shall be the purpose of the 
postal establishment; shall we erect a temple of human en- 
lightenment and common progress, or erect a tombstone over 
the post office as a service institution? 

Mr. Speaker, I want to point out the fundamental reason 
we could not accept the cost-ascertainment report nor the 
schedule of permanent rates submitted by the Post Office De- 
partment. 

The cost-ascertainment report is a great mass of dry as dust 
deductions from premises which never have been, and which 
I hope never will be accepted in the Postal Service. It is 
heaping together of pounds and pieces, car-miles, and cubic 
footage, reyenues and disbursements, without a single gleam 
of light to illuminate the mighty service itself. 

It shows a loss for 1923 of $39,000,000, and would make that 
the key figure for all the years to come, regardless of the fact 
that for 1924 the loss is only $24,000,000, and the Postmaster 
General estimates it at $10,000,000 for the current year, with 
a surplus, under present conditions for 1926. 

The exact situation is shown in the testimony of the Post- 
master General before the House Appropriations Committee 
dealing with the Post Office bill for 1926. He gave the fol- 
lowing figures: 


Comparison of revenues and erpenditures, fiscal years 1918 to 1925 
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1 Operating surplus. 

The Post Office Department bill proposed a permanent scale 
of postage rates which the officials believe will make the Pos- 
tal Service a money-making enterprise. 

Both House and Senate committees refused to accept that 
schedule as final, and they did well. By accepting it, this 
Congress would reverse its postal policies since the foundation 
of the Government and substitute profits for service in the 
greatest instrumentality of communication ever organized on 
the face of the earth, 

No; we are not yet ready to take that step. It will be well 
to weigh carefully exactly what it means and make that de- 
cision only after full consideration. 


Mr. Speaker, when the storm overwhelms the weary mariner, 
he is saved if he sights the lighthouse by which he may steer 
his course. Since the cost-ascertainment report of the Post 
Office Department has descended upon us this Congress has 
been tempest tossed amid a sea of postal statistics and sub- 
merged beneath a whirlpool of postal percentages. 

We must locate the lighthouse erected by our fathers as a 
guide for those who are responsible for the good ship Post Office 
as it sails its forward course. 

The lighthouse is there. It is the fundamental, bedrock 
policy that the mightly Post Office Establishment is an agency 
for service, not profit. 

It will be fatal if we follow the profits will-o’-the-wisp. I 
have heard high representatives picture before ouf committees 
a Post Office Department which is sick unto death from a kind 
of disease which they call lack of money. 

Instead of portraying the United States Postal Establish- 
ment as it really is, the mightiest public-service enterprise in 
the world’s history, with the greatest volume of mail matter, 
and the cheapest postage rates on earth, they show us a fan- 
tastic balance sheet and say that there is a deficit. Nothing 
stings them more deeply than a service which does not pay its 
way. 

These Post Office officials recommend changes, based on un- 
sound allotment of costs, apparently in the belief that the 
“jingling of the dollars will help the hurt the service feels.” 

Mr. Speaker, a cheese-paring economy is not the keynote of 
the Post Office Establishment. Its true purpose is to serve the 
American people. It is the agency of the people, created by 
them to maintain the certain and secure intercommunication 
which is essential to national existence and safety. 

The founders of this Republie did not doubt this purpose for 
a moment. They placed Postal Service in the very forefront 
of the instrumentalities of national freedom and national unity. 
“Communication of intelligence with frequency and dispatch 
from one part to another of the continent is essentially requi- 
site to its safety” declared the Continental Congress in its 
rage tig to extend the Postal Service during the Revolutionary 

ar. 

Even before that, in the colonial days, Benjamin Franklin, 
standing for a Postal Service which should unify the Colonies 
into a Nation paid from his own pocket the deficit, which Great 
Britain, standing for a profit policy, would not tolerate, 

But the policy of Britain proved suicidal in the end, and the 
Franklin policy helped as much as any one thing to establish 
America as a free and independent Nation. 

From that day to this the profit-making policy in the Postal 
Service has been repudiated by the American Congress. It is 
strange doctrine, indeed, that now the great organization which 
has been built for service must be transformed into a money- 
making enterprise. 

When the thirteen Colonies wrought out their freedom from 
foreign power, they comprised but a fringe on the Atlantic 
coast. The interior was a dark mystery to the dwellers by 
the sea. Its pathless wilderness, and its uncharted wastes 
affrighted almost every American. George Washington, first in 
war, first in peace, and first in the hearts of his countrymen, 
was also first in vision for a mighty America. He was one of 
the very few men of his day who visioned a great united 
Nation, stretching far to the West. He had power to see it 
because he could see highways and waterways traversing these 
regions in the future, making possible communication between 
all the parts of the country. 

After Yorktown, Lafayette invited Washington to become the 
guest of France and view the splendors of the Old World in 
the capacity of a successful nation builder. But Washington 
refused, saying that he felt it was indispensably necessary to 
make a journey to obtain information of the nearest and best 
communication between the eastern and western parts of Amer- 
ica, Back he went over the Alleghenies, traversing the old 
trails over which he had marched with General Braddock, ex- 
ploring the tributaries of the Ohio, which he found stretching 
out their fingers as though they sought union with the Po- 
tomac. 

That a united nation must have free and direct communica- 
tion between all its communities was noted again and again by 
Washington in his diary. He points out that lack of com- 
munication means disunion and danger. In western Pennsyl- 
vania he found communities, having a total population of 
100,000 and more, their people feeling out of all touch with the 
National Government and ready to build up a separate nation 
of their own. He declares specifically that unless these out- 
riders of American civilization can be joined to their fellow 
citizens in the East through means of communication for the 
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flow of common ideals they will surely break away from the 
new Nation. 

It was fortunate indeed that the Postal Service had been 
tried and found effective in the great task of communication and 
unification. It was the American method of preventing dis- 
union and division, and it was harnessed to the vital task. 
The constitutional provision that Congress should have power 
to establish post roads raised the vital question as to whether 
it meant to take roads or to make them. It was quickly de- 
cided for the broader interpretation, and in 1792 a post road 
from Richmond, Va., to Danville, Ky., was built by the Fed- 
eral Government. The first macadam highway in America 
was the Lancaster Turnpike, in Pennsylvania, built in 1792, and 
used as a post road. The great Cumberland Pike, in 
1806, was projected in order to furnish mail facilities to the 
settlers of the West. Always the mails followed the pioneers. 
Every new method of communication was a postal facility. 

The highways had from the beginning been post roads, in 
most cases built with that sole purpose in view. In 1813 Con- 
gress declared all steamship lines to be postal routes, and in 
1838 the same declaration was made in regard to all railroad 
lines in America. The great land grants made to the railroads 
were because they were post roads. It is well to remember 
to-day that all highways, waterways, and railways exist in the 
United States primarily for the Postal Service. 

Like magic was the effect of this concerted drive for com- 
munication. ‘The mail coaches went everywhere, and every- 
where they were symbols of Uncle Sam. The sentiment of 
separation gave way to single-minded devotion to America; 
unity took the place of isolation. The effect was felt in politi- 
cal, social, and economic realms. It did not happen by chance 
that the years around 1817 are known in American history as 
the era of good feeling. In that year of 1817 steamboat naviga- 
tion was effected for the first time up and down stream on the 
Mississippi. In that year the new highway across the Al- 
leghenies was first opened, and it and every road farther West 
had been built by the United States Government as a post road. 
In that year the Erie Canal was finally projected as a new 
means of communication. Over all these routes and roads went 
the American Postal Service, bringing common ideas and com- 
mon enlightenment to far-scattered communities. In that thrill 
of contact came new unity and fraternity in all the relations of 
life. 

In politics there was a complete lack of the bitter partisan- 
ship of previous years. In social life there was a new frater- 
nity in Americanism. In commercial life there was new enter- 
prise and new progress and prosperity. The founder of the 
first iron foundry in Pittsburgh advertised that he was suffl- 
ciently upheld by the hand of the Almighty to supply the 
demand of iron and castings.” 

It was the hand of the Almighty, but He was working through 
the Postal Service of America, which carried that advertisement 
and brought the orders to the factory and made possible the 
establishment of such industry. 

The United States Postal Commission of 1844 made a careful 
study of the Post Office Establishment. They defined its pur- 
pose as faithfully as was humanly possible. They declared 
the United States Post Office was created and maintained “to 
render the citizen worthy by proper knowledge and enlighten- 
ment of his important privileges as a sovereign constituent of 
the Government; to diffuse enlightenment, social improvement, 
national affinities, elevating our people in the scale of civiliza- 
tion and bringing them together in patriotic affection.” 

Did these American statesmen argue that it would not be 
justifiable to render the citizen worthy of his privileges as a 
sovereign constituent of the Government unless the balance 
sheet showed a dollar and cut profit? 

Did they argue that before we could “elevate our people in 
the scale of civilization and bring them together in patriotic 
affection’ it was necessary to fix a schedule of charges which 
would show a profit in the transaction? 

To ask such questions is to point out the absurdity of the 
profit policy in the Postal Service. No material benefit which 
the Government could conceivably bestow upon American citi- 
zens could compare to the accomplishment of these aims of the 
Postal Service as defined by these Americans of another genera- 
tion. And in no method could the contributions of the citizens 
in the form of taxes be better expended. 

Mr. Speaker, in carrying out their ideas of a government of 
the people, for the people, and by the people the founders of 
America made the Post Office Establishment the agency of com- 
munication between the Government and its agents in the field 
and the public at large. 

They believed that there is no greater obligation upon the 
Government than to keep the people informed as to the conduct 


of their own Government. Therefore it was previded that the 
publications and reports of the various departments and 
branches of Government should be sent through the mails free, 
in order to assure the widest possible dissemination of the in- 
formation contained in them. On this account also it was pro- 
vided that communications of Members of Congress should be 
sent without postage. 

As the population of the United States has increased and the 
Government has grown in complexity this service has taken 
on greater proportions. The income tax is administered through 
the Post Office Department and millions of blanks are sent to 
the taxpayers free of all postage. 

The Veterans’ Bureau sends out bonus applications by the 
million, and in most cases these are returned in penalty en- 
velopes free of charge. 

The Agricultural Department mails each year millions of 
bulletins and other publications for which the Post Office Estab- 
Hshment receives no revenues. 

The Bureau of Engraving and Printing charges the Post 
Office Department $800,000 a year for printing the postage 
stamps used, but the Postal Service handles the mail matter of 
the bureau without a cent of revenue received. 

The United States Shipping Board sends great quantities of 
mail matter without paying postage, but when the vessels of 
the Shipping Board carry mail they receive 100 per cent higher 
payment than the vessels of other nations. 

Every other department and bureau is pouring into the 
stream of mail matter great quantities of free mail. Not a 
cent of revenue is derived from it. 

Now, I do not complain of the policy involved. I am in favor 
of it. I believe if there were no Postal Service available it 
would be absolutely necessary for the Government to establish 
and maintain a complete system for the distribution of this 
governmental information alone. As a matter of self-defense, 
a people’s government must see that its sovereign constituents 
are enlightened and possessed of the facts upon which to base 
their all-controlling decisions. No sum spent for a standing 
army can bring such safety as an informed electorate acting 
upon exact facts. : 

But I do protest against charging the free service against 
postal revenues and decreeing that other users of the mail 
shall pay all the losses involved. 

The penalty mail for 1923, if paid for at regular rates, would 
have brought in $11,880,765 and the franked mail would have 
produced $357,819 ; not one dollar of this sum should be charged 
against postal revenues. This service is given for the Govern- 
ment and to advance the common welfare. They constitute a 
charge against the General Treasury. That ought to be as 
convincing as the multiplication table to any reasonable man. 

I know that it is said that the free use of public buildings 
on which the Post Office Department pays no rent makes up 
for this loss in revenues. 

That object was taken up by the Postmaster General in 
1919 in his report. He states: 


The total present value of the buildings, sites, and equipment as 
inventoried chargeable to the Postal Service amounts to $115,206,- 
213.91, and the rental yalue of the property used by the Postal Service 
was $6,402,267.44 annually, 

It has frequently been stated during recent years that had the 
department paid rent for the space it occupies in Government- 
owned buildings there would have been no surplus revenues. This 
statement is erroneous. j 

The department could have paid rent for such space at the 
rates prevailing in the various cities and still have had a surplus of 
several millions of dollars, notwithstanding the fact that no credit 
was allowed for the transportation and handling of franked and free 
matter. If postage at the prescribed rates had been paid on such 
matter the Postal Service would have received revenue amounting to 
more than three tines as much as the rental for the space utilized in 
the Government-owned buildings. 


In addition to this calculation, it is also true that the Post 
Office Department is paying every year a greater sum for rent, 
simply because public buildings have not kept pace with the 
need. In many cases leases are being made at high rentals 
and with purchase options. The payments being made are net 
alone rent, but part of it applies on a purchase contract. 

All these payments are figured in the current expenses for 
which reimbursement is demanded from users of the mail. Of 
course, this is without justification. It is one of the fantastic 
features of the cost-ascertainment report. 

The profit policy has been repudiated in the administration 
of the Postal Service. The Government connected a line of 
posts and furnished conveyances through territories where the 
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expenditures vastly exceeded the revenues. The sole purpose 
was to establish the service, no matter what the cost. 

In 1865 there were post routes established between Salt Lake 
City and Folsom and between Atchison and Salt Lake City. 
The payment for these two routes meant an expense of $750,000 


a year. The reyenues were $23,934.44. That was a loss of 
$726,065.56 a year. 

There was a route established between Kansas City and 
Santa Fe at a cost of $35,743. The revenues were $6,536.57, 
or a loss of $29,206.43. 

There was a route established between Lincoln and Portland 
at a cost of $225,000. The revenues were $24,791.67, or a loss 
of $200,208.33. 

The inevitable loss of millions of dollars at a time when 
four years of civil war had well-nigh wrecked the financial 
fabric of the Republic did not prevent the establishment and 
continuance of these routes, 

They were money losers, of course, if you consider only ex- 

and revenue, but they paid immense dividends to America 
in their unifying force. 

Later came the establishment of the Rural Free Delivery, a 
service to farming and rural communities which has lost money 
from the day of its establishment. 

This service was first established in the fiscal year of 1897, 
when there was a deficit of $11,411,779, with receipts of only 
$82,665,000. 

Surely, to the postal profit pursuers that was the worst time 
imaginable to add a service upon which there would be a great 
loss. 

But the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads waived 
aside that objection by the declaration that Rural Free Delivery 
“will elevate the standard of intelligence and promote the wel- 
fare of the people.” 

In the famous cost-ascertainment report of the Post Office 
Department in 1924 I find no allocation of the value of such 
magnificent service as the elevation of intelligence and the pro- 
motion of the people’s welfare. You can not put a dollar and 
cent estimate upon it, and therefore away with it. The cost 
ascertainment additions of figures may be accurate. The re- 
port may be correct as a machine, but a man must direct the 
machine, and a just policy must control a cost ascertainment. 

But Postmaster General Nary in 1897 seemed to agree with 
the advisability of taking on the profitless Rural Free Delivery 
enterprise. He said in his report: 


It has unquestionably proved itself a potent factor in the attainment 
of what should be one of the chief aims of our Government, the grant- 
ing of the best possible postal facilities to the farmer and his family. 


And Postmaster General Smith in 1901 had the audacity to 
attempt to justify the Rural Free Delivery on the basis of indi- 
rect gains. He said: 


On the average there are 125 families on a route, Under the old 
systems they traveled from 2 to 4 miles in going to the post office. If 
the cost in time and other factors be reckoned at 10 cents a day for 
each family, it is clearly a moderate estimate. That makes an aggre- 
gate of $12.50 a day. The Government can deliver the mail at the 
doors of all for $2 a day. Why shouldn't it do so and save them the 
larger burden? 


There never was a belief or expectation that the Rural Free 
Delivery would produce postal revenues to even approximate 
its cost. It was regarded as a social service which brought 
benefits greatly in excess of the money expended, 

In 1909 Postmaster General Hitchcock reported that the cost 
of the Rural Free Delivery was $35,000,000 and the postage on 
matter mailed on the routes amounted to $7,250,000. He justi- 
fied the deficit of $27,750,000 in this one service by saying: 


It brings the farms and rural communities into communication with 
commercial and educational centers. It encourages the improvement 
of country roads, By making rural life more attractive, it stimulates 
agriculture. No doubt it is partly responsible for the increase in 
farm values. 


I have reviewed this history in order to show that Congress 
in establishing and enlarging the Rural Free Delivery Service 
intended to render service not to produce revenue. I want to 
prove also that the Post Office Department agreed with that 
policy and made no contention that postage rates must be in- 
creased in order to cover the loss on this valuable service to 
dwellers in rural communities. 

According to the cost ascertainment report the cost of the 
Rural Free Delivery for 1923 was $86,802,379. 

The amount of revenue from mail matter originating on the 
routes was $10,395,151. That leaves a deficit of $76,407,228. 
In order to be more than fair as to the proportion of the reve- 


nues on mail matter delivered on these routes, I propose to 
credit to these twice the amount of the total originating 
revenues, 

That will still leave a net loss of $55,616,926. This service is 
expended on a matter of public policy; it has no just relation 
poet postal revenues and it should not be counted as a postal 

eficit. 

It is manifestly unjust to charge the entire $86,000,000 ex- 
pended for Rural Free Delivery Service against users of the 
mails. They should not be compelled to pay the entire cost of 
this public service any more than the farmers should be obliged 
to pay all the cost of the Department of Agriculture or the 
commercial interests bear as a separate charge the cost of the 
Department of Commerce. 

No, this service was begun when there was a large deficit. 
Its cost was assumed in exactly the same respect that the Gov- 
ernment assumes the cost of reclamation, highways, and other 
splendid services to the people. Its excess cost now should be 
borne by the Government entirely outside postal revenues. 

The cost ascertainment, however, takes no account of the 
social service of this great agency of communication, which 
now takes 15 per cent of ail the money expended for postal 
service. 

Besides the public-service function of the rural free delivery 
there must be considered the free-in-county service given the 
small newspapers of the country. 

This is a policy deliberately established and maintained by 
Congress. It gives circulation through the mails without 
charge to those local newspapers which are regarded as 
especially valuable to the home neighborhoods. 

This service entails an expense to the department of $7,611,- 
759. It is to be regarded as simply a contribution made to the 
general welfare through the Post Office Department. It can 
not justly be charged to other users of the mails. A proper 
ascertainment of cost would eliminate it entirely, since the 
expense of such a public-service enterprise is a charge against 
the General Treasury and not the revenues of the Post Office 
Department. 

Again, Congress has adopted the policy of granting special 
advantages to the blind in the country by permitting the 
transmission of books for the blind through the mails free of 
postage. This amounts to the sum of $27,815 a year. Of 
course, this is not a service to the general users of the mails, 
and the expense involved should not be charged against them. 

There is another item of expense which belongs in the 
category of public service rather than Postal Service. That 
is the policy of granting excess compensation to American- 
owned ships for the carriage of foreign mail. The payment to 
ships of American registry is made at the rate of 80 cents a 
pound for letters and post cards and § cents a pound for other 
classes of mail, including parcel post. Steamships of foreign 
register carry this foreign mail at the rate of 35 cents a 
pound for letters and post cards and 4% cents a pound for 
other mail. 

This policy is that of a ship subsidy. It is justified on the 
ground that encouragement of an American merchant marine 
is patriotic policy. However, it is indefensible, judge solely 
from a postal-revenue basis, for it means a payment of 100 per 
cent more than need be paid for the service. 

There is a stated loss of $17,591,003 in foreign mail. This 
loss should not be charged to American users of the mails. It 
should be regarded as a general welfare expenditure, entirely 
unrelated to postal revenues. 

Congress has adopted another special classification on news- 
paper and magazine rates which reveals a deliberate intention 
to carry certain kinds of mail at a loss. 

This is the rate given religious, scientific, agricultural, and 
other publications issued by organizations not conducted for 
profit. They have been paying 144 cents a pound flat rate. 
There is an annual loss of $17,643,000 on this class alone. This 
deficit should not be charged to second-class or any other class 
of mail matter. It is simply and solely a policy adopted in the 
belief that the Government should foster and encourage these 
publications for the common good. 

There are other items of this kind in the postal budget. The 
inspection service is largely a law-enforcement activity, en- 
gaged in similar work as the Department of Justice. The users 
of the mails should no more defray all this cost than they 
should pay the costs of the Department of Justice. 

If we sum up the losses Involved in rural free delivery, pen- 
alty and franked matter, free publications for the blind, free- 
in-county privilege for newspapers, and foreign mails alone we 
find a total amount of $93,058,587. Every one of these activities 
would necessarily be eliminated if the profit policy is to be the 
dominating motive in our Postal Service. 
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They will not be eliminated. They are of great value in pro- 
moting the welfare of Americans. Then there is but one just 
solution—the recognition that the Post Office Department is 
conducted for service, not profit, and the transfer of these items 
of expense from postal revenues to the General Treasury. At 
the very least we should establish a bookkeeping system to 
show that when users of the mails pay any part of this sum 
they are paying not only for what they get but for something 
they do not get. 

But however important, Mr. Speaker, these considerations 
are in the framing of permanent postal rates, they could be 
given no more consideration by the Postal Committees of the 
House and Senate than to forbid acceptance of the bill drafted 
by the Post Office Department and containing rates designed to 
put permanently all the costs of all these public services upon 
the users of the mails. 

Mr. Speaker, there are many questions which will come up 
before the commission constituted to study postage rates and 
report recommendations as to policies. 

For instance, the method of paying transportation charges 
to railroads must be again reviewed in the light of parcel-post 
changes. Postage rates are based on the pound but we pay 
the railroads by the space basis. That results in a very heavy 
expense for light, bulky parcels sent by parcel post. It may 
be seen in the 100 per cent increase in the annual charges made 
by the railroads since 1916. 

How does it work out? Let a railway mail clerk in actual 
service answer. Here it is, as given in a letter I recently 
received. 


On my last trip, I left Montgomery, Ala., with a 30-foot car jam 
full of mail. It was uncomfortably full, of course, but I could have 
made out fairly well until I reached the first big local station, when 
I would have got rid of enough to ease up things a little. That 
would have been the case, had I had only ordinary mail, but unfortu- 
nately I had, besides this carload of legitimate mail, about a dozen 
boxes of hats from St. Louis. 

The dozen boxes of hats actually took up more space than a hun- 
dred ordinary sacks of mail, and yet the postage on the whole dozen 
if mailed at Montgomery—would have been less than $1. 

There was no possible way to make room for these hats in the mail 
car, and, as a consequence, I had to buy space in the baggage car. 
Such occurrences as this are constantly happening, and there ought 
to be some way to make such stuff as this pay its own way. As a 
matter of fact, the size of a package should be more of a determining 
factor as to the postage it should pay than the weight, so long as 
We are going to continue to pay the railroads for space, and not 
weight. If that is not practicable, there should, at least be a mini- 
mum charge for any package of more than stated dimensions. 


Mr. Speaker, second-class mail rates will present many 
opportunities for decisions as to policy. 

As an instance, let me cite the present situation as regards 
the one and one-fourth preferential religious and other publi- 
cations. One of these publications in Washington will send 
its papers to San Francisco, where it is delivered by city 
carriers. But on the papers sent to its subscribers in Wash- 
ington it must pay the special rate of 2 cents a copy. 

In his minority report on this bill Mr. RAMSEYER, of Iowa, 
urges that the postage rates on the advertising portions of 
newspapers and magazines be left to the Postmaster General 
and the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

In the first place, Congress has already conferred this power 
as to fourth-class mail without the results expected. Instead, 
the Postmaster General asked Congress to fix these rates and 
submitted the provisions he desired enacted. 

It is the duly enacted policy of Congress that parcel post 
is a merchandising service which should pay all costs of 
operation. In accordance with that policy Congress author- 
ized the Postmaster General and the Interstate Commerce 
Commission to establish rates necessary to carry that purpose 
into effect. If it has not been accomplished as to this class 
of mail matter it certainly would not be as to the rates on 
periodicals. 

But even if rates could be so fixed it would be an abdication 
of the duty of Congress. There is a vast difference between 
information, and news, and groceries. Congress has recog- 
nized that from the beginning, and without doubt will continue 
to do so in the future. 

It is a specious argument that such authority will only 
apply to advertising portions. The fact is that the publica- 
tions exist only because of the advertising. It is a fallacy 
to think that they can be separated. 

The average publisher pays more for the white paper than 
he receives in subscriptions. He could not supply the news, 
editorial articles, pictures, and other informational and edu- 


cational features without the advertising revenue. A single 
great press association spends $5,000,000 a year to gather 
news of the world for its members, 

It costs the newspapers of this country at least $10,000,000 
a year to cover the national news in Washington. Without 
this expenditure it would be impossible under present condi- 
tions to inform the American public as to the conduct of their 
own Government. 

The great trade papers and reviews dealing with certain 
phases of industry, art, literature, and so forth, would be 
impossible to produce were it not for the advertising columns. 
The adyertiser makes possible the circulation of the medium of 
information which help to stabilize conditions and perpetuate 
American institutions. 

It is foolish to argue that advertisements have no educa- 
tional value. The Hughes Commission, in its report of 1912, 
states that The amount of space given to advertising is no 
criterion of the educational value of a magazine.” The adver- 
tisements carry to the public the news of every advance in 
industrial achievement. They chronicle every step in the up- 
ward climb of mankind to secure new comforts and conven- 
iences. They light the fires of ambition in the minds and 
hearts of countless Americans and widen the horizon of every 
reader in the land. They have helped the manufacturer to 
appeal direct to the consumer, resulting in standardized pro- 
aurton, which has made America the foremost commercial 

Nation. - 

Now, Mr. Speaker, the time has come to vote on this meas- 
ure for justice. The salary schedules have been universally ap- 
proved as reasonable and well-deserved increases. The attempt 
to force honest workers to continue to give their services at 
present rates of pay is robbery, just as much as though we 
forcibly took money from their pockets. 

In order to enact the postal salary measure we were com- 
pelled to frame postage-rate increases. We have bowed to 
necessity and the rate schedules we propose are the very best 
that can be written within the time allotted, and I defy any 
group of men in Congress or in the department to submit a 
better-balanced section dealing with postage changes in all 
classes of mail matter and postal services. Granting the need 
of increased revenues, this bill meets the need and does it in 
fair and square fashion. It will raise more than $61,000,000 
increased postal revenues, and will do it with the least pos- 
sible dislocation of business and injustice. 

Mr. Speaker, one of America’s greatest statesmen once de- 
clared in Congress, “There is no evil we can not face or 
fiy from, but the consciousness of duty disregarded.” Though 
there should be some opposition from those who will be obliged 
to pay a slight increase in postage, I am confident that every 
justice-loving representative here will do what he knows to 
be right, regardless of such resistance. It is not our business 
to act on interested assertions as to what will happen in the 
dim and distant future. Our business is to do what lies clearly 
at hand to be done here and now. 

Let us on this vote recall the utterance of that greatest 
American, whose aniversary we shall celebrate day after to- 
morrow, 


Human rights and property rights are generally the same. When 
there is conflict, I am for the man above the dollar. 


The duty at hand, without any distortion of issues what- 
ever, is to pass this bill which grants a living wage to postal 
workers of the United States. Let us do our duty! 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. Pov] I yield five minutes 
to the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. HILL]. 

Mr. HILL of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, I very much hope 
that the membership of this House will yote down the previous 
question and let this rule be amended so that the postal bill 
can receive the fair and untrammeled consideration of this 
House. [Applause.] As has been well said, if the previous 
question prevails, and the rule be adopted in its present form, 
this House is denied a full and fair consideration of the bill. 
This House can neither change nor modify nor amend the 
bill. This House can not dot an “i” nor cross a “t” in the 
bill, and every Member of this House is deprived of his 
right as the representative of his people to fully and freely 
consider the bill and to offer and seek such changes as he 
may deem wise and just and expedient. Vote down the previ- 
ous question and this House not only can, but will give this 
bill free and untrammeled consideration, and every Member 
of this House will be secure in his right to offer any changes 
that he may deem fit. By voting down the previous question 
we do not endanger, we do not delay the immediate considera- 
tion of the bill. If we vote down the previous question an 
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amendment or a substitute to the rule can and will be offered, 
and the bill will come up at once for debate, and for amend- 
ment, The men directly interested in this bill, the postal 
employees themselves, are not asking that we consider this 
bill In any such gag fashion as the rule in its present form 
provides. They are not asking the Members of this House 
to vote away their rights, to surrender their prerogatives 
as the Representatives of their people. I am sure that the 
postal employees, as did two of their representatives in my 
office on yesterday, agree with me that a bill that can not 
bear the scrutiny of this House, that can not withstand the 
searching consideration of this House, should not be placed 
upon the statute books of this Government. 

The issue is clear, the question is simple, It is only for 
us to decide whether or not the Members of this House by their 
votes are going to surrender their rights as the Representatives 
of their people; whether or not 435 Members of this House, 
instead of writing this bill as they should, are going to abdi- 
cate their powers, and let a committee, of which 11 Members 
constitute a majority, and whose membership represents only 
14 of the 48 States of the Union, write the bill for them, 
and for their people. I care not how honest, how capable, 
how intelligent that committee may be; so far as I am con- 
cerned I refuse to surrender my rights, I refuse to abdicate 
the powers which I hold in solemn trust for my people. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker [applause], Mr. 
Speaker, I shall occupy the remainder of my time, which I be- 
lieve is seven minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Seven and one-half minutes. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. Burton] in adyocating the adoption of this 
rule took occasion to utter some very good philosophy, I think, 
when he pointed out the necessity of the body trying to make 
some sort of an arrangement where certain classes of rela- 
tively immaterial or private business might be disposed of in 
short order and without the long progress of general legisla- 
tive rules. I agree with the gentleman from Ohio in that, 
but I have not yet reached that point where I can regard a 
bill proposing to place a tax upon a special class of people 
of this country amounting to $61,000,000 can be regarded as 
a minor proposition. [Applause.] Now, what is the situation 
before us? Gentlemen, understand it perfectly. Of course, 
the postal employees throughout the country are not expert 
parliamentarians. The farmers who pay this parcel-post tax 
are not interested in parliamentary law, and a great many of 
the publishers do not know anything about parliamentary 
practice, perchance. The employees will be satisfied reason- 
ably well if they get the increase. The other gentlemen, with- 
out knowing the parliamentary method by which it is reached, 
are liable to be dissatisfied if a tax is placed upon them, 
but we Members know the parliamentary situation. Of 
course, this special rule; that is, this rule to make this a 
special suspension day, is wholly for the purpose of the 
postal bill. The other bills mentioned by the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. LonewortH] this morning I dare say had they been 
the only propositions involved, this rule would never had 
been brought in to consider them, when there is at least one 
more Monday and the last six days of the session set aside 
for suspension. It is useless to tell me it is brought in for 
these other bills. It is brought in for this postal bill, and it 
is brought in for the purpose of placing the membership of 
this House in the situation where they do not have an oppor- 
tunity of correcting by amendment the inequalities of the 
revenue part of this bill. [Applause.] It places gentlemen in 
a position where whichever way they vote they must vote for 
some injustice. It is the most peculiar situation with which I 
have ever been confronted. Usually there is a just and an 
unjust side. Here by the measure you have got to vote to 
do some injustice no matter which way you vote, and these 
gentlemen say we shall not be permitted to amend it. The 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KELLY} is the only living 
man I have heard who is satisfied with the features of this 
bill, and if he is satisfied with it he ought to be in favor of 
striking out the last section in it and amend it to that extent 
because that is the one providing for a commission to study 
the mistakes as to rates which we are going to make here 
to-day. [Applause.] Now, Mr. Speaker, if the previous ques- 
tion on this rule is voted down there is no doubt but what 
there will be a rule brought in here for the consideration of 
this bill. By voting down this previous question we can give 
to ourselves the opportunity to maintain the rights of this 
House, the right of amendment, and try to reach here a con- 
dition which, while doing justice to one class of our people, 
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will not be doing an injustice to another great class of our 
people, almost the whole people. [Applause.] 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield five. minutes to the gentle- 
man from Ohio [Mr. LonewortH]. [Applause,] 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I have but little to add 
to the opening statement of the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. Swett]. There is only one issue which we are called 
upon to determine and that is whether we shall consider to-day 
this postal salary increase bill and two bills recommended by 
the agricultural commission and a bill for the deportation of 
alien criminals. If we can not consider them to-day, if you 
insist on preventing the passing of this rule; you will simply 
have postponed until Monday the passage of this very neces- 
sary legislation. If it is passed over until Monday we propose 
to do precisely this very thing. The responsibility is ours, we 
are not afraid to use it. [Applause.] Many bills fully as 
important as this have been passed under suspension of the 
rules when conditions made it necessary. Everybody here 
knows that the legislative congestion is getting very serious, 
that there will be few days, indeed, where it will be possible 
to consider bills other than appropriation bills and conference 
reports. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I will yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. May I ask the gentleman 
whether in his long experience as a Member of the House he 
has ever seen a short session of Congress which was as com- 
pletely up with its work as the present session? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I think that is true, and I am proud to 
have it so. But nevertheless the gentleman must realize, if 
he has given attention to the legislative calendar, that there 
will not be more than four or five days at the most when we 
can act upon legislation of general interest. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Yes. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. In the event of one more than a one- 
third vote against this bill, what assurance will the gentleman 
give to the postal employees or others interested that they 
will get consideration hereafter on the merits of the bill? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. ‘The gentleman misapprehends the whole 
situation. If he is interested in getting larger pay for the 
postal employees, not only by passing such a bill in this House, 
but passing a bill which will eventually become a law, a vote 
against this rule has precisely the same effect as a vote against 
the bill [applause], and there is no use in quibbling or shed- 
ding crocodile tears over this proposition. If you want to pass 
this bill, if you want to pass the two agricultural bills, re- 
ported unanimously, one from the Committee on Agriculture 
and another from the Committee on Banking and Currency, 
and if you want to pass the alien criminal deportation bill, you 
will vote against the contention of the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. Poul, you will vote up the previous question, 
and you will vote for the rule. [Applause.] 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I do not want to take up any 
mere of the time of the House, but I want to call particular 
attention to one statement that has been made here, Some 
gentlemen have said that if we vote down the previous ques- 
tion we can amend the rule and consider this legislation under 
an amended rule. You can not amend this rule by voting 
down the previous question. The only question under this rule 
is whether we will have a suspension day or not have a sus- 
pension day. As to a regular rule to authorize the considera- 
tion of a special piece of legislation we could amend the rule 
as we saw fit, but under the present circumstances that we 
have here the only question is whether you shal) have sus- 
pension day or not, and if you vote down suspension day you 
will not consider this legislation at the present time. 

Mr. Speaker, I demand the previous question on the rule. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. SNELL. No; I do not care to proceed further. That is 
all I have to say, and the question is squarely before you, and 
I trust you will support the resolution. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York demands 
the previous question on the rule. 

The question was taken, and the Speaker announced that the 
ayes seemed to have it. 

Mr. POU. Mr, Speaker, I demand a division. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from North Carolina de- 
mands a division. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 236, noes 105. 

So the previous question was ordered. 

Mr. SNELL, Mr. Speaker, I move the adoption of the 
resolution. 


— 
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The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York moves the 
adoption of the resolution. The question is on agreeing to that 
motion. 

The question was taken, and the Speaker announced that the 
ayes seemed to have it. 

Mr. POU. A division, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. A division is demanded. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 245, noes 97. 

Mr. MILLER of Illinois, Mr. Speaker, I desire to ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The SPEAKER. The yeas and nays are demanded. Those 
in fayor of taking the vote by yeas and nays will rise and 
stand until they are counted. [After counting.] Not a suffi- 
cient number have risen, and the yeas and nays are refused. 

So the resolution was agreed to. 

Mr. MOORE of Ohie. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that all Members may have five legislative days 

Mr. BLANTON. Three legislative days—— 

Mr. MOORE of Ohio. Five legislative days in which to ex- 
tend their remarks. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Ohio asks unanimous 
consent that all Members may have five legislative days in 
which to extend their remarks on this bill. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GRIEST. Mr. Speaker, in presenting to the House the 
bill (H. R. 11444) reclassifying the salaries of postmasters and 
employees of the Postal Service, readjusting their salaries and 
compensation on an equitable basis, increasing postal rates to 
provide for such readjustment, and for other purposes, the 
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads undertakes to 
carry out to a conclusion a labor closely connected with the 
fact finding cost ascertainment recently submitted to the Con- 
gress by the Postmaster General. 

I take advantage of the consideration in the House of this 
measure to present some historical data concerning postal cost 
ascertainments and postal rates affected thereby, and to par- 
ticularly direct attention to the thorough and capable manner 
in which the Post Office Department, under the direction of 
Hon. Joseph Stewart, has carried out the mandate of Congress 
in ascertaining the cost of carrying and handling the various 
classes of mail matter. 

Both ascertainments of cost that stand out conspicuously 
in postal history, namely, the one completed in 1908 and the one 
completed in 1924, were conducted under the direction of Hen. 
Joseph Stewart, undoubtedly the most capable man in the 
service for the conduct of this highly imporfant work.. During 
the administrations of Presidents Roosevelt and Taft, Mr. 
Stewart was Second Assistant Postmaster General. With the 
advent of President Wilson, it was deemed essential to retain 
the services of Mr. Stewart, and he was designated as Assistant 
to the Attorney General for the Post Office Department, and 
also as Special Assistant to the Postmaster General. He was 
retained in these rôles in the Postal Service by both President 
Harding and President Coolidge, who utilized to advantage his 
abilities and invaluable experience in the service of the Gov- 
ernment, 

Prior to the year 1908 the Post Office Department was with- 
out reliable information with respect to cost of carrying and 
handling the different classes of mail matter. Questions of 
the adequacy and the desirability of revising certain postage 
rates had been under consideration by a joint congressional 
commission—the Penrose-Overstreet Commission. In pursuance 
of the investigation, Congress authorized the department to 
make a special weighing of second-class mail by certain sub- 
classes in 1906. Upon the completion of this work the depart- 
ment informed the commission that the data was insufficient 
for a cost ascertainment because it related to but one class of 
matter. Consequently, Congress authorized a general weighing 
of the mails, which was conducted by the Post Office Depart- 
ment. The work was completed in 1907, furnishing a very 
elaborate body of statistics. 

Although the commission went out of existence, the depart- 
ment continued the inquiry and in 1908 completed the cost 
ascertainment, the first one ever made by the department, and 
probably the most complete one ever made by any postal ad- 
ministration. This ascertainment showed a profit on some 
classes of mails and a loss on others. The results were com- 
municated to Congress with a recommendation for legislation 
respecting the postage rates on second-class matter. Criticism 


and opposition to the repert and recommendations led Congress 
to proyide for a special commission, to be appointed by the 
President of the United States, to examine the report. President 
Taft, now Chief Justice of the United States Supreme Court, 
appointed a commission consisting of Hon, Charles E. Hughes, 
then Associate Justice of the United States Supreme Court, 


now Secretary of State; Prof. A. Lawrence Lowell, of Harvard 
University; and Hon. Harry Wheeler, president of the Chicago 
Chamber of Commerce, now a member of the senior council 
of the Chamber of Commerce of the United States. The com- 
mission rendered a report, dated February 2, 1912, giving 
complete analyses based upon the department's figures as to 
revenue and expense. The findings of the department in mak- 
ing allocations and apportionments of revenues were approved. 
The division of expenditures between the different classes of 
mail matter and the special services was approyed with slight 
modifications with respect to total expenditures. 

The effect of the conclusions of the Hughes Commission was 
to verify the findings of the Post Office Department with 
respect to the apportionment of costs of all services except the 
post-office service. For that service the department had not 
had the opportunity of gathering sufficiently extensive data, 
as Congress had only authorized a weighing of the mails, and 
although the department undertook to gather additional data 
during the progress of the hearings before the Hughes Com- 
mission, owing to lack of time and the want of proper instruc- 
tion in the post offices, the information secured was not suffi- 
ciently reliable to enable the commisison to make a finding 
upon that feature of the service. 

However, the results of the department's findings in 1908 
and the Hughes Commission report in 1911 became the basis 
for all future estimates of the cost of carrying and handling 
of the mails. While such statistics necessarily lose their value 
in the course of time, as the conditions of the service, the 
expenditures for the respective functions or activities, and 
the growth of the service and development of new features of 
service imposed upon its body, change the ratios of cost and 
expenditures ; yet it was possible with a degree of exactness to 
make extensions of the conclusions and the available informa- 
tion from time to time as the inquiries by Congress were made 
of the Post Office Department. The original and the revised 
estimates formed the basis for all discussions with reference 
to revisions of postage rates. During this period, however, 
no action was taken by Congress toward raising postage rates 
until 1917, after the United States had become involved in 
the World War. By the war revenue act of October 3, 1917, 
the rates of postage on letters was increased to 3 cents, and 
on postal cards and private mailing cards to 2 cents. At the 
same time there was a revision of the rates on second-class 
matter, providing zone rates on advertising portions of pub- 
lications in a series of increases reaching the maximum in 
four years (July 1, 1921), and a slight increase on the reading 
portions thereof without regard to distance carried, 

During the years 1920 and 1921 various proposals were made 
for decreasing the rates of postage on second-class matter, and 
in the meantime the question arose as to whether parcel post 
was conducted at a profit or a loss. Theretofore it had been 
generally supposed that it was conducted at a profit, but be- 
cause of the great changes in limit of weights and size and 
other conditions of mailability authorized by the Postmaster 
General with the approval of the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission, as provided by law, doubts arose as to whether or not 
there was any profit, or even that the service was being ren- 
dered at cost. In 1921 the House Committee on the Post Office 
and Post Roads frequently discussed the situation and de- 
cided that a new ascertainment should be made. The matter 
was discussed with the Postmaster General, and it was 
pointed out by the department that it was impossible to do 
this with reference to one class of matter without statistics 
and certain information not then available with reference to 
each class of mail and special service. 

The principal reason why all previous estimates had become 
unreliable was that not only had the conditions of service 
changed but a new service, in so far as its volume and some of 
its characteristics were concerned—namely, the parcel post— 
had been inaugurated on January 1, 1913. 

By agreement of the committees in Congress the Joint Com- 
mission on Postal Service undertook the ascertainment, with 
the understanding that the department would through its 
various ageñciės perform the necessary counting and weigh- 
ing and complete the ascertainment for report to the com- 
mission. 

Under the continued direction of Hon. Joseph Stewart the 
department formulated a comprehensive plan and prepared 
appropriate forms and instructions for taking statistics dur- 
ing the 30-day period, September 18 to October 17, 1922. 

In cooperation with expert accountants assigned by the 
joint commission and Dr. M. O. Lorenz, chief statistician of 
the Interstate Commerce Commission, and postal experts de- 
tailed from all fields of postal activity, both departmental and 
field services, the work proceeded. The adequacy and practi- 
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eability of the plans were carefully checked, revised, and 
completed through actual tests of their operation by experts 
in representative offices. As above stated, the statistical 
period of September 18 to October 17, 1922, was first selected, 
but on account of postal and business conditions throughout 
the country, and also on account of lack of appropriations, 
the work was suspended and the facts reported to Congress. 
Thereupon an appropriation of $500,000 was made available 
by the act approved February 14, 1923, for the purpose of 
completing the work of determining the cost of handling the 
different classes of mail matter. In pursuance of that direc- 
tion the work was resumed, The period from September 21 
to October 20, 1923, was then selected, during which the 
statistics were to be reported. The ascertainment was com- 
eted in the department and a report finally submitted to 
ess in December, 1924. The report has been printed 
as Senate Document No. 162, Sixty-eighth Congress, second 
session. It is a detailed statement of the scope of the work 
performed in ascertaining the cost and the revenues from 
each class of mail matter and special services, and the manner 
in which the ascertainment was made in every particular. It 
includes a large number of tables, as well as extensive text, 
and contains facts and conclusions of great value to the 
department and Congress, The final results, so far as the 
classes of mail are concerned, and the special services, with- 
out going into details of subclasses, are set forth in the re- 
port (Table 80), on page 109, as follows: 
Statement showing recapitulation of allocations and apportionments of 
pi expenditures for the fisoal year 1923, shown in Table A, 
eee the more ef matter ona. epecial services, and the 
losses or gain on cach 1 


476,335.17 
927.204. 14 
136, 516. 25 
566, 416. 25 
8 ere 
Penalty matter . 
2 Dundee 27, 315. 29 
Foreign 
Receipts foreign mail 17, 591, 003. 59 
transit 
21, 141, 936.99 | 9,540, 511. 17 
18, 379, 593, 01 
708, 002 96 . 
8, 207, 645.67. | 121, 907. 24 |_.....-..-.... 
8. 331, 730.60 | 1, 145, 959, 46 |..........-... 
5, 004, 580.74 | 1, 825, 47. 89 
221, 809. 28 


7, 773, 776. 74 


When the Joint Commission on Postal Seryice undertook the 
work in conjunction with the Post Office Department it had in 
its employ the firm of W. B. Richards & Co., industrial engineers 
and accountants, of New York, and assigned a representative of 
that company to the department for assistance and counsel in 
the conduct of the cost ascertainment. After the joint commis- 


sion was discontinued on June 30, 1924, the same engineer and 


accountant theretofore employed was continued by the Post 
Office Department, he being then associated with the firm of 
W. B. Dickenson & Co. A report of this firm is included in and 
made a part of the printed report submitted by the Postmaster 
General to Congress (see pp. 193 to 196, inclusive, Senate Doc. 
No. 162, 68th Cong., 2d sess). In substance and specifically it 
states that the principles adopted by the department and in- 
volved in the ascertainment are sound; that the work was done 
carefully and conscientiously ; and that the results achieved are 
creditable. Not only was that plan and work approved by this 
firm, but another independent survey was made by the firm of 
Ernst & Ernst, of Cleveland, Ohio, who conducted an exhaustive 
examination and unqualifiedly approved the results. Their 
report is included in the report above referred to (pp. 197 to 
201, inclusive), briefly stated as follows: 

It is our opinion that the data obtained for the purpose can be con- 
sidered adequate and that it has been used in accordance with the best 
established practices observed in obtaining similar results in commercial 


enterprises. The report of the cost committee reflects a fair and reason- 
ably accurate approximation of the relative revenues. and expenditures, 
applicable to the several classes of mail and special services, 


I am well convinced that the postal cost ascertairment, sub- 
mitted to the Congress on December 3, 1924, is destined to be- 
come one of the most useful of public documents. It is a 
monumental piece of work. It has not been challenged by any 
competent authority. It is so replete with statistics and well- 
founded conclusions that it will be a reference par excellence 
for years to come in postal matters. 

Although destined to become an authority so far as facts are 
concerned, it does not pretend to lay down congressional or 
legislative policies. As Mr. Stewart himself has stated, there | 
is a clear line of distinction between a true cost ascertainment 
and the policy to be followed by Congress in fixing postage 
rates. A reliable cost ascertainment can be arrived at in only 
one way. But in fixing rates Congress can properly give con- 
sideration to many reasons other than the whole cost. The 
facts of the costs should be known, but they need not be con- 
clusive in rate fixing, and to this I invite the attention of some | 
of the critics of the last cost ascertainment. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Speaker, I avail myself of this oppor- 
tunity to record my protest against the rule brought in by 
the Rules Committee to suspend the rules of the House to-day | 
to enable the steering committee to bring up the postal em- 
ployees’ pay bill and certain other bills under a suspension of 
the rules. We know, but it is necessary to explain to the coun- 
try just what this means. When the rules are suspended the | 
bill, as reported by the committee, is jammed through 15 
House without the proper discussion and without the privilege 
being allowed to Members to offer amendments. This manner 
of legislation is highly reprehensible and is dangerous to the 
continuance of public confidence in parliamentary government. 
Under such circumstances the bill represents only the views 


of a majority of a committee of 21, and thus it is possible |. 


for 11 members of a committee, with the backing of the Re- 
publican steering committee, to cram down the throats or 
435 Members of the House of Representatives any piece of 
legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, let us go back for a moment to see the history | 
of this legislation, so as to understand the situation in Which 
we, as individual Members, are placed. For years we have 
been seeking relief for the hard-working and underpaid em- 
ployees of the Post Office Department. Many of us made 
definite pledges four and five years ago. The administration | 
has played football with the demands of the postal employees 
all these years. Chambers of commerce, business organizations, 
great commercial houses, and many other groups of citizens, 
have been urging this relief legislation for several years. 
About a year ago Congress passed the bill and sent it to the 
President, and at the very end of the last session of Congress 
the President returned the bill with his veto, and with a mes- 
sage saying that while he thought these public servants were 
entitled to the relief proposed by the bill, yet he was so anxious 
to relieve the taxpayers from any additional burden that he 
would insist that the rates of postal service be increased sufi- 
cient to take care of the increase in salaries. As that bill had 
originated in the Senate, it was returned to the Senate, and 
the Senate kept the matter on its desk for weeks and weeks; 
and then finally, having brought the matter to a vote, the Presi- 
dent’s veto was sustained. Then the Senate brought forward 
another bill, with increases estimated to aggregate about $31,- 
000,000 a year. After the Senate had passed the bill it came 
to the House, and the Ways and Means Committee—dominated, 
as all committees now are, by clear majorities of Republicans— 
recommended that the House return the bill to the Senate, on 
the ground that the same was an infringement upon the con- 
stitutional prerogatives of the House. I opposed that motion, 
but it prevailed. In the discussion upon that motion it was 
clearly intimated that the only bill that the President would 
approve must carry an increase of revenue of at least $60,000,- 
000. That statement was distinctly repeated to-day by Repub- 


lican leaders who are manifestly authorized to speak for the , 


President. In this situation it would seem that it is either 
accept the House bill or postpone the just and proper relief 
for the postal employees. a 
However, when the proposition was made to-day to suspend 
the rules and to pass the bill without the privilege of discus- 
sion, section by section and amendment, I felt it to be my 
duty to oppose the rule, Such methods partake of star-chamber 
proceedings. They manifest the despotism of a majority delir- 
ious with power. When the presidential edict comes down 
that the Republican majority must force a parliamentary sit- 
uation that makes it necessary for a representative of the 
American people to accept in whole, or reject in whole, a com- 
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plicated piece of legislation in which he has had no part in 
framing, then, Mr. Speaker, we find a concrete demonstration 
of how the voice of the minority is suppressed. I know that 
such methods are heartily approved by the blind worshipers 
of party government: But the Constitution says nothing about 
party government, and the interests of the country as a whole, 
and especially the preservation of free parliamentary debate, 
ought to be the highest concern of any party. We have talked 
much about the sanctity of the Supreme Court and the solemn 
duty to preserve its powers inviolate. We contemplate with 
ecstasy the marvelous system of checks and balances intended 
te preserve life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness, wrought 
out by the fathers in the Federal Constitution. But, in the 
final analysis the highest concern of any people is the preser- 
yation of all the privileges and powers of its legislative body. 
To set up party loyalty above our constitutional obligations 
is a vital blow to popular government. Therefore, Mr. Speaker, 
that political party will best show its patriotism and best serve 
our common country which writes a platform and puts through 
a program to reform the rules of the House and to make it 
impossible for any majority, either two-thirds or three-fourths, 
to suspend the rules, shut off debate, prevent the introduction 
of amendment, and pass a bill without dotting an “i” or cross- 
inga“t.” Majorities should not be permitted to deny to minori- 
ties the right of discussion. The tyranny of a majority, when 
functioning through a tight and steel-bound party machine, can 
be as tyrannous and despotic as any hereditary aristocracy or 
irresponsible monarch. 

Mr. ROSENBLOOM. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the 
House, there has been so much discussion of this bill to pro- 
vide increases in the pay of postal employees that little can 
be said without causing repetition. Statistics and figures 
almost beyond comprehension have been presented in support 
of and in opposition to this legislation. 

For your consideration I would like to present some funda- 
mental observations which I believe should be considered in 
connection with this legislation. The only figures I propose to 
use is the total number of the postal employees who will be 
affected—350,000, not inclusive of their dependents. These 
people will benefit by the enactment of this legislation—not, 
of course, to the extent of new limousines, summer bungalows, 
or trips to Florida in the winter, but sufficient to somewhat 
lighten the burden of providing the necessities of life for 
themselves and their dependents. 

When the earth shall no longer be inhabited, and the his- 
torian from another planet undertakes the task of recording 
the history of mankind, he will doubtless divide the time of 
man’s existence into two periods—first, the period of igno- 
rance, or fear; second, of knowledge, or courage. 

I am of the opinion that mankind is still in the first period; 
that all of man's hopes, activities, and advancements have 
been achieved under the guiding influence of fear—fear in 
the unknown, the hereafter; fear of his ability to continually 
provide the necessities of life for himself and his depend- 
ents; fear of an invasion of the country which he calls his 
own, or of being deprived of such property as he has accumu- 
lated; fear as to the to-morrow and his ignorance of what his 
requirements might be. 

When man first realized his superiority over the animal king- 
dom and that he was possessed of an intellect his thoughts 
naturally turned to the supernatural, and religion came into 
his life. I regard this as the first era in the present period of 
fear. There was a time when the uppermost thought was with 
regard to the supernatural, or the unknown, during what might 
be termed a religions period, and those who became leaders in 
the religious movement and activity were able to have them- 
selves supported and their necessities provided for by others 
with whom they came in contact who did not profess to be 
leaders in knowledge as to the unknown. The group who were 
the recognized leaders, because of their proclaimed extended 
vision into the unknown, collected to themselves other groups 
who did not profess nor aspire to the quality of leadership, and 
it was from the group that they had assimilated that they 
established themselves to the extent that forever after they 
would be sustained and their necessities provided for as a re- 
sult of the occupation in productive enterprise of their follow- 
ers, who were daily producing the things necessary for man's 
sustenance. 

This era was followed by a military era, when the soldier 
and the sailor became the symbol of security to thwart impend- 
ing danger and inyasion. The military of the State provided 
the security to negative the fear of the masses, who neither 
followed the vocation of religion or the militia and who were 
leaders in neither. Consequently in its turn the military estab- 
lished itself in such manner that it would be forever sustained 


and its necessities provided for as a result of the occupation 
in productive enterprise of their followers, who were daily pro- 
ducing the things necessary for man’s sustenance. 

Following this era we come to the present, and this may be 
appropriately characterized as the era of business. While it 
is true that the producer who supported the other movements 
is himself enlisted in the army of business in his customary 
capacity as a producer, yet only a small number of this vast 
army engaged in production reach the pinnacle of leadership, 
and it is manifestly patent that the leaders of the business 
movement are endeavoring to establish themselves in such 
manner that business will be forever sustained and its necessi- 
ties provided for as a result of the occupation in productive 
enterprise of the vast army of labor, who are daily producing 
the things necessary for man’s sustenance, 

The whole economic structure has been and is predicated 
upon the continued performance of service by the vast army of 
the workers and upon their continued ability and apparent 
willingness to surrender such portion of their production as is 
necessary for the maintenance of the several phases of human 
activity and endeavor. 

In full realization of the common practice that exists to-day 
of labeling a thought or theory by a distasteful name, rather 
than endeavoring to meet it with a countertheory calculated 
to disprove the soundness of the first, I have chosen to present 
these observations even at the expense of being charged with 
socialistic vision, Regardless of such designation, I shall con- 
tinue to maintain that the man who is willing to do his share 
of the common task should not fail to receive a sufficient reward 
from society to provide for himseif and his dependents the 
necessities of life, not only during the period of his actual labor, 
but as well when for any reason he is unable to market his 
labor. This is the foundation of my views in connection with 
taxation, ownership of property, and political activity. 

Should the laborer be less provided for than the activity he 
supports? Should he be less fortunate in the security for him- 
Self than in the security his industry provides for others? 
Should he guarantee for the ministry, the military, or his 
immediate employer an old age free from the thought of desti- 
tution, and himself be confronted with the perpetual fear of 
5 physical incapacity, a bad market for his labor, 
or old age 

We have a system that provides for the maintenance of those 
who have given their lives to the ministry, so that they, in 
their old age, will not be destitute; we have a system that pro- 
vides for the maintenance of those who have given their lives 
to the military of our country, so that they will know an old 
age free from want and the urge of necessity; our system in 
connection with business is such that the leaders will know 
no poverty in their old age. It is only with regard to him who 
devotes his life in the creation of a surplus production, and 
who insures the continued comfort of the others, who does not 
have this assurance. He is left entirely unprotected, and when 
he undertakes to sell that service which alone is his capital, 
in his old age he is refused, because of younger and stronger 
competitors. p 

The main objection to this bill to provide increases in the 
compensation of postal employees is because of the consequen- 
tial effect on taxation. Taxation to-day is considered only in 
terms of money. There was a time when money was unknown, 
yet taxation existed, and was collected in the form of the 
actual product of a man's labor. An old adage affirms “ Noth- 
ing in life is certain but taxes and death.” Death has always 
existed, but taxes have not. It was not until man had been 
able to produce a surplus to provide sustenance for a class 
of citizens who were not themselves producers that taxes, as 
we know them, became necessary. Taxes are referred to in 
terms of money, but money really means an accumulation of 
surplus production in negotiable form. 

In the beginning, with no tools and little knowledge, man 
was confronted with the necessity of garnering from the 
sources of production, earth and nature, sufficient provisions 
for his existence. As knowledge increased, tools were fash- 
ioned and after a time a man could produce more than he 
could consume. With the age of invention and industry, man's 
productive capacity magnified, while his consumptive capacity 
did not grow in increasing proportion. This resulted in sur- 
plus, and that surplus was often represented by a circulating 
medium of universal acceptability—money. Until a surplus of 
labor was produced there could be no money, as there was 
nothing that it could represent, nothing to give it value. And 
as the individual surplus produced increases, so the value 
of the dollar decreases. 

But, the sources for the creation of money, production or 
wealth, whatever term might be used, remained the same—the 
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earth and nature. 
power controls nature, yet the State controls the earth to its 
territorial extremities. Therefore this surplus having been. 
derived from the property of the State, remains the property of. 


It is scarcely contended that any earthly 


the State, and not of the individual. There is no absolute 
ownership of money or property—it all belongs to the State. 
True, the State recognizes and agrees that according to a 
man's ability to properly manage or correspondent to his 
capacity for production, will he be intrusted on behalf of the 
State with the custody of the surplus that comes to him. 
In addition to the custody he is permitted the enjoyment which 
is the result of his ability to acquire, hold, and control. At 
any time the State by legislation can take for its use any 
part that it deems necessary. The State could abrogate the 
law of descent entirely. 

In our country this surplus is expressed in dollars, It is a 
self-evident fact, however, that the man who has a surplus, 
only of money, can not increase it of itself. Should he have 
custody of a surplus of one grain of wheat or corn, he can 
return it to the earth, one source of wealth, and produce 
hundredfold, whereas should he plant a twenty dollar gold 
piece, he will harvest just that. 

But without the state man could not maintain any surplus, 
whether it be money or other economic good, because a 
stronger and more powerful neighbor would take it from him. 
Before the state came into existence there was no incentive 
for man to produce a surplus, because it could not be retained. 
I saw a concrete example of this in the Republic of Haiti on 
a recent visit. Near the cities where the state was predom- 
inant and the laws were enforced, natives and foreigners had 
property of various kinds, but a few hours’ journey into the 
jungle found a situation where laws were not enforced, and 
there the natives made no effort to labor and accumulate a 
surplus. They were content with providing for necessities as 
they occurred, because if they did create a surplus, it was 
only an invitation for others to deprive them of it, and to-day 
they live in a state of savagery, such as must have been the 
common course of mankind in the early days, before the advent 
of the state. 

Regardless of the zeal of the individual worker, it is doubt- 
less true that the great majority of men, in their lifetime, 
never accumulate as much as $500 surplus. It is my view 
that there are more men in private life, in industry who 
deserve, because of the faithful performance of their daily 
task, greater rewards from society. They are heroes without 
uniforms or without decoration. Are they less entitled to the 
rewards they deserve for the sacrifices, they make for the 
welfare of society? The difficulty seems to be that the dollar 
has become the idol which the people are asked to bow down 
before and worship—it is a golden-calf age. We are asked, in 
order to fatten the golden calf, to neglect the duty that the 
State owes to its citizens, of educating the ignorant, preserving 
the property and health of the people, in order that taxes be 
reduced, in order that those who have accumulated a surplus, 
will be permitted to enjoy greater returns. 

Heretofore taxes have been characterized as a fine or penalty 
on success by opponents of taxation. My definition of taxes 
is, “A compulsory contribution of the individual to the public 
welfare.” 

In early days taxes were levied to provide the rulers of the 
people with palaces and pleasures of all kinds and descriptions; 
to-day taxes are levied largely that those who labor in the mills 
and in the fields will have an opportunity to have their children 
educated in good schools, to have good water furnished them in 
their homes, good roads, police protection, and so forth; that, in 
addition to the wages received from their employers, that soci- 
ety, in recognition of the service that is being performed by the 
laborer in whatever may be his occupation, owes him still 
greater participation in the benefits of his labor; and this is 
possible only through the medium of the collection of taxes 
which are expended in the interest and for the benefit of all. 

I believe it would make for better government if everyone 
eligible to vote paid a Federal tax of some amount. It might 
only be 50 cents or a dollar a year, according to the indi- 
vidual’s capacity. The possession of a receipt from the United 
States Treasury in any amount in the pocket of every voter 
would make him a better citizene and the increased cost of 
collecting the small amounts would be more than repaid by the 
increased interest of the citizen in the conduct of the business 
of the Government, this receipt serving as a token in recogni- 
tion of his individual contribution to the supremacy of his 
country and its flag. 

It is not a question of how many dollars and cents; it is a 
question of what the people are getting for the money which 
is being contributed by them. We all know and have agreed 
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for years that “taxation without representation is tyranny,” 
abd I say that “representation without taxation is anarchy.” 
I say so for this reason: When you deprive or fail to interest 
the people, the taxpayers of our country, of their interest in 
how the funds are being expended, then, gentlemen, you are in 
a state of anarchy; when 1 per cent or less of the people of 
our country pay the entire taxation, what interest is it then 
to the electorate at large how much the politicians gather from 
the taxpayers or in what manner this money is expended? 

When the citizen has not sufficient personal interest to de- 
mand of their servants at the Capitol, “ What did you do with 
the money?” I believe the people of our country prefer to 
be and should be taxed in proportion to the value of the prop- 
erty or income of which they have possession, and in the pro- 
portion as they are taxed, just in that proportion are they 
interested in how much they are taxed and what becomes of 
the money. And when the time comes that those in whom the 
people have vested the right to gather and to expend their 
surplus in labor, must account therefor to every voting citi- 
zen in our land, then and then only can we feel assured that 
no more will be asked than be necessary, and that it will be 
wisely expended. 

There was a time in our country within the last few years 
when the necessity of the State required 4,000,000 men to quit 
productive labor and stop producing a surplus and go into 
the military service of the State. While they were taken out 
of productive service those remained accumulated a surplus, 
Those who were not in the military service were recently asked 
to, in some measure, return part of this accumulation to those 
whom the State had taken out of productive industry, and the 
bitterness of the opposition and the arguments made at that 
time will always, in my opinion, be one of the darkest pages 
in the history of our country, and while it is true that the 
justice of the demands of those who were taken was in some 
measure recognized, it was in such a pitiable and parsimonious 
manner that I feel no great jubilation at the niggardly recog- 
nition of that just claim. 

While these remarks may seem disconcerted and irrelevant, 
I recognize, as I stated in the beginning, the one effect of this 
bill will be to make life a trifle easier for 350,000 men and 
women and their dependents. The main hope of these men 
and women is that they will retain the positions which they 
occupy, and they do not expect any greater reward from 
society in return for their continued and faithful service than 
an assurance of uninterrupted enjoyment of the necessities of 
life, with the possibility of providing for themselves in their 
old age, or become physically incapacitated. 

We haye laws to protect the weaker business from the 
stronger in our antitrust laws; we protect business from ruinous 
competition in our tariff laws; we protect the property that has 
come into the custody of an individual from the strong or crimi- 
nal by our legal system and its courts and officers, but we have 
no department or procedure to protect the laborer in securing 
that which is due him from society. 

And it is with the view that society owes him something— 
not only the postal employee, but to every man, whether it be 
on the farm, in the mine, or in the mill, who has contributed 
his mite to the public welfare—that society owes an obliga- 
tion and a debt that must be met. These men must be pro- 
tected to the last day of thelr lives. It is a duty of society 
from which it can not escape to provide him with a decent 
living for himself and his dependents. The shores of the ocean 
of time must not be strewn with the abandoned wrecks of those 
who haye grown old or who have become disabled in their 
yoyage through life, pausing as they have in the various ports, 
and discharging into the keeping of society the valuable cargo 
with which they set out on their voyage. 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, I am in favor of this bill. 
I do not think, however, that this bill goes far enough. Any- 
one who has observed the tireless, constant devotion of the 
postman to do his duty will agree with me that we can not 
compensate him well enough for his work. It is notorious that 
the Postal Service of this Government is the most efficient 
service and yet the most poorly paid. 

I come from the city of New York, where the post office 
has perhaps a greater burden than any other place in the coun- 
try. It is the city which is the business center of the Nation, 
the nerve center of the entire system of communications from 
one end of this country to another, from the Atlantic to the 
Pacific, and the distributing station of all business coming from 
foreign shores. 

I have often marveled at the efficiency of our postal system, 
which enables anybody to receive mail promptly, expeditiously, 
and almost without error. There is no question but that when 
you drop a letter in any one of the thousands of letter boxes 
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scattered over the city of New York the letter will be delfy- 
ered without delay and without question. The same holds true 
with the rest of the country. Nowhere is there any obstacle 
in the prompt distribution of mail matter, and it is almost a 
truism that matter sent by mail will be promptly delivered and 
without a hitch. 

The last few years saw an extension of the mail service, in 
the shape of parcel post, postal sayings, and other activities, 
whieh were unknown to the postal system of 15 years ago. 
The post office has become not only the distributor of first-class 
and second-class mail, but it has become the center from which 
issue all articles sent by parcel post, and it has become a sort 
of a bank in whieh the people have deposited savings in the 
Postal Savings System. During the war the post office also sold 
war-savings stamps, thrift stamps, and saving certificates of all 
kinds, and even at the present time the post office sells Treas- 
ury certificates, to enable the individual to save small amounts 
and to assist the Government in the distribution of its short- 
term obligations. 

Nor is this all. The post office is usually the center of public 
activities in every town, village, and hamlet throughout the 
United States; If a person becomes a fugitive from justice 
the post office will publish his picture and enable the public 
authorities to find him. Public announcements are made at 
the door of tle post office, and nobody knows the business of 
the community better than the postmaster presiding over the 
post office and conducting its business and destination. But 
with all that, the postal carrier and the postal clerk has been 
the most underpaid of men, and if they did give us efficient 
service it was because their patriotism and devotion to duty 
were the paramount consideration of the man employed to work 
in the postal system of the Nation, without regard to his own 
personal comfort and well-being. 

The postal business has grown tremendously. The Com- 
mittee on the Post Office of this House estimates that the 
growth of the postal business amounts to an annual increase 
of $14,000,000. 

We can afford to be generous. Instead of being a source of 
loss for many, many years, the post office may in due course 
become a source of revenue to the Government. Should not 
the man and woman who has helped to create these favorable 
conditions share in the prosperity of the post office? 

As it is, the increase which we are allowing our postal em- 
ployees in this bill is not great. We still pay them less than 
& private business would under similar circumstances, but at 
least we have shown that the men who have toiled to make our 
poer office a success have been given some recognition in tħis 

I hope that this is but the beginning. In due course of 
time, as the business of the post office will warrant it, and as 
we go along, there will be a further increase of salaries paid 
to postal workers, and as time goes on and this Nation begins 
to realize how important the work of the postal employees has 
become, there will be more of a desire and more of a public 
clamor for an increase of their pay, which will find its due 
expression in Congress. 

I wish the postal workers of the Nation a happy time, and 
hope that this increase of their salaries will be taken by them 
to be a just recognition of their unstinted devotion to the noble 
work of carrying the Nation’s mails and keep its postal or- 
ganization in smooth working order. 

Mr. MOORE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I move to suspend the 
rules and pass the bill (H. R. 11444) reclassifying the salaries 
of postmasters and employees of the Postal Service, readjusting 
their salaries and compensation on an equitable basis, increas- 
ing postal rates to provide for such readjustment, and for 
other purposes, as amended. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Ohio moves to suspend 
the rules and pass the bill as amended. The Clerk will report it. 

The Clerk read the bill as amended, as follows: 

Be it enacted, te. 

Titte I..—RECLASSIFICATION OF SALaRims OF Postan EMPLOYEES 

Secrion 1. That on and after January 1, 1925, postmasters and em- 
ployees of the Postal Service shall be reclassified and their salaries and 
compensation readjusted, except as otherwise provided, as follows: 

CLASSIFICATION OF POSTMASTERS 

That postmasters shall be divided into four classes, as follows: 

The first clase shall embrace all those whose annual salaries are 
$3,200 or more. 

The second class shall embrace all those whose annual salaries are 
‘Jess than $3,200, but not less than $2,400; 

The third class shall embrace all these whose annual salaries are 
less than $2,400, but not less than $1,100. 


The fourth class shall embrace all postmasters whose annual com- 
pénsation amounts to less than $1,100, exclusive of commissions on 
money orders issued. 


4 RECLASSIFICATION OF POSTAL SALARIES 


The respective compensation of postmasters of the first, second, and 
third classes shall be annual salaries, graded in even hundreds of. 
dollars, and payable in semimonthly payments to be ascertained and 
fixed by the Postmaster General from their respective quarterly re- 
turns to the General Accounting Office, or copies of duplicates thereof 
to the First Assistant Postmaster General, for the calendar year imme- ` 
diately preceding the adjustment, based on gross postal receipts at the 
following rates, namely: 

First class: $40,000, but less than $50,000, $3,200; $50,000, but less. 
than $60,000, $3,300; $60,000, but less than $75,000, 83,400; $75,000, 
but less than $90,000, $3,500; $90,000, but less than $120,000, $3,600 ; 
$120,000, but leas than $150,000, $3,700; $150,000, but less than 
$200,000, 83,800; $200,000, but less than $250,000, $3,900; $250,000, 
but less than $300,000, $4,000; $800,000, but less than $400,000, 
$4,200; $400,000, but Iess. than $500,000, $4,500; $500,000, but less 
than $600,000, $5,000; $600,000, but less than $7,000,000, $6,000; 
$7,000,000 and upward, $8,000. 

Second class: $8,000, but less than $12,000, $2,400; $12,000, but less 
than $15,000, $2,500; $15,000, but less than $18,000, $2,600; $18,000, 
but less than $22,000, $2,700; $22,000, but less than $27,000, $2,800; 
$27,000, but less than $33,000, $2,900; $33,000, but less than $40,000, 
$3,000. 

Third class: $1,500, but less than $1,600, $1,100; $1,600, but, less 
than $1,700, $1,200; $1,700, but less than $1,900, 81.300; $1,900, but 
less than $2,100, $1,400; 82,100, but less than $2,400, $1,500; $2,400, 
but less than $2,700, $1,600; $2,700, but less than $3,000, $1,700; 
$3,000, but less than $3,500, $1,800; $3,500, but less than $4,200,. 
$1,900; $4,200, but less than $5,000, $2,000; $5,000, but less than 
$6,000, $2,100; $6,000, but less than $7,000, $2,200; $7,000, but less 
than $8,000, 82.300: Provided, That when the gross postal receipts of a 
post office of the third class for each of two consecutive calendar 
years are less than $1,500, or when in any calendar year the gross 
postal receipts are less than $1,400, it shall be relegated to the fourth 
class: Provided, That postmasters at offices of the third class sball be 
granted for clerk hire an allowance of $240 per annum where the 
sulary of the postmaster is $1,100 per annum; an allowance of $330 
per annum where the salary of the postmaster is $1,200 per annum; 
an allowance of $420 per annum where the salary of the postmaster is 
$1,300 per annum; an allowance of $510 per annum where the salary 
of the postmaster fs $1,400 per annum; an allowance of $600 per an- 
num where the salary of the postmaster is $1,500 per annum; an 
allowance of $690 per annum where the salary of the postmaster is 
$1,600 per annum; an allowance of $780 per annum where the salary 
of the postmaster is $1,700 per annum; an allowance of $870 per an- 
num where the salary of the postmaster is $1,800 per annum; an al- 
lowance of $960 per annum where the salary of the postmaster is 
$1,900 per annum; an allowance of $1,050 per annum where the salary 
of the postmaster is $2,000 per annum; an allowance of $1,140 per 
annum where the salary of the postmaster is $2,100 per annum; an 
allowance of $1,400 per annum where the salary of the postmaster is 
$2,200 per annum; an allowance of $1,600 per annum where the salary 
of the postmaster is $2,300 per annum: Provided further, That the 
Postmaster General may modify these allowances for clerk hire to 
meet varying needs, but in no case shall they be reduced by such 
modification more than 25 per cent: Provided, however, That the ag- 
gregate of such allowances, as modified, shall not exceed in any fiscal 
year the aggregate of allowances herein prescribed for postmasters of 
the third class. 

The allowances for clerk hire made to postmasters of the first, 
second, and third class post offices by the Postmaster General out of 
the annual appropriations therefor shall cover the cost of clerical 
service of all kinds in such post offices, including the cost of clerical 
labor in the money-order business, and excepting allowances for separat- 
ing mails at third-class post offices, as provided by law. 

Fourth class: The compensation of postmasters of the fourth class 
shall be fixed upon the basis of the whole of the box rents collected at 
their offices and commissions upon the amount of canceled postage-due 
stamps and on postage stamps, stamped envelopes, and postal cards 
canceled, on matter actunlly mailed at their offices, and on the amount 
of newspaper and periodical postage collected in money, and on the 
postage collected in money on identical pieces of third and fourth 
class matter mailed under the provisions of the act of April 28, 1904, 
without postage stamps affixed, and on postage collected in money on 
matter of the first class mailed under provisions of the act of April 24, 
1920, without postage stamps affixed, and on amounts received from 
waste paper, dend newspapers, printed matter, and twine sold at the 
following rates, namely: 

On the first $75 or less per quarter the postmaster shall be allowed 
160 per cent on the amount; on the next $100 or less per quarter, 
85 per cent; and on all the balance, 75 per cent, the same to be ascer- 
tained and allowed by the General Accounting Office In the settlement 
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of the accounts of such postmasters upon their sworn quarterly re- 
turns: Provided, That when the total compensation of any postmaster 
at a post office of the fourth class for the calendar year shall amount 
to $1,100, exclusive of commissions on money orders issued, and the 
receipts of such post office for the same period shall aggregate as 
much as $1,500, the office shall be assigned to its proper class on 
July 1 following, and the salary of the postmaster fixed according to 
the receipts: Provided further, That in no case shall there be allowed 
any postmaster of this class a compensation greater than $200 in any 
one of the first three quarters of the fiscal year, exclusive of money- 
order commissions, and in the last quarter of each fiscal year there 
shall be allowed such further sums as he may be entitled to under 
the provisions of this act, not exceeding for the whole fiscal year the 
sum of $1,100, exclusive of money-order commissions: And provided 
further, That whenever unusual conditions prevail the Postmaster Gen- 
eral, in his discretion, may advance any post office from the fourth 
class to the appropriate class indicated by the receipts of the pre- 
ceding quarter, notwithstanding the proviso which requires the com- 
pensation of fourth-class postmasters to reach $1,100 for the calendar 
year, exclusive of commissions on money-order business, and that the 
receipts of such post office for the same period shall aggregate ag much 
as $1,500 before such advancement is made: And provided further, 
That when the Postmaster General has exercised the authority herein 
granted, he shall, whenever the receipts are no longer sufficient to 
justify retaining such post office in the class to which it has been 
advanced, reduce the grade of such office to the appropriate class indi- 
cated by its receipts for the last preceding quarter. 

See. 2. The post-office inspectors shall be divided into six grades, 
as follows: Grade 1—salary, $2,800; grade 2—salary, $3,000; grade 
3—salary, $3,200; grade 1—salary, $3,500; grade 5—salary, $3,800; 
grade 6—salary, $4,000, and there shall be 15 inspectors in charge at 
$4,500: Provided, That in the readjustment of grades for inspectors 
to conform to the grades herein provided, inspectors who are now in 
present grades 1 and 2 shall be included in grade 1; inspectors who 
are now in present grade 3 shall be included in grade 2; inspectors 
who are now in present grade 4 shall be included in grade 3; inspectors 
who are now in present grade 5 shall be included in grade 4; inspec- 
tors who are now in present grade 6 shall be included in grade 5; 
and inspectors who are now in present grade 7 shall be included in 
grade G: Provided further, That inspectors shall be promoted suc- 
cessively to grade 5 at the beginning of the quarter following a year’s 
satisfactory service in the next lower grade, and not to exceed 35 per 
cent of the force to grade 6 for meritorious service after not less than 
one year’s service in grade 5; and the time served by inspectors in 
their present grade shall be included in the year’s service required 
for promotion in the grades provided herein, except as to inspectors 
in present grade 1, 

Inspectors and supervisory employees of the Railway Mail Service 
and post offices shall be paid their actual expenses as fixed by law. 

That clerks at division headquarters of post-office inspectors shall be 
divided into six grades, as follows: 

Grade 1—salary, $1,900; grade 2—salary, $2,000; grade 3—salary, 
$2,150; grade 4—salary, 52.300; grade 5—salary, $2,450; grade 6— 
salary, $2,600; and there shall be one chief clerk at each division 
headquarters at a salary of $3,000: Provided, That in the readjust- 
ment of grades for clerks at division headquarters to conform to the 
grades herein provided, clerks who are now in present grade 1 shall 
be included in grade 1; clerks who are now in present grade 2 shall be 
included in grade 2; clerks who are now in present grade 3 shall be 
included in grade 3; clerks who are now in present grade 4 shall be 
included in grade 4; clerks who are now in present grade 5 shall be 
included in grade 5; and clerks who are now in present grade 6 shall 
be included In grade 6: Provided further, That clerks at division head- 
quarters shall be promoted successively to grade 5 at the beginning 
of the quarter following a year's satisfactory service In the next lower 
grade and not to exceed 35 per cent of the force to grade 6 for meri- 
torious service after not less than one year's service in grade 5, and 
the time served by clerks in their present grades shall be included in 
the year's service required for promotion in the grades provided 
herein: And provided further, That whenever in the discretion of the 
Postmaster General the needs of the service require such action, he Is 
authorized to transfer clerks or carriers in the City Delivery Service 
from post offices at which division headquarters of post-office inspec- 
tors are located to the position of clerk at such division headquarters 
after passing a noncompetitive examination at a salary not to exceed 
$2,300. After such transfer is made effective clerks so transferred 
shall be eligible for promotion to the grades of salary provided for 
clerks at division headquarters of post-office inspectors. Hereafter 
when any clerk in the office of division headquarters In the post-office 
inspection service is absent from duty for any cause other than leave 
with pay allowed by law, the Postmaster General, under such regula- 
tions as he may prescribe, may authorize the employment of a sub- 
stitute for such work, and payment therefor from the lapsed salary 


of such absent clerk at a rate not to exceed the grade of pay of the 
clerk absent without pay. 

Suc. B. That at offices of the second class the annual salaries of 
assistant postmasters shall be in even hundreds of dollars, based on 
the gross postal recelpts for the preceding calendar year, as follows: 
$8,000, but less than $10,000, $2,200; $10,000, but less than $12,000, 
$2,200; $12,000, but less than $15,000, $2,200; $15,000, but less than 
$18,000, $2,300 ; $18,000, but less than $22,000, $2,300; $22,000, but 
less than $27,000, $2,400; $27,000, but less than $33,000, $2,400; 
$33,000, but less than $40,000, $2,500. 

That at offices of the first class the annual salaries of the employees, 
other than those in the automatic grades, shall be in even hundreds 
of dollars, based on the gross postal receipts for the preceding calendar 
year, as follows: 

Receipts $40,000, but less than $50,000—assistant postmaster, 
$2,600; superintendent of mails, $2,400. Receipts $50,000, but less 
than $60,000—assistant postmaster, $2,600; superintendent of mails, 
$2,400. Receipts $60,000, -but less than §75,000—assistant post- 
master, $2,600; superintendent of malls, $2,400. Receipts $75,000, 
but less than $90,000—assistant postmaster, $2,700; superintendent 
of mails, $2,500. Receipts $90,000, but less than $120,000—azsixt- 
ant postmaster, $2,700; superintendent of mails, $2,600; foremen, 
$2,500, Receipts $120,000, but less than $150,000—assistant post- 
master, $2,800; superintendent of mails, $2,700; foremen, $2,500. 
Receipts $150,000, but less than $200,000—assistant postmaster, 
$2,000; superintendent of mails, $2,800; foremen, $2,500. Receipts 
200,000, but less than $250,000—assistant postmaster, $3,000; su- 
perintendent of mails, $2,900; foremen, $2,500, Receipts $250,000, 
but less than $300,000—assistant postmaster, $3,100; superintendent 
of mails, $3,000; assistant superintendent of mails, $2,600; foremen, 
$2,500, Receipts $300,000, but less than $400,000—assistant post- 
master, $3,200; superintendent of mails, $3,100; assistant superin- 
tendent of mails, $2,600; foremen, $2,500. Receipts $400,000, but 
less than $500,000—assistant postmaster, $3,800; superintendent of 
mails, $3,200; assistant superintendent of mails, $2,600; foremen, 
$2,500. Receipts $500,000, but less than $600,000—assistant post- 
master, $3,500; superintendent of mails, $3,300; assistant super- 
intendent of mails, $2,600; foremen, $2,500; postal cashier, $2,900; 
money-order cashier, $2,600. Receipts $600,000, but less than $1,000,- 
000—assistant postmaster, $3,700; superintendent of mails, $3,500; 
assistant superintendent of mails, $2,800; foremen, $2,500; postal 
cashier, $3,100; money-order cashier, $2,800. Receipts $1,000,000, but 
less than $2,000,000—assistant postmaster, $3,900; superintendent of 
maiis, $3,700; assistant superintendents of mails, $2,700, $2,800, and 
$3,100; foremen, $2,500 and $2,600; postal cashier, $3,300; assistant 
cashiers, $2,600; money-order cashier, $3,000; bookkeepers, $2,400; 
station examiners, $2,400. Receipts $2,000,000, but less than $3,000,- 
000—assistant postmasters, $4,000; superintendent of malis, $3,800; 
assistant superintendents of mails, $2,700, $2,800, $3,000, and $3,300; 
foremen, $2,500 and $2,600; postal cashier, $3,400; assistant cashiers, 
$2,600 and $2,900; money-order cashier, $3,100; bookkeepers, $2,400 
and $2,500; station examiners, $2,600. Receipts $3,000,000, but less 
than $5,000,000—assistant postmaster, $4,100; superintendent of 
mails, $3,900; assistant superintendents of mails, $2,700, $2,800, 
$3,100, and $3,500; foremen, $2,500 and $2,600; postal cashier, 
$3,000; assistant cashiers, $2,600, $2,800, and $3,100; money-order 
cashier, $3,300; bookkeepers, $2,400 and $2,500; station examiners, 
$2,600 and $2,800. Receipts $5,000,000, but less than $7,000,000— 
assistant postmaster, $4,300; superintendent of mails, $4,100; assist- 
ant superintendents of mails, $2,700, $2,800, $3,100, $3,300, and 
$3,700; foremen, $2,500 and $2,600; postal cashier, $3,800; assistant 
cashiers, $2,600, $2,900, and $3,100; money-order cashier, $3,500; 
bookkeepers, $2,400, $2,500, and $2,600; station examiners, $2,600 
and $2,800. Receipts $7,000,000, but less than $9,000,000—assistant 
postmaster, $4,600; superintendent of mails, $4,300; assistant super- 
intendents of mails, $2,700, $2,800, $3,100, $3,500, and $3,900; fore- 
men, $2,500 and $2,600; postal cashier, $4,000; assistant cashiers, 
$2,600, $2,800, $3,100, and $3,400; money-order cashier, $3,600; 
bookkeepers, $2,400, $2,500, and $2,600; station examiners, $2,600 
and $2,800. Receipts $9,000,000, but less than $20,000,000—assist- 
ant postmasters, $4,700 and $4,800; superintendent of mails, 
$4,500; assistant superintendents of mails, $2,800, $2,900, $3,100, 
$3,500, $3,700, and $4,100; foremen, $2,500, $2,600, and $2,700; 
postal cashier, $4,100; assistant cashiers, $2,600, $2,800, $3,200, 
and $3,600; money-order cashier, $3,700; bookkeepers, $2,400, 
$2,500, $2,600, and 82,800; station examiners, $2,600 and $2,800, 
Receipts $20,000,000 and upward—assistant postmasters, $4,800 and 
and $4,900; superintendent of mails, $4,700; assistant superintendents 
of mails, $2,800, $2,900, $3,100, $3,500, $3,900, and $4,100; super- 
intendent of delivery, $4,700; assistant superintendents of delivery, 
$2,800, $2,900, $3,100, $3,500, $3,900, and $4,100; foremen, $2,500, 
$2,600, and $2,700; superintendent of registry, 84,300; assistant super- 
intendents of registry, $2,800, $2,900, $3,100, $3,500, and $4,100; 
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superintendent of money order, $4,300; assistant superintendent of 
money order, $4,100; auditor, $4,000; postal cashier, $4,300; assistant 
cashiers, $2,600, $2,800, $3,100, $3,300, and $3,800; money-order 
cashier, $3,900; bookkepeers, $2,400, $2,600, $2,800, and $3,300; sta- 
tion examiners, $2,600, $2,800, and $3,000. 

The salary of superintendents of classified stations shall be based 
on the number of employees assigned thereto and the annual postal 
receipts. No allowance shall be made for sales of stamps to patrons 
residing outside of the territory of the stations. At classified stations 
each $25,000 of postal receipts shall be considered equal to one 
additional employee. 

At classified stations the salary of the superintendent shall be as 
follows: One and not exceeding 5 employees, $2,400; 6 and not 
exceeding 18 employees, $2,500; 19 and not exceeding 32 employees, 
$2,600; 33 and not exceeding 44 employees, $2,700; 45 and not 
exceeding 64 employees, $2,800; 65 and not exceeding 90 employees, 
$2,900; 91 and not exceeding 120 employees, $3,000; 121 and not 
exceeding 150 employees, $3,100; 151 and not exceeding 350 em- 
ployees, $3,300; 351 and not exceeding 500 employees, $3,500; 501 
or more employees, $3,800. 

At classified stations having 45 or more employees there shall be 
assistant superintendents of stations with salaries as follows: Forty- 
five and not exceeding 64 employees, $2,400; 65 and not exceeding 
90 employees, $2,500; 91 and not exceeding 120 employees, $2,600; 
121 and not exceeding 150 employees, $2,700; 151 and not exceeding 
380 employees, $2,900; 351 and not exceeding 500 employees, $3,100; 
501 employees and upward, $3,400: Provided, That not more than 
two assistant postmasters shall be employed at offices where the 
receipts are $9,000,000 and upward: Provided further, That at post 
offices where the receipts are $14,000,000, but less than $20,000,000, 
there shall be a superintendent of delivery whose salary shall be 
the same as that provided for the superintendent of mails, and 
assistant superintendents of delivery at the salaries provided for 
assistant superintendents of mails: Provided further, That in fixing 
the salaries of the postmaster and supervisory employees in the 
post office at Washington, D. C., the Postmaster General may, in 
his discretion, add not to exceed 75 per cent to the gross receipts 
of that office: Provided further, That not more than one assistant 
superintendent of mails, one assistant superintendent of delivery, 
one assistant superintendent of registry, and one assistant cashier 
shall be paid the maximum salary provided for these positions, except 
where receipts are $9,000,000 and less than $14,000,000, to which 
offices two assistant superintendents of mails shall be assigned at the 
maximum salary, one to be In charge of city delivery: And provided 
further, That State depositories for surplus postal funds and central 


accounting offices, where the gross receipts are less than $500,000, 


and no postal cashier is provided, the employee in charge of such 
records and adjustments of the accounts shall be allowed an increase 
of $200 per annum; if receipts are $500,000 and less than $5,000,000, 
the postal cashier shall be allowed an increase of $200 per annum: 
And provided further, That at all central accounting offices where 
the bookkeeper in charge performs the duties of auditor, he shall 
be designated chief bookkeeper, at a salary equal to that of the 
assistant cashier of the highest grade at that office: And provided 
further, That when an office advances to a higher grade because 
of increased gross postal receipts for a calendar year, promotion of 
all supervisory employees shall be made to the corresponding grade 
at the higher salary provided for the same titles or designations 
under the higher classification of the office based on its postal receipts: 
And provided further, That no employee in the supervisory grades 
shall receive a salary less than $100 more than that paid to the 
highest grade of clerk or special clerk: Provided further, That in 
the readjustment of salaries of all employees above the highest grade 
for special clerks, those at present designated by titles for which 
more than one grade of salary is provided shall be placed in the 
same relative grade and designation and receive the increased salary 
provided in this title. 

Sec. 4. That clerks in first and second class post offices and letter 
carriers in the City Delivery Service shall be divided into five grades 
as follows: First grade—salary, $1,700; second grade—salary $1,800; 
third grade—salary, $1,900; fourth grade—salary, $2,000; fifth 
grade—salary, $2,100: Provided, That in the readjustment of grades 
for clerks at first and second class post offices and letter carriers in 
the City Delivery Service to conform to the grades herein provided, 
grade 1 shall include present grade 1, grade 2 shall include present 
grade 2, grade 3 shall include present grade 3, grade 4 shall include 
present grade 4, and grade 5 shall include present grade 5: Provided, 
further, That hereafter substitute clerks in first and second class post 
offices and substitute letter carriers in the City Delivery Service 
when appointed regular clerks or carriers shall have credit for actual 
time served on a basis of one year for each 306 days of eight hours 
served as substitute, and appointed to the grade to which such clerk 
or carrier would haye progressed had his original appointment as sub- 
stitute been to grade 1: And provided further, That clerks in first and 
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second class post offices and letter carriers in the City Delivery Serv- 
ice shall be promoted successively after one year’s satisfactory ‘service 
in each grade to the next higher grade until they reach the fifth 
grade. All promotions sball be made at the beginning of the quarter 
following one year’s satisfactory service in the grade: And provided 
further, That there shall be two grades of special clerks as follows: 
First grade—salary, $2,200; second grade—salary, $2,300: Provided, 
That in the adjustment of grades for special clerks to conform to the 
grades herein provided special clerk grade 1 shall include present 
grade 1, and special clerk grade 2 shall include present grade 2: Pro- 
vided further, That in all special clerk promotions the senior compe- 
tent employee shall have preference: Provided further, That printers, 
mechanics, and skilled laborers, employees of the United States 
stamped envelope agency at Dayton, Ohio, shall for the purpose of 
promotion and compensation be deemed a part of the clerical foree. 

That the pay of substitute, temporary, or auxiliary clerks at first 
and second class post offices and substitute letter carriers in the City 
Deliyery Service shall be at the rate of 65 cents per hour: Provided, 
That marine carriers assigned to the Detroit River marine service 
shall be paid annual salary of $300 in excess of the highest salary 
paid carriers in the City Delivery Service: Provided further, That 
hereafter special clerks, clerks, and laborers in the first and second 
class post offices and carriers in the City Delivery Service shall be 
required to work not more than eight hours a day: Provided further, 
That the eight hours of service shall not extend over a longer period 
than 10 consecutive hours, and the schedules of duty of the em- 
ployees shall be regulated accordingly: Provided further, That in 
cases of emergency, or if the needs of the service require, and it is 
not practicable to employ substitutes, special clerks, clerks, and 
laborers in first and second class post offices ond carriers in the City 
Delivery Service can be required to work in excess of eight hours per 
day, and for such overtime service they shall be paid on the basis of 
the annual pay received by such employees: And provided further, 
That in computing the compensation for such overtime the annual 
salary or compensation for such employees shall be divided by 306, 
the number of working days in the year less all Sundays and legal 
holidays enumerated in the act of July 28, 1916; the quotient thus 
obtained will be the daily compensation, which divided by 8 will 
give the hourly compensation for such overtime service: And provided 
further, That when the needs of the service require the employment 
on Sundays and holidays of foremen, special clerks, clerks, carriers, 
watchmen, messengers, or laborers at first and second class post offices 
they shall be allowed compensatory time on one day within six days next 
succeeding the Sunday, except the last three Sundays in the calendar 
year, and on 1 day within 30 days next succeeding the holiday and 
the last three Sundays in the year on which service is performed: 
Provided, however, That the Postmaster General may, if the exigencies 
of the service require it, authorize the payment of overtime for service 
on the last three Sundays in the calendar year or on Christmas Day 
in lieu of compensatory time. 

Sec, 5. That messengers, watchmen, and laborers in first and second 
class post offices shall be divided into two grades, as follows: First 
grade, salary, $1,500; second grade, salary, $1,600: Provided, That 
watchmen, messengers, and laborers shall be promoted to the second 
grade after one year’s satisfactory service in grade 1: Provided 
further, That the pay of substitute watchmen, messengers, and labor- 
ers shall be at the rate of 55 cents per hour. 

Src, 6. That employees in the motor-vehicle service shall be classified 
as follows: Superintendents, $2,400, $2,600, $2,800, $3,000, $3,400, 
$3,600, $3,800, $4,000, and $5,000 per annum; assistant superintendents, 
$2,500, $2,600, and $2,800 per annum; chiefs of records, $2,200, 
$2,300, $2,400, $2,500, $2,600, $2,800, and $3,000; chiefs of supplies, 
$2,200, $2,300, and $2,400; chief dispatchers, $2,300 and $2,500; route 
supervisors, $2,400, $2,500, and $2,600; dispatchers, $2,100, $2,200, and 
$2,300; chief mechanics, $2,400, $2,500, $2,600, $2,800, and $3,000; 
mechanics in charge, $2,200, $2,300, and $2,400; and special mechanies, 
$2,100, $2,200, and $2,300: Provided, That assistant superintendents 
shall not be authorized at offices where the salary of the superintendent 
is less than $3,000 per annum. 

That general mechanics employed in the motor-vehicle service shall 
be divided into three grades: First grade, salary, $1,900; second 
grade, salary, $2,000; third grade, salary, $2,100; and clerks employed 
in the motor-vehicle service shall be divided into five grades, as fol- 
lows: First grade, salary, $1,700; second grade, salary, $1,800; third 
grade, salary, $1,900; fourth grade, salary, $2,000; fifth grade, salary, 
$2,100: Provided, That in the readjustment of grades for clerks in the 
motor-vehicle service to conform to the grades above provided, grade 
1 shall include present grade 1, grade 2 shall include present grade 2, 
grade 3 shall include present grade 8, grade 4 shall include present 
grade 4, and grade 5 shall inelude present grade 5: Provided, That 
general mechanics employed in the motor-vehicle service shall be pro- 
moted successively after one year's satisfactory service in each grade 
to the next higher grade until they reach the third grade, and clerks 
employed in the motor-yehicle service shall be promoted successively, 
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after ome year’s satisfactory service in each grade to the next higher 
grade until they reach the fifth grade, at the respective offices where 
employed, and promotion shall be made at the beginning of the quarter 
following one year’s satisfactory service in the grade: Provided fur- 
ther, That at first-class post offices there shall be two grades of special 
elerks in the motor-vehicle service—grade 1, salary, $2,200; grade 2, 
salary, $2,300: Provided further, That in the readjustment of grades 
for special clerks to conform to the grades herein provided, special 
elerk, grade 1, shall include present special clerk, grade 1, and special 
clerk, grade 2, shall include present special clerk, grade 2. 

Mechanles“ helpers employed in the motor-yehicle service shall re- 
ceive a salary of $1,600 per annum: Provided, That on satisfactory 
evidence of their qualifications after one year’s service mechanics’ 
helpers shall be promoted to the first grade of general mechanics as 
vacancies may oecur. 

That driver-mechanics employed in the motor-vehicle service shall be 
divided into five grades: First grade, salary, $1,600; second grade, 
salary, $1,700; third grade, salary, $1,800; fourth grade, salary, 
$1,900; fifth grade, salary, $2,000; and garagemen-drivers employed 
in the motor-vehicle service shall be divided into two grades: First 
grade, salary, $1,550; second grade, salary, $1,650: Provided, That in 
the readjustment of salaries provided for in this title all driver- 
mechanics shall be classified im the respective grades as follows: 
Those with less than one year’s service shall be placed in grade 1; 
those with more than one year’s service and less than two years’ 
service shall be placed in grade 2; those with more than two years’ 
service and less than three years’ service shall be placed in grade 3; 
those with more than three years’ service and less than four years’ 
service shall be placed in grade 4; those with more than four years’ 
service shall be placed in grade 5: Provided further, That driver- 
mechanics employed in the motor-vehicle service shall be promoted 
successively after one year's satisfactory service in each grade to the 
next higher grade until they reach the fifth grade at the respective 
offices where employed: Provided further, That garagemen-drivers 
in the motor-vehicle service shall be promoted after one year’s satis- 
factory service in the first grade to the second grade at the respective 
offices where employed, and promotions of driver-mechanics and 
garagemen-drivers shall be made at the beginning of the quarter fol- 
lowing one year's satisfactory service in the grade. 

That the pay of substitute, temporary, or auxiliary employees in 
the motor-vehicle service shall be as follows: Special mechanies, at 
the rate of 75 cents per hour; general mechanics, at the rate of 70 
cents per hour; clerks and driver-mechanics, at the rate of 65 cents 
per hour; and garagemen-drivers, at the rate of 55 cents per hour. 

That special mechanics, general mechanics, mechanics’ helpers, 
driver-mechanics, and garagemen-drivers in the motor-vehicle service 
shall be required to work not more than eight hours a day: Provided, 
That the eight hours of service shall not extend over a longer period 
than 10 consecutive hours, and the schedules of duties of the em- 
ployees shall be regulated accordingly: Provided further, That in cases 
of emergency, or if the needs of the service require, special clerks, 
clerks, special mechanics, general mechanics, nrechanics’ helpers, 
driver-mechanics, and garagemen-drivers in the motor-vehicle service 
can be required to work in excess of eight hours per day, and for 
such overtime service they shall be paid on the basis of the annual 
pay received by such employees: Provided further, That in computing 
the compensation for such overtime the annual salary or compensa- 
tion for such employees shall be divided by 306, the number of work- 
ing days in the year less all Sundays and legal holidays enunrerated 
in the act of Jnly 28, 1916; the quotient thus obtained will be the 
daily compensation which, divided by eight, will give the hourly 
compensation for such overtime service: Provided further, That when 
the needs of the service require the employment en Sundays and 
holidays of route supervisors, special clerks, clerks, dispatchers, me- 
chanics in charge, special mechanics, general mechanics, mechanics’ 
helpers, driver-mechanies, and garagemen-drivers in the motor-vehicle 
service, they shall be allowed compensatory time on one day within 
six days next succeeding the Sunday, except the last three Sundays in 
the calendar year, and on one day within 30 days next succeeding 
the holiday and the last three Sundays in the year on which service 
is performed: Provided, however, That the Postmaster General may, if 
the exigencies of the service require it, authorize the payment of over- 
time in lieu of compensatory time for service on Sundays and 
holidays. 

Sec. 7. That the annual salaries of employees of the Railway Mail 
Service shall be as follows: Division superintendents, $4,500; assistant 
division superintendents and assistant superintendents at large, $3,600; 
assistant superintendent in charge of car construction, $3,300; chief 
clerks, $3,300; assistant chief clerks, $2,800: Provided, That the 
clerks in charge of sections in the offices of the division superintendents 
shall be rated as assistant chief clerks at $2,800 salary. 

That railway postal clerks shall be divided into two classes, class 
A and class B, and into seven grades, with annual salaries as follows: 
Grade 1, salary $1,900; grade 2, salary $2,000; grade 8, salary $2,150; 
grade 4, salary $2,300; grade 5, salary $2,450; grade 6, salary $2,600; 
grade 7, salary $2,700. 


Laborers in the Raflway Mail Service shall be divided into two 
i gee annual salaries as folows: Grade 1, salary $1,500; grade 

* * . 

Laborers shall be promoted to grade 2 after one year’s satisfactory 
service in grade 1: Provided, That in the readjustment of the service 
to conform to the grades herein provided for laborers, grade 1 shall 
include laborers in present grade 1, and grade 2 shall include laborers 
tn present grade 2. 

Substitute railway postal clerks shall be paid for services actually 
performed at the rate of $1,850 per annum, the first year of service 
to constitute a probationary period, and when appointed regular 
clerks shall receive eredit on the basis of one year of actual service 
performed as a substitute and be appointed to the grade to which 
such clerk would have progressed had his original appointment as a 
substitute been to grade 1. Any fractional part of a year’s substitute 
service will be included with his service as a regular clerk in determin- 
ing eligibility for promotion to the next higher grade following ap- 
pointment to a regular position. 

All original appointments shall be made to the rank of substitute 
railway postal clerk, and promotions shall be made successively at the 
beginning of the quarter following a total satisfactory service of 306 
days in the next lower grade, 

In the readjustment of the service to conform to the grades herein 
provided, grade 1 shall include clerks in present grade 1, grade 2 shall 
include clerks in present grade 2, grade 8 shall include clerks in present 
grade 8, grade 4 shall include clerks in present grade 4, grade 5 shall 
include clerks in present grade 5, and grade 6 shall include clerks in 
present grade 6. 

That hereafter, in addition to the salaries provided by law, the 
Postmaster General is hereby authorized to make travel allowances in 
Heu of actual expenses, at fixed rates per annum, not exceeding in the 
aggregate the sum annually appropriated, to railway postal clerks, 
acting railway postal clerks, and substitute railway postal clerks, 
including substitute railway postal clerks for railway postal clerks 
granted leave with pay on account of sickness, assigned to duty in 
railway post-office cars, while on duty, after 10 hours from the time 
of beginning their initial run, under such regulations as he may 
prescribe, and in no case shall such an allowance exceed $3 per day. 

Substitute railway postal clerks shall be credited with full time 
while traveling under orders of the department to and from their 
designated headquarters to take up an assignment, together with 
actual and necessary travel expenses, not to exceed $3 per day, while 
on duty away from such headquarters. When a substitute clerk per- 
forms service in a railway post office starting from his official head- 
quarters he shall be allowed travel expenses under the law applying 
to clerks regularly assigned to the run. 

Railway post-office lines shall be divided into two classes, class A 
and class B, and clerks assigned to class A lines shall be promoted 
successively to grade 4 and clerks in charge to grade 5. Clerks 
assigned to class B lines shall be promoted successively to grade 5 
and clerks in charge to grade 6: Provided, That lines in present class 
A shall be continued in class A, and lines in present class B shall he 
continued in class B. 

Terminal railway post offices shall be divided into two classes, class 
A and class B; those having less than 20 employees shall be assigned 
to class A, and those having 20 or more employees shall be assigned to 
class B. Clerks in class A terminals shall be promoted successively 
to grade 4, and clerks in charge of tours to grade 5. Clerks in class B 
terminals shall be promoted successively to grade 5, and clerks in 
charge of tours to grade 6. 

Transfer offices shall be divided into two classes, class A and class 
B; those having less than five employees shall be assigned to class A, 
and those having five or more employees to class B. Clerks in class A 
shall be promoted successively to grade 4, and clerks in charge of 
tours to grade 5. Clerks in class B shall be promoted successively to 
grade 5, and clerks in charge of tours to grade 6. j 

Clerks assigned to the office of division superintendent or chief 
clerk shall be promoted successively to grade 4, and in the office of 
division superintendent four clerks may be promoted to grade 5 and 
eight clerks to grade 6, and in the office of chief clerk one clerk may 
be promoted to grade 5, and two clerks to grade 6. 

Examiners shall be promoted successively to grade 6 and assistant 
examiners to grade 5 whether assigned to the office of division super- 
intendent or chief clerk : Provided, That service of clerks shall be based 
on an average of not exceeding 8 hours daily for 300 days per 
annum, including proper allowance for all service required on lay-off 
periods. Clerks required to perform service in excess of eight hours 
dally, as herein provided, shall be paid in cash at the annual rate of 
pay or granted compensatory time at their option for such overtime. 
Railway postal clerks assigned to terminal railway post offices and 
transfer offices and laborers in the Railway Mail Service shall be 
required to work not more than 8 hours a day, and that the 8 hours 
of service shall not extend over a longer period than 10 consecutive 
hours, and that in cases of emergency, or if the needs of the service 
require, they may be required to work in excess of eight hours a day, 
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and for such additional service they shall be paid in proportion to 
their salaries as fixed by law. 

That clerks assigned to road duty shall be credited with full time 
for delay to trains equal to the period of time between the scheduled 
arrival and actual arrival of the train at destination of run. 

That section 3 of the act approved June 19, 1922 (41 Stat. p. 660), 
providing for leayes of absence of employees in the Postal Service, be 
amended by adding the following proviso: “Provided, That hereafter 
not exceeding 5 days of the 15 days’ annual leave with pay, exclusive 
of Sundays and holidays, granted to railway postal clerks assigned 
to road duty each fiscal year may be carried over to the succeeding 
fiscal year.” 

RURAL MAIL DELIVERY SERVICE 


Sec. 8. That the salary of carriers in the Rural Mail Delivery Sery- 
ice for serving a rural route of 24 miles, six days in the week shall be 
$1,800; on routes 22 miles and less than 24 miles, $1,728; on routes 
20 miles and less than 22 miles, $1,620; on routes 18 miles and less 
than 20 miles, $1,440; on routes 16 miles and less than 18 miles, 
$1,260; on routes 14 miles and less than 16 miles, $1,080; on routes 
12 miles and less than i4 miles $1,008; on routes 10 miles and less 
than 12 miles, $936; on routes 8 miles and less than 10 miles, $864; 
on routes 6 miles and less than 8 miles, $792; on routes 4 miles and 
less than 6 miles, $720. Each rural carrier assigned to a route on 
which daily service is performed shall receive $30 per mile per 
annum for each mile said route is in excess of 24 miles or major 
fraction thereof, based on actual mileage, and each rural carrier 
assigned to a route on which triweekly service is performed shall 
recelye $15 per mile for each mile said route is in excess of 24 miles 
or major fraction thereof, based on actual mileage. 

Deductions for failure to perform service on a standard rural 
delivery route for 24 miles and less shall not exceed the rate of pay 
per mile for service for 24 miles and less; and deductions for failure 
to perform service on mileage in excess of 24 miles shall not exceed 
the rate of compensation allowed for such excess mileage. 

In addition to the salary herein provided, each carrier in Rural 
Mail Delivery Service shall be paid for equipment maintenance a sum 
equal to 4 cents per mile per day for each mile or major fraction of a 
mile scheduled. Payments for equipment maintenance as provided 
herein shall be at the same periods and in the same manner as pay- 
ments for regular compensation to rural carriers. 

A rural carrier serving one triweekly route shall be paid a salary 
and equipment allowance on the basis of a route one-half the length 
of the route served by him. A rural carrier serving two triweekly 
routes shall be paid a salary and equipment allowance on the basis 
of a route one-half of the combined length of the two routes, 

Sec, 9. That the salary of requisition fillers and packers in the 
division of equipment and supplies shall be as follows: One foreman, 
$2,100 per annum; 10 requisition fillers and 9 packers at $1,800 each 
per annum, 

Sec. 10. That the pay of carriers in the village delivery service, 
under such rules and regulations as the Postmaster General may pre- 
scribe, shall be from $1,150 to $1,350 per annum. The pay of sub- 
stitute letter carriers in the village delivery service shall be at the 
rate of 50 cents per hour. 

Sec. 11. Employees in the Postal Service shall be granted 15 days’ 
leave of absence with pay exclusive of Sundays and holidays, each 
fiscal year, and sick leave with pay at the rate of 10 days a year, 
exclusive of Sundays and holidays, to be cumulative, but no sick 
leave with pay in excess of 30 days shall be granted during any one 
fiscal year. Sick leave shall be granted only upon satisfactory 
evidence of illness in accordance with regulations to be prescribed 
by the Postmaster General. 

The 15 days’ leave shall be credited at the rate of one and one- 
quarter days for each month of actual service. 

Whenever an employee herein provided for shall have been reduced 
in salary for any cause, he may be restored to his former grade or 
advanced to an intermediate grade at the beginning of any quarter 
following the reduction, and a restoration to a former grade or ad- 
vancement to an intermediate grade shall not be construed as a pro- 
motion within the meaning of the law prohibiting advancement of 
more than one grade within one year. 

Whenever the promotion of an employee herein provided for is 
withheld because of unsatisfactory service, such employee may be pro- 
moted at the beginning of the second quarter thereafter, or of any 
subsequent quarter, on evidence that his record has been satisfactory 
during the intervening period. 

Hereafter when the needs of the service require the employment on 
Sundays or holidays of laborers or railway postal clerks at terminal 
railway post offices and transfer offices, they shall be allowed compen- 
gatory time on one day within six days next succeeding the Sunday, 
except the last three Sundays in the calendar year, and on one day 
within 30 days next succeeding the holiday and the last three Sun- 
days in the year on which service is performed: Provided, however, 
That the Postmaster General may, if the exigencies of the service require 


it, authorize the payment of overtime for service on the last three 
Sundays In the calendar year or on Christmas Day in lieu of compen- 
satory time. 

All employees herein provided for in automatic grades who have not 
reached the maximum grades to which they are entitled to progress 
automatically shall be promoted at the beginning of the quarter fol- 
lowing the completion of one year’s satisfactory service since their last 
promotion, regardless of any increases in salaries granted them by the 
provisions of this title. 

The Postmaster General may, when the interest of the service re- 
quires, transfer any clerk to the position of carrier or any carrier to 
the position of clerk and interchange the clerical force between the. 
post office and the motor-vehicle service, such transfer or interchange 
to be made to the corresponding grade and salary of the clerk or carrier 
transferred or interchanged. 

Substitute clerks in first and second class post offices and the Rail- 
way Mail Service and substitute letter carriers in the City Delivery 
Service when appointed regular clerks, railway postal clerks, or carriers 
shall have credit for actual time served on a basis of 1 year for each 
806 days of 8 hours served as substitute, and appointed to the grade 
to which such clerk or carrier would have progressed had his original 
appointment as substitute been to grade 1. 

Postal employees and substitute postal employees who served in the 
military, marine, or naval service of the United States during the 
World War and have not reached the maximum grade of salary shall 
receive credit for all time served in the military, marine, or naval 
service on the basis of one day’s credit of eight hours in the Postal 
Service for each day served in the military, marine, or naval service, 
and be promoted to the grade to which such postal employee or substi- 
tute postal employee would have progressed had his original appoint- 
ment as substitute been to grade 1. This provision shall apply to 
such postal employees and substitute postal employees who were in 
the Postal Service on October 1, 1920. 

No employee in the Postal Service shall be reduced in rank or salary 
as the result of the proyisions of this title. 

Sec. 12. That the sums appropriated for salaries and compensation 
of postmasters and employees of the Postal Service in the act making 
appropriations for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1925, approved 
April 4, 1924, shall be available for the payment of salaries and com- 
pensation of postmasters and postal employees at the rates of pay 
herein provided; and such additional sums ag may be necessary are 
hereby authorized te be appropriated to carry out the provisions of 
this title. 

INCONSISTENT ACTS REPEALED 


Sec. 13. All acts and parts of acts inconsistent or in conflict with 
this title are hereby amended or repealed. 


TITLE II.—POSTAL Rates, FIRST-CLASS MATTER 
PRIVATE MAILING CARDS 


Sec, 201. The rate of postage on private mailing cards described in 
the act entitled “An act to amend the postal laws relating to use of 
postal cards,“ approved May 19, 1898, shall be 2 cents each. 


SECOND-CLASS MATTER 


Sec. 202. (a) In the case of publications entered as second-class 
matter (including sample copies to the extent of 10 per cent of the 
weight of copies mailed to subscribers during the calendar year) when 
sent by the publisher thereof from the post office of publication or 
other post office, or when sent by news agents to actual subscribers 
thereto, or to other news agents for the purpose of sales— 

(1) The rate of postage on that portion of any such publication 
devoted to matter other than advertisements shall be 1½ cents per 
pound or fraction thereof. 

(2) On that portion of any such publication devoted to advertise- 
ments the rates per pound or fraction thereof for delivery within the 
eight postal zones established for fourth-class matter shall be as 
follows: 

For the first, second, and third zones, 3 cents. 

For the fourth, fifth, and sixth zones, 6 cents. 

For the seventh and elghth zones, and between the Philippine Islands 
and any portion of the United States, including the District of Co- 
lumbia and the several Territories and possessions, 9 cents. 

The rate of postage on newspapers or periodicals maintained by and 
in the interests of religious, educational, scientific, philanthropic, agri- 
cultural, labor, or fraternal organizations or associations, not organ- 
ized for profit and none of the net income of which inures to the 
benefit of any private stockholder or individual, shall be 1% cents per 
pound or fraction thereof, and the publisher of any such newspaper or 
periodical, before being entitled to such rate, shall furnish to the 
Postmaster General, at such times and under such conditions as the 
Postmaster General may prescribe, satisfactory evidence that none of 
the net income of such organization or association inures to the benefit 
of any private stockholder or individual. 
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(b) Where the space devoted to advertisements does not exceed 
5 per cent of the total space, the rate of postage shall be the same as 
if the whole of such publication was devoted to matter other than 
advertisements. 

(c) The rate of postage on daily newspapers and on the periodicals 
and newspapers provided for in this section, when deposited in a 
letter-carrier office for delivery by its carriers, shall be the same as 
now provided by law, and nothing in this act shall affect existing law 
as to free circulation and existing rates on second-class mail matter 
within the county of publication. The Postmaster General may here- 
after require publishers to separate or make up to zones, in such a 
manner as he may direct, all mail matter of the second class when 
“offered for mailing. 

(da) With the first mailing of each issue of each such publication, the 
publisher shall file with the postmaster a copy of such issue, together 
with a statement containing such information as the Postmaster Gen- 
eral may prescribe for determining the postage chargeable thereon. 

Sec. 203. The rate of postage on publications entered as second- 
class matter, when sent by others than the publishers or news agent, 
shall be 2 cents for each 2 ounces or fraction thereof, for weights 
not exceeding 8 ounces, and for weights of such matter exceeding 8 
ounces the rates of postage prescribed for foutth-class matter shall be 
applicable thereto. 

Suc. 204. Where the total weight of any one edition or issue of any 
such publication mailed to any one zone does not exceed 1 pound the 
rate of postage shall be 1 cent. 

Sec. 205. The zone rates provided in section 202 of this title shall 
relate to the entire bulk mailed to any one zone and not to indi- 
vidually addressed packages. 


THIRD-CLASS MATTER 


Sec. 206. (a) Mail matter of the third class shall include books, 
circulars, and other matter wholly in print (except newspapers and 
other periodicals entered as second-class matter), proof sheets, cor- 
rected proof sheets and manuscript copy accompanying same, mer- 
chandise (including farm and factory products), and all other mailable 
matter not Included in tie first or second class, or in the fourth class 
as defined in section 207. 

(b) The rate of postage thereon shall be 1½ cents for each 2 
ounces or fraction thereof up to and including 8 ounces in weight, 
except that the rate of postage on books, catalogues, seeds, cuttings, 
bulbs, roots, sclons, and plants shall be 1 cent for each 2 ounces or 
fraction thereof. 

(e) The written additions permissible under existing law on mail 
matter of either the third or fourth class shall be permissible on 
either of these classes as herein defined without discrimination on 
account of classification. 


FOURTH-CLASS MATTER 


Sue. 207. (a) Mail matter of the fourth class shall weigh in excess 
of 8 ounces and shall include books, circulars, and other matter wholly 
in print (except newspapers and other periodicals entered as second- 
class matter), proof sheets, corrected proof sheets and manuscript 
copy accompanying the same, merchandise (including farm and factory 
products), and all other mailable matter not included in the first or 
second class, or in the third class as defined in section 206. 

(b) That on fourth-class matter the rate of postage shall be by the 
pound as established by and in conformity with the act of August 24, 
1912, and In addition thereto there shall be a service charge of 2 cents 
for each parcel, except upon parcels or packages collected on rural 
delivery routes, to be prepaid by postage stamps affixed thereto, or as 
otherwise prescribed by the regulations of the Postmaster General. 

Whenever, in addition to the postage as hereinbefore provided, there 
shall be affixed to any parcel of mail matter of the fourth-class postage 
of the value of 25 cents with the words “ Special handling written 
or printed upon the wrapper, such parcel shall receive the same expe- 
ditious handling, transportation, and delivery accorded to mail matter 
of the first class. 

The classification of articles maflable, as well as the weight limit, 
the rates of postage, sone or zones, and other conditions of mailability 
under this section, if the Postmaster General shall find on experience 
that they or any of them are such as to prevent the shipment of arti- 
cles desirable, or to permanently render the cost of the service greater 
than the receipts of the revenue therefrom, he is hereby directed, 
subject to the consent of the Interstate Commerce Commission after 
investigation, to re-form from time to time such classifications, weight 
limit, rates, sone or zones, or conditions, or either, in order to promote 
the service to the public or to insure the receipt of revenue from such 
service adequate to pay the cost thereof. 

(c) That during the 12 months next succeeding the approval of 
this act the Postmaster General be, and he is hereby, authorized to 
conduct experiments in the operation of not more than 50 rural routes, 
tm localities to be selected by him; said experiments shall be designed 
primarily to develop and to encourage the transportation of food prod- 
ucts directly from producers to consumers or vendors, and, if the 
Postmaster General shall deem it necessary or advisable during the 
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progress of said experiments, he is hereby authorized, in his discretion, 
on such number or all of said routes as he may desire, to reduce 
to such an extent as he may deem advisable the rate of postage on 
food products mailed directly on such routes for delivery at the 
post offices from which such routes start, and to allow the rural 
carriers thereon a commission on the postage so received at such 
rate as the Postmaster General may prescribe, which commission shall 
be in addition to the carriers’ regular salaries. The amounts due the 
carriers for commissions shall be determined under rules and regula- 
tions to be prescribed by the Postmaster General directly from the 
postal revenues: Provided, That the amount so paid shall in no caso 
exceed the actual amount of revenue derived from this experimental 
service. 

A report on the progress of this experiment shall be made to Con- 
gress at the next regular session. 


MONEY ORDERS 


Sec. 208. Section 8 of the act entitled “An act to modify the postal 
money-order system, and for other purposes,” approved March 3, 1883, 
as amended, is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 8. A money order shall not be Issued for more than $100, and 
the fees for domestic orders shall be as follows: 

“For orders not exceeding $2.50, 5 cents. 

“For orders exceeding $2.50 and not exceeding $5, 7 cents, 

For orders exceeding $5 and not exceeding $10, 10 cents. 

“For orders exceeding $10 and not exceeding $20, 12 cents. 

“For orders exceeding $20 and not exceeding $40, 15 cents. 

For orders exceeding $40 and not exceeding $60, 18 cents. 

“For orders exceeding $60 and not exceeding $80, 20 cents. 

For orders exceeding $80 and not exceeding $100, 22 cents.” 


REGISTERED MAIL 


Sec. 209. (a) The first sentence of section 8927 of the Revised 
Statutes is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 3927. Mail matter shall be registered only on the application 
of the party posting the same, and the fees therefor shall not be less 
than 15 nor more than 20 cents in addition to the regular postage, to 
be, in all cases, prepaid; and all such fees shall be accounted for in 
such manner as the Postmaster General shall direct.” 

(b) Notwithstanding the provisions of such sections, as amended, 
the Postmaster General may fix the fee for registered mail matter at 
any amount less than 20 cents. 

Sec, 210. Section 3928 of the Revised Statutes, as amended, Is 
amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 3928. Whenever the sender shall so request, and upon pay- 
ment of a fee of 3 cents, a receipt shall be taken on the delivery of 
any registered mail matter, showing to whom and when the same was 
delivered, which receipt shall be returned to the sender, and be re- 
ceived in the courts as prima facie evidence of such delivery.” 


INSURANCE AND COLLECT-ON-DELIVERY SERVICE 


Sec. 211. (a) The fee for insurance shall be 5 cents for indemnifi- 
cation not to exceed $5; 8 cents for indemnification not to exceed 
$25; 10 cents for indemnification not to exceed $50; and 25 cents for 
indemnification not to exceed 8100. Whenever the sender of an in- 
sured article of mail matter shall so request, and upon payment of a 
fee of 3 cents, a receipt shall be taken on the delivery of such insured 
mail matter, showing to whom and when the same was delivered, 
which receipt shall be returned to the sender, and be received in the 
courts as prima facie evidence of such delivery. 

(b) The fee for collect-on-delivery service shall be 12 cents for col- 
lections not to exceed $10; 15 cents for collections not to exceed $50; 
and 25 cents for collections not to exceed $100. 

(e) The provisions of the act entitled “An act to extend the in- 
surance and collect-on-delivery ‘service to third-class mafl, and for 
other purposes,” approved June 7, 1924, and of section 8 of the act 
entitled “An act making appropriations for the service of the Post 
Office Department for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1918, and for 
other purposes,” approved August 24, 1912, with respect to the insur- 
ance and collect-on-delivery services, are hereby continued in force. 

SPECIAL DELIVERY 


Sec. 212. (a) To procure the immediate delivery of mail matter 
weighing more than 2 pounds and not more than 10 pounds, stamps 
of the value of 15 cents shall be affixed (in addition to the regular 
postage), and for the special delivery thereof 11 cents may be paid 
to the messenger or other person making such delivery. 

(b) To procure the immediate delivery of mail matter weighing 
more than 10 pounds, stamps of the value of 20 cents shall be affixed 
(in addition to the regular postage), and for the special delivery 
thereof 15 cents may be paid to the messenger or other person making 
such delivery. 

(c) For the purpose of this section the Postmaster General is au- 
thorized to provide and issue special-delivery stamps of the denomi- 
nations of 15 and 20 cents. 

Src. 213. The act entitled “An act making certain cnanges in the 
postal laws,” approved March 2, 1907, is amended to read as follows: 
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“That when, in addition to the stamps required to transmit any 
letter or package of mail matter through the mails, there shall be 
attached to the envelope or covering ordinary postage stamps of any 
denomination equivalent to the value fixed by law to procure the 
immediate delivery of any mail matter, with the words ‘special de- 
livery’ or thelr equivalent written or printed on the envelope or 
covering, under such regulations as the Postmaster General may pre- 
scribe, said letter or package shall be handled, transmitted, and de- 
livered in all respects as though it bore a regulation special-delivery 
stamp.” 

Sec. 214. The Postmaster General is hereby authorized to continue 
the work of ascertaining the revenues derived from and the cost of 
carrying and handling the several classes of mail matter and of per- 
forming the special services, and to state the results annually as far 
as practicable and pay the cost thereof out of the appropriation for 
inland transportation by railroad routes. 

REPEALS 

Sec. 215, The following acts and parts of acts are hereby repealed: 

(a) Sections 1101 to 1106, inclusive, of the revenue act of 1917; 

(b). The act entitled “An act fixing the rate of postage to be pald 
upon mail matter of the second clasa when gent by persons other than 
the publisher or news agent,” approved June 9, 1884; and 

(c) The act entitled “An act to amend an act entitled ‘An act mak- 
ing appropriations for the service of the Post Office Department for 
the fiscal year ending June 80, 1915, and for other purposes,’ approved 
March 9, 1914,” approved April 24, 1914, 


EFFECTIVE DATE 


Sec, 216. This title, except section 217, shall become effective on 
May 1, 1925. 

Sec. 217. A special joint subcommittee is hereby created, to consist 
of three members of the Committee an Post Offices and Post Roads 
of the Senate and three members of the Committee on the Post Office 
and Post Roads of the House, to be appointed by the respective chair- 
men of said committees. The said special joint subcommittee is author- 
ed and directed to hold hearings prior to the beginning of the first 
regular session of the Sixty-ninth Congress, to sit in Washington or 
at any other convenient place, and to report during the first week of 
the first regular session of the Sixty-ninth Congress, by bill, its recom- 
mendations for a permanent schedule of postal rates. Sald special 
joint subcommittee is hereby authorized to administer oaths, to send 
for persons or papers, to employ necessary clerks, accountants, experts, 
and stenographers, the latter to be paid at a cost not exceeding 25 
cents per 100 words; and the expense attendant upon the work of said 
special joint subcommittee shall be paid one-half from the contingent 
fund of the Senate and one-half from the contingent fund of the House 
of Representatives upon voucher of its chairman. This section shall 
become effective upon the enactment of this act. 


Mr. RUBBY rose. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Brad). The question is on 
the suspension of the rules and passage of the bill. 

Mr. RUBBY. Mr. Speaker, I desire to make a point of no 
quorum. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Missouri 
makes the point that there is no quorum present. Clearly 
there is no quorum present. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Doorkeeper will close the 
doors, the Sergeant at Arms will bring in the absentees, and 
the Clerk will call the roll. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the following Members failed 
to answer to their names: 


{Roll No. 581 

Berger nes Newton, Mo. Stalker 
Clark, Fla. Kendall O'Connor, La. Sullivan 
Croll ent Perkins Taber 
Cummings Kerr aine, Tydings 
Curry Lampert Reed, N. Y. Vare 
Edmonds Langley Reed, Ark. Wertz 
Evans, Iowa Larson, Minn Reed, W, Va. Wolf 
Favrot Lebiba Roach Wood 

sh Lilly Rogers, Mass. Wurzbach 
Gilbert McNulty ogers, Yates 
Griest Mepis Rouse Zihiman 
Griffin Michaelson Sanders, Ind. 
Johnson, W. Va. Nelson, Wis. Schall 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Three hundred and eighty 
Members have answered to their names; a quorum is present. 

Mr. MOORE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I move to dispense with 
‘further proceedings under the call, 

The motion was agreed to. 

The doors were opened. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The motion is to suspend the 
rules and pass the bill. Is a second demanded? 

Mr. RAMSHEYER. Mr. Speaker, I demand a second. 


Mr. MOORE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that a second be considered as ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Ohio asks 
unanimous consent that a second be considered as ordered. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. CAREW. I object, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore appointed Mr. Moore of Ohio and 
Mr. Carew to act as tellers. 

The House divided; and the tellers reported—ayes 186, noes 2. 

So a second was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
Moore} is recognized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. MOORE of Ohio, Mr. Speaker, I promised to yield five 
minutes to the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. BELL] to utilize as 
he sees fit later. I make that announcement now, and I yield 
three minutes to the gentleman from New York [Mr. La- 
GUARDIA], 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, in the very few moments 
I have I simply want to assure the House that this bill is not 
the. result of any hasty action on the part of the committee. It 
has been said that no hearings have been held and that the 
interests which are affected by the increased rates proposed in 
the bill haye not had an opportunity of being heard. Gentle- 
men, nothing could be farther from the fact. There have been 
500 pages of hearings on Senate bill 3674 before a joint com- 
mittee of the Senate Post Office Committee and the House Post 
Office Committee. Before the consideration of this bill was 
taken up the cost ascertainment report of the Post Office De- 
partment was submitted to the committee. The cost ascertain- 
ment is the result of an investigation costing $500,000. The cost 
ascertainment commission ascertained exactly the cost of carry- 
ing each class of mail and the loss and profit on each of the 
classes, 

The report was submitted the early part of December, 1924. 
It covers every phase of the handling of mail and has an appendix 
containing 80 tables showing in detail just how the cost was 
ascertained, This report is perhaps the first of its kind in the 
history of our Post Office Department. It gave for the first 
time an inkling of the cost for handling each class of mail. 
Heretofore the best that Congress could get on the question of 
cost was an estimate or a guess. The investigation was the 
result of a demand for it by Congress and an appropriation, as 
I stated before, of $500,000. The fact that it was called for sud- 
denly and that the work had to be planned and instituted made 
it perhaps more costly. There has been some criticism directed 
against the cost ascertainment report. Personally I believe that 
it is as near accurate as a report of this kind is possible. In 
order, however, to keep the benefit of the initial cost and to 
check up on the figures the bill now before us, under section 
214, authorizes the Postmaster General to continue the work of 
ascertaining the revenues derived from and the cost of carrying 
and handling the several classes of mail matter. 

With that report before us and after having given everyone 
concerned a hearing, the bill now before you was drafted, care- 
fully considered by the committee, and it is as well balanced a 
bill as it is humanly possible to prepare considering, gentlemen, 
the conditions and the parliamentary situation. 

That both sides of the House were pledged to a salary in- 
crease for postal employees I do not believe anyone in the 
House will deny, and after having passed a salary increase bill, 
which was vetoed by the President, the only thing for the com- 
mittee to do was to draft a new bill meeting the objections 
raised by the President in his veto message. That we have 
endeavored to do. Of course, there is going to be complaint. 
Every time you pass a tax bill, a. revenue bill, or a tariff bill 
the parties who are affected by the increases are going to com- 
plain, but if you want to give the postal employees an increase 
under the present situation and existing conditions, we present 
to you a well thought out and well balanced bill which will 
bring the necessary revenue to meet the increases. [Applause.] 

The salary increase features of the bill are well known to 
you. Title I of the bill is exactly as the original salary increase 
bill passed by the House and Senate. The retroactive pro- 
vision of the original bill, fixing July 1, 1924, as the date the 
salary increase becomes effective, was changed to January 1, 
1925. Personally, I hated to see this change. In fact, I was 


keenly disappointed. I felt all along that these men were 
entitled to the raise; that Congress had voted an increase; and 
that we should keep faith with our original bill, including the 
date fixed therein. But, gentlemen, I, with other of my col- 
leagues on the committee, had to take the parliamentary situa- 
tion into consideration. The real friends of the bill under- 
stood perfectly that in order to pass a bill which would meet 
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with Executive approval we had to bring in a bill that would 
be well balanced, raise the necessary reyenue, and free from 
any objectionable provision, regardless of what our personal 
views in the matter may be. In that spirit the committee 
worked, and for that reason the date was changed from July 1, 
1924, to January 1, 1925. I know from my own experience 
that what the postal employees want is an increase in their 
pay, and that alibis, explanations, vetoes, parliamentary ques- 
tions are all of absolutely no comfort to them. The bill pro- 
vides the same salary schedules contained in our original bill, 
and I need dwell on Title I no longer. 

As to the changes in postal rates, I desire to call to the atten- 
tion of the House that the bill raises additional reyenue to 
the amount of $61,222,768. This figure is as near correct as is 
possible to estimate any future revenue. The figures have been 
examined by the Post Office Department experts, and not only 
do they all agree that the new rates will bring that much more 
revenue, but that it is a conservative estimate. And right here, 
gentlemen, I want to say that no Member in this House or in 
the department worked harder, longer, and with greater skill in 
rearranging the postal rates and finding the way to obtain 
additional revenue with the least possible disturbance to exist- 
ing condition than the gentleman from Pennsylvania the Hon. 
CLYDE KELLY, our colleague on the committee. Mr. KELLY 
is not only a true and good friend to the postal employees, but 
in my opinion he is one of the greatest experts on postal busi- 
ness and postal rates in the whole country. I want to now 
express my appreciation and admiration for the splendid sery- 
ices and hard work contributed by the gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. KEbLY] in the drafting of the bill now before us. 

The increased rates, it is my belief, will not disturb in the 
slightest the business of any establishment or of any line of 
commerce or industry. Of course, we can not pull $61,000,000 
out of the air. It has to come from somewhere, and the com- 
mittee has taken it from sources that can pay it and that are 
getting services and full value for every penny that is charged. 
Ten million dollars is placed on first-class mail. We do not 
raise the postage on letters, the 2-cent usual letter or the 
penny drop letter. We add a cent additional charge for picture 
post cards, technically known as private mailing cards. The 
1-cent mailing card may still be obtained from the Post Office 
Department. There can really be no justifiable complaint on 
this schedule. Why, gentlemen, there will be just as many 
souvenir picture cards, Easter, Christmas, New Years, and birth- 
day cards mailed with the additional penny stamp as hereto- 
fore, and without causing any hardship on anyone. 

In the second-class mail we believe we can increase the reve- 
nue by nearly $4,000,000. Gentlemen, bear in mind we have not 
touched the “free in county delivery.” That was, is, and 
continues to be free. Personally, I can understand why many 
of my colleagues want to retain the free in county delivery, It 
was urged that the rural subscribers deriye a direct benefit 
therefrom in obtaining his local county publications at a 
lower rate. Personally I have my doubts. However, that in- 
volves a question of policy. I am ready to join with anyone 
on a revision of the entire second-class mail matter rates. It 
could not be done at this time. We provide in this bill for a 
commission to thoroughly study the entire question and I hope 
that in time we will courageously, intelligently take up the 
subject of second-class mail, bearing in mind its relation to 
other classes of mail and agree on a policy which will be equi- 
table and fair, not only to the users of second-class mail, but to 
the other classes of mail as well. 

In the third-class mail rates I do not believe that the changes 
are as drastic as some of the critics say. There has been a 
demand for years that third and fourth class mail matter be 
consolidated. This bill places all present third-class matter 
above 8 ounces in the fourth class and applies the parcel- post 
rates, It rearranges the zones and whiie we expect to raise 
$18,000,000 from this class I believe that business will very soon 
adjust itself to the new rates. 

In the fourth class which is the parcel post I venture the 
opinion that there will be no complaint. I give way to no man 
on this floor in my interest in parcel post. I was for it when it 
was unpopular to be for it. I was for parcel post when the ex- 
press companies were mighty and powerful in my city. I was 
for parcel post when it was denounced as socialistic. You can 
bet, if I may use a common expression, that as long as I am 
a member of the Post Office Committee I shall keep my eyes 
open in the interest of and for the maintenance of parcel post. 
We have simply applied a 2-cent service charge on each parcel. 
I have carefully compared this additional 2-cent charge to 
the existing rates, with the express company rates and we 
are way below the express company rate, Not only that, but 


we give better service. It is wrong to say that we are passing 
the additional charge to the farmers. It is not only wrong, it 
is unfair to make any such statement, All through this bill 
and in every place where we could make an exception on behalf 
of the farmers we did so. Why gentlemen we even exempt the 
farmer of the 2-cent service charge on parcel post when the 
package is collected on a rural route. 

In this rate we increase the revenue $13,000,000 and I re- 
peat that it will in no way cause any hardship, disturb any 
business or lose any of the benefits of the parcel post, We have 
provided a new feature in parcel post. That is a special service. 
For an additional fee of 25 cents a package shipped by parcel 
post will be carried with first-class mail. This means that in- 
stead of going the slower route the package will be rushed 
with all the dispatch of first-class mail. Personally I believe 
that this new feature will become exceedingly popular, be of 
great conyenience to the publie generally. 

The rest of the increases in the rates of ©. O. D. service, 
money order, and registry are simple, and a mere comparison 
of the old rates and the provisions of the bill will explain 
the changes. About $8,000,000 or $9,000,000 will be realized 
from these service charges, dnd likewise withont undue hard- 
ship on any business or individual. Gentlemen, this briefly 
covers the changes in existing rates. It is my belief that 
under the circumstances and in view of all the obstacles 
ahead of us we could not have brought anything else which 
would have met with your approval and capable of taking the 
hurdles ahead of it. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman 
from New York has expired. 

Mr. MOORE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I yield two minutes to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Sires], a member of 
the committee. 

Mr. SITHS. Mr. Speaker and Members of the House, first 
I desire to say that my colleagues, Mr. CROLL, Mr. CUMMINGS, 
and Mr. Kent, are unavoidably absent. Were they present, 
they would vote to pass this bill. Personally I have not taken 
up much time of the House at either of the sessions of the 
Sixty-eighth Congress in discussing legislative measures. I 
have been a consistent listener. However, as a member of 
the Post Office and Post Roads Committee I want to say that 
we have very thoroughly gone into the postal salary bill 
now before you, and I think we have brought out a very, very 
good bill. 

During my eight and one-half years’ service as postmaster 
of Harrisburg, Pa., from June, 1913, to February, 1922, I 
learned a great deal about conditions among the men and 
women of the great Postal Service. I am and have always 
been very sympathetic toward the employees of that service, 
and I do not believe there is a man on the floor of the House 
to-day who has been any closer to the postal workers during 
the past 10 years than I. I feel I am also familiar with the 
rates and with the needs of the Postal Service. 

During a trip through the New England States last fall I 
saw poorly clad letter carriers on the streets of certain cities, 
and to my mind it is an outrage that men doing the class of 
work that we require our postal men to do are obliged to wear 
such clothing and a blot on the character of Uncle Sam as an 
employer. This condition does not apply to New England 
alone, of course; it is general. 

The loyalty, efficiency, and industry of the postal workers is 
admitted. I believe no one will contradict me in that state- 
ment. There is not a better class of workers in any industry 
in the country, on the whole. They deserve fair and just treat- 
ment from their employer. Are they getting it? Let us see. 

The postal revenues for the fiscal year 1913 were $266,619,- 
525; for the fiscal year 1923, $532,827,925, an increase of 
100 per cent. In 1913 there were 183,842 postmasters and 
classified postal workers; in 1923, 264,340 such employees, an 
increase of 44 per cent. With an increase of 100 per cent 
in business the Postal Service is handling it with an increase 
in personnel of only 44 per cent. So much for that. 

According to figures issued by the United States Department 
of Labor, the cost of living since 1913 has increased from 65 
per cent to 80 per cent, varying in different localities. Dur- 
ing this period the postal workers have been increased in 
salary 50 per cent, and they did not get that until only 4½ 
years ago. 

The above figures speak for themselves. The postal worker 
is handling proportionately a great deal more work than he 
or she did in 1913. According to increases in living the postal 
worker has actually suffered a reduction in salary since 1913. 
This is the condition we desire to correct, and I am very glad 
to note that there is scarcely any opposition to this bill on 
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the part of Members of the House, and I predict it will pass 
this body to-day. Furthermore, I sincerely hope it Is enacted 
into law before this Congress expires on March 3 next. 

It is really a serious question, gentleman, and one that should 
mot be allowed to slide at this session. A man can not do 
his best work and give the best that is in him when his salary 
is such that he can not maintain the same standards which 
men in other lines of his brain and capacity are maintaining. 
It is against human nature. Where this salary is even such 
that he can no longer maintain a decent standard of living, as 
living conditions are judged in the United States to-day, when 
he can not give his wife and loved ones some of the modern 
day comforts and pleasures, then it most seriously hurts his 
work. His self-respect suffers, and he gets in the proverbial 
rut, and his usefuiness to the community, generally, 

It is such a condition that we face in the Postal Service to- 
day, and I believe this bill will correct it. 

The people expect, and have a right to expect, the most effi- 
cient mail service possible. I maintain such service can only 
be furnished by paying the employees responsible for it salaries 
commensurate with their work, and salaries sufficiently at- 
tractive to prevent excessive turnover in personnel, which postal 
workers are not receiving at present. 

The rates in the pending bill are not equitable, in all cases, 
in my opinion. However, they are the best that we could work 
out on such short notice. The bill carries a provision for a 
special joint committee to investigate and report recommenda- 
tions for a permanent schedule of postal rates at the next 
session of Congress. No doubt, any inequalities which exist in 
the t bill in the matter of rates can then be corrected. 
Without doubt, the time has come when there must be an in- 
crease on those classes of mail matter which show a loss. The 
price of everything else has advanced in the last 10 or 12 years; 
postal rates have remained almost stationary. There is cer- 
tain to be opposition to any increases in rates; it is also cer- 
tain that no increased salary bill for postal workers will receive 
the approval of the President without increases in rates to 
meet the cost. We are all agreed that postal workers should 
have an increase. The only alternative, therefore, is to increase 
the rates to raise the revenue. We have done our best on 
short notice to make the increases in rates in this bill as 
equitable as possible. 

In closing, gentlemen, I want to say it is my honest opinion 
that the United States Postal Service is nearer the hearts of 
the American people than any other Government activity. It 
touches the human side of life, and T believe that its fullness 
and ‘beauty of service is characterized by and made possible 
only by the spirit of sacrifice and unselfish devotion to duty of 
its capable employees. Let us give them the proverbial “ square 
deal” that we all believe in. [Applause.] 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania has expired. 

Mr. BELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield one-half minute to the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. Carew]. 

Mr. CAREW. Mr. Speaker, I have asked for this time in 
order that I might make plain to the House and to the world 
the attitude of two of my colleagues from the city of New 
York, who are compelled by reason of illness to be absent to- 
day. If they were here, they would be very glad indeed te 
vote for this rule and for the bill. I ask that I may be per- 
mitted to incorporate in the body of my remarks two telegrams 
I have received to that effect, one from Mr. Kinprep and one 
from Mr. SULLIVAN. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from New 
York asks unanimous consent to incorporate in his remarks 
the two telegrams referred to. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The telegrams referred to follow: 


DELAND, FLA., February 10, 1925. 
JoHN O. SNYDER, 
Pair Olerk, House of Representatives, Washington, D. O.: 

Illness prevents my being present to-day to vote and work for bill to 
increase salaries of postal employees. Will you kindly be sure to pair 
me in favor of this bill? = 

JOHN J. KINDRED, 
Member of Congress. 
MIAMI, FLA., February 10, 1025. 
JoHN O. SNYDER, 
Demooratio Pair Clerk, House of Represcntatives, 
Washington, D. O.: 

Continued illness prevents me from ‘being present to vote for the 
‘postal salary increase bill, Be sure and pair me in favor of this legis- 
lation. 

C. D. SULLIVAN, 


Mr. BELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield two minutes to the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts [Mr. GALLIVAN]. 

Mr. GALLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, the most discordant notes 
in opposition to this bill seem to come from those sources that 
were loudest in proclaiming the “Coolidge or chaos” slogan 
prior to the last election. We now find them shouting 
“chaos” at the suggested change in postage rates, despite the 
fact that these changes are due entirely to the insistence of 
President Coolidge that revenues be increased to offset the cost 
of the pay increases. 

We find further that many of the newspapers, especially the 
smaller papers in the rural communities, who berated Con- 
gress for failing to follow the President, are now refusing 
themselves to follow him on this particular issue. We are told 
time and again by many of the learned publishers of the coun- 
try that the judgment of the Chief Executive is better and 
more trustworthy than the judgment of the Congress, yet 
these gentlemen are tearfully pleading to Congress to save 
them from the direful effects of the judgment of the Presi- 
dent—namely, that postal income and outgo must balance. 

The preelection slogan of Coolidge or chaos has already 
become Coolidge and chaos, if we are to take at face value the 
predictions of the publishers relative to the harmful effects of 
this Coolidge policy on their business. [Applause.] 

Mr. Speaker, I haye no patience and little sympathy with 
the pleas of these groups that gloried in the policies of our 
President a few short months ago and that now ask us to 
flatly repudiate his judgment just because it hits their own 
money profits. - 

I never subscribed to the Coolidge-or-chaos doctrine—much 
as I like our President—neither will I now, at the behest of 
publishing and wealthy mail-order concerns, subscribe to the 
new doctrine of these interests—Ooolidge and chaos, The 
1 will never bring chaos to the American people. [Ap- 

use.] 

The principal beneficiaries of the parcel- post service are the 
mail-order concerns. Several of the largest of these, located 
in Chicago, showed increases in revenues above 30 per cent 
for the past year. This postal activity, then, is a virtual 
subsidy for these large corporations who use it to enrich them- 
selves and not to benefit the ultimate consumer. : 

The farmer uses the Parcel Post System but little. He is j 


| lugged into this controversy as a smoke screen to hide the real 


benefactors of the Parcel Post System—the gigantic and rich 
mail-order houses that use a cheap transportation facility to 
steal away the small-town merchant's business. 

The professional farmer and the suave gentlemen who pro- 
fess to speak for the farmers in Washington are shouting 
“chaos” because it is proposed to take away some of the 
extortionate profits by this parcel-post rate increase from the 
mail-order concerns that have been fattening on the farmer. 

These gentlemen, like the publishers, joined in the “ Coolidge 
or chaos” chant in the preelection days. Have they told the 
farmers, whom they are supposed to represent, that this parcel- 
post rate increase is the President’s idea, and Congress must 
meet it because of the President's insistence? 

Mr. Speaker, Congress did not want to link up postal revenues 
and postal wages. Our record is clear. There were but six 
votes against the postal pay bill last May in this House. There 
were only three votes against it in the Senate. The President 
exercised his veto power, insisting, among other things, that the 
revenues should be provided. The Senate failed by one vote to 
override this yeto. Therefore we are now confronted with the 
necessity of passing this revenue wage bill in order to give to 
the postal employees the increases they so justly deserve. 

It comes with mighty poor grace, Mr. Speaker, from those 
who heretofore chided Congress for its reluctance to follow the 
President to now berate us for following him in this matter. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. Speaker, I will yote for this bill because I know it meana 
some relief to underpaid deserving employees. My views on the 
merits of the pay section of this bill are known to the postal 
employees of my city. I am sorry it was necessary to eliminate 
a portion of the retroactive pay. But this is a strong argument 
in favor of its passage. For if the postal employees can afford 
to lose $34,000,000, the total of the pay increase from July 1, 
1924, to January 1, 1925, then certainly the publishing and the 
mail-order interests can afford to pay for the approximate cost 


| of the service they get from the Government. 


That the rural press does not approve of this subsidy that is 
being granted to mail-order concerns is indicated by the follow- 
ing comment from the Sioux Falls (S. Dak.) Argus-Leader of 
December 15, 1924: 

Shortly before the raise in newspaper rates there was a decrease in 
the rate on mail-order house catalogues from 84 cents to 8 cents per 
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catalogue. Within the past eight months 12 carloads of mail-order 
catalogues have been cleared through the Sioux Falls terminals for one 
mail-order house alone. Figuring these cars at 20,000 catalogues each, 
the saving to the mail-order house on this one shipment alone was 
$57,600. Have the mail-order houses a friend at court? It would 
appear so. It is estimated that the decreased postage on mail-order 
catalogues has been worth $1,000,000 a year to one mail-order house 
alone and that the decreased income to the Government resulting from 
this cut amounts to $5,000,000 a year. In passing around the increases 
the mail-order catalogue should come in for its share of upward 
revision, 


NEWS EXPRESSIONS 


Mr. Speaker, I am inserting with my remarks some news- 
paper comments that are in point: 


[From the Boston Telegram of January 14, 1925) 
POSTAL UNDERPAY CRIME 


Yesterday every Boston newspaper printed the story of a Federal 
judge in New York who freed four postal workers, arrested for theft, on 
the ground that a niggardly Government so underpaid them as to force 
them into dishonesty. 

What an arraigument of the very Government that paid his own 
salary. 

And what an argument for inercased wages for postal workers. 

Judge Winslow, of the United States district court, in giving the 
four men their freedom, said: 

“Their pay is scandalous and virtually compels them to be dis- 
honest. They do not belong to the criminal class. I shall not send 
them to prison to become part of that class. I wish some of our 
welfare societies would look into the troubles of postal clerks instead 
of trying to reform habitual criminals in Sing Sing.“ 

The four men testified they were getting salaries of $2,000 in one 
ease and $1,800 in the other three. The $2,000 man had been in 
Government service for 21 years. 

Boston postal workers are to-day faced with the same conditions as 
those four New Yorkers, How long will Boston men, struggling to 
maintain families on the wages au ordinary day laborer earns, be 
able to withstand temptation? How long will it be before Boston 
clerks, in despair, throw up their hands, shed themselves of their repu- 
tation built up through the long years of toil at letter racks, and steal 
to make both ends meet? 

How many spies are at work in the Boston office seeking to ferret out 
workers who can not hold out against the odds? 

And how long is Congress going to pass the buck and waste time in 
meaningless gestures? It is hoped every man in Congress saw the 
story of those New York workers and realized they were, in part, 
responsible for their dereliction. 

A few days ago 475 extra clerks and carricrs were laid off in the 
Boston postal district. The Simon Legree “ Taylor“ system of handling 
mail was put into effect to further tear just a little more labor from 
the tired bodies of the workers without added expense. ` 

More “efficiency ” experiments will follow. 

But the suave alibi that everything is running smoothly In Boston 
still emanates from the post-office building to blind the public. Just 
more bunk. 


[From the Boston American, January 13, 1925] 

TIME OFF POSTMAN’S ONLY OVERTIME PAY—BACK BAY CARRIERS WNO 
HELPED OCT ON CHRISTMAS CAN GO OUT AND SIT IN THE SNOW FOR AN 
HOUR DAILY NOW 

Ross, may I have my overtime? 
Yes, dear letter man. 

While cold winds blow, 

Go sit in the snow, 

Try and get more if you can. 

(Rhyme of a Back Bay letter carrier.) 

In other words, the letter carriers at the Back Bay postal station 
are peeved, and that's not the half of it. 

It seems, according to the carriers, among them William Norton, 
that some of them were compelled to work overtime on Christmas Day. 
They asked for overtime pay, but were informed that they would be 
given time off to make up for the overtime. 

One of Boston's well-known snowstorms had just started to drift in 
when Mr. Norton asked for his overtime off. 

And the information was given out that the overtime would be giyen 
in the form of an extra hour for lunch each day until the time was 
made up. 

And so Mr. Norton took himself ont into the snow and the wind and 
sat down and watched tle starlike fakes dropping gently to earth and 


pondered, 

He wondered why that hour couldn't have been giyen at the close of 
the day. 

Oh, „ sighed William, 


[From the Springfield (Mass.) Daily News, February 4, 1925] 
SCANDALOUS ACTIONS 


If ever there was a deserving measure which has been booted around 
without cause from one place to another it is the postal pay and rate 
increase bill, The thing is scandalous, almost. Certainly it is little 
short of disgusting to watch the maneuvering that has been going on, 
If the postal employees of the country, who have been inadequately 
compensated beyond any question of doubt, are not thoroughly dis- 
gusted by this time they are the most patient and forbearing persons 
in the world. The jockeying of this bill, which has been a football of 
the politicians and alleged statesmen all too long, is one of the most 
discreditable things that we have encountered in years. And the poor 
postal men finally and solemnly believed that when election was out of 
the way a method would be found with reasonable promptness to do 
them justice. Their confidence in fairness and justice must be pretty 
nearly destroyed by this time unless they are veritable angels in dis- 
guise, 


Mr. BELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield one-half minute to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON]. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I believe in playing the 
game fair. I do not believe in camoutlages and subterfuges. 
For several years Congress has been promising the 350,000 
postal employees of this Nation an increase in salaries. They 
have relied upon our promises. These are worthy citizens in 
every congressional district in the United States. They are 
good citizens. They are law-abiding citizens. They are for 
morality and decent, right kind of living. They are honored 
in every community in which they live. But for several years 
it has been a serious problem with them to make their income 
cover the necessary expenses of life. Members of their fami- 
lies haye had to scrimp and deny themselyes and make daily 
sacrifices in order to make ends meet, Some of their little 
children, even, have felt the sacrifice. They have not been 
able to have the kind of food, and the kind of clothing, and 
the kind of medical attention, and the kind of dental atten- 
tion, and the kind of schooling that other children get, and 
these faithful, loyal, efficient public servants have felt the 
injustice. 

I gave my pledge to them several years ago that I would 
support their bill for a living wage. I have supported it 
whole-heartedly and without reservation. I have done every- 
thing within my power to have it brought before the House, 
and have helped to pass it every time it has had its interests 
presented to the House for a vote. 

It should not have been vetoed by the President of the 
United States, when it passed both the House and Senate last 
year. The President has sigued many bills which took more 
money out of the Treasury that has been spent and will be 
spent for purposes not so worthy. 

It is true that I would like to amend this bill, so as to place 
a proper charge upon the big magazines of the country so as 
to make them pay at least as much as it costs the Government 
to carry their publications. I could name several magazines 
which are now costing the Government about $1,000,000 more 
than it receives for handling their regular issnes. They should 
be made to pay the full expense. But if this bill were defeated, 
it would not cause them to pay. It would not bring in a bill 
to make them pay. It would just deny the salary increase due 
the postal employees. And I am not going to stand for that. 
Let us give these just salary raises, and then try to remedy 
the question of making these big magazines pay more by pass- 
ing another bill. 

I do not like the provision in this bill that increases the 
burden upon our newspapers at home. It should not have 
been placed there. These home papers are the mouthpieces 
of their people locally, and they should not have been made to 
bear this burden. And I shall do everythin~ within my power 
later on to remove it and to shift the burden to the big publi- 
eations that are now escaping just charges by having the 
Government carry their issues at a loss. 

I do not like the provision that increases the cost of parcel- 
post service. It should not be increased, and this burden 
should not be placed upon the farmers of the country; and I 
shall do everything within my power to have it removed by the 
passage of another bill later on that will be brought before the 
House for that purpose. 

I can not understand why it is that every time it is neces- 
sary to place a burden upon a service to raise revenue to pay 
its cost the burden is always placed by the committee upon 
the class that already bears the most of the tax burdens of 
the Government and is least able to pay. It is always the 
rural citizens who must bear the brunt. It is he who is called 
upon to pay. 
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Oh, but it is said that if this burden is placed upon the big 
magazines the Senate would not pass the bill. Why is it that 
the Senate would not pass it? Why is it that the Senate would 

not be willing to make the big magazines pay the full expense 

of the service accorded them and not let the Government con- 

tinue to furnish such service at a loss of over a million dollars 

a year? Because the Senate might take such and such a 

stand is no reason why our House committee should do some- 

thing that it does not want to do and something which it knows 
ought not to be done. 

! Because this bill to increase postal salaries has been loaded 

down with improper provisions and is placed before us under 

such circumstances that we must pass it just as it is without 

changing a word in it or else kill it and refuse the just in- 

creases due these men is no reason why we should not grant 

the increases due these men. It is not our responsibility. It 

is the responsibility of the committee that so framed the bill. 

It is the responsibility of the President of the United States, 

who commanded that the bill be so written. It is the responsi- 

bility of the Republican steering committee, that permitted it 

to be so framed. It is the responsibility of the Rules Com- 

mittee, which forced it to be thus called up and passed in the 

Ilouse under a suspension of rules, where it can not be 

amended and where it must receive a two-thirds vote to pass. 

It is the responsibility of the Republican Speaker of the 
House who thus permits this program to be carried out, for 
he is not compelled to recognized this committee chairman 
to call up this bill, but has done so under a prearranged agree- 
ment and program arranged by the Republican administration. 
The Committee on Rules could have brought in a special 
rule, making this bill in order, and permitting reasonable 
general debate, and permitting amendments and reasonable 
debate under the five-minute rule, and then we could have 
framed a proper bill, and made it carry only the provisions 
that the majority of the House Members want in it. But 
the Committee on Rules refused to do this. They force us to 
swallow this bill just as it is, or else refuse to give just in- 
creases to the postal employees. 

I am going to keep my pledge to these 350,000 postal em- 
ployees. I am going to play the game fair and square. I 
am not going to take a stand that will deprive them and their 
families of what is justly due them. I am going to vote to 
give them a living wage. Passing this bill is the only chance 
to do it. If this bill fails of passage they will not get an in- 
crease. We will be going back on our pledges to them. We 
will not be doing what some of us have promised would be 
done. 

If I had my way about it I would change this bill so that 
these increases would begin July 1, 1924, which was the date 
that they should have had the increases. If the President 
had not vetoed their bill last spring they would all have re- 
ceived these increases on July 1, 1924. And we are not doing 
them right in depriving them of such increases for six months 
between July 1, 1924, and January 1, 1925, which this bill 
does. But we can not amend it. We have to accept it as 
it is written. If under the rules it could be amended, I would 
exhaust every means permitted under the rules of this House 
to force such an amendment into it. These 350,000 postal em- 
ployees are thus deprived of just increases for six long months. 
But they know where to fix the blame. They will find out 
just who caused it, and who is responsible for it. 

Mr. Speaker, I have been for this postal salary legislation 
since it was first proposed. This bill has been footballed and 
battledored and shuttlecocked between the House and Senate 
and White House long enough. We can pass bills later on 
to remove these barnacles from it. I do not care how much 
fungus they have put in this bill, I am going to vote for it 
right straight on down the line until it becomes a law. [Ap- 
plause.] 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman 
from Texas has expired. 

Mr. BELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield two minutes to the gen- 
teman from New York [Mr. Boynan]. 

Mr, BOYLAN. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, 
J think there is only one issue here, and that is whether we 
shall keep faith, keep faith with the postal employees of this 
country. You say that a bill has been passed similar to this. 
I say what of that? If that bill was a gold brick, if it carried 
nothing, if there was nothing in the satchel, what did it 
amount to? Discard that, and give these people a well-merited 
increase, which they deserve at your hands. 

We should be a model employer. We should have here a 


model city. Therefore, vote and pass this bill in order that 
these employees so richly deserving of this increase may 


receive it in order that other fields of industry may emulate 
the Government and give a proper, decent, and living wage. 

For many years these men and women have knocked at the 
doors of Congress. Are they going to knock in vain? Are 
we going to disregard the summons now -that we have an 
opportunity to help and to assist them? I believe we will 
respond. I believe that the humanitarian views of the Mem- 
bers of this House will respond, and respond in an overwhelm- 
ing manner, so that it will go without any equivocation to the * 
other side of this building that it is the sentiment of the 
House of Representatives that these deserving employees re- 
ceive this richly deserved and well-merited increase. [Ap- 
plause.] 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
from New York has expired. 


Mr. MOORE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I ask that the gentle- 
man from Iowa [Mr. RAMsSEYER] use some of his time now. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Iowa is 
recognized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to the 
bill. I appeared in opposition to the postal pay bill last May. 
I filed a minority report and was one of six who voted against 
the bill on the final roll call. I do not care to go over the 
518 that I presented then for my attitude toward that 

Title I of this bill is identical with the postal salary bin 
which the President vetoed, with the exception that the date 
the bill is to go into effect has been changed from July 1, 
1924, to January 1, 1925. The gentlemen who were in favor 
of that bill then—that is, who favored a nation-wide flat in- 
crease of the postal salaries—can hardly be opposed to the 
provisions of Title I of the bill before the House now. 

One of the reasons the President vetoed that bill was that 
it made no provision for raising revenue to meet the additional 
burden on the Treasury, The purpose of incorporating Title 
II in this bill is to overcome that one objection of the Presi- 
dent, although the President urged other objections in his 
message sustaining his veto. 

If you are going to pass Title I of the bill, I want a provi- 
sion to raise the revenue to go with it. 1 voted in favor of the 
motion for the previous question, and I voted for the rule. 
My chief reason for that attitude was that the only thing 
before us was to either face this proposition to-day under 
suspension or next Monday under suspension, and I am just 
as ready to face it to-day as next Monday; and I was not 
anxious to give Members who were in favor of Title I of the 
bill and opposed to Title II an apportunity to reduce the 
revenue to take care of this bill. I want you to take Title II 
with Title I. If you want Title I, I propose to make you raise 
the revenue. I want to say in all frankness to the committee 
that reported this bill that Title II of the bill is a great im- 
provement over the Senate bill, and I think it is an improve- 


The time of the gentleman 


ment over the rate provisions recommended by the Post Office 


Department. Furthermore, this bill does raise the necessary 
revenue. 

I have a few objections to Title II of the bill that I think 
are fundamental. Nearly four years ago we set the machinery 
into operation to get the cost ascertainment. I made a mo- 
tion in the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads to 
create a subcommittee to start that work, and as a result of 
that beginning we did finally get the cost ascertainment which 
the Post Office Department reported to Congress last Decem- 
ber. The objects of getting the cost ascertainment were first 
to get the cost of handling the different classes of mail and the 
cost of rendering the special services and the revenues de- 
rived from those various classes of mail and services and to 
get the gain or loss on each; and, secondly, and more important 
than the first, was to bring about reforms in the Post Office 
Department to improve the efficiency of tue service and to 
establish business methods in handling the different classes 
of mail and performing the special services. 

Title II, I think, violates at least in- two respects the second 
object of getting the cost ascertainment. I shall refer briefly 
to class 4, the parcel-post matter in the bill and the method of 
handling it. Parcel-post rates in this bill provide for an addi- 
tion of 2 cents for each package. You pay 2 cents additional 
whether the package weighs 9 ounces or 70 pounds There is 
no defense of that except that it will produce revenue. Two 
cents on each package—and at present we handle more than a 
billion packages a year. So if we have the same number of 
packages in parcel post when this bill becomes law, as now 
under existing law, it would make an increase of $20,000,000 
in revenue. 
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But why should Congress take charge of rates on parcel post 
at all? Under existing law the Postmaster General has the 
power to propose changes in rates, zones, and classifications, 
or fourth-class or parcel-post mail, and to place them in effect 
as soon as the Interstate Commerce Commission approves, 
In my way of looking at it there is no more reason for dragging 
the purcel- post rates into Congress to be made the football of 
politics than for us to assume to regulate the freight rates or 
express rates throughout the country. It is a highly technical 
undertaking, and for that reason we have referred the freight 
and express rates to the Interstate Commerce Commission. 
Congress about eight years ago in its wisdom referred the 
rates on parcel post to the Postmaster General with the ap- 
proval of the Interstate Commerce Commission. I tried to find 
out from the Post Office Department why this matter was re- 
ferred up here, and no satisfactory answer was given. The 
only excuse was that the Postmaster General thought that in- 
asmuch as Congress was going to revise the entire postal-rate 
schedules that he might as well pass the fourth-class rates to 
us in connection with the other classes of mail. In my opinion, 
for Congress to undertake to legislate on parcel-post rates is a 
step backward and unfair to the users of that class of mail, 

In the next place with reference to the rates on second-class 
matter I do not object so much to the rates. Maybe they are 
fair, Itisamere guess. I have been urging before the joint sub- 
committee and our Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads 
that the subject of postal rates on second-class matter, which 
has been the subject of bitter controversy in Congress for years, 
should receive the same treatment as the rates on parcel post, 
to wit, that that matter should be referred to some nonpolitical 
expert commission for adjudication. We will never have peace 
between the publishers and Congress until that matter is so 
referred. 

As I stated before, the rates on second-class mail subject to 
zone rates are a guess. Those rates in the first and second 
zones are increased 50 per cent and are put into effect within 
60 days after this bill becomes law. In fairness to the pub- 
lishers, whose subscriptions are sold for a year or more and 
with advertising contracts covering months, they should have 
more time to adjust themselves to these increases. The same 
applies to users of other classes of mail. I am strongly in 
favor of making the Post Office Department self-sustaining, but 
in bringing this about we should be fair to the users of the 
mail. 

As to the fourth-class matter, the users of the parcel post 
would be better satisfied with the action of a nonpolitical com- 
mission than a body like this. They will not take kindly to 
a change in parcel-post rates in any event, but if the rates are 
increased by a nonpolitical expert body, the users of the parcel 
post would accept it with ‘better grace even though higher than 
if this body fixes them. Second-class matter should be referred 
in a similar manner to a nonpolitical expert body. I asked the 
publishers that appeared before the joint subcommittee, nearly 
every one of them, if they were ready to subscribe to the policy 
that the publication they represented, which, of course, did not 
include the free-in-county publications and the religious, educa- 
tional, and so forth, publications, if they were willing to sub- 
scribe to the policy that their publications should pay the Gov- 
ernment the cost of handling their mail, Nearly every one of 
them subscribed to the policy if it could be referred properly to 
a body that would consider that proposition on its merits and 
free from political considerations. 

I have the testimony here of Mr. Thomason, the manager of 
the Chicago Tribune and president of the American Newspaper 
Publishers’ Association, to that effect. Some publishers con- 
tended before the subcommittee that under existing rates they 
are paying the Government more than the actual cost of han- 
dling their publications. Mr. Baldwin, president of the Na- 
tional Publishers’ Association, made that statement and offered 
to prove it if given an opportunity. Then there are many 
publishers who contend that if the problem of transportation 
costs were properly studied and properly corrected the Post 
Office Department could save from 25 per cent to 50 per cent 
of the amount which to-day it pays to railroads. The railway 
transportation costs the Government over $100,000,000 annually, 
If the publishers can make good this statement, and they assert 
very strongly that they can, we would save to the Government 
each year between twenty-five and fifty million dollars. 1 
realize I have discussed this big problem before the House very 
inadequately, but, gentlemen, I have promised to yield to my 
colleagues some of my time. I am the only one who has sought 
time in opposition to this bill. I know everything is set to put 


this bill over. I have given you, in a general way, a few and 


only a few of my reasons for my continued opposition, not so 
much in the hope of influencing your votes to-day but with the 


hope that those who study the problem will in the future give 
e to the things I am presenting here to-day. [Ap- 
plause. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of my time. How much 
time have I remaining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman has seven min- 
utes remaining. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Speaker, I yield seven minutes to my 
colleague, Mr. Moors of Ohio, to distribute as he sees fit. 

Mr. MOORE of Ohio, Mr. Speaker, of those seven minutes I 
yield three minutes to the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. BELL]. 

Mr. BELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield two minutes to the gentle- 
man from Virginia [Mr. Moore]. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, we have just heard 
from the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Raarsryer], who has 
illustrated more than once on this floor the fact that he is a 
fearless advocate of popular rights, a fact illustrated again 
to-day. He has shown that in this bill which was reported 
within the last few days injustice probably lurks—injustice 
of a flagrant character. Yet we are invited to vote at once 
upon the bill, including Title II, without anything that can be 
considered an adequate discussion. We are voting, many of us, 
in the dark. Most, if not all, of us favor increasing the com- 
pensation of the postal employees, but it can hardly be sup- 
posed that in doing them justice we are anxious, or should be 
willing, to do injustice to the agricultural and other interests 
that are involved. 

I can not add anything to a statement of the general 
objections already urged against the manner in which the 
bill is now being considered, and let me say this: I think the 
rules of this House ought to be modified so that when any bill 
or resolution is brought before the House the right shall 
be accorded to offer and yote on amendments. [Applause.] 
At the beginning of the last Congress I suggested such a 
modification of the rules. I thought, though perhaps in this I 
was mistaken, that I had the assurance of the chairman of the 
Committee on Rules that when the Congress reconvened in 
the present session the matter of changing the rules in the 
particular indicated and in other particulars would be taken 
up, but it has not been taken up. In the next Congress I shall 
renew the suggestion and submit a resolution designed to 
prevent the suspension of the rules to the extent of forbidding 
the opportunity to offer amendments, except, perhaps, during 
the last six days of the session. [Applause.] 

Mr. MOORE of Ohio. Mr. § , the membership of this 
House is familiar with the efforts we have made to pass 
legislation increasing the salaries of our faithful and efficient 
postal employees. We well recall that, without any attempt to 
raise any revenue, in the last session of the Congress we passed 
a bill which did not meet Executive approval and was vetoed 
by the President, chiefly because the bill did not provide addi- 
tional revenue. I think it is highly desirable to conclude the 
consideration of this legislation. Because of limited time, re- 
peated efforts, and the necessity for the revenue we face “a 
condition and not a theory.” We recall the bill that passed 
the Senate recently, and which was returned, and we know the 
estimate of the amount of revenue that that bill would raise 
seemed insufficient. I think we should be honest with our- 
selves. If we are to get any postal-pay legislation we must 
provide approximately the necessary revenue to pay it, or 
there will not be any, for the President has insisted the reve- 
nue shall be provided if salaries are increased. No one would 
contend, I think, that this is a perfect bill, but the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. RAMSEYER], who has made a study of this 
legislation, says he thinks this is the best bill we have had. 
When we review the history of this legislation we find the 
press of the country and the people generally recommending 
an increase in salaries for our postal employees. The board 
of directors of the largest chamber of commerce in my district 
favored the increase and so did many of our newspapers. 
The press has said that the postal employees are entitled to 
an inerease. These newspapers further told us that we should 
wait and find out the cost ascertainment by the Post Office 
Department. That has been done and the report made. The 
estimate of the Post Office Department is that on second-class 
matter, exclusive of what is termed “ transient,” the proposed 
rates on newspapers and periodicals will raise less than 
$3,000,000 additional revenue, and this is far below the cost 
ascertainment. Some who have carefully gone over the situa- 
tion think that not more than $65,000,000 will be needed to 
pay the increased cost for the postal pay to our employees, but 
the Post Office Department estimates it at $68,000,000 and 
states this bill should raise over $61,000,000 additional revenue. 

The trouble with those who advocate the increased pay is 
that everybody apparently wants it and nobody wants to pay it. 
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“In honor preferring one another,” but hardly in the scrip- 
tural sense! If the postal employees get this increase, some one 
must pay for it, and as we look at the second-class rates pro- 
posed I do not think anyone will say that the amount added 
there is exorbitant if the cost ascertainment is accepted. So 
far as the weekly country newspapers are concerned, they will 
have the privilege that they have had in the county. 

I come now to where some objection has been made to the 
service charge on fourth-class matter. There is contention 
there. I know the interest that this Congress has and that the 
country has in agriculture. We know that some opposition has 
developed in respect to the rates proposed in this bill. I am 
sure that I share the interest in the farming sections of the 
country. I can remember at home on my father’s farm, where 
he still lives, when they tacked up the first rural mail box, 
and the rural carrier still plods through the mud there, but I 
would remind our farmer friends, in fairness, that the rural 
service given them costs $50,000,000 more than is realized from 
the rural routes. We are not complaining, but merely stating 
the facts. When this is studied, when it is seen that we do not 
increase the zone rates, but simply add what is called a service 
charge of 2 cents and then exclude packages collected on rural 
routes from paying it, I think there will not be so much objec- 
tion. There are many things in this bill for special services 
that have the approval of the Post Office Department. I 
honestly feel, in the interest of the postal employees and of the 
business of the country, this legislation should be considered 
and something definite done. Every business interest, every 
man, woman, and child in America is interested in the morale 
and efficiency of the Postal Service. Nothing will so destroy the 
morale of our faithful and efficient postal employees, who are 
waiting anxiously to see what, if anything, Congress is going 
to do for them, as to know there will be no postal-pay legisla- 
tion. Unquestionably, especially in our large cities, increased 
salaries are needed if our postal employees are to provide 
adequately for their families and be able to save something. 

I do not want to consume more time in the discussion of this 
bill. In the Recorp of yesterday, on page 3331, I put in, 
under extension of remarks, a comparison of the rates under 
the present law with the proposed rates in this bill, and you 
can find them there for reference. This comparison was 
made by the Post Office Department. If we believe in an in- 
crease of pay for our postal employees, we know we will not 
get a bill which will meet the approval of the Post Office 
Department and the President unless it provides the revenue 
to pay the increase in salaries. This bill does that, approxi- 
mately, and with the increase in the postal revenues that 
comes each year we feel that these rates as applied by the 
Post Office Department will make the service almost self- 
sustaining during the next year. The retroactive feature has 
been taken out of this bill from last July and made January 
1 last. The rates are not temporary, but they are permanent 
until changed by law. In the interest of settling this for the 
Post Office Department, for the business world, and for the 
country, in order that we may have a settled policy until 
other facts are gathered for a change in rates, I urge the 
passage of this bill. [Applause.] 

Mr. Speaker, how much time have I remaining? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has eight minutes. 

Mr. MOORE of Ohio. I yield the balance of my time to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KELLY], 

Mr. KELLY. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen, the time has come 
to pass upon this bill just as it stands. I believe with all my 
heart that after the difficulties and delays of the past year and 
three months this bill is going to be enacted into law. I be- 
lieve that it will be approved by the President after certain 
items have been harmonized and agreed upon by the House and 
Senate in conference, It is a gratifying thing to know that in 
this entire debate no Member of this House has made the argu- 
ment that the postal employees are not entitled to this fair 
increase in their compensation. Every one has agreed that 
they are entitled to it. We are making no undue increases in 
salaries, We are only bringing them back to 1913. There is 
not a dollar of increase in purchasing power in the schedules 
of compensation granted by this bill over the pay these work- 
ers had in 1913. Now, Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. RAMsEYER] has made the point in opposition to this bill 
that we should provide that the Postmaster General and the 
Interstate Commerce Commission fix the rate upon advertising 
portions of second-class mail matter. He seemed to argue that 
because we did that in 1912 on fourth-class matter and it 
proved an utter failure that we should abdicate still further 
our authority and grant still more opportunity for futile effort. 
There was some reason for giving authority to the Postmaster 
General and the Interstate Commerce Commission to decide 


fourth-class rates. That is a merchandise service, wholly com- 
mercial. It was declared the governmental policy in the orig- 
inal parcel post act that it should pay the cost of operation. 
What happened? The Postmaster General abolished the dis- 
tinctive stamp, so we could not determine the revenue received, 
Next he lowered the rates so that they were almost 50 per 
cent less than the original rates. Then he increased the size 
and weight limits, which operated to reduce the rates still 
further, In the end these various exercises of authority granted 
by Congress placed the department in such a position that 
they could go no further, Mr. Ramsrtyer says he tried to find 
out why they come to Congress now to establish new rates 
and could not find out. I can tell him why. It was because 
the Postmasters General decreased the rates to a place where 
they would not pay, and they became such a tangle that the 
department came to Congress and said, “ You shoulder the bur- 
den and fix proper rates.” What did they suggest in regard 
to parcel post? They wanted a 4-cent increase in the first 
pound in the first and second zones. They wanted to put what 
was actually a parcel fee of 4 cents on every parcel sent out 
by a farmer over a rural route, or by a small business man, 
We refused to do it. We put on a 2-cent parcel fee and exempted 
the farmer from payment. 

Mr. Speaker, there is a vast difference between parcel-post 
and newspaper matter and there is no reason in the world why 
we should give any appointed officials the right to decide poli- 
cies as to second-class matter. It is said it is advertising, but 
that advertising makes the publication, Without advertising 
the publications could not exist, All these questions will come 
before the commission which is provided by this bill. We will 
have to decide permanent policy. We could not accept the cost 
ascertainment commission’s report and we did not. The Post 
Office Department did not accept it itself in its rate proposals. 
It is imperative to decide on a policy of whether we are going 
to conduct the Post Office Establishment as a profit-making en- 
terprise or an institution for the service of the American people. 

Mr. CONNERY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KELLY. I will. 

Mr. CONNERY. I just want to ask the gentleman one ques- 
tion. If the postal employees have been waiting all this time 
for an increase in their salaries, why did the committee take 
out the retroactive proposition back to July 1 and bring it up 
to the present time? 

Mr. KELLY. The committee realized that these post-office 
employees should have had their increased pay last July, but 
we also realized that it was not done by Congress. The com- 
mittee considered it carefully, and believing that there would 
be danger of this entire measure failing if we made the pay 
retroactive to the extent of $34,000,000, we decided in all fair- 
ness to the employees and the Government to make it retroac- 
tive to January 1. We believe that is the best possible action 
under ali the circumstances, 

Mr. Speaker, my friend the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
Garretr] misunderstood me as saying I thought these postage 
rates perfect. I do not think so. We decided that there should 
be a permanent policy established for the Postal Service, and 
in due time the commission empowered to examine these mat- 
ters will make their report, and I trust that that report will 
do full justice to all the people who use this great service. In 
the meantime here and now we are going to do justice to 350,000 
1 in the Postal Service of the United States. [Ap- 
plause. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the motion 
to suspend the rules and pass the bill. 

The question was taken; and two-thirds having voted in the 
affirmative, the rules were suspended and the bill was passed. 


AMENDMENT TO THE AGRICULTURAL CREDITS ACT 


Mr. McFADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I move to suspend the rules 
and pass the bill H. R. 12000. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania moves 
to suspend the rules and pass the bill H. R. 12000, which the 
Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (H. R. 12000) to amend the agricultural credits act of 1923, 
approved March 4, 1923 

Be it enacted, ete., That paragraph 1 of section 202 of the agricul- 
tural credits act of 1923, approved March 4, 1923, be amended by in- 
serting after the word State,” in line 5 of said paragraph, the words 
“or of the Government of the United States,” so that the paragraph 
as amended will read: 

“(1) To discount for, or purchase from, any national bank, and/or 
any State bank, trust company, agricultural credit corporation, in- 
corporated livestock loan companx, savings institution, cooperative 
bank, cooperative credit or marketing association of agricultural pro- 


ducers, organized under the laws of any State or of the Government 
of the United States, and/or any other Federal intermediate credit 
bank, with its indorsement, any note, draft, bill of exchange, debenture, 
or other such obligation the proceeds of which have been advanced or 
used in the first instance for any agricultural purpose or for the rais- 
ing, breeding, fattening, or marketing of livestock.” 


The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded? 

Mr. WINGO. I demand a second, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. McFADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that a second be considered as ordered. 

The SPHAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks 
unanimous consent that a second be considered as ordered. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. I object, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York objects. 
The question is om ordering a second. The gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. McFappen] and the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. O'Connor] will take their places as tellers. As 
many as are in favor of ordering a second will pass between 
the tellers and be counted. 

The House divided; and the tellers reported—ayes 122, 
noes 0. 

The SPEAKER. A second is ordered. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker, I make the 
point of order that there is no quorum present. 

The SPHAKER. The gentleman from New York makes the 
point of order that there is no quorum present. The Chair 
will count. [After counting.] A quorum is present. The gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. McFappen] is recognized for 
20 minutes and the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. Wrveo] 
for 20 minutes. 

Mr. McFADDEN. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, 
I do not care to take up the time of the House on this very 
worthy measure. The bill simply amends the agricultural 
credits act of 1923. 

You will recall that that act provided for two classes of 
financial institutions to give relief to the farmers of the 
country to finance themselves. It provided for the agricultural 
credit banks and the intermediate credit banks, but in the 
drafting of the bill there seemed to be some objection at that 
time to the granting of the right to rediscount with the inter- 
mediate credit banks the paper that was created and redis- 
counted from the agricultural credit banks. As the result of 
leaving that provision out of the bill none of these agricul- 
tural credit banks have ever been organized, notwithstanding 
the fact that national banks were to a limited extent authorized 
to subscribe to the enpital stock of those banks. 

The immediate consideration of this bill is brought about 
through the recommendation contained in the preliminary re- 

rt of the agricultural conference on agricultural legislation. 
Tn their report, under date of January 28, they reported to 
the President, amongst other things, that this amendment be 
passed. Immediately that was called to the attention of the 
Committee on Banking and Currency; a meeting was called, 
and careful consideration was given to the reporting out of 
that bill; and I am happy to say to you that a unanimous 
report from the committee backs this bill. 

Now I yield five minutes to the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. Srrone], the author of the amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kansas is recognized 
for five minutes. 

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the 
House, in the closing days of the Sixty-seventh Congress there 
were three bills pending in the Commitee on Banking and Cur- 
rency that we very much desired te see passed in the interest 
of furnishing a better eredit system for agriculture. They 
were: The Capper bill, which provided for “ national agricul- 
tural credit corporations”; the bill prepared by the committee 
on agricultural inquiry, which provided for a rural credit sys- 
tem, with the organization of 12 Federal intermediate credit 
banks; and a bill of my own, providing for the improving and 
liberalization of the Federal farm-loan system. 

Because of the limited time ensuing before the adjournment 
of Congress, these three bills were woven together and the par- 
liamentary advantage secured by reporting them out as one 
bill and sending them to a single conference committee, the 
report of which was approved by both Houses and the bill 
signed by the President on the last day of the session. 

It was the intention to permit the “national agricultural 
credit corporations” referred to in the law to rediscount ap- 

roved paper representing loans to farmers presented by State 
nks, cooperative associations, or other agricultural organiza- 
tions through the Federal intermediate credit banks, but the 
Farm Loan Board held that the bill was not broad enough to 
permit this to be done; hence no agricultural credit corpora- 
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tions have been organized ; but it is thought that if such redis- 
count privileges are granted, that many national agricultural 
credit corporations will be formed, and the agricultural com- 
mission appointed by President Coolidge has recommended the 
amendment carried in this bill, so that such credit corporations 
may be organized and give relief to the further needed financing 
of the stockmen and farmers of the Nation. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. Yes. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Is it not a fact, as a result of that pro- 
vision not being in the law, that the agricultural credit corpo- 
rations have not been organized? 

Mr. WINGO. Of course, the gentleman from South Dakota 
does not mean that, because the act itself created 12 banks. 

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. I think you did not understand 
the gentleman. The gentleman from South Dakota, I am sure, 
means the national agricultural credit eorporations and not 
the Federal intermediate credit banks, as you no doubt under- 


stood. 

Mr. WINGO. That is quite a different horse. 

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. The purpose of this bill is to 
encourage those national agricultural credit corporations to 
be formed and rediscount their paper through the national 
agricultural eredit banks. If it does so, a great assistance 
will be rendered to agriculture. 

I have introduced it for that purpose. It has the approval 
of the President and the Agricultural Commission and the 
Federal Farm Loan. Board, and I hope it will pass by the re- 
quired two-thirds vote. [Applause.] 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 10 minutes. I 
want to say a few words to you Democrats. There is no use 
in talking to our Republiean friends, but I want to show how 
loosely a Republican thinks when he is buncoing the farmer. 
My very able and learned friend from South Dakota [Mr. 
WILLIA¢NSON] got up just now and seriously asked my amiable 
agricultural friend from Kansas [Mr. Srrone] whether this 
trouble with the law was not the reason why no intermediate 
credit banks had been organized. Of course, I called his atten- 
tion to the fact that we created and established by the inter- 
mediate credit act 12 banks and put them on their feet. Then 
somebedy called his attention to the fact that he evidently 
meant the agricultural credit corporations. That illustrates 
how loosely our Republican friends think when they are play- 
ing their usual bunco game on the American farmer. 

You Democrats can vote for this bill without violating either 
your conscience or the Constitution, but without any assurance 
whatever that the cattle growers are going to get any very 
great relief out of it. 

Those of you who were here two years ago, when we passed 
this intermediate credit bank act, will recall L took the position— 
and, as a matter of fact, we Democrats joined with the Repub- 
licans in order to put through the bill, because it was the only 
thing the administration would stand for—and at that time 
warned you that you should not mislead the farmers into 
believing that that act was going to solve all the ills of Ameri- 
can agriculture. 

Now, what are the national agricultural credit corporations? 
They are one of the sets of corporations that the intermediate 
credit act authorized, They were known as the so-called 
Capper banks. Of course, whenever you strike a politician 
from Kansas he can always find a remedy to meet the distress 
of a farmer, whatever the distress may be. So two years ago, 
when the cattle industry was languishing, when the farmers 
were bankrupt, and when the cattle growers of the West faced 
ruin, our ingenious friend from Kansas, my friend STRONG, 
and his Senator, Senator Carper, said, Why surely; we are 
the friends of the farmer, and we will solve that trouble, Mr, 
Cattle Grower. We are going to put you on your feet.” 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WINGO. Wait until I finish this story. They were 
asked, “ How are you going to do it?” Oh, my friends from 
Kansas, the ingenious Senator and his ingenious Congressman, 
my friend Srrone, said, Here is what we are going to do. We 
are going to do it, Mr. Cattle Grower, through the so-called 
Capper bill, which is embodied in the intermediate credit act.“ 
and which we are amending to-day. They said, “We will 
authorize five of you cattle growers to get together. It is true 
you are busted, and it is true you are bankrupt; but we will 
authorize any five of you cattle growers to get together, put 
up $50,000 apiece, or $250,000, and start a bank of your own.” 

That is what they did, and now they have the gall to tell 
the American farmer, to tell the cattle growers of Texas and 
the cattle growers of Kansas, that one reason why those busted 
eattle growers have not organized these Capper banks is be- 
cause the Department of Justice has ruled on this section and 
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has held that those banks, even if they did organize, could not 
redisconnt with the other little sets of banks that were created 
under the same act. So here comes my friends from Kansas 
charging down to Congress like a scared stud out of a burning 
barn and say, “ Why, we will fix it now, old Reuben.” They 
have let him suffer for two years and they knew this was 
wrong, and finally the President's commission told them they 
were wrong, and they now say, “If you will just authorize the 
intermediate credit banks to rediscount the paper of these 
$250,000 cattle banks to be organized everything will be lovely 
and ‘the cattle farmer will be on his feet.” 

Now I will yield to my friend from Texas. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Does this act provide that after these 
national agricultural credit banks are organized they must 
loan to the cattlemen without any collateral whatsoever? 

Mr. WINGO. Oh, no. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Then the cattlemen will not be bene- 
fited. Higher prices for their cattle are what the cattle grow- 
ers need to put them on their feet, 

Mr. WINGO. Do not misunderstand me. I voted for the 
intermediate credit act because I thought it would be of some 
value, but I then warned the farmer that it was not going to 
solve all of his troubles, and I warn the farmer and the cattle 
grower to-day that this is not going to solve their troubles. 

Why, gentlemen, think of the absurdity of contending that 
the cattle growers have refused to organize the Capper banks 
simply because they did not have the rediscount privilege with 
the intermediate credit banks. Why, gentlemen, there is not a 
cattle-growing State in the South or West but where those 
same farmers could have gotten together and put up $10,000— 
in one State I believe they require $15, to organize a State 
bank, and there is no doubt that under the law that State bank 
could have rediscounted cattle growers’ paper with intermedi- 
ate credit banks, Do you mean to say that the intermediate 
credit banks shall confine relief to the cattle grower through 
the so-called Capper banks that he is to organize? No; you 
should not do that. You should give him the relief that comes 
from his different organizations, his State banks, national 
banks, and his cooperative organizations; the relief that comes 
from the different credit corporations that are organized under 
State law; from the different State banks, from the different 
national banks in the cattle districts, and under the law they 
have the power now to do it. 

Well, what is the trouble? Why do not they do it? Oh, you 
remember how our friends over here cussed and abused us 
because they said we did not extend relief to agriculture in 
the last year of Woodrow Wilson's administration, and yet 
just the very moment they got in power they put through a 
deflation policy that brought wreck and ruin and bankruptcy 
to the cattle growers and the wheat growers and the cotton 
growers. Then they let the riot run for two years, and not 
until March, 1923, did they finally pass the intermediate credit 
act, and they would not have passed it then if it had not been 
for the Democrats. Nobody can challenge that statement that 
was on the conference committee. I do not claim any particular 
credit for myself, but nobody can a statement I 
make that if it had not been for the gentleman from Alabama 
[Mr. SreacatL] and myself they would not have gotten the 
intermediate credit act passed. They intended to unload. They 
intended to kill the bill and unlord the blame on the Demo- 
cratic conferees. We refused to be the goats, because we sin- 
cerely wanted to do something for the farmer and meet his 
needs as far as you Republicans would permit. 

Now, let us see what this bill does. Some of my Democratic 
friends may say, “Now, WINco, you are asking us to go 
along and support this bill, what dees it do?” I will tell you 
what it does. It adds the words “ or of the Government of the 
United States.” In other words, in the discount section of the 
intermediate credit act where it authorizes them to rediscount 
paper from certain institutions, banks, and agricultural credit 
corporations, the Department of Justice has held that the pro- 
vision with reference to agricultural credit corporations being 
immediately connected with another provision that says, 
“organized under the laws of the States” relates back to the 
agricultural credit corporations, and inasmuch as these na- 
tional agricultural credit corporations are organized under the 
laws of the United States, that you have got to put in the 
words or of the Government of the United States in order 
to authorize such rediscounting. This bill does what we in- 
tended. It carries out what was the intention of Congress 
two years ago. It took our Republican friends two years to 
find out what was the matter with the cattle grower. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has consumed 10 minutes. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself five minutes more. 
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As I have suggested to you before, the poor Republican 
President was harrassed; he saw our Republican friends 
floundering around here at the last session of Congress because 
they could not agree on anything, and anything that a good 
many of them agreed on the President would not stand for, and 
so, finally, the President acted very wisely. At the beginning 
of this session he said, “I can not depend on you Republicans 
in Congress, and I will just get me up a little commission of my 
own to find out what kind of farm legislation to have.” He 
named his commission and his commission came in and re- 
ported, and this is one of the first things they asked. The 
very moment they reported it, we Democrats on the Committee 
on Banking and Currency said to the Republicans, “All right; 
we are willing to carry out the President's wishes in this 
matter and we are willing to carry out the recommendation 
of the agricultural commission.” In other words, the position 
that your Democratic representatives on the committee take is 
that we stand ready, free from any partisanship, to go along 
and do anything that is sane and sensible that promises any 
relief for the distressed condition of agriculture that has arisen 
under the Republican administration, even if they can only 
hold out very little hope. 

This is the position of your Democratic members on the 
Banking and Currency Committee, and we ask you Democrats 
to go along and vote for the bill hoping that it may do some 
good, but warning you that you must not tell your cattle 
growers that it is a panacea for all their ills. It is the best 
our Republican friends will permit. [Applause.] 

I reserve the balance of my time, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. McFADDEN. Mr. Speaker, unless there is some gen- 
tleman who desires time 

Mr. LaGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of no 
quorum. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York makes the 
point there is no quorum present. The Chair will count. 
[After counting.] One hundred and sixty Members are pres- 
ent, not a quorum. 

Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Speaker, I move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, when the following Members failed 
to answer to their names: 


[Roll No. 59] 

Allgood Fairfield Martin Rogers, N. H. 

Favrot Michaelson Rouse 
Berger Foster Montague Schall 
Bland Ge Moore, III. Scott 
Britten Gilbert Morin Sears, Nebr. 
Butler Griest orris Sproul, III 
Casey Ha Nelson, Wis. Stalker 
Celler Johnson, W. Va. Nolan tengle 
Clark, Fla Kent "Sullivan Sullivan 
Clarke, N. Y. Kerr ‘ark, Ga ‘aber 
Cole, Ohio Kindred Parks, Ark, Taylor, Colo, 
Collins Knutson Peavey dings 
Corning Langley Perkins Upshaw 
Croll Larson, Minn. Phillips Vare 
Cummings 1 Porter Ward, N. C. 
Curry on ou ertz 
Deal cKenzie Reed, N. Y. White, Me, 
Dominick Me Reed, Ark. ol 
Eagan MeNul 1 
Edmonds Mc8w: Roach Zihlman 
Evans, Iowa Madden Rogers, Mass. 


The SPEAKER. Three hundred and forty-eight Members 
have answered to their names; a quorum is present. 

Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Speaker, I move to dispense with fur- 
ther proceedings under the call. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The doors were opened. 

The SPHAKER. The question is on suspending the rules 
‘and passing the bill 

The question was taken; and two-thirds having voted in 
favor thereof, the rules were suspended and the bill was passed. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. Craven, one of its clerks, 
announced that the Senate had passed bill of the following 
title, in which the concurrence of the House of Representatives 
was requested: 

S. 4203. An act to authorize the Port of New York authority 
to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge across the Kill 
Van Kull between the States of New York and New Jersey. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed 
without amendment the bill of the following title: 

H. R.8550. An act to authorize the appointment of a com- 
mission to select such of the Patent Office models for retention 
as are deemed to be of value and historical interest and to 
dispose of said models, and for ether purposes. 
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SENATE BILL REFERRED 


Under clause 2, Rule XXIV, Senate bill of the following 
title was taken from the Speaker’s table and referred to its 
appropriate committee, as indicated below: 

S. 4203. An act to authorize the Port of New York Authority 
to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge across the Kill 
Van Kull between the States of New York and New Jersey; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 


DEPORTATION OF ALIENS 


Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I move to sus- 
pend the rules and pass the bill (H. R. 11796) to provide for 
the deportation of certain aliens, and for other purposes, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. CHINDRTO M), The gentle- 
man from Washington moves to suspend the rules and pass 
the bill, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted etc., That this act may be cited as the “ Deportation 
act of 1928.“ 

Sec. 2. Sections 18, 19, and 20 of the act of February 5, 1917, 
entitled “An act to regulate the immigration of aliens to, and the 
residence of aliens in, the United States,” are amended to read as 
follows: 

“Sec. 18. (a) Every alien who upon arrival in the United States 
is not found to be entitled to enter the United States shall be excluded, 
and deported in accommodations-of the same class as in which he 
arrived, Deportation shall be immediate unless the deportation of 
such alien is suspended in pursuance of subdivision (c) of this section 
or subdivision (e) or (d) of section 20. Deportation shall be on 
the vessel bringing such alien to the United States, unless it appears 
to the satisfaction of the immigration official in charge at the port of 
arrival that deportation on such vessel is not practicable or proper, 
in which case deportation shall be on a vessel owned or operated by 
the same interests, unless it appears to the satisfaction of such official 
that deportation on such a vessel is not practicable or proper, in which 
case deportation shall be made otherwise. No allen employed on 
board a vessel arriving in the United States shall in any case be 
deported on such vessel or on any vessel owned or operated by the 
same interests, unless it appears (under regulations prescribed by the 
Conrmissioner General of Immigration with the approval of the Sec- 
retary of Labor) to the satisfaction of the immigration official in 
charge at the port of arrival that deportation in any other manner 
would be impracticable. 

“(b) If an excluded alien, certified by an examining medical officer 
to be helpless on account of sickness, mental or physical disability, 
or infancy, is accompanied by another alien whose protection or guar- 
dlanship is required by such excluded alien, such accompanying alien 
may also be excluded and deported in the same manner as if personally 
subject to exclusion and deportation. 

“(c) An alien employed on board any vessel arriving at a port of 
the United States who is certified by a medical officer of the United 
States Public Health Service to be afflicted with idiocy, imbecility, 
insanity, epilepsy, tuberculosis in any form, or a loathsome or danger- 
ous contagious disease, shall be placed in a hospital designated by the 
immigration official in charge at the port of arrival for treatment at 
the expense of the owner, agent, or consignee of the vessel without 
deduction from his wages. Upon certification by such a medical offi- 
cer that the alien has been cured, he shall be permitted to enter the 
United States temporarily under the same conditions and limitations 
as if the vessel had arrived on the day of his discharge from the hos- 
pital; but if it appears to the satisfaction of the immigration official 
in charge at the port of arrival that it will not be possible within a 
reasonable time to effect a cure, such alien shall be deported subject 
to the same conditions and limitations as in the case of any other 
alien subject to exclusion and deportation by reason of being afflicted 
with such disability or disease, except as otherwise provided in sub- 
division (a). 

“(d) The cost of the maintenance of every allen removed from 
the vessel bringing him, pending examination for admission to the 
United States, or pending deportation when he has been ordered de- 
ported, or while deportation is suspended under subdivision (c) of 
section 20, or while he is in hospital under the provisions of sub- 
division (c) of this section, including in all the above cases medical 
and hospital treatment and burial expenses not to exceed $125 in 
case of death, the case of bis removal to and from the vessel, and the 
cost of his deportation, shall (except as otherwise provided by sub- 
division (c) or (d) of section 20) be borne by the owner, agent, or 
consignee of the vessel bringing him. If any vessel bringing aliens 
-to the United States attempts to depart while the status of aliens 
brought by it remains undetermined or while the deportation of any 
such alien is suspended, the immigration official in charge at the port 
of arrival may, under regulations prescribed by the Commissioner 
General of Immigration, with the approval of the Secretary of Labor, 
require the owner, agent, or consignee of such vessel to give bond to 
the United States in an amount estimated by such immigration official 


to be necessary to cover all such costs, with surety to secure the pay- 
ment thereof approved by the collector of customs, conditioned that 
such costs shall be duly paid, and no such vessel shall be granted 
clearance until such bond is given or a sum equal to the estimated 
amount of costs is deposited with the collector of customs. Such 
immigration official may from time to time require such additional 
bond or sums as he estimates may be necessary to cover such further 
costs as may accrue. If the vessel has been granted clearance, such 
vessel, if subsequently arriving in a port of the United States, or any 
other vessel owned or operated by the same interests, may, subject to 
the same conditions, be denied clearance. If the owner, agent, or 
consignee of a vessel fails or refuses to pay promptly all such costs, 
such costs may be paid from the appropriation for the enforcement 
of this act and recovered by the United States from the owner, agent, 
or consignee of such vessel, 

“Sec. 19. (a) At any time after entering the United States 
(whether the entry was before or after the enactment of the deporta- 
tion act of 1925) the following aliens shall be taken into custody and 
deported : 

“(1) An alien who at the time of entry was a member of one or 
more of the classes excluded by law from admission to the United 
States; 

“(2) An alien who entered the United States at any time or place 
other than as designated by immigration officials, or who eluded ex- 
amination or inspection, or who obtained entry by a false or mislead- 
ing representation, or the failure to disclose material facts: 

“(3) An alien who remains in the United States for a longer time 
than authorized by law or regulations made under authority of law; 

“(4) An alien who is a public charge from causes not affirmatively 
shown to have arisen subsequent to entry into the United States; 

(5) An alien who, from causes not affirmatively shown to have 
arisen subsequent to entry into the United States, is an idiot, imbecile, 
feeble-minded person, epileptic, insane person, person of constitutional 
psychopathic inferiority, or person with chronic alcoholism; 

“(6) An alien who is convicted of any offense (committed after the 
enactment of the deportation act of 1925) for which he is sentenced 
to imprisonment for a term of one year or more; 

“(7) An alien who is convicted of any offense (committed after the 
enactment of the deportation act of 1925) for which he is sentenced 
to imprisonment for a term which, when added to the terms to which 
sentenced under one or more previous convictions of the same or any 
other offense (committed after the enactment of the deportation act 
of 1925), amounts to 18 months or more; z 

“(8) An alien who is convicted of a violation of, or conspiracy to 
violate (committed or entered into after the enactment of the deporta- 
tion act of 1925), any statute of the United States or a State or Ter- 
ritory prohibiting or regulating the manufacture, possession, sale, ex- 
change, dispensing, giving away, transportation, importation, or ex- 
portation of intoxicating liquors for beverage purposes, for which he 
is sentenced to imprisonment for a term which, when added to the 
terms to which sentenced under one or more previous convictions of 
a violation of or conspiracy to violate any of such statutes (such pre- 
vious yiolations or conspiracies having been committed or entered into 
after the enactment of the deportation act of 1925), amounts to one 
year or more; 

“(9) An alien who was convicted, or who admits the commission, 
prior to entry, of an offense involving moral turpitude ; 

“(10) An alien who has, after the enactment of the deportation act 
of 1925, violated or conspired to violate, whether or not convicted of 
such violation or conspiracy, (A) the white slave traffic act, or any 
law amendatory of, supplementary to, or in substitution for, such act; 
or (B) any statute of the United States prohibiting or regulating the 
manufacture, possession, sale, exchange, dispensing, giving away, trans- 
portation, importation, or exportation of opium, coca leaves, or any 
salt, derivative, or preparation of opium or coca leaves; 

“(11) An alien who is found practicing prostitution or is an in- 
mate of, or connected with the management of, a house of prostitu- 
tion, or who recelves, shares in, or derives benefit from, any part of 
the earnings of any prostitute, or who manages or is employed by, in, 
or in connection with, any house of prostitution or music or dance 
hall or other place of amusement or resort habitually frequented by 
prostitutes or where prostitutes gather, or who in any way assists any 
prostitute, or protects or promises to protect from arrest any prosti- 
tute, or who imports or attempts to import any person for the pur- 
pose of prostitution, or for any other immoral purpose, or who enters 
for any such purpose, or who has been convicted and imprisoned for a 
violation of any of the provisions of section 4 hereof; 

“(12) An alien who conceals or harbors, attempts to conceal or 
harbor, or aids, assists, or abets any other person to conceal or harbor, 
any alien liable to deportation ; 

“(18) An alien who aids or assists In any way any alien to unlaw- 
fully enter the United States; 

“(14) An alien who is found employed on a vessel engaged in the 
coastwise trade of the United States without having been admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence, 
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“(b) No conviction shall serve as a basis for deportation proceed- 
ings under paragraph (6), (7), or (8) of subdivision (a) unless such 
conviction is in a court of record and the judgment on such conviction 
has become final. In the case of a sentence for an indeterminate term 
in which the minimum term under the sentence is less than one year, 
the term actually served shall, for the purposes of paragraphs (6), 
(7), and (8) of subdivision (a), be considered the term for which 
sentenced. An alien who has been pardoned after conviction of an 
offense as specified in paragraph (6), (7), or (8) of subdivision (a) 
shall not be deported, 

„de) An allen sentenced to imprisonment shall not be deported un- 
der any provision of law until after the termination of the imprison- 
ment, 

“(d) Proceedings for the deportation of aliens under this section or 
under any law providing for the arrest and deportation of aliens 
after entry into the United States shall be begun by taking the alien 
into custody under a warrant of arrest issued (1) by the Commis- 
sioner General of Immigration, or (2) by any official authorized by 
the Commissioner General of Immigration to issue warrants of ar- 
rest. Every alien so arrested shall be given a hearing under regulą- 
tions prescribed by the Commissioner Genera] of Immigration, with the 
approval of Secretary of Labor, before an immigrant inspector desig- 
nated under such regulations. The immigrant inspector shall, under 
such regulations, transmit the evidence taken at the hearing to the 
Secretary of Labor. The Secretary shall make an order releasing the 
alien or ordering bis deportation, and his decision shall be based solely 
on the evidence taken at the hearing, except that he may send the 
case back to the immigrant inspector before whom the hearing was 
had for the taking of additional evidence, or order the case reheard 
by another immigrant Inspector. The order of deportation shall re- 
fer to the particular provisions of law under which the alien is or- 
dered deported and shall briefly state the ground upon which such 
provisions of law are applicable to the alien, but it shall not be neces- 
sary to state or summarize the evidence in the order. No allen shall 
be deported unless before the issuance of the order of deportation he 
was afforded, at the hearing before the immigrant inspector, an oppor- 
tunity to be heard after notice upon the grounds stated in the order 
of deportation. The decision of the Secretary of Labor in every case 
of deportation under the provisions of this act or of any law or- 
treaty shall be final. If any alien is arrested under the provisions of 
this section on the ground that he is found in the United States in 
violation of any other law of the United States which imposes upon 
him in any proceedings not under this seetion the burden of preving 
his right te remain in the United States, such alien in proceedings 
under this section shall have the burden of proving his right to re 
main in the United States. 

“(e) Pending final decision of the case of any alien taken into cus- 
tody for deportation, he may be released under a bond in the penalty 
of- not less than $1,000, conditioned that such allen will be produced 
whenever required by immigration officials. Such bond shall have 
surety approved, under regulations prescribed by the Commissjoner 
General of Immigration with the approval of the Secretary of Labor, 
(1) by the Commissioner General of Immigration, or (2) by any of- 
ficial authorized by the Commissioner General of Immigration to ap- 
prove such bonds. 

“(f) Unless the deportation of an allen is made by reason of causes 
arising subsequent to entry, the owner, agent, or consignee of the ves- 
sel or transportation line by which such alien came to the United 
State shall (except as otherwise provided by subdivision (g) bear the 
expense of the deportation of such alien from the port of deportation, 
if deportation proceedings are instituted within five years after the 
entry of the alien, or, irrespective of the time of institution of such 
proceedings, if it can be shown that such owner, agent or consignee 
knew or could have known by the exercise of reasonable diligence 
that such alien would be subject to deportation. Where liability for 
the expense of deportation can not be ascertained or enforced, or where 
no liability for such expense is imposed by law, such expense shall be 
payable from the appropriation for the enforcement of this act. 

„() If any alien was unlawfully induced to enter the United 
States, the deportation of such alien, including the entire cost of 
remoyal to the port of deportation, shall be at the expense of the con- 
tractor, procurer, or other person by whom such alien was unlawfully 
induced to enter the United States, or, if that can not be done, the cost 
of removal to the port of deportation shall be at the expense of the 
appropriation for the enforcement of this act, and the deportation from 
such port, if deportation proceedings are instituted within five years, 
shall be at the expense of the owner, agent, or consignee of the vessel or 
transportation line by which such alien came. 

“(h) If any allen is Hable to deportation upon any ground specified 
in any paragraph of this section he shall be deported whether or not 
he is Hable to deportation upon a ground specified in any other para- 
graph or section of this act or in any other law, and anz allen who is 
liable to deportation upon a ground specified in any law other than 
this act shall be deported whether or not he is liable to deportation 
upon a ground specified in this act. 


“ Sec, 20. (a) The deportation of aliens excluded or arrested and 
ordered deported shall, under regulations prescribed by the Commis- 
sioner General of Immigration with the approval of Secretary of Labor, 
be (1) to the country of which such aliens are citizens or subjects, or to 
the foreign port at which such aliens embarked for the United States, 
or (2) if such aliens entered from foreign contiguous territory, then 
to such territory, or to the country of which such aliens are citizens 
or subjects or to the foreign port at which they embarked for such 
territory, irrespective of whether such aliens have accepted a domicile 
in such territory, or (8) if such aliens entered foreign contiguous 
territory from the United States, and later reentered the United States, 
then to such territory, or to the country of which such aliens are 
citizens or subjects or to the foreign port at which they originally 
embarked for the United States, irrespective of whether such aliens 
have acquired a domicile in such territory. In Heu of any country 
specified above, such aliens may, under such regulations, be deported 
to the country (if any) in which they resided prior to entering the 
country from which they embarked for the United States or for foreign 
contiguous territory. The term “foreign port,” as used in this subdi- 
vision, includes a port of an insular possession of the United States. 

“(b) When, in the opinion of the Secretary of Labor, the mental or 
physical condition of an alien who is excluded or arrested and ordered 
deported is such as to require personal care and attendance, he shall, 
when necessary, employ a suitable person for that purpose, who shall 
accompany such alien to his final destination, and the expense incident 


to such service shall be defrayed in the same manner as the expense 


of deporting the accompanied alien is defrayed. 

“(c) If it appears to the satisfaction of the Secretary of Labor, in 
the case of any alien excluded or arrested and ordered deported, that 
immediate deportation before hospital treatment for sickness or mental 
or physica] disability would cause unusual hardship er suffering, he 
may suspend temporarily the deportation of such alien solely for the 
purpose of placing him in a hospital under the supervision of immigra- 
tion or United States Public Health Service officials for treatment, until 
such time as, in his opinion, such sickness or disability has been 
relieved to such an extent that the deportation of such alien would not 
eause unusual hardship or suffering. In the case of an alien subject 
to deportation under subdivision (a) of section 18, such treatment shall 
be at the expense of the owner, agent, or consignee of the vessel bring- 
ing bim, and in the case of an alien arrested and ordered deported it 
shall be defrayed in the same manner as the cost of remoyal to the 
port of deportation. 

„(d) The Commissioner General of Immigration, upon conditions 
prescribed by him, may, with the approval of the Secretary of Labor, 
suspend the deportation of any alien subject to exclusion or deporta- 
tion if, in his judgment, the testimony of such alien is necessary in 
the interests of the United States in any judicia] or other proceeding. 
The cost of the maintenance of any such alien (including medical and 
hospital treatment, and burial expenses not to exceed $125 in case of 
death), and a witness fee of $1 per day to such alien for each day 
while deportation is so suspended may be paid from the appropriation 
for the enforcement of this act unless such suspension of deportation 
is requested by the Department of Justice, in which case such cost and 
witness fee shall be paid from the appropriation for the Department 
of Justice. During such suspension of deportation the alien may be 
released under bond, in the penalty of not less than 8500, with surety 
approved in the same manner as provided in subdivision (e) of sec- 
tion 19, eonditioned that such alien shall be produced when required 
as a witness and for deportation, and while so released the cost of his 
maintenance shall not be borne by the United States. 

“(e) It shall be unlawful fer any master, purser, person in charge, 


agent, owner, charterer, or consignee of any vessel to refuse or fail - 


to receive or detain on board, and transport in the manner specified, 
and to the place designated, any alien ordered to be deported on such 
vessel in pursuance of law; or to fail to pay the costs imposed in pur- 
suance of law in respect of any alien; or, in bringing any alien to the 
United States, to make any charge for the return of such alien or to 
take any security for the payment of such charge, or to take any con- 
sideration to be returned in case the alien is landed, or to fail to 
detain on the vessel or to remove temporarily such alien for examina- 
tion, as ordered by immigration officiais; or knowingly to bring to the 
United States any alien excluded or arrested and deported under any 
provision of law until such time as such alien may be lawfully entitied 
to enter the United States. 

„(f) If it appears to the satisfaction of the Secretary of Labor that 
such master, purser, person in charge, agent, owner, charterer, or con- 
signee of any vessel has violated any of the provisions of subdivision 
(e) or of section 15, the master, purser, person in charge, agent, owner, 
ebarterer, or consignee of such vessel or of any vessel owned or op- 
erated by the same interests shall pay to the eollector of customs of 
the district in which any such vessel may be found, the sum of $1,000 
for each violation of any such provision, Ne such vessel shall he 
granted clearanee pending the determination of such liability, or while 
such fine remains unpaid, except that clearance may be granted prior 
to the determination of such question upon the deposit with the collec- 
tor of customs of a sum suficient to cover the fine imposed, No such 
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fine shall be remitted or refunded, If clearance has been refused and 
the amount of the fine imposed has not been paid within 10 days after 
guch imposition, the vessel may be forfeited by a proceeding by libel 
in rem in admiralty. If it appears to the satisfaction of the Secretary 
of Labor that the provisions of subdivision (e) are persistently vio- 
lated by or on behalf of any vessel or transportation company, the Sec- 
retary shall deny to such vessel or company the privilege of landing 
alien immigrant passengers at United States ports for such period as 
in his judgment may be necessary to insure an observance of such 
provisions.” 

Sec. 3. The first sentence of the second paragraph of section 9 of 
such immigration act of 1917, as amended, is amended by striking out 
ithe words “ the last proviso” and inserting in lieu thereof the words 
“subdivision (b).“ The last two sentences of section 15 of such im- 
migration act of 1917 are repealed. Such immigration act of 1917 is 
further amended by adding at the end thereof a new section to read as 
follows: 

“Src. 39. That this act may be cited as the ‘immigration act of 
1917.“ 

1 Sec. 4. (a) Subdivisions (a), (b), and (c) of section 20 of the im- 
migration net of 1924 are amended to read as follows: 

; “Sec, 20. (a) It shall be the duty of the owner, charterer, agent, 
jconsignee, or master of every vessel arriving in the United States 
from any place outside thereof to detain on board every alien em- 
ployed on such vessel until the immigration officer in charge at the 
port of arrival has inspected such allen, such inspection in all cases 
to include a personal physical examination by the medical examiners, 
If it appears to the satisfaction of the Secretary of Labor that the 
‘owner, charterer, agent, consignee, or master has violated this pro- 
i vision, such owner, charterer, agent, consignee, or master shall pay 
| the collector of customs of the district in which the port of arrival is 
located the sum of $1,000 for each alien in respect of whom such 
| failure occurs. No vessel shall be granted clearance pending the 
determination of the liability to the payment of such fine, or while 
such fine remains unpaid, except that clearance may be granted prior 
to the determination of such question upon the deposit with the col- 
lector of customs of a sum sufficient to cover the fine imposed, No 
such fine shall be remitted or refunded. 

“(b) An alien employed on any vessel arriving in the United 
States from any place outside thereof may be removed from the vessel 
ito an immigration station or other appropriate place for examination 
subject to the same provisions of law in respect of such removal as 
in the case of any other alien, and the owner, charterer, agent, con- 
signee, or master of the vessel shall be subject to the same provisions 
of law, including penalties, in respect of such removal as in the case 
of any other alien.” 

(b) Subdivision (d) of section 20 of the immigration act of 1924 
is amended by striking out the letter (d)“ at the beginning of 
such subdivision and inserting in leu thereof the letter (e).“ 

Sec. 5. (a) Section 33 of the immigration act of 1917 is amended 
by striking out the words the preceding section” and inserting in 
lieu thereof the words “section 20 of the immigration act of 1924, as 
amended” and a comma, and by inserting after the word “admitted” 
the words “for permanent residence.” 

(b) Section 84 of the immigration act of 1917 is repealed. 

(c) The act entitled “An act to provide for the treatment in hos- 
pitals of diseased alien seamen," approved December 26, 1920, is 
repealed, but shall remain in force as to all vessels, their owners, 
agents, consignees, and masters, and as to all seamen, arriving in the 
United States prior to the enactment of this act. 

Sac, 6. Whenever in any law heretofore enacted it is provided that 
any alien shall be deported, the arrest and deportation of such alien 
shall (regardless of the manner provided in such law) be made in 
the same manner as provided in sections 19 and 20 of such immigra- 
tion act of 1917, as amended, and whenever in any law hereafter 
enacted it is provided that any alien shall be deported, the arrest 
and deportation shall, unless expressly provided to the contrary, be 
made in the same manner as provided in such sections 19 and 20, 

Sec. 7. Nothing in this act shall affect any deportation proceedings 
in which the warrant of arrest was issued before the enactment of 
this act, nor relieve from deportation any alien who at the time of 
the enactment of this act was liable to deportation. That part of 
section 19 of such immigration act of 1917 which relates to the 
deportation of aliens convicted of a crime involving moral turpitude 
shall, notwithstanding the amendment of such section by this act, 
remain in force for the deportation of an alien where the crime was 
committed before the enactment of this act, 

Sec, 8. (a) If any alien has been arrested and deported in pur- 
suance of law he shall be excluded from admission to the United 
States whether such deportation took place before or after the enact- 
ment of this act, and if he enters or attempts to enter the United 
States after the expiration of 30 days after the enactment of this act, 


he shall be guilty of a felony and, upon conviction thereof, shall be 
punished’ by imprisonment for not more than two years or by a 
fine of not more than $1.000, or by both such fine and imprisonment. 

(b) For the purposes of this section any alien ordered deported 
(whether before or after the enactment of this act) who has left the 
United States shall be considered to have been deported in pursuance 
of law, irrespective of the source from which the expenses of his trans- 
portation were defrayed, or of the place to which he departed. 

(c) An alien subject to exclusion from admission to the United 
States under this section who is employed upon a vessel arriving in 
the United States shall be excluded and deported in the same manner 
as if he were an immigrant passenger, and shall be entitled to none of 
the landing privileges allowed by law to seamen. 

(d) So much of section 3 of the immigration act of 1917 as reads 
as follows: persons who have been deported under any of the pro- 
yisions of this act, and who may again seek admission within one 
year from the date of such deportation, unless prior to their reem- 
barkation at a foreign port or their attempt to be admitted from 
foreign contiguous territory the Secretary of Labor shall have con- 
sented to their reapplying for admission” is amended to read as fol- 
lows: “persons who have been excluded from admission and deported 
in pursuance of law, and who may again seek admission within one 
year from the date of such deportation, unless prior to their reem- 
barkation at a place outside the United States or their attempt to be 
admitted from foreign contiguous territory, the Secretary of Labor has 
consented to their reapplying for admission.” 

Sec. 9. Any alien who enters the United States at any time or place 
other than as designated by immigration officials, or eludes examina- 
tion or inspection by immigration officials, or obtains entry to the 
United States by a false or misleading representation or the willful 
concealment of a material fact, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and, 
upon conviction, shall be punished by imprisonment for not more than 
one year or by a fine of not more than $1,000, or by both such fine and 
imprisonment. 

Sec. 10. Upon the final conviction of any alien of any offense in any 
court of record of the United States or of any State or Territory, it 
shall be the duty of the clerk of the court to notify the Secretary of 
Labor, giving the name of the alien convicted, the nature of the offense 
of which convicted, the sentence imposed, and, if imprisoned, the place 
of imprisonment, and, if known, the place of birth of such alien, his 
nationality, and the time when and place where he entered the United 
States. 

Sec. 11. If any provision of this act, or the application thereof to 
any person or circumstances, is held invalid, the remainder of the act, 
and the application of such provision to other persons or circumstances, 
shall not be affected thereby, 


Mr, CAREW. Mr. Speaker, I make the point that there is 
ho quorum present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. CHINDBLOM). The gentle- 
man from New York makes the point that there is no quorum 
present, The Chair will count. [After counting.] One hun- 
dred and ninety-nine Members present; not a quorum, 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask for tellers. 

Mr. CRISP. Mr, Speaker, I know of no rule that authorizes 
tellers when the want of a quorum has been declared. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, The Chair knows of no such 
rule, 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I moye a call 
of the House. 

Mr. SNELL. And on that I demand tellers, i 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I make the point that when 
the want of a quorum has developed the gentleman can not de- 
mand tellers. The Speaker has declared that there is no 
quorum present, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair overrules the point 
of order. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair appointed Mr. JOHNSON 
of Washington and Mr, Carew as tellers. 

The tellers reported that there were 19 ayes and 160 noes. 

Mr. CAREW. Mr. Speaker, I object to the vote because 
there is no quorum present. I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from New York 
moves that the House do now adjourn. 

The question was taken, and the motion was rejected. 

Mr. CAREW. I demand the yeas and nays on that motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from New York 
demands the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 15, nays 287, 
answered present“ 5, not voting 124, as follows: 
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YEAS—15 
Bloom Eaga: Lindsay 
‘Boylan Hill, Md, Minaban 3 
Celler Huddleston O'Connell, N. Y. 
Cullen LaGuardia O'Connell, R. I, 
YEAS—287 
Abernethy Doughton Kurtz 
Ackermau Dowell Kvale 
Aldrich Doyle Lampert 
Ailen Drane Lanham 
Allgood Drewry Lankford 
Aimon Driver Larsen, Ga. 
Anderson Elliott zaro 
Andrew Evans, Mont. Lea, Calif. 
Arnold Fairchild Leach 
Aswell Faust Leatherwood 
Ayres Fenn Lineberger 
Bacharach Fish Linthicum 
acon Fisher Longworth 
Bankhead Fitzgerald wrey 
papon 8 boner 
e, oster a 
Beck 4 Frear McClintic 
Beedy Free McDuffie 
Beers Freeman McFadden 
Begg French McKenzie 
Bell Frothingham McLaughiin, Mich. 
Bixler Fulbright McLaughlin, Nebr. 
Black, Tex. Fuller McLeod 
Bland Fulmer Mekeynolds 
Blanton Funk McSweeney 
jes Gambrill MacGregor 
Bowling Gardner, Ind. MacLafferty 
x Garner, Tex. Madden 
Boyce Garrett, Tenn, Magee, Pa. 
Brand, Ga. Gasque Major, III. 
Brand, Ohio Gibson Major, Mo, 
Briggs Gifford Manlove 
Browne, N. J. Goldsborough Merritt 
Browne, Wis. Graham Michener 
Browning Green Miller, III. 
Brumm Greenwood Miller, Wash 
Buchanan Guyer Milligan 
Burdick Hadley Mills 
Burtness 11 Moore, Ga 
Burton Hammer Moore, Ohio 
Busby Hard Moore, Va. 
Butler Harrison Moores, Ind. 
Byrns, Tenn. Hawley Morehead 
Cable Icke Morgan 
Campbell Hill, Ala. Morris 
Canfield Hill, Wash, Murphy 
Cannon Hoch Nelson, Me. 
Carter Holaday Newton, Minn, 
Chindblom - Hooker Oldfield 
Christopherson Howard, Okla, Oliver, Ala, 
Clague udson Park, Ga. 
Claney Hudspeth Patterson 
8 Hull, Iowa Peavey 
Cole, lowa Hull, Tenn. Peery 
Collier Hull, Morton D. Phili 
Colton Hull, William E. Purne 
Connally, Tex, Tacobstein Quin 
Connolly, Pa, James Ragon 
Cook Jeffers Rainey 
Cooper, Ohio Johnson, Ky. Raker 
Cooper, Wis. Johnson, S. Dak. Ramseyer 
Cramton Johnson, Tex. Rankin 
Crisp Johnson, Wash. Ransley 
Crowther Jones Rathbone 
Dallinger Kearns Rayburn 
Darrow Kelly Reece 
Davis, Minn. Kendall Robinson, Iowa 
Dempsey Kerr omjue 
Denison Ketcham Rubey 
Dickinson, Iowa Kiess Salmon 
Dickinson, Mo. Kopp Sanders, Ind. 
Dominick Kunz Sanders, N. Y. 
ANSWERED “PRESENT” 5 
Connery Gallivan Tague 
Dickstein 
Not VOTING—124 
Anthon: Edmonds cent 
Berger si Eyans, lowa Kincheloe 
Black, N. X. Fairfield Kindred 
Britten Favrot King 
Buckley Fredericks Knutson 
Bulwinkle Garber Langley 
Byrnes, S. C. Garrett, Tex. Larson, Minn. 
ce rew Geran pe bis 
Casey Gilbert Lee, G 
Clark, Fla. Glatfelter Lebibach 
Clarke, N. I. Griest illy 
Cole, Ohio Griffin Logan 
Collins Hastings Lyon 
Corning Haugen McKeown 
Croll Hawes MeNult 
Crosser Hayden McSwain 
Cummings ersey Magee; N. X. 
Curry Howard, Nebr, Mansfield 
Davey Humphreys Mapes 
Davis, Tenn. Johnson, W. Martin 
Deal Jost ead 
Dyer Keller Michaelson 
LXVI——218 


[Roll No. 60] 


Oliver, N. Y. 
Babath 
Tucker 


Per Tex, 
Sandlin 
Schafer 
Sears, Nebr. 
Shallenberger 

breve 
Simmons 
Sinclair 
Sinnott 
Smith 
Smithwick 
Snell 


Speaks 
Sbroul, Til. 
Sproul, Kans, 
Steagall 
Stedman 
Stengle 
Stephens 
Stevenson 
Strong, Kans. 
Strong, Pa. 
Summers, Wash, 
Sumners, Tex, 
Swank 
Sweet 
Swing 
Swoope 
Taylor, Colo. 
Taylor, Tenn. 
———.— W. Va. 
Temple 
Thatcher 
Thomas, Ky. 
Thomas, Okla, 


Timberlake 
Tincher 
Treadway 
Underhill 
Underwood 
Vaile 

Vestal 
Vincent, Mich, 
Vinson, Ga, 
Vinson, Ky. 


Wainwright 
Watkins 
Watres 
Watson 
Weaver 
Wefald 
Weller 
Welsh 
White, Kans. 
White, Me. 
Williams, Mich. 
Williams, Tex, 
Williamson 


Wilson, La. 
Wilson, Miss, 
Wingo 
Winslow 
Winter 
Woodrum 
Wright 
Wyant 


Tinkham 


Montague 


Neison, Wis. 
Newton, Mo, 
Nolan 

O’Brien 
O'Connor, La. 
oO ‘Connor, N, Z. 
O'Sullivan 


Reed, Rouse Spearlug Wason 
Reed, W. Va. Schall Stalker Wertz 
Reid, III. Schneider Sullivan Williams, III. 
Richards Scott ber Wolf : 
Roach Sears, Fla. Tydings Wood 
Robsion, Ky. Seger Upshaw Woodruff 
ogers, Mass. Sherwood Vare Wurzbach 
Rogers, N. H ites Ward, oy z Yates 
Rosenbloom Snyder Ward! N Zinlman 


So the motion to adjourn was e 
The Clerk announced the following pairs: 
Until further notice: 


Rogers of Massachusetts with Mr. Montague. 


Griest with Mr. Favrot. 


. Seger with Mr. Pou. 

. Lehibach with Mr. Jost. 

Newton of Missouri with Mr. Rouse, 
. Mapes with Mr. Morrow. 


Wood with Mr. Carew. 


. Wurzbach with Mr. Mead. 

. Magee of New York with Mr. Tydings. 
. Williams of 3 with Mr. 
. Hersey with M 
5 Fredericks with Mr. Davey. 

. Dyer with Mr. O'Connor * Louisiana. 
„Porter with Mr. Deal. 

. Roach with Mr. Prall. 

. Garber with Mr Glatfelte 

. Reid of Illinois with Mr. Reed of Arkansas, 
Scott with Mr. Humphre: 

Keller with Mr, Sears of Florida. 

„Stalker with Mr. Kincheloe. 


yrnes of South Carolina., 
r. Mansfeld. 


Wertz with Mr. Sullivan. 


. Yates with Mr. Lee of Georgia. 

. Michaelson with Mr. Upshaw. 

. Zihlman with Mr. Black of New Tork. 

. Morin with Mr. Kind 

„ Woodruff with Mr. Sites. 

. Vare with Mr. Johnson of West Virginia. 
Larson of Minnesota with Mr. McKeown. 
. Taber with Mr. Cummin 
. King with Mr. Garrett o 
. Perkins with Mr. Parks of Arkansas. 

. Anthony with Mr. Quayle. 

. Reed of New York with Mr. Howard of 
. Clarke of New York with Mr, Spearing. 

. Perlman with Mr. Hastings. 

. Evans of Towa with Mr. Lyon. 

Curry with Mr. Buckley. 

„ Robsion with Mr. McSwain. 

. Cole of Ohio with Mr. Bulwinkle. 

. Fairfield with Mr. Martin. 

Schall with Mr. Casey. 


Texas. 


Nebraska. 


Snyder with Mr. Mooney. 


. Haugen with Mr. Davis of Tennessee. 

„ Ward of New York with Mr. Collins, 

. Leavitt with Mr. O'Connor of New York. 
. Moore of Illinois with Mr. Crosser. 

. Nolan with Mr. O'Sullivan, 

„Paige with Mr. Geran. 

. LaGuardia with Mr. Richards. 

. Reed of West Vir 
Edmonds with Mr. Hayden 
. Knutson with Mr. n. 
. Rosenbloom with Mr. Sherwood. 


Mr. 


ia with Mr. Gilbert. 
Gri : 


KING. Mr. Speaker, I desire to vote “no.” 


The SPEAKER. Was the gentleman present, listening when 
his name was called? 


Mr. 


KING. I was not. 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman does not bring himself 
within the rule. 

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded, 

The SPEAKER. A quorum is present. Is a second de- 
manded? 


Mr. 
Mr. 


mous 


The SPEAKER. 
Mr. 
Mr. 


SABATU. Mr. Speaker, I demand a second. 

JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
consent that a second be considered as ordered. 

Is there objection? 

O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker, I object. 
JoHNSON of Washington and Mr. SABATH were appointed 


to act as tellers. 
The House divided; and the tellers reported—ayes 163, noes 0. 


Mr, 


O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker, on that vote I 


make the point of order that there is no quorum present. 

The SPEAKER. It is quite clear that there is a quorum 
present. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Is not this latest vote by 
tellers the best evidence of whether or not a quorum is present? 

The SPEAKER. It is not, The question is whether there is 
a quorum present. 

So a second was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
JoHNSON] is entitled to 20 minutes, and the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. Sasaru] is entitled to 20 minutes. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I had intended 


to take some time and explain the bill. 


It is clear that efforts 
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are being made to defeat the bill by a filibuster. Therefore I 
reserve the remainder of my time. [Cries of Vote! “ 

Mr. SABBATH. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, 
I appreciate that you have been under a terrific strain the 
entire day and that the hour is late and that you are desirous 
for a vote upon this bill. However, realizing that only a very 
few Members are familiar with the provisions of the bill and 
that it is the general impression of many that this is a measure 
which will effect the deportation of all criminal and undesirable 
aliens in the United States, I wish to call the attention of the 
House to sections 3 and 19 of the act of 1917, and to the 
provisions of the immigration act of 1924 which expressly pro- 
vide for the deportation of criminal and undesirable aliens. 
More especially do I wish to try to bring to your notice, before 
you cast your yote, some of the extremely unreasonable, harsh, 
and unconstitutional provisions that appear in the bill under 
consideration. 

The majority of the committee in its report states that “the 
immigration acts of 1917 and 1924 have made it possible, to a 
great extent at least, to limit the entry into this country of 
undesirable and dangerous aliens,” and that the passage of 
this bill will help the immigration authorities in further pre- 
venting the entry of such aliens. This, however, is not so. 
There is nothing in this bill which will further prevent the 
entry of any aliens. Under section 3 of the 1917 act and 
under the quota act of 1924 no undesirable alien can enter the 
United States and there is nothing in this bill which will 
strengthen the law as to illegal entry. 

Section 19 of the 1917 act and section 14 of the 1924 act, in 
absolute and unmistakable terms, provides for the deportation 
of any undesirable. The proponents of this bill will be obliged 
to concede, if they will but take the time to read the two sec- 
tions referred to, that if any undesirables did enter or were not 
deported it was not because we lacked Jaws to prevent entry 


or effect deportation but to the failure of Congress to provide: 


adequate appropriations which would permit of the proper 
enforcement of our existing laws. If in the past there has not 
been proper administration of the law owing to the limited 
immigration force which has to do with its enforcement, I can 
truthfully say that it has been remedied to a marked degree 
by the inerease of the Immigration Bureau appropriation in the 
last and present Congresses whereby $1,000,000 has been spe- 
cifically provided for an immigration border patrol. This is 
evidenced by the tremendous increase in the number of deporta- 
tions, as shown by the report of the Commissioner of Immigra- 
tion for the fiscal year of 1924 and for the first six months of 
the present fiscal year. This report I shall append to my re- 
marks. I know that upon examination of these figures, which 
I ħope you will make, you will find in the greater number of 
ceases that it is not the aliens of the nationalities comprising 
the so-called newer immigration but those belonging to the 
older immigration, or so-called Nordic immigration, whose 
offenses have called for their deportation. These statisties will 
also show that very few of the newer immigration are being 
deported for crimes, but are being deported for being in excess 
of quota, becoming a public charge, or for failure to comply 
with certain technical provisions of the immigration law. 


The act of 1924 restricts the number of immigrants from the 


southern and eastern European countries to a negligible number 
and gives unlimited authority to our consular officials abroad 
to thoroughly examine every alien applicant before issuing to 
him an immigration certificate, without which he can not 
legally enter the United States. Therefore I am at a loss to 
understand how or in what way this bill will “ materially 
assist in further preventing the entry of undesirable and dan- 
gerous aliens.” 

If it had really been the intention of the committee to pre- 
vent the entry of undesirable aliens it should have acted upon 
the recommendations of Secretary of Labor Davis and should 
have embodied in this bill the provisions of the measure intro- 
duced by the gentleman from Texas, which provides that the 
restrictive quota provisions of the 1924 act should also be ap- 
plicable to Mexico, Canada, and the South and Central Ameri- 
can Republics, from which countries we are to-day receiving 
the great bulk of our immigration, in fact, six times as great 
as that which we permit to enter from Europe, outside of 
Great Britain and Germany. Immigrants from Mexico, Can- 
ada, and the Central and South American countries are per- 
mitted to enter the United States without examination or in- 
vestigation on the part of our consular officials as is given to 
the European immigrants. This bill in no way restricts that 
immigration and does not in any manner strengthen the pres- 
ent law or in any way provide for better examination or in- 

_ vestigation. 
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Mr. Speaker and gentlemen, great publicity has been given 
to the reports that hundreds of thousands of aliens are coming 
into the United States illegally and, notwithstanding that fact, 
there is nothing in this bill that would put a stop to the whole- 
sale desertions of seamen from foreign ships which the report 
of the department shows amounted to 34,679 during the last 
fiscal year. Strenuous efforts have been made for some time 
by those interested, and I have joined with them to the best 
of my ability, to secure the adoption of an amendment by the 
committee which would put a stop to this illegal practice. If 
the committee desired and intended to stop this kind of illegal 
entry the opportunity was afforded when the committee con- 
sidered this bill, but they refused and failed to incorporate 
the amendment in the bill. Therefore, by no stretch of imag- 
ination can it be stated that the bill will further“ prevent the 
illegal entry of undesirable aliens. 

Mr. Speaker, the report of the majority of the committee 
fails to give the main object or underlying reason for this pro- 
posed legislation. I shall now hurriedly give you the principal 
reasons and the new provisions in the bill. 

First. A change in the existing law is sought by the remoyal 
of the five-year limitation, which will make possible the whole- 
sale deportation not only of those who entered illegally but 
to deport those who came and are here lawfully, not be- 
cause they have committed any crime but because they may 
have suffered disability due to extremely hazardous employ- 
ment or occupation and may have become temporary inmates 
of any of our public institutions. Under this proposed bill 
such aliens would be classed as public charges and be subject 
to deportation regardless of the time of their residence in the 
United States, regardless of the fact that they at all times had 
borne excellent reputations, regardless of their having married 
a woman of American birth, and regardless of the fact that 
they had born to them in this country one, two, or more chil- 
dren. We under our law outlaw the most heinous crimes other 
than murder in three and, in very few cases, in five years. 
And yet it is proposed in this bill that no limit of time shall 
prevent the deportation of an alien, regardless of the time when 
he entered the United States. 

Second. I point out that this bill reverses the traditional 
policy of our Government by placing the burden of proof upon 
the alien. It will not only force the alien to prove himself 
innocent, but will compel him to disprove any groundless 
charges that may be made against him by any unscrupulous 
person who might make a charge because of a grudge or for 
the purpose of extortion or blackmail. If this bill should be- 
come a law, an alien who has been engaged in hazardous or 
dangerous employment, suffering from disability as a result of 
such employment and receiving hospitalization in any of our 
public institutions, should an expert make a diagnosis that he 
is suffering from psychopathie inferiority or any other of the 
many ailments which are a result of hazardous and dangerous 
employment, he would be subject to deportation. It would 
fall upon the alien to prove that his disability or condition has 
arisen from causes subsequent to his entry in the United 
States. 

What opportunity will the poor alien, broken in health and 
physical condition, after giving his sinew and brawn and per- 
haps the best years of his life in American employment, have in 
affirmatively proving his case? He may lack the means to do 
so or his actual physical condition may be such as to prevent 
his appearance at the hearing ordered, and in either case the 
immigration inspector is fully empowered to enter a deporta- 
tion order. 

Third. Subdivision 10 of section 19 of the bill provides for 
deportation whether or not an alien has been convicted of an 
offense. The power given to immigration inspectors under this 
provision will permit them to overrule the findings or decision 
of a jury or court. I ask, do you believe that this is legisla- 
tion in the right direction? I am convinced it is the most dan- 
gerous step we can take, even though it is aimed only against 
the unfortunate alien. 

Fourth. Under subdivision 6 of section 19 an alien can be 
deported if guilty of an offense and sentenced to imprisonment 
for one year or more. Subdivision 7 of the same section pro- 
vides that an alien may be deported if sentenced for more than 
one violation if the combined sentences received for all offenses 
total 18 months, but under subdivision 8 if he is sentenced for 
a violation of the Volstead Act and receives a sentence of 12 
months he is to be deported. This is unjust discrimination. 
The bill at most should provide for a uniform time limit of 
sentence of conviction in all cases. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to reiterate that I hold no brief for the 
undesirable or dangerous alien. Purge our shores of those 
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who do not believe in our institutions, who do not recognize the 
principles for which their own countrymen fought shoulder to 
shoulder with the American born; deport those who are lawless 
and morally unfit, but -let not the green blood of prejudice 
shadow your vision to the end that the vast majority of aliens 
shall suffer for the sins of a few of their countrymen. I con- 
tend that this law will proye unjustifiably oppressive to thou- 
sands of good and upright aliens who are manfully striving for 
the high privilege of citizenship. 

I refute the ofttime assertion that there are 10,000,000 
aliens in the United States. The statistics will proye that 
there are less than 3,500,000 adult aliens in the United States, 
nearly half of whom are women. The word-painted pictures 
of the adroit writer or antialien propagandists, who for a paid 
consideration poisons and inflames the minds of the American 
public, are responsible for this proposed legislation. They 
have shut their eyes and stilled their memories as to the 400,000 
alien residents who, in this country's hour of greatest need, 
with proud and uplifted heads followed our flag. Nearly all, 
excepting those whose last garb was that of our flag, are now 
citizens of the United States. Yet there are many whose fami- 
lies haye not attained that high honor of citizenship who will 
be subject to the drastic provisions of this bill. It is time, I 
would say, gentlemen, that we stop to pause and consider the 
effect of inhumane legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, the number of laws passed in the last decade 
has doubled the size of our statute books; our judiciary in all 
parts of the United States has been increased, and the dockets 
are filled to overflowing, and the cry is for more judges. With 
the passage of this bill would come what I might term. the 
alien or immigrant hunter, who through the machinations of 
the despicable ilk of blackmailers and extortionists would 
utilize this law against the unfortunate aliens. 

Though President Coolidge is in favor of drastic immigration 
laws, still in his last message to Congress he has recommended 
that the present law be humanized. May I inquire of those 
who are forcing this legislation if they are brave enough to 
say that there is any provision in this bill that will humanize 
the harsh immigration laws? Not only the President but thon- 
sands of prominent, well-meaning, and sincere citizens and 
organizations appeal for relief from the-injustice done to 10,000 
relatives of American citizens who, after receiving their pass- 
ports from their own country and being subjected to thorough 
examination by our consular officials, received their visés in 
1922, 1923, and 1924. 

What consideration have the holders of these genuine Ameri- 
can viséed passports received at the hands of this Congress? 
None whatever. You are forcing this legislation, ignoring the 
recommendations of the President, and the appeals from our 
most prominent civic organizations and thousands of citizens, 
who have requested the admission of those unfortunate rela- 
tives of American citizens who are being held in foreign ports 
and can not return to their own countries. I repeat, they hold 
passports regularly issued by their own country, and after 
thorough examination on the part of our consular officials have 
obtained the American visé upon the payment of the fee of $10. 
You have and are refusing to grant this relief, and by so doing 
you refuse to honor the American visés. You have even failed 
to pass a resolution to refund the moneys which they have paid 
as a fee for their visés and thereby you dishonor the action of 
our consuls, I sincerely hope that before Congress adjourns 
saner judgment will prevail, and that these unfortunate people 
who have been waiting in foreign ports for nearly two years 
will receive the good tidings that this Congress has enacted 
legislation which will permit their entry. Let us show by our 
action that this great Nation of ours does not repudiate its for- 
eign officials and its legal acts. 

Mr. Speaker, I repeat that the present laws, with the amend- 
ment adopted by the Senate a few days ago, which gives 
‘extraordinary power to the patrol border inspectors to arrest 
and deport without warrant or court proceedings, are adequate 
and stringent enough to deport any alien who might try to 
enter illegally or who has entered illegally, or who has com- 
mitted any crime whatever. Consequently, I feel there is no 
justification for the passage of this bill at this time, and espe- 
cially in view of the fact that the chairman of the Immigration 
Committee introduced a resolution a few days ago providing for 
the appointment of a commission, to be composed of Members 
of the Senate and House, to investigate and examine the work- 
ings of the present immigration laws and, in a general way, to 
investigate anything pertaining to the question of immigration 
and aliens within the United States. I have reason to believe 
that the resolution will pass, as we are creating all kinds of 


commissions, and with the commission created an inyestigation 
will be had. Should the commission make recommendations 
that will strengthen our immigration or deportation laws, I will 
gladly abide by the findings of any such unbiased commission 
that may be selected. 
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TABLE 3.—Aliens deported to countries whence they came after entering the United States, fiscal year ended June 30, 1924, by races or peoples and causes 


Deportation compulsory within 5 years after entry—Members of excluded classes at time of entry 
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Number of arrests and number of persons convicted of aiding aliens to illegally enter the 
ier 8 on the Canadian — Mexican borders from July 1, 1923, to December 
1,1 


Number | Number 


of arrests) victions 


Section of law violated 


CANADIAN BORDER 


Bec. 4, act of 1917 14 | 8 years 2 months 2 days. 
Sec. 8, got of 1017. 63 t years 3 months 14 | 28, 737.00 
ays. 

Sec. 8, act of 1917 and sec. 5/6 7 months 1 day. - 1, 102 00 

fi,” Chinese exclusion hn z 
Sec. 4, act of 1917 and 
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N 4,078. Mr. JOHNSON of Washington, If there is no more time 

Demepost iaw: going to be used, Mr. Speaker, I ask for a vote. 

MEXICAN BORDER Mr. SABATH. I am going to use my time. I yield three 

Bec. 4, act of 1917 minutes to the gentleman from New York [Mr. O'CONNOR]. 
Bec. 8. act of 1817. Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of 


the House, I know that every man here is fnir-minded: T know 
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that there is not a narrow-minded bigoted man in this House. 
I know that everybody here believes in fair play; I know at 
the same time that there is not 5 per ‘cent of the Members of 
this House who know what is in this bill. 

The very fact that certain forcible and exceptional methods 
are used to pass it without a chance even to get close enough 
to it to glance at it shows that it was conceived with some 
other—some ulterior—purpose than the real control of immi- 
gration. 

There is not a man in any legislative body in this country, 
I will wager, who wants an undesirable or criminal alien to 
enter this country. There is not a man in this body or any 
other similar body who desires that a man who is an unde- 
sirable alien criminal should remain here. But you come before 
this House to-day with a role to make this suspension day, and 
this bill is designated as the fourth bill to be taken up; sud- 
denly, however, the distinguished Speaker sees fit to recognize 
the advocate of this bill out of the regular order, and then 
with a pell-mell rush we are called upon in this deliberative 
body to take this bill as it is without any opportunity to point 
out its errors. Oh, gentlemen, I fear some hidden force out- 
side of this Chamber is moving and urging that this bill be 
passed. 

I submit it is not fair. If opportunity were given to analyze 
its contents, some of us who are seeking an opportunity to 
know more about it might vote for it. Those who are urging 
delay and asking that deliberation. be had are not necessarily 
opposed to this bill. But no man sitting here, outside of a 
handful, the distinguished members of the Committee on Im- 
migration, knows what is in the bill. I understand that some 
of the members of that committee did not know until to-day 
that this bill was to be taken up. This being a deliberative 
body and a fair-minded body, it being a body which is con- 
cerned with all the people whom vou represent, I submit that 
this 12 no way to pass a bill involving such a proposition as this 
may be. 

I am not in a position to say that I am opposed to the bill. 
I have not had time to read it or understand it, and, not hav- 
ing had that opportunity, I can take no position at this time 
except to oppose it. [Applause.] 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield four minutes to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. DICKSTEIN]. 

Mr. DICKSTEIN, Mr. Speaker and members of the com- 
mittee, I am glad to haye this opportunity to enlighten the 
Members of this House as to what this bill is about, and I 
venture to say that many Members of this House not on the 
committee would not be able to answer three questions as to 
this bill, containing 22 pages, and what particular changes in 
the law are attempted to be made by this legislation. 

I want you to know, gentlemen, that the minority of the 
committee is in favor of deporting every undesirable alien in 
the United States. The minority has also urged the committee 
to provide certain provisions for the deportation of the unde- 
sirable. But we speak for those aliens who lave been law- 
fully admitted into the United States, aliens who have been 
here six or eight years, aliens who did not have the opportunity 
to become naturalized citizens of the United States. What 
does this bill say? It provides that if by chance or by circum- 
stance they should be compelled to apply for charity—if by cir- 
cumstance they should become a public charge through no fault 
of their own—you are absolutely at liberty under the proposed 
legislation to deport them from the country. 

What is the underlying reason for this proposed legislation 
which removes the five-year limitation and thus making pos- 
sible wholesale deportation, not only of those who entered 
illegally, but I am referring particularly to those who entered 
legally? It seems a person who entered the country legally, 
through circumstances and no fault of his own he happens to 
become a public charge, although marrying an American wife 
and raising American children, he would be subject to deporta- 
tion, unless he can affirmatively prove that the ailment or disa- 
bilities have arisen from causes subsequent to his entry in the 
United States, which means that after a lapse of many years 
the burden is cast upon him and that he must gather witnesses 
and engage counsel in order to establish some evidence which 
has long disappeared. 

Under our laws, the most heinous crime other than murder 
would be outlawed in three years (U. S. R. S., sees, 1043, 1044), 
and yet it is now suggested that no limit of time shall deter 
the deportation of an alien after he has entered the United 
States, regardless of the time of entry, by pursuing drastic 
summary proceedings specified in this bill. I seriously doubt 
whether such provision is constitutional and valid. It bears all 
the objectionable features of an ex post facto law. While in 


not so many words a criminal proceeding, it is, in effect, the 
equivalent of such a proceeding. 

Moreover, in so far as it repeals what was formerly a three- 
year limitation and is now a five-year limitation, and deprives 
those in whose favor the bar of the statute has run of im- 
munity from deportation, it would be contrary to all prec- 
edent to lift that bar and to permit the arrest and deportation 
of those who at the time of the passage of the proposed act 
were exempt from prosecution and deportation, This is not 
even permitted where a mere property right is concerned. 
(Germania Savings Bank v. Suspension Bridge, 159 N. Y. 362; 
Wheeler v. Jackson, 137 U. S. 245.) 

How much more should such a principle apply to a -case 
virtually involving life and liberty. 12 

Such legislation is inequitable and unjust, and, therefore, un- 
American. So long as our publie policy protects even the worst 
criminal from prosecution for a wrong committed against so- 
ciety after the lapse of time specified in our criminal legislation, 
it is awful to contemplate that one who is claimed to belong 
to one of the classes excluded by law from admission to the 
United States, and whose sole dereliction bas been a desire to 
come to this country and has carried out that design, is to be 
regarded as having committed an offense punishable for all 
eternity, one which the lapse of time will not mitigate or al- 
leviate and which, like a charge of murder against an indi- 
vidual, will never be wiped out no matter how much time may 
elapse. Under the terms of this bill it is immaterial whether 
he was entirely honest and free from fraud, deceit, and mis- 
representation. He may have been passed by immigrant in- 
spectors and physicians in due course, who acted in good faith 
and honestly believed that he should be admitted. He may 
have been admitted in consequence of an appeal to the Secre- 
tary of Labor, or to his predecessor, the Secretary of Commerce 
and Labor. A court may have legally established his right 
to admission. 

The deportation of all aliens guilty of any crime or offense 
involving moral turpitude has our sincere approval. But we 
deprecate the remoyal of time limit in all causes, as well as 
the placing the burden of proof upon the alien, and forcing him 
not only to prove himself innocent but also compelling him to 
disprove many groundless charges that may be made against 
him by any unscrupulous person who might make them because 
of a dislike or grudge, or for the purpose of extortion or black- 
mail and yesting our immigration inspectors with power to 
override the findings and judgments of our courts. 

To make our position clear and to familiarize the unbiased 
members more fully with what we term unnecessarily harsh 
provisions of this bill, I will set forth our views and objec- 
tion, not in the order of their importance but in the order in 
which they appear in the bill. 

(1) Section 19 materially changes the present deportation 
act. It provides that “at any time after entering the United 
States, whether the entry was before or after the enactment 
of the deportation act of 1925, the following aliens shall be 
taken into custody and deported.” ` Then follows ar enumera- 
tion of 14 classes, the first of which is exceedingly comprehen- 
sive. It ineludes all aliens who at the time of entry belonged 
to one or more of the classes excluded by law from admission 
to the United States. 

That harks back to section 3 of the immigration act of 1917, 
and ineludes, among others, illiterates, persons suffering from 
a physical defect of a nature which may affect the ability of 
such alien to earn a living, and persons of constitutional 
psychopathic inferiority. While section 19 of the present law 
fixes a limitation of five years after entry within which the 
aliens affected may be deported, the section as sought to be 
amended removes all time limitation and permits such deporta- 
tion proceedings to be taken at any time, first, after the alien has 
entered the United States, and secondiy, whether such entry 
was before or after the enactment of the deportation act of 1925. 

Therefore, if a person was admitted into this country 10 
years ago and is an illiterate, or is regarded as likely to become 
a public charge, or is of constitutional psychopathic inferiority, 
he may be deported, regardless of whether he has been admitted 
by a judgment of the court or has been self-supporting, law- 
abiding, and otherwise unobjectionable. While it is true that 
the literacy test was not enacted until 1917, yet the language 
of the amendment is so broad as to invite an interpretation 
that if the alien at the time of entry belonged to one or more 
of the classes excluded by law from admission to the United 
States, which means belonging to one of the categories set 
forth in section 3 of the act, he may be deported, regardless of 
the time when he entered the United States, 
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It may well be that the immigration inspectors regarded the 
alien as sufficiently literate to warrant admission; the alien 
may have been here many years and he is now thoroughly 
literate; yet under the proposed measure he could be deported it 
it were now found that he was illiterate at the time of his entry. 

Yet if it is charged 10, 15, or 20 years after the event that a 
mistake was made, or that the immigrant in fact should not 
have been admitted and could have been excluded under the 
then existing law, the dire decree of banishment may be pro- 
nounced and carried into effect, and the decision rendered by 
the Secretary of Labor, in the language of the bill (p. 10, lines 
18-20), “shall be final.” 

If this feature of the bill becomes a law, then immigrant hunt- 
ing as a sport will take the place of witch hunting and heresy 
hunting. 

Subdivision 9 provides for the deportation of “an alien who 
was convicted, or who admits the commission, prior to entry, 
of an offense involving moral turpitude.” Here, again, it is to 
be borne in mind that the statute does not relate to exclusion at 
the time of arrival, but to deportation at any time after entry. 
What seems to me gbjectionable in the phrase which permits 
the deportation of an allen who admits the commission, prior 
to entry, of an offense involving moral turpitude.’ That means 
that, even though there may be no actual proof of conviction, if 
an enemy of an alien or a Secret Service agent should state 
that an alien has admitted to him the commission of such an 
offense before he came to this country, he may be deported, re- 
gardless of corroboration of the alleged confession or admission 
and regardless of the time when the alleged offense is claimed 
to haye been committed. Twenty years after coming to this 
country it might be claimed that an alien who has become the 
father of a family and has gained an excellent reputation, ad- 
mitted that when a boy in England, Ireland, or in Germany 
committed a theft. And yet under this clause of the bill he 
would be subject to deportation. 

Subdivision 10 deals with the deportation of an alien who has 
violated or conspired to violate the white slave traffic act or 
the narcotic act “ whether or not convicted of such violation or 
conspiracy.” In other words, a person may have been arrested 
or indicted for a violation of these acts and may have been 
acquitted by a court or a jury, yet he may be deported if an 
immigrant inspector desires him to be deported. 

Without seeking in any way to minimize the importance of 
these laws, it is a matter of common knowledge that advantage 
is often taken of both of them by blackmailers. Is it intended 
to convert the deportation act of 1925 inte a royal road for the 
accomplishment of the vile purposes of blackmailers? Why 
select these two crimes from the myriad of others upon our 
statute books? If the provision were general as applicable to 
all crimes, our immigration department would become a court of 
last resort in criminal cases and would be enabled to convict 
after a jury has acquitted or after a public prosecutor has con- 
cluded that there is a lack of sufficient evidence to warrant a 
conviction. In the case of previous acquittal it is clear that 
this provision would be unconstitutional, because it would vio- 
late that part of the fifth amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States which declares, “nor shall any person be subject 
for the same offense to be twice put in jeopardy of life or limb,” 
as construed by the courts. 

Coming now to the proceedings for the deportation of an 
alien, the provisions for which are to be found in lines 15 to 
25, on page 9 and on page 10, it is properly provided (p. 10, 
lines 14-18) that “no alien shall be deported unless before 
the issuance of the order of deportation he was afforded, at 
the hearing before the immigration inspector, an opportunity 
to be heard after notice upon the grounds stated in the order 
of deportation.” There is, however, a significant absence of 
the provision affording him the right to be represented by 
counsel at such a hearing. That is implied in the require- 
ment of the Constitution that no person shall be deprived of 
life, liberty, or property without due process of law. The na- 
ture of the proceeding is likewise one which comes within 
the spirit of the sixth amendment, which entitles an accused 
to have the assistance of counsel for his defense. While it is 
not technically a “criminal prosecution,” it is in its effect the 
equivalent of one. 

The fact, that the decision of the Secretary of Labor is to 
be final makes it essential, for the protection of the alien who 
is proceeded against under the drastic provisions of this bill, 
that he be represented by counsel in these proceedings. 

Referring to section 20, which provides for the actual de- 
portation of aliens, attention is directed to lines 3 to 8 of page 
13. which provide that if the aliens entered the United States 
“from foreign contiguous territory” they are to be returned 


to such territory or to the country of which such aliens are 
citizens or subjects or to the foreign port at which they em- 
barked for such territory, irrespective of whether such aliens 
have acquired a domicile in such territory. In other words, 
if an alien acquired a domicile in Mexico or Canada 5 or 10 
years ago and came to the United States from there, he may 
be returned, not to Mexico or Canada, but to the country of 
which he is a citizen or subject prior to acquiring any domicile 
in Mexico or Canada, or to the foreign port at which he em- 
barked for Mexico or Canada. This is highly punitive, un- 
reasonable, and inhuman. 

The same is true of the following subdivision, lines 8 to 14 
of page 18: 

Section 8 (a), on page 20, provides that if an alien has 
been arrested and deported in pursuance of law, he shall be 
excluded from admission to the United States, whether such 
deportation took place before or after the enactment of this 
act, and if he enters or attempts to enter the United States 
after the expiration of 30 days from such enactment he shall 
be guilty of a felony, subject to fine and imprisonment. 

As this section reads, it could be made to apply to persons 
who attempted tò come to this country but were deported be- 
cause of the exhaustion of quotas under the act of 1921 or the 
immigration act of May 26, 1924. It is a matter of common 
knowledge that there. were many who sought to enter the 
United States who were deported because on the very day 
on which they arrived the quotas from their countries were 
exhausted. In fact, in November, 1923, several hundred were 
deported, although the quotas for Russia had not been ex- 
hausted. It certainly can not be contemplated that such per- 
sons shall be excluded from admission or be subject to con- 
viction for felony should they again attempt to come to the 
United States. 

I also call attention to the fact that, although under the 
present section 19 it is declared that its provisions relating to 
the deportation of aliens convicted for a crime involving moral 
turpitude shall not apply to one who has been pardoned, there 
is no equivalent of this character in the bill now under discus- 
sion. It would seem that such a provision is fair. 

I haye given considerable thought to this subject because of 
my anxiety that our legislation in respect to the drastic and 
summary remedy of deportation shall not inyolve unfair, un- 
just, or unreasonable provisions. I recognize the wisdom of 
having a clear and unambiguous codification of the law on this 
subject, but it should not be harsh or tyrannical or contrary to 
the best traditions of America. 

Now. another point: If a man has been convicted of a crime, 
we will say, under the so-called Volstead Act, and his punish- 
ment is a sentence of one year, the act, under section 18, sub- 
division 8, gives the department the right to deport him. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington, Mr. Speaker, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. DICKSTEIN I have not the time to yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. The gentleman knows that 
the conviction must be after the passage of the proposed act. 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. If the gentleman will give me five minutes, 
I will answer every question he wants to ask. 

Now. another thing: I call the attention of this House to the 
clear language contained in the bill under section 19, subdivi- 
sions 7 and 8, which provides in substance that an alien con- 
victed of any offense, committed after the enactment of the 
deportation act of 1925, which is the bill in question, for which 
he is sentenced to imprisonment for a term which, when added 
to the terms to which sentenced under one or more previous 
convictions which amounts to 18 months, is subject to de- 
portation. ; 

In other words, the man who commits burglary, who goes 
into a house with ulterior motives to steal or rob or murder, 
that man, if convicted, must have a total sentence of 18 months 
before you can deport him out of this country. ss 

Yet, under section 18, subdivision 8, an alien who is convicted 
for violation or conspiracy to violate any statute of the United 
States or Territory prohibiting or regulating the manufacture, 
possession, sale, or exchange or dispensing or giving away 
intoxicating liquor for beverage purposes, for which he is sen- 
tenced to imprisonment for a term which, if added to the sen- 
tence of one or more previous convictions, violations, or con- 
spiracy to violate any such statute, amounts to one year, he is 
subject to deportation. 

Why discriminate between the man who violates the Volstead 
Act, who must be deported at the end of his sentence or sen- 
tences of one year, in favor of the burglar and other criminals 
whose sentence or sentences must total 18 months before being 
subject to deportation? 
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We are not pursuing a proper policy in the hasty considera- 
tion of this act. The rule under which this bill is being passed 
is not fair to the Members of this body nor to the minority 
members of the committee who were prepared to offer such 
amendments as would meet the desired legislation without 
objection. This measure is of vital importance to the future 
prosperity and policy of this Government, and this bill should 
have been given more careful consideration. Why this haste 
I am unable to understand; as a matter of fact, all the com- 
mittee hearings were not even printed, so that the Members 
might have had an opportunity to read the testimony and dis- 
cussion on both propositions. 

I want to legislate for the interest of the United States under 
calm and careful consideration, especially since we are dealing 
with human lives, but it appears to be the policy of the ma- 
jority of the committee to dispose of this legislation without 
further consideration to the objections pointed out by the 
minority, of which I have the honor to be a member. 

Further, I venture to say that we will see the serious effect of 
this measure in the near future if it should ever become a law. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from New York 
has expired. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield the remainder of my 
time to the gentléman from New York [Mr. OLIVER]. 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. Mr. Speaker, I believe there are 
but two minutes remaining. I am opposed to this bill because 
I believe it will create a reign of terror among the aliens out 
of whom we are trying so hard to make good citizens, By 
this bill you will remove the statute of limitations as to the 
time during which the department might start proceedings 
against them. We are putting the power in the hands of an 
immigration inspector to be a judge, to take evidence, hold 
hearings, and render decisions, and then we are taking 
out of the control of the courts any real power to review the 
evidence such inspector may have; and upon the say so of 
that man, approved by the Secretary of Labor, a man might be 
ripped out of his home, from the bosom of his family, ripped out 
of his business, and sent back to his own homeland, no matter 
how long a time has elapsed between his offense and his so- 
called trial. 

Now, we often argue here about the autocratic power we are 
giving to the executive departments of the Government. I say 
that when you give autocratic power, give it reluctantly to re- 
sponsible officials, give it to men high in the departments; but 
here you are giving it to the lowest kind of an official you 
can find in the department, and you are giving him a greater 
power than that given any of the judges of the United States, 
the power to banish men from this country of ours, Then, of 
course, you are supplementing the Volstead Act by giving the 
power to the Department of Labor to send an alien out of this 
country because he has been convicted of some offense against 
that act and served in jail for a year. You do not take away 
a man’s citizenship because he violates the Volstead Act. You 
do not try to put a man out of Congress because he votes dry 
and drinks wet. No; you pick out an alien, and you put a 
penalty on him that you would not dare put on any other people 
of the country. You are creating a reign of blackmail, a 


received of 99,134 deserting seamen. In 1924, 34,679 were 
reported as deserting, whereas only 6,409 aliens of all classes 
were deported. 

Section 18 deals with the exclusion and deportation of 
aliens who are found not to be entitled to admission to the 
United States. It might be called the exclusion section of the 
bill. It is a revision of existing law. 

Section 19 catalogues the aliens subject to arrest and de- 
portation. If there is any criminal, undesirable, or not-wanted 
alien not included, I promise to pay a reward to anyone so 
naming such alien, in the hope that he may be provided for. 
Subsections 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 9, 11, and 14 are revamped sections of 
the present law, whereas subsections 5, 7, 8, 10, 12, and 13 are 
new sections, 

Assuming that the present laws are satisfactory to every- 
one, I shall not consume your time on the revamped sections, 
but briefly explain the new subsections. 

Subsection 5 pertains to insane aliens; 12, to aliens who 
conceal, and so forth, other aliens subject to deportation; and 
13, to aliens who aid aliens to enter the United States unlaw- 
fully. I am confident that no one will question the virtue of 
these clauses. Subsection 7 pertains to aliens convicted of 
any offense committed after the enactment of this law for 
which he is sentenced to imprisonment for a term which, when 
added to one or more previous convictions, amounts to 18 
months or more. i 

Subsection 8 pertains to aliens convicted of liquor laws 
where imprisonment of one or more convictions equals to one 
year or more. 

Subsection 10 deals with aliens who violate the white slave 
traffic act and the drug act. 

Now, gentlemen, I do not look to see many deportations 
under this law, but I do expect to see a great wave of obedi- 
ence to law. In the final analysis that means a reduction of 
taxes, Of course, if the aliens within our borders do not obey 
our laws, it means kicking them out of this country, and I for 
one heartily indorse that procedure. 

We have had too much crime, too many alien paupers, idiots, 
illiterates, crimimals, scalawags, and undesirables, and the 
time has come for us to clean house, ship back to Europe the 
scum within our borders, and require every alien henceforth 
to obey our laws or get out. 

The Attorney General's report, 1923, for fiscal year states 
that of prisoners received there were 1,975 foreign born and 
1,511 native born. And his report for 1924 shows there were 
5,014 native born and 1,616 foreign born received as prisoners, 
Of these, 209 were convicted under the Mann Act, 102 under 
the Volstead Act, and 2,031 under the drug act. 

The following tables indicate in some measure the manner 
and extent to which the aliens have become a burden to our 
Government as well as a menace to our institutions: 


Illiterate persons, 10 years of age and over, 1920 


Native | Mixed | Foreign 
born 


reign of terror, and a reign of graft, and I say we will all be 257, 207 
heartily ashamed when this law is enacted, for America will 288 
be driving its aliens with a whip which she would not dare 80. 700 
raise against her own citizens. [Applause.] i 39, 757 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from New York 5 : —.— 
has expired. 3 28.25 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Speaker, by the immigration act of | Pacific 86, 570 
1924 we haye materially restricted immigration to this country. 1, 763, 740 


The very restriction of aliens has brought about a greater num- 
ber of unlawful entries, so determined are these foreigners to 
gain admission into the United States. Not only that but the 
stricter the law the more exacting becomes its enforcement 
and more difficult the deportation feature. 

The pending measure will largely solve the problems confront- 
ing the immigration officials, as well as diminish crime through- 
out the United States. 

The deportation of criminal and undesirable aliens is a mat- 
ter of self-defense, for they constitute a menace to our institu- 
tions and a burden on our Government. The riddance of this 
rubbage will tend to promote law and order in this country. 
Nobody objects to a law of this kind but the affected alien, and 
he is not entitled to a day in court. 

Violations of our immigration laws haye grown to an alarm- 
ing proportion, and a deportation statute with teeth is needed 
as well as vigorous enforcement, Since 1920 reports have been 


Negro illiterates, all sections, 1,842,161, 
Paupers in public almshouses on January 1, 1910 


i 
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Sentenced prisoners in penal or 8 institutions on January 1, 
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Less than 10 per cent. 
Insane in 
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54, 996 12,910 


8 


Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1921, pages 77-78. 


In the hearings before the Commitee on Immigration of the 
Sixty-eighth Congress, Serial 5-A, page 1276, Doctor 9 
had the following to say with reference to cost in New York 
State alone for the care and maintenance of the insane in her 
several State hospitals: 


In New York State in 1922 the State government expended $15,- 
831,773.67 for the care and maintenance of the Insane in her several 
State hospitals. Of these insane in these hospitals, 45.6 per cent, or 
3,199 persons, of the first admissions were foreign born. Koughly, it 
we ascribe the same cost for the maintenance of native and foreign- 
born inmates, we would say that 45.6 per cent of this sum— 87.219, 
288.94 ; roughly, $7,000,000—were expended in 1922 by New York State 
for the care of the alien insane in her State hospitals only. This 
excludes the municipal and private institutions. It includes only the 
insane. It does not take into account the cost of maintaining other 
types of inadequates—the feeble-minded, the criminalistic, and the 
like—and this is for New York State only, the most populous and 
richest out of 48. The point is that if the same amount of money 
which New York State expends on her foreign-born insane could be 
used by the whole Nation to perfect the selection of immigrants in 
our immigration service, a much more thorough selection, in refer- 
ence to all defects, could be secured. The second point is that whereas 
the Nation possesses the authority and the responsibility for saying 
who may and who may not enter the United States, it deyolves upon 
the several State governments to maintain, at their own expense, any 
alien inadequates which need custodial care. If this continues, finally 
the States may ask permission to sue the Federal Government for re- 
Imbursement. 


In other words, we find 26.83 per cent of the population of 
New York furnishing in one year to the insane hospitals of 
New York 45.6 per cent of the first admissions. 

The thirty-fourth annual report of New York State shows 
that persons of foreign-born parentage represented 4,390 in- 
dividuals, or 62.6 per cent, of the total admissions. 

The following table, found on page 1322 of these hearings, 
justifies beyond question the proposed measure: 

State institutions for the insane—Nalire-born, foreign-born, and negro 


inmates in the insane institutions of tiwo Northern and tico Southern 
States 


MICHIGAN 
r me eee 
Native born, native parentage- 1, 670, 447 | 
oreign 8E 726, 635 


ahi a institutions for the insane—Native-born, 
mates in t 


oreign-born, and negra 
the insane institutions of tiwo Noi hern and two Southern 
Bates Continued 


Deere new native parentage 041,724 


Foreign born 44, 871 
TT 700, 257 
VIRGINIA 
A 
Native born, native parentage. I, 534, 494 
Foreign born 
No 


Now, there might be some excuse for insanity, but surely 
none for crime. The following table, found on page 1323 of 
these hearings, make imperative the enactment of the pending 
bill: 

State institutions for the criminalistico—Native-born, foreign-born, and 


negro inmates in the criminalistic institutions of two Northern and 
two Southern States 


Michigan: Total 13, 668, 412 100.00 | 1,965 


Native born, native parentage_'1, 670,447 | 45.54 | 1,190 
Foreign born "726,635 | 19.81 365 
60, 082 1.6 289 
10,385,227 | 100.00 | 5,812 
668,266 35. 32 3,015 
7 — 26.83 | 1,937 
198, 483 1.91 
1,789, 509 


941,724 
44, 871 
700, 257 | 


52.36 
2.49 
38. 94 


100. 00 
7 8 

1.33 
20.88 


In the hearings before this same 


committee of the 
seventh Congress, Serial 7-C, page 751, Doctor Laughlin has the 
following to say with reference to the cost of native and alien 
institutional inmates : 


Sixty- 


Doctor LavGHLIN, The last complete survey of State expenditures for 
custodial institutions was one which I made for the Bureau of the 
Census on expenditures for the year 1916. We find that, on the aver- 
age, in that year the several States spent 17.3 per cent of all of their 
State government expenditures in maintaining State custodial institu- 
tions for the socially inadequate. This per cent varied from 30.5 in 
Massachusetts, 5.4 in Alabama, and 3.5 per cent in the District of 
Columbia. The total State expenditures for maintaining the State 
custodial institutions in 1916 was $75,203,239. Prices and costs, both 
of private living and-of State government, have increased greatly 
since 1916. We do not know what a new survey would show in 
actual money—doubtless not less than $100,000,000. But, with the 
best figures we have, if we maintain the percentage relations of 1916, 
we find that the States are expending 17.3 per cent of their total 
expenditures on custodial institutions. At present 20.63 per cent of 
these inmates are foreign born. If, therefore, it costs on the average 
the same to maintain an alien as a native in a custodial institution, 
then we would find the several State governments expending on the 
average 3.57 per cent of their expenditures for all purposes in main- 
taining aliens in State institutions, 
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The percentage of alien stock—that is, the persons of foreign birth 
and those with one or both parents of foreign birth—who were found 
in custodial institutions by our present survey amounted to 44.09 per 
cent of the whole institutional population. These persons are gen- 
erally designated as foreign stock. On the same plan of reasoning we 
find that the foreign stock in State custodial institutions—excluding 
the municipal and private institutions of all sorts—is costing the sev- 
eral State governments 7.63 per cent of all their expenditures for all 
purposes. 


Now, gentlemen, in the face of these facts surely nothing 
else need be said to demonstrate the necessity of more stringent 
measures to cope with conditions confronting us. 

Our country might be likened unto our household. It is ours 
to invite whom we please, but the invitation presupposes proper 
conduct on the part of our guests, whose every right to remain 
is forfeited forthwith on the slightest fnfraction. It is our 
duty to expel the unfit, the undesirable, the criminal. This 
bill provides the power. I urge your approyal. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, with most of the provisions of 
the deportation act (H. R. 11796) I am in utter accord. I do, 
however, register emphatic protest against the methods used in 
the enforcing of this bill. The Immigration Committee de- 
liberated two months thereon and yet only 40 minutes was 
allowed for debate among 435 Members and under suspension 
of rules we are not even allowed to offer an amendment. The 
bill is supposed to be, therefore, the acme of perfection and we 
are to be sandbagged and dragooned into taking it or leaving 
it. We are not even given the privilege of reading all the 
hearings on the bill, because the hearings have not as yet been 
completely printed. One rather suspects the provisions of a 
bill that is thus forced upon us with no opportunity for genuine 
reflection or debate. 

With few exceptions the bill is meritorious, and were it 
amended into a proper bill it would have my vote. 

I am opposed to those provisions of the bill now being con- 
sidered by this committee which provide for immediate de- 
portation of aliens who have been convicted more than once 
for any violation of or conspiracy to violate the Volstead Act. 
You seek to amend the previous law, which justly and properly 
provided that aliens should be deported if guilty of a commis- 
sion of a felony or other crime or misdemeanor involving moral 
turpitude. Moral turpitude, in my opinion, should be the sole 
test. Is a man guilty of moral turpitude if he violates the 
prohibition act? If so, then thousands upon thousands of citi- 
gens are thus branded. From general observations and judg- 
ing from the vast and increasing number of violations, de- 
tected and undetected, the whole country seems to thumb its 
nose at prohibition. 

It is not only aliens who are the worst offenders. American 
blue bloods are just as lawbreaking. Go to any department 
store or jewelry shop anywhere and ascertain the many silver 
flasks and cocktail shakers that are sold. You will find the 
demand and sale most enormous. The alien does not violate 
the law with such implements. 

Heretofore we have had percentage immigration and per- 
centage prohibition ; the two remained separate. Now they are 
to be joined in unholy wedlock. 

An alien bootlegger is about to fill an order for a bank 
president. En route to the banker's fashionable residence he 
is caught. The banker, who is as guilty as the bootlegger, is 
unwhipped of justice. His partner in crime, if this is his 
second offense, is deported... What of his wife and children 
who may be here? They remain behind to become public 
charges. Maybe the bank president will give them a few 
crumbs from his table. 

It is notorious that at banquets and social functions where 
so-called 100 per cent Americans foregather in habiliments 
known as full dress, cocktails inaugurate the festivities and 
champagne usually sets conyersation agoing. Aliens are con- 
spicuous by their absence at such lawbreaking parties. 

The “dry” farmer in Kansas can drink his hard cider un- 
molested, but the,newly arrived alien in New York City—let 
him make some wine in his home; it will go hard with him. 
Immediate deportation is what he faces for a second offense. 

The charge that aliens are the real prohibition offenders is 
silly drivel, Those caught, it is true, are perhaps mostly aliens, 
but only because they can not slip through the toils of the law 
as easily as the richer native. The prohibition law is like a 
cobweb. It catches the little flies, but the big ones break 
through. 

Drinking knows no creed, race, or color; it is all-encompass- 
ing. Drinking means buying, and buying means selling. It is 
also charged that the aliens do the selling; that also is bun- 
combe, But suppose it were true; who does the buying? Mostly 
citizens and natives. The one is as guilty as the other. Pun- 


ishment should be equal, otherwise you undermine the alien’s 
faith in our institutions and destroy every honest plan of so- 
called Americanization. Deportation of the seller and not the 
buyer means justice with scales unbalanced. 

Is it. net time to leave off harassing the alien? Should we 
not let them work out their own salvation with a little less 
drastic interference? It is claimed they do not Americanize 
fast enough, as though that process were an overnight affair. 
Americanization is an imperceptible change like the blending 
of dawn into day. It is not accomplished by strait-jacket 
methods, by dragooning and deportation. By such methods you 
make the alien timid and afraid and suspicious of you. Every 
time you pass this sort of law, in equal degree you rob the 
alien of his confidence in you. 

Some one has stated that the difficulty of Americanization 
is due to a lack of model. After whom should the alien pattern 
himself? Shall he fashion his life after Members of the House, 
the Senate, or the Immigration Committee—I wonder? 

Mark Twain said that “there is so much good in the worst 
of us and so much bad in the best of us that it ill behooves 
any of us to talk about the rest of us.” 

Thomas Huxley (Evolution and Ethics, p. 39) says: 


I sometimes wonder whether people who talk so freely about ex- 
tirpating the “ unfit” eyer dispassionately considered their own history. 
Surely one must be very “fit,” indeed, not to know of an occasion, 
or prehaps two, in one’s life when it would haye been only too easy 
to qualify for a place among the “ unfit.” 


Let us therefore, pause and think well before we at- 
tempt to extirpate by deportation the socalled “ unfit”; that 
is, violators of the Volstead Act. I am sure that many of us 
applying that test would find ourselves in the category of 
Lo un De 

We were told that when the immigration law of 1924 was 
passed that that law would totally solve the immigration prob- 
lem, The print of the statute is not yet dry and now we are 
told that further restrictions are necessary, and the alien is 
to be deported for violation of a law, which at best is unen- 
forceable because it lacks the respect of the majority of people, 
citizens and noncitizens alike, throughout the land. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Speaker, this is a bill 
that has been demanded by the people generally. It is not an 
unfair bill; it is carefully drawn, and I ask for a vote. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion to suspend 
the rules and pass the bill. 

Mr. SABATH and Mr. CAREW demanded the yeas and nays. 

The SPEAKER. All those in favor of ordering the yeas 
and nays will rise and stand until counted. [After counting.] 
Thirty Members have risen, not a sufficient number. 

Mr. SABATH. The other side, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair counted the other side, 
yeas and nays are refused. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I demand a division. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 213, noes 39. 

So two-thirds having voted in favor thereof the rules were 
suspended and the bill was passed. 


ENDOWMENT OF AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATIONS 


Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Speaker, I move to suspend the rules 
and pass the bill (H. R. 157) to authorize the more complete 
endowment of agricultural experiment stations, and for other 
purposes, as amended, which I send to the desk and ask to 
have read. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That for the more complefe endowment and main- 
tenance of agricultural experiment stations now established, or which 
may hereafter be established, in accordance with the act of Congress 
approved March 2, 1887, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated, 
in addition to the amounts now received by such agricultural experi- 
ment stations, the sum of $20,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1926; $30,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1927; $40,000 for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1928; $50,000 for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1929; $60,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1930; 
$60,000 for each fiscal year thereafter, to be paid to each State and 
Territory; and the Secretary of Agriculture shall include the addi- 
tional sums above authorized to be appropriated in the anrual esti- 
mates of the Department of Agriculture, or in a separate estimate, 
as he may deem best. The funds appropriated pursuant to this act 
shall be applied only to paying the necessary expenses of conducting 
investigations or making experiments bearing directly on the produe- 
tion, manufacture, preparation, use, distribution, and marketing of 
agricultural products, and including such scientific researches as have 
for their purpose the establishment and maintenance of a permanent 
and efficient agricultural industry, and such economic and sociological 
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investigations as have for their purpose the development and improve- 
ment of the rural home and rural life, and for printing and dissemi- 
nating the results of said researches. 

Sec. 2. That the sums hereby authorized to be appropriated to the 
States and Territories for the further endowment and support of 
agricultural experiment stations shall be annually paid in equal quar- 
terly payments on the Ist day of January, April, July, and October 
of each year by the Secretary of the Treasury upon a warrant of the 
Secretary of Agriculture out of the Treasury of the United States, 
to the treasurer or other officer duly appointed by the governing boards 
of such agricultural experiment stations to receive the same, and such 
officers shall be required to report to the Secretary of Agriculture on 
or before the Ist day of September of each year a detailed statement 
of the amount so received and of its disbursement on schedules pre- 
scribed by the Secretary of Agriculture. The grants of money author- 
ized by this act are made subject to legislative assent of the several 
States and Territories to the purpose of said grants: Provided, That 
payment of such installments ef the appropriation herein authorized 
to be made as shall become due to any State or Territory before the 
adjournment of the regular session of the legislature meeting next 
after the passage of this act shall be made upon the assent of the 
governor thereof duly certified by the Secretary of the Treasury. ` 

Sec. 8. That if any portion of the moneys received by the desig- 
nated officer of any State or Territory for the further and more com- 
plete endowment, support, and maintenance of agricultural experiment 
stations as provided in this act shall by any action or contingency be 
diminished or lost or be misapplied, it shall be replaced by said State 
or Territory to which it belongs, and until so replaced no subsequent 
appropriation shall be apportioned or paid to such State or Territory, 
and no portion of said moneys exceeding 10 per cent of each annual 
appropriation shall be applied directly or indirectly, under any pre- 
tense whatever, to the purchase, erection, preservation, or repair of 
any building or buildings or to the purchase or rental of land. It 
shall be the duty of each of the said stations annually, on or before 
the ist day of February, to make to the governor of the State or 
Territory in which it is located a full and detailed report of its opera- 
tions, including a statement of receipts and expenditures for the fiscal 
year next preceding, a copy of which report shall be sent to each of 
the said stations and the Secretary of Agriculture and to the Secretary 
of the Treasury of the United States. = 

Sec, 4. That on or before the Ist day of July in eacb year after 
the passage of this act the Secretary of Agriculture shall ascertain 
and certify to the Secretary of the Treasury as to each State and 
Territory whether it is complying with the provisions of this act 
and is entitled to receive its share of the annnal appropriations for 
agricultural experiment stations under this act and the amount which 
thereupon each is entitled, respectively, to receive. If the Secretary 
of Agriculture shall withbold from any State or Territory a certificate 
of its appropriation, the facts and reasons therefor shall be reported 
to the President and the amount involved shall be kept separate 
in the Treasury until the close of the next Congress in order that 
the State or Territory may, if it shall so desire, appeal to Congress 
from the determination of the Secretary of Agriculture. If the next 
Congress shall not direct such sum to be paid, it shall be covered 
into the Treasury. The Secretary of Agriculture is hereby charged 
with the proper administration of this law. 

Sec. 5. That the Secretary of Agriculture shall make an annual 
report to Congress on the receipts and expenditures and work of the 
agricultural experiment stations in all of the States and Territories, 
and also whether the appropriation of any State or Territory has, been 
withheld; and if so, the reason therefor. 

Sec. 6. That Congress mny at any time amend, suspend, or repeal 
any and all of the provisions of this act. 


Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Members of the House may have five legislative days in 
which to extend their remarks on this bill. 

The SPHAKER. The gentleman from Indiana asks unani- 
mous consent that the Members of the House may have five 
legislative days in which to extend their remarks on this bill. 
Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, 
I am sure it will be cheering news to the American farmer that 
the Sixty-eighth Congress has at last decided to do something 
for him besides sending him nice littie printed speeches full of 
sympathy and eloquent utterances bewailing his said plight 
and expressing the deep conviction that some one ought. to try 
to alleviate his sad condition. The farmer is fed up on sym- 
pathy and promises never meant to be kept when they were 
made. What the farmer wants is fewer printed speeches and 
more action. 

It is well for us to recall that the failure of this Congress to 
enact intelligent and economically sound legislation for the 
relief of agriculture is because the administration itself has 
had no definite objective in this respect and consequently has 


not been able to lay before the legislative branch of the Govern- 

ment any plan of relief. 

8 aoe — ye N 5 he addressed Congress on December 6. 
„ a e of the Sixty-eighth Congress, made this 

illuminating observation— 


Simple and direct methods put into operation by the farmer himself 
are the only real sources for restoration. 


In other words, Mr. Farmer, pick yourself up by your boot 
straps and jump out of the mess you find yourself in. And 
yet again in the same message— 


No complicated scheme of relief, no plan for Government fixing of 
prices, no resort to the Public Treasury will be of any permanent value 
in establishing agriculture. 


And yet, right in the teeth of this presidential utterance 
the steering committee of the Republican party brings out 
the McNary-Haugen price-fixing monstrosity, that would have, 
if enacted, destroyed the very class of people it sought to bene- 
fit; brought to us with the understanding we should pass that 
or nothing, well knowing that had it gotten through both 
branches of Congress it would have promptly received the 
presidential veto. 

So Mr. Speaker, I feel justified in reiterating, the adminis- 
tration has had no plan or serious idea of trying to help the 
farmer. 

Again, when we met here on December 3, 1924, for the second 
session of the Sixty-eighth Congress, after the elections, and 
received the message of the President, we find the remarkable 
statement from the Chief Executive: 


No more important development has taken place in the last year 
than the beginning of a restoration of agriculture to a prosperous con- 
dition. Every business has its risks and its times of depression. It 
is well known that In the long run there will be more even prosperity 
and a more satisfactory range of prices under the natural working out 
of economic laws than when the Government undertakes the artificial 
support of markets and industries. 


I do not mean, Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, to 
be unduly partisan in my remarks upon the subject; however, 
the Republican Party is the party in power. They have been 
given the right to govern, and with the right to govern comes 
the duty to govern, and upon them falls the responsibility of 
answering to the farmers of America for a failure to initiate 
and enact wholesome legislation for their relief. 

The President’s assurance of December 6, 1928, that the 
farmer must help himself, and his observation a year later that 
agriculture was now restored, will net be accepted by the 
farmer and his friend. Indeed, even so distinguished a 
champion of the President and his party as Col. George Har- 
vey, in a flaming editorial on February 5, last, in the Washing- 
ton Post, sounds a note of warning to the administration: 


To Republicans tn Congress: 

The Republican President and the Republican majority in Congress 
were elected largely by farmer votes on the pledge that the Republican 
Party, if returned to power, would work for the relief of American 
agriculture, The specific pledge in the Republican platform of 1924 
was as follows: 


“In dealing with agriculture, the Republican Party recognizes 
that we are faced with a fundamental national problem, and that 
the prosperity and welfare of the Nation as a whole is dependent 
upon the prosperity and welfare of our agricultural popula- 
tion. * 4 > 

“The Republican Party pledges itself to the development and 
enactment of measures which will place the agricultural interests 
of America on a basis of economic equality with other industry 
to insure its prosperity and success.” 


The Republican President immediately after his election on this 
platform proceeded to work out plans for the relief of agriculture. 
He appointed a committee of agricultural specialists, who have re- 
ported comprehensive and practical recommendations for legislation. 

Now the steering committee of Congress, consisting of a majority 
of Republicans, haye advised the President that it is “impracticable” 
to push throngh farm legislation at this session of Congress. They 
point to many other measures as entitled to priority—such measures 
as the German commercial treaty, the Isle of Pines treaty, the Bursum 
measure for the retirement of disabled emergency officers, the $75,000,- 
000 good roads bill. 

The bill relating to prohibition enforeement, the bill authorizing the 
reduction of interest rates on Government loans to railroads, the civil 
service retirement bill, the bill for enlarging the Naval Reserve, the 
national banking bill, the Brookhart game refuge bill, the bill reorganiz- 
ing Government departments, the French spoliation claims, and the 
Wadsworth amendment providing that constitutional amendments shall 
be ratified by the people instead of legislatures. 
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The steering committee of the House had advised the President, it 
is said, that it is “impossible” to enact agricultural relief bills in 
view of the pressure for the enactment of the foregoing measures and 
for the passage of the usual appropriation bills. What are the Re- 
publicans in Congress thinking of? Are they anxious to lose the 
elections in 1926? Are they eager to be thrown out of office to make 
room for a Democratic majority? 

They could not adopt a better plan for this purpose than to violate 
their pledge to the American farmers. It is not necessary to pass 
laws embodying all the suggestions of the Agricultural Commission. 
The commission did not expect such action. But the commission made 
certain simple and specific recommendations, and President Coolidge 
has approved them and asked Congress to enact them into law. If 
Congress at this session turns its back upon the farmers of this 
country, Mr. Coolidge will not be to blame. The record will stand 
clear, Every Republican in authority in Congress who has ignored the 
pledge of 1924 will be a marked man in 1926. Are you anxious to be 
defeated in 1926, Chairman SNELL of the Rules Committee? Are you 
seeking retirement, members of the steering committees of the House 
and Senate? Very well, you may be accommodated two years hence 
if you deliberately flout the farmers of the United States. 

The Agricultural Commission recommends that a Government com- 
mission be created to facilitate and encourage cooperative marketing 
in agricultural products, That could be accomplished by Congress 
in one day. It would proye to agriculturists that the Republican 
majority are in sympathy with agriculture and are trying to keep 
their pledge to place it npon a basis of economic equality with other 
industries. The Agricultural Commission recommends that steps be 
taken to readjust freight rates on agricultural products. That could 
be directed by Congress without debate. 

It would show that the party in power is not a liar when it makes 
platform pledges to the farmer. Do the Republicans in Congress think 
the farmers of the United States are fools, to be gulled by campaign 
promises and then to submit to a betrayal of pledges without retalia- 
tion? The President asks Congress to keep faith with agriculture, 
representing 30,000,000 Americans. The party in power in Congress 
has an opportunity to keep faith. If it does not do so, it need not 
expect and will not deserve to remain in power, 


Pretty rough words, Mr. Speaker, and of more significance 
when coming from so, distinguished a Member of the party in 
power. 

But, Mr. Speaker, I did not rise to consume the time of the 
House in a general discussion of the agricultural situation in 
general, but rather to give my hearty indorsement to the bill 
under consideration, known as the Purnell bill (H. R. 2243), 
introduced and sponsored by my good friend from Indiana, 
FRED PuRNELL. 

Now, I realize that when you tackle the problem of giving 
governmental aid to the farmer in a manner that is eco- 
nomically sound you are up against a big proposition, but here 
in this bill is at least one way that the Government can help 
agriculture and not run up against fundamental objections. 
This bill has for its purpose the more “complete endowment of 
agricultural experiment stations,” and so forth. 

I wish to incorporate here as a part of my remarks portions 
of a brief in favor of the Purnell bill prepared by a special 
committee of the experiment station section of the Association 
of Land-Grant Colleges. Analyzing the bill, the brief makes 
this observation: 


What the Purnell pill provides: 

(a) It broadens the scope of the Federal experiment stations so as 
to make provision for the newer lines of work which have become im- 
portant since the Hatch and Adams Acts were passed. These acts 
contemplated investigations primarily in the fields of production. Their 
language emphasizes this responsibility. With the development of agri- 
culture new fields have opened in which the demand for reliable knowl- 
edge, based on research, is insistent. Chief among these are the farm- 
ers’ economic problems, Including questions of farm management, grad- 
ing and standardization, transportation, storage, marketing of farm 
products, and financing agricultural enterprises; the wide and varied 
fields of home economics; and the intricate social probtems of conntry 
life. There are physiological and pathological, as well as economic, 
problems involved in the storage, handling, and transportation of fruits 
and vegetables which strike at the very base of our ability to prevent 
waste and Josses. If the American farmer is to prosper and meet the 
world competition, he must be enabled to lower the costs of producing 
and of marketing bis products. The whole Nation is interested in this 
necomplishment. In addition, new problems in production haye arisen, 
The language of the Purnell bill better defines and broadens the range 
of activities of the Federal experiment stations. 

(b) It increases the funds available to the experiment stations. 
Beginning with $15,000 a year to each State, there is an annual incre- 
ment by $10,000 each year until at maturity the bill authorizes $85,000 


to each State. In other words, beginning with $720,000 the first 
year for the entire country, the total appropriation at the end of seven 
years is $4,080,000. 

This increase is necessitated for the following reasons: (1) The 
existing funds for research are totally inadequate for the needs. The 
Federal endowments for resident teaching and extension have attained 
large figures and resulted in the development of large staffs of workers 
for these purposes, the enrollments of students in the colleges have 
mounted rapidly since the institutions were established, and the coop- 
erative extension service has multiplied the demands on the institu- 
tions for information and service. The facilities and the demands in 
the fields of resident teaching and extension have far outrun the 
facilities for research and have left the latter crippled and dispropor- 
tionately small. The $30,000 of Federal money now going annually 
to the States under the Hatch and Adams Acts represents but a frag- 
ment of the moneys needed to meet the requirements of the present 
day. 

(2) The purchasing power of money has so greatly diminished that 
the $30,000 of Fedcral funds now available to each State will do vastly 
less work than when these laws were passed. 

(3) For 13 years the Federal Government has not added to its con- 
tributions to the agricultural experiment stations. These haye been 
the years of most rapid advance in agriculture and the very greatest 
demands on the institutions. The calls on the experiment stations are 
steadily increasing and this must inevitably continue as the cumulative 
result of all the other service, 2 

(4) The appropriations under the Hatch and Adams Acts are inade- 
quate for keeping pace with the needs in old-established lines, while 
the newer problems in production, rural economics, home economics, 
and the social problems are demanding exhaustive research work. 


Speaking of the need for the legislation the brief continues: 


Why additional Federal aid is sought: 

(a) The Federal experiment stations are creatures of the National 
Government, Congress has provided no additional funds to strengthen 
them during the last 13 years, 

(b) The Isnd-grant colleges and the agricultural extension services, 
which are now making overwhelming demands on the experiment 
stations, have been largely promoted by Federal acts, and additional 
Federal support is needed to develop the basic research agencies Co- 
ordinately. 

(e) Agricultural research is of nation-wide value. Its results are 
not restricted to State lines. The whole Nation is interested in and 
benefited by whatever results may be obtained from scientific investiga- 
tions in agriculture in any State. 

(d) Agricultural research strengthens the economic basis of the 
Nation. 

(e) Modern commerce introduces new insect pests and plant and 
animal diseases which are seriously inimical to the agriculture of 
America. Means of discovery and control should be provided by the 
National Government. 

(f) It is peculiarly important that in research, which for many 
problems is a long-time process, there should be assurances of long- 
continued uninterrupted maintenance. The Federal grants to the 
land-grant colleges have all the effects of permanent endowments and 
give a stability to the work, which is of first importance, thus making 
them the proper agencies through which research in agriculture and 
home economics should be directed. 


Mr. Speaker, in 1888 there was organized in the State of 
Virginia the Virginia Agricultural Experiment Station at 
Blacksburg, Va. This station, in charge of a corps of highly 
trained experts, has been of an invaluable service to the farmers 
of our State. It has been in continual operation since that 
time, and has contributed in very substantial ways to the ad- 
yancement of agriculture in the State. 

Among the first agricultural problems which this experiment 
station undertook to consider was the use of commercial fer- 
tilizers to improve crop production and to increase soil fer- 
tility. This station has conducted work on this general prob- 
lem up to the present time. Many bulletins and reports on 
this subject have been published and are now available to 
Virginia farmers. The facts thus acquired by investigations 
and research haye gradually been incorporated in current farm 
practices in the State. These facts have enabled farmers to 
use fertilizer much more efficiently. In 1920 farmers in Vir- 
ginia bought nearly one-half million tons of commercial ferti- 
lizers, at a cost around $20,000,000. The experimental infor- 
mation furnished farmers by this station enabled them to use 
this fertilizer with at least 10 per cent more efficiency than 
they otherwise might have done, and I confidently believe that 
the gain is far greater than this figure. It may readily be seen 
that the annual value of this line of investigation means very 
much to the farmer. 

A few years ago diseases known as “wildfire” and “black 
fire” appeared in very destructive proportions in the tobacco 
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fields of Virginia. Tobacco is the leading cash crop grown in 
Virginia. ‘This crop annually returns to Virginia farmers 
$25,000,000 to $40,000,000. In the year 1919 two diseases to 
which I refer above damaged the tobacco in the State to the 
extent of from $4,000,000 to $5,000,000, This experiment sta- 
tion immediately started an investigation and experiments 
with these diseases, studied out the life history of the germs 
which caused the diseases, and worked out a practical method 
by which these diseases might be very largely avoided. This 
controlling measure is now being employed by a great majority 
of the tobacco growers in the State. This experimental work 
has great economical value to the State. 

I might cite a great many other cases showing how this ex- 
periment station has been of practical service to farmers, 
fruit growers, livestock raisers, and other agricultural groups 
of Virginia. I may say that heretofore the work of the ex- 
periment station has dealt largely with problems that affected 
production; in more recent years we have all come to realize 
the need of definite and authentic data bearing upon the 
economic side of farming. We have come to realize that the 
production of crops is only the first step in successful farm- 
ing. Business methods and business principles must be em- 
ployed in the game if our farmers are to realize the satisfac- 
tion which their efforts should rightly bring. Within the last 
two or three years this station has made a few investigations 
in the line of agricultural economics. In the summer of 1923 
they made a survey of 300 tobacco farms in Virginia, with the 
view of making a business analysis of all operations and enter- 
prises on these farms, and with the view of finding out facts 
which would enable tobacco farmers in the State to better or- 
ganize their farm enterprises on the basis of cost, gross returns, 
and net returns per farm as brought out in this survey. 

In 1924 they made an investigation of Roanoke City and its 
contiguous farm-trade territory with the view of showing the 
sources of all farm products consumed in the industrial city 
of Roanoke, the sources from which these farm products came, 
with the view of showing famers in the counties adjacent to 
Roanoke how they might utilize their local market. Informa- 
tion on this survey is now available to farmers and consumers 
in the State. 

They began some studies last summer relative to the beef-cattle 
industry in southwest Virginia. Blue grass in the limestone 
valleys of the State constitutes one of the great and important 
natural agricultural resources of the State. The only way 
that our farmers can realize the natural resource is by pastur- 
ing livestock on the blue grass. 

It is a well-known fact that cattle raisers in this territory 
have experienced hard times within recent years.. It is desir- 
able to ascertain the facts underlying the current practices in 
finishing beef cattle on grass with the view of showing farmers 
the various elements of cost which enter into the business and 
with the view of being able to advise them how to better re- 
adjust their farm enterprises. This is a large problem in agri- 
cultural economics and a satisfactory solution will require a 
great deal of thorough investigation. 

The Purnell bill specifically provides for investigations and 
researches in agricultural economics, country life, and home 
economics. If the Purnell bill is passed, this experiment sta- 
tion will be enabled to proceed much faster and much more 
thoroughly along these lines. The State of Virginia is now put- 
ting into agricultural experiments and research approximately 
three dollars for each one that is put into this work by the 
Federal Government. That ratio, on the average, holds true 
throughout the United States. I believe it is an opportune time 
for the Federal Government to increase its support to the State 
agricultural experiment stations. The additional funds pro- 
vided for in this bill will be used, I am sure, with faithfulness 
to the public interest, and these funds will enable the station 
to increase their services to agriculture, and this will not only 
be an important step in relieving the present depressed situa- 
tion in which agriculture is now found, but it will prove to be 
a means of permanent and continuing benefit to our farmers, 
and it could easily be demonstrated that the benefit from such 
work is applicable to people in cities and towns just as much 
so as it is to farmers, 

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Speaker, on January 28, President 
Coolidge transmitted to the Congress of the United States the 
preliminary report of the agricultural conference which he 
recently called for the purpose of considering the agricultural 
situation. This preliminary report makes a number of recom- 
mendations for agricultural legislation to be considered at the 
present session of Congress. Among these recommendations 


is the following with reference to Federal aid for State experi- 
ment stations. I quote from the report: 


The Federal Government has established a great fact-finding agency 
for agriculture consisting in part of the research work of the United 
States Department of Agriculture and in part of the State agricultural 
experiment stations. The latter are located in each of the States in 
order that there may be “due regard to the varying needs of agricul- 
ture” in the various parts of the country and that they may be in 
close contact with the agricultural teaching agencies of the several 
States. There has been no increase in Federal appropriations to these 
stations since 1909, during which time the purchasing power of money 
bas declined so that these funds will now support much less research 
work than when they were first provided. Further, at the time these 
funds were appropriated, their use was limited to the study of prob- 
lems of production which were then the major problems of agricul- 
ture, None of the Federal funds for the support of the State experi- 
ment stations can bè used for work in agricultural economics, rural 
social problems, or home economics, which are now such all-important 
parts of agricultural business and farm life. 

It is of utmost importance that knowledge concerning the business 
and social aspects of agriculture keep pace with that concerning its 
production problems if a well-balanced agricultural program is to be 
maintained. Hence the fact-finding research agencies for agriculture 
should now be given financial support to permit them to take up this 
new field of investigations. H. R. 157 authorizes Congress to make 
additional appropriations for this purpose under conditions and limita- 
tions which the experience of nearly 40 years show to be sound and 
practical to meet the desired end. 

The conference therefore recommends the passage of H. R. 157, 
to authorize Congress to provide inereased Federal aid for research 
in agricultural economics, rural sociology, and home economics at 
the State agricultural experiment stations, and suggests that the sums 
to be appropriated to each station in compliance with the act be fixed 
at $20,000 for the year ending June 30, 1926; $30,000 for the year 
ending Jone 30, 1927; $40,000 for the year ending June 30, 1928; 
$50,000 for the year ending June 30, 1929; and $60,000 annually 
thereafter, 


The amendments which I have sent to the Clerk’s desk are 
in conformity with the above report and carry the same au- 
thorizations as recommended by the President’s agricultural 
conference, I am pleased to add that this bill comes before 
the House with the unanimous indorsement of the Committee 
on Agriculture. It has the indorsement, as far as I know, of 
all the leading farm organizations of the United States. Prac- 
tically every farm paper in the country has at some time or 
other since the introduction of this bill commented favorably 
upon it. In addition, the agricultural commission of the 
American Bankers’ Association has indorsed the bill in the 
strongest possible language, with the statement that— 


There is nothing that will contribute more to the permanent solu- 
tion of our agricultural problems than this increase for research 
worn . 7 


I may also add that these indorsements and recommenda- 
tions were given the bill as originally introduced and for 
greater amounts than are proposed by the agricultural confer- 
ence and set out in the amendments now offered. 

The purpose of this bill is to authorize the more complete 
endowment of agricultural experiment stations. As is more spe- 
cifically set out in section 1 of the bill, the funds authorized to 
be appropriated hereby shall be applied only to paying the nec- 
essary expenses of conducting investigations or making ex- 
periments bearing directly on the production, manufacture, 
preparation, use, distribution, and marketing of agricultural 
products, and including such scientific researches as have for 
their purpose the establishment and maintenance of a perma- 
nent and efficient agricultural industry and such economic and 
sociological investigations as have for their purpose the devel- 
opment and improvement of the rural home and rural life, 
and for printing and disseminating the result of said re- 
searches. 

Among the most immediately valuable, far-reaching, and 
permanently productive Investments which the National Gov- 
ernment can make in the interests of all the people is to 
increase its grants for agricultural experimentation and re- 
search. The Government is committed to the policy of helping 
the States to develop agriculture through (a) collegiate in- 
struction; (b) agricultural extension; and (e) agricultural 
research. : 

(a) The Morrill, or land grant act of 1862 provided for 
the establishment of at least one college in each State in 
which, as the act prescribes: 


The leading object shall be, without excluding other scientific and 
classical subjects and including military tactics, to teach such branches 
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of learning as are related to agriculture and the mechanie arts 
* * * in order to promote the liberal and practical education of 
the industrial classes in the several pursuits and professions in life, 


From the sales of the public grants of land there is now 
available as a permanent principal approximately $14,000,000, 
yielding an annual interest of approximately $1,000,000 for the 
operating funds of these land-grant colleges. (The several 
States annually appropriate more than $40,000,000 additional 
funds for the maintenance of these institutions.) 

By the seeond Morrill Act of 1890 and the Nelson amend- 
ment of 1907 the Federal Government makes available for the 
further endowment of the land-grant colleges $50,000 annually 
to each State, or a total of $2,500,000 for all the States. 

Under the Morrill Act, the second Morrill Act, and the Nel- 
son amendment combined, there is now available annually 
$3,500,000 of Federal funds for the maintenance of resident 
instruction at the land-grant colleges. 

(b) Under the Lever Act for the establishment of coopera- 
tive extension service in agriculture and home economies: be- 
tween the United States Department of Agriculture and the 
land-grant colleges, and including some special appropriations 
directly to the Department of Agriculture for this purpose, the 
Federal Government contributes annually approximately 
$6,730,000. To this amount there was added by State and local 
appropriations within the States the sum of approximately 
$11,750,000 for the year 1922. 

(e) By the Hatch Act of 1887 and the Adams Act of 1906, 
each carrying since maturity $15,000 annually to each State, 
the Federal Government is now appropriating annually $1,440,- 
000 for the maintenance of Federal agricultural experiment 
stations created in connection with the land-grant colleges. 

Research is the foundation on which the entire superstruc- 
ture of resident teaching and agricultural extension service 
must rest. These latter services depend for their vitality, their 
“ worthwhileness,” and soundness on our ability to make prog- 
ress in the discovery of new facts and their utilization in the 
solution of pressing problems in the field of agriculture. The pres- 
ent research foundation is wholly inadequate for the load it 
must bear. This is made doubly evident when it is recognized 
that research is generally the most exacting, most expensive, 
the most time-consuming of the three lines of effort. -An ade- 
quate and far-sighted public policy dictates that it should be 
more generously supported in order that progress in knowledge 
may be kept in advance of the demands in utilization. 

This bill broadens the scope of Federal experiment stations 
so as to make provision for the newer lines of work which have 
become important since the Hatch and Adams Acts were passed. 
These acts contemplated investigations primarily in the fields 
of production. Their language emphasizes this responsibility. 
With the development of agriculture new fields have opened in 
which the demand for reliable knowledge, based on research, is 
insistent. Chief among these are the farmers’ economic prob- 
lems, including questions of farm management, grading and 
standardization, transportation, storage, marketing of farm 
products, and financing agricultural enterprises; the wide and 
varied fields of home economics; and the intricate social prob- 
lems of country life. There are physiological and pathological, 
us well as economic, problems involved in the storage, handling, 
and transportation of fruits and vegetables which strike at the 
very base of our ability to prevent waste and losses. If the 
American farmer is to prosper and meet the world competition, 
he must be enabled to lower the costs of producing and of 
marketing his products. The whole Nation is interested in this 
accomplishment. In addition, new problems in production have 
arisen. The language of the bill better defines and broadens 
the range of activities of the Federal experiment stations. 

The increase authorized by this bill is necessitated for the 
following reasons: The existing funds for research are totally 
inadequate for the needs. The Federal endowments for resident 
teaching and extension have attained large figures and resulted 
in the development of large staffs of workers for these pur- 
poses; the enrollments of students in the colleges have mounted 
rapidly since the institutions were established; and the cooper- 
ative extension service has multiplied the demands on the insti- 
tutions for information and service. The facilities and the 
demands in the fields of resident teaching and extension have 
far outrun the facilities for research and have left the latter 
crippled and disproportionately small. The $30,000 of Federal 
money now going annually to the States under the Hatch and 
Adams Acts represents but a fragment of the moneys needed to 
meet the requirements of the present date. 

The purchasing power of money has so greatly diminished 
that the $30,000 of Federal funds now available to each State 
will do vastly less work than when these laws were passed. 


| contributions to the agricultural experiment stations. 


For 14 years the Federal Government has not added to its 
These 
have been the years of most rapid advance in agriculture 
and the very greatest demands on the institutions. The calls 
on the experiment stations are steadily increasing and this 
must inevitably continue as the cumulative result of all the 
other service. 

The appropriations under the Hateh and Adams Acts are 
inadequate for keeping pace with the needs in old-established 
lines, while the newer problems in production, rural econom- 
ies, home economics, and the social problems are demanding 
exhaustive research work. 

In the earlier years of the experiment stations it has been 
possible to deal with the more apparent and more readily 
solvable problems. We have in a sense skimmed the surface, 
It is now necessary to go deeper. Many of the newer prob- 
lems require more elaborate and more varied equipment and 
much more time, 

It provides equal aid to all the States irrespective of size or 
population. This is justified because the results of research 
are in no sense confined to State lines, but are likely to be 
valuable any place throughout the country where similar con- 
ditions obtain. The smallest State may be able to administer 
research to the same degree as the largest and with equal 
value from the national standpoint. 

The bill provides adequate Federal supervision to insure 
the expenditure of the funds for the purposes indicated and to 
avoid unnecessary and undesirable duplication among the sta- 
tions, The Secretary of Agriculture is given identical powers 
of supervision and control as he now has under the Hatch 
and Adams Acts, Thirty-seven years of experience under 
these acts has shown this degree of supervision to be desir- 
able, adequate, and to meet every requirement of the work. 

Through supervision by the Secretary of Agriculture, the, 
filing of research projects with him, the publication and inter- 
change of bulletins and reports by and among the States, 
the widespread use of the Experiment. Station Record in 
which are recorded the results of research on specific prob- 
lems in all parts of the world, the maintenance of a joint 
committee on projects and correlation of research between the 
land-grant. colleges and the United States Department of 
Agriculture, and the frequent conferences of workers, there 
is abundant provision to keep all workers fullx informed on 
experiments under way at other stations and in the United 
States Department of Agriculture, and thus to eliminate un- 
desirable duplication on the one hand and to promote coop- 
eration and coordination on the other. 

The investigator is interested solely in the diseovery of new 
facts and the extension of the boundaries of knowledge. He 
seeks to take advantage of the progress made by all other in- 
vestigators and to avoid repeating their work, except where 
local conditions make this desirable in order to test their local 
application or verify their conclusions, 

The bill H. R. 157 introduces no new principle whatever 
and follows closely the language of the Hatch and Adam Acts, 
which has been fully tested by experience. It differs from 
these acts only by extending the language to include new fields, 
which are an essential part of the experiment stations, and by 
increasing the funds. 

Let me suggest a few reasons why additional Federal aid is 
needed : 

The Federal experiment stations are creatures of the Na- 
tional Government. Congress has provided no additional funds 
to strengthen them during the last 14 years, 

The land-grant colleges and the agricultural extension sery- 
ices, which are now making overwhelming demands on the ex- 
periment stations, have been largely promoted by Federal acts, 
and additional Federal support is needed to develop the basic 
research agencies coordinately. ` 

Agricultural research is of nation-wide value. Its results are 
not restricted to State lines. The whole Nation is interested 
in and benefited by whatever results may be obtained from 
scientific investigations in agriculture in any State. 

Be ait cian research strengthens the economie basis of the 
ation. . 
Modern commerce introduces new insect pests and plant and 

animal diseases which are seriously inimical to the agricuiture 

of America. Means of discovery and control should be provided 
by the National Government. 

It is peculiarly important that in research, which for many 
problems is a long-time process, there should be assurance of 
long-continued, uninterrupted maintenance. The Federal grants 
to the land-grant colleges have all the effects of permanent 
endowments and give a stability to the work which is of first 
importance, thus making them the proper agencies through 
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which research in agriculture and home economics should be 
directed. 

It has been suggested by some that the bill provides no State 
offset. This is true. The bill introduces no new principle with 
respect to the experiment stations. Congress has already estab- 
lished the policy of making all appropriations for work to be 
done directly at the land-grant colleges without a compulsory 
offset provision, as witness the Morrill Act, the second Morrill 
Act, the Hatch Act, the Adams Act, and the Nelson amendment. 

The States without the requirements of offset are now 
matching Federal appropriations for research $6 to $1. The 
total revenue reported by the experiment stations from all 
sources for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, was ap- 
proximately $10,000,000. This amount included $1,440,000 from 
Federal sources and $8,578,820 from the States. The stations 
in all the States received some State appropriation or allot- 
ment, the amount varying from a few thousand dollars up to 
Several hundred thousand. The leading States in the amount 
of revenue provided in addition to the Federal funds were 
as follows: 


. 26 
14 
78 


Oy Tt BRM SA es LR SE ee Sie 273, 795. 50 
SELES See Ate AES SR LESA 250, 763. 89 


Mentucky toh A T N, 258, 546. 62 


NGWJermeyss ne re eo en pea eke. 243, 853. 54 


As a member of the Committee on Agriculture I have heard 
every complaint and every remedy human ingenuity can de- 
vise. No body of men has ever given more careful or 
sympathetic consideration to any problem than has our Com- 
mittee on Agriculture given to America’s basic industry, agri- 
culture. We have become a nation of curbstone diagnosticians. 
I can remember as a boy how every old grandmother could 
prescribe for any ill. The same is true to-day except our 
self-appointed doctors have taken in more territory and are 
now prepared to suggest cures for economic ills as well as 
physical ailments. We have learned that there is really very 
little we can do by legislation. We can no more legislate 
prosperity than we can legislate economy or morality into the 
people 

The solution does not lie in that direction. It lies through 
the already established but under-finunced experiment stations. 
How strange it is that after finding the best means of develop- 
ing the agriculture of our country we should all but abandon 
it. The United States is acknowledged to have the finest system 
of experiment stations in the world, but it is not making the 
best and most profitable use of these working plants at present 
because of failure to provide the necessary means. This is 
the opinion of experts and is concurred in by those in closest 
contact with the situation. Agricultural investigation has given 
so many striking evidences of its practical value that national 
attention is now being drawn to the weakened condition of the 
stations as a matter of vital interest. 

Although farming is the oldest occupation of man, it was one 
of the latest, if not the very latest, to accept the applications 
of science as the basis for progress, but as a result of it author- 
ities agree that more real progress has been made in agricul- 
ture in the past 60 years than in all the years that haye gone 
before. And more of this progress has come in the last half 
of this 60 years than in the previous half, which was preparing 
the way for it. 

The oldest experiment station in the world is less than 75 
years old. The earliest one in the United States was founded 
less than 50 years ago. But these and some dozen others that 
followed so far convinced the farmers and the public of their 
usefulness that in 1887 Congress provided for a national sys- 
tem of stations connected with the agricultural colleges. This 
yas only 37 years ago, 

A live system of agricuitural extension has been built up 
which is rapidly overtaking the supply of available information 
and presenting new questions to be answered. The problems 
are becoming more complex because the simpler things have 
been done. It is the larger and more difficult problem which 
the stations are now called upon to solve. 

The “moon” farmer is almost a thing of the past. Moon 
farming which began in the middle ages has had to give way 
because of the steady advance of science. Few farmers are left 
who plant crops or carry on other agricultural operations “in 


the dark of the moon.“ They now have the benefit of the latest 
research and inyestigation of the experiment stations and the 
Department of Agriculture, - 

The thoroughness and vastness of the work done by these 
experiment stations is so little known by the general public 
that a few facts may be of interest. 

The experiment stations are at this time carrying over 5,000 
projects, each of which is practically on an individual basis and 
must be considered separately in passing on its merits. Judged 
by past experience, it is not unreasonable to assume that among 
these projects now under consideration there are a great many, 
any one of which when completed will justify the entire Fed- 
eral appropriation for a single year. It is even possible that a 
single developed project may justify in dollars and cents every 
cent the Federal Government has spent upon experiment sta- 
tions from the day they were established. 

Time will not permit me to give as many illustrations as I 
should like of the benefits that have come from research work 
in agriculture since the passage of the Hatch Act. In fact, one 
can hardly select a list of illustrations without having many 
criticisms from agricultural workers for haying omitted some 
of the most important ones. 

Cotton is the most important agricultural export crop of this 
country and contributes a larger sum to our balance of trade 
than does any other one commodity. It is also used more ex- 
tensively than any other fiber for domestic fabrics. The 17 
States producing the bulk of this crop used in 1920 $250,000,000 
worth of commercial fertilizers, the great bulk of which was 
applied to cotton. Practicaliy all the knowledge that we have 
regarding the influence of fertilizer ingredients on farm crops, 
especially on cotton, has come from the experiment stations of 
these States. If we make the extremely modest assumption 
that there is a saving of 2 per cent in the cost of producing the 
cotton crop of the South, the total saving would be $5,000,000 
annually, which is more than would be required to meet the 
payments of H. R. 157 at maturity in all of the States. 

The Irish potato crop of the United States in 1920 was valued, 
according to census figures, at $461,778,000. The mere mention 
of this truck crop brings to mind many thoughts of the practical 
benefits of agricultural research work, such as the discovery of 
the formaldehyde treatment for the prevention of scab, efficient 
sprays for controlling the potato blight, poison for the potato 
beetle, and so forth. The utilization of this knowledge has many 
times resulted in the production of a profitable crop, where 
without it disaster to the farmer and high prices to the con- 
sumer for a short potato crop would have been inevitable. If we 
again make the very modest assumption that all this and other 
knowledge coming through research benefits the industry only 1 
per cent, the net result will be a greater saving than is required 
to meet the payments of this bill at maturity in all the States. 

Almost any specific illustration of the benefits accruing from 
the improvements made through breeding and selection of new 
strains of wheat, oats, or corn for a given region would incite 
the jealousy of regions not referred to. Everyone who is 
familiar with the agricultural history of the past quarter of 
a century can cite striking illustrations of increased yields 
of grains resulting from experimental breeding and selection, 
the net value of which would amount to enough in a single 
State every year to pay the appropriations of this bill for all 
the States. 

A number of new crops have been introduced and established 
by the experiment stations, the United States Department of 
Agriculture cooperating. The velvet bean may be taken as an 
illustration of a recent introduction into the Southern States. 
The Gulf and South Atlantic States had in 1920 more than 
1,000,000 acres of velvet beans, the seed of which was valued 
at $20,000,000. This gives no estimate of the amount used for 
hay. Sections of coastal plain areas that were comparatively 
unproductive before the advent of the velvet bean are now 
producing from 30 to 40 bushels of corn per acre in rotation 
with velvet beans. The expansion of our knowledge of how to 
grow alfalfa and other legumes through liming and inoculation 
where they could not be grown before has been equivalent to 
the introduction of new staple crops in large areas of the 
United States where dairying is a leading industry, and con- 
sequently where these legumes are of very great importance. 
The value of this work alone is equal to many times the amount 
that the bill calis for for enlargement of agricultural re- 
search, 

The fruit industry in many portions of the United States 
would have been practically destroyed by insect pests and 
fungous diseases had it not been for the remedial measures 
developed by the experiment stations, The citrus crop of this 
country is dependent upon efficient fumigation and spraying. 
The crop of peaches, apples, and pears of the country for 1920 
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was valued at 8380,34, 000. If only 2 per cent of this value 
has, been conserved by measures developed for fighting insects 
and fungous diseases and for pruning, packing, and standardiz- 
ing the crops, the amount would represent a saving: of more 
than one and one-half times the amount called for by this bill 
for the enlargement of scientific research. 

As an illustration of the contributions that the experiment 
stations have made for the utilization of by-products from our 
field crops, I cite the following: Cottonseed meal is now almost 
universally fed in the dairy sections of the United States as 
a valuable part of feed rations for dairy cattle and beef cattle, 
and it is used extensively in the South as a fertilizer. Cotton- 
seed oil is a very important item of commerce in all sections 
of the country. The cottonseed meal and cottonseed oil from 
the crop of 1920 represents a value of $250,000,000.. When the 
experiment stations began their investigations of the pos- 
sibilities of utilizing cottonseed and oil they had no established 
commercial value. The by-products of other crops developed 
throngh experiment-station research are annually worth many 
millions of dollars. 

The experiment stations, in cooperation with the United 
States Department of Agriculture, have made some very valu- 
able contributions to our knowledge of animal diseases and 
means of preventing them. Hog cholera, tuberenlosis, anthrax, 
blackleg, milk fever, and so forth, all furnish striking illus- 
trations of the value of agricultural research. In 1920 there 


were on the farms $728,380,000 worth of hogs. If we make 


the extremely modest estimate that by the control of hog 
cholera and internal parasites and other diseases we have 
saved or lowered the cost of production 1 per cent on these 
animals, the annual saving would be more than $7,000,000. 

Among the mechanical devices that have been developed for 
advancing agricultural practice, a single illustration will serve 
our purpose: The Babcock machine, for testing the butterfat 
eontent of milk and cream, has put the dairy industry on a 
business basis that would otherwise have been impossible. 
The result of the tests in estimating the purchase price of 
milk and cream and in measuring the relative value of cows in 
the production of butterfat has been incaleulable. 

The eontributions of the agrieultural experiment stations of 
the United States to our knowledge of the composition of feed- 
stuffs and the practicability of balanced rations for all kinds 
of livestock, and how to secure the most economical results, 
can searcely be appraised, the figures would be so great. The 
proper apportionment of digestible nutrients and a knowledge 
of the composition and digestibility of American feed crops 
and by-products of the industrial enterprises utilizing farm 
crops has lowered the cost of production of the great staple 
products, such as milk, pork, and beef, to the extent of hun- 
dreds of millions of dollars annually, and yet this field of work 
is comparatively unexplored. 

The effects of the benefits of agricultural research are not 
limited in their application to agricultural products and to 
rural people. Who ean place a value on the protection from 
human infection of tuberculosis? Statistics show that a 
marked decrease in human: tuberculosis has followed the con- 
trol of tubercular infection among domestic animals, brought 
about by knowledge that has been gained largely through re- 
search by experiment stations and the United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. The attainments thus far in the control 
of malaria and the almost complete extermination of yellow 
fever, bubonic plague, and a number of other diseases that 
have exacted an enormous toll of human life, have indirectly 
resulted froin research work in the field of agriculture. When 
it was fully demonstrated that the Texas fever cattle tick 
seryed as a secondary host for the germ that produces the 
fever, and was the agent through which the disease was trans- 
mitted from one animal to another, a new conception of the 
transmission of disease was established, and the pathway was 
blazed for some advancements in human medicine that have 
been the most remarkable in all history. Our knowledge of 
serums and antitoxins have largely been built upon foundations 
laid in agricultural research. 

Illustrations might be multiplied almost indefinitely to show 
how wide the influence of research has been in every branch of 
agriculture. The farmers themselves can not solve the technical 
problems on which improved metheds and agricultural progress 
depend, and there is no other agency to solve them for them. 
The large vital questions are not restricted to State boundaries 
and the results apply over wide regions or often the whole 
country, 

Research underlies the entire system which has been built up 
in this country for agricultural teaching and extension. It is 
fundamental and absolutely essential to the growth of that 
system, for it is the only means for developing new information 


and iat pe it in practical methods. In view of this, the 
question a very pertinent one, whether this country can 
afford to prevent the experiment stations from growing by con- 
tinuing to withhold the necessary support. A system is no 
stronger than its weakest part, especially if that part is the 
foundation which sustains and supports it. 

The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded? 

There was no demand for a second. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on suspending the rules 
and passing the bill. 

The question was taken; and two-thirds having voted in the 
aflirmative, the rules were suspended, and the bill was passed. 

SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE FOR. EVENING SESSION 


The SPEAKER appointed Mr. CHINDBLOM to preside as 
Speaker pro tempore at the session to-night. 
APPOINTMENT OF TELLERS TO COUNT THE ELECTORAL VOTE 
The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints as tellers to count the 
electoral votes to-morrow Mr. WHITE of Kansas and Mr. 
JERFERS, 
LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to— 

Mr. McKeown, for to-day, on account of illness. 

Mr. Mares, at the request of Mr. CANrox, indefinitely, on 
account of illness. 

RECESS ‘ 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
stand in recess until 8 o’clock to-night. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o’clock and 19 
minutes p. m.) the House, under its previous order, stood in 
recess until § o’clock p. m. 


EVENING SESSION 


The recess having expired, at 8 o'clock p. m. the House was. 
called to order by the Speaker pro tempore, Mr. CHINDRLOx. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under the order previously en- 
tered, the House is in session for the consideration of bills on 
the Private Calendar unobjected to, starting where the last call 
concluded. 

Mr. EDMONDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all bills be considered in the House as in Committee of the 
Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania asks unanimous consent that all the bills be considered 
in the House as in Committee of the Whole. Is there objection? 

Mr. BLANTON. Reserving the right to object, and I shall 
not object, I want to call the gentleman’s attention to the fact 
that if he should get some of his colleagues riled up to-night 
it would take 218 Members for business, whereas if we go into 


Committee of the Whole it will only take 100. Has he thought 


about that? 

Mr. EDMONDS. Yes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the first 
bill on the calendar, 


FRANCIS KELLY 


The first business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 9846) for the relief of Francis Kelly. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the con- 
sideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That in the administration of the pension laws, 
Francis Kelly shall be held and considered to have been honorably dis- 
charged from the naval service of the United States as a chief ma- 
chinist’s mate on July 4, 1902: Provided, That no pension, bounty, or 
other allowance shall be held to have accrued prior to the passage of 
this act. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read the third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 


EDGAR WILLIAM MILLER 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (S. 
8170) for the relief of Edgar William Miller. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the con- 
sideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, eto That the President of the United , States, in his 
discretion, be, and he is hereby, authorized to appoint, by and with 
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the advice and consent of the Senate, Edgar William Miller, now a 
major in the Medical Corps, Regular Army, a lieutenant colonel of the 
Medical Corps, Regular Army, to take rank at the foot of the list of 
lieutenant colonels, Medical Corps: Provided, That no back pay or 
allowances shall accrue as a result of the passage of this act. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 


CHARLES JAMES ANDERSON 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
9112) for the relief of Commander Charles James Anderson, 
United States Naval Reserve Force. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the con- 
sideration of the bill? 

There was no objection, 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the President be, and he is hereby, au- 
thorized to place Commander Charles James Anderson, United States 
Naval Reserve Force, on the retired list with three-fourths of the 
pay of his grade. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 


CHARLES RITZEL 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 9228) for the relief of Charles Ritzel. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the con- 
sideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he 
is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $2,500 to Charles 
Ritzel, on account of the death of his son, Charles Ritzel, jr., who 
was scalded to death on December 15, 1904, while employed as boiler 
maker on board the U. S. S. Massachusetts, at League Island Navy 
Yard, Philadelphia, Pa. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 


DISPOSITION OF CERTAIN LANDS IN MINNESOTA 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(II. R. 1579) authorizing the disposition of certain lands in 
Minnesota. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
ent consideration of the bill? 

Mr. HASTINGS. I object. 


CHARLES W. GIBSON 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 1446) for the relief of Charles W. Gibson, alias Charles 
J. MeGibb. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That in the administration of any laws confer- 
ring rights, privileges, and benefits upon honorably discharged sol- 
diers, sailors, and marines Charles W. Gibson, alias Charles J. Mc- 
Gibb, shall hereafter be held and considered to have been honorably 
discharged from the service of tiie United States as a private of the 
United States Marine Corps, November 28, 1898; as a corporal of 
Company D, Thirty-fifth Regiment United States Infantry, May 2, 
1901; and as fireman, second class, United States Navy, June 24, 1902. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 


FREDERICK S. EASTER 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(II. R. 10670) for the relief of Frederick S. Easter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr, BLANTON. Reserving the right to object, why has not 
the gentleman a favorable report on this bill from the depart- 
ment? 

Mr. STEPHENS. Because the department does not report 
favorably on bills of this character as a general rule. 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, yes; our friend Mr. BUTLER, of Penn- 
sylvania, has passed one or two of them to-night where the 
department reported favorably not only by one Secretary but 
by two different Secretaries. 

Mr. STEPHENS. I do not know whether the gentleman is 
correct. 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes; that is so. I think all such bills—of 
course, this is the private opinion only of one Member out 


Is there objection to the pres- 


of 435—I think all such bills ought to have a favorable report 
ere department, Was the bill submitted to the depart- 
men 
Mr. STEPHENS. The report of the department is here, 
Mr. BLANTON. I could not find it in the report of the com- 


mittee. I looked through it carefully. It is several pages 
long. I find lots of affidavits in it, but no report from the de- 
partment. It is awfully easy to get affidavits. 

Mr. STEPHENS. I was under the impression that we had a 
report from the department. 

Mr. BLANTON. The committee did not put it in their 
2 The committee's report is almost five pages of printed 
matter. 

Mr. STEPHENS. We had a naval officer before the com- 
mittee, and the naval officer reported; that is, he was ques- 
tioned, and he stated the facts as they occurred at Norfolk. 

Mr. BLANTON. The distinguished gentleman has been here 
a good while and he knows that the usual mode of handling 
these cases is to send them down to the department and let the 
department pass on them. The gentleman states that was 
done. -I imagine that the department reported adversely, be- 
cause whenever a department reports favorably we usually 
find that favorable report in the report of the committee. 

Mr. STEPHENS. I say that I am under the impression that 
the department has reported the matter. 

Mr. BLANTON. We are going to have another consent day. 
Would the gentleman mind letting this go over? 

Mr. STEPHENS. This is a very meritorious case. It is a 
case of a boy from Cincinnati who enlisted in the Navy when 
16 years of age. He went to the front. He was gassed. He 
was wounded. He came back as a casual to Norfolk. He was 
in the hospital there and they put him out on duty in a shell- 
shocked condition. He went to sleep while on duty. He was 
given a bad-conduct discharge. His money was taken away 
from him; that is, his $90 that was coming to him. He 
boarded a frieght train and came home to a widowed mother, 
and the testimony shows that the mother did not know her 
own boy when he came in. 

Mr, BLANTON. How old is the boy now? 
jan Si EPHENS. He was 16 years old when he went in in 

Mr. BLANTON. What is he doing now? 

Mr. STEPHENS. At last account he was working in some 
kind of a factory with his mother. His mother was working 
55 — 5 but he could not do the work of the girls who worked 
there. 

Mr. BLANTON. And the gentleman is expecting, as soon as 
this bill is passed, to put him on the pension roll for life? 

Mr. STEPHENS. No; I am not. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman states this in his bill: 


Provided, however, That no pension shall accrue prior to the passage 
of this act. 


That would indicate that as soon as the act passes a pension 
will accrue. 

Mr. STEPHENS. I am not stating that as soon as it is 
passed he will receive a pension. I am merely saying that that 
boy fought, and his regiment was given a special citation for its 
action at the Argonne. He served his country, and now that 
he is back I want to relieve him of the stigma that will follow 
him during the rest of his life of a bad-conduct discharge. 

Mr. BLANTON. I am not going to stand in the way of any 
boy that went to the front and who came back shell shocked. 
[Applanse. ] 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
ent consideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That in the administration of any laws conferring 
rights, privileges, or benefits upon honorably discharged soldiers Fred- 
erick S. Easter, late of One hundred and forty-fifth Company, Third 
Replacement Battalion, United States Marine Corps, World War, shall 
hereafter be held and considered to have been honorably discharged 
from the marine service of the United States. 


With the following committee amendment: 


Page 1, line 9, after the word“ States,” insert: “Provided, however, 
That no pension shall accrue prior to the passage of this act.” 


Is there objection to the pres- 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to 
the committee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a 
third time, was read the third time, and passed. 
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J. B. PLAT? 


The next business on the Private Calendar 
1180) for the relief of J. B. Platt. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto, That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay to J. B. Platt, of New Castle, 
Del., out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the 
sum of $170.37, said sum being due J. B. Piatt for merchandise fur- 
nished to the Reedy Island nayal station mess during the months of 
September and October, 1917, and the months of October, November, 
and December, 1918. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 
MAJ. EARL L. NAIDEN 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(S. 1370) authorizing the granting of war-risk insurance to 
Capt. Earl L. Naiden, Air Service, United States Army. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? [After a pause.) The Chair 
hears none. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Director of the United States Veterans’ 
Bureau be, and hereby is, authorized and directed to accept the appli- 
cation for war-risk insurance of Capt. Earl L. Naiden, now on 
active duty in the Air Service, United States Army, who during the 
late war was on detached active service in Italy, and was not notified 
of the opportunity to secure war-risk insurance within the period 
of 120 days fixed by section 401, article 4 of the act entitled “An act 
to amend an act entitled ‘An act to authorize the establishment of a 
Bureau of War Risk Insurance in the Treasury Department,’ approved 
September 2, 1914, and for other purposes,“ approved October 6, 1917: 
Provided, That -application for such insurance be made within 60 
days after the approval of this act: And provided further, That this 
act shall haye no retroactive effect and shall confer no right to 
insurance against injuries or disabilities heretofore suffered by Captain 
Naiden. 


The committee amendment was read, as follows: 


On page 1, line 5, strike out the word “ captain” and insert in lieu 
thereof the word“ major.“ 


The committee amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk calls attention to 
the fact that the same amendment should be made in line 8. 
page 2. 

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. 
amendment be made. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
ment will be agreed to. 

There was no objection. 

The bill was ordered to be read the third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “An act authorizing 
the granting of war-risk insurance to Maj. Earl L. Naiden, 
Air Service, United States Army.” 

HENRY T. HILL 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 9471) for the relief of Henry T. Hill. 

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that the bill be passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? [After 
a pause.] The Chair hears none. And the Chair will say 
under the order we are acting that right would be allowed to 
bills even if there was objection. 

MRS. Mu. J. ADAMS 

The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. 
R. 5236) for the relief of Mrs. M. J. Adams. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treas- 
ury not otherwise appropriated, to Mrs. M. J. Adams, mother of O. L. 
Adams, deceased, of the county of Tippah and the State of Missis- 
sippi, the sum of $10,000, in full compensation for the death of her 
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was the bill (S. 


Mr. Speaker, I move that that 


Without objection the amend- 


son, O. L. Adams, who as a civilian in the service of the United 
States was killed in a fight with Army deserters in Tippah County, 
Miss., in 1918. 


The committee amendment was read, as follows: 
In line 7, strike out “ $10,000” and insert in lieu thereof “ $2,500." 


Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Speaker, I desire to amend the com- 
mittee amendment by offering an amendment to strike out 
“ $2,500 ” and insert in lieu thereof “ $3,000.” 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment to the committee amendment: Strike out the figures 
“$2,500” and insert in lieu thereof the figures “ $3,000.” 


Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I will. 

Mr. BLANTON. I know my colleague is sincere in offering 
this, but I want to call the gentleman's attention to the fact 
that where the committee brings in a bill of this kind with a 
committee amendment cutting down the amount the practice 
since I have been here is to presume the committee is going 
to insist on that amendment. Now, if this bill had been 
$10,000, like it was originally introduced, I should bave ob- 
jected to it. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Maybe if my colleague will let me ex- 
plain the amendment he would not object. 

Mr. BLANTON. I just wanted to call the attention of the 
gentleman to the practice which prevails.. Some of us might 
have objected if we had known of the amendment. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. 1 want to state that I am a member of 
War Claims Committee, and this is the record of this case. 
Here is an old woman in this county in Mississippi bereft of 
her son. She is now 79 years old. He was discharging his 
duty as a sworn officer in arresting draft evaders, and he was 
murdered by one who decoyed him into a house against the 
protest of the deceased and others. They arrested one of these 
draft évaders. This man Green said, “Let me go back in the 
house and get some clean clothes.” This boy Adams and one 
of the soldier boys went with Green iuto the room, and this 
man Green opened a trunk and got a pistol and killed him. 
When the committee figured on this and allowed $2,500 they 
figured on the expectancy of five years at $20 a month, as I 
recall now. It since has developed that her expectancy, accord- 
ing to the life-insurance rules, would be greater than that and 
would amount to the sum of- $3,000 at $20 a month. Is there 
any gentleman going to object to giving this old woman $3,000, 
$20 a month on her expectancy, on account of the fact that 
her son was murdered in the discharge of his duties and she 
las not a soul on earth to take care of her? I do not believe 
you will feel that way about it. 

Mr. BEGG. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I will. 

Mr. BEGG. On the same argument the gentleman is making 
every soldier who was killed in the war, prior to the adoption 
of the insurance ought to be compensated or his heirs ought to 
be compensated $3,000. Now, I think the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BŁANTON] is correct. I think it is unfair—I do not 
mean to say that the gentleman has taken an unfair advan- 
tage, my statement should not be so misconstrnued—but when 
a bill is brought in, just as the gentleman from Texas said, 
with a committee amendment of $2,500, I would have joined 
with the gentleman from Texas in objecting on $5,000. I do 
not know it is such a serious proposition in an increase of 
$500, but I think it is unnecessary. 

Now the committee found that $2,500 was a fair amount. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. But, as I understand, that was under a 
false assumption as to the expectancy of this old lady, the 
mother of the deceased. 

Mr. LOWREY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman permit me 
to say a word? 

Mr. BEGG. Allow me first to finish my statement. 

Mr, LOWREY. I want to make a statement. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Let me finish. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Yes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman 
from Texas has expired. 

Mr. BLANTON, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman’s time be extended five minutes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Texas 
asks unanimous consent that the time of his colleague be ex- 
tended five minutes. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. BLANTON. Here is the situation: If this young man 
had been married, his mother would not have gotten a cent. 

Mr, HUDSPETH. But he was not married. 

Mr. BLANTON. I say if he had not been married, and if he 
~ had lived another day, and then had married 

Mr. HUDSPETH. He did not do that. [Laughter.] 

Mr. BLANTON. My colleague and I come from the same 
part of the West, and we understand this lingo. If he had 
not married and lived he would not bave paid his mother 
probably as much as $20 a month. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. He was taking care of her. 

Mr. BLANTON. He might possibly have paid her $20 a 
month out of his wages, but if he had gone to the front abroad 
and had taken out insurance and had a wife, his mother would 
not have got a cent. She got some allowance, probably, dur- 
ing the war, but not over $20 a month. The allowance of 
very few soldiers who went abroad amounted to more than $20. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Weare just trying to give her such a sum 
as would compensate her for the rest of her life, according to 
her expectancy, at the rate of $20 a month. Are you going to 
give her enough to live on for the rest of her life and be buried 
decently when she dies? 

Mr. WOODRUFF. Mr. Speaker, will the gentieman yield? 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Yes. 

Mr. WOODRUFF. The gentleman has called attention to the 
fact that if this man bad been at the front and had insurance 
his mother would not have gotten anything. I want to say that 
under the veterans’ law he would have received compensation 
at the rate of $20 a month. 

Mr. BEGG. What is going to happen if she dies next year? 

Mr. HUDSPETH. She will be dead if she dies next year. 

Mr. BEGG. But what is going to happen to the money? 

Mr. HUDSPETH. She will be buried decently with it. 

Now, gentlemen, I have no personal interest in this, but I 
contend that if the committee had fully understood it the com- 
mittee would have given her $3,000 at this time, 

Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Yes. 

Mr. McSWAIN. I am not now a member of the committee, 
but I was formerly a member, and at that time the bill was 
before the committee, and I was for it, because if this man 
had been at the front and had not availed of the war-risk 
insurance act his mother would have been entitled to $20 a 
month. I think we ought to pay her $3,000. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. As a member of that committee, I sug- 
gested at that time that we give her $3,000, and they said “ No.“ 
They said that her expectancy would only require the pay- 
ment of $2,500. That is, as I say, gentlemen, the prime motive 
which inspired me to offer this amendment, to give her, ac- 
cording to the expectancy which we now have presented to us 
by the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. Lowrey], the sum of 
$20 a month to take care of this old lady over there on that 
red-land farm in Mississippi. She has no support whatever at 
i the present time. 

Mr. STRONG of Kansas, Mr, Speaker, I rise in opposition 
to the amendment. 

Mr. LOWREY. Mr. Speaker, will the chairman of the com- 
mittee let me explain how the amendment originated? Then 
if he wants to oppose it I will be with him. 

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. If you do not take up too much 
of my time I will yield. You can take three minutes of my 

e. 

Mr. LOWREY. Give me five minutes. 

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. No. I would like to make my state- 
ment, and I think as I have only five minutes I had better 
make it now. I want to say that the members of the Com- 
mittee on War Claims have been devoting a great deal of 
time to these bills and haye given them very conscientious 
and careful consideration. They have been somewhat disap- 
pointed at the way they have been treated by the House with 
respect to objections and to the manner in which bills are 
passed upon, but they gave this bill a great deal of considera- 
tion. They agreed to report it out at $2,500, but I think there 
is some justice in the claim of the gentlemen who appoint 
themselves as conscientious or conscienceless objectors. 
[Laughter.] That the House has a right to expect that when 
the committee has agreed upon a bill and reported it at a 
certain amount, and objection is waived, that an amendment 
should not be offered, by a member of the committee at least, 
raising the amount. The bill has been reported by the War 
Claims Committee at $2,500, a unanimous report, and as the 
chiarman of the committee I think the report of the com- 
mittee should stand. 

Mr. TINCHDR. Is the gentleman in favor of an amendment 
to the rules of the House so that a claims bill will not be 
amended on the floor? 


Mr. STRONG of Kansas. I think if a bill is agreed upon 
and the amount reported to this House by a unanimous report 
of the committee, members of the committee, after objection 
is waived, should not offer amendments to increase the amount. 
I am just stating, as the chairman of the War Claims Com- 
mittee, what I think is fair. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. When we figured this amount we did 
not figure it on the basis of the correct expectancy that this 
old lady had. As I understand it, the basis of expectancy that 
we assumed was accepted on an erroneous calculation. I was 
there when the bill was reported. 

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. My recollection is that after con- 
sidering the amount the committee finally said, We will make 
it $2,500,” and that amount was agreed to. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. My amendment is based on the fact that 
the expectancy was of longer duration than we at first supposed. 
? Mr. LOWREY. I want to set myself right with the state- 
ment of the chairman. Here is what happened in the com- 
mittee—I want the gentleman from Kansas to get this: It 
was agreed that we ought to give this old lady what would 
amount to $20 a month for the rest of her life, because that is 
what she would have received if her boy had been killed in 
France. We had to calculate that on the lump sum offhand. 
We thought that about $2,500 would do that. Since that time 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. HupsperH] has said that the 
old lady’s expectancy was much more, and I looked into the 
insurance statistics and found that her expectancy from the 
time of her son's death would be 12 years at the age of 72 
and then to calculate $20 a month for her expectancy according 
to the insurance reports would have made it over $3,000, in- 
stead of $2,500. We figured it offhand without anybody's 
knowing what the legal expectancy was. But the principle we 
acted upon was that she was entitled to $20 a month for the 
rest of her life—just what she would have been entitled to if 
her boy had been a soldier. 

Mr. BEGG. Mr. Speaker, will the gentieman yield? 

Mr. LOWREY. Yes. 

Mr. BEGG. Would the gentleman be willing to accept an 
amendment I will offer in place of the committee amendment? 

Strike out the figures “$2,500” and insert “$20 per month 
for the remainder of her natural life.” Would the gentleman 
be willing to accept that? 

Mr. LOWREY. What would you call her natural life? 

Mr. BEGG. As long as she lives. 

Mr. LOWREY. But, you see, the trouble is the thing is 
not done that way, and she has nobody to administer it for 
her. 

Mr. BEGG. Then the gentleman is not really after $20 a 
month, but wants a lump sum in order to pay some relatives 
who may have taken care of her? 

Mr. WOODRUFF. The difficulty about that is that she 
would not receive any payment from the date of her son's 
death, 

Mr. LOWREY. Yes; that is true. She would receive no 
payment from the date of her son’s death, and you can not do 
it in that way, because it is not administered through the 
Veterans’ Bureau. It has to be done through a congressional 
appropriation. 

Mr. STEPHENS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LOWREY. Yes. : 

Mr. STEPHENS. Would it be fair to say $20 a month 
from the date of the boy's death? 

Mr. LOWREY. To when? 

Mr. STEPHENS. To the date of her death. 

Mr. LOWREY. Well, who would pay her the $20 a month? 
You have got to do it through a lump sum. Now, let me say 
that if the chairman of the committee thinks I ought to with- 
draw the amendment, I will withdraw it, and I know the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Houpsprru] will be willing to 
withdraw it. AN we are trying to do is to shape it exactly 
on the principle the committee agreed on, $20 a month for life, 
and her expectancy, according to insurance reports, would 
make it $3,000 or more. 

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LOWREY. Yes. 

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. I want to say this: I do not want 
to accept the gentleman’s amendment, because I do not know 
who would pay it, and I think she should be paid in a lump 
sum. The statement I made was in fairness to the Members of 
the House, and after having made my statement I want to say 
I haye no objection if the House wants to raise the amount. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a substitute for the 


cominittee amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Texas in the nature 
of a substitute, 
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Mr. O'CONNELL of New York. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. IiupsrerH] has an amendment pending. 

Mr. BLANTON, But this is a substitute for the committec 
amendment and is in order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair is aware that an 
amendment is pending. The Clerk will report the proposed 
amendment in order that the Chair may determine whether it 
is a substitute or not. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Substitute offered by Mr. BLANrox: Page 1, line 7, strike ont 
“ $2,500" and insert in lieu thereof “ $20 per month for the rest of her 
natural life, commencing at the date of her son's death, to be paid 
through the United States Veterans’ Bureau.” 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair will state that a 
substitute for the amendment to the amendment is not in order. 

Mr. BLANTON. But, Mr. Speaker, I offered this as a sub- 
stitute for the committee amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It appears from the Clerk’s 
reading of the substitute that it is offered as a substitute for 
the amendment offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
HUDSPETH]. 

Mr. O'CONNELL of New York, And there is an amend- 
ment pending. 

Mr. BLANTON, Mr. Speaker, if that is so, the Clerk mis- 
read the substitute. I offered it as a substitute for the com- 
mittee amendment and so stated when I offered it. 

Mr. LOWREY. Will the gentleman from Texas yield to me? 

Mr. BLANTON. In just a minute. It is a substitute for the 
committee amendment and is in order. There is always an 
amendment, an amendment to the amendment, and a substi- 
tute in order, and my substitute is within the rules. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. As a substitute for the com- 
mittee amendment the Chair will hold it in order. 

Mr. BLANTON. I ask recognition. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Texas is 
recognized. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, why is not this amendment 
proper, and why does it not cover the case? They say they 
want to pay this mother $20 a month from the date of her son's 
death on through for the rest of her natural life. My amend- 
ment does that. It gives her $20 a month beginning from the 
very time her son died, and if you pass this amendment the 
Veterans’ Bureau, when this law is enacted, will determine the 
amount due her from the date of her son’s death up to that 
date and send her an adjustment check just like it sends to 
them all, and then the Veterans’ Bureau will pay her $20 a 
month every month thereafter during the remainder of her 
natural life. Why is not that proper and why does not that 
cover the case? 

Mr. LOWREY. Will the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. LOWREY. She has been without this money for seven 
years. : 

Mr. BLANTON. But this will give her $20 a month for 
every month since her son died. 

Mr. LOWREY. I wanted to say that I offered to withdraw 
the amendment and let the $2,500 stand. I am willing to do 
that after having made my statement, and the gentleman still 
objects. : 

Mr. BLANTON. Does the distinguished gentleman from 
Mississippi want to give her more than $20 a month? 

Mr. LOWREY. No. 

Mr. BLANTON. From the date of her son’s death? 

Mr. LOWREY. I think she ought to have reasonable in- 
terest on it, however. 

Mr. BLANTON. She will receive an adjustment check from 
the date of her son's death up to the time this bill is enacted 
into law and then $20 a month thereafter during the remainder 
of her natural life. This is exactly the way we treat the widows 
of the World War; it is exactly the way we treat mothers and 
sisters of the deceased soldiers of the World War who had in- 
surance policies while serving our Army abroad. i 

Mr. LOWREY. Will the Veterans’ Bureau accept that? 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the Veterans’ Bureau acceptit? Why, 
of course. They will have to accept it. 

Mr. O'CONNELL of New York. If it is the law of Congress 
they will have to accept it. 

Mr. BLANTON. The Veterans’ Bureau is the creature of 
Congress, and when Congress sends them an order they obey 
it. That is all I care to say. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the amend- 
ment to the committee amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. HUDSPETH]. 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, may we have the amendment 
again reported? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without objection, the amend- 
ment will be again reported. The Chair will say the vote is 
first on the amendment to the committee amendment and then 
on the substitute. 

There was no objection. 

The amendment to the committee amendment was again re- 
ported. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. BLANTON), there were—ayes 65, noes 12. 

So the amendment to the committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question now recurs on 
the substitute of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON] to 
the-committee amendment as amended. 

The substitute to the committee amendment as amended was 
rejected. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
mittee amendment as amended. 

The committee amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 


NEW YORK SHIPBUILDING CORPORATION 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the Dill 
(H. R. 9969) for the relief of the New York Shipbuilding Cor- 
poration for losses incurred by reason of Government orders 
in the construction of battleship No. 42. N 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Will the gentleman reserve his objec- 
tion? 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. I will reserve it; but I intend to 
object, and I think it will save time if I object now. 

Mr. PATTERSON. If the gentleman intends to object, of 
course there is no use making any explanation of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objection is heard. The Clerk 
will report the next bill on the calendar. 


EDWARD B. SAPPINGTON 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the. bill 
(H. R. 8294) for the relief of Edward B. Sappington. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. ; 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 
ae BEGG. I would like to have some explanation of the 

II. 

Mr. BLANTON. I object. 5 

Mr. FRENCH. Will the gentleman withhold his objection 
a moment? 

Mr. BLANTON. 
$5,000? . 

Mr. FRENCH. No; if the gentleman will notice the bill, 
as reported, he will see that it carries a provision that this 
man shall come under the provisions of the employees’ com- 
pensation act. 

Mr. BLANTON. That is merely a proposed committee 
amendment. 

Mr. FRENCH. That is a committee amendment, and I 
think it ought to be adopted. 

Mr. BLANTON. But the House does not pay any attention 
to committee amendments. The House goes on and gives the 
sum requested in the bill, and that is why we can not afford 
to let these bills go by. 

Mr. FRENCH. Let me say to the gentleman that I hope 
the House will adopt the committee amendment. 

Mr. BLANTON. I know that; and so did my friend, the 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. Cottier], hope that; but 
the House wonld not do it. I feel constrained under my duty 
to object, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. FRENCH. Will the gentleman withhold his objection 
and let me explain just what this bill provides? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes; I withhold it. 

Mr. FRENCH. This man Sappington in 1910 was working 
for the Forest Service and through a glance blow of an axe 
that was in the hands of a fellow employee his foot was badly 
cut and he sustained injuries that are permanent. If that 
man had been working for the Rureau of Mines, he would 
have received compensation under a law that had been passed 
in 1908. 

If the accident had occurred a little more than two years 
later than it did in the Forest Service, at the time the 
Bureau of Mines act was extended to the Forest Service, he 


The question is on the com- 


Does the gentleman want to pay this man 
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then would have had his compensation adjusted under the law. 
On the other hand, if the accident had occurred in 1916 or 
since that time, his case would have come under the employees’ 
compensation act. The fact is it occurred in 1910 when no one 
of those laws was applicable to the case. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRENCH. Let me first finish this statement. The bill 
I introduced proposed a fiat settlement. The bill was re- 
ferred to the Department of Agriculture and the department 
referred it to the Bureau of the Budget, where it was suggested 
that in spite of the fact that these injuries occurred prior to the 
enactment of the employees’ compensation law it would prob- 
ably be a desirable thing to make the case subject to the pro- 
visions of that law, as the Congress had done in connection 
with other similar cases. I agreed to tho muggestion,-snd; tie 
committee has reported tbe bill in that form. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRENCH. I will be glad to yield. 

Mr. BLANTON. This accident occurred back in 1910. 

Mr. FRENOH. Yes, 

Mr. BLANTON. That was 15 years ago, and during that 
time the distinguished gentleman has been here, not only an 
active Member of the House but has been an active member 
of this special fraternity that we call the Committee on Appro- 
priations, any member of which can get almost anything he 
wants at almost any time, and yet during these 15 years the 
gentleman has not been able to pass this bill. Why? 

„ Mr. FRENCH. I will tell the gentleman. 

Mr. BLANTON. Because it is not meritorious? 

Mr. FRENCH. No; I will tell the gentleman why. 

Some 10 years ago I undertook the passage of a relief bill 
for Mr. Sappington. But this man was rather an obscure man. 
I had assembled part of the evidence in support of the case, 
and then attempted to reach Mr. Sappington by further letters 
but the letters came back to me. In other words, the man 
whom I am trying to help is a poor back woodsman whose 
address was not well known to the post office from which he 
originally wrote. The letters I wrote came back to me as 
unclaimed. The result was I had to abandon the case be- 
cause I could not get the evidence. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentlemān means to have the House 
infer that it takes 10 years for him to get a letter from one 
of his constituents? 

Mr. FRENCH. The gentleman can draw his own conclu- 
sions. And now I have the evidence. Im the early part of 
the Congress friends of Mr. Sappington revived the case, and 
we were able to get the evidence The case has the approval 
of the d t and as well the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. BLANTON. If the gentleman assures us that he feels 
strong enough to get the committee amendment passed I shall 
not object. We will try one more case. 

Mr, O'CONNELL of New York. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRENCH. Yes. 

Mr. O'CONNELL of New York. The bill has the support of 
the entire committee? 

Mr. FRENCH. Yes. 

Mr. O'GONNELL of New York. And the support of the 
department? 

Mr. FRENCH.: Yes. 

Mr. O’CONNELL of New York. Then I do not see why any 
one should object. 

Mr. BLANTON. They seem to have the gentleman from 
Ohio gagged, hobbled, and hogtied. [Laughter.] 

Mr. BOX. Will the gentleman yield? : 

Mr. FRENCH. Yes. 

Mr. BOX. I want to ask whether this bill was. once before 
the Committee on Claims? 

Mr. FRENCH. I suppose so; I introduced the bill as indi- 
cated, but was compelled to abandon it because I could not 
get in touch with the gentleman because of his inability to 
get the letters. 

Mr. BOX. I call the gentleman’s attention to the handling 
of the claim during the Sixty-sixth Congress; was it not re- 
ferred to a subcommittee? 

Mr. FRENCH. Probably it was. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the con- 
sideration of the bil? 

There was no ebjection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he 
is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to Edward B. Sappington, New- 
port, Wasi., the sum of $5,000 on account of injuries sustained by him 


in connection with forest fires in the Kaniksu Forest, and that this 
amount be accepted by the said Edward B. Sappington as full compen- 
sation for injuries sustained. 


The following committee amendment was read: 


Page 1, line 3, strike out all after the enacting clause and insert the 
following: 

“That the United States Employees’ Compensation Commission shall 
be, and it is hereby, authorized to extend to Edward B. Sappington, 
who suffered injuries on May 19, 1910, while patrolling a fire on the 
Kantksu National Forest, the provisions of an act entitled ‘An act to 
provide compensation for employees of the United States suffering 
injuries while in the performance of their duties, and for other pur- 
poses,’ approved September 7, 1916, compensation to be provided here- 
under as if the provisions of the act s September 7, 1916, had 
been operative on May 19, 1910.” 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 8 is on the commit- 
tee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read 
the third time, was read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Frenc, a motion to reconsider the vote by 
which the bill was passed was laid on the table. 

CHARLES SPENCER 

The next bill on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
5660) for the relief of Charles Spencer. 

The SPHAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the con- 
sideration of the bill? 

Mr. BLANTON. May I ask my colleague whether he is going 
to allow this committee amendment to pass? 
ei HUDSPETH. I am going to let this one stand. [Laugh- 

r. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Is there objection? 

There was no objection. j 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treas- 
ury not otherwise appropriated, to Charles Spencer, Presidio, Tex, the 
sum of $789, the said sum representing the value of certain arms 
and ammunition belonging to said Spencer and seized by military 
authorities of the United States, and said arms on being returned to 
said Charles Spencer being water-soaked, marked, and so abused as to 
be of no value, and said ammunition being destroyed by the ordnance 
depot, United States Army. 


The following committee amendment was read: 
Line 6, strike out “$789” and insert in lieu thereof “ $667.33." 


The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read 
the third time, was read the third time, and passed. 


CLARENCE W. SESSIONS 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
11193) to provide for the retirement of Clarence W. Sessions, 
judge of the District Court for the Western District of Michi- 


gan. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

Mr. BLANTON. Reserving the right to object, there is only 
one objection to this bill, and that is if it passes and this judge 
is retired it will add one more judge to the pay roll = the 
Government. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. As this bill is drawn, and as the 
amendment which we assure the gentleman will be adopted 

Mr. BLANTON. Does my colleague know that he can adopt 
that amendment? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Yes, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan, Mr, Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the Senate bill, S. 4056, be substituted for the 
House bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Michigan 
asks unanimous consent that for the pending House bill there 
may be substituted the Senate bill, S. 4056. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Resa 5 pro tempore. The Olerk will report the Sen- 
a 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the President of the United States be, 
and he is hereby, authorized and directed, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate, to appoint an additional judge of the District 
Court of the United States for the Western District of Michigan, whose 
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compensation, duties, and powers shall be the same as now provided 
by law for other district Judges, and said judge shall be held and treated 
as if senior in commission to the present judge of said court, and shall 
exercise such powers and perform such duties as by law may be inci- 
dent to seniority. 

Src. 2. The present district judge for the western district of Michi- 
gan shall be held and treated as if junior in commission, and upon the 
death, resignation, or retirement of the present district judge for the 
western district of Michigan the vacancy caused by such death, resig- 
nation, or retirement of the said present judge shall not be filled. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the third 
reading of the Senate bill 
The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 
The House bill H. R. 11193 was laid on the table. 
THOMAS VINCENT COREY 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 4927) for the rellef of Thomas Vincent Corey. 
The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the bill? 
Mr. BEGG. Mr. Speaker, I object. 
LIZZIE M. NICKEY 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 6044) authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to sell 
and patent certain lands to Lizzie M. Nickey, a resident of 
De Soto Parish, La. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- | 
ent consideration of the bill? | 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, | 
why is it that the recommendation made by the Secretary of 
the Interior is not carried out with respect to protecting the | 
mineral rights in the property? 

Mr. SANDLIN. It is. 

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. It is in there. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, upon the payment of $1.25 per acre, the 
Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized to sell and 
patent to Lizzie M. Nickey, a resident of De Soto Parish, La., the 
southwest quarter of northeast quarter, southeast quarter of northwest 
quarter, northeast quarter of southwest quarter, and northwest quarter 
of southeast quarter of section 12, township 13 north, range 13 west, 
Louisiana meridian, containing 160 acres, more or less, land which she 
and her grantors have occupied under claim and color of title, and of 
which they have had actual possession, beneficial use, and enjoyment, 
believing themselyes to be owners in good faith, for more than 30 
years: Provided, That application for the purchase of the described tract 
of land be filed at the United States land office at Baton Rouge, La., 
within 90 days after the passage and approval of this act, and that no 
adverse claim thereto be officially of record as pending when the 
application is allowed and the sale consummated. 


With the following committee amendment: 

Page 1, line 6, after the word “ Louisiana,” insert “with a reser- 
vation to the United States of all the coal, oil, gas, and other minerals 
in the lands patented, together with the right of the United States, its | 
grantees or permittees, to prospect for, mine, drill for, and remove | 
the same.” 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing | 
to the committee amendment. 
The committee amendment was agreed to. 
The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a 
third time, was read the third time, and passed. 
FLORA HORTON 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 6045) authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to sell 
and patent certain lands to Flora Horton, a resident of De Soto 
Parish, La. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, eto., That upon the payment of $1.25 per acre, the 
Secfetary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized to sell and 
patent to Flora Horton, a resident of De Soto Parish, La., the north 
half of the north half of section 14, township 13 north, range 13 west, 
Louisiana meridian, containing 160 acres, more or less, land which she 
and her grantors have occupied under claim and color of title, and of 


which they have had actual possession, beneficial use, and enjoyment, be- 
lieving themselyes to be owners in good faith, for more than 30 years: 
Provided, That application for the purchase of the described tract of 
land be filed at the United States land office at Baton Rouge, La., 
within 90 days after the passage and approval of this act, and that no 
adverse claim thereto be officially of record as pending when the applica- 
tion is allowed and the sale consummated. 


With the following committee amendment: 


Page 1, line 5, after the word “ Loulsiana” insert: “ with a reserva- 
tion to the United States of all the coal, ofl, gas, and other minerals 
in the lands patented, together with the right of the United States, 
its grantees or permittees, to prospect for, mine, and remove the 
same.” 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to 
the committee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a 
third time, was read the third time, and passed. 


FRED F. ROGERS 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 9375), granting permission to Fred F. Rogers, com- 
mander, United States Navy, to accept certain decorations be- 
stowed upon him by the Venezuelan Government. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
as nobody seems to be in charge of the bill I ask unanimous 
consent that it be passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That would be the order, if 
there is objection. 

Mr. STEPHENS. Mr. Speaker, I shall be very glad to 
answer any questions the gentleman may ask, although I have 
not charge of the bill. 

Mr. BLANTON, Mr. Speaker, it is against the law for this 
man to accept this decoration now, is it not? 

Mr. STEPHENS. Yes; I think it is. 

Mr. BLANTON. Why does the gentleman want to break 
the law? The gentleman is sworn to uphold the law. 

Mr. STEPHENS. We are not breaking the law exactly; 
we are bending it a little bit. 

Mr. BLANTON. Why not repeal the law, and let everybody 
accept the things from foreign governments? 

Mr. STEPHENS. I am agreeable to a repeal of the law. 

Mr. BLANTON. I am not, and T object to the bill. 


JOSEPH F. BECKER 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(5. 747) for the relief of Joseph F. Becker. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to 
object, will the gentleman from New York give us any infor- 
mation as to whether this man is now drawing money from 
the Government in the way of compensation? 

Mr, BLACK of New York. Mr. Speaker, Mr. Becker, who 
seeks relief in this bill, was for 10 years in the United States 
Navy, regularly enlisted. When the war broke out he was 
taken into the Naval Reserve Corps, and he became an ensign. 
While an ensign the law of the United States applying to 
retirement of the Naval Reserve officers was the same as that 
which applied to the regular naval forces. And they all spid 
that a Naval Reserve officer who became incapacitated in the 
line of duty would have the same retirement compensation rate 
as a regular man in the Navy. In 1921 in the naval apropriation 
bill there was placed a retroactive rider running back three 
months that required a man should be hurt in the Naval 
Reserve Force in time of war. This man was not hurt in time 
of war, and he is one of the few men affected by that rider. 
If it had not been for that ex post facto proposition, he would 
have had the same retired compensation as a regular naval 
man. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Is he drawing compensation now 
from the Goverument? 

Mr. BLACK of New York. My information is confined to the 
report. The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Vinson] stated he 
had a business engagement and asked I should take charge 
of the bill. I can not go into that question, but I rather 
think he is not. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. The report is not clear on this case, 
and I hope the gentleman will allow it to go over without 
prejudice. I dislike te object, but I shall be compelled to 
object if the gentleman insists on its present consideration. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without objection, the bill 


will be passed over—— 
Mr. BLACK of New York. Mr. Speaker, may I call it up 


again this evening? 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. At present I shall have to object, 
because the report is too incomplete. 

Mr. SEARS of Nebraska. It is my understanding the officers 
of the department have been before the committee and are in 
favor of it. 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, the department makes no report; there 
fis no favorable report from the department. I do not think 
the committee report contains any recommendation whatever 
from the department. 

Mr. SEARS of Nebraska. This young man served as a com- 
mander—— 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Can the gentleman give information 
as to whether he is now drawing any compensatior from the 
Government for the injuries which the report alleges he re- 
ceived while in the service? 

Mr. SEARS of Nebraska. I-do not know. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. It will have to go over until we can 
get more complete information than the report discloses. 

Mr. BLACK of New York. This man could not be drawing 
any compensation lawfully, because he has been absolutely pre- 
cluded by this ex post facto provision, and this is the only way 
he can do it. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. 
I shall have to object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objection is heard, 


OWNERS OF THE BARGE “ ANODE” 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(S. 78) for the relief of the owners of the barge Anode. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 
a pause.] The Chair hears none. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the claim of the Raritan Copper Works, 
owner of the American barge Anode, against the United States for 
damages alleged to have been caused by collision between said barge 
and the U. S. transport Buford, on the 18th day of January, 1919, 
between Governors Island and Bedloes Island, in New York Harbor, 
N. Y., may be sued for by the owner of the sald barge in the United 
States District Court for the Southern District of New York, sitting 
as a court of admiralty and acting under the rules governing such 
court; and said court shall have jurisdiction to hear and determine 
such suit and to enter a judgment or decree for the amount of such 
damages, including interest, and costs, if any, as shall be found to be 
due against the United States in favor of the owner of the said 
American barge Anode, or against the owner of the said American 
barge Anode in favor of the United States upon the same principles 
and measures of Hability as in like cases in admiralty between 
private parties and with the same rights of appeal: Provided, That 
such notice of the suit shall be given to the Attorney General of 
the United States as may be provided by order of the said court, 
and it shall be the duty of the Attorney General to cause the United 
States attorney in such district to appear, and defend for the United 
States: Provided further, That said suit shall be brought and com- 
nienced within four months of the date of the passage of this act. 


The committee amendment was read, as follows: 
Page 2, line 2, strike out the words “including interest.” 


The committee amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be read the third time, was read 
the third time, and passed. 


OWNERS OF THE STEAMSHIP “ COMANCHE” 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
‘(S$ 82) for the relief of the owners of the steamship Co- 
manche. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it cnocted, etc., That the claim of the Clyde Steamship Co., 
owner of the American steamship Comenche, against the United States 
for damages alleged to have been caused by collision between said 
vessel and the United States battleship Indiana and the United States 
destroyer McCall on the 14th day of December, 1917, off Nortons 
Point, N. Y., may be sued for by the said Clyde Steamship Co. in the 
United States District Court for the Southern District of New York, 
sitting as a court of admiralty, and acting under the rules governing 
such court, and said court shall have jurisdicton to hear and deter- 
mine such suit and to enter a judgment or decree for the amount of 


The report is so very incomplete that 


[After 


such damages, including interest and costs, if any, as shall be found 
to be due against the United States in favor of the owners of the said 
American steamship Comanche, or against the owners of the said 
American steamship Comanche in favor of the United States, upon 
the same principles and measures of liability as in like cases in ad- 
miralty between private parties, and with the same rights of appeal: 
Provided, That such notice of the suit shall be given to the Attorney 
General of the United States as may be provided by order of the said 
court, and zt shall be the duty of the Attorney General to cause the 
United States attorney in such district to appear and defend for the 
United States: Provided further, That said suit shall be brought and 
commenced within four months of the date of the passage of this act. 


The commitee amendment was read, as follows: 
Page 2, line 2, strike out the word “ Including interest.” 


The committee amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be read the third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 

THOMAS VINCENT COREY 

Mr. O'CONNELL of New York. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to go back to No. 316. The gentleman from Ohio 
has looked into the matter and has withdrawn his objection ` 
and I would like to have it considered at this time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from New 
York asks unanimous consent to return to Calendar No. 316. 
Is there objection? 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
I would like to ask the gentleman one question. I notice in 
the report that the department recommends adversely against 
this case. Why is that? 

Mr. BEGG. I will say to the gentleman the reason I with- 
drew the objection is that a year ago we passed an identical 
bill for another man, and I do not think we ought to do one 
thing for one man and not do it for another. 

Mr. BLANTON. Does the gentleman think it is a wise policy 
to submit a bill to a department and when we have their 
recommendation that it be not passed that we should go over 
the head of the department? 

Mr. PRALL. I think the gentleman would approve it with 
the understanding that the usual objection is made by the 
department when they can not see their way exactly clear. 

Mr. BLANTON. Well, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
Brad] appeared yesterday as the economy spokesman of the 
President of the United States, and if he is going to let this 
bill go by, let the responsibility rest on the White House. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. O'CONNELL of New York. If it is as important as 
that I would like very much to see it passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
anes SPEAKER pro tempore. 

II. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That so much of section 6 of the naval appro- 
priation act, approved July 12, 1921, as provided that the applica- 
tion for retirement of officers of the Naval Reserve Force and tem- 
porary officers of the Navy who have heretofore incurred, or who 
may hereafter incur, physical disability in line of duty in time of 
war, shall be filed with the Secretary of the Navy not later than 
October 1, 1921, be, and hereby is, waived in the case of Ensign (tempo- 
rary) Thomas Vincent Corey, United States Navy, inactive, and his 
ease is hereby authorized to be considered and acted upon under 
the remaining provisions of said section if his application for re- 
tirement is filed not later than 60 days from the approval of this act. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the en- 
grossment and third reading of the bill. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. That is Calendar No, 316. I ob- 
jected to it a while ago. 

Mr. O'CONNELL of New York. The objection was made by 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Bree], and he withdrew it. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. How did it happen to be called up 
again? 

Mr. O'CONNELL of New York. I called it up by unanimous 
consent. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair will state that the 
gentleman from New York [Mr, O'CONNELL] asked unanimous 
consent to return to this bill. The Chair took a great deal of 
eare to state distinctly that we were to return to this particu- 
lar bill, and the Chair turned his eyes in the direction of the 
gentleman from Texas, 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I want to say this, 
that we have hundreds of bills on this calendar, and when we 
pass one there are others to consider. I do not want to get 
up here and make an arbitrary objection, but I feel that this 


The Clerk will report the 
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is taking an unfair advantage. If that is the thing to be at- 
tempted here to-night, I will make a point of no quorum right 
now. That is not keeping faith with me. I do not object ar- 
bitrarily, but on account of what I think is lack of merit; and 
while I was 

Mr. MEAD, I will say to the gentleman that the bill he 
objected to was Calendar No, 310. 

Mr. O'CONNELL of New York. The gentleman is not at 
all interested in No. 316. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. It was the Becker bill that I re- 
ferred to. I beg the gentleman's pardon. While I had that 
marked up and would have objected if the gentleman from 
Ohio had not, yet since he withdrew his objection, I have no 
complaint to make. I will admit that. 

Mr. BEGG. The gentleman from New York talked me out. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the en- 
grossment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the 
next bill. 


OWNERS OF THE STEAMSHIP “ CEYLON MARU” 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(S. 84) for the relief of the owners of the steamship Oeylon 
Maru. 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of this bill? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the claim of Nippon Yusen Kabushiki 
Kaisha, owner of the Japanese steamship Ceylon Maru, against the 
United States of America, for damages alleged to have been caused 
by collision off Trompeloupe, France, on November 2, 1918, between 
the said vessel and the American steamship Jeannette Skinner, owned 
by the United States of America, and being then operated by the War 
Department in its transport service, may be sued for by the said Nippon 
Yusen Kabushiki Kaisha in the District Court of the United States for 
the Eastern District of New York, sitting as a court of admiralty and 
acting under the rules governing such court; and such court shall 
have jurisdiction to hear and determine such suit and to enter a judg- 
ment or decree for the amount of such damage, including interest, and 
costs, if any, as shall be found to be due against the United States in 
favor of said Nippon Yusen Kabushiki Kaisha, or against the said 
Nippon Yusen Kabushiki Kaisha, in favor of the United States, upon 
the same principles and measures of Liability as in like cases in 
admiralty between private parties and with the same rights of appeal: 
Provided, That such notice of the suit shall be given to the Attorney 
General of the United States as may be provided by order of the said 
court, and it shall be the duty of the Attorney General to cause the 
United States attorney in such district to appear and defend for the 
United States: Provided further, That in the suit authorized by this 
act any and all of the testimony taken In the suit of Nippon Yusen 
Kabushiki against the steamship Jeannette Skinner begun by the filing 
of a libel in the District Court of the United States for the District of 
Maryland on March 1, 1919, may be offered by or in behalf of the 
Government or the owner of the Ceylon Maru and shall be admissible 
in evidence: And provided further, That said suit shall be brought and 
commenced within four months of the date of the passage of this act. 


With a committee amendment, as follows: 
Page 2, line 3, strike out the words “ including interest.” 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to 
the committee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the third 
reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
bill. 


The Clerk will report the next 


RELIEF OF THE EASTERN TRANSPORTATION CO. 

The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (S. 
785) for the relief of the Eastern Transportation Co. 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of this bill? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the claim of the Eastern Transportation Co., 
a corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State of 
Delaware and doing business in the city of Norfolk, Va., owner of the 


barge Sweetser Linthicum, against the United States for damages 
alleged to have been caused by collision between the said barge and the 
United States barge Old Dominion, in tow of the United States tug 
Sagamore, in Chesapeake Bay on the 25th day of August, 1918, may be 
sued for by the said Eastern Transportation Co, in the District Court 
of the United States for the Eastern District of Virginia, sitting as a 
court of admiralty and acting under the rules governing such court, 
and said court shall have jurisdiction to hear and determine such suit 
and to enter judgment or decree for the amount of such damages and 
costs, if any, as shall be found to be due against the United States in 
favor of the Eastern Transportation Co., or against the Eastern Trans- 
portation Co. in favor of the United States, upon the same principles 
and measures of liability as in like cases in admiralty between private 
parties and with the same rights of appeal: Provided, That such notice 
of the sult shall be given to the Attorney General of the United States 
as may be provided by order of the said court, and it shall be the duty 
of the Attorney General to cause the United States attorney in such 
district to appear and defend for the United States: Provided further, 
That said sult shall be brought and commenced within four months of 
the date of the passage of this act, 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the third 
reading of the bill. 
The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. s 
A SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the next 
EMMA LAMEE 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (S. 
833) for the relief of Emma LaMee. 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of this bill? 

Mr. BLANTON. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
it occurs to me that this amount is about twice what the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. EpmMoNnps] usually allows. 

Mr. EDMONDS, Not in the case of a death. The general 
amount for death is $10,000, This is a case of death. This 
man died three days afterward. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I hope the gentleman 
from Texas will not object to the bill. I am sure he will not 
if he has read the report. 

Mr. BLANTON. The report appeals to me. I was interested 
only in knowing what was the customary limit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he 
is hereby, authorized and directed to pay to Emma LaMee, widow of the 
late Frank W. LaMee, deceased, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, the sum of $5,000 as full compensation to 
her, the said Emma LaMee, for and on account of the death of the said 
Frank W. LaMee, caused by his falling in an open elevator shaft in 
the United States post-office building at Jacksonville, Fla., on December 
8, 1919. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 
carne SPEAKER pro tempore, 


The question is on the third 


The Clerk will report the next 


BROOKLYN EASTERN DISTRICT TERMINAL 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (S. 
1038) for the relief of the Brooklyn Eastern District Terminal. 

The title of the bill was read, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the claim of the Brooklyn Eastern District 
Terminal, a: corporation organized and existing under the laws of the 
State of New York, with its principal place of business in the city of 
New York, in said State, owner of the tugboat Integrity, against the 
United States for damages alleged to have been caused by collision 
between the said tugboat and the United States hopper dredze Raritan 
in New York Harbor, N. X., on or about the 30th day of September, 
1920, may be sued far by the said Brooklyn Eastern District Terminal 
in the United States District Court for the Southern District of New 
York, sitting as a court of admiralty and acting under the rules govern- 
ing such court, and said court shall have jurisdiction to hear and de- 
termine such suit 2 id to enter a judgment or decree for the amount of 
such damages and costs, if any, as shali be found due against the 
United States in favor of the Brookiyn Eastern District Terminal, or 
against the Brooklyn Eastern District Terminal in favor of the United 


Is there objection? — 


The Clerk will report the 7 iil, 
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States upon the same principles and measures of Hability as in like 
cases in admiralty between private parties and with the same rights of 
appeal: Provided, That such notiée of the suit shall be given to the 
Attorney General of the United States as may be provided by the order 
of the said court, and it shall be the duty of the Attorney General to 
cause the United States attorney in such district to appear and defend 
for the United States: Provided further, That said suit shall be brought 
and commenced within four months of the date of the passage of 
this act. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 
scow “Ww. T. C. No. 38 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(S. 1039) for the relief of the owner of the scow W. 7. O. 
No, 35. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the con- 
sideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be tt enacted, cto., That the claim of William T. Charlesworth, a 
citizen of the State of New York, and owner of the seow W, T. C. 
No. 35, alleged to have been injured in Hell Gate, New York Harbor, 
N. Y., by reason of damages sustained in the collision with the U. S. 8. 
Lake Tahoe on the 23d day of July, 1918, for and on account of the 
alleged damage to said W. T. C. No. 35 by reason of sald collision with 
the U. S. S. Lake Tahoe, may be submitted to the United States District 
Court for the Southern District of New York, under and in com- 
pliance with the rules of said court sitting as a court in admiralty, 
and said court shall have jurisdiction to hear and determine the whole 
controversy and to enter a judgment or decree for the amount of the 
damages sustained by reason of said collision, and damage, if any, shall 
be found to be due said owner on the same principles and measure of 
liability, with costs, as in like cases in admiralty between private par- 
ties, with the same rights of appeal: Provided, That the libel in the 
suit herein authorized shall be filed not later than six months after the 
passage of this act. 

With the following committee amendment: 


On page 2, strike out lines 9 and 10 and insert the following: 

“That such notice shall be given to the Attorney General of the 
United States as may be provided by the order of the said court, and 
it shall be the duty of the Attorney General to cause the United 
States attorney in said district to appear and defend for the United 
States: Provided further, That said suit shall be brought and com- 
menced within four months of the date of the passage of this act.” 


The SPEAKER pro tempore, The question is on agreeing 
to the committee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 


NEW YORK SANITARY UTILIZATION CO. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(S. 1040) for the relief of the owners of the New York Sani- 
tary Utilization Co. scow No. 14. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the claim of the New York Sanitary Utiliza- 
tion Co., owner of scow No. 1j, alleged to have been injured in a 
collision with the United States dredge Raritan in the upper bay of 
New York, on the 9th day of March, 1916, for and on account of the 
all damage to said scow No. ih by reason of said collision, 
may submitted to the Unifed States District Court for the Southern 
District of New York, under and in compliance with the rules of said 
court, sitting as a court of admiralty; and said court shall have 
jurisdiction to hear and determine the whole controversy and to enter 
a judgment or decree for the amount of the damages sustained by 
reason of said collision, if any, shall be found to be due said owner, 
on the same principles and measure of liability, with costs, as in 
like cases in admiralty between private parties, with the same rights 
of appeal: Provided, That the libel in the suit herein authorized shall 
be filed not later than six months after the passage of this act. 


With the following committee amendment: 


Page 2, strike out lines 7 and 8, and the word “ act,” in line 9, and 
insert the following: “ Provided, That such notice shall be given to the 
Attorney General of the United States as may be provided by the 
order of the said court, and it shall be the duty of the Attorney Gen- 
eral to cause the United States in such district to appear and defend 


for the United States: Provided further, That said suit shall be 
brought and commenced within four months of the date of the passage 
of this act.” . 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to 
the committee amendment. 

Mr. BLANTON, Mr. Speaker, I want to take just a moment 
to commend my colleague from Massachusetts. [Mr. UNDER- 
HILL] for the splendid work he has done and is doing on this 
committee. If you will notice the calendar, he reported this 
bill and he has reported at least a half dozen others that we 
have passed to-night, and many others which are yet to come 
up, and in every one the interests of the Government have been 
properly safeguarded. He causes committee amendments to be 
placed on them in such a way that the Government's interests 
are protected. He is one of the most careful and painstaking 
Representatives of the people I have had the pleasure of sery- 
ing with for a long time, and I want to commend his splendid 
work. It saves us who look into these bills a whole lot of 
trouble. Whenever we get a bill that is reported by the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. UNDERHILL] the chances are 
that we do not have to bother with it very much, because we 
can usually depend on it being in proper shape. I think this 
ought to be said of him while he is now getting refreshments, 
[Applause. ] 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
to the committee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 


SAN DIEGO CONSOLIDATED GAS & ELECTRIC co. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (S. 
e for the relief of the San Diego Consolidated Gas & Elec- 

ric Co. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the right to object. 
Why should not this case go to the Court of Claims for a hear- 
ing? Is there any objection to sending it to the Court of 
Claims? 

Mr. EDMONDS. Why does the gentleman want it to go to 
the Court of Claims? The department acknowledges the loss. 

Mr. BLANTON. Well, the bill calls for over $2,600. 

Mr. EDMONDS. This is not a boat claim. 

Mr. BLANTON. I understand that, but a case of this kind 
onght not to be tried here without the Government's side of 
the matter being brought to the attention of Congress. 

Mr. EDMONDS. I call the gentleman’s attention to the let- 
ter written by Mr. Denby, in which he states that the damage 
occasioned amounts to $2,600, and he acknowledges it. If it 
had been $250 he would have paid it himself. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman knows this is not a legal 
claim, but is a gratuity on the part of the Government. This 
is a mere gratuity that the Government is paying, and there 
is no law for it. If there was a law for it there would be 
some other way of getting it than by action of Congress. 

Mr. EDMONDS. Does the gentleman contend that some 
apparatus belonging to the Government can go out and ruin 
somebody's property without the Government paying for it? 
It is not a gratuity if you pay a man for the damage resulting 
from some Government apparatus ruining his property. 

Mr. BLANTON. Here is the idea: I am willing to pay an 
individual that gets burt by reason of the Government's action, 
but a business concern ought to be willing to come into court 
and let its case be passed upon. A poor person has no chance 
to hire attorneys, go into court, put up a bond, and pay court 
costs, but a rich corporation does have the means to do that. 

Mr. EDMONDS. What defense would the Government have 
in court when the department itself acknowledges the loss? 

Mr. BLANTON. I know how easy it is for a department to 
acknowledge a loss when our Goyernment attorneys are not 
there to represent our legal interests. 

Mr. EDMONDS. And the gentleman would be willing to go 
to the expense of having the case tried in court without any 
chance of getting a cent in return? 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, I have known of cases where large 
amounts have been paid to parties by departments of the 
Government where they could not have gotten a 5-cent piece in 
a courthouse. 

Mr. LEA of California. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Is this the gentleman’s bill? 

Mr. LEA of California. No; but I was asked to appear here 
and tell what I know. The gentleman will notice that the 


The question is on agreeing 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore, Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: $ 


Be it enacted, etc., That the claim of O’Brien Bros. (Inc.), owner 
of the American steam tug O’Brien Brothers, against the United States 
for damages alleged to have been caused by collision between said 
vessel and the U. S. destroyer Henley, on the 4th day of January, 
1919, off Pier 3, Hoboken, N. J., may be sued for by the said O'Brien 
Bros. (Inc.) in the District Court of the United States for the Eastern 
District of New York, sitting as a court of admiralty, and acting under 
the rules governing such court, and said court shall have jurisdiction 
to hear and determine such suit and to enter a judgment or decree for 
the amount of such damages, and costs, if any, as shall be found to 
be due against the United States, in favor of the owner of the said 
American steam tug O’Brien Brothers or against the owner of sald 
American steam tug O’Brien Brothers in favor of the United States, 
upon the same principles and measures of liability as in like cases in 
admiralty between private parties, and with the same rights of ap- 
peal: Provided, That such notice of the suit shall be given to the 
Attorney General of the United States as may be provided by order 
of the suid court, and it shall be the duty of the Attorney General 
to cause the United States attorney in such district to appear and defend 
for the United States: Provided further, That said suit shall be 
brought and commenced within four months of the date of the passage 
of this act. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed. 


OWNER OF THE FERRYBOAT “ NEW YORK” 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
y 8. rae for the relief of the owner of the ferryboat New 

ork. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to 
object, I would like to get some information about the bill. 

Mr. BLANTON. This bill simply gives them the right to 
sue in the admiralty court. 

eles LAGUARDIA. How does the gentleman from Texas 
know? 

Mr. BLANTON. And the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. Unperuii1] reported it and I am willing to accept his 
re 


Secretary of the Navy says that this is a reasonable amount 
and there is no question about the liability. ; 

But the particular point I want to call to the gentleman's 
attention is that only recently I heard an officer of the Gov- 
ernment estimate that each contest in the Court of Claims costs 
the United States about $12,000, based upon an investigation 
of the claims disposed of through the Court of Claims. 

Mr. BLANTON. Are not these the facts in this case? An 
airplane struck a transmission line and broke some wires and 
a pole. 

Mr. LEA of California. Yes; and the towers on each side. 

Mr. BLANTON. They were ordinary, high-powered trans- 
mission line towers? 

Mr. LEA of California. Yes; and that caused a short circuit 
and various repairs had to be made, 

Mr. BLANTON. They had to repair the two poles. You call 
them towers, but they were just poles, after all. 

Mr. LEA of California. This was a long-distance transmis- 
gion line over railroad tracks. 

Mr. BLANTON. It was a long-distance high-powered trans- 
mission line and they broke some of the wires and two poles, 
and we are about to pay them $2,600 for it. 

Mr. LEA of California. And, of course, it would cost the 
Government much more than that to contest it in the Court of 
Claims. 

Mr. BLANTON. And therefore I am not going to object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none, 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury is authorized 
and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, to the San Diego Consolidated Gas & Electric Co., of 
San Diego, Calif., the sum of $2,632.57, in full satisfaction of all 
claims of such company against the United States, on account of in- 
juries to pole tower structures and high tension transmission lines of 
said company north of San Diego, caused on September 15, 1922, by 
the collision with such transmission lines of an airplane piloted by 
Ensign Jack Shafer, deceased, in the course of his regular duties while 
attached to the naval alr station at San Diego, Calif. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. . 


STAPLES TRANSPORTATION CO. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(S. 1937) for the relief of the Staples Transportation Co., of 
Fall River, Mass. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the claim of the Staples Transportation 
Co., of Fall River, Mass., owner of the steam tug Eureka, against 
the United States for damages alleged to have been caused by collision 
between the said steam tug and the United States pilot guard auxiliary 
boat No. 1229, approaching Broad Sound Channel, Boston Harbor, on 
or about December 24, 1917, may be sued for by the said Staples 
Transportation Co. in the District Court of the United States for 
the District of Massachusetes, under and in compliance with the 
rules of sald court sitting as a court of admiralty; and that the said 
court shall have jurisdiction to hear and determine the whole con- 
troversy and to enter a judgment or decree for the amount of the 
legal damages sustained by reason of said collision, if any shall be 
found to be due, either for or against the United States of America, 
upon the same principle and measure of liability and costs as in 
like cases in admiralty between private parties, with the same rights 
of appeal: Provided, That such notice of the suit shall be given to the 
Attorney General of the United States as may be provided by order 
of the said court, and it shall be the duty of the Attorney General 
to cause the United States attorney in such district to appear and 
defend for the United States: Provided further, That said suit shall 
be brought and commenced within four months of the date of the 
passage of this act. 


The bill was ordered to be read the third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 


OWNER OF STEAM TUG “O'BRIEN BROTHERS” 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill S. 
2079) for the relief of the owner of the American steam tug 
O'Brien Brothers. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill, 


port, 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Is the gentlemen acting for the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts? 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, no. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. On the assurance of the gentleman from 
Texas, I shall not object. 

Mr. O'CONNELL of New York. As long as the “admiral” 
does not object to it, the major should not. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, cto., That the claim of the United States Housing 
Corporation, owner of the ferryboat New York, against the United 
States of America for damages alleged to have been caused by 
eollision between said yessel and the United States ship Wasp, on the 
19th day of August, 1919, in the Elizabeth River, Portsmouth, Va., 
may be sued for by the said United States Housing Corporation 
in the District Court of the United States for the District of Virginia, 
sitting as a court of admiralty, and acting under the rules governing 
such court; and said court shall have jurisdiction to hear and deter- 
mine such suit and to enter a judgment or decree for the amount 
of such damages, and costs, if any, as shall be found to be due against 
the United States in favor of the owner of the said ferryboat New 
York, or against the owner of the said ferryboat New York in favor of 
the United States, upon the principles, and measures of liability 
us in like cases in admiralty between private parties, and with the 
same rights of appeal: Provided, That such notice of the suit shall 
be given to the Attorney General of the United States as may be 
provided by order of the sald court, and it shall be the duty of the 
Attorney General to cause the United States attorney in such district 
to appear and defend for the United States: Provided further, That 
said suit shall be brought and commenced within four months of the 
date of the passage of this act. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 

BEAUFORT COUNTY LUMBER CO, OF NORTH CAROLINA 

The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(S. 2254) for the relief of the Beaufort County Lumber Co. of 
North Carolina, 
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The Clerk read the title of the bill. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
present consideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto, That the claim of Beaufort County Lumber 
Co. of North Carolina, a North Carolina corporation, owner of 
the tugboat Atlantio City and the barge Flora, against the United 
States for damages alleged to have been caused by collision between 
the said tugboat and barge and the United States Coast and Geo- 
detle Survey steamer Lydonta in the harbor of Wilmington, N. C., 
may be sued for by the said Beaufort County Lumber Co. of North 
Carolina in the District Court of the United States for the Eastern 
District of Virginia, sitting as a court of admiralty and acting under 
the rules governing such court, and said court shall have jurisdiction 
to hear and determine such suit and to enter a judgment or decree 
for the amount of such damages and costs, if any, as shall be found 
to be due against the United States in favor of the said Beaufort 
County Lumber Co. of North Carolina, or against the said Beaufort 
County Lumber Co. of North Carolina in favor of the United States 
upon the same principles and measures of liability as in like cases 
between private parties and with the same rights of appeal: Provided, 
That such notice of the suit shall be given to the Attorney General 
of the United States as may be provided by order of the said court, 
and it shall be the duty of the Attorney General to cause the United 
States attorney in such district to appear and defend for the United 
States: Provided further, That said suit shall be brought and com- 
menced within four months of the date of the passage of this act. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 


LEHIGH VALLEY RAILROAD co. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (S. 
2293) for the relief of the Lehigh Valley Railroad Co. and 
McAllister Lighterage Line (Inc.). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the claim of Lehigh Valley Railroad Co., as 
carrier and bailee of a quantity of steel billets laden on board the barge 
McAllister No. 85, against the United States for damage to and loss of 
said billets, and the claim of McAllister Lighterage Line (Inc.), as car- 
rier and ballee of a quantity of steel billets laden on board the barge 
McAuister No, & and as owner of the barge McAllister No. 85, against 
the United States for the loss of and damage to said steel billets, and 
for losses sustained by reason of damage to the barge McAllister No. 85, 
all alleged to have been caused by collision on the Tth day of November, 
1917, between said barge and the U. S. S. Aeolus, then in the possession 
and control of the United States and being operated by the Navy De- 
partment in its transport service, in the slip adjoining No. 1 pier, 
Hoboken, N. J., may be sued for by Lehigh Valley Railroad Co. and 
McAllister Lighterage Line (Inc.) in the District Court of the United 
States for the Southern District of New York, sitting as a court of ad- 
miralty and acting under the rules governing such court in the suits 
heretofore commenced in the sald district entitled “Lehigh Valley 
Railroad Co., as bailee of a quantity of steel billets laden on board the 
barge McAllister No. 85, libelant, against steam tug J. P. MoAUister, 
her engines, boilers, etc., McAllister Lighterage Line (Inc.), claimant,” 
in which the steamship Aeolus has been impleaded and the United 
States of America has appeared as claimant, and “ McAllister Lighter- 
age Line (Inc.), libelant, against steamship Aeolus, United States of 
America, claimant” ; and such court shall have jurisdiction to hear and 
determine such suits and to enter judgments or decrees for the amount 
of such damage, and costs, if any, as shall be found to be due against 
the United States in favor of said Lehigh Valley Railroad Co. or said 
McAllister Lighterage Line (Inc.), or against the said Lehigh Valley 
Railroad Co. or said McAllister Lighterage Line (Inc.) in favor of the 
United States upon the same principles and measures of lability as in 
like cases in admiralty between private parties and with the same 
rights of appeal: Provided, That such notice of proceeding with the 
said suits shall be given to the Attorney General of the United States 
as may be provided by order of the sald court, and it shall be the duty 
of the Attorney General to cause the United States attorney in such 
district to appear and defend for the United States; Provided further, 
That such notice of proceeding with the said suits shall be given, and 
proceedings in said suits shall be commenced within four months of the 
date of the passage of this act. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 
CANADA STEAMSHIP LINES (LTD.) 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (S. 
2860) for the relief of the Canada Steamship Lines (Ltd.). 


Is there objection to the 


THE SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the claim of the Canada Steamship Lines 
(Ltd.), owner of the British steamship Rosedale, against the United 
States of America, for damages arising from the alleged loss of said 
vessel and her cargo, claimed to have been caused by collision on 
April 18, 1919, in Bristol Channel, England, between said vessel and 
the American steamship Luella, then in the transport service of the 
United States War Department, may be sued for by the said Canada 
Steamship Lines (Ltd.) in the District Court of the United States 
for the Southern District of New York, sitting as a court of admiralty, 
and acting under the rules governing such court, and said court shall 
have jurisdiction to hear and determine such suit and to enter judg- 
ment or decree for the amount of such damages, and costs, if any, as 
shall be found to be due against the United States in favor ef the 
said Canada Steamship Lines (Ltd.), or against said Canada Steam- 
ship Lines (Ltd.) in favor of the United States, upon the same prin- 
ciples and measures of liability as in Uke cases in admiralty between 
private parties and with the same rights of appeal: Provided, That 
such notice of the suit shall be given to the Attorney General of the 
United States as may be provided by order of the said court, and it 
shall be the duty of the Attorney General to cause the United States 
attorney in such district to appear and defend for the United States: 
Provided further, That said suit shall be brought and commenced within 
four months of the date of the passage of this act. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 


BERWIND-WHITE COAL MINING co. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(S. 2992) for the relief of the Berwind-White Coal Mining Co. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Is there objection? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. | I object. 

Mr. BLANTON. I want to call my colleague’s attention to 
e ret DEE cama ten EPN POOTI SO GRDO corer seat OT 
tria i 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I want to look into it further. 

Mr, BLANTON. It is just giving the parties a trial in court. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I am aware of that fact. 


JERE AUSTILL 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 4918) to pay to Jere Austill fees earned as United 
States commissioner. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows; 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to Jere Austill the sum of 
$777.55 for fees earned as United States commissioner for the south- 
ern district of Alabama during the year 1922. 


Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma, Mr. Speaker, I offer the follow- 
ing amendment: 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 1, line 6, after the dollar mark strike out the figures 777.55, 
and insert in lieu thereof the figures 772.35. 


Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma, Mr. Speaker this is to make 
the bill conform to the report of the.department. The depart- 
ment suggests that there is a duplicate of a $5 charge and 
two debit errors of 10 cents each, and the amendment is to 
make the bill conform to the report of the department. 

Mr. BLANTON. Let me say that whenever the gentleman 
from Oklahoma runs for United States Senator I am going to 
vote for him, because it is the first time I ever heard of the 
author of a bill proposing to reduce it. 

Mr. MCDUFFIE. Mr. Speaker, I want to say that the amend- 
ment is agredable so far as I am concerned. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a 
third time, was read the third time, and passed, 


EDWARD R. WILSON 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (II. R. 
5637) for the relief of Edward R. Wilson, lieutenant com- 
mander, Supply Corps, United States Navy. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 
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The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto, That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treas- 
vry not otherwise appropriated, to Edward R. Wilson, Heutenant com- 
mander, Supply Corps, United States Navy, the sum of $1,504.32, being 
an umount stolen by a person or persons unknown between July 23 
and July 25, 1910, from the funds of the United States then in the 
custody of William J. Garrity, paymaster’s clerk, United States Navy, 
the lawfally detailed deputy of said Edward R. Wilson, on the United 
States steamship Philadelphia, receiving ship at the navy yard, Bremer- 
ton, Wash.. which amount was charged on the books of the Treasury 
against the accounts of the said Edward R. Wilson, then a passed 
assistant paymaster, United States Navy, and which he deposited in 
the Treasury of the United States on demand of the accounting officers 
of the Treasury. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 


HENRY OATS 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
7969) for the relief of Henry Oats. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

Mr. EDMONDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the bill be stricken from the calendar. It has already been 
taken care of under general legislation since the bill was 
reported in the committee, and I ask that the bill be laid upon 
the table. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

OSCAR P, STEWART 

The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 8051) for the relief of Oscar P. Stewart. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

Mr. EDMONDS. Mr. Speaker, I make the same request in 
respect to this bill, for the same reason, that it be stricken from 
the calendur and laid on the table. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 


THE BARKENTINE “ MONTEREY " 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(II. R. 9238) for the relief of the owners of the barkentine 
Monterey, 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

There was no objection, 

Mr. MacLAFFERTY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to substitute and consider in lieu of the House bill the Senate 
bill 8310, an identical bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from California 
asks nnanimous consent to substitute the Senate bill in lieu of 
the House bill. Is there objection? 

Mr. BEGG. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, is the 
Senate bill identical? 

Mr. MacLAFFERTY. Yes. I presume the gentleman is 
referring to the matter of interest? 

Mr. BHGG. Yes. 
oes MacLAFFERTY. That is stricken out in the Senate 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the claim of the Charles Nelson Co., a cor- 
poration, owner of the barkentine Monterey, arising out of a collision 
between said barkentine and the U. S. S. Henderson in the Straits 
of Juan de Fuca on or about July 28, 1923, for and on account of the 
losses alleged to have been suffered in said collision by the owners 
of said larkentine by reason of damages to said barkentine, may 
be submitted to the United States District Court for the Northern 
District of California under and in compliance with the rules of said 
court sitting as a court of admiralty; and that the said court shall 
have jurisdiction to hear and determine the whole controversy and to 
enter a judgment or decree for the amount of the legal damages sus- 
tained by reason of said collision, if any shall be found to be due, 
either for or against the United States of America, upon the same 
principle and measure of Habliity with interest and costs as in like 


cases in admiralty between private partics, with the same right to 
appeal: Provided, That such notice of the sult shall be given to the 
Attorney General of the United States as may be provided by order 
of the ssid court, and it shall be the duty of the Attorney General to 
cause the United States attorney in such district to appear and defend 
for the United States: Provided further, That sald suit shall be 
brought and commenced within four months of the date of the passage 
of this act. 


With the following committee amendment: 
Page 2, line 6, strike out the words “ with interest.” 


The committee amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be read a third time, 
was read a third time, and passed. 

The House bill H. R. 9328 was laid on the table, 

Mr. EDMONDS, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
No. 432, on the enlendar, which is a Senate bill, be stricken 
from the calendar, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There was no objection, 

WILLARD THOMPSON 

The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
1960) for the relief of Willard Thompson, 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Is there objection to the pres- 

-ent consideration of the bill? 
Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I object. 
THORNTON JACKSON 

The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
2225) to correct the military record of Thornton Jackson. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, reserving the 
right to object, the report upon the bill is very meager. It 
states that the man did in fact desert, but that the evidence on 
file in the committee discloses that on or about July 28 he 
returned to his home and remained there for only 22 days. 
What is the nature of that evidence on file in the committee? 
Is that a report from the War Department or simply the 
affidavit of the man himself? 

Mr. REECE. It consists of affidavits. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. The affidavit of the soldier 
himself? What do the records of the War Department show? 

Mr. REECE. The records of the War Department show 
that he was absent for the period of 22 days, and that he did 
return to the command, as I remember it, 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. What happened to him? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I object to the 
consideration of the bill. 

WILLIAM J. DUNLAP 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 2789) to remove the charge of desertion from the 
records of the War Department standing against William J. 
Dunlap. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the right to ob- 
ject for the purpose of learning more about the bill. Is this a 
desertion case? 

Mr. REECE. Yes. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. 
record in this case is complete. 
an insane asylum. 

Mr. REECE. And the War Department did not hold him as 
a deserter, 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. He was ordered to be dis- 
charged. The record is very complete. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Was he committed to the insane asylum? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Yes, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, 
authorized and directed to remove the charge of desertion now appear- 
ing in the military record at the War Department of William J. 
Dunlap, late a member of Company F, Tenth United States Infantry, 
and issue to him an honorable discharge therefrom. 


With the following committee amendment: 


Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert; 
“That in the administration of the pension laws and the laws con- 
ferring rights, privileges, and bencfita upon honorably discharged 


Is there objection to the 


It seems to me that the 
It shows that the man was in 
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goldiers, Willlam J. Dunlap, formerly a member of Company F, Tenth 
United States Infantry, shall be held and considered to heve been 
honorably ‘discharged from the military service of ‘the United States 
on May 20, 1902: Provided, That mo back pay, pension, or allowance 
ghali be held to have accrned prior to the passage of this act.” 


The committee amendment was agreed to and the bill as 
amended was ordered to be engrossed und read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 


HENRY SHULL 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
$541) for the relief of Henry Shull 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of this bill? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
ask a question or two about this bill. This, Mr. Speaker, is 2 
bill to correct a military record of one who was in the Mis- 
souri Milltia, not in the United States Army. 

Mr. ROMJUB. It the gentleman will permit, I am not so 
familiar with the bill, but I know some of the Missouri Militia 
were made part of the Union forces: I am not prepured—t 
have not investigated this ense snfliciently to say—— 

Mr. BLANTON. Lf the gentleman will yield, 1 notice this 
man's captain testilled as follows: 


That in 1884 in the winter fhe company wns stationed at Spriogfold, 
Mo,: that the company got murching orders, und whon the company 
marched Henry Shull, private and company smith of suld Company F, 
was loft at Springfield, Mo., nt the time said company left the city; 
and that said Henry Sht) went home ond was unnbie to ireturn to his 
command on acount of sickness, as reported to the company by letters 
at various times. Lieutenant Kidwell, who woe tn command, told me 
he had given Henry Shull leave ito go home and romain until he got 
well. 

I am ‘satisfied that Henry Shull was wrongfully marked and reported 
as n deserter, He wasia true soldior as long as be was able to per- 
form dutyi ever Joyal to the Government, and what he did was by the 
consent and direction of Lieutenant Kidwell, I wus wot in command 
of the company at the time, but was with the company every du or 
two and was familiar with all that transpired, I know from personul 
knowledge that Henry Shull wes not able for duty st time he went 
homie. 


Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Whose testimony was that? 
Mr. BLANTON. That is the testimony of Capt. Christopher 


Cavalry, iu command of this young man's company. 

Mr, ROMJUB. I am quite sure the question of the militia 
is not involved in that. 

Mr. LOZIER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I will yield. 

Mr. LOZIER. I will say a great many of the Missouri 
militia companies were mustered into the Union Army and a 
grent many mombers of that militia served under regular 
officers of the United States Army, and whether they did or 
not the Federal Government compensated the State of Mis- 
souri for all this service, and the records of the gencral ac- 
couuting officers of the military dtvisions will show that fact. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I am sure there 
is gulug to be another opportunity to consider these Private 
Calendar bills, aud I am golug to \ask—— 

Mr. GREBEN. Will not tlie gentleman before making objec- 
tion yichi a little further. The bill, I understand, only brings 
the man within the provision of the general pension law which 
includes certain Missouri organizations, and unless he belongs 
to one of those organizations he would not get any benefit. 
The only benefit he could possibly get would be under the gen- 
eral pension law. You just simply remove this bar of alleged 
desertion, 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Let me say fhis to the gen- 

from Iowa and to other gentiemen with reference to 
these cases, if I may. On the last occasion when the Private 
Calendar was up for consideration I was unable to be present. 
My attention was directed to the fact that it seemed to me 
that an unusual number of these correction cases, these cases 
8 the charge of desertion, uud gotten upon the cal- 
en 

I was not able to complete the investigution of all those cases 
and I asked the gentleman from Texas in my absence to be 
good enough to object and put the responsibility upon me for 
objecting until I could look into them. Now, I want to say 
this: When I first began coming here to Congress you just 
simply could not get one of these desertion bills through. It 
was the most difficult thing in the world, and there is a good 
reason for it, and that is that it goes to the very elementary 


| GARRETT) at all. 


question of military discipline and to the Integrity of your 
Army. Now, In cases where a man actually served und thrangh 
some technicallty his record has gotten wrong, of course there 
ought not to be any objection to that, but in ease where a man 
did not serve we can not just out of sympathy—of course, I 
have no personal interest in these matters, could uot possibly 
have any sort—but we can not hold out the idea for the Army 
of the present hy our treatment of the soldiers of the past that 
actual desertion enn take place without its putting. a permanent 
stalu upon a mun's military record. That is the thing that ruus 
through my mind about this. And Iam not satisfied about this 
ease. I am sure there will be another opportunity to take tiem 
up, and I am 

Mr. GREEN, If you will allow me one moment there, the 
geutlemnn would not apply that to the last case where the mun 
charged with desertion was Insune? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. The bill Introduced by the 
‘gentleman? 

Mr. GREEN. Yes. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. No; I did not-ebject, but called 
the attention of the gentleman from New York. myself to the 
fact that the record in that case was very clear. 

Mr. GREEN. That the man was in the iusane asylum. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. That he is in the insane 
asylum, I object to this bill for the present. 


ANDBEW CULLIN 


The next ‘business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 3727) for the relief af Andrew Cullin. 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of this bill? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Reserving the right to object, 
Mr. Speaker, I should like to have a little more information 
about that than appears here from the report. I do not find 
auything from the War Department about this. 

Mr. REC. Mr. Spenker, I wish to say in regard to these 
cases that I was a member of the subcommittee of the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs that examined some of these cases, 
and I happen to be the only member here to-night on account 
of the illness of the other members. These cases were all 
gone into rather carefully by the subconmittec, but it is iin- 
possible for me to retain in my mind the detalls of each one 
of these bills, and it is difficult to put all the intimate details 


| into the reports. 
©. Owen, captain of Company F, Highth Missouri State Militia | 


I do not misunderstand my colleagne from Tennessee [Mr. 
Like him, neither I nor any other member of 
the subcommittee has any personal interest whatever in any of 
these bills, and the question resolves itself into a question of 
what is the attitude of the House on these bills, in my judg- 
ment, 

The man involved in this case now under consideration 
served during the Civil War, and was confined in Libby Prison 
for a time, and rendered distinguished service during the 
Civil War. About the close of the war he and another boy, 
according ‘to their testimony, played a boyish prank and got 
into the captain's boat and were carried out into the ovean by 
the tide, and when they were on the ocean, carried out by the 
tide, a revenue cutter or another such boat xrrested them and 
brought them back. This man was given a dishonorable dis- 
cliurge, but he afterwards reenlisted and served honorably, 
and we thought it would be all right to clarify his record. 

Mr. GARRETT of, Tennessee. Let me call my colleague's 
attention to the fact that there seems te be nothing at all in 
the report of this matter except the aflidavit of the gentleman 
himself. I do not mean to reflect upon his integrity in any 
way. I know nothing about it. But as a rule I have observed 
that the War Department is usually able to give us some 
record about these matters, and I think there ought to be, as 
part of the report, something in the record of what the War 
Depurtment itself says. 

Mr. O'CONNELL of New York. Would not the gentleman 
from Teuuessee be willing to accept the word of the momber 
of the committec who has carefully considered the case? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. My colleague from Tennes- 
see [Mr. Reece] has one of the most. ished records of 
any man in the United States in the World War, but he was 
not in this war back there und he does not know the facts 
about It. i 

Mr. O'CONNELL of New York. His opinion should suffice 
for the other gentleman from Tennessee. 

Mr. BLANTON. This man testified that he enlisted in 
September, 1863, that he was made a sergeant in 1864, and 
that his service continued on until he was doing scout duty, 
when he was arrested and put in prison. But The Adjutant 
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General of our War Department testified differently. The 
Adjutant General says that the application for the desired 
relief was denied and now stands denied on the ground that 
the soldier did not serve until May 1, 1865. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. There is not anything from 
the War Department on this case, I shall have to object to 
the consideration of this bill. I know there will, be opportu- 
nity to get these cases up later, when we may get a chance to 
make these records more complete. What I want is complete 
records here. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Tennes- 
see objects, The Clerk will report the next bill. 

BENJAMIN F. YOUNGS 

The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
7934) for the relief of Benjamin F. Youngs. 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I object. 

The SPBHAKHR pro tempore. Objection is made. The Clerk 
will report the next bill. $ 

WILLIAM LENTZ 


The next business on the Priyate Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
10768) for the relief of William Lentz. 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of this bill? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I make the same objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Tennessee 
objects. The Clerk will report the next bill. 

ED JOHNSON 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
2905) to authorize an exchange of lands with Ed Johnson, of 
Eagle, Colo. 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of this bill? 

There was no objection, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, vte., That upon the transfer by Ed Johnson to the 
United States of title to lots Nos. 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, and 24 of 
block 35, of the town of Eagle, Colo., the Secretary of the Interior 
is authorized, upon approval of the Secretary of Agriculture, to issue 
à patent to Ed Johnson for the southwest quarter of section 31, town- 
ship 3 south, range 84 west, sixth principal meridian: Provided, That 
the patent issued shall reserve to the United States or its grantees 
or lessees all coal, oil, or other mineral deposits in the lands patented 
as well as the right to prospect for, mine, and remove the same. 


With a committee amendment, as fellows: 


Page 1, line 7, strike out “the southwest quarter of” and insert 
in lieu thereof “ lots 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, and 24 in.” 


The SPEAKER pro tempore, The question is on agreeing to 
the committee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the en- 
grossment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the next 
bill. 

EXPORT OIL CORPORATION 

The next business ón the Private Calendar was the bill (S. 
1599) for the relief of the Export Oil Corporation. 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
ent consideration of this bill? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the bill 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Court of Claims is hereby authorized 
and directed to hear, consider, and render judgment in the matter of 
the claim of the Export Oil Corporation, a corporation organized under 
the laws of the State of Delaware, against the United States, growing 
out of an alleged contract between the said corporation and the United 
States through the Director of Purchase and Storage of the Quarter- 
master Corps of the War Department of the United States in the year 
of 1919, whereby the said corporation agreed to furnish and the United 
States to accept and pay for at a stipulated price a certain quantity 
of gasoline to be delivered to the United States tanker Weildrecht at 
‘New Orleans, La., on or before May 5, 1919, which contract it is 


Is there objection to the pres- 


alleged was breached by the United States to the damage of the said 
corporation, For the purposes of considering this claim, the Court 
of Claims is directed to disregard the provisions of Revised Statute 
3774 requiring such contracts to be in writing, and shall base its 
judgment as to the legality of the contract wholly upon the law of 
contracts as applied in commercial usages. If the court finds that 
there was such a contract and that there was a breach thereof by the 
United States, and that because of said breach the said corporation 
was damaged, then the judgment shall be in such amount as may to 
the court seem proper to compensate the corporation therefor: Pro- 
vided, That the judgment shall be limited to the amount of the actual 
cost of the gasoline on the date of its final sale, including shrinkage, 
demurrage, insurance, freight and storage charges, less the amonnt 
received therefor. Notice of such sult shall be served on the Attorney 
General of the United States who shall appear and defend the sult on 
behalf of the Government, 


The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed. 8 


ROBERT k. A. LANDAUER 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 2415) to correct the military record of Robert E. A. 
Landauer. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, I object, Mr. Speaker. 


OWEN J. OWEN 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 6230) for the relief of Owen J. Owen. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the 
right to object. What are the facts in this case? 

Mr. RAGON. The facts are simply these: This soldier had 
a captain by the name of Worthington, and Worthington 
married the sister of this soldier. The soldier made some 
investigation—the captain, apparently, was a stranger in that 
country—and he discovered that the captain was married to 
some woman in Missouri or Indiana, I have forgotten which 
State it was. The captain was about to be court-martialed 
on a bigamous charge, and he ordered this private in his com- 
pany sent to the State of Indiana, where he kept him until 
the captain was himself killed. He stationed him there. There 
are the affidavits here of two or three of the members of the 
company as to the facts in this case and as to the truth- 
fulness of that statement. The soldier did not know of the 
death of the captain until practically the cessation of the war. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Do I understand that when 
this soldier went away he was acting under military orders? 

Mr. RAGON. Yes; he was acting under the orders of the 
captain. I might add that the captain was subsequently tried 
by court-martial but because of the absence of this soldier 
he was acquitted. í 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. May I ask the gentleman 
whether the records indicate anything of collusion between 
them? 

Mr. RAGON. Between the captain and the soldier? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Yes. 

Mr. RAGON. No; the facts are to the contrary, 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Their relations were very 
strained? 

Mr. RAGON. Yes; very strained. I will state to the gen- 
tleman from Tennessee that this bill was introduced by me 
at the request of the gentleman from Missouri [Mr, LOZIER] 
who happens to have in one of the cities in his district a son 
of this soldier, and he is perhaps, really more familiar with the 
facts than I am. I only know the facts as I get them from 
the record. However, I have read the facts carefully and I 
feel this is a meritorious case. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Is there anything from the 
department on this bill? A 

Mr. RAGON. Yes; there is a report from the department 
which covers the matter. 

Mr. LOZIER. Will the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Surely. 

Mr. LOZIER. There is no collusion in this case. The evi- 
dence shows that the captain feared or apprehended physi- 
eal violence, and he not only sent this soldier to the State of 
Indiana but he also sent the soldier’s brother there. I have 
here the affidavit of the orderly sergeant to the effect that 
the captain told him that he had sent this soldier away and 
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that he would call for him whenever he wanted him to re- 
turn. He also testified that he sent him away in order to 
take his children into the State of Indiana. 
The orderly sergeant states that the captain instructed him 
not to mark this soldier absent when he called the roll, and 
that he proceeded to call his name for months during his ab- 
sence, and that he was marked absent with leave by direction 
of the captain. The evidence further shows that he was car- 
ried on the rolls, notwithstanding that absence, until after the 
captain was promoted and became a major and transferred to 
another company. Shortly thereafter he was killed, and he 
was also carried on the rolls as absent by leave after the new 
captain took charge of the company. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Did he ever return to the 
company or was it mustered out before he could return? 

Mr. LOZIER. The company was mustered out before he re- 
ceived any notice to return. 

Mr. RAGON. This captain was killed and the new captain 
did not know of his whereabouts. 

Mr. LOZIER. If the gentleman from Tennessee will permit, 
I will read this from the report: 


Capt. John J. Worthington told affiant— 
The orderly sergeant— 


not to carry Owen J. Owen as deserter, and he, John J. Worthington, 
would send Owen J. Owen notice to return to the command when he 
wanted him, and afflant states that he as orderly sergeant called Owen 
J. Owen's name on the rolls. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair would call atten- 
tion to the fact that more than five minutes have been used 
under the reservation. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I do not want to do anybody 
any injustice, but what did this man do while he was away 
from his company? Was he in uniform or in the service? 
What was he doing while he was away? 

Mr. LOZIER. The evidence shows that Owen J. Owen was 
a poor man; that he had taken some children, including girls, 
from Missouri to Indiana by direction and by suggestion of the 
eaptain, and the captain told him to remain there until he 
sent for him. I do not think he was in the service in Indiana, 
but he was there awaiting the order of his captain to return. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. He was subject to no military 
orders while in Indiana? 

Mr. LOZIER. He was awaiting orders from his captain. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. How old a man was he at 
that time? 

Mr. LOZIER. I could not answer now, but he was a man 
who had two or three children, who were girls and, I think, 
motherless at the time. 

Mr. RAGON. He was there under military orders, as I 
gather from the testimony. I might suggest further to the 
gentleman from Tennessee that there are two or three affidavits 
to the effect that those making the affidavits knew that this 
soldier was sent away by the captain and that he was sent 
away by the captain in order to get rid of him and keep him 
from testifying against him. So it appears he was there under 
the orders of his captain. 


Mr. BEGG. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. RAGON. I yield. 
Mr. BEGG. Is it not the fact that this captain who ordered 


him to stay there was tried by a court-martial on one or two 
charges and was acquitted? 

Mr. RAGON. Yes. 

Mr. BEGG. Then, was the captain culpable? 

Mr. RAGON. That is the very reason suggested here that 
the man was sent away. This soldier was trying to stir up a 
court-martial proceeding against the captain, and when he got 
the soldicr away all the testimony was gone. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That in the administration of the pension laws 
and the laws relating to the National Home for Disabled Volunteer 
Soldiers, Owen J. Owen, who was mustered into service August 14, 
1863, as a private in Company H, First Arkansas Volunteer Cavalry, 
shall hereafter be held and considered to have been honorably discharged 
from the military service of the United States, 


With the following committee amendment: 


After line 9, insert: Provided, That no bounty, back pay, pension, or 
allowances shall be held to have accrued prior to the passage of this 
act.” 


The committee amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 
WALTER L. WATKINS, ALIAS HARRY AUSTIN 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the Dill 
( 7 5 7713) for the relief of Walter L. Watkins, alias Harry 
Austin. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the 
right to object to this bill. I would like to ask the author of 
the bill or the gentleman in charge for a statement of the facts 
about this case. 

Mr. MCREYNOLDS, I think the facts are very fully set out 
in the report. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. What is the report from the 
War Department itself on it? 

Mr. BLANTON. They do not put in any report from the 
War Department. ý 

Mr. MCREYNOLDS. The Military Affairs Committee had 
some one summoned from the War Department, who brought 
the court-martial record before them. I was there and exam- 
ined the record before the committee, and the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. Reece] was there. The history of this case is 
that this man, Walter Watkins, joined the Army during the 
Spanish-American War for the purpose of going to the Philip- 
pine Islands, and he got in the wrong place and he left there 
and walked over 100 miles so he could reenlist, He reenlisted 
under the name of Harry Austin. He was sent to the Philip- 
pine Islands, served three years, and came back honorably dis- 
charged. After he came back here he joined the Army again. 
In the meantime he had developed epilepsy, which he has to 
this day. He joined the Army, and while in the Army during 
his last enlistment he got a dishonorable discharge. The rec- 
ord shows that at some camp, I believe in Texas, he was given 
leave of absence to go to a show. He overstayed his leave and 
came back and was court-martialed. He was charged with 
being drunk while in uniform, He pleaded guilty. The proof 
was heard, however, and the record fails to show that he was 
guilty of that offense. He came before the committee himself 
and testified about the matter and said his condition was such 
he wanted to get out; that he was not drunk, but that he 
merely had one of his spells on him at the time. They gave 
him a dishonorable discharge, and a little later he went to 
Canada and joined the army there. They did not treat him as 
roughly there, and when he got in that condition they gave 
him an honorable discharge, stating, however, he was unfit 
for service. 

This poor fellow is here in Washington and the man who is 
at the head of the American Legion in Washington, I am in- 
formed, has been taking care of him. He is unable to work 
on account of his epilepsy and that was really his trouble when 
he was in the Army the last time. He was down here in 
a soldiers’ home for a short time, but he happened to have the 
wrong name as a Spanish-American War veteran and they 
could not keep him. It is a most pitiful case. 

Mr. REECE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Yes. 

Mr. REECE. At the time he received the dishonorable dis- 
charge the record shows he had epilepsy, and had had it for 
some time. 

Mr. MICHENER. Regular order, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. REECE. We went into this case very thoroughly and 
I am thoroughly satisfied in my own mind that it is a merito- 
rious case. 


Mr. BEGG. TI object, Mr. Speaker. 


SYLVESTER DE FOREST 

The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
11425) to correct the military record of Sylvester de Forest. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of this bill? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, Mr. Speaker, I reserve the 
right to object. 

Mr. KETCHAM. Mr. Speaker, may I say I think all the 
information that is available is quite fully set out in the report, 
and I may say to the gentleman from Tennessee that, in order 
that I might anticipate his request for the report of The Ad- 
jutant General upon the case, I went to my office and under- 
took to get the files, but I found they were in the Military 
Affairs Committee and 1 went down to that room and found 
they were not there, 
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Therefore I can not bring the report of the War Department, 
but I will say that the facts stated here are very accurately 


stated. : 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. What was the trouble, what 
are the facts? 

Mr. KETCHAMu. The facts briefly are these, that this young 
man, about 18 years of age at the time of enlistment, enrolled 
March 7, 1865, a few months before the war closed. He con- 
tinued in the service until July of that year. The record is 
that he served faithfully. About that time he was taken sick, 
and the sickness is described in the report; owing to the fact 
that the hospital where he was sick was full, on the advice 
of his associates he went to a near-by home and was quartered 
there; In the meantime the company left, and being there 
alone he went to his home. The record is substantiated pot 
only by his own statement but by neighbors who knew the 
facts. 7 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, That does not make out a 
case, and I will have to object. 


ROBERTA H. LEIGH AND LAURA H. PETIT 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
5786) for the relief of Roberta H. Leigh and Laura H. Petit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the con- 
sideration of the bill? 

Mr. BEGG. I reserve the right to object. What does the 
Secretary of the Interior mean when he says that “when all 
the facts are obtained from the investigation now being con- 
ducted no additional legislation will be found uecessary ”? 

Mr. VAILE. That letter is dated March 22, 1894. The in- 
vestigation has been going on and no facts have been developed 
that will relieve the situation, as far as that is concerned. 

Mr. BEGG. I think there is a case, but the Secretary of the 
Interior says that we do not need any legislation. 

Mr. COLTON. I think the department has found that they 
are unable to grant the relief without legislation. 

Mr. BHGG. All I have here is the statement of the depart- 
ment. 

Mr. BLANTON. Why do you not put an amendment on the 
bill to protect the mineral rights of the Government? That is 
not in the bill. The usual amendment protecting the mineral 
rights of the Government ought to be inserted. 


Mr. VAILE. We have no objection to it, and I do not think 


it is usual. 

Mr. BEGG. I do not think that that onght to go in here, 
because that is an entirely different proposition. 

Mr. BLANTON. Every piece of land the Government sells 
has that protecting clause in it. 

Mr. BEGG. But this is a different proposition. 

Mr. BLANTON. Why should we not retain the mineral 
clause in the bill? 

Mr. BEGG. Because these people were misinformed by the 
United States Government itself as to water. 

Mr. COLTON. I would like to say to the gentleman from 
Texas that in this district that reservation is always contained 
in the patent. All this area is withdrawn so far as oil and 
other minerals are concerned, and every person who takes a 
patent in that district takes it with that reservation. 

Mr. BLANTON. Then the gentleman would have no objec- 
tion to putting it in here. 

Mr. VAILE. There is no objection to it, but it is already 
covered in the general law. 

Mr. BLANTON. We have put it in bill after bill, and the 
gentleman will not object to that, as I understand. With that 
statement, T have no objection. ? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, eto., That Roberta H. Leigh, who made desert-land 
entry, Vernal, Utah, series 0271, for the north half of the southeast 
quarter, the southeast quarter of the southeast quarter of section 12; 
the northeast quarter of the northeast quarter of section 13, town- 
ship 7 south, range 19 east of the Salt Lake meridian; and Laura H. 
Pettit, who made desert-land entry, Vernal, Utah, series 0287, for 
the west half of the southwest quarter of section 17; and the north- 
west quarter of section 20, township 7 south of range 20 east of the 
Salt Lake meridian, both of which entries were allowed at the United 
States land office at Vernal, Utah, be, and they are hereby, authorized 
to complete title to the lands embraced in their respective entries 
upon the payment of any balance unpaid of the sum of $1.25 per 
acre for the lands so entered to the receiver of the United States 
land office at Vernal, Utah, within 90 days from the approval of 
this act. 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I offer the following amend- 
ment: 
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On page 2, line 5, atfer the word “act,” strike out the period and 
insert a colon and add the following: “ Provided, That all mineral 
rights in and to said land are hereby reserved to the United States Gov- 
ernment.” 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the 
amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 2, line 5, after the word “act,” strike out the period and 
insert a colon and add the following: “ Provided, That all mineral 
rights in and to said land are hereby reserved to the United States 
Government.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a 
third time, was read the third time, and passed. 


HOFFMAN PHILIP 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 10869) to authorize Hoffman Philip, minister pleni- 
potentiary and envoy extraordinary of the United States to 
Uruguay, to accept certain gifts from the French and British 
Governments. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. BLANTON. Until the French Government pays the 
United States some of the interest on its debt, I do not want 
to accept any gift from that Government, and I object. 

Mr. HILL of Alabama. This very Congress has passed bills 
similar to this, 

Mr. BLANTON, It is time the French Government was 
waking up to the solemnity of its financial obligations. 

Mr. WOODRUFF. Does the gentleman have an idea that if 
he objects to the consideration of this bill that the French 
Government will pay the United States what it owes us? 

Mr. BLANTON. It will be a mild protest, and perhaps it 
will get in by the back window. 

Mr. HILL of Alabama. I suggest to the gentleman that a 
speech along those lines would be much more effective than an 
objection to the consideration of this bill. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, there are ever 315,000 people 
in my district, and every one of them expects the French Gov- 
ernment to pay every dollar that it owes us. 

Mr. HILL of Alabama. I quite agree with the gentieman, 
ashe hope that he will not take this method of collecting the 
e 

Mr. BLANTON. We do not want to accept anything from 
them, If I had my way about it, I would take those French 
vases in the Speaker's lobby and throw them out of the win- 
dow. That is the way I feel about it. 

Mr. HILL of Alabama. Let me suggest to the gentleman 
that the Government is not accepting anything under this bill. 

Mr. BLANTON. I know it; but I object, Mr. Speaker. 

NEAR EAST RELIEF 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the resolu- 
tion (H. J. Res. 262) to authorize the United States Shipping 
Board to adjust the claim of the Near East Relief. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the joint resolution? 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

Mr. BLAND. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman reserve his 
objection for a moment? 

Mr. BLANTON. No; I objeet. 

HENRY D. CLAYTON 

The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. 
R. 11418) authorizing the Department of State to deliver to the 
Hon. Henry D. Clayton, district judge of the United States for 
the middle and northern districts of Alabama, and permitting 
him to accept, the decoration and diploma presented by the 
Government of France. 

The Clerk read the-title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

Mr. HILL of Alabama. Does the gentleman assign the same 
reason for this objection as he did for the previous bill? 

Mr. BLANTON. I do not want any citizen of the United. 
States to accept anything from France except the interest and 
some of the money that they owe us. 

SAMUEL FREIDMAN 

The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 1948) for the relief of Samuel Freidman, as trustee for 
the heirs and devisees of B. Freidman and Henry Mills, and 
as e e for the heirs and devisees of Emanuel Loveman, 
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The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ctc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to issue a patent for the relief of 
Samuel Friedman, as trustee for the heirs and devisees of B. Friedman 
and Henry Mills, and as trustee for the heirs and devisees of Emanuel 
Loveman, deceased, conveying the northwest quarter of the northwest 
quarter, the east half of the northwest quarter, the northwest quarter 
of the northeast quarter, and the southwest quarter of section 9, in 
township 19 south, of range 8 west of the Huntsville meridian, Ala- 
bama, containing $19.72 acres, which lands they and their grantors 
and legal representatives have occupled under claim and color of title, 
and open and notorious possession for upward of 50 years: Provided, 
That the title conveyed shall inure to the benefit of the true owners of 
the land under the laws of Alabama as though patent had issued dur- 
ing the lifetime of sald Friedman aud Loveman: And provided further, 
That application and payment of $1.25 per acre be made for the use 
and benefit of all persons in interest within six months from the 
passage of this act. 


With the following committee amendment: 


Page 1, line 6, after the word “ Friedman,“ insert the word “ de- 
ceased,” and after the word “Mills” strike out the word “and.” 


The committee amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and rend: a 
third time, was read the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended to read as follows: “A bill for the 
relief of Samuel Friedman, as trustee for the heirs and de- 
visees of B. Friedman, deceased, and Henry Mills, as trustee 
for the heirs and devisees of Emanuel Loveman, deceased.” 


F. JOSEPH CHATTERTON 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 2416) for the relief of F. Joseph Chatterton. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? $ 

There was no objection, 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized to pay the sum of $12,500 to F. Joseph Chatterton, 
of New Hayen, Conn., in compensation for injuries sustained May 17, 
1922, in the city of New Maven, Conn., when struck by a United States 
Army motor cycle. 


With the following committee amendment: 


Strike out all after the enacting clause and Insert: “ That the Sec- 
retary. of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to 
F. Joseph Chatterton, of New Haven, Conn., the sum of $1,204.48, in 
full settlement against the Government for injuries sustained May 17, 
1922, when struck by a United States Army motor cycle.” 


The committee amendment was agreed to, and the bill as 
amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 


HANNAH PARKER 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
258) for the relief of Hannah Parker. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the 
right to object. Is there anyone here who can give any infor- 
mation about the bill? Is this a case of mistaken identity? 

Mr. REECE. Mr. Speaker, I do not remember the details of 
the bill. I have not taken occasion to go and get the report 
to familiarize myself with it, because I thought that all bills 
of this kind were going to be objected to. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I object. 


L'ANSE AND VIEUX DESERT INDIAN RESERVATION, MICH. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (S. 
1237) for the relief of settlers and claimants to section 16, 
lands in the L'Anse and Vieux Desert Indian Reservation, in 
Michigan, and for other purposes: 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

Mr. HOWARD of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, I object. 


HEIRS OF KO-MO-DAL-KIAH 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the Dill (8. 
1705) for the relief of the heirs of Ko-mo-dal-kiäh, Moses 
agreement allottee No. 33. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. i 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized to make an allotment of not more than 80 acres 
of land within the diminished Colville Reservation, in the State of 
Washington, to Ko-mo-dal-kiah in lieu of portions of Moses agreement 
allotment No. 33 embraced within the patented entries of Francis M, 
Fulton and Carrie French. 


The bill was ordered to be read the third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. x 
JACOB CREW 

The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (8. 
3247) providing for the payment of any unappropriated moneys 
belonging to the Apache, Kiowa, and Comanche Indians to 
Jacob Crew. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the con- 
hierar of this bill? 

r. BEGG. Mr. Speaker, reserv: the right to object, whos 
bill is this? 05 By 9 ' 75 

Mr. HOWARD of Oklahoma. It is a Senate bill. 

Mr. BEGG. Who can give us information in reference to it? 

Mr. BLANTON, The Secretary of the Interior has a report 
here which says he does not see any reason why the legisla- 
tion should not pass, and therefore I did not make objection, 

Mr. BEGG. I would like to know by what right the Gov- 
ernment went in there and took the crop, and why it did it 
against his will, and what was the condition of the crop when 
it was taken, and all about it? 

Mr. HASTINGS, I am not really accurate about the facts, 
but let me say this was on an Indian reservation and this 
man had a corn crop upon it. 

Mr. BEGG. Was that crop nearly ripe or just in process 
of getting ripe, or what about it? 

Mr. HASTINGS. It was almost matured corn and it was 
taken for a town site and his crop destroyed, and the depart- 
ment recommends the payment of the amount. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield there? Dr. 
Hubert Work says: 


In view of the fact that the claim appears to be just and reasonable 
and tl matter is of long standing, the department is inclined to the 
opinion that it should be paid. 


In view of that fact 

Mr. HOWARD of Oklahoma. I will say it was on the town 
site of Anadarko, Okla., and the Government sold this land 
and got paid for it. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? [After 
a pause.] The Chair hears none. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he 18 
hereby, authorized to pay Jacob Crew, of Anadarko, Okla., the sum of 
$606.07, out of any moneys unappropriated under his control belonging 
to the Apache, Kiowa, and Comanche Indians, the same being pay- 
ment in full for the claim of said Crew for a corn crop which was 
upon said town site of Anadarko when said land was sold for town- 
site purposes. 


The bill was ordered to be read the third time, was read 

the third time, and passed. : 
JACOB F, WEBB 

The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 4932) for the relief of Jacob F. Webb. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, Mr. Speaker, reserying the 
right to object, I would like to ask the author of the bill for a 
few facts with reference to this case. 

Mr. ROMJUER. I will state to the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee that this party, Jacob Webb, was mustered into the 
service in the spring of 1862, and that in the fall of that year, 
along about November, he was on duty in the military service, 
at which time he was taken sick and removed to the hospital 
in the neighborhood some 10 or 12 miles distant, and was in 
the same county. He was in the military service and on duty. 
The affidavits of his comrades show they were preseut when 
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he was in the hospital or went there when he was taken out 
of the hospital. His mother came for him, and the evidence 
disclosed that he was carried out on a stretcher and removed 
to his mother’s home. There is no entry on the War Depart- 
ment military record at that time about his being out of the 
service. Some time later the War Department records dis- 
closed that he was absent and was sick and was at his home. 
That was the record as shown by the War Department, and 
20 days after that the War Department entered the record 
that he had deserted; that was 20 days after the record of 
the entry of his absence on account of sickness. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Did he return to the service? 

Mr. ROMJUB. The evidence discloses by the affidavits of 
one or more of his comrades, that he wrote to his comrades 
some time during the next year and asked them to notify the 
commanding officer that he wanted to return to the service, 
and the commanding officer told his comrades, “Let him re- 
main where he is,“ indicating that he did not think that he 
would ever get well. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Was he in such a physical 
condition that 

Mr. ROMJUB. As a matter of fact, his comrades said they 
did not think he was really in a physical condition then to 
return, 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. The gentleman has quoted 
all there is of the War Department record? 

Mr. ROMJUR. The War Department recommended the in- 
troduction of the bill in its present form, but they made no 
recommendation except to quote the records. 

Mr, GARRETT of Tennessee. Now, the records of the War 
Department, as I understand it, show that he was sick? 

Mr. ROMJUB. Yes. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. That is shown on the records? 

Mr. ROMJUB. Yes. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. And later on he was marked 
as having deserted? 

Mr. BEGG. That was January 1, 1863. What was he doing 
during the other two years? 

Mr. ROMJUB. I was stating that some time during that 
year he wrote to one of his comrades, so the affidavit of his 
comrade states, to the effect that he was ready to join his 
command. 

Mr. BEGG. The only evidence to support that statement 
is that of some one in an official position now? 

Mr. ROMJUEB. No; one of his comrades. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. The report stated after two years that 
he was well? F 

Mr. ROMJUE. The evidence disclosed that he never really 
was able to return, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman has 


expired. Is there objection to the present consideration of 
this bill? 
Mr. BEGG. I object. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Ohio ob- 
jects. The Clerk will report the next bill. 


ESTLE DAVID 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H, R. 
10611) to correct the military record of Estle David. 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I object to that 
bill. The department directly recommends against that. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Tennessee 
objects. The Clerk will report the next bill. 


JOHN T. O'NEIL 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
11206) to correct the military record of John T. O'Neil. 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Reserving the right to object, 
Mr. Speaker, I would like to have some explanation of that. 
There does not seem to be anything from the department on it. 

Mr. REECE. Mr. Speaker, I may state that the War Depart- 
ment reports adversely on all these cases. They have not recom- 
mended favorably on one, 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. They do not report favorably, 
I know, but I think on the other bill they made a direct report 
against it. 

Mr. REECE. It is suggested by the War Department that, if 
the bill is passed, it be put in the form it is in now. They do 
not directly recommend the enactment of the legislation, but 
as I say, they have suggested that if it be passed it be put in 
the form it is in now. 
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Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
what does my military colleague from Connecticut [Mr. Trrsen] 
say about this? 

Mr. BLANTON. My experience is that whenever you can not 
find a report from the War Department you may bet that there 
is something in that record that is not favorable to the bill. 

Mr. TILSON. This is a simple record, Mr. Speaker. It is all 
in one paragraph of the report. The man served one enlistment 
and was honorably discharged from the service. Later on he 
reenlisted, and was oyer in Porto Rico. The drinks served 
there were rather strong, it seemed, and he became intoxicated 
on one occasion, 

Mr. LaGUARDIA. Then what happened to him? 

Mr. BLANTON. I see this is a Connecticut case. 

Mr. TILSON. He was dishonorably discharged. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. This is not a desertion case? 

Mr .TILSON. No. This is a dishonorable discharge case. 
Having been confined six months for drunkenness, he wants this 
stigma of a dishonorable discharge removed. 

Mr. WOODRUFF. How long was he in the service? 

Mr. TILSON. As I say, he served one enlistment and was 
discharged honorably. He enlisted again and served honorably 
for a time and then was given a dishonorable discharge. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TILSON. Yes. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. What would the gentleman from Connec- 
ticut [Mr. Tirson], who has been a colonel of a regiment, do 
in a similar case? 

Mr. TILSON. I would have done just as the officer in this 
case did. There is nothing mysterious about this case. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, in view of the fact that the 
constituent of the gentleman from Connecticut is on the water 
wagon, we will let this bill pass. [Laughter.] 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of this bill? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, 
authorized and directed to remove the charge of desertion now appear- 
ing on the records on file in the War Department against John P. 
O'Neil, late of Battery C, First Regiment Connecticut Volunteer Ar- 
tillerx, war with Spain, and grant him an honorable discharge. 


With a committee amendment, as follows: 


Strike out all of lines from 3 to 8, inclusive, and insert: „That 
in the administration of all laws conferring rights, privileges, or 
benefits upon honorably discharged soldiers, John T. O'Neil, late of 
Battery C, First Regiment Connecticut Volunteer Artillery, war with 
Spain, shall be held to have been discharged honorably from the mili- 
tary service of the United States on December 1, 1899: Provided, That 
no back pay, pension, or allowance shall be held to have accrued prior 
to the passage of this act.” 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
the committee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without objection, the title 
will be amended. 

There was no objection. 

The title was amended to read as follows: “A bill for the 
relief of John T. O'Neil.” 

OGDEN CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(5. 660) for the relief of the Ogden Chamber of Commerce. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. BLANTON, I object, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. EDMONDS. Will not the gentleman from Texas with- 
hold his objection for a moment? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. EDMONDS. This is merely a bill to reimburse the 
Ogden Chamber of Commerce for the rent of a piece of ground 
which the Government occupied for a few months. The Gov- 
ernment afterwards bought the ground, but in the beginning the 
Government had no funds available; they held the ground for 
some time and then the Government bought the ground. This 
is merely to pay the rent for the ground while the Govern- 
ment occupied it and before it was bought by the Government. 

Mr. BLANTON. This is another case where a chamber of 
commerce got a site for the Government and then after the 


The question is on agreeing to 
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Government erected buildings on the site they want to be paid 


for it. Is not that the case? 2 

Mr. COLTON. If the gentleman will permit, that is not so 
in this case. This site is more than 5 miles from the city and 
was purchased at the time we were engaged in war. It was 
intended to store ammunition there and have a regular arsenal. 

The chamber of commerce of Ogden City simply did this as 
a patriotic duty. They went out and obtained this site for the 
Government. 

Mr. BLANTON. Is the Government using it now? 

Mr. COLTON. It is storing nothing there whatever. 

Mr. BLANTON. How long will it be before there will be a 
bill introduced to make a park out of it? 

Mr. COLTON. ‘The buildings are there; the Government 
buildings are there, but owing to the freight rates they have 
never used them. ö 

Mr. BLANTON. What does the chamber of commerce at 
Ogden, Utah, contemplate doing with this Government prop- 
erty? 

Mr. COLTON. It is Government property and that is for 
‘us to say. I think the gentleman will find this is an abso- 
lutely just claim. 

Mr. BLANTON. I will withdraw my objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the Treasury is authorized 
and directed to pay to the Ogden Chamber of Commerce, Ogden, Utah, 
out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the 
sum of $651.68, as reimbursement for expenses incurred by such 
chamber of commerce in connection with the purchase of land and 
water rights for the United States Government for the use of the 
Ogden arsenal. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 
NASH MOTORS CO. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(S. 1893) to refund certain duties paid by the Nash Motors Co. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. BEGG. Mr. Speaker, I think I shall have to object, 
unless I can get some information to change my mind. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Will the gentleman withhold 
his objection? 

Mr. BEGG. Yes. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. I will be glad to furnish infor- 
mation which, I think, will convince the gentleman that the 
bill ought to go through. An identical bill has twice passed the 
House. The bill was introduced in the Senate this time by 
Senator Lenroor. The Nash Motors Co., of Kenosha, Wis., as 
the gentleman is aware, is one of the corporations of this 
country which has not only a high-class national but also 
a high-class international reputation. Its predecessor, the 
Jeffreys Co., sent a chassis over to London in 1915. It was 
kept there one year, remained untouched, was not increased in 
value in any way, and then was returned to this country. 

Under paragraph 404 of the tariff act it was entitled to come 
in free of duty. It was consigned when it came back—very 
strangely, I think the gentleman from Ohio will agree with me— 
to a clerk by the name of Reeve, an employee of a firm of 
brokers in New York, who had been employed by the Nash 
Motors Co. The Nash Motors Co. knew nothing about Mr. 
Reeve, but it was consigned to him, a clerk, not to the brokers 
and not to the Nash Motors Co. But in order for any article 
thus returned to come in free, a certificate of export must be 
furnished by the consignee, This certificate of export, for some 
reason, was not furnished by Mr. Reeve nor by the firm who 
employed him. Finally the Nash Motors Co. was notified, and 
they furnished it. Meanwhile these brokers had given a bond 
to furnish this evidence, but they gave the bond without in- 
forming the Nash Motors Co. The Nash Motors Co. had not 
requested them to give a bond. 

Mr. BEGG. Let me ask the gentieman a question. Does the 
Government lose anything to which it is entitled? I mean, are 
we refunding any tariff, such as is the case in the bills dealing 
with the belis proposition, which are protected in this country, 
and then some of them brought in and by special acts we refund 
the tariff? 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. No; not at all. 

Mr, EDMONDS. This car was sent over as a sample, and 
undoubtedly from it we got a lot of sales. „It was brought 
back here; snd when it got back the broker’s clerk, who should 


have attended to filing the bond to get the return of the duty, 
did not do it. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. I will also say to the gentle- 
man from Ohio that there was another remarkable incident 
in connection with this transaction. The evidence not having 
been furnished within the period of time mentioned in the 
bond, the Government seized this chassis and held it for the 
payment of the duty. Then the Nash Motors Co., being in- 
formed of the seizure, instructed the brokers to enter a protest, 
which they did, but with the protest there should have been 
paid a protest fee, and it was not pald until one day after the 
expiration of the period. 

Mr. BEGG. I will withdraw my reservation. 

Mr. BLANTON, Will the gentleman from Ohio yield? 

Mr. BEGG. I have withdrawn my reservation. The gentle 
man from Wisconsin has satisfied me. 

Mr. BLANTON. Both the Secretary of War and The Adju- 
tant General recommend that this bill be paid. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to the Nash Motors Co., a 
corporation organized under the laws of the State of Maryland, the 
sum of $1,223.30 as full payment to the said Nash Motors Co. of all 
duties levied upon an automobile chassis, the property of said com- 
pany, of American manufacture and entitled to free entry under 
the provisions of paragraph 404 of the tariff act, and paid by the 
said Nash Motors Co. upon the importation of the said automobile 
chasais into this country. 


Mr. BEGG. Mr. Speaker, I move to strike out the last word. 
I only expect to take one minute, and I do this because I want 
to direct the attention of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Branton] to the fact that the Secretary of War and The Ad- 
jutant General have nothing at all to do with tariff, and that 
the Secretary of the Treasury did not recommend the passage 
of this bill, but said that it was one of a class and had no 
more standing than any one of several other bills. I give this 
information so the gentleman will not make the error again. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, the bill that is before the 
House is for the relief of Walter A. Rich. 

Mr. BEGG. I beg the gentleman's pardon; again the gentle- 
man is in error. The gentleman has the wrong bill. - 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, there has been such a long 
colloquy or duet carried on between the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. Brad] and the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. COOPER] 
we could not tell “ where they were at.” 

Mr. BEGG. And the gentleman was unhappy unless he 
could inject himself into it. [Laughter.] 

Mr. BLANTON. I did not ask for the regular order, but I 
thought we ought to get along. 

The pro forma amendment was withdrawn. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 


ESTATE OF -WALTER A. Mon, DECEASED 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (S. 
2139) for the relief of the estate of Walter A. Rich, deceased. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob- 
ject, and I shall not object, this is the bill that both the Secre- 
tary of War and The Adjutant General recomended should 
be passed, and I therefore shall not object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ecte., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he 
is hereby, authorized and directed to pay to the estate of Walter A. 
Rich, deceased, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise ap- 
propriated, the sum of $5,000 in full settlement against the Govern- 
ment as compensation for the death of said Walter A. Rich, who was 
killed by the accidental discharge of a machine gun at the Interstate 
Fair at Trenton, N. J., October 2, 1920. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 
SWEDISH FISHING BOAT “LILLY” 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(S. 2458) to authorize the payment of an indemnity to the 
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Swedish Government for the losses sustained by its nationals 
in the sinking of the Swedish fishing boat Lilly. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
eut consideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That there is hereby authorized to be paid to the 
Government of Sweden, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, as a matter of grace, and without reference to the ques- 
tion of liability therefor, as full indemnity for the losses sustained 
by the owners and crew of the Swedish fishing boat Lilly, or any other 
parties pecuniarily interested, through the sinking of that vessel by the 
United States Army transport Antigone on March 23, 1920, an amount 
equivalent to 26,881 kroner on the date of the approval of this act, as 
recommended by the President in his message of January 3, 1924. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Epaonps, a motion to reconsider the vote 
by which the various bills were passed was laid on the table. 


ADJOURNMENT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The hour of 11 o'clock having 
arrived, under the previous order of the House, the House will 
stand adjourned until 12 o’clock to-morrow morning. 

Accordingly (at 11 o'clock p. m.) the House adjourned until 
to-morrow, Wednesday, February 11, 1925, at 12 o’clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


859. Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, a letter from the Secre- 
tary of War, transmitting herewith a list of leases granted by 
the Secretary of War during the calendar year 1924, was 
taken from the Speaker's table and referred to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. GARBER: Committee on Indian Affairs. H. R. 5935. 
A bill to amend section 26 of an act entitled “An act making 
appropriations for the current and contingent expenses of the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, for fulfilling treaty stipulations with 
various Indian tribes, and for other purposes, for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1922“; with an amendment (Rept. No. 
1422). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union. 

Mr. KNUTSON: Committee on Indian Affairs. H. R. 9160. 
A bill authorizing certain Indian tribes and bands, or any of 
them, residing in the State of Washington to submit to the 
Court of Claims certain claims growing out of treaties, and 
otherwise; with amendments (Rept. No. 1423). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. REECE: Committee on Military Affairs. H. R. 10526. 
A bill to extend the limitations of time upon the issuance of 
medals of honor, distinguished-service crosses, and distin- 
guished-service medals to persons who served in the Army of 
the United States during the World War; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1424). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. FROTHINGHAM: Committee on Military Affairs. H. R. 
11355. A bill authorizing the Secretary of War to convey by 
revocable lease to the city of Springfield, Mass., a certain 
parcel of land within the Springfield Military Armory Reser- 
vation, Mass.; without amendment (Rept. No. 1426). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. ; 

Mr. MICHENER: Committee on the Judiciary. H. R. 11826. 
A bill to provide for an additional district judge for the west- 
ern district of Michigan; without amendment (Rept. No. 1427). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

Mr. GRAHAM: Committee on the Judiciary. S. 2835. An 
act to amend an act entitled “An act authorizing insurance 
companies or associations and fraternal beneficiary societies to 
file bills of interpleader,” approved February 22, 1917; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1428). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. GRAHAM: Committee on the Judiciary. S. 3180. An 
act to amend section 194 of the Penal Code of the United 
States; without amendment (Rept. No. 1429). Referred to the 
House Calendar. 

Mr. GRAHAM: Committee on the Judiciary. S. 3913. An 
act to extend for an additional period of three years the effec- 


tive period of the act entitled “An act to amend section 51 of 
chapter 4 of the Judicial Code,” approved September 19, 1922; 
and an act entitled “An act to amend section 876 of the Revised 
Statutes,” approved September 19, 1922; with an amendment 
(Rept. No. 1480). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. WYANT: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. H. R. 11725. A bill to legalize a pier and wharf in 
York River at Gloucester Banks, near Gloucester Point, Va.; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1431). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 

Mr. CORNING: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. H. R. 11977. A bill to extend the time for the com- 
mencement and completion of the bridge of the American 
Niagara Railroad Corporation across the Niagara River in the 
State of New York; without amendment (Rept. No. 1432). Re- 
ferred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. WYANT: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. H. R. 11978. A bill granting the consent of Congress 
to the Commissioners of McKean County, Pa., to construct a 
bridge across the Allegheny River; with amendments (Rept. 
No. 1433). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. WYANT: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. S. 3398. An act to authorize the city of Norfolk, Va., 
to construct a combined dam and bridge in Lafayette River at 
or near Granby Street, Norfolk, Va.; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1434). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. LEAVITT : Committee on the Public Lands. H. R. 11726. 
A bill to authorize- the creation of a national memorial in the 
Harney National Forest; with an amendment (Rept. No. 1435). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

Mr. WRIGHT: Committee on Military Affairs. H. R. 12063. 
A bill to authorize the Secretary of War to grant a perpetual 
easement for railroad right of way over and upon a portion of 
the military reservation on Anastasia Island, in the State of 
Florida; with an amendment (Rept. No. 1436). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. KVALE: Committee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures, 
H. R. 12160. A bill to authorize the Secretary of the Treasury 
to prepare a medal with appropriate emblems and inscriptions 
commemorative of the Norse-American Centennial; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1437). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. HAUGEN: Committee on Agriculture. H. R. 12192. A 
bill to authorize the creation of game refuges on the Ozark 
National Forest in the State of Arkansas; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1488). Referred to the Committee of the Wholé 
House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. LUCE: Committee on the Library. S. J. Res. 167. A 
joint resolution authorizing the erection on public grounds in 
the city of Washington, D. C., of a memorial to those who gave 
their lives to their country in the Aviation Service of the Army, 
Navy, and Marine Corps in the World War; with an amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1489). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. RAYBURN: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce, H. R. 11818. A bill granting the consent of Congress to 
the construction of a bridge across the Rio Grande; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1440). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. MONTAGUE: Committee on the Judiciary. H. R. 5194. 
A bill to amend the Judicial Code by adding a new section 
to be numbered 274D; with an amendment (Rept. No. 1441). 
Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. DYER: Committee on the Judiciary. Under authority 
of H. Res. 325, a report finding no cause for impeachment in 
the case of William E. Baker (Rept. No. 1443). Referred to 
the House Calendar. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. MORIN: Committee on Military Affairs. S. 3090. An 
act for the relief of Palestine Troup; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1425). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. SHERWOOD: Committee on Military Affairs: H. R. 
11944. A bill for the relief of John M. Wells; with an amend- 
ment (Rept. No, 1442). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS 
Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memo- 
rials were introduced and severally referred as follows: 
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By Mr. WYANT: A bill (H. R. 12230) to provide for the 
erection of a public building at New Kensington, Pa.; to the 
Committee on Publie Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. BLACK of New York: A bill (H. R. 12231) to regu- 
late the yalue of gold coins; to the Committee on Coinage, 
Weights, and Measures. 

By Mr. SALMON: A bill (H. R. 12232) for the improvement 
and enlargement of the Federal building and providing therein 
for a Federal court at Columbia, Tenn.; to the Committee on 
Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. BULWINKLE: A bill (H. R. 12233) establishing a 
commission for the participation of the United States in the 
observance of the one hundred and fiftieth anniversary of the 
signing of the Meckienburg Declaration of Independence at the 
city of Charlotte, N. C., on May 20, 1775, authorizing an appro- 
priation to be utilized in connection with such observance, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on the Library. 

By Mr. MADDEN; A bill (H. R. 12234) to authorize the re- 
duction of and to fix the rate of interest to be paid by carriers 
upon notes er other evidences of indebtedness heretofore issued 
under the provisions of section 207 of the transportation act, 
1920, or section 210 of said act, as amended by an act approved 


June 5, 1920; to the Committee of Interstate and Foreign Com- 


meree. 

By Mr. GRAHAM: Joint resolution (H. J. Res: 347) pro- 
viding for an investigation of the official conduct of George W. 
English, district judge for the eastern district of Illinois; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. . 

By Mr. HAUGHN: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 348) author- 
izing the Secretary of Agriculture to award suitable medals 
to exhibitors winning first and championship prizes at the 
twenty-fifth anniversary show of the international livestock 
exhibition of Chicago, Ill., held in December, 1924; to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. JONES: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 349) estab- 
lishing a joint congressional commission to make an examina- 
tion and audit of eotton statistics in the Bureau of the Census, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. GRAHAM: Resolution (H. Res. 435) providing funds 
for carrying out the provisions of House Joint Resolution 347, 
Providing for an investigation of the official conduct of 
George W. English, district judge for the eastern district of 
Illinois”; to the Committee on Accounts. 

By the SPEAKER (by request): Memorial of the Legisla- 
tive Assembly of the State of Montana, favoring a retention of 
existing rates on linseed oil and flax; to the Committee on 
Ways aud Means. 

Also, memorial favoring the participation of the United 
States in the international conference for arbitration to be 
ee Geneva on June 15, 1925; to the Committee on Foreign 

Also (by request), enrolled joint memorial of the Legisla- 
ture of the State of Wyoming, urging the construction and com- 
pletion of the Casper-Aleova irrigation project; to the Com- 
mittee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 

By Mr. CHRISTOPHERSON: Memorial of the Legislature 
of the State of South Dakota, urging the Congress to give agri- 
culture the same protection as is now afforded to industry and 
labor; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. EVANS: Memorial of the Legislature of the State of 
Montana, favoring the participation of the United States in the 
international arbitration conference to be held in Geneva June 
5, 1925; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. LEATHERWOOD: Memorials from the Governor 
and Legislature of the State of Utah, asking favorable action 
on S. 2424, relating to grazing fees on national forests; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, memorial favoring S. 2327, an act to regulate com- 
merce; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. WATKINS: Memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of Oregon, favoring development of harbors for purpose 
of commerce along the coast of Oregon; to the Committee on 
Rivers and Harbors. g 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of Oregon, 
urging Congress to provide necessary funds to build a new 
hospital in Portland, Oreg.; to the Committee on World War 
Veterans’ Legislation. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. COOPER of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 12235) authorizing 
the appointment of S. D. Archer, first Heutenant, Quartermaster 


Officers Reserve Corps, as an officer of the regular United 
States Army; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. HOWARRD of Nebraska: A bill (H. R. 12230) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Emily J. Farrar; to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 12237) granting an increase of pension to 
Martha Jane McNeely; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

By Mr. KING: A bill (H. R. 12238) granting a pension to 
Joseph Houser; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 12239) granting a pension to James 
McCullough; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr, RATHBONE: A bill (H. R, 12240) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Henry H, O, Meinshausen; to the Com- 
mittee on Pensions. 

By Mr. SNELL: A bill (H. R. 12241) granting an increase of 
pension to Ellen A. Baker; to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 

ons. : 

By Mr. TEMPLE: A bill (H. R. 12242) to authorize the Hon. 
Stephen G. Porter to accept a medal and diploma from the 
Government of Brazil; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 


PETITIONS, ETO. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

3713. By Mr. FREDERICKS: Petition in behalf of veterans, 
widows, and orphan children of Indian wars; to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

8714. Also, petition of citizens of Los Angeles County, Calif., 
protesting against compulsory Sunday observance; to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

8715. By Mr. GALLIVAN: Petition of Boston Central Labor 
Union, P. H. Jennings, secretary, 987 Washington Street, Bos- 
ton, Mass., recommending a full investigation of the social, 
political, and economical conditions in Porto Rico; to the Com- 
mittee on Insular Affairs, x 

8716. By Mr. GARBER: Petition of representatives of public 
schools, Patron-Teachers Club, churches, chamber of commerce, 
Civitans Women’s Clubs, and the W. ©. T. U. of Perry, Okla., 
urging that the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations report 
out a resolution providing for the United States’ adherence to 
the World Court on the basis of the Harding- Hughes resolu- 
tion; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 

8717. Also, petition of Fair Play, to adopt a fixed rule for the 
distribution of net earnings in order to protect investors and the 
publie interest; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

8718. By Mr. GRAHAM: Petition of Philadelphia Board of 
Trade, protesting against the passage of the Pittman silver 
purchase bill; to the Committee on Coinage, Weights, and 
Measures. 

3719. By Mr. HICKEY: Petition from Mr. L. E. Newman, 
1819 Elizabeth Street, Elkhart, Ind., signed by citizens of 
Elkhart, Ind., protesting against the- Jones Sunday bill; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

8720. By Mr. KVALE: Petition of Mrs. A. Stremlow and 235 
other residents of Wheaton, Minn., and Traverse County, 
Minn., protesting against enactment of the so-called Sunday 
observance law (8. 3218) by the House of Representatives; 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

8721. By Mr. LEA of California: Petition of 44 residents 
of St. Helena, Calif., protesting against the passage of Senate 
bill 3218, the Sunday observance bill, so called; to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

8722. By Mr. LEATHERWOOD: Memorial of the Legisla- 
ture of the State of Utah, favoring the passage of the Pittman 
bill relating to the purchase of 14,437,000 ounces of American- 
produced silver at $1 per ounce; to the Committee on Coinage, 
Weights, and Measures. 

3723. By Mr. MORROW: Petition of Charles H. Cooper, 
E. Pack, M. B. Goldenbreg, Joseph Conwell, Paul Dodge, Earl 
George, B. L. Francis, Jules A. Watson, S. S. Ghalson, and 
S. M. Wharton, all of Tucumcari, N. Mex., in favor of legisla- 
tion in behalf of veterans, widows, and orphan children of 
Indian wars; to the Committee on Pensions. 

3724. By Mr. RAKER: Petitions of Hazel Merrifield, presi- 
dent California Federation of Post Office Clerks, Vallejo, 
Calif., urging passage of postal salary increase bill; Mr. John 
J. Mulligan, of Brooklyn, N. Y., urging passage of the postal 
salary bill; Rosenberg Bros. Co., of San Francisco, Calif., pro- 
testing against any increase in parcel-post rates; J. I. Johnson, 
chairman joint committee post-office and railway-mail em- 
ployees, Sacramento, Calif., urging passage of postal salary 
bill; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

8725. Also, petition of California Development Association, 
San Francisco, Calif., urging passage of Senat bill 4009, for 
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the establishment of a forest experiment station in California ; 
J. P. Churchill, secretary Associated Chambers of Commerce of 


Siskiyou County, Calif. and Yreka Chamber of Commerce of 
Yreka, Calif., urging passage of Senate bill 4099, for the estab- 
lishment of a forest experiment station in California; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

3726. Also, petition of Western Lithograph Co., of Los An- 
geles, Calif., indorsing and urging the passage of House bill 
9629, the reorganization bill; to the Committee on Reorganiza- 
tion of Executive Departments. 

8727. Also, petition of J. F. W. Unfug, adjutant, General 
Custer Camp, No. 4, National Indian War Veterans, San Fran- 
cisco, Calif.; J. F. W. Unfug, national commander National 
Indian War Veterans, San Francisco, Calif.; James Williams, 
Fort Bidwell, Calif.; C. G. Lowell, Fort Bidwell, Calif.; Richard 
Hesse, Fort Bidwell, Calif.; and Henry Kober, Fort Bidwell, 
Calif., all indorsing and urging the passage of House bill 11798 
and Senate bill 3920, for the relief of Indian war veterans, 
widows, and orphan children; to the Committee on Pensions. 

8728, Also, petition of National Better Films Conference, 
New York City, protesting against legal censorship of motion 
pictures; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 

3729. Also, petition of F. J. Solinsky and Caesar Bertheau, of 
San Francisco, Calif., indorsing and urging support of Senate 
bill 1548, for the relief of San Francisco insurance claimants 
against German insurance companies; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

3730. Also, petition of California White and Sugar Pine 
Manufacturers Association, of San Francisco, Calif., protesting 
against passage of Gooding bill (S. 2327); to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

3731. Also, petition of the Curtis Corporation, of Long Beach, 
Calif., protesting against bill introduced by Senator Jones of 
Washington to amend section 4426 of the Revised Statutes of 
the United States; to the Committee on the Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries. 

3732. Also, resolution passed by the California State Board 
of American War Mothers, Richmond, Calif., indorsing the 
universal service draft law as proposed by the American 
Legion ; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

3733. Also, petition of Mr. L. A. Anderson, of San Francisco, 
indorsing and urging passage of the Shreve bill (H. R. 8352) ; 
to the Committee on the Civil Service. 

3734. Also, resolutions passed by the Reserve Officers’ Asso- 
ciation of the United States, at Columbus, Ohio, giving legis- 
lative recommendations; to the Committee on World War Vet- 
erans’ Legislation. 

3735. By Mr. WATKINS: Petition of citizens of Portland 
and Astoria, Oreg., opposing the enactment of compulsory Sun- 
day observance legislation; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

3736. By Mr. WYANT: Protest of Pennsylvania Real Estate 
Association, comprised of 86 real estate boards and 2,500 real 
estate men, against the enactment of Senate bill 3764, known 
as the rent control bill; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 


SENATE 
WEDNESDAY, February 11, 1925 
(Legislative day of Tuesday, February 3, 1925) 


The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration of 
the recess. 
JOINT SESSION OF THE TWO HOUSES 


Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I desire to submit a privi- 
leged motion. 

I move that five minutes before 1 o'clock to-day the Senate 
proceed to the Hall of the House of Representatives, there to 
take part under the Constitution and laws in the count of the 
electoral votes for President and Vice President of the United 
States, 

The motion was agreed to. 


FINAL ASCERTAINMENT OF ELECTORS 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate com- 
munications from the Secretary of State, transmitting, pursu- 
ant to law, certified copies of the final ascertainment of the 
electors for President and Vice President of the United States 
from the States of Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, California, 
Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Idaho, INi- 
nois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, 
Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, 


Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New Hampshire, New 
Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North Carolina, North Dakota, 
Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South 
Carolina, South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Vermont, Vir- 
ginia, Washington, West Virginia, Wisconsin, and Wyoming, 
which, with the accompanying documents, were ordered to lie 
on the table. 
DISPOSITION OF USELESS PAPERS 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair lays before the 
Senate a letter from the Secretary of Commerce, transmitted 
pursuant to law, asking permission for the destruction of cer- 
tain obsolete papers in the files of the department. The Chair 
appoints as a committee on the part of the Senate to consider 
the advisability of the disposition of these papers the Senator 
from Washington [Mr. Jones] and the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. FLETOHER]. The Secretary will notify the House of Rep- 
resentatives thereof. : 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


Mr. FRAZIER presented the petition of Emma Bloomquist 
and 85 other citizens of Fargo, N. Dak., praying for the pas- 
sage of House bill 663, to provide for a library information 
service in the Bureau of Education, which was referred to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Minnesota presented the memorials of D. E. 
Ward and 52 other citizens of St. Paul; of George L, Budd 
and 62 other citizens of Alexandria; of Paul Bollman and 10 
other citizens of Wendall; of J. L Layman and 139 other citi- 
zens of Fulda, and of Mrs. Louis Hill and 119 other citizens 
of Minneapolis, all in the State of Minnesota, remonstrating 
against the passage of the so-called compulsory Sunday observ- 
ance bill for the District, which were referred to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. WILLIS presented a memorial of sundry citizens of 
Auglaize County in the State of Ohio, remonstrating against 
the passage of the so-called compulsory Sunday observance bill 
for the District, which was referred to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


Mr. CAPPER, from the Committee on the District of Colum- 
bia, to which was referred the bill (S. 4148) to provide a com- 
plete code of insurance law for the District of Columbia (ex- 
cepting marine insurance as now provided for by the act of 
March 4, 1922, and fraternal and benevolent insurance asso- 
ciations or orders as provided for by the act of March 3, 1901), 
and for other purposes, reported it with amendments and sub- 
mitted a report (No. 1070) thereon. 

Mr. HARRELD, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
was referred the bill (S. 3109) for the relief of Frank II. 
Walker and Frank E. Smith, reported it with amendments and 
submitted a report (No. 1071) thereon. 

Mr. HALE, from the Committee on Naval Affairs, to which 
was referred the bill (H. R. 2688) providing for sundry mat- 
ters affecting the naval service, and for other purposes, reported 
it with amendments and submitted a report (No. 1072) thereon. 

Mr. CARAWAY, from the Committee on Public Lands and 
Surveys, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 6833) to relin- 
quish the title of the United States to the land in the preemp- 
tion claim of William Weekley, situate in the county of Baldwin, 
State of Alabama, reported it without amendment and sub- 
mitted a report (No, 1074) thereon. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico, from the Committee on Public 
Lands and Surveys, to which were referred the following bills, 
reported them each without amendment and submitted re- 
ports thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 8927) granting public lands to the town of Sil- 
verton, Colo., for public park purposes (Rept. No. 1075) ; and 

A bill (H. R. 9688) granting public lands to the city of Red 
Bluff, Calif., for a public park (Rept. No. 1076). 

Mr. LADD, from the Committee on Public Lands and Sur- 
veys, to which were referred the following bills, reported them 
severally withont amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 7780) for the relief of Fred J. La May (Rept. 
No. 1077) ; 

A bill (H. R. 8226) granting relief to the First State Savings 
Bank of Gladwin, Mich. (Rept. No, 1078); and 

A bill (H. R. 8333) to restore homestead rights in certain 
cases (Rept. No. 1079). 

Mr. DILL, from the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys, 
to which was referred the bill (H. R. 2689) to consolidate eer- 
tain lands within the Snoqualmie National Forest, reported it 
without amendment and submitted a report (No. 1080) thereon. 

Mr. CAMERON, from the Committee on Public Lands and 
Surveys, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 10590) author- 
izing the Secretary of the Interior to sell certain land to pro- 
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vide funds to be used in the purchase of a suitable tract of land 
to be used for cemetery purposes for the use and benefit of 
members of the Kiowa, Comanche, and Apache Tribes of In- 
dians, reported it without amendment and submitted a report 
(No. 1081) thereon. 

Mr. PITTMAN, from the Committee on Publie Lands and Sur- 
veys, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 166) authorizing 
the Secretary of the Interior to issue patent to the city of 
Redlands, Calif., for certain lands, and for other purposes, 
reported without amendment and submitted a report (No. 1082) 
| thereon. 

Mr, STANFIELD, from the Committee on Public Lands and 
Surveys, to which were referred the following bills, reported 
them severally without amendment and submitted reports 
thereon : 

A bill (H. R. 5612) to authorize the addition of certain lands 
to the Mount Hood National Forest (Rept. No. 1083) ; 

A bill (H. R. 9495) granting to the State of Oregon certain 
lands to be used by it for the purpose of maintaining and 
operating thereon a fish hatchery (Rept. No. 1084) ; 

A bill (H. R. 10411) granting desert-land entrymen an exten- 
sion of time for making final proof (Rept. No. 1085); and 

A bill (H. R. 11500) to amend an act entitled “An act to con- 
solldate national forest lands” (Rept. No. 1086). 


ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED 


| Mr. WATSON, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 
ported that on February 10, 1925, that committee presented to 
the President of the United States the enrolled bill (S. 555) 
Tor the relief of Blattmann & Co. 


BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED 


_ Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred 
as follows: 

By Mr. STERLING (for Mr. Ernst): 

A bill (S. 4277) to extend for an additional period of three 
years the effective period of the act entitled “An act to 
amend section 51 of chapter 4 of the Judicial Code,” approved 
September 19, 1922; and 

A bill (S. 4278) to extend for an additional period of three 
years the effective period of the act entitled “An act to amend 
Section 876 of the Revised Statutes,” approved September 19, 
1922; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of California: 

A bill (S. 4279) granting a pension to James H. Williams; 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

A bill (S. 4280) for the relief of Joseph A. McCarthy; to 
the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. SPENCER: 

A bill (S, 4281) granting an increase of pension to Ada M. 
Standish (with an accompanying paper); to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. FERNALD: 

A bill (S. 4283) granting an increase of pension to Mary E. 
Spencer (with accompanying paper); to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. CARAWAY: 

A bill (S. 4284) granting the consent of Congress to the Yell 
and Pope County Bridge District, Dardanelle and Russellville, 
Ark., to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge across the 
Arkansas River at or near the city of Dardanelle, Yell County, 
Ark.; to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. BURSUM: 

A bill (S. 4285) granting an increase of pension to Rowland 
H. Armstrong; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. CAMERON: 

A bill (S. 4286) to establish a Federal penitentiary within 
the State of Arizona; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RANSDELL: 

A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 184) authorizing the President 
to inyite the States of the Union and foreign countries to par- 
ticipate in a permanent international trade exposition at New 
Orleans, La., to begin September 15, 1925; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 


AMENDMENT TO RIVERS AND HARBORS BILL 


Mr. JONES of Washington (for Mr. Epee) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to the bill (H. R. 11472) 
authorizing the construction, repair, and preservation of cer- 
tain public works on rivers and harbors, and for other pur- 
poses, which was referred to the Committee on Commerce and 
ordered to be printed. 
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AMENDMENT TO INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATION BILL 

Mr. KING submitted an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to House bill 11505, the independent offices appropria- 
tion bill, which was ordered to be printed and to lie on the 
table, as follows: 


After the end of line 19, page 29, as a new paragraph insert: 

“No part of the sums appropriated in this act shall be available 
for or used to pay the hire of any member of the crew signed on the 
crew list and who is employed departing from a mainland port of the 
United States on any of the ships of the United States Shipping Board, 
or the United States Shipping Board Emergency Fleet Corporation, 
when such member of the crew of such ship is ineligible to citizenship 
under the laws of the United States.” 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Representatives by Mr. Farrell, 
its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had passed the 
following bills of the Senate without amendment: 

S. 660. An act for the relief of the Ogden Chamber of Com- 
merce ; 

F 8. 5 An act for the relief of the Eastern Transporta- 
on Co.; 

S. 833. An act for the relief of Emma LaMee; 

S. 1038. An act for the relief of the Brooklyn Eastern District 
Terminal ; S 

§. 1180. An act for the relief of J. B. Platt; 

S. 1599. An act for the relief of the Export Oil Corporation; 

S. 1705. An act for the relief of the heirs of Ko-mo-dal-kiah, 
Moses agreement allottee No. 33; 

S. 1893. An act to refund certain duties paid by the Nash 
Motors Co.; 

S. 1930. An act for the relief of the San Diego Consolidated 
Gas & Electric Co.; 

S. 1937. An act for the relief of the Staples Transportation 
Co., of Fall River, Mass, ; 

S. 2079. An act for the relief of the owner of the American 
steam tug O'Brien Brothers; 

S. 2130. An act for the relief of the owner of the ferryboat 
New York; 

S. 2139. An act for the relief of the estate of Walter A. Rich, 
deceased ; 

S. 2254. An act for the relief of the Beaufort County Lumber 
Co. of North Carolina; 

S. 2293. An act for the relief of Lehigh Valley Railroad Co. 
and McAllister Lighterage Line (Inc.); 

S. 2458. An act to authorize the payment of an indemnity to 
the Swedish Government for the losses sustained by its na- 
tionals in the sinking of the Swedish fishing boat Lilly; 
inne An act for the relief of the Canada Steamship Lines 

td.) ; 

S. 3170. An act for the relief of Edgar William Miller; 

S. 3247. An act providing for the payment of any unappro- 
priated moneys belonging to the Apache, Kiowa, and Comanche 
Indians to Jacob Crew; and 

S. 4056. An act to provide for an additional district judge for 
the western district of Michigan. 

The message also announced that the House had passed the 
following bills of the Senate severally with an amendment, in 
which it requested the concurrence of the Senate: 

8.78. An act for the relief of the owners of the barge Anode; 

8.82. An act for the relief of the owners of the steamship 
Comanche ; 

S. 84. An act for the relief of the owners of the steamship 
Ceylon Maru; 

S. 1039. An act for the relief of the owners of the scow 
W. T. O. No. 35; 

S. 1040. An act for the relief of the owners of the New York 
Sanitary Utilization Co. scow No. 14; and 3 

S. 3310. An act for the relief of the owners of the barkentine 
Monterey. 

The message further announced that the House had passed 
the bill (S. 1370) authorizing the granting of war-risk insur- 
ance to Capt. Earl L. Naiden, Air Service, United States Army, 
with amendments, in which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate. 

The message also announced that the House had disagreed 
to the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 5726) to 
amend the act of Congress of March 3, 1921, entitled “An act 
to amend section 3 of the act of Congress of June 28, 1906, 
entitled ‘An aet of Congress for the division of the lands and 
funds of the Osage Indians in Oklahoma, and for other pur- 
poses; requested a conference with the Senate on the dis- 


agreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr. 
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SNYDER, Mr. DAarLLINGER, and Mr. Havnen were appointed man- 
agers on the part of the House at the conference, 

The message further announced that the House had passed 
bills of the following titles, in which it requested the con- 
currence of the Senate: 

II. R. 1446. An act for the relief of Charles W. Gibson, alias 
Charles J. MeGibb; 

H. R. 1948, An act for the relief of Samuel Friedman, as 
trustee for the heirs and devisees of B. Friedman, deceased, 
and Henry Mills, as trustee for the heirs and devisees of 
Emanuel Loveman, deceased ; 

H. R.2416. An act for the relief of F. Joseph Chatterton; 

H. R.2739. An act to remove the charge of desertion from 
the records of the War Department standing against William 
J. Dunlap: 

II. R.2905. An act to authorize an exchange of lands with 
Ed. Johnson, of Eagle, Colo. ; 

H. R. 4913. An act to pay Jere Austill fees earned as United 
States commissioner ; 

H. R. 4927. An act for the relief of Thomas Vincent Corey; 

H. R. 5286. An act for the relief of Mrs. M. J. Adams; 
H. R.5637. An act for the relief of Edward R. Wils 
lieutenant commander Supply Corps, United States Navy; 

H. R. 5660. An act for the relief of Charles Spencer; 

H. R. 5786. An act for the relief of Roberta H. Leigh and 
Laura H. Pettit; 

H. R. 6044. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior 
to sell and patent certain lands to Lizzie M. Nickey, a resident 
of De Soto Parish, La. ; 

H. R. 6045. An act anthorizing the Secretary of the Interior 
to sell and patent certain lands to Flora Horton, a resident 
of De Soto Parish, La. ; 

R. 6230. An act for the relief of Owen J. Owen; 
H. R. 8294. An act for the relief of Edward B. Sappington; 
H. R. 9112. An act for the relief of Commander Charles 
s Anderson, United States Naval Reserve Force; 
H. R. 9228. An act for the relief of Charles Ritzel; 
H. R. 9846. An act for the relief of Francis Kelly; 
II. R. 10670. An act for the relief of Frederick S. Easter; 

H. R. 11200. An act for the relief of John T. O'Neil; 

H. R. 11444. An act reclassifying the salaries of postmasters 
and employees of the Postal Service, readjusting their salaries 
and compensation on an equitable basis, increasing postal 
rates to provide for such readjustment, and for other pur- 
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poses; 
H. R. 11796. An act to provide for the deportation of cer- 
tain aliens, and for other purposes; and 
H. R. 12000. An act to amend the agricultural credits act of 
1923, approved March 4, 1923. 
ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


The message also announced that the Speaker of the House 
had affixed his signature to the following entitled enrolled 
bills, and they were thereupon signed by the President pro 
tempore: 

S. 3722. An act to authorize the State of Indiana and the 
State of Illinois to construct a bridge across the Wabash River 
at the city of Vincennes, Knox County, Ind.; 

H. R. 64. An act to amend section 101 of the Judicial Code 
as amended; and 

H. R. 8550. An act to authorize the appointment of a com- 
mission to select such of the Patent Office models for retention 
as are deemed to be of value and historical interest and to 
dispose of said models, and for other purposes. 

APPROPRIATIONS FOR STATE AND OTHER DEPARTMENTS 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 11753) making appropriations 
for the Departments of State and Justice and for the judiciary, 
and for the Departments of Commerce and Labor for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1926, and for other purposes, the pend- 
ing question being on the amendment by Mr. McKetrar, on 
page 32, line 19, to strike out 51,000,000“ and insert 
“ $500,000," so as to make the appropriation for investigation 
and prosecution of war frauds $500,000. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will cail the rail. 

The principal legislative clerk called the roll, and the follow- 


ing Senators answered to their names: 
BAI = 88 Dial — 

aya per reene 
Bingham Caraway Edwards ale 
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Mr, WALSH of Massachusetts. I wish to announce that 
the senior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Gerry] is de- 
tained from the Senate by illness. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Eighty Senators have an- 
swered to the roll call. There is a quorum present. The 
question is upon the amendment proposed by the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. MCKELLAR]. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I am heartily in accord with 
the efforts of the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. McKELLar] to 
get this amount cut in half. In fact, I would vote to strike it 
all out. I think that ought to be done. 

I find in the register of the Department of Justice and the 
courts of the United States that we have 88 district attor- 
neys, 243 assistant district attorneys, and 331 district attor- 
neys with assistants. We have district judges all over the 
country. We have these district attorneys ali over the coun- 
try with their assistants. Why should the Government have 
to employ special counsel to look after cases in those districts? 
That is where the cases are. If they are in the District of 
Columbia the district attorney here with his assistants and 
with the aid of the Department of Justice here he ought to 
be able to look after them. Why not have the Attorney Gen- 
eral instruct the district attorneys throughout the country to 
proceed with the investigation of these cases? If causes of 
action in any of those cases arise in my State, why not write 
to the district attorneys in my State and tell them the 
situation and have them to make the investigation necessary 
and proceed with suit if necessary? Why should the Congress 
appropriate a million dollars to do this work that district at- 
torneys and assistant district attorneys can now do and who 
are being paid by the Government to look after all cases in 
which the Government is interested in their respective 
districts. 

That is about all I have to say. I am going to vote for the 
amendment of the Senator from Tennessee. I had rather 
vote to strike out the whole amount and leave it to the Depart- 
ment of Justice to proceed with these cases through the dis- 
trict attorneys and assistant district attorneys in the various 
States of the Union. We talk about economizing and we see 
a great deal to-day in the papers about it, but here we find a 
bureau of lawyers in Washington writing to 2,000 lawyers 
over the country trying to get more lawyers to come and join 
them in doing work that the district attorneys and assistant 
district attorneys are paid to do, could do, and should do. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I would like to have the atten- 
tion of the Senator from Washington [Mr. Jones]. This seems 
to be a matter of such importance that I did not feel justified 
in basing my vote entirely upon the report of the committee. 
In order that I might have a little further knowledge of it I 
made some investigation on my own part. My time was 
limited, but I want to state to the Senator the point I am 
making so that he may give an explanation, if any is needed. 

I found in my investigation outside of the record that from 
the installation of the war-fraud section up until July 1, 1924, 
there had been appropriated and expended something like 
$1,750,000 and there had been recovered $9,000,000. That is 
the information I had this morning. From July 1, 1924, up 
to date there had only been recovered about $170,000, $100,000 
of which was in accordance with a judgment obtained before 
July 1, 1924. My investigation revealed the fact or gave me 
the impression that on July 1 last a new system was inaugu- 
rated, a new policy adopted, perhaps a change of personnel ; 
the different sections under the bureau were reorganized and 
different heads were put in charge and a rather rigid red 
tape arrangement was inaugurated. As a result seemingly 
they have only had $70,000 to their credit and not $170,000, 
if my information is correct, for more than six months’ work, 
while for the preceding three years we had collected $9,000,- 
000, an average of over $3,000,000 a year upon an expenditure 
of $1,750,000 for the three years. That would seem to justify 
the expenditure of that amount of money because we were re- 
ceiving something like seven and one-half times the return 
for the money expended, but it is significant that from the 
1st of July, 1924, up to the present time in February, 1925, 
there has only been collected $70,000. 
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My investigation—and it has been very superficial and on 
the surface—seemed to indicate that the present method of 
investigating- these matters and arriving at legal conclusions 
is out of all proportion in effectiveness as compared with the 
preceding system of conducting this business. The committee, 
‘I presume, is cognizant of whatever changes have taken place; 
it certainly must be cognizant of the tremendous falling off 
‘in results; and I am inclined to believe that that falling off 
‘has been occasioned by this unfortunate and unwise reorgani- 
‘zation and change of policy and injection of men into impor- 
‘tant positions who do not have the experience to carry on the 
‘work, I should like to know if that is in accord with any sub- 
‘stantial facts. 
` Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, this is what was 
called to the attention of the committee and what appeared to 
the committee, and, I think, it also appeared to the House 
committee: While there probably were more collections in the 
two or three years preceding—and naturally the easiest cases 
have been brought to a conclusion, that is a natural result— 
the testimony before the committee showed that under the 
system prior to the Ist of July there seemed to be no coordi- 
nation of effort; there were different branches working along, 
as they expressed it, in parallel lines on the same investiga- 
tion. For instance, here would be one branch of the force 
Working along a certain line, under a certain head, and here 
would be another branch of the force working on the same case 
| without any coordination or without any knowledge that some- 
body else was working on the same thing. The only change 
that has been brought about 
| Mr. SMITH. Before the Senator leaves that point, did he 
iverify that as being the situation? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. We verified it as well as we 
could from the testimony of the officials who represented the 
department. 

Mr. SMITH. Was there any actual investigation of the 
actual conditions to ascertain whether or not there was a 
duplication of work? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Yes; I think I ean safely say 
that the House committee went into that matter quite fully. 

Mr. SMITH. The reason I have asked the question is that 
the information which I have received is almost diametrically 
‘opposed to that statement. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. The committee learned that the 
reorganization, beginning on July 1, was made for the purpose 
of coordinating these different efforts and bringing them to- 
gether, so that there would not be the duplication of work, the 
duplication of investigation, and all that sort of thing. The 
committee received very definite information to that effect, and 
we had no suggestion to the contrary. There was no sugges- 
tion on the part of anybody that the present organization was 
not more effective in coordinating the effort of the force than 
before; and the statement of the Senator from South Carolina 
is the first suggestion I have had of anything of that sort. 
The testimony which we obtained and the testimony before 
the House committee is just to the contrary of that. 

Mr. SMITH. My information was that they divided the 
work up in accordance with the subject to be investigated— 
airplanes, cantonments, or whatever the character of the cases 
where fraud was alleged to have been perpetrated, and each 
division had its particular work, Then, when the investiga- 
‘tion was completed, and the evidence was all in, and a con- 
clusion was reached, the syllabus of the case was laid upon 
the desk of the chief, who had his assistant who went over 
the case and it was then O. K'd. 

Since the reorganization, however, there is no independent 
action upon the part of these different sections, according to 
my impression, but each has to make out a memorandum of 
the result of its work and send it to another department, which 
is totally unfamiliar with the details of the work which has 
previously been done. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. The Senator from South Caro- 
lina says “department.” Does he use that word in the techni- 
cal sense? 

Mr. SMITH. I mean division. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. That is what I thought. 

Mr. SMITH. The division investigates certain facts, and 
tin place of proceeding to a point where the case is ready for 
court action, before the investigating official can go into court 
ihe has to submit his finding to the division that is above him; 
that division has got then to investigate and go through a case 
with which it is totally unfamiliar. So the delays which are 
occasioned by the rigidity of the present system have simply 
pope the work. That is the impression which I have ob- 

e 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


FEBRUARY 11 


Mr. JONES of Washington. I do not think that is the situ- 
ation, except that, of course, there must be some one at the 
head of the work; there must be somebody who is responsible 
for the beginning of a suit. 

Mr. SMITH. But that was true also under the old method 
of procedure. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. No. There was supposed to be 
such responsibility under the old system, but, as I understand, 
there were about five coordinate branches, each one headed by 
a man drawing, I think, a salary of from $10,000 to $12,000 per 
annum. They, of course, were all subject to the Attorney Gen- 
eral; that is true; but there were what might be called five 
coordinate branches engaged in these investigations, headed 
by these men, and, according to the testimony, it was found 
that as a result of that system the class of cases referred to 
them was not clearly defined. The testimony showed—and I 
only know the situation as disclosed by the testimony—that 
while one branch was working along a certain line another 
branch would be working along the same line, without any 
cooperation between them, and the one apparently not knowing 
that the other was so engaged. So it seemed to be advisable 
to reorganize this service. A new Attorney General came in® 
He could not look into these cases, of course, as the Senator 
knows, and so he put the work in charge of two men, and 
everything was to be centered in them. They were to see to 
it that there was no duplication of work; they were to coordi- 
nate the work of the different branches; and that is what they 
are trying to do, 

Mr. SMITH. My information is to the effect that the super- 
vision does not go to the elimination of duplication, but a sys- 
tem of inspectors, as it were, has been proyided, so that when 
the organization charged with investigating a certain fact has 
investigated it and are ready to write out the case and to 
prepare all that is necessary for its presentation in court it 
has got to submit its findings without a conclusion—just its 
findings—to one above them. He then goes through it, and 
then finally the case goes through another process of investi- 
gation, until the work has slowed down and it has become 
practically impossible to secure quick, efficient results. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield right 
there? 

Mr. SMITH, I yield. 

Mr. McKELLAR. In answer to what the Senator from 
Washington has just said, let me suggest that it is true, as 
the Senator from Washington has pointed out and as I pointed 
out yesterday, that under the system in operation until last July, 
according to the testimony, there were four of what they called 
“ water-tight compartments,” all going along and duplicating 
work. These two young gentlemen said that they had been 
appointed to become the heads and see that that was not done. 
But I call attention to the fact that under the plan that they 
say was wrong very much more money was collected for the 
Government, 

Mr. SMITH. That is the point I am making, 

Mr. McKELLAR. And better results were obtained for the 
Government than are being now obtained. l 

Mr. JONES of Washington. No; Mr. President, let me sug- 
gest to the Senator, as I intimated a moment ago, that—and 
I think it is within the Senator’s own experience—the easier 
cases, or those as to which it most certainly appears that they 
have a case against a firm or individual, there is more likeli- 
hood of that case being settled than a case involving a great 
deal of doubt. So it was that in the first instance the easiest 
eases, of course, no doubt were settled, but there are about 
$70,000,000 involved in cases that are now in the courts. 

Mr. SMITH. I admit the force of what the Senator says, 
that necessarily the more obvious and easily adjudicated cases 
will be handled in the beginning; but remember that right 
along up to July 1 the average per month seems to have been 
about the same, with a slight diminution in the amount return- 
able, but after the reorganization and the change of policy and 
plan the work seemed to stop short, so that in six months only 
$70,000 has been collected. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Let me suggest to the Senator 
that, according to the testimony, there is one compromise pro- 
posed involving, I think, $2,750,000. That is included in the 
$9,300,000 that the record shows has been collected or settled, 
or is in reasonable course of settlement; but it has not been 
settled as yet. The parties interested apparently have to form 
a corporation in order that the matter may be adjusted. 

Mr. SMITH. But that case is reasonably settled. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. It is reasonably settled, but it 
has to be looked after and has to be adjusted. That is the sit- 
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uation. As I said yesterday, I myself think that this matter 
has got to be looked at as a whole. 

Mr. SMITH. No, Mr. President. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Let me make this suggestion to 
the Senator. The division charged with this work may go on 
for six months and may collect nothing, but in the next week 
they may reach adjustments amounting to one million, two 
million, or three million dollars, as the result of the various in- 
vestigations that are going on and the ascertainment of what 
proof they will have to sustain the charge of fraud. The Sen- 
ator appreciates that before these officials can go to a man to 
suggest a compromise they have got to have the facts pretty 
well at their fingers’ end to show him what they have, to let 
him know what he must expect; and that is what is being 
done. I can see how they may proceed for several months 
without making any compromise or adjustment or settlement, 
and then possibly in the next month they may show very sub- 
stantial results. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, the Senator from Washington 
and all other Senators appreciate the responsibility that is 
upon us in voting this amount of money to a certain division 
of our Government for a specific purpose. ‘Therefore, I was 
loath to have anything to say, because the committees are ap- 
pointed for the purpose of specifically investigating work done 
and the manner in which it is being done and then to recom- 
mend to us, their colleagues, the advisability of voting for or 
against appropriations for such purpose. Now I ask the Sena- 
tor if, as chairman of the subcommittee, he believes that the 
present system inaugurated last July is of such a character 
as to warrant him in recommending that we turn over a million 
dollars to this organization with which to prosecute this work 
upon the assurance, so far as he is concerned, or the belief 
that the reorganization has proved efficient, that the present 
organization is a proper one, that it is one that we can entrust 
to carry out the purposes of Congress, and to bring results 
equivalent to those that were obtained under the old system? 
If the Senator can assure us that it is an efficient, capable, 
proper system, I shall have no more to say; but I haye grave 
suspicions now that the present system is efficient—not only 
the system of trying to reach the conelusions, but the people 
they are getting in for the purpose of reaching these conclu- 
sions, Just from my observation, I do not like the looks of it. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, let me say to 
the Senator that our committee did not seek to duplicate the 
testimony and investigations of the House committee. That, I 
think, is the general policy of the Appropriations Committee 
of the Senate—to cover the ground covered by the House com- 
mittee as little as possible—because we appreciate that we can 
not take the time to go into matters so much in detail as the 
other body; and we think, also, that we should place consider- 
able confidence and reliance in the result of the investigations 
of the other body. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
South Carolina yield to the Senator from Alabama? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield the floor. = 

Mr. HEFLIN. I desire to ask the Senator from Washington 
A question. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I am seeking to answer the 
question of the Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. HEFLIN. The Senator heard me state here that we 
have 342 district attorneys and assistants. These cases arise 
in somebody's district. Why not let the Attorney General send 
a list of cases to each district attorney and instruct him to 
proceed to collect the money or to bring suit or to do whatever 
is necessary to be done, and save this million dollars? What 
objection has the Senator to that? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, before the Senator answers that, 
may I call his attention to what the Attorney General said? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Yes, 

Mr. KING. The Attorney General, at an early stage in 
these cases, said: 

Cases of outstanding importance are being studied and prepared for 
sult in the department, and to the extent that the funds placed at my 
disposal will permit, will be prosecuted by skilled special counsel. 


He wanted only $500,000 for the purpose. Then he said: 

The remainder— 

That is, all the remainder; he needed only $500,000 for it 
all. 

The remainder have been referred to the United States attorneys in 
the districts in which the debtors are located for appropriate action. 
Included among these are many cases involving large sums of money 
and complicated statements of fact. 


He went on to state that the district attorneys—that is, it 
was an implied statement—are competent to handle those 
cases, and they were referred to them, as they ought to have 
been referred to them, because in the appropriation bill for 
that year and each succeeding year we gave millions and hun- 
dreds of thousands of dollars to the assistant district attorneys 
and to the attorneys of the respective districts for caring for 
the business of the Government. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I have an idea 
that neither the Senator from Utah nor the Senator from Ala- 
bama has a yery high opinion of the capacity of the Attorney 
General who made that recommendation. 

Mr. KING. I will say to the Senator, so he may not be 
laboring under a false impression, that I do not have a very 
high opinion of Mr. Daugherty as Attorney General, Upon the 
contrary, I think he was a very poor Attorney General, a poor 
administrator, and that the record in his office was not very 
satisfactory to the American people. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I say, I was not laboring under 
a wrong impression, then, 

Mr. KING. No. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. That is exactly what I said; 
and I am not going to enter into that matter. I am not going 
to enter into the recommendations of that Attorney General. 
He made that recommendation to Congress, and on that recom- 
mendation Congress acted. Since that time, however, Congress 
has gone on and appropriated not only the $500,000 that was 
recommended, but $1,200,000 additional, and we have promoted 
this organization, and it is here; and, of course, it is for the 
Congress to say whether we are going to drop the matter en- 
tirely or whether we are going to go on and try to collect what 
we claim the Government has been defrauded of by means of 
fraudulent practices, 

We have appropriated these sums of money, and we have 
collected what has been already called to the attention of the 
Senate. They tell us now that there is $70,000,000 involved in 
suits that are now pending. There are further investigations 
being made. I need not recount to the Senators here the diffi- 
culties that exist in establishing fraud, especially in cases like 
these, growing out of the war. Many of these claims are based 
upon the claim of the Government that they have actually 
paid to these people more than they were entitled to, and we 
are trying to recover back overpayments, and so forth. We 
know that that is difficult, even as between private parties, 
and it is still more difficult upon the part of the Government 
against those with whom it is dealing. 

Coming now to the question asked by the Senator from South 
Carolina, I believe, from the statements given to the commit- 
tee and from my impression of the men who came before us, 
that they are getting and that they have a much more effective 
organization than they had prior to the Ist of July, assuming 
that the statements as to the character of that organization 
are true. Of course, the committee has not gone into a de- 
tailed investigation to find out just the details of the organi- 
zation; but these representatives of the Department of Jus- 
tice, two men, came to us. They impressed all of us, I think, 
with their ability and their energy and their desire to do 
effective work for the Government; and from that I feel that 
I can say to the Senate frankly that my opinion is that if we 
are to carry this on we have a better organization now than 
we had before, and that we have two good men directly under 
the Attorney General, who, of course, are supposed to advise him, 
who are capable and earnest and will give us efficient service. 

I think that answers in a general way the question of the 
Senator. Of course, I may be mistaken; but I think that was 
the judgment of the committee upon the testimony that we 
heard. 

With reference to the suggestion that these cases should be 
referred to the different United States attorneys throughout the 
country, I think if they were to undertake that it would re- 
quire the allowance of a great deal of additional help for them. 
Furthermore, I think these cases, if they are to be prosecuted, 
are of such a character and of such difficulty that the best 
results would really be accomplished by these people. Of 
course, these people do work in conjunction with the United 
States attorneys in the different localities. I know that in the 
hearings we had in the investigation that we were carrying 
on we had brought up here the United States district attorney 
from Tennessee, and he detailed how he was conferred with, 
and so on. There may have been some disagreement between 
him and the other people as to the policy that should be pur- 
sued, but it does show that they do confer with and have the 
cooperation and assistance of the United States district attor- 
neys in different parts of the country. 
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Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield, 
no suits can be brought except through the various district 
attorneys of the United States. The matter has to go 
through their offices finally, anyway. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. To be sure. That shows that 
they bring in the United States district attorneys, then. 

Mr. McKELLAR. They ought to do the work. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Perhaps they ought to; but 
they are all burdened with the local work, every one of them. 
I suppose that almost all of them are calling for additional 
help to carry on the ordinary business of their offices. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, I know enough 
about Htigation to know that, generally speaking, a lawsult 
which can not be brought to trial in fiye years is not much 
of a lawsuit. The war has been over for some time, and we 
have been paying out immense sums of money, and we have 
been getting very meager results. 

I also know that the work ought to become lessened as time 
goes on, but we are called on for larger appropriations each 
year. I think I also know that when it is proposed to have a 
special force of 105 or 110 lawyers to handle some 700 cases the 
proposition on its face is an absurdity. 

I should like to know what lawyer in general practice has 
only seven cases on his docket at a time, with the whole year 
in which to handle them, and other years in which to com- 
plete them. Looking at this question in the broad way, it 
appears to me that we are simply creating a lot of jobs for a 
lot of gentlemen who are out of jobs. : 

I say that it is an absurdity to talk about hiring 105 or 110 
lawyers to handle 700 cases. That is emphasized by the 
fact, as said by the Senator from Alabama [Mr. HEFLIN], 
that we already have some 831 district attorneys and assist- 
ants. In addition to that, we have a Secret Service that is 
under the command of the Department of Justice, which has 
as a part of its membership skilled accountants; and the 
number of members of that Secret Service I am not permitted 
to state, but it runs into the hundreds, 

Mr. McKELLAR. We also have a system of accountants 
in the War Department at work on this very matter. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. And we haye accountants in the 
War Department, and we have other machinery of the Gov- 
ernment at hand. 

What we do here constantly is to multiply machinery. We 
have at least one fifth wheel on every wagon, and sometimes 
we have a dozen wagons where we need one. 

We build up a machine so big that there is not enough 
steam in the entire Government to start it in motion. There 
is no mystery about this business. They are simply some 
plain lawsuits in which fraud is charged, and in which, of 
course, the Government, by examining the records, must be 
prepared to prove that fraud. If they have not that evidence 
at the end of four years’ time, it is pretty safe to say they 
never will get very much. 

I am in favor of generosity in the matter of appropriating 
money to run down any man who has committed a fraud on 
this Government, but I say that a half million dollars is an 
extravagant sum to allow, and, as far as I am concerned, I 
want to see this business brought to a termination. 

Just one further word. What kind of lawyers have they? 
I do not want to indulge in any wholesale criticism, but a 
lawyer who will leave his home and come down to Washington 
for $3,000 a year or $4,000 a year is no lawyer at home or in 
Washington. I happen to know one of these gentlemen, who 
came from my city. He never had any practice there and he 
never had any character there, but he is strutting around 
Washington engaged in handling some big matters. 

I am for cutting this appropriation, and cutting it very 
thoroughly. 

COUNT OF THE ELECTORAL VOTE 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 

orum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will call the 
roll. 

The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


1 Dial Harris McNa 

ard Din Heflin Mayti 
Bingham Edwards Howell Means 
Borah Fernald Johnson, Minn, Metcalf 
Brookhart ‘erris Jones, N. Mex. oses 
Bruce ess Jones, A Neely 
Bursum Fietcher Kendrick Lorbeck 
Cameron zier Keyes Oddie 
Ca rge Kin Overman 
Copeland Glass Lad Pepper 
Couzens Gooding nr Phipps 
Cummins Greene McKellar Pittman 
Curtis Hale McKinley Ransdell 

ale Harreld . Mo. 


Pood. Pa. Smith Swanson Warren 
obinson Smoot Trammell Watson 
Sheppard pen Underwood Weller 
Shipstead Stanfield Wadsworth Wheeler 
hortridge ey Walsh, Mass. Willis 
mons Sterling Walsh, Mont, 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Seventy-nine Senators have 
answered to their names. There is a quorum present, 

Senators, pursuant to law, and under the order of the Senate, 
the Senate will now proceed to the Hall of the House of 
Representatives for the purpose of counting the electoral vote 
for President and Vice President of the United States. At the 
conclusion of the joint session the Senate will return to its 
Chamber, whereupon the report of the tellers will be made to 
the Senate, and the Senate will then resume its regular busi- 
ness. It should be understood that this is not an adjournment. 

Thereupon (at 12 o'clock and 55 minutes p. m.) the Senate, 
preceded by the President pro tempore, the Secretary, and the 
Sergeant at Arms, proceeded to the Hall of the House of Rep- 
resentatives for the purpose of participating in the count of 
the electoral vote for President and Vice President of the 
United States. 

The Senate returned to its Chamber at 1 o'clock and 45 min- 
utes p. m., and the President pro tempore resumed the chair. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum, 

1 52 PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will call the 
roll. 

The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Asburst Fletcher Robinson 
Bayard Frazier McKellar Sheppard 
Bingham rge Mekin Shipstead 
Brookhart Glass McNa Shortridge 
Broussard Greene Mayfield Simmons 
Bursum Hale eans Smith 
Cameron Harreld Metcalf Smoot 
Capper arris Moses Spencer 
Caraway Heflin Neely Stanfield 
Copeland Howell Oddie Sterling 
Couzens Johnson, Calif, Overman Swanson 
9 ata Johnson, Minn. Pepper Trammell 
‘artis Jones, N. Mex. Phipps Wadsworth 
Dale Jones, Wash. Pittman Walsh, Mont. 
Dill Kendrick Ransdell Warren 
Edwards 122 Reed, Mo. Watson 
Ferris Lad Reed, Pa Willis 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sixty-eight Senators have 
answered to the roll call. There is a quorum present. 

Mr. SPENCER. Mr. President, the tellers who were ap- 
pointed on behalf of the Senate pursuant to the provisions of 
law, and in accordance with the concurrent resolution of the 
two Houses, to ascertain the result of the election for Presi- 
dent and Vice President, performed that duty in the joint 
session of the two Houses and present the following report. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The certificate of the ascer- 
tainment and counting of the electoral vote for President and 
Vice President of the United States submitted by the tellers 
will be entered at large upon the Journal of the Senate. The 
report of the tellers will also be entered at large upon the 
Journal and printed in the RECORD. = 


The undersigned, SELDEN P. Spencer and WILLIAM H. KIxd, tellers 
on the part of the Senate, and Hays B. Warre and Lamar JEFFERS, 
tellers on the part of the House of Representatives, report the follow- 
ing as the result of the ascertainment and counting of the electoral vote 
for President and Vice President of the United States for the term 
beginning on the 4th day of March, 1925: 


For President For Vice President 


West Virginia 


of Wisconsin 


Electoral votes of each State 
| Robert M. La Follette, 


Charles G. Dawes, of 
Illinois 


John W. Davis, 
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SELDEN P. SPENCER, 
WituiaM H. KING, 
Tellers on the part of the Senate. 
Hays B. WHITE, 
LAMAR JEFFERS, 
Tellers on the part of the House of Representatives. 


The state of the vote for President of the United States, as delivered 
to the President of the Senate, is as follows: 

The whole number of the electors appointed to vote for President of 
the United States is 531, of which a majority is 266. 

Calvin Coolidge, of the State of Massachusetts, has received for Pres- 
ident of the United States 382 votes; 

John W. Davis, of the State of West Virginia, has received 136 votes; 

Robert M. La Follette, of the State of Wisconsin, has received 13 
votes. x 

The state of the vote for Vice President of the United States, as 
delivered to the President of the Senate, is as follows: 

The whole number of the electors appointed to vote for Vice President 
of the United States is 531, of which a majority is 266. 

Charles G. Dawes, of the State of Illinois, has received for Vice 
President of the United States 382 votes; 

Charles W. Bryan, of the State of Nebraska, has received 136 votes; 

Burton K. Wheeler, of the State of Montana, has received 13 votes. 

This announcement of the state of the vote by the President of the 
Senate shall be deemed a sufficient declaration of the persons elected 
President and Vice President of the United States, each for the term 
beginning on the 4th day of March, 1925, and shall be entered, together 
with a list of the votes, on the Journals of the Senate and House of 
Representatives. 


LIABILITY OF CERTAIN MARINE EMPLOYEES 


Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, out of order I desire to intro- 
duce the following bill and ask its reference to the appro- 
priate committee, stating in connection therewith that the bill 
is designed to remedy a defect in the existing law relating to 
employers’ liability. While I realize that no action can be 
taken upon it at this session, the measure is now introduced 
in the hope of directing public attention to it, that the Senate 
may have the benefit of general criticism and suggestions before 
the measure shall come up for action. 

The bill (S. 4282) relating to the liability of certain marine 
employers was read twice by its title. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore, To what committee does the 
Senator desire to have the bill referred? 

Mr. PEPPER. I should think it should be referred to the 
Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the bill 
will be referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

Mr. KING. May I ask if the bill of which this is amendatory 
was not reported by the Judiciary Committee? 

Mr. PEPPER. If that shall turn out to be the case—and 
I am not advised about it—I should ask that the bill be re- 
ferred to the Judiciary Committee. I have no preference in 
the matter. . 

Mr. FLETCHER. I think it ought to be referred to the 
Judiciary Committee, 

Mr. PEPPER. I made the suggestion respecting the refer- 
ence of the bill without a particular preference as to the com- 
mittee to which it should go. I will be glad to have it referred 
to the Judiciary Committee, if the Chair will so refer it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair). 
Without objection, the bill will be referred to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 


PACIFIC COMMISSARY co. 
Mr. CAPPER submitted the following report: 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendment of the House to the bill (S. 
2357) for the relief of the Paciſie Commissary Co., having met, 
after full and free conference haye agreed to recommend and 
do recommend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the House and agree to the same with an amendment 
as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert “ $10,841.73 
out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated,” 
and the House agree to the same. 


ARTHUR CAPPER, 

Ropert N. STANFIELD, 
THOMAS F. BAYARD, 
Managers on the part of the Senate. 

James G. STRONG, 

ARTHUR B. WILLIAMS, 

Cuartes F. X. O'BRIEN, 
Managers on the part of the House. 


The report was agreed to. 
HOUSE BILLS REFERRED 


The following bills were severally read twice by their titles 
and referred as indicated below: $ 

H. R. 12000. An act to amend the agricultural credits act of 
1923, approved March 4, 1923; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

H. R. 11444. An act reclassifying the salaries of postmasters 
and employees of the Postal Service, readjusting their salaries 
and compensation on an equitable basis, increasing postal 
rates to provide for such readjustment, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads. 

H. R. 11796. An act to provide for the deportation of cer- 
tain aliens, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Immi- 
gration. 

H. R. 1948. An act for the relief of Samuel Friedman, as 
trustee for the heirs and devisees of B. Friedman, deceased, 
and Henry Mills, as trustee for the heirs and devisees of 
Emanuel Loveman, deceased; 

H. R. 2905. An act to authorize an exchange of lands with 
Ed Johnson, of Eagle, Colo.; 

H. R. 5786. An act for the relief of Roberta H. Leigh and 
Laura H. Pettit; 

II. R. 6044. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior 
to sell and patent certain lands to Lizzie M. Nickey, a resident 
of De Soto Parish, La.; and ; 

H. R. 6045. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior 
to sell and patent certain lands to Flora Horton, a resident 
of De Soto Parish, La.; to the Committee on Public Lands 
and Surveys. 

H. R. 4927. An act for the relief of Thomas Vincent Corey; 

H. R. 5637. An act for the relief of Edward R. Wilson, lieu- 
tenant commander Supply Corps, United States Navy; and 

H. R. 9112. An act for the relief of Commander Charles 
James Anderson, United States Naval Reserve Force; to the 
Committee on Naval Affairs. 

H. R. 2416. An act for the relief of F. Joseph Chatterton; 

H. R. 4913. An act to pay Jere Austill fees earned as United 
States commissioner ; 
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II. R.5236. An act for the relief of Mrs. M. J. Adams; 

II. R. 5660. An act for the relief of Charles Spencer; 

H. R. 8294. An act for the relief of Edward B. Sappington; 
and 

H. R.9228. An act for the relief of Charles Ritzel; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

H. R. 1446. An act for the relief of Charles W. Gibson, alias 
Charles J. MeGibb; 

H. R.2739. An act to remove the charge of desertion from 
the records of ‘^a War Department standing against William 
J. Dunlap; 

H. R. 6230. An act for the relief of Owen J. Owen; 

H. R. 9846. An act for the relief of Francis Kelly; 

H. R. 10670. An act for the relief of Frederick S. Easter; 
and 

H. R. 11206. An act for the relief of John T. O'Neil; to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 


OPEN EXECUTIVE SESSIONS 


Mr. DILL. I ask unanimous consent to submit a resolution 
and to have it read and lie on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and the Secretary will read the resolution. 

The resolution (S. Res. 836) was read, as follows: 


Resolved, That all sessions of the Senate for the transaction of execu- 
tive business shall be held with open doors and a public record of the 
same be kept as in legislative session, unless the Senate by a two-thirds 
vote shall order secret executive sessions. : 

The Committee on Rules is hereby directed to revise the Standing 
Rules of the Senate in accordance with the terms of this resolution and 
report such revision of the rules back to the Senate within 10 days. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The resolution will lie on the 
table, as requested by its author. 

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, the effect of this resolution will be 
to make open executive sessions the rule of the Senate and 
secret executive sessions the exception to the rule, to be held 
only when two-thirds of the Senate believe the executive busl- 
ness for consideration is so grave that secrecy is necessary. 
My own opinion is that under this rule we would seldom if eyer 
have secret executive sessions, except in case of war or serious 
international troubles. 

EXPULSION RULES OVERRIDE CONSTITUTION 


The present rules of the Senate not only provide for secret 
executive sessions, but provide for the expulsion of Senators 
who dare repeat what is said in the Senate during executive 
sessions. The Constitution provides that no Senator shall be 
called to account for anything said on the floor of the Senate, 
but the Senate rules override the Constitution by permitting 
fellow Senators to call another Senator to account if he dares 
to repeat what is said or done by Senators in secret session, if 
he dares to let the people, the great sovereign of us all, know 
what he or other Senators have said or done on the floor of the 
Senate when the doors were closed. I am glad to be able to say 
that such rules were never adopted while those who wrote the 
Constitution were members of this body. The effort to establish 
a special rule of secrecy in 1813, 24 years after the adoption of 
the Constitution, utterly failed because the special committee 
to which the motion was referred never reported on it. 

It was not until 1868, soon after the Civil War and about 80 
years after the adoption of the Constitution, that the Senate 
adopted its present rule, providing for the expulsion of a Sena- 
tor who discloses the proceedings in executive sessions. Let 
me review briefly the development of the present iron-bound 
rules of secrecy from the beginning. 

During the first 11 years, 1789 to 1800, the Senate rules 
make no mention of secrecy whatsoever. On December 22, 

1800, the Senate adopted the following rule: 

5 Resolved, That all confidential communications made by the Presi- 
dent of the United States to the Senate, shall be, by the Members 
thereof, kept inviolably secret; and that all treaties which may here- 
after be laid before the Senate, sball also be kept secret, until the 
Senate shall by their resolution, take off the injunction of secrecy. 


This rule for secrecy applied only to treaties and confidential 
communications of the President. For 20 years this was the 
only rule regarding secrecy of executive sessions. Then on 
January 8, 1820, the first rule regarding secrecy of discussions 
eng an nominations was adopted by the Senate. It reads 
as foliows: 


All information or renrarks, touching or concerning the character or 


qualifications of any person nominated by the President to office, 
shall be kept secret, 


For the next 24 years there were no added rules regarding 
secrecy of executive sessions. On May 10, 1844, the Senate 
adopted the following rule: 

Any officer or Member of the Senate convicted of disclosing for pub- 
Ueatlon any written or printed matter directed by the Senate to be 
held in confidence, shall be liable, if an officer, to dismissal from the 
service of the Senate, and in the case of a Member to suffer expul- 
sion from the body. 


This was the first rule providing penalties for disclosing 
executive business, and even this rule provided for a penalty 
only when the disclosure was of “ written or printed matter for 
publication.” 

It was 24 years more before the adoption of the rule provid- 
ing penalties for disclosing any of the proceedings of executive 
sessions. It was adopted March 25, 1868, and reads as follows: 

Any Senator or officer of the Senate who shall disclose the secret or 
confidential business of proceedings of the Senate shall be lable, if a 
Senator, to suffer expulsion from the body, and if an officer, to dismissal 
from the service of the Senate and to punishment for contempt. 


Since 1868 the rule regarding secrecy has remained un- 
changed. There have been repeated attempts to abolish these 
severe rules, the most notable being those of Senator Platt in 
roe of Senator Kenyon in 1915, and of Senator Harrison in 


In order that the growth of the rules of secrecy regarding 
executive sessions may be more easily understood, I desire to 
have printed at this point a chronological statement of these 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The statement is as follows: 

DEVELOPMENT OF RILES FoR SECRET Sessions or SENATÐ 
I. 1789-1800 
No mention of secret sessions in rules. 
II. 1800-1820 
SECRET SESSIONS FOR CONSIDERATION OF TREATING 

Rule adopted December 22, 1800: 

Resolved, That all confidential communications made by the Presi- 
dent of the United States to the Senate shall be, by the Members thereof, 
kept inviolably secret, and that all treaties which may hereafter be 
laid before the Senate shall also be kept secret until the Senate shall 
by their resolution take off the injunction of secrecy.” (Annals of 
‘Congress, vol. 2, p. 769.) 

III. 1820-1844 
SECRET SESSIONS FOR TREATIES AND NOMINATIONS 

Rule adopted January 8, 1820: 

“17. On a motion made and seconded to shut the doors of the 
Senate, on the discussion of any business which may, in the opinion 
of a Member, require secrecy, the President shall direct the gallery 
to be cleared; and, during the discussion of such motion, the doors 
hall remain shut. 

“36. All confidential communieations, made by the President of the 
United States, to the Senate, shall be by the Members thereof kept 
secret; and all treaties which may be laid before the Senate shali 
o be kept secret, until the Senate shall, by their resolution, take 
off the injunction of secrecy. 

“87, All information or remarks, touching or concerning the char- 
acter or qualifications of any person nominated by the President to 
office, shall be kept secret. 

“88, When acting on confidential or executive business, the Senate 
shall be cleared of all persons, except the Secretary, the Sergeant-at- 
Arms, the Doorkeeper, or, in his absence, the assistant doorkeeper.” 
(Senate Journal, vol. 10, p. 66.) 

IV. 1844-1868 
PENALTY FOR PUBLICATION OF SECRET SESSION PROCEEDINGS 

Rule adopted May 10, 1844: 

“ Resolved, That the following be added to the Standing Rules of the 
Senate: 

“ Any officer or Member of the Senate convicted of disclosing for 
publication any written or printed matter directed by the Senate to 
be held in confidence, shall be liable, if an officer, to dismissal from 
the service of the Senate, and in the case of a Member to suffer ex- 
pulsion from the body.“ (Executive Journal, vol. 6, p. 273.) 

V. 1888 
PENALTY FOR DISCLOSING ANYTHING ABOUT SECRET SESSIONS 

Rule adopted March 25, 1868: 

“18. On a motion made and seconded to shut the doors of the Sen- 
ate on the discussion of any business which may, in the opinion of a 
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Senator, require secrecy, the Presiding Officer shall direct the gallery 
to be cleared, and during the discussion of such motion the doors 
shal] remain shut. 

“39. All confidential communications made by the President of the 
United States to the Senate shall be by the Senators and the officers 
of the Senate kept secret, and all treaties which may be laid before 
the Senate and all remarks and proceedings thereon shall also be kept 
secret until the Senate shall by their resolution take off the injunction 
of secrecy. 

“40. All information or remarks concerning the character or quall- 
fications of any person nominated by the President to office shall be 
kept a secret; but the fact that a nomination has been made shall 
not be regarded as a secret. 

“41. When acting on confidential or executive business the Chamber 
shall be cleared of all persons except the Secretary of the Senate, the 
principal or executive clerk, the Sergeant at Arms and Doorkeeper, 
the Assistant Doorkeeper, and such other officers as the Presiding Officer 
shall think necessary, and all such officers shall be sworn to secrecy. 

“50, Any Senator or officer of the Senate who shall disclose the 
secret or confidential business or proceedings of the Senate shall be 
Mable, if a Senator, to suffer expulsion from the body, and if an officer, 
to dismissal from the service of the Senate and to punishment for 
contempt.” (Senate Journal, vol. 62, pp. 845, 346.) 


Mr. DILL. These rules regarding secret sessions, as adopted 
in 1868, have remained substantially unchanged until the pres- 
ent time. The rules were revised and adopted January 11, 
1884, and an amendment regarding executive business was 
made March 6, 1888, and another amendment March 31, 1904. 
But none of these amendments materially changed the rules 
of 1868, so far as secret executive sessions are concerned. 


ABOLITION OF SRCRET LEGISLATIVE SESSIOXS 


Now, Mr. President, I desire to discuss briefly the abolition 
of secret sessions of legislative bodies. Previous to the Ameri- 
can Revolution the officials of European governments always 
met in secret. In fact, our own Continental Congress sat in 
secret. On page 52, fifth volume of Elliot's Debates, deserib- 
ing the session of 1788, we find the following: 


A motion was made by Mr. Hamilton, seconded by Mr. Wilson, that 

Whereas Congress were desirous their measures should be known to 
their constituents in all cases where the public safety wonld admit, 
when the subject of finances were under debate, the doors of the 
Congress should be open, 


This motion failed, being given the vote of only one State. 

Onr own House of Representatives, which met first on March 
4, 1789, and had no quorum, so did not organize until April 1, 
1789, met behind closed doors until April 8, 1789. That was 
the first time in the history of modern representative govern- 
ment that the legislative branch of a great national govern- 
ment conducted its business with open doors. The doors of 
the House have never been closed since, except on rare oc- 
easions when it was thought public safety demanded it. This 
was the great American victory for the doctrine that the peo- 
ple’s business is public business. 

John Adams, the Vice President at that time, writing to his 
wife April 19, 1789, said: 


Before this I presume the printers In Boston have inserted in their 
gazettes the debates of the House of Representatives, which are con- 
ducted with open galleries. This measure, by making the debates pub- 
lic, will establish the National Government or break the Confederation. 
I can conceive of no medium between these extremes. 


The fight to open the Senate doors began within a month 
after the appearance of a quorum, April 6, 1789. When a 
motion to open the doors was made the Senators from Virginia 
moved to lay the motion on the table and the motion carried. 
When William Henry Lee and William Grayson returned from 
Virginia to the next session of the Senate they had been in- 
structed by the State Legislature of Virginia to make the mo- 
tion to open the Senate doors, Senator Lee made the motion 
and it was defeated. 

Grayson died, and James Monroe succeeded him in Novem- 
ber, 1790. Monroe, in obedience to these instructions, made 
the motion February 24, 1791. It was debated two days and 
defeated—9 to 17, Monroe renewed the motion March 26, 
1792, and it lost 8 to 17. It was defeated again in April, 1792, 
by 6 to 16, and again on February 4, 1793, by T to 21. Al- 
though modified, it was defeated again on the same day by 
10 to 18. 

When the question of opening the doors for the discussion of 
the seating of Albert Gallatin, elected a Senator from Penn- 
sylvania, came up on February 11, 1793, the Senate voted 
without division to open the doors, The objection to Gallatin 
wes that he had not been a citizen of the United States for 
nine years. 


Thirteen days later, February 24, 1798, the Senate passed 
the resolution to open the doors of legislative sessions at the 
beginning of the next session and provided for the construc- 
tion of a gallery. Thus it will be seen that the Senate strug- 
gled long and fiercely before following the lead of the House 
in abolishing the monarchial custom of secrecy for every kind 
of public business. 

SPECIAL INJUNCTIONS OF SECRECY 


When the House opened its doors it opened them for all 
of its business, but the Senate never abolished its secret execu- 
tive sessions. During the years when there was no penalty 
for disclosing what was said and done in executive sessions, 
it was the custom of the Senate to place special injunctions of 

on certain treaties and certain discussions. Senators 
observed those injunctions then as a matter of honor. 

Since the adoption of the rule that makes Senators liable 
to expulsion for disclosing the proceedings of executive ses- 
sions, practically everything done in executive sessions has 
been printed regularly in the newspapers. The trouble is that 
the facts are more or less garbled, and often the attitude of 
Senators who make addresses is entirely misrepresented. No 
Senator has ever been expelled for violating this rule, nor 
has a serious attempt ever been made to expel any Senator 
for such violation. Nevertheless the proceedings continue to 
be known through the newspapers just as often as secret ses- 
sions are held. 

ORIGINAL REASON FOR SECRECY GONE 

The most striking fact about the development of the rules 
for secrecy is that the original reason given for absolute 
secrecy of executive sessions was that treaties with foreign 
governments must not be made public, and therefore special 
rules must be adopted to protect our diplomatic relations 
against publicity. But in recent years that reason has almost 
entirely vanished. In fact nearly all treaties are now con- 
sidered in open executive session, and our diplomatic corre- 
1 is made public so that all who desire may know all 

ut it. 

While the Senate has given more and more publicity to 
treaties and foreign affairs it has at the same time become more 
secretive about nominations and discussions of confirmations. 
It was not until January 3, 1820, more than 30 years after 
the adoption of the Constitution, that the rules even mentioned 
secrecy for proceedings regarding nominations, and that rule 
provided no penalty. Another 48 years passed before the 
adoption of the present rule regarding nominations, which 
makes a Senator liable to expulsion. It may be added that 
until 1829 the executive journals were published regularly, 
so that the record of proceedings in executive sessions was 
mede public year by year for the first 40 years of the Senate’s 

ory. 
2 NOMINATIONS MORE SECRET THAN TREATIES 

According to the ruling of the Senator fram New Hampshire 
[Mr. Moses], as announced on February 4, 1925, the present 
rules permit the Senate to consider treaties in open executive 
session by a majority vote, but for nominations they require a 
two-thirds vote. In fact, it has become so customary for the 
Senate to consider such foreign business as treaties in open 
Session that generally no vote is taken on a motion for that 
purpose, while so secret has such business as confirming nomi- 
nations in open session become that it can be done only by sus- 
pending the rules, 

SECRECY OF ELECTIONS 

Consider for a moment the ridiculous position in which the 
Senate places itself by such rules. There are two methods of 
Selecting officials for high office in this Government—election 
and appointment. What would the people think of a pro- 
posal for secrecy of the discussions of candidates who run 
for elective offices? Such a proposition is so contrary to 
every idea we hold of democratic government that the mere 
mention of it makes it seem an absurdity. 

Why should there be secrecy for the confirmation of ap- 
pointive officials? The President names many men for high 
offices under the Constitution and the laws. Confirmation by 
the Senate is simply a form of election by Senators. Why 
should that election be any more secret than an election by 
the people themselyes? The very fact that only a few men 
here in the Senate pass upon the qualifications of these nomi- 
nees makes the reasons for publicity of discussion and action 
all the stronger and more controlling. 

DISCUSS CHARGES IN OPEN 

If there be suspicions or charges against an appointee, the 
best way to deal with them is to discuss them in the open sọ 
that all who desire to know may learn all the facts. If the 
charges be true, Senators will not dare to yote for the nomi- 
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nees affected. If not true the public discussions will end all 
further consideration of such charges. 

Only a few days ago when the newspapers were full of 
rumors and charges about Attorney General Stone the Senate 
opened its doors and let the public hear the entire discussion. 
It was so full and free and frank that the whole country now 
knows all that Senators knew or had to say for or against 
his confirmation. Suppose the discussion had been behind 
closed doors. What then? The newspapers would have car- 
ried garbled accounts and reported half-true statements of the 
speeches made, and in the minds of millions of our citizens 
there would to-day be suspicion as to Mr. Stone's fitness for 
the bench. This would be the result of ignorance of the facts. 
With the public in possession of these facts, people are either 
satisfied or displeased with his confirmation and their conclu- 
sions are based upon the knowledge of all the facts instead 
of upon suspicion and prejudice. 

Senators will recall that last year when the question of the 
confirmation of the attorneys nominated by the President to 
prosecute the naval oil-reserve cases came before the Senate, 
the Senate voted to open the doors for the discussion of the 
nominations. They were confirmed almost as overwhelmingly 
as Mr. Stone and the people given all of the facts that Senators 
knew for and against their confirmation, and in those cases, 
as in the case of Mr. Stone, the public judgment was based upon 
knowledge instead of on suspicion. I mention these instances 
to remind the Senate that we sometimes open the doors to dis- 
cuss the confirmation of appointees to the very highest positions 
when charges and suspicions have been planted in the public 
mind, How indefensible, how foolish to close the doors when 
appointees to minor office are to be considered. 


SECRECY AS OUT OF DATE AS SNUFF 


Most of the business conducted in secret executive sessions 
is the confirmation of postmasters of small towns and of ap- 
pointees to minor Federal positions in the different States. 
Secrecy for such business is as unjustified and as ridiculous as 
the keeping of snuff in the old snuff boxes near the entrance 
doors to this Chamber. Both are relics of the past and are 
equally needless and useless. 

Why should we shut the Senate’s doors? Is it that we want 
to show our importance? Does not closing the doors have ex- 
actly the opposite effect? When the onlookers go scurrying 
from the galleries that we may meet in secret our importance 
shrivels in the eyes of the people no matter how it may appear 
to ourselves. We are defying the doctrine that public business 
should be performed in public and that public officials should 
vote and speak publicly on all of the activities of government 
in which they have A part. 


HOW USE POWER 


I have long believed the best way to test a man’s real nature 
is to give him power and see how he uses it. Somebody has 
said that if he were to write the epitaph of Abraham Lincoln 
he would say: “ Here lies the only man in all the history of the 
world who, when intrusted with absolute power, never abused 
it except on the side of mercy.” If he were writing the 
epitaph of Senators who close the doors to confirm the appoint- 
ments of postmasters and Federal office holders in general, he 
might as properly write: “Here lie Senators who, when in- 
trusted with power to confirm appointees for office, generally 
abused it on the side of secrecy.” 


PUBLICITY AND DEMOCRACY 


Mr. President, the idea of publicity is closely allied with 
the practical workings of democracy. Publicity and democracy 
are as closely joined as secrecy and tyranny. That is why that, 
regardless of Senate rules, secret sessions of the Senate are 
not secret, and they never will be except when the business 
transacted is so grave that all Senators believe the public 
interest demands it be kept confidential. In the face of these 
facts what is the Senate going to do? Shall it go further in its 
efforts to compel secrecy by more rules or shall it turn its face 
toward publicity by opening the doors? 


SHALL SENATE GO BACKWARD OR FORWARD? 


The junior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Reep] is re- 
ported to have declared himself in favor of an additional rule 
which would deny the privilege of the press gallery to any 
newspaper reporter who dares report any of the proceedings of 
a secret session. Why not adopt a rule to suppress the news- 
paper itself that prints such a report? One is just as sensible 
and, in my opinion, just as constitutional as the other. No 
rules of this Senate ever will or ever can interfere with the 
freedom of the press guaranteed by the Constitution. 


The resolution which I have offered proposes to do exactly 
the opposite. Instead of threatening members of the press 
gallery with expulsion, as the rules now threaten Senators who 
disclose proceedings of executive sessions, it invites them all to 
hear and see everything that we say and do, unless two-thirds 
of the Senate thinks the business so grave that it should be 
kept secret. 

Instead of forcing newspaper men to become detectives and 
Senators to act as talebearers of secrets, it places newspaper 
men on their responsibility to report the truth as they see and 
hear it and compels every Senator to speak and act in public. 
Instead of trying to deny newspaper men their constitutional 
rights, it recognizes that right, and should secret sessions ever 
be held, the desire for secrecy would be based upon a two- 
thirds vote of the Senate. 

Robert G. Ingersoll once said: 


Ignorance is the soil in which roots the upas tree of suspicion and 
prejudice, in whose shadow reason fails and justice dies. * 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wash- 
ington yield to the Senator from Tennessee? 

Mr. DILL. I yield. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator from Washington, I think, 
has been here for two years. I will now ask him does he recall 
any matter of importance of a secret nature ever being con- 
sidered in an executive session of the Senate that was not pub- 
lished in the newspapers the next morning after the executive 
session ? 

Mr. DILL. I donot. I stated earlier in my address that not 
only have the newspapers published what has happened, but 
they have published half truths about it which put Senators 
in a false position. Senators are then compelled either to 
violate the rule which threatens to expel them from the Senate, 
or are put in the position of being falsely represented in their 
attitude. The position is one which, it seems to me, is humiliat- 
ing to any public man. 

Everyone is opposed to secrecy except when it is practiced 
by himself. In this connection the prayer of the Scotch plow- 
boy, so familiar to all lovers of his songs, is quite appropriate 
to this situation: 


Oh wad some power the giftie gie us 
To see oursels as others see us! 


The Bible says in the beginning the Creator's first command 
was: “Let there be light, and there was light.” From then 
until now light—the light of knowledge, the light of truth, the 
light of brotherly love, the light of righteousness—has been 
the most divine gift to man in the affairs of government as well 
as in all other affairs of life. 

Open the doors of the Senate! Open all the doors! Let the 
light of publicity come in; let the light of knowledge and truth 
go out! In this Government of the people, for the people, and 
by the people, let the people see, let the people hear, let the 
people know, 

APPROPRIATIONS FOR STATE AND OTHER DEPARTMENTS 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 11753) making appropriations 
for the Departments of State and Justice, and for the Judi- 
ciary, and for the Departments of Commerce and Labor for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. MCRELLAR]. 

Mr, McKELLAR. On that I ask for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I wish we might 
vote now, but the junior Senator from Utah [Mr. Kına] asked 
if this question were concluded before he returned that I call 
for a quorum. I dislike to do it, but I am not going to take 
advantage of his absence. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I will call for a quorum 
if it is necessary, but I suggest first we may have the yeas and 
nays ordered on the demand. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I have no objection to that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the demand for the yeas 
and nays seconded? 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I shall not discuss the pend- 
ing amendment except for a moment or two. I shall not go 


into the question of what has been done with the money which 
for several years past has been appropriated for this purpose. 
We all know that most of it has been wasted. We know some 
of the men who have been employed, but they have accom- 
We know, however, that the two 


plished very meager results. 
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men now in charge of this work are capable and efficient. I 
know personally Mr. Michael, one of the two gentlemen in 
charge of this work, and have known him for years, and I 
know that he is not intentionally going to waste any of this 
pppropriation; He is a man of ability, character, and an able 

wyer. 
I shall vote for the McKellar amendment, because I think 
that $500,000 is sufficient, but I am not intending by that vote 
in any way to reflect on the gentlemen in charge of this work, 
beeause, as I have said, I know they are good men. I believe, 
however, that the number of lawyers who can be obtained 
under a $500,000 appropriation will be able to do all the work 
that is necessary, with the assistance of the district attorneys. 
Fer that reason I shall vote for the McKellar amendment 
appropriating $500,000 instead of the $1,000,000 appropriated 
by the House and approved by the Senate committee. 

Mr. KING. I am sure no Senator would be willing to crip- 
ple any necessary investigations required in the prosecution of 
the so-called “ war fraud cases.” Opposition to this appropria- 
tion rests upon the firm conviction. that the Department of 
Justice has utterly failed in the performance of its duty and 
has not justified the appropriations which heretofore have been 
made, and further that ample provisions have been made for 
the performance by the Department of Justice of all duties as- 
Signed to it under the laws. During the war and immediately 
following there were numerous charges to the effect that many 
corporations and individuals who had had business dealings 
with the Government, and contracts for the supplying of com- 
modities required by the Government in the prosecution of the 
war, had been guilty of fraud or had made inordinate profits, 
The air was surcharged with the belief that the Government 
had been robbed of large sums of money by contractors, and 
particulariy those who had erected the cantonments and had 
been engaged in the production of aircraft and munitions of 
war. It was also believed that in the construction of ships 
frauds. had been perpetrated by builders and contractors to the 
injury of the Government. 

President Wilsen ordered an investigation of the aircraft 
activities, selecting Judge Hughes for that responsible task. 
After what was believed to be a comprehensive investigation, 
Judge Hughes reported, as I recall, that there had been no 
violations of law except by one or two individuals, one of 
whom was an emergency officer of the Army. Undoubtedly 
there was inefficiency in the organization that had to do with 
the construction of airplanes, but the investigation of Judge 
Hughes would seem to indicate that no frauds had been com- 
mitted which justified prosecution, and that criminal statutes 
had been violated by only the persons just referred to. 

When a change in administration oecurred the triumphant 
party announced with a great blare of trumpets that it would 
make a thorough investigation ef all the activities of the 
former administration, and particularly of its conduct of the 
war. 

Senators will remember that among the charges made by 
perfervid orators, was one which related to the sale of numer- 
ous war supplies in France. Few persons were farsighted 
enough to determine just when the war would end, and none 
believed that it would terminate so dramatically and so sud- 
denly as it did on the 11th of November, 1918. Ordinary pru- 
dence required that our Government, and those in charge of 
war operations, should make full preparations for the nearly 
5,000,000 men who were in the military and naval services 
of the United States. They would have been derelict in the 
highest degree if they had failed to make provisions for a 
military campaign which would extend far beyond November, 
1918. 

The world does not furnish an example of preparation 
and accomplishment for military purposes equal to that.of our 
Government during the years 1917 and 1918. Of course, the 
provisions made in anticipation of a longer duration of the 
war produced sypplies in excess of those consumed in the mili- 
tary and naval operations of the war. In France there were 
large supplies at the end of the war which were unnecessary. 
Railroads had been built and large warehouses constructed 
which were not needed. General Dawes and other officers of 
the Army sold many of these supplies, including railroads, ‘to 
the French Government. Senators will recall that charges 
were made that this transaction was disadvantageous to the 
Government. When the Republicans came into power com- 
mittees were appointed to investigate war activities, and Gen- 
eral Dawes was called as a witness. It will be remembered 
with what indignation he replied to his inquisitors—and I 
am sure the country was convinced that the transaction in 
which he was conspicuous was wise and provident and of ad- 
vantage te our country, 


For many months investigations were carried on by commit- 


tees of the House, and charges were made that frauds had been 
committed and the Government robbed of millions of dollars, 
The Attorney General, Mr. Daugherty, when the fever—de- 
veloped through the investigations and perhaps intensified by 
partisanship—was at its height, addressed a letter to President 
Harding, who, in turn, transmitted it under date of May 9, 
1922, to the Republican leader of the House of Representatives. 

I shall not comment upon the partisanship revealed in the 
letter of Mr. Daugherty. It is sufficient to say that he ex- 
hibited the zeal of an advocate, and seemed more interested in 
securing publicity and impressing upon the country how earnest 
and faithful he and his subordinates were in discharging, or 
seeking to discharge, a public duty than in pursuing a wise and 
judicious course. He charged that the country would soon 
have reason to know that influential personages in the Govern- 
ment had knowledge of fraudulent transactions and were per- 
sonally interested in concealing knowledge of the same, He 


referred in his letter to the task of creating an organization 


to prosecute malefactors and unearth wrongs and frauds upon 
the Government. 


In his letter he also stated that the department was then. 


handling more than 200 cases coming under the general head 
of war contract cases, and that this included investigations and 
proceedings looking to the punishment of individuals for de- 
frauding the Government and to the recovery of moneys due 
to the Government. He also referred to numerous other cases 
growing out of claims for war-time frauds. 

The Attorney General also stated that the Department of 
Justice had made “ gratifying progress in these war-fraud cases. 
The work has thus far been largely in the way of organization 
and investigation.” He also stated that the testimony taken 
before the subcommittees charged with the duty of investigat- 
ing expenditures in the War Department “had been examined, 
digested, and analyzed”; also that “audits of accounts had 
been carried on in part by the War Department”; also that 
“cases had been referred to United States attorneys in the 
districts in which the debtors are located for proper action.” 
He further stated that the work “can be greatly accelerated 
by the granting of a special request for an appropriation of 
$500,000.” 

Congress promptly acted upon the message of the President 
and gave to the Attorney General the amount which he re- 
quested. His letter was quite sensational and indicated that 
great frauds had been committed and that high officers in the 
Government were connected with them and that the Govern- 
ment had been robbed of large sums of money. 

A perusal of the letter of the Attorney General would lead 
one to believe that much of the evidence to secure convictions 
was in the hands of the Attorney General at the time his 
letter was written, and that with the machinery of the De- 
partment of Justice and that with an additional appropriation 
of $500,000 the guilty parties. could speedily be brought to 
justice and the Government recover the sums of which it had 
been deprived. Senators will remember that this letter was 
written in May, 1922. Since this appropriation was obtained 
a large organization was set up in the Department of Justice 
and scores of employees were added to the pay roll in that 
department. Some lawyers of eminence and distinction and a 
large number of political appointments were made and incom- 
petent persons selected for positions in this new organization. 

The next year another appropriation was asked for, and the 
following year still another, and the organization asks for the 
coming year $1,725,000. The longer the organization lives and 
the less it does, the greater the appropriations sought. It is 
tainted with the same characteristics of bureaucracy, and 
shows the samé inefficiency, so often characteristic of an 
oppressive bureaucratic government. The report submitted by 
this agency shows that but two convictions have been had dur- 
ing the life of the organization. Notwithstanding that mil- 
lions of dollars haye been appropriated to the Department of 
Justice for the detection of crimes and the apprehension of 
criminals, supplemented by large appropriations for this par- 
ticular war-frauds section of the Department of Justice, only 
two convictions have been secured. The Attorney General 
indicated that many convictions were soon to be had and that 
numerous criminal acts had been committed which would 
bring prompt punishment if his department could have an 
additional $500,000. 

I made some inquiry as to the two convictions reported. 
The facts are that one of these convictions grew ont of a false 
statement made by an individual in obtaining a passport. He 
pleaded guilty, not to a war fraud case, but to irrregular 
methods in securing a passport. The other case grew out of 
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the wrongful conversion by an officer in the Army of an 
automobile truck. 

These are “the great war fraud cases” which were to shock 
the country and which were to bring hundreds of criminals to 
the bar of justice. And we are told now by two spokesmen 
of this Department of Justice agency that no more prosecution 
of criminal cases are contemplated. Were there war fraud 
eases involving a violation of criminal statutes? If so, the 
Department of Justice has failed to act, and the intimation 
now is that the statute of limitations has run. What has 
the Department of Justice done with the large sums which it 
has received? What have these scores of lawyers, accountants, 
and employees been doing since March, 1920, and particularly 
since the first appropriation was sought in May, 1922? 

It would seem, Mr. President, that the claims of the At- 
torney General were rash, unfounded, and slanderous, or that 


he and those connected with this war fraud section of the | 
Department of Justice were guilty of gross neglect or the 


utmost stupidity and incompetence. I haye no doubt that 
there has been much stupidity and incompetence upon the 
part of many connected with this agency. 

Mr. President, I confess that I am surprised at the failure 
to secure results by the Department of Justice. It was my 
opinion that some corporations and individuals who dealt with 
the Government during the war had not dealt with it fairly; 
that some, indeed, had illegally profited in their transactions 
with the Government while others had violated penal statutes. 
It seemed to mè that with the thousands of contracts entered 
into between the Government and corporations and indi- 
viduals, not only throughout the United States but in various 
parts of the world, it was not reasonable to suppose that there 
would be no wrongdoing upon the part of some resulting in 
loss and injury to the Government. 

Human nature is much the same in all ages. During the 
Civil War we know that many persons exploited the Govern- 
ment, droye sharp bargains with Government officials, and 
perpetrated frauds which called for punishment. In the 
Spanish-American War we remember the violations of contracts 
by individuals and the frauds committed upon the Government, 
Embalmed beef and decayed and spoiled food were sold to the 
Government and enormous profits made by the vendors. And 
so, I say, I have no doubt that in the thousands and tens of 
thousands of transactions which the Government had entered 
into during the progress of the World War there were cases in 
which the Government was robbed and penal statutes were 
violated. 

I had been amazed that the Departinent of Justice, with 
the millions of dollars expended since the war for the investi- 
gation and detection and punishment of frauds and crimes, 
has accomplished so little. Indeed, its accomplishments are 
scarcely worthy of being considered. 

The Senator from Tennessee has stated that during the past 
year, with the great army of officials employed in. this par- 
ticular work, but three small judgments had been obtained, 
and, as I haye stated, but two criminal convictions had since 
the advent of the present administration to power on the 
4th of March, 1920. 

I repeat that the claims of Mr. Daugherty and others were 
the result of fevered imagination or criminal partisanship, or 
the Department of Justice and its agencies have practically 
ceased to function so far as the work of investigating the war- 
contract cases is involved. I confess, Mr. President, that I 
have been greatly disappointed in the work of the department 
because I sincerely believed that there had been some persons 
and corporations who had made unconscionable protits aud who 
should have been compelled to make restitution. 

As I have stated, opposition to this appropriation does not 
grow out of any desire to protect wrongdoers or to shield those 
who have wronged the Government. Of course, if there were 
crimes committed which called for punishment, the failure to 
bring the transgressors to justice rests solely with the Depart- 
ment of Justice; and it must be conceded that if there were 
violators of law, then the Department of Justice has been 
guilty of gross neglect and unpardonable stupidity, if it does 
not deserve harsher appellations in characterizing its conduct. 

Jam influenced in the position which I shall take with re- 
spect to the motion pending by the record of the Department of 
Justice and the conviction which has been forced upon me that 
it is absolutely incompetent or willfully derelict or that the 
situation does not call for the further service of this war- 
fraud section of that department. Senators will bear in mind 
that the appropriations made to the Department of Justice for 
the purpose of dealing with war contract and war fraud cases 
are not the only ones made for the same purpose. In the War 
Department a war-contract section was organized and, as I 


recall, there was another organization in the War Depart- 
ment. These agencies took up the war-contract cases and war- 
fraud cases immediately following the war and acted upon 
thousands of contracts and unsettled accounts. 

Senators can appreciate the fact that with the tens of thou- 
sands of contracts which were alive at the time of the armi- 
stice there would be a vast amount of work involved in settling 
them, eyen though there was no controversy and no fraud. 
The mere bookkeeping and accounting work was enormous, but 
the War Department with vigor, and so far as I am advised 
with intelligence and probity, earnestly addressed itself to the 
settlement of all outstanding matters and the adjustment of 
all controversies growing out of contracts and business trans- 
e. between the Government and corporaticns and indi- 
viduals. 

There were tens of thousands of cases in which contracts 
entered into between the Government and private individuals 
and corporations were interrupted by the armistice. That 
resulted in unsettled accounts. In many instances the Goy- 
ernment was owing the contractors and subcontractors and 
in still other cases damages resulted from the termination 
of the contracts, for which the Government legally, morally, 
and otherwise was liable. And there were also many cases 
where advances were made by the Government to persons en- 
gaged in manufacturing commodities and munitions of war, 
supplies, and so forth, for the Government where large sums 
upon a just and fair settlement would be due to the Gov- 
ernment. N 

Secretary Weeks when he came into office addressed him- 
self in a commendable way to the continuation of this work 
and to the settlement of the thousands of outstanding accounts. 
In passing I might add that Secretary Weeks is a man of fine 
executive ability, and I think he proceeded with zeal and in- 
telligence and certainly with probity in the discharge of this 
important work. 

There was organized what is called the audit and control 
section of the War Department, which aided in adjusting and 
settling these claims. This organization and the war-con- 
tracts section investigated the various contracts and made 
thousands of settlements and secured a return to the Treasury 
of millions of dollars. In most instances they practically com- 
pleted the investigations and in many cases they had narrowed 
the issues, so that the cases were practically ready for settle- 
ment, but owing to some disagreements in minor particulars 
and sometimes in major matters some of these cases the facts 
of which were fully known and had been developed by the 
War Department's organizations were turned over to the 
Department of Justice, and it, without bringing suit, made 
settlements substantially along the lines determined upon by 
the War Department. 

The credit for settlement in the cases I am now referring to 
belongs to the War Department and not to the Department of 
Justice; and I am safe in saying that most of the sums re- 
covered, for which the Department of Justice claims credit, 
would have been recovered by the War Department with 
further pressure upon its part of those who were indebted to 
the United States. ; 

I repeat, Mr. President, that the Department of Justice has 
had exceedingly large appropriations to aid it in all of its 
activities, including the settlement of war-fraud cases; and in 
addition the War Department has had several millions of dol- 
lars of appropriations for like purposes. If settlements have 
not been made, the fault lies with the Department of Justice. 
I believe better results would be had with respect to the un- 
completed matters, if left with the War Department, than it 
continued in the hands of the Department of Justice. 

However, I should state that information which, I think, is 
is reliable, would seem to indicate that the audit section, to 
which I have referred, is not functioning as it should, and is 
sith to preserve itself as a parasitic growth for an indefinite 
period. g 

I was told yesterday by one familiar with it that some of its 
employees contend that it will exist for more than 10 years. 
The Secretary of War should promptly examine into its activi- 
ties, because I feel sure it is not functioning as it should. It 
is quite likely that its activities have been diminished because 
of the supposed work of the War Frauds Section of the De- 
partment of Justice. Senators will recall that it has a large 
number of experts, accountants, bookkeepers, and so forth, and 
it assumes to investigate the cases where it is charged that 
there is due from contractors various sums to the Government. 

This audit section, it would seem, is like other agencies of 
the Government which cease to be needed; and we daily come 
into contact with such agencies, and we learn that those con- 
nected with them employ every means within their power to 
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perpetuate the life of such organizations, They often carry on 
extensive propaganda and build up fictitious arguments to in- 
trigue Congress into making appropriations for the prolonga- 
tion of their existence. 

Mr. President, the arguments made by the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. Jones] and others who have supported the 
million-dollar appropriation would tend to create the impres- 
sion that unless such appropriation is made no further investi- 
gations can be made, or recoveries had against those who are 
owing the Government upon war contracts. And a person listen- 
ing to these Senators would be led to believe that no criminal 
prosecution could be had if this organization in the Depart- 
ment of Justice is not continued. But the facts, Mr. President, 
are entirely different. 

I might add that Congress has always been generous in deal- 
ing with the Department of Justice. That department has in- 
creased in power and its personnel has been doubled and 
trebled in a very few years. I repeat, Mr. President, liberal 
appropriations have been made to the Department of Justice 
for the detection and prosecution of crimes and to protect the 
rights and interests of the United States. 

For instance, for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1922, and 
ending June 30, 1923, there was an appropriation made directly 
to the Department of Justice, amounting to $479,010. This was 
to pay for assistants to the Attorney General and solicitors 
acting under his direction, and for a multitude of attorneys 
and clerks connected with his office, and his assistants. There 
was also an additional appropriation for assistants to the At- 
torney General and to the United States district attorneys em- 
ployed by the Attorney General to aid in special cases amount- 
ing to $850,000. Of this, $200,000 was for assistants, assistant 
attorneys, to enforce the national prohibition act. 

Senators will see that these two appropriations were to be 
deyoted almost entirely to the employment of attorneys and 
assistants and clerical help. Undoubtedly, with these appro- 
priations, war-fraud cases should have been handled. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President; will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from Tennessee? 

Mr. KING. I yield. 

Mr. MeKELLAR. In addition to that, of course, whenever 
a suit is brought they employ special counsel at the place of 
action to assist the local district attorney. 

Mr. KING. Undoubtedly that is the fact. But, Mr. Presi- 
dent, I have not yet named all of the appropriations made for 
the year mentioned to aid in the prosecution of crime. There 
was an appropriation of $600,000 more, called “ miscellaneous 
expenses,” and subject to the order of the Attorney General 
“for the United States courts and their officers, including so 
much as may be necessary in the discretion of the Attorney 
General in such instances in the district of Alaska and in 
courts other than Federal courts.” 

It will be observed that this $600,000 was to be expended to 
protect the rights of the Government and in connection with 
the enforcement of the law. 

In the same act will be found other appropriations to the 
Department of Justice aggregating tens of thousands of dol- 
lars. So it will be perceived that the Department of Justice 
was well cared for. There was also a large sum appropriated 
for the courts, judges, witnesses, and so forth, aggregating 
several million dollars—$2,275,000 was appropriated for the 
expenses of United States marshals and their deputies, $900,000 
was appropriated for the salaries of district attorneys and 
their assistants, and a further sum of $550,000 for “ regular 
assistants to the district attorneys, who were appointed by the 
Attorney General at a fixed annual compensation.” For clerks 
more than $1,300,000 was appropriated. There was also a gen- 
eral appropriation for the detection and prosecution of crimes 
amounting to $2,250,000. A portion of that could have been 
employed to prosecute war fraud cases, so no Senator should 
get the impression that ample appropriations were not made 
during that year to the Department of Justice. 

For the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1923, and ending June 
30, 1924, there were large appropriations made to the Depart- 
ment of Justice, For the Attorney General's office $474,010 were 
appropriated, Then there were appropriations for United 
States solicitors and attorneys in other branches of the Goy- 
ernment under the direction of the Attorney General. More 
than $83,000 was appropriated for the employment of attor- 
neys in conducting customs cases for the detection and prosecu- 
tion of crimes, $2,245,000; to enforce the antitrust laws, a 
special appropriation of $200,000; for the investigation and 
prosecution of war frauds, $500,000; for the payment of district 
attorneys and their assistants, $925,000 was appropriated; and 
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for regular assistants to the United States district attorneys 
who were appointed by the Attorney General, $600,000 was 
appropriated. There was a further appropriation of $650,000 
for miscellaneous expenses authorized by the Attorney General 
for the court and other officers. 

These were not all of the appropriations made that year to 
the Department of Justice. For the year ending June 80, 
1925, very large appropriations were made to the Department of 
Justice. These aggregated several millions of dollars. In 
my opinion it was unnecessary to make any appropriations for 
the war-frauds unit, because the other appropriations were 
ample. But this agency has fastened itself to the Department of 
Justice and undoubtedly will be continued for an indefinite 
period, notwithstanding its inutility. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I call the Senator's attention to the bill 
under consideration, where it provides— 


For regular assistants to United States district attorneys who are 
appointed by the Attorney General at a fixed annual compensation, 
$919,000. 

For assistants to the Attorney General and to United States district 
attorneys employed by the Attorney General to aid in special cases, 
including not to exceed $60,180 for clerical help for such assistants 
in the District of Columbia, and for payment of foreign counsel em- 
ployed by the Attorney General in special cases (such counsel shall 
not be required to take oath of office in accordance with section 366, 
Revised Statutes of the United States), $650,000, of which not to 
exceed $300,000 shall be available for legal services in the District of 
Columbia, 


All of that is for special assistants and special attorneys, 
and a very large part of it, no doubt, is to be spent to assist 
the attorneys who are paid under this $1,000,000 appropriation, 
or $500,000 appropriation, whichever it shall be made. That is 
just adding more money all the time, and adding largely to the 
list of attorneys employed. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, the able Senator from Tennessee 
nag not called attention to all of the items in this appropriation 

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, no; just a portion. 

Mr. KING. They total several million dollars. The Senator 
might properly call attention to the item of $2,294,500 for the 
detection and prosecution of crimes, which is found on pages 
29 and 30 of the bill before us. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, if the Senator will permit 
me, all of that goes to prove the statement made by one of these 
very excellent young directors in charge of this bureau, that 
they would have an awfully hard time spending the amount of 
money proposed to be appropriated. He was frank enough to 
make that statement. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I think that this appropriation is 
unnecessary, and I call attention again to the observation I 
made a few moments ago, when I said that, listening to the 
addresses of the number of Senators who have spoken in favor 
of this bill, one would be ready to believe that this $1,000,000 
was the only fund that was available to the Department of 
Justice for the detection and prosecution of crime. 

Mr. President, we have been increasing the appropriations 
for the Department of Justice very greatly each year. They 
have built up additional organizations, bureaus, and agencies, 
and they have received additional appropriations, until to-day 
the amount carried by the pending bill, as I haye hastily 
examined it, amounts to more than $20,000,000. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Asuvrst in the chair). 
Does the Senator from Utah yield to the Senator from Minne- 
sota? : 

Mr. KING. I yield. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I have been informed that quite a good 
deal of money was spent by the Department of Justice for the 
purpose of searching Senators’ offices and censoring their mail. 
I should think that so long as public funds were paid for that 
purpose it would be proper to ask for a report upon what was 
found. I would like to have the Senator’s opinion on that. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I suggest to the 
Senator that the man who made that statement has been twice 
convicted and has been sentenced to the penitentiary. I do not 
believe there is very much truth in that charge. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, Senators of high standing, two of 
whom I recall, have stated that their offices were searched and 
their desks broken into. I do not think thet statement rests 
alone upon the testimony of Gaston B. Means. One Senator 
also has stated that the Department of Justice agents followed 
him for months. There are other cases which Senators will 
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recall showing the activities of the department which call for 
condemnation. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I think the junior Senator from Arkansas 
IMr. Caraway] stated that his office had been searched. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. If Senators have made such 
statements with reference to their offices, of course I would not 
dispute what they have said, but I think as a general proposi- 
tion there has been no investigation of that kind. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I am not advised as to that. I 
do know that the American people were not satisfied with the 
administration of the Department of Justice under Mr. Daugh- 
erty, nor were they satisfied with the way in which the Bureau 
of Investigation was conducted. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, there are a great many 
people in this country interested in the inaugural ceremonies, 
and I understand those ceremonies are to be largely cut out 
because of lack of money. If $500,000 should be saved out of 
this extrayagant appropriation—this unnecessary, uncalled-for, 
improper use of the Government’s money, as it seems to me— 
there might be a little more to spend on the inauguration of the 
President of the United States. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I would have preferred to have 
seen John W. Davis inaugurated President of the United States, 
of course, but as one of these tellers, in counting the vote to-day 
in the joint session of the House and the Senate, I was com- 
pelled to join with my associates in finding that Calvin Coolidge 
was elected President of the United States. I bow to the wishes 
of the people, and I should like to see the President of the 
United States inaugurated with befitting ceremony. He is the 
President of the United States, President of Democrats and 
Republicans and Progressives alike, and as the occupant of the 
high office of President, Mr. Coolidge is entitled to the respect 
of the American people. I should be glad to see fitting cere- 
monies upon the occasion of the inauguration of Calvin Coolidge 
as President of the United States. 

Mr. President, I have here the law showing further appropri- 
ations made to the Department of Justice, but I shall not take 
the time to put them into the Recorp, I can only say that Con- 
gress has been exceedingly generous for a number of years in 
dealing with the Department of Justice. This appropriation of 
$1,000,000 is not needed. I think the committee ought to have 
rejected the entire appeal and said to the Department of Jus- 
tice, “ We have given you millions of dollars in the regular 
appropriation for the detection and prevention of crimes and 
for the protection of the interests of the United States; that 
ought to be sufficient.” 

Mr. President, I should willingly vote for $1,000,000 or any 
amount necessary to protect the Interests of our country. If 
the Department of Justice requires more money than this bill 
carries in the general and special items I should be very glad 
to vote for the same. I recall that in one of the recent appro- 
priation bills I suggested that the Attorney General should be 
given a larger sum to enforce the Sherman antitrust law. I 
believed that if that law were not enforced monopolies would 
increase and the industrial and economic life of the people 
would be seriously interfered with. I regret that it was not 
wisely used and that no sufficient results were obtained from 
the appropriation. 

Mr. President, the laws must be enforced and the interests 
of the country guarded. I am not in favor of a niggardly pol 
icy in appropriation bills for law enforcement and for the pro- 
tection of our country; but I am convinced that the appropria- 
tions carried in the bill, exclusive of the item we are now dis- 
cussing, are ample and generous and will meet all legitimate 
needs of the Department of Justice. An active and vigorous 
Attorney General would promptly, in my opinion, disband the 
war-frauds division of the Department of Justice and allocate 
the work to the United States district atterneys, where it prop- 
erly belongs, and wind up in a short time whatever cases and 
matters relating to war contracts may now be in the Depart- 
ment of Justice for settlement and determination. 

Mr. SMITH obtained the floor. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, the yeas and nays have 
been ordered. 

Mr. SMITH. I desire to speak on another matter, and if 
it is the intention to have a vote at this time I shalt postpone 
my remarks until after the vote is taken. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Will the Senator let us have a vote at 
this time? 

Mr. SMITH. Certainly, if we can vote now. 


the amendment proposed by the Senator from Tennessee. 
Mr. McKELLAR, Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum, 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will call the 
roll. 

The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Ashurst Ferris McLean Smith 
Bayard Fess MeN; Smoot 

m George Mayfield Spencer 
Brookhart Glass Means Stanfield 
Broussard Gooding Metcalf Stanley 
Bruce Hale Moses Sterling 
Bursum Harris ly Swanson 
Cameron Heflin Norbeck Trammell 

per Howell Oddie Wadsworth 
Caraway Johnson, Calif. Do Walsh, Mass. 
Copeland Johnson, Minn. Pi Walsh, Mont. 
Couzens Jones, N. Mex. Ransdell Warren 
Curtis Jones, Wash, eed, Pa. Watson 
Dale Kendrick Robinson Weller 
Dial Keyes Sheppard Wheeler 
Dill King Shipstead Willis 
Edwards Ladd Shortridge 
McKellar Simmons 


Mr. GLASS. I was requested to announce that the Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. Purers}, the Senator from Delaware (Mr. 
Bart], and the Senator from Illinois [Mr. MOKINIEY] are 
necessarily absent from the Chamber attending a meeting of 
the Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I wish to announce that the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. RAusron] is necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seventy Senators having 
answered to their names, a quorum of the Senate is present. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, we have heard a great 
deal during the last two or three years in regard to the question. 
of economy and the necessity for retrenchment in the Goyern- 
ment departments at Washington. I think there has been a 
persistent effort on the part of the beads of a number of the 
departments. to try to institute and bring about economy. It 
has been rather conspicuous, however, to me, and I think all 
other observers, that in their effort to bring about economy they 
have sought to place the burden and the hardships of that 
eeonomy upon the clerks drawing the lower scale of salaries. 
In their purpose to bring about this reform, as a rule they have 
overlooked the employees drawing the better salaries. It seems 
to me, when it comes to the question of reducing the govern- 
mental force in the District of Columbia, that those in power do 
not consider eliminating the surplus heads of the various units 
nor the curtailing of the top-heavy supervisory force, but it is 
always with an object of curtailing the force of employees whe. 
are drawing meager salaries which are scarcely sufficient for 
them to live upon at the present high cost of everything. s 

So far as I am concerned, I believe in economy of expendi- 
tures by the Government through reason and justice, but I do. 
not approve of the policy which seeks to impose all curtailment 
of expenditures and reduction of forces upon those occupying 
the average of the Government positions at salaries from $1,000 
to $2,000. That seems to be the trend of the policy whieh 
prevails throughout Washington and the departments at the 
present time. I have been very much gratified to see a number 
of editorials appearing in the Washington Times in defense of 
the ordinary, poorly paid Government employee. 

Under the so-called reclassification act there has never been, 
as far as I know, any effort to reduce the heads of departments; 
there is no effort to lessen the number of those drawing salaries 
from $4,000 to $10,000 per annum; there is no effort to reduce 
the salaries of those who are drawing these larger ones; but 
every effort seems to have been to reduce the salaries of the 
poor clerks and employees drawing the small salaries. Every 
effort in trying to bring about reform in the Government service 
has been directed toward this class of our Government em- 
ployees. The policy bas been increase the large salaries, reduce 
the small salaries. To me the policy is most reprehensible. 

I have read in the newspapers recently, and I understand that 
orders have been promulgated to that effect, that each employee 
would be graded upon his record, which is proper, but that if 
his record in the opinion of those in a supervisory capacity did 
not justify his retention in the service he could be dropped from 
the roll without the right of appeal and without the right of 
hearing. I submit in a free conntry that to bar from a hearing 
and appeal is an outrage and an injustice which some tyrant 
attempts to inflict upon this great body of Government em- 
ployees serving the Government throughout the country. I 
realize that every business should have system. We should 


have reasonable regulations for the Government employees, but 
they are entitled to just, fair, and humane treatment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to | 


I submit it is an injustice to any employee to permit his or 


| her supervisor, who may be actuated by some prejudice against 


the employee, to grade them out of the service, without right 
of appeal or right of hearing. 
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I have known of one or two concrete cases here in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia of Government employees who were headed for 
dismissal from the service and were about to have injustice 
inflicted upon them and would have lost out had not some, one 
intervened in their behalf and obtained for them a fair deal. I 
know of one case, for instance, where a board composed of 
five or six of the heads of bureaus was sitting upon the question 
of salaries. One man upon that board, who had a prejudice 
against a certain employee, controlled and dominated the other 
members of the board without letting his real motive be known, 
and the board was going to reduce the salary of that employee 
from $2,200 to $1,800 per annum when every other employee 
doing the same class of work in the same grade would remain 
in the $2,200 per annum class. The matter, however, was 
brought to the attention of a certain Senator, who appealed to 
the board and insisted that that employee should have a hear- 
ing and that the facts should be gone into. As a result of that 
inquiry, the employee was retained in the grade to which he 
was entitled instead of being reduced from a salary of $2,200 to 
one of $1,800 per annum, merely upon the prejudice of a member 
of the board, who at one time had been a supervisor of the 
unit in which that employee worked. Under the new order the 
employee would, under such circumstances, have no right of ap- 


pea 

I merely mention this, Mr. President, in order to show that 
the trend of many of those in authority and power is to show 
but little consideration to the average small salary employee, 
When, however, they come to the question of trying to bring 
about economy and the legal branch of the service is considered, 
even the Budget Bureau approved of giving $1,725,000 for the 
purpose of prosecuting war frauds, and turning it over to the 
branch of the Government that is attempting to be made into a 
bureau. They did not see any necessity for economy there. 
They talk about saving $40 or $50 on the salary of some 
poorly paid employee; they talk about slicing off $100 or $1,000 
on a certain number of employees in some other branch of 
the service; but when it comes to this branch of the service 
even the Budget Bureau approves of an appropriation of 
$1,725,000 for the employment of lawyers, some of them at 
fabulous salaries. They do not see any necessity for cutting ex- 
penses in this direction. I repeat, the amount of $1,725,000 
was approved and recommended by the Budget Bureau; they 
are perfectly willing to allow this division to have this enor- 
mous sum of money for carrying on the work of the war-frauds 
board, when up to the present time, covering three or four years, 
there has been no result of any consequence obtained by those 
administering this particular branch of the Government. It is 
ridiculous and absurd to talk about giving $1,725,000 for this 
purpose. In my opinion, it is not only ridiculous but is abso- 
lutely a filehing of the Public Treasury to give this division 
$1,000,000. 

I say let economy start where economy should be applied, 
and cease, as some of them are doing, trying to hammer down 
and cry down the average employee and make regular sweat- 
shops out of some of the Government departments. Let us 
start on the program of economy right here at the proper 
place and reduce this appropriation to $500,000, as is proposed 
by the amendment of the Senator from Tennessee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will call the 
roll on the amendment proposed by the Senator from Tennessee 
{ Mr. MCKELLAR]. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I ask that the amendment may be stated, 
Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be stated. 

The Reaping CLERK. On page 32, line 19, the Senator from 
Tennessee moves to reduce the appropriatio-. for investigation 
and prosecution of war frauds from $1,000,000 to $500,000. 

The reading clerk proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LADD (when his name was called). I have a general 
pair with the senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr. HARRISON], 
and, therefore, withhold my vote. 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The senior Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
Ratston] is necessarily absent. If present, he would vote 
“ ye: Kad 

Mr. STANLEY (after having voted in the affirmative). I 
transfer my pair with the junior Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
Ernst] to the senior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. SHIELDS], 
and allow my vote to stand. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I desire to announce the fol- 
lowing pairs: 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Epee] with the Senator 
from Rhode Island [Mr. CERRY]; 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Butter] with the 
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. STEPHENS] ; and 


The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Exxins] with the 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Owen]. 
The result was announced—yeas 37, nays 41, as follows: 


YEAS—37 

Ashurst Edwards McKellar Smith 
Bayard Ferris Mayfield Stanley 

rah Fletcher Neely Swanson 
Brookhart Frazier Overman Trammell 
Broussard Geor Pittman Walsh, Mass, 
Bruce Harris Ransdell Walsh, Mont, 
Caraway Heflin Reed, Mo. Wheeler 
Copeland Jones, N. Mex. Robinson 
Dial Kendrick Sheppard 
Dill King Simmons 

NAYS—41 
Ball Gooding Means Spencer 
Bingham Hale Metcalf Stanfield 
Bursum Harreld oses Sterling 
Cameron Howell Norbeck Wadsworth 
Capper Johnson. Minn. Oddie Warren 
Conzens Jones, Wash. Pepper Watson 
Cummins Keyes Phipps Weller 
Curtis Lenroot Reed, Pa. Willis 
Dale McKinley Shipstead 
Fernald McLean Shortridge 
Fess McNary Smoot 
NOT VOTING—18 

Butler Glass La Follette Shields 
Edge Greene McCormick Stephens 
Elkins Harrison Norris Underwood 
Ernst Johnson, Calif, Owen 
Gerry Ladd Ralston 


So Mr. McKertar’s amendment was rejected. 
Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I give notice that I shall 
renew the amendment when the bill reaches the Senate. 
INCREASE OF POSTAL SALARIES AND POSTAL RATES 


Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, out of order, I ask unanimous 
consent to present a report from the Committee on Post Offices 
and Post Roads; and if that consent is granted I shall ask 
further unanimous consent to make a very brief statement 
about the report. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from New 
Hampshire asks unanimous consent to make a report from the 
Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads. Is there objection? 
The Chair hears none. 

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, I am authorized by the Com- 
mittee on Post Offices and Post Roads to report back favor- 
ably, with an amendment, House bill 11444, which is the so- 
called postal salaries and rates bill. The amendment com- 
prises striking out all after the enacting clause and inserting 
the postal rates and salaries bill exactly as it passed the 
Senate prior to its unfortunate reception at the hands of 
the House of Representatives, I wish to give notice that 
I shall take the earliest possible occasion for asking the Senate 
to give consideration to this measure. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
New Hampshire ask for the immediate consideration of the 
bill? $ 

Mr. MOSES. No; I do not ask that, Mr. President, be- 
cause, as I said when the original bill was before the Senate, 
I have no disposition whatever to interfere with the progress 
through the Senate of the regular appropriation measures. I 
wish to give notice, however, that I shall take the earliest 
possible occasion to call up this bill 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be placed on 
the Calendar. 

PRODUCTION OF SULPHUR ON PUBLIC DOMAIN 


Mr. LADD. From the Committee on Public Lands and Sur- 
veys I report back favorably, with amendments, Senate bill 
4120, to promote the production of sulphur upon the public 
domain: and I submit a report (No. 1073) thereon. I call the 
attention of the senior Senator from Lousiana [Mr. RANS- 
DELL] to the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the re- 
port will be received. 

Mr. RANSDELL. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
for the immediate consideration of the bill. It affects only 
some property in Louisiana. It will not take more than a 
minute. 

The PRESDIENT pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. If it will lead to no debate 
at all, I shall not object. 

Mr. RANSDELL. It will lead to no debate. If it does, I 
will withdraw it. I think it will take only a moment. It 
affects only property in Louisiana. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of 
the Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
committee will be stated. 


amendments of the 
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The amendments were, on page 1, line 7, after the name 
“ United States,” to insert “situated within the State of Louisi- 
ana”; and in line 10, after the word “form,” to strike out the 
colon and the following additional proviso: “Provided further, 
That the provisions of this section shall not apply to lands in 
San Bernardino County, Calif.,” so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby 
authorized and directed, under such rules and regulations as he may 
prescribe, to grant to any qualified applicant a prospecting permit which 
shall give the exclusive right to prospect for sulphur in lands belong- 
ing to the United States situated within the State of Louisiana for 
a period of not exceeding two years: Provided, That the area to be 
included in such a permit shall be not exceeding 640 acres of land in 
reasonably compact form. 

Sec. 2. Upon showing to the satisfaction of the Secretary of the 
Interior that valuable deposits of sulphur have been discovered by 
the permittee within the area covered by his permit, and that the land 
is chiefly valuable therefor, the permittee shall be entitled to a lease 
for any or all of the land embraced in the prospecting permit, at a 
royalty of 5 per cent of the quantity or gross value of the output of 
sulphur at the point of shipment to market, such lease to be taken 
in compact form by legal subdivisions of the public-land surveys, or if 
the land be not surveyed, by survey executed at the cost of the per- 
mittee in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of 
the Interior: Provided, That where any person having been granted an 
oll and gas permit makes a discovery of sulphur in lands covered by 
said permit he shall have the same privilege of leasing not to exceed 
640 acres of said land under the same terms and conditions as are 
given a sulphur permittee under the provisions of this section. 

Sec. 3. Lands known to contain valuable deposits of sulphur and 
not covered by permits or leases shall be held subject to lease by the 
Secretary of the Interior through advertisement, competitive bidding, 
or such other methods as he may by general regulations adopt and in 
such areas as he shall! fix, not exceeding 640 acres; all leases to be 
conditioned upon the payment by the lessee of such royalty as may 
be fixed in the lease, and the payment in advance of a rental of 50 
cents per acre per annum, the rental paid for any one year to be 
credited against the royalties accruing for that year, 

Bec. 4. Prospecting permits or leases may be issued under the pro- 
visions of this act for deposits of sulphur in public lands also contain- 
ing coal or other minerals on condition that such other deposits be 
reserved to the United States for disposal under applicable laws. 

Src. 5. The general provisions of section 1 and sections 26 to 38, 
inclusive, of the act of February 25, 1920, entitled “An act to pro- 
mote the mining of gold, phosphate, oil, oil shale, gas, and sodium 
on the public domain, are made applicable to permits and leases 
under this act, the first and thirty-seventh sections thereof being 
amended to include deposits of sulphur, and section 27 being amended 
so as to prohibit any person, association, or corporation from taking 
or holding more than three sulphur permits or leases in any one 
State during the life of such permits or leases, 


The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, 
APPROPRIATIONS FOR STATE AND OTHER DEPARTMENTS 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 11753) making appropriations 
for the Departments of State and Justice, and for the judi- 
ciary, and for the Departments of Commerce and Labor for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, and for other ‘purposes. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, on page 17, line 7, I move 
to strike out the word “depencencies” and insert the word 
Territory“; and after the word “Hawaii” I move to insert 
the words “and the dependencies of.” 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Connec- 
ticut offers an amendment which will be stated by the Secre- 
tary. 

The READING CLERK. On page 17, line 7, it is proposed to 
strike out the word “dependencies” and insert the word 
“Territory,” and after the word “Hawaii” it is proposed to 
insert the words “and the dependencies of,” so that, if 
amended, it will read; 

Including the Territory of Hawaii and the dependencies of the 
Philippine Islands, Porto Rico— 


And so forth, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is upon agree- 
ing to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, on page 17, line 12, I offer 
the same amendment. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Connec- 
ticut offers a further amendment which will be stated by the 
Secretary. 

The Reaprne CLERK. On page 17, line 12, it is proposed to 
strike out “dependencies” and insert Territory,“ and after 
“ Hawaii” it is proposed to insert “and the dependencies of.“ 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr, SWANSON. Mr. President, I offer an amendment 
which I send to the desk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Vir- 
ginia offers an amendment which will be stated. 

The READING CLERK., On page 83, line 24, it is proposed to 
strike out “$43,500” and insert “$63,500, of which $20,000 
shall be immediately available.” 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, this item is sub- 
ject to a point of order; but, as I understand, it is intended 
to meet the emergency growing out of the oyster situation. 
With that understanding, and giving notice to the depart- 
ment that this is not offered or accepted for the purpose of 
inaugurating a broad scheme of investigation, and so forth, 
but to see if something can not be done to meet the immediate 
emergency, I shall not make the point of order against the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
ing to the amendment. - 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I should like to inquire what 
the emergency is. My understanding is that there is no foun- 
dation for the reports indicating that disease existed among 
oysters. Secondly, I should like to ask the Senator to what 
extent the Federal Government ought to be making expendi- 
tures of this character. I ask for information. 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, I will state that a letter, 
I think, has been or will be transmitted to Congress making 
a recommendation for this appropriation. 

The oyster indus is now in a very wretched condition 
on account of some ill-timed suggestions made by some health 
officials in the various cities and others, The entire industry, 
from New York to Florida, has been prejudiced and unable 
to sell oysters on this account. The States make large appro- 
priations for the examination of these oysters. In Virginia 
every creek from which oysters are taken is so examined. If 
there is any infection there, it is ascertained. The oyster beds 
are surveyed regularly. The same thing is done in Maryland 
and other sections. People will not take the certificate of the 
State, however, to the extent that they will take the certifi- 
cate of the Federal Government. Consequently, the Federal 
Government has been anxious to aid this situation by making 
a survey and seeing that these particular oysters are not 
taken from infected fields. Such a course would be very 
effective in relieving the situation. In this bill are carried 
hundreds and hundreds of thousands of dollars for the fish 
industry, for the oyster industry, and for various kinds of 
industries, and the department believes it can help in this 
emergency. The fund is to be appropriated and used immedi- 
ately. = 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I noticed in the press this 
morning the announcement that after a thorough investiga- 
tion it has been found that only one firm had distributed 
poisonous oysters, and that from now on there is to be no 
ban upon any oysters except those produced by this one firm 
in one locality. 

Mr. SWANSON. That might be true for that firm, but 
nobody knows when the emergency will arise again. I know 
that since this matter has been pending I have tried to get 
the Bureau of Fisheries and the Health Department to do 
something to relieve the situation, and no funds were available 
for the purpose, and nothing could be done. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agree- 
ing to the amendment offered by the Senator from Virginia. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill is still before the 
Senate as in Committee of the Whole and open to further 
amendment. If there be no further amendment to be pro- 
posed, the bill will be reported to the Senate. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, I offer the amendment 
which I send to the desk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from New 
York offers an amendment which will be stated. 

The READING CLERK. On page 91, line 12, it is proposed to 
strike out all after the word “ buildings,” including the semi- 
colon, down to and including the word “available” in line 18. 


The question is upon agree- 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is upon agree- 
ing to the amendment offered by the Senator from New York. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I should like to ask my 
colleague the purpose of the amendment that he proposes. 


Mr. WADSWORTH. I am that my colleague does 
not know the purpose of the amendment, but I shall be perfectly 
willing to impart the information to him. The purpose is to 
strike out the language which was the subject of controversy 
here yesterday. ‘The effect will be to restore the committee 
amendment. 

Mr. COPELAND. Is my colleague, then, willing to have the 
amount of the appropriation reduced from $680,000 to the Bud- 
get estimate of $630,000? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. No; I am not. I should vote against 
any motion to reduce the appropriation. 

Mr. COPELAND. I want Senators in voting to understand 
that the estimate made was for $630,000, and that that was to 
continue the work of the Federal naturalization bureau in New 
York, as it was operated last year. The House, by the unani- 
mous vote of the committee and by a vote of the House, added 
$50,000 to that estimate in order that the work in the State 
courts could go on. Therefore, of course, I must oppose the 
amendment offered by my colleague. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is upon agree- 
ing to the amendment offered by the Senator from New York 
[Mr. WADSWORTH]. 

Mr. WADSWORTH, I call for the yeas and nays on the 
amendment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will call the 
roll. 

The reading clerk proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LADD (when his name was called). I have a general 
pair with the senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr. HARRISON] 
and I withhold my vote. 

Mr. WILLIS (when Mr. Fuss's name was called). My col- 
league [Mr. Fess] Is unavoidably absent. He is paired on this 
vote with the junior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Caraway]. 
If my colleague were present, he would vote “ yea.” 

Mr. MCNARY (when name of Mr. Jonnson of California was 
called). I desire to announce that the senior Senator from 
California [Mr. Jonxsox ] is paired with the senior Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. McCormick] on this question. 

Mr. McNARY (when his name was called). On this matter 
I am paired with the junior Senator from Indiana [Mr. Rar- 
ston], and in his absence I withhold my vote. 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. CARAWAY. On this vote I am paired with the junior 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Fess}. I transfer that pair to the 
junior Senator from New Jersey (Mr. Epwanps] and vote 
“nay.” 

Mr. ROBINSON. I desire to announce that the junior Sen- 
ator from Indiana [Mr. Ratston] is necessarily absent. If 
present, he would vote“ nay.” 

Mr. STANLEY (after having voted in the negative). I 
transfer my pair with the junior Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
Prnst} to the senior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. SHIELDS] 
and allow my vote to stand. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I desire to announce the fol- 
lowing general pairs: 

The senior Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Epox]! with the 
senior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. GERRY] ; 

The senior Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Erxrxs] with 
the senior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. OwEn]; and 

The junior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. BUTLER] with 
the junior Senator from Mississippi [Mr. STEPHENS]. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I desire to announce that 
the senior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Gerry] is neces- 
sarily absent, on acconnt of illness. 

Mr. PHIPPS (after having voted in the affirmative). I 
transfer my pair with the junior Senator from South Carolina 
[Mr. DIAL] to the senior Senator from Vermont [Mr. GREENE], 
and allow my vote to stand. 

The result was announced—yeas 38, nays 35, as follows: 


1EA8—38 
Ball Fernald Means neor 
Bingham Goodi Metcalf Stanfield 
Borah Hale Moses Sterling 
Bursum Harreld Norbeck Wadsworth 
Cameron Howell Oddie arren 
Capper Jones, Wash, Pep: Watson 
Couzens Keyes Phipps Weller 
Cummins Lenroot Reed, Pa Willis 
Curtis McKinley Shortridge 
Dale McLean moot 


NAYS—35 
Bayard Trazier McKellar Simmons 
Brookhart George Mayfield Smith 
Broussard Glass Neely Stanley 
Bruce Harris Overman Swanson 
Caraway Heflin Pittman Trammell 
Copeland Johnson, Minn, Ransdell Walsh, Mass. 
1 Jones, N. Mex. „Mo. Walsh, Mont. 
Ferris Kendrick Robinson Wheeler 
Fletcher King Sheppard 
NOT VOTING—23 
Ashurst Ernst Ladd Ralston 
Butler Fess La Follette Shields 
Dial Gerry McCormick Shipstead 
Edge Greene McNary Stephens 
Edwards Harrison Norris Underwood 
Elkins Johnson, Calif. Owen 


So Mr. WapswortH’s amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. McKELLAR. On page 32, in line 19, I move to strike 
out yA figures “$1,000,000” and to insert in lieu thereof 
“ $700, — 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will state the 
amendment, 

The Reaping CLERK. On page 32, line 19, strike out “ $1,000,- 
000” and insert in lieu thereof $700,000,” so as to read: 


Investigation and prosecution of war frauds: For the investigation 
and prosecution of alleged frauds, either civil or criminal, or other 
crimes or offenses against the United States, growing out of or arising 
in connection with the preparation for or prosecution of the late war, 
including the institutlon and prosecution of suits for the recovery of 
moneys which contain no element of fraud but arose incident to the 
investigation of alleged frauds, to be available for the employment of 
counsel and other assistants, rents, and all other purposes in connection 
therewith, whether in the District of Columbia or elsewhere, including 
not to exceed $10,000 for communication service, the purchase of furni- 
ture, law books, books of reference, and other necessary equipment and 
supplies at the seat of the government, $700,000, to be expended in the 
discretion of the Attorney General. 


Mr. McKELLAR. On that I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the reading clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. CARAWAY (when his name was called). On this vote 
I have a pair with the junior Senator from Ohio [Mr. Fess], 
which I transfer to the junior Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
Epwarps], and vote “ yea.” 

Mr. LADD (when his name was called). I have a general 
pair with the senior Senator from Mississippi! [Mr. HARRISON] 
and therefore I withhold my vote. 

Mr. PHIPPS (when his name was called). Making the same 
announcement as on the previous vote as to the transfer of my 
pair, I vote “nay.” 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. WILLIS. My colleague [Mr. Fess] is necessarily absent. 
He is paired on this vote with the junior Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. Epwarns]. If my colleague were present, he would 
vote “nay.” 

Mr. McNARY. On this question I am paired with the junior 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. Ratston]. I transfer that pair to 
the Senator from IIlinois [Mr. McCormick] and vote “nay.” 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I desire to announce the follow- 
ing general pairs: 

The senior Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Enor] with the 
senior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. GERRY] ; 

The senior Senator from West Virginia [Mr. ELKINS] with 
the senior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. OwEN] ; and 

The junior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. BUTLER] with 
the junior Senator from Mississippi [Mr. STEPHENS]. 

Mr. SIMMONS (after having voted in the affirmative). 
Has the junior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Harretp] voted? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That Senator has not yoted. 

Mr. SIMMONS. I have a general pair with the junior Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma, which I transfer to the senior Senator 
from Arizona [Mr. Asuurst] and allow my vote to stand. 

Mr. McLEAN. Has the junior Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
Grass] voted? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That Senator has not voted. 

Mr. McLEAN. I transfer my pair with the junior Senator 
from Virginia to the senior Senator from California IMr. JoHN- 
son] and vote “nay.” 5 

Mr. STANLEY (after having voted in the affirmative). I 
make the same announcement as to the transfer of my pair as 
on the last vote and allow my vote to stand. 

The result was announced—yeas 32, nays 39, as follows: 


YEAS—32 
Bayard Bruce Dill Geor; 
Brookhart Caraway Ferris Harris 
B Copeland Fletcher Heflin 
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Jones, N. Mex. Neely Robinson Swanson 
Kendrick Overman Sheppard ‘Trammell 
King Pittman Simmons Walsh, Mass. 
McKellar Ransdell Smith Walsh, Mont. 
May fleld Reed, Mo. Stanley Wheeler 
NAYS—39 

Ball Frazier MeNary Smoot 
Bingham Gooding Means Spencer 
Bursum Hale Metcalf Stanfield 
Cameron Howell Moses Sterling 
Capper Johnson, Minn, Norbeck Wadsworth 
Couzens Jones, Wash, Oddie Warren 
Cummins Keyes Pepper Watson 
Curtis Lenroot Phipps Weller 
Dale McKinley Reed, Pa. Willis 
Fernald McLean Shortridge 

NOT VOTING—25 
Ashurst Ernst Johnson, Calif. Shields 
Borah Fess Ladd Shipstead 
Butler Gerry La Follette Stephens 
Dial Glass MeCormick Underwood 
Edge Greene Norris 
Edwards Harreld Owen 
Elkins Harrison Ralston 


So Mr. McCKELLAR's amendment was rejected. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill is in the Senate 
and still open to amendment. 

Mr. KING. Myr. President, I want to ask the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. Jones], in charge of the bill, if it is the prac- 
tice of the Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce or if it 
is to be a plan of the department to afford transportation for 
the families and the effects of all of its employees who may go 
abroad? I find on page 55, line 15, a provision for the trans- 
portation of the families and the effects of various officers, I 
inquire whether the Senator regards that as a wise and prudent 
proposition. If we are to provide transportation for the fami- 
lies and effects of all our officials who go abroad, those in the 
customs service, those who represent the Agricultural Depart- 
ment and the Treasury Department, pretty soon we will have a 
much larger bill for transportation than we are paying now. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. The Senator refers to the para- 
graph beginning on line 15? 

Mr. KING. Yes; with reference to the transportation of 
families and effects of officers and employees. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. That provides for the necessary 
and actual expenses of transportation and subsistence, under 
such regulations as the Secretary of Commerce may provide, of 
families and effects of officers and employees of the Bureau of 
Foreign and Domestic Commerce in going to and from their 
posts or when traveling under the order of the Secretary of 
Commerce, but net including any expenses incurred in connec- 
tion with leave of absence, 

I think such a provision has been carried in the bill for sey- 
eral years. I understand also that the same provision is car- 
ried in reference to Army and Navy officers, and so on, 

Mr. KING. My understanding is that those employees are 
rather temporary and ambulatory. They are sent from one 
country to another. They are not permanent residents of any 
particular country. It seems to me, if we are called upon to 
pay the traveling expenses of all those persons who are cir- 
cumnavigating the globe, and of all their families and of all 
their effects, that we are going to have a pretty heavy burden 
upon the Government. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. It was authorized by general 
law, as I understand it, the same as in the case of the State 
Department. 

Mr. KING. I do not think it is a matter of general law. 
I think it is a provision placed in each bill as it is presented 
from session to session. I am sure that the Senator must be 
in error in saying there is a general law which provides for 
the transportation of the employees of the Department of 
Commerce, because it is only recently, and that by expansion, 
aes we have made provision for these representatives to go 
abroad. ` 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Such a provision has been car- 
ried, at any rate, in several appropriation bills previously. I 
could not state positively that there is a separate legislative 
authorization, but it has been carried in appropriation bills 
for several years. Many of these people, of course, are en- 
gaged in the work of promoting commerce abroad, very similar 
to the work done by some of the State Department officials, 
and they are treated in the same way. 

Mr. KING. I haye examined with some little care the items 
carried under Title III, Department of Commerce. In my 
opinion, many of the activities called for in the bill and in the 
provision under the title just referred to are a duplication of 
work which is being done by the State Department, by the 
Treasury Department, and by the Department of Agriculture, 
and that the major portion of the work called for by the pro- 
yisions referred to could be done yery much better, with far 


greater facility, and with far better results to the American 
people and to business if done by the Consular Service under 
the State Department, rather than by the Department of Com- 
merce. 

I have noticed for a number of years the expansion of the 
Department of Commerce and its entrance into the field which 
has been covered by the Consular Service of the State Depart- 
ment, Senators who have been abroad, particularly in Europe, 
must certainly have been advised of the fact that in the large 
cities there have been representatives of three or four of the 
departments of the Government dotng the same line of work. 
I recall when I was in Berlin a little more than a year ago 
there were representatives of the Consular Service and of the 
Department of State who were obtaining figures from all over 
Germany, acting as a sort of clearing house in Berlin for in- 
formation as to the commerce of Germany. Representatives of 
the Treasury Department were there, representatives of the 
customs service, representatives of the Tariff Commission. I 
am not sure whether representatives of the Federal Trade Com- 
mission and of the Department of Agriculture were there. But 
all who were there were trying to ascertain facts regarding 
our commerce and the opportunities for commercial expansion 
in Germany. The fact is that most of the officials of the 
various departments went to the State Department representa- 
tives—and when I say the State Department representatives 
I exclude the consular officers—for their information. 

We are building up rival organizations and projecting them 
into the various countries of the world. Pretty soon we will 
have half a dozen or more of these organizations with a per- 
manent staff, all of them doing in part the same kind of work. 
What ought to be done, I submit, is to have the work of getting 
information with regard to trade and commerce in yarious 
companies performed by our consular and diplomatic representa- 
tives. I was told in a number of countries that the English 
pursue a very different policy; that the ambassador and the 
highest diplomatic and consular representatives do not feel that 
it is beneath their dignity to aid their national in securing 
contracts, They go out and obtain information and furnish it 
to those of their nationals who visit them, and, of course, trans- 
mit the information to the proper officials at home. It was in- 
timated to me that many of our diplomatic representatives 
would be glad to be advised that it was their duty to do more 
than they have been permitted to do in the past in securing 
business and in aiding the expansion of our trade and com- 
merce, I have been afraid of the view entertained by some that 
it was not the duty of our diplomatie and our consular officers 
to gain this information and to aid American business men in 
pushing their industries and their trade and their business 
activities into other countries. 

I believe we are making a great mistake in dividing this 
responsibility, in having Treasury officials and representa- 
tives of the Consular Service and of the Department of Com- 
merce and other agencies of the Government traveling through- 
out the world at enormous expense and doing the work that 
one department of the Government could do, and do more 
efficiently. 

I ask the Senator in charge of the bill if the committee 
considered the wisdom of concentrating all of these activities 
in the State Department and utilizing our diplomatic and 
our consular agencies for the performance of the work which 
under this bill is to be devolved upon the Department of 
Commerce? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Our committee could not have 
legislated upon that proposition anyway, but it was brought 
out in the committee hearings that the duplication to which 
the Senator refers and whieh did exist two or three years 
ago to a considerable extent is practically all, if not entirely, 
been done away with and the various organizations now are 
coordinating their efforts and not duplicating. 

Mr, KING. The Senator will see from an examination of 
the bill that the appropriations for the Department of Com- 
merce and for its work in foreign fields are very much larger 
than they were last year or the year before, or before the war, 
or at any period since the war. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. That is true, but they are not 
duplicating the work of the State Department. 

Mr. KING. Does not the Senator know that our consular 
officers and our consular agents have been obtaining and can 
obtain information such as it is contemplated shall be obtained 
by the Department of Commerce, and can do it much better 
than the Department of Commerce? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. That is done now. They are 


coordinating their efforts now and working in harmony and- 
are not duplicating the work. What these people do is work 
that the Department of State can not do. 
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Mr. KING. I am not persnaded that the Senator is right. 
I think there is an indefensible duplication. I think that the 
wor. abroad ought to be done by the State Department. I 
think the prestige that would attend the officials engaged in 
this work, that would flow from their being connected with the 
Department of State, would be to their advantage and would 
be to the advantage of the American people. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. The Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
Harris] has just kindly reminded me of one fact I had over- 
looked, that it was brought out in our hearings that repre- 
sentatives of these departments have meetings every two weeks, 
I think, so as to canvass the situation and see that they are not 
duplicating thelr efforts and work. 

Mr. KING. I have no doubt, Mr. President, because of the 
criticism that there is an attempt made now to allocate the 
field to representatives of these two departments; but I know 
that a year and a half ago there was great duplication, and 
I know, from inquiry which I have made and from haying 
investigated similar activities in other countries, that if all 
of this work were concentrated in the State Department the 
work could be done a great deal cheaper and done more 
efliciently. 

I regret, Mr. President, that the committee has seen fit to 
make such large appropriations for the Department of Com- 
merce and for work which could be done far better by another 
branch of the Government. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If no further amendment is 
to be proposed, the question is, Shall the amendments be en- 
grossed and the bill be read a third time? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I desire the 
attention of the Senator in charge of the bill. Now, that the 
Senate has taken the action which it has with reference to pay- 
ing for clerical assistance in the State courts in naturalization 
cases, Would the Senator refrain from making a point of order 
against an amendment to allow all naturalization fees to re- 
main in the treasuries of the State courts? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. No; I do not feel that I could 
refrain from making a point of order against an amendment of 
that kind. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I thought, perhaps, the Sena- 
tor would. It seems to me, in view of the action which the 
Senate has taken, that the fees which are paid into a State 
court which receives naturalization petitions and handles the 
cases and keeps the documents ought to have the fees, and that 
some legislation ought to be passed to that end. I do not see 
why the National Government should put on the State courts 
the burden of acting on applications for naturalization and 
permit them to retain only a few thousand dollars of the fees 
that are collected for that purpose. 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill 
to be read the third time, 

‘The bill was read the third time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question now is, Shall 
the bill pass? 

Mr, COPELAND. Mr. President, I wish to say for myself 
that, despite my great disappointment over the failure of the 
Senate to adopt the amendment for which some of us con- 
tended, I shall vote for the passage of the bill. I am hoping 
that the Department of Labor will find some way by which it 
can give assistance to the State courts which they must have 
in order to go on with the work of naturalization. 

I wish to say to the Senate, however, that, in my judgment, 
the action taken by it is a backward step. It will interfere 
with the admission to citizenship of thousands of aliens who 
are anxious to become citizens and will make good citizens. 
They have gone through the schools of Americanization which 
have been maintained by our philanthropic and patriotic 
citizens. What the Senate has done to-day has defeated that 
work, It will bring pain and suffering and unhappiness to 
thousands of homes in New York when it is known that the 
opportunity to become American citizens has been postponed in 
the case of many families. So I am disappointed, and I know 
how many others will be disappointed. My hope is that we 
may find some way to persuade these alien citizens that there 
is no deliberate intent on the part of Congress to interfere 
with their opportunities in this direction. 

I know if Senators could understand this matter as I do 
they would rise above what they may consider partisanship. 
I wish to say at this moment that in this matter partisanship 
means nothing to me. If the amendment which I favored had 
contained a provision that every employee under it should be 
a Republican, I would have gladly voted for it, because it is 
not a question of partisanship but it is a question of the 
naturalization and the Americanization of our people, : 


I want to say to Senators on the other side of the Chamber 
who defeated the amendment that they have taken a back- 
ward step. There has been through the ages an embarkation 
to these shores of people who have sought asylum here. We 
have tried to make them citizens, and the action to-day has, 
in large measure, defeated that effort. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, will the Sen- 
ator from New York yield to me for a moment? 

Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I wish to call the Senator's 
attention to what the action means in another direction. It 
means the using of State courts to produce revenue for the 
National Government. When the Government takes away from 
the State courts the fees which are paid for the purpose of 
providing the clerical assistance which is necessary in these 
courts and refuses to pay for clerical assistance in doing this 
work, it is using the State courts simply to swell the Treasury 
of the United States. 

I wish to protest with the Senator from New York against 
the beginning of a drive against the using of the State courts 
for naturalization; but, above all, it seems to me that whatever 
fees are paid in those courts—and the fees are not for the pur- 
pose of making money; they are not imposed for the purpose 
of putting a price upon naturalization, but for the purpose of 
paying the cost of making out the papers and documents— 
ought to be left in the treasuries of the State courts. They 
should not be obliged to pay all the expenses of the judges and 
clerks and then turn over the fees to the National Government. 

I hope the Senator from New York will make an effort to 
have the law changed so that these fees may remain in the 
State courts. Then Congress can pass all the amendments to 
the law it sees fit, for if the fees remain in the State courts 
the State courts will take care of naturalization. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I thank the Senator from 
Massachusetts for what he has said, and I wish to emphasize 
what he has said to this extent, that the Government charges 
the aliens $4 while the cost is less than $1. So we are making 
a profit out of Zmericantzation and naturalization of aliens 
who come here seeking citizenship. It is an outrage, and I 
know it will be so considered among all the great n tional 
groups in this country. 

I regret exceedingly that the Senate has taken this particu- 
lar action, which to me, without criticizing anybody, seems an 
unkind and unpatriotic act. I am not, however, going to be in 
a position of doing anything which would interfere with the 
naturalization of as many as may be naturalized under the 
machinery provided in the bill. The bill, however, is restric- 
tive; it will permit taking into citizenship only about 200 a 
week when bythe use of the State courts we could take in 200 
a day. The bill will postpone the citizenship of thousands of 
aliens for years—for perhaps 8, 9, or 10 years. So I say that 
the Senate is taking a very unprogressive and, according to my 
view, a very unpatriotic step. I intend, however, to vote for 
the bill. We will do as well as we can do under the restrictions 
provided in this particular act. 

The PRHSIDENT pro tempore. The question is, Shall the 
bill pass? 

The bill was passed. 

BARKENTINE “ MONTEREY ” 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the 
amendment of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
8310) for the relief of the owners of the barkentine Monterey, 
whith was, on page 2, line 6, to strike out “ with interest.” 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I move that the Senate concur in the 
amendment of the House. 

The motion was agreed to. 

CAPT. EARL L. NAIDEN, UNITED STATES ARMY 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the 
amendments of the House of Representatives to the bill 
(S. 1370) authorizing the granting of war-risk insurance to 
Capt. Earl L. Naiden, Air Service, United States Army, which 
were, on page 1, line 5, to strike out “Captain” and insert 
“Major”; on page 2, line 9, to strike out “Captain” and in- 
sert “Major”; and to amend the title so as to read “An act 
authorizing the granting of war-risk insurance to Maj. Earl 
L. Naiden, Air Service, United States Army.” X 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I move that the Senate concur 
in the House amendments. 

The motion was agreed to. 

NEW YORK SANITARY UTILIZATION co. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the 
amendment of the House of Representatives to the bill 


(S. 1040) for the relief of the owners of the New York Sani- 
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tary Utilization Co. scow No. 14, which was, on page 2, line 5, 
to strike out all after the word “appeal,” down to and in- 
cluding the word “act” in line 8, and to insert: “ Provided, 
That such notice shall be given to the Attorney General of the 
United States as may be provided by the order of the said 
court, and it shall be the duty of the Attorney General to 
cause the United States in such district to appear and defend 
for the United States: Provided further, That said suit shall 
be brought and commenced within four months of the date of 
the passage of this act.” 

Mr. COPELAND. I move that the Senate concur in the 
amendment of the House. 

The motion was agreed to. 


scow “w. T. C. NO. 35” 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the 
amendment of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
1039) for the relief of the owner of the scow W. T. C. No. 
35, which was, on page 2, line 8, to strike out all after the 
word “appeal,” down to and insiuding the word “act,” in 
line 10, and to insert: “ Provided, That such notice shall be 
given to the Attorney General of the United States as may be 
provided by the order of the said court, and it shall be the 
duty of the Attorney General to cause the United States attor- 
ney in such district to appear and defend for the United States: 
Provided further, That said suit shall be brought and com- 
menced within four months of the date of the passage of this 
act.” 

Mr. COPELAND. I moye that the Senate concur in the 
amendment of the House. 

The motion was agreed to. 


OSAGE INDIAN LANDS AND FUNDS IN OKLAHOMA 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the 
action of the House of Representatives disagreeing to the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 5726) to amend 
the act of Congress of March 3, 1921, entitled “An act to 
amend section 3 of the act of Congress of June 28, 1906, en- 
titled ‘An act of Congress for the division of the lands and 
funds of the Osage Indians in Oklahoma, and for other pur- 
poses,“ and requesting a conference with the Senate on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon. 

Mr. HARRELD. I move that the Senate insist upon its 
amendments, agree to the conference requested by the House, 
and that the Chair appoint the conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

The motion was agreed to, and the President pro tempore 
appointed Mr. HARRELD, Mr. McNary, and Mr. Owen con- 
ferees on the part of the Senate. - 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Far- 
rell, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House insisted on 
its amendments to the bill (S. 2803) to regulate within the 
District of Columbia the sale of milk, cream, and ice cream, 
and for other purposes, disagreed to by the Senate, agreed to 
the conference requested by the Senate on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr. Reep of West 
Virginia, Mr. Lampert, and Mr. BLANTON were appointed man- 
agers on the part of the House at the conference. 

The message also announced that the House had passed a 
bill (H. R. 157) to authorize the more complete endowment of 
agricultural experiment stations, and for other purposes, in 
which it requested the concurrence of the Senate. 


CLAIMS OF CHIPPEWA INDIANS OF MINNESOTA 


Mr. HARRELD submitted the following conference report: 
which was ordered to lie on the table: 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
9343) authorizing the adjudication of claims of the Chippewa 
Indians of Minnesota, having met, after full and free confer- 
ence haye agreed to recommend and do recommend to their 
respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate, and agree to the same with the following 
amendments: On page 2, line 1, of the Senate engrossed amend- 
ment, after the word “have,” insert the word “unlawfully”; 
on page 2, in the fourth line of section 2, strike out the word 
“lawfully ” ; on page 5, in the fourth line of section 6, after the 
word “annum,” insert “for a period of not exceeding five 
years”; on page 6, at the end of line 6, change the colon to a 
comma and add “but in no event shall such compensation for 


the two attorneys or firm of attorneys exceed $50,000 ; and the 
Senate agree to the same. ; 
J. W. HARRELDÐ, 
Cuas. L. McNary, 
Henry F. ASHURST, 
Managers on the part of the Senate. 


HOMER P, SNYDER, 

Scorr LEAVITT, 

Cart HAYDEN, 
Managers on the part of the House. 


HOUSE BILL REFERRED 


The bill (H. R. 157) to authorize the more complete endow- 
ment of agricultural experiment stations, and for other pur- 
poses, was read twice by its title and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry. 


INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATION 


Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, with the indulgence of the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Bussum], who has the special 
order in charge, I ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed with the consideration of House bill 11505, being what 
is known as the independent offices appropriation bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
request of the Senator from Wyoming? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of 
the Whole, proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 11505) making 
appropriations for the Executive Office and sundry independent 
executive bureaus, commissions, and offices for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1926, and for other purposes, which had been 
reported from the Committee on Appropriations with amend- 
ments, 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I make the usual request 
that the formal reading of the bill may be dispensed with, that 
the bill when read be read for amendment, and that the amend- 
ments of the committee be first considered. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Wyoming 
asks unanimous consent that the formal reading of the Dill 
may be dispensed with, that the bill may be read for amend- 
ment, and that the committee amendments may be first con- 
sidered. Is there objection? 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I shall not object to the request 
if the Senator—because many of us have not had a chance to 
read the bill—at some stage of the proceedings will permit the 
bill, which is short, to be read textually. 

Mr. WARREN. It is my intention that that shall be done, 
because there are a great many points as to which the Senate 
will want information, and I have no wish to cut off full 
consideration. 

Mr. KING, I was about to say that if the bill is to go over 
until to-morrow morning before it shall be passed, I do not 
even ask that my request be granted. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
request of the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
South Carolina rise to object? 
Moot SMITH. No, sir; I wish to obtain the floor in my own 

ght. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, let me ask the Senator 
from Wyoming a question. On page 28 of the bill I notice 
there is an amendment increasing from five to seven the num- 
ber of officers of the Shipping Board or the Emergency Fleet 
Corporation who may receive salaries not to exceed $18,000 
each. Will the Senator let that amendment go over until 
morning? 

Mr. WARREN. I haye not the slightest intention of taking 
up that amendment to-night. 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is all I want to know. 

Mr. KING. Then, if the bill is going over until to-morrow, 
it does not need to be read, as suggested by me. I was afraid 
the Senator was going to try to have the bill passed to-night. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair hears no objec- 
tion to the request of the Senator from Wyoming, and it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. SMITH obtained the floor. 

Mr. WARREN. With the permission of the Senator from 


Does the Senator from 


South Carolina, I ask unanimous consent that when the Senate 
concludes its business this afternoon it shall take a recess until 
to-morrow at 12 o'clock. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Wyoming 
asks unanimous consent that when the Senate concludes its 
business for the day it take a recess until to-morrow at 12 
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o'clock. Is there objection? The Chair hears none, and it is 
so ordered. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I should like to have the at- 
tention of Senators to a matter to which I referred on yes- 
terday, At that time I called attention to the report handed 
down by the Interstate Commerce Commission in the sur- 
charge matter. I made a mistake in my remarks. I said 
that three commissioners had dissented. This morning my 
attention was called by a member of the Commission to the 
fact that four dissented. The fact is, Mr. President, a ma- 
jority of the commission dissented from the imposition of this 
surcharge. 

I desire to call the attention of the Senate to the fact that 
this is a part of the rate-making program, and that when any 
rate is found unreasonable the commission is required by 
law so to state, 

In this report as to the 50 per cent surcharge, Mr. Aitchison, 
the chairman, says—and I shall not read all that he says, 
but simply enough to make the point I am attempting to 
make 


Upon the record, however, I would willingly join in a finding that 
the existing surcharge is more than enough to compensate the rail- 
roads for the added costs, and exceeds the value of the service to 
the traveler, and should, therefore, be reduced one-half. I am au- 
thorized to state that Commissioner Esch concurs in this expression. 


Just before that Commissioner Hall, I presume, or whoever 
wrote the opinion ostensibly for a majority of the commission, 
said in the closing sentence: 


Upon this record we find that the present surcharge accruing to 
the rail carriers in addition to the regular passenger fare for the 
transportation of passengers in sleeping and parlor cars is not unrea- 
sonable, 


That would appear to be the opinion of a majority of the 
commission. Messrs. Aitchison and Esch dissent from the 
reasonableness of a 50 per cent surcharge, and say they are 
willing to join and would join in a reduction of 50 per cent. 
Commissioners Cox, McManamy, McChord, and Campbell agree 
that the surcharge ought to be taken off entirely; and yet a 
formal opinion is handed down to this body, and it has gone 
out to the public at large that the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission upholds the surcharge, when a majority of the com- 
mission is against it! 

The Senate ought to take cognizance of this fact, and reg- 
ister its opinion not only of this procedure but of the unneces- 
sary burden which this surcharge imposes upon the public. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield at 
that point? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield. 

Mr. ROBINSON. A moment ago, after the Senator from 
South Carolina took the floor, I submitted an amendment 
which is intended to accomplish that purpose, being in the 
exact language of the bill that passed the Senate unanimously 
some months ago, except that the amendment provides that it 
shall take effect not later than on and after July 1. I should 
have no objection to making it take effect immediately, if the 
Senator from South Carolina thinks that could be done with- 
out great inconvenience. 

Mr. SMITII. Mr. President, I shall unhesitatingly move to 
amend the amendment of the Senator from Arkansas so that 
it shall take effect immediately, because, as shown by the 
statement I put in the Recorp yesterday, the roads that get 
$20,000,000 of the $37,000,000 collected from this surcharge are 
the roads that have paid or will pay, when our valuation 
is completed, $80,000,000 to $100,000,000 excess over 6 per 
cent, What does that mean, Mr. President? It means that 
they have collected from the traveling public $160,000,000 in 
excess of 6 per cent, and, in addition thereto, $20,000,000 by 
virtue of this surcharge. They are going to pay back to the 
Government $80,000,000 in excess of 6 per cent and retain 
$80,000,000 for themselves and $20,000,000 derived from the 
surcharge. 

When, in the name of Heaven, are we going to stop giving 
certain commissions the power to fleece the people at their will 
and send in reports that are entirely misleading? 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for 
another moment? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield. - 

Mr. ROBINSON. For the very reason that the Senator has 
just stated, namely, that the surcharge in the main accrues 
to the railroads which are not in need of additional revenues 
and which, in fact, are already earning the standard return or 


prevent the reduction of some freight rate or some other rate 
which ought to be reduced falls to the ground. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I called the attention of the 
Senate yesterday to the fact that one of the commissioners, by 
a process of specious reasoning, had tried to create the impres- 
sion that if we took off this surcharge $37,000,000 would have 
to be collected from other sources of revenue, either through an 
addition to freight rates or through a raising of the common 
day-coach passenger fares, when the facts are, as shown by 
their own report, that the roads that are collecting this sur- 
charge are already collecting $80,000,000 in excess of 6 per cent. 

It seems to me that the Senate ought to take cognizance ok 
this fact. I read an editorial in the New York Times this 
morning reviewing the action of this body in reference to the 
passage of the amendment offered by the Senator from Arkan- 
sas, in which it said that if this body was going to attempt to 
legislate and dictate specific fares and charges the power of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission to adjust them reasonably 
was gone. This looks reasonable—that they put before us a 
report to the effect that they can not find any facts to show the 
unreasonableness of this surcharge, and therefore no order to 
remove it is necessary, when, by their own report, they show 
that there is an excess profit almost four times as great as that 
which the railroads are collecting from the surcharge. It is the 
duty of this body, when such outrages as that are perpetrated 
upon the public, to ascertain the facts and not only correct the 
blunder but rebuke the commission. That is our duty. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SMITH. I do. 

Mr. ROBINSON. In the majority opinion, certainly in the 
opinion of Mr. Commissioner Lewis concurring in the majority 
opinion, the vexatious character and the unpopularity of the 
Pullman surcharge is recognized. He declares that it ought to 
be eliminated and that Whatever readjustment may be neces- 
sary, if any, in order to do justice to all concerned, should be 
reflected in modifications of Pullman charges rather than in the 
continuance of a surcharge. 

Mr. SMITH. That is correct. 

Mr. ROBINSON. If all of the commissioners who in their 
opinions oppose the Pullman surcharge as it is now collected 
should combine, there would be six commissioners, as the Sen- 
ator has implied, who are opposed to it and only five who sup- 
port it; for four of them unqualifiedly reject it as an unreason- 
able charge, and two of them say that it is unreasonable to the 
extent of one-half. 

Mr. SMITH. Yes; four of them disagree to the principle 
involved in that method of collecting revenue for the railroads, 
and I do not believe that any court would sustain any such 
charge as this if it were not for the fact that our courts have 
allowed themselves to become more or less responsive to some 
need that is either imagined or real. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield. 

Mr. WATSON. I quite concur in the sentiment expressed 
by the Senator with regard to the Pullman surcharge, I am 
fully convinced that it ought to be eliminated; but how does 
the Senator propose to eliminate it in this bill? 

Mr. SMITH. By adding to this bill the amendment that 
was reported by a standing committee and brought before 
this body and passed. Therefore, if it is adopted as an amend- 
ment to this bill, it can not be ruled out of order, because it 
has been passed upon by a standing committee and voted upon 
by the Senate. It is not new legislation. It has all the 
parliamentary status necessary. Put it on this bill, let it go 
to conference, instruct the conferees on the part of the Senate 
to hold it in the bill, and I am sure no conferee on the part 
of the other body would vote to eliminate it. The reason why 
it has not passed the body at the other end of the Capitol, in 
my opinion, is because it has not had a chance to be brought 
before them, 

Mr. WATSON. I am inclined to think that is true; but, 
after all, is it not legislation? 

Mr. ROBINSON. Is the Senator making the point of order? 

Mr. WATSON. Oh, no, no, no; I am just asking the 
question. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The bill having passed the Senate unani- 
mously, and that, too, at a time when practically the full 
membership of the Senate was present, I apprehend that no 
point of order will be raised. Certainly no Senator who is 
friendly to the proposal would raise it. E 

Mr. WATSON. Of course, as far as I am concerned, I am 
in entire sympathy with the movement to eliminate the sur- 


more—the argument that the elimination of the surcharge may | charge, and think it should be done at the earliest oppor- 
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tunity; but I did not know just how it might escape a point 
of order if any Senator saw fit to make it. 

Mr. SMITH. We will cross that bridge when we come to it. 

Mr, WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, what was 
the occasion for an opinion from the Interstate Commerce 
Commission on this matter at this time? 

Mr, SMITH. I do not know. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Is it customary for com- 
missions to give opinions of this kind with legislation pending 
in the Congress? 

Mr. SMITH. Ido not know. I am rather of opinion that 
that may have had some influence on it. I am in no position 
to state authoritatively. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Was any request made by 
Congress for an opinion? 

Mr. SMITH. None; but, in justice to the commission, allow 
me to say that early last spring a subcommission wus appointed 
by the commission to investigate the surcharge, and report to 
them as to what, in their judgment, should be done with it. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Then the idea originated 
with themselves? 

Mr. SMITH. Yes, They reported unequivocally that the sur- 
charge should be taken off. I wrote to the commission and 
asked at what time we might expect action on the part of the 
full commission. The reply was, perhaps, some time in June. 
I think they fixed the date about the 15th, I called attention 
to the fact that we were likely to adjourn on June 7. After 
June 15 had passed I communicated with them again, and 
understood that it would probably be in August. August came 
and went. In the meantime, however, I will say to the Sena- 
tor that just before we adjourned in June we had reported 
out of the committee the Robinson bill. It was brought up 
and passed unanimously. It went to the House. The only 
other information I have had at all as to what action they 
were going to take upon this matter, in view of the unfavorable 
report of the subcommission, was this remarkable document. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. When was that issued? 

Mr. SMITH. On Monday. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. So that the Senator has been 
waiting for a report since last June? 

Mr. SMITH. Since last June I have been waiting for the 
commission to give some statement on this subject. I am 
glad the Senator has brought this up, because I thought that 
since the commission had the power under the law to initiate 
the surcharge, it would be well for them and for the public 
that they be given a chance to take some action indicating 
whether they proposed to keep the surcharge in force, or re- 
move it. They have waited until just before the adjournment 
of Congress, and have handed down this pinion. I honestly 
believed that the Interstate Commerce Commission was going 
to remove this surcharge on their own motion, and this was 
certainly a surprise to me when it came. The railroads do not 
need it. Every member of the Interstate Commerce Committee 
knows that this particular revenue, collected as it is, by the 
roads by whom it is collected, does not benefit the railroads 
in their general revenue, and especially does it do no good to 
the small, poor roads, which need some help. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Not only that, but I under- 
stand the Senator to claim that a majority of the members of 
the commission do favor the removal of the surcharge. 

Mr. SMITH. They favor the repeal entirely, or its reduc- 
tion 50 per cent. 

Mr, WATSON. May I interrupt the Senator? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield, 

Mr, WATSON. Inasmuch as the Senate has yoted on this 
proposition, and it is very evident what the feeling of the 
Senate is, why do we not get at the method of accomplishing 
the will of Congress? 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield 
for that purpose, just as soon as it can be prepared I will 
give the necessary notice of a motion to suspend the rules. 
That will relieve anyone from the responsibility of refraining 
from making a point of order, and it will also give the Senate 
an opportunity to go upon record again in the matter. 

Mr. SMITH. That is good. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I give notice now, informally, that a motion 
will be prepared just as quickly as possible and presented to 
the Senate to suspend the rule. 

Mr. WATSON. It can be written right away. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Clerk at the desk is writing it now. 

Mr. WATSON. That will obyiate the necessity of imposing 
upon anyone the burden of making a point of order. 

Mr. SMITH. That is correct. 

Mr. WATSON. By a two-thirds vote to-morrow the rule can 
be suspended. 


Mr. SMITH. I do not know that any further discussion of 
this matter is necessary, but I hope very much that the Mem- 
bers of this body will take this report and read it, 

Mr. ROBINSON, Mr. President, will the Senator yield to 
me to give the notice we have just been discussing? 

Mr. SMITH. Certainly. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I present the notice to which I referred a 
moment ago, and ask that it be read. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Arkansas 
presents a notice, which the Secretary will read. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 


I hereby give notice in writing that I will hereafter move to suspend 
paragraph 3 of Rule XVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate for 
the purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 11505) making appropria- 
tions for the Executive office and sundry independent executive bu- 
reaus, boards, commissions, and officers for the fiscal year ending June 
$0, 1926, and for other purposes, the following amendment: 

After line 21, on page 19, add the following paragraph : 

“That paragraph 4 of section 1 of the interstate commerce act, as 
amended, is hereby amended by adding at the end thereof a new sen- 
tence to read as follows: 

It shall be unlawful for any such carrier to demand, charge, or 
collect from any person for transportation, subject to the provisions of 
this act, in any parlor car or sleeping car, any fare in addition to that 
demanded, charged, or collected for transportation in a day coach, 
but this shall not prevent just and reasonable charges for the use 
of accommodations in parlor cars or sleeping cars by companies owning 
such cars.“ 


Mr. ROBINSON, Under the rule, as I understand it, such a 
notice must be given one day In advance. The Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. Warren], in charge of the bill, has secured 
unanimous consent for the Senate to take a recess when it con- 
cludes its business on this calendar day. It will be necessary, 
therefore, either to rescind that order or to permit the bill to 
go over to-morrow after it has practically been put in a con- 
dition for passage, with the exception of this amendment, in 
order that a legislative day may pass. I think it is granted 
that the rule requires that a legislative day shall intervene. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I think heretofore it has been 
held that the intervening of a calendar day constituted com- 
pliance with the rule. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I ask unanimous consent, having given 
the notice required by the rule, that the amendment be in order 
on any calendar day after to-day. 

Mr. SMITH. I think that is the rule. 

Mr. ROBINSON, I think it is, but I am not sure whether 
the rule under which this notice is given refers to a calendar 
day or a legislative day. I would not want to take a chance 
on having it held that the rule contemplated a legislative day. 
Usually a legislative day is meant when such language is used. 
I ask unanimous consent that the amendment which I have sub- 
mitted, and to which the notice refers, be in order on any 
calendar day following this calendar day. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, there was a slight error made 
yesterday by the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Rosrnson], 
if I may have his attention. One of the members of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission called my attention to a 
slight error made by the Senator, where he referred to the 
Pullman Co. paying the railroads for the hauling of their cars, 
when just the opposite is the fact. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Win the Senator yield? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield. 

Mr. ROBINSON. What I intended to state was the legal 
effect of the contract, that if the law requires payment for 
the hauling of Pullman cars—that is, in legal effect, indirectly 
done by the Pullman Co. itself, although actually the railroad 
company pays the Pullman Co. some consideration for fur- 
nishing the cars. 

Mr. SMITH. They do. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I thank the Senator for the suggestion, 
because the statement unexplained would not be clear, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will proceed 
to read the bill for action on the committee amendments. 

The reading clerk proceeded to read the bill, and read to 
line 8, on page 7. 

The first amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 
was, under the heading Civil Service Commission,” on page 
7, line 6, before the words “of which,” to strike out “ $26,000” 
and insert “ $32,000,” so as to make the paragraph read: 


For examination of presidential postmasters, including travel, sta- 
tionery, contingent expenses, additional examiners and investigators, 
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and other necessary expenses of examinations, $32,000, of which 
amount not to exceed $20,880 may be expended for personal sery- 
ices in the District of Columbia. 


Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, about that item, I would 
like to ask the Senator a question. There is an increase there. 

Mr. WARREN. I was about to state that many Senators 
have left the Chamber in the expectation that we would not 
proceed with the consideration of the bill after 5 o'clock. I 
understand there is to be an executive session. I therefore 
ask leave to have the bill laid aside until to-morrow. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The bill will be informally 
laid aside until to-morrow. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


Mr. WARREN. I move that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business. After five minutes spent in 
executive session the doors were reopened. 


COINAGE OF 50-CENT PIECES 


Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I ask unanimous consent for the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill (S. 4024) to authorize the coinage 
of 50-cent pieces in commemoration of the seventy-fifth anni 
versary of the admission of the State of California into the 
Union. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, and it was read, as 
follows: 


Be it enacted, ctc., That in commemoration of the 75th anniversary 
of the admission of the State of California into the Union there shall 
be coined at the, mints of the United States silver 50-cent pieces to 
the number of not more than 300,000, such 60-cent pieces to be of 
the standard troy weight, composition, diameter, device, and design 
as shall be fixed by the Director of the Mint, with the approval of 
the Secretary of the Treasury, which said 50-cent pieces shall be 
legal tender in any payment to the amount of their face value. 

Sec. 2. The coins herein authorized shall be issued only upon the 
request of the San Francisco Clearing House Association and the Los 
Angeles Clearing House Association, or either of them, and upon 
payment by such associations, or either of them, to the United States 
of the par value of such coins, 

Sec, 3. All laws now in force relating to the subsidiary silver coins 
of the United States and the coining or striking of the same, regulat- 
ing and guarding the process of coinage, providing for the purchase of 
Material and for the transportation, distribution, and redemption of 
colns, for the prevention of debasement or counterfeiting, for security 
of the coin, or for other purposes, whether said laws are penal or 
otherwise, shall, so far as applicable, apply to the coinage herein 
authorized: Provided, That the United States shall not be subject 
to the expense of umking the necessary dies and other preparations 
for this coinage. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

RECESS 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I move that the Senate take a 
recess, the recess being under the order previously entered, 
until noon to-morrow. 

The motion was agreed to, and (at 5 o’clock p. m.) the Senate 
took a recess until to-morrow, Thursday, February 12, 1925, at 
12 o'clock meridian. 


CONFIRMATIONS 
Evccitive nominations confirmed by the Senate February 11 
(legislative day of February 3), 1925 
COMMISSIONER OF IMMIGRATION 


Noryal P. Nichols to be commissioner of immigration at port 
of San Juan, P. R. 
PosTMASTERS 


INDIANA 

Glen P. Witherspoon, Francisco. 
KANSAS 

William V. Stranathan, Kiowa. 
MICHIGAN 


Ronald H. Macdonald, Dollar Bay. 
Frank Leonard, Hubbell. 

Julius P. White, Kearsarge. 
Albert Steinen, Painesdale. 


MINNESOTA 


E. Arthur Hanson, Benson. 
Floyd C. Fuller, Grey Eagle. 
Bernard O. Stime, Jasper. 
Alvin E. Comstock, Lakefield. 
John Jacobs, Richmond. 
Richard F. Lamb, Slayton. 


NEW JERSEY 


John A. Carlson, Harrington. 
Charles J. Newman, Newfoundland. 
Nicholas A. Chasse, South Orange. 


NEW YORK 
Isabelle M. Arquette, Parishyille. 
NORTH CAROLINA 


Roscoe L. Nicholson, Brevard. 
Miles S. Elliott, Edenton. 

Travis N. Harris, Troy. ` 
Joe. L. Kelly, Watha. 

Thomas L. Green, Waynesville. 


PORTO RICO 
Jose R. Sotomayor, Barceloneta. 
WEST VIRGINIA 
Osby C. Satterfield, Hopemont. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wenpnespay, February 11, 1925 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: 


Almighty God, our Heayenly Father, vouchsafe to keep us 
this day without sin. May we deeply realize that a mighty 
fortress is our God, a refuge never failing. Direct us along the 
widening ways of life that lead to greater vision and broader 
outlook. Give restraint to all unguarded impulses and encour- 
agement to all good endeavor. Let the breath of our infinitely 
holy Creator rest upon our country. We praise Thee for Thy 
providence, as in grateful remembrance the past rises before 
us in bold and distinct outline. Thou, and Thou alone, didst 
inspire the chivalry and wisdom of our forefathers which still 
challenge our intellects and minister to our Republic. May we 
again rededicate ourselves to the fundamentals of free goyern- 
ment on which rests its glory and perpetuity. Be with our 
President and give rich and abiding blessings to all trne and 
patriotie citizens, and forever keep the bow of promise in our 
Nation's sky. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and ap- 
proved. 
THE CHIPPEWA INDIANS OF MINNESOTA 


Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, I present a conference report on 
the bill H. R. 9343, for printing under the rule. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York presents a 
conference report on a bill of which the Clerk will read the 
title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 9843) to anthorize the adjudication of claims of the 
Chippewa Indians of Minnesota. 


The conference report and statement are as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill 
(II. R. 9343) to authorize the adjudication of claims of the 
Chippewa Indians of Minnesota, having met, after full and 
free conference haye agreed to recommend and do recommend 
to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate and agree to same with amendments as 
follows: On page 2, of the Senate engrossed amendment, after 
the word “have” insert the word “unlawfully ” ; on page 2, in 
the fourth line of section 2, strike out the word “lawfully”; 
on page 5, in the fourth line of section 6, after the word 
“annum” insert for a period of not exceeding five years”; 
on page 6, at the end of line 6, change the colon to a comma 


— 
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and add “ but in no event shall such compensation for the two 
attorneys or firm of attorneys exceed $50,000”; and the Senate 
agree to same. : 3 


HARRELD, 

Cras. L. McNary, 

Henry F. AsHurst, 
Managers on the part of the Senate. 

Homer P. SNYDER, 

Scorr LEAVITT, 

CARL HAYDEN, 
Managers on the part of the House. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House at the conference 
on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendments 
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 9343) to authorize the adjudi- 
cation of claims of the Chippewa Indians of Minnesota, sub- 
mit the following statement in explanation of the effect of the 


action agreed upon by the conference committee and sub- 


mitted in the accompanyimg conference report: 

The House agrees to the language of the Senate amendment 
with amendments which will protect the Government in every 
Way and we have inserted an amendment limiting the fees 
of the attorneys for the Indians. The language of the Senate 
amendment provides for a final settlement of the claims which 
haye been before Congress for a number of years and will 
wind up the affairs of the Chippewa Indians of Minnesota, 

Homer P. SNYDER, 
Scorr LEAVITT, 
CARL HAYDEN, 

- Managers on the part of the House. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. Craven, one of its clerks, 
announced that the Senate had passed without amendment bill 
of the following title: 
H. R. 11280. An act authorizing the construction of a bridge 


‘across Rock River at the city of Beloit, county of Rock, State 


of Wisconsin, 

The message alse announced that the Senate had agreed to 
the amendments of the House of Representatives to the bill 
(S. 3722) to authorize the county of Knox, State of Indiana, 
and the county of Lawrence, State of Hlinols, to construct a 
bridge across the Wabash Rivyer at the city of Vincennes, Knox 
County, Ind. 

The message also announced that the Senate had disagreed 
to the amendments of the House of Representatives to the bill 
(S. 2803) to regulate within the District of Columbia the sale 
of milk, cream, and ice cream, and for other purposes; had 
asked a conference with the House on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses thereon, and had appointed: Mr. Bair, Mr. 
Garprr, and Mr. Copetanp as the conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed the 
following order: 


Ordered, That Mr. Curtis be relieved from further service on the 
committee of conference on the bill (H. R. 9343) authorizing the ad- 
zudication of claims of the Chippewa Indians of Minnesota, and that 
Mr. McNary be appointed as conferee in his stead. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

Mr. ROSENBLOOM, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 
reported that they had examined and found truly enrolled bills 
of the following titles, when the Speaker signed the same: 

S. 3722. An act to authorize the State of Indiana and the 
State of Illinois to construct a bridge across the Wabash River 
at the city of Vincennes, Knox County, Ind. ; 

H: R. 64. An act to amend section 101 of the Judicial Code as 
amended ; 

H. R. 8550. An act to authorize the appointment of a com- 
mission to select such of the Patent Office models for retention 
as are deemed to be of value and historical interest and to dis- 

of said models, and for other purposes; and 

H. R. 11280. An act authorizing the construction of a bridge 
across Rock River at the city of Beloit, county of Rock, State 
of Wisconsin, 

LEGISLATION AFFECTING TITLES TO INDIAN LANDS 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Rxcond on two bills, H. R. 11851 
and H. R. 11052. I ask to extend my remarks separately on 
those two bills. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 


Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, when the subcommittee of 
the Committee on Indian Affairs, appointed under a House reso- 
lution approved June 4, 1924, to investigate certain Indian 
matters, visited Oklahoma in November, 1924, a number of 
representative men of that State appeared before the subcom- 
mittee and asked to be heard with reference to certain proposed 
legislation which had for its effect the validation of certain 
titles and the extension of the statutes of limitations to re- 
stricted Indians in Oklahoma, but because of arrangements 
already made by the subcommittee to adjourn a hearing was set 
at Washington, D. C., on January 6, 1925. All persons in- 
terested in these particular matters were invited to be present 
at that time. 

Accordingly, on January 6, 1925, a large number of leading 
citizens of Oklahoma, among them some of the best lawyers of 
the State, came to Washington and appeared before the sub- 
committee and were given an opportunity to be heard. They 
presented three questions: 

First. An amendment to section 9 of the act of May 27, 1908 
(35 Stat. L. 312), with reference to the approval of con- 
veyances by full-blood heirs of their inherited interests in the 
estates of deceased allottees. 

Second. The extension of the Oklahoma statutes of limita- 
tions to all suits affecting restricted Indians the same as in 
other States. > 

Third. A provision to serve notice upon the United States 
district attorney of the pendency of any suit wherein a 
restricted Indian was involved and making the judgment final 
thereafter as to all parties, including the United States. 

At the conclusion of the hearings Chairman SNYDER sug- 
gested that the representatives present who had presented the 
proposed legislation to the subcommittee should take the mat- 
ter up with the officials of the Indian Bureau with a view of 
securing their cooperation, suggesting that this was a short 
session of Congress and that it would be difficult to get legis- 
lation through without the assistance of all parties. 

Accordingly, conferences were held with the officials of the 
Indian Bureau, and a bill embodying the suggestions presented 
to the Committee on Indian Affairs was prepared, and it was 
reported that while the officials of the Indian Bureau had not 
formally indorsed it yet they were in sympathy with its pro- 
visions, and with some modifications I introduced the Dill 
H. R. 11851. 

The first section of the bill amends section 9 of the act of 
May 27, 1908, and gives jurisdiction in the alternative both to 
the county court of the county having jurisdiction of the final 
settlement of the estate and of the county where the land is 
situated to approve conveyances of full-blood heirs. This 
would give the full-blood grantors the privilege of going into 
either county and there should be no objection to this provi- 
sion. This section also validates conveyances where there is 
no fraud practiced either upon the court or the Indian. It 
also provides that this provision should not affect any pending 
suits and it requires that the approval of such conveyances 
shall be in open court and effective as judicial decisions. 

Section 2 of the bill only extends the statutes of limitations 
of the State of Oklahoma to all suits wherein restricted Indians 
are parties. Congress by the act of May 31, 1902, extended the 
statutes of limitations in all other States to restricted Indians 
and there is no reason why this provision should not be ex- 
tended to restricted Indians of Oklahoma. A provision was 
added to the section that any action where the statutes of 
limitations had already run, or would run within two years, 
that suit might be instituted within that time in order to pro- 
tect any restricted Indians. 

By section 3 it is provided that where there is a suit pending, 
either in the State or Federal court, wherein a restricted Indian 
is interested a copy of the pleadings may be served upon the 
United States district attorney, with the privilege to the United 
States to intervene to protect the rights of the restricted 
Indians and that thereafter the Government of the United 
States should be bound by the final decision in the case. 

Cases were cited where restricted Indians were parties which 
had been litigated through all the courts and thereafter the 
United States, for and on behalf of restricted Indians, had 
brought an independent suit and the matter again litigated in 
the new proceedings. Surely there should be no objection to 
having all parties interested made parties, including the United 
States, and all questions litigated in a suit pending before the 
court. 

The bill was sent to the Indian Bureau for a report and on 
February 10, 1925, some three weeks after the bill had been 
introduced, an adverse report was submitted by the Indian 
Bureau, and in view of the fact that only a few days of the 
present session of Congress remain, and in view of the con- 
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gested condition of legislation, it is suggested that no legislation. 
can be secured without unanimous consent of Congress, and that 
the matter should go over for consideration at the next session 
of Congress. 

In order that a careful study may be made of the pro- 
visions of the bill (H. R. 11851) and of the objections thereto, 
a copy of the bill and a copy of the report of the Indian Bureau 
follow: 


A bill (H. R. 11851) to amend section 9 of the act of May 27, 1908 
(35 Stat. L. p. 312), and for putting in force, in reference to suits 
involving Indian titles, the statutes of limitations of the State of 
Oklahoma, and providing for the United States to join in certain 
actions, and for making judgments binding on all parties, and for 
other purposes 
Be it enacted, etc., That section 9 of the act of May 27, 1908 (35 

Stat. L. p. 312), entitled “An act for the removal of restrictions on 

part of the lands of allottees of the Five Civilized Tribes, and for other 

purposes,” be, and the same hereby is, amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 9. The death of any allottee of the Five Civilized Tribes shall 
operate to remove all restrictions upon the alienation of said allottee’s 
land: Provided, That hereafter no conveyance of any interest in 
restricted land inherited by any full-blood Indian of the Five Civilized 
Tribes in Oklahoma, or acquired by such Indian by will or devise, shall 
be valid ‘unless approved by the county court having jurisdiction of 
the settlement of said estate of the said deceased allottee, or by the 
county court in which the land is situated, and all such conveyances 
heretofore approved by the county court of the county in which such 
land is situated are hereby declared valid and of the same force and 
effect as if approved by the court haying jurisdiction of the settlement 
of the estate of such deceased allottee, except where other such convey- 
ances of the same land from the same grantors have been approved by 
the court having jurisdiction of the settlement of the estate of such 
deceased allottee: Provided further, That if any member of the Five 
Civilized Tribes of one-half or more Indian blood shall die leaving issue 
surviying, born since March 4, 1906, the homestead of such deceased 
allottee shall remain inalienable, unless restrictions against alienation 
are removed therefrom by the Secretary of the Interior for the use and 
support of such issue, during their life or lives, until April 26, 1931; 
but if no such issue survive, then such allottee, if an adult, may dispose 
of his homestead by will free from restrictions; if this be not done, or 
in: the event the issue hereinabove provided for die before April 26, 
1931, the land shall then descend to the heirs, according to the laws 
of descent and distribution of the State of Oklahoma, free from all 
restrictions: Provided further, That the provisions of section 23 of the 
act of April 26, 1906, as amended by this act, are hereby made appli- 
cable to all wills executed under this section: Provided further, That 
the validation herein provided for conveyances heretofore made shall 
not prevent the setting aside of any such conveyance on aceount of 
fraud practiced or duress exercised upon any restricted Indian, or fraud 
practiced upon any court: Provided further, That the validation herein 
provided shall not affect and may not be pleaded in any sutt brought 
before the approval of this act: And provided further, That all orders 
of the county court approving conveyances of such lands shall be in 
open court and be effective as judicial decisions.” 

Sec, 2. The statutes of limitations of the State of Oklahoma are 
hereby made and declared to be applicable to, and shall have full force 
and effect against all restricted Indians of the Five Civilized Tribes and 
all members of any other Indian tribe in Oklahoma and against the 
heirs or grantees of any such Indians, and against all rights and 
causes of action heretofore accrued or hereafter accruing to any such 
Indians or their heirs or grantees, to the same extent and effect and 
in the same manner as in the case of any other citizen of the State of 
Oklahoma, and may be pleaded in bar of any action brought by or on 
behalf of any such Indian, his or her heirs or grantees, either in his 
own behalf or by the Government of the United States, or by any 
other party for his or her benefit to the same extent as though such 
were brought by or on bebalf of any other citizen of said State: Pro- 
vided, That no cause of action which heretofore shall have accrued to 
any such Indian shall be barred prior to the expiration of a period of 
two years from and after the approval of this act, even though the 
fall statutory period of Hmitation shall already have run or shall ex- 
pire during said two years’ period, and any such restricted Indian, if 
competent to sue, or his guardian, or the United States in his behalf, 
may sue upon any such cause of action during such two years’ period 
free from any bar of the statutes of limitations, 

Sec. 3. Any one or more of the parties to an action in the United 
States courts in the State of Oklahoma or in the State courts of Okla- 
homa to which a restricted Indian of the Five Civilized Tribes or a 
restricted member of any other Indian tribe in Oklahoma or the re- 
stricted heirs or restricted grantees of such Indian are parties, as heirs 
or restricted grantees of such Indian are parties, as plaintiff, defend- 
ant, or intervenor, and claiming or entitled to claim title to or an in- 
terest in lands allotted to a citizen of the Five Civilized Tribes or 


other Indian tribes of Oklahoma, or the proceeds, issues, rents, and 
profits derived from the same, may serve written notice of the pendency 
of such suit upon the United States district attorney for the district 
in which the land is located and the United States may Intervene in 
said cause within 30 days thereafter, and after the service of such 
notice the proceedings and judgment in said cause shall bind the 
United States and the parties thereto to the same extent as though 


no Indian land or question were involved. The notice served on the 
United States district attorney shall be accompanied with a certified 
copy of all pleadings on file in the suit at the time the notice is served, 
and shall be signed by a party to the action, or his or her counsel of 
record, and shall be served by the United States marshal and due re- 
turn of service made thereon, 


THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, February 10, 1925. 
Hon. H. P. SNYDER, 
Chairman Committee on Indian Affairs, 
House of Representatives. 

My Dran Mr. SNYDER : Reference is made herein to H. R. 11851, entitled 
“A bill to amend section 9 of the act of May 27, 1908 (33 Stat. L. p. 
812, and for putting in force, in reference to suits involving Indian 
titles, the statutes of limitations of the State of Oklahoma and pro- 
viding for the United States to join in certain actions, and for mak- 
ing Judgments binding on all parties, and for other purposes,” and to 
your request for a report thereon. > 

Under existing law (sec, 9 of the above-mentioned act of May 27, 
1908) no conveyance of any interest of any full-blood Indian heir in 
restricted allotted land inherited by him is valid unless approved “ by 
the court haying jurisdiction of the settlement of the estate” of the 
deceased allottee. The principal change sought to be made by section 1 
of the present bill is to the effect that conveyances by full-biood Indians 
of the Five Civilized Tribes of allotted Iands acquired by them by in- 
heritance, will, or devise shall not be valid unless approved by the 
county court having jurisdiction of the settlement of the estate of the 
deceased allottee “or by the county court in which the land is 
situated,” and also that all such conveyances heretofore approved by 
the county court of the county in which such land is situated” shall 
be valid and of the same force and effect as if approved by the court 
having jurisdiction of the settlement of the estate of the deceased 
allottee. 

The validation of conveyances void or invalid under existing law, 
arbitrarily and without investigation as to whether there was any 
imposition on the Indian heirs or devisees, might result in their being 
deprived of their property without just compensation. If any legis- 
lation for the purpose of quieting the title dertved from Indian 
allottees of the Five Civilized Tribes should be enacted, provision 
should be made for an examination as to the merits of each case and 
an adjudication of each case upon its merits should be had. Even 
with the provision in the law that the validation of conveyances 
might be set aside under certain circumstances, it is not deemed that 
the provisions of the bill are sufficient to fully protect the interests of 
the restricted Indians in the land involved. 

In this connection it may be stated that in many cases the allot- 
ment of the deceased Indian or tracts thereof are located many miles 
away from where the decedent Uved and in other counties than the 
county of residence. No good reason is seen for the proposed change of 
jurisdiction. A protest against the proposed change of jurisdiction as 
contemplated in the bill has been received from the principal chief ef 
the Choctaw Indian Nation. 

By section 2 of the bill it is proposed that the statutes of limita- 
tions of the State of Oklahoma shall be made applicable to and have 
full force and effect against the restricted Indians of the Five Civi- 
lized Tribes and all members of other Indian tribes in Oklahoma, and 
against the heirs or grantees of such Indians and against all rights 
and causes of action accrued or accruing to such Indians or their 
heirs or grantees, to the samte extent and effect and in the same 
manner as in the case of any other citizen of the State of Oklahoma. 
It is proposed also that the statute of limitations shall apply against 
the United States acting on behalf of such Indians. It is under- 
stood that the effect of this would be to change the present law 
and make ineffective thereafter a long line of decisions that the 
statutes of limitations of the State of Oklahoma do not run against 
a full-blood or restricted Indian in matters affecting his restricted 
lands. 

The proposed law would be to the advantage of present and future 
purchasers of restricted allotted lands and to the disadvantage of the 
restricted Indians. In view of the duty of the Federal Government 
to fully and properly protect the interests of minors, incompetents, 
and other restricted Indians in their property matters, it is not be- 
Meved that the statutes of limitations enacted by the State of Okla- 
homa should apply to or run against the United States acting for or 
on behalf of its Indian wards. 
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Section 3 provides a method for making the United States a party 
to suits in the United States courts in Oklahoma, or in the State 
courts in Oklahoma, relating to the title to or interest in Indian land. 
The purpose of section 3 is to provide a remedy for the situation 
relating to Indian land titles which has arisen by reason of the 
decision of the Supreme Court of the United States in the case of 
Privett v. United States (256 U. S. 201). While it is recognized 
that some remedy should be provided, it is not believed that the 
United States, upon the request of private litigants, should be required 
or compelled to intervene in cases in the State courts, or should be 
bound by the decisions of such courts, in cases to which it was not a 
party in matters relating to restricted lands of members of the Five 
Civilized Tribes. 

Inasmuch as section 3 of the bill relates to judicial procedure, and 
involves the United States district attorney and United States mar- 
shal, it is suggested that the provisions of section 3 be referred to 
the Attorney General for his views thereon. 

Undoubtedly the settlement of the thousands of controversies and 
of the numerous cases in litigation relating to land titles in eastern 
Oklahoma is a matter of grave importance not only to the large land- 
owning Indian population of eastern Oklahoma but to the general 
citizenship of the State as well, and some legislation should be had 
to provide for the adjustment of the controversies and litigation over 
Indian land and for the settlement and stabilization of the land titles 
if at the same time adequate protection can be given to the Indians 
whose rights are involved. A 

This matter will be given further consideration, and some sugges- 
tions as to remedial legislation will be furnished you at the earliest 
practicable date, 

In view of the above the enactment of H. R. 11851 is not recom- 
mended. 

Very truly yours, HUBERT Work. 


Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, early in February, 1924, there 
was published and circulated a pamphlet, prepared by certain 
persons claiming to represent the Indian Rights Association, 
and other organizations reflecting upon the courts of Oklahoma, 
and charging that the estates of restricted Indians in Oklahoma 
were not properly conserved and protected. 

This report was of such a nature as to attract the attention 
of the Members of the Oklahoma delegation in Congress, The 
Oklahoma delegation immediately met and sponsored a resolu- 
tion, introduced by Congressman CARTER, providing for a full 
investigation of all matters pertaining to Indian affairs which 
would include the courts and the administration of Indian 
affairs in Oklahoma. 

Hearings were had upon this resolution before the House 
Committee on Indian Affairs, and all the Members of the Okla- 
homa delegation appeared in favor of it, and while the Commis- 
sioner of Indian Affairs did not oppose the passage of the reso- 
lution, and disavowed it and deplored the publicity given to 
the report hereinabove referred to, yet it was apparent to those 
who really knew the facts that the data was collected in col- 
laboration with representatives of the Indian Bureau, and it 
was very clear that none of the cases referred to in the report 
were known to the representatives of the Indian Rights Asso- 
ciation except those brought to their attention by the repre- 
sentatives of the Indian Bureau, and the Members of the Okla- 
homa delegation knew, of course, that this was done for the 
purpose of discrediting the courts of Oklahoma in an effort to 
secure favorable action upon legislation depriving the courts 
of Oklahoma of jurisdiction in certain Indian matters, and 
reconferring that jurisdiction upon the Secretary of the In- 
terior. 

Soon after publicity was given to the pamphlet a carbon copy 
of a bill, which afterwards became H. R. 6900, giving additional 
authority to the Secretary of the Interior in Indian cases, was 
sent to the Members of the Oklahoma delegation asking that 
the same be introduced for the consideration of Congress. It 
was thought that the charges set forth in the pamphlet above 
referred to would have the effect to stampede Congress and 
result in the early enactment of this legislation. 

In the hearings upon the proposed legislation the same cases 
were presented and the same arguments made that are con- 
tained in the pamphlet of the Indian Rights Association above 
referred to. In fact, in a large measure the very same language 
is used, so that no one is deceived as to who inspired the issu- 
ing of the pamphlet, and its purpose, and the purpose in pub- 
lishing it at that particular time. 

Notwithstanding the disavowal of the Indian Bureau and its 
several representatives of their responsibility for the attack upon 
the courts of Oklahoma, the Annual Report of the Commissioner 
of Indian Affairs, page 25, recently published, admits their con- 
nection with the investigation of these matters in connection 


with the Indian Rights Association and other organizations in 
the following language: 

Based on numerous statements as to the manner in which the estates 
of Indians were being handled by guardians and administrators under 
State jurisdiction, officials of the Indian Service and those connected 
with outside organizations made an investigation, taking up a large 
number of cases, and on the strength of these reports legislation was 
sought with a view of restoring to the Federal Government the com- 
plete administration of the estates of these Indians, 


All of the members of the Oklahoma delegation knew what 
the pamphlet was printed for and why it was printed just at 
that particular time, and knew of the connection of the repre- 
sentatives of the Indian Bureau in Oklahoma with the investi- 
gations being made and later embodied in the pamphlet above 
referred to. 

The Governor of the State of Oklahoma tendered the services 
of the attorney general of the State to the Indian Bureau and 
stated that he would be directed to cooperate in every possible 
way with the representatives of the Indian Bureau in an effort 
to prosecute any person or official in the civil or criminal courts 
charged with any offense toward an Indian or neglect of duty 
as an official in the administration of the laws of the State of 
Oklahoma. 

Thereafter the subcommittee of the House Committee on 
Indian Affairs went to Oklahoma pursuant to the authority 
granted in a resolution which passed the House on June 4, 
1924, reaching Muskogee on November 11, 1924, and remained 
there for a number of days. 

Representatives of the Indian Rights Association and various 
officials representing the Indian Bureau in Oklahoma were noti- 
fied when the committee would reach Oklahoma, the scope of its 
authority, and every opportunity was afforded them to present 
any proof in substantiation of the charges contained in the above- 
mentioned pamphlet, or any other charges which they had to 
make reflecting upon the administration of probate matters or 
other Indian matters in Oklahoma. 

Testimony was taken for several days, and there was no tes- 
timony adduced reflecting upon the integrity of any judge, 
either of a county court or any other court in Oklahoma. 
What criticism there was of Indian matters was directed 
against procedure and the want of cooperation between the pro- 
bate attorneys and the courts. It was stated in a few cases 
that an opportunity was not afforded for the probate attorneys 
to appear at all times when matters affecting restricted Indians 
came up for consideration. In a few cases it was stated that 
this was true when conveyances of lands of full-blood heirs of 
deceased allottees were up for consideration, and that as a re- 
sult an adequate price was not at all times received, and there 
was some criticism as to the appointment of guardians, but 
there was no charge of corruption against a single judge in 
Oklahoma. 

The chairman of the committee, Mr. Snyper, voicing the 
sentiment of the committee, frankly stated during the time the 
committee remained in Oklahoma, in open session, and in yari- 
ous speeches, that there had been no proof presented to the 
committee that reflected upon the courts of Oklahoma. All of 
the probate attorneys in eastern Oklahoma were called before 
the subcommittee and the Superintendent for the Five Civil- 
ized Tribes and his subordinate officials were given an oppor- 
tunity to present any charges they had to make to the sub- 
committee, and while there were a few differences of opinion 
as to whether or not this or that guardian should or should not 
have been appointed, and in a few cases that there was not full 
cooperation on the part of the county courts, but in no case 
was there any accusation to the effect that the courts in Okla- 
homa were corrupt. 

The members of the subcommittee in informal conferences, 
appreciating that the judges of the county courts were honest 
and faithful, believed that the procedure might be amended by 
Congress so that an opportunity might be afforded the repre- 
sentatives of the Indian Bureau in Oklahoma, the superintend- 
ent of the Five Civilized Tribes, the probate attorneys, the field 
clerks, or any other representatives, to appear before the vari- 
ous courts as a matter of right when matters affecting re- 
stricted Indians were up for consideration, and that this would 
be helpful to the courts and to the Indian. 

Congress appropriates annually approximately $40,000 for 
the compensation of probate attorneys, and they are expected 
to appear on all proper occasions on behalf of restricted In- 
dians. Of course, all courts welcome assistance in doing justice 
in all matters brought to the attention of the courts on behalf 
of everyone, whether Indian or white. 

Keeping in mind the informal conferences that were had by 
the members of the committee and the things it was thought 
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should be corrected, I prepared and introduced a bill (H. R. 
11852) embodying the matters suggested by the various mem- 
bers of the committee. 

Section 1 of the bill regulates procedure in the approyal of 
conveyances of land by full-blood heirs of deceased allottees 
and requires the petition to be filed at least 10 days in advance, 
notice to the superintendent for the Five Civilized Tribes, and 
gives the right to the probate attorneys to appear before the 
courts and see that a fair value is paid for the land. The pro- 
ceedings are to be had upon certain days, the money paid in 
open court, and in event the county court believes that there 
should be some supervision over any sum paid that it was to be 
disbursed under the order of the county court. Surely no one 
ean read this section but who will agree that it is legislation in 
the interest of restricted Indians, 

Section 2 provides for the approval of agricultural, grazing, 
and hay-cutting leases on restricted lands of Indians for more 
than one year by the county court of the county where the 
land is located. There was much testimony submitted to the 
committee to the effect that the leasing of lands for agricul- 
tural purposes was greatly abused in that overlapping leases, 
particularly in the southern part of the State, were made in 
large numbers, and that titles were clouded, and this was one 
of the evils brought to the attention of the committee. This sec- 
tion seeks to remedy this evil, and should be considered in 
connection with section 4, which makes it unlawful to record, 
or cause to be recorded, any deed or lease not made and ap- 
proved in accordance with the provisions of the act. This 


-would make it a Federal offense punishable by fine and im- 


prisonment, and would stop the clouding of titles. Surely 
everyone will agree that this is legislation in the interest of 
the restricted Indian. . 

Section 3 only requires that all orders of the county court 
shall be made in open court and shall be effective as judicial 
decisions. Our courts now hold these orders to be ministerial 
acts. This section seeks to remedy that situation. 

Section 5 provides that when an application is made for the 
appointment of a guardian, notice shall be given to the super- 
intendent for the Five Civilized Tribes and the probate attor- 
ney or other Federal representative who may appear on behalf 
of any restricted Indian, minor or adult, with all the rights of 
any other attorney before said court, and no more. There was 
some criticism that as to adult Indians an effort was made to 
have those of large estates adjudged incompetent, and in order 
to avoid that criticism a provision was incorporated in section 5 
permitting the sole question of whether or not the adult Indian 
is incompetent under the Oklahoma law to be removed to and 
decided by the Federal court. This section was furiously as- 
sailed before the committee, and it was stated to the members 
of the committee that this took away a large part of the juris- 
diction of the Secretary of the Interior, and that the Secretary 
disputed the right of the local courts in Oklahoma to appoint 
guardians. Of course, every lawyer in Oklahoma knows that 
this is not true and they know that the local courts have the 
authority to appoint guardians, both for minor restricted In- 
dians and incompetent adult restricted Indians. Many mem- 
bers of the committee, however, are not familiar with the laws 
of Oklahoma and haye been misled by misrepresentations of 
this kind. 

On February 3, 1925, the Supreme Court of Oklahoma, in the 
case of Lytle et al. v. Fulotka et al., held as follows: 


The probate courts of the State of Oklahoma have jurisdiction to sell 
the inherited lands of incompetent adult full-blood Indians of the Five 
Civilized Tribes. It is contended that section 6 of the act of May 27, 
1908, grants jurisdiction to the prebate courts of the State of Okla- 
homa only in the case of minor allottees. Said section is limited by 
its terms to minors and minor allottees, but the probate courts of this 
State and former Indian Territory have habitually exercised probate 
jurisdiction not only over the estates of minor allottees, but of minor 
heirs as well. (Tarhola v. Strough, 64 Okla. 195, 166 Pac. 729.) 
Section 6 of such act is not the source of jurisdiction of the probate 
court of the State of Oklahoma over the estates of Indian minors. It 
is merely declaratory of the law as it had existed since the passage of 
the act of April 28, 1904, if not before, By that act it was provided: 


“And full and complete jurisdiction is hereby conferred upon the 
district courts in said Territory in the settlement of all estates of 
decedents, the guardianships of minors and incompetents, whether 
Indian, freedman, or otherwise.” 


Thus, full probate jurisdiction was granted to the district courts of 
Indian Territory over the estates of decedents, minors, and incompe- 
tents, “ whether Indian, freedman, or otherwise.” (Morrison v. Bur- 


nett, 154 Fed. (C. C. A.) 617; Jennings v. Wood, 192 Fed. (C. C. A.) 


507; Robinson v. Long Gas Co., 221 Fed. (C. C. A.) 398; Cowles v. 
Lee, 35 Okla, 159, 128 Pac. 688; Wellsville Oil Co. v. Miller, 44 Okla. 
493, 145 Pae, 844.) 

Upon the admission of the State into the Union this jurisdiction 
was, by virtue of the constitution an enabling act, conferred upon the 
probate courts of the State. Congress recognized the jurisdiction of 
the probate courts over the estates of incompetents by section 2 of 
the act of May 27, 1908, when, in providing for the leasing of restricted 
lands for oil and gas, it added this proviso: 

“And provided further, that the jurisdiction of the probate 
courts of the State of Oklahoma over lands of minors and incom- 
Petents shall be subject to the foregoing provisions.” 


Section 5, of course, conferred no additional jurisdiction upon 
the courts of Oklahoma, but enabled the probate attorneys to be 
present and represent restricted Indians. 

Section 6 authorizes the probate attorneys to be presént when 
all matters affecting restricted Indians come up in the courts, 
including the allowance of claims of fees of attorneys, guard- 
ians, or administrators, and gives them the right to introduce 
testimony, cross-examine witnesses, and take appeals the same 
as any other attorney. If the courts are honest, as declared 
by the chairman of the committee on a number of occasions 
and found by the full committee in its final report, and if the 
probate attorneys are efficient and zealous, and if given the 
opportunity, as this section would give it to them, to appear in 
all cases on behalf of restricted Indians, they could be of 
great assistance in seeing that their rights are protected. 
Generally speaking, the provisions of the bill only regulate 
procedure and give the representatives of the Superintendent 
for the Five Civilized Tribes, or the Indian Bureau, the right 
to be present and to have matters affecting restricted Indians 
heard in open court, and gives them the right of appeal, but 
gives them no more rights than any other attorneys in the 
courts. This is all they are entitled to, and this is all any 
reputable attorney wants or should have. This is all that 
any court would permit, and this is all that any court having 
any self-respect should permit. The court should welcome. all 
assistance; and as long as the courts of Oklahoma are treated 
with respect, and as long as the representatives of the Govern- 
ment appear in a respectful manner, and not in a disrespectful 
manner, cooperation may be secured. 

Permit a personal reference, if I may: I was for years 
national attorney for the Cherokees and had frequent occasion 
to appear in a number of the courts of eastern Oklahoma. I 
was given no more rights than any other attorney, and I never 
felt that I was discriminated against on a single occasion. It 
is as incumbent upon the representatives of the Federal Gov- 
ernment to demean themselves respectfully toward the courts 
of Oklahoma as it is for the courts to recognize and treat with 
courtesy and respect the representatives of the Federal Gov- 
ernment. Abuse of the courts and threats of superior power of 
the Federal Government are not conducive to a better feeling 
between the courts and the probate attorneys. > 

There are a very large number of splendid men and women’ 
employed in the Indian Service in Oklahoma and throughout 
the Nation, many of them I have known for years. I can not 
too highly commend them personally or their work. They have 
with an unselfish zeal greatly contributed to the Indian Service 
at a remuneration much smaller than in other branches of the 
Government service. The courts of our country are entitled 
to the confidence and respect of the entire citizenship. While 
the courts extend courtesy to the members of the bar, it 
should always be remembered that those in the Government 
service are not entitled to and should not expect any greater 
consideration than any other reputable attorney before the 
court. When this is understood and thoroughly made known 
to some employees of the Government a better spirit of coop- 
eration will prevail and they will appreciate the necessity of 
making every effort to cooperate with the courts of the State. 
The county courts of eastern Oklahoma serve the people of 
that part of the State. There were 101,506 enrolled members of 
the Five Civilized Tribes; 85 per cent of them are unrestricted 
and many of the courts have been presided over by members of 
the tribe since statehood, and other members of the tribe oe- 
cupy places on the district bench and the Supreme Court 
Commission of Oklahoma. ‘These courts serve the unrestricted 
members of the tribes. If they can be trusted to administer 
the probate affairs of the two and one-half millions of people of 
Oklahoma, including 85 per cent of the Indians in eastern 
Oklahoma, surely no one can doubt but what they should ad- 
minister the affairs of the very few restricted Indians who live 
and vote in that State. Under existing law all restrictions 
will be removed on April 26, 1931. We must not enact legis- 
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lation that will create a prejudice against them and destroy 
them. 

The Department of the Interior is making a determined 
effort to secure the enactment of legislation that would give 
the Secretary of the Interior practically all of the power now 
exercised by the probate courts of Oklahoma. ‘The people of 
Oklahoma may rest assured that as long as I am in part their 
Representative I shall oppose such legislation and they may 
rest assured that no additional authority will be conferred 
upon the Secretary of the Interior over members of the Five 
Civilized Tribes with my vote. The people of Oklahoma and 
of every other State, both now and for all time heretofore, 
have always detested long-distance government. It is always 
abused. It leads to all kinds of suspicion that certain persons 
claiming to have “influence” can secure certain favors in the 
matter of the approval of contracts or claims or other mat- 
ters coming up for consideration. The atmosphere in Wash- 
ington and in Oklahoma is now surcharged with charges and 
countercharges that a certain favored few claim to have in- 
fluence” sufficient to secure favorable action upon matters 
pending before the Indian Bureau. The testimony recently 
taken before the investigating committee shows that enormous 
fees, not for seryices performed but for “influence,” have been 
paid, and this testimony further shows that everyone having 
a claim of any consequence is intercepted with the suggestion 
that if favorable action is to be hoped for, it would be well 
that the services of certain persons be availed of. The people 
of Oklahoma will not stand for this and neither will the peo- 
ple of any other State when the facts are made known. ‘The 
sooner this is recognized the better. 

There is no place in the scheme of our Government for 
arbitrary power. We instinctively rebel against it. If the peo- 
ple make a mistake and elect either an incompetent or an un- 
worthy county judge public attention will soon be focused upon 
him and the mistake corrected at the next election, but this is 
not true of heads of bureaus or employees occupying responsible 
positions under them. Our Government is so large and we have 
so many different bureaus and so many different employees 
that it is next to impossible to secure the removal of these 
officials and the people therefore must suffer from the arbitrary 
acts and injustices done by them until there is a change of 
administration. 4 

The rumor is current that it is the hope of certain persons in 
Oklahoma, who advocate reconferring additional authority upon 
the Secretary of the Interior, to have a policy adopted of ap- 
pointing trustees for adult full-blood Indians to supervise and 
manage their estates under the department instead of guardians 
under the supervision of the local courts. I do not agree with 
such a policy. These trustees would not be under the civil 
service but would be partisan and scandals would in the end 
necessarily grow out of it. There should be no partisanship 
in the Indian Service. 

It must be remembered that the Five Civilized Tribes have 
a century of civilization behind them. During this time they 
had their own governments, enacted and administered their 
own laws, appropriated and disbursed their own funds, and 
managed their own affairs, tribal and individual, and in con- 
sidering legislation affecting them they should not be classed 
‘as reservation Indians. 

The first agreements looking to the winding up of their affairs 
were made in 1897, nearly 28 years ago. With the coal and 
asphalt deposits sold and their claims against the Government 
adjudicated, as is provided for in the jurisdictional bills enacted 
during the present Congress, their affairs could and should be 
speedily wound up and all of their funds distributed, I favor 
this at the earliest possible date and to their best advantage. 
No additional legislation is needed. It is a question of adminis- 
tration and this should be expedited. The coal and asphalt 
deposits should be offered for sale at an early date. 

I yield to no man in my earnest desire to be of service to the 
Indian. I have tried to be constructively helpful on all Indian 
legislation, and this Congress has enacted more beneficial 
legislation than any other Congress in the history of the Na- 
tion. The record is most commendable. A great many Dills 
have been passed and enacted into law, including jurisdictional 
bills for each of the Five Civilized Tribes—the Delawares, the 
Poneas, the Kaws, and the Wichita and affiliated bands. 

I have endeavored in the bill (H. R. 11852) to have these 
matters tried out in the local courts and in open court, where 
the light of publicity may be focused upon every transaction, 
and where there can be no concealment of any detail and 
where the newspapers may publish every constructive criticism 
of every act of all officials, whether employee of the Government 
or State official. No one need fear honest criticism. The bill 
affected only the restricted Indians and the restricted property 


+ 


of restricted Indians, and was clearly in their interest. I 
chalienge any real friend of the Indian to point out a provi- 
sion not in his interest. 

During the closing days of Congress the calendar is always 
congested and consideration of bills can only be secured as to 
those measures unanimously reported. 

In view of the fact that there has been more or less wide 
publicity given to this bill and the report I am appending 
hereto a copy of the bill and the report of the Interior Depart- 
ment, which does not discuss the terms of the bill, but recom- 
mends the passage of H. R. 6900, which was to confer upon the 
Interior Department practically all of the jurisdiction now ex- 
ercised by the courts of Oklahoma: 


A bill (H. R. 11852) for the protection of the lands and funds of re- 
stricted Indians of the Five Civilized Tribes, regulating the approval 
of conveyances of full-blood heirs, the approval of leases, and the 
appointment of guardians, and for other purposes 
Be it enacted, etc., That in all conveyances of any interest in re- 

stricted land, inherited by any full-blood Indian of the Fiye Civilized 

Tribes in Oklahoma, or acquired by such Indian by will or devise, the 

petition for the approval of a deed to such land shall be verified by 

one or more grantors and shall contain the following information : 

The names of all grantors and grantees; the description of the land 
to be conveyed ; the character and extent of the interest to be conveyed ; 
the roll number, if any, and quantum of blood of the grantor and de- 
cedent; the permanent residence of the decedent at the time of death ; 
and the relationship of each grantor to the decedent and the names 


and relationship to the decedent of each heir who is not a grantor.. 


Said petition must be filed at least 10 days before the date of 
hearing and a copy served upon the Superintendent for the Five 
Civilized Tribes, or his local representative, either in persou or by 
registered letter, mailed the day said petition is filed. 

The county court shall establish a date upon which all petitions 
for the approval of deeds to such lands shall be heard, which date 
may be at least twice monthly. At the hearing the court shall take 
the testimony of disinterested witnesses to establish the value of the 
lands to be conveyed, the interest of the grantor or grantors, and the 
United States probate attorney, or other representative of the Super- 
intendent for the Five Civilized Tribes, may appear as counsel for 
the grantor or grantors, with all of the rights and privileges of any 
other attorney. The attendance of the grantor or other person to 
testify in such matters may be required in like manner as if his 
testimony were to be heard in a civil action, The court may decline 
to approve any deed when, in his judgment, the price is not com- 
mensurate with the fair value of the land, or the grantor is not an 
heir of the deceased: Provided, That the county court may authorize 
the sale and conveyance of any such land for cash, or one-fourth cash 
and the balance in annual installments of one-fourth each, with in- 
terest on the deferred payments at the rate of not less than 6 per 
cent per annum: Provided further, That in all sales on deferred pay- 
ments such deferred payments shall be secured by first mortgage upon 
the lands conveyed. All money paid or received for such lands shall 
be paid in open court and remain under the supervision of and be 
disbursed by order of the county court as in the case of a minor, No 
deed which was executed within 30 days of the date of the death of 
the decedent shall be of any validity or be approved by any county 
court, 


Sec. 2. No lease for agricultural, grazing, or hay-cutting purposes, 
of restricted lands of allottees of the Fiye Civilized Tribes, shall be 
made for a period longer than five years, and in no case beyond April 
26, 1931, and regardless of the term of such lease, in excess of one 
year, no such lease shall be of any validity unless approved by the 
county court of the county in which the land is located, and the same 
must be approved in open court and after notice to the Superintendent 
for the Five Civilized Tribes or his local representative. 

Sec, 3. All orders of the county court with reference to the approval 
of the conveyances of such lands, or the leasing of allotments, or of 
inherited interests in such lands, shall be in open court, and be 
effective as judicial decisions. 

Sec. 4. It shall be unlawful for any person to record, or cause to 
be recorded, any deed, lease, mortgage, or other encumbrance, upon 
lands of full-blood Indians, which has been secured within 30 days 
subsequent to the death of the allottee, or not approved, as provided 
in section 1 of this act, or record or cause to be recorded any lease 
for agricultural, grazing, or hay-cutting purposes, either upon the allot- 
ment or inherited land of restricted Indians not approved by the county 
court, as provided in section 2 of this act, and any person violating 
the provisions of this act shall be guilty of a misdemeanor, and upon 
conviction shall be punished by a fine of not less than $500, nor more 
than $1,000, and may, in the discretion of the court, be imprisoned 
for a period of not more than 90 days. 

Sec. 5, That when an application is filed for the appointment of a 
guardian of a restricted Indian of the Five Civilized Tribes, either 
minor or adult, notice of the same shall be served upon the Superin- 
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tendent of the Five Civilized Tribes, or his local representative, and 
the United States probate attorney, or other representative of the 
Superintendent for the Five Civilized Tribes may appear and repre- 
sent said minor or adult and have all the rights before said court, 
including the right of appeal, that any other practicing attorney may 
have in such case: Provided, That in any case where an application is 
made for the appointment of a guardian of an adult restricted Indian, 
where the value of his allotment or the estate involved exceeds $25,000, 
the same, upon motion of either party, shall be removed to the United 
States District Court for the Eastern District of Oklahoma, and the 
said court shall assume jurisdiction and proceed to hear the same 
under the laws of the State of Oklahoma which for said purposes are 
hereby adopted, and in the event a guardian is directed to be appointed 
the same shall be remanded to the county court for further proceedings 
and administration. 

Src. 6. In all cases involving the approval of deeds to such lands 
or in the appointment of guardians for restricted Indians, as in this 
act provided, or in the allowance of claims, or fees either of attorneys, 
guardians, or administrators, the probate attorney, or other repre- 
sentative of the Superintendent for the Five Civilized Tribes shall 
have the same right to appear, introduce testimony, and cross-ex- 
amine witnesses, as other attorneys, and of appeal from any decision 
of the county court to the district court, with the right of appeal 
to the supreme court of the State, as in other cases provided. 

Sec. 7. The provisions of this act shall be in full force and effect 
for the protection of any restricted Indian during the time the 
restrictions have not been remoyed from such Indian by the Secre- 
tary of the Interior or by law. 

Sec, 8. The words “ restricted Indian” as used in this act shall be 
defined to be an Indian of the Five Civilized Tribes in Oklahoma, of 
one-half or more Indian blood, from whose lands or property the 
restrictions have not been removed by the Secretary of the Interior 
or by law. 

Src. 9. All acts or parts of acts in conflict with this act are hereby 
repealed. 

Tun SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, February 5, 1925, 
Hon. H. P. SNYDER, 
Chairman Committee on Indian Affairs, 
House of Representatives. 

My Dean Mr. Snyper: Reference is made herein to H. R. 11852, 
entitled “A bill for the protection of the lands and funds of re- 
stricted Indians of the Five Civilized Tribes, regulating the ap- 
proval of conveyances of full-blood heirs, the approval of leases, 
and the appointment of guardians, and for other purposes,” and to 
your request for a report thereon. 

The act of May 27, 1908 (35 Stat. L. 312), provided that the pro- 
bate courts of Oklahoma should have jurisdiction over the persons 
and property of minor allottees, except as otherwise specifically 
proyided, and that full-blood Indian heirs might alienate their in- 
herited Indian lands with the approval of the county courts. Be- 
cause the department has been deprived of jurisdiction in the matter, 
and the Indians themselves have been inexperienced or incompetent, 
by far the greater proportion of the unrestricted property of the 
members of the Five Civilized Tribes has been alienated by the In- 
dian allottees or their heirs. 


H. R. 11852 contains requirements and provisions intended for Heese 


the protection of the interests of the Indians in their matters 
before the county or probate courts. It is believed, however, that 
the interests of minors, incompetents, and other restricted Indians 
ef the Five Civilized Tribes can be best protected and conserved 
by providing for closer supervision on the part of the Federal Gov- 
ernment. 

In this connection, reference is made to H. R. 6900. The evidence 


obtained by the department through its investigation of the condition | 


of affairs among the Five Civilized Tribes, and especially in the 
matter of the probate and administration of Indian estates, is be- 
lieved to be amply sufficient to justify the conclusion that legislation 
along the lines of H. R. 6900 providing for Federal supervision and 
control is necessary for the better protection and conseryation of the 
restricted Indians of the Five Civilized Tribes. In my letter of 
March 8, 1924, to you, the enactment of H. R. 6900 was recom- 
mended. 

In view hereof, and of my above-mentioned letter of March 8, 1924, 
to you, the enactment of H. R. 11852 is not recommended. 

Very truly yours, 
Housert Worx. 


THE PUBLIC PAY BILL 


Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to make some remarks and put them in the RECORD on 
the subject of the public pay roll. 


LXVI— 222 
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The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Nebraska asks unani- 
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp on the sub- 
ject of the public pay roll. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker, on several occa- 
sions in recent times a Member of this House has quoted the 
chairman of the great Appropriations Committee as authority 
for the statement that on the Government pay roll in Wash- 
ington alone there are 30,000 absolutely unnecessary employees. 
The statement astounds me, and yet it must have been made 
by the distinguished authority, because I have heard that 
statement made to his own ears, and he has not denied its 
authenticity. 

The staggering fact must be apparent to every observing 
citizen that we have too much Government—too many people 
who draw salary from a public treasury which must be main- 
tained only by the contributions of the many who do not draw 
substance from that treasury. Everybody recognizes the evil 
situation, but instead of doing something to lessen the number 
of Federal employees, the rule of action runs in the direction 
of increasing the number of those who live and thrive by sub- 
stance drawn from the country’s treasury. Has this present 
Congress made a move to curtail the number of Federal em- 
ployees? On the contrary the Congress has provided for many 
additional employees, and is still considering the creation of 
new boards and commissions and bureaus, with attendant 
armies of employees. 

Just now I have been reading the best newspaper editorial 
of the year on this important subject. It appeared a few days 
ago in the recognized leading newspaper of the great Missouri 
valley—the Daily World-Herald, published in Omaha, Nebr. 
That editorial is an argument so strong and so needed in these 
days of governmental inefficiency that I here present it entire, 
and in full belief that a careful reading of it must open the 
eyes of every reader to the hideous and fast-growing evil of our 
altitudinous public pay roll. Under caption The public pay 
roll,” the editorial follows: 


Do you know for what single item Uncle Sam spends the biggest 
chunk of the taxpayers’ money? 

No; you are wrong. It isn't to pay for the war. It Is to meet the 
pay roll—to defray the cost of Federal officials and employees, 

“The heaviest single item of our expenditures,” sald President 
Coolidge recently, speaking to the department and bureau chiefs at 
Washington, “is the Government pay roll.“ He described it as a 
“ staggering total.” 

And that total, as the President gave it In even figures, is $1,680,- 
000,000—more than a third of all the money the Government spends. 

Fifteen years ago, in 1910, the Federal Government spent for all pur- 
poses $726,000,000. That included, besides salaries and wages, the en- 
tire cost of the Army and Navy, the support of all the great depart- 
ments with their ramifications into every community, internal improye- 
ments, and everything for which we levy taxes. 

To-day we are spending more than twice that sum just to meet the 
pay roll. 

Every time we create a new Federal activity we create new officials, 
boards, bureaus, commissions, to administer it. Then for all these we 
have to create subofficials, agents, inspectors, employees, and flunkies 
of sundry varieties. Every such body, once created, spreads out and 
Every one of them is constantly demanding more help and 
better pay. 

Centralization, bureaucracy, cost money. They cost just oodles of 
money. And the poor devils of citizens, who are regulated and super- 
vised and policed and tutored and guided and prohibited, have to pay 
for having it done to them. 

We are the most verboten“ people not only of this but of any other 
age. We are ridden by more laws and officials than were ever dreamed 
of in any other country. And we pay for them a sum that would bank- 
rupt any other nation that ever existed. 

That is not an extreme statement. Before the World War broke out 
our own country was amazed and distressed over European militarism. 
Europe itself complained that every peasant, every laborer, had to 
“carry a soldier on his back.” The burden, all the world cried out, 
was intolerable. Yet the United States Government last year met a 
pay roll greater than the combined cost of all the armies and navies 
of Great Britain, Germany, France, Italy, Russia, and Austro-Hungary 
for the fiscal year 1912-13. And this takes no account of the pay rolls 
of the States, the cities, and the other smaller units of government, 
which are constantly increasing both in number of employees and in the 
size of their salaries. 

The militarism of the worst army-ridden nations of Europe, at the 
yery height of the evil, was inconsequential by comparison with tbe 
American publie pay roll of to-day. 

Is it strange that enlightened public sentiment is calling a halt? 
Is it strange that the States, with virtual unanimity, are rejecting 
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the child labor amendment by overwhelming votes, that Mr. Coolidge's 
own demand for a Federal department of education falls on deaf ears, 
and that the popular clamor directed against Congress and the legisla- 
tures is no longer for more laws, further extensions of governmental 
activities, but for sanity, retrenchment, and reform? 

The cry, for the most part, seems to be meeting with little or no 
response, Despite Mr. Coolidge's recommendation for a reduction in 
the number of “ superfluous employees“ there are more names on the 
Federal pay roll than there were a year ago. Governor McMullen has 
added a number of high-pald officials to the Nebraska pay roll. And 
our State legislature is flooded as usual with freak bills and fad bills 
calling for more law, more regulations, more penalties, and more em- 
ployees to enforce them. The chances are that many of them will be 
enacted. 

But the day of reckoning is coming. The revulsion against bureau- 
cracy, centralization, commission government, meddling, and autocratic 
government is on every hand apparent. It is breeding a demand for a 
return to the ways of Jeffersonian simplicity, Jeffersonian economy, 
Jeffersonian liberty, and local self-government that if not met by the 
sadly demoralized party that Thomas Jefferson founded will be met by 
a new party organized for the occasion. And that party, new or old, 
will sweep the country. The United States of America was not 
created either to eat itself to death with taxes or smother itself with 
law. 


I eall particularly the attention of Democrats to the closing 
ph in the foregoing article. Some might hasten to the 
conclusion that it was written by some progressive, one who is 
willing to see the death of the Democratic Party; but the fact 
is it was written by the editor of a great newspaper owned by 
a very distinguished Democrat—one whose nomination for 
President of the United States has been earnestly advocated by 
some of the strong Democratic leaders of the Nation in recent 
years. 

I refer to Hon. Gilbert M. Hitchcock, late a United States 
Senator from Nebraska, a Senator who was often referred to 
as the “right hand” of President Wilson during the second 
term of that President. After voicing his splendid demand for 
the overthrow of bureaucracy and for a return te Jeffersonian 
simplicity in government, Senator Hitchcock’s great news- 
paper editorially serves notice that if the mad reign of bu- 
reaucracy in government can not be overcome by any other 
means that it will be met and conquered by a new political 
party organized for the oceasion. 

While accepting and fully indorsing the view here expressed 
by Senator Hitchcock’s newspaper, my personal judgment is 
that the organization of a new party may not be necessary for 
the accomplishment of the needed end. I believe it is possible 
that our present bureaucratic ideals in government may be 
done away, and the Jeffersonian ideals again enthroned by a 
reorganization of the Democratic Party more quickly than by 
the organization of a new political party. It must be admitted 
that the Democratic Party needs reorganizing. It ean and 
ought to be reorganized: The plan of reorganization should 
contemplate an amalgamating of the people of the great agri- 
cultural South with those of the great agricultural West for 
the purpose of challenging the claimed right of New England 


to dominate the political and governmental policies of the 
Republic. 

Does this savor of sectionalism? 

Well, if it does then blessed be sectionalism! If the West 


and South shall be impelled and compelled to form a political 
and economic alliance against the domineering New England, 
their action will not be the creation of a sectional issue, but, 
rather, the act of resisting a sectional deeree long ago pre- 
sented and of late vigorously applied in affairs of Federal 
Government by the politicians of New England, fostered and 
favored by the barons of tariff and kindred spoliators of the 
masses of the American people under the protecting guardian- 
ship of the Government at Washington. Once again, if any 
shall complain that a political alliance between the peoples of 
the great agricultural West and South shall be equivalent to 
raising a sectional banner, once again I shall say: Blessed be 
sectionalism ! 
DEPORTATION OF ALIENS 


Mr. HOLADAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Rrconb on the deportation bill, 
which was passed yesterday. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois asks unani- 
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp on the de- 
portation bill. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOLADAY. Mr. Speaker, the immigration acts of 1917 
and 1924, which now appear to represent the settled policy of 


this Government, have made it possible, to a great extent at 
least, to limit the entry into this country of undesirable and 
dangerous aliens, This bill will materially assist the immigra- 
tion authorities in further preventing the entry of such aliens, 
and provides methods whereby those already unlawfully in the 
United States and those who may hereafter unlawfully enter 
or seek to enter the country may be deported. 

The principal reason for deporting undesirable aliens is to 
promote the maintenance of law and order in our country” 
and to afford protection and opportunities for development to 
all the people residing in our country, aliens and citizens alike. 
No elass of people suffer more from the actions of undesirable 
and law-breaking aliens than does that great body of worthy 
and deserving aliens residing in our midst who in good faith 
are contributing to the welfare of the country and are in large 
numbers attempting to become citizens of the United States. 
Unworthy conduct and flagrant disregard of the laws of our 
country on the part of a very small percentage of the aliens 
residing in the United States, unfortunately but certainly, 
tend to create a prejudice in the public mind against all 
aliens. Therefore, the deportation of that small percentage of 
undesirable aliens will redound to the benefit of the wortby 
and deserving aliens in the country to an equal, if not greater, 
degree than to that of our own citizens. 

Since the passage of H. R. 11796 in this House, by a vote 
of 213 to 39, I have made a careful study of the objections that 
have been made to this bill by all of the gentlemen who 
opposed the bill on this floor or by extension of remarks and 
also have given careful consideration to the minority com- 
mittee report filed by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
Sasara] and the gentleman from New York [Mr. DICKSTEIN ]. 

I am unable to find in the Recorp any objections that have 
been raised to any proyision in this bill that is not contained 
in the minority report. The gentlemen signing the minority 
report are able men with long legislative experience and their 
well-known attitude on the general question of the regulation 
of immigration warrants me in the belief that they have raised 
every possible point in opposition to this measure. 

As the minority report sets forth in regular order ‘their 
objections to the various provisions of the bill, it is my pur- 
pose to answer these objections in the order in which they 
have been put forth in the minority report. The gentle- 
men signing the minority report before setting forth their 
objection to this measure asked four questions, namely: How 
and in what way will this bill assist in preventing the entry 
of undesirable and dangerous aliens? Why were the quota 
restrictions of the 1924 immigration act not extended to 
Mexico, Canada, and South and Central American Republics? 
Why does the bill fail to include provisions that would prevent 
the desertion of alien seamen? Why were the five and three 
year limitation periods removed? 

I shall answer the first question later in my remarks after 
we have considered the provisions of the bill. 

The advisability of extending in this bill the quota restriction 
provisions of the 1924 immigration act, to Mexico, Canada, 
and South and Central American Republics was not considered 
by the committee for the reason that this measure is a deporta- 
tion measure. The advisability of extending the quota pro- 
visions of the 1924 immigration act to any or all of the coun- 
tries mentioned will be considered in connection with the 
amendment of the 1924 immigration act. 

The advisability of placing in this bill provisions that would 
strengthen the present law with reference to preventing the 
desertion of alien seamen was given careful consideration by 
your Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. There 
is perhaps need of legislation covering this particular point, 
but as such amendments immediately entwine themselves 
around the maritime industry of our country the committee 
felt that this particular question was deserving of further con- 
sideration. . 

In answering their fourth question as to why the five and 
three year periods of limitation were removed I desire to call 
to your attention the status of the present law. 

The minority report, page 5, cites section 1043 and 1044 
of the Revised Statutes of the United States to the effect that 
“under our laws the most heinous crime, other than murder, 
would be outlawed in three years,” but it does not State that the 
next following section, 1045, provides that nothing in the two 
preceding sections shall extend to any person fleeing from 
justice.” The inadmissible alien who has concealed his true 


status at the time of entry er who has eluded examination or 
inspection and sneaked into the country would seem to place 
himself in a position analogous to the criminal fleeing from 
justice. In neither case can there be any goed reason why he 
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should be rewarded with forgiveness and security merely be-| in no other class is the desirability of its removal more 


cause of the lapse of a brief statutory period during which 
he may be able to evade the officers of the law. 

With reference to the words “any person fleeing from jus- 
tice,” as used in 1045, it is said in Streep v. United States 
(100 U. S. 128 at 133): 


It is unnecessary * * * to undertake to give an exhaustive defl- 
nition of these words; for it is quite clear that any person who 
takes himself out of the jurisdiction, with the intention of avoiding 
being brought to justice for a particular offense, can have no benefit 
of the limitation, at least when prosecuted for that offense in a court 
of the United States. 

In order to constitute a fleeing from justice, it Is not necessary that 
the course of justice should haye been put in operation by the pre- 
sentment of an indictment by a grand jury, or by the filing of an 
information by the attorney for the Government, or by the making 
of a complaint before a magistrate. It is sufficient that there is a 
flight with the intention of avoiding being prosecuted, whether a prose- 
cution has or has not been actually begun. 


If there is ever to be any adequate enforcement of the immi- 
gration laws, which have been enacted in response to an over- 
whelming popular demand, adequate measures must be pro- 
vided for the deportation of aliens who come to this country 
in violation of those laws. When the knowledge comes to 
them in their own lands that they must either come to the 
United States in accordance with our laws or run the risk 
of being deported whenever found, it is safe to say that few 
will resort to illegal entry. Why should our Government, in 
specified cases where it has been decided to be contrary to the 
interests of the country for an alien to enter, say, in one 
breath, “Thou shalt not come,” and in another, “But if you 
do come and manage, by hook or crook, to slip in unlawfully, 
and keep the proper officers from finding you for three years 
or five years, we will recognize that you have as firm a right 
to remain as your brother who entered the country lawfully or 
as an American citizen.” Such a policy, we submit, is wrong 
in principle and an indefensible position for a self-respecting 
people to take. 

An alien who has unlawfully made his way into this country 
is barred under our naturalization laws from ever becoming a 
citizen. Such an alien, under the three and five year periods 
of limitation, may surreptitiously remain in this country for a 
sufficient length of time to secure a status that will save him 
from deportation, but at the same time he is barred from ever 
becoming an American citizen. We believe that any consider- 
able number of such aliens in this country would be and is a 
menace to the best interests of our Nation. 

If an alien has been in the United States for such a long 
period of time that it would be unconscionable, as some claim, 
to deport him, why has he not applied for citizenship? What 
special privilege can be claimed for this class of aliens that 
will entitle them to exemption from the penalties imposed upon 
those that violate the laws of our country? 

I quote from the minority report: 


To make our position clear with what we term unnecessarily harsh 
provisions of this bill we will set forth our views and objections in 
the order in which they appear in the bill. 


This bill in paragraphs 1 to 14, both inclusive, of section 19 
sets forth 14 separate and distinct causes for deportation. 
The minority report specifically objects to 10 of the 14 causes 
for deportation set forth in the bill, and I wish to consider 
these objections in the order in which they are made, which 
is the order in which the provisions objected to appear in 


the bill. 
TEN OBJECTIONS IN MINORITY REPORT 


Objection No. 1 is to paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 of section 19 
of the bill. The causes for deportation established in these 
three paragraphs are in substance contained in the present 
law, and the objection is not made so much to the grounds for 
deportation established in these three paragraphs as to the 
fact that the limitation periods haye been remoyed. The an- 
swer to their question No, 4 as to why the limitation periods 
were remoyed fully cover their first objection. 

Objection No. 2 is to that particular provision of para- 
graph 4 of section 19 of the bill, which throws upon an alien 
who is a public charge the burden of proof of showing that 
he is a public charge from causes having arisen subsequent 
to his entry. 

Under the present law when an alien is arrested on the 
ground that he is a public charge the burden of proof is 
upon such alien to show if he is to avoid deportation that 
he has not become a public charge on account of reasons that 
existed prior to his entry into this country. The only change 
in this class of cases is the remoyal of the time limit, and 


apparent. 

The practice is prevalent on the part of many persons to 
care for such of their friends or relatives as come within these 
classes until the expiration of the five-year period, and there- 
upon turn them out to be eared for by public institutions when 
they can no longer be deported under existing law on the 
ground of being a public charge. 

Objection No. 3 is to paragraph 5 of section 19. As ex- 
plained above, no change is made as to the burden of proof in 
a deportation proceedings under this paragraph. This is in 
part a new provision to make deportable an alien “who, from 
causes not affirmatively shown to have arisen subsequent to 
entry into the United States, is an idiot, imbecile, feeble- 
minded person, epileptic, insane person, person of constitutional- 
psychopathic inferiority, or person with chronic alcoholism.” 
It surely can not be seriously contended that any alien de- 
scribed in this paragraph is a desirable addition to any com- 
munity, 

Objection No. 4 is to paragraph 6 of section 19, which pro- 
vides for the deportation of any alien who is convicted and 
sentenced to imprisonment for a term of one year or more. The 
present law provides that the conviction and imprisonment for 
one year must be for a crime involving moral turpitude, while 
this bill removes all reference to moral turpitude. The term 
“moral turpitude” is somewhat indefinite, and has been sub- 
jected by the various courts to different interpretations. Surely 
an alien who has been regularly convicted in a court of record 
and sentenced to imprisonment for one year or more should be 
deported without any quibbling as to whether his offense in- 
volved moral turpitude. 

In practical operation this change is not likely to affect a 
large number of aliens, as most offenses for which an alien 
will be sentenced to imprisonment for one year or more have 
been considered offenses involving moral turpitude. 


HABITUAL OFFENDERS 


Objection No. 5 is to paragraph 7 of section 19, and provides 
a new cause for deportation. This paragraph is as follows: 


An alien who is convicted of any offense—committed after the en- 
actment of deportation act of 1925—for which he is sentenced to im- 
prisonment for a term, which, when added to the terms to which sen- 
tence under one year or more previously convicted of the same or any 
other offense—committed after the enactment of the deportation act 
of 1925—amounts to 18 months or more. 


This provision is intended to provide a method whereby this 
country may be relieved of the presence of the habitual petty 
offender. The Department of Labor cites the case of one alien, 
for instance, who has been convicted for various violations of 
law on some 39 occasions, but he can not be deported because 
of the time limitations and one-year sentence limitation in the 
present law. 

An alien who is an idle, dissolute fellow, habitually guilty 
of petty offenses, is not a desirable addition to any community. 

The minority report in their objection to this provision say 
that it may cause the deportation of an alien who has been 


guilty of merely a high-grade misdemeanor or an offense of a technical 
character, or a first offense or the result of a lack of familiarity with 
local conditions. 


While I am not able to understand just what kind of an 
offense a “high-grade misdemeanor” is, I presume that the 
gentlemen refer to some offense that merits a very light degree 
of punishment. 

You gentlemen will remember that any conviction referred to 
in this paragraph must be in a court of record. I presume that 
the “highest grade misdemeanor” would merit in a court of 
record at least a sentence of 10 days. However, before this 
alien can be deported he must haye been found guilty of 53 
more “high-grade misdemeanors” before the sum total of his 
imprisonment will furnish sufficient grounds for deportation. 
If he is guilty of a “fair-grade misdemeanor” and receives a 
sentence of 30 days, he will not be deported until he has com- 
mitted 17 more “fair-grade misdemeanors” and receives a 
sentence of 30 days for each. If he has been convicted of a 
“low-grade misdemeanor” and receives a sentence of six 
months’ imprisonment, he will not be deported until he receives 
two more six-month sentences. I can not understand where 
the provisions of this paragraph can be called “harsh and 
cruel.” On the other hand, I am inclined to believe that we 
are not adequately protecting the interests of our country by 
pursuing such a lenient policy toward the habitual criminal. 

Objection No. 5 is also to paragraph 8 of section 19, where 
the penalty of 18 months provided for in paragraph 7 is cut 
to 12 months for the repeated violation of State and national 
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prohibition laws. In a comparison of the 18 months and 12 
months provisions of paragraphs 7 and 8 I am inclined to be- 
lieve that the difference in penalty would better have been 
equalized by lowering the 18 months penalty in section 7 to 
12 months rather than by raising the 12 months penalty in 
paragraph 8 to 18 months. 

Objection No. 6 is to paragraph 9 of section 19, which pro- 
vides for the deportation of “an alien who was convicted, or 
who admits the commission prior to entry, of an offense in- 
volving moral turpitude.” This provision is substantially the 
same as the present law and the mode of proceeding would 
be exactly the same as in such cases under existing law. 
There is no justification for the objections advanced in the 
minority report. 

WHITE SLAVE ACT 


Objection No. 7 is to paragraph 10 of section 19, which pro- 
vides for the deportation of an alien who has violated or con- 
spired to violate the white slave traffic act or the Federal anti- 
narcotic laws, whether or not convicted of such violation or 
conspiracy. The minority report says: “In other words, a 
person may have been arrested or indicted for a violation of 
these acts and may have been acquitted by a court or a jury, 
yet he may be deported if an immigrant inspector desires him 
- to be deported.” It is hardly necessary to point out that the 
statement is inaccurate. The desire of an immigrant inspec- 
tor in any case is wholly immaterial. What is essential to 
secure deportation is to prove that the alien has violated or 
conspired to violate one of these acts, and it is the judgment 
of the committee, in which we believe the public will heartily 
agree, that where this has been proven in any case the alien 
ought to be deported. With the new provisions in the pro- 
posed bill guaranteeing notice and hearing to an alien in de- 
portation proceedings, together with the rules of the depart- 
ment which always gives the alien the right to be represented 
by counsel, an alien will be afforded ample protection. 

If it is proven that an alien has committed one of these 
offenses, in an executive proceeding, the alien should be de- 
ported without regard to delays and reversals on technicalities 
and failures to prosecute incident to unusual legal proceed- 
ings, ‘The principal is not new or extraordinary. Under the 
existing law an alien who is found practicing prostitution or 
engaged in the business of prostitution is deported after the 
fact is established in an executive proceeding. The committee 
maintains that the violator of the white slave traffic act be- 
longs in the same class as the prostitute and that the same 
principle and practice should be extended to the violator of the 
antinarcotic laws because of the incalculable damage they are 
inflicting upon the country and the difficulty in securing con- 
victions in this class of cases. The fear of blackmail, we sub- 
mit, Is unfounded. It is unlikely that these provisions would 
enhance any existing liability to blackmail which, of course, 
exists with respect to any violation of law. 

Objection number 8 is to that provision on pages 9 and 10 
of the bill that— 


no alien shall be deported unless before the issuance of the order of 
deportation he was afforded an opportunity to be heard after notice 
upon the grounds stated in the order of deportation. 


The specific objection to this paragraph is that no explicit 
provision has been made affording the alien the right to be 
represented by counsel at such hearing. It should be pointed 
out that the present law undertakes to afford the alien no 
guaranty whatever against administrative abuse. In the pres- 
ent law there is no provision for notice or hearing or for the 
alien to be represented by counsel but, as a matter of practice, 
the department does, by regulation, afford to the allen these 
various safeguards. This bill will specifically give, by law, 
these safeguards to the alien which the present law does not 
give. Subdivision D of rule 18 of the immigration rules pre- 
scribed by the Commissioner General, and approved by the 
Secretary of Labor, gives the alien the right to be represented 
by counsel, and there is nothing in these provisions which has 
the effect of changing or which is intended to change, this 
practice. On the other hand, the writing into the law of a pro- 
vision guaranteeing notice and hearing, carries with it the 
implication that the alien is to be afforded the right to be rep- 
resented by counsel. It is unnecessary to clutter up a statute 
by setting forth all of the minute details of procedure when a 
general provision is used, as in this bill, which inadequately in- 
cludes them. 

The minority report very properly admits that deportation 

are not “cr prosecutions” and then argues, 


pr 

notwithstanding, that a provision in the Constitution, appli- 
cable only to criminal prosecutions (the sixth amendment), is 
applicable in “spirit” to a deportation proceeding. It has 


been decided so many times as to render citations superfluous 
that Congress has plenary power to enact laws for the expul- 
sion of aliens whose presence in the country is deemed to be 
dangerous or undesirable, that proceedings for deportation in 
such cases are not criminal prosecutions in any sense and that 
the alien is not therefore entitled to constitutional protections 
afforded in such cases. 
WHERE DEPORTED 


Objection No. 9 is to section 20, which provides that if 
aliens entered from foreign contiguous territory, they may be 
deported to such territory or to the country of which they are 
citizens or subjects, or to the foreign port at which they em- 
barked for such territory irrespective of whether they have 
acquired a domicile in such territory. The minority report 
suggests that this would permit an alien who had acquired a 
domicile in Mexico or Canada 5 or 10 years ago to be deported 
to his old country or to the foreign port from which he came 
It is safe to assume that the Secretary of Labor will exercise 
a reasonable discretion under the power vested in him by this 
provision and that an alien who has been a bona fide resident 
of a foreign contiguous country for a long number of years 
will undoubtedly be deported to his home in such country 
unless it appears that he would probably return again to the 
United States, in which case it is only right and proper that 
he should be deported to the country of which he is a citizen 
or subject or to the foreign port from which he embarked. The 
Department of Labor has been seriously handicapped in many 
cases by undesirable and dangerous aliens claiming that, due 
to the brief period required for the establishment of a domicile 
in the foreign contiguous territory, they must be deported back 
to such territory. 

The result is that these aliens immediately reenter the 
country illegally, and deportation therefore becomes entirely 
ineffective. If these aliens are deported, however, to their own 
country, it is likely that they will not find it so easy to return. 
Then, again, the contingency must be provided for where the 
foreign contiguous country refuses to accept a criminal alien 
that we are deporting, on the ground that although he may 
have acquired a domicile there he is not a citizen or subject 
of such foreign contiguous country. So that if we fail to 
make a provision such as has been made in section 20, we will 
be unable to rid ourselves of such aliens in a case of this kind. 

Qbjection 10 is to section 8, on page 20 of the bill, which 
makes it a felony for an alien, after haying been once deported, 
to again enter the United States. This we believe to be a wise 
provision, that will be exceedingly helpful in the enforcement 
of our immigration law. If an alien is deported to a European 
port, he can immediately reship for America, and if appre- 
hended the only penalty that he will draw will be a second free 
ride across the ocean. This provision does not apply to an 
alien who has been denied admission to the United States but 
only applies to an alien who has been arrested in the United 
States and deported for causes specified by law. There is a 
clearly defined line of demarcation between an alien who has 
been arrested and deported and an alien who has merely been 
denied admission. 

oy page 9 of the minority report the following language is 
used: 


It is a matter of common knowledge that there were many who 
sought to enter the United States who were deported because on the 
very day on which they arrived the quotas from their countries were 
exhausted. 


The penalty provided in the paragraph under discussion does 
not apply to the aliens mentioned in the quoted part of the 
minority report, because those aliens were not arrested and 
deported from the United States but were simply refused ad- 
mission to the United States. 

Before finishing these remarks I wish to refer to the state- 
ments of the gentleman from New York [Mr. CELLER] contained 
on page 3614 of the ConeressionaL Recorp for Wednesday, 
February 11, 1925, The gentleman says: 


Mr, Speaker, I agree with most of the provisions of the deportation 
act—H,. R. 11796. * * »I am opposed to those provisions of the 
bill now being considered by this committee which provides for im- 
mediate deportation of aliens who haye been convicted more than once 
for any violation or of conspiracy to violate the Volstead Act. * * * 
Is it not time to leave off harassing the alien? Should we not let 
them work out their own salvation with a little less drastic inter- 
ference? 


I hope the gentleman in considering what he terms “ drastic 
interference” will remember that, as heretofore pointed out, no 
alien will be deported for a violation of the Volstead Act until 
the combined length of sentences of imprisonment imposed 
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for one or more violations of the Volstead Act will have 
amounted to at least one year. I believe that one year in this 
country is a sufficient length of time to allow an alien boot- 
legger to “ work out his own salvation.” If he has not been 
able “to work out his own salvation” within that period he 
should be given an opportunity in his native land. 

You will recall that near the beginning of my remarks I prom- 
ised to answer later the first of the four questions propounded 
in the minority report. That question was, “ How and in what 
way H. R. 11796 will materially assist in preventing the entry 
of undesirable and dangerous aliens?” It does not require any 
stretch of imagination whatever to perceive that the enactment 
of this bill making an alien who has entered illegally, de- 
portable at any time, excluding permanently from the United 
States any deported alien, and making it a felony for any de- 
ported alien to enter or attempt to enter the United States, 
will obviously and necessarily assist in preventing the entry of 
undesirable and dangerous aliens. 

May I say in conclusion that the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization spent weeks and months in the investiga- 
tion of facts and the formulation of each of the provisions in 
this bill? The committee held open hearings, extending over 
a considerable number of weeks, and heard all who asked to 
be heard, both for and against any of the provisions of this 
bill. The committee also had the advice and the benefit of 
the experience of the Secretary of Labor, the Commissioner 
General of Immigration, and various other gentlemen closely 
connected with the enforcement of our immigration and de- 
portation laws. 

We believe that no provision in this bill will, in the least, 
work a hardship on any worthy and law-abiding alien who is 
legally in the United States. We believe that it will be a posi- 
tive benefit to those aliens as well as a positive benefit to all 
the citizens of the United States, both native and foreign born. 


CALENDAR WEDNESDAY 


The SPEAKER. To-day is Calendar Wednesday. 

Mr. ROBSLON of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, I call up the un- 
finished business of the House. 

Mr. BLANTON. I make the point of order that there is no 
quorum present. 3 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas makes the point 
of order that no quorum is present. The Chair will count. 
[After counting.] Evidently there is no quorum present. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I move a call of the 
House. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The doors were closed, the Sergeant at Arms directed to 
bring in absentees, the Clerk called the roll, and the following 
Members failed to answer to their names: 


[Roll No, 611 
Andrew Edmonds McKenzie Schall 
Berger Evans, Iowa McNulty Sherwood 
Brand, Onio Favrot Merritt Sites 
Britten Fitzgerald Miller, III. Sullivan 
Buckle. Gilbert Miller, Wash, Swing 
Burdic Graham oore, III. Swoope 
Butler Griest Morin Taber 
Carew Harrison Nelson, Wis. Vare 
Clark, Fia. Hawley O'Brien Wefald 
Collier Humphreys Perkins Wertz 
Collins Johnson, W. Va. Porter Winslow 
Corning Kendall Prall Wolff 
Croll Kent Quayle Wood 
Crosser Kindred Rathbone Woodruff 
Cummings Langley Reed, Ark, Woodrum 
Curry Lankford Roach Wurzbach 
Davey Larson, Minn. Rogers, Mass. Ya 
Dominick Lee, Ga. ogers, N. H. Zihiman 
Eagan Lindsay Rouse 


The SPEAKER. ‘Three hundred and fifty-five Members 
have answered to their names, a quorum, - 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I move to dispense with 
further proceedings under the call. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The doors were opened. 


NEW IMMIGRATION ACT WORKING WELL 


Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to extend my remarks in the Recoxp on the 
deportation bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. és 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Speaker, the new im- 
migration act, signed by the President on May 26, 1924, is 
working well. Most statements to the contrary are made by 
interested persons with ulterior motives. Figures covering the 
operation of the law during its first six months, from July 1 
to December 31, 1924, have just become available. They show, 


first of all, that the net increase to our population through 
immigration from every source, including Canada and Mexico, 
was but 97,389 for the first six months of the fiscal year. 

Gross immigration for the six months was 231,368, 

Immigrant aliens, as distinguished from nonimmigrant, num- 
bered but 147,737. 

Emigration during the same period amounted to 133,979. 

At this rate the total immigration for the current fiscal year 
will be one-half of the figures for last year, perhaps less than 
one-half. 

Mexican immigration has been reduced 60 per cent. 

Canadian immigration has fallen off more than 38 per cent. 

We are deporting more than twice as many undesirable 
aliens as heretofore. 

It seems to me, Mr. Speaker, that these results quite defi- 
nitely proclaim the merit of the law and give us cause for 
gratification. When we realize that the grand total of immi- 
gration for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1924, under the 3 
per cent 1910 census quota law, was 879,302, or more than 
seven-eighths of a million, and that the grand total this year 
will be well under half a million, we can get a quick picture 
of the effectiveness of the new restriction. When we realize 
further that of this year’s grand total more than one-third will 
be made up of the nonimmigrant classes, such as returning 
aliens, visitors, and so forth, it will be seen that the influx of 
immigration has indeed been notably checked. 

Of strictly immigrant aliens, we have admitted during the 
past six months only 147,737. Compare this figure with last 
year’s admission of 706,896, and we note an absolute reduction 
of almost 60 per cent. In addition, the quality is grading up 
noticeably, due principally to the overseas questionnaire. 

Mr. Speaker, in time past there has been much discussion 
of the technicalities of our immigration laws, and much sym- 
pathy has been worked up in favor of aliens who have been 
debarred by their operation. I am happy to inform the House 
that few, if any, of the criticisms which quite justly were 
aimed at the former quota law can honestly be directed toward 
the immigration act of 1924. i 

Instead of counting aliens as they arrive at our gates, thus 
putting a premium on racing steamships and causing great 
distress to those who failed to arrive “ within the quota,” we 
now cause ts to be counted at our consulates over- 
seas. In fact, we do not count the immigrants in person at all, 
but we count the “immigration visés” as provided by the law, 
and by limiting their issuance we keep a steady check on the 
immigration movement. 

Thus an alien contemplating settlement in the United States 
need be put to but slight inconvenience. He files his applica- 
tion for immigration visé at the nearest American consulate, 
and when favorable action thereon is taken he has ample time 
to attend to ali his necessary business before taking ship. He 
has an absolute assurance that so far as the numerical restric- 
tion is concerned he can not be debarred when he reaches an 
American port. 

I am informed by officials of the State and Labor Depart- 
ments that this system is working out splendidly; that there 
is practically no friction or confusion, and very few, if any, 
insoluble questions have arisen. 


SOB STORY CASES 


Notwithstanding this condition there have been charges pub- 
lished in the press which have misled some sections of the 
public and which may haye caused some embarrassment to 
officials of the executive departments, For instance, in a west- 
ern newspaper I find an editorial as follows: 


THE BABE WHO CAME ALONE 


As time goes on the crudities and injustices of certain provisions of 
the immigration law, which bears the name of ALBERT JOHNSON, as 
chairman, become more apparent. 

The sentiment of the Nation is overwhelmingly in support of the 
principles of the restriction of immigration, but the present law should 
be amended to prevent incidents like the following: 

Some time ago a woman physician of prominence sought permission 
of the American consul in London to come to America to join the staff 
of a New York hospital. She was a scientist of repute as well as a 
physician of standing. She had a child a little more than 2 years old. 
The consul gravely informed this highly desirable immigrant that she 
could come because of her profession, but the babe could not enter 
because the quota was exhausted.“ Confronted by this stupidly rigid 
rule, she was forced to leave her baby in London and come here herself. 
The other day the baby came along in the care of the stewardess of the 
steamship Olympic. 

A law which permits such technicalities to become commonplace 
should be amended. It must have been loosely drawn to be so grotesque 
as to permit such things. The great danger is that these repeated 
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incidents will so shock the heart and conscience of the American people 
that unless they are remedied and humanity and common sense prevall 
the whole principle of restrictive immigration may be jeopardized. 


When this statement was called to my attention I referred it 
to the Commissioner General of Immigration, who was able to 
identify the case and made reply as follows: 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, 
BUREAU OF IMMIGRATION, 
Washington, February 28, 1925, 
Hon. ALBERT JOHNSON, M. C., 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mk. Jonxsox: Referring to your letter of February 10, 1925, 
transmitting the inclosed newspaper clipping, let me say that Com- 
missioner Curran has forwarded the following report relative to this 
ease, which, I think, will fully explain the situation: 

“Tam returning bureau file No. 55442/827, and with it I am inclos- 
ing verification of landing in the case of Masjadoba Kuselevic, who 
arrived on the steamship Majestic June 24, 1924. She was admitted 
on primary inspection as a member of a recognized learned profession. 

“At the time of her entry the Gottlieb decision had been set aside 
by the Supreme Court, and the children of members of exempt classes 
were not admitted as exempt. This doubtless explains the refusal of 
the consul to give Mrs. Kuselevic a visé for her infant daughter Sofia. 

“Sofia, 2½ years old, native of Latvia, arrived on the steamship 
Olympic January 17, 1925, second cabin. She traveled from England 
in care of a stewardess and upon arrival at this port was sent imme- 
diately to the hospital for observation. On the 19th she was certified 
to be suffering from whooping cough. Her mother came to this office 
that day with a letter from the health commissioner of New York, in 
which he said be was willing that the child be brought to New York 
City and placed in the Second Avenue Hospital or to Doctor Kuselevie's 
home. The child was thereupon discharged to her mother the same 
day.” 

Very truly yours, 
W. W. HUSBAND, 
Commissioner General. 


Now, Mr. Speaker, such a situation as that which this edi- 
torial and letter discuss could not arise under the present 
immigration law. That it did arise under the former statute 
is a matter to be regretted. Yet the law was not wholly to 
blame, for something may be said concerning the peculiar na- 
ture of a mother who would leave a babe of 2% years to 
journey alone across the ocean. Under the new law it is 
quite unlikely that a woman in the status of this one could 
obtain a nonquota immigration visé. We now have no exemp- 
tion for the “learned profession” class as such. But if she 
did obtain a nonquota visé her child would be entitled to the 
same classification. And if she could come to this country only 
as a quota immigrant, it is certain that no consul would issue 
her a quota visé until he could accommodate the child likewise. 


THE QUESTION OF FAMILIES 


In this connection permit me to speak briefly of suggestions 
which have been much discussed relating to the desire that 
the immigration law be modified so as to unite the families 
of aliens in the United States. It is pointed out that alien 
males are in a position of hardship because their wives can 
not have nonquota status, and that various aliens want their 
children, parents, brothers and sisters, and even their cousins, 
admitted outside the quotas “to unite families.” 

My position in this matter is simply this, that I should like 
to see all families united, but I have found, thus far, no 
means by which such unions can be effected without defeating 
the very purpose of the immigration act of 1924. 

To paraphrase a famous remark, “The only way to restrict 
is to restrict.” This we have done. I do not now see how 
we can defy the entire country by modifying our restriction 
in any important degree. It might be possible to admit wives 
and minor children of those men who were here for a certain 
length of time prior to July 1, 1924, but if that is attempted 
a demand will be made for the admission of brothers and 
sisters, fathers and mothers, uncles, aunts, and cousins. In 
fact, whenever the question of admitting close relatives has 
been before the Immigration Committee, with a view to the 
admission of wives and children, the proposal has been wrecked 
by demands for the admission of all other relatives, including 
cousins. Cousins, of course, mean about all of Europe. 

That this is so is proved by a study of the lists of names 
of those holding passport visés in excess of 1923-24 immigra- 
tion quotas when the new law went into effect July 1, 1924, 
and who to the number of about 10,000 are clamoring for 
special legislation which will admit them. Of 2,400 listed by 
the American consul at Bucharest, not 2 per cent were wives 
and children of aliens domiciled in the United States. The 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


FEBRUARY 11! 


majority were “cousins” and “ brothers-inlaw.” 
the names at Libau showed about the same. 

if we admit all of these classes of relatives, what degree of 
restriction will remain? 


UNITED STATES DOES NOT DIVIDE FAMILIES 


As a matter of fact, members of aliens’ families are not 
absolutely barred to-day. They are simply deterred by the 
quota restriction. Some are entering the country every day. 
Some will reach here next month; some next year. 

In the meantime it may be said that the law puts no obsta- 
cle in the way of emigration. If an alien wants to unite with 
his family, there is nothing to prevent such union in the coun- 
try from which he came. No alien comes here except by his 
own initiative. Our Government does not separate any alien 
from his family. His coming and his separation from family 
always are voluntary on his part, and in most cases with full 
knowledge of the probable difficulties. It follows that we are 
under no obligation to conform our governmental policies to 
his desires or alter our statutes to snit his convenience. 

Having adopted the policy of restricting immigration, to the 
entire satisfaction of a vast majority of our people, and hav- 
ing found no formula by which the union of alien families- can 
be accomplished without defeating our own intention and de- 
sire, I am conyinced that discussion of material changes in the 
law along these lines is futile unless a commensurate addi- 
tional restriction is made elsewhere. 

This is not to say that the law should not and must not be 
amended. It is likely that experience will show some modifica- 
tions to be necessary. It may be that some specific exemptions 
or extra quotas can be provided to take care of cases of excep- 
tional hardship. My mind will always be open to reasonable 
suggestions looking to the humanitarian aspects of the problem. 
But I am certain that if we are to continue to enforce a restric- 
tive policy we may as well realize now, rather than later, that 
any important broadening of the nonquota classes is an impos- 
sible proposition. 

At present, if an alien relative can not come in nonquota 
status, he may come as a quota immigrant. If such a quota 
immigrant can not come immediately, he may come eventually. 
The bar is not absolute. Our policy is not exclusive, 


CONTIGUOUS AND ADJACENT TERRITORY 


Another aspect of the immigration problem to which much 
attention has been paid in the public press and elsewhere is 
that of restrictions, or the lack of restrictions, upon the en- 
trance of natives of the Western Hemisphere. Under the 
temporary quota law which expired June 30, 1924, we admitted 
without quota limitation not only persons born in countries of 
North and South America but also Europeans who had lived in 
those countries for a period of five years. Our neighbor states, 
therefore, became in a sense viaducts or side roads by which 
excluded aliens from the Old World could escape the hard- 
ships of the percentage barrier. This condition encoyraged a 
considerable immigration from contiguous territory, and there 
was much outcry against an arrangement which, it was said, 
barred worthy aliens from Europe while admitting persons of 
doubtful worth from this hemisphere. 

It is my belief, Mr. Speaker, that the immigration act of 1924 
has practically cured this situation. Recently announced statis- 
tics show that the immigration decrease from all the nonquota 
countries of the Western Hemisphere is 48 per cent. During 
the six months ended December 31, 1924, these countries have 
sent us only 94,404 immigrants, as compared with 359,471 dur- 
ing the fiscal year ended June 30, 1924. For the six months’ 
period Canada and Newfoundland have sent us only 64,672, as 
compared with 209,288 during the previous fiscal year. The 
decrease is 38 per cent. During six months immigration from 
Mexico has been 19,100, which is a 60 per cent reduction from 
the last fiscal year’s record of 93,889. 

There are valid reasons for this very satisfactory showing, 
of course. The immigration act of 1924 requires the observance 
of certain formalities not required by the former statute. The 
alien applicant for immigration visé, even though he comes in 
nonquota status, must file a written application at an Ameri- 
can consulate and present considerable proof of his good char- 
acter and worth. While it is impossible to ascertain how many 
natives of contiguous countries find themselves barred by this 
requirement, I think it may be taken for granted that the num- 
ber is large, and that under a different arrangement the influx 
from Canada and Mexico, particularly the latter, would be 
much greater, 

Another thing: Mere residence in contiguous territory, or in 
a country of the Western Hemisphere, does not now give a 
European nonquota status, as under the temporary quota law. 
Nationality is determined by country of birth. A European, 
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though resident in Canada or Mexico, if not entitled to non- 
quota status or nonimmigrant status, falls into the quota class 
and is charged to the quota of the country in which he was 
born. Our neighbor states, therefore, can no longer be channels 
for convenient evasion of the numerical restrietion. 

This being so, I am not yet convinced that any real necessity 
has arisén for the imposition of a quota limitation upon aliens 
coming to the United States from countries of the Western 
Hemisphere. The figures demonstrate the effectiveness of the 
restriction Imposed by the immigration act of 1924. An addi- 
tional barrier, in the form of a quota, might effect a further 
reduction numerically, but at the same time it would make 
more difficult the already embarrassing probléms presented by 
surreptitious entry, or “alien bootlegging.” In other words, 
quotas for Mexico and Canada might decrease the number of 
legal admissions, but they would make even more difficult than 
at present the task of guarding the 7,000 or more miles of land 
boundaries north and south of the United States. There is 
involyed also the further proposition that we must not put in 
jeopardy the present good feeling between ourselves and our 
neighbors. Immigration quotas for Canada and the Latin 
American countries might prove to be both irritating and em- 
barrassing. Operation of the immigration act of 1924 shows 
there is no necessity for them at present. 

THE NEW BORDER PATROL 


In this connection, it may be said that one of the most im- 
portant developments in the immigration problem was the 
establishment last year of the immigration border patrol. This 
force, authorized and appropriated for by Congress in June, 
1924, now consists of 200 men on the Canadian border and 

_ about 250 men on the Mexican border. These are picked men, 
uniformed, armed, and mounted when necessary. They are 
selected through competitive civil-service examinations, and 
although some time has been required to collect a force of the 
exact type needed, for they must be sturdy and courageous 
outdoor men, and on the Mexican border they must have a 
working knowledge of the Spanish language, I am informed that 
the results already obtained from their work have been ex- 
ceptionally worthy of note. Thus far this border patrol has 
not only checked the surreptitious entry of many aliens, but it 
has given important assistance to other arms of the Govern- 
ment, and has aided the enforcement of the customs, narcotic, 
and liquor laws. I-am convinced that this will be a most im- 
portant arm of the Federal service and will become—as indeed 
it has already become—an important factor in the solution of 
the immigration question. The only thing necessary to its 
satisfactory functioning is the ehactment of a provision now 
pending before the House to give these patrolmen the right 
to make arrests. With such an authority the force will be able 
to do what I am sure the American people want it to do; that is, 
stop absolutely the smuggling or “ bootlegging” of unwanted 
aliens across the land borders, 

IMPROVEMENTS AT ELLIS ISLAND 


Another matter of administration to which I desire to direct 
attention is the improvement of the immigration station at 
Ellis Island. For several years this plant, which receives more 
immigrants daily, monthly, and yearly than all our other 
stations put together, has needed extensive repairs and rear- 
rangement. Thanks to the reduction of the immigrant stream, 
brought about by the new restrictive law, these improvements 
for the first time have become possible. 

Citizens who have not seen Ellis Island during its busy 
season will be unable to appreciate the problem which con- 
fronted officials of the Immigration Service in contemplating 
-needed alterations. Readjustment of the physical equipment 
was practically impossible when arrivals were numbering 
nearly 2,000 every day. 3 

Now that the immigrant stream has been reduced in size, 
many much-needed repairs have been and are being made. 
Congress appropriated $326,000 for this work, and expenditure 
of this sum is providing new dormitories, new detention rooms, 
new dining room, and laundry equipment. Walls are being 
tiled, a library is being gathered, and everything possible is 
being done to meet the physical and mental requirements of 
the immigration laws. Not only will alien arrivals be made 
more comfortable, but the enforcement of the statute will be 
expedited and made more efficient. Hereafter no alien need 
dread detention at Ellis Island. It will in no sense resemble 
a prison, and there will be no cause for criticism of our Goy- 
ernment’s arrangements for the care of new arrivals, I feel 
that much credit for this good work is due the able commis- 
sioner of immigration at Ellis Island, Hon. H. H. Curran, who 
has worked early and late not only to enforce the laws but to 
assist the Immigration Committee to appreciate and solve the 
problems they present. 


FIGURES CONCERNING BMIGRATION 


In the recently published data relating to admissions and de- 
partures may be found figures which show that the exodus of 
aliens from the United States to certain countries has over- 
balanced the immigration from them. This is one of the 
healthiest signs of the times and one which speaks volumes for 
the merit of the new immigration law. 

The countries that received back more persons than they sent 
us are Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Lith- 
uania, Poland, Portugal, Rumania, Spain, Yugoslavia, 

China, India, Japan, Persia, and Syria. During the six months’ 
period ending December 31, 1924, this exchange of persons 
meant an excess of emigration over immigration of approxi- 
mately 32,000. At the same time the countries of northern 
and western Europe, from which we drew the substantial im- 
migrant stock of the nineteenth century, sent us a considerable 
population gain. Germany sent 20,419 quota immigrants and 
5,006 of the nonquota and nonimmigrant classes. Irish Free 
State immigration is next in importance, showing 11,832 quota 
immigrants and 3,123 others arriving. 

ORIENTAL EXCLUSION 

It will be of interest to citizens of the Pacific Coast States to 
know that the exclusion provisions of the immigration act of 
1924 affecting persons ineligible to citizenship, notably orien- 
tals, have shown their efficacy in an unmistakable way. The 
statistics Just issued state that only 453 Japanese of the immi- 
grant class have entered the country in the six months’ period 
ended December 31, 1924. This marks a reduction of almost 
90 per cent in the Japanese influx. As illustrative of the situa- 
tion, Fide the exact figures affecting both Chinese and Japa- 
nese aliens: 


Fiscal year ended June 30, 1924 | 6 months, July-December, 1924 


Non- 
Emi- 
{mmi- emi- 
EEE 
LETEA 3,736 | 9,172 | 1,304 
SERENADA 8. 481 2,120 | 9,623 453 


The important fact shown by these figures is that the exclu- 
sign provision of the law is functioning as Congress intended 
it to function. ‘Further, I believe the figures demonstrate the 
validity of the contention urged when the law was being con- 
sidered, namely, that the so-called gentlemen’s agreement did 
not raise the barrier against Japanese immigration which its 
authors contemplated, 

Another interesting fact is that dual control of Japanese 
immigration, which a year ago a high official of the American 
Government thought would be more efficacious as a barrier 
than any absolute exclusion measure, is quite definitely proven 
unnecessary. 

During the time of the operation of the gentlemen's agree- 
ment, despite the original intent of that understanding, the 
influx of Japanese continued at a considerable rate. Since its 
abrogation Japanese immigration has dropped to a negligible 
figure. At the same time the new law has closed some loop- 
holes in the Chinese exclusion act, as is shown by the 45 per 
cent reduction in immigration from China. In these results 
I believe there is cause for gratification. Substantially, they 
mean that the colonization of unassimilable races in the United 
States, and particularly along our Pacific coast, has been 
brought to an end. 

It should be understood, however (and the figures impres- 
sively show it), that practically all persons of the Japanese 
race who have legitimate reasons for entering the United 
States may come in freely. The law is applicable only to those 
who seek admission for permanent residence. That the Japa- 
nese themselves appreciate this fact is shown by the publication 
in Nichi Bei, a Japanese dialect newspaper of San Francisco, on 
November 28, 1924, of the following article: 3 

About four months have passed since the new American immigra- 
tion law, which so aroused public opinion in the old country, went 
into effect. But the immigration law, which at first was thought to 
be very seyere, has turned out to be very mild and smooth in its appli- 
cation. According to recent advices from the old country this new 
immigration law which seemed to be very severe proves to be such In 
regard to laborers only; but students, traders, and members of mer- 
eantile houses find it even easier than under the gentlemen's agree- 
ment, and are coming to America in large numbers. In the munick 
pality of Tokyo alone upward of 600 students, officials, and merchants 
have already come, and the number throughout the entire country is 
said to be exceedingly large. 
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In the case of students who live in the interior all they have to do 
is to secure in advance permission for entering previously designated 


schools in America, In the case of mercantile houses it has become 
comparatively easy. Persons who are visiting America for purposes of 
observation or on business may remain six months; if necessary the 
time can be extended. 

But in the case of students, since it has been made obligatory upon 
the heads of the institutions attended by Japanese to report details 
with regard to attendance, graduation, etc., to the Secretary of Labor, 
the sons of rich men will not be permitted as hitherto merely to 
register in college for the amusement. Furthermore, the question how 
to deal with “ghost students” who never even show their faces at 
schools and a number of other riddles in connection with the new im- 
migration law remain to be cleared up, “But,” says Mr. Akamatsu, 
the chief of the bureau of immigration, “after all, in many respects 
going to America has become easier.” 


THE DEPORTATION BILL 


Mr. Speaker, there are many phases of the alien problem in 
the United States which remain yet to be considered by Con- 
gress. 

We have pending now, and hope to pass soon, the alien de- 
portation bill—H. R. 11796. If we enact this measure, we 
shall be able summarily to deport many persons who never 
should have been admitted to the country in the first place, or 
who since admission have demonstrated their undesirability. 

I shall not discuss this measure now, except to state my 
opinion that almost all well-informed citizens favor more 
strictness in dealing with aliens who are a menace or a burden 
to our citizenry. Under existing statutes an alien, after being 
in the country five years, can not be deported for commission 
of a single crime or for unlawful entry or for becoming a 
public charge. 
limitation and would also eliminate the vague and uncertain 
test of “moral turpitude” in criminal cases and substitute 
therefor the test of conviction and sentence for a definite term. 
It would make provision also for jail sentences for aliens who 
enter the country unlawfully, and would provide deportation 
for aliens who conniye with others to break the immigration 
laws. This is a most important measure, is much needed, and 
should be enacted. 

In addition to the deportation problem, we have the problem 
of correcting certain inequities in the naturalization laws. We 
expect to consider also the advisability of perfecting a practi- 
cable plan for registration of aliens. These are the next ques- 
tions to be taken up by the Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization. I believe the country expects us to deal with 
them as soon as possible. 


EFFICIENT OFFICIALS 


I believe, further, Mr. Speaker, the majority of the people 
will be content if we undertake no modification of the immi- 
gration act of 1924, which day by day is justifying itself more 
and more. The Department of Labor and the Bureau of Im- 
migration, under the patriotic, capable, and conscientious ad- 
ministration of Hon. James J. Davis, Secretary of Labor, Hon. 
E. J. Henning and Hon. Robe Carl White, Assistant Secretaries, 
and Hon. W. W. Husband, Commissioner General, are enfore- 
ing the law in a manner worthy of great praise, Our consuls 
overseas, under the extraordinarily excellent direction of Hon. 
Charles E. Hughes, Secretary of State, and his Assistant Sec- 
retaries, are doing magnificent work. Theirs is a tremendous 
responsibility, and that it is being carried out with credit to 
the Government and the people of the United States is shown 
by the testimony of one of our most loyal and efficient public 
servants, Hon. H. H. Curran, commissioner of immigration 
at the port of New York, who, in a recent article, said: 


As an affirmative performance the immigration act of 1924 has 
already done great good to our country, and it gives promise of doing 
more. The immigrants who come to us are now fewer and better. 
Arriving at a rate of a thousand a day, their quality, at least thus far, 
is as much finer than that of the old immigration as their quantity 
is smaller. At Ellis Island this is a thing that we see with our own 
eyes, a thing that we know. We hope it will continue. 


STATISTICS FOR FIRST SIX MONTHS OF NEW LAW 


Mr. Speaker, I append three tables, which I believe will 
give the inquiring mind a general view of the immigration sit- 
uation at the present time. In explanation of the first one, let 
me say that the quotas fixed for oriental and African countries, 
under the provisions of the law, are available only to persons 
eligible to citizenship, as, for instance, an Englishman or a 
German who happens to be born in China or Japan. It will be 


The pending bill would remove this five-year 5 


noted that quota admissions from these countries have been 
very small, 18 of them showing none at all. The tables are as 
follows; 

Aliens admitted to the United States under the immigration act on 


1924, from July to December 31, 1924, by count rl 
in PRAA : 4, Uy country or area of birth; 


Number admitted 


Country or area of birth 


Bulgaria 
Cameroon (British). 
Cameroon (French) 


Muscat (omen) 
h). 


70,215 | 138 904 


Canal Zone 
Independent countries of Central 
and South America 


164, 619 | 3231, 368 


2 . 8 or proteetorates. 8 
oes nol! 0 1. ens from quota countries, who arrived „ 
1924, and were admitted after that — y 5 e 
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Aliens admitted to the United States under the immigration act of 
1924, P e fied the siz months ended December 31, 1924, by classes, as 
specifie: 


Nonimmigrants under— 
Section. II 8 officials, their families, at- 


and employees. 


Section 3 (2) 
: Pleasure... x 
Section’3 (G In 5 transit through the United 
ates. 
Section 3 (00 To carry on trade under existing treaty.. 
ta immi ts under 
* 4 ; wisest Wives of United States citizens._....... 
D nmarried children (under 18 years of 


public, Canal Zone, or an independent 
country of Central or South America. 
PGS: Wie oe ee nah ed 
‘Their unmarried children (under 18 


years of age). 
Section 4 (d) Ministers of religious denominations 
F —T—TPTbT—T———— 
Their unmarried children (under 18 


: years of age) z 
N e, Professors of colleges, academies, semi- 141 
naries, or universities. 


Their unmarried children (under 15 


years of age). 
Section 4 (% Studs „ 


Quota immigrants under se- 44444 „„ „ é „44444 
tion 5. 


eee iin e HEL 


Increase or decrease in population by arrival and departure of aliens 
3 the 6 months ended December 31, 192}, by races or peoples 
and ser. 


Race or people 


African (black) 
Armenian 


Bulgarian, 
Montenegrin_- 


hinese 
eee and Slovenlan 


Herzegovinſan 
Dutch and Flemish. 
East Indian. 
Englis n 
Finnish .. 


ussian 
Ruthenian (Russniakx ) 
Scandinavian (Norwegians, 
Dipa and Swedes) 


130, 
35, 058/101, 957 


Fg 
232333 
er Aree 
333 
£ ~ 
Hate agen; 23338 833888 8 
Serre: < 
25 82 285 8888 8 8 $ 
8388 288822282225 zzz gaza 3 § 
2 888288885 
8 20 e ; > p 8 2 
231883888888 Rug 8888888 
| p mpe 8 rp 
$ 3883 88888888885 
$ | yall By phobias 
2 š 82.888888882 2 


CLARENCE W. SESSIONS 


The SPEAKER. Without objection, the bill (H. R. 11826) 
to provide for an additional judge for the western district of 
Michigan will be laid on the table, a similar Senate bill (S. 
4056) having passed the House last evening. 

There was no objection. 


RECESS 


Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the House stand in recess, subject to the call of the 
Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Ohio asks unanimous 
consent that the House stand in recess, subject to the call of 
the Speaker. Is there objection? y 

There was no objection. 

Accordingly (at 12 o'clock and 40 minutes p. m.) the House 
stood in recess. 


AFTER THE RECESS 


At 12 o'clock and 57 minutes p. m. the House was called to 
order by the Speaker. 


COUNTING THE ELECTORAL VOTE 


At 1 o’clock p. m. the Doorkeeper, Mr. Bert W. Kennedy, an- 
nounced the President pro tempore and the Senate of the 
United States, x ‘ 

The Senate entered the Hall, preceded by their Sergeant at 
Arms and headed by the President pro tempore and the Secre- 
tary of the Senate, the Members and officers of the House ris- 
ing to receive them. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore took his seat as the presiding 
officer of the joint convention of the two Houses, the Speaker 
of the House occupying the chair on his left. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Gentlemen of the Congress, 
the two Houses of Congress, pursuant to the requirements of 
the Constitution and the laws of the United States, are now in 
joint session for the purpose of opening the certificates and 
ascertaining and counting the votes of the electors of the sev- 
eral States for President and Vice President. Under well-set- 
tled precedents the reading of the formal portion of the certifi- 
cates which have been presented to the President of the Senate 
will be dispensed with unless demand therefor shall be made. 
After it is acertained that the certificates are authentic and 
correct in form, the tellers will count and make a list of the 
yotes cast by the electors of the several States. 1 

The Chair is but repeating an observation made years ago 
by a distinguished Vice President of the United States, and 
renewed since that time until it has become traditionary for 
these cases, when it suggests’that there should be no manifesta- 
tion of approval or disapproval on the part of the galleries or 
on the part of the Members of the joint session as the counting 
proceeds, inasmuch, as that distinguished Vice President said, 
as we are engaged in a solemn and important duty imposed 
upon us by the Constitution of the United States, and that it 
should be discharged with dignity and in silence. 

The tellers heretofore appointed will take their places at 
the desk. 

The tellers took their places at the desk. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair hands to the tell- 
ers the certificate cf the electors for President and Vice Presi- 
dent of the State of Alabama, and they will count and make a 
list of the votes cast by that State. 

Mr. JEFFERS (one of the tellers). Mr. President, the cer- 
tificate of the electoral vote of the State of Alabama seems 
to be regular in form and authentic, and it appears therefrom 
that John W. Davis, of the State of West Virginia, received 12 
votes for President, and Charles W. Bryan, of the State of Ne- 
braska, received 12 votes for Vice President. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, If there be no objection, the 
Chair will omit in the further procedure the formal statement 
just made, and will open in alphabetical order the certificates 
showing the votes of the electors in each State, and the tellers 
will read, count, and announce the result in each State as 
was done with respect to the State of Alabama. $ 

There was no objection. 

The tellers then proceeded to read, count, and announce, as 
was done in the case of Alabama, the electoral votes of the sey- 
eral States in an alphabetical order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Gentlemen of the Congress, 
the certificates of all the States have now been opened and read 
and the tellers will make final ascertainment of the result and 
deliver the same to the President pro tempore of the Senate. 

The tellers delivered to the President pro tempore of the Sen- 
ate the following statement of the result: 
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The undersigned, SELDEN P. SPENCER and WILLIAM H. Kune, tellers 
on the part of the Senate, and Hays B. Wire and LAMAR JEFFERS, 
tellers on the part of the House of Representatives, report the follow- 
ing as the result of the ascertainment and counting of the electoral 
vote for President and Vice President of the United States for the 
term beginning on the 4th day of Mareh, 1925: 


3 For President For Vice President 
mn 
F x) 5 8 8 E 
2 2) ¢3|3 a 
3 Statos $ 85 cf ag F 
se E — A S ws 
y se 53 M3 
Ẹ a 3 2 8 
E 3 1 
a 88 8 a 8 a 
12 
1777710 
9 
CCITT 
S T me Oe Peat s a ill Co Does oe 5s ie 
vi (poke otee Th KEERI EN RAR E SEREN SPAT eal A SEANA NS 
$1) Daana eels, ß ¼ cecon 
6 
ß (IES T G RDNA IRCA 
PEN Pret camer stearic Ney ß. 
| Nine eh DO oe ee a S ESES PRS 
15 
3 


10 


ee Sees es eed 


eBorbesSiacatastathuse coast 


SELDEN P. SPENCER, 
Wu. H. KiNG, 
Tellers on the part of the Senate. 
Hays B. WHITE, 
LAMAR JEFFERS, 
Tellers on the part of the House af Representatives, 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Gentlemen of the Congress, 
the report of the tellers of the vòtes cast by the electors in all 
the States as delivered to the President pro tempore of the 
Senate is as follows: 

The state of the vote for President of the United States, as 
delivered to the President of the Senate, is as follows: 

The whole number of the electors appointed to vote for Pres- 
ident of the United States is 531, of which a majority is 266. 

Calvin Coolidge, of the State of Massachusetts, has received 
for President of the United States 382 votes. 

John W. Davis, of the State of West Virginia, has received 
136 votes. 

Robert M. La Follette, of the State of Wisconsin, has re- 
ceived 13 votes. 

The state of the vote for Vice President of the United States, 
as delivered to the President of the Senate, is as follows: 

The whole number of the electors appointed to yote for Vice 
5 of the United States is 531, of which a majority is 


Charles G. Dawes, of the State of Illinois, has received for 
Vice President of the United States 382 votes. 


—_ les W. Bryan, of the State of Nebraska, has received 136 
votes. 

Burton K. Wheeler, of the State of Montana, has received 
13 votes. r 

The announcenient of the state of the vote by the President 
pro tempore of the Senate, just made, is, under the Constitu- 
tion and laws of the United States, deemed a sufficient decla- 
ration of the persons elected President and Vice President of 
the United States, each for the term beginning on the 4th 
day of March, 1925, and will be entered, together with a list of 
the votes so cast and ascertained, on the Journals of the Senate 
and the House of Representatives. 

Gentlemen of the joint session, the purpose of this meeting 
having been accomplished, the joint session is now dissolved 
and the Senators will return to the Senate Chamber. 

The Senate (at 1 o'clock and 40 minutes p. m.) retired from 
the Hall, and (at 1 o'clock and 45 minutes p. m.) the Speaker 
resumed the chair and called the House to order. 

PAOIFIO COMMISSARY co. 

Mr, STRONG of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I present a confer- 
ence report on the bill S. 2357 and ask that the same be 
printed in the Recorp under the rule. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill by title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


S. 2357. An act for the relief of the Pacific Commissary Co. 


The SPEAKER. Ordered printed under the rule. 
MILK BILL, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill S. 2808 to insist on the House amend- 
ments, and to agree to the conference asked for by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Maryland asks to 
take from the Spenker's table, to insist on the House amend- 
ments, and to agree to the conference asked by the Senate 
on the bill which the Clerk will report by title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


An act (S. 2803) to regulate within the District of Columbia the 
sale of milk, cream, and ice cream, and for other purposes. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. The Clerk will announce the conferees. 
The Clerk read as follows: : 


Mr. Reap of West Virginia, Mr. Lampert, and Mr. BLANTON. 


CALENDAR WEDNESDAY 


The SPAKER. To-day is Calendar Wednesday; the Clerk 
will call the roll of committees, 
When the Committee on Mines and Mining was called, 


SUSPENDING REQUIREMENTS OF ANNUAL ASSESSMENT WORK ON 
CERTAIN MINING CLAIMS, ETO. 


Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, I wish to call up 
the unfinished business, which is House Joint Resolution 142. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kentucky calls up 
the unfinished business (H. J. Res. 142), which the Clerk will 
report by title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 2 


House joint resclution (H. J. Res. 142) to suspend the require - 
ments of annual assessment work on certain mining claims for a 
period of three years. 


The SPEAKER, This joint resolution was being considered 
in the House as in Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, I wish to offer 
an amendment, which I send to the Clerk’s desk. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 2, line 4, strike out the figures “1924” and insert “ 1925.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, I move the pre- 
vious question on the joint resolution and amendments to final 
passage. 

The previous question was ordered. fi 

The joint resolution was ordered to be engrossed and read 
a third time, was read the third time, and passed. 

The SPEAKER. Has the Committee on Mines and Mining 
any further business? 
men CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary 

quiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. There is so much confusion we 
can not hear what is transpiring. Has the Chair announced 
2 . the joint resolution which the Mining Committee 

on 
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The SPEAKER. He has. 
Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. 
The SPEAKER. The Chair is not advised 


Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. 


in relation to radium. 


Mr. SEARS of Florida. And they are now looking up an- 


other bill. 


Mr. CONNALLY of Texas, 


to reconsider. 


The SPEAKER. 


The joint resolution passed was 


Is it in relation to radium? 


Mr. Speaker, I make the motion 


The gentleman from Texas moves to recon- 


sider the vote by which the joint resolution was passed, 


Mr. DENISON. 


the table, 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois moves to lay 


that motion on the table. 


The question was taken, and the Speaker announced the ayes 


seemed to have it. 


On a division (demanded by Mr. Connatiy of Texas) there 


were—ayes 57, noes 52. 
Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. 
Tellers were ordered. 


The House again divided, and the tellers (Mr. Roxssion of 
Kentucky and Mr. Cox NAU of Texas) reported that there 


were—ayes 80, noes 87. 


Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I object to the vote on 


the ground that there is no quorum present. 


The SPEAKER. 


Mr, Speaker, I moye to lay that motion on 


Mr. Speaker, I ask for tellers. 


It is clear there is no quorum present. 
The Doorkeeper will close the doors, the Sergeant at Arms will 


bring in absent Members, and the Clerk will call the roll. 


The question was taken; and there were—yeas 145, nays 
156, not voting 130, as follows: 


Ackerman 
Aldrich 
Anderson 
Bacharach 


Christopherson 
Cole, lowa 
Colton 
Connolly, Pa. 
Cooper, Ohio 
Cooper, Wis. 
Cramton 


Dickinson, Iowa 
Dowell 

Dyer 

Elliott 
Fairchild 

Faust 


Fitzgerald 
Fleetwood 


Abernethy 
Al 


Buchanan 
Bulwinkle 
Busby 
Byrns, Tenn. 
Canfield 
Cannon 
Carew 
Carter 
Clancy 


Cleary 
Connally, Tex, 


[Roll No. 62] 


YEAS—145 
Foster MeFadden Shreve 
Free McKenzie Simmons 
French McLaughlin, Mich.Sinnott 
Fuller McLaughlin, Nebr.Smith 
Garber McLeod Snell 
Gibson MacGregor Snyder 
Gifford Magee, N. Y. Speaks 
Green Manlove Sproul, Kans, 
Guyer apes Stalker 
Hadley Merritt Stephens 
all Michener Strong, Pa. 
Hardy Miller, Wash. Summers, Wash, 
Haugen Mills Sweet 
Hawley Moore, Ohio Swing 
Hersey Moores, Ind. Swoope 
Hickey A Morgan Taylor, Tenn, 
Hill, Md Murphy Temple 
loch Nelson, Me. Thompson 
Hudson Newton, Minn, Tilson 
Hull, Iowa Newton, Mo. Timberlake 
James Nolan 'Tincher 
Johnson, S. Dak. Paige Tinkham 
Jobnson, Wash. Parker Underhill 
Kearns Patterson Vaile 
Kelly Purnell Wainwright 
Ketcham Ramseyer Watson 
Kiess Ransley Welsh 
King Rathbone White, Kans 
Knutson Reece White, Me. 
Kopp Reed, N. Y. Williams, III. 
Kurtz Reid, III. Williamson 
ach Richards Winslow 
Leatherwood Robinson, Jowa Winter 
Leavitt Robsion, Ky. Wyant 
Lineberger Sanders, Ind. 
Longworth Sanders, N. Y. 
Luce Neger 
NAYS—156 
Conner, Hastings McSweeney 
Cook N a Major, III. 
Criap Hill, Ala. Major. Mo, 
Cullen Hill, Wash. Martin 
Davey Howard, Nebr, Mead 
Davis, Tenn. Howard, Okla. Milli 
Deal uddleston Minahan 
Dickinson, Mo. Hu th Montague 
Doughton Hull, Tenn. Mooney 
Drewry Jacobstein Moore, Ga. 
Driver effers Moore, Va. 
Eagan Johnson, Tex. Morehead 
Evans, Mont. Jones Morrow 
Fisher Jost O'Connell. R. I, 
Fulbright Kerr O'Connor, La. 
Fulmer Kvale O'Sullivan 
Gallivan LaGuardia Oldfield 
Gambrill Lanham Oliver, Ala. 
Gardner, Ind. Lankford Oliver, N. X. 
Garner, Tex. Larsen, Ga, Park, Ga. 
Garrett, Tenn, Lazaro Parks, Ark, 
Garrett, Tex. Lilly cery 
Gasque Lowrey Quin 
Geran Lozier Ragon 
Glatfelter Lyon Rainey 
Goldsborough Meclintic er 
Greenwood MeDuffie Rankin 
rifin McKeown Rayburn 
jammer McReynolds Romjue 
Harrison McSwain Rubey 


Schneider 
Sears, Fla. 
Shallenberger 
Sites 


t 
Smithwick 


Bowling 
Brand, Ohio 
Britten 


Crosser 
Crowther 
Cummings 
Curry 
Dempse: 
Dickste 
Dominick 


Steagali 


S Thomas, Okla. 
Stedman Tucker 
Stengle Tydings 
Stevenson Underwood 
e Tex. tH N 
W. Inson, > 
Tague Ward, N. č: 
Taylor, W. Va. Watkins 
Thomas, Ky. Weaver 
NOT VOTING—130 
Doyle Lehlbach 
Drane Lindsay 
Edmonds Linthicum 
Evans, lowa gan 
‘airfield MeN miy 
‘avrot MacLafferty 
Frear Madden 
Fredericks Magee, Pa. 
Freeman Mansfield 
Frothingham Michaelson 
nk er, III. 
Gilbert Moore, III. 
Graham Morin 
Griest orris 
Hawes Nelson, Wis. 
Holaday O'Brien 
Hooker O'Connell, N. Y, 
Hall, Morton D. O'Connor, N. Y. 
Hull, William E. eavey 
9 Perkins 
Johnson, wr Perlman 
Johnson, W. Va. Phillips 
eller orter 
Kendall Pou 
ent 
Kincheloe ans le 
ind „Ark. 
Kunz Reed, W. Va. 
ara Roach = 
gle: ogers, Mass. 
Larson, M Rogers, N. H. 
Lea, Calif. Rosenbloom 
Lee, Ga. Rouse 


Wefald 
Weller 
Williams, Tex. 
Wilson, Ind. 
Wilson, La. 
Wilson, Miss. 
Wingo 
Woodrum 
Wright 


n, Ga. 


Yates 
Zihlman 


So the motion to lay on the table was rejected. 
The Clerk announced the following pairs: 
Until further notice: 


Mr. Madden with Mr. Tillman. 


Mr, Treadway with Mr. Kincheloe, 
Mr. Thatcher with Mr. Bloom. 
Mr. Beedy with Mr. Ayres. 


Mr. Funk 


Mr. Linthicum 


Mr. Graham with Mr. Lea of California. 
Mr, Frothingbam with Mr. Vinson of Georgia. 


Mr. Pomnesy wi 
Mr. Perkins with M. 
Mr. Magee of Pennsylvania 


th Mr. Barkley. 
r. Bowling. 


Mr. Brand of Ohio with Mr. M 


Mr. Woodruff with Mr. D 


rane, 


Mr. Boies with Mr. Gilbert. 
Mr. Sproul of Illinois with Mr. Hooker. 
herwood. 


Mr. Watres with 
Mr. Phillips with Mr. S 
Mr. Freeman with Mr. 


Mr. 8 


Mr. Holaday with Mr. Pou. 
Mr. Sears of Nebraska with Mr. Kunz. 


Mr. Campbell with Mr. By 
Mr. Rosenbloom with Mr. Wolf. 


Mr. Griest with Mr. Buckley. 


Mr. Andrew with Mr. Kindred. 


th Mr. Collier, 
orris. 


g. 
umphreys. 


rnes of South Carolina. 
0 


Florida. 
Mr, Wertz with Mr. O'Connell of New York. 


Kendall with Mr. Corning 


Mr. Anthony with Mr. Johnson 


“of West Virginia, 
Mr. Vincent of Michigan with Mr. 


Kent. 


Mr. Wason with Mr. Lee of Georgia. 
Mr. Britten with Mr. Celler, 


Mr. Williams of Michi 


Mr. Clague with Mr 


n with Mr. McNulty. 
x n. 
Mr. Wurzbach with Mr. Collins. 


Mr. Michaclson with Mr. O’Brien, 
Mr. Curry with Mr. Prall. 

Mr. Lehlbach with Mr. Croll. 
with Mr. Dickstein. 
Mr. Cole of Ohio with Mr. Cummings. 


Mr. MacLaffert 


Mr. Morin with Mr. 
Mr. Porter with Mr, 
Mr. Fairfield with Mr. Rogers of New Hampshire. 


uayle. 
minick. 


Mr. Rogers of Massachusetts with Mr. Favrot. 
Mr. Edmonds with Mr. Rouse. 
Mr. Frear with Mr. Reed of Arkansas. 
Mr. Roach with Mr. Sullivan, 
Mr, Perlman with Mr. Berger. 


Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary 


inquiry. 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. 


The SPEAKER. 
does not know. 


What is the vote just recorded? 


The Clerk is counting it now; the Chair 


Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. It is rather an unusual delay. 
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Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order 
that a recapitulation is only made where it is requested after 
the vote is announced. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair overrules the point of order. 
The Chair will state it is not a recapitulation. 

Mr. BLANTON. It is an unusual delay, and I have been here 
for eight years. 

The SPEAKER. And it is a pretty close vote. 

Mr. BLANTON, I have never seen it occasioned before. 

The result of the vote was announced as aboye recorded. 

The SPEAKER. The motion to lay on the table does not 
prevail, and the question is on the motion of the gentleman 
from Texas to reconsider the vote by which the bill was 
passed. 

The question was taken, and the Chair announced the noes 
seemed to have it. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I ask for a division. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 73, noes 86. 

Mr. OONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I ask for the yeas 
and nays. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LoncworTH] seems 
to have time enough to call the roll, so we might as well have 
it called again. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas demands the 
yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion to recon- 
sider the vote whereby the bill was passed. 

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 155, nays 
144, answered “ present” 3, not voting 129, as follows: 


[Roll No. 63] 
YEAS—155 
Abernethy Dickinson, Mo. Lanham Romjue 
Allen Doughton Lankford Rubey 
All y . Salmon 
Almon Drane Lee, Ga, Sanders, Tex, 
Arnold Driver Lowrey Sandlin 
Aswell Lozier Schneider 
Bankhead Evans, Mont. 2 Sears, Fla. 
Barkley her cClintie Shallenberger 
Bell Fulbright McDuffie Sherwood 
Black, N. Y. Fulmer McKeown Sites 
Black, Tex. Gallivan McReynolds Smithwick 
Bland Gambrill McSweeney 
Blanton Gardner, Ind Major, III. 
Bowling Garner, Tex. Major, Mo. Stedman 
Box Garrett, Tenn, Ma le 
pare gasne ana Dinvenson 
ylan eran mners, Tex. 
Brand, Ga. Glatfelter M n Swank 
riggs Goldsborough Montague Tague 
Browne, N. J. Greenwood Mooney Taylor, Colo 
Browning Griffin Moore, Ga. Taylor, a. 
Buchanan Hammer Moore, Va. Thomas, Ky. 
Bulwinkle Hastings Morchead Thomas, la, 
Byrne, T Hil Ala. Senden RT, pene, 
yrnsg, Tenn. ; zonn £ nderwood 
Canfield Hill, Wash. O'Connor, N. 1. U w 
Cannon Hooker O'Sullivan Vinson, Ky. 
Carew Howard, Nebr. Oldfield Watkins 
Carter Howard, Okla. Oliver, Ala. Weaver 
Clancy Huddleston Oliver, N. T. Wefald 
Cleary r u. Weller 
Connally, Tex, Hull, Tenn. Parks, Ark. Wiliiams, Tex, 
Connery Jeffers eery Wilson, Ind. 
Cook Johnson, Tex. ilson, La. 
Corning Jones Wilson, 
Ç Jost ney in: 
Culien Kincheloe Raker W. 
Davis, Tenn. Kvale Rankin Wright 
Deal LaGuardia Rayburn 
NAYS—144 
Ackerman Denison nt — Nolan 
Aldrich Dickinson, Iowa Johnson, S. Dak. Paigo 
Anderson Dowell Johnson, Wash. Parker 
Andrew Elliott Kearns Patterson 
Bacharach Faust Kelly Ramseyer 
Bacon Fenn Ketcham Ransley 
Barbour Fish Kiess Rathbone 
Beedy Fitzgerald Kop 
Beers Fleetwood Kurtz eed, N. T. 
es, Foster —.— rt Richards 
2 A inso: 
Browne, Wis, French Leatherwood Bola KOTA 
Brumm Frothingham Leavitt ders, Ind. 
Burdick Fuller Lineberger Sanders, N. Y. 
Burtness Garber Longworth Shreve 
Burton Gibson Luce Sinclair 
Butler Gifford McFadden Smith 
Cable Green McLaughlin, Nebr. Snell 
Campbell Guyer McLeod Speaks 
Chindblom Hadley MacGre: Sproul, III. 
Christopherson Hall Magee, N. X. Sproul) Kans. 
3 Hardy Manlove Stalker 
Clarke, N. Y. Hangen pes Stephens 
Cole, Iowa Hawley Merritt Strong, Kans, 
Gonnoily Pa Hickey Nier Wamp, Suse, Wash 
$ c 3 er, umm 
Cooper, Ohlo H Aa. Mills Sw spe’ 
Cooper, Wis. Moore, Ohio ogpe 
Dallinger Hudson Moores, Ind. Taylor, Tenn. 
Darrow Hull, lowa Morgan Temple 
Dempsey Holl, William E. Nelson, Me. Thatcher 


Thompson Treadwa Watson Williamson 
Ison Underhi Welsh ow 
Timberlake Vincent, Mich, White, Kans. Winter 
Tincher Wainwright White, Me. Woodruff 
Watres Williams, Mich. Wyant 
ANSWERED “ PRESENT "—8 
Ayres McLaughlin, Mich. Mansfield 
NOT VOTING—129 
Anthony Fredericks MeNul Rouse 
eck ora 3 SmE 
acLafferty chafer 
Bloom Garrett, Tex, Madden ball 
ies Gilbert Magce, Pa. Scott 
Brand, Ohio Graham Michaelson Sears, Nebr. 
Britten Griest Miller, III. er 
Buckley Moore, III. Simmons 
Byrnes, S. C. Hawes Morin Sinnott 
Cusey Holada Morrow n 
Celler Hull. Morton D. Murphy ‘ Suhivan 
Clark, Fla, Humphreys elson, Wis. weet 
Cole, Ohio Jacobstein Newton, Minn, Taber 
Collier Johnson, = ton, Mo. Tillman 
Collins Johnson, W. Va. O'Brien T 
Cramton eller O'Connell, N. Y. Vaile 
Cron Kendall ‘O'Connor, La. Vare 
Crosser Kent Peavey Vestal 
Kerr Perkins Vinson, Ga. 
Cummings Kindred Perlman oigt 
Curry King P Ward, N. Y. 
Davey Knutson Porter Ward, N. 
8 Pa ce 
ickstein : G 
Dominick . Minn. Purnell Williams, III. 
Drewry ro le ‘olf 
r Lea, Calif. R A ood 
Edmonds Lehlbach Reed, W. Va. Wurzbach 
Evans, Iowa Lil Reid, TIL Yates 
Fairchild Lindsa, Roach 
Fairfield Linthicum Rogers, Mass. 
Favrot Logan Rogers, N. H. 
Frear McKenzie Rosenbloo: 


So the motion to reconsider was agreed to. 
The Olerk announced the following additional pairs; 
Until further notice: 


Mr. Williams of Illinois with Mr. Kindred, 
Mr. Kendall with Mr. Sy ef South Carolina, 
Mr. Cramton with Mr. Kent. 
Mr. Sweet with Mr. McNulty. - 
Mr. Davis of Minnesota with Mr. Ward of North Carolina. 
Mr. Miller of IIlineis with Mr. rrow. 
Mr. Zihlman with Mr. Kerr. 
Mr. Newton of Missouri with Mr, Garrett of Texas. 
Mr. Reid of Ilinois with Mr. Bloom. 
Mr. Purnell Mr. Davey. 
Harrison, 


Mr. Fairchild with Mr. O'Connor of Louisiana. 
Mr. Simmons h Mr. Tydings. 

Mr. MCLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, I desire to 
vote. I was standing in the doorway leading to the cloak- 
room, but how far inside I was I do not know. I heard the 
roll call, but I did not hear my name, although I was listening 
for it. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman can answer 
whether he was present and listening when his name was 
called. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Well, Mr. Speaker, I vote 
“present.” I am not particular about voting, anyway. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. MANsFrecp] asked me to send a page for him in time te 
vote. I sent a page, but the page was a little slow in getting 
the gentleman bere, so I think the gentleman ought to be per- 
mitted to vote. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Was the gentleman from 
Texas present and listening when his name was called? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I was evidently in the lobby. 

ied SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman does not 
qualify. 

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is now on the 


passage of the bill. 
Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary 


Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. 
inquiry. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Has debate expired on the bill? 
The SPHAKER pro tempore. Yes. The previous question 
has been ordered. 
5 = WANAO: Mr. Speaker, a motion to recommit is in order, 
t not 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. A motion to recommit is 
always in order before the passage of a bill. 
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Mr. WINGO. Mr. Speaker, I think this bill should go back 
to the committee for amendment, and I move to recommit 
the bill to the Committee on Mines and 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, I move the pre- 
vious question on the motion to recommit. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the motion 
of the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. WIxeo! to recommit the 
bill to the Committee on Mines and Mining. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Wingo) there were—ayes 83, noes 75. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I object to the vote on 
the ground that there is not a quorum present. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Speaker, is not that a little dilatory? 
We had a quorum here a moment ago. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I make the point 
that a quorum has just been developed and no businéss has 
been transacted since that time. 

Mr. BLANTON. And it is a filibuster. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair will count. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary in- 


ry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. A point of order of no quorum 
has been made, but the gentleman from Florida will state 
his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. The Speaker ruled yesterday that 
when a quorum had developed on a roll call the point raised 
by the majority leader was not in order. 

Prec CHINDBLOM. Mr. Speaker, that is always a question 
0 et. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair made a careful 
count of those who voted and there was not a quorum, but 
the Chair will count all gentlemen who are in the House. 
[After counting.] One hundred and sixty-five Members are 
present, not a quorum. 

The Clerk will call the roll. The question is on the motion 
to recommit. 

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 161, nays 145, 
not voting 125, as follows: 


[Roll No. 64] 
YEAS—161 
Abernethy Doyle Larsen, Ga. Rayburn 
en Drane Lee, Ga. Romjue 
Allgood Drewry Ru 
Almon E Linthicum Sanders, Tex. 
Arnold Evans, Mont. y in 
Aswell : 1 é Lozier 8 
yres ulbrigh on ears, Fla. 
Bankhead Fulmer cClintic Shallenberger 
Barkley Gallivan Meume Sherwood 
1¹ Gambrill cKeown Sinclair 
Black, N. Y Gardner, Ind, McReynolds Sites 
Black, Tex. Garner, Tex. MeSwain Smithwick 
Blane Garrett, Ter. Major Tie Seara 
anton arre ex. or, 
Bowling Gasque Maler Mo. St 
Box Geran Mansfield Stengle 
Eon Jae M ja 3 
vlan 0 jumners, Tex, 
Grand, Ga. Greenwood Mil Swank 
riggs Griffin Min Taylor, Colo. 
Browne, N. J. Hammer Montague Taylor, W. Va. 
Brownin Hastings Mooney Thomas, K. 
Bulwinkle 1 Moore, Ga. T. „ 
Busby HII. Moore, Va. Tucker 
Byrnes, 8. C. Hill, Wash. orehead ings 
Byrus, Tenn. Hooker Morris 
Canfield Howard, Nebr. Upshaw 
Cannon Howard, Okla. O'Connell, R.I. Vinson, Ky. 
Carew Huddleston O'Connor, La. atkins 
Carter Hudspeth O'Connor, N, Y. Weaver 
Clancy Humphreys Sullivan Wefald 
Cleary Jeffers Oldfield Weller 
Connally, Tex. Johnson, Tex. Oliver, Ala. Williams, Tex. 
Connery Jones liver, N. I. Wilson, Ind. 
Cook Jost „Ga. W La. 
Corning Kerr Peery Wilson,Miss. 
Crisp Kincheloe Wingo 
Cullen vale - on t 
Deal LaGuardia Rainey 
Dickinson, Mo. Lanham Raker 
Donghton Lankford Rankin 
NAYS—145 
Ackerman Burton Denison Gibson 
Aldrich Butler Dickinson, Iowa Gifford 
Anderson Cable Dowell reen 
Andrew Camp Elliott Guyer 
Bacharach Chindbiom Fairchild Hadley 
con Christopherson Faust Hardy 
Barbour Clague tzgerald Hau 
Beck Cole, Iowa Fleetwood Hawley 
Beedy ‘olton Foster H 
Beers nolly, Pa. Fredericks Hickey 
Cooper, Ohio Free Hill 
Bix! Cooper, W French Hoch 
Boies Cramton Frothingham Hudson 
Bramm Dalinger Fuller Hull, Morton D. 
Burtness Darrow Hull, William B, 


James Mapes Robinson, Iowa Timberlake 
J Dak. Merritt Robsian, Ky, 
Johnson, Wash, Michener Sanders, Ind, Tinkham 
K Miller, Wash. Shreve Treadwa 
am Mills Simmons Unde: 
King Moore, Ohio Snell Vaile 
Kopp oores; Ind. Speaks Vincent, Mich. 
K organ Sproul, III Wainwright 
Lea, Calif. Nelson, Me. 8 x atres 
Leach Newton, Minn. Stalker Watson 
Lea ‘olan Step Welsh 
Leavitt Strong, Kans, White, Kans, 
Lineberger Barker Strong, Pa. Williams, III. 
Longworth Patterson Summers, Wash, Williams, Mich, 
Luce seras w Williamson 
McLaughlin, Swing Winter 
. Nebr. Ramseyer Swoope Woodruff 
M Ransley Taylor, Tenn. Wyant 
MacGregor Rathbone Temple Zibiman 
Mages, N.Y. Heed, N. X 2 —.— 
s a 5 ompson 
Manlove Tilson 
NOT VOTING—125 
Antho Favrot Logan. Salmon 
a Fenn McFadden Sanders, N. Y. 
loom Fish eK Schafer 
Brand, Ohio Frear McNul Schall 
ritten Freeman MacLafferty Scott 
Browne, Wis. Funk , Pa, Sears, Nebr. 
B an Gilbert Seger 
Buckley Graham Miller, III. Sinnott 
Burdick Griest Moore, II Smith 
Casey all Morin Snyder 
Celler Harrison urphy Sullivan 
Clark, Fla. Hawes Nelson, Wis. Taber 
Clarke, N. Y. Holaday Newton, Mo. Tague 
Cole, Ohio Hull, Iowa Brien Tillman 
Coll Tenn. O'Connell, N. Y. Vare 
Collins Jacobstein Parks, Ark. Vestal 
Croll Johnson, * Perkins Vinson, Ga. 
. Ke vy a Phillips Ward N. Y. 
Crowther earns 8 
Cummings Keller Porter Ward. N. C. 
Curry Kendall Pou Wason 
Davey Kent Prall ertz 
Davis, Minn Kiess oa le White, Me. 
Davis, Tenn, Kindred „Ark. Winslow 
Knutson Reed, W. Va. olf 
Dickste: Kunz Reid, III. Wood 
1 2 Langl: —— M Nurzback 
Driver gers, Masa. 
Dyer Tanon, Minn. Rogers, N. H. tes 
mds Lazaro Rosenbloom 
Evans, Iowa Lehlbach use 
Fairfield Lindsay Sabath 


So the motion to recommit was agreed to. 
The Clerk announced the following additional pairs: 
Until further notice: 


. Fenn with Mr. Tillman, 

. Kearns with Mr. Davis of Tennessee. 

. MeFadden with Mr. Woodrum. 

. Smith with Mr. Parks of Arkansas. 
Seger with Driver. 


. Hull of Tennessee. 
The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 
The doors were 


Maine with Mr 


MINING LAWS OF ALASKA 


Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, I call up the bill 
(H. R. 4148) to modify and amend the mining laws in their 
application to the Territory of Alaska, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPHAKDR pro tempore. This bill is on the Union Cal- 


endar. 
Mr. Speaker, I raise the question of con- 


Mr. BLANTON. 
sideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is, Shall the bill 
be considered? 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. BLANTON) there were—ayes 115, noes. 6. 

So the bill was ordered to be considered. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the considera- 
tion of the bill (H. R. 4148) to modify and amend the mining 
laws in their application to the Territory of Alaska, and for 
other purposes, with Mr. Sanpers of Indiana in the chair. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That section 4 of the act of Congress of August 
1, 1912, section 1294 Compiled Laws of Alaska, entitled “An act to 
modify and amend the mining laws in their application to the Terri- 
tory of Alaska, and for other purposes,” be amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 4. That no placer mining claim hereafter located in Alaska 
shall be patented which shall contain a greater area than is fixed by 
law, nor which is longer than three times its greatest width as deter- 
mined by a transverse line drawn within the lines of the claim and at 
right angles to its longest side: Provided, That where any isolated 
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parcel of placer ground lies between and adjoins patented claims on 
all of its sides and is not over 1,320 feet in length this dimensional 
restriction shall not apply.” 


Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 min- 
utes to the gentleman from Alaska [Mr. SUTHERLAND]. 

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Mr. Chairman and gentleman, in 1912 
Congress enacted a law providing that placer mining claims 
in the Territory of Alaska could not be admitted to patent 
if the length was more than three times as great as the 
breadth. 

These claims are located in parallelograms, and in order 
to obtain patent to such a mining claim it must be 20 acres 
or less. It can not be in excess of 20 acres, and, accordingly, 
when claims are located by the method of pacing off and locat- 
ing corner posts very often an area is taken in excess of the 
20 acres. Consequently, in throwing off these fractions dur- 
ing the surveying process, a long fraction is left which would 
be represented in the vacant place between the two copies of 
reports that I hold in my hand. In many instances the length 
of these fractions is so much greater than the breadth that 
it is impossible to haye them patented under the law. 

I have here a diagram of a section of mining territory in 
the vicinity of Nome, Alaska. I call the attention of those 
who can see the diagram at this distance to the long fraction 
here between two claims. The length of that claim in propor- 
tion to its breadth is such that if it were attempted to patent 
it, it would have to be divided into 14 different sections; that 
is, they would have to make 14 different entries to secure 
patent to this fraction, while if the pending bill passes it 
could be admitted to patent by dividing it into two parts; 
in other words, it would require two patents. 

Mr. WINGO. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUTHBRLAND. Yes. 

Mr. WINGO. How many acres is in that particular piece 
the gentleman speaks of? 

Mr. SUTHERLAND. This particular piece, I would } Judge, 
has about 7 or 8 acres, probably. 

Mr. WINGO. And you say there would have to be 14 dif- 
ferent entries on account of the proportional dimensions? 

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Yes; it is so very long in proportion 
to its breadth. 

Mr. WINGO. While I have the floor may I ask the gen- 
tleman another question. As I recall, the proviso is the 
new law. 

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Yes. 

Mr. WINGO. The first line of section 4 is “that no placer 
mining claim hereafter located in Alaska shall be patented.” 
In other words, this change that we make would be like the 
original law and would apply to the locations made after the 
passage of this act. 

Mr. SUTHERLAND. No; not necessarily—to locations that 
have been made in the past or at any time. 

Mr. WINGO. No; the language is “no placer mining claim 
hereafter located.” 
owe SUTHERLAND. That is the language of the act of 

2. 

Mr. WINGO. I understand, and if it said “that hereafter 
no placer mining claim located in Alaska shall be patented,” 
that would be one thing, but the language is “that no placer 
mining claim hereafter located in Alaska,” and the point I 
want to get at is whether this is going to affect existing claims 
or is it intended to apply to claims located after the passage 
of this act. 

Mr. SUTHERLAND. It is intended to apply to claims that 
have been located in the past and will be located in the future 
and to cover the location of claims generally. 

I will say further to the gentleman from Arkansas that 
when this act passed in 1912 there were many locations made 
prior to that date that have come into patent since then. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUTHERLAND, I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman, of course, is in favor of 
the law which prevents more than 20 acres from being patented 
under one filing. This protects the property of the people 
and prevents it from being gobbled up by monopolies. 

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Les. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman’s bill, the way it reads, 
will permit a piece of land that lies between other claims to 


be patented so long as its length is not over 1,320 feet. What 
is the length of a piece of land? 


Mr. SUTHERLAND. The length of a claim? 

Mr. BLANTON. What is the land’s length? 

Mr. SUTHERLAND. One thousand three hundred and 
twenty feet by 660. 


Mr. BLANTON. What are these tracts of land in length 
as compared with the breadth or width? 
Mr. SUTHERLAND. In the case of placer mines, two- 


Mr. BLANTON. Here is a piece of land; how would you tell 
whether it went north and south or east and west? 

Mr. SUTHERLAND. The cardinal points are immaterial. 
The longest direction would be the length. 

Mr. BLANTON. Is that so in land measurements? 

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I presume so, I am not an engineer. 

Mr. BLANTON. Sometimes it is, and sometimes it is not. 
There are certain old surveys, certain Spanish surveys, where 
the length is not always the longest line of the survey. 

Mr. SUTHERLAND. That may be where the length is lo- 
cated on the meridian. 

Mr. BLANTON. You could have a piece of land 1,330 feet 
one way and the other angle, the width would be such that 
it might embody more than 20 acres. It could embody half a 
section. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. As defined by the Department 
of the Interior length is considered the longest side. 


Mr. BLANTON. Can the gentleman show us that law or 
rule? 
Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. That is the way it is adminis- 


tered and so declared. The length is three times its width. 
Mr. COLTON. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. SUTHERLAND. Yes. 
Mr. COLTON. In reply to the question raised by the 


gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. Winco], the language which 
he called attention to is the existing law, and we are amend- 
ing that section so that it does not disturb that language; it 
simply adds a proviso on page 2. 

Mr. WINGO. Does the gentleman think that what the 
committee intended changes the rule of grammatical construc- 
tion or legal interpretation? 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. No; what is intended to 
reach is that people have gone into that country and located 
claims; you do not have to follow the north and south and 
east and west directions. They are located, perhaps, in a 
valley of some stream, and these irregular locations have left 
long strips of land between that have not been located, and 
when you get 20 acres it would be more than three times a 
certain width in length, and in no case can a claim occupy 
more than 20 acres. It is to enable the locator to take up 
these small scraps of land that are located between the claims 
already located. 

Mr. WINGO. If the gentleman will permit me, I did not 
raise the question the gentleman is talking about. I am 
talking about whether the grammatical construction or the 
legal interpretation of existing law is changed. The bill says 
“that no placer mining claim hereafter located in Alaska shall 
be patented,” and so forth. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. This can only apply to the 
little scraps of land to be hereafter located and surveyed. 

Mr. WINGO. I think that is true, but the gentleman from 
Alaska said that it would apply to those located heretofore. 

Mr. BURTNESS. It has been impossible to locate these 
claims under the law. 

Mr. WINGO. My friend did not hear the proposition laid 
down by the gentleman from Texas. He said that frequently 
the longest part of a thing was the shorter, and that is typical 
of the mining business when you get into it. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. This applies only to Alaska and not to 
the general laws of the United States? 

Mr. SUTHERLAND. This applies only to Alaska. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen 
of the committee, I want to add a little to what the gentle- 
man from Alaska has said. This matter was submitted to the 
Department of the Interior and the Department of the Interior 
reports to our committee that this amendment to the law is 
necessary. There are many of these little scraps of land 
situated between claims that have been properly and regu- 
larly located, that are as one to three—three times as long 
as they are wide. But these little scraps of land are irregular 
in shape and some may be ten times as long as they are 
wide, and yet do not contain as much as 20 acres. The de- 
partment thinks that this amendment is necessary in order 
that these little parcels of land may be located and taken up. 

Mr. WINGO. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Yes. 

Mr. WINGO. The gentleman is chairman of the committee, 
and he seemed to concur a while ago with my ingenious friend 
from Texas, that frequently in his country the length of a 
piece of land was shorter than the width, and a look on the 
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face of the gentleman from Kentucky indicated that that was 
true in Kentucky. [Laughter.] 
No; down in Kentucky the 


Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. 
is the longer dimension. 

Mr. BURTNESS. This can not possibly increase the amount 
of land over 20 acres? 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. No; there can not possibly 
be more than 20 acres in any claim. 

Mr. BURTNESS. This proviso does not cover that in any 
way. It simply refers to the dimensional restrictions and not 
to the acreage restriction. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. We left the law with respect 
to the acreage restriction remain as it is. 

Mr. BURTNESS. That is what I understood, but the point 
was raised by somebody that possibly they could get more than 
20 acres. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman, I move that the 
committee do now rise, 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask for recognition. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is the gentleman opposed to the bill? 

Mr. BLANTON. Tes. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman is entitled to recognition. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, we ought to be careful 
about these apparently insignificant bills that we are now so 
frequently called upon to hurriedly pass. I imagine that 
there is not much danger in this bill since our friend from 
Alaska [Mr. SUTHERLAND] has so ably explained it. But 
sometimes a bill looks and reads very insignificant and gets 
by the committee and onto the floor and passes the House, 
when it is of serious importance. For instance, take this 
radium bill on which we had to back up a few moments ago. 
That was being passed just for the benefit of two organizations 
in Pittsburgh. The House backed up on it. The House would 
not go further on it. 

Then there was another little bill that seems to have af- 
fected Pittsburgh, which looked insignificant, which passed 
here about a week ago. After closely questioning the pro- 
ponent of it, I did not think it affected a very large interest 
in the country, and yet I am reliably informed that the little 
bill that our friend from Kentucky called up and passed the 
other day without any opposition will put $226,800 into the 
pockets of a company owned by onr Secretary of the Treasury, 
Mr. Mellon. He and his company have 18,000 cases of liquor, 
I am reliably advised, that are affected by that bill and they 
get a refund of $12.60 a case by the provisions of the bill, 
and if you will figure the 18,000 cases at $12.60 per case, you 
will see that it amounts to $226,800 that will be refunded 
to them. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Is the gentleman referring to the fa- 
mous Overholt distillery? 

Mr. BLANTON. That may be one of them. We had better 
watch these bills carefully. The Congress will adjourn in 
about 20 days, and every kind of a measure that anybody can 
think of is going to come before us to be hurriedly passed, 
and the Chairman will simply say that without objection the 
bill be considered as engrossed and read a third time, read 
the third time, and passed. We must be on the watch. 

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that the gentleman is out of order. 

Mr. BLANTON. I had concluded, and was just about to 
take my seat, so I beat the gentleman to it. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will read the bill for amend- 
ment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That section 4 of the act of Congress of August 
1, 1912, section 129d Compiled Laws of Alaska, entitled “An act to 
modify and amend the mining laws in their application to the Terri- 
tery of Alaska, and for other purposes,” be amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 4. That no placer-mining claim hereafter located in Alaska 
shall be patented which shall contain a greater area than is fixed by 
law, nor which is longer than three times its greatest width as deter- 
mined by a transverse line drawn within the lines of the claim and at 
right angles to its longest side: Provided, That where any isolated 
parcel of placer ground lies between and adjoins patented claims on all 
of its sides and is not over 1,820 fect In length this dimensional restric- 
tion shall not apply.” 


Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman, I offer the fol- 
lowing amendment, which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Ronstox of Kentucky: Page 2, line 3, 
after the word“ patented,” insert the words “or validly located.” 


Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman, I think those 
words are necessary to further restrict the operation of this 


amendment so that it can not reach out and apply to any land 
creat it lies between land already patented or validly located 
s. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Kentucky. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman, I move that the 
committee do now rise and report the bill back to the House 
with the recommendation that the amendment be agreed to and 
that the bill as amended do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and Mr. Trmson having 
resumed the chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. SANDERS, Chair- 
man of the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union, reported that that committee had had under considera- 
tion the bill (H. R. 4148) to modify and amend the mining laws 
in their application to the Territery of Alaska, and for other 
purposes, and had directed him to report the same back to the 
House with an amendment, with the recommendation that the 
amendment be agreed to and that the bill as amended do pass. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, I mgve the pre- 
vious question on the bill and amendments to final passage. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the en- 
grossment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Rossron of Kentucky, a motion to re- 
consider the vote by which the bill was passed was laid on the 
table. 


SALE OF CERTAIN LANDS IN PITTSBURGH, PA. 


Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, I call up 
bill (H. R. 2720) to authorize the sale of certain inhi» 18 
Pittsburgh, Pa. 

Mr. BLANTON. 
a question! 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Tes. 

Mr. BLANTON. This bill involves a valuable piece of 
property in Pittsburgh, Pa. There is absolutely no provision 
in the bill to safeguard the Government's interests. If it is 

going to be sold, why did not the committee insert a provision 
that it is to be sold after due advertisement and sold at public 
auction? 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. We have in the bill an amend- 
ment which we think will better safeguard the interests of 
the Government than the suggestion of the gentleman from 
Texas. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Ken- 
tucky calls up the bill (H. R. 2720) to authorize the sale of 
lands in Pittsburgh, Pa. This bill is on the Union Calendar, 
The House will automatically resolve itself inte the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill and the gentleman from Iowa, Mr. 
Dowe tt, will take the chair. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 2720) to authorize the sale of 
lands in Pittsburgh, Pa., with Mr. DowELL in the chair. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized to sell at not less than fts appraised value and 
convey by his deed as such Secretary that certain parcel of land 
belonging to the United States situate in the fourteenth ward of the 
city of Pittsburgh, county of Allegheny, and State of Pennsjlyania, 
and particularly described as follows: 

Beginning at a stone monument on the line of land of the United 
States and land of the National Tube Co., being south 2 degrees 23 
minutes 15 seconds east, a distance of 91 feet from Forbes Street 
and the northeast corner of the said property of the United States; 
thence south 2 degrees 23 minntes 15 seconds east 58.89 feet to a 
stone monument, being a corner common to land of the United States 
and the tract now being described; thence north 87 degrees 56 min- 
‘utes 45 seconds east 66.71 feet to a point on the line of land of the 
United States and land of the National Tube Co.; thence north 50 
degrees 41 minutes 15 seconds west 70 feet to a concrete monument, 
being a cornor common to the land of the National Tube Co. and the 
tract as now being described; thence north 52 degrees 26 minutes 15 
seconds west 20.80 feet to a stone monument, being the point of De- 
ginning, containing 1,966.04 square feet. 


Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield for 
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With the following committee amendment: 


Page 2, line 18, after the word “ feet,” strike out the period and 
insert a colon and add: “ Provided, That such sale shall be made on 
such terms and conditions as will protect the uses of the Government 
to property adjacent thereto as to light and other easements.” 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


The committee informally rose; and Mr. Trson having 
taken the chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message from the Sen- 
ate by Mr. Craven, oné of its clerks, announced that the Senate 
had agreed to the report of the committee of conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 2357) for the relief of 
the Pacific Commissary Co. 

The message also announced that the President pro tempore 
had appointed Mr. Jones of Washington and Mr. FLETCHER 
members of the joint select committee on the part of the 
Senate as provided for in the act of February 16, 1889, as 
amended by the act of March 2, 1895, entitled “An act to 
authorize and provide for the disposition of useless papers in 
the executive departments,” for the disposition of useless 
papers in the Department of Commerce. 


SALE OF LANDS IN PITTSBURGH, PA. 


The committee resumed its session. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen 
of the committee, in 1923 the Government made an appropria- 
tion to buy a small piece of land in Pittsburgh for the purpose 
of erecting a mine-experiment station. We paid for that land, 
I believe, $28,000, and it contains less than one-hal? acre. 
One of the moving causes for the purchase of this piece of land 
was that a private concern was erecting an experiment sta- 
tion and it was felt by the Bureau of Mines and the Depart- 
ment of the Interior that they would erect a building that 
would cut off the light of our experiment station building. But 
since we bought that piece of ground arrangements have been 
made whereby this tube concern will erect its buildings so as 
not to interfere with the Government's buildings at that place. 
Here is the little spot, represented on the map, of the piece of 
ground which was bought [illustrating]. It contains about 
900 square feet, about one-tenth of the whole tract of the land 
we bought. You will notice here to the left is the land of the 
Goyernment and to the right is the land of this tube concern, 
and we have a little triangular piece of land running up in 
that direction. Now, this bill proposes to give the Secretary 
of the Interior authority to sell that little triangle of land 
to this tube concern. You will note that it squares up the 
Government's piece of land and makes it more regular in shape. 
The Secretary of the Interior has reported to our committee 
that since we have made the arrangement with this tube con- 
cern in the erection of its building that that little piece of 
land is absolutely unnecessary for the uses of the Government, 
and that it will be of great service to the Government and to 
the mine-experiment station to have this tube concern erect 
this experiment station there, and the Secretary of the Interior 
adyises your committee that the piece of land ought to be sold 
and the money covered into the Treasury as it is of no use 
there now to the Government. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. I will. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Does the gentleman know whether the 
Government will sell it for less than it paid for it or not? 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. No; it is provided in the bill 
that the land can not be sold for less than its appraised value. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. It leaves a space between the triangu- 
lar piece and the Government building that is occupied at the 
present time? 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. This other building we have 
located on this piece of land on that piece of ground, and that 
leaves a little triangular strip in there that we bought simply 
for the purpose of keeping the Tube Co. from erecting a high 
building there and shutting off the light of our building, and 
now, since that has been arranged, they will not erect a build- 
ing on that piece, that land is unnecessary for us. 

Mr. ROMJUE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. I will. 

Mr. ROMJUH. Does the gentleman know about what price 
the land is expected to be sold for? 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. The thought was with the 
committee that it ought to be sold at public auction, but since 
it is located here at a place where no one would be interested 
in buying it except this tube concern, and that would put the 
Government at the mercy of the tube concern, there would be 
no bidder there, because we cut it off on one side and the tube 
concern on the other side, 


— 


Mr. ROMJUE. May I ask whether the prospective pur- 
chaser—— 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Now, we provide that it can 
not be sold by the Secretary of the Interior for less than full 
appraised value. 

Mr. ROMJUE. Well, has the committee any information 
about what the actual value is at the present time? 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky.. We paid $28,000 in 1923 for 
18,000 square feet or more, and this is a part of it. This is 
about 1,900 square feet of that 18,000 square feet. 

Mr. BLANTON. Nearly 2,000 square feet. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. I believe it is 1,910 square 
feet, and this is about one-ninth. 

Mr. ROMJUE. I understand by the bill it can not be sold 
for less than the Government paid? 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. No; I understand the value 
has appreciated, and on a fair appraisement of it the Secretary 
of the Interior reports we will likely sell at a profit. 

Mr. ROMJUE. Since the prospective purchaser is known, 
can not you determine about what they would be willing to 
pay? Has there been any effort to do that? 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. I took it up with the depart- 
ment this morning and they said they would rely on the pro- 
visions of the bill, that they are bound to have a full, fair ap- 
praised value for the property. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. I notice in line 4 on the first 
page that it is proposed that this property shall not be sold 
at less than its appraised value. Who is to make the ap- 
praisement? 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. The Secretary of the Inte- 
rior: 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. The State authorities do not 
appraise Government property for purposes of taxation, be- 
cause it is not taxed. Now, who has appraised this property? 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. It has not been appraised. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Who is to appraise it? 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. The Secretary of the Interior 
makes the sale. It would follow that he has the appraisal of 
the property. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. That is not an appraisal in the 
ordinary sense of the word. That is simply selling it at a 
price, in the discretion of the Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. No. Appraisers will be se- 
lected and sworn and will make their appraisement in writing. 
That is what you call a legal appraisement. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Who is to appoint the ap- 
praisers? 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. The Secretary of the Interior 
will appoint them. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. How many appraisers? 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. We have a Federal statute 
which provides for the appraisal of property. 

Mr. ROMJUB. Does the gentleman know whether or not 
the Secretary of the Treasury is interested in the Tube Co.? 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. The Secretary of the Treasury 
has nothing to do with the sale of this property. It is under 
the direction of the Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. ROMJUE. In other words, the bill provides for the 
Secretary of the Interior to sell, but as a matter of fact has 
not the Secretary of the Treasury an interest in this ‘Tube 
Co. property which has proposed to buy the property? 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. I do not understand that he 
is the party that has the selling of it. 

Mr. ROMJUB, I am asking it. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. I do not know. Gentlemen, 
you must assume that the responsible members of the Cabinet 
have some honor, and I assume that the Secretary of the In- 
terior is a man of honor and integrity, and that he is not 
going to dispose of the land at less than its fair value. 

Mr. ROMJUEB. Even though we assume that the Secretary 
is a man of honor, we might legitimately make inquiry. I am 
not reflecting on the Secretary of the Interior, but I was ask- 
ing whether or not any other member of the Cabinet was in- 
terested. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. I do not understand that he 
has any interest. 

Mr. ROMJUB. That is, the Secretary of the Treasury? 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. I have no knowledge of it. 

Mr. ROMJUE, Have you any intimation of it? 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. I have no intimation. The 
Secretary of the Interior, knowing that he has a piece of 
ground there that is bringing no return to the Government 

Mr. ROMJUE. It might increase in value, 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. It can not increase in value. 
There are only two persons that could use it, the tube con- 
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cern and the Government. Our lands are on one side and the 
tube concern’s lands are on the other side. But it is certainly 
the duty of the Secretary of the Interior, and the duty of any 
other department head, when he sees that there is some 
property for which the Government has no use, and it is 
costing money for its upkeep, to dispose of it, and it certainly 
ought to be turned into money and the money turned into the 
Treasury. ` 

Mr. ROMJUB. Provided you can turn it in at a profitable 
price. I understand the gentleman says it has increased in 
value. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. The head of the Bureau of 
Mines thinks it has increased, and that a fair appraisal price 
will bring more than it cost us. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. If the appraisal is made, and the sale 
is made, is it going to be sold for cash? There is no danger 
that they will take the bonds or certificates of indebtedness 
of this company in lieu of cash? 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Oh, no. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. As I understand, this experiment sta- 
tion is under the management of the Bureau of Mines? 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Yes. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. And that they have made the recom- 
mendation to the committee that this piece of land is of no 
particular utility to the Bureau of Mines, and they have made 
an arrangement with this concern whereby it will not in any 
Way destroy the value of the adjoining property in its usage? 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Yes. The head of the Bureau 
of Mines says that the tube concern is putting in an experi- 
ment station there, a great institution, next to ours, which 
will not only not injure our station but will be of very great 
benefit to the Bureau of Mines in its work. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. That recommendation comes from the 
Bureau of Mines? 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Yes. We might say that it is 
provided for in the amendment, and it is hedged abont so that 
the Government will be protected in its use of its part of the 
land, because it was bought for that purpose, and we do not 
want to lose the benefit for which we bought the land. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kentucky has con- 
sumed 13 minutes. 
Mr. BLANTON. 

The CHAIRMAN. 
to this bill? 

Mr. GREENWOOD. I think not. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BLANTON]. ; 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, here is the situation: The Bureau of Mines has a plant 
in Pittsburgh. This Tube Co. was threatening to erect a high 
building that would cnt off the light from our plant. In order 
to protect the Government's property against the designs of 
the Tube Co. the Bureau of Mines had Congress appropriate 
$28,000 to buy this tract of land lying in between, so as to pre- 
vent the light from being shut off. 

Now, here is a bill that proposes to do just what we sought 
to protect ourselves from happening. Remember that $28,000 
was spent to prevent the Government against the Tube Co. 
Now the Tube Co. wants a piece of this land, and here is a 
bill to let them buy it; not to sell the land at a competitive sale, 
not to let it bring what the public is willing to pay for it, but 
the gentleman from Kentucky will not deny that if we pass this 
bill this land will be sold to this Tube Co. It is already 
arranged. 

Mr, ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield there? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. There is no doubt about that. 

Mr. BLANTON. That is exactly what I said. You will not 
deny it. We are together on that. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. There is no other purchaser 
there. 

Mr. BLANTON, The gentleman from Kentucky says “ there 
is no other purchaser there,” How does he know it? Of course, 
if we keep this sale secret, nobody else will want to buy it; but 
if you will put an advertisement in the Pittsburgh papers that 
the Government has this plat of ground for sale and that the 
Tube Co, wants it and that the Government bought it to pro- 
tect itself from the Tube Co., but because the Tube Co. wants 
it nevertheless and the Government has decided it does not 
need it any longer and is willing to let the Tube Co. buy it, and 
it is to be sold on a competitive basis, I will guarantee that 
3 else will want it and will bid on it if they knew 
about it. 


Mr. Chairman, I ask for recognition. 
Is any member of the committee opposed 
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We ought to give the public the right to bid for it. That is 
the way to sell public property and that is the way to sell 
Government property. We should permit everybody to bid for 
it. [Applause.] I get applause even from the only sitting 
Member of his new party from New York [Mr. LAGUARDIA]. 
[ Laughter. ] 

Mr. STEVENSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. STEVENSON. This bill will be read under the five- 
minute rule, will it not? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Does the gentleman propose to offer an 
amendment embodying the suggestion he has made? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. But I am willing to vote for an 
amendment which I hope the gentleman from South Carolina 
will draw, because he can beat me in drawing amendments. 

Mr. STEVENSON. I ean not draw it, but I will take pleasure 
in voting fer such an amendment if the gentleman offers it, 
because I agree with him. 

Mr. BLANTON. I am going to offer such an amendment, I 
want to say that our friend from Kentucky [Mr. Rosston], who 
is usually careful and sagacious, has been a little neglectful in 
reporting this bill. I asked him why he did not protect the 
Govyernment’s interest and he said they had added an amend- 
ment at the end of the bill which does protect the Govern- 
ment's interest. But it does not fully protect the Government. 
What does it do? Is it an amendment providing that there shall 
be a competitive sale? No; it does not provide that.. If you 
will read the bill you will find that he has added to the end of 
the bill a provision which merely provides that when selling 
this land some care shall be taken to see that the rest of the 
Goyernment’s property, which is left, shall not be damaged. 
That is all it provides, but so far as the land to be sold is con- 
cerned there is no protection whatever given to it and to its 
value. 

Why should not the Committee on Mines and Mining pro- 
tect the Government’s interest, I ask the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky? When they bring bills like this into the House for us 
to vote on, I want to know that the Goyernment’s interest is 
being protected, and I am going to be a little careful in the 
future about voting for their bills if they do not have clauses 
in them which will protect the Government's interest. [Ap- 
plause.] I get even a little applause from the Republican 
side. Even Republicans believe in protecting the Govern- 
ment's property. Will the gentleman from Kentucky accept 
such an amendment? 

Mr. BRUMM. No; the committee will not. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman apparently representing the 
interests of Pittsburgh says the committee will not accept 
such an amendment, > 

Mr. BRUMM. I am not from Pittsburgh. That is a fiction 
which was invented by some gentleman on your side this 
morning. 

Mr. BLANTON. Well, our friend was so anxious to get 
his Pittsburgh radium bill passed that I just imagined he was 
representing the interests of Pittsburgh. I beg his pardon. 

Mr. BRUMM. I am not, 

Mr. BLANTON. But I must say that when the gentleman is 
in favor of a bill he is a splendid supporter of it, because he 
came mighty near putting that radium bill over on the House. 
He had it passed once, and I commend him for his zeal and 
his energy. He is a good worker all right. Why will not the 
gentleman from Kentucky accept such an amendment? Why 
shonid not this land be sold at competitive sale? 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. I have tried to explain that 
to the gentleman, and, of course, I am not responsible for his 
lack of understanding. 

Mr. BLANTON. How does he know that the gentleman 
from Texas has not reached the proper understanding of the 
matter? 

Mr. TILSON. Will the gentleman explain what anyone, out- 
side of the Tube Co. or the Bureau of Mines, could possibly 
do with this small triangle of land? Will the gentleman please 
explain of what value this land would be to anybody else? 

Mr. BLANTON. Well, that is just a supposition. Many 
people might want it. 

Mr. TILSON. But will the gentleman please explain that to 
us? Of what value could it be to anybody else? 

Mr. BLANTON. There is an innate desire in the breast of 
almost every human being, especially those who come from the 
old countries to this country, to own and possess land. They 
want to be landowners, especially people who come from abroad. 
It is the desire of every man to own a piece of land, and this is 
yaluable land. It cost the Government $28,000, and why should 
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there not be some people in Pittsburgh who would be willing to 
buy this part of it? They might want it just the same as the 
Tube Co. Suppose there is not anybody else there who wants 
to buy it. Grant that for the sake of argument. Should we 
not pursue the wise policy concerning Government property of 
putting a provision in here providing that this land shall be 
sold on a competitive basis, after due advertisement, and if 
there is no competition we have not hurt anything, but we have 
safeguarded the Government's interest. Weare merely trustees 
for the people back home. As their interest here is involved, 
we ate their trustees, and we ought to see that their rights are 
protected, and I am going to offer such a safeguarding amend- 
ment when the bill is read under the five-minute rule. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of my time and yield 10 
minutes to the gentleman from New York [Mr. LAGUARDIA]. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, this proposition brings 
before us the matter of policy in disposing of Government prop- 
erty. I want to say from my own observation that we legislate 
for the disposul of Government property with a recklessness 
that makes the proverbial inebriated seafaring gentleman look 
like a piker. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON] is 
correct in the stand that he takes that this property ought to 
be sold in open market at public auction; but, gentlemen, I 
want to call your attention to the fact that in a day or so 
you will be asked to authorize the Secretary of War to sell 
$1,000,000 worth of property and to turn over $109,000 in cash 
and to take in exchange the worthless bonds of the Authority 
of the Port of New York. 

I am glad this discussion came up. I am going to 
Insert in the Recorp the history of the Authority of the Port 
of New York. I suppose when the measure comes up Saturday, 
or as soon as à rule can be obtained, there will be just a few 
of us here on the floor and it will be jammed through, and 
another $1,000,000 worth of property will be given away. 

Gentlemen, you propose here to sell land back to the very 
people that you bought it from in order to protect yourselves 
from them. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I yield. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. After we had taken that step 
and had protected ourselves, that forced the Tube Co, to go 
further over and get other property and locate its buildings 
beyond us so they would not interfere with us. ` 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. And I suppose you will get the necessary 
easements in your deeds to protect against that situation? 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Yes. 

Mr. LaGUARDIA. That is at least businesslike. There is 
a color of some business prudence in this proposition, but the 
matter I am interested in, along the same line, disposal of 
Government property which was acquired during the war and 
is now no longer necessary, is quite different. In the case 
I refer to the disposition is not for cash but for bonds and 
there is nothing back of the bonds. Neither the State of New 
York nor the State of New Jersey is back of them, and what 
business man ever heard of taking a 100 per cent mortgage 
on a plece of property that you are conveying, and yet a rule 
is going to be given for this bill. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I desire to call the attention 
of the committee to H. R. 7014 and S. 2287 now on the 
Consent Calendar, and for which efforts are being made 
to obtain a rule for special consideration. This bill authorizes 
the Secretary of War to dispose of the Hoboken Shore Line 
Railroad to the so-called Port of New York Authority and 
to take in payment in lieu of money the bonds of the 
port authority, the price being fixed, I believe, at $1,000,000. 
Lest any of my colleagues should be under the impression that 
the port authority, constituted as it is by members appointed 
by the State of New York and the State of New Jersey, has 
back of its bonds the guaranty of either of these States or 
any of the municipalities therein, I want to here give a brief 
outline of its history. 


The Port of New York Authority was started in 1917 to 
gather information and prepare a plan for a unified develop- 
ment of the port. A preliminary appropriation of $25,000 was 
made by the State of New York and $17,500 was made by the 
State of New Jersey. It made a report to the legislatures of 
the two States under date of January 26, 1918, in which the 
chief recommendation was a further appropriation of $400,000 
by the two States to make further investigations for a period 
of two more years. Further appropriations in the sum of 
$100,000 for each State were made in each of the two succeeding 
years, in all a total of $400,000 as requested by this body. A 
lengthy report in the nature of a legal brief was submitted on 
the legal aspects of investigation, consisting vf 140 printed 


pages, under date of December 2, 1918. Another report was 
made consisting of 213 printed pages under date of April 8, 
1919. Another report consisting of 65 printed pages was made 
under date of December 16, 1920. In 1921 this body requested 
the legislatures of the two States to create it as a corporate 
body known as the port authority of New York. In that year 
they were given $200,000 more for a still further report, which 


was to be in the nature of a specific engineering plan. It pre- 
sented such a plan to the legislatures of the two States in 1922 
in a report consisting of over 400 large printed pages. This 
plan was named the “comprehensive plan.” It is an engineer- 
ing plan with engineering and vague financial features for the 
future development of the port of New York. It provided for 
the creation and construction of certain clearly defined port 
facilities. So that there could be no question of Federal con- 
stitutional law as to the validity of the agreement between the 
two States with respect to this plan, legislation was requested 
of Congress authorizing and approving the contrifct, which 
Was passed by the Congress of the United States. ‘This is the 
only approval which the Federal Congress has given to this body 
or its plan and the only interest which it has in it, namely, 
to grant the consent which, under the Federal Constitution, is 
required of Congress to validate any treaty between the States. 
When it is claimed that Congress has approved the plan as an 
engineering or financial plan or when it is claimed that by 
reason of such Federal legislation Congress became a party 
to the creation of the port authority or in any way responsible 
for it, that argument is far-fetched, to say the least. The only 
purpose of congressional legislation was to indicate that so far 
as Congress was concerned it had no objection to the agreement 
between the States. 

Now, the reason for the action of the legislature in spending 
money for the creation of this body and giving it such powers 
was because of the representation of the members of the port 
authority and its staff that it could create all these new public 
utilities set forth in the comprehensive plan without the finan- 
cial assistance of the States, thus relieving the public treasuries 
of the States and municipalities involved of any further drain 
in connection with the creation of new public improvements. 
This was the great argument which was advanced by the 
proponents of the port authority in favor of its creation. The 
members of the two legislatures, harassed by importunities 
from innumerable directions for appropriation for this and that 
public improvement, were only too glad to seize upon what 
seemed to be an avenue of escape which would relieve them 
from the pressure of people seeking money from the public 
treasury for various so-called improvements. 

The many facilities were to be paid for by the port anthority 
by the issuance and sale of its own bonds which were to be 
secured by mortgage, presumably on the utilities which were 
created as a result of the sale of the bonds. At the request 
of the port authority and to aid in the sale of the bonds they 
were made tax exempt. The assurance by the port authority, 
that it could and would promptly engage in its plan of develop- 
ment without expense to the States, was urged by it and ac- 
cepted by the legislatures of the States of New York and New 
Jersey as the chief reason for clothing it with the very wide 
powers which were conferred on it. In its report dated De- 
cember 2, 1918, on page 138, it says: 


The capacity of the new port authority, as a body corporate or 
politic, to borrow money is not limited, therefore, by the constitutional 
limitations on the borrowing capacity of the State of New Jersey or 
the city of New York, 


In its report dated April 14, 1919, the first sketch of the 
constitution of the port authority is set forth and on page 59 
we find a provision giving power to the port authority— 


to borrow money and secure the same by bond or by mortgages upon 
any property held or to be held by it. 


This was the provision which was finally included in article 
6 of the agreement between the States which created the port 
authority which became chapter 154 of the laws of 1921 of the 
State of New York. Exactly similar legislation was adopted 
by the State of New Jersey. 

At the time the constitution of the port authority was 
approved by the legislature in 1921 and again in 1922, when 
its specific engineering plan, known as the comprehensive plan, 
was approved, the engineering and financial features of this 
program were opposed by many men of importance and wide 
experience. Some of the features were declared to be economi- 
cally unsound and impracticable. From a financial point of 


view the whole scheme was pronounced completely impossible 
of execution for the simple reason that it depended upon the 
ability of a political body to engage in a vast engineering en- 
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terprise of a speculative character, entirely upon borrowed 
capital, which capital was to be obtained by this political body 
for such speculative purposes only on the promise to return for 
the risk a legal rate of interest. 

Everybody knows that no matter how high his reputation or 
intelligence and integrity and no matter how sound and con- 
servative his plans no individual banker or financial institu- 
tion will on the request of such a borrower lend him money to 
build a home to the extent of 100. per cent of the cost. The 
limit of the loan would be 60 per cent or 70 per cent of the cost. 
This fact is obvious, elementary, and universally known. How 
much less likelihood is there, therefore, that a political body, 
the subject of every political wind that blows, completely with- 
out credit and with only an office full of second-hand furniture 
for assets, with no experience in the operation of great port 
facilities or knowledge thereof, with an uncertain tenure of 
office and strong local opposition on the part of the city of 
New York to its plan, could ever think of borrowing either 
the entire cost of construction of such speculative facilities or 
any substantial part thereof. 

Sueh were the predictions which were generally made as to 
what would happen to the port authority. Its history since 
- the time it was given power which it requested proves the 
complete accuracy of this prediction. Eight years have elapsed 
since it was launched on its career of voluminous reports, bar- 
rels of blue prints, a multitude of promises, and tons of con- 
versation. Four years have elapsed since the specific plan to 
which it finally gave birth was duly adopted by the Legislatures 
of the States of New York and New Jersey. Since then and 
despite the many loud protestations that with the grant of 
power it would act promptly, not one single patriot in all these 
United States has been found willing to take a chance on a bond 
of the port authority. 

Not one bond has been sold. Not one shovelful of earth 
has been turned to mark the commencement of a single work 
of construction of the many which were so generously promised. 
Over $1,000,000 has been paid by the taxpayers of New York 
and New Jersey to this botly and this large sum placed at 
the disposal of the port authority and spent by it has produced 
nothing but reports, blue prints, promises, conversation, and 
dreams. A substantial part of its budget has been used by it 
` for newspaper publicity under the sweet sounding title“ Direc- 
tor of information.” The newspapers have been flooded with 
articles prepared by the port authority in which it praises 
itself. Commercial organizations and civie bodies have been 
“worked” for resolutions of indorsement and approval and as 
everyone knows how easy it is to get resolutions from the 
average civic association on almost any subject, such resolu- 
tions have been forthcoming in large numbers, The truth of 
the matter is that the port authority is a tremendous success 
for every purpose except the one for which it was created and 
that is to sell its bonds and use the proceeds thereof to create 
specific port facilities as outlined in its specific plan of develop- 
ment prepared by it and approved by the legislatures. On this 
last point it has proved to be one of the greatest “ gold bricks” 
ever sold to any considerable part of the American public. 

An interesting side light on the port authority is found in an 
analysis of its pay roll for the last half of December, 1923, 
in the State of New York wherein it appears that this organiza- 
tion which should be essentially an engineering organization 
for an engineering purpose was the proud possessor of five 
engineers and nine secretaries, as well as three clerks, two 
publicity agents, three stenographers, and five statisticians. 
About two years ago, August 21, 1923, an effort was made to 
interest the leading financial interests of the city of New York 
in the sale of port authority bonds. A “ breakfast” was held 
to which were invited a great many representatives of financial 
houses. After the “breakfast,” prepared statements of the 
great success of the effort were handed out to the newspapers 
in which it was made to appear in the head lines that the 
financiers had assured the port authority $200,000,000 for the 
development of the comprehensive plan. 

A careful scrutiny, however, of the prepared press state- 
ments indicated in small type at the end of the story about 
“breakfast” that the hard-hearted financiers present quietly 
advised the port authority that they would not be interested in 
their bonds unless payment of principal and interest was 
guaranteed by the States. In other words, what they were 
after was not port authority bonds, which apparently to them 
were so much “ paper,” but what they wanted were State bonds 
gdaranteed by the public credit. Such a guaranty is pro- 
hibited by the Constitution of the State of New York and even 
if it were legal it would amount to a sale of State bonds, and 
thus instead of relieving the States of additional bonded in- 
debtedness so generously promised and assured by the port 


authority, the carrying out of its plan would only add another 
indebtedness. Thus the grand scheme of the port authority 
falls to the ground, and that being so the fact should be 
promptly recognized. While it is true the port authority fiz- 
zle has not as yet done any harm except the waste of the 
moneys heretofore appropriated to it, the menace lies in the 
fact that its loud promises of relief when it could give no 
relief and its constant effort to widen the scope of its author- 
ity will from now on have the tendency to discourage or pre- 
vent the development of port facilities by other means which 
are within the bounds of practicability. The port authority 
has finally recognized that its financial scheme is a joke and 
it is therefore now industriously engaged in agitating the plan 
of having the States advance 25 per cent of the cost of the 
improvements while the port authority would sell bonds to 
private lenders for 75 per cent of the improvements. The 
State, however, to have a second mortgage subordinate to the 
lien of the private lender. This proposition is not only uncon- 
stitutional and illegal in the State of New York, but has been 
met with a cold reception on the part of the legislature and 
of Governor Smith. 

Thus it appears that the port authority has been refused 
credit, first, by private lenders, and then by the States whose 
agency it is. It is therefore industriously seeking some way 
to make a market for its bonds and it develops the ingenious 
idea of unloading a million dollars worth of its “bonds” on 
poor old Uncle Sam. The proposition to buy the Hoboken 
shore road for a million dollars in port authority bonds, de- 
scribed by Secretary Weeks as “ paper,” is nothing more than 
an attempt to get the Federal Government, which is not re- 
sponsible for or interested in the port authority, to pull the 
port authority out of a financial hole in which it has involved 
itself, after the States who have created it have refused to 
give any assistance. 

The States of New York and New Jersey would certainly not 
think of buying a million dollars worth of port authority 
bonds or taking them in exchange for specific assets. Private 
financiers have refused to do it, having no confidence in the 
port authority as a financial structure, so why should the Fed- 
eral Government be called upon to finance the port authority 
with a million dollars, having no security other than the port 
authority's own promises to pay them, if it should be fortunate 
enough to be able to do so. If these bonds are worth anything,. 
even when secured by a first mortgage on the utility which is 
sold, why does not the port authority sell the bonds to the 
public and give the cash to the Federal Government? The 
very fact that if can not do so indicates how worthless the 
bonds are, 


It is true that if it defaults in payments of interest—and the 
only source for such interest would be the earning power of the 
utility itself—then the Federal Government could foreclose 
and take the property back, but in such a contingency that 
Congress will undoubtedly be bombarded by resolutions, ob- 
jections, memorials, and what not, from these same civic bodies, 
not to be too hard on the poor old port authority, but that the 
“ public interest” requires that the port authority be given 
the railroad, because it is the “agency” of the two States and 
the Federal Government. If the Federal Government is foolish 
enough to take these bonds in exchange for the railroad, it is 
only a matter of time when it will have the pleasure of kissing 
both the railroad and the bonds good-by. This outcome will 
happen if the Federal Government is so foolish as to take port 
authority “paper” for a real asset. 

Another interesting side light on the port authority is the 
great care which it took very early in its existence to persuade 
the legislatures that until the reyenues from the operation con- 
ducted by the port authority are adequate to meet all ex- 
penses, the legislatures should pledge themselves to provide ap- 
priations every year of $100,000 each for “salaries” and 
other administrative expenses. This the States agreed to do, 
and did do most faithfully and are still doing, because, sad to 
relate, the port authority has yet to earn its first nickel, al- 
though it has been in operation for a long period of time. It 
seems now, however, that not only will the legislatures not lend 
their credit to this body but they are getting tired of being 
called on for these annual appropriations of $100,000 each for 
“salaries” and other administrative expenses. And the port 
authority is finding increasingly cold receptions when their an- 
nual request is made for appropriation, because the leaders in 
both legislatures in both States expected that long before this 
something more than promises would be forthcoming. The last 
report of the port authority to the legislatures of the two 
States reads just exactly like its first. In other words, there is 


nothing in it but promises of what this body is going to do some 


day in the future. 
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To give an idea of the constant reaching for new power on 
the part of this port authority let me read the remarks of 
State Senator Lusk made in the State Senate Chamber at 
Albany, N. V., in May, 1924, when amendments to the port 
authority law were being considered. Senator Lusk is by no 


means a Progressive. He is of that brand of conservative 


Republican that most of my colleagues from up-State New, 


York belong. Yet eyen Senator Lusk could not stand for the 
repeated demands for power by this group seeking to get hold 
of every terminal facility in and around the harbor of New 
York, to have every railroad at their mercy, every means of 
transportation under their control, and then for the pickings. 
This is what the conservative State Senator Lusk said: 


I haven't got any great amount of interest in this. It seems to me 
the thing is humorous. In 1921 when we enacted this port authority 
law at the solid and unanimons request of every representative from 
New York City we put in this provision, that no property now or here- 
after vested in or held by either State, or by any county, city, borough, 
village, township, or other municipality, shall be taken by the port 
authority without the authority or consent of such State, county, city, 
borough, village, township, or municipality. 

In other words, on the representations and at the request of the 
members from New York City, unanimously expressed to us, we put in 
that provision. Now, this bill entirely wipes it out. On page 8 of 
this bill, in the first part of the bill, they provide for an investigation, 

They provide for a most sweeping investigation, and any member of 
this port authority, or anyone whom they may designate, can inyesti- 
gate any person who resides inside of the city of New York. 

They can investigate the mayor, the board of estimate and appor- 
tlonment, all the different authorities in New York City, just as far 
as they wish, and when they get through investigating, if they feel 
that any of the utilities—if they determine that any of the utilities 
which are used by the city of New York should be used by any of 
these railroad companies, or any other companies, they can make an 
order, and the use of these utilities is taken out of the hands of 
New York. 

AT PORT AUTHORITY MERCY 

That is found on page 8, running down there about—well, beginning 
at line 6, down to line 16. I have looked up the definition of a com- 
mon carricr in the old act. I have looked up the definition of a rail- 
road company in the old act, and there is not any question but what 
this bill entirely revises the policy that we adopted and puts the city 
bf New York in its transportation facilities entirely at the mercy of 
the port authority. 

Not only that, but on page 9 there is another beautiful provision 
whereby the port authority can say to New York City: We want you 
to make a joint terminal. And they can make New York City take the 
terminal where those ferryboats land. With all these railroad com- 
panies they can create a joint terminal, 

As I say, 1 have no interest in it, It the representatives from New 
York want to entirely revise their policy, if they want to put it in the 
hands of this port authority, which is an up-State authority and will 
continue to be, and there is a bill in here that gives the mayor of the 
city of New York the power to appoint a majority of that body, all 
well and good. 

However, there is not a man that does not know that street-car 
lines and docks and everything else come under this because of the 
definition of a railroad company, Now, if you want to turn them over 
to the port authority, turn them over. 


Now, I want to read an editorial from the Standard Union, 
of Brooklyn, of February 10, 1924, commenting on the speech 
made by the Hon. H. Edmund Machold, then speaker of the 
Assembly of the New York State Legislature, before the Board 
of Trade and Transportation, in which Speaker Machold voiced 
his opposition to the port authority and their entire plan. 
Again, Spenker Machold is not of my school of politics. He, 
like Senator Lusk, is a conservative in every sense of the word. 
The Brooklyn Standard Union is without doubt the leading 
Republican paper in the State of New York, and hear what it 
says about the port authority: 


THE PORT AUTHORITY’S CREDIT 


Speaker Machold's explosives were neatly packed in his straightfor- 
ward and forcible address Friday to the board of trade and trans- 
portation and, though calmly received by his audience, may yet blow 
the lid off highly important matters. He put his finger with unfailing 
accuracy on the weak heart with which the hybrid cross fertilized 
port authority was born, and exposed the fatal defect in its financial 
construction. That its responsible promoters and backers can have 
-been ignorant of the situation implies several things so unpleasant 
or despicate that it is better not to mention them. Not since the 


late Mr. William Micawber went out of business has any reputable | 


capitalist or optimistic promoter believed that he could raise money 
by selling anticipated profits or build public works of great magnitude 


by discounting the dividends which they are expected to earn. If 
there is as much difference between this sort of finance and that 
which Doctor Cook, of unsavory memory, practiced, it is difficult for 
the naked and unprofessional eye to detect. Of course, no sane banker 
or institution would touch that sort of alleged security. : 

But the speakers words contain a bearing far more important than 
is involved in the future of any merely local or bi-State enterprise. 
The port authority head is that of the camel and once it is fairly 
in the public tent and treasury the whole herd and all the other 
animals of the desert will come trooping in, the constitutional bar 
forbidding the legislature to loan more than $1,000,000 State credit 
to any one object will be broken down and every scheme which politi- 
cians, promoters, and profiteers may have the nerve to try to unload 
on the public and the taxpayers of the State will have free course 
and fair sailing. Speaker Machold should come to New York oftener 
and talk longer. 


The State Bulletin, published by the New York State Asso- 
ciation, an independent, nonpartisan state-wide civic organ- 
ization for constructive legislation and responsible and econom- 


ical government, as late as in its issue of January, 1925, gives 


friendly advice to the port authority as follows: 
FRIENDLY ADVICE TO THE PORT AUTHORITY 


The port authority needs a lot of jacking up. Since we acted the 
part of the candid friend a year ago and received the usual thanks for 
this service, the health of this agency and its standing in the com- 
munity have not improved. It is weaker now in membership, its staff 
work is uncoordinated and without proper executive direction, and Its 
financing scheme is no nearer demonstrating its soundness. A thick 
fog of talk, briefs, and literature obscures what is going on and be- 
fuddles the public, which has been waiting with increasing impatience 
for several years for something to happen. The plan to issue improve- 
ment bonds secured by the improvements themselves is certainly sound 
enough, when applied to the development of something visible which 
the State owns to begin with like water power; but it is yet to be shown 
that this scheme works where there is nothing available at the start but 
public rights and interests and public control over private or semi- 
public corporations located in two States and many municipalities. 

If the Staten Island bridges projected by the port authority attract 
private capital without a guaranty of interest by the State, the finan- 
cial plan may yet work out, but greater improvements are pressing, 
and if the port authority can not make them private capital will do so 
on a franchise basis. In that case the port anthority should supervise 
and regulate the franchises, and this may yet be the proper rôle for 
this department and its place in our Government economy. 

In the meantime, the port authority should get itself a first-rate ex- 
ecutive officer, talk less, and get down to brass tacks. Otherwise the 
people may get sick of it. 


All of this, of course, is not surprising to me. I was a mem- 
ber of the board of estimate and apportionment of the city of 
New York in 1920 when the matter was first before the city 
authorities, and I had occasion then to study the plans, to ob- 
serve its proponents, to watch them when they were on guard, 
and to notice them when they were off guard. It was plain to 
me then that they had no definite plan, were following a hit-and- 
miss course, and were simply waiting for something to drop in 
their lap. Nothing has dropped so far, and here they are asking 
you to give them not only a million dollars of property, but also 
over a hundred thousand dollars in cash for nothing. I repeat, 
for nothing. In the beginning of the activities of this so-called 
authority it was apparent that its purpose was a scheme 
to get, first, supervisory power on all port matters and then 
actual control of port property. That some of these individ- 
uals were in close contact with groups of railroad interests at 
the time, and are to-day, is no secret. Many of its first friends 
are rapidiy seeing the scheme in its true light and are with- 
drawing their interest and support. The port. authority is 
daily losing the confidence of previous supporters. All of these 
facts should be considered by the Members of the House at 
this time when this body, having sought every possible way of 
raising money, Dow come and seek to give its worthless paper 
to the United States Government for valuable property and 
good United States money. - 

I have before me the annual report of the Port of New York 
Authority, dated January 24, 1925, which has just been re- 
ceived, and which I understand has been sent to the Members 
of the House. I simply want to call the attention of my col- 
leagues that the various photographs contained in this report 
printed on excellent and expensive paper, showing belt lines, 
railroad tracks, warehouse sites, railroad yards, sidings, termi- 
nals, and bridges, not one of these improvements was built 
by the port authority, is owned, or now operated by them. Let 
me make that clear. The port authority can take no credit 
for any of these improvements, and a Member looking through 
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this report in the course of a day's work might gain the im- 
pression that the port authority is something alive and some- 
thing real. Nothing is further from the fact. It owns nothing. 
It does nothing, Of course, the diagrams of suggested uni- 
yersal freight station and the maps, in other words the paper 
work, designs, and sketches, that is the creation of the port 
authority. In fact, they are specialists in paper work. All 
they have done to date is diagrams, blue prints, sketches, pic- 
tures, and reports, and wasted the money of the taxpayers of 
New York and New Jersey. Not one of the improvements in 
existence and operating to-day pictured or described in the an- 
nual report was built, is owned, or operated by the port au- 
thority, and has absolutely nothing to do with it. I hope I 
have made that clear. 

It is not necessary to take my interpretation of what this 
bill will do; just let me read what the port authority itself says 
the bill will do, and I am reading from page 25 of the report 
I have just referred to: 


The port authority to pay to the War Department $1,000,000 of its 
80-year 4 per cent gold bonds, in exchange for which it was to receive 
the lease, physical properties, and equipment of the railroad, including 
the water-front properties, exclusive of the back lands; in addition, it 
proposed to pay for materials and supplies on hand at the time of 
transfer the bonds of the same description for the amount of the in- 
ventory thereof, and for cash on hand at the time of transfer (esti- 
mated as of August 31, 1923, at $109,549) bonds of the same descrip- 
tion in such principal amounts as, at 4 per cent interest, would be the 
equivalent of 4% per cent return upon the actual cash. 


Not only are we asked to turn over the property worth over 
a million dollars but in addition this propertyless, penniless 
fngency desires to take something over a hundred and nine thou- 
sand dollars in good United States money in exchange for its 
bonds of doubtful value, figured at 4½ per cent interest. Can 
you beat it? 

As a warning and anticipating default in interest and prin- 
cipal payments, the port authority says, on page 26 of its 
report: 

In making this proposal the port authority realized. and it still 
renlizes, that the offer was not warranted on the basis of treating the 
Hoboken Shore Line as a business proposition, The income and earn- 
ing capacity of the road during its entire existence would not justify 
the price of $1,000,000 which constituted the terms of sale. 


In other words, you have been given warning right now that 
they can not earn enough to pay the interest on 4 per cent, and 
when the first default is made they will call your attention to 
this fact. Then the report continues: 


The larger justification for the purchase is to be found in the fact 
that there is no other public agency that will make it, and we believe 
that property of such potential value to the shippers and receivers of 
this port should not be allowed to go into private hands. There is 
every indication that until such time as this property can be made to 
fit in with the future requirements of the port there will be a substan- 
tial annual deficit. 


Now, with no other source of income in the whole world, 
with both States specifically relieved of all obligations, with the 
very law which created this port authority stating in as clear 
a language as could possibly be written that the port authority 
had to be self-sustaining, that no appropriation would be given 
to the port authority by both States for purchase or mainte- 
nance of property, with its statement before you that there will 
be a deficit, are you going to turn over a million dollars“ worth 
of property and $109,000 cash for the admittedly worthless 
bonds offered? 

Then, the report says, “ But if, as we hope,” mark you, get 
the “hope,” and that is all that this agency has been doing, is 
hoping and spending money, “this road is operated in con- 
junction with belt line 13, we are credibly informed that it 
should then be self-sustaining.” Who informed them so cred- 
ibly? Some lawyer seeking to hang onto a good thing 
and some railroad companies wanting to get something for 
nothing. 

In closing I desire to appeal to my colleagues to give this 
matter consideration. Before voting for either the House or 
Senate bill to consider what a precedent the passage of either 
bill would establish. If the United States Government is to 
take the worthless bonds of a port authority, the next step 
will be the sale of Government property for the unsecured 
bonds of private corporations. 

As I have stated, there is nothing to prevent the Secretary 
of War, under existing law, to dispose of this property to the 
port authority, but let this boastful organization pay for it in 
good money. I realize that the politics of the situation are 


rather involved. I realize, too, that differences between groups 
of railroads are likewise involved. I submit that under the 
law the Secretary of War has authority to dispose of this prop- 
erty in the same manner and under the same conditions that 
hundreds of millions of dollars in Government property has 
been disposed of, and that we should not be called upon to 
make an exception in this case and to rehabilitate an entirely 
repudiated and seemingly bankrupt port authority. 

Gentlemen, I hope, as a matter of policy, the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Texas will be adopted. I do 
not think it will affect the sale in this particular instance, 
but let the word go out to the world that we finally have 
come to our senses and that we are going to stop giving Gov- 
ernment property away; that no favorite son or special in- 
terest can come in and give worthless bonds for good property 
and hard cash. I bespeak the interest of my colleagues to ex- 
amine the two bills I have referred to and to do me the kindness 
of reading the history of this port authority, which I am 
putting in the RECORD, It is a repudiated, penniless, worthless, 
political combine which has spent $500,000 in making blue 
prints and reports without a bit of property in its possession, 
without any credit back of it, and yet they have the audacity 
to come here and ask you for $1,000,000 worth of property and 
$109,000 in cash and offer you bonds that every banker in New 
York and New Jersey has refused to take. 

Mr. LOZIER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. LOZIER. Is it not a fact that business and stock-job- 
bing interests of the city of New York have been engaged for 
months in a propaganda to produce this result and get this 
Government property by this scheme for securities of the kind 
the gentleman has referred to? 

Mr. LaGUARDIA. And do you know why? First, they had 
a breakfast and the bankers were there, and their little lawyer, 
who is the port authority counsel, made the offer. “ Will you 
take our bonds?“ They said, What is back of them?” You 
know bankers are not giving money away. They asked, “Is the 
State of New York or New Jersey back of them?’ “No; 
because the law that created this commission specifically pro- 
vided that the credit of the State should not be obligated.” 
Have you got any property?“ No.” That ended the bank- 
ers taking the bonds. What do they want to do now? They 
want to get this Government property in Hoboken and make 
the Government take a 100 per cent mortgage, and then go out 
with this 100 per cent mortgaged property and dump more 
bonds on the public. It is a scheme that is outrageous, dis- 
honest, and I hope the Members will yote it down Saturday 
when it comes before the House. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA, Yes. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Is this a private corporation the gentle- 
man is describing here? 

Mr. LaGUARDIA. No; this is an authority created by the 
act of the Legislatures of New York and New Jersey, and the 
treaty was approved by Congress. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. And you state it has no assets? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. No. 
aes HUDSPETH. Have you not blue-sky laws in New 

or 

Mr. LaGUARDIA. The gentleman must understand that 
they were not supposed to hold any property. Their function 
was a supervisory one, to supervise the traffic of the port and 
to work out methods and plans to coordinate terminals and in- 
terport communication. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I understood the gentleman to say they 
held themselves out as being worth $500,000. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. They have spent $500,000, which was 
appropriated. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Is there not also involved the fact that 
they propose to put on a line of trucks that will congest the 
streets of your metropolitan city to a degree that has neyer 
been done before? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA, That is one of their plans. They have 
57 varieties of plans. They will do anything that the Erie 
Railroad tells them. It is just a fight among the railroads. 
The Lackawanna Railroad has offered to pay the Government 
a million dollars for the property. The Erie and other roads 
do not want the Lackawanna to have it. So we are asked te 
give it away to the port authority which in turn will be and 
is lead by the nose by the very same railroad interests. 

Mr. BLANTON. How did such a bill as this come to be 
reported and get on the calendar? 
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Mr. LAGUARDIA. It is on the calendar, and I hope the 
gentleman will be here when it comes up and I hope I will 
have the help of my energetic friend from Texas [Mr. BLAN- 
TON] to defeat it. 

Mr. BLANTON. I have it marked. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
five minutes to the gentleman from Missouri [Mr, ROMJUE]. 

Mr. ROMJUE. Mr. Chairman, I want to call the attention 
of the committee to what will be the result if you enact this 
legislation unless amended. First, you propose to sell a piece 
of property for which the Government paid $28,000. The dis- 
cussion and evidence disclose that since the purchase by the 
Government it has enhanced in value. No one favoring the 
passage of this bill has indicated anything other than that 
there is only one concern in a position to buy it. They tell 
you that it is adjoining to the Tube Co. and that it is im- 
practicable to open the matter up for public sale. They say 
the Tube Co. is the only concern that can really be in the 
market for purchase. Let us assume that their argument is 
correct and see what the situation is. The bill undertakes to 
empower the Secretary of the Interior to dispose of Government 
property to whom? To this tube concern, and I am reliably 
informed that another member of the President’s Cabinet is 
interested in this tube concern. So the effect is that you have 
one member of the Cabinet who, by this law, will sell to an- 
other member of the Cabinet a piece of property that is owned 
by the United States Government. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROMJUB, Yes. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Will the gentleman state from 
what source he gets his information that the Secretary of the 
Treasury is interested in this company? 

Mr. ROMJUE. I heard a remark made a moment ago that 
Mr. Mellon ought not to expect a transaction of this kind to 
take place. Will the gentleman say—— 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Does the gentleman think it is 
fair to base his argument on flying rumors? 

Mr. ROMJUB. I will be the judge of whether the rumor is 
flying or not. Does the gentleman deny that Mr. Mellon is 
interested in the Tube Co,? 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. 
subject. 

Mr. ROMJUE. Do you deny it? 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. I have no information on that 
matter at all. 

Mr. ROMJUR, I will tell the gentleman that I am strongly 
of the opinion that Mr. Mellon is interested in the tube con- 
cern. Moreover, you have a known purchaser, according to 
your own theory—you say that the Tube Co. is the only prac- 
ticable purchaser of this Government property. If that be 
true we know the owner, and we know the only prospective 
purchaser is the Tube Co. Is there any reason why the 
Government should not know now, in adyance, what the Tube 
Co. is willing to pay for this property? 

Mr. STEVENSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROMJUD. I will 

Mr. STEVENSON. Would it not be a practical thing to 
put the price in the bill, and then they could not fix a price 
below that which was contained in the law? 

Mr. ROMJUE. Yes; the committee ought to have made 
some investigation, and may have done so, as to the real 
value of this property, and then it ought to be stated in the 
bill that below that sum the property could not be sold. But 
the bill provides that it can be sold at the appraised value, and 
you only have, you say, one prospective purchaser. I submit 
that there is no way in the world by which you can prevent 
the appraisement being made which may very likely be unfair, 
or at least questionable, and we ought not to pass legislation 
disposing of Government property which leaves the matter 
open to question. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. The gentleman from Missouri 
is engaged in the practice of law. Does he not know that 
practically in every court an order for a sale will not permit 
that sale to be made if it brings less than two-thirds of the 
appraised value? ; 

Mr. ROMJUN. Yes; sometimes three-quarters. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. And we go further—this bill 
will not permit the title to pass unless it brings the full ap- 
praised value. Does the gentleman see where, under all the 


I have no information on the 


circumstances, the Government could expect to get more than 
the appraised value for the property? 

Mr. ROMJUE. It is very likely that we might get more; 
but when the gentleman reminds me that it is customary to 
sell property through the various courts of the country some- 
times for two-thirds, sometimes for three-quarters of the ap- 
praised value, I want to say that I am aware of such a pro- 


cedure in the courts of the country and the law and the cir- 
cumstances under which they are sold usually pertain to 
public sale. Here this is practically a private sale. Why, 
you say that nobody can buy this except the tube concern. I 
submit in a case like that, that in all fairness to the Gov- 
ernment, if we know who the only practical purchaser 
on 17 ought to know in advance what he is willing to pay 
or it. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman, I desire to use 
two or three minutes to answer some questions propounded by 
the gentleman from Texas. We must look at the reason of 
this thing. Why did we get this piece of ground? It was to 
protect us from the action of some person who owned next to 
us. If we threw this open and had a public sale, and somebody 
else would bid upon it, what might happen? This little trian- 
gular piece of ground is entirely surrounded by the Govern- 
ment’s property and by the Tube Co.’s property, but suppose 
some other person would come in there under the plan sug- 
gested by some gentleman and buy it and then erect a building 
there contrary to the desires of the Government, and create 
a nuisance right there. The Government has spent a lot of 
money in establishing its buildings and its station and its 
lawns, and it is concerned who will be its neighbor. It means 
something as to who will be your neighbor. It is not like the 
Government owning some piece of land that is not so sur- 
rounded. Then I would favor a public sale. So that the only 
person who can bid would be this tube concern, and the Sec- 
retary of the Interior says the fact they are establishing a 
bureau of investigation there and will be in the same work as 
the Government will mean something of advantage to the 
Government, and they will not interfere with the use of the 
Government’s property. 

I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
KELLY]. 

Mr. KELLY. Mr. Chairman, it has been suggested by some 
one that eternal vigilance is the price of liberty. That is true, 
but this eternal suspicion of every plan for proper cooperation 
with American business does not mean constructive action. 
We have had a debate which has been based upon a misunder- 
standing of this entire proposition. Nobody is going to make 
any tainted money out of this sale of unused land. On the 
contrary, a great expenditure of money is going to be made for 
the general welfare. That work is going to be done by some 
of those who have been condemned here. The Bureau of 
Mines station in Pittsburgh is the central mine-rescue station 
for all the coal mines of that great State, and also of Ohio, 
A large sum has been spent by the Government in preparing 
the rescue station to help solve the problems of mine explo- 
sions. I went out into that district not long ago to in- 
spect the mine which is owned and operated by this bureau. 
I saw the work they are doing on coal-dust explosions 
and it was an inspiring experience. They have saved hun- 
dreds of lives by experiments for the prevention of coal-dust 
explosions. 

The National Tube Co. has been working with the Bureau 
of Mines on ore dust explosions, and other dangers and losses 
in industry, and has spent hundreds of thousands of dollars 
on that work. ‘The metallurgical engineer of the National 
Tube Co. is Mr. Speller, who wrote the publication I hold in 
my hand and which was put out by the Bureau of Mines. 
He gave it his time and attention for many months, Now, 
Mr. Chairman, what is the situation here? We bought a parcel 
of land there for $28,000. At the edge of the square is a 
triangular piece that juts out. The square is left entire by the 
sale of this triangle, and we are not selling any land which is 
needed by the bureau. That triangle juts into the property 
owned by the National Tube Co. What is it going to do with 
the property? It is going to erect a research laboratory deal- 
ing with corrosion in metals, and other industrial research 
problems, which will cost a very large sum. On the other side 
of that lot is the Carnegie Institute's research laboratory, 
which cost a million dollars or more. Near that institution 
is what is known as the Mellon Institute for Industrial Re- 
search. Mr. Mellon, who has been attacked here, has given 
many millions of dollars for the building of the institution 
from which he does not directly derive a single cent. It has 
done incalculable good in chemistry, in research work as to 
the analysis of chemical compounds of various kinds. It has 
done wonderful work. Mr. Mellon gave the institute free to 
the people of the Nation. That Mellon Institute with the 
Carnegie Institute and this Tube Co. laboratory and the Bu- 
reau of Mines makes up one of the finest research laboratory 
plazas in the United States. The proposition here is to coop- 
erate with that great forward-looking program. We are not 
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going to take a single dollar from the Government. We are 
going to dispose of the land in question for full value and 
for a most worthy purpose. 
Mr. ROMJUE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. KELLY. Yes. 
Mr. ROMJUE. In view of the splendid address of my friend, 
does he not think it might be well to give the property away? 
Mr. KELLY. I believe it would be justifiable and a benefit 
to all concerned, but we are not proposing any such thing. 


Mr. ROMJUE. If we sell, we ought to sell it at a fair 
price. 
Mr. KELLY. We will sell at a fair price. 


Mr. ROMJUE. I believe in doing charity, but when I do 
charity I want to know that I am doing charity, and when I 
sell I want to get a good price. 

Mr. KELLY. We will get full value or no sale. This bill 
was introduced at the request of Doctor Bain, the Director 
of the Bureau of Mines. He asked me to introduce it, and 
said its enactment would be a service to the Bureau of Mines 
and to the entire country. I was very glad to comply with 
his request. I did not think it would bring such suspicion as 
has been expressed, and I feel a great deal of that suspicion 
is due to misunderstanding. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KELLY. I will yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman's idea is that this milion- 
dollar building that the Tube Co. is going to erect on that 
land the Government is going to sell will be for the benefit of 
the Government? 

Mr. KELLY. For the benefit of the country as a whole. 

Mr. BLANTON. Well, now, it is not just a little piece of 
triangle; it is a fairly good, little lot; it is over 2,000 square 
feet. 

Mr. KELLY. I hope the gentleman will not interrupt me; 
the gentleman has his own time—— 

Mr. BLANTON. I yield to the gentleman two minutes, 
because I do not wish to take the gentleman's time. 

Mr. KELLY. This land is a triangle that contains about 
1,966 square feet. It is absolutely useless for any legitimate 
purposes except those of the National Tube Co. It will be 
sold at a fair appraisal, and the National Tube Co. is willing 
to pay every dollar it is worth. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KELLY. I will yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. ‘The gentleman states that if it is put 
out by competition, as I understand, the property would not 
bring anything, but the bill says it shall be sold for not less 
than the appraised value, and so that would bring something. 

Mr. KELLY. Certainly. The provision is not less than 
the appraised value, and that protects the price. The work 
that is going to be done there is going to be done not simply 
because it will bring dollars into the great tube plant at Mc- 
Keesport, where they make more tubes than any place in the 
world, but this is an extension of research work which they 
are trying to carry on for the ultimate benefit of every metal 
industry in America. I feel that it is justifiable for us to 
take this action when the Committee on Mines and Mining 
urges us to do so, when there will be such beneficial co- 
operation and when we can assure a chance to add this 
building to that great plaza of research institutions which 
will be of such help to the industries of America. 

Mr. COLTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KELLY. I yield. 

Mr. COLTON. Will the building which the National Tube 
Co. are going to build interfere in any way with the use of 
the Government property? 

Mr. KELLY. Not in the slightest; but it will help the Gov- 
ernment. When it is completed we will have a great array of 
research laboratories, each one cooperating with the other; 
we will haye a great practical cooperation. It seems to me 
that the Government ought to be very glad to advance such 
a project. 

Mr. BOYLAN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KELLY. I will. 

Mr, BOYLAN. Is it not a fact the Government had to buy 
this land to protect its light and air from the Tube Co.? 

Mr. KELLY. It paid $28,000 for this piece in between its 
own building and the building planned by the Tube Co. 

Mr. BOYLAN. By selling part of this land, do not we put 
ourselyes in a position again of having a building come in and 
encroach upon the light and air? 

Mr. KELLY. No. If you will look at the blue print, you 
will understand that situation better. It is a little piece of 


land jutting out from a vieant lot, and it has no connection 
with our Bureau of Mines building. 


Mr. BRIGGS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KELLY. I will. 

Mr. BRIGGS. Has the gentleman any idea of what this 
piece of property is valued at? 

Mr. KELLY. This whole piece of property cost $28,000, 
and this little triangle, which covers about one-ninth of the 
whole area, I imagine would be worth about one-ninth of the 
amount. 

Mr. BLANTON. It is worth $50,000. 

Mr. KELLY. It is not worth anything save to the Bureau 
of Mines and the Tube Co. It is not going to be a special 
privilege granted to one concern. It is going to be helpful to 
the research work done in America, and we will get a large 
return on the investment in such cooperation. I believe we 
ought to do it without hesitation; at the same time protect 
the Government as provided in the bill. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. STEVENSON]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from South Carolina is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, I come to the discussion 
of this bill without any prejudice against anybody concerned 
with it at all. We are trustees for the American people, and 
we are proposing to sell that piece of property that belongs 
to them. In the course of my practice of the law a good many 
times I have been trustee and executor, and have acted in 
other capacities along that line, and I have never found that 
it is a bad thing to have an unprejudiced valuation of what 
I had to sell. In fact the law of every State requires some- 
thing of that kind. 

Now what do we find here in regard to this? I think a very 
simple amendment could remove the real objections to this bill. 
The bill provides— 


That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
to sell at not less than its appraised value that parcel of land 


And so forth. Now what appraisement is referred to? Who 
is to make it? Where is there any provision here for any ap- 
praisement? Is there any provision for an unprejudiced 
method of appraisement by disinterested people familiar with 
real estate matters in the city of Pittsburgh, where this prop- 
erty is? Not at all. It is left absolutely in the air. There is 
no provision for any appraisement to be made which would be 
worth anything at all. 

They may say The Secretary of the Interior may appraise 
it.” That is what the law always condemns; that is, to allow 
the man who is given the power to sell somebody else's prop- 
erty, to himself name the price at which it shall be sold. The 
appraised value is always determined by an unprejudiced ap- 
praisement by people who are disinterested and who are 
familiar with that kind of thing. 

Oh, but they say, “It will be a wonderful benefit to that 
country.” Gentlemen, we are not buying benefits; we are sell- 
ing land, and if you are going to do it you have got to sell it 
in a businesslike way. I have heard people on the other side 
of the House talking about doing business in a businesslike 
way. They had at one time a slogan to the effect, “ We want 
more business in Government and less of Government in 
business.” 

The rule in force in every State and jurisdiction in this 
country is that when an executor or administrator of an estate 
sells property he must sell it at the price fixed by the court, 
or sell it where everybody can bid on it, or dispose of it by sale 
where the appraisement is made by disinterested peopie. They 
say, “ The Secretary of the Interior may do this.” I am fed up 
on the Secretary of the Interior doing things. We had a little 
deal of this kind out in California, and also in Montana or Wyo- 
ming, known as the Teapot Dome and the Elks Hills Reserva- 
tion, by the Secretary of the Interior. I am not in favor of per- 
mitting him to name the value of the property we are going 
to sell, “I don’t want the same dog to bite me twice.” 

Oh, they say, “It will net do to sell this property to any 
other concern, because they might build structures there that 
would obstruct the light and interfere with the Government.” 

Now, let us look at the bill for a minute. 

Mr. LEAVITT. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEVENSON. Yes. 

Mr. LEAVITT. Teapot Dome is in Wyoming and not in 
Montana. 

Mr. STEVENSON. I accept the gentleman’s correction. 
They did not have one in Montana or it would have gone with 
Teapot Dome through the dealings of the former Secretary of 
the Interior. 

They say the Government might get somebody there who 
would build something that would obstruct the light. Let us 
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look at the bill a minute and see whether there is anything 
in that. The committee itself has recognized that and has 
safeguarded it by inserting this amendment: 


Provided, That such sale shall be made on such terms and condi- 
tions as will protect the uses of the Government to property adjacent 
thereto as to light and other easements. 


If you can protect it against this eleemosynary institution 
that is going to reform the world and bring the millennium in 
the coal mines you can certainly protect it against any other 
purchaser just as well, and if you insert that in the bill you can 
put it up and sell it to the highest bidder. It seems to me that 
is a very easy way of protecting the Government's interests. 

It has been stated over and over that this property, or a large 
part of it, was bought within the last two years, and you can 
easily guard the sale of it by inserting after the words “ not 
less than its appraised value —and you ought to provide that 
the land shall be appraised by three disinterested real-estate 
men in that territory—the words “and shall not be sold at less 
per square foot than was paid for it when it was bought two 
years ago.” If you insert that language then you will have 
some restriction and some safeguard. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEVENSON. Yes. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. This property, no doubt, will be 
worth more to the National Tube Co. than to anybody else. 

Mr. STEVENSON. I think so. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. And would not that company 
pay more for the land? 

Mr. STEVENSON. If they did not, they would not get the 
property, if it was mine and I was selling it. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. And that is the natural assump- 


tion. 
Nr. STEVENSON. Yes; that would be the natural assump- 
tion. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEVENSON. Yes. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. I did not catch the wording of 
the suggested amendment about the appraisal of the land. 

Mr. STEVENSON. It should be provided in the bill that the 
Jand must be appraised by three disinterested real-estate men of 
the vicinity where the property is to be sold. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. There would be no objection 
to that, but I think that would be done under the law as it 
now stands. 

Mr. STEVENSON. There is no provision in the bill for hay- 
ing the appraisement made in that way. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. As I say, I think it would have 
to be done in that way under the law. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Will the gentleman give a little consid- 
eration to that suggestion? 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. I do not object to that amend- 
ment. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Then I think there should be a provision 
in the bill providing that the land shall not be sold for less 
per square foot than it cost the Government. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. I might have some objection 
to that, because the Secretary of the Interior feels it can be 
sold at a profit. 

Mr. STEVENSON. I hope it can be sold at a profit, but cer- 
tainly you want to have something in the bill providing for 
that. This is a business transaction and is not a matter of 
charity. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. 
by the bill. 

Mr. STHVENSON. But the contemplation of the bill and the 
language of it seem to be a good deal apart. The language of 
the bill is absolutely barren of any protection against the in- 
cursion of people who may want to speculate on this Govern- 
ment property at the expense of the people. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEVENSON. Yes. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Could not the gentleman’s suggestion 
be met by adding after the words “appraised value“ the words 
“as fixed by three disinterested persons to be appointed by the 
President“? 

Mr. STEVENSON. Yes. I think that would fix the appraise- 
ment but then there should be added the words “ at not less per 
square foot than it was purchased for.” 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. I think the appraisers should be 
appointed by the Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. STEVENSON. I do not care who appoints the appraisers, 
but I think a disinterested board of appraisers should be pro- 
yided for in the bill, 


I think that is in contemplation 


Mr. LONGWORTH. Might I suggest that inasmuch as the 
chairman of the committee has indicated his willingness to 
accept those amendments that we proceed with the reading of 

e 

Mr. BLANTON. Is the chairman willing to accept the amend- 
ment I submitted to him? 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? It 
seems to me the proposed amendment of the gentleman from 
Texas would land us in trouble. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I was not referring to that amend- 
ment. 

Mr. TILSON. The proposed amendment of the gentleman 
sant South Carolina [Mr. STEVENSON] it seems to me is all 
right. 

Mr. BLANTON. The amendment I have proposed is similar 
to the amendment we have put in every bill of this nature. 

Mr. TILSON. This is the very kind of case where an amend- 
ment of that kind should not be put in. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself two minutes. 

The gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. Trison] indicates that 
if we sold this property by advertisement and at a competitive 
sale somebody might buy the property for the purpose of at- 
tempting to place a nuisance on it. It is admitted that the 
Tube Co. is going to build a $1,000,000 building on the property. 
Nobody else could do more than build a building on it and if 
the Tube Co. is going to build a building on it, anyone else 
that bought it could not do more. 

Mr. KELLY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. In just a moment. You never lose any- 
thing by protecting the interests of the people with safeguards. 
This property should be advertised and should be sold at com- 
petitive sale with the right reserved in the Secretary of the 
Interior to reject any and all bids, and that is all my amend- 
ment provides. I do not care to take up any further time. I 
am going to offer the amendment and let the House vote on it, 

The bill was read for amendment. 

With the following committee amendment: 


Page 2, line 18, after the word “ feet.“ insert a colon and the fol- 
lowing: “ Provided, That such sale shall be made on such terms and 
conditions as will protect the uses of the Government to property adja- 
cent thereto as to light and other easements.” 


The committee amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kentucky offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Ronstox of Kentucky: On page 1, line 4, 
after the word “value,” insert ‘as fixed by three disinterested land- 
owners to be appointed by the Secretary of the Interior, and at a sum 
not less than its original cost to the United States.” 


Mr. STEVENSON. Per square foot. You are not selling the 
exact property. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Yes; it is the same property. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. I think the language of the 
amendment is all right and will cover it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Kentucky. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. BLANTON: Page 1, line 4, after the word 
“sell,” insert the following: “After due advertisement at competitive 
sale, with the right reserved to reject any and all bids.” 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chariman, I ask recognition. If this 
amendment is adopted, this property will be sold like all other 
Government property should be sold—after due advertisement. 
This puts the buying world in Pittsburgh on notice that it is 
going to be sold. The Tube Co. will buy it in. They will pay 
more than anybody else, but this will give somebody else the 
right to bid on it. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 


Mr. BLANTON. I yield. 
Mr, CONNALLY of Texas. Does not the gentleman think 


his 5 ought to provide how much advertisment there 
shall be? 

Mr. BLANTON. Due advertisement is a term well under- 
stood in law. It is so well understood that the courts have 
already construed that due advertisement means proper adver- 
tisement that will put the buying public on notice. The courts 
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3 that term and you do not have to put it in in 
detail. 

This is the exact language that has been placed in every bill 
where Government property has been sold since I have been 
here where the membership have tried to protect the interests 
of the Government. I submit the chairman ought to accept 
this amendment. If he is not trying to give the inside track 
to somebody, why not accept it. I know he is not intending 
anything of that kind. I know he wants to protect the in- 
terests of the Goyernment, and I therefore submit the amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Texas. f 

The question was taken ; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
BLANTON) there were—24 ayes and 20 noes. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BOYLAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 1, line 4, after the word “sale,” insert the words “for cash.” 


Mr. BOYLAN. Mr. Chairman, I think we ought to have this 
amendment in, because it says to authorize for sale at not less 
than the appraised value. It does not say for what. It might 
be sale for stock in the Tube Co. It might be sold for some 
pa? consideration, The words “for cash,” I think, should be 

rted. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Is it not a fact that specific limita- 
tion is not necessary, as the Government would not be author- 
ized to sell it except for cash? 

Mr. BOYLAN. I would be glad if that were so, if that was 
the settled policy of the Government, but I understand it is not. 

Mr. WINTER. The gentleman might go further and say 
what he means by cash. 

Mr. BOYLAN. The words “for cash” are well understood 
in the English language. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. The gentleman wants to establish a 
policy that the Government's property must be sold for good 
money and not for bonds or other certificates of indebtedness? 

Mr. BOYLAN. Absolutely; that is the kind of policy I would 
like to have declared. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I think the gentleman is correct. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Does not the gentleman think a check 
would be sufficient? 

Mr. BOYLAN. Yes; if it was certified. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. But it is not cash. 

Mr. BOYLAN. It is the equivalent of cash. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. And the courts have so construed it. 

Mr. LEAVITT. Would the gentleman be satisfied if it said 
* legal tender of the United States”? 

Mr. BOYLAN, Yes; but cash is a smaller word and plain 
‘Anglo-Saxon. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from New York. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Boyran) there were—i4 ayes dnd 28 noes, 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman, I move that the 
committee do now rise and report the bill to the House with 
the amendments, with the recommendation the amendments 
be agreed to and the bill as amended do pass, 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and the Speaker having 
resumed the chair, Mr. Dowett, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that 
that committee had had under consideration the bill (H. R. 
2720) and had directed him to report the same back to the 
House with sundry amendments with the recommendation 
that the amendments be agreed to and the bill as amended do 


pass. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, I move the 
previous question on the bill and amendments to final passage. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote demanded on any amend- 
ment? If not, the Chair will put them en gross. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read 
the third time; was read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Rosston of Kentucky, a motion to recon- 
sider the yote by which the bill was passed was laid on the 
table. 

DECISIONS OF THE SUPREME COURT 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Recorp on the decisions of the 
Supreme Court. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Speaker, on the 24th day of Feb- 
ruary, 1923, I made some remarks on the subject, “ Decisions 
of the United States Supreme Court.” Those remarks appear 
in CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 64, part 5, Sixty-seventh 
Congress, fourth session, pages 4566 to 4570. In those remarks 
are a list of United States Supreme Court decisions declaring 
Federal legislation unconstitutional. During the last year the 
legislative reference service of the Library of Congress went 
over this list of cases very carefully, brought it down to date, 
and made a few corrections. Fach act declared unconstitu- 
tional is taken up in the order of its passage by Congress, with 
a citation of the case in which the Supreme Court held it un- 
constitutional, a short synopsis of the court’s decision, and the 
nomee of the justices of the Supreme Court who dissented, 

any. 

The purpose of my remarks was to counteract the propa- 
ganda for a constitutional amendment to empower Congress to 
give validity and effect to an act of Congress declared uncon- 
stitutional and yoid by the Supreme Court of the United States 
upon its repassage by both Houses of Congress. This proposal 
to amend the Constitution of the United States was one of the 
major campaign issues last fall. 

The outcome of the election last November disposed of that 
issue, at least for the present. My object now in printing a 
revised list of cases declaring acts of Congress unconstitutional 
is to preserve in the CONGRESSIONAL Recorp accurate and re- 
liable information on the subject. 

In my remarks of February 24, 1923, reference was made to 
a then pending bill requiring the concurrence of at least seven 
members of the Supreme Court before pronouncing a law of 
Congress unconstitutional. Bills of that purport have been 
introduced in one or both Houses of Congress frequently. None 
were ever enacted into law. Under existing law a decision by 
a majority of a quorum would be binding. However, it is both 
interesting and reassuring to know that there are very few 
sessions of the Supreme Court that are not attended by every 
member of the court. The law fixes the number of justices 
that shall constitute a quorum. The different statutes passed 
by Congress providing for the number of justices of which the 
Supreme Court shall consist at different times in the history 
of the court and also providing for the number of justices 
which shall constitute a quorum are as follows: 


Act of September 24, 1789 (1 Stats. L. 73), provides that Supreme 
Court shall consist of a Chief Justice and five Associates. (Quorum 
of four.) 

Act of February 24, 1807 (2 Stats. L. 421), provides for Chief 
Justice and six Associates. (No provision for quorum.) 

Act of March 3, 1837 (5 Stats. L. 176), provides for Chief Justice 
and eight Associates (provides two additional justices). (Quorum 
of five.) 

Act of March 3, 1863 (12 Stats, L. 794), provides for Chief Justice 
and nine Associates (provides one additional justice). (Quorum of 
six.) 

Act of July 23, 1866 (14 Stats. L. 209), provides that no vacancy 
in office of Associate Justice shall be filled until number is reduced 
to six, and thereafter court shall consist of Chief Justice of United 
States and six Associates. (Quorum of four.) 

Act of April 10, 1869 (16 Stats. L. 44), provides for Chief Justice 
of United States and eight Associates (one additional Associate Justice 
being provided for). Act to take effect first Monday in December, 1869. 
This last act is embodied in section 673, Revised Statutes. (Quorum 
of six.) 


The list of acts of Congress declared unconstitutional by the 
Supreme Court of the United States is as follows, to wit: 


ACTS OF CONGRESS DECLARED UNCONSTITUTIONAL BY THE SUPREME COURT 


(1) Act of September 24, 1789 (1 Stat. 81, sec 13). Marbury v. 
Madison (1 Cranch, 137 (1803)), Section 13 (of the judiciary act) 
authorized the Supreme Court to issue writs of mandamus “in cases 
warranted by the principles and usages of law, to any courts appointed 
or persons holding office, under the authority of the United States.” 
On an original motion for a writ of mandamus to the Secretary of 
State to direct the delivery of a commission as justice of the peace in 
the Distsict of Columbia, a rule to show cause why the writ should 
not issue was discharged on the ground that the provision in section 
13 was unconstitutional, being an attempt to enlarge the original 
jurisdiction of the court as prescribed in Article III, section 2, clause 2. 

No dissent. 

(2) Act of February 20, 1812 (2 Stat. 677, ch. 22). Reichart v. 
Felps (6 Wall. 160; December term, 1867). A grant of land was duly 
confirmed under authority of an act of the Continental Congress of 
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1788, passed to carry out an agreement with the State of Virginia. 
Held, that the act cited (2 Stat. 677) directing a revision of such 
claims, under which the land in question was again sold and patent 
issued, was invalid to affect the prior title. 

No dissent. 

(3) Act of March 6, 1820 (3 Stat. 548, sec. 8). 


Dred Scott v. 
Sandford (19 How. 393; December term, 1856). Section 8 contained a 
proviso (the Missouri Compromise) prohibiting the existence of slavery 
within the Louisiana Territory north of Missouri. In the Dred Scott 
case one question Involved was the effect on the status of a slave of 
residence within Wisconsin Territory, Six of the justices declared the 
proviso unconstitutional (and therefore without effect to change Scott's 
status as a slave in Missouri), one did not pass on the question, and 
two (Justices Curtis and McLean) held it valid. Of the six who 
held it unconstitutional, four had already in their opinions decided the 
question of jurisdiction adversely to Scott, which was sufficient to dis- 
pose of the case. 

The proviso was repealed in May, 1854 (10 Stat. 289), about a 
month after the Dred Scott case was instituted in the United States 
circuit court. 

The principal ground of the holding was that the proviso was a 
denial of equal privileges. 

(4) Act of February 25, 1862 (12 Stat. 845, sec. 1), and March 3, 
1863 (12 Stat. 710, see. 3). Hepburn v. Griswold (8 Wall. 603; 
December term, 1869). These sections provided, inter alla, that United 
States notes should be “a legal tender in payment of all debts, public 
and private, within the United States,” with certain specified excep- 
tions. The payee of a promissory note made before, but falling due 
after passage of the act, refused tender of United States notes in 
payment. Held he was not obliged to accept such tender; that is, 
so far as the act attempted to make the notes legal tender in pay- 
ment of preexisting debts, it was unconstitutional, as the power to 
make a credit currency legal tender is not expressly granted by the 
Constitution and can not be upheld as a legitimate implied power 
under Article I, section 8; it constituted, in fact, an impairment of the 
obligation of contracts contrary to the spirit of the Constitution (the 
prohibition in Art. I, sec. 10, is limited to action by the States). 

The court divided, 5 to 3, 8 being at the time the strength of the 
Supreme Court. In December term, 1870, the court having been in- 
creased to 9 by the resignation of Justice Grier and the appointment 
of Justices Bradley and Strong, the case was overruled in the Legal 
Tender Cases (12 Wall. 457) by a 5-to-4 decision, Justices Field, 
Clifford, and Nelson, and Chief Justice Chase dissenting. 

(5) Act of March 3, 1863 (12 Stat. 757, sec. 5). The Justices v. 
Murray (9 Wall. 274; December term, 1869). Section 5 provided, inter 
alia, for removal of United States circuit courts, after final judgment, of 
cases brought in State courts against Federal officers, the circuit court 
to try the facts and the law as though the case had been originally 
brought there. In an action of assault against a United States mar- 
shal, jury trial was had in a New York court and judgment rendered for 
plaintiff. The circuit court awarded a mandamus for removal of the 
case under section 5. This judgment was reversed on the ground that 
the provision in section 5 was unconstitutional under the seventh 
amendment: No fact tried by a jury shall be otherwise reexamined 
in any court of the United States than according to the common law,” 
removal not being comnron-law procedure. 

No dissent. 

(6) Act of March 8, 1863 (12 Stat. 766, sec. 5). Gordon v. United 
States (2 Wall. 561; December term, 1864). An appeal from the Court 
of Claims, taken under section 5, which authorized appeals in cases 
involving over $3,000, was dismissed without written opinon for want 
of jursdiction. 

Justices Miller and Field dissented. 

[Nore.— Section 14 of the act cited provided that no judgments of 
the Court of Claims should be paid until estimated for by the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury. In United States v. Klein (13 Wall. 128, 144) 
it is stated: “This court being of opinion that the provision (1. e., 
sec. 14) for an estimate was inconsistent with the finality essential to 
judicial decisions, Congress repealed that provision (in 1866, 14 Stat. 9). 
Since then the Court of Claims has exercised all the functions of a 
court, and this court has taken full jurisdiction on appeal.”] 

(7) Act of June 30, 1864 (13 Stat. 284, sec. 122), as amended July 
13, 1866 (14 Stat. 138). United States v. Railroad Co. (17 Wall. 
822; April 3. 1873). Section 122 Iaid a tax of 5 per cent on the 
interest on indebtedness of rallroads, etc., and authorized the rall- 
foads to deduct the tax from their interest payments. The city of 
Baltimore, with the consent of the State, loaned money to the Balti- 
more & Ohio, taking a mortgage. Upon the refusal of the Baltimore 
& Ohio to pay the tax, the United States brought suit; and held, 
that such tax was in effect a tax on the creditor and conid not con- 
stitutionally be collected in this case, since the city was a part of 
the sovereign authority of the State. 

Justices Clifford and Miller, in dissent, argued that the property 
of the city involved in this case was not a means or instrument for 
conducting the public affairs of the municipality. (See note F.“) 


(8) Act of June 30, 1864 (13 Stat. 281, sec. 116), as amended 
March 2, 1867 (14 Stat. 477, sec. 18). The Collector v. Day (11 Wall. 
113; December term, 1870). Suit by a Massachusetts probate judge to 
recover Federal income tax paid under protest. Judgment for the 
plaintif was affirmed; that is, the tax was held unconstitutional 
in so far as it applied to the salary of the judicial officers of the 
States, as being an interference witk the reserved power of the 
States to maintain a judicial department. (See note F.“) 

Justice Bradley dissented. 

(9) Act of June 30, 1864 (13 Stat. 311, see. 13). The Alicia (7 
Wall. 571; December term, 1868). Section 18 authorized the transfer to 
the Supreme Court of prize causes then pending in the circuit courts. 
This case was brought in the District Court for Southern District of 
Florida, and decree of condemnation entered. Appeal was then taken 
to the circuit court. On an order for transfer to the Supreme Court 
under section 13, Held, that the Supreme Court had no jurisdiction ; 
that its jurisdiction in prize cases was, under the Constitution (Art. 
II, sec. 2), appellate only, and would not include a case of transfer. 

No dissent. 

(10) Act of January 24, 1865 (13 Stat. 424). Ex Parte Garland 
(4 Wall. 333; December term, 1866). The act required taking of a speci- 
fied test oath by persons applying for admission to the bar of the 
Supreme Court, and also by attorneys previously admitted, before 
doing further business. Garland had been admitted before passage 
of the act. During the Civil War he served in the Confederate Con- 
gress (thereby becoming disqualified to take the oath). Subsequently 
he was pardoned by the President, and applied for permission to 
practice without taking the test oath. Held, he was entitled to do 
so; the act being, as applied to one previously admitted, ex post 
facto and an interference with the pardoning power of the President 
and therefore unconstitutional. 

Chief Justice Chase and Justices Miller, Swayne, and Davis dis- 
sented. 

(11) Act of March 2, 1867 (14 Stat. 484). United States v. De- 
witt (9 Wall. 41; December term, 1869). Section 29 (of an internal 
revenue act) made it a misdemeanor for any person to 
offer for sale * + oil made from petroleum, for illuminating pur- 
poses inflammable at less temperature or fire test than 110° F, * è 2% 
Dewitt was Indicted under this section in the United States Circuit 
Court of Michigan. That court certified the question of constitu- 
tionality to the Supreme Court, and Held, that except within terri- 
tory within the exclusive jurisdiction of Congress (e. g., the District 
of Columbia) the act could have no constitutional operation, being 
not an exercise of the taxing power or the power over interstate com- 
merce, but an interference with trade within the separate States. 

No dissent. 

(12) Act of May 31, 1870 (16 Stat. 140). United States v. Reese 
et al. (92 U. S. 214; October term, 1875). Section 3 laid a penalty on 
State election officers, ete., for refusal to receive the vote of “ any citi- 
zen” who had duly offered to qualify as a voter, and section 4 penal- 
ized the obstruction of “any citizen” from qualifying as a voter or 
from voting. On an indictment against two inspectors of a municipal 
election in Kentucky for refusal to receive the vote of a negro the 
question was limited to whether the act was appropriate legislation 
for the enforcement of the fifteenth amendment. Held, that a judg- 
ment for the defendant, admitting the facts in the case, was correct; 
that is, the power of Congress to legislate with respect to State clec- 
tions is, by the fifteenth amendment, limited to prevent denial of the 
right to vote on account of color, etc.; and sections 8 and 4 above are 
in language broad enongh to cover cases outside of this power, and 
therefore unconstitutional. 

These sections as included in Revised Statutes 2007-2009, 5506, 
were repealed In 1894 (28 Stat. 36). ` 

Of the two dissenting justices, Justice Hunt alone expressly passed 
on the question and held the provision constitutional. 

(13) Act of July 12, 1870 (16 Stat. 235). United States v. Klein 
(13 Wall. 128; December term, 1871). The act carrying appropria- 
tions for the payment of judgments of the Court of Claims contained 
a proviso that no pardon or act done in pursuance of a pardon should 
be admissible to establish the standing of any claimant or his right to 
bring suit, etc., under the abandoned and captured property acts; and 
that acceptance by any suitor in the Court of Claims of a pardon 
which in terms declared that the person had taken part in the Rebel- 
lion, etc., should, unless protest of innocence were made at the time, 
be conclusive evidence of the guilt of the party, and on proof of such 
acceptance suit should be dismissed for want of jurisdiction. Klein, 
as administrator, brought suit to recover the value of certain cotton 
owned by one Wilson and abandoned to the United States, Wilson 
bad subsequently availed himself of the amnesty proclaimed by the 
President on December 8, 1863, to any who, having taken part In 
the Rebellion, should take a prescribed oath to uphold the Constitution, 
The Court of Claims gave judgment for the plaintiff in May, 1869, 
before passage of the act of 1870. This judgment was affirmed on 
the ground that the proviso was unconstitutional as an attempt to 
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prescribe rules for the decision of cases and as an interference with 
the pardoning power of the President. 

Justices Miller and Bradley, though dissenting from the judgment, 
held the proviso unconstitutional as an interference with the pardon- 
ing power. 

(14) Revised Statutes 860. Counselman v. Hitchcock (142 U. S. 
547; 1892). Section 860 provided that no evidence, etc., obtained from 
a party by means of à judicial proceeding should in any manner be 
used against him in any court of the United States in any criminal 
proceeding. During a grand jury investigation of certain railroads 
under the interstate commerce act Counselman was called as a wit- 
ness and refused to answer certain questions on the ground that they 
might tend to criminate him. He was adjudged in contempt and 
arrested. The circuit court dismissed a writ of habeas corpus on the 
ground that section 860 would have afforded him all the protection 
guaranteed by the Constitution. Held, that he should be discharged from 
custody; that is, section 860, which only provides that the evidence 
obtained shall not be used against the party, is not complete substi- 
tute for the prohibition of the fifth amendment that no person “ shall 
be compelled in any criminal case to be a witness against himself.” 

No dissent. 

Section S60 was repealed in 1910 (36 Stat. 352). 

(15) R. S. 1977. Hodges v. United States (203 U. S. 1, 1906). R. S. 
1977 provided that “all persons within the jurisdiction of the United 
States shali have the same right in every State and Territory to make 
and enforce contracts * * * as is enjoyed by white citizens * „ee 
R. S. 5508 makes punishable a conspiracy to injure any citizen in the ex- 
ercise of rights secured to him by the Constitution and laws of the United 
States. This case was an indictment against Hodges and others for 
preventing, by threats and intimidations, certain negroes from earrying 
out their contracts of labor, on account of their race and color. The 
facts were admitted, and the defendants found guilty and sentenced, 
The Supreme Court held that the case should have been dismissed for 
want of jurisdiction. That is, R. S. 1977, which in terms applied to 
all citizens and purports to guarantee the right of contract, is not 
supported by the thirteenth amendment; interference with the right 
of contract not being “slavery or involuntary servitude.” 

Justices Harlan and Day dissented. 

(10) R. S. 4987-4947, an act of August 14, 1876 (19 Stat. 141): 
Trade-mark cases, (100 U. S. 82, October term, 1879.) ‘The R. S. sec- 
tions were trade-mark regulations, providing that “any person * * * 
in the United States * * entitled to the exclusive use of any law- 
ful trade-mark, or who intend to adopt and use any trade-mark for ex- 
clusive use within the United States, may obtain protection for such 
lawful trade-mark by complying with the following requirements 
+ + ©” The act of 1876 made fraud, etc., in connection with such 
trade-marks a criminal offense. On indictment under the latter act, the 
question of constitutionality was certified to the Supreme Court and 
held; the R. S. sections could not be upheld under the power of Congress 
to regulate interstate commerce, and were unconstitutional; and the 
later act fell with them, 

No dissent. 

(17) R. S. 6182, subdivision 9. United States v. Fox (95 U. 8. 670, 
October term, 1877.) The bankruptcy law provided that any person 
respecting whom bankruptcy proceedings were commenced, who within 
three months before their commencement “under the false color and 
pretense of carrying on business and dealing in the ordinary course of 
trade, obtains on credit from any person any goods or chattels with 
intent to defraud" should be punishable by imprisonment. On an in- 
dictment under this section the question of constitutionality was cer- 
tified to the Supreme Court and held that subdivision 9 was unconsti- 
tutional. It was an attempt to render an act, which at the time of 
commission did not concern the United States, but the State only, an 
offense against the United States by reason of a subsequent independent 
act; and, not being limited to acts done in anticipation of bankruptcy, 
was not supportable as incidental to the execution of the bankruptcy 
power of Congress, 

No dissent. 

The bankruptcy law was repealed entire in 1878 (20 Stat. 99). 

(18) R. S. 5507. James v. Bowman (190 U. S. 127, May 4, 1903). 
This section provided for the punishment of “every person who pre- 
vents, or intimidates another from exercising, the right of suffrage 
to whom that right is guaranteed by the fifteenth amendment to the 
Constitution.“ Bowman was indicted for bribing certain 
negroes to refrain from voting at an election for Representatives in 
Congress. A writ of habeas corpus was granted by the district court. 
Held: This action was correct, This is R. S. 5507, upon which the 
indictment was founded, was unconstitutional, not being supported by 
the fifteenth amendment, which is a restriction on State action only. 

R. 8. 5507 was included in the repealing clause of the Criminal Code 
of 1909 (35 Stat, 1153, sec. 341). 

Justices Harlan and Brown dissented; Justice McKenna did not sit. 

(19) R. S. 5519. United States v. Harris (106 U. S. 629, October 
term, 1882). R. S. 5519 provided a punishment in case of two or more 
persons in any State or Territory conspiring to deprive “any person 
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sentenced to pay a fine. 
Supreme Court of the District refused to release him on habeas corpus. 
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+e * of the equal protection of the laws * .“ The indict- 
ment was brought in Tennessee. On demurrer the question of constitu- 
tionality was certified to the Supreme Court, and held that the section 
being directed against individuals, without reference to State action, is 
not supported by either the thirteenth, fourteenth, or fifteenth amend- 
ments, or Article IV, section 2, of the Constitution. 

Justice Harlan dissented on other than constitutional grounds, 

R. S. 5519 was repealed by the Criminal Code (35 Stat. 1154). This 
section was also considered in Baldwin v. Franks (120 U. S. 678, March 


7, 1887), and, following the principal case, was held invalid as a ground 


for detaining certain individuals for conspiring to deprive certain 
Chinese aliens of the equal protection of the laws. Its validity within 


a Territory was not considered. 


Justice Harlan dissented, 

(20) R. 8, D. C. 1064, Callan v. Wilson (127 U. 8. 540, May 14, 
1888). Section 1064 dispensed with jury trial in the Police Court of 
the District of Columbia. Section 773 provided for jury trial in the 
Supreme Court of the District of appeals from the police court. Callan 
was tried in police court without a jury on a charge of conspiracy and 
On refusal to pay, he was arrested, and the 


Held: That he be released—that is, in so far as it covers offenses triable 


at common law by a jury, section 1064 is unconstitutional under Article 
III, section 2, requiring that “the trial of all crimes * * + 
be by jury; and it is not sufficient that jury trial is provided for on 
appeals. 


shall 


No dissent. 

(21) Act of June 22, 1874 (18 Stat. 187, sec. 5). Boyd v. United 
States (116 U. S. 616; February 1, 1886). Section 5 authorized the 
court, in proceedings other than criminal arising under the revenue 
laws, to require production of papers in possession of defendant or 
claimant, the allegations expected to be proved thereby to be taken 
as contested on refusal to make such production. In an action for for- 
feiture of certain goods for fraud in connection with customs invoices, 
information was secured from the defendant under this section. Judg- 
ment for the United States was reversed by the Supreme Court on 
the ground that the action for forfeiture was essentially a criminal 
proceeding, and therefore section 5, as applied to such a case, was 
unconstitutional under the fourth and fifth amendments (unreasonable 
search and seizure, and witness against oneself in a criminal case). 

Chief Justice Waite and Justice Miller held it unconstitutional under 
the fifth amendment only. 

(22) Act of March 1, 1875 (18 Stat. 336, secs. 1, 2). Civil Rights 
Cases (109 U. S. 3; October 15, 1883). These sections declared all 
persons within the jurisdiction of the United States entitled to equal 
enjoyment of facilities of inns, theaters, etc., subject to conditions 
applicable alike to citizens of every race and color, with a penalty for 
violation. Five cases brought under this act by indictments in Ten- 
nessee, Georgia, New York, Kansas, and Missouri were decided to- 
gether on the question of constitutionality. Heid, that both sections 
were unconstitutional so far as their operation in the States was con- 
cerned, neither the fourteenth nor the thirteenth amendments sup- 
porting them, the fourteenth applying only to State action and the 
thirteenth to “slavery or involuntary servitude.” 

Justice Harlan dissented. 

In Butts v. Merchants & Miners Transportation Co. (230 U. S. 126; 
June 16, 1913), the constitutionality of this act in its operation out- 
side the States was considered, and held, that since it was impossible 
to separate the provisions which were constitutional (i. e., the ap- 
plication of the act within Territories, etc.) without altering the ex- 
pressed intent of Congress, the act is unconstitutional in toto, 

No dissent. 

(23) Act of March 3, 1875 (18 Stat. 479). Kirby v. United States 
(174 U. S. 47; April 11, 1899). Section 2 punished embezzlement 
from the United States, or receipt of stolen property with knowledge, 
and made a judgment against the embezzler conclusive evidence of the 
theft or embezzlement in a prosecution for receiving with knowledge. 
Held, that admission of such a judgment was error and the clause au- 
thorizing it unconstitutional under the sixth amendment, which entitles 
an accused person to be confronted with the witnesses against bim. 

Justices Brown and McKenna dissented; Justice Brewer did not sit. 

The entire act was repealed in 1909 (25 Stat. 1155, sec. 341). 

(24) Act of August 11, 1888 (25 Stat. 411). Monongahela Naviga- 
tion Co. v. United States (148 U. S. 312; March 27, 1893). A clause 
of the river and harbor appropriation act provided that in condemna- 
tion proceedings to acquire a certain lock and dam the franchise of 
the company to collect tolls should not be considered. Compensation 
having been fixed and adjudged on this basis, the company appealed to 
the Supreme Court, and held, that judgment be reversed, as the de- 
termination of “ just compensation” required by the fifth amendment 
is not a legislative but a judicial matter, and therefore the declara- 
tion in the statute was-not binding on the court. 

Justices Shiras and Jackson took no part in the decision. 

(25) Act of May 5, 1892 (27 Stat. 25, sec. 4). Wong Wing v. United 
States (163 U. S. 228; May 18, 1896). Section 4 provided that 
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Chinese persons “ convicted and adjudged to be not lawfully entitled 
to be or remain in the United States shall be imprisoned at hard 
labor for a period of not exceeding one year and thereafter removed 
from the United States, as hereinbefore provided.” An act of 1888 
(25 Stat. 479, sec. 18), extended by this act, authorized deportation 
of Chinese after summary hearing before any United States judge or 
commissioner, Wong Wing was sentenced by a commissioner to serve 
60 days and be then deported. Writ of habeas corpus discharged. 
On appeal, this judgment was reversed; that is, section 4 was held 
unconstitutional, in so far as it authorized imprisonment at hard 
labor, being a violation of the fifth and sixth amendments requiring 
indictment by grand jury in cases of infamous crimes and trial by 
jury in all criminal prosecutions. 

Justice Brewer took no part in the decision. 

(26) Resolution of August 4, 1894 (28 Stat. 1018). Jones v. Mee- 
han (175 U. S. 1; October 30, 1899). A treaty of 1863 with the Chip- 
pewa Indians reserved a tract of land to a certain chief. Thereafter 
the chief occupied it, and in 1879 it was formally set apart and so 
designated on the maps of the Interior Department. In 1901 the 
chief's heir made a lease to the plaintif, and in 1904 another lease 
of the same piece of land to defendant. The resolution of 1894 
authorized the Secretary of the Interlor to confirm this second lease, 
which he accordingly did. 

This was a suit to quiet title under the first lease. Held, that 
the reservation in the treaty was equivalent to a grant of title in fee 
simple; that it was therefore alienable at the pleasure of the Indian 
chief, and the resolution of 1894 and the action of the Secretary of 
the Interior taken under it could have no effect upon rights acquired 
under the first Jease in 1901. 

No dissent. 

(27) Act of August 27, 1894 (28 Stat. 553-860, secs. 27-33). 
Pollock v. Farmers’ Loan & Trust Co. (157 U. S. 429; April 8, 1895); 
158 U. 8. 601 (May 20, 1895). These sections laid a 2 per cent 
tax on incomes over $4,000, “derived from any kind of property, 
rents, interest, dividends, or salaries, or from any profession, trade, 
employment, or vocation, or from any other source whatever“; 
and made regulations for returns, etc. Suit was brought by a stock- 
holder of a New York trust company to restrain the company from 
making returns and paying the taxes required on its income from 
rea] estate and from certain New York City bonds. On the first 
hearing it was held that such taxes were invalid (the tax on rent 
as being a direct tax not apportioned in compliance with Art. I, sec: 
2, and the tax on bonds as an interference with State functions) ; 
and a restraining decree was ordered to be entered. Justices White 
and Harlan dissented. The justices—only eight being present—being 
equally divided in opinion, nothing was decided as to the validity 
of the remaining provisions. On the rehearing the decision went fur- 
ther and held that taxes on personal property or the income there- 
frem also were direct taxes, and that sections 27-33 entire were 
invalid. 

Justices Harlan, Brown, Jackson, and White dissented. 

(28) Act of January 30, 1897 (20 Stat. 506). Matter of Heff (197 
U. S. 488; April 10, 1905). The act made it unlawful to give or sell, 
etc., intoxicating liquor to any Indian to whom allotment of land had 
been made while title was held in trust by the United States, or to any 
Indian ward of the Government, ete. Petitioner was convicted and 
imprisoned under this statute for selling Hquor to an Indian allottee 
who had not yet received his final patent in fee. He applied for writ of 
habeas corpus, Held: That he be discharged; that is, so far as it 
applied to Indian allottees, the act was unconstitutional. By the gen- 
eral allotment act of 1887 (24 Stat. 388) every Indian “to whom 
allotments shall have been made under the provisions of this act 
* * is hereby declared to be a citizen of the United States, and 
is entitled to all the rights, privileges, and immunities of such citizens 

„. The Indian in this case, being an allottee, was a citizen, 
on the provisions of the act, being mere police regulations, have no 
constitutional foundation as applied to citizens. 

Justice Harlan dissented. 

(29) Act of June 1, 1898 (30 Stat. 428, sec. 10). Adair v. United 
States (208 U. S. 161; January 27, 1908). The act made it a mis- 
demeanor for any employer subject to the act—i. e., interstate car- 
riers—to discriminate in certain ways against members of labor organi- 
vation; inter alia, to threaten an employee with loss of employment 
because of membership in a labor organization. Adair was indicted 
on a charge of discriminating against one Coppage by discharging him 
solely because of his membership in a labor union. Judgment in the 
Jower court was on demurrer. This was reversed, the part of the 
section on which the indictment was founded being a violation of the 
fifth amendment, as constituting an abridgment of the right of con- 
tract and a deprivation of liberty and property. 

Justices Holmes and McKenna dissented ; Justice Moody took no part 
in the decision, 

The entire act was repealed in 1918 (88 Stat, 108, sec. 11). 

(30) Act of June 18, 1898 (80 Stat. 451, 459, 462). Fairbank v. 
United States (181 U. S. 283; April 15, 1901). The act laid stamp 


taxes “for and in respect of the several bonds and other 
documents * * * mentioned in Schedule A of this act, or for or 
in respect of the vellum, parchment, or paper upon which such instru- 
ments * è shall be written * * . Among the taxes was 
one of 10 cents on bills of lading for goods destined for export. The 
act further required railroad companies to issue bills of lading. Fair- 
bank was convicted of Issuing a bill of lading without the required 
stamp. On reylew of the constitutional question, Held: That the 
Judgment be reversed; that is, the tax, so far as it is a tax on export 
bills of lading, is in effect a tax on the exports, and therefore repug- 
nant to Article I, section 9, prohibiting Congress from laying a tax on 
articles exported from any State. 

Justices Harlan, Gray, White, and McKenna dissented, 

Same, page 460, United States v. Hvoslef (237 U. S. 1; 1915). This 
case Involved the tax on charter parties. Following the principal case, 
such tax was held in effect a tex on the goods carried, and therefore 
unconstitutional as applied te exports. : 

Justice McReynolds took no part in the decision. 

Same, page 461. Thames & Mersey Insurance Co. v. United States 
(237 U. 8. 19; April 5, 1915). Held, that marine insurance is so 
essential to export trade that a tax on marine insurance policies 
is a tax on exports and unconstitutional. 

Justice McReynolds took no part in the decision. 

Section 6 and Schedule A of the war revenue act cited above were 
repealed in 1902 (32 Stat. 97, sec. 7); the three cases last noted 
were suits to recover moneys paid. 

(31) Act of June 6, 1900 (31 Stat. 859, see. 171). Rasmussen v. 
United States (197 U. S. 510; April 10, 1905). Section 171 of the 
Alaska Code provided, in part, that in trials for misdemeanors six 
persons should constitute a legal jury. Rasmussen being convicted of 
an offense, punishable by fine or imprisonment for from three months 
to one-year, by such a jury, brought the question of constitutionality 
to the Supreme Court for review, and held, that a new trial be granted. 
That is, Alaska, as shown by the treaty of acquisition and by subse- 
quent legislation, was incorporated into the United States and, there- 
fore, the Constitution applied; and under the sixth amendment all 
persons are entitled to a common-law jury in all criminal prose- 
cutions, 

No dissent, 

(82) Act of March 8, 1901 (31 Stat. 1341, sec. 935). United States 
v. Evans (213 U. S. 297; April 19, 1909). Section 985 of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Code authorized the Government to bring appeals 
in criminal prosecutions, but no verdict could be set aside for error 
found to have occurred during the trial. Evans was tried for murder 
and found not guilty. The United States appealed to the Court of 
Appeals, which dismissed the appeal for want of jurisdiction. On 
certiorari to the Supreme Court, the writ was quashed; i. e. the act 
was construed as not applicable in case a jury had given yerdict for 
defendant—the determination of such an appeal not being an exer- 
cise of judicial power. 

No dissent. 

(33) Act of June 11, 1906 (34 Stat. 232). Employers’ Liability 
Cases (207 U. S. 463; January 6, 1908). The act made all interstate 
carriers liable to their employees for injuries resulting from negligence 
of the carriers’ agents, officers, etc., or from insufficiency of road- 
bed, equipment, etc. Two damage suits brought under this act were 
dismissed on demurrer and the act held unconstitutional, because 
although within the power of Congress in respect to employees of 
interstate carriers actually engaged in interstate commerce, it by its 
terms also applied to employees not so engaged, and as to them is 
a police regulation not warranted by the Constitution. 

Justices Moody, Harlan, McKenna, and Holmes dissented; one 
ground being that the act could be read as applying to interstate 
carriers while engaged in interstate traffic only. 

(84) Act of June 16, 1906 (34 Stat. 269, sec, 2). Coyle v. Okla- 
homa (221 U. S. 559; May 29, 1911). This case affirmed the validity 
of an Oklahoma statute of December 29, 1910, providing for the im- 
mediate removal of the State capital from Guthrie to Oklahoma City. 
This was contrary to the enabling act above cited, which prohibited 
such removal until 1913. It was held that the power to admit new 
States, under Article IV, section 3, did not support a provision which 
interfered with strictly internal affairs, and placed a State, when 
admitted, on an inequality with other States. 

Justices McKenna and Holmes dissented. 

(35) Act of February 20, 1907 (34 Stat. 899, sec. 3). Keller v. 
United States (213 U. S. 138; April 5, 1909). The section made it a 
felony for any person to “ harbor in any house or other place, for the 
purpose of prostitution, or for any other immoral purpose, any alien 
woman or girl, within three years after she shall have entered the 
United States.” Two convictions under this provision were reversed 
and the indictments quashed on the ground that the act could not be 
sustained as incidental to the power of Congress to regulate immigra- 
tion nor by any police power. 

Justices Holmes, Harlan, and Moody dissented. 
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Most of thb existing immigration laws, including the section above, 
were repealed in 1917 (39 Stat. 897, sec. 88). 

(36) Act of March 1, 1907 (34 Stat. 1028). Muskrat v. United 
States (219 U. S. 846; January 23, 1911). The Indian appropriation 
act for 1908 authorized certain Indians to bring suit in the Court of 
Claims to test the validity of acts of Congress passed since July 1, 
1902, Increasing the restrictions on alienation of Cherokee allotments. 
Right of appeal to the Supreme Court was given. The United States 
was to be made a party defendant and the Attorney General to defend 
the suits, expenses to be paid from the Treasury, 

Two separate suits were brought, and the Court of Claims in each 
case sustained the acts of Congress questioned. On appeal, held that 
these judgments be reversed and the suite dismissed for want of 
jurisdiction. The act was an attempt, in guise of judicial proceedings, 
to obtain from the courts advance opinions as to the validity of cer- 
tain legislation, whereas under the Constitution, Article III, section 2, 
the judicial power extends only to“ cases” arising under the laws, etc. 

No dissent. 

(37) Act of May 27, 1908 (35 Stat. 818, sec. 4). Choate v, Trapp 
(224 U. S. 665; May 13, 1912). By the Atoka agreement of 1898 
(30 Stat. 507) with the Choctaw and Chickasaw Indians it was pro- 
vided that lands allotted thereunder should be nontaxable “ while the 
title remains in the original allottee.“ The act of 1908 above cited 
removed the restriction on alienation contained in the act of 1898 
and in section 4 provided that such land should be “subject to taxa- 
tion as though it were the property of other persons than allottees.” 
The State of Oklahoma brought suit for taxes on certain of these lands. 
The supreme court of the State held that the State was no party to 
any contract with the Indians, and that in any case the tax exemption 
was a gratuity which the United States could withdraw at will. This 
was reversed on the ground that the exemption constituted a vested 
right which could not, under the fifth amendment, be abrogated by 
statute, 1. e., section 4 is invalid to affect the rights of original 
allottees. 

No dissent. 

(38) Act of June 25, 1910 (36 Stat. 824, sec. 8), as amended by 
act of August 19, 1911 (37 Stat. 28). Newberry v. United States 
(256 U. S. 232; May 2, 1921). Section 8 added to the corrupt prac- 
tices act limited expenditures by candidates for United States Senator 
according to the laws of the States, with a maximum of $10,000. A 
conviction for excessive expenditures at the primary election of 1918 
in Michigan was reversed on the ground that the power of Congress 
over elections is drawn solely from Article I, section 4, and that 
“manner of holding elections“ could not be stretched to cover regula- 
tion of primaries, popular election of Senators not being provided for 
until 1913 by the seventeenth amendment. 

Chief Justice White and Justices Pitney, Brandeis, and Clarke dis- 
sented on the constitutional question, and a fifth reserved judgment 
as to the power of Congress under the seventeenth amendment. 

(39) Act of June 18, 1912 (37 Stat. 138, sec. 8), United States v. 
Moreland (258 U. S. 483; April 17, 1922). By act of March 23, 1906 
(34 Stat. 86), desertion of wife or child was made a misdemeanor in 
the District of Columbia; by act of March 19 (34 Stat. 73) a juvenile 
court was established, prosecutions therein to be on information. By 
the act of 1921 the juvenile court was given concurrent jurisdiction 
of prosecutions for desertion. Moreland was prosecuted upon infor- 
mation and sentenced to six months in the workhouse, Judgment of 
Court of Appeals dismissing the complaint was affirmed; the punish- 
ment prescribed is infamous, and therefore prosecution must, under the 
fifth amendment, be on indictment; that is, section 8, above cited, in 
so far as it committed the enforcement of the act of March 23 to the 
juvenile court, was unconstitutional. 

Chief Justice Taft and Justices Holmes and Brandeis dissented. Jus- 
tice Clarke did not sit. 

(40) Act of September 1, 1916 (39 Stat. 675-676). Hammer v. 
Dagenhart (247 U. S. 251; June 3, 1918). The act prohibited in- 
terstate shipment of the products of factories, etc., “ in which within 
80 days prior to the removal of such products therefrom children 
under the age of 14 years have been employed or permitted to work 
„ „. In a suit to enjoin the enforcement of the act the district 
court of the western district of North Carolina held the act unconsti- 
tutional. On appeal this judgment was affirmed on the ground that 
the natural, reasonable effect of the law was an interference with the 
control by the States over industry within their limits, and thus ex- 
ceeds. the interstate commerce power of Congress. 

Justices Holmes, McKenna, Brandeis, and Clarke dissented. 

(41) Act of September 8, 1916 (39 Stat. 757, sec. 2a), Eisner v. 
Macomber (252 U. §. 189; March 8, 1920). The revenue act of 1916, 
laying incomes taxes, included in net income stock diyidends made out 
of profits accrued since 1913, “which stock dividend shall be con- 
sidered income to the amount of its cash value.“ This action was 
brought to recover amount of such tax paid under protest. Judgment 
for taxpayer affirmed; i. e., Congress was held without power under 
the sixteenth amendment towextend the definition of income, and hence 
the act in question Is invalid under the apportionment proyision— 
Article I, section 2, 9. 
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Justices Holmes, Day, Brandeis, and Clarke dissented on the ground 
that the sixteenth amendment was intended to cover everything that 
could fairly be regarded as income. 

7 The income tax of 1916 was repealed in 1919 (40 Stat. 1149, sec. 
400). 

(42) Act of August 10, 1917 (40 Stat. 277, sec. 4), amended by act 
of October 22, 1919 (41 Stat. 298, sec. 2). United States v. L. Cohen 
Grocery Co, (255 U. S. 81; February 28,1921). The act provided in part 
“That it is hereby made unlawful for any person willfully * * » 
to make any unjust or unreasonable rate or charge in handling or deal- 
ing in or with any necessaries, * „ followed by a penalty. De- 
fendant was indicted, charged with making an unjust and unreasonable 
rate and charge in handling and dealing in a certain necessary, spe- 
cifically alleging sale of sugar at $10.07 for 50 pounds and $19.50 for 
100 pounds. Demurrer was entered on the ground that the section 
was so vague that it was unconstitutional. The indictment was 
quashed, and this judgment was affirmed; i. e., the clause of the sec- 
tion penalizing the making of an “unjust or unreasonable rate or 
charge“ is unconstitutional under the sixth amendment; the accused 
* + > shall be informed of the nature and cause of the accu- 
sation © © . 1 

Justices Pitney and Brandeis concurred in result on the ground that 
the case did not fall within the clause at all; and therefore the 
question of constitutionality should not be considered. Justice Day 
took no part in the decision. 

Several cases involving this same provision of section 4 were decided 
on the strength of the Cohen case, on the same day, as follows: 

Tedrow v. Lewis & Son Co., 255 U. 8. 98; Kennington v. Palmer, 
255 U. S. 100; Kinnanesv. Detroit Creamery Co., 255 U. S. 102; Weed 
& Co. v. Lockwood, 255 U. S. 104; Willard Co. v. Palmer, 255 U. 8. 
106; Oglesby Grocery Co. v. United States, 255 U. S. 108. 

In each of these cases Justicés Pitney and Brandeis concurred in 
result only, and Justice Day took no part, as stated above. 

Same, Weeds (Ine.) v. United States, 255 U. S. 109 (Feb. 28, 1921). 
This case involved the constitutionality of the clause of section 4 
penalizing conspiracy to exact excessive prices for any necessaries. 
Held, that this clause is unconstitutional for the same reason, i, e., 
vagueness as to standard of guilt. 

As in the previous cases, Justices Pitney and Brandeis concurred 
in result only, and Justice Day took no part in the decision. 

(43) Act of October 6, 1917 (40 Stat. 395). Knickerbocker Ice 
Co. v. Stewart (253 U. S. 149; May 17, 1920). The act amended the 
Judicial Code relating to admiralty jurisdiction by “saving to claim- 
ants the rights and remedies under the workmen's compensation law 
of any State.” An employee of the ice company while engaged in 
maritime work was drowned. His widow claimed and recovered dam- 
ages under the New York workmen's compensatio law. On appeal 
this judgment was reversed; i. e., the New York law is inapplicable 
to employees in maritime work, notwithstanding the saving clause 
cited. The Constitution adopted and established approved rules of mari- 
time law, and (by Art. I, sec. 8) granted power to Congress to legislate. 
This power can not be delegated, and the saving clause, being an at- 
tempt to permit the application of State workmen’s compensation laws 
to injuries within the maritime jurisdiction, is unconstitutional. 

Justices Holmes, Pitney, Brandeis, and Clarke dissented. 

(44) Act of September 19, 1918 (40 Stat. 960-964). Adkins v. 
Children’s Hospital (261 U. S. 525; April 9, 1923). The District of 
Columbla minimum wage law established a wage board with authority, 
under regulations, to fix standards of minimum wages in any occupa- 
tion for women, adequate to supply the necessary cost of living to such 
workers, to maintain them in good health, and to protect their morals 
and also to determine minimum wages for minors and what wages 
are unreasonably low. ý 

The present cases both Involved only the minimum wage for women, 
One was brought by an employer, the other by an employee, to en- 
join enforcement of the act. Injunctions were granted on the ground 
that the act was unconstitutional; and these were affirmed: The 
main ground of the opinion is that the standard necessary to main- 
tain good health and protect morals is so vague as to be impossible 
of application; and that the act is an interference with the right 
of contract guaranteed by the fifth amendment. 

Chief Justice Taft and Justices Sanford and Holmes dissented; 
Justice Brandeis took no part in the decision. The chief ground of 
the dissent is that there Is no substantial difference, as a matter of 
the restriction of freedom of contract, between limiting hours of 
labor and setting a minimum wage. 

(45) Act of February 24, 1919 (40 Stat. 1065, sec, 213). Evans v. 
Gore (253 U. S. 245; June 1. 1920). The section included in the 
term “gross income” under the income tax the salaries of judges 
of United States courts. A district judge paid under protest an in- 
come tax computed on his official salary and brought suit to recover 
it. Held, that he should recover; 1. e. the section, so far as it at- 
tempts to impose an income tax on the salaries of United States 
judges, is unconstitutional. Article TIT, section 1 of the Constitution, 
declares that the compensation of judges shall not be diminished dur- 
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ing their continuance in office, and taxing official income amounts to 
such diminution. 

Justices Holmes and Brandeis dissented, on the ground that the 
constitutional prohibition was not intended to exempt judges from the 
ordinary duties of citizenship. 

Same, page 1138, Title XII. Child labor tax case, Bailey v. Drexel 
Furniture Co. (259 U. S. 20; May 15, 1922). The act laid a tax of 
10 per cent on the net profits of any person, etc., operating mines, 
factories, etc., in which children under 14 years of age were permitted 
to work, or children between 14 and 16 permitted to work more than 
eight hours a day. The furniture company paid the tax under pro- 
test. Judgment of the district court in,favor of the company was 
affirmed ; i. e. the whole child labor tax act was held unconstitutional 
on the ground that on its face it was apparent that it was a penalty 
rather than a tax and an attempt to interfere with powers reserved 
to the States under the tenth amendment. 

Justice Clarke dissented. 

(46) Act of October 28, 1919 (41 Stat. 317, sec. 35). Lipke v. 
Lederer (259 U. S. 557; June 5, 1922). The section provided in part, 
“upon evidence of such illegal manufacture or sale a tax shall be 
assessed against, and collected from, the person in double the amount 
now provided by law, with an additional penalty of $500 on retall 
dealers * . Acting under this section, the collector of Philadel- 
phia assessed a tax against Lipke and threatened distraint. Lipke 
sought an injunction, but-his bill was dismissed. This decree was re- 
versed in the Supreme Court on the ground that the tax laid by sec- 
tion 35 is in fact u penalty, imposed without provision for a hearing, as 
required by the due-process clause of the Constitution. 

Justices Brandeis and Pitney dissented withgut expressing an opin- 
fon on the tonstitutionality of the section. 

(47) Act of August 24, 1921 (42 Stat. 187). Hill v. Wallace (259 
U. S. 44; May 15, 1922). The essential feature of the act was a tax 
(sec. 4) of 20 cents a bushel on grain involved in contracts of sale for 
future delivery, except when made through designated boards of trade, 
etc. Most of the act, which comprised 13 sections, made regulations 
relating to such boards of trade. C 

This was a suit by a member of the Chicago Board of Trade to en- 
join enforcement of the act, or compliance with it, by officials of the 
board. The district court dismissed the suit for want of equity. This 
decree was reversed, with directions to grant the relief asked. The 
tax was held invalid on the reasoning of the child labor case above. 
It was not sustainable as an exercise of the commerce power of Con- 
gress, not being limited to or leading to obstruction of interstate 
commerce. 

Justice Brandeis concurred in holding the act unconstitutional. 


NOTR 


(A) No attempt has been made to gather here the cases in which 
the question of constitufionality was not directly in issuc, nor cases 
involving only the constitutionality of action or attempted action under 
admittedly valid legislation. The following cases are illustrative: 

(1) United States v. Yale Todd; stated in note, 13 How. 52. This 
was an amicable action to test the legality of the action of United 
States district judges sitting as pension commissioners under the act 
of March 23, 1792 (1 Stat. 244, sees. 2-4), and decided that the 
United States was entitled to recover pension money paid upon such a 
determination. 

The three sections in question had been repealed in 1793 (1 Stat. 
824), saving all rights to pensions founded “ upon any legal adjudica- 
tion” under the act of 1792. 

(2) United States v. Ferreira, 13 How. 40 (1851). ‘This case de- 
cided that no appeal could be prosecuted from the determination of a 
district judge sitting as a claims commissioner under act of 1849 
(9 Stat. 788). 

(3) Grogan v. Walker & Sons (259 U. S. 80, May 15, 1922). This 
case decided that an injunction could not be granted to prevent inter- 
ference with shipment of whisky from Canada through the United 
States in view of the eighteenth amendment, although Revised Statutes 
3005 (as amended by 81 Stat. 181) made provision for shipment of 
merchandise in bond in such case. 5 

Justices McKenna, Day, and Clarke dissented. 

(B) In other cases the question of constitutionality, thongh ad- 
verted to in terms which indicated the adyerse opinion of the court, is 
specifically not decided, e. g.: 

(1) Louisiana v. Mississippi (202 U. S. 1; 1906). A boundary dis- 
pute involved the construction of the two enabling acts—the act of 
1817 admitting Mississippi (3 Stat. 348), including in its description 
certain islands already apparently included in Louisiana by the en- 
abling act of 1812 (2 Stat. 701). The court said that, supposing the 
two acts inconsistent, the later would be invalid to change an estab- 
lished State boundary; but the acts were explained as not repugnant. 

(2) Holtzman v. United States (14 D. C. App. 454; 1899). Certain 
renting and sales agents were prosecuted for failure to remove snow 
from the sidewalks adjacent to the property, under act of March 2, 
1897 (29 Stat. 608). The informations were quashed by the court 


of appeals; the court pointing out numerous “ crudities, intonsistencies, 
and inequalities” in the act, but actually deciding that the defendants 
Were not intended to be included in its operation at all, 

(C) Mention might also be made of cases in which legislation has 
been held unconstitutional by other courts, whose decisions in the 
particular instances still stand, e. g.: 

(1) United States v. New York and Cuba Mail Steamship Co. (200 
U. S. 488; February 19, 1906). This case involved the tax on mani- 
fests, in the act of June 13, 1898 (30 Stat. 461). The district court, 
southern district of New York (125 Fed. 320), following the case of 
Fairbank v. United States (181 U. S. 283), held the tax unconstitu- 
tional (125 Fed. 320); and the appeal was determined by the Su- 
preme Court on dnother ground, thereby acquiescing in such holding. 

(2) McGuire v. District of Columbia (24 D. C. App. Cases 22). In 
this case the Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia held the 
act of February 10, 1904 (53 Stat. 12), requiring the removal of snow 
from sidewalks, ete., wholly void on account of the inequality of its 
application, 

(3) Act of March 4, 1913 (37 Stat. 847). This, the original 
migratory bird act, declared all migratory game and insectivorous 
birds which did not remain entirely within the State to be within 
protection and custody of Federal Government, and made proyision 
for regulations by Secretary of Agriculture, On indictments for 
violation of such regulations, the act was squarely held unconstitu- 
tional in United States v. Shauyer (May 25, 1914; 214 Fed. 154), in 
the District Court of Arkansas, and in United States v. McCullagh 
(221 Fed. 288; March 20, 1915), in the first division District Court 
of Kansas (as not sustainable under Art. IV, see. 3, subsec. 2, not 
under the commerce clause), These decisions were apparently 
acquiesced in by the Government, and on July 3, 1918 (40 Stat. 755), 
the subject matter was enacted again in the fornt of an act “to 
give effect to the convention between the United States and Great 
Britain for the protection of migratory birds * * è” The con- 
stitutionality of this act was upheld in United States v. Thompson 
(258 Fed. 257; June 4, 1919), by the same court that decided United 
States v. Shauver. 

(4) In re Atchison. 

In re Bhehee (284 Fed. 604), southern district of Florida, 1922. 
Sections 21, 22, of the Clayton Act (38 Stat. 738), giving right to 
jury trial in case of persons charged with contempt of injunction was 
held unconstitutional as abridging the inherent powers of the court, 
contrary to Article II, sections 1, 2. 

(D) The constitutionality of legislation has also been passed on by 
the Attorney General in his advisory capacity, e. g.: 

(1) The act of July 1, 1862 (12 Stat. 472, see. 86), laid a tax on 
salaries of all persons in civil and other services of the United States 
when amounting to $600 a year, such tax to be withheld by the dis- 
bursing officers. In consequence of a protest by Chief Justice Taney, 
the Secretary of the Treasury referred to the Attorney General the 
question whether this tax could constitutionally be collected on the 
salaries of Judges. He held (13 Op. Atty. Gen. 161) that it would be a 
diminishing of their salaries contrary to Article III, section 1, of the 
Constitution. ) 

(2) The act of October 1, 1890 (26 Stat. 562), required promotions 
in the Army below rank of brigadier general to be made according to 
seniority in the next lower grade. The Attorney General (30 Op. Atty. 
Gen. 177) held that this did not make it obligatory on the President to 
appoint the senior officer in a particular case if in his opinion such 
officer was not otherwise qualified; i. e., an attempt to restrict the 
appointing power of the President, derived directly from Article II, 
section 2, would not be valid. 

(3) Revised Statutes 1480, as amended by act of February 27, 1877 
(19 Stat. 244), provided that grades in the Staff Corps of the Navy 
“shall be filled by appointment from the highest members in each 
corps, according to seniority.” Following the above case, the Attorney 
General held (31 Op. Atty. Gen. 80) that it was an attempt to restrict 
the President's power of nomination, in opposition to Article IT, section 
2, and was therefore invalid, and the appointment might be made by 
selection. 

(E) Action by a single House of Congress has occasionally been 
considered by the Supreme Court, e. g.: 

(1) Kilbourn v. Thompson (103 U. S. 168; October term, 1880). An 
order of the House of Representatives adjudging Kilbourn in contempt 
for yefusing to testify in an investigation by the House into the “ real- 
estate pool” in the District of Columbia was held void, and judgment 
for the Sergeant at Arms in a damage suit for faise imprisonment was 
reversed on the ground that the investigation was outside the authority 
of Congress. 

(2) Marshall v. Gordon (248 U. S. 521; Apr. 28, 1917). A writ of 
habeas corpus was granted to a person arrested in New York in pursu- 
ance of a House resolution adjudging him in contempt by reason of 
writing an insulting letter to a Member of the House, 

(F) This ease is generally accepted as holding the act cited uncon- 
stitutional in part. It will be noted, however, that the actual result of 


the decision was to hold invalid the application of the act to a partic- 
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It is 
very similar, therefore, to the class of decisions mentioned in note (A) 
above and might not unreasonably be included there. 


nlar case which was clearly included in the language of the act. 


ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT FOR HIS APPROVAL 


Mr. ROSENBLOOM, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 
reported that this day they had presented to the President of 
the United States for his approval the following bills: 

H. R. 4971. An act to amend the act entitled “An act to pro- 
vide that the United States shall aid the States in the con- 
struction of rural post roads, and for other purposes,” approved 
July 11, 1916, as amended and supplemented, and for other 
purposes; 

H. R. 7144. An act to relinquish to the city of Battle Creek, 
Mich., all right, title, and interest of the United States in two 
unsurveyed islands in the Kalamazoo River; 

H. R. 11282. An act to authorize an increase in the limits of 
cost of certain naval vessels; 

H. R. 11367. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
county of Allegheny, in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, to 
construct, maintain, and operate a bridge across the Monon- 
gabela River at or near its junction with the Allegheny River 
in the city of Pittsburgh, in the county of Allegheny, in the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania; and 

H. R. 466. An act to amend section 90 of the Judicial Code 
of the United States, approved March 3, 1911, so as to change 
the time of holding certain terms of the District Court of 
Mississippi. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


Mr. Wurzeacn, by unanimous consent, was given leave of 
absence for three days, on account of illness. 


c ADJOURNMENT 


Mr, ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, I move that the 
House do now adjourn, 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o'clock and 
5 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Thurs- 
day, February 12, 1925, at 12 o'clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications 
were taken from the Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

860, A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting deficiency estimates of appropriations for 
the Post Office Department for the fiscal year 1924 and prior 
years, amounting to $872,614.07, and supplemental estimates 
of» appropriations for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1925, 
amounting to $7,881,000; in all, $8,753,614.07; also, a draft of 
proposed legislation affecting an existing appropriation (H. 
Doc. No. 611) ; to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered 
to be printed. 

861. A letter from the Secretary of Commerce, transmitting 
report of an accumulation of documents and files in the De- 
partment of Commerce, which are no longer needed nor useful 
in the transaction of current business; to the Committee on 
Disposition of Useless Executive Papers. 

862. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a draft of proposed legislation, increasing 
the amount provided in the appropriation “Expenses of regu- 
lating immigration” for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1925, 
under the Department of Labor, for personal services in the 
District of Columbia from not to exceed $100,000 to not to 
exceed $109,000 (H. Doc. No. 612); to the Committee on 
Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

863. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting supplemental estimates for the Depart- 
ment of the Interior authorizing additional expenditures from 
Indian tribal funds for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1925, 
amounting to $140,900, and from Indian tribal funds for the 
fiscal year ending June 80, 1926, amounting to $20,000; a sup- 
plemental estimate of appropriation for the fiscal year 1926, 
$600; and an item of proposed legislation affecting an existing 
appropriation (H. Doc. No. 613); to the Committee on Appro- 
priations and ordered to be printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. HAYDEN: Committee on Indian Affairs, S. 877. An act 
to provide for exchanges of Government and privately owned 
lands in the Walapai Indian Reservation, Ariz. ; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1446). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union. 


Mr. GIBSON: Committee on World War. Veterans’ Legisla- 
tion. S. 2100, An act authorizing the sale of the United States 
Veterans’ Bureau hospital at Corpus Christi, Tex. ; with amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1447). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. GRAHAM: Committee on the *udiciary. S. 3793. An 
act to authorize the appointment of commissioners by the Court 
of Claims and to prescribe their powers and compensation; 
withont amendment (Rept. No. 1448). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. LUCE: Committee on the Library. H. R. 12125. A bill 
to create a Library of Congress trust fund board, and for other 
purposes; with amendments (Rept. No. 1449). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. COOPER of Ohio: Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. H. R. 11825. A bill to extend the time for the con- 
struction of a bridge over the Ohio River near Steubenville, 
Ohio; with amendments (Rept. No. 1450). Referred to the 
House Calendar. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana: Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. H. R. 11953. A bill to authorize the con- 
struction of a bridge across the Grand Cal t River on the 
north and south center line of section 33, township 37 north, 
and range 9 west of the second principal meridian in Lake 
County, Ind., where said river is crossed by what is known as 
Kennedy Avenue; with amendments (Rept. No. 1451). Re- 
ferred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana: Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. H. R. 11954. A bill to authorize the con- 
struction of a bridge across the Grand Calumet River at Gary, 
Ind.; with amendments (Rept. No. 1452). Referred to the 
House Calendar. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. WOODRUFF: Committee on Naval Affairs. H. R. 10426. 
A bill for the relief of Roy A. Darling; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1453). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. BROWNE of New Jersey: Committee on Naval Affairs, 
H. R. 12020. A bill for the relief of Lieut. Col. Henry C. Davis; 
with amendments (Rept. No. 1454). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. HAUGEN: A bill (H. R. 12243) to create a Federal 
cooperative marketing board, to provide for the registration of 
cooperative marketing, clearing house, and terminal market or- 
ganizations, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Agri- 
culture. 

By Mr. HAWES: A bili (H. R. 12244) to amend an act en- 
titled “An act to define, regulate, and punish trading with the 
enemy, and for other purposes,“ approved October 6, 1917, as 
amended, and for other purposes; to the Commi on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 12245) to amend the trading with the 
enemy act; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 

By Mr. TINKHAM: A bill (H. R. 12246) providing for the 
payment of extra compensation to immigrant inspectors and 
other immigration employees for overtime work; to the Com- 
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. RAGON: A bill (H. R. 12247) granting the consent of 

ss to the Yell and Pope County bridge district, Darda- 
nelle and Russelville, Ark., to construct, maintain, and operate 
a bridge across the Arkansas River, at or near the city of Dar- 
danelle, Lell County, Ark.; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr, BLANTON: A bill (H. R. 12248) to establish a 
woman's bureau in the Metropolitan police department of the 
District of Columbia, and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. LOWREY: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 350) making 
an additional appropriation for the Department of Agriculture, 
to be expended for the arrest and eradication of anthrax; to 
the Committee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana: Joint resolution (H. J. 
Res. 351) authorizing the President to invite the States of the 
Union and foreign countries to participate in a permanent inter- 
national trade exposition, at New Orleans, La., to begin Septem- 
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ber 15, 1925; to the Committee on Industrial Arts and Ex- 8218, compulsory Sunday observance; to the Committee on the 


ositions. 
$ By Mr. FLEETWOOD: Memorial òf the Legislature of the 
State of Vermont, favoring the repeal of all Federal estate taxa- 
tion laws for the purpose of leaving this source of revenue to 
the States alone; to the Committee on Ways and Means, 

By Mr. LEAVITT: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Montana, fayoring the participation of the United States in 
the international arbitration conference to be held at Geneva 
on June 15, 1925; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of Montana, 
opposing a reduction in rates of the duty on linseed oil and 
flax; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. HERSEY: A bill (H. R. 12249) granting an increase 
of pension to Mary E. Corliss; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, : 

By Mr. KEARNS: A bill (H. R. 12250) granting an increase 
of pension to Soyfiie B, Culbertson; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 12251) granting an increase of pension to 
Mollie Richardson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. RAGON: A bill (H. R. 12252) granting an increase of 
pension to Felitha Foster; to the Committee on Inyalld Pen- 
sions. 

Also, a bill (H. R: 12253) granting an increase of pension to 
Ann E. Underhill; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SIMMONS: A bill (H. R. 12254) granting an increase 
of pension to John Scott; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. STEAGALL: A bill (H. R. 12255) permitting the sale 
of lot 9, 16.63 acres, in section 81, township 2 south, range 17 
west, Tallahassee meridian, in Bay County, Fla., to P. C. Black; 
to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. SWING: A bill (H. R. 12256) for the relief of Rebecca 
R. Sevier; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. TEMPLE: A bill (H. R. 12257) to authorize Dr. L. O. 
Howard, Chief of the Bureau of Entomology, Department of 
Agriculture, to accept certain decorations from the French 
Government; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. WILLIAMS of Michigan: A bill (A. R. 12258) for the 
relief of James H. McLaughlin; to the Committee on Claims. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 

8737. By the SPEAKER (by request): Petition of George 
Keller, Hartford, Conn., opposing the present design to be 
followed in the construction of Arlington Memorial Bridge; to 
the Committee on the Library. 

3738. Also (by request), petition of citizens of Orlington, 
Calif., opposing the enactment of Senate bill 8218; to the Com- 
mittee,on the District of Columbia. 

3739. By Mr. GALLIVAN: Petition of the Greater Boston 
Chapter_of the General Alumni Association of Howard Univer- 
sity, recommending early and favorable consideration of House 
bill 9635, a bill to federalize Howard University; to the Com- 
mittee on Education. 

3740, By Mr. HAWLEY: Petition of citizens of the State of 
Oregon to the House of Representatives not to concur in the 
passage of the compulsory Sunday observance bill (S. 3218) 
nor to pass any other religious legislation which may be pend- 
ing; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

3741. By Mr. HICKEY: Petition of Dr. H. B. Boram, 205 
Dean Building, South Bend, Ind., and others, protesting against 
the Jones Sunday observance bill; to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

3742. Also, petition of Mr, R. A. Proctor, 405 North Michigan 
Street, South Bend, Ind., and others, protesting against the 
Jones Sunday observance bill; to the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

3743. By Mr. KELLY: Petition of Chamber of Commerce of 
Pittsburgh, Pa., opposing changes in transportation act; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

3744. By Mr. MacLAFFERTY: Petition of citizens of Berke- 
ley and Oakland, Calif., protesting against the passage of 
the compulsory Sunday observance bill (S. 3218) and any 
other national religious legislation which may be pending; to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

3745. By Mr. MCREYNOLDS: Petition of citizens of the State 
of Tennessee, protesting against the passage of Senate bill 


District of Columbia. 

8746. By Mr. MOONEY: Petition of the Martha Bolton Club, 
of Cleveland, Ohio, favoring participation by the United States 
in the World Court; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 

8747. Also, petition of the American Association of University 
Women, Cleveland Branch, favoring participation by the United 
States in the World Court; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

8748. By Mr. MORROW: Petition of New Mexico Wool 
Growers’ Association, in favor of Phipps bill (S. 2424); to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

8749. Also, petition of the New Mexico Wool Growers’ As- 
sociation, favoring the leasing of the remaining unappropriated 
public domain; to the Committee on the Public Lands, 

3750. Also, petition of the New Mexico Wool Growers’ As- 
sociation, favoring the present tariff schedules on sheep and 
sheep products; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

3751. By Mr. O'CONNELL of New York: Petition of Ray P. 
Holland, editor Field and Stream, favoring the passage of the 
game refuge bill (H. R. 745) ; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

3752. Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of the State 
of New York, favoring the continuation of naval radio service 
on Pacific Ocean; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

3753, Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of the State 
of New York, favoring the participation of the United States 
in a World Court; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

3754. Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of the State 
of New York, favoring the passage of House bill 11447, with 
the exception of paragraph 4 of section 4; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

3755. By Mr. SANDERS of New York: Petition of the Utz & 
Dunn Co. and 15 other shoe manufacturing companies of Roch- 
ester, N. Y., urging passage of the bill abolishing the surcAarge 
on Pullman fares; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. ; 

3756. By Mr. SINNOTT: Petition of numerous citizens of the 
State of Oregon against Senate bill 3218, the compulsory Sun- 
day observance bill; to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia, 

3757. By Mr. WILLIAMS of Michigan: Petition of Fan- 
nie McCormick and 16 other residents of Branch and Hills- 
dale Counties, Mich., protesting against the passage of Senate 
bill 3218, the Sunday observance bill, so called; to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

8758. Also, petition of John R. Carter and 34 other residents 
of Battle Creek, Mich., protesting against the passage of Senate 
bill 3218, the Sunday observance bill, so called; to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. s 

3759. By Mr. ZIHLMAN: Petition of citizens of Philadelphia, 
Pa., protesting against the passage of Senate bill 8218 or any 
other compulsory Sunday obseryance bill; to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 


SENATE 
Tuorspay, February 12, 1925 
(Legislative day of Tuesday, February 3, 1925) 


The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration of 
the recess. 


CALF-LEATHER INDUSTRY (S. DOO. NO. 198) 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair lays before the 
Senate a communication from the Secretary of Commerce, 
transmitting, in response to questions Nos. 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 
11, 12, 14, and 15 of Senate Resolution 256, a report of the De- 
partment of Commerce on the effect of imports upon the calf- 
leather industry, and also embodying a report prepared by the 
United States Tariff Commission in reply to questions 3, 6, 13, 
16, and 17. It will lie on the table until action is taken by the 
Senate. 

Mr. COPELAND subsequently said: Mr. President, there was 
laid before the Senate a few minutes ago and ordered to lie 
on the table a report from the Commerce Department on the 
calf-lenther industry. I ask unanimous consent that the re- 
port may be printed as a Senate document, and continue to re- 
main upon the table for further action. 

Mr. SMOOT. I did not hear the request of the Senator from 
New York. What report is it? 
eee COPELAND. It is the report on the calf-leather indus- 


y: 
Mr. SMOOT. From what body? 

Mr. COPELAND. From the Commerce Department. 

Mr. SMOOT. The Commerce Department will have to print 
the report from its own fund. We appropriate so much money 
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for each of the bureaus and departments of the Government. 
If it was in answer to a Senate resolution, of course it could 
be printed by the Senate. 

Mr. COPELAND. It was in answer to a Senate resolution. 

Mr. SMOOT. Then I have no objection. 

There being no objection, the report was ordered to be 


printed. 
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Far- 
rell, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had passed 
the following bills, in which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

II. R. 2720. An act to authorize the sale of lands in Pitts- 
burgh, Pa.; and 

H. R. 4148. An act to modify and amend the mining laws in 
their application to the Territory of Alaska, and for other 
purposes. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

The message also announced that the Speaker of the House 
had affixed his signature to the enrolled bill (H. R. 11280) 
authorizing the construction o° a bridge across Rock River at 
the city of Beloit, county of Rock, State of Wisconsin, and it 
was thereupon signed by the President pro tempore. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I suggest the 
absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The principal legislative clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Senators answered to their names: a 


Ball Ferris McKinley Shortridge 
Bayard Fletcher McLean Simmons 
Borah Frazier MeNar: Smith 
Brookhart George Mayfield Smoot 
Broussard Glass Means Spencer 
Bruce Gooding Metcalf Stanfield 
Bursum Greene Loses Stanley 
Butler Harreld Neely Sterling 
Cameron Harris Norbeck Swanson 
Cappe Heflin Norris Trammell 
Caraway Howell Oddie Underwood 
Copeland Johnson, Minn. Pe Walsh, Mass. 
Couzens Jones, N. Mex. Phipps Walsh, Mont. 
Cummins Jones, Wash, Pittman Warren 
Curtis Kendrick Ransdell Watson 

le Keyes Reed, Mo. Weller 

al Kin: Robinson Wheeler 
Dill Lad Sheppard 
Edge Lenroot Shields 
Fernald McKellar Shipstead 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Seventy-seven Senators have 
answered to the roll call. There is a quorum present. 


ADDRESS BY DR. JOHN WESLEY HILL ON ABRAHAM LINCOLN 


Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, this is the anni- 
versary of the birth of Abraham Lincoln. On the last anni- 
versary there was delivered in this city an address by Rev. 
John Wesley Hill. Doctor Hill is the author of a life of Lin- 
coln, entitled“ Lincoln, the Man of God.” He is likewise presi- 
dent of the Lincoln Memorial University, located in Cumberland 
Gap, the purpose of which is the education of the people from 
whom Abraham Lincoln sprang. I ask unanimous consent that 
the address of Doctor Hill may be incorporated in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

The address is as follows: 

LINCOLN’S LIVING MEMORIAL 
An address by Dr. John Wesley Hill, chancellor, Lincoln Memorial 

University, at the annual celebration of Lincoln's Birthday, observed 
by Lincoln Memorial University at the Wardman Park Hotel, Feb- 
rnary 12, 1924. A presentation of the educational needs of the 
people of the Appalachian Mountains, the stock from which Lincoln 
came, and the necessity of the application of the principles of Lincoln 
to their needs and, indeed, to the needs of the Nation 


Doctor Hill said is part: 

“Lincoln Memorial University is the crystallized dream of Abraham 
Lincoln. It stands at Cumberland Gap, where the States of Tennessee, 
Kentucky, and Virginia Intersect, as Lincoln’s living memorial. It is 
the educational hope of a vast population of pure-blooded, upstanding, 
ambitious American mountaineers handicapped with an average illiteracy 
of 80 per cent. 

“Here in the great, prosperous, and progressive North educational 
institutions and agencies are duplicated and reduplicated into a veri- 
table prodigality of opportunity, but down there in the isolation and 
solitude of the mountain fastnesses, where rail splitting and mule riding, 
candle lighting, homespun, and log cabins survive the march of modern 
civilization, only a crude cabin school here and there dots the broken 
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landscapes, and the people sit in a gloom upon which the light of 
knowledge has but dimly dawned. They are a wonderful people—ahy, 
timid, taciturn, hospitable, and adventurous, full of intensity and high 
daring, the very stuff of which heroes are made. 

“We have read the stories of John Fox and others replete with the 
romance of the mountains, feudal battles, and illicit distilling; the 
eccentricities, struggles, and heroism of a grim, gaunt, well-nigh 
mysterious folk, but beneath the romance and tragedy of it all there 
flows the purest American blood under our flag. 

“We have discovered the economic possibilities of the Appalachian 
region, harnessed its mountain torrents, uncovered its mineral wealth, 
felled its forests, and surveyed and appraised eyer acre of its soil. 
But in our development of its natural resources we have not taken stock 
of its 6,000,000 undiluted Americans. We have expended millions upon 
the Americanization of the foreign born, the uplift of the Sicilian, the 
Turk, the Greek, the Portuguese, the Pole, the Russian, the refugees 
from the dospotisms of the Old World, and in our zeal for them we 
have forgotten the children of our own sky and soil and soul. We have 
substituted the melting pot for the log cabin; we have been so occupied 
with the millions pouring in upon us from the backyards of Europe 
that we have forgotten those of our own national household—children 
of poverty, not the poverty of the Old World, made despicable by cen- 
turies of submission to despotism, but the poverty of the New, in which 
the germ of manhood grows unrestrained by the demands of luxury and 
untainted by the poison of prodigality. 

“Back there, far back In the mountain fastnesses, there is a vast 
army of American youth dowered with immeasurable possibilities. 
Why, the soil has scarcely been ‘ scratched"; it is an illimitable Klon- 
dike; mountains of boys and girls awaiting the refining process of 
education for sublimation into golden citizenship—coming Clays and 
unrealized Lincolus. Such a mine is worth working. We have waited 
long enough, alas, too long. This is the decisive moment. National 
stability is at stake. We are in the midst of the wrecking forces of 
ignorant, viscious, un-Americanized alienism. The red flag has been 
lifted ; its glow has fallen even upon our National Capitol. Agitators, 
demagogues, seditionists, and anarchists have joined in a conspiracy 
to build upon the ruins of our Republic a bolshevistic dynasty. 

“Providence has held these mountaineers in reserve. They have 
functioned magnificently in every national crisis—at Kings Mountain 
during the Revolution; throughout the War of 1812 and the Civil 
War, when their loyaliy alone held the border States under the flag 
of the Union; the Spanish-American War and the World War, in which 
they furnished the greatest hero of the allied armies—Sergeant York. 

“We need them right now to reinforce our patriotism, uphold ovr 
national ideals, and to protect them from the marauding hosts bearing 
down upon us from the Old World. 

“I saw a cartoon in my boyhood days representing a disheveled, be- 
grimed tramp, standing at the front door of a magnificent mansion in 
a great city, politely asking the lady of the house for the privilege 
of stepping into the hall and throwing a fit.“ These bolshevistie epi- 
leptics are pleading with Uncle Sam for the same privilege, and while, 
to our national humiliation and disgrace, we have in our midst a weak, 
cowardly, simpering class of citizens who are ready to open our na- 
tional gateway for the incoming of these undesirables, thank God, in 
the country I am representing here to-night, the descendants of the 
Jamestown settlers, with the blood of Washington, Patrick Henry, and 
‘Light Horse’ Harry Lee in their veins, are insisting that America 
shall never become a seeding ground for the noxious growths of bolshe- 
vism and anarchy. 

“There is nothing obsolete in these principles; they are instinct 
with life, applicable to conditions to-day and adapted to all time; 
not iridescent baubles of political vacuity; but a body of faith, which 
is the very corner stone of our national life. 

Lincoln is their ideal and they are following in his footsteps. 
His principles dominate the curriculum of Lincoln Memorial from 
preparatory to university. Every problem among our students is chal- 
lenged with the question: ‘What would Lincoln say about it if he 
were here?’ And somehow there is a feeling among these people that 
Lincoln is there; that his spirit broods over the mountains and that 
his voice may still be heard pleading for the deathless principles for 
which he lived and died. 

“When Lincoln closed bis eyes upon the scenes of time Stanton ex- 
claimed, ‘Now he belongs to the ages.’ He belongs to the ages be- 
cause he belongs te humanity, because he is the enshrined reality of 
democracy. It is impossible to think of him in terms of provinclalism. 
Te has outgrown all racial, political, and national limitations and 
towers as a world figure. His cosmie soul ‘goes marching on.’ His 
words are a source of inspiration and direction to all who are seeking 
the way of truth and duty. He belongs to the world, and wherever 
men are struggling for liberty his name is their guiding star. He 
sounded the depths of truth, laid bare things vital and fundamental, 
and to-day his maxims are more potent than those of any other political 
leader living or dead. ‘There is scarcely a world problem upon which 
he has not spoken. 
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In religion the Bible was the cornerstone of his faith, prayer the 
atmosphere of his soul. He trusted in God, relied upon Providence, 
studied the Bible, and followed in the footsteps of the Nazarene. 

“ In politics he was neither a reactionary nor a revolutionary. He 
declared that the dogmas of the past are inadequate to the stormy 
present, warned against ‘rashness, and pleaded for ‘sleepless vigi- 
lance.” He stood midway between the extremes. He was never a step 
too late nor a step too soon. He was not a standpatter, but a sure- 
stepper. He stood for liberty under the law, and only resorted to 
emancipation as a military necessity. As between communism and 
capitalism, he stood for the latter. To the Workmen's Association of 
New York (1864) he said: 

de strongest bond of sympathy outside the family relation 
should be one uniting all working people; nor should this lead to war 
upon property or the owners of property.’ 

“And again, warning against anarchy, he said: 

Let not him who is houseless pull down the house of another, 
but let him labor dillgently and build one for himself, thus by example 
assuring himself that his own will be safe from violence when 
built,’ 

“He warned against revolution, declaring that e 

Wen reverence for law ceases to prevail in our midst the seed 
of anarghy will be planted at our doors.’ 

“Te stood for law and order, saying: 

lle who violates the law tears the charter of his own and his 
children’s liberty.’ 

“ Continuing, he exhorted : 

Jet reverence for law become the political religion of the nation.“ 

“He was the advance herald of equal suffrage: 

“*T go for all sharing the ballot, by no means excluding women.“ 

He was opposed to the soclalistic program of government owner- 
ship. He said: 

The Government should not attempt to do that which the citizen 
ean do as well for himself or better.’ 

“Ite glimpsed the program of a world court in his second inaugural, 
when he closed with the deathless words: 

“te è © that we may achieve and cherish a just and lasting peace 
among ourselves and with all nations.’ 

“There is nothing obsolete in these principles; they are instinct 
with life, applicable to conditions to-day and adapted to all time; not 
iridescent baubles of political vacuity, but a body of faith, which is 
the very cornerstone of our national life.” 


THE PRICE OF GASOLINE 


Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I submit a resolution, 
which I ask may be read and lie on the table. 
‘The resolution (S. Res. 837) was read, as follows: 


Whereas during the past two weeks there have throughout the 
United States been advances in the wholesale and retail price of 
gasoline, amounting in some of the States to as much as 6 cents a 
gallon; and 

Whereas such enormous increase in the price of this quite generally 
used product apparently is arbitrarily made and is unwarranted; and 

Whereas it is desirable that an inquiry be made to ascertain the 
cause for such apparently arbitrary and unwarranted tucrease in the 
price of gasoline: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Federal Trade Commission be, and it is hereby, 
directed to Investigate the action of the producers and the whole- 
salers of gasoline, and the retailers thereof, in making such enormous 
increase in the price of this product; and be It further 

Resolved, That the Federal Trade Commission make investigation 
and inquiry to ascertain if the producers and wholesalers of gasoline 
maintain a monopoly or combination in restraint of trade or com- 
merce and in violation of law; be it further 

Resolwed, That the sald commission shall make such investigation 
hereby directed with reasonable dispatch and report to the Senate the 
results of such investigation; and be !t farther 

Resolved, That should it be determined that the producers and 
sellers maintain a monopoly or combine in violation of law, that the 
commission shall proceed forthwith by appropriate action for the 
punishment of such monopoly or trust and the dissolution thereof. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The resolution will lie on 
the table. 

ABRAHAM LINCOLN 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, to-day is the birthday of the 
immortal Abraham Lincoln, and I desire to submit a few re- 
marks on his life and character. 

In a smali Indiana town, not far from Evansville, sleeps one 
of America’s heroines. Her passing was a tragedy in the 
wilderness—the first great tragedy that came into the life of 
her noble son. On a simple and modest granite column are 
these words: 

Nancy Hanks Lincoln, mother of Abraham Lincoln, died Oct. 5, 1818, 
aged 35 years. 


She was buried in a forest, under a spreading and majestic 
sycamore. When all was over, a lad of 11 sat alone on the 
mound of fresh earth until the shadows grew deep and dark; 
and wept his first bitter tears, 

Eleven years later, when the lad, now grown to early man- 
hood, moved west into Illinois, he put on a wooden slab the 
initials “N. H. L.” and placed it securely at the head of the 
grave, now almost obliterated. 

In 1876 James Studebaker, of South Bend, bought a marble 
headstone and placed it on the grave, and built a fence around 
the sacred spot. 

In 1905 a few citizens of Indiana bought the hilltop, a beau- 
tiful grove of 30. acres, and gave it to the State of Indiana 
forever. Now it is called Nancy Hanks Park, with well- 
trimmed trees, winding walks, and well-kept roads. It is the 
mecca of thousands who come to pay homage to motherhood 
and a noble soul, 

On this tomb are four words—the most precious tribute 
tongue can tell or pen can write: 


Mother of Abraham Lincoln. 


“All I am and all I hope to be I owe to my dear mother,” 
wrote Abraham Lincoln years later. The mothers of such 
as Lincoln too often are forgotten! 

Abraham Lincoln doubtless has been the subject of more 
literary composition than any other man of modern times. In 
the Congressional Library alone are more than 3,000 volumes— 
histories, memorials, biographies, anecdotes, speeches, and ten- 
der tributes of this rema>kable man. More than half a cen- 
tury has passed since his final martyrdom, yet he stands out 
among America’s great, perhaps the greatest of all. There 
is no other man in all human history whose reputation is more 
firmiy and clearly established. Certainly there is none more 
beloved and revered, whose character is so universally ad- 
mired and whose benign influence has dwelt so long among 
men. It will neyer die. About him the last word never can 
be said. Each succeeding generation will profit by his life 
and his example and grow through the power of his spirit to 
the end of time. 

The story of his life from poverty to exalted power among 
men is well known to all. The question that most concerns 
us is this: “ Whence came the remarkable qualities of this 
man? Wherein was he great? How did it happen that a poor 
and humble country lawyer and local politician suddenly took 
his place with the world’s greatest statesmen and solved prob- 
lems that staggered the wisest minds of the Nation?” 

Such men are not accidents. Abraham Lincoln, all uncon- 
scious of his sublime destiny, by his early struggles and priva- 
tions, was qualified for the task to which Infinite Wisdom had 
assigned him. The Almighty chooses the humblest for his 
greatest work. 

None now scruple to call Abraham Lincoln great. By some 
strange fortune it fell to his lot to achieve results hitherto 
declared possible only to the highest order of genius and 
faculty. He was history’s most startling wonder. Outwardly 
an ordinary man, he wrought the most extraordinary things 
in a sphere of action where personal character and official 
influence were subject to the severest test. He had not the 
stern dignity of Washington nor the brilliancy of Hamilton, 
nor the versatility of John Quincy Adams, nor the finished 
eloquence of Everett, nor the majesty of Webster. Yet there 
was in him that which, when measured by results, prove him 
inferior to none of these illustrious men. 

He pretended nothing he did not possess. His simplicity, 
his candor, his common sense baffled his critics. The ease 
with which he mastered the most intricate problems of his 
time deceived all save those nearest to him. He did not claim 
eloquence, yet his simplest passages were most eloquent. His 
utterances are immortal; the world will never forget them. 

His gentleness and humanity were proverbial. Mistaken for 
weakness, they were springs of strength and character. Amid 
the strifes and struggles of a period of tumult and revolution 
he maintained a calm and self-control unparalleled. 

Tested by all the measures of greatness, he met them all. 
He did not abuse his power. No one in high office so scrupu- 
lously marked the limitations of authority or more reluctantly 
exceeded them in time of national peril. As a leader he took 
all possible hazards and won. He encountered difficulties that 
would have overwhelmed a less patient, confident, and devout 
man. He molded the minds and character of a free people as 
few before him haye done. He won and held the confidence 


of the people; the people surrendered to him their lives and 
fortunes without complaint. He enriched the history of a 
people and multiplied their traditions of endurance, heroism, 
and patriotism, He lived a life of service and sealed it in 3 
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martyr’s death. The Nation lost the mortal Lincoln; it gained 
the immortal Lincoln. 

In a memorial sermon delivered soon after Mr. Lincoln's 
death, the eloquent Henry Ward Beecher, who did so much to 
uphold the hand of President Lincoln, said: 


And now the martyr is moving in triumphal march, mightier than 


when alive. The Nation rises up at every stage of his coming. Cities 
and States are his pallbearers, and the cannon beats the hours with 
solemn progression. Dead, he yet speaketh. * * Disinthralled 
of flesh and risen in the unobstructed sphere where passion never 
comes, he begins his illimitable work. His Hfe now is grafted upon 
the infinite and will be fruitful as no earthly life can be. * In 
the midst of this great continent his dust shall rest, a sacred treasure 
to myriads who shall pilgrim to that shrine to kindle anew their zeal 
and patriotism. 


Abraham Lincoln is remembered not so much for his intel- 
lect as for his character. In his historic debates with Stephen 
A. Douglas he met an antagonist possessing a keen intellect 
but lacking in moral power. As a pure contest of wits Mr. 
Douglas was not much inferior to Mr. Lincoln, but Mr. Lin- 
coln triumphed in the forum of public opinion because back of 
his logic and argument was a moral force, a lofty character, 
that appealed to the hearts and the souls of liberty-loving 
Americans, 

In his immortal inaugural addresses and his Gettysburg ad- 
dress Abraham Lincoln revealed not only grandeur of thought 
but tenderness of heart. So long as this Republic shall endure, 
the words of Abraham Lincoln will be the Nation’s heritage and 
inspiration: 


We are not enemies, but friends. We must not be enemies. Though 
passion may have strained, it must not break the bonds of affection. 
The mystic chords of memory stretching from every patriot grave to 
every living heart and hearthstone all over this broad land will yet 
swell the chorus of the Union when again touched, as surely they 
will be, by the better angels of our nature. 

* * * + * * * 

With malice toward none, with charity for all, with firmness in the 
right as God gives us to see the right, let us strive on to finish the 
work we are in; to bind up the Nation's wounds; to care for him 
who has borne the battle, and for his widow and orphan; to do all 
which may achieve and cherish a just and lasting peace among our- 
selves and with all nations. 

* * * * $ * 

The world will little note nor long remember what we say here, 
but it never can forget what they did here. * It is rather 
for us to be here dedicated to the great task remaining before us— 
that from these honored dead we take increased devotion to that 
cause for which they gave the last full measure of devotion; that we 
here highly resolve that these dead shall not have died in vain; that 
this Nation, under God, shall have a new birth of freedom. 


Washington and Lincoln are the two outstanding figures in 
American history. Both faced great crises—the one to create 
a nation, the other to preserve a nation, As to which faced 
the greater task it may not be for us to judge. Read what 
Mr. Lincoln said and thought. When bidding his friends and 
neighbors in Springfield, III., farewell upon his departure for 
Washington, he said: 


I now leave, not knowing when or whether ever I may return, with a 
task before me greater than that which rested upon Washington. 


Under the weight of all but killing responsibilities President 
Lincoln's religious character was revealed. No President ever 
faced a situation of greater difficulty, of deeper discourage- 
ment, 


I am driven to my knees— 


He said— 
because there is nowhere else to go. 


The ship of state was plunging in a raging storm, with 
dangers on every side and men’s hearts failing for fear. 
Jealousies in his own political household and unfriendliness 
of foreign powers were perplexing and menacing. They added 
to President Lincoln's burden of anxiety at a time when re- 
verses to the Union Army sorely depressed his spirits. One 
general after another failed to win decisive victories. Terrible 
losses were suffered by the Union troops, which sent a wave of 
discouragement over the loyal section of the country, while 
unfriendly verdicts at the polls seared his heart and soul. 

The firmness of Mr. Lincoln, his confidence and hopefulness 
when the outlook was the darkest and when the cry of “ Peace 
at any price” was loudest, were due to his unwavering reli- 
ance on and clinging faith in an overruling Providence. His 
faith was justified, his prayers answered on the field of Gettys- 


burg. At Appomattox the “Better angels of our nature” 
ended the struggle. The Nation was saved. Abraham Lincoln 
wore a new “expression of serene joy, as if conscious that the 
great purpose of his life had been achieved.“ 

What are some of the lessons from the life of this great 
American? 

He who can master his conditions, instead of being oyver- 
whelmed by them, has won half the battle. He who is a victim 
of his conditions and surroundings, with no ability or power, 
has lost the battle already. 

Abraham Lincoln was closely in touch with the common 
people, the common thought, the common life. He was one 
of the common people, His homely philosophy, his apt illus- 
trations, made him the idol of the masses. His political and 
social ideas were sound. His influence with the masses was 
moral and righteous. With such an influence comes power. 

Abraham Lincoln was honest in his personal character, honest 
in his professional character, and honest in his political char- 
acter. He never took a law case that he did not believe was 
right. 5 

It is worthy of note that Abraham Lincoln possessed a keen 
sense of humor. He said that “the man who can smile at 
his own discomfort, at disasters that come to himself, is safe.” 
Often criticized for indulging in humor, Lincoln replied: “If 
I could not laugh I would die.” A strange statement for this 
sad and melancholy man to make; yet Lincoln's humor gave 
him relief in the midst of the great stress and burden of pub- 
lic affairs. 

Much has been written on the question: “ Was Lincoln a 
religious man?” If we measure him by the standard of good- 
ness, of devotion to his fellow men, of consecration to high 
ideals, of service to humanity, of his unselfishness and mag- 
nanimity—then he was most magnificently religious, 

In these days of political and social experiments, it seems 
quite the fashion for some to quote from the words of Abraham 
Lincoln in support of so-called “ progressive doctrines.” Yet 
perhaps the two essentials of Mr. Lincoln's political principles 
were, first, obedience to law; second, reverence for the Consti- 
tution of the United States. At the age of 26, in an address 
at Springfield, III., he said: 


Let reverence for the law be breathed by every American mother 
to the babe that prattles on her lap. Let it be taught in schools, 
in seminaries, and in colleges. Let it be written in primers, spelling 
books, and almanacs. Let it be preached from the pulpit, proclaimed 
in legislative halls, and enforced in courts of justice. In short, let 
it become the political religion of the Nation, 


Not infrequently efforts have been launched to make it ap- 
pear that Mr. Lincoln’s faith in the Constitution and the judi- 
ciary was shaken by the famous Dred Scott decision, Nay, it 
is asserted that Mr. Lincoln even favored a popular review 
or congressional review of judicial decisions. This is a mis- 
take. Mr. Lincoln realized that respect for the Supreme Court 
and the judiciary was necessary to maintain the Government; 
and whenever decisions on constitutional grounds appeared 
to be wrong, the only remedy was a change in the membership 
of the court, or an arousal of public opinion against what 
appears to be a manifestly wrong view. At all times, he said, 
the judiciary should be upheld. Certainly Mr. Lincoln never 
favored a popular or congressional referendum of a decision 
of the Supreme Court. It meant destruction of the Consti- 
tution. 

Nor did Mr. Lincoln for one moment depart from the great 
purpose of his life—the preservation of the Union. It is well 
for those who regret the growth of the national spirit to recall 
this. If nationalism depurts from this Republic, disintegra- 
tion and decay will follow speedily. The national spirit 
touches the heart strings, inspires patriotism, and gives spir- 
itual power to the melodies of the Republic. Abraham Lincoln 
never lost sight of the Union and the Nation. At Gettysburg 
he appealed to his countrymen to resolve “that this Nation 
shall have a new birth of freedom.” In his second inaugural 
he appealed to his countrymen “to bind up the Nation’s 
wounds,” His martyrdom was a sacrifice for the Nation. 
Without nationalism his whole life and work would be in 
vain. 

Some claim that Abraham Lincoln was an “independent” in 
polities, thus rejecting political-party authority and regularity. 
On the contrary, he belieyed in party discipline. He held that 
the Government of the United States is a political organiza- 
tion, and that the political opinions and activities of those in- 
trusted with its administration in critical days are as much 
of consequence as integrity and intelligence. Te made his 
appointments from among those who believed in the principles 
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and the measures of the party with which he was identified. 
He believed in majority rule within the party. 

The Republic was passing through a moral and spiritual 
revival when Abraham Lincoln appeared in the great drama. 
Again the Nation feels the touch of moral and spiritual forces 
in a mighty struggle against materialism. 

At the dedication of the Lincoln Memorial in Washington, 
May 30, 1922, the late President Harding said: 


In every moment of peril, in every hour of discouragement, when- 
ever the clouds gather, there is the image of Lincoln to rivet our hopes 
and te renew our faith. Whenever there is a glow of triumph over 
our national achievement, there comes the reminder that but for 
Lincoln's heroic and unalterable faith in the Union these triumphs 
could not have been. 


Before the Holy Name Society in Washington, September 21, 
last, President Coolidge said: 


We Americans are idealists. We are willing to follow the truth 
because it is the truth. We put our main emphasis on the things 
which are spiritual. We use wealth as a means to a higher life.“ 
The tall shaft near which we are gathered, and yonder stately memorial, 
remind us that our standards of manhood are revealed in the adoration 
which we pay to Washington and Liucoln. They are unrivaled and 
unsurpassed, Above all else, they are Americans, 


In an address in New York City, February 12, 1924, President 
Coolidge said: 


To me the greatness of Lincoln consisted very largely of a vision by 
which he saw more clearly than the men of his time the moral rela- 
tionship of things. He was a great moral force. 


Only the matchless Nazarene can be compared with Abraham 
Lincoln, The greatest President, powerful and strong— 


Yet be was humble, kind, forgiving, mild, 
And with all patience and affection taught, 
Bebuked, persuaded, solaced, counseled, warned, 
In fervent style and manner. Needy poor 
And dying men, Uke music, beard his feet 
Approach their beds, and guilty wretches took 
New hope, and in his prayers wept and smiled 
And blessed him as they died forgiven; and all 
In his face contentment, in his life 

The path to glory and perpetnal Joy. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


Mr. JOHNSON of Minnesota presented the memorials of Mrs. 
A. Stremlow and 216 other citizens of Wheaton and of D, E. 
Ward and 36 other citizens of St. Paul, all in the State of Min- 
nesota, remonstrating against the passage of the so-called com- 
pulsory Sunday observance bill for the District, which were 
referred to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. CAPPER presented the memorial of the Hub Clothing 
Co. and sundry other business firms of Dodge City, Kans., 
remonstrating against the passage of legislation increasing 
postal rates and changing the zone system, which was referred 
to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads. 

Mr. FRAZIER presented the memorials of L. G. Brown and 
24 other citizens of Billings County and of Fred Laeszle and 94 
other citizens of Napoleon, all in the State of North Dakota, 
remonstrating against the passage of the so-called compulsory 
Sunday observance bill for the District, which were referred to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. BROOKHART presented the petition of Nellie E, Hotch- 
kiss, president of the Women’s Club, and sundry other elubs 
and citizens of Adel, Iowa, praying for the participation of the 
United States in the World Court under the terms of the so- 
called Harding-Hughes plan, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the American Asso- 
ciation for the Advancement of Science, favoring the passage of 
the so-called migratory bird bill, for the protection of migratory 
birds, water fowl, fur-bearing animals, and fishes, etc., which 
was referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE presented memorials numerously signed 
by sundry cilizens of Arlington, Chula Vista, Glendale, Grass 
Valley, Los Angeles, Paso Robles, San Diego, and Hughson, all 
in the State of California, remonstrating against the passage of 
the so-called compulsory Sunday observance bill for the District 
of Columbia, which were referred to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

He also presented resolutions adopted by the Junior League 
of the Contemporary Club, of Redlands, Calif., favoring the 
entrance of the United States into the World Court upon the 
terms of the so-called Harding-Hughes plan, which were re- 
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 
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He also presented a resolution adopted by the Aviation Club, 
of Superior, Calif., favoring the passage of legislation to com- 
bine the air services into a separate department for the national 
defense with a secretary in the President's Cabinet, ete., which 
was referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

He also presented the petition of Harry Benton Clark, of San 
Francisco, Calif., praying for the passage of legislation desig- 
nating a day as a national holiday to be observed as School 
Children’s Public Parade Day throughout the United States, 
which was referred to the Committee on Education and Labor. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


Mr. KENDRICK, from the Committee on Public Lands and 
Surveys, to which was referred the bill (S. 4254) for the relief 
of Ishmael J. Barnes, reported it without amendment and sub- 
mitted a report (No. 1087) thereon. 

Mr. BALL, from the Committee on the District of Columbia, 
to which was referred the bill (H. R. 12002) to establish a 
Board of Public Welfare in and for the District of Columbia, to 
determine its functions, and for other purposes, reported it 
without amendment and submitted a report (No. 1088) thereon, 

Mr. HEFLIN, from the Committee on Agriculture and For- 
estry, to which was referred the bill (S. 3107) to amend the 
United States cotton futures act, as amended, reported it with 
amendments. 

Mr. FERNALD, from the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 11791) to pro- 
vide for the construction of certain public bulidings, and for 
other purposes, reported it without amendment and submitted 
a report (No. 1089) thereon. 

Mr. BRUCE, from the Committee on Claims, to which was 
referred the bill (S. 2258) for the relief of the P. Dougherty 
Co., reported it without amendment and submitted a report 
(No. 1090) thereon. 

Mr. FERRIS, from the Committee on Commerce, to which 
was referred the bill (H. R. 9537) to authorize the Secretary 
of Commerce to transfer to the city of Port Huron, Mich., a 
portion of the Fort Gratiot Lighthouse Reservation, Mich., re- 
ported it without amendment and submitted a report (No. 
1091) thereon. 

Mr. LADD, from the Committee on Commerce, to which was 
referred the bill (S. 4225) to extend the time for commencing 
and completing the construction of a bridge across the Detroit 
River within or near the city limits of Detroit, Mich., reported 
it without amendment and submitted a report (No. 1092) 
thereon. ; 

He also, Trom the same committee, to which were referred 
the following bills, reported them severally with amendments 
and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 4209) to authorize the building of a bridge across 
the Santee River in South Carolina (Rept. No. 1093) ; 

A bill (S. 4210) to authorize the building of a bridge across 
the Congaree River in South Carolina (Rept. No. 1094) ; 

A bill (S. 4211) to authorize the building of a bridge across 
the Catawba River in South Carolina (Rept. No. 1095); 

A bill (S. 4212) to authorize the building of a bridge across 
the Broad River in South Carolina (Rept. No. 1096) ; 

A bill (S. 4213) to authorize the building of a bridge across 
the Santee River in South Carolina (Rept. No. 1097) ; 

A bill (S. 4214) to authorize the building of a bridge across 
the Savannah River between South Carolina and Georgia 
(Rept. No. 1098) ; and 

A bill (S. 4217) granting the consent of Congress to the Sus- 
quehanna Bridge Co, and its successors to construct a bridge 
across the Susquehanna River between the borough of Wrights- 
ville, in York County, Pa., and the borough of Columbia, in 
Lancaster County, Pa. (Rept. No. 1099). 

Mr. LADD also, from the Committee on Commerce, to which 
were referred the following bills, reported them each without 
amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 10412) granting the consent of Congress to the 
Pittsburgh, Cincinnati, Chicago & St. Lonis Railroad Co., its 
successors and assigns, to construct a bridge across the Little 
Calumet River (Rept, No. 1101); and 
` A bill (H. R. 10596) to extend the times for commencing and 
completing the construction of a dam across the Red River of 
the North (Rept. No. 1102). 

INVESTIGATION OF CAMPAIGN EXPENDITUBES (REPT. NO. 1100) 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I desire, as chairman of the 
special committee under Senate Resolution 248, to submit a 
report which I send to the desk and ask that it may be printed. 

I have here the testimony complete which was taken by the 
committee, but the committee have not thought that it would be 
necessary to print the testimony. It would be quite expensive 


to do so, But they ask permission to file it with the Secretary 
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of the Senate in its typewritten form so that it may be there 
for consultation if anyone desires to consult it. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Will the Senator state what 
the report is? 

Mr. BORAH. Does the Senator mean as 2 5 the details? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. No; the title; the subject 
matter. 

Mr. BORAH. The report is under Senate Resolution 248, 
wherein there was provided a special committee to investigate 
campaign expenditures, The report undertakes to give the 
amount collected by the parties, the amount expended, and the 
list of those contributing over $1,000. It then recommends 
certain matters with reference to legislation, 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. There is a recommendation 
of legislation? 

Mr. BORAH. Yes. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The report will be printed? 

Mr. BORAH. Yes; I ask that the report be printed, and 
when the report has been printed I think it would be well to 
refer it to the Committee on Privileges and Elections, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Lapp in the chair). With- 
out objection, the report will be printed, and it will be referred 
to the Committee on Privileges and Elections. 


ENROLLED BILI, PRESENTED 


Mr. WATSON, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 
ported that on February 11, 1925, that committee presented to 
the President of the United States the enrolled bill (S. 3722) 
to authorize the State of Indiana, and the State of Illinois, to 
construct a bridge across the Wabash River at the city of Vin- 
cennes, Knox County, Ind. 


BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unani- 
mous consent, the second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. JONES of Washington: 

A bill (S. 4287) to authorize the Secretary of the Treasury 
to prepare a medal with appropriate emblems and inscriptions 
commemorative of the Fort Vancouver Centennial; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. SPENCER: 

A bill (S. 4288) granting a pension to Mary J. Walters 
(with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. SHORTRI DGE: 

A bill (S. 4289) authorizing the construction of a bridge 
across the Colorado River near Blythe, Calif.; to the Committee 
on Commerce. 

A bill (S. 4290) for the relief of William Eckman; and 

A bill (S. 4291) to extend the provisions of the United States 
employees’ compensation act of September 7, 1918 to James B. 
Dethlefsen; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. HARRIS: 

A bill (S. 4292) granting a pension to Eugene A. Rentz; to 
the Committee on Pensions. 

A bill (8. 4293) authorizing the acceptance from the Georgia 
Society Colonial Dames of America of a conveyance of the title 
to Fort Frederica, St. Simon Island, Ga., and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. BURSUM: 

A bill (S. 4294) granting a pension to John Mosley; 

A bill (S. 4295) granting an increase of pension to Mary J. 
Reynolds; 

A bill (S. 4296) granting an increase of pension to Grace L. 
Brewer; and 

A bill (S, 4297) granting an increase of pension to Edward 
Purdy ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. BRUCE: 

A bill (S. 4298) granting a pension to Jennie R. Dorsey 
(with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. COPELAND: 

A bill (S. 4299) granting an increase of pension to Georgiana 
R. Shaw; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. CAPPER: 

A bill (S. 4300) to create a Federal cooperative marketing 
board, to provide for the registration of cooperative marketing, 
clearing-house, and terminal-market organizations, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of California: 

A bill (S. 4301) authorizing any tribe or band of Indians of 
California to submit claims to the Court of Claims; to the 
Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. REED of Missouri: 

A bill (S. 4302) incorporating the Imperial Council of the 
Ancient Arabic Order of the Nobles of the Mystic Shrine for 
North America; to the Commitiee on the Judiciary, 


SESQUICENTENNIAL OF AMERICAN INDEPENDENCE 

On motion of Mr. Corklaxn and by unanimous consent, the 
joint resolution (S. J. Res. 166) authorizing the establishment 
of a commission to be known as the sesquicentennial of Ameri- 
can independence and the Thomas Jefferson centennial commis- 
sion of the United States, in commemoration of the ene hundred 
and fiftieth anniversary of the signing of the Declaration of 
Independence and the one hundredth anniversary of the death 
of Thomas Jefferson, the author of that immortal document, 
which had been reported from the Committee on the Library, 
was taken from the calendar and referred to the Committee on 
Appropriations, 

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED 


The following bills were each read twice by title and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Mines and Mining: 

H. R. 2720. An act to authorize the sale of lands in Pitts- 
burgh, Pa.; and 

H. R. 4148. An act to modify and amend the mining laws in 
their application to the Territory of Alaska, and for other pur- 


poses. 
PRESIDENTIAL APPROVAL 


A message from the President of the United States, by Mr. 
Latta, one of his secretaries, announced that on February 10, 
1925, the President approved and signed an act (S. 353) for 
the relief of Reuben R. Hunter, 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Representatives by Mr., 
2 its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had dis- 
to the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
11753) making appropriations for the Departments of State 
and Justice and for the judiciary and for the Departments of 
Commerce and Labor for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, 
and for other purposes, requested a conference with the Sen- 
ate on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, and that 
Mr. SHREVE, Mr. ACKERMAN, and Mr. OLIVER of Alabama were 
appointed managers on the part of the House at the con- 
ference, 
STEAMSHIPS “CEYLON MARU” AND “COMANCHE” AND BARGE 
“ANODE” 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SHorraincs in the chair) 
laid before the Senate the amendment of the House of Repre- 
sentatives to the bill (S. 84) for the relief of the owners of the 
steamship Ceylon Maru, which was, on page 2, line 2, to strike 
out “including interest.” 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, there are three bills 
from the House of the same nature on the desk, with the same 
amendment, which reduces the amount the claimant is to re- 
ceive. I ask that they may receive immediate consideration, 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, ë will ask my friend from 
Alabama if these are matters which will lead to any extended 
debate? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. None at all. If they do, I will with- 
draw them. As the bills passed the Senate they allowed in- 
terest. The House strikes out the allowance of interest and 
reduces the amount. 

Mr. WARREN. They are measures of economy, then. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes. There can be no objection to it 
except on the part of the men who are getting the relief. 

I ask to have the action of the House on the other two bills 
laid before the Senate, and then I will ask unanimous consent 
for action upon the House amendments to the three bills. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER also laid before the Senate the 
amendment of the House of Representatives to the bill (8. 
82) for the relief of the owners of the steamship Comanche, 
which was, on page 2, line 1, to strike out “including interest.” 

He also laid before the Senate the amendment of the House 
of Representatives to the bill (8. 78) for the relief of the 
owners of the barge, Anode, which was, on page 2, line 1, to 
strike out “including interest.” 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I ask unanimous consent that the 
House amendments to all three bills be agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Alabama 
asks unanimous consent that the amendments of the House be 
agreed to. Is there objection? The Chair hears none. 

INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, with the permission of the 
chairman of the committee I desire to submit a conference re- 
port, and then I shall ask for its present consideration. In 
explanation of the report I will state that it is on the Interior 
Department appropriation bill, and every item except three 
has been agreed to in conference. This is only a partial re- 
port. The conferees on the part of the House will take back 
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those three items for a vote in the House before a, final vote is 
had upon the conference report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Utah asks 
unanimous consent for the present consideration of the confer- 
ence report. Is there objection? The Chair hears none. The 
Secretary will read the report. 

The report was read, as follows: 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
10020) making appropriations for the Department of the In- 
terior for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, and for other 
purposes, having met, after full and free conference have 
agreed to recommend and do recommend to their respective 
Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered 1, 2, 
8, 4. 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 15, 23, 31, 36, 45, and 49. 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ments of the Senate numbered 11, 12, 13, 16, 17, 19, 20, 21, 22, 
24, 25, 29, 39, 40, 41, 42, 46, 47, and 48, and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 14: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 14, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: At the end 
of the matter inserted by said amendment, insert the follow- 
ing: “, not to exceed $2,000"; and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 18: That the House recede from its 

disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 18, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu of 
the matter inserted by said amendment, insert the following: 
“ $35,000, of which $10,000 shall be available only for the com- 
pletion of the Taber feed canal”; and the Senate agree to the 
same. 
Amendment numbered 26: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 26, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: Restore the 
matter stricken out by said amendment, amended to read as 
follows: “Provided, That no part of this appropriation shall 
be used for construction purposes until a contract or contracts 
in form approved by the Secretary of the Interior shall have 
been made with an irrigation district or with irrigation districts 
organized under State law, providing for payment by the dis- 
trict or districts as hereinafter provided. The Secretary of the 
Interior shall by public notice announce the date when water 
is available under the project: Provided further, That no part 
of the sum hereby appropriated shall be expended for the con- 
struction of new canals or for the extension of the present 
canal system for the irrigation of lands outside of the 40,000 
acres for the irrigation of which a canal system is now pro- 
vided, until a contract or contracts shall have been executed 
between the United States nd the State of Montana, whereby 
the State shall assume the duty and responsibility of promot- 
ing the development and settlement of the project after com- 
pletion, securing, selecting, and financing of settlers to enable 
the purchase of the required livestock, equipment, and supplies 
and the improvement of the lands to render them habitable and 
productive. The State shall provide the funds necessary for 
this purpose and shall conduct operations in a manner satis- 
factory to the Secretary of the Interior: Provided further, That 
the operation and maintenance charges on account of land in 
this project shall be paid annually in advance not later than 
March 1, no charge being made for operation and maintenance 
for the first year after said public notice. It shall be the duty 
of the Secretary of the Interior to give such public notice 
when water is actually available for such lands“; and the Sen- 
ate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 28: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 28, 
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: At the 
end of the matter inserted by said amendment insert the fol- 
lowing: „, to remain available until December 31, 1925”; and 
the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 32: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 32, 
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: Restore 
the matter stricken out by said amendment amended to read 
as follows: “ : Provided further, That no part of this appro- 
priation shall be used for construction purposes until a con- 
tract or contracts in form approved by the Secretary of the 
Interior shall have been made with an irrigation district or 
with irrigation districts organized under State law, or water 
users’ association or associations, providing for payment by 
the district or districts, or water users’ association or associa- 
tions, as hereinafter provided: Provided further, That the 


project shall be paid annually in advance not later than March 
1, no charge being made for operation and maintenance for 
the first year after said public notice. It shall be the duty 
of the Secretary of the Interior to give such public notice 
when water is actually available for such lands”; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 33: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 33, 
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: Restore 
the matter stricken out by said amendment amended to read 
as follows: “: Provided, That no part of this appropriation 
shall be used for construction purposes until a contract or con- 
tracts in form approved by the Secretary of the Interior shall 
have been made with an irrigation district or with irrigation dis- 
tricts organized under State laws providing for payment by the 
district or districts as hereinafter provided. The Secretary of the 
Interior shall by public notice announce the date when water is 
available under the project: Provided further, That no part 
of the sum provided for herein shall be expended for con- 
struction on account of any lands in private ownership until 
an appropriate repayment contract, in form approved by the 
Secretary of the Interior shall have been properly executed 
by a district organized under State law, embracing the lands 
in publie or private ownership irrigable under the project, and 
the execution thereof shall have been confirmed by decree 
of a court of competent jurisdiction, which contract, among 
other things, shall contain a provision for an appraisal, show- 
ing the present actual bona fide value of all such irrigable 
lands fixed without reference to the proposed construction of 
said Kittitas division, and shall provide that until one-half 
the construction charges against said lands shall have been 
fully paid no sale of any such lands shall be valid unless and 
until the purchase price involved in such sale is approved by 
the Secretary of the Interior, and shall also provide that 
upon proof of fraudulent representation as to the true con- 
sideration involyed in any such sale the Secretary of the In- 
terior is authorized to cancel the water right attaching to 
the land involved in such fraudulent sale; and all public 
lands irrigable under the project shall be entered subject to 
the conditions of this section which shall be applicable thereto: 
Provided further, That no part of the sum hereby appro- 
priated shall be expended for construction until a contract or 
contracts shall have been executed between the United States 
and the State of Washington pursuant to its land settlement 
act embodied in chapter 188, laws of 1919, as amended by 
chapter 90, laws of 1921, and by chapters 34 and 112, laws 
of 1923, or additional enactments, if necessary, whereby the 
State shall agsume the duty and responsibility of promoting 
the development and settlement of the project after comple- 
tion, including the subdivision of lands held in private owner- 
ship by any individual in excess of 160 irrigable acres, the 
securing, selection, and financing of settlers to enable the pur- 
chase of the required livestock, equipment and supplies, and 
the improvement of the lands to render them habitable and 
productive. The State shall provide the funds necessary for 
this purpose and shall conduct operations in a manner satis- 
factory to the Secretary of the Interior: Provided further, 
That the operation and maintenance charges on account of 
land in this project shall be paid annually in advance not 
later than March 1, no charge being made for operation and 
maintenance for the first year after said public notice. It 
shall be the duty of the Secretary of the Interior to give such 
public notice when water is actually available for such 
lands”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 35: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 35, 
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In 
line 10 of the matter inserted by said amendment strike out 
the words “until used”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

The committee of conference have not agreed on amend- 
ments numbered 27, 30, 34, 37, 38, 43, 44, and 50. 

Reep SMOOT, 

CHARLES CURTIS, 

Wu. J. HARRIS, 
Managers on the part of the Senate. 


Lovis C. CRAMTON, 
FRANK MURPHY, 
C. D. CARTER, 

Managers on the part of the House. 


Mr. SMOOT. I move that the report be adopted. I am 
anxious to get action on it so that it can be gotten over to 
the other House. They would like to have it there as quickly 


operation and maintenance charges on account of land in this | as possible. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing Mr. SWANSON. I ask that the appropriation bill be tem- 


to the report of the conferees, 
The report was agreed to. 


INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATIONS 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 11505) making appropriations 
for the Executive Office and sundry independent executive 
bureaus, commissions, and offices for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1926, and for other purposes. 

. Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, when the recess was taken 
last night we had reached page 7 of the bill in the reading 
at the desk. 

The PRESIDNG OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
amendment found on page 7, beginning at line 6. 

The PRINCIPAL LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 7, line 6, before 
the words “of which,” it is proposed to strike ont “$26,000” 
and insert $32,000,” so as to read: 


For examination of presidential postmasters, including travel, sta- 
tionery, contingent expenses, additional examiners and investigators, 
and other necessary expenses of examinations, $32,000, of which 
amount, ete. 


Mr. FLETCHER. I desire to ask the chairman of the com- 
mittee a question. In this amendment there is an increase of 
86.000 provided for over the House provision. What is that 
intended for? Is it to give additional investigators? 

Mr. WARREN. It covers the matter of the examination of 
postmasters. The sum has been cut down from year to year 
from $175,000 to this amount shown, which will be only 
$32,000 with the $6,000 added. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Does it come within the Budget esti- 
mate? 

Mr. WARREN. The full amount was recommended to 
the Budget, but the Budget thought that they could cut the 
amount. Afterwards they realized that they had made a mis- 
take, and from the inquiry I made it seemed necessary to add 
the $6,000. 

Mr. FLETCHER. It refers to expenses generally, without 
reference to engaging an additional force, increasing the per- 
sonnel? 

Mr. WARREN. On the nomination or employment of post- 
masters, unless they are already in office, they must be ex- 
amined according to the rules of the Civil Service Commission. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I understand that; but I did not know 
but that this was to add more examiners. 

Mr. WARREN. It is a very small sum, considering what 
we started with. This is the fourth year, and there will be 
new appointments and reappointments. I hope the Senator 
will not make any objection to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, on line 7 I offer the amend- 
ment which I send to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
stated. 

The PRINCIPAL LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 7, line 7, it is 
proposed to strike out “ $20,880" and to insert in lieu thereof 
826.880,“ so as to read: 


Of which amount not to exceed $26,880 may be expended for per- 
sonal services in the District of Columbia. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was continued. 

The next amendment was, on page 8, at the beginning of 
line 6, to strike out “$21,875” and insert “ $24,592,” so as to 
read: 

For rent of building for the Civil Service Commission, $24,592, if 
space can not be assigned by the Public Buildings Commission in other 
buildings under the eontrol of that commission. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
BHENANDOAH VALLEY AND SMOKY MOUNTAIN NATIONAL PARKS 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, Senate bill 4109, relative to 
the acquirement of national parks, to be known as Shenandoah 
National Park and Smoky Mountain National Park, has been 
unanimously reported by the Committee on Public Lands and 
Surveys of the Senate, and a similar bill has also been re- 
ported to the House, and may be considered in the House next 
Monday, I understand. It is very important, in order that the 
bill may be passed at this session, to get action on it at once, 
and I ask for its immediate consideration. 

Mr. WARREN. I realize that it is necessary to get some 
of these matters before the Honse at an early date, and if it 
will lead to no debate, I shall have no objection. 


porarily laid aside, and that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of Sendte bill 4109. 

Mr. CURTIS. What does the bill provide for? 

Mr. SWANSON. It is a bill authorizing the Secretary of 
the Interior to appoint a commission to survey the lands in 
the Shenandoah Valley in order to establish a park area. It 
also includes the Smoky Mountain National Park and the 
Mammoth Cave National Park. 

Mr. CURTIS. Does it make an appropriation or authorize 


one? 

Mr. SWANSON. It authorizes the appropriation of $20,000. 
The Budget Bureau has estimated for it. It provides for 
three surveys and for a report to Congress. 

Mr. CURTIS. I have no objection to the bill. 

Mr. McKELLAR. It has the approval of the Budget Bureau 
and of the President. 

Mr. SWANSON. It is designed to make a survey and ascer- 
tain the conditions, costs, and advantages which would accrue 
naturally if one or more parks were created in the designated 
area. I ask unanimous consent for the immediate considera- 
tion of the bill. 

Mr. SIMMONS. I desire to say that it has the approval of 
all the Senators from the territory embraced within the contem- 
plated parks. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Virginia 
asks unanimous consent for the present consideration of Sen- 
ate bill 4109, relative to the acquirement of national parks, to 
be known as Shenandoah National Park andeSmoky Mountain 
National Park. Is there objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, ed to consider the bill. 

Mr. SWANSON. I desire to offer an amendment. The 
House committee has reported a bill on which all interested 
in the territory involved have agreed, and I move to strike 
out all after the enacting clause of the Senate bill and to 
insert the text of the House bill, which I send to the desk. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Virginia 
moves that all after the enacting clause of the Senate bill be 
stricken out and that the language fonnd in House bill 11980 
be substituted in lieu thereof. The Secretary will read the 
proposed amendment. 

The PRINCIPAL LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is proposed to strike 
out all after the enacting clause and to insert: 


That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized and directed 
to determine the boundaries and area of such portion of the Blue 
Ridge Mountains of Virginia lying east of the South Fork of the 
Shenandoah River and between Front Royal on the north and Waynes- 
boro on the south as may be recommended by him to be acquired and 
administered as a national park, to be known as the Shenandoah 
National Park, and such portion of the Smoky Mountains lying in 
Tennessee and North Carolina as may be recommended by him to be 
acquired and administered as a national park, to be known as the 
Smoky Mountains National Park, and in the Mammoth Cave regions 
of Kentucky, and also such other lands in the southern Appalachian 
Mountains as in his judgment should be acquired and administered as 
national parks, and to receive definite offers of donations of lands 
and moneys, and to secure such options as in his judgment may be 
considered reasonable and just for the purchase of lands within said 
boundaries, and to report to Congress thereon: Provided, That the 
Secretary of the Interior may, for the purpose of carrying out the 
provisions of this act, appoint a commission of five members, com- 
posed of a representative of the Interior Department and four national- 
park experts, said four members to serve without compensation. 

Src, 2. A sum sufficient to secure options and to pay the necessary 
expenses of the commission in carrying out the provisions of this act, 
including the salary of one clerk to the commission at a rate not to 
exceed $2,000 per annum, necessary traveling expenses of the members 
of the commission, and $10 per diem in Meu of actual cost of sub- 
sistence, in all not to exceed $20,000, is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated. 


Mr. SMOOT. Does the text of the House bill differ from 
that of the Senate bill? f 

Mr. SWANSON. It is different to the extent that the House 
bill includes the Mammoth Cave region. The two bills are 
practically the same. There is a provision for an investiga- 
tion of the Smoky Mountuin region and for an investigation 
of the Shenandoah region. Then, the House bill provides for 
an investigation of the Mammoth Cave region, and that there 
shall be a report to The bill authorizes an appro- 
priation of $20,000. The only difference is that the bill as 
originally introduced in the Senate provided simply for an 
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appropriation of $15,000. There has been an additional Budget 
estimate of $5,000 to cover an investigation of the Mammoth 
Cave section, the report of the commission to include that 
region also, if the appropriation shall be made. 

Mr. SMOOT. The bill has not passed the House? 

Mr. SWANSON. It has not passed the House, but it may 
come up Monday in the House. 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator is offering an amendment to the 
Senate bill containing the provisions of the House bill? 

Mr. SWANSON. To insert the language of the House bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. SWANSON. I desire to haye the title amended to con- 
form with the amendment made. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill to provide 
for the securing of lands in the southern Appalachian Moun- 
tains and in the Mammoth Cave regions of Kentucky for per- 
petual preservation as national parks.” 


INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATIONS 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 11505) making appropriations for, 
the Executive Office and sundry independent executive bureaus, 
commissions, and offices for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1926, and for otifer purposes, which had been reported from 
the Committee on Appropriations with amendments. 

The reading of the bill was continued. 

The next amendment was, under the heading “ Smithsonian 
Institution,” subhead “ National Museum,” on page 23, line 4, 
before the words “of which,” to strike out “ $74,560” and in- 
sert “$77,560,” and in line 5, before the word “may,” to strike 
out “ $40,780,” and insert $41,580,” so as to read: 


For heating, lighting, electrical, telegraphic, and telephonic service, 
$77,560, of which amount not to exceed $41,580 may be expended for 
personal services in the District of Columbia. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was continued to line 21, page 23. 

Mr. WARREN. I send to the desk an amendment at this 
point in the bill which I ask to have agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be 
stated. 

The PRINCIPAL LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 23, line 21, 
strike out “$551,392” and insert in lieu thereof “ $554,392,” 
50 as to read: 

In all, National Museum, $554,392. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. KING. I understand the amendment offered by the 
chairman of the committee is to increase the appropriation? 

Mr. WARREN. It is simply te correct the total on account 
of the amendments agreed to in lines 4 and 5. 

Mr. KING. I would like to ask the chairman of the com- 
mittee, in view of some inquiries which have been addressed 
to me recently, whether the appropriation for the National 
Museum brings any corresponding benefit. There has been 
some criticism as to its efliciency, indeed as to its necessity. 
I express no opinion. One letter which I received stated that 
unless we had a museum of large proportions supported by 
gifts and benefactions from private individuals as well as 
from the Government it would be better to have none at all. 
New York City, as we all know, is building up very fine in- 
stitutions, picture galleries, and museums. The same is true 
of Chicago, Philadelphia, and other large cities, 

I express no opinion as to the propriety and wisdom of 
the Government of the United States establishing in Wash- 
ington a national museum. If we are going to embark upon 
the undertaking, it will call for millions of dollars, and each 
year additional appropriations. To have an unimportant, in- 
significant museum in the Capital of the National does not 
appeal to me. We ought either to have a museum worthy of 
the name or have none at all. 

Mr. WARREN. We have the latest addition to the faculty 
of the museum present in the person of the Senator's col- 
league, and perhaps he will give us some information on the 
question propounded by the junior Senator from Utah. 

Mr. SMOOT, Mr. President, I will say to my colleague 
that there is no American who comes to Washington and 
goes to our National Museum who is not greatly surprised to 
find that we have not an arts building in connection with 
that great institution. Mr, Freer gave a wonderful collection 


and provided a building in which to house it, of which the 
American people are greatly appreciative. I am in favor of 
erecting an arts building. I will say to the Senate right 
now that I know of three of the best collections of art in the 
United States which would be willed to the arts institution 
if we had an arts building capable of holding those wonderful 
art collections. Such a building is going to come, in my 
opinion, but it ought to come at an early date. 

The institution is at the present time undertaking to collect 
a million dollars by donations from individuals in the United 
States for a certain purpose. I am in hopes that the under- 
taking will be successful. The Senator, I am quite aware, is 
acquainted with the history of the development of the Smith- 
sonian Institution. The interest that the institution receives 
annually from the original donation by Mr. Smithson, of Hng- 
land, amounts to about $60,000. The only objects of art which 
we now have in the museum are those which have been do- 
nated by individuals; and I wish to say frankly that if the 
Senator will take the time some day to go through the entire 
building he will find some really remarkable paintings which 
are stored away in various portions of the building. The in- 
stitution has no place in which to exhibit those paintings. It 
is really a crime, I was going to say, that those paintings are 
not in a position so that the American people might see them. 
As I have said, if we had a new building we should have one 
of the best art collections in all the world within a very few 
years, not by purchase but by gift. There is, however, at 
present no incentive for donations to the Government by 
wealthy art collectors. A wealthy woman said to me the 
other day when I was talking to her about the matter, “ What 
is the use of my putting in my will a provision bequeathing 
my art collection to the Smithsonian Institution when that in- 
stitution has not a foot of space in which to take care of it?” 
And I could not deny the truth of her statement. 

Mr. SMITH. What is the amount of the appropriation for 
this purpose? 

Mr. SMOOT. There is no appropriation for an art building 
about which the Senator asked me. 

Mr. KING. The appropriation in this instance amounts to 
more than $400,000. May I say to my colleague that I share 
the view which he expresses, namely, that we should have a 
suitable art gallery and museum here in the Capital of the 
Nation. That is what I am inquiring about. The complaints 
which have come to me have been that we either ought to 
have a suitable building or we ought to have none at all; that 
the Congress ought to provide a plan for the erection of a 
suitable building and to establish a national museum and art 
gallery that would be commensurate with the power and, I 
hope, with the culture 

Mr. SMOOT. And the dignity. 

Mr. KING. And the ideals of the American people. If we 
can not do that, I think we shall be wasting some of the 
money. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, for the information of the 
Senate, I wish to say that the Smithsonian Institution has 
at the present time the drawings of just such a building, and 
a wonderfully suitable location for it, which is already pro- 
vided and owned by the Government. The building alone 
will cost about $7,000,000. I do not know how much money 
can be obtained from outside private individuals with which 
to erect such a building, but I am going to ask Congress at 
the next session to make an appropriation to provide for 
such building; and, as I have already stated, I know if such 
a building were erected to-day that the owners of three of 
the greatest art collections in the United States would in 
their wills give all of them to the Government. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The reading of the bill will 
be resumed. z 

The Secretary resumed the reading of the bill beginnin 
on page 24. line 4. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 
was on page 24, line 8, after the word “elsewhere,” to strike 
out “$67,000” and insert 590,000, so as to make the 
paragraph read: 

PRINTING AND BINDING 

For all printing and binding for the Smithsonian Institution, in- 
cluding all of its bureaus, offices, institutions, and services located 
in Washington, D. C., and elsewhere, $90,000: Provided, That the 
expenditure of this sum shall not be restricted to a pro rata amount 
in any period of the fiscal year. 


The amendment was agreed to, 
The next amendment was, under the heading “Tariff Com- 


“mission,” on page 25, line 11, after the name “District of 


Columbia,” to insert the following proviso: 
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Provided, That no part of this appropriation shall be used to pay 
the salary of any member of the United States Tariff Commission 
who shall participate in any proceedings under said sections 815, 
316, 317, and 318 of said act, approved September 21, 1922, wherein 
he or any member of his family has any special, direct, and pecuniary 
interest, or in which he has acted as attorney or special representa- 
tive. 


Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I have two amendments which 
I desire to offer to that amendment, and I will explain them. 

Mr. McKELLAR.. To what amendment does the Senator 
from Utah refer? 

Mr. SMOOT. I refer to the amendment on page 26, in the 
proviso following the appropriation for the Tariff Commission. 
I will explain the matter to the Senator, so that he may under- 
stand it. In the House of Representatives a provision similar 
to this was reported by the committee, but it went out on a 
point of order. The Senator from North Carolina [Mr. SIm- 
mons], when the bill was before the Appropriations Committee, 
handed me the amendment which had been stricken out on a 
point of order in the House and asked me if I would not 
endeavor to have it put on the bill in the Senate. I told him 
that I would. The provision was incorporated in the bill as an 
amendment in the exact form in which the Senator handed it to 
me. On examination, however, of the item it appeared there 
were left out of it a few words contained in the law as it exists 
to-day, and the amendments which I am about to offer to the 
amendment are to make it comply with the provisions of the 
existing law. 

Mr. MeKELLAR. In other words, the original amendment 
was not copied accurately? 

Mr. SMOOT. The few words which I propose to insert in the 
amendment were left out in the provision as reported to the 
other House. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Lapp in the chair). Does 
the Senator from Utah yield to the Senator from North Caro- 
lina? 

Mr. SMOOT. I yield. P 

Mr. SIMMONS. The House committee reported an amend- 
ment in the form of a proviso to that section of the bill. I 
supposed that the proviso as reported by the committee and 
stricken out subsequently by the House npon the floor incorpo- 
rated the proviso contained in the present law, and, so thinking, 
I handed that stricken-out proviso to the Senator from Utah 
and requested him to use his good offices in the committee to 
have it restored. Upon examination of the bill as reported by 
the Senate committee I discovered that some language—very 
important and material language—contained in the present law 
had been eliminated in the proviso as reported to the House 
and as stricken out upon the floor of the House, and I requested 
the Senator from Utah to amend the proviso in the bill as 
reported by his committee so as to conform with the provisions 
of the present law; and he very kindly consented to do so. 

Mr. SMOOT. On line 17, page 25, after the word “in,” I 
move to insert “respect to the subject matter of,” so as to 
read: 


wherein he or any member of his family has any special, direct, and 
pecuniary interest, or in respect to the subject matter of which he 
has acted as attorney or special representative. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Utah to the 
amendment reported by the committee. 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is entirely satisfactory; it is abso- 
lutely correct, and should be adopted. Py 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SMOOT. On page 25, on line 18, after the word “ attor- 
ht I move to insert the words “legislative agent,” so as to 
read: 
has acted as attorney, legislative agent, or special representative, 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Utah to the 
amendment of the committee. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Now let the amendment be read as finally 


revised. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment as amended 
will be stated. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 

Provided, That no part of this appropriation shall be used to pay 
the salary of any member of the United States Tariff Commission who 
shall participate in any proceedings under said sections 315, 316, 317, 
and 318 of said act, approved September 21, 1922, wherein he or any 


member of his family has any special, direct, and pecuniary Interest, 
or in respect to the subject matter of which he has acted as attorney, 
legislative agent, or special representative, 


Mr. ROBINSON. In that form the amendment conforms to 
the present law. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the amend- 
ment as amended is agreed to. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, do I understand the language as 
suggested by the Senator from Utah makes the agreed amend- 
ment conformable to the existing statute? 

Mr. SIMMONS. It is word for word in conformity with the 
existing statute, I will say to the Senator. 

Mr. ROBINSON. That is the provision which upon my 
initiative the Senate incorporated in the law after a long de- 
bate last year. 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, in view of this appropriation for 
the continuance of the Tariff Commission, I wish to call the 
attention of the Senate to a very excellent article recently 
written by Mark Sullivan, which challenges attention to the 
purpose obviously of many individuals to cut off all importa- 
tions from abroad and any exports from the United States, so 
that there will be no necessity for the Tariff Commission. I 
ask that the article may be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In the absence of objection, 
the Secretary will read as requested. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 


New TREND IN UNITED STATES SHOWN BY FARM REPORT—MARK SBUL- 
LIVAN SAYS GOVERNMENT AND Business Ann MOvinc TO MAKÐ 
AMERICA SELF-CONTAINED—TARIFF TO BE LARGE FACTOR IN CHANGE— 
Livinc STANDARDS TO BE RAISED BY IGNORING EUROPÐ AS BUYER AND 
SELLER 

(By Mark Sullivan) 


(Copyright, 1925, New York Tribune (Inc.)) 


WASHINGTON, January 28.—The recommendations of President Cool- 
idge’s agricultural commission, made public this week, together with 
a request that Congress enact them into law at this session, point 
toward something new just ahead of us in American politics and 
business. 

Anyone who follows closely the current developments in government 
and business in America must recognize the beginnings of this trend. 
An essential part of the trend is that government and business, includ- 
ing agriculture, agree upon it. ‘This sympathetic cooperation is Itself 
a definite condition of the era on which we are entering. The purpose 
of it, as yet, is partly instinctive and not fully defined even in the minds 
of all the leaders of it, But it is apparent that the Government and 
practically all lines of business in the United States are coming together 
in an impulse of mutual self-protection to meet the conditions of world 
trade arising out of the economic rehabilitation of Europe and its 
increasing activity. 


A SELF-CONTAINED COUNTRY THE GOAL 


The policy which America is moving toward, as yet gropingly, is one 
of withdrawing to itself, making itself a self-contained country, and 
trying to maintain our high standard of living by avoiding the com- 
petition of Europe, in either the rôle of buyer or of seller. A fairiy 
certain result of that policy should express itself in advocacy of a 
tarif that will be protective beyond the previous standards of protec- 
tive tariffs. 

The recommendations of the agricultural commission include this: 
“The American farmer can neither compete with imported agricultural 
products nor can he compete in foreign markets for the sale of his 
products at world price levels” created by foreign wages and standards 
of living. This means that the American farmer is to get out of 
Europe, both as a buyer and as a seller. That policy runs counter to 
the former farm leadership which looked to the revival of Europe as a 
revival of the market for American farm products. 

Running parallel to this, and implied in it, is the theory that the 
American farmer should at once have complete protection for his 
own products, and also be tolerant of complete protection for every- 
body else, the whole looking to a high standard of living for every- 
body in America. In the talk that Secretary Hoover made to this 
Same agricultural commission last week, he said we should “ maintain a 
tariff on agricultural products, on such a basis as will stimulate 
domestic production, and, I may add, this may be done at no con- 
sequential charge upon the consumer in proportion to his gains from 
a national policy of this character. 

“The application of tariff principles should provide for agriculture” 
the same value in stimulating domestic production as has been the 
ease in industry. The second direction must be the development of 
increased domestic consumption of agricultural products per capita of 
population. This can only take place through development of a higher 
general buying power. In other words, a higher standard of living of 
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In turn, this can only be brought about by the 
elimination of waste and increase in efficiency in our ‘whole production 
and distribution system. There is room for 20 per cent or 30 per cent 
increase in our standards. of living to-day.” 


the whole population. 


TO RAISE NOTHING FOR EXPORT 


It is inherent in the policy the agricultural commission recom- 
mended that the high standard of living in America, both for farmers and 
for everybody else, be kept secure by a tarif on manufactures ‘sufficient 
to safeguard America against competition from abroad. This, too, runs 
counter to what has been the teaching of some farm leaders for years 
past, that the tariff on manufactures should be revised downward so 
as to bring about lower prices for what the farmer buys. 

This new policy proposed by the agricultural commission looks to 
two ends. One is that the American farmer ‘should cease to raise more 
of any commodity than he can sell in America. To many farmers it 
will come as a startling suggestion that they should cease, for example, 
to raise wheat for export. The cotton-raising States will be surprised 
at any advice to ignore the foreign market, but competent judges in 
Washington say che rest of the world 16 already tending to buy less 
and less of the American cotton crop and to turn for its supply to 
countries where it can be raised by lower-priced labor. The other end 
of the new policy is that America should cease to buy any agricultural 
products from abroad, and that we should adopt tariffs sufficient to 
stimulate the raising in America of everything we consume. Pre- 
sumably sugar is one of the important products this part of the 
policy would affect, 

TENDENCY SEBN IN RAILROAD vin 


This tendency toward America turning in on itself to become a 
self-contained unit with all the ‘trades ‘mutually protective as against 
Europe is under way in other ‘fields besides farming. Last week C. W. 
Barron, the owner of several financial journals, spoke of our protective 
tarif as one “that must be raised unless wages in other countries 
are raised,” and reported that Belgian rails are refused in the United 
States at $10 a ton below ‘the domestic price because railroads must 
protect the American steel industries that give them so large a propor- 
tion of their traffic. 

“But street railways and building trades may yet bid for foreign 
steel unless foreign wages advance or the American tariff is advanced.“ 

It is reasonable to predict that the tariff question is ahead of us in 
a form it has not hitherto assumed, One wonders how long it will be 
before Democratic leaders of the old school take notice of this trend. 


Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, in connection with this item 
in the bill I deem it proper to make a few observations with 
reference to the Tariff Commission, not in any partisan spirit 
but from an earnest desire to preserve the integrity and use- 
fulness of that body. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Bena- 
tor just a minute there to suggest to him that he might dwell 
upon the general policy which has been outlined in this article 
and which we see indicated by newspaper comment and which 
seems to come from pretty high authority, that the policy is 
to close up foreign markets for agricultural products and have 
the United States live unto itself. What sort of position will 
that put the cotton grower in if that policy is pursued? - 

Mr. SIMMONS. It will destroy him. 

Mr. FLETCHER. What will become of the great industry 
by which the world is furnished clothing? 

Mr. SIMMONS. And what will become of the wheat indus- 
try in this country? 

Mr. FLETCHER. Yes. 

Mr. SIMMONS. What will become, it might be asked, of 
every American agricultural industry which is producing and 
has been producing and must continue to produce, if it is 
possible for it to do so and live, products far in excess of the 
domestic demand? In the cotton industry it is estimated that 
under normal ‘conditions only about one-half of a!l the cotton 
produced in this country is consumed here. The balance is 
consumed abroad. That is true, probably, of naval stores. 
That is true to a less degree of the wheat industry in the 
United States. If the farmers engaged in the production of 
cotton are to be limited to the domestic market, then, of course, 
they must reduce their production of cotton one-half; and a 
reduction of one-half would be fatal to the American cotton 
industry, and, of course, ruinous to the farmers in that section 
of the country where this is the chief money crop. 

I did not hear the reading of the article submitted by the 

Senator from Utah [Mr. Kine]. My attention was diverted; 
but if any such policy as that indicated by the remarks of the 
Senator from Florida is now contemplated, and if there is 
propaganda tending to support that theory, I think it is very, 
very dangerous to the agricultural interests of this country 
and, incidentally and directly, to the general welfare of our 
people. T think it should be met with stern and determined 
opposition. The consequences of such a policy would be too 


far-reaching and too graye to be discussed offhand. I was 
not aware that from any respectable sources in the United 
‘States such propaganda as that was now emanating could 
spring, and it amazes me to hear that any respectable au- 
thority in America, or even any individual of prominence, in 
industry or outside of industry, should advocate such a ‘course. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SIMMONS. I yield to the Senator from Utah. 

Mr. KING. The article which I submitted this morning and 
which was read at the desk was written by Mr. Mark Sullivan, 
a newspaper man of standing. 

Mr, SIMMONS. Let me ask the Senator, is Mr. Sullivan 
advocating this proposed policy? 

Mr. KING. No. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Or is he simply chronicling some rumor 
with reference to it? 

Mr. KING. These are his deductions, if I may use that 
phrase, from facts and information which have come to his 
attention. He predicates his article upon the report made by 
the special commission recently appointed by President Cool- 
idge to study agriculture. 

Mr. FLETCHER, And also upon the position taken by the 
Secretary of Commerce, Mr. Hoover, as I understand. 

Mr. KING. Yes; and the position taken by the Secretary of 
Commerce, and statements from manufacturers, and from Mr. 
Barron in his various newspapers. From all of these sources 
he deduces the conclusion that it is now the purpose of a large 
number of people to make America what they call self-con- 
tained, and that means the cutting off of our foreign com- 
merce. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Does the Senator understand from the 
article that it is intended that such policy shall apply solely to 
the products of agriculture, or that it applies to the preducts 
of industry generally? 

Mr. KING. The'products of industry generally; agriculture, 
and particularly manufactured articles, 

Mr. SIMMONS. I can not conceive of a more deadly policy 
than that, Mr. President. 

Mr. KING. If the Senator will pardon me, the writer says: 


It is inherent in the policy the Agricultural Commission recom 
mended that the high standard of living in America, both for farm- 
ers, etc., be kept secure by a tarif on manufactures sufficient to safe- 
guard America against competition from abroad, 


Then he says: 


This new policy proposed by the Agricultural Commission looks to 
two ends. One is that the American farmer should cease to raise 
more of any commodity than he can sell in America. To many farmers 
it will come as a startling suggestion that they should cease, for ex- 
aniple, to raise wheat for export. The cotton-raising States will be 
surprised at any afivice to ignore the foreign market, but competent 
judges in Washington say the rest of the world is already tending to 
buy less and less of the American cotton crop, and to turn for its 
supply to countries where it can be raised by lower-priced labor. 


Then he refers to the fact that the manufacturers are advo- 
eating this view, and that Mr. C. W. Barron, the owner of sev- 
eral financial journals, spoke of our protective tariff as one 
that must be raised and not lowered. 

Mr. SIMMONS. If 1 understand the interpretation which 
the Senator from Utah places upon the suggestions contained 
in that article, said to emanate from respectable sources, it 
would mean that we are to impose upon imports such high 
duties as practically to exclude them. 

Mr. KING. Yes? 

Mr. SIMMONS. And that we are to reduce our production 
in this country to the point of domestic demand. 

Mr. KING. Mr. Sullivan’s view is that a self-contained 
country is the goal of the present trend of certain interests 
and forces in the United States. 

Mr. SIMMONS. The establishment of that policy, if it ap- 
plies to manufactured products, would mean, in the present con- 
dition of consolidation and price fixing through trusts, that the 
manufacturer, having the exclusive American market, and hay- 
ing arranged for a monopoly in that market, could advance 
his price to any point that he saw fit and that afforded him 
any profits that his cupidity might seek. As applied to agri- 
culture, it would mean the reduction of the output of that 
industry probably between one-third and ‘one-half, and that 
would spell disaster to the vast portion of our population 
who find their livelihood by tilling the soil. It would be prob- 
ably the narrowest possible policy that could be preposed to 
a virile and ambitious nation—a policy of cowardice, stagna- 
tion, and disaster. It would be a policy of profound and ab- 
solute isolation. Not only would it separate us from the bal- 
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ance of the world but it would shut off that commercial inter- 
course between this country and the balance of the world which 
in the past has been the source of our greatest prosperity, and 
which in the past has been the cause of the enormous expan- 
sion which has taken place in American industry and com- 
merce, and in our amazing growth in power and usefulness. 

Mr. President, I can not reconcile such a theory as a national 
policy with even the instincts and dictation of common sense. 
I must believe that there is some mistake about it, and that 
these suggestions upon which Mr. Sullivan bases his discus- 
sion can not mean exactly what he interprets them to mean. 
I read the report of this commission appointed by the Presi- 
dent, or rather, such excerpts from the report as found their 
way into the public prints, and I did not get that meaning 
from them. 

I did draw the inference, however, that the committee was 
under the impression that in certain lines of industry, espe- 
cially some lines of agriculture, the production was rather ex- 
cessive, and that possibly the public welfare might be sub- 
served by a reduction in production along certain lines. That 
is true where the production is in excess of the local or domes- 
tic demand, supplemented by the foreign demand. 

We have found that situation existing once or twice in cot- 
ton industry. In certain fat years when the farmers produced 
16,000,000 bales of cotton and the domestic demand, plus the 
foreign demand, was not commensurate with that production, 
the farmers suffered by reason of having to take a very much 
reduced price because the supply exceeded the world demand. 

A suggestion applicable to a condition of that sort may be 
wise, but when the suggestion is made without reference to the 
domestic and the world demand of the thing produced, to my 
mind it is an unreasonable suggestion, and so unreasonable 
that I do not think it will find serious lodgment in the minds 
of the intelligent class of people who control our Government 
and direct its policies. 

I did not rise for the purpose of discussing that, however. 
I arose to make some general observations with reference to 
the Tariff Commission, and I regret very much that the dis- 
tinguished chairman of the Finance Committee, charged with 
the responsibility of tariff legislation, is not in the Chamber. 

For many years we debated in the Congress the question of 
the establishment of a tariff commission. For many years 
that suggestion met with opposition, serious opposition, mostly, 
in the first instance I think, coming from the opposite side of 
the Chamber, some of it coming from this side. At last, after 
much controversy, the proposition gained favor, but the advo- 
cates, as well as the opponents of that proposition, insisted that 
if a tariff commission were to be established it was essential 
that the commission should be a bipartisan commission. When 
the discussion had progressed to that point we heard great 
demands in this body, which I can recall very vividly, for a 
bipartisan commission. 

What was meant by the expression “bipartisan commis- 
sion”? The act which we passed by its very terms gave a very 
significant construction to that expression. As I recall, it pro- 
vided for a commission of six members, and provided that 
three of those should be of one of the two major parties in this 
country and three of the other major party, those parties hold- 
ing drastically opposing views upon the question of the tariff, 
not so much as an economic question but as a political 
question. 

For many, many years, certainly ever since the Civil War, 
there had been a very sharp dividing line between the two 
parties on the question of the tariff. Therefore we provided 
for the appointment of an equal number upon this board repre- 
sentative of the two different political views which obtained in 
the United States upon that question. 

Undoubtedly, it was in the mind of everyone who supported 
the proposition of a bipartisan tariff commission that the 
membership of that commission should be selected with refer- 
ence to the views upon that question of the party to which each 
member belonged; that he should be appointed with reference 
to his reflecting the views of his party, because if he were 
appointed without reference to his views upon the tariff, by 
reason of the fact that some Democrats do not agree altogether 
with their party upon that question, and some Republicans do 
not agree altogether with their party upon that question, the 
division upon the lines of bipartisanship would be broken. 
I think that was distinctly understood by everyone. No other 
construction could be placed upon the facts and circumstances 
which surrounded the creation and the inauguration of this 
commission. There is no room for doubt. . 

I do not wish to make any specific charges, but I do think, 
and I do insist, that the usefulness of this commission depends 
upon its continuing to be bipartisan, and upon the integrity of 


the appointments of members as representatives of the oppos- 
ing party views upon the tariff question, and whenever we shall 
fall into those unhappy days when the declared legislative 
purpose with reference to this institution is disregarded, and 
when there is an effort to break down its bipartisan character, 
and when an effort is made to create a commission which will 
lean the one way or lean the other way in its membership, 
upon the question of the tariff, then that body will lose its use- 
fulness, it will lose the respect and confidence of the people of 
this country, and it will become an engine and an instru- 
mentality for the propagation of the views of one party upon 
that subject, without any reference to the views of the other 
party. The very essence of this organization, if it is to sub- 
serve its purpose, is the maintenance of its bipartisan attitude 
and character. 

We have adopted what is known as the flexible tariff clause. 
That invests broad and sweeping powers in the President with 
reference to changes in the written law with regard to import 
duties. It authorizes him to make changes upon the findings 
of the Tariff Commission. We made the Tariff Commission 
distinctly a fact-finding commission, on that account. We did 
not confer upon them the power of recommendation, as I un- 
derstand it. We provided that they should gather the facts 
and submit those facts to the President, in order to enlighten 
and guide his decision upon the question at issue. 

It is exceedingly important that such condition should pre- 
vail. The President will not get an impartial finding of facts, 
but he will get a biased and partisan finding of facts, if this 
commission is made partisan; if, by virtue of appointments 
made in violation of the spirit and purpose of the act, it be- 
comes unbalanced and its membership becomes wholly or pre- 
ponderantly of one view upon the tariff. The President, in 
such event, instead of getting an unbiased statement of facts 
from this commission upon the tariff question will get merely 
a partisan statement of facts. 

Mr. BROUSSARD. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North 
Carolina yield to the Senator from Louisiana? 

Mr. SIMMONS. I yield. 

Mr. BROUSSARD. The Senator will recall that last year 
when this amendment was agreed to there was quite a good 
deal of discussion about it. How could the Senator expect a 
nonpartisan finding to be gotten from the Tariff Commission if, 
under this provision, one of the members of the Tariff Com- 
mission could be forced to recuse himself, no provision being 
made to establish the equilibrium between the two parties and 
the two theories on the tariff question? 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, that is as far as we could go 
at that time, but the purpose and intent was to prevent a man 
sitting upon that commission and giving the President the bene- 
fit of a statement of fact when it was known that his personal 
interest, his pecuniary concern in the matter was so great as 
to move him ineyitably to deviate from the lines of accuracy 
and to make findings posstbly predicated somewhat upon his 
interest rather than predicated upon the actual conditions in 
the industry. Such a man should not have been placed upon 
the commission, and for the very reason that a man who differs 
with his party upon the question of tariff should not be ap- 
pointed as a representative of that party upon this commission. 

Mr. BROUSSARD. If the Senator will allow me to just set 
myself straight, I am not objecting to the contention of the 
Senator that one having an interest, direct or indirect, should 
not sit upon a case. My objection at the time to this provision 
was that the act should have provided for some one else 
taking the place of any man so disqualified, in order to main- 
tain the equilibrium. 

Mr. KING rose. 

Mr. SIMMONS. I think that would be a better solution of 
the question; but that solution was not open to us, because we 
can not appoint. The President alone can appoint and the 
President alone can remove. We could not reach the matter 
in any other way than as we did. 

The motive and the purpose of this proviso is the same as the 
motive and the purpose I have in mind in insisting that these 
men who are appointed shall be selected with this in mind, 
that they represent on the tariff question the orthodox views 
= the party to which they are charged and to which they 

long. 

Does the Senator from Utah want to interrupt? 


Mr. KING. No; I was merely intensely interested in what - 


the Senator was saying. I did not rise to interrupt him. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Iam gratified by the able Senator’s interest. 
So far from impairing the force of the argument I was making, 
what the Senator from Louisiana has said really strengthens it. 
It shows that Congress desires, as far as it can, to maintain 
the integrity of the commission and to secure its proper func- 


3544 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


FEBRUARY 12 


tioning according to the intent of Congress, and that anything, 
even personal interest, that might cause a member of that 
body to deviate from the line of duty, namely, the finding of 
facts as they are, is a disqualifying fact and circumstance. 

Mr. President, the best institutions of men are subverted 
sometimes by small encroachments upon the agencies of gov- 
ernment, the activities of government, slight deviations in the 
first instance from the line of strict adherence to the purposes 
of the law and the objects of the institution. This organiza- 
tion can be destroyed, its usefulness can be undermined by a 
misuse of the power of appointment or by carelessness and in- 
difference in the selection of the men who are appointed, be- 
cause it is intended to be a body that shall reflect and repre- 
sent the sentiments of the two great political parties upon a 
question that divides the 110,000,000 people of the United 
States. ‘That theory lies at its very foundation. Undoubtedly 
there has been propaganda in the country—open, brazen, un- 
disguised propaganda—to undermine and destroy the insti- 
tution as an aid in the enforcement of the administration of 
our tariff laws and to bring it into disrepute by destroying the 
bipartisan character with which we originally clothed it; this 
propaganda being directed to the selection of members of the 
body who reflected not the sentiment of the party they were 
appointed to vepresent, but who reflected the sentiment, at 
least in part, of the opposition party upon the question. 

I say the propaganda has been open and brazen. A few 
weeks ago, on January 13, I read in the Senate an editorial 
from the Washington Post commenting upon a certain letter 
alleged to have been somewhat extensively distributed among 
certain classes in the country advocating the appointment by 
the President to membership upon this commission of Demo- 
crats known to favor a protective tariff. That letter was re- 
ferred to in terms of unqualified condemnation in the editorial 
which I read from the Washington Post. The editorial did 
not contain the letter referred to. I happened to have in my 
possession a copy of the letter that had been given to me. It 
was a letter issued by some branch organization of the Pro- 
tective Tariff League or some organization in some way asso- 
clated with the Protective Tariff League. 

The letter purported upon its face to have been addressed to 
100 well-selected Democrats, as I understood it, but who were 
“protectionist Democrats,” Democrats who, while affiliating 
with that party, did not agree with its views upon the tariff. 
It was addressed to them, advocating efforts to procure the 
appointment by the President of the United States to fill pro- 
spective vacancies upon the Tariff Commission of Democrats 
who entertain the Republican theory of the tariff and who in 
their action upon that commission would reflect the views of 
the Republican Party upon that question instead of the views 
of the Democratic Party. The letter will be found in the 
Record of January 18, 1925, at page 1722. 

The letter not only urged that such be done but it stated 
that they were inaugurating a wide publicity for the purpose 
of securing these appointments by the President in this way 
with a view of making the Tariff Commission a protective 
tariff! commission, with a view of having a commission every 
member of which would entertain the views of the Republican 
Party upon the question of a tariff. It went further than that. 
It said that the propaganda if properly conducted, conducted 
so that they might indulge the reasonable hope of fruition 
and ultimate success, would require a large sum of money, 
and requested the recipients of the letters to mail at once to 
the organization checks for $100 each to finance the movement 
to convert this bipartisan body Into an adjunct of the pro- 
tective tariff organization. For what purpose and with what 
view? The letter I think will explain itself upon that point. 

The President now is invested with a broad power covered 
by a section of our present turiff law. The President now has 
the power to increase or to reduce, to the extent of 50 per 
cent, any tariff rate that the Congress may impose. If the 
President does that, however, he first must have a report from 
the Tariff Commission finding the facts to justify the reduction 
or to justify the increase. ‘Therefore the argument which 
ran through the propaganda; therefore the argument that if 
a change can be secured from the original purpose and intent 
so that the Tariff Commission may be composed only of per- 
sons who believe in protection as interpreted and administered 
by the Republican Party, the President will get the facts from 
that body of protectionists, and of course it is expected that the 
coloring of those facts would reflect the Republican theory of 
protection. 

Of course it is a very ambitious scheme, and attractive to 
those beneficiaries who want the tariff reformed upward. 


to grant. If it can succeed it will not only bring into discredit 
the Tariff Commission, it will not only undermine and destroy 
the principle upon which the commission is based, it will not 
only destroy the value which we had desired to give to these 
finders of fact, it will not only prevent enforcement of that 
act as intended by the Congress, but will absolutely prevent 
the presentation to the President of both sides of the question, 
the views of those who adhere to the protective theory, the 
views of those who adhere to the Democratic idea of a purely 
competitive tariff for revenue. The President is supposed, and 
is able to weigh the facts presented by both sides of the 
controversy, presented by the plaintiff and presented by the 
defendant in this contention, and, like a judge sitting upon 
the bench, reach an impartial decision as muy be. To have 
those facts presented to him by those who have but one view 
upon the subject would be subject to the imputation and the 
suspicion at least of having their statement of the facts dis- 
torted by their views as to the policy which should be pursued 
with reference to the subject matter. 

Mr. President, not only that, but the country would feel, if 
the President lent himself to this scheme, that he was not 
dealing fairly with it, was not dealing squarely with it when it, 
trusting to his fairness, enacted legislation investing him with 
this broad and sweeping power with reference to the tariff, 
involving in many instances the life of industry, and the 
country’s prosperity. 

When we clothed the President with this great authority we 
imposed upon him a condition precedent to its exercise. It 
was a power never before delegated by a Congress to any hu- 
man being, a power which was characterized here as not only 
exceptional, but dangerous, which probably never would have 
been granted to him but for the condition precedent to its 
exercise, that he should submit each question for finding and 
report to the Tariff Commission, composed of six members, 
three entertaining the views of one of the major parties of 
the country and the other three entertaining the views of the 
other major party of the country upon this vital question and 
policy, and that he should withhold action until he received 
from them a statement and a finding not with reference to the 
policy, but with reference to the facts concerning the disputed 
question upon which the President would be called to exercise 
this tremendous grant of legislative power. 

Mr. President, the President could not impair the bipartisan 
character of the Tariff Commission without imperiling the 
confidence of the country in his action upon questions arising 
under the flexible provisions of the tariff. The President will 
not, in my judgment, cooperate in any such movement, whether 
originating with the protected industries of the United States 
or originating with tariff protective leagues, and thus destroy 
the equilibrium provided by the Congress, and in destroying 
that make of no effect conditions that were imposed when we 
gave him the power to receive reports and findings of fact from 
this institution, preserved and maintained in its integrity as 
written in the law. 

I have heard reports that I would not wish, Mr. President, 
to repeat here; reports of deliberately planned efforts on the 
part of certain interests to pervert and prostitute this board 
for purely partisan purposes or for purposes of subserving 
some particular interests. They bave endeavored, it is said, 
to induce Democratic members of the board or members of 
the board who are not in harmony with the views of such pro- 
tected interests upon certain questions In specific instances, al- 
though they might be Republicans, to take something better, to 
seek higher positions, with some sort of assurances of aid in 
getting such higher positions, with a view to creating vacancies 
on the Tariff Commission which might be filled by some in- 
dividual known to be in sympathy with these special.interests 
on the question of tariff or in sympathy with the particular 
views of the parties interested in asking for increases in 
duties, 

I have heard all of that. I do not credit it, Mr. President; 
I can not credit it. It is contrary to the integrity of the 
parties who enacted this legislation. It is so contrary to my 
conception of the dignity of the President of the United States 
and his high office and his fixed purpose to administer his great 
office in strict conformance with the law and with the prin- 
ciples of right and justice that I know that any such plans can 
not be consummated. Of course, such a plan can not be con- 
summated, because it would require the help of the President; 
nor can I believe that the Republican Party will sanction any 
such movement, from whatever source it may originate and for 
whatever purpose it may be inaugurated. 

I have heard, too, that efforts were to be made to prevent the 
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with reference to some industry that was opposing any reduc- 
tion in tariff duties, I have heard that efforts were being made 
to bring about the remoyal of a certain member of the board 
with the expressed purpose of supplanting him with a protec- 
tionist, and not only with a protectionist, Mr. President, but 
probably a protectionist who agreed with reference to a par- 
ticular item of the tariff act with certain other members of the 
board, 

I do not, Mr. President, believe that these things will be con- 
summated. I do not believe that they have any lodgment in 
the mind of the responsible leaders of the Republican Party or 
of the administration; but this is a propaganda that ought to 
be frowned upon and nipped in the bud. It is a propaganda 
that strikes at the very root and heart of important legislation 
of vital interest to the country. The propaganda can not be 
kilied too soon. It should be denounced in unmeasured and 
unqualified terms from every forum that believes in and desires 
to see preserved the integrity of every branch of the Govern- 
ment. 

I arose, Mr. President, to give utterance to these thoughts, 
and without any reflection upon the line that I would pursue, 
for before I took the tloor I did not expect to speak five minutes. 
I have taken advantage of this occasion, because it probably is 
an opportune -occasion for the purpose, of expressing these 
sentiments. I hope that this unholy propaganda may be nipped 
In the bud and that every man who believes in the integrity of 
this Government and who believes in carrying out the laws of 
the land and keeping faith may at every opportunity express 
his displeasure and place upon this scheme the seal of his 
righteous indignation. i 


APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE STATE AND OTHER DEPARTMENTS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the action 
of the House of Representatives disagreeing to the amendments 
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 11753) making appropriations 
for the Departments of State and Justice, and for the judiciary, 
and for the Departments of Commerce and Labor, for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1926, and for other purposes, requesting a 
conference with the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses, and announcing the appointment of conferees on 
the part of the House. s 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I move the Senate insist upon 
its amendments, agree to the conference asked for by the House, 
aoa et the Chair appoint the conferees on the part of the 

enate. 

The motion: was agreed to, and Mr. Jones of Washington, 
Mr. Smoor, Mr. Spencer, Mr. Overman, and Mr. Harris were 
appointed conferees on the part of the Senate. 


INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATIONS 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 11505) making appropriations 
for the Executive Office and sundry independent executive 
bureaus, boards, commissions, and offices for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1926, and for other purposes. 


TARIFF DUTY ON WOOL 


Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, Mr. President, I have re- 
ceiyed an interesting statement showing the financial burdens 
to the consumers of wool resulting from the specific duty of 
31 cents per pound under the Fordney-McCumber tariff law, 
which I ask to have printed in the Rxconb. It is published by 
the Carded Woolen Manufacturers’ Association and shows 
some actual burdens resulting from the specific duty collected on 
wool since the enactment of the Fordney-McCumber tariff law. 
It was prepared from reports made by the Boston branch of the 
United States Bureau of Agricultural Economies of the De- 
partment of Agriculture, This branch of the Agriculture 
Department reports from time to time the amount of wool 
that is imported into this country, its weight by lots, and the 
inyoice value of such wool From these figures of the weight 
and the value of the wool imported, the Carded Woolen Manu- 
facturers’ Association have made certain deductions. They 
show what the specific duty of 31 cents per pound upon wool 
really represents to the public when translated into an ad 
valorem duty. The figures are astounding. The information 
proves what was urged would be the consequences at the time 
the high specific rate upon wool was sharply opposed during 
the debate in the Senate in 1923. I will read from this state- 
ment a few facts and comment upon them very briefiy. 

The figures as to imports of wool were collected from re- 
ports made at Boston and Philadelphia, which are the leading 
woo! markets of our country. They show that the estimated 
clean weight of wool and mohair used for clothing that came 
into this country since the passage of the Fordney-McCumber 


tariff law on September 15, 1923, to January 3, 1923, was 
75,202,356 pounds. The statistics do not cover carpet wool, 
which is admitted free. 

The average price per estimated clean pound of wool is 
found from these figures to be 70.8 cents. 

The extreme variations of price per estimated clean pound 
extended from 16.2 cents to $1.70 a pound. 

The total vaiue of the wool that has come in during this 
period was $53,207,261. 

The duty collected by the United States Government at 31 
cents per estimated clean pound was $23,312,730. 

Please note these figures, Mr. President; the invoice value 
of the wool was $53,000,000 and the duty collected, which has 
been added, of course, to the consumer’s price, was nearly 
one-half of that amount, to wit, $23,000,000. 

The ad valorem equivalent of this 3i-cent duty upon all 
these imports is 43.8 per cent. But the most interesting figures 
of all are those that show the extreme variations of this 
specific duty when translated into an ad valorem rate. These 
extreme variations extend from 18 per cent to 191 per cent. 

Mr. President, I want to call special attention to the fact that 
the present specific wool duty of 31 cents per pound is compelling 
the poor people of America, who must buy wool of inferior 
quality when used in their clothing, in their sweaters, in their 
woolen overcoats, in their blankets, and as underwear, to pay 
the encrmous tax of 191 per cent as a maximum. ‘Those who 
can afford to buy and use the high-priced wool, the finest 
quality of wool, pay a tax reaching as low as 18 per cent of its 
invoice value, How can we justify the imposition upon our 
people of tax burdens that penalize poverty and discriminate 
so unfairly upon those of limited financial resources? That 
places the most extreme tax burden upon those who toll and 
labor on the farms and in our industries, and who must buy 
the cheapest clothing and the cheapest underwear because of 
their reduced incomes and small wages? 3 

These figures show what a nefarious fraud it is upon the 
American people to levy a specific tariff duty upon wool. This 
specific duty is misleading, a deception on the public. If an ad 
valorem duty had been placed in the present tariff law, no 
Senator would dare to vote for a maximum tariff rate of 190 per 
cent upon the wool of the poor; and yet that is what these 
figures show is the result of the operations of this specific 
duty of 31 cents per pound. 

How are you going to justify it? It can not be justified. 
Let us at least show how such specific duties as this on wool 
make for favoritism, discrimination, and deception plays in 
shaping our tariff legislation. 

Why not be honest with our people? Why not tell them the 
whole truth? How few know, when they go to buy a suit of 
woolen clothes or a woolen blanket, that their Government has 
levied a duty for the benefit of a few woolgrowers, reaching in 
extreme cases to 190 per cent upon the price of the wool that is 
contained in their clothing, their blankets, and their under- 
wear? 

Mr. President, I protest again against this specific duty on 
wool because it does not disclose the exact results in increased 
costs to the American people, and because it is not taxing but 
extorting from our people, increasing prices for their woolen 
garments and merchandise that are indefensible. This whole 
record shows what an outrage and scandal it was to fix this 
duty at 31 cents per pound and to make it a specific rather 
than an ad valorem rate. The public will never know the tre- 
mendous increase in the price of the finished woolen products 
because of this excessive rate on raw wool, 

I suppose it will do little good to protest. I suppose our 
people. must continue to bear this barden—a burden placed 
upon millions of poor people for the benefit of a few. 
It is only one of the many iniqnities and unjust tax burdens 
contained in the present tariff law.. This wool rate, how- 
ever, is the most shocking of all. I can not conceive of the 
American people supporting a political party that would levy 
such a burden upon them if they could get the actual infor- 
mation. It is doubtful if the public can get the facts, because 
these specially privileged interests that formulate and infiuence 
tariff legislation unfortunately control many of the channels 
of information and of publicity, so that such facts as this 
statement contains are not within reach of many people. If 
there is any one thing that is more threatening than another 
to the perpetuity and the security of our Government, it is the 
possibility that all of the sources of information in this coun- 
try may in time be owned and so controlled and manipulated 
by these privilege seekers and beneficiaries of discriminatory 
tariff laws that the millions of unprotected and nnorganized 
consumers will be unable to get the truth about the vital 
affairs of their own Government 


3046 


I ask, Mr. President, that this statement may be printed in 
the Recorp. I hope its startling information may arouse some 
publie sentiment that will lead to the repeal of this duty of 31 
cents per pound on wool. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
be so ordered. 

The statement is as follows: 


THE FORDNEY-M’CUMBER DUTY COLLECTED ON WOOL—A STATEMENT BY THE 
CARDED WOOLEN MANUFACTURERS’ ASSOCIATION, BOSTON, MASS., FEB- 
RUARY 5, 1925 


The only information accessible to the public as to the duty actually 
collected on wool and mohair from week to week is the report of wool 
imports at Boston and Philadelphia, issued by the Boston branch of 
the United States Bureau of Agricultural Economics, Department of 
Agriculture. This report gives the invoice value of each lot of wool 
and the clean weight as estimated by the appraisers and importers, 
and on which the 31-cent specific duty is assessed, From these weights 
and values the Carded Woolen Manufacturers’ Association has calcu- 
lated the value per clean pound and the ad valorem equivalent of the 
Bl-cent rate for each lot since the reports began to appear on Sep- 
tember 15, 1923. 

As Boston and Philadelphia are the chief ports of entry for wool, 
these statistics cover the bulk of the wool brought into the United 
States and reveal accurately the actual proportions of the Fordney- 
McCumber duty on wool and mohair used for clothing, as distinguished 
from carpet wool, which is admitted free of duty. The table below gives 
the figures for the Boston and Philadelphia imports from September 
15, 1923, to January 3, 1925. 

The estimated clean weight was 75,202,356 pounds, and the invoice 
price per pound varied from 16.2 cents to 170.4 cents. 

As the 31 cents is assessed on all kinds of wool for clothing regard- 
Jess of the price, it follows that the ad valorem equivalent of the 31- 
cent duty varied from 18.2 per cent on the bighest-priced wool (170.4 
cents per pound) to 191.3 per cent on the lowest-priced wool (16.2 
cents per pound). 

Between these extremes every possible price per pound is to be found, 
the ad valorem tariff tax being lowest on the highest-priced wool and 
increasing as the price decreases until the highest ad valorem duty is 
reached on the lowest-priced wool. 

The total value of the wool imported was $53,207,261 on which a 
total duty of $23,312,730 was collected, making the average ad valorem 
equivalent of the wool duty 43.8 per cent for the entire period, 


Imports of wool at Boston and Philadelphia from September 15, 1923, 
to January 3, 1925 


Without objection, it will 


Estimated clean weight „ pounds... 75, 202, 856 
Average price per estimated clean pound cents... 70. 8 
Extreme variations of prices per estimated clean pound 

EE E BR ihe echt aE ... NSA cents.. 16.2 to 170.4 


Total value ot dent ee cee ea 
Duty collected at 31 cents per estimated clean pound 
Ad valorem equivalent of 31-cent duty per cent 43. 8 
Extreme variations of ad valorem do 18.2 to 191.3 


Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr. President, I feel that I 
should say just a word at this time regarding the Tariff Com- 
mission. 

There is not any question but that there are many rates in 
the present tariff law which work a very great injustice. Fol- 
lowing up the statement just made by my colleagues upon the 
Finance Committee from the State of Massachusetts [Mr. 
WatsuH] with reference to the tariff on wool, I might make 
this further observation. 

While the tariff upon the clean content is 31 cents a pound, 
the compensatory duty is much greater in proportion. That 
compensatory duty is much greater than is necessary to pro- 
vide for any shrinkage of the wool in manufacture, and, of 
course, the manufacturer gets the full benefit of that excess. 
It is recognized that that compensatory duty is far beyond the 
mere compensating for the tariff upon raw wool; and, in addi- 
tion to that, after the compensatory duty is allowed there is 
then permitted also on a pure-wool fabric an additional duty 
of 50 per cent, which means 50 per cent on the combined cost 
of the raw material, the labor, and every element that enters 
into the cost of manufacture of the commodity abroad. I do 
not believe that anyone who is conversant with the facts in the 
case believes that that 50 per cent additional duty is necessary 
to equalize the difference in the cost of production at home and 
abroad. 

The flexible provisions of the tariff law provide an iron- 
clad rule that the President is authorized to modify the duty 
after first ascertaining the cost of production at home and the 
cost of production abroad. That is the only basis upon which 
the President has any authority to act. In addition to that 
it is provided that the Tariff Commission shall ascertain these 
differences in cost and report the facts to the President, and 
upon the facts presented the President is authorized to act. 
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It must be apparent that there are very few commodities 
as to which the difference in cost can be ascertained. I think 
by referring to just a few of them the point will be demon- 
strated. Take the very first item in the tariff law. I submit 
that the man does not live who can say that he has ascer- 
tained the cost of production of acetic acid, either in the United 
States or anywhere else. Acetic acid is one of three products 
of the same process. In manufacturing acetic acid alcohol and 
charcoal are also manufactured. No one can tell what it 
costs to manufacture the acetic acid as a distinct commodity. 
No one can tell what it costs to produce the wood alcohol as a 
distinct commodity, nor can anyone say what it is that the 
charcoal production has cost. There must be an arbitrary allo- 
cation of the costs of production. 

We have a tariff upon cottonseed. We do not have a tariff 
upon cotton, and I should like to know who is willing to say 
that he knows the cost of production of cotton. Yet we have a 
tariff upon cottonseed. 

The Senator has referred to wool. We have some very excel- 
lent sheepmen members of this body. I submit that not one of 
them can tell what it costs to produce wool. Nor can anyone 
tell what it costs to produce mutton. There must be an arbi- 
trary allocation of costs. The costs can not be proven by 
mathematics or through the ascertainment of any given fact. 

About a year ago, I think, the President of the United States 
increased the tariff upon wheat. The Tariff Commission under- 
took to state the difference between the cost of producing in the 
United States and in Canada, The man does not live who can 
say with any degree of certainty what it costs to produce wheat 
in the United States or what it costs to produce wheat in 
Canada, 

To mention one element which the Tariff Commission used in 
ascertaining the difference of cost will fully illustrate the 
problem. In that ascertainment by the Tariff Commission the 
cost of producing wheat in Canada was put upon the basis of 
20 bushels to the acre, and I think it was 13 bushels of wheat 
to the acre in the United States. Just the next year the picture 
was turned, There was a drought in Canada, and Canada pro- 
duced only about 12 or 13 bushels of wheat to the acre, but in 
the United States we produced between 15 and 20. 

Moreover, as to the other factors of cost, in one section of the 
United States last year the production of wheat was only about 
10 bushels to the acre. In some sections it was not sufficient to 
justify the harvest. In other sections it was extraordinarily 
large, 20 to 30 bushels, and in some cases 40 bushels, to the 
acre. Who is going to say what the production per acre in the 
United States is under those circumstances? Undoubtedly in 
Canada there was the same variation. Some growers produced 
a certain number of bushels to the acre, others very much more 
per-acre. Then who is going to say what the cost of production 
of wheat in the United States is? 

Are we to take the average cost? Are we to take the highest 
and the lowest costs, or are we to ascertain the number of bushels 
produced at one price and the number of bushels at another, 
and then take an average? The flexible provision of the tariff 
law does not provide for either method. It simply says that 
there shall be ascertained the difference in the cost of produc- 
tion at home and abroad, and nobody can say what either one 
of those costs of production is. One may find out in different 
ways the average cost; he may say that 10 per cent of the 
article is produced at one cost and 75 per cent at another cost; 
but nobody can say what the cost of production is of any 
such commodity as I have mentioned. 

The same may be said with reference to articles of manufac- 
ture. I submit that it will be found that no two manufac- 
turers produce the same article at the same price. We may 
ascertain in the United States the figure at which a given 
concern produces, but where is to be fixed that theoretical, 
imaginative thing called “the cost of production” of the en- 
tire article in the United States? 

That would be the result of the inquiry here, where we can 
get at the books of the concern, where we can find the exact 
cost of labor and capital, where we can determine the cost of 
the machinery, where we can get at the various details; but 
how different the picture must be when we undertake to go 
abroad and ascertain the cost of production there. The truth 
is, you can not find even the factors in the cost of production 
abroad. Our agents and representatives have been handi- 
capped, have been obstructed in every attempt to ascertain 
the foreign costs of production. The concerns over there know 


that the very purpose of our trying to get at their costs is to 
enable us to build up a greater tariff against their commodi- 
ties, and they are unwilling to open their books and to give 
the facts to our representatives, to let our representatives 
have the means of ascertaining what the facts are, because 
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they know that the very purpose of our getting the facts is to 
build up a higher tariff wall against them. But, of course, the 
other well-known reason is that they do not want to make 
publie the secrets of the processes and methods of their opera- 
tion. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
Mexico yield to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I yield: 

Mr. KING. I did not hear the first part of the Senator’s 
statement, but what he is saying is exceedingly interesting. 
As I understood him, he said that the Tariff Commission takes 
the position that it may not require manufacturers, and others 
who are the beneficiaries of the tariff, even though the latter 
are seeking under the flexible provision of the law an increase 
in their rates, to open their books; that such people are deny- 
ing the commission the opportunity to examine their books in 
order to ascertain what their costs are. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Absolutely. 

Mr: KING. I am interested in that, for the reason that I 
was told that quite recently a corporation sought to in- 
crease the rate on an article which it was producing—and 
they are already very high—and there was a controversy be- 
tween them and the Tariff Commission. Finally, the Tariff 
Commission decided they would require the production of the 
books in order to enable them to find out what the costs were, 
and the matter went into court. I have not heard what the 
decision was. I did hear, however, that the writ of mandate 
was denied upon the ground that it was discretionary with 
the corporation, that the commission could not compel them to 
produce their books. Therefore the Tariff Commission is com- 
pelled to decide upon their ipse dixit as to what the rate shall 
be, without being able to get the facts to justify the unsup- 
ported testimony of those seeking an increase in rates. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. If I understand’ the present 
activities of the Tariff Commission, I think we might just as 
well not make any appropriation for it. There is some work 
going on over there which I think is quite, valuable, but I 
understand that the Tariff Commissioners themselves have 
been devoting all of their time to a study of subjects on which 
the President has called for reports under the flexible pro- 
visions of the tariff act. If that is to continue, we might as 
well abolish the Tariff Commission, because that provision in 
the present tariff law is absolutely inoperative, in my judg- 
ment, if the language of the law is carried into effect. It is 
impossible of application. 

I hope the country will come to understand that matter. I 
remember soon after that provision was put into law I was 
attending a tariff congress in the city of Denver. The West 
was very much alarmed because of the flexible provisions in 
the tariff act. I assured them that in my humble judgment 
there was no cause for alarm, because if the President fol- 
lowed the law he could not apply it to the business interests 
of the country. He has acted in one or two instances, but I 
submit to any practical man whether he has applied the law 
or not. The law says that the difference in the cost of pro- 
duction at home and abroad shall be the only measure of 
activity for reduction or increase. I submit that as to wheat 
and the other commodities on which the President has acted 
no man can ascertain the difference in cost of production at 
home and abroad, or even the cost of production in either one 
of the places. There is a variation which appears to everyone. 

The question of sugar is now discussed all over the country, 
The cost of the production of sugar has been inquired into 
and it is found that it has varied from a reasonable amount 
up to 250 per cent greater in amount. We know that sugar 
beets on one farm will be produced for very much less than 


sugar beets on another farm, even though the farms may ad- 


join. We know that the saccharin content of the beet varies 
from farm to farm. Then who will assume to say that such 


and such is the cost of production of sugar in the United 


States? 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr, JONES. of New Mexico. Certainly. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Has any action been taken by the Execu- 
tive under the flexible provision of the tariff law with respect 
to the tariff on sugar? 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I understand not. 

Mr. ROBINSON. It is well known that the proceeding 
was concluded. something more than six months ago in that 
particular. The information derived by the proceeding has 
never been made public. There is a resolution on the table, 
which has been lying there for some time, calling for that 
information and supplying it to the Committee on Finance, 


which I assume contemplates its publication. Does the Sena- 
tor now feel; in view of the importance of this controversy, 
that at an opportune time consideration should be given to 
the resolution? 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I think it is highly important. 
I think it is highly important not only for the benefit of the 
Congress who will necessarily deal with the subject, but I 
think the country at large should understand just what’ the 
Tariff Commission is called upon to do under the flexible pro- 
vision of the present tariff law. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Certainly. 

Mr, WALSH of Massachusetts. I wish to ask the Senator 
from Arkansas if it is not a fact, as we are informed by 
statements in the press and otherwise, that a majority of the 
Tariff Commission have actually recommended to the Presi- 
dent a reduetion of the tariff on sugar? 

Mr. ROBINSON. That has been so frequently and repeatedly 
stated, and received no contradiction, that I have accepted it as 
& fact. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. With respect to the particular 
commodity sugar, I have mentioned the fact of the variation 
in the cost of production of beet sugar in the United States— 
that is, sufficiently so that the mind can understand the situa- 
tion as it actually is, But how much more difficult it is when 
we come to the foreign cost of production. A few years ago 
T happened to be in the Hawaiian Islands, where they were 
producing sugar. In some sections of the island of Oahu there 
is rain every day, and sugar is produced with ample rainfall 
and without any cost for irrigation. On the opposite side of 
the island there is an extreme drouth all the time, with substan- 
tially no precipitation. There they have produced sugar by 
pumping water. In some cases they only pump a few feet, 
and in other cases I am told they pump as much as 700 feet. 
Who is going to say what is the cost of the production of sugar 
there 


I do not blame the President for not acting on the sugar- 
tariff question. I do not know what the Tariff Commission has 
reported to him, but I do know that the Tariff Commission 
could not make any report to him which would furnish him a 
basis for applying the flexible provision of the tariff act. I 
understand that they haye undertaken to say what the differ- 
ence is in the cost of production. I am unwilling to concede 
that there is a technical expert unembodied mind which can 
say what the cost of production is when it varies. The most 
that the Tariff Commission ought to report and can report is 
that the cost of production varies. If they have ample means 
they can ascertain how much it. costs to produce the first 10 
per cent, how much possibly for the next 10 per cent, and so on 
down; but where is the expert mind or any other mind that 
cau sit upon the witness stand and say that $1.25 is the differ- 
ence in the cost of production? 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Certainly. 

Mr. SMOOT. In this connection the Senator also ought to 
inelude for what year they have stated the cost of production, 
or for what period of time, because in an examination of the 
matter there is no question of a doubt that there is as much 
as 50 per cent variation in the periods of time which may. be 
| selected. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I will say to the Senator that 
I entirely agree with him, and I used that illustration with 
regard to wheat. earlier in my remarks. In the year 1923 
| Canada produced about 20 bushels of wheat to the acre. This 
year Canada did not produce 10 bushels of wheat to the acre 
on the average. So we have not only a variation in each year, 
but we have a variation from year to year. There is absolutely 
no way of making the law applicable to business affairs in the 
production of commodities either from the soil or from the 
factory. The same principle obtains. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator. yield? 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I am glad to yield to the 
Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Is it not the primary effect of the flexible 
provision of the tariff act to give the Executive power to de- 
termine conclusively the question of the cost of production, 
and having made the determination to reduce or lower the 
rate within the limitation of 50 per cent withont substantially 
any form of appeal from any transaction? In other words, if 
the executive branch finds that a state of facts, from any 
evidence whatsoever submitted, justifies raising the rates or 
lowering it, his finding is conclusive.. There is ne way to go 
into the correctness of his finding or to determine the question: 
of a preponderance of the evidence. When the Executive finds 
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that the circumstances justify the lowering of a rate, his find- 
ing is to all intents and purposes conclusive, and when he finds 
that the circumstances justify the raising of a rate the same 
is true. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Undoubtedly. 

Mr. ROBINSON. So the Executive can do what he pleases 
in the matter and in that way make the law, 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. That is the assumption of the 
administration, but I have often wondered whether under 
certain circumstances that action of the President could not 
be reviewed by the courts of the country, In the case of the 
cost of the production of wheat I think the courts would 
take judicial notice of the fact that all wheat is not pro- 
duced at any one given price for any given amount; that the 
President, in fixing a specific amount as the cost, must have 
used some discretion, and that it was not a fact which could 
be definitely ascertained except either by arbitrary action or 
by using discretion in excluding certain factors and including 
others which ought not to have been included. I believe that 
the courts ought te be called upon to review this provision 
of the law and give us to understand whether or not it is 
giving away legislative power by the Congress and conferring 
it upon the executive branch of the Government. 

Mr. BROUSSARD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
Mexico yield to the Senator from Louisiana? 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I yield. 

Mr. BROUSSARD. I think the Senator from New Mexico 
will remember that the Senate voted out that provision in the 
bill upon a record yote, and that we got the flexible pro- 
vision in conference, the House insisting upon it, but that it 
was the judgment of the Senate that this power of the Con- 
gress should not be delegated to any other body, and especially 
in view of the fact that we are vesting discretion when we 
delegate those powers to the President of the United States. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. The Senator from Louisiana 
will doubtless recall that it was argued upon the floor of 
the Senate at the time that such a provision was contrary to 
the mandates of the Constitution. I believed it then and I 
believe it now. In a proper case I believe that the courts 
would have jurisdiction to review the action of the President 
in undertaking to enforce it, and I should like very much if 
somebody interested in some industry where the case is plain 
would institute a proceeding in court to test the validity of 
that provision of the act. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
Mexico yield to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Certainly. 

Mr. KING. I always hesitate to express any opinion at 
variance with the views of the able Senator from New Mexico, 
because he is a sound legislator and a great lawyer. I venture 
to suggest to him, however, assuming the constitutionality of 
the act, that if we give to the President of the United States 
the discretion or the power to review the facts which may be 
submitted to him by the Tariff Commission and give to him the 
power then to fix the tariff rates, whether he thinks that would 
be subject to review? It strikes me that if there is a scintilla 
of evidence, using the lawyer’s expression and giving it its 
legalistic interpretation, no court would have the power of 
review. Then when we challenge particularly the executive 
power of the Government and the President of the United 
States, I am inclined to think that no court would go contrary 
to the view which he had expressed and the finding which the 
President made, and the load which he would rivet upon the 
unfortunate backs of the taxpayers of the Nation by the in- 
creased rates. 

I am assuming there is a scintilla of evidence. If there is 
absolutely no evidence, it is barely possible that the court 
might then say the President had erred, and yet I am afraid, 
assuming the constitutionality of the act, that if we commit to 
him the power which we have in that act, his findings may be 
at variance not only with the preponderance of the evidence, 
as stated by our able leader, but if there was no evidence to 
support the findings, I am afraid that no court would challenge 
his findings, and they would say he was entitled to use infor- 
mation and his own knowledge and the deductions which he 
drew from the testimony, though there was no specific state- 
ment of the facts which would warrant the conclision which 
he had announced. 

Mr. SIMMONS. I think the Senator from Utah is absolutely 
right in his contention that this power invested in the Presi- 
dent is arbitrary, notwithstanding he can not exercise it until 
he has had the findings of fact by the commission. There is 
nothing in the law, however, that requires him to find any 
part of the facts or give any reasons for his decision. 
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His power to decide and determine a question is plenary and 
absolute. He simply must have this information before he pro- 
ceeds, but he is not, like a jury, compelled to weigh and deter- 
mne the weight of the eyidence. It is his conclusion that pre- 
yails. 

The only possible attack upon the findings of the President 
in one of these proceedings would be upon the ground of the 
unconstitutionality of the act. Of course, if the act is uncon- 
stitutional, then whatever the President may do in pursuance 
of it is tainted with that infirmity. That is the only way in 
which, I think, any citizen of this country can successfully 
assert any remedy for relief against the action of the President 
in determining the question of whether a rate shall be raised 
or shall be reduced. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. The point which I was trying 
to present was just that—whether or not the act itself was in 
conformity with the Constitution. 

Mr, KING. I think its constitutionality may be challenged, 
Mr. President, 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. And it was that question alone 
that I suggested might be challenged in the courts. It is one 
that I should like very much to see challenged in the courts, 
so as to have an expression of opinion upon it from the Supreme 
Court of the United States. It is apparent from the language 
of the act itself that no one can ascertain, except in an arbitrary 
way, the very facts which are the foundation for activity under 
the act. However, I do not care to argue that question here 
now. It was argued quite extensively by different Senators at 
the time the provision was under discussion in the Senate and 
at the time it was enacted into law. 

There is, however, a great work for a Tariff Commission to 
perform. As I have stated, under the present law I think the 
Tariff Commission has frittered away its time and the money 
of the people; I do not believe that it is serving any useful pur- 
pose; but there is a great work which the Tariff Commission 
should perform. A Tariff Commission operating along proper 
lines has no more urgent or earnest supporter than am I. I am 
willing not only to give the Tariff Commission the $700,000 pro- 
vided for in this bill but twice that much if it can be used in a 
proper way; but if we are going on as we are now we might 
as well take most of these hundreds of thousands of dollars 
and consign them to the Potomac River. 

There is much that a tariff commission can do and which it 
ought to do. I discussed that fully when we had the present 
tariff law under consideration. I then said I thought the tariff 
law ought to be framed without any thought that the pros- 
perity of the industries of the country should be taken into 
consideration. I would not by law seriously injure a single 
legitimate industry, but I do not want, through taxation, to 
put it in the power of any individual concern merely to levy 
tribute upon the masses of the people. We ought to have the 
facts, for if there was ever a time in our history when the 
Congress and the people ought to know the facts, this is the 
time. 

As I previously stated, in my humble judgment, we are ap- 
proaching a period in our financial and economic history when 
people must give consideration to the subject of our foreign 
commerce, I should like again to call attention to the fact 
that the remainder of the world is indebted to the United States 
to-day in about the sum of $20,000,000,000. Last year we ex- 
tended credits to foreign governments and their nationals in 
the amount of about one and a half billion dollars. It has been 
those credits which have bolstered up and kept going the for- 
eign commerce of this country. We have been producing our 
wheat, our cotton, our copper, our farming implements, and 
various manufactured commodities and sending them abroad 
and getting in return nothing but slips of paper. How long 
will it be until this country will become saturated with this 
foreign paper? When that time shall come our foreign com- 
merce is going to be greatly decreased. 

The necessities of foreign peoples after the war were recog- 
nized; it was essential for them to import foodstuffs and other 
commodities from the outside world in order to live. They 
have managed in every conceivable way to purchase in the 
United States the commodities which they must have; but they 
are becoming rehabilitated, and the farmers abroad are now 
producing the things with which to feed their own peoples. 
They are gradually gathering in the materials for clothing; 
they are gradually gathering in the metals for their various 
manufactures and electrical supplies, and they are not getting 
a dollar's worth from us which they can possibly do without. 
The only way they are getting that which they do purchase 
from us is by our taking their slips of paper and they taking 
our wheat and other commodities. 

The man on the street may say, “ We are getting their gold; 
why not sell for money?“ The truth is we have over half the 
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gold in all the world to-day, and if we were to rake and scrape 
the bottom of the treasuries of the world and secure all the 
gold that is used as money and bring it over here, it would not 
be one-fourth of the present indebtedness of other nations of 
the world to the United States. 

I sincerely hope that the business men of this country will 
not only realize what I am saying, but that they will be honest 
enough ta tell the people of the United States what it means 
and let them understand the responsibility of those who would 
fasten upon our people the present system. 

International trade, in its last analysis, means and can 
only mean an exchange of commodities. The Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. Watsu] referred to the high rate of 190 
per cent upon some woolen goods. I have upon my desk in 
my office now a little pamphlet issued by the Tariff Commis- 
sion about a year ago giving a sample of a hundred different 
kinds of cotton cloths and figuring out the rate of the tariff 
duty upon those finer cotton cloths. What did the figures dis- 
close? Senators will recall the old Payne-Aldrich Act, which 
became a stench in the nostrils of the people of this country; 
and yet the Tariff Commission reported that under the last 
tariff law the rate of duty upon those cotton cloths averaged 
from 10 per cent up to over 500 per cent higher than the 
similar rates under the Payne-Aldrich law. I figured up the 
average rate and ascertained that it was 151.2 per cent higher 
than the average rate under the old Payne-Aldrich law. 

Mr. President, the time has come when our Department of 
Commerce should be devoting at least half of its time to find- 
ing markets in the United States for foreign commodities, 
finding commodities which could be brought into this country, 
which our people want and which would not materially inter- 
fere with legitimate industries in the United States. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
Mexico yield to the Senator from Florida? 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Does the Senator believe that might be 


“a means of broadening markets for our commodities and en- 


abling us to find markets elsewhere for some of our surplus 
products, and would the Senator favor that? I call attention 
to an article by Mr. Arthur Sears Henning, appearing in the 
Chicago Tribune of February 8, as follows: 

WAsHINGTON, D. C., February 7 (special).—President Coolidge is 
formulating a national agricultural policy which he believes will re- 
vive the drooping fortunes of the husbandman and stabilize the farm 
industry on a permanent plan of increased profit. The fundamental 
principle of his policy is that agriculture shall be self-sustaining so 
far as the production and consumption of food and clothing are con- 
cerned, On the one hand, we shall cease to export farm products, 
raising no more than we consume at home; and, on the other hand, we 
shall raise those farm products which we import, so that we shall 
cease to be dependent on foreign products. 


In other words, a policy of isolation and self-containment. 
Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr. President, just the other 
day the President sent to the Senate, and I suppose to the 
other House of Congress, some recommendations of the present 
agricultural commission which he has assembled here since the 
election, The thought contained in the letter from which the 
Senator from Florida has just read was embodied in that 
report, and it would seem that that is to be the policy of this 
administration. It follows quite naturally what occurred on 
the floor of the Senate when we were discussing the tariff 
bill. The then Senator from North Dakota, Mr. McCumber, 
who was in charge of that bill, was confronted with the prob- 
lem just suggested by the Senator from Florida. He under- 
took to answer the inquiry as to what the wheat producers 
of this country were to do. Ordinarily we produce a surplus 
of about 20 or 25 per cent of our crop. That surplus must 
find a market broad; and what did Senator McCumber advise 
the wheat growers of this country to do? He said; “Quit 
growing wheat and grow flax.” That was his answer. That 
said to the cotton growers of this country, “ Quit growing cot- 
ton and grow flax or some other commodity of which we do 
not produce a full supply.” It said to the copper producers 
of this country, “Quit producing a surplus of copper,” al- 
though we supply 60 per cent of the copper of the world. It 
said to the meat growers of this country, who export about 
2,000,000,000 pounds of meat products a year, “ Quit producing 
meat and grow flax.” 3 

I should like to inquire if the people of this country are 
ready to accept any such doctrine as that? Are we going to 
Isolate ourselves from the rest of the world? That doctrine 
gays to the great West, “Quit developing your irrigation en- 
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terprises; let your lands lie barren and dry.” It also says to 
these manufacturers who have been so loud in their laudations 
of the last tariff act, Qult your production; discharge your 
employees, so that they may grow flax rather than producing 
locomotives for China and South Africa.” 

There is one old saying which I believe has been quoted 
and referred to in connection with the tariff more than any 
other saying on the subject, I think largely because it came 
from a man who is so revered in this country. It was Abra- 
ham Lincoln who, in discussing the tariff, said, in speaking 
of steel rails: “If you want a hundred dollars’ worth of rails, 
if you buy your rails in this country the country has the rails 
and the hundred dollars.” That was largely applicable to con- 
ditions of the time when the statement was made; but you 
will recall that that statement presupposes that you have the 
$100. What are you going to do with the man who has wheat 
and wants to buy coffee from Brazil? What the Brazilian 
merchant wants is dollars, The farmer has not the dol- 
lars. He has a surplus of wheat. How are you going to 
close that kind of a transaction if the farmer has the wheat 
and can not sell it for the dollars? The same thing is true 
with regard to any other commodity which might be obtained 
from abroad; or even if you wanted to buy it in this country 
and had no market for your wheat you would not have the 
$100 here. You must first get that; and the only way in 
which the farmers of this country who grow wheat can get 
dollars for it is by finding a foreign market and getting from 
that foreign market something which they can exchange for 
the things which they actually want to use, 

When we were discussing the tariff bill, the plan was sug- 
gested that the tariff should be based upon the American 
price. None of us knew what that meant, or how it would 
operate; so we appropriated $100,000 to pay a commission to 
go out in the country and find the difference in prices of domestic 
commodities in this country and of foreign commodities sold 
in this country; in other words, upon a mere question of 
price, how the foreign commodities were competing with the 
domestic commodities. What did the Tariff Commission find? 
They brought us in here a great, voluminous report. dealing 
with hundreds and hundreds of articles that had been ex- 
amined by the experts; and what were we told? That 
although they were sent out for the very purpose of comparing 
the prices of foreign commodities with the prices of domestic 
commodities, over 75 per cent of the articles mentioned there 
were not comparable with the domestic articles at all. 
Although they. were hunting to get the comparisons, they came 
to us with a report three-fourths of which was not composed 
of comparable articles at all, although that was their mission. 

What does that mean? It means that there are thousands 
and thousands of articles produced abroad which, if brought 
into this country and entering into the life of our people, 
would not injure a single legitimate industry in this country. 
There are some articles produced abroad which can not be 
produced here at an economical cost. Take the finer cotton 
cloths: It is necessary to have the damp climate of England 
to produce the finer yarns. ‘They can not be produced here at 
anything like a reasonable cost, Why, then, should not the 
people of the United States have a right to use those commodi- 
ties and have a right to purchase them at a reasonable price, 
so that the man in England may buy the wheat from the farm, 
the copper from the mine, and the cotton from the field? 

Instead of isolating ourselves from the rest of the world, 
we should put ourselves in tune with the commerce of the 
world, not to the destruction of any of the legitimate indus- 
tries of this country, but to enable other industries which are 
not prospering to-day to carry on their activities, and to per- 
mit the wheat grower who has been producing wheat all his 
life still to grow wheat and not be forced to grow flax. 

Mr. President, this subject is broad. I had no idea of dis- 
cussing it at all at this time or at this session of Congress, 
but I could not refrain from saying just a few words while 
on this very important topic. 

Before closing, I should like to make publie mention of a 
very valuable small book which is entitled, Making the 
Tariff in the United States.” This book is edited by Dr. 
Thomas Walker Page, who for several years was president of 
the United States Tariff Commission. He was, I believe, for 
a number of years a professor. of economics in the University 
of Virginia. At present he is the head of the Research Council 
of the Institute of Economics, which is engaged in its work 
here in the city of Washington. 

I desire to read the statement on the front page of this book, 
so that it may be generally understood just what institution 
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it is that Doctor Page now represents and was representing 
when he edited this very valuable work: 

The Carnegie Corporation of New York in establishing the Institute 
of Economics declared that “in committing te the trustees the admin- 
istration of the endowment of the Institute of Economics, over which 
the corporation will bave no control whatsoever, it has in mind a 
single purpose, namely, that the institute shall be conducted with the 
sole object of ascertaining the facts about current economic problems 
and of interpreting these facts for the people of the United States 
in the most simple and understandable form. The institute shall be 
administered by its trustees without regard to the special interests of 
any group in the bedy politic, whether political, social, or economic.” 
In order that the council and staff of the institute may enjoy the 
freedom which is conceded as essential to scientific progress the trus- 
tees of the institute have adopted the following resolution: “ The 
primary function of the trustees is not to express their views upon 
the scientific Investigations conducted by the institute, but only to 
make it possible for such scientific work to be done under the most 
favorable auspices.” 


The officers are: Robert S. Brookings, president; Arthur T. 
Hadley, vice president; David F. Houston, treasurer; and Har- 
old G. Moulton, director. 

The council are: Thomas Walker Page, chairman; Harold G. 
Moulton, Edwin G. Nourse, and William F. Willoughby. 

The trustees are: Edwin A. Alderman, Robert S. Brookings, 
Whitefoord R. Cole, Arthur T. Hadley, David F. Houston, 
Charles L. Hutchinson, David Kinley, Samuel Mather, John 
Barton Payne, Bolton Smith, James J. Storrow, Charles D. 
Walcott, and Paul M. Warburg. 

This rather small volume is a most readable book, and was 
written by one who has been in direct touch with tariff legis- 
lation for a great many years. He has no ax to grind, no 
particular interest to serve. He is at the head of a great, 
important research institution, whose purpose is to give in- 
formation to the people of the country. I do not desire to do 
anything more than to call attention to this, but I believe that 
every business man in the country, every farmer in the country, 
every man who is producing anything, and especially every 
legislator, ought to become thoroughly familiar with the con- 
tents of the book. It is a most valuable presentation of the 
facts, and I hope that my calling attention to it may con- 
duce in some measure to its wide reading. 

Mr. KING addressed the Senate. After having spoken for 
some time, 

Mr, McKINLEY. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Bursum in the chair). 
Does the Senator from Utah yield to the Senator from Illinois? 

Mr. KING. I yield to the Senator from Illinois temporarily, 
because I understand he has something to say and has to leave 
the Chamber in a short time. 

Mr. McKINLEY. I thank the Senator from Utah. 

Mr. President, the United States during the present admin- 
istration has achieved unsurpassed results in economic, indus- 
trial, and administrative efforts due to the sound policies and 
wise statesmanship of the Republican Party. 

By 1921 the Nation had demobilized more than 4,000,000 
soldiers and suspended war activities that had employed ap- 
proximately 7,000,000 people. It had expended as the cost of 
war and in the making of loans to our allies about $33,000,- 
000,000, a sum equivalent in value to all the gold that has 
been mined since the beginning of civilization. In 1921 there 
were 5,000,000 idle workmen. The sudden deflation of farm 
credits: by the Democratie administration had demoralized 
agriculture. Unemployment brought about severe decline in 
domestic consumption of farm products. The domestic decline 
in meat consumption alone for the year 1921 was 800,000,000 


pounds. 

The Republican administration grappled with these problems 
with courage, energy, and common sense. In four years the 
national debt has been reduced $3,000,000,000; the annual 
interest payment has been reduced $134,000,000, and there. has 
been a total reduction of taxes approximated at $2,000,000,000. 

BUDGET 


This administration enacted the Budget law over Demo- 
cratic opposition, and inaugurated that efficient and economical 
system of handling the Government finances. This was the 
commencement of a new era of fiscal administration. It has 
eliminated waste, reduced expenditures, abolished obsolete 
methods and substituted economy, cooperation, and coordina- 
tion on the part of our executive departments in the supervi- 
sion and disbursing of the public funds. This measure has 
greatly relieved the work of Congress. 


Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield 
Mr. McKINLEY. The Senator from Illinois declines to yield 
for the present. 


FORDNEY-M°CUMBER TARIFF 


Mr. President, the Fordney-McCumber tariff has illustrated 
by its results that it furnishes fair protection to American labor 
and industry, without detriment or oppression to the con- 
sumer, and that it is the greatest revenue-producing tariff we 
have ever enacted. 

It has brought remunerative employment to labor, prosperity 
to industry, better times to the farmer, and improved living 
conditions to our people. Under its operation our foreign 
trade, including imports and exports, despite Democratic pre- 
dictions to the contrary, is now just about double what it 
averaged under the Underwood-Simmons tariff. Without the 
great revenues collected at our ports under the present act it 
would have been impossible to have reduced taxes and made 
such large payments on the public debt. 

The United States Bureau of Labor Statistics for December, 
1923, showed that the average wages in the United States 
were the highest ever known. This condition can only be 
maintained by adhering to our policy of protection, because the 
American laborer can not compete with the underpaid labor of 
other countries nor the American producer undersell his Euro- 
pean competitor in his own market or even in our home market 
without being safeguarded by an adequate protective tariff. 


FOREIGN RELATIONS 


Mr. President, when this administration succeeded to power 
it found our foreign relations in a state of almost inextricable 
confusion and beset with grave difficulties and distracting per- 
plexities on almost every hand. The Treaty of Versailles had 
left a legacy of suspicion, doubt, and resentment. We were 
still technically at war with the Central Powers, and the peace 
negotiations had provoked bitter and menacing controversies in 
many quarters and particularly in the Far Hast. These trou- 
bles, which were the cause of much serious apprehension, have 
generally been settled or composed, and practical diplomacy 
has effected the completion of 58 treaties and international 


agreements. 5 

The Washington Conference on the Limitation of Armament 
is recognized as one of the world’s outstanding movements for 
the promotion of peace and amity among nations. It has been 
said that it scrapped or suspended the projected cost in con- 
struction of more warships than had been destroyed in two. 
thousand years. It provided that the operation of submarines 
should be brought within the control of international law, and 
condemned the use of poisonous gases as agents of civilized 
warfare. By the acceptance of the provisions of this confer- 
ence the United States has been able to reduce its naval ap- 
propriations $250,000,000 per annum. 

During the past seven years in connection with the Inter- 
parliamentary Union I have made six annual visits to Europe. 
It is hard for the people of the 48 States, united here in one 
peaceful Union, to realize that west of the western boundary 
of Russia and continuing to the western boundary of Spain and 
Portugal, in an area not over three-quarters the size of the 
United States and compactly bound together, are 26 independ- 
ent nations. Because of the many matters arising between the 
various nations, such as customs laws, quarantine, and so forth, 
it is necessary that these 26 nations should have some central 
agency called the league of nations, world court, or any ap- 
propriate name, whereby the differences arising may be 
promptly and amicably settled. 

The United States, located 3,000 miles away, is hardly in the 
same category, but our relations with these nations are so in- 
timate it does seem proper that there should be some instru- 
ment or some court, call it what you will, to bring us in proper 
contact with them. Therefore, I favor President Coolidge's 
suggestion of our connection with a so-called World Court. 


IMMIGRATION 


Mr. President, the regulation of immigration is purely a 
domestic subject and is now so recognized by all nations. On 
aceount of the enormous influx of foreign labor it became 
imperative, in order to maintain the prevailing wages and the 
greater opportunities for American workers, to adopt a re- 
strictive immigration policy. This action was not conceived im 
any spirit of unfriendliness, but simply as a just and essential 
measure of self-protection, not only to our native but to our 
foreign-born people. There have come to this country as im- 
migrants in the last 75 years more than 35,000,000 people. In 
the’ year 1907 there were admitted 1,285,349, and in 1914, 
1,218,480 altens. During the World War immigration was 
largely suspended because of war conditions. When the war 
closed it was easily foreseen that there would be a great in- 
crease of immigrants, particularly from the war-stricken coun- 
tries of Europe and western Asia, and that millions of war 
sufferers would seek to emigrate to the United States. 
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The United States no longer stands in need of such an acqui- 
sition of foreign labor from abroad as that which wrought so 
greatly in the earlier material development of the great re- 
sources of our country. We have developed marvelous mechan- 
ical and industrial forces, which have largely overcome such 
requirements and are rapidly making us industrially self- 
sufficient. The policy of restriction is as beneficial to our 
foreign-born people and their children as it is to our native 
population, for without this policy of restriction their descend- 
ants would soon find themselves struggling with those grinding 
conditions of toil which are always incident to overpopulation 
and from which they fled in their homelands. 


AGRICULTURE 


The country at large was unable to understand the severe 
hardships entailed upon our farmers by the violent reaction 
that followed the war. The farmers were the first to feel the 
disastrous effects of declining prices. With the inauguration 
of the Democratic program of deflation in the spring of 1920 
nearly all farm products were produced at a loss, while nearly 
everything that the farmer was buying remained at war-level 
prices, and the cost of transportation remained the same. The 
conditions became so serious as to threaten a virtual collapse 
of agriculture. The farmers possess one-half of the purchasing 
power of the Nation and consume 40 per cent of all its manu- 
factured products. They patriotically responded to the nation- 
wide appeal to produce more “ stuff.” 

In order to do so they increased their expenditure of capital 
and intensified their efforts, and then were compelled to sell 
the enormously enhanced production at less than actual cost. 
The administration made available, as loans to the farmers of 
the United States, during the last four years a total of $2,000,- 
000,000, of which they have availed themselves by securing 
loans amounting to $1,350,000,000. The Republican Party in 
its platform of 1924 pledged itself to the development and 
enactment of measures designed to place the agricultural in- 
terests of America on a basis of economic equality with other 
industries to insure its prosperity and success. President 
Coolidge, immediately after his election, proceeded to formulate 
plans for the relief and benefit of agriculture. He appointed a 
committee of men specially qualified for this important work. 
This committee has reported a comprehensive and feasible legis- 
lative program for the purpose of carrying out the party's 
pledge to the American farmers, to demonstrate that this plat- 
form pledge was made in good faith, and is urging its enact- 


ment as a law. 
WOMEN’S BUREAU 


The administration has put social service and humanitarian 
methods into its administrative program in a helpful and 
generous manner. The Women’s Bureau has been an especial 
object of its solicitude. The purpose of this bureau is to pro- 
mote the welfare and conserve the health and lives of women 
Wage earners by providing for seats, rest rooms, wholesome 
quarters, proper ventilation, and sanitation, and make arrange- 
ments for their protection against fire and dangerous machin- 
ery. It provides for cooperative efforts between State and 
Federal officials, and the holding of conferences for the discus- 
sion of subjects, and the carrying on of research and educa- 
tional work relating to wage-earning women. We have 8,500,- 
000 women engaged in various gainful pursuits. Illinois alone 
has 48,497 women employed in its commercial and industrial 
establishments. The work of this bureau is not only of a 
humanitarian character, but contributes to improved service 
and to the better physical and moral conditions of our woman- 

ood. 

2 CHILDREN’S BUREAU 

The Children's Bureau was created under President Taft's 
Administration. The investigations of this bureau showed that 
approximately 250,000 babies of 1 year of age and under were 
dying annually and that 20,000 women died in childbirth each 
year. We were shocked and surprised to learn that the United 
States, despite its great progress in medical science, had the 
highest maternity death rate of all civilized countries. When 
President Harding was informed of this distressing fact, he 
promptly recommended to Congress the enactment of a law 
known as the infancy and maternity act. This act is one of 
the most important and beneficial welfare measures of recent 
years. To carry out its provisions $1,240,000 was appropri- 
ated. Forty States have accepted the terms of this act. The 
Sixty-seventh and Sixty-eighth Congresses appropriated a total 
of $5,240,000 for the humanitarian work of the Women's and 
Children’s Bureaus. 

Such in brief is a summary of the principal achievements of 
the Harding-Coolidge administration. They are the logical 
fruits of carrying out the time-honored principles and funda- 


mental policies of the Republican Party. These results were 
passed upon by the American voter in the recent presidential 
election and overwhelmingly approved. Never have our people 
so generally expressed profound confidence in the wisdom and 
statesmanship or a deeper sense of the appreciation of the 
fidelity and public services of a living President than was illus- 
trated by the tremendous popular vote cast for President Cool- 
idge. The election of the President, together with the election 
of a Republican Congress, has not only relieved the country 
from disquieting fears but is accepted as an assurance that the 
Nation will be blessed with stability, peace, and prosperity at 
home, and that its rights will be upheld abroad, and its honor 
respected among all nations. 

Mr. KING resumed his speech, which is entire as follows: 

Mr. President, this morning I inserted in the Recorp an arti- 
cle by Mr. Mark Sullivan, appearing in the New York Tribune 
and other newspapers, under date of January 28. The views 
contained in this article have been provocative of an interesting 
discussion, 

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Stmmons] in his 
able address has exposed the fallacy of the “isolation” policy 
which seems to be the program of this administration. He has 
also in a conclusive manner demonstrated how injurious it 
would be to our country if the Tariff Commission were to be a 
mere partisan body, to register the will of the administration 
and execute the policies of the trusts and high protectionists 
of the land. 

The able Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Jones] has just 
finished an admirable and instructive address and has con- 
demned the flexible provisions of the tariff law, and exposed 
the evils lurking behind its provisions. The Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. WatsH] has submitted a timely state- 
ment bearing upon the tariff question. 

Mr. President, Mr. Sullivan's article challenges attention 
to a condition which ought to arouse not only the attention 
of Congress, but all students of economic and political problems 
throughout the country. This writer perceives a movement 
which has for its object the fastening upon our country of a 
policy which is—I was about to say, prehistoric—but cer- 
tainly archaic, highly reactionary, and destructive of our eco- 
nomie and political development. This policy contemplates 
the erection of a wall around the United States which will 
cut off imports and prevent exports, and isolate our country 
from contact with the rest of the world. 

One is amazed to think that in this age of enlightenment 
there should be so many proponents of a policy so deadly, so 
destructive, and so hostile to the great currents of progress, 
freedom, prosperity, civilization, and world fellowship that are - 
carrying humanity forward. That there should be a movement 
of such strength and vigor in the United States is astounding 
and must fill with apprehension, if not dismay, those who 
have believed that moral and spiritual forces are to govern 
in this world and that this Nation was to be a prime factor in 
advancing world peace and fellowship and a reign of justice 
and righteousness among all peoples. 

The program foreshadowed by Mr. Sullivan contemplates 
the economic isolation of the United States, In plain terms, 
it means that we are to pursue the policy which China pur- 
sued for 4,000 years. We are to import nothing from other 
nations; we are to export nothing to other peoples; we are 
to be a “self-contained” country, producing all that we con- 
sume and consuming all that we produce. It appears that 
this movement is assuming such formidable proportiors that 
manufacturers and representatives of agriculture have agreed 
upon a policy of legislation which will accomplish this result. 

The program contemplates that the farmers will raise no 
more of any commodity than can be marketed in the United 
States. Our fertile fields and productive farms, capable of 
supplying the needs of two or three hundred millions of people, 
are, in part, to lie idle. The great cotton fields of the South, 
which supply the major part of the needs of the world’s teem- 
ing millions, are to produce but a small fraction of their ca- 
pacity, and the greater portion of them are to be returned 
to their former wild and uncultivated condition. 

Our merchant marine is to be destroyed and our ships 
are to rot in our ports and harbors; American commerce is to 
be driven from the seas and our flag seen in foreign ports only 
upon battleships. The output of our factories and mills and 
plants is to be restricted; their markets are to be provincial 
and local; our great captains of industry are to conquer only 
America; they are to seek no conquests beyond the boundaries 
of the United States. They are to be left alone to form com- 
binations and trusts and advance prices to levels heretofore 
unheard of, and to exploit their own employees and the do- 
mestic consumers of their products. 
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Mr. Sullivan states: 


That the Government and practically all Unes of business in the 
United States are coming together in an impulse of mutual self-protec- 
tion to meet the conditions of world trade arising out of the economic 
rehabilitation of Europe and its increasing activity. 

The policy which America is moving toward, as yet gropingly, is one 
of withdrawing to itself, making Itself a self-contained country, and 
trying to maintain our high standard of living by avoiding the compe- 
tition of Europe, in either the réle of buyer and seller. A fairly cer- 
tain result of that policy should express itself in advocacy of a tariff 
that will be protective beyond previous standards of protective tariff. 


There can be no difference of opinion as to the meaning of 
this policy. The Government it seems is backing it, and the big 
business interests of the United States are supporting it. When 
the Government is referred to by the writer, he means, of 
course, Mr. Coolidge and the Republican administration. No 
one is foolish enough to believe that this administration is not 
reactionary; that it is not controlled by the trusts and the 
plutocratie and predatory interests of the United States. These 
sinister forces controlled the Cleveland convention; they wrote 
the Republican platform; they nominated Mr. Coolidge and 
Mr. Dawes; and now they are to be rewarded. The Govern- 
ment, that is the Executive and the administration, are to co- 
operate with the reactionary elements which are to put into 
effect a program that will isolate the United States from the 
rest of the world. 

And Senators will note the hypocritical character of the 
defense made for this movement. It is to make the United 
States a “self-contained” country and to maintain “our high 
standard of living.” The people are to be caught by the same 
sophistry and the same false and deceptive arguments that 
have been employed by reactionary Republicans in urging and 
defending their protective-tariff views. Now they go not a step 
but hundreds of leagues farther. Made arrogant and domi- 
neering by their past victories, they would now rivet upon this 
country their selfish and destructive and, indeed, wicked poli- 
cies, which would not only paralyze and petrify our economic 
and industrial life but destroy the foundations of freedom and 
progress which heretofore have given vitality and inspiration 
to the people of this land. 

China was a “self-contained” nation, but it was stagnant 
and unresponsive to the great moral, spiritual, and economic 
forces that were changing the face of the earth. The policy of 
the Bolshevik régime is akin to that which is being advocated 
by the administration and the selfish and reactionary forces in 
our country. In Russia freedom of trade is prohibited. There 

» ean be neither exports nor imports except through organizations 
approved by the Government, and every means possible is em- 
ployed to prevent importations of commodities which can pos- 
sibly be produced in Russia, no matter how difficult or costly. 
The Bolshevik plan is to have a “self-contained” nation and 
permit no integration of their economic life with that of the 
people of the world, and to build dikes and dams around their 
colossal country and prevent any cultural or political or moral 
streams from reaching the dry and arid lands which now bring 
only poverty, sorrow, and death to the Russian people. 

Mr. President, it would seem that the leaders of the Repub- 
lican Party and those who are supporting this frightfully 
destructive policy must have forgotten all the lessons of his- 
tory, all principles of political economy, all teachings of in- 
spired religion, and all concepts of an overruling Providence 
working through the centuries to eliminate selfishness and 
greed and prejudice and ignorance in the world, to the end 
that humanity might be united in the bonds of fellowship and 
love. 

This policy is the apotheosis of selfishness and greed. It 
is the negation of all the positive and civilizing and spiritual- 
izing forces which prophets and men of vision in all ages 
have known were operating throughout the world. It is an 
atavistic policy, a reversion to old types, a reerudescence of 
the spirit of the troglodytes and the barbarous and uncivilized 
peoples of the past who sought isolation and regarded all 
other tribes, races, and peoples as their enemies, to be preyed 
upon and, if possible, exterminated. 

It is a sad commentary upon the statesmanship of the 
Republican Party that with the world in ferment, seeking 
leaders and policies, and the people seeking leaders to direct 
them in the paths of safety and peace and policies that will 
rehabilitate the world industrially, it can produce neither lead- 
ers competent to guide the world nor measures which will ac- 
complish these desired results. We are offered a tried and 
discarded formula, national isolation, and the world is in- 
formed that we are to be no part of them. 


Mr. President, for many years the Republican Party has bees 
dominated by the protected interests, by those who have used 
the Government to enable them to exploit the people. Con- 
stitutional limitations have been disregarded, and measures 
have been driven through Congress and received the approval 
of Republican executives which have increased the burdens of 
the many and materially contributed to the enrichment of the 
few. Tariff laws were enacted which contravened sound eco- 
nomie principles and interrupted the natural laws of trade so 
essential to a wholesome economic condition. Under the guise 
of taxation the masses of the people have been robbed only to 
increase the swollen fortunes of predatory elements in our 
country. The farmers and the great army of employees in 
factories and mines, and in the various industries and activities 
of our country, were made to believe that class legislation, 
high protective measures, bounties, and bonuses were for their 
benefit. For many years an extensive and, indeed, intensive 
propaganda has been carried- on by protected interests, by 
trusts, and by great aggregations of wealth to persuade the 
agricultural classes to support the Republican Party. 

When the farmers directed attention to the fact that their 
products were greatly in excess of the demands of the domestie 
market, and that they must find foreign markets for their sur- 
plus, and that the foreign markets fixed the prices of their 
commodities, and further that the prices of the articles and 
commodities which they were compelled to buy were fixed by 
combinations and trusts and by the beneficiaries of high protec- 
tive laws which enabled the manufacturers to increase the 
prices of their commodities they were told by these same manu- 
facturers and beneficiaries of unjust measures that our whole 
economic system would collapse and disaster would overtake 
the agriculturists of our country if the tariff wall was in any 
manner assaulted. 

And the pity of it is that millions of our farmers and em- 
ployees believed these sophistical, unsound, and untruthful 
statements and were influenced by this insidious propaganda, 
to the carrying on of which these selfish interests annually con- 
tributed enormous sums. 

A number of years ago the farmers began to learn that these 
protected barons were exploiting them, and that they were an- 
nually shipping to foreign countries manufactured articles of 
the value of tens of millions of dollars and selling them at 
prices far below those obtaining in domestic markets. In other 
words, the farmers and the great body of consumers in the 
United States were being robbed for the benefit of the pro- 
tected interests of the United States, 

The crimes committed under the guise of protection can never 
be catalogued. The amounts wrung from the people by tariff 
laws and transferred to the pockets of tariff beneficiaries can 
never be definitely ascertained, but it is certain that they run 
into astronomical figures, aggregating many billions of dollars. 

People sometimes marvel at the enormous wealth controlled 
by a limited number of individuals in the United States, and 
they are amazed to learn how few corporations and individuals 
dominate and control the industrial life of our country. The 
happiness and felicity of a people are determined not by the 
aggregate amount of wealth which they possess but, rather, by 
its manner of distribution. Of course, I do not mean to infer 
that wealth is the true source of happiness and felicity. There 
are other factors far more important. 

But no social system can long survive, in which the cen- 
tralizing forces are paramount. Much has been written about 
social solidarity, industrial equality, and democracy in the in- 
dustrial life of the people; doubtless many crude and fantastic 
views have been expressed by those who have written upon 
these matters; but, nevertheless, there is an ideal state, not 
projected alone by great humanitarians, religious reformers, 
and prophets, but by wise statesmen and men who have studied 
history and the rise and fall of nations and who know the 
practical questions involved in human progress. When educa- 
tion comes and people enjoy equal political and civil rights, 
there will be an irresistible demand for an industrial system 
that is founded upon justice and equity. 

Wealth is not money; wealth is the product of labor, 
And with the march of civilization an industrial system which, 
as if by gravitation, concentrates in the hands of a few the 
product of labor will fail. Justice is not an evanescent and 
an unrealized thing. It must be a real, live, and vital thing; 
it must operate not alone in the political life of the people 
but in their economic and industrial life, and find place in all 
social relations. 

The people are awakening, not in our country alone but 
everywhere. Their cries of revolt can be heard against old 


customs and the relics of feudalism and Procrustean policies | 
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which have so cruelly operated in the past. This is the age of 
democracy; it is the day when the people will rule; the hour 
has come when privilege, selfish, intriguing, and corrupt and 
eruel privilege must be scourged from its high place and the 
people crowned. But now, as always, reactionary and sinister 
forces oppose the right and seek to beguile the people and 
seduce them from the path of duty and the way which leads 
to their own emancipation. But now, as in the past, deaf 
ears are often turned to those who seek for justice and political 
freedom. 

Such was the case in the last election, and we now have en- 
throned in power the sordid and reactionary forces whose 
purpose it is to strengthen their hold upon the economic life 
of the Nation. Many of the farmers of the United States of 
late have perceived the manner in which they have been be- 
trayed by the tariff barons of our country, and they have de- 
manded that the tariff rates be lowered so that they will not 
be compelled to pay inordinate prices to the trusts and pro- 
tected interests. Knowing that they had sown to the wind and 
might reap the whirlwind, cunning and crafty protectionists 
have attempted to abate the rising storm and now suggest that 
the tariff wall be so constructed as to prohibit the importation 
of all agricultural products, and thus give to the American 
farmer a monopoly of the home market. Doubtless this scheme 
will receive much support. The full significance of it will not 
be appreciated by all, and its menace to the peace and pros- 
perity of our country will not be realized by millions of the 
American people. That it is a menace no thoughtful man can 
deny; that it will work irreparable injury to our country, every 
honest student must confess. 

Mr. President, the prosperity of the American people depends 
largely upon the expansion of their foreign trade. If they are 
restricted to domestic markets, then the primacy of our Nation 
in industrial and in material and moral leadership will be 
lost. With our limitless resources we can at the present time, 
after satisfying our own needs, annually produce for export 
agricultural products sufficient to supply the needs of between 
one and two hundred millions of people. With our unparalleled 
yariety of raw materials, our great factories and mills and in- 
dustrial plants, and available wealth for the construction of 
additional plants, together with the genius and energy of the 
American people, we can annually provide for export manu- 
factured products of the value of from ten to twenty-five 
billions of dollars. 

Indeed, Mr. President, our resources are so great and our 
power of production so limitless that it is not extravagance to 
say that America could feed and clothe more than two hundred 
millions of people. 

And the world is ready for our products. Peoples from every 
land are stretching forth their hands to receive the output of 
our mills and mines and fields and farms. The peoples of the 
world not only desire our material products but they sincerely 
desire the most friendly relations and binding friendship which 
will unite the nations for the promotion of universal peace and 
happiness. 

And with this inviting field it is now proposed by selfish and 
arrogant forces in our country to repulse the friendly advances 
of the world and build high a wall of separation with no means 
of entrance or mode of exit. This is a blind, stupid, and 


wicked policy to which it appears the Republican administra- 


tion has given its assent. Indeed, we are advised that the 
President has approved one chapter in this sordid policy which 
forbids imports and will prohibit exports. 

This policy accepts the fallacy that high wages are con- 
elusive evidence of prosperity and that a high standard of 
living is made possible when a high wage scale exists. One 
would think the fallacy of this proposition would be apparent 
even to the dullest when the statement is made everywhere 
throughout the land that the dollar received by the wage earner 
is but a 50-cent dollar; that it has lost its value, and because 
of this loss its purchasing power has ‘been reduced. It is 
understood by all that even the gold dollar fluctuates in value 
that is, in its purchasing power—and that wages are deter- 
mined in the last analysis not by what one receives but by the 
commodities which the dollar will purchase, 

In the early days of the war the laboring men were impressed 
with the fact that the dollar was a very uncertain measure of 
value; that the wage received at the end of the week, though 
perhaps greatly in excess of the wage paid the preceding week, 
would purchase far less than the smaller sum heretofore re- 
ceived, and that as the prices of commodities mounted, the de- 
mand for increases in wages grew more emphatic, and as 
wages were increased the prices of commodities advanced. But 
notwithstanding the enormous advance in wages the prices of 
commodities far outstripped wage increases. 


We frequently hear wage earners state that 15 or 20 years 
ago they could purchase more with $1 than they can now with 
three or four dollars. 

When in Germany and Russia, a short time ago, I dis- 
covered that high wages, measured by rubles and marks, meant 
but little. In Russia a man working in the factory would 
receive several billion rubles for his day's labor, but it required 
a month’s service to get enough rubles to buy a pair of shoes, 
And in Germany the mark was of so little value that it was 
scarcely worth the paper upon which it was printed. It is 
more important to have a stable ratio between the dollar and 
commodities which the people are compelled to purchase than 
to have high normal wages which have an uncertain and fluctu- 
ating purchasing value. $ 

In my opinion it would bave been better for the American 
people if the prices of commodities had not reached such high 
levels, calling for corresponding increases in wages. I should 
add, however, that the advance in wages scarcely ever keeps 
pace with the increase in prices. We know that in Germany 
the fall of the mark inured to the advantage of the capitalist 
and the manufacturer, but never to the advantage of the em- 
ployee. The employee was paid in a constantly depreciating 
mark, and wage advances lagged far behind the increase in 
prices, measured by marks, of the commodities and products 
which the employee was compelled to purchase. 

Mr. President, I have heretofore called the attention of the 
Senate to the fact that many European economists and busi- 
ness men appreciate the advantage which the European coun- 
tries and other countries of the world will enjoy over the 
United States in securing important and perhaps controlling 
places in the markets of the world by reason of what they 
call the fictitious standards which now exist in the United 
States. Even if this foolish scheme referred to by Mr. Sulli- 
van in the article mentioned heretofore were not projected, 
America could not hope to win and hold that commanding place 
in world trade which its resources and situation entitle it to, 
if it continues a policy of inflation which particularly reacts 
upon prices of manufactured commodities and raw materials 
so imperatively needed by other countries. 

It seems to me that the manufacturers of the United States 
and many of our political leaders are suffering from stupidity 
or blindness, or both. We have appropriated tens of millions 
of dollars this session, ostensibly to aid in the development of 
our foreign trade. Our appropriation bills have carried tens 
of millions of dollars for the maintenance of our merchant 
marine. We will this session appropriate, or authorize the 
appropriation of, more than $100,000,000 for our rivers and 
harbors, in order that our foreign trade and commerce may 
develop, and yet Republican leaders and the great financial 
and industrial forces of our country propose the execution of 
a plan which will inevitably drive us from the seas and the 
markets of the world. 

Their policy, Mr. President, is more absurd than that which 
prevailed under the mercantile system, which was so omnipo- 
tent during the seventeenth and the early part of the eighteenth 
centuries. That system sought to restrict the importation of 
all foreign goods by means of tariff walls. It did, however, 
encourage exports, hoping to attract as much gold and silver 
as possible, to be held as a reserve of money. This system was 
founded largely upon the fallacy that money is equivalent to 
wealth. The cult of incompetence which devised that system 
is working overtime in projecting one now which is more fal- 
lacious and indeed more deadly. 

A cynic has stated “that democracy is a form of government 
in which a few individuals exploit the resources of society for 
their own benefit.’ He must have foreseen this policy of the 
Republican leaders and the vested interests of our country. 

Herbert Spencer has said: 


It is strange how impervious to evidence the mind becomes when once 
prepossessed. 


Mr. President, what is needed is a return to sound economie 
principles, recognition of the fact that a fictitious and inflated 
industrial condition is not only unwholesome but dangerous. 
We must realize that we are a part of the are of a great circle, 
and must take our place in the world circle. We must at the 
earliest practicable moment adjust our economic and industrial 
situation to meet the tides and currents of world trade and 
commerce. We are, by legislative bellows, forcing fetid air 
into our industrial system. We should be careful lest the pres- 
sure produce an explosion. Balloons often burst with fatal 
consequences. 

All right-minded and patriotic Americans desire the pros- 
perity of all employees; indeed, of all people; but, as I have 
indicated, prosperity is not determined by the wages paid. 
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Mr. Atkinson, in his work on Facts and Figures, the Basis of 
Economie Science, has said: 


The theory that high prices make high wages is so shallow as to 
make one wonder that any man of common sense should present it. 
When it is remembered that 90 per cent of the demand for food, fuel, 
clothing, and shelter is for the supply of small farmers, farm laborers, 
common laborers, wage earners, factory operatives, mechanics, and per- 
sons of small fixed incomes it becomes plain that high prices quickly 
diminish consumption by leading to forced economy. This tends at 
once to lessen the demand for Jabor, to the discharge of large numbers 
of workmen, and to efforts to reduce rates of wages; then follow strikes 
and other misdirected efforts to get relief. One may sympathize with 
the workmen under these conditions without approving their mis- 
directed methods. 


Mr. President, it does seem as though the Republican lead- 
ers and the selfish interests are determined to interpose every 
possible obstacle to genuine prosperity and to a solid and sub- 
stantial growth in the economic and industrial life of our 
country. They want to impose the remnants of feudal institu- 
tions and worn-out customs and discarded financial and eco- 
nomic policies which have persisted in one form or another 
from the days when people lived in groups and tribes. I 
submit that any national policy which produces separation or 
isolation or which tends in that direction is unnatural, unwise, 
and opposed to the best interests of the country practicing it, 
as well as to the rest of the world. 

The progress of the world is measured by the tendency 
toward gregariousness. Religion, science, and the great in- 
ventions and discoveries have brought propinguity, and dis- 
tant lands are now brought nearer together, and this globe of 
ours has shrunk to small dimensions. We now speak with our 
friends on the other side of the globe, and we shall soon be 
able to see our loved ones in distant lands. 

The patriot and the statesman to-day is pleading not for 
isolation, but for world unity, for a recognized code of inter- 
national law, for a world court, and for world fellowship. He 
perceives that isolation is a step backward and that a policy 
of economic isolation would result in cultural, educational, and 
spiritual isolation. Nations may be provincial as communities 
have been and are, There are narrow and bigoted local com- 
munities as there are illiberal and arrogant and highly con- 
ceited nations. 

Mr. President, we need leaders of broad yision, men who 
can see beyond the 12-mile limit and comprehend the fact 
that there are ties that bind our Nation to other nations and 
bring all peoples within the influence and power of indestructi- 
ble moral forces. 

Mr. COPELAND. We did not extend our vision when we 
extended the 3-mile limit. 

Mr. KING. Perhaps that is true. I think the result of the 
last election established that a majority of the voters were 
either reactionary or were misled by false issues and reiterated 
misrepresentations, many of which obscured the issues and 
some of which intimidated the people. I believe that a ma- 
jority of the American people are in harmony with the ideals 
of the founders of this Republic and are in sympathy with all 
movements calculated to bring about world disarmament and 
world unity. 

An overwhelming majority of the American people are 
Christians. They believe the day will come when there will 
be, as the great Apostle has said, “ one God, one ‘faith, and one 
baptism.” They expend millions annually to propagate their 
religious faiths in foreign lands, and their contributions for the 
starving and the suffering in Russia, in the Near Hast, and in 
other countries where great calamities and disasters have 
afflicted the people aggregate annually tens of millions of 
dollars. 

I believe they will not follow, at least for any length of time, 
the Tory and reactionary policies advocated by the Republican 
Party and which in the end, if persisted in, must be destruc- 
tive of the ideals of the American people and place this Na- 
tion in a position incompatible with international progress and 
leadership. 

My friend from New York undoubtedly realized that the 
Republican Party has pursued a bigoted, intolerant, and pro- 
vincial attitude in dealing with foreign matters. It opposed 
the League of Nations or any broad and comprehensive inter- 
national policy which would bring about world union. While 
some of its leaders have indicated a desire that the United 
States should adhere to the World Court insurperable obstacles 
have been interposed by it to prevent action by Congress which 
would bring about that desirable result. The leaders of public 
thought in our country, as well as ministers and high ec- 
clesiasts, haye earnestly advocated an international’ policy 


which would bring us into accord with the rest of the world. 
They have supported the World Court. Daily hundreds, if not 
thousands, of letters and telegrams are received by Senators, 
urging that the Senate pass the necessary resolution which will 
enable our country to adhere to the protocol establishing the 
World Court. But the Republican Senate is deaf to these ap- 
peals, and many Republican leaders, as well as the selfish 
financial interests which are so powerful in this Republic, oc- 
cupy their time in devising plans to further separate us from 
other nations, not only physically but morally, culturally, and 
educationally. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr, KING. I yield. 

Mr. COPELAND. I think the Senator said earlier in his 
remarks that our production is greatly in excess of our con- 
sumption. 

Mr. KING. That is a fact. During each of the years 1918, 
1919, and 1920 our foreign trade and commerce amounted to 
approximately $13,000,000,000. We are producing from 10 to 
25 per cent in excess of our consumption. Our resources are 
such that we could produce sufficient agricultural products to 
feed 200,000,000 people, and I bave no doubt that we could so 
expand our other commodities and products, including raw 
materials, as to double and perhaps treble the present output. 

Mr. COPELAND. How do our friends who are in charge of 
the Government expect to have any continued prosperity in 
America until there can be found some way to open the streams 
of trade and commerce in order that we may dispose of this 
surplus of our production? Certainly we can not dispose of 
that surplus until the nations on the other side are permitted 
to sell some of their products in order that they may have 
funds with which to purchase. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, the question of the Senator is 
timely and pertinent; it really answers itself. It is an argu- 
ment in favor of commercial intercourse with other nations. 
But, as I have attempted to show, there are powerful forces 
now controlling the Republican Party which close their eyes to 
all historic evidence and precedents and fatuously support the 
view that national prosperity is coincident with national iso- 
lation. Their view is that we are a separate people; that we 
are powerful materially; that the world is unnecessary to our 
growth and development; indeed, that we will be hindered by 
any contact with other people. They seem to be intoxicated 
with the materialistic philosophy which they seek to propagate, 

Not yery long ago, if I may be pardoned by the Senator for 
seeming levity, when he sought the love of the lady who hon- 
ored him with her hand he felt that if they could live upon 
some far-off island it would be a land of enchantment and 
their cup of felicity would be full. As he grew in years and 
came into contact with life he found that, notwithstanding 
the happiness and joy resulting from the union, there was 
a broader field in life than would be furnished by any en- 
chanted island; that joy and happiness came from activity 
in that broader field which brought responsibilities and prob- 
lems, indeed sorrows and perhaps tears. And he learned, as 
all good and wise men learn, that true happiness is the result 
of sacrifice and service and suffering. Joy comes from the 
knowledge that one is aiding others to bear the burdens of 
life and is contributing a full share to the discharge of the 
responsibilities that come to the brave and the courageous and 
to the weak and to the strong. 

The Senator will recall that Prince Siddhartha, the founder 
of Buddhism, did not experience a full measure of happiness 
in his palaces, where it was supposed no evil or sorrow would 
appear. Nor did he find happiness in seclusion with the her- 
mits and the isolationists. Happiness came from enlighten- 
ment, from knowledge, from the discovery that ignorance is 
the source of human misery. And Doctor Johnson, in his 
famous Rasselas, teaches the lesson that the duty of an indi- 
vidual as well as of a people and of a nation is to go out into 
the world and share its sorrows and bind up its wounds and 
aid in the solution of its problems. 

The leaders of the Republican Party, or at least those who 
determine its policies and control its actions, affect to believe 
that our cup of happiness and felicity will be filled to over- 
flowing if we can leave the world behind us. Apparently they 
would like to build a wall from the Gulf of Mexico to the 
Pacific, and another along the Canadian border; and then with 
fortifications and battleships and naval craft keep every ship 
and sail and every human soul far beyond the range of our 
powerful guns. We will then be “self-contained,” and uncon- 
taminated by the rest of the world. To be logical they should 
toss into the sea our law books which reveal the glories of the 
Justinian Code, and the Common Law, and the inspiring litera- 
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ture from Homer to the last great teacher and prophet who has 
inspired the hearts of the world. 

Mr. COPELAND: Mr. President, in medicine we consider 
when an organ which has been fully developed and useful be- 
comes withered and useless that it has atrophied; that is a dis- 
eased condition. Does the Senator from Utah think that we 
could, as a Nation, have health if there is to be such atrophy 
of our national resources and capacities as he has suggested? 

Mr. KING. Of course not, Mr. President. Our vigor and 
growth will be measured by our associations with other 
nations. The condition of aloofnees which is being songht by 
the selfish leaders and forces referred to by Mr. Sullivan would 
soon lead to stagnation and atrophy, Our industries would 
become stagnant, and the genius and ambition and force and 
power of the people would suffer from a progressive paralysis. 
Trusts and combinations to restrain competition would soon 
control industry. Doubtless class distinctions would arise, and 
the masses of the people would be condemned to a social in- 
feriority. It is safe to say that there would be retrogression or 
violent revolutions culminating in the overthrow of the Gov- 
ernment and the establishment of a new industrial order and 
a new political system. 

Mr. President, I believe that this incomparable land has been 
specially favored by Divine Providence; that it is the duty and 
the destiny of this Republic to lead the world, not by force but 
by example, by helpfulness and sympathy, which will cheerfully 
lead to an assumption of many of the burdens and sorrows of 
those who dwell in the shadows. 

The spirit of the isolationist is that of weakness and conceit 
and superciliousness. There are too many Americans of that 
character, They think that we can learn nothing from other 
people; they are satisfied with Main Street“; everything must 
be made at home and branded and labeled “America.” Shake- 
speare is provincial and out of date; Goethe is obsolete; India, 
the home of moral philosophy and poetry, is barbarous, They 
would measure everything by a‘ utilitarian if not a materialistic 
standard. 

Mr. President, much is said in a flamboyant style about being 
“100 per cent American.” I am somewhat suspicious of those 
who are always proclaiming their Americanism and their 
patriotic devotion to the Republic. Frenzied appeals of this 
character sometimes conceal ignoble purposes. I believe that 
a man can be an American in all that the term implies, and love 
his country with a devotion that ends only in death, and yet 
feel that he is a part of the world and owes a duty to the people 
of the world. I believe that a man can be a better American 
and will be willing to make greater sacrifices for his country 
if he believes that all people are the children of one common 
father; that justice and freedom are to be the inheritance of 
all; that righteousness will eventually cover the earth as the 
waters cover the mighty deep; and that this Nation under God 
is to carry high the standard of truth; is to be not only the 
leader but the servant, guiding and helping in the establish- 
ment of peace and the promotion of justice in all the world. 

[At this point Mr. Kuve was interrupted’ by Mr. MCKINLEY.] 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I think there could be no greater 
evidence of a man’s friendship for another than for a Democrat 
to yield the floor te a Republican to deliver a speech and to 
compel the former to sit by his side and listen to his cross- 
word puzzle speech In defense of the Republican P: 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. And have it printed in the 
middle of his own speech. 

Mr. KING. I hope the printer will put the first part of my 
speech and the part I am now about to deliver together, either 
before or after the speech of the Senator from IIlinois. 

Senators will recall that I was addressing the Senate and 
had nearly concluded my observations when the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. MOKINLEY], because of the fact that he was com- 
pelled to soon leave the Chamber, asked me to yield to him in 
order that he might deliver a prepared speech: I gladly 
yielded, and will now conclude what I have to say. 

The Senator from Ilinois has furnished me a text for a long 
speech, but I shall not avail myself of the text or consume 
much time of the Senate. The Senator must be a great op- 
timist if he can find, as he declares, great comfort from the 
achievements of the Republican Party. His optimism: reminds 
me of the definition of an optimist: It is one who writes his 
cross-word puzzles in ink.“ [Laughter?] 

In the remarks which I submitted before the interruption 
by the Senator I had referred to the provincial and Tory view 
of the Republicans and to the forces controlling. the Repub- 
lican Party, and to the movement now being inaugurated to 
enact a prohibitive tariff and make this Nation “ self-contained.” 

The Senator from Illinois has referred to his connection with 
the Interparliamentary Union aud to the many matters 


arising between the various nations, making it necessary that 26 
nations should have some central agency called the League of Nations, 
World Court, or any proper name whereby the differences arising may 
be promptly and amicably settled. 


He also states that our relations with these nations are so 
intimate that it seems proper that there should be some court 
that will bring us into proper contact with them. 

Evidently the Senator has not yet felt the full sweep of this 
evil movement which is to isolate the United States from the 
rest of the world. He still worships at the shrine of protec- 
tionism, with all of the selfishness and sordidness that have 
inspired and still inspire the tariff policies of the Republican 
Party, and eulogizes in the speech which he has just delivered 
the Fordney-McCumber tariff bill, which is the worst tariff law 
ever enacted; but in the same breath he declares for the World 
Court and intimates that we should have intimate relations” 
with European nations.. k 

I beg to remind the Senator that the World Court was pro- 
yided for by the League of Nations, which the Senator con- 
demns, or at least he opposes the entrance of the United States 
into the League of Nations. The Senator is willing, apparently, 
for the League of Nations to function in Europe, but not. else- 
where; and he approves of the United States, and doubtless all 
other nations, adhering to the World Court, though that great 
tribunal was organized pursuant to the provisions of the 
Versailles treaty and under the auspices of the League of 
Nations. 

I am glad to know that the Senator still believes that we are 
to have contact with the world and that he is not in accord, 
at least at the present moment, with the mad scheme to destroy 
all commercial relations between the United States and other 
countries. 

The Senator refers to the reduction in naval appropriations 
and states that by reason of the Conference on Limitation 
of Armament we have saved $25,000,000 per annum. Mr. 
President, I think the Senator misconceives the scope and re- 
sults of this conference. Our naval appropriations prior to the 
war were less than $200,000,000 per annum. Our nayal appro- 
priations since the war have averaged more than $300,000,000 
annually. For the next fiscal year there will be directly ap- 
propriated approximately $300,000,000, and the authorizations 
will total approximately $100,000,000. Certainly the Senator 
can not take much comfort when he examines our naval budget. 

It is true that under the terms of the treaty negotiated at the 
conference provision was made to limit the number of capital 
ships. There was no limitation, however, upon aircraft, sub- 
marines, cruisers, and many other forms of naval craft. The 
fact is that many of the greatest naval experts perceived that 
the capital ship was no longer to occupy the important place in 
naval programs that it had done in pre-war days. The war 
had shown the importance of submarines and airplanes and 
mines and how impotent battleships were when distant from 
their home ports and whem unprotected by submarines, destroy- 
ers, airplanes, and other modern devices. The United States, 
as well as Japan, Great Britain, France, and Italy, are now 
expending large sums for submarines and a es and air- 
plane carriers. It is believed by many that the gains from the 
conference are insignificant; that millions which would have 
been spent in battleships will now be expended for other naval 
craft. We know that Great Britain’s budget for the next 
fiscal year calls for a very large appropriation to build sub- 
marines and airplanes. My recollection is that more than 
8100,000,000 will be expended for this purpose alone. Japan 
is spending a very large sum for submarines and airplanes, 
and France has embarked upon a construction program for 
nayal craft which will seriously embarrass her because of her 
present financial situation. 

If I had time I think I could show the Senator that the 
Limitation of Armament Conference is not entitled to the 
high praise which he has awarded it. 

T was somewhat amazed at the reference of the Senator to 
the World Court. He states that he favors the suggestion of 
the President that the United States should become a member 
of that tribunal. Mr. President, nearly two years ago I intro- 
duced a resolution in the Senate calling for an adherence upon 
the part of the United States to the protocol which would take 
our Nation into the World Court. This resolution received no 
support from the Republican Party. I do not recall a single 
Republican who favored it. The resolution contained the same 
provisions, stipulations, and reservations as were recommended 
by Secretary Hughes and adopted by President Harding. And 
I may add that President Coolidge has likewise adopted these 
reservations. I followed textually, as I recall, in the resolu- 
tion which I offered, the reservations prepared. by Secretary 
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Hughes, After considerable maneuvering I succeeded, over 
the opposition of the Republicans in the Senate, in obtaining a 
vote upon my resolution. Every Republican who, voted yoted 
against the resolution, including the Senator from Illinois. 
Every Democrat but three who voted supported my resolution. 

On May 20, 1924, I offered the same resolution. It was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Relations, where it has 
slumbered ever since. Hearings were had by that committee 
upon the question of entering the World Court, but it refused 
to report the resolution or a similar one, which was later of- 
fered by the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Swanson]. Indeed, 
it is well known that the Republicans on the committee were 
opposed to my resolution, or to any step which would take our 
Nation into the World Court. 

I submit that the Republican Party is opposed to that wise 
and proper step. It has indulged in a pious gesture, but has 
stubbornly refused to permit the United States to become a 
member of the World Court. Notwithstanding the fact that 
many of the liberal forces of the United States, great religious 
organizations, and millions of patriotic citizens have urged 
favorable action, Republican leaders refused and still refuse 
to pass the necessary resolution to accomplish that end. I 
challenge the good faith of Republicans when they say that 
their party favors the United States becoming a member of 
the World Court. The Democrats in the Senate have favored, 
and still fayor, the adhesion to the statute of the Permanent 
Court of International Justice which was adopted by the 
Assembly of the League of Nations on December 13, 1920, and 
they will again demand action upon the resolution calling for 
our entrance into the World Court. 

The Senator from Illinois praises the Fordney-McCumber 
tariff law. Mr. President, that iniquitous legislation was dic- 
tated by the tariff barons and the predatory interests. It im- 
posed burdens upon the American people of more than $4,000,- 
000,000 annually. It robs the consumers and adds to the 
swollen fortunes of great corporations and monopolies. It 
increased the prices upon thousands of commodities essential 
to the life and welfare of the people. It interposed obstacles 
to the operation of the natural laws of supply and demand. 
It was a selfish, soulless, greedy law, under which the people 
were exploited by profiteering manufacturers and corpora- 
tions. 

The Senator says that it has furnished employment to the 
people. Statistics show that 20 per cent of labor is unemployed 
in the United States, and daily we are advised of a reduction 
of wages in manufacturing centers. I have collated figures, 
but I shall not take the time of the Senate to present them, 
showing that wages have been reduced from 5 to 20 per cent by 
the New England manufacturers since the last election. The 
chairman of the Republican National Committee, who is from 
Massachusetts, is engaged, as I understand, in the manufactur- 
ing business, as are several other Senators upon the other side 
of the aisle. I think they can verify what I have said concern- 
ing the reduction of wages in manufacturing industries in New 
England since the last election. Senators doubtless have seen 
newspaper reports, as I have seen them, stating that the prices 
of cotton and woolen goods and other manufactured products in 
this same district haye been advanced or will be advanced from 
5 to 10 per cent. 

My genial friend from Illinois seems to derive great pleasure 
from the condition of agriculture under the Republican admin- 
istration. It is interesting to observe that he says the Republi- 
can Party pledged itself to enact measures to place agricultural 
interests on a basis of economic equality with other industries, 
and he adds that the President proceeded to formulate plans 
for the relief and benefit of agriculture. He refers to the com- 
mittee appointed by the President and to the comprehensive 
legislative program which has been submitted to carry out the 
pledge of the Republican Party made to the farmers before the 
election. Mr. President, if the situation of the farmers were 
not so serious one would be amused at the position of the Sen- 
ator from Illinois. Senators will note that the Republican 
Party was pledged to aid the farmers, and that President Cool- 
idge has formulated a plan to redeem that pledge, and then we 
are told that the pledge has been redeemed by the comprehen- 
sive plan submitted by the committee appointed by the Presi- 
dent to investigate agricultural conditions. 

It is this comprehensive program to which Mr. Mark Sulli- 
van refers in the article which has formed the text of what 
I have said this morning. Senators will recall that this com- 
prehensive plan calls for a policy of national isolation. The 
commission appointed by the President recommends that the 
tariff rates be raised to higher levels, that all agricultural 
products are to be excluded from the United States by an 
embargo, and, as a corollary, that an embargo be placed upon 


all exports so that the United States can obtain that high 
standard of perfection and happiness and prosperity which 
8 3 its severance of all relations with the rest of the 
world. 

The Senator's inconsistency is strikingly revealed. He speaks 
of the Interparliamentary Union and the World Court, and then 
notes the plan which he says the President has formulated and 
which his party’s platform was pledged to execute—a policy 
which literally, physically, and intellectually, culturally and 
spiritually, is to separate the United States from all other 
countries and people. 

The Senator has confirmed all I have said about the pur- 
poses of the Republican Party. I denounce this plan as un- 
American, as violative of the principles of the Constitution, 
and as destructive of economie and political liberty. The 
American people when they perceive its pernicious features and 
its destructive and vicious consequences, I feel sure, will re- 
pudiate it, as they will those who are its sponsors and who 
are seeking to fasten it upon the American people. 

Mr. President, the speech of the Senator from Illinois calls 
for a more extended reply, but I shall not consume more of 
the time of the Senate now in so doing. I want to briefly 
refer to another matter discussed by the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. SIMMONS]. 

The bill under discussion makes provision for the Tariff 
Commission. This agency of the Government can be of great 
service if it is properly organized, if its personnel are prop- 
erly selected, and if its activities are confined to legitimate 
fields of inquiry. 

For many years prior to the creation of this commission 
there was a demand by liberal and patriotic citizens that a 
tariff commission should be appointed, authorized to obtain 
facts in regard to the cost of production and cognate ques- 
tions that would be helpful to Congress in enacting tariff legis- 
lation. There was a growing feeling that tariff bills had been 
drafted by those who would be benefited by high tariff rates. 
Indeed, it was known that many of the tariff schedules were 
written by protected interests. The rates fixed in many sched- 
ules had been placed so high as to practically exclude any for- 
eign competition. The domestic producers were therefore given 
a free hand to rob and exploit the American consumers. These 
abuses could no longer continue. The Payne-Aldrich tariff 
law was denounced throughout the land as an oppressive and, 
indeed, a wicked measure. It was condemned by some Re- 
publicans, and Theodore Roosevelt, who was always a pro- 
tectionist, felt compelled to denounce its iniquities. It was 
hoped that a tariff commission would make impossible the 
enactment of such unjust measures. 

Mr. President, I submit that the facts warrant the statement 
that the Republican administration has attempted to make 
of this agency a partisan machine to aid in framing tariff 
measures that would permit the exploitation of the American 
consumers. It is evident that an effort is being made to con- 
yert this commission into an auxiliary agency of the protected 
interests in the United States. If that scheme is to be con- 
summated, it would be better to abolish the commission. The 
commission should be a fact-finding organization. It should 
investigate the costs of production and obtain data useful in 
preparing tariff bills. 

The tariff is not so intricate and so abstruse as to be beyond 
the comprehension of the ordinary man. Representatives of 
the protected interests have attempted to surround the tariff 
question with such mystery as to make people believe that it 
could only be penetrated by experts and persons skilled in 
the art of legerdemain. And it must be confessed that they 
have succeeded; and they have so drafted tariff schedules as 
to obscure the real meaning and hide provisions which made 
certain their opportunities to further exploit the people. 

Undoubtedly at the next session of Congress a tariff bill will 
be considered. If the Tariff Commission had the confidence of 
the people, it could be an important aid in the preparation of 
such a measure, If those appointed by the President are 
selected because of their partisan views, or because they have 
been representatives of protected interests, or lobbyists before 
Congress to secure high tariff duties, then their work will be 
discredited in advance and their service to Congress and the 
country will be of no value. Indeed, it will prove harmful. 
It has been said that pressure has been brought to bear upon 
members of the Tariff Commission calculated to have them 
shape their course and their decisions along certain lines. In 
my opinion, those who would make such attempt commit a 
great wrong. The commission should be as free from bias and 
prejudice and extraneous influences as are judges.. Particularly 
is this true in view of what are known as the flexible provisions 
of the tariff law, They and the President can make and un- 
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make tariff schedules; they can increase or lower the rates 
fixed by Congress. It is a tremendous power to vest in the 
President, a power which I think the Constitution does not 
authorize, Even if there was constitutional warrant for this 
vourse, it would, in my opinion, be exceedingly unwise. But 
its unwisdom is accentuated if the commission is partisan and 
is subject to pressure and political influences. 

Mr. President, I express the hope that the Tariff Commission 
will faithfully meet its responsibilities and pursue a course that 
will vindicate the wisdom of those who created it, 


REPORT OF AGRICULTURAL COMMISSION 


Mr. BROOKHART. Mr, President, I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in the Recorp an article from Wallace's Farmer 
upon the report of the President's agricultural commission. 
Wallace's Farmer is a paper formerly published by Secretary 
Wallace, deceased Secretary of Agriculture, now published by 
his brother and son. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Bursum in the chair). Is 
there objection to the printing of the article? The Chair hears 
none. 

The matter referred to is here printed, as follows: 

[From Wallaces' Farmer] 
THE COMMISSION NEPORTS 

Since President Coolldge's speech of acceptance last summer farm 
folks generally have awaited with some eagerness the results of the 
work of the agricultural commission, whose appointment he promised 
fin that address. The delay in the appointment of the commission 
aronsed some apprehension. More disquiet was occasioned when the 
Hames of the members of the commission were finally made public 
after election. It was quite clear from the make-up of the commis- 
sion that Secretary Wallace had had very little to do with its selec- 
tion; it was alto quite clear that Secretary Hoover had had a good 
deal to do with it. The absence of corn-belt representatives from the 
bourd was also taken as a bad sign, 

Farmers have boped that the commission would realize its respon- 
sibility and Its opportunity and would come through with a program 
that would get down to the fundamentals of the agricultural situa- 
tion. The report is now out and farmers can see how far thelr hopes 
exceeded the reality. 

In fairness to the commission it should be said that it has made 
some good recommendations, Its suggestions as to lower freight rates, 
tariff adjustments on farm products, funds for research are all right 
as far us they go, All these matters were before Congress anyway, 
as it happens, and the commission's recommendations will perhaps 
speed their passage. 

Of the main feature of the report, the recommendation for setting 
np a governmental agency to supervise and control cooperatives, not 
so much can be said. This is Seeretary Hoovers old Capper-Willlams 
binn, slightly modified, It is a scheme that has been denounced by 
practically every important farm organization in the country. Tue 
cooperatives do not want It. 

Why, then, the recommendation? As the proposal stands, it seems 
nothing more or less than a thinly disguised attempt to take market- 
ing work out of the hands of the Department of Agriculture, All the 
things of value that the new bureau would do are already being done 
by the bureau of agricultural economics of the Department of Agri- 
culture, The natural and economical step would be to strengthen this 
work rather than to set up a separate bureau. However, the pur 
pose seems to be, not so much to strengthen cooperative marketing 
us to put supervision and guidance of cooperative marketing of farm 
preducts in the hands of the Department of Commerce, 

The grent failure of the commission, however, is ils disregard of 
the really fundamental problem that lies at the bottom of unsatis- 
factory agricultural conditions today, So long as we produce a sur- 
plus of food products over what our home populntion can consume, 
und so long as the buying power of Europe is lower than the buying 
power of the home consumer, we are going to bave our domestic prices 
bronghbt down to the level of the European price, less freight and 
handing charges. That means disaster for the farmer. He can not 
afford to buy in a protected market and sell in a world market. Yet 
that ls what he has been doing and is doing. 

Apparently, the commission looked at this problem and threw up its 
hands and turned its back, Either it couldn't solve the problem, or, 
what is more likely, didn’t dare try. Yet it had before it the plan 
submitted ly the American council of agriculture, outlining a modi- 
fled export plan which eliminated many of the objections of the old 
MeNury-Hfugen pill and offered a renl chance to take the market 
depressing burden of the exportable surplus off the back of the Ameri- 
can farmer, 

It will seem incredible to thoughtful students of the agricultural 
situation that the commission refused to touch this issue, Yet there 
the record stands. But, although the commission refused to recog- 
nize it, the problem still exists, The farmer must face it, even if the 
commission declines to. 


What can the farmer do to get rid of the depressing effect of this 
exportable surplus on the home market? He can, of course, In tune 
get rid of the surplus itself, That may be the ultimate solution. But 
to restrict supply to domestic demand at once and in all lines, means a 
revolution in agriculture; such a reduction would be impossible except 
through such phenomenally low prices that thousands more of farmers 
would be made bankrupt and driven to the cities; it wonld mean a 
period of farm distress even worse than that we have been through, 
More than this, such a program involves a tremendous social waste. 
Tn a decade, our city population will be large enough to consume a 
quantity of food as large as that we are producing to-day. In a few 
years, therefore, our farmers who bud been driven to the city by low 
prices would be lured back to dismantled farms by high prices. 

Why not climinate that social waste, prevent the bankruptcy of 
thousands of farmers, and alm to keep a certain small exportable 
surplus at least as a reserve ngainst crop failure and population In- 
crease? The new export bill provides that the Government export 
corporation, acting through privately owned or cooperative concerns, 
shall take such steps as are necessary to maintain the domestic price 
of any farm product at a point at least as bigh as the world price 
plus the tariff, This is making the tariff effective on farm products; it 
is equality for agriculture; it is the Jogical answer to the export prob- 
lem; it is also, unfortunately, what the President's commission refused 
to do. 

The friends of the export plan have been very patient so far, They 
have declined to introduce their bill in Congress. They have insisted 
on giving the commission a fair chance to take the lead with its report. 
There is no reason now for further delay. We look for the new export 
bill to be introduced in Congress at once, Behind it should gather 
all the farmers of the country who are tired of being fed with pleasant 
words and clothed with good intentions. When they ask for speedy 
action on the export bill, they will ask for nothing more than equality 
with other industries; they will demand nothing less than justice, It 
is to the interest of all that they secure it. 


PROPOSED CONSOLIDATIONS OF CERTAIN RAILROADS 


Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President 

Mr. KING. I yield to the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. HOWELL. I ask unanimous consent to introduce a 
resolution, which I send to the desk and ask to have read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Nebraska 
asks unanimous consent to introduce a resolution. Without 
objection, the resolution will be received and read. 

The resolution (S. Res. 338) was read, as follows: 


Whereas there is now in process of formation a consolidation of 
the following railroads, namely, the New York, Chicago & St. Louis 
Railroad Co. (the Nickel Plate), the Chesapeake & Ohio Rallway 
Co., the Hocking Valley Rallway Co., the Erie Rallroad Co., and 
the Pere Marquette Railway Co., with total trackage of 14,557 miles 
and assets alleged by the promoters to amount to an aggregate of 
$1,406,703,702, the proposed consolidation being known in financial 
circles as “the new Nickle Plate"; and 

Whereas this consolidation includes a previous merger consum- 
mated in 1923 whereby the Nickel Plate“ absorbed the Chicago & 
State Tine, the Lake Erle & Western, the Fort Wayne, Cincinnati 
& Louisville, and the Toledo, St. Louis & Western (Clover Leaf) 
railroad companies; and 

Whereas the fiscal agents and financial promoters of this plan 
ure J. P. Morgan & Co. and the First National Bank of New York 
City, which already own or control a large part of the railroad 
properties locuted in the Eastern States ss well as in other sections 
of the country; and 

Whereas the proposed “ Nickle Plate" consolidation under the an- 
nounced plau will résult in giving the Morgan-First National finan- 
clers, according to statements appearing in the financlal columns 
of the New York American of August 9, 1924, control of rullroads 
in the Rastern States alone with 87,000 miles of road and approxi- 
mately $3,000,000,000 of capital, thus creating a substantial control 
of transportation in this great industrial territory; and 

Whercas the railroads incloded In the proposed Nickel Plate merger, 
particularly the Erie, Chesapeake & Ohio, and the Hocking Valley, 
are directly or indirectly owners of enormous ond immensely valpable 
anthraci(e and bituminous coal propertics, control of which it is indi- 
cated will be transferred in the proposed merger; and 

Whereas the Supreme Court of the United States has denounced 
such control of coal mines by railroads as inimical to the public in- 
terest; and 

Whereas the proposed consolidation by further concentrating this 
control of the Nation's fuel supply increasingly endangers the rights 
of the consuming public; and 

Whereas the plan of consolidation now proposed by the Van Swear- 
ingen interests, with the support of the Morgan-First National bank- 
ing groups, violates the plans of consolidation heretofore announced 
by the Interstate Commerce Commission under the authority conferred 
by section 5 of the interstate commerce act as amended by the trins- 
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portation get of 1020, and If enrried out along the lines now laid 
down will make it impossible for the commission to provide for 
effectively conipeting systems in the territory traversed by the proposed 
consolidation; and 

Whereas Commissioners Eastman, Hall, and Esch, In a vigorous dis- 
senting opinion filed June 18, 1923, in the crae of the preceding Nickel 
Plute-Clover Leaf consolidation (finance docket No. 2919), denounced 
that lesser merger as inimical to the pubiic- Interest and a violation 
of the intent of Congress as declared in the transportation act; and 

Whereas the majority of the Interstate Commerce Commission in 
thoir decision in this Nickel Plate-Clover Leaf consolidation case 
declared thelr inability to restrain or modify mergers consummated 
under State Jaws, aud thus apparently abdicated the broad powers 
conferred upon sald commission by section 5 of the interstate com- 
merce act; and 

Whereas the Interstate Commerce Commission in its recent decision 
in the cas of control of Gulf lines by Missouri Pacific Railroad 
(duance docket No. 4049), in polnting out that certain bankers— 
W. A. Herriman & Co, (Imc.) and Blair & Co. (Inc.)—under the pro- 
posed terms would make an unwarranted profit of 61,228,000 on the 
totul Jasue of $18,000,000, has declared: There are certain aspects 
of the method by which it is proposed that the applicant shall acquire 
the stock In question which are so unfortunate as to cause hesitancy 
in giving approval to the acquisition of the stock involved on the terms 
proposed"; and 

Wherens the majority of the commission, in spite of the powers cxe 
pressiy conferred upon it by paragraph 6 of section 5 of the inter- 
state commerce act to approve such consolidations, “ with such modi- 
ficutions and upon such terms and conditions as it may prescribe,” 
has declared, “We bave no jurisdiction to determine the compensa- 
tlon which the bankers should receive,” and over the vigorous dis- 
senting opinions of Commissioners Eastman, MeManamy, and Campbell 
has after only fye days’ consideration given its sanction to such 
excessive underwriting commissions and thus set a precedent which 
unjustly reduces the profits of honest investors, imposes excessive 
charges upon shippers and the traveling public, and obstructs the pay- 
mont of just and reasonable wages to employees; and 

Whereas the New York Times of December 12, 1924, has stated in 
ite financial columns that the profits of the bankers Ja the Missouri 
Vacifie-Guif Coast merger will actually be $3,250,000 on tbe $18,- 
000,000 stock issue instead of $1,225,000, as estimated by the com- 
mission; and 

Whereas it Is apparent from the abore decisions of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission that it feels powerless under existing condi- 
tions to cope with the problema presented by such consolidations; and 

Whereas the negotiations In the proposed “ Nickel Plate” consoll- 
dation nre now being privately conducted by the promoters, who reveal 
the terms and conditions ouly when they are accomplished facts; and 

Whereas the precedents established in these consolidations which are 
now taking place will control future consolidations which may ulti- 
mately embrace all the railroads of the Nation; and 

Whereas the public interest demands that the Congress should in- 
form itself fully regarding such consolidations. and take such steps 
as may be necessary in the premises: 

Resolved, That the Senate Committee on Interstate Commerce, or 
an subcommittee thereof, be, and it Is hereby, authorized and in- 
stricted In connection with its proposed inquiry into the general 
question of rallroad consolldatians to investigate particularly the pro- 
posed consolidation of the New York, Chicago & St. Lonis Railroad, 
the Chesapeake & Ohlo Rallway Co., the Hocking Valley Railway Co., 
the Erie Railroad Co., and the Pere Marquette Railway Co., and the 
consolidations which have been or are now belng consummated by the 
Missouri Pacific Rallrond, and report its findings and recommenda- 
tions to the Senate. For the purpose of this investigutton the sald 
committee, or any subcommittee thereof, is hereby authorized to sit 
and perform its duties at such times and places as it deems necessary 
or proper and to require the attendance of witnesses by subpoenas or 
otherwise, to require the production of books, papers, and documents; 
to employ experts and other assistants; and to employ stenographers, 
at a cost not exceeding $1.25 per printed page. The chairman of the 
committee, or any member thereof, may administer oaths to witnesses 
and sign subpœnas for witnesses, and every person duly summoned 
before said committce, or any subcommittee thereof, who refuses or 
fnils to obey the process of said committee, or appears and refuses to 
answer questions pertinent to said investigation shall be punished as 
prescribed by law. The expenses of said investigation shall be paid 
from the contingent fund of the Senate on vouchers of the committee 
or subcommittee, signed by the chairman and approved by the Com- 
mittee to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate. 


Mr. HOWELL. I ask that the resolution be referred to the 
Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of 
the Senate. ` 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The resolution will be so 
referred 


QUARANTINE STATION AT PORT OF MOBILE, ALA, 
Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr, President 
Mr. KING. I yield to the Senator from Washington. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Out of order, I ask unanimous 
consent to report back favorably, with an umendment, from the 
Cominittee on Commerce, House bill 8090, authorizing the Sec- 
retury of the Treasury to remove the quarantine station now 
situated at Fort Morgan, Ala., to Sand Island, near the en- 
trance to the port of Mobile, Ala., and to construct thereon a 
new quarantine station; and I submit a report (No. 1103) 
thereon. I call the attention of the Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. UnpeRwoop] to the bill 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
present considerution of the bill? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent for the present consideration of the bill, for this reason: 
Mobile, of course, is one of the ports of entry from South 
America. It is one of the guarding gates against yellow fever 
and other diseases of that kind. ‘the sterins haye practically 
destroyed the quarantine station at Fort Morgan, The Trens- 
ury Department has thought it ill-advised to rebuild the sta- 
tion at Fort Morgan, which is 18 miles down the bay from 
Mobile, and subject to storms, for that reason and also for the 
reason that the Army has abandoned Fort Morgan, and there 
is no transportation down there, and if it is continued the 
Army must establish transportation seryice to the quarantine 
station. So they have recommended the erectlon of the sta- 
tion on this island, right in front of Mobile. 

It is urgent, and something should be dune. The State of 
Alabama bas given the land on which the building is to be 
erected. The House passed the bill with an authorization for 
the appropriation of $500,000. The Senate committee, I under- 
stand, unanimously recommended the pansaga of the bill, but 
cut the authorization to $300,000. It is very urgent that this 
action shouid be taken at once. The authorization must be 
made hefore the appropriation can go Into an appropriation 
DHL I therefore ask unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The amendment of the Committec on Commerce was, on page 
2, line 2, before the word “ which,” to strike out “ $500,000" 
and insert “ $300,000," so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, cto., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and is 
hereby, authorized and directed to cause to be constructed on a site 
now owned by the United States Government on Sand Island, near the 
entrance of the port of Mobile, Ala., or on stich site on this isinnd as 
may hereafter be ceded to the United States by the State of Alabama, 
a quarantine station at a cost for station, dredging, and all other im- 
provements and appurtenances provided for by this act not exceeding 
$300,000, which amount le hereby authorized to be appropriated out 
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated; and the 
Secretary of the Treasury is hereby further authorized to accept title 
for and on behalf of the United States to such additional lands on 
Sund Island as may be ceded by the State of Alabama to the United 
States for use ax a national quarantine station as aforesaid. 

Sec. 2. That the sald quarantine station shall Include such wharves, 
bulkheads, buildings and equipment, water supply, electric-lighting 
system, telephone cable, heating and sewage systems, and the dredging 
of channel leading to the proposed wharves, and such other facilities 
us may be deemed necessary by the Secretary of the Treasury for the 
proper operation of a quarantine station: Preridcd, That $40,000 of 
the awount herein authorized to be appropriated may be used for mis- 
cellaneous furnishing and equipment. 

Sac. 3. That the Secretary of the Treasury be, snd Is hereby, au- 
thorized to transfer and remove such furniture, equipment, articles, 
and materials as may be useful in the construction and equipment of 
tho new quarantine station at Sand Island, Als., from the quarantine 
station now maintained at Fort Morgan, Alu., and make such disposi- 
tlon of the building, site, and equipment at Fort Morgan, Alu., at such 
time and on such terms aa he niey deem to be to the best Interests of 
the Government. 


Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, may I ask the Senntor from 
Washington why the amount was cut down to $300,000? I 
understand that as the bill came from the House it authorized 
an appropriation of $500,000. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. The Secretary of the Treasury 
looked into the matter very carefully and reported to the com- 
mittee that be thought he could take care of the situation 
properly with $300,000, and for that reason we cut it down to 
that amount, 


Is there a request for the 
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The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed, and the bill 
to be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 


USE OF GOVERNMENT-OWNED RADIO STATIONS 


Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, will the Sen- 
ator from Utah yield? 

Mr. KING. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, there are two 
other measures I desire to report from the Committee on 
Commerce, and I shall ask unanimous consent for their im- 
mediate consideration. 

The first one is Senate Joint Resolution 177, to amend sec- 
tion 2 of the public resolution entitled “Joint resolution to 
authorize the operation of Government-owned radio stations 
for the use of the general public, and for other purposes,” 
approved April 14, 1922. I report it without amendment, and 
I submit a report (No. 1104) thereon. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, if the Senator will allow 
me, I notice that the Senator from Utah [Mr. Kine] is 
rather assuming to farm out his time without losing his place 
on the floor. It is useless to attempt to proceed further with 
the appropriation bill this evening, and I ask that the bill 
be laid aside, with the understanding that we will recess at 
the conclusion of our business to-day. Therefore the Senator 
from Washington may proceed with his bill. 

Mr. KING. I want to call the attention of the Senator 
from Wyoming to the rather unfair language which he uses. 
I am not “farming out” my time, As a matter of courtesy 
I yielded to several of his colleagues at their request. If 
the Senator wants to find fault with them, he can do so. I 
yield to the Senator from Washington. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I spoke to the Senator from 
Utah about the matter. 

Mr. ROBINSON, I suggest to the Senator from Washington 
that he have the bills reported separately, so that we may 
consider them one at a time. 

Mr. WARREN. The appropriation bill may be laid aside 
for the day, so far as I am concerned. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. As the Chair understands, 
the Senator from Wyoming lays aside the appropriation bill 
with which the Senate has been proceeding. 

Mr. SMOOT. For the evening. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. The first measure I report is 
Senate Joint Resolution 177, extending the time limit for the 
use of Government-owned radio stations for certain purposes. 

Under the law as it exists now, the Navy radio stations are 
used for the transmission of messages other than Government 
messages, commercial and otherwise. The time within which 
that can be done will expire June 30, 1925. There are certain 
private radio stations being constructed, but they have not 
been completed and probably will not be completed for over a 
year. It is very important, of course, that messages be sent, 
and this is especially true of messages to be sent across the 
Pacific to the Far East. 

This joint resolution would extend the time until 1926 for 
the transmission by the Government radio of news items, 
press items, and messages between ships offshore and the shore. 
I present the report and ask for the immediate consideration 
of the joint resolution. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I do not see any objection to the present 
consideration of the joint resolution. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the joint resolution, which was 
read, as follows: 

Resolved, etc., That section 2 of public resolution No. 48, Sixty- 
seventh Congress, approved April 14, 1922, is amended to read as 
follows: 

“Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Navy is hereby authorized, under the 
terms and conditions and at rates prescribed by him, which rates shall 
be just and reasonable, and which, upon complaint, shall be subject to 
review and revision by the Interstate Commerce Commission, to use 
all radio stations and apparatus, wherever located, owned by the 
United States and under the control of the Navy Department (a) for 
the reception and transmission of press messages offered by any news- 
paper published in the United States, its Territories or possessions, or 
published by citizens of the United States in foreign countries, or by 
any press association of the United States, and (b) for the reception 
and transmission of private commercial messages between ships and 
between ship and shore: Provided, That the rates fixed for the recep- 
tion and transmission of all such messages, other than press messages 
between the Pacific coast of the United States, Hawaii, Alaska, the 
Philippine Islands, the Virgin Islands, and the Orient, shall not be 


less than the rates charged by privately owned and operated stations 
for like messages and service: Provided further, That the right to use 
such stations for any of the purposes named in this section shall ter- 
minate and cease as between any countries or localities or between 
any locality and privately operated ships whenever privately owned 
and operated stations are capable of meeting the normal communica- 
tion requirements between such countries or localities or between any 
locality and privately operated ships, and the Secretary of Commerce 
shall have notified the Secretary of the Navy thereof, and in any event 
all rights conferred by this section shall terminate and cease on June 
30, 1927, except that all such rights conferred by this section in the 
Republic of China shall terminate and cease on January 1, 1924.“ 


Mr. FLETCHER. Is the joint resolution recommended by 


the department? 
Mr. JONES of Washington. It is recommended by the de- 


partment. 
Mr. ROBINSON. And it was unanimously reported by the 
committee? 


Mr. JONES of Washington. Yes; unanimously reported. 

The joint resolution was reported to the Senate without 
amendment, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


HOME PORTS FOR VESSELS 


Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I report also 
from the Committee on Commerce the bill (S. 4162) to estab- 
lish home ports of vessels of the United States, to validate 
documents relating to such vessels, and for other purposes, and 
I submit a report (No. 1105) thereon. 

This bill relates to home ports of vessels, and an enactment 
of such legislation is made necessary by a recent decision of 
the circuit court of appeals, under which the validity of 
mortgages on vessels is very greatly endangered. 

I will read from the report of the Secretary: 


This bill * * © has been approved after very close considera- 
tion by the Maritime Law Association of the United States, the Ship- 
ping Board, representatives of the Ship Owners’ Association, the Lake 
Carriers’ Association of the Great Lakes, various admiralty firms in- 
terested in the subject, and by this department, as meeting the emer- 
gency caused by the decision of the circuit court of appeals at Norfolk 
in a very recent case of the Susana, 


Mr. ROBINSON. Can the Senator state what the bill would 
accomplish, what change in existing law it would make? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. This is the effect of the decision, 
as stated by the Secretary. 

The effect of the decision is this: 


A mortgage recorded in the port of New York upon a vessel owned 
by a Delaware corporation is invalid as to third parties, whether as a 
preferred mortgage or as an ordinary mortgage, even though the vessel 
is documented at the port of New York. 


A vessel owned by a New York corporation and duly documented at 
the port of New York loses its status as a vessel of the United States 
if it is sold to a Delaware corporation and is not redocumented at a 
port in Delaware. 

A mortgage, whether preferred or ordinary, upon a vessel which has 
lost her status as a vessel of the United States is invalid as to third 
parties. 2 


That is, under this decision. It is said further: 


There are at present 152 corporations operating 803 vessels of over 
3,000,000 gross tons which are improperly documented under this 
decision. * * » 


The bill speaks for itself, really, and provides as follows: 


Be it cnacted, etc., That for the purposes of the navigation laws of 
the United States and of the ship mortgage act, 1920, otherwise known 
as section 30 of the merchant marine act, 1920, every vessel of the 
United States shall have a “home port“ in the United States, including 
Alaska, Hawaii, and Porto Rico, which port the owner of such vessel, 
subject to the approval of the commissioner of navigation of the De- 
partment of Commerce, shall specifically fix and determine, and subject 
to such approval may from time to time change. Such home port shall 
be shown in the register, enrollment, and license, or license of such 
vessel, which documents, respectively, are hereinafter referred to as the 
vessel's document, The home port shown in the document of any vessel 
of the United States in force at the time of the approval of this act 
shall be deemed to have been fixed and determined in accordance with 
the provisions hereof. Section 4141 of the Revised Statutes is hereby 
amended to conform herewith. 

Sec. 2. No bill of sale, conveyance, mortgage, assignment of mort- 
gage, or hypothecation (except bottomry), which includes a vessel of 
the United States or any portion thereof, shall be valid in respect to 
such vessel against any person other than the grantor or mortgagor, 
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-his heirs or devisees, and any person having actual notice thereof, until 
‘such bill of sale, conveyance, mortgage, assignment of mortgage, or 
hypothecation is recorded in the office of the collector of customs at 
‘the home port of such vessel. Any bill of sale or conveyance of the 
whole or any part of a vessel shall be recorded at the home port of such 
-yessel as shown in her new document. 

Src. 8. All conveyances and mortgages of any vessel or any part 
thereof, and all documentations, recordations, indorsements, and index- 
ing thereof, and proceedings incidental thereto heretofore made or 
done, are hereby declared valid to the extent they would have been 
valid if the port or ports at which said vessel has in fact been docu- 
mented from time to time bad been the port or ports at which it should 
have been documented in accordance with law; and this section is 
hereby declared retroactive so as to accomplish such validation: Pro- 
vided, That nothing herein contained shall be construed to deprive any 
person of any vested right. 

Snc. 4. Wherever in the ship mortgage act, 1920, otherwise known as 
section 30 of the merchant marine act, 1920, the words “ port of docu- 
mentation“ are used they shall be deemed to mean the home port“ 
of the vessel, except that the words port of documentation“ shall not 
include a port in which a temporary document is issued. 

Sec. 5. All such provisions of the navigation laws of the United 
States and of the ship mortgage act, 1920, otherwise known as section 
80 of the merchant marine act, 1920, as are in conflict with this act 
are hereby amended to conform herewith. 


This bill is designed to correct the decision to which I have 
referred. I have a letter from the judge who rendered the 
decision urging that such legislation be enacted. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


SUITS FOR DAMAGES OAUSED BY UNITED STATES VESSELS 


Mr. BAYARD. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent for 
the immediate consideration of House bill 9535, authorizing 
suits against the United States in admiralty for damage caused 
by and salvage services rendered to public vessels belonging to 
the United States, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of ‘the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Claims with an amendment in section 
1, page 1, line 9, after the word “April,” to strike out “1920” 
and insert “1917,” so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, eto., That a libel in personam in admiralty may be 
brought against the United States, or a petition impleading the United 
States, for damages caused by a public vessel of the United States, 
and for compensation for towage and salvage services, including con- 
tract salvage, rendered to a public vessel of the United States: Pro- 
vided, That the cause of action arose after the 6th day of April, 1917. 

Sree. 2. That such suit shall be brought in the district court of the 
United States for the district in which the vessel or cargo charged with 
ereating the liability is found within the United States, or if such 
wessel or cargo be outside the territorial waters of the United States, 
then in the district court of the United States for the district in which 
the parties so suing, or any of them, reside or have an office for the 
transaction of business in the United States; or in case none of such 
parties reside or have an office for the transaction of business in the 
United States, and such vessel or cargo be outside the territorial waters 
of the United States, then in any district court of the United States, 
Such suits shall be subject to and proceed in accordance with the 
provisions of an act entitled “An act authorizing suits against the 
United States in admiralty, suits for salvage services, and providing 
for the release of merchant vessels belonging to the United States from 
arrest and attachment in foreign jurisdictions, and for other purposes,” 
approved March 9, 1920, or any amendment thereof, in so far as the 
game are not inconsistent herewith, except that no interest shall be 
allowed on any ciaim up to the time of the rendition of judgment 
unless upon a contract expressly stipulating for the payment of in- 
terest. 

Src. 3. That in the event of the United States filing a libel in rem 
or in personam in admiralty for damages caused by a privately owned 
vessel, the owner of such vessel, or his successors in interest, may file 
a cross libel in personam or claim a -set-off or counterclaim against 
the United States in such sult for and on account of any damages 
arlsing out of the same subject matter or cause of action: Provided, 
What whenever a cross libel is filed for any cause of action for which 
the original libel is filed by autbority of this act, the respondent in 
the cross libel shall give security in the usual amount and form to 


respond to the claim set forth in sald cross libel unless the court, for 
cause shown, shall otherwise direct; and all proceedings on the original 
libel shall be stayed until such security shall be given. - 

Bec, 4. That no officer or member of the. crew of any public vessel 
of the United States may be subpenaed In connection with any suit 
authorized under this act without the consent of the secretary of the 
department or the head of any independent establishment of the Gov- 
ernment having control of the vessel at the time the cause of action 
arose, or of the master or commanding officer of such vessel at the 
time of the issuance of such subpena. 

Bec. 5. That no suit may be brought under this act by a national 
of any foreign government unless it shall appear to the satisfaction 
of the court in which suit is bronght that said government, under 
similar circumstances, allows nationals of the United States to sue in 
its courts. 

Sac. 6. That the Attorney General of the United States is hereby 
authorized to arbitrate, compromise, or settle any claim on which a 
libel or cross libel would lie under the provisions of this act, and for 
which a libel or cross bel has actually been filed. 

Sec. 7. That any final judgment rendered on any bel or cross Hbel 
herein authorized, and any settlement had and agreed to under the 
provisions of section 6 of this act, shall, upon presentation of a duly 
authenticated copy thereof, be paid by the proper accounting officer 
of the United States out of any moneys in the Treasury of the United 
States appropriated therefor by Congress. 

Sec. 8. Nothing contained in this act shall be construed to recognize 
the existence of or as creating a lien against any public vessel of the 
United States. 

Sec. 9. The United States shall be entitled to the benefits of all 
exemptions and of all limitations of liability accorded by law to the 
owners, charterers, operators, or agents of vessels. 

Sec, 10. That the Attorney General of the United States shall report 
to the Congress at each session thereof all suits in which final judgment 
shall have been rendered and all claims which shall have been settled 
under this act. 


Mr. ROBINSON, I think the Senator from Delaware should 
state briefly to the Senate the effect of the bill. It seems to be 
a measure of considerable importance, 

Mr. ‘BAYARD, Mr. President, the Senator from Arkansas 
is quite right; it is a measure of great importance. There are 
continuous applications being made to the Claims Committee 
of both Houses for the consideration of bills to reimburse people 
who have suffered damage from maritime accidents in which 
United States vessels are concerned, to enable them to present 
their suits in the various district courts. In this last Congress 
there were nearly 200 such claim bills introduced in the two 
Houses. 

Outside of that, there are many claims which must be set- 
tied by the Department of State, because our own nationals 
are forbidden going into our own courts, and the nationals of 
other countries can not come in, and this bill is to remedy that 
Situation. It would give a person aggrieved because of an 
accident by reason of the shortcomings of a United States 
ship the right to go into a district court and prosecute his 
action. It provides for the appearance of the Attorney Gen- 
eral of the United States, and all maritime accidents of any 
kind resulting from collision, and so on, are taken care of, 
A great deal of money would be saved to the Government. 

Incidentally, the bill would accomplish something which 
should have been done in this country a long time ago. It 
would give an opportunity to do justice when Federal employ- 
ees have committed an offense against an individual. It is 
recommended by the Secretary of State, the Department of 
Commerce, by the Shipping Board, by the Navy Department, 
and by the War Department. 

Mr. ROBINSON. If enacted, it would relieve Congress. of 
the consideration of a great many measures in the nature of 
private claims. 

Mr. BAYARD. All claims of this nature. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The report is unanimous? 

Mr. BAYARD. It is unanimous. The bill passed the House 
unanimously a short time ago. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the. bill 
to be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time and passed. 

PURCHASE OF UNAPPROPRIATED PUBLIC LANDS 


Mr. BROUSSARD. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
for the present consideration of House bill 9765, granting to 
certain claimants the preference right to purchase unappro- 
priated public lands. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 


1925 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


3561 


There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of 
the Whole, proceeded to consider the bill which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys with 
amendments, which were, in section 1, page 1, line 10, to 
strike out “or whose predecessor in interest” and insert “or 
whose ancestors in title”; on page 2, line 11, after the word 
“from,” to insert “official notice to such claimant of”; in 
line 15, after the word “ claimant,” to insert “or in the actual 
possession of a person or persons who have improved the 
property and who have attempted to enter same in compliance 
with the laws and regulations of the United States land 
office”; and on page 3, line 7, after the word “ within,” to 
strike out 30 days” and insert “6 months,” so as to make 
the bill read: 

Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the Interlor, in his judg- 
ment and discretion, is hereby authorized to sell, in the manner here 
inafter provided, any of those lands situated in the State of Loulsiana 
which were originally erroneously meandered and shown upon the offi- 
cial plats as water-covered areas, and which are not lawfully appro- 
priated by a qualified settler or entryman claiming under the public 
land laws. 

That any citizen of the United States who, or whose ancestors in 
title in good faith under color of title or claiming as a riparian owner 
has, prior to this act, placed valuable improvements upon or reduced 
to cultivation any of the lands subject to the operation of this act, 
shall have a preferred right to file in the office of the register and 
receiver of the United States land office of the district in which the 
lands are situated, an application to purchase the lands thus improved 
by them at any time within 90 days from the date of the passage of 
this act if the lands have been surveyed and plats filed in the United 
States land office; otherwise within 80 days from official notice to 
such claimant of the filing of such plats. Every such application must 
be accompanied with satisfactory proof that the applicant is entitled 
to such preference right and that the lands which he applies to pur- 
chase are not in the legal possession of an adverse claimant or in the 
actual possession of a person or persons who have improved the prop- 
erty and who have attempted to enter same in compliance with the 
laws and regulations of the United States land office. 

That upon the filing of an application to purchase any Jands subject 
to the operation of this act, together with the required proof, the Sec- 
retary of the Interior shall cause the lands described in said applica- 
tion to be appraised, said appraisal to be on the basis of the value of 
such Jands at the date of appraisal, exclusive of any increased value 
resulting from the development or improvement thereof for agricul- 
tural purposes by the applicant or his predecessor in interest, but 
inclusive of the stumpage value of any timber cut or removed by the 
applicant or his predecessor in interest. 

That an applicant who applies to purchase lands under the pro- 
visions of this act, in order to be entitled to recetve a patent, must 
within six months from recefpt of notice of appraisal by the Secretary 
of the Interior pay to the receiver of the United States land office of 
the district in which the lands are situated the appraised price of the 
lands, and thereupon a patent shall issue to said applicant for such 
lands as the Secretary of the Interio? shall determine that such appli- 
cant is entitled to purchase under this act. The proceeds derived by 
the Government from the sale of the lands hereunder shall be covered 
into the United States Treasury and applied as provided by law for the 
disposal of the proceeds from the sale of public lands. 

That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized to prescribe 
all necessary rules and regulations for administering the provisions of 
this act and determining conflicting claims arising hereunder. 

Sc, 2, That all purchases made and patents issued under the pro- 
visions of this act shall be subject to and contain a reservation to the 
United States of all the coal, oil, gas, and other minerals in the lands 
so purchased and patented, together with the right to prospect for, 
mine, and remove the same. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in, 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill 
to be remd a third time. 

The bil was read the third time and passed. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


Mr. CURTIS. I move that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business. After five minutes spent 
in executive session the doors were reopened. 

g RECESS 

Mr. CURTIS. I move that the Senate take a recess until to- 
morrow at 12 o’clock. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate (at 5 o'clock 
p- m.) took a recess until to-morrow, Friday, February 13, 1925, 
at 12 o'clock meridian, 


NOMINATIONS 


Reecutive nominations received by the Senate February 12 
(legislative day of February 3), 1925 


PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY 
MARINE CORPS 


The following-named noncommissioned officers to be second 
lieutenants in the Marine Corps for a probationary period of 
two years from the 9th day of February, 1925: 

Corpl. Milo R. Carroll. 

Corpl. Floyd A. Stephenson. 

Corpl. Homer L. Litzenberg, jr. 

Corpl. Wilbert S. Brown. 

Sergt. Samuel S. Ballentine. 

Gunnery Sergt. Theodore B. Millard. 

Corpi. David K. Claude. 

Corpl. Albert L, Gardner. 

Corpl. James P. S. Devereux. 

Corpl. Robert C. Orrison. 


POSTMASTERS 
GEORGIA 


Tilden A. Adkins to be postmaster at Vienna, Ga., in place of 
T. A. Adkins. Incumbent’s commission expired July 28, 1923. 

Robert H. Manson to be postmaster at Darien, Ga., in place 
of R. W. Clancy. Incumbent's commission expired February 
20, 1924. : 

FLORIDA 

Richard E. Damon to be postmaster at Jupiter, Fla., in place 
of Ethel Sims, resigned. 

Mima Gurganious to be postmaster at Lacoochee, Fla. Office 
became presidential January 1, 1925. 


ILLINOIS 


Richard C. Hills to be postmaster at Franklin, III., in place 
of C. F. Miller, removed. i 
William A. Spickerman to be postmaster at Oak Park, III., in 
place of Robert Sherrard. Incumbent’s commission expired 
March 9, 1924. x 
INDIANA 


Minard A. Schutt to be postmaster at Michigan City, Ind., in 
place of H. F. Schaal, deceased. 
Fred D. Huff to be postmaster at Mellott, Ind, Office became 
presidential October 1, 1924. 
KANSAS 


Alex F. Holmgren to be postmaster at Lincolnville, Kans: 
Office became presidential July 1, 1924. 


LOUISIANA 


Joseph C. Ballay to be postmaster at Buras, La. Office be- 
came presidential January 1, 1925. 


MASSACHUSETTS 


Charles W. Cole to be postmaster at Dighton, Mass. Office 
became presidential January 1, 1925. 
MINNESOTA 
George H. Hopkins to be postmaster at Battle Lake, Minn., 
in place of G. H. Hopkins. Incumbent’s commission expired 
May 28, 1924. 
Theodore Thoennes to be postmaster at Ogema, Minn. Office 
became presidential July 1, 1924. : 
MISSISSIPPI 


Andrew V. Lamar to be postmaster at Vardaman, Miss., in 
place of A. V. Lamar. Incumbent’s commission expired June 4, 
1924. 


Tommie A. Hamill to be postmaster at Sturgis, Miss., in place 
of T. A. Hamill. Incumbent's commission expired June 4, 1924. 

James F. Jones to be postmaster at Shubuta, Miss., in place 
of J. F. Jones. Incumbents commission expired January 28, 
1924. 
Sarah M. Gryder to be postmaster at Shannon, Miss., in place 
of J. H. Wiygul. Incumbent’s commission expired January 
28, 1924. 

James W. Bell, jr., to be postmaster at University, Miss., in 
place of W. C. Falkner, resigned. 

William P. Jones to be postmaster at Terry, Miss., in place 
of S. B. Thomas, resigned. 

Katherine M. Alvis to be postmaster at Rienzi, Miss., in 
place of J. McF. Curlee, appointee declined. 

Fred W. Whitfield to be postmaster at Picayune, Miss., in 
place of L. J. Megehee, resigned. 

Johnnie L. Posey to be postmaster at Philadelphia, Miss., 
in place of T. C. Barrier, deceased. 
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| Robert J. Delpit to be postmaster at Pass Christian, Miss., 
in place of E. J. Adam, resigned. 
Albert S. Johnston to be postmaster at Carthage, Miss., in 
place of L. V. Stribling, resigned. 

Maude Barton to be postmaster at Mathiston, Miss., in place 
of W. L. Atkins, resigned. 

Albert S. Russell to be postmaster at Magee, Miss., in place 
of A. P. Russell, resigned. 

Wiley S. Davis to be postmaster at Lyman, Miss., in place 
of W. L. Fox, resigned. 

Sara B. Townes to be postmaster at Glendora, Miss., in place 
of M. U. Dollins, removed. 

John R. Terry to be postmaster at Dundee, Miss., in place 
of S. L. Pake, resigned. 

William T. Pearce to be postmaster at Amory, Miss., in place 
of H. F. Clarke, deceased. 

Thomas W. Cooper to be postmaster at Purvis, Miss., in 
place of T. W. Cooper. Incumbent’s commission expired Feb- 
ruary 4, 1924. 

Virginia B. Buckworth to be postmaster at Prentiss, Miss., 
in place of V. B. Buckworth. Incumbents commission ex- 
pired July 28, 1923. 

Elma M. Lindinger to be postmaster at Pascagoula, Miss., 
in place of W. T. Sparkman. Incumbent’s commission expired 
January 28, 1924. 

John P. Edwards to be postmaster at Ocean Springs, Miss., 
in place of L. M. McClure. Incumbent’s commission expired 
July 28, 1923. - 

Carson Hughes to be postmaster at Oakland, Miss., in place 
n reves Hughes. Incumbent’s commission expired January 

Pearl Young to be postmaster at Noxapater, Miss., in place 
of Pearl Young. Incumbent's commission expired June 2, 1924. 

Fred H. Laseter to be postmaster at Morton, Miss., in place 
3 Stuart. Incumbent's commission expired August 20, 


Willis L. Malley to be postmaster at Merigold, Miss., in place 
of H. R. Tatum. Incumbent’s commission expired June 4, 1924. 
Maggie Ð. Sullivan to be postmaster at Meadville, Miss., in 
Leche = M. H. Sullivan. Incumbent's commission expired June 
"gi . 

Thomas ©: Moore to be postmaster at Macon, Miss., in place 
= 15 Hunter. Incumbent's commission expired February 

Emmett L. Van Landingham to be postmaster at McCool, 
Miss., in place of H. M. Drane. Incumbent’s commission ex- 
pired June 4, 1924. 

Walter L. Holmes to be postmaster at McComb, Miss., in 
8 W. W. Holmes. Incumbent's commission expired June 

Isaac N. Joyner to be postmaster at Houlka, Miss., in place 
oR S. Walker. Incumbent's commission expired January 28, 

Sarah L. Townsend to be postmaster at Holcomb, Miss., in 
place of S. L. Townsend. Incumbent’s commission expired 
January 28, 1924. 

Jefferson D. Fogg to be postmaster at Hernando, Miss., in 
pace of-J. D. Fogg. Incumbent’s commission expired June 4, 

Bennett A. Truly to be postmaster at Fayette, Miss., in place 
of B. A. Truly. Incumbent’s commission expired June 4, 1924. 

Bessie H. Ballard to be postmaster at Edwards, Miss., in 
3 M. L. Tatum. Incumbent’s commission expired June 

Minnie Davis to be postmaster at Duncan, Miss., in place of 
Minnie Davis. Incumbent’s commission expired June 4, 1924. 

Mellon E. Daniel to be postmaster at Dlo, Miss., in place of 
M. E. Daniel. Incumbent’s commission expired June 2, 1924. 

Robert F. McMullan to be postmaster at Decatur, Miss., in 
place of McCreight Dansby. Incumbent’s commission expired 
August 20, 1923. 

Harry L. Callicott to be postmaster at Coldwater, Miss., in 
2 H. L. Callicott. Incumbent's commission expired June 
4. 1924. 3 

James G. Carr to be postmaster at Centerville, Miss., in place 
of A. J. Darden. Incumbent’s commission expired June 5, 1924. 

Reid R. Williams to be postmaster at Arcola, Miss., in place 
Sg B. Lee. Incumbent's commission expired January 28, 
Katie Starling to be postmaster at Walnut Grove, Miss. 
Office became presidential July 1, 1924. 

Frances ©. Clay to be postmaster at Vance, Miss. Office 
became presidential January 1, 1924. 


John R. Trimm to be postmaster at Tishomingo, Miss. Office 
became presidential January 1, 1924. : 

David W. Gillis to be postmaster at Sledge, Miss. Office be- 
came presidential April 1, 1924. 

Mary S. Graves to be postmaster at Roxie, Miss. Office be- 
came presidential July 1, 1924. 

Elisha E. Petty to be postmaster at Pheba, Miss. Office 
became presidential October 1, 1923. 

Minnie T. Brown to be postmaster at Ovett, Miss. 
became presidential October 1, 1924. 

Allie B. Terry to be postmaster at New Augusta, Miss. 
Office became presidential October 1, 1924. 

Josephine J. Dent to be postmaster at Morgan City, Miss. 
Office became presidential April 1, 1924. 

Marcus B. Stroud to be postmaster at Louise, Miss. Office 
became presidential October 1, 1923. 

Dan Cohn to be postmaster at Lorman, Miss. Office became 
presidential October 1, 1923. 


Office 


William B. Stone to be postmaster at Fulton, Miss. Office 
became presidential October 1, 1923. 

Aaron B. Johnston to be postmaster at Enid, Miss. Office 
became presidential October 1, 1923. 

Joseph M. Scrivner to be postmaster at Derma, Miss. Office 
became presidential January 1, 1924. 

Clarence L. Fleming to be postmaster at Crandall, Miss. 
Office became presidential July 1, 1924. 

Victor B. Garraway to be postmaster at Bassfield, Miss. 
Office became presidential October 1, 1924. 

James W. Gresham to be postmaster at Ashland, Miss. 


Office became presidential January 1, 1925. 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 


Blanche W. Drew to be postmaster at Intervale, N. H., in 
place of W. H. Drew, deceased, 


NEBRASKA 


John R. Bolte to be postmaster at Snyder, Nebr. 
came presidential October 1, 1923. 

Cyril Svoboda to be postmaster at Prague, Nebr. Office be- 
came presidential October 1, 1924. 

Ernest E. Goding to be postmaster at Dix, Nebr. Office be- 
came presidential October 1, 1924. 


NORTH DAKOTA 


Edwin O. Larson to be postmaster at Crosby, N. Dak., in place 
of E. O. Larson, Incumbent's commission expired January 
23, 1924. 

Carrie E. Kempshall to be postmaster at Taylor, N. Dak., in 
place of W. E. Kempshall, deceased. 

Jacob Krier to be postmaster at Gladstone, N. Dak. Office 
became presidential April 1, 1923. 


OKLAHOMA 


James M. Baggett to be postmaster at Tuskahoma, Okla. 
Office became presidential October 1, 1924. 


PENNSYLVANIA 


Jeremiah H. Fetzer to be postmaster at Coopersburg, Pa., 
in place of J. H. Fetzer. Incumbent's commission expired 
April 13, 1924. 

Arthur J. Davis to be postmaster at Noxen, Pa, Office be- 
came presidential January 1, 1925. 


TEXAS 


Raymund Mullen to be postmaster at Taft, Tex., in place of 
A. L. Williams, resigned. 

Floyd W. Holder to be postmaster at Breckenridge, Tex., in 
place of G. R. MeManis, resigned. 

Elmer L. McFarland to be postmaster at Wingate, Tex. 
Office became presidential October 1, 1924. 

WEST VIRGINIA . 

Delphy M. Legg to be postmaster at Fayetteville, W. Va., in 
place of J. S. Phipps, resigned. 

John H. Shay to be postmaster at Star City, W. Va. Office 
became presidential October 1, 1924. 

Alvin H. Perdew to be postmaster at Dorothy, W. Va. Office 
became presidential October 1, 1924. 


WISCONSIN 
Grace R. Morgan to be postmaster at Spring Green, Wis., 
in place of Thomas McNulty. Incumbent's commission expired 


March 22, 1924. . 
Wilson, Wis. Office 


Office be- 


Lizzie J. Riley to be postmaster at 


became presidential January 1, 1923. y 
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CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate February 12 
(legislative day of February $), 1925 
POSTMASTERS 
ALABAMA 


John W. Owen, Red Level. 
Rupert M. Bearden, West Blocton. 


CALIFORNIA 
Eugene L. Ely, Kentfield. 

CONNECTICUT 

S. Irving Frink, Brooklyn. 

ł MAINE 

Nettie A. True, New Gloucester. 

OHIO 


Cephas S. Littick, Dresden. 
George W. Overmyer, Lindsey, 
M. Virgil Smith, Proctorville. 


OKLAHOMA 
Oscar F. Fowler, Redrock. 
OREGON 
Theresa Scott, Jordan Valley. 
WASHINGTON 
Ruth Randall, Prescott. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuurspay, February 12, 1925 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera. Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: : 


Have mercy upon us, O Lord, according to Thy loving kind- 
ness and our necessities, Impress us that usefulness and happi- 
ness are made secure only when eternal truth are held in 
reverence and everlasting laws obeyed. Speak to us as in the 
days of old, as in humility and yet in eagerness we wait for 
Thy blessing. Send us forth for a day of service that shall 


bring good to our country and reflect credit upon us as its | 


chosen servants. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 
CHINA TRADE ACT 1922 


Mr. SNELE, from the Committee on Rules, submitted a privi- 
leged report (H. Res: 382) for the consideration of H. R. 7190, 
to amend the China trade act of 1922, which was referred 
o the House Calendar. 

VISE. FEES 

Mr. SNELL, frem the Committee on Rules, also submitted a 
privileged report (H. Res. 436) providing for the consideration 
of H. R. 11957, to authorize the President in certain cases to 
modify visé fees, which was referred to the House Calendar. 

HOBOKEN SHORE LINE 


Mr. SNELL, from the Committee on Rules, also submitted a 
privileged report (H. Res. 487) providing for the consideration 
of S. 2287, to permit the Secretary of War to dispose of and the 
Port of New York Authority to acquire the Hoboken Shore Line, 
which was referred to the House Calendar. 

MIGRATORY BIRDS 

Mr. SNELL, from the Committee on Rules, also submitted 
a privileged report (H. Res. 438) providing for the considera- 
tion of H. R. 745, for the establishment of migratory bird 
refuges, to furnish in perpetuity homes for migratory birds, the 
establishment of public-shooting grounds, to preserve the Ameri- 
can system of free shooting, the provision of funds for estab- 
lishing such areas, and the furnishing of adequate protection 
for migratory birds, and for other purposes, which was referred 
to the House Calendar. 

CHILD LABOR 

The SPEAKER laid before the House a communication from 
the secretary of state of the State of Louisiana, announcing 
the rejection by the legislature of that State of the proposed 
amendment. to the Constitution relating to child labor. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE APPROPRIATION BILL 


Mr. SHREVE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 


take from the Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 11753) making 


appropriations for the Departments: of State and Justice and 
for the judiciary and for the Departments of Commerce and 
Labor for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, with Senate 
amendments thereto, disagree to all of the Senate amendments 
and ask for a conference: 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
| The SPHAKER appointed’ the following conferees: 
SHREVE, Mr. ACKERMAN, and Mr, OLIVER of Alabama: 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate by Mr. Craven, its Chief Clerk, 
announced that the Senate had passed bills of the following 
titles, in which the concurrence of the House of Representa- 
tives was requested: 

S. 4024. An act to authorize the coinage of 50-cent pieces in 
commemoration: of the seyenty-fifth anniversary of the admis- 
sion of the State of California into the Union; and 

S. 4120; An act to promote the production of sulphur upon 
the public domain, 
| The message also announced that the Senate insisted upon 
| its amendments to the bill (H. R. 5726) to amend the act of 
Congress of March 8, 1921, entitled “An act to amend sec- 
tion 8 of the act of Congress: of June 28, 1906, entitled ‘An 
act of Congress for the division of the lands and funds of 
the Osage Indians of Oklahoma, and fer other purposes,’” 
disagreed to by the House of Representatives, had agreed to 
the conference asked by the House on the disagreeing 
votes. of the two Houses thereon and had appointed Mr: 

„Mr. McNary, and Mr. Owen as the conferees’ on the 
part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed with 
amendments the bill (H. R. 11753) making appropriations for 
the Departments of State and Justice and for the judiciary 
and for the Departments of Commerce and Labor for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1926, and for other purposes, in which 
the concurrence of the House of Representatives was requested. 


SENATE BILLS REFERRED 


Under clause 2, Rule XXIV, Senate bills of the following 
titles were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred to their 
appropriate committees indicated below: 

S. 4024, An act to authorize the coinage of 50-cent pieces in 
commemoration. of seventy-fifth anniversary of the admission 
of the State of California into the Union; to the Committee on 
Coinage, Weights, and Measures. 

8.4120. An act to promote the production ef sulphur upon 
the public domain; to the Committee on the Public Lands. 


LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATION BILL 


Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the 
House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union for the further consideration of 
the bill (H. R. 12101) making appropriations for the legislative 
branch of the Government for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1926, and for other purposes, and pending that motion I ask 
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Tayrtor] whether he will 
consent to an extension of time for general debate for 1 
hour, 80 minutes of which time shall be controlled by myself 


and 30 minutes by him. 
That will be agreeable to me. 


Mr, 


Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that the time for general debate be extended for one 
hour, one-half to be controlled. by myself and one-half by the 
gentleman from Colorado [Mr, TAYLOR]. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the 
gentleman from Iowa that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union for 
the further eonsideration of the legislative appropriation bill. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. BANKHEAD) there were—ayes 72, noes 0. 

Mr: BANKHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I object to the vote on the 
ground that there is no quorum present, and I make the point 
of order that there is no quorum present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently there is no quorum. The Door- 
keeper will close the doors, the Sergeant at Arms will bring 
in absent Members, and the Clerk will call the roll. The 
question is on the motion of the gentleman from Iowa that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the further consideration 
of the legislative appropriation: bill. 
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The question was taken; and there were—yeas 815, nays 0, 
not voting 116, as follows: 


Abernethy 
Ackerman 


Barbour 


Briggs 
Browning 
Buchanan 
Bulwinkle 
Burtness 
Burton 
Busby 
Byrns, Tenn. 
Cable 
Campbell 
Canfield 
Cannon 
Carter 
Chindblom 
Christophersen 


Colton 
‘onnally, Tex, 


Dallinger 


rrow 
Davis, Minn, 
Davis, Tenn. 
Deal 

Dickinson, Iowa 
Dickinson, Mo. 
Dickstein 
Doughton 
Dowell 

Doyle 

Drane 

Drewry 

Driver 


pre 
Eliott 
Evans, Mont. 


Anthony 
Berger 
Black, N. Y. 
Bloom 
Brand, Ohio 
Britten 
Browne, N. J. 
Browne, Wis. 


Brumm 
Buckle, 


[Roll No. 65.] 
YEAS—315 
Fairchild Larsen, Ga. Sabath 
Faust ach Salmon 
Favrot Leatherwood Sanders, N.Y. 
Fenn Leavitt Sanders, Tex, 
sher Lehlbach Sandlin 
Fleetwood Lilly Schafer 
‘oster Linthicum Scott 
rear Longwort Sears, s 
Free Lowrey Seger 
Freeman Lozier Shreve 
French Luce Simmons 
Frothingham Lyon Sinclair 
Fulbright Duffle Sinnott 
Fuller McFadden Sites 
Gallivan McKenzie Smith 
Gambrill McLaughlin, Mich. Snell 
arber McLaughlin, Nebr.Speaks 
Gardner, Ind. McLeod Spearing 
Garner, Tex. McReynolds Sproul, III. 
Garrett, Tenn. McSwain Sproul, Kans, 
Garrett, Tex. McSweeney Stalker 
Gasque MacGregor Steagall 
Geran Madden Stedman 
Gibson Magee, N. Y. Stengle 
Gifford Major, III. Stevenson 
Goldsborough Major, Mo, Strong, Kans. 
Greenwood Manlove Strong, Pa. 
Griest Mansfield Summers, Wash. 
Griffin Mapes Sumners, Tex. 
Guyer Martin Swa 
Hadley Mead Sweet 
tall Merritt Swing 
Hammer Michener Tague 
Harrison Miller, Wash. Taylor, Colo, 
Hastings Milligan Taylor, Tenn. 
Hawes Milis Taylor, W. Va. 
Hawley Minahan Temple 
Hayden Montague Thatcher 
le Mooney Thomas, Ky. 
1 Moore, Ga. Thomas, Okla, 
Hill, Ala. Moore, Ohio Thompson 
Hill, Md. Moore, Va. Tillman 
Hill, Wash, Moores, Ind. Tilson 
loch Morehead Timberlake 
Holaday orin ames 
Hooker Morris Underhill 
Howard, Nebr. Morrow Underwood 
Howard, Okla, Nelson, Me. Upshaw 
Huddleston Newton, Minn. Falle 
Hudson Newton, Mo. Vincent, Mich, 
Hudspeth O'Connell, R.I. Vinson, Ga. 
Hull, Iowa O'Sullivan Vinson, Ky. 
Hull, Tenn. Oldfield wee 
Hull, Morton D. Oliver, Ala. Wainwright 
Hull, William E. Paige yard, N. Y. 
Humphreys Park, Ga. Ward, N. C. 
Jacobstein Parker Watkins 
ames Parks, Ark, Watres 
Jeffers Patterson Watson 
Johnson, Ky Peavey Weaver 
Jobnson, Tex. Peer; Wefald 
Johnson, Wash. Perkins Weller 
ones Pou Welsh 
Kearns Prall White, Kans. 
Keller Quin White, Me. 
Kelly Ragon Williams, III. 
Kerr Rainey Willlams, Mich, 
Ketcham ker * Williams, Tex. 
Kincheloe Ramseyer Williamson 
ing Rankin Wilson, Ind. 
Knutson Ransley Wilson, 
Kopp Rayburn Wilson, Miss. 
Kunz Reece Wingo 
Kurtz Reed, N. Y. Winter 
Kvale Reid, III. Woodru 
LaGuardia Richards Woodrum 
Lampert Robinson, lowa Wright 
Lanham Romjue Wyant 
Lankford Rubey 
NAYS—O 
NOT VOTING—116 
Dempsey Larson, Minn, Porter 
Denison Lazaro Purnell 
Dominick Lea, Calif. Quayle 
gan Lee, Ga. bone 
Edmonds Lindsay Reed, Ark. 
Evans, lowa Lineberger Reed, W. Va. 
Fairfiel an Roach 
Fish MeClintic Robsion, Ky. 
Fitzgerald McKeown ogers, Mass. 
Fredericks MeNul Rogers, N. H, 
Fulmer MacLafferty Rosenbloom 
nk Magee, Pa. Rouse 
Gilbert Michaelson Sanders, Ind. 
Glatfelter Miller, III. Schall 
Graham oore, Schneider 
Green Morgan Sears, Nebr. 
H Murphy Shallenberger 
Haugen Nelson, Wis. Sherwood 
Johnson, S. Dak. Nolan Smithwick 
Johnson, W. Va. O’Brien Snyder ` 
Jost O'Connell, N.Y. Stephens 
Kendall O'Connor, Sullivan 
Kent O'Connor, N. Y. Swoope 
Kiess Oliver, N. X. Taber 
Kindred Perlman Tincher 
-Langley Phillips 


Treadway Vestal Winslow Wurzbach 
Tucker Wason Wolff Yates 
Vare Wertz Wood Ziblman 


So the motion was agreed to. 
The Clerk announced the following pairs: 
General pairs: 


. Anthony with Mr. Lee of Georgia. 

. Treadway with Mr. Clark of Florida. 
Wood with Mr. Quayle, 

. Swoope with Mr. Dominick. 

Mr. Kiess with Mr. Rouse. 

. Vare with Mr. Croll. 

Wurzbach with Mr. Smithwick. 
Brumm with Mr. Fulmer. 
. Zihiman with Mr. O'Connell of New York. 
Jaber with Mr. McClintic. 

Britten with Mr. Black of New York. 
. Magee of Pennsylvania with Mr. O'Brien. 
. Yates with Mr. 3 
. Winslow with Mr. Reed of Arkansas. 
„ Tincher with Mr. Tucker. 
Brand of Ohio with Mr. Shallenberger. 
. Wason with Mr. Carew. 
. Burdick with Mr. Rogers of New Hampshire. 
. Morgan with Mr. Lindsay. 
„ Tinkham with Mr. Buckley. 
- Phillips with Mr. McKeown. 
- Fairfield with Mr. O'Connor of New York. 
. Graham with Mr, Crosser. 
Mr. Purnell with Mr. Sherwood. 
. Griest with Mr. Eagan. 
Mr. Stephens with Mr. Jost. 
Mr. Kendall with Mr. Gilbert. 
. Johnson of South Dakota with Mr. Kindred. 
. Green with Mr. Lazaro. 
Mr. Sanders of Indiana with Mr. Sullivan. 
. Fredericks with Mr. Lea of California. 
. Rathbone with Mr. Glatfelter. 
Mr. Funk with Mr. Davey. 
. Robsion of Kentucky with Mr. Cummings. 
Mr. Fish with Mr. Oliver of New York, 
Mr. Porter with Mr. Browne of New Jersey. 
. Dempsey with Mr. Logan. 
Butler with Mr. 2 
. Michaelson with Mr. McNulty. 
Curry with Mr. Bloom. 
r. MacLafferty with Mr. Corning. 
. Denison with Mr. O'Connor of Louisiana, 
Mr. Reed of West Virginia with Mr. Wolff. 
Fitzgerald with Mr. Johnson of West Virginia. 
Mr. Perlman with Mr. Celler, 
Rogers of Massachusetts with Mr. Berger. 
. Vestal with Mr. Kent. 


The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. A quorum is present, the Doorkeeper will 
open the doors, 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con- 
sideration of the bill H. R. 12101, with Mr. SxeELL in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the further consideration 
of the bill H. R. 12101, which the Clerk will report by title. 

The Clerk read, as follows: 


A bill (H. R. 12101) making appropriations for the legislative branch 
of the Government for the fiscal year ending June 80, 1926, and for 
other purposes. 


The CHAIRMAN. As the Chair understands the situation 
the gentleman from Iowa, chairman of the subcommittee, ob- 
tained unanimous consent for general debate for one additional 
bour, which leaves the gentleman from Iowa 76 minutes and 
the gentleman from Colorado 75 minutes. The gentleman from 
Iowa. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield five 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Moorr], in which 
time he is going to read Lincoln's Gettysburg Address. [Ap- 
plause.] e 

LINCOLN’S GETTYSBURG ADDRESS 


Mr. MOORE of Ohio (reading) : 

Fourscore and seven years ago our fathers brought forth on this 
continent a new Nation, conceived in liberty and dedicated to the 
proposition that all men are created equal. 

Now we are engaged in a great civil war, testing whether that Na- 
tion, or any nation so conceived and so dedicated, can long endure. 
We are met on a great battle field of that war. We have come to 
dedicate a portion of that field as a final resting place for those who 
here gave their lives that that Nation might live. It is altogether 
fitting and proper that we should do this. 

But, in a larger sense, we can not dedicate—we can not consecrate— 
we can not hallow—this ground. The brave men, living and dead, who 
struggled here have consecrated it far above our. poor power to add or 
detract, The world will little note nor long remember what we say 
here, but it can never forget what they did here. It is for us, the 
living, rather, to be dedicated here to the unfinished work which they 
who fought here have thus far so nobly advanced. It is rather for 


us to be here dedicated to the great task remaining before us—that from 
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these honored dead we take increased devotion to that cause for which 
they gave the last full measure of devotion; that we here highly re- 
solve that these dead shall not have died in vain; that this Nation, 
under God, shall haye a new birth of freedom; and that government 
of the people, by the people, for the people, shall not perish from the 
earth, 


[Applause.] 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
inquire if the gentleman from Ohio used his entire time? 

The CHAIRMAN. He used three minutes. 

Mr. MOORE of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I yield back the time. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I yield a half 
minute to the gentleman from North Carolina IMr. BUL- 
WINKLE]. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to revise and extend my remarks by inserting in the 
Recorp a resolution passed by the Legislature of the State of 
North Carolina praying for the passage of the Lineberger bill, 
H. R. 6484, the emergency officers’ bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from North Carolina asks 
unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp by 
printing a resolution passed by the legislature of his State. 
Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, I asked unanimous consent 
to extend my remarks in the Recorp by printing the following 
resolution passed by the legislature of my State: 

STATE or NORTH CAROLINA, 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE. 


A joint resolution, No. 22, relative to retirement of disabled emergency 
officers of the Army during the World War 


Be it resolved by the North Carolina House of Representatives (the 
Senate concurring)— 

First. That it has come to our attention that the disabled emergency 
officers of the Army during the World War have not been accorded the 
privileges of retirement like officers of the Regular Army. 

Second, That legislation has been enacted to correct this, so far as 
disabled emergency officers of the Navy and Mariné Corps are concerned. 

Third. That we are informed that legislation is pending in both 
Houses of Congress, being reported favorably by their respective com- 
mittees and now are on the calendar of each House (the Bursum bill, 
S. 33; the Lineberger bill, H. R. 6484). 

Fourth, That we, the General Assembly of North Carolina, assembled 
in the city of Raleigh, do urgently request our Members of Congress 
to use thelr best efforts to have this legislation removing this discriml- 
nation passed at this sesslon of Congress: Now therefore be it 

Resolved by the house of representatives (the senate concurring), 
That these resolutions be ordered enrolled and a copy sent to each 
United States Senator and Member of United States House of Rep- 
resentatives from the State of North Carolina who is now in the city 
of Washington, D. C., as soon as ratified. 

In the general assembly, read three times and ratified, this the 10th 
day of February, A. D. 1925. 

J. ELMER Lone, 
President of the Senate, 
EDGAR W. PHARR, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 

Examined and found correct, 

J. M. SHARP, for Committee. 
STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA, 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 

I, W. N. Everett, secretary of state of the State of North Carolina, do 
hereby certify the foregoing and attached two sheets to be a true copy 
from the records of this office. 

In witness whereof I have hereunto set my hand and affixed my 
Official seal. 

Done in office at Raleigh this 11th day of February, in the year of 
our Lord 1925, 

[SEAL] W. N. EVERETT, 

Secretary of State, 


Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I yield to myself 
such time as I may desire to use. [Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, first, I want to heartily commend the chair- 
man of this subcommittee [Mr. Dickinson] for the splendid 
service he has rendered to the House, to Congress, and to the 
country in preparing this bill. Of course, other members of 
the committee have worked faithfully, but the chairman has 
taken the lead in exhaustively studying the needs of (1) the 
Senate, (2) the House of Representatives, (3) the Capitol po- 
lice, (4) the Joint Committee on Printing, (5) the office of 
the Legislative Counsel, (6) the Architect of the Capitol, 
(7) the Botanic Garden, (8) the Library of Congress, 
4) the Government Printing Office, and all their activi- 
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ties and employees. The hearings cover over 150 pages, and 
I am happy to say that there are no controversial matters in 
this bil. The majority and minority members of the com- 
mittee are thoroughly in accord on all the provisions of the 
bill, and I feel it is one of the best bills on these subjects 
that has ever been brought out of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee. Moreover, it is certainly one of the most economical 
bills ever reported. It literally carries out the policy of 
economy. 

Now, I want to talk a few minutes to the Members of the 
House on what I look upon as “For the good of the order.” 
It is a matter in which I have absolutely no personal concern 
whatever, directly or indirectly. And yet, I do feel that it 
affects the dignity, the standing, and the welfare of the Con- 
gress; and, therefore, I feel that it is something that Congress 
ought to consider. It comes within the proper jurisdiction of 
this committee and we have investigated the subject quite fully, 


so that I can very appropriately speak about it as the ranking 


minority member of the committee. I have reference to the 
subject of the Capitol guides and the policy that has prevailed 
for the last 50 years of handling the hundreds of thousands of 
people who pass through this building every year. I want to 
say at the outset, my colleagues, that I personally haye not 
now and neyer have had the slightest individual complaint to 
make about any one of these Capitol guides. There is nothing 
whatever personal in my remarks, I think they are all good 
men. I do not charge or think there is any crookedness or 
dishonesty among them. I do not think any of them are doing 
anything at all but what they are allowed to do by the printed 
rules and regulations and customs that have been in force 
for a great many years. Therefore I intend to say nothing in 
the way of an attack upon the personnel of the guide service. 
It is the system and not the personnel that I think should be 
changed. I feel that there should be a change in the way 
sightseers are conducted through this building. Eyer since 
I first visited this building, 20 years ago, I have felt that this 
magificent building we are all so proud of, this Capitol Build- 
ing of the greatest Nation on earth, ought forever to be free 
to the American public to look at. [Applause.] ' 

I feel that there never should be a fixed charge to go through 
this building. I feel that a petty cash fee charge of 25 cents 
to see this building is beneath the dignity of our great free 
Government and of the Congress of the United States. That 
seems to me like mighty small business for the richest Nation 
the sun eyer shone on. It is belittling and not in comport with 
the ideals of this Republic. It is not a policy that inculcates 
patriotism. I have not traveled extensively abroad, but I 
have traveled some in Europe and several other countries, 
and I have conversed with several Members of this House 
who have traveled all over the world many times, some of 
them just last summer, and I say without fear of contradic- 
tion that there is no reputable government in the world and 
not one of our 48 States of this Union which authorizes or 
permits a 25-cent flat charge per head for seeing its capitol. 
At least, that is the information I haye obtained from many 
sources. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON rose. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Pardon me, but I decline to be 
interrupted for 15 minutes. Of course, in Europe every 
American tips somebody every place he goes, and everywhere 
guides get tips in every country. I am not criticizing that uni- 
versal custom. There are no two foreign governments that 
have the same way of handling sightseers. Some have a 
great deal of red tape and some have very simple methods. 
There is a concession granted to tourists in some places, and 
there are various other regulations, and everywhere palms 
are all out for tips. There is nothing entirely free to the 
American trayeler in Europe except air and band concerts, 
But, be that as it may, the exigencies, necessities, and cus- 
toms of the Old World are no excuse for our following their 
petty-larceny peculations here. 

The 10 Cabinet officials have charge of the various Govern- 
ment buildings of their respective departments and make such 
regulations for the public seeing them as they deem appro- 
priate. But this Capitol Building is under the control of the 
President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, and in their absence they delegate their authority 
to the Capitol police board, composed of the Sergeants at Arms 
of the Senate and the House, and that board issues the rules 
and regulations for the control of the building. 

Sections 7 and 8 of the“ Rules and Regulations Governing 
the Capitol Police” are as follows: 

7. Guides are permitted to charge 25 cents per hour and 25 cents 
for any additional part of an bour for each person, parties not to 
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exceed 25 persons. Guides must conduct all parties to both floors; 
to the Senate wing; lower floor, through the crypt; to the House gal- 
lery, and back to rotunda, from which all parties will start. 

8. For school organizations, 15 cents each person per hour or addi- 
tional part thereof. 


Those are the official authorizations these Capitol guides 
have for making the charges they are making to the hundreds 
of thousands of American citizens for the privilege of seeing 
the Capitol Building of their country. That is what I seri- 
ously object to. That is not the way to inspire patriotism in 
the youth of our country. How can good American public 
officials justify charging, I repeat, charging 15 cents a head to 
the tens of thousands of university students and high-school 
pupils that you and I see every year passing through this 
building? How can high-minded citizens tolerate this cheap 
and abominable practice? Those young people spend their 
scanty savings in coming here with hope and pride to see the 
Capital of their country. They will soon be the rulers of this 
country. 

They are taught from infancy to take a patriotic pride in 
this capital, named after George Washington, and we ought 
to encourage and in every way enhance their enthusiasm and 
pride and patriotism and loyalty, and there should be no im- 
pediment placed in the way or damper put upon the manner in 
which they are shown through this building. This charge is 
not only shortsighted and unwise, but it is wrong, demoralizing, 
unpatriotic, and degrading in its influence, and cheapening and 
belittling. The Sergeant at Arms of this House, on page 19 of 
the hearings, makes the deliberate statement that “90 per cent 
of all the people who go through this building go away dis- 
satisfied.” Now, if that statement is true, and I believe it is 
substantially, how can we, the 435 Congressmen, representa- 
tives of 110,000,000 American citizens, refuse to correct that 
condition? This dissatisfaction of the public should not be 
permitted to exist 24 hours, yet it has been going on for 50 
years. In 1876, during the Centennial Exposition at Phila- 
delphia, great crowds visited Washington and came through 
this building. Up to that time there had been no guide system 
of any kind. There were some shell-game and three-card 
fellows, numerous pickpockets, and other crooks got in here. 
As a result Congress decided to establish some system in the 
handling of tourists, and they appointed five guides to superin- 
tend the sightseers, and they were allowed to collect tips as 
their remuneration. That is the way this thing started. There 
bas never been any salary paid. The “act to regulate the 
use of the Capitol Grounds,” approved July 1, 1882, chapter 
258, was its first law on the subject, and it is still in force. 
The number of guides has been gradually increasing, until now 
there are 14, and they are still allowed to take all the tips the 
public care to give them, and are also allowed and authorized 
to charge the fees provided for in the rules and regulations I 
just read. 

I asked the chief guide, Mr. Benjamin J. Cady, how much 
that amounted to a year. After vigorously cross-examining 
him for two hours I got a few statements that give some idea 
of the sitnation; not very much in detail, however. 

These hearings, pages 135 to 153, give Cady’s statements, 
and Sergeant at Arms Joseph G. Rogers's statement, pages 
16 to 20, and the statement of Mr. David Lynn, Architect of 
the Capitol, pages 128 to 185, show that all these railroads 
and sight-seeing busses are bringing very large numbers of 
people in here more and more every day. I think there are 
five times as many sight-seeing busses as there were before 
the war, and they are three times as big. AN of you who have 
been in Congress for any length of time know that this busi- 
ness of sight-seeing busses has increased enormously in the 
last few years. These busses seem fully twice as big and 
there are twice as many of them as there were just a year or 
so ago. There are some 10 or 12 concerns that are dumping 
people by the hundreds of thousands into this building, and 
the railroads are also bringing them here in great crowds. 
The business of sightseeing is also being built up among all 
the colleges and universities and schools all over the country. 
This “See America first” slogan is fortunately very rapidly 
spreading throughout the length and breadth of this country. 
The people who are brought here through the railroads and 
sight-seeing busses are practically all put through this build- 
ing by these Capitol guides, because nobody but these official 
guides has the right to show anybody through this building. 
The gaides, as you see from the regulations, get 15 cents a 
eee ToS all of those excursion people«who go through this 

uilding. 

I understand that one railroad is soon going to bring 6,500 
students here, and at 15 cents a head—that is $975 for that one 
bunch, Then, as to the people the guides show through the 


building, who do not come here by the busses, they have the 
right to charge, and do charge, 25 cents a head, I repeatedly 
asked Mr. Cady how much it all totaled up. He said the guides 
are not required to account for any of the personal tips that 
are given to them. Nobody knows how much the -tips amount 
to each day. The chief guide Cady does not guide anybody. 
He is the cashier and general director of operations. The other 
18 guides turn in to him every night all the money they have 
received during the day from the 25-cent and the 15-cent 
charges that they collect from the people under the regulations 
I read, and every night that money is divided equally among 
the guides, and Cady gets 50 cents extra each day. During the 
year 1923 it amounted, Cady says, to $2,379.05 apiece for the 
year for 13 guides. In 1924 the amount increased, so that it 
reached $2,597.80 apiece for the 14 guides. The total officially 
authorized receipts under the rules, Cady says, was $30,927.65 
in 1923 and $36,349.20 for 1924. That does not include any 
tips or individual gratuities. In other words, the official 
charges increased $5,421.55 during the past year. So you see 
this sightseeing business is increasing at the rate of 20 per 
cent a year, according to the guides’ own figures. 

It is becoming a very large and lucrative business. Per- 
sonally I think, with the officially authorized charges that the 
guides account to each other and the tips that they do not have 
to account for, that they are now taking in about $50,000 a 
year from all sources. 

Now, the question is, What, if anything, will Congress do 
about it? I do not want anybody to think that I have anything 
against the guides. We haye all got friends or acquaintances 
among these guides and they are all good fellows. But I do 
not feel that they own this building. I have never asked a 
thing of any one of them, but they have always been courteous 
to me, and I do not want to do anything to cast any aspersion 
upon any one of them. But I do not feel that this Government 
owes any obligations to turn this building over to them and 
give them all the money they can take in, simply because they 
have been doing so for many years. It is a system and a policy 
that we ought to change. That is my thought about the mat- 
ter. I made this same speech about 10 years ago, and I regret 
to confess that I have always been alone in this matter, At 
least, if any other Member has ever on the floor of this House 
during the past 16 years raised his voice against this system, I 
have not heard of it. Nevertheless, I think we either ought to 
put the guides on salary, or establish some system whereby 
these men will not be given carte blanche to collect what they 
please and put it all in their pockets. They have never ren- 
dered a statement in 50 years until this very brief statement 
that I have compelled the chief guide to make. They have 
never been required to account to anybody for the amount 
they get. No sane business in the world would ever allow a set 
of men to handle large money affairs in the loose way we are 
running this Capitol. Even if I am alone and am being severely 
criticized and my motives impugned, nevertheless I can not 
resist the feeling that this condition is more than unbusiness- 
like. It is demoralizing and an intolerable outrage upon the 
American citizens and our youth who visit this city. I have 
often heard that many poor people and school children stay 
away from this Capitol Building because it is the only Govern- 
meee building in Washington that they have to pay a fee to get 

to. 

I haye diligently tried, but failed, to learn about how many 
people visit this building in a year. The general impression is 
that there are four or five times as many people visit this build- 
ing as any other public building in Washington, and it was 
stated repeatedly on the floor of this House that the average 
attendance at the Congressional Library is 3,000 a day. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Yes; I will now gladly try to 
answer such questions as I can. 

‘Mr. BANKHEAD. Do not the guides receive some addi- 
tional compensation from the sale of books, and things like 
that? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Yes. That is another thing I 
intended to mention. A number of years ago, I understand, 
one of the guides died, and his niece, Mrs. Nelson, was given 
authority to sell about 200 copies of a book in the rotunda or 
down on the floor below. ‘That was just a temporary permis- 
sion. Since that time she has had published two or three new 
editions of the book, and the guides have been selling them in 
large quantities ever since. I have samples of five or six of 
those books here. This book which I hold up before ‘you, en- 
titled The History of the Capitol,” sells for $1.50 a copy, and 
the guides, as a feature of the trip through the building, take 
a crowd down to the booksiand, down in the basement, and 
the complaint of the people is that they devote 5 or 10 or 15 
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minutes out of the 30 or 40 minutes they are supposed to occupy 
in putting people through this Capitol in urging them to buy 
these books, and on every one of these books sold the guide 
puts 30 cents in his own pocket and does not account to the 


other guides or anybody else. That is a clean rake-off. This 
book, Lincoln and Lee,” sells for a dollar, and the guide gets 
25 cents, I understand. This book [exhibiting], the“ Washing- 
ton Guide,” sells for 50 cents, and the guide gets 10 cents. This 
book [exhibiting], “The Lincoln Memorial,” sells for 50 cents, 
and the guide gets 10 cents. This book [exhibiting], “ Fry's 
Patriotic Story of the Capitol,” sells for 25 cents, and the guide 
gets 6 cents. This book, “ What to See in Washington,” sells 
for 25 or 50 cents, with a rake-off accordingly. 

Mr. MANLOVE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Yes. 

Mr. MANLOVE. Who appoints or names all these guides? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. They were all appointed origi- 
nally by the Sergeant at Arms of the Senate and the Sergeant 
at Arms of the House, most of them many years ago. Benja- 
min J. Cady has been there 45 years, Albert Daugherty 25 
years, Edward Ernst 20 years, James Crawford 15 years, 
George Glick, 14 years, George Popkins 13 years, William 
Young 13 years, George Sarvin 12 years, Ira Bond 9 years, 
Harry Nash 9 years, William Jackley 6 years, Hynes Terry 
6 years, Clifton Beckhart 3 years, and Mrs. Sykes-Lingo 1 
year, And I might say that both the present Sergeants at 
Arms of the Senate and of the House desire to have some 
change made in this system, I understand. They are not spon- 
soring this business at all. They have simply inherited this 
whole performance, including those rules and regulations and 
nearly all of those guides. 

Mr. MANLOVE. Are they just named at the will of the Ser- 
geants at Arms? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado, Yes. I understand seven of 
them were appointed by the then Sergeant at Arms of the 
Senate, and seven were appointed by the then Sergeant at 
Arms of the House, upon the vigorous recommendation of the 
Senators and Representatives of the States from which they 
hail, and those various Senators and Representatives from 
those States seem to be still interested in them, notwithstand- 
ing their predecessors, who brought about the appointments, 
are mostly long since retired to private life and many of them 
are dead. But these guides are all regularly here and I do 
not want to throw them out. I want to put them all on a 
good salary and make them eligible to the retirement law. But 
I had not finished speaking about those books that the guides 
have for many years been selling to the public. They put part 
of the proceeds in their pockets, and, besides, the chief guide, 
Cady, gets another rake-off himself. Here is a bunch of postal 
cards. The guides sell that bunch of post cards for 25 cents. 

Mr. MURPHY. How many cards are in that bundle? Let 
us see if they get their money’s worth. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. I think there are 20 postal cards 
in a bunch. They are nice postal cards and may be worth the 
money. If so they are the only thing they sell that is worth 
half what they they charge for it. Those books are just 
written to sell, I think they have little or no historic value. 
But I am not objecting so much to people not getting their 
money’s worth, It is the system that I object to. 
private concerns publishing cheap pamphlets and books and 
the Government official guides selling them in this building 
and pocketing a rake-off, for which they do not account to 
anybody. Often some one-armed or one-legged soldier, some 
invalid ex-service man comes here and wants the right to sell 
apples or shoestrings or lead pencils or chewing gum or some- 
thing in this building and he is promptly taken by the scuff 
of the collar and thrown off the Capitol Grounds, because no- 
body has any legal right to sell anything in this Capitol Build- 
ing or on these grounds. ‘The original owners of the books, 
and so forth, were years ago giyen the permission temporarily, 
and I think without any legal authority, and I think they 
should have been stopped and put out of this building and off 
the Capitol Grounds long ago, because the people throughout the 
‘country complain that there is an urgent appeal and a mild 
official coercion put upon them by the guides to purchase these 
books. They complain first to the Sergeant at Arms about hay- 
ing to pay a fee of 25 cents to be shown through the Capitol 
Building, and not being shown very much, and then when they 
get down to these bookstands in the crypt they say they are 
so persistently urged into buying the books that they do it be- 
cause it seems to be a part of the official-tour program, when 
they do not care for all that stuff and many can not afford it. 
Our printed hearings show all this. 

Mr. BARBOUR. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Yes. 


I object to |- 


Mr. BARBOUR. I would like to ask the gentleman this 
question: Where did the Sergeant at Arms of the House and 
the Sergeant at Arms of the Senate get the authority to ap- 
point these guides? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. I have, I think, all the law there 
is here with me—the act of July 1, 1882, the act of July 29, 
1892, the act of April 29, 1876, and the act of March 2, 1895, 
and I do not recall that any of them mentions the word guide 
anywhere. But the rules and regulations issued by the Ser- 
geants at Arms of the Senate and House mention guides and 
prescribe their duties. I guess they get the authority under 
their general police power. At least, it is a system or custom 
that has grown up and been in use a half a century. Nobody 
seems to have eyer objected to it, and they have always gone 
ahead and appointed as many guides as they please, I haye 
no objection to their appointing them and seeing that they 
perform their duties, but I want Congress to regulate the pay 
and prescribe the duties of the guides. 

Mr. BARBOUR. Then, it is a matter that the Sergeant at 
Arms 8 the Senate and the Sergeant at Arms of the House 
control? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Yes; that is right. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Yes. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Do I understand that the gentleman 
suggests a flat salary? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Yes, sir. On January 30, 1925, 
I introduced a bill, H. R. 12060, providing for 11 guides— 
1 chief guide at $150 a month and 10 guides at $125 a month. 
The bill also provides that they shall make no charge for 
services and it also provides for an official Capitol book. 
The bill is entitled, “A bill to establish a free guide service for 
the Capitol Building,” and I will say that I intend to offer it 
as an amendment to this pending appropriation bill. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. That is the point I wanted to get at. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Possibly Congress ought to ap- 
point a joint committee to fully consider the matter. There 
are probably 2,000,000 people a year visit this building, and I 
want to make it free to all of them. Moreover, I want to see 
the vast crowds that swarm through this building handled in 
a systematic, orderly, and dignified way, and not have them go 
away from this Capitol with resentment and disgust and a 
feeling that they have been frisked out of 25 cents and compelled 
to buy useless books they do not want, books that if they were 
sold anywhere ought to be sold for half the price. In my Dill 
I provide that Congress shall authorize the preparation of a 
suitable book of that character and sell it at cost price. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. If we should provide a flat salary for 
these guides, does the gentleman believe we could prevent 
people from giving tips? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Oh, no. We could not prevent 
some people from giving them tips. It would always be a very 
desirable position, even if we provide a flat salary and also 
provide that no tips shall be accepted. But the public ought 
not to feel they are compelled to pay a fee to go through this 
Capitol Building when they enter any one of its doors. These 
guides, after all these years, have got this business down to a 
very fine art. 

The people must enter at one of three doors, the door on the 
House side, the door on the Senate side, or the door in the cen- 
ter of the building. The custom is that when people enter any 
one of those three doors they are met at the door by a very 
courteous and suave guide, looking imposing and wearing an 
officer's suit and cap and a large official badge. The guide 
politely says, “ Do you desire to see the Capitol Building?” Of 
course, they very naturally answer “Yes.” They do not come 
here to have their fortunes told; they come to see the Capitol. 
The guide then says, The law authorizes a nominal fee of 25 
cents each for showing you over the building.” The unsophisti- 
eated public look upon it as an entrance fee which they must 
pay or get out, and so they cough up the 25 cents apiece, and 
then after they have been shown around a little and conducted 
up to these bookstands and inveigled into buying a bunch of 
books and pamphlets they do not want, they go away in dis- 
gust, feeling they have been frisked or gouged, and they feel 
resentful toward Congress for permitting what they think is a 
scheme of petty larceny and peculation, and they wonder who 
the guides are dividing all that money with. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. If the gentleman's suggestion should be 
adopted, they would not only receive the flat salary provided, 
but tips as well. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Oh, that may be partially true. 
But in the Congressional Library they have 25 guards at $95 
per month and no guides at all. They claim there are an 


average of 3,000 people a day visit that Library. There is fiye 


times as much to see there as there is in this building, and 
everybody goes away satisfied, because they are not held up. 
There is never any complaint about the service in that building. 
Of course, the American people are foolishly lavish with tips. 
The hat-checking stands at the fashionable hotels and other 
places take in hundreds and sometimes thousands of dollars in 
a day and night. But the attractive and smiling young lady 
that takes in all that money probably gets about $3 a day and 
board, and the proprietor of the place or some millionaire hat- 
stand trust pockets all of it. 

Mr. MANLOVE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TAYLOR of ‘Colorado, Yes. 

Mr. MANLOVE. I want to ask the gentleman whether it is 
not true that in the clubs of this city and first-class clubs of 
other cities the attachés are paid flat salaries, no tips are 
allowed, and the members of those clubs have splendid service? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Tes. That is true, and I think 
Congress can very easily handle the tipping proposition if it 
wants to and have much better service besides. 

Mr. WILSON of Mississippi. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Yes. 

Mr. WILSON of Mississippi. Does the gentleman think it is 
right to tax the people back in the country in order to enable 
the tourists of the country to go through the Capitol Building? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. When the taxpayers of this coun- 
try contribute three and a half billion dollars a year of, gen- 
erally speaking, most awfully hard-earned money for this Ap- 
propriations Committee to spend, it does seem to me that we 
might at least in common decency allow them to look over 
the building in which we are spending their money without 
charging them 25 cents to peep at us. I have never heard of any 
people back in the country complaining about paying for guides 
in the White House, or the guides in the Bureau of Engraving 
and Printing, or the guides in the Printing Office, or the guides 
in the Treasury, or any other important Federal building. 
Those guides show people through those buildings and that is a 
part of the protection of the building. This is by far the most 
important building in the United States, in fact in the entire 
world, and every loyal citizen hopes to see it some day, and 
when he does I do not want any guide to be standing at the 
door to tell him to stand and deliver 25 cents or get out. We 
have somewhere between 50 and 75 policemen to protect this 
building. We do not need guides to do it, if the policemen do 
their duty. 

Mr. WILSON of Mississippi. Does the gentleman think it is 
right to tax the people back yonder for the purpose of show- 
ing these people who are able to go around and see the world 
through this Capitol Building? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. I think it is right to tax the 
people to protect the honor and dignity of this Capitol and this 
Government. I think if there is any place on God's green foot- 
stool that ought to be free it is under the dome of this Amer- 
ican Capitol. [Applause.] 

Mr. UPSHAW. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado, Yes. 

Mr. UPSHAW. I am somewhat in sympathy with the last 
statement of the gentleman; but to get the record straight, 
I think there are many on this floor who can testify that in 
seeing the state buildings of Europe you must pay tips every- 
where. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Yes; as I have already said sev- 
eral times, you have to tip somebody at every place in Europe. 
However, in some places they do give you a special card, and, 
aside from the universal tip, there are places in Europe where 
there is no direct entrance charge. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Just for a short question. Not 
for any argument or speech. 

Pen BLANTON. I want to say, 

t— 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. No; I will not permit the gen- 
tleman to make a speech, but I will permit a question. 

Mr. BLANTON. Then I will try to get some time later. 

Mr. WYANT. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Yes; certainly. 

Mr. WYANT. Reference was made to tips to guides in 
foreign capitals, as I understand it, this is not a tip but is a 
fixed charge. A tip is quite different. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Yes. There is a great difference. 
Well-to-do Americans have no objection to voluntarily giving 
a tip. But they do object to being practically compelled to pay 
a fixed charge for seeing a Federal Government building. As I 
stated a few minutes ago rule No. 7 states: 


if the gentleman will per- 
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Guides are permitted to charge 25 cents per hour and 25 cents for 
any additional part of an hour for each person; parties not to 
exceed 25 persons. 


This rule is posted all over the Capitol. 
This says “charge.” This rule is signed by David S. Barry, 
at Arms of the Senate, and J. G. Rogers, Sergeant at 
Arms of the House of Representatives. 

This is a direct charge for visiting the Capitol, and you can 
not call it anything else, and the public does not look upon it 
as anything and they pay accordingly. I want some regula- 
tion that will comport more with the dignity and importance 
of the Capitol of this country and for the better protection of 
the visiting citizens. 

Another complaint made by a great many is that too large a 
number of people go through at one time with one guide, and 
scarcely anyone can hear anything the guide says. But when 
the busses dump 500 or 1,000 people into this Capitol Building 
within an hour, and each guide has to take 200 or 300 people 
through the building, he, of course, can not give them any 
service. But no matter how many he has he never overlooks 
collecting 15 cents a head, whether they hear anything from 
him or not. One-fourth of them can not hear him and they go 
away dissatisfied, and claim that the guide does not take them 
half through the building; but, nevertheless, the Sergeant at 
Arms of the House and the Sergeant at Arms of the Senate 
allow them to make the flat charge of 25 cents, 15 cents, and 
they all do it. 

Mr. LINTHIOUM. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Yes. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. I want to say they do not always do 
that, because I have had any number of school children come 
down here, and I have made arrangements with the guides in 
advance, and they have not charged them as much as 5 cents 
apiece to take them through. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Oh, yes; of course, if a Senator 
or Congressman wants to go to them and make the arrangement 
in advance, they are not charged in the same way. But the 
great mass of the people who come here do not have a Senator 
or Congressman to intercede for them and go through with 
them. Furthermore, Congress will adjourn in a few days, 
and there will be nine months when the public will be coming 
roc and there will be no Congressman to protect or chaperon 

m. 

Mr. SMITH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Yes. 

Mr. SMITH. What proportion of the visitors who come to 
this. building do you think ask the guides to show them around? 
Probably not 10 per cent, 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Oh, yes they do. Over half of 
all the visitors are contracted in advance. They have paid 
their 15 cents entrance fee before they get here. The railroads 
and busses have attended to that collection, and these guides 
have become experts. They are so tactfully adroit that only a 
small per cent escape. In fact, I have looked into this mat- 
ter enough so that I will now make this formal proposition to 
the United States Government and to the Congress, namely: 
If Congress is going to continue this fee system, I will give 
$25,000 a year cash, every year for 10 years, for this exclusive 
and unrestricted monopoly of all this guide business in this 
building. And if there is any reason why I can not, as a 
Congressman, enter into that contract in person, I will ar- 
range for a responsible corporation to do it, and I will make 
at least $1,000,000 clear net in the next 10 years. That is 
what the sightseeing business means that is now going through 
this Capitol Building—all those fees and tips thit are now 
going into the pockets of these 14 guides. And yet the chief 
guide told our committee that “nobody has ever required us 
to make any accounting of any receipts and we are not doing 
so.” Of course these guides do not want any salary. They 
speak with contempt about any “little $150 a month salary.” 

Mr. MURPHY. I am sure the gentleman wants to keep the 
record straight, and the statement the gentleman has just 
made is rather a striking one. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Yes; it is striking. It ought to 
be striking, and I stand by every word of it. The whole busi- 
ness is an unconscionable outrage and a brazen looting of the 
traveling public. But if Congress is going to indefinitely con- 
tinue and definitely legalize it, I think Uncle Sam ought to get 
some of it. That is the reason I make this offer, and, moreover, 
I will systematize it in a way that will be better and cheaper, 
pas expeditious, and more satisfactory to the public than it 

now. 

Mr. MURPHY. Then you are not basing your statement on 
the figures we have in the record with reference to the 
amount of money that the guides made in the year 1924? 
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Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Oh, no; not at all. That report 
does not spell anything to me. 

Mr. MURPHY. We have a record in the hearings of what 
they really have done. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. It is upon my investigation of 
what they really take in and the rapid growth of the business 
that I am making this offer. I am making the offer in good 
faith, and to show the House and the country what I think 
about the business and the growth of the business of showing 
the American Capitel to the world. That is what it really 
amounts to. 

I know there are a number of gentlemen here who are very 
much opposed to in any manner interfering with the monopoly 
of these guides. I fully realize that there is strong and con- 
certed opposition at both ends of this Capitol to any interfer- 
ing with this condition. Anybody who tries to interfere with 
this marvelously growing and very profitable and entirely un- 
controlled and unregulated, absolute monopoly is engaging ona 
very thankless and utterly unappreciated task. Nevertheless, 
I know that somehow, that sometime, some Congress is going 
to wipe out this blot on our Capitol and let the word go out to 
the world that the people of all the earth may freely pass 
through the Capitol of this great Republic without being com- 
pelled to pay a fee for so doing. [Applause.] 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield five 
minutes to the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. UNDER- 


HILL]. 
Mr. UNDERHILL. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 


Colorado [Mr. Tayor] has very fairly stated the facts and 


conditions as they exist according to his viewpoint, but there 
is another side to the question. He says that he will offer an 
amendment to this bill but it will be declared out of order. 
So we really have no question of change before us. But there 
is some information that may be of service and value to the 
committee, and I will give that in part and leave it to the 
others who think as I do to state the rest of it. 

This is not a new thing; it has been before the Committee 
on Accounts previously. The Committee on Accounts find that 
too frequently we start some new office very modestly and 
then note the surprising rapidity of the growth of the per- 
sonnel employed. It matters not whether it is a subdivision 
of a bureau or an independent office, we find that in 10 or 11 
years the personnel will increase from two to five hundred 
per cent. I will make the prediction that inside of two 
years, at least inside of five years, you will find that force 
of 11 police guides would be increased to 50, and perhaps to 
100, with a salary boost from $1,500, as we would first pro- 
vide, to $2,500 or more, and you would have a bill of $100,000 
to $200,000 for the taxpayers back home to pay who can not 
afford to visit the Capitol. 

The tipping that the gentleman from Colorado finds objec- 
tionable would not be stopped, for all these police would get 
tips just as the guides get them now. Wherever they may be 
employed in such capacity in Washington or elsewhere they get 
tips, and they are voluntary tips. Now, 75 per cent of this 
business comes to these guides through the transportation 
companies, either through the railroad or automobile com- 
panies, and it is provided for in the original charges of these 
companies. Do you suppose where they have a group of 
people to take to the National Capitol for $50 that they are 
going to deduct 25 cents from that cost because we provide 
free guide service in the Capitol Building? The gentleman 
from Colorado speaks of dissatisfaction among the people 
who visit here. I think there has been some dissatisfaction 
in very few instances. As for me, I would much rather pay a 
fixed charge for service than to depend upon the modest 
tip I might afford for indifferent attention, 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. UNDERHILL. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Last year I went to four different crowds 
after they got through and asked if anybody in the crowd 
was dissatisfied, and not a person expressed dissatisfaction. 

Mr, UNDERHILL. I think all of us have had that same 
experience. I have a great many visitors come here. I sup- 
pose there are few men in Congress who have more people 
coming to Washington from their district than I have. They 
are on their way south for the winter season and they are on 
their way back in the spring. They are not obliged to take a 
guide. They take a guide from choice, just the same as you 
do when you go down to the Pan American Building with some 
of your constituents. Frequently I have put my hand in my 
pocket when I have taken constituents down there and have 
paid for guide service, because I am not familiar with all of 
the interesting details and the guide is. It is the same way 
over in the Congressional Library. You haye regular em- 


ployees over there, but you feel like a piker if you go away 
without giving them a tip. You do not abolish the tipping 
evil by hiring a lot of extra policemen. -The gentleman stated 
that we had 40 policemen to protect this Capitol, and yet he 
stated in the same breath that all during last summer there 
was not a cop in the Rotunda of the Capitol. That is the way 
the public employee works. He gets a regular job with steady 
pay, so much money coming, and then he draws his salary and 
his breath. 

You are not going to get any more efficient service. If you 
dump 10,000 people, or 5,000 people, or 500 people in here and 
have a guide service of 11 instead of a guide service of 14, how 
are you going to get more efficient service? The man who Is 
on a regular salary on a Government pay roll does not begin 
to give the service that the fellow does who is depending upon 
the service he gives for his pay. [Applause] 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


The committee informally rose; and Mr. BARBOUR haying 
taken the chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message from the 
Senate by Mr. Craven, its Chief Clerk, announced that the 
Senate had agreed to the amendments of the House of Repre- 
sentatives to bills of the following titles: 
yes Be An act for the relief of the owners of the barge 

node, 

S. 82. An act for the relief of the owners of the steamship 
Comanche; and 

S. 84. An act for the relief of the owners of the steamship 
Ceylon Maru. 

The message also announced that the Senate had agreed to 
the report of the committee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to 
the bill (H. R. 10020) making appropriations for the Depart- 
ment of the Interior for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, 
and for other purposes. 


LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATION BILL 


The committee resumed its session. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield five min- 
utes to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. MURPHY]. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, you have listened to a very adroit and clever speech by 
my colleague on this committee, the gentleman from Colorado 
[Mr. TAxronl, who has attempted to lead you into a line of 
thinking that all the people who visit this Capitol, who are 
able, financially, to come here, are objecting to paying a small 
fee for a special service rendered to them to make their visit 
in the Nation’s Capital worth while. We have public build- 
ings here, where women are employed as guides—I do not 
know whether men are or not. One of them I visited myself 
the other day with some constituents. They wanted to go 
through the Bureau of Engraving and Printing. I went down 
with them and sat down in the waiting room until a sufficient 
number of people had gathered, and then a very pleasant lady 
came and took charge of us, and we were rushed through that 
building over a beaten path. We were not told very much, and 
I am not complaining of the service, but just discassing the 
matters as they really are. I am sure that the folks who were 
with me did not receive a very favorable impression of the sit- 
uation down there. I do not think they went away with a 
yery deep impression on their minds of the importance of the 
tremendous work going on in that particular department of 
the Government; but, gentlemen, the Capitol of this Nation 
is open almost every hour of the day when the sun is shining, 
and when it is behind the clouds. The doors are open and the 
general public comes in. They are welcome here. They are 
not heid up for 25 cents or 15 cents to go throngh. They can 
go any place they choose, anywhere at any time. That is rea- 
sonable. Nobody holds them up and says that they must pay 
so much for going through the Capitol. That is a preposter- 
ous statement, and yet the gentleman from Colorado said 
something of the kind, but he pulled the props from under his 
own argument in his closing remarks when he said that one of 
these guides last summer, when Congress was not in session, 
was presented with a $1,200 trip. Is not that a tribute to the 
service rendered by that guide? [Applause.] 

Mr. HULL of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. MURPHY. Please excuse me. I have only five min- 
utes. There is another view of this matter that we as Rep- 
resentatives must take, and that is that we are now engaged 
in the administration of a Government that stands for econ- 
omy. I want to know how you can economize by appointing 
a number of guides on the pay roll of this Government to 
take care of about 1 per cent of the population of the Govern- 
ment that visit the Nation’s Capital every year, and force the 
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other 99 per cent back home to pay the bill? In addition 
when they come here they would not receive the splendid at- 
tention and service that is given to them by these guides now. 
I do not know anything about the politics of the guides; I do 
not know whether they are Republicans or Democrats and 
1 do not care, but I ask you to investigate on your own behalf. 
Follow one of these guides around some day, it does not make 
any difference who he is particularly, and listen to what he 
says. He sends out the best word that comes from this Capitol 
with reference to your labors. He does not misrepresent you. 
He tells the truth about you. As he guides these groups of 
people through this Capitol and they pass by a committee 
room, and perhaps some of your constituents may be in his 
party, he will say, “ Your Member is not on the floor, but he 
is at work, he is in the committee—there he sits,” and he 
will point you out. Does that mean anything? It means a 
lot, especially when so much misinformation and so much abuse 
of men representing the people is sent out to the folks back 
heme. 

The gentleman from Colorado complains about the books. I 
ngree with him that a book should be prepared by govern- 
mental agents, giving the information about the Nation’s Capi- 
tol, and that book ought to be disposed of at a reasonable 
price, whatever the price may be. But we have not such a 
book and what have we? We have the best that we can get, 
and the people who buy them do so because they want them. 
After seeing these books spread out on the table in the com- 
mittee room, I bought a set of them myself, and why? Be- 
cause they gaye me the best ready information that I could 
get about the Capitol, aud I felt thaf it was a good in- 
vestment. 

Mr. HULL of Iowa. 
yield? 

Mr. MURPHY. There is so much that can be said about 
the guide question that I have not the time to discuss it in 
the few minutes left to me, but in the six years that I have 
been here no constituent from my district of about 300,000 
people, and thousands of them have visited here, has ever 
complained about going down in his pocket for 25 cents to 
pay a guide. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ohio 
has expired. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 min- 
utes to the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. RAuszxin]. 


APLYOINTMENT OF PRESIDENTIAL ELECTORS IN IOWA 


Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
House, I beg the indulgence of this committee for a few mo- 
ments on a subject that has no special relation to the bill be- 
fore the House. Under the Iowa law the names of presidential 
electors are not printed on the official ballot. Since the conven- 
ing of this session of Congress I have had quite a number of 
inquiries from Members of this House and also from persons 
on the outside as to what the provisious of the Iowa law are 
in reference to omitting the names of candidates for presi- 
dential electors from the official ballot, how our ballot is 
printed, and whether our law relative to the omission of the 
names of candidates for presidential electors from the official 
ballot is in violation of Article LI, section 2, of the Constitu- 
tion of the United States. 

In the first place I shall discuss the provisions of the Iowa 
law. The presidential electors are nominated by the party 
conventions, one elector for each congressional district and two 
at large. 
law, certify the names of the presidential electors so nominated 
to the secretary of state. Our laws further provide that the 
names of the candidates for President and Vice President shall 
be printed on the ballot. I have here before you an official 
ballot. In the first column, headed by the name “ Republican,” 
are the names of the candidates on the Republican ticket. 
First appear the names of the candidates for national offices, 
to wit, for President and Vice President and for United States 
Senator. Then are the names of the candidates for State 
offices on the Republican ticket. Then the names of the candi- 
dates for the district offices, followed by the names of the can- 
didates for county offices and township offices. In the second 
column are the names of the candidates on the Democratic 
ticket. You will see before you on the official ballot the names 
of the candidates for President and Vice President. Taking, 
now, for illustration, the Republican column, there are the 
names of Calvin Coolidge for President and Charles G. Dawes 
for Vice President. Before the names Calvin Coolidge and 
Charles G. Dawes is a bracket and in front of the middle of 
this bracket is a square, such a square as appears before the 
name of every other candidate for office on the ticket. The 


Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 


The officials of these party conyentious, under the 


law provides that the names of all candidates to be voted for, 
except presidential electors, shall be printed on one ballot. I 
shall insert at this place in the Recorp that portion of the 
first column of the official ballot before you containing the 
names of the candidates for President, Vice President, United 
States Senator, governor, lieutenant governor, and secretary of 
state, in order that you may see the bracket and square in 
front of the names of the candidates for President and Vice 
President, and to show you that those names are followed 
immediately by the name of the candidate for United States 


Senator and the names of the candidates for State offices. - 


The names of the candidates for presidential electors do not 
appear on the ballot. 
Portion of ballot referred to is— 


O REPUBLICAN 


FOR PRESIDENT 
Calvin Coolidge 
of Massachusetts 


FOR VICE PRESIDENT 
Charles G. Dawes 
of Illinois 


FOR UNITED STATES SENATOR 
Smith W. Brookhart 
of Washington, Washington County 


For STATE OFFICERS 


FOR GOVERNOR 
John Hammill 
of Britt, Hancock County 


FOR LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR 
Clem F. Kimball 
Council Bluffs, Pottawattamie County 


FOR SECRETARY OF STATE 
Walter C. Ramsay 
of Belmond, Wright County 


The law further provides that a vote for the candidates for 
President and Vice President of any political party shall be 
conclusively deemed to be a vote for each candidate nominated 
in each congressional district and in the State at large for 
presidential electors by said party and shall be so counted and 
recorded for such electors, so that when the votes are counted, 
a vote on the ballot for Coolidge and Dawes would, of course, 
not be a vote for those two candidates but a vote for the 13 
Republican presidential electors whose names are on file in 
the office of the Secretary of State. In the same way, a vote 
for Davis and Bryan is not a vote for these two candidates 
but a vote for the 13 Democratic candidates for presidential 
electors. The votes thus cast for the respective candidates for 
President and Vice President are, under the law, counted for 
the respective groups of candidates for presidential electors. 

At the completion of my remarks, by way of extension, I 
shall have printed in the Rrecorn five statutes from the Iowa 
Code of 1924 which, although they are not all the law on the 
subject, will give you sufficient to understand the workings of 
our law which provides for omitting the names of candidates 
for presidential electors from our official ballot. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. I Will. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. The Constitution contemplates the se- 
lection of electors for the purpose of selecting the President 
directly. Is not the very purpose of the Constitution defeated 
by the gentleman’s amendment? You can only 

Mr. RAMSEYER. I am not discussing any amendment; I 
am discussing what the Iowa law is. I am just approaching 
the question of the constitutionality of the Iowa law. The 
constitutionality of the Iowa law has been questioned but never 
tested in any court. Naturally I approach the discussion of 
any constitutional question with a great deal of timidity, espe- 
cially in view of the action of this House a few days ago 
when I yery strenuously argued one way on a constitutional 
question and this House decided the other way. Notwithstand- 
ing the action of the House then, I am still of the belief that 
I was right and the majority was wrong. 

Article II, section 2, of the Constitution of the United States, 
is the one that deals with the appointment of electors for 
President and Vice President. Let me read the provision: 


Each State shall appoint— 
Now, notice carefully the word used is “appoint,” not 


“select,” as just used by the gentleman from South Dakota 
(Mr. WittramMson], and it is not “elect,” as se many people 


m 
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think it is, but it reads, “ Each State shall appoint.” Now, if 


you will listen, I shall read the entire provision: 


Each State shall appoint, in such manner as the legislature thereof 
may direct, a number of electors, equal to the whole number of Sen- 
ators and Representatives to which the State may be entitled in the 
Congress; but no Senator or Representative, or person holding an office 
of trust or profit under the United States, shall be appointed an 
elector. 


Bearing in mind that the word is “appoint” and not “ select” 
nor “elect,” I have no misgivings or doubts as to the constitu- 
tionality of the Iowa law. 

I have before me two decisions of the Supreme Court of the 
United States which I think support me in my position. The 
first case that I shall refer to is one entitled “In re Green 134 
U. S. 377.” This is a case which arose in the State of Virginia. 
Green was indicted and convicted for violating one of the elec- 
tion laws of that State. ‘The indictment, among other things, 
charged illegal voting for electors of President and Vice Presi 
dent of the United States. The claim of Green was that the 
State courts of Virginia had no jurisdiction to punish him for 
Illegal voting for presidential electors and the case came to the 
Supreme Court of the United States on a writ of habeas corpus. 
The syllabus of the case reads as follows: 


The courts of a State have jurisdiction of an indictment for illegal 
voting for electors of President and Vice President of the United 
States; and a person sentenced by a State court to imprisonment upon 
such an Indictment can not be discharged by writ of habeas corpus, 
although the indictment and sentence include illegal voting for a 
representative.. 


The decision of the court holds that a presidential elector is 
not an officer or agent of the Federal Government and that 
punishment for illegal voting for such an elector is within the 
jurisdiction of the State courts. 

On page 579 the court says: 


The only rights and duties expressly vested by the Constitution in the 
National Government, with regard to the appointment or the votes of 
presidential electors are by those provisions which authorize Congress 
to determine the time of choosing the electors and the day on which 
they shall give their votes, and which direct that the certificates of 
their votes shall be opened by the President of the Senate in the pres 
ence of the two Houses of Congress, and the votes shall then be 
counted. 


Furthermore, on page 380, the court uses the following 
language: 

Congress has never undertaken to interfere with the manner of 
appointing electors or, where (according to the now general usage) the 
mode of appointment presented by the law of the State is election by 
the people, to regulate the conduct of such election or to punish any 
fraud in voting for electors, but has left these matters to the control 
of the States. 


The other case that I have is the one of McPherson v. Black- 
ner (146 U. S. 1). This case arose in the State of Michigan. 
The then law of Michigan provided for the election of presi- 
dential electors by congressional districts and two at large and 
for alternate electors by congressional districts and at large. 
The contention was that this law was repugnant to the Federal 
laws and Article II, section 2, of the Constitution of the United 
States, in that it deprived the voters of Michigan of their right 
to vote for as many presidential electors as the State had 
Representatives and Senators in Congress. The Supreme Court 
sustained the validity of the Michigan law. 

This is rather a lengthy case. It goes exhaustively into the 
manner of appointing presidential electors from the beginning 
of our history to the time of the decision of this case. As is 
well known, in the early history of the country nearly every 
State legislature exercised its right to appoint presidential 
electors. In one State presidential electors were appointed 
by the State legislature until the Civil War. In fact, after 
the Civil War another State legislature continued to appoint 
presidential electors as late as 1876. 

On page 27 of this case the court holds: 


The Constitution does not provide that the appointment of electors 
shall be by popular vote, nor that electors shall be voted for upon a 
general ticket, nor that the majority of those who exercise the elective 
franchise can alone choose the electors. It recognizes that the people 
act through thelr representatives in the legislature, and leaves it to 
the legislature exclusively to define the method of effecting the object. 

It has been said that the word “appoint” is not the most appro- 
priate word to describe the result of a popular election. Perhaps not; 
but it is sufficiently comprehensive to cover that mode, and was mani- 
festly used as conveying the broadest power of determination, 


And on page 85 the court makes this further observation: 


In short, the appointment and mode of appointment of electors 
e exclusively to the States under the Constitution of the United 
tates, 


In view of the plain and unmistakable language of Article II, 
section 2, of the Constitution of the United States and the in- 
terpretation placed upon that language by the two decisions 
from which I have quoted, I think there can be but little doubt, 
if any, that the Iowa law, which provides that the names of 
presidential electors shall not be printed on the official ballot, 
is clearly constitutional. 

In my opinion, the Iowa law is not only constitutional but 
it is sensible. The yoters are not interested in the candidates 
for presidential electors. They are interested in the candidates 
for President and Vice President. Under the Iowa law they 
vote for the candidates in whom they are interested. Of 
course, the votes they east for the candidates for President 
and Vice President are counted for the candidates for presi- 
dential electors of the same political party. Under our law 
the voters are not confused by the names of candidates in 
whom they have no interest or concern. Our law provides 
the most direct way of getting at the voters’ intentions. So 
far as I know the Iowa law is the only law of its kind in the 
United States. It is a new Iowa idea” which other States 
may well adopt. 

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes. 

Mr. AYRES. In the State of Kansas we have a ballot very 
similar to the one the gentleman is displaying there. How- 
ever, our law reads that where a voter desires to vote for a 
candidate, he shall make his cross in the square in the right 
of the candidate’s name. The attorneys general of our State 
for the last three or four administrations have been holding 
that one mark at the head of the list of electors is sufficient 
to vote for all. 

Mr. RAMSEYER, You do print the names of presidential 
electors on the ballot? 

Mr. AYRES. Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa 
has expired. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Chairman, under leave to extend my 
remarks, I submit for printing in the Record the five sections 
from the Iowa Code of 1924, which are as follows: 


Sec. 748. All candidates on one ballot exception: The names of all 
candidates to be voted for in such election precinct, except presidential 
electors, shall be printed on one ballot. 

Src. 750. Candidates for President in place of electors: The candi- 
dates for electors of President and Vice President of any political party 
or group of petitioners shall not be placed on the ballot, but in the 
years in which they are to be elected the names of candidates for 
President and Vice President, respectively, of such parties or group 
of petitioners shall be placed on the ballot, as the names of candidates 
for United States Senators are placed thereon, under their respective 
party, petition, or adopted titles for each political party or group of 
petitioners nominating a set of candidates for electors. 

Suc. 751. One square for President and Vice President: Upon the 
left-hand margin of each separate column of the ballot, immediately 
opposite the names of the candidates for President and Vice President, 
a single square, the sides of which shall not be Jess than one-fourth 
of an inch in length, shall be printed in front of a bracket Inelosiug 
the names of the said candidates for President and Vice President, 
The votes for said candidates shall be counted and certified to by the 
election judges in the same manner as the votes for other candidates. 

Sec. 963. Time of election—qnalifications: At the general election 
in the years of the presidential election, or at such other times as the 
Congress of the United States may direct, there shall be elected by 
the voters of the State one person from each congressional district into 
which the State is divided and two from the State at large as electors 
of President and Vice President, no one of whom shall be a person 
holding the office of Senator or Representative in Congress, or any 
office of trust or profit under the United States. 

Sec. 964. How elected: A vote for the candidates of any political 
party or group of petitioners for President and Vice President of the 
United States shall be conclusively deemed to be a vote for each can- 
didate nominated in each district and in the State at large by said 
party or group of petitioners for presidential electors, and shall be so 
counted and recorded for such electors. 


Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I yield five min- 


utes to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. SUMNERS]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas is recognized 
for five minutes. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. Murruy], who preceded the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. Ramseyer], refers to this administration as an 
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“economy administration,’ and the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. RamMsryrer] who has just spoken has made reference to 
presidential electors. Those two references constrain me to 
direct the attention of the House to the very interesting pro- 
ceeding which we had on yesterday in this Chamber, when 
representatives of the two bodies in solemn conclave met and 
told us for the first time who had been elected President of the 
United States. When I heard the first two States called— 
Alabama and Arkansas—I said to myself Well, we have got 
tem,” but as the Clerk went along my enthusiasm and my hope 
yanished and I discovered that Calvin Coolidge had been 
elected President of the United States. [Laughter.] 

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I will yield later on if I have 
time. 

For the past several weeks there has been another impor- 
tant and solemn proceeding, or rather procession, wending its 
way Washingtonward, the messengers bringing to this city 
the election returns from the various States. From Maine to 
California, as the expression goes, they were coming. And 
every time the train on which they each rode passed a mile- 
post 25 cents went out of the pockets of the taxpayers into 
theirs. This happened as to each State, even though the iden- 
tical election returns had already arrived by mail. For four 
years I have been trying to get a bill passed under which the 
mails would be used, and messengers used only when necessary. 
Nobody who has examined the matter questions that it is 
safer than the present plan, adopted when this Republic was 
born—about that-time, I think it must have been. The only 
difference is that it is safer and would cost the taxpayers about 
$12, while the present plan cost something over $12,000. I 
inquired of the President of the Senate, and I was advised that 
each return from each State had arrived at his office by 
mail, at a cost by registered mail, to be exact, of $5.76. I am 
reminded of the fact that the certificates of our own election 
as Members of Congress come up here by mail. But days 
after the presidential returns have come up here we see com- 
ing to the Capitol these messengers, these varied and various 
messengers, all the way from beautiful young ladies to ex- 
soldiers of the Civil War, bringing in their handsome hand bags 
or in their humble oilcloth grips, as the case may be, the elec- 
tion returns, an identical duplicate of which the mail brings. 
This talk of economy administration is what got me started. 
This administration, whose watchword is economy, with em- 
phasis on the Word.“ 

I have introduced five different bills, beginning in January, 
1921, to make it possible to use the mail in the first instance, 
and if the mail fails then send by messenger for the copy left 
in the State. If any of you know anything about fly fishing, I 
may say J have changed my fly five times and have not even got- 
ten a strike, They have never even nosed my bait. [Laughter.] 

It appears that my good friend from Ohio [Mr. CABLE], a 
member of the committee before which the bills are pending— 
I do not think he stole my suggestion: I do not accuse him of 
borrowing it, but there is no parliamentary word to express 
what he tried to do. [Laughter.] 

Mr. CABLE. The committee waited about 15 or 20 minutes 
for the gentleman from Texas one day, and when it was ap- 
parent he had abandoned his bill, I took it up for him. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. It is a tradition in that com- 
mittee that some time in the last four years they waited for 
me for 15 or 20 minutes. I do not recall it, but I do not 
doubt it. But if it did wait 15 minutes for me once, what of it? 
I waited four years for it. I have worn out one or two chairs 
down there and have done irreparable injury to some of my 
clothes sitting around trying to get it to act. That committee has 
as fine a man for its chairman as there is in this House, and I 
am not complaining about him. It is a fine committee. And 
when the gentleman from Ohio came here with something that 
looked mighty like my bill I tried to help him get it through. 
I am not complaining about that. We are good friends. I 
compliment his energy and his enterprise. This is simply 
incidental; I wish he could have gotten his bill through. 

Mr. CABLE. I will say that the gentleman tried to help 
as best he could. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Yes; the best I could. Under this 
plan which I can not get changed by this economy administra- 
tion the taxpayers pay $759 to get the returns from the State of 
Washington; under the plan suggested it would cost 12 cents. 
From Arizona it nows costs $643; from Oregon, $773.25. That 
25 cents is for the extra mile. It costs 25 cents for each mile 
from each State for this absurb method which belongs to the 
days when mail was carried on horseback, or rather before we 
had a complete postal system, 


Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks in the RECORD, 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. RAMSEYER). The gentleman from 
Texas asks unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. The present plan with regard to 
election returns, briefiy stated, is that the electors shall exe- 
cute three duplicate certificates. One copy is sent to Washing- 
ton by messenger, one is sent by mail to the President of the 
Senate, and one copy is deposited with the Federal district 
judge of the district where the electors meet. If the certificate 
has not arrived in Washington by a certain time, a messenger 
is sent from Washington to bring in the copy left with the 
district judge. 

As stated, I have introduced five different bills trying to 
tempt the committee to give the matter consideration. 

The simplest one and the one which I think ought to be 
adopted, with one feature taken from the other bills, which 
deals with publicity, instead of the present absurb method of 
giving publicity in a newspaper of something everybody already 
knows about, provides for the same three certificates. One 
copy is to be left with the Federal judge, as under the present 
plan; one copy is to be sent to the President of the Senate, as 
under the present plan. 

But instead of sending messengers from the States in the 
first instance, as under the present plan, the copy now brought by 
such messengers is to be deposited with the governor of the 
State, subject to the order of the President of the Senate. 
When the return from a given State does not arrive in Wash- 
ington by a specified time the President of the Senate requests 
the governor of that State to send up the copy left with him. 
As a matter of fact, it would not happen once in a thousand 
times that neither copy sent by mail would arrive. At least 
it would most infrequently happen. But if it should happen, 
then the President of the Senate would send a messenger to 
bring up the copy left with the judge of the district, And in 
that case there would doubtless be a husky man with a gun sent 
to give that copy real protection. 

As I said, the messengers who brought up the returns this 
year range all the way from beautiful young ladies to ex- 
Federal soldiers. Four years ago two of the messengers did 
not get here at all until after the votes had been counted and 
Mr. Harding declared elected: 

If they throw the returns away, they are only fined a thou- 
sand dollars. When they bring these returns in there is no 
standard of caution. They evidently carry them in their pock- 
ets or in their hand bags. Anybody who was anxious to get 
possession would have a far better chance to do it than if the 
returns were in the mail car, where somebody is always on 
duty. If anybody had a hundred thousand dollars to send in 
to Washington, he would not for one moment think of sending 
it in by this method. 

If the three copies are not deemed a suficient number to 
insure safety, the electors could issue a dozen copies and send 
them to Washington on separate days until all element of 
hazard as to getting one copy here by mail would be elimi- 
nated. That is a detail. Besides, the feature of leaving more 
copies in the State, for which messengers could be sent, could be 
carried in the bill. 

I not only have the element of economy and safety in view, 
but I say to you, my colleagues, the retention of this plan of 
giving free, unnecessary trips to Washington at public expense 
weighs with no small weight against the belief of the people in 
the sincerity of the claims of their Members of Congress that 
they want to reduce the burdens of government. It is not only 
unjust to taxpayers, but it is unjust to the Members of Con- 
gress themselyes. What can you say when Members of Con- 
gress will not change this plan? Will not even try to change 
it. I know we have been busy these past four years. I may 
have failed for 15 minutes to attend upon the committee 
charged with first responsibility. I may have forgotten or 
failed entirely to attend some session of that committee. I am 
interested in this matter, but I do have some other duties to 
attend to. The chairman of this committee has had a very 
important matter with regard to which he has had responsi- 
bility. Other members of the committee have been busy. I 
do not assume to criticize or complain. I am just trying to add 
what I can to making sure that the expensive farce of having 
these messengers coming up to Washington will not be repeated 
four years from now. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I yield one min- 
ute to the gentleman from New York [Mr. WELLER]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York is recog- 
nized for one minute. 
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Mr. WELLER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, I desire 
to call your attention to an investigation that has been made, 
not only by myself but by others during the past few months, 
which shows that the people of the United States are not alive 
to their right of suffrage and franchise. Out of about 
110,000,000 people in the United States, in round figures, ac- 
cording to the last census, only about 27,000,000 in 1920, or 
about 25 per cent, actually voted in the United States. In the 
presidential election of 1924, in round numbers, about 30,000,000 
citizens voted, although nearly 60,000,000 people were eligible 
to vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
York has expired. 

Mr. WELLER. May I have one minute more? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman asks unanimous consent 
to proceed for one minute more. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WELLER. During last spring an investigation was 
made by Collier’s Weekly, a New York magazine, which speaks 
frankly about the right of franchise and the lassitude that 
exists, for many citizens do not vote, and as a result of the 
investigation that was made a test was inaugurated and a 
prize was given to the State which would show the greatest 
proportional increase in the vote from 1920 to 1924. The 
State that won that contest was the State of Wyoming, and I 
have here a speech of presentation of the trophy that was 
delivered by the assistant editor of Collier’s Magazine, Mr. 
William P. Larkin, a publicist, lawyer, and economist, who 
had charge of the contest. The speech was delivered at the 
joint session of the upper and lower houses of the Wyoming 
Legislature last Saturday, and the trophy was awarded by him 
to the State of Wyoming, which showed an increase of 37 per 
cent over the vote of 1920. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
York has again expired. 

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
revise and extend my remarks in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, under leave granted to extend 
my remarks in the Recorp, I insert the following speech made 
before the joint session of the Wyoming Legislature by Mr. 
William P. Larkin, who had charge of the contest: 


SPEECH BEFORE THE LEGISLATURE OF WYOMING SATURDAY, FEBRUARY 
7, 1925 


Your excellency and gentlemen of the legislature, I thank the lady 
who by common accord so graciously and efficiently presides over this 
great commonwealth for the opportunity presented me to pay my re- 
spects to its executive head and its legislators and through them to 
the people of the State, and I appreciate beyond words the courtesy 
which this assemblage has extended to me in the discharge of a duty 
which is at once a privilege and an honor. 

As I came across the continent, luxuriating in all the easy indolence 
and comfort of the modern Pullman, I could not help harking back to 
those sturdy pioneers who in years gone by braved the rigors of the 
elements and the dangers that lurked in every step of the way and 
who tamed the wilderness and fashioned out from these vast spaces 
a land that is a garden spot of our country and a people that in politi- 
eal prescience have in so many fundamentals blazed a trail for the 
other States of the Union. 

I come from what we in the East love to refer to as the metropolis 
of the world, full of faults, perhaps, but, too, full of much that all 
‘Americans may justly pride in—to the State that holds the scenic 
beauties of the world, which apart from its illimitable resourses of 
crops and dairy produce and forest and mineral land abounds in every- 
thing to delight the eye and enthrall the soul and refresh the heart of 
man—Wyoming, with its Yellowstone National Park, giant geysers 
and water falls and boiling springs and winding lakes and mighty 
canyons. Wyoming, which 35 years ago was politically far-seeing enough 
to write into its constitution the doctrine of equal rights to beth sexes 
and which possesses the proud distinction of being the first among our 
States to reduce that declaration to practical application in the elec- 
tion as its chief executive of a regal type of womanhood. 

New York likewise rejoices in a great Democrat as it governor, but 
in the other respect it still lage decades behind Wyoming, although in 
its last election it had the sanity and the sound sense and good taste 
to elect a member of the so-called weaker sex as secretary of state. 

And now may I encroach upon your indulgence for a brief moment 
and take occasion to refer to the particular purpose of my presence 
here. 


Several months ago the President of our country in an address 
before the Daughters of the American Revolution called attention to 
a condition which was fast threatening to sap our national life. I 
refer to the apathy of the voters throughout the country to exercise 
the priceless privilege of the ballot. 


“The freeman casting with unpurchased hand 
The yote that shakes the turrets of the land.” 


Statistics showed that whereas in 1896 approximately 80 per cent of 
the voters in America cast ballots in the presidential election, this 
percentage has steadily decreased, until in 1920 less than 50 per cent 
of the eligible voters took part in the selection of our governing body 
and constitutional representatives, 

In an effort to raise this descending curve of American democracy 
many great organizations and corporate bodies of one kind or another, 
and among them Collier's, the National Weekly, conducted a vigorous 
campaign with a view of impressing upon the people at large that 
American democracy was being imperiled through its own sheer lazi- 
ness, and that we were in danger of becoming a nation of rocking-chair 
Paul Reveres or parlor patriots. 

Think of it! Wasbington and his army fought eight long, terrible 
years for the blood-bought heritage of suffrage right under the inspira- 
tion of the ringing slogan, No taxation without representation,” and 
we have been deliberately frittering away our birthright. 

Our struggle then was in effect a struggle for representation, for 
suffrage, for the ballot, and in that struggle we proclaimed forever to 
a despot-ridden world the divine right not of kings but of man. We 
changed for all time the universally accepted theories of government, 
gave new direction to the hopes and aspirations of humanity every- 
where, and implanted on this continent a governmental idea that has 
not only encompassed the happiness of the fortunate ones privileged 
to live under its beneficent operation but has reached out to liberty- 
loving people the world over, lighting their footsteps to mankind's 
inalienable right to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. 

Thanks to that struggle, we have now a great popular constitutional 
Government, guarded by law and by judicature, and defended by the 
whole affections of the people, No monarchial force presses our States 
together; no iron chain of military power encircles them. They live 
and stand npon a government popular in its form, representative in its 
character, founded upon principles of justice and equality, and so 
constructed as to endure, please God, forever. 

But free government is not an automatic device that works ideal 
results without any care on the part of its possessors. The fathers 
of our Constitution made us participating stockholders in the greatest 
corporation in the world—the United States of America—and if we 
do not give heed to the business of this corporation we might better 
hire a king, for in the premises we would be in imminent danger of 
an autocrat or a demagogue, which is much worse than the ayer- 
age king. 3 

The man or woman, who, possessing the precious right of voting, 
does not exercise that right has done something to lower the esteem 
of the franchise of American democracy and to injure the ideals of 
our country; and to that extent has been disloyal to america. 

The right of suffrage is the highest prerogative that is conferred 
upon us. It is a sacred trust given to citizens by the States and 
the Nation. In this Republic of ours all authority rests in the suffrage 
of the people, and the citizen who does not yote does not deserve to 
enjoy the benefits of a benevolent Government, 

It may be paradoxical, but it is certainly true, that in falling off 
from 80 per cent in the exercise of our suffrage to less than 50 per 
cent our democracy has suffered a severe setback in recent years, 
In other words, while as a Nation we have been progressing in power, 
prestige, and prosperity our civic consciousness has gone backward. 

We are justly proud of our material wealth. We exult with rea- 
sonably pardonable pride when we read that with a population of 
6 per cent of the people of the world and 7 per cent of its area we 
possess 40 per cent of the world's wealth, that estimated in dollars and 
cents we have increased from 518,000,000, 000 of wealth in 1912 to 
$320,000,000,000 in 1922, while— 


Canada bas -onlys on aa ee $22, 000, 000, 000 


Italy 25, 000, 000, 000 
Spain 29, 000, 000, 000 
Germany 85, 000, 000, 000 
France 67, 000, 000, 000 


England 88, 000, 000, 000 

The average per capita wealth of every man, woman, and child 
in our country is $2,918, and in some States as high as $6,998. 

While the supposedly plutocratic State of New York has $3,436 
per person, out here in Wyoming you are away up among the leaders 
in this respect likewise, having a par capita wealth of $4,663. 

And yet let us pile our material wealth as high as Etna itself, 
and it is as nothing in comparison to the priceless privilege of the 
ballot. 

We can lose our material wealth and start all over again, and 
American brain and American brawn and American ingenuity will 
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solve the situation; but let us ever lose ‘this precious heritage and we 
part with something dearer than life itself, and compared with which 
all else in our political and economic system pales into insignificance. 

Let us ever be mindful that the axiom “eternal vigilance is the 
price of liberty was never truer than it is to-day. 

It is pleasing to relate that the official figures of the last election 
show that, due perhaps in some small measure to the “get out the 
vote campaign,” the declining trend was arrested and that 51.2 per 
cent of American citizens qualified to vote did so, as compared with 
49.1 per cent in 1920; so that we can at least lay the soothing unc- 
tion to our souls that on this occasion the majority of our citizens 
manifested an active, intelligent interest in the business of their 
Government. 

Tabulated results show that Wyoming, which has always stood high 
in this percentage list, had the greatest proportional increase in its 
vote for President over its vote in 1920. 

While the average for the Nation at large was 51.2, a net per- 
centage Increase of 4.2, the State of Wyoming cast 70.8 per cent of its 
eligible vote and led the country with a proportional increase of 37.7 
per cent. 7 

And so I am here, happy to be the instrumentality of presenting a 
trophy that was offered during the campaign to the State showing 
the greatest proportional increase in its vote, 

I present it on behalf of the organization which I represent to the 
people of Wyoming. through your excellency, not as a reward, for 
patriotism, like virtue, is its own reward, and it would be an imperti- 
nence and a work of supererogation to put a premium on the per- 
formance of their manifest duty by any body of our citizenry, even 
when, as in this instance, that duty was performed in a superlatively 
excelling manner; but I present it rather as a signpost to mark an 
epoch-making manifestation of patriotic effort on the part of the 
people of this Commonwealth as contrasted with the efforts of their 
fellow citizens in other States, 

I present it as a reminder to the thousands who visit the State 
house in Wyoming that its citizens are second to none in their ex- 
pression of appreciation of their God-given right to vote. 

1 present it as an exemplar and inspiration to all citizens just com- 
ing to their voting years. 

And, ‘finally, I present it as an emblem and a symbol that the people 
of this State are strong in peace as they are in war, and that they 
value to the full the precious heritage bequeathed to us by the men 
who fought and bled that this America of ours might be free and 
that through the exercise of the sacred privilege of the ballot it should 
forever continue a government by and with the consent of the gov- 
erned and by, with, and of the people. 

[From the New York Times] 


WYOMING LEADS ALL IN INCREASED VOTE—MAKES PROPORTIONAL GAIN 
OF 87.7 PER CENT AND WINS CITIZENSHIP TROPHY—-NEW YORK TOTAL 
UP 7.4 PER CENT—BALLOTS CAST BY MORE THAN HALF OF QUALIFIND 
VOTERS AT LAST ELECTION, SAYS ASSOCIATION 


With the completion of tabulation of the popular vote cast at the 
1924 presidential election, Wyoming was announced yesterday as 
the winner of the citizenship trophy offered by Collier's, the national 
weekly, to the State making the largest proportional increase in ite 
vote for President over its vote in 1920. 

Wyoming showed a proportional increase of 37.7 per cent, the 
next States being Mississippi, with a proportional increase of 86.1 
per cent; Texas, with 27 per cent; California, with 26.1 per cent; 
and Rhode Island, with 23.4 per cent. New Jersey, with a propor- 
tional increase of 11.2 per cent, was twelfth, with New York six- 
teenth, with 7.4 per cent. 

The net percentage increase for the whole country was 4.2 per 
cent. At the last election 51.2 per cent of American citizens, quall- 
fied to vote, did so, as compared with 49.1 per cent in 1920. 

The trophy awarded Wyoming is made of silver, bronze, gold, and 
walnut and represents an American eagle alert on a balot box. 
It is 89 inches high and 24 inches wide. Arrangements are being 
made for William P, Larkin, vice president of Collier's, to present 
it to the State. 

The accompanying tabulation of the yote by States in the order 
of percentage of increase or decrease was prepared by the National 
Association of Manufacturers, which was active in stimulating the 
general “ get-out-the-vote " campaign which preceded the last election. 

In commenting upon the tabulation a statement by the association 
sald that political leaders would make their own deductions from the 
fact that out of 20 States showing a decrease in the vote 12 were 
Southern States. 

“Vermont had a special reason for polling 102,907 of its 199,122 
voters and raising its performance 14.3 per cent from 45.2 per cent 
of its eligibles in 1920 to 51.7 per cent of its eligibles in 1924 to 
keep one of its native sons in the White House,” the statement added. 
Maine alone of the New England States reported a decline.” 


Gain in percentage of voters in 1925 election 
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1 Per cent increase, 


Total eligibles, 1920, 54,165,907. 
Total vote, 1920, 26,646,273. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


The committee informally rose; and Mr. Bannobn having 
taken the chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message from the 
Senate by Mr. Craven, its Chief Clerk, announced that the 
Senate had insisted upon its amendments to the bill (H. R. 
11753) making appropriations for the Departments of State 
and Justice and for the judiciary and for the Departments 
of Commerce and Labor for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1926, and for other purposes, disagreed to by the House of 
Representatives, had agreed to the conference asked by the 
House on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, 
and had appointed Mr. Jones of. Washington, Mr. Saoor, Mr. 
Spencer, Mr. OVERMAN, and Mr. Hagris as the conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 


LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATION BILL 


The committee resumed its session. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 min- 
utes to the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. WHITE], the David 
Harum of the House. [Applause.] { 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kansas is recog- 
nized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. WHITH of Kansas. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of 
the committee, I propose to talk to you a little while about 
what is generally designated as the Norris resolution, a 
resolution that has to do with the beginning of the con- 
gressional term and presidential term, a subject which is 
not dealt with in the Constitution but which can not be 
changed without a constitutional amendment, for the reason 
that the beginning of the term of Members of the House and 
Senate and the President is not fixed in the Constitution. 
Therefore, a resolution having passed the Congress of the Con- 
federation fixing the first Wednesday in March, 1789, to begin 


1925 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


3575 


proceedings under the Constitution, thereby automatically 
fixed the beginning of the congressional term. It is easy to 
believe—and most natural and logical—that the members of 
the convention had in mind when they concluded their labors 
at Philadelphia in September of 1787 that the ratification of a 
sufficient number of States to validate that Constitution and 
the election of the United States Senators might be consum- 
mated in time to meet for the first time on the first Monday 
in December, 1788, as provided for in the Constitution—that is, 
provided as the annual day upon which the Congress should 
meet. But such was not the ease. So much discussion was 
brought out in the conventions of the different States in their 
deliberatiens upon that document, so much delay was had in 
the chooxing of United States Senators by the different States, 
that it became impossible to meet upon the first Monday in 
December, 1788, and, as I have said, the first Monday in 
March was the earliest day which the Congress of the Con- 
federation could safely fix, authorizing the beginning of pro- 
ceedings under the Constitution, and that act automatically 
fixed the day upon which the congressional term began, 

Gentlemen, we are, I believe, very much inclined to take our 
liberties largely as a matter of course. We are now so far re- 
moved from the stirring events of the formative period of our 
country as to see them only in dim retrospect. 

But our Constitution holds an unique and unusual place 
among the different constitutions of organized society in that 
it is a short written document. And I am pleased to note that 
more and more, as the years go by, in the public and high 
schools of the country attention is being directed to a study 
of that greatest of human documents. It would be, in my 
judgment, a wise expenditure of public money to place a copy 
of the Constitution in every home in the United States. [Ap- 
plause. ] 

I believe it is fair to say that whatever of the cohesive 
elements ever residing in the confederation was largely im- 
parted to it by the perils and necessities of the Revolutionary 
War itself, and immediately upon the successful close of that 
war the inherent defects of the confederation were disclosed 
in all their fatal and paralyzing consequences. 

The inherent defects, I will say—impotency of the organiza- 
tion, its inadequacy to meet the grave, serious, and imperative 
exigencies of the times—presented to the thoughtful, patriotic 
men of that day a most serious problem. They clearly saw 
in the fast-developing situation the disintegration and final 
dissolution of the Union. 

It is doubtful if any more unselfish patriot has ever had to 
do with the affairs of our country than James Madison. 
Probably no more vivid picture can be found in the writings 
of the period just preceding the Constitutional Convention, 
setting forth the extremities of the Government, than is 
afforded in a letter of Mr. Madison to Mr. Edmund Randolph, 
of Virginia, written from New York under date of February 
25, 1787, in which Mr. Madison says in substance that the 
situation was then becoming every day more and more critical. 
There was no money coming into the Treasury. There was no 
respect paid to the Federal authority. Mr. Madison states it 
as his judgment that people of reflection were in unanimous 
agreement that the existing confederation was tottering to 
its foundation. 

Mr. Madison further declared in exact words: 

Many individuals of weight, particularly in the eastern district, 
are suspected of leaning toward monarchy; other individuals predict 
a partition of the States into two or more confederacies. It is pretty 
certain that if some radical amendment of the single one can not be 
devised and introduced, one or other of these revolutions—the latter, 
no doubt—will take place. 


But it must not be presumed that the dire extremities of 
the country as described by Mr. Madison and many, very 
many of his ablest contemporaries produced a unanimity of 
view in relation to the system to be adopted in place of this 
tottering structure of society, either as to the extent or the 
division of its powers. I can not here undertake to catalogue, 
much less discuss, the different propositions submitted on every 
provision, nor yet the great divergence of opinion expressed. 
However, a spirit of accommodation generally prevailed, largely 
inspired, no doubt, by the necessities of the occasion. 

I do not think it possible that this phlegmatie world nor the 
people of this great progressive Republic as a whole, have yet 
risen to an adequate appreciation of the great blessing the 
work of the fathers has conferred upon them and all the 
races of mankind. 

For surely its influence is constantly broadening and will 
continue to so do until all peoples shall become the inheritors of 
its blessings. 


Transcendent above the heads of all to whom we as a people 
give highest credit and entertain most devoted affection is 
Washington. Not only that, but his influence, his fame, and 
his qualities as a statesman and patriot are appreciated 
throughout the world. Almost 100 years ago one of the most 
renowned of English writers contemplating, as he viewed it, 
the decadence of liberty, the power and abuses of tyranny and 
the servitude of the people in the older countries of the world, 
in speaking on this very subject, said: 


Has freedom now no champion and no child? 
Such as Columbia saw when Washington 
Sprang forth a giant undefiled? 

Or are such spirits nurtured 

Only In the deep, wild, unpruned forest, 
Within the sound of breakers’ roar. 

Or has the earth no more such seeds 

Within her breast, 

Or Europe, no such shore. 


The Executive power has never been abused to the detriment 
of the country from the days of Washington to this good day. 
The Nation has had patriotic, true men in that high office; men 
deyoted to the best interests of the Republic as they saw it. 
None have been recreant to duty; none unfaithful to their 
high responsibilities. Some of them—yes; I will say, many of 
them—have sprung from the humbler walks of life, yet whose 
attainments have been of the very highest standard and whose 
public service will shine with undimmed luster through the 
ages yet to come. 
` Three of them—Lincoln, Garfield, and McKinley—have fallen 
by the assassin's hand. President Wilson, borne down beneath 
a weight of care and responsibility that finally broke his 
strength became a martyr to his country as truly as if he had 
died in battle. Of these great names may we not say with 
Tennyson, they were as one. 


Who breaks his birth’s invidious bar, 
And grasps the skirts of happy chance, 
And breasts the blows of circumstance 

And grapples with his evil star; 


Who makes by force his merits known 
And lives to clutch the golden keys, 
And mold a mighty state's decree, 

And shape the whisper of the throne. 


It may not be inappropriate at this point to note some of 
the questions on which the delegates were divided. Mr. Ran- 
dolph’s pattern or model provided for a national executive to 
be elected by the National Legislature. A notable feature of 
the Pinckney plan was that it also provided for a national ex- 
ecutive, but strangely included no provision for the manner of 
his election. Mr. Wilson, of Pennsylvania, at first suggested 
three years for the executive term with reeligibility provision. 
This was in the debates. Pinckney favored seven years. 

Mr. Mason was for seven years and against reeligibility. 
Mr. Bedford strongly opposed the long term and impressively 
dwelt upon the great evil to the public in the case of an in- 
competent executive being in office for so long a term, 

On Friday, June 1, a motion fixing the term at seven years 
was carried, but later in the session was reconsidered and four 
years, with no limit on eligibility for reelection, was approved; 
but no Executive in our history has ever been more than twice 
elected President. 

Mr. Gerry, of Massachusetts, opposed the election by the Na- 
tional Legislature and argued his objections at great length. 
Mr. Wilson, of Pennsylvania, was first to propose the electoral 
system for choosing the Executive. 

Mr. Williamson, of North Carolina, opposed this proposition. 
The first vote on this proposal was beaten, 8 against and but 2 
in favor. It was at this point, on June 2, that Dr. Franklin 
presented his great argument against any payment to the 
Executive. 

There was much disagreement as to the number of persons 
constituting the executive office. Time does not permit even a 
brief résumé of the views expressed. I introduce but two or 
three brief allusions. Randolph strongly favored the idea of 
three persons. Wilson was from the first favorable to unity 
in the Executive. The subject was postponed from time to 
time. 

CIHCUMSTANCES ATTENDING THE ADOPTION OF THE CONSTITUTION AND 


THE SYSTEM OF GOVERNMENT THEREBY ESTABLISHED AND OPERATED 
THEREUNDER 


It is as true of the formative period or the immediate period 
preceding the adoption of the Constitution as it was of the 
period immediately preceding the launching of the Revolution, 
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that unity of action was imperatively necessary to the success 
of the great undertaking. 

The framers of the Constitution were entirely cognizant of 
the defects of the Articles of Confederation, Not all the people 
of the States were in fayor of the reorganization. There was, 
indeed, much contrariety of view both in and outside of the con- 
ventlon that framed that great document. All was not har- 
monious in the counsels of the convention. The study of that 
period in our history is of most absorbing interest to the student 
of American history. 

There was no question as to the power theoretically vested in 
the Congress of the United States under the Confederation, but 
its weakness was an almost total absence of executive au- 
thority. 

The first step was for security, the next for independence, 
and then for such united organization as their mutual interests 
and really as the imminence of the public danger demand. 

The sources of stability in our Government were discussed 
at length and by none more forcefully and eloquently than by Mr. 
Dickinson, of Massachusetts. The security for the rights of 
the individual were safeguarded as under no preceding Consti- 
tution, and the limitations of Bxecutive power defined as never 
before in the history of human government. 

It was on the point of the unity of the executive office that 
Mr. Randolph registered his strongest opposition. 

Few, if any, of the great questions with which the conven- 
tion had to deal were more strongly controverted than this 
question of the organization of the Executive power. Since 
that day many of our eminent writers have commented learn- 
edly on the subject, such as Madison, Marshall, Story, Curtis, 
and many others, and such distinguished eminent foreign 
writers as De Tocqueville, Chambrun, and Bryce have approved 
of it. 

I think it may be said that no branch of the Government is 
more in accord with American ideals than is the organization 
of the Executive power as it exists under the Constitution. 

In the beginning it may have been accepted with less com- 
placeney, and I may say with more real misgiving, than any 
power granted in the Constitution, but now regarded as 
entirely consistent with liberty and public security, and at the 
same time there is imparted the important element of vigor, 
which might not have been the case under a different organi- 
zation. s 

One of the purposes of the resolution to which I shall briefly 
Invite your attention is to clarify and extend the authority 
vested in the House of Representatives to choose a President, in 
a paragraph of the twelfth amendment to the Constitution. 

Only twice, I believe, in the course of our constitutional his- 
tory have we found it necessary to proceed under the authority 
conferred by that amendment—once, in 1825, in the election of 
a President, and again, in 1837, in the election of a Vice 
President. A good deal of discussion has been had on the 
question of what might develop of serious consequence to the 
orderly continuity of the functions of the Executive branch of 
the Government in a not at all improbable event where the 
election of a President and Vice President should be thrown 
into the House and Senate on account of no candidate for 
either office having a majority in the Electoral College and the 
House should fail to elect a President before the time set for 
the beginning of his term and the Senate should fail in the 
same manner to elect a Vice President. Certainly the im- 
portance of this to the Nation can hardly be exaggerated. 

Here is a situation for which the Constitution has made no 
provision whatever, not eyen to the extent of conferring legisla- 
tive authority to provide a remedy. 

It requires not much argument to stress the importance of 
this subject. f 

Almost 40 years ago the Congress was so strongly impressed 
with the importance of providing for the possibility of a 
vacancy occurring in the Executive office through the removal, 
death, resignation, or inability of both the President and the 
Vice President that a law was passed in 1887 declaring what 
officer should act in such an emergency. 

The resolution I am discussing confers upon Congress the 
power to declare by law what officer shall act as President in a 
case where the election devolves upon the House, until the 
House shall elect a President or until the Senate shall elect a 
Vice President. 

Now, I have been asked so many times in personal conversa- 
tion on this subject as to what would be the result under the 
provisions of the Norris resolution in case the Senate should 
elect a Vice President before the House elects a President, that 
I deem it proper, although not necessary, to say that in that 
case the Vice President would act as President only until the 
House, proceeding under its constitutional authority, should 
elect a President, 


Let me state here that under this resolution the authority 
of the House to elect a President survives indefinitely, as does 
the power of the Senate to elect a Vice President. 


PURPOSES OF THE PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


The constitutional amendment which this resolution pro- 
poses will accomplish the following: 

(1) The newly elected Congress will count the electoral 
votes, and in case a majority has not been received, the newly 
elected House of Representatives will choose the President, and 
the Senate—including the newly elected Senators—will choose 
the Vice President; 

(2) The newly elected President, Vice President, and Mem- 
bers of Congress will take office approximately two months 
after their election; 

(3) The new Congress may assemble approximately two 
months after the election; and 

(4) A necessary amendment will be made to the twelfth 
amendment and certain ambiguities will be removed. 


COUNTING BLECTORAL VOTES BY NEWLY ELECTED CONGRESS 


Under the present Constitution the old Congress counts the 
electoral votes, the retiring House of Representatives chooses 
the President whenever the right of choice devolves upon the 
House, and the Senate (including the retiring Senators) 
chooses the Vice President whenever no person has received 
a majority of the electoral votes. 

In order that these duties may devolve upon the new Con- 
gress, the first section of the proposed amendment provides 
that presidential terms shall begin January 24 and the terms 
of Members of Congress on January 4. This permits the new 
Congress to assemble, and affords it 20 days before the terms 
of the President and Vice President begin in which to count 
the electoral votes and to make the choice if a majority has 
not been received. In order to provide ample notice and op- 
portunity to attend, and to prevent any possible retroactive 
interpretation, it is provided, in section 4, that this section 
shall take effect on the 30th day of November following the 
ratification of the amendment. 

These results can be obtained only by a constitutional 
amendment. Obviously, the new Congress must meet and the 
term of the new Members must begin prior to the date on 
which the President’s term begins. This necessitates a 
shortening or lengthening of terms which are fixed in the 
Constitution and which now begin on March 4. 


CHANGING THE TERMS 


Under our present system, the life of the new Congress 
begins on the 4th day of March of the odd years, and the 
first meeting of the new Congress is on the first Monday of 
the following December. The newly elected Members have 
no opportunity for 13 months even to begin to put into effect 
the policies on which they were elected, unless an extraordi- 
nary session of the Congress should be assembled by Execu- 
tive proclamation before that time. 

The first section of the proposed amendment provides that 
the terms of the newly elected President and Vice President 
shall begin on the 24th day of January, and that the terms 
of the newly elected Members of Congress shall begin on the 
4th day of January. Under this provision the newly elected 
officers will take office and be prepared to carry out the 
policies on which they were elected approximately two months 
after their election. 

A constitutional amendment is necessary to enable the newly 
elected officers to take office before March 4, for this neces- 
sitates a shortening or lengthening of the terms of the oflicers 
whom they succeed. Congress now has power to prescribe 
the day on which the Congress is to assemble, but under that 
power, obviously, Congress can not change the dates on which 
the terms begin. 


ASSEMBLING OF THE NEWLY ELECTED CONGRESS 


Section 2 of the proposed amendment provides that the 
Congress shall assemble at least once in every year and that 
such meeting shall be on the 4th day of January, unless they 
shall by law appoint a different day. 

This section is similar to the second paragraph of section 4 of 
Article I of our present Constitution. If section 1 is adopted 
and the terms of Members of Congress begin on January 4, 
Congress should meet on that day. Furthermore, after a presi- 


dential election it will be necessary that the new Congress meet 
immediately. 

Under the second paragraph of section 4 of Article I of the 
Constitution, Congress has the power to prescribe the day of 
meeting, but terms must be shortened or lengthened if the 
newly elected Congress is to meet before March 4, It is the 
belief of your committee that the newly elected Congress should 
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assemble as soon as practicable after the election. By provid- 
ing for the meeting in January, it is submitted that. substan- 
tially the same amount of work can be accomplished before the 
ist of June as under our present system of meeting the first 
Monday in December. If we relied upon our statutory power 


and provided for a meeting tely after the terms of 
office commenced (on March 5, for example), it is very likely 
that the new Congress would have to remain im session during 
a part of the summer months. Furthermore, constant con- 
fusion between the duties of the old and the new Congress in 
respect of the appropriation bills for the new fiscal year, and 
other similar matters, would exist, 

This section fixes the 4th of January for the meetings of 
Congress unless another date is fixed by law, and will super- 
sede the second paragraph of section 4 of Article I of the pres- 
ent Constitution, which provides (as stated above) that the 
Congress shall assemble at least once in every year, and that 
such meetings shall be on the first Monday in December unless 
they shall by law appoint a different day. When this section 
of the proposed amendment takes effect, it will be impossible, 
obviously, for Congress to meet during that year on the 4th 
day of January. Inasmuch as the second paragraph of section 
4 of Article I of the present Constitution is superseded, it 
will be unnecessary for Congress to meet on the first Monday 
in December. Therefore, unless Congress by law provides for 
a meeting during that year, it will not meet until the 4th day 
of January of the following year. 

z THE TWELFTH AMENDMENT 

Under our present Constitution there is no provision. for the 
case where the House of Representatives fails to choose a 
President and the Senate fails to choose a Vice President. 
Section 3 of the proposed amendment authorizes Congress to 
provide for this situation. 

There is also an ambiguity in the twelfth amendment, in 
that it does not state whether it is the retiring Vice President 
or the newly elected Vice President who is to act as President 
if the House of Representatives fails to choose a President 
before March 4. Section 3 of the proposed amendment spe- 
cifically provides, in accordance with the generally accepted 
interpretation, that in such case the newly elected Vice Presi- 
dent shall act, 

The twelfth amendment now provides that if the House of 
Representatives has not chosen a President, whenever the right 
of choice devolves upon them, “before the 4th day of March 
next following,” the Vice President shall act as President. 
The phrase quoted must be changed in order to meet the pro- 
posed change in dates, and section 3 of the proposed amend- 
ment substitutes the phrase “before the time fixed for the 
beginning of his term.” 

A further ambiguity in the twelfth amendment is found in 
the sentence which provides that if the House of Represent- 
atives has not chosen a President “before the 4th day of 
March next following then the Vice President shall act as 
President, as in the case of the death or other constitutional 
disability of the President.” But it does not state specifically 
whether the power of the House of Representatives to elect 
a President extends beyond the 4th day of March or whether 
it ceases: on that date and the Vice President holds office for 
the entire term. It is the belief of your committee that the 
reasonable and proper interpretation is that the power of the 
House of Representatives does not terminate on the 4th day 
of March. This situation presents one of the chief differences 
between the Senate resolution and the House resolution, and 
will be discussed in detail in that portion of the report. 

SHORTENING THE TERMS 

As indicated above, some terms must be changed in order to 
accomplish the results which your committee believes are 
heartily favored by public opinion. 

Two possible alternatives have been suggested: 

(1) The terms of those in office at the time this amendment 
become effective may be shortened by approximately two 
months; or 

(2) The terms of those in office at such time may not be 
affected, but the terms of their successors may be shortened by 
approximately two months. 

In submitting the proposed amendment your committee, after 
careful consideration, has adopted the first of the above plans. 
The reforms sought by the amendment should have the earliest 
possible application after its adoption. The other possibilities 
merely postpone unnecessarily the effect of the amendment. 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN SENATE AND HOUSE RESOLUTIONS 

There are three essential differences between the Senate and 
the House resolutions. 

First. As explained above, the House resolution provides that 
the terms of the newly elected President and Vice President 


shall begin on the 24th day of January and the terms of newly 
elected Members of Congress shall begin on the 4th day of 
January. The Senate resolution fixed the third Monday in 
January and the first Monday in January, respectively, as the 
dates on which the terms should begin. 

Second. The House resolution adopted what your committee 
believes is a fair interpretation of the twelfth amendment, and 
specifically provided that the power of the House to choose a 
President continued beyond the 4th day of March. The Senate 
resolution terminated this power on the 4th day of March, and 
provided that on that date the Vice President shall become 
President during the remainder of the term. 

Third. The House resolution provided that sections 2 and 3 
should become effective immediately upon the ratification of 
the amendment and that the first section should become effec- 
tive on the 15th day of December following the ratification 
of the amendment. The Senate resolution provided that the 
entire amendment should take effect on the 15th day of October 
after its ratification. 


DIFFERENCES IN THB DATES FIXED 


Under the Senate resolution the President will not be elected 
for four years, Senators will not be elected for six years, and 
Members. of the House of Representatives will not be elected 
for two years. They will be elected for varying terms, com- 
mencing on a Monday and ending on a Monday. Your com- 
mittee believes that considerable confusion will be occasioned 
thereby, and for that reason has fixed definite dates. 

Under the Senate resolution there would be but two weeks 
for Congress to count the electoral votes; for the House of 
Representatives to elect a President if no person has received 
a majority, and for the Senate to elect a Vice President in a 
similar case. Under the House resolution a period of 20 days 
is provided. Your committee believes that a 20-day period is 
preferable and in many instances may be necessary. 


POWER OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES TO CHOOSE A PRESIDENT 
AFTER THE TH DAY OF MARCH 


Section 3 of the Senate resolution terminated the power of 
the House of Representatives to choose a President after the 
4th day of March. Under section 8 of the House resolution the 
power of the House of Representatives is preserved and may 
be exercised after the 4th day of March, Your committee 
does not desire to enlarge the existing powers of the House 
of Representatives in that respect, nor does it believe that the 
powers of the House of Representatives should be diminished. 
The House resolution presents what your committee believes 
was the intention of the framers of the twelfth amendment. 

The twelfth amendment provides that if the House of Rep- 
resentatives has not chosen a President, whenever the right 
of choice devolves upon them, before the 4th day of March 
next following, then the Vice President shall act as President, 
as in the case of the death or other constitutional disability of 
the President.” 

In order to ascertain what happens in the case of the death 
or other constitutional disability of the President“ it is neces- 
sary to refer to the sixth paragraph of section 1 of Article II. 
This paragraph is as follows: 


In case of the removal of the President from office, or of his death, 
resignation, or inability to discharge the powers and duties of the 
said office, the same shall devolve on the Vice President, and the 
Congress may by law provide for the case of removal, death, resigna- 
tion, or inability, both of the President and Vice President, declaring 
what officer shall then act as President, and such officer shall act 
accordingly until the disability be removed or a President shall be 
elected. 


It will be noted that there is no indication of whether the 
Vice President holds office during the disability only, so that 
upon the removal of the disability the President would again 
assume the powers and duties, or whether the Vice President 
continues to exercise the powers and duties for the remainder 
of the term. 

The last portion of the paragraph, relating to the case where 
both the President and the Vice President become disabled, 
states that the officer shall act as President “until the dis- 
ability be removed.” It does not state whether the disability 
refers to the President or the Vice President, but it would cer- 
tainly seem that it means either, and that the provision con- 
templates the resumption of the office by the President if his 
disability is removed. Consequently, it would seem that the 
same situation was contemplated if the Vice President were 
holding the office. 

Referring again to the twelfth amendment, if the sentence 
quoted had ended “as in the case of the death of the Presi- 
dent,” the answer, of course, would be that the Vice President 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE FEBRUARY 12' 


3578 


would hold office for the remainder of the term. However, 
the phrase “or other constitutional disability” is included. 
In the situation under discussion the “constitutional dis- 
ability of the President” is merely that the President has not 
been chosen by the Honse. This “ disability” is immediately 
removed upon his election by the House. 

The provisions are admittedly ambiguous. However, your 
committee believes that the proper interpretation is that when 
the disability is removed the President again assumes his 
powers and duties; and that when the House elects a Presi- 
dent he takes his office and the Vice President no longer acts 
as President. Accordingly your committee recommends that 
the ambiguity be removed and that the continuing power of 
the House be established beyond question. 

Furthermore, the provision in section 3 of the Senate reso- 
lution, terminating on March 4 the power of the House of 
Representatives to choose a President, is ambiguous. Suppose, 
for example, that Congress by general law has provided that 
the outgoing Secretary of State shall act as President, where 
neither a President nor a Vice President is chosen before the 
time for the beginning of his term. Under the last clause of 
section 3 of the Senate resolution the Secretary of State will 
then act “until the House of Representatives chooses a Presi- 
dent or until the Senate chooses a Vice President.” If the 
House of Representatives chooses a President on March 5, 
and before the Senate has chosen a Vice President, does he 
become President or does the Secretary of State continue tá 
act as President—that is, does the provision of the Senate 
resolution terminating the power of the House on March 4 
apply where neither a President nor a Vice President is 
chosen? Assuming that the power of the House is not termi- 
nated in this case, the following question is presented: If the 
Senate chooses a Vice President on March 5 and the House 
of Representatives chooses a President on March 6, does the 
person chosen by the House of Representatives become Presi- 
dent or did the Vice President upon his election “ become 
President during the remainder of the term“? 


THE EFFECTIVE DATES 


The Senate resolution postponed the effective date of the 
entire amendment until the 15th day of October after its 
ratification. Under the amendment proposed by your com- 
mittee sections 1 and 2 become effective on the 30th day of 
November following the ratification of the amendment, and 
section 3 becomes effective immediately upon the ratification. 

Section 3 is related solely to the twelfth amendment. Your 
committee believes that it should become effective immediately 
in order to be applicable to the first situation which might 
arise. 

The principal purpose of postponing the effective date of 
sections 1 and 2 is to provide adequate notice of the ending of 
the terms and to afford ample opportunity to attend the first 
session of the new Congress. Your committee believes that one 
month and four days will be sufficient for this purpose. 

It might appear from a first reading that the effective date 
js earlier under the Senate resolution than under the House 
resolution. That such is not the case will be discerned readily 
from the following example: If the thirty-sixth State ratifies 
the amendment on the 15th day of November, 1928, the entire 
amendment will not become effective, under the Senate reso- 
lution, until the 15th day of October, 1929. Under the House 
resolution, on the other hand, the amendment will become 
effective on November 30, 1928. 

Your committee believes that the entire amendment should 
become effective upon the earliest date possible. 

NECESSARY STATUTORY AMENDMENTS 


If the proposed amendment is-ratified, certain amendments 
to existing statutes will be necessary. Upon the adoption of 
the resolution submitting the amendment for ratification a bill 
will be introduced proposing the necessary changes. 

ON SECTION 8 


I really know of no valid objection to the change pro- 
posed. Many, very many, of our progressive men have been 
its most energetic champions. The American Bar Association 
is on record in what to me seems unanswerable argument 
fayoring the resolution in all its provisions. I quote from 
House Public Document No. 204, Sixty-second Congress, second 
session (year 1912). In an appendix thereto Mr. Richard 
Wayne Parker goes into the subject most exhaustively, 
strongly fayoring the changes included in a similar resolu- 
tion before the House Committee on the Judiciary in 1912. 

I have been told that an attorney connected with the United 
States Department of Justice has prepared an opinion to the 
effect that the Congress has constitutional power to legislate 


for the situation covered in section 8—that is, where the 
House and Senate both fail to act before the day set for the 
beginning of the term—but I have not seen the document. If 
there is such a document, it seems to haye led a solitary 
existence in a densely populated community. 

This view is in such positive contradiction to all accredited 
constitutional writers that I do not think it requires par- 
ticular notice at this time. 

As I have said, it is a most dangerous doctrine, possibly not 
So much in the particular instance to which it is now sought 
to be applied, but rather to the danger to which it might be 
extended in making the power of the Congress supreme. 


LENGTH OF TERM 


It seems to have been uniformly held by writers on the 
subject that the effect of article 1, section 2, of the Constitu- 
tion, is to put it out of the power of Congress to either abridge 
or extend the term of two years there prescribed. The sec- 
tion referred to reads as follows: 


The House of Representatives shall be composed of Members chosen 
every second year by the people of the several States, and the 
electors in each State shall have the same qualifications requisite for 
electors of the most numerous branch of the State legislature, 


I draw but one conclusion from an examination of the 
debates on that subject in the Constitutional Convention, and 
that is that the length of the term was to be fixed definitely 
in that instrument, subject to change only by constitutional 
amendment, and while there was extended debate on the ques- 
tion and several propositions were submitted as to the length 
of the term of the Members of the House, motions were de- 
bated proposing one year, three years, and two years, which 
latter term was finally adopted unanimously. 

A noted writer on the subject of amending the Constitution 
has said: “Both Congress and the people usually betray 
mental inertia.” The twelfth amendment, the defects of which 
the present proposed amendment seeks to more fully correct, 
was only submitted after the Jefferson-Burr contest had 
shown the dangerous defects in the original section govern- 
ing in that case. 

I have not time to discuss it. Judge Joseph Story refers 
to the Jefferson-Burr case as one which threatens the sub- 
version of the Union. 


DEFECTS OF THE ARTICLES OF CONFEDERATION 


The great necessity for the introduction and application in 
Government of the principles set forth in the Constitution was 
not that there would be any decadence in our civilization, 
either personal or civil. Certainly there was no thought of 
danger in their minds that communities which had so far 
progressed and had been so long the beneficiaries of the blessing 
and benefits of popular government should ever relapse into 
what Hamilton defines as feudal anarchy. 

It was for other and entirely different reasons that the 
fathers felt the imperative necessity for the more perfect 
union it is most happily stated in the preamble itself. The 
weakness of the confederation was clearly evident. The best 
minds of the time agreed that foremost among its palpable 
defécts was the utter impotency to enforce concert of action 
in the common defense or to raise the necessary revenues to 
support that defense and carry it on. 

The emergency for which this resolution seeks to provide is 
not an imaginary one. Indeed, we are fortunate to have so 
long escaped its consequences. We are confronted with its 
possibility once in every fourth recurring year in all the days 
to come. Should we not amidst the tranquillity of undisturbed 
conditions provide for an emergency that would break the con- 
tinuity of the Executive branch of the Government? 

It is not at all surprising that the framers of the Constitu- 
tion in their great anxiety to remedy the defects of the Ar- 
ticles of Confederation, having discovered that many of the 
things expected of the former compact had proved to be 
illusory and fallacious, should in the beginning of the Gov- 
ernment have overlooked the probability of a serious emer- 
gency to which our attention is now directed, as the Congress 
did for many years, the possible emergency of the removal, 
disability, or death of both the President and Vice President. 

Now, every member of this committee, I take it, is entirely 
familiar with the arguments urged in favor of the proposed 
amendment, in re the beginning of the congressional and presi- 
dential terms. It is not by any means a new or a novel pro- 
posal. It has been much discussed in the public prints for 
many years past. I do not say that enthusiasm has risen to a 
high pitch, for it is not a partisan question, but nevertheless 
is fundamentally very important to all the people of the coun- 
try. There may be some opposition to this provision of the 
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resolution, but certainly not to the principle on which it is 
founded, and which is its one and paramount defense and 
justification, and that is that it conforms to and vindicates 
entirely the theory of popular government. To me it is an in- 
congruous thing that for 135 years the American Nation en- 
tirely devoted to the idea of popular government, furnishing 
the most unequivocal proof of that devotion by the greatest 
interest in all questions affecting the public welfare, giving 
expressions by the millions of votes to their choice of men 
and measures, and then subsiding into a practice which may 
for 12 months retard it, if, indeed, it does not entirely nullify 
their clearly expressed choice of policies. 

We hear a lot of talk about “lame ducks.” Gentlemen, the 
fault is not with the men who sit in our legislative body and 
for months stay the wheels of legislation; not at all. It is 
with the system. Gentlemen, the outgoing Members were 
elected on issues as clearly defined as were those who suc- 
ceeded them; they can not be criticized. But the country has 
decided to reverse its policy. It has registered a vote of no con- 
fidence. Why should a repudiated party retain power, even 
for a single day? Why should there be delay? Why not at 
once put into effect the verdict thus delivered? 

I have heard no valid objection. There can be none con- 
sistent with our ideas of popular government. 

The meeting of the Congress on the first Monday in De- 
cember has not been a rule adhered to invariably. The first 
session of the Congress met, as we have observed, on the 4th 
day of March, 1789; the second session on January 4, 1790; 
and the third session on December 6, Monday of the same 
year. Three sessions were held, only one of which met on 
the first Monday of December. The election of United States 
Senators by the legislatures of the States rendered the be- 
ginning of the term of the new Congress on the first Monday 
following the election impracticable, but on account of the 
seventeenth amendment this has ceased to be a factor. 

But the beginning of the congressional term having been 
fixed by the meeting of the first Congress on the 4th day of 
March, 1789, and the length of the term being fixed in the 
Constitution, we have made to our hands an automatic rule 
from which we can not escape without amending that instru- 
ment, for clearly Congress is without authority to change the 
length of the term of the Members of the Congress of the 
President and Vice President, and I think very wisely so. 

This was discussed at length in the Constitutional Conven- 
tion. It was the clearly stated intention of the members of 
the convention that the power of the House should not extend 
to this question. It was looked upon as a dangerous power 
with which to invest the National Legislature. In support of 
this contention the action of the English Parliament in sub- 
stituting septennial for triennial elections was cited by nu- 
merous delegates. Frequent elections were regarded as of such 
essential importance to the preservation of liberty that the 
convention made it clear, both by word and act, that the Con- 
stitution itself should deal with and regulate this great 
question. 


THR RULE—HOW DID WE GET IT AND WHY SHOULD WE KEEP IT? 


T ask you in all candor, if we were making the rule to-day 
would we do this? Would we provide for an election between 
the two sessions of a Congress? I can not bring myself to so 
believe. To say it makes no difference when the declared de- 
cision registered by the people shall be given the force and 
effect of law is the same as if one should say that the people 
are not serious in the consideration they give to public ques- 
tions. 

I quote from the speech of Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, 

Diseussing the submission of proposed amendments to the 
people, he says: 

I do not fear them. 


He says, further, on this subject: 


The more I read of the history of my country the more I am con- 
vinced that popular government among a people of our blood and race 
is the nearest approach to ideal government in its safety, its per- 
petuity, its beneficences which the mind of man has yet conceived. 


Gentlemen, the present rule, resulting more from accident or 
circumstance than from deliberate intention, subverts the very 
principle of popular government. It nullifies in a very great 
degree the principle of the rule of the majority. 

The very spirit of the fundamental law is based on the 
popular will, but the present rule subverts it. Lincoln em- 
ployed a definition ef that great fundamental idea in an ex- 
pression as immortal as history: 


A Government of the people, by the people, and for the people. 


Are they not devoted to its preservation? Aye, have they 


not preserved it in every crisis? “I do not fear them“; they 
can be safely trusted in any and every great emergency. They 
will not abuse their great power; they are patient under the 
self-imposed restraint in their own organic law. 

They may safely be trusted to declare in the election the 
policies of government they favor, and they are absolutely 
entitled to have those declarations crystalized into law at the 
earliest practicable date. 

The amendment is in the interest of better government. It 
will secure a more prompt response in legislation to the popu- 
lar will. It will make of the Government more nearly a gov- 
ernment of the people, for in the very fullest articulation of 
their will is found the greatest security for liberty and the 
surest guaranty for consecutive progress. 

No; there is no reason to distrust the people. 

Let us suppose the utterly improbable and entirely impos- 
sible situation that the Democrats had carried the last elec- 
tion—on the issue of the tariff. Would anyone expect the 
Republican majority in this House to at once turn about and 
adopt the Democratic theory of government? Certainly not. 

I do not assert that defeated Members are at all derelict in 
the performance of their legislative duties. Indeed, I think 
this charge which we sometimes hear is not well founded. I 
see here in this Hall from day to day Members whose terms 
expire on March 4, who are sitting on committees regularly. 
They are here giving strict attention to pending legislation, 
and whether they are representing the views upon which they 
were elected is not a question. 

My contention is, they should not be here a single day after 
being defeated at all. But their successors-elect should be 
here. If there is any reason in the world that a party should 
be allowed to function for three months after it has been de- 
nied a vote of confidence, why is it not equally as good for a 
year or two years? Why do we hold elections—if not to settle 
issues? 

Why do we discuss policies, for that is what we do. We 
do not discuss men, and if the issue is to determine a certain 
line of policy, why differences of opinion as to the date upon 
which the order shall be effective? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITE of Kansas. I will yield for a short question. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. I would like to inquire what the 
prospect is of the so-called Norris resolution being reported by 
the Rules Committee and considered at this session of Con- 
gress? 

Mr. WHITE of Kansas. I am very glad the gentleman has 
asked me that question. I hope to see a favorable rule for 
immediate consideration granted by the Committee on Rules. 
Briefiy, I want to say to the gentlemen of this committee that 
the Norris resolution, practically in its present form, passed 
the Senate in the last Congress. Other men haye cause for 

t, I will say to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Sumners] besides the honorable gentleman from Texas. It 
passed the Senate again in the first session of the present Con- 
It was introduced early in that session in the House 
and went to the House Committee on the Election of Presi- 
dent and Vice President and Representatives in Congress, and 
was recommended for passage. I appeared before the Rules 
Committee and argued for it to the best of my ability, but on 
account of press of business, I opine, it was not reported out. 
I have appeared before the Rules Committee, I will say to the 
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. TAYLOR] during the present ses- 
sion, and I have a kind of feeling, a sort of intuitive conscious- 
ness, that practically every member of the Committee on Rules 
is favorable to the resolution. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. The gentleman says he has a 
kind of intuitive consciousness. I have a premonition that 
amounts almost to a “hunch” that the committee is not going 
to report it out, and it does seem to me that the sentiment of 
this House is overwhelmingly in favor of it, and I think most 
of us would like to vote on it if the gentleman will get it out. 

Mr. WHITE of Kansas. Taking it that a “hunch” means 
a conviction, I am glad to hear the gentleman’s announcement, 
and I hope that his estimate of support for the measure is 
correct. I do not know how much opposition it may arouse, 
but, gentlemen, briefly, and in closing my remarks, whose Con- 
stitution is this? Whose Government is this? Is it not the 
people’s Constitution? Did they not ordain it? Is it not the 
people’s Government? Did they not found it and cement it 
with their blood? Are we afraid to trust the people? I quote 
the language of the distinguished gentleman from Tennessee 
(Mr. Garrett], “I do not fear to trust them.” I believe it 
was in the minds of the founders of this Government, who laid 
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as its deep foundation stone the popular will that our civiliza- 
tion.should not suffer any decadence. Is it possible that our 
people, 135 years ago, supposed to be eminently and particu- 
larly qualified for self-government, should be less so as the 
years roll onward? No; gentlemen, I say to you that our 
Government, founded upon the popular will, is repudiated, is 
contradicted under a rule that was more the result of accident 
and circumstances than it was of design on the part of the 
framers of the Constitution, because, as I have said to you, 
the day was not set in the Constitution, but resulted from 
accident and circumstances of which I have told you. 

Now, gentlemen, I do not know what opposition could be 
urged against this provision of the resolution. Gentlemen talk 
about “lame ducks.” I am not going to discuss “lame ducks.” 
I am not going to indict any Member of the Congress. I be- 
lieve men come here and render faithful service to the last day 
of their term. My proposition is they have no business here a 
single day after the people have repudiated their course. [Ap- 
plause.] I say, gentlemen, that the people may be safely 
trusted. 

Why does any gentleman say that after they have delivered 
their vote, after they have spoken their mandate, the policies 
they have indorsed should not be put into operation for 12 
or 13 months after it has been given? Is there any reason? 
There is no reason in conformity with our idea of free, popular 
government. 

I have heard it suggested, gentlemen, that after the heat 
that is generated in a great political contest there might be 
danger of radical legislation. Well, I have this to say to you: 
That the leaders of any party who have had responsibility con- 
ferred upon them and hesitate for a single moment to put into 
actual operation and to enact into legislation the mandates 
of the people are unworthy and incompetent to discharge such 
responsibility and should be scourged from the temple of the 
public confidence. [Applause.] 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Will the gentleman yield before 
concluding? I understand the gentleman's position and the 
purpose of his resolution to be, first, to prevent the possibility 
of a hiatus in the office of Chief Executive. That is the first 
proposition. 

Mr. WHITE of Kansas. That is right. 
of the third section of the resolution. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. And second, to make it possible 
that the elected agents of the people shall begin to function for 
the people. 

Mr. WHITE of Kansas. The gentleman is right; and that 
the new Congress instead of the old shall count the electoral 
vote and shall elect the President in a case where the election 
is thrown into the House. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. And the gentleman's view is 
that it is an absurdity in a popular government to have rep- 
resentatives who have been defeated function for the people? 

Mr. WHITE of Kansas. Absolutely. I should have included 
that in my remarks and have it included in my notes, and it 
will so appear in the Recorp; and I am sure the great re- 
spect that I know the gentleman has for me, which I appre- 
ciate more than I can express in words, will incline him to 
examine my statements as they shall appear in the RECORD. 

I thank the committee. [Applause.] 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Montana [Mr. Leavirr]. [Applause.] 

Mr. LEAVITT. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the House, 
for two reasons it seems to me particularly fitting that a mat- 
ter I shall now present to the House should be presented at 
this time; first, we have just listened to a discussion by the 
gentleman from Kansas of a proposed constitutional amend- 
ment; and second, this is the birthday anniversary of Abraham 
Lincoln. 

During the last summer and fall there was presented 
under the heading of “a new declaration of independence” a 
statement and a platform by their leader to the progressive 
conference at Cleveland on the 4th of July. In that state- 
ment there is a paragraph beginning thus: 


The usurpation in recent years by the Federal courts of the power 
to nullify laws duly enacted by the legislative branch of the Govern- 
ment is a plain violation of the Constitution, 


But let me call your particular attention, gentlemen, to what 
purports to be a supporting quotation from Abraham Lincoln 
immediately following, and which I contend is not properly 
given. And because it was not fully and properly given it 
tended to mislead great numbers of the American people and 
to lay the possible foundation for a fundamental amend- 
ment of the Constitution of the United States, one which 


That is the purpose 


would be dangerous to the balance of our powers of Govern- 
ment, and therefore to the liberties of our people. 
This campaign pamphlet seems to quote Lincoln by saying: 


Abraham Lincoln, in his first inaugural address said: 

“The candid citizen must confess that if the policy of the Gov- 
ernment, upon vital questions affecting the whole people, is to be 
irrevocably fixed by decisions of the Supreme Court, the people will 
have ceased to be their own rulers, having to that extent practi- 
cally resigned their Government into the hands of that eminent 
tribunal.” 


The remainder of the paragraph has to do with the pro- 
posal that there may be referred back to this Congress acts 
that have passed it and been declared unconstitutional by 
the Supreme Court, and which Congress wishes to again 
bring before it with what this pamphlet calls “the right te 
override such judicial veto.“ 

Now, it is unfair to say that Abraham Lincoln said just 
what is given here. It is unfair because Lincoln occupies 
an exalted status and a supreme place of confidence in the 
minds of the American people as an authority on our insti- 
tutions of government and as one our people follow almost 
without question. Therefore, to quote him with an important 
clause left completely out in the middle of a sentence is 
wrong. Here is what Abraham Lincoln said in full, and I 
wish to call your attention to it all, so that you will note such 
an omission. It is in his first inaugural address: 


At the same time the candid citizen must confess that If the policy 
of the Government upon vital questions affecting the whole people is to 
be irrevocably fixed by decisions of the Supreme Court the instant they 
are made, in ordinary litigation between parties in personal actions, the 
people will have ceased to be their own rulers, having to that extent 
practically resigned their Government into the hands of that eminent 
tribunal, 


Gentlemen of the House, there is nothing in this campaign 
document of the so-called Progressive Party to indicate that one 
word has been left out of that quotation from Abraham Lincoln. 
There are in it none of the usual marks, such as asterisks, to 
show that anything whatever has been omitted. The clause is 
omitted and the gap closed without a sign. 

I do not wish to discuss the issue, but I do wish in closing to 
call attention to what Lincoln did say in discussing the uses and 
necessary force of judicial decisions. In his Springfield speech 
of June 26, 1858, he made a distinct reference to that particu- 
lar question in these words: 


Judicial decisions have two uses—first, to absolutely determine the 
case decided; and, secondly, to indicate to the public how other similar 
eases will be decided when they arise. For the latter use they are 
called “ precedents" and “authorities.” We believe as much as Judge 
Douglas (perhaps more) in obedience to and respect for the judicial 
department of government. We think its decisions on constitutional 
questions, when fully settled, should control not only the particular 
eases decided but the general policy of the country, subject to being 
disturbed only by amendments of the Constitution, as provided in that 
instrument itself. More than this would be revolution, 


[Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. 
has expired. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I yield two min- 
utes to the gentleman from Texas [Mr, BLANTON]. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. I yield two minutes to the gentle- 
man from Texas. 

The CHAIRMAN. 
for four minutes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, anent the debate against 
our Capitol guides it is very fortunate, indeed, that we now 
have in the gallery a large aggregation of our brave ex-service 
men from the Walter Reed Hospital. [Applause.] They are 
in charge of a splendid young woman aid from Walter Reed 
Hospital, and they are also in charge of one of these “awful” 
Capitol guides. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Nobody has said anything about 
“awful” Capitol guides. 

Mr. BLANTON. Well, that is a rumor I have heard about 
the Capitol. I went to my friend, the gentleman from Iowa, 
and offered to bet him 100 to 1 that that Capitol guide was 
not charging them 1 cent for the guide service that was being 
rendered. Of course, he would not bet, because he is not a 
gambling man, and neither am I. I then got the Doorkeeper, 
Mr. Bert Kennedy, to go up with me and ask the boys if they 
were being charged, and they said no, the service was gratu- 
itous. Then I went to that splendid young woman who has 
charge of them, and I asked her if such service was being 


The time of the gentleman from Montana 


The gentleman from Texas is recognized 
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charged for, and she said no, that their aids bring a bunch 
of young men here regularly from Walter Reed Hospital to the 
Capitol and that this splendid guide service shows them all 
through the Capitol and does not charge them one cent, 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Who, in the name of God, would 
charge hospital patients to see this Capitol? 

Mr. BLANTON. I was afraid from the rumors that I have 
heard floating about the Capitol lately that some believed they 
would even charge a dead man. Mr. Chairman, our friend 
from Colorado [Mr. TAYLOR] is one of the most lovable men 
we have on the floor, able, efficient, and when he is in good 
health he is one of the most active men in Congress, but he 
has gotten off wrong on this proposition. I investigated this 
matter about two years ago. I was afraid people were not 
being treated rightly, and I went to crowds of people when 
they would get through with their service and ask whether 
they had gotten value for the money they had paid these men. 
The reply was always yes; that they were more than pleased. 

I have looked into it carefully. I found that these men are 
not making any fortunes. Most of them are men of families, 
having a wife and children to support, and here is what the 
testimony shows they have received for the last three years; 
and I take these figures from the committee report: In 1924, 
last year, the guides received $2,597.80 each; in 1923 they re- 
ceived $2,359.05 each; and in 1922 they received $2,023.75 each. 
There is hardly a man on earth with a family who can live 
in Washington on less than that and dress respectably in the 
way they are required to maintain themselves every day. 

Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. SCHAFER. From the gentleman’s investigation did he 
find whether or not some other man not conducting the busi- 
ness of a guide was receiving a certain percentage or a rake- 
off on these tips? 

Mr. BLANTON. No; but let me tell you something else. 
When these rubberneck wagons bring crowds here these guides 
do not get 25 cents each from the visitors. They are paid only 
15 cents each per person. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. That is what I said. 

Mr. BLANTON. And bunch after bunch of little school 
children come here daily, and not a guide charges them a single 
cent. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. 
man yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. In just a minute. More than a dozen years 
ngo I came here to Washington with a bunch of Texas people, 
and one of these guides showed us over the Capitol, and I had 
my eyes open. I looked down on you fellows here in the House, 
and I saw lots of vacant seats here, and I concluded that the 
United States needed me here to help you boys. [Applause.] 
Why, that was the start of my coming to Congress. .One of 
these guides put me up here in the gallery and let mé look 
down on you fellows, and that was the best 25 cents I ever 
spent in my life. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary 
inquiry. How much time has the gentleman? 

The CHAIRMAN. Six minutes, and he has about half a 
minute left. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. 
utes? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. DICKIN- 
son] yielded him four minutes. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Do you not know that during 
the war the Sergeant at Arms made a regulation that no guide 
eould charge any soldier for going through the Capitol, and 
that that order is still in effect? 

Mr. BLANTON. I have been informed by these guides long 
before the gentleman from Colorado took it up that they never 
charged a man in uniform, and did not even before that order 
was put into effect. This is the best guide service that we have 
anywhere in the Nation. It now costs the taxpayers absolutely 
nothing. Let us hold on to it. Let those who dance pay for 
the fiddler. Let the tourists pay this little 25-cent tip to 
guides, if they want one. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 
minutes to the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. BRAND]. 

Mr. BRAND of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, on January 14, 
when the McFadden banking bill was being considered in the 


. 
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Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 


Where did he get the six min- 


Committee of the Whole, I submitted an amendment thereto, 
in words and figures as follows: 


(d) Whoever maliciously or with intent to deceive makes, publishes, 
utters, repeats, or circulates any false report concerning any national 
banking association, which imputes or tends to impute insolvency or 
unsound financial condition or financial embarrassment, or which may 
tend to cause or provoke or aid in causing or provoking a general with- 
drawal of deposits from such bank, or which may otherwise injure or 
tend to injure the business or good will of such bank, shall be fined not 
more than $5,000, or imprisoned for not more than five years, or 
both, 


This amendment was introduced as a new paragraph after 
section 17 of the bill had been stricken out. A general fight 
was made upon section 17 upon the ground that this section 
was creating penal offenses which had already been made 
criminal by acts of the general assemblies of the various States 
of the Union. The opposition was participated in by Members 
of both sides of the aisle, the main assault upon the section 
being made by the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. Wrncol, the 
ranking member of the Banking and Currency Committee. 
His argument unloosed an avalanche against this section which 
swept everything before it, ending in an agreement on the part 
of the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. McFappen], chairman 
of the Banking and Currency Committee, not to insist upon 
this section being enacted into law. The argument made by 
the distinguished ranking member of the committee not only 
brought about the elimination of section 17, but likewise was 
the cause of the defeat of the amendment I thereafter intro- 
duced. The chairman of the Banking and Currency Commit- 
tee accepted my amendment and agreed that the same, so far 
as he was concerned, should become a part of his bill. I think 
the amendment met with the approval of the ranking member 
and other members of the minority committee, and yet on ac- 
count of the strong speech against section 17 made by the gen- 
tieman from Arkansas nothing could stem the tide of opposi- 
tion which he created. 

I haye asked for the time allotted to me to correct some of 
the statements which were made by a few Members of the 
House to the effect that the States of the Union had already 
enacted similar laws, and if the proposed legislation set forth 
15 the amendment which I submitted was passed it would 

ut it in the power of the Federal courts, as well as the State 
courts, to punish a man twice for the same offense. It was 
asserted when this amendment was up for consideration by 
the gentleman from Georgia, my friend Judge Larsen, that it 
was an every-day occurrence for one to be indicted and con- 
victed in the State courts of Georgia for an offense and there- 
after indicted and convicted in the Federal courts for the same 
offense. Judge Larsen must haye had in mind misdemeanor 
liquor cases, such as blind tigering, bootlegging, having whisky 
in one’s possession, because so far as my knowledge goes no 
person charged with a felony has ever been indicted and con- 
victed for the same offense and upon the same state of facts 
in both the State and Federal courts of the State of Georgia. 

Even the gentleman from Texas, my friend Mr. CONNALLY, 
if not expressly, by implication inferred in somewhat a menac- 
ing and violent manner that I was in favor of punishing a man 
twice for the same offense. The gentleman from Texas asked 
the question, “ Why punish a man twice for the same offense?” 
I never heard of anybody, living or dead, who was so cold- 
blooded as to want to see any man convicted twice for the 
same offense and upon the same state of facts. His constitu- 
ents are personally safe from libelous talk in regard to banks, 
because his State has no law punishing persons for issuing 
derogatory statements affecting banks. It certainly has no 
such law as the one which was under discussion, nor any law 
similar to the draft prepared by the American Bankers’ Asso- 
a nor any other law upon the subject so far as I can 

nd. 

My amendment being defeated on account of this species of 
sophistry, I decided to investigate as far as I could the char- 
acter of the laws which the States have passed upon this sub- 
ject, if any. Inasmuch as this puestion may again come be- 
fore the House for consideration either at this session or the 
next session of Congress, I want to put in the Recorp the re- 
sult of my hurried investigation. 

In 1907 the general counsel of the American Bankers’ As- 
sociation proposed a draft of an act to meet the evil of bank 
slander, to which banks are peculiarly subject. 


An act to punish derogatory statements affecting banks or trust 
companies 


Be it enacted, etc., Any person who shall willfully and maliciously 
make, circulate, or transmit to another or others any statement, 
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rumor, or suggestion, written, printed, or by word of mouth, which 
is directly or by inference derogatory to the financial condition or 
affects the solvency or financial standing of any bank, savings bank, 
banking institution, or trust company doing business in this State, or 
who shall counsel, aid, procure, or induce another to start, transmit, 
or circulate any such statement or rumor, shall be guilty of a felony 
or misdemeanor, and upon conviction thereof shall be punished by a 
fine of not more than $5,000 or by imprisonment for a term of not 
more than five years, or both. 


The following are the States having recommended the law 
proposed by the American Bankers’ Association: 

Michigan and North Carolina. A 

The following are the States which have recommended the 
draft of this law in modified form: 

Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas, California, Connecticut, 
Delaware, Florida, Idaho, IIlinois, Indiana, Kentucky, Mary- 
land, Missouri, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, Ohio, 
Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Utah, Washington, West 
Virginia, Wisconsin, and Wyoming. 

The foliowing are the States which have a different law from 
the proposed draft: 

Colorado, Georgia, Kansas,’ Louisiana, Nevada, Oklahoma, 
and South Carolina. 

The following are the States which have no law similar to 
said draft: 

District of Columbia, Iowa, Maine, Massachusetts, Minne- 
sota, Mississippi, Montana, Nebraska, New Hampshire, North 
rari South Daktoa, Tennessee, Texas, Vermont, and Vir- 

a. 

Not a single State in the Union, so far as I can find, has 
enacted any law similar to the one which my amendment 
proposes. 

According to information furnished me by the legislative 
reference service of the Library of Congress, the following 
States have similar laws to the proposed draft: 

Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, California, Colorado, Connecti- 
cut, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Illinois, Indiana, 
Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Michigan, Missouri, 
Nevada, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North Carolina, 
Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Wash- 
ington, West Virginia, Wisconsin, and Wyoming. 

From such information it appears that the following Stated 
have no law at all upon the subject: 

Iowa, Maine, Massachusetts, Tinana. Mississippi, Mon- 
tana, Nebraska, New Hampshire, North Dakota, South Caro- 
tina, South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Vermont, and 
Virginia. 

155 laws of the following-named States contain the element 
“with intent to deceive” which my proposed amendment 
embraces: 

Illinois, Kansas, Missouri, New Mexico, Ohio, Pennsylvania, 
and West Virginia. 

The amendment which I have proposed differentiates it 
from all the State statutes upon this subject in the following 


respects : 

Not a single State has a statute similar in material lan- 
gnage to the one contained in this amendment, 

Not a single State which has a statute upon this subject 
applies particularly to member banks of the Federal reserve 
system. 

In practically all the States which have laws upon this sub- 
ject the crime is denominated a misdemeanor, whereas the 
offense, which one is guilty of by commission of the acts 
set forth in this amendment, is a felony. 

The general definition of a felony is any public offense 
on conviction of which the offender is liable to be sentenced 
to death or to imprisonment in a penitentiary or State prison. 

The penaity provided by most of the acts referred to is pun- 
ishment by the imposition of small or moderate sentences, de- 
nominated a misdemeanor, while the penalty in the proposed 
amendment provides for more severe punishment, amounting to 
a felony. 

The principal difference between the law which I propose, as 
set forth in my amendment, and the statutes of the various 
States is the provision in my amendment that a State must 
prove in order to secure conviction, if words uttered are not 
maliciously uttered, that they were made and circulated “ with 
Intent to deceive.’ This is one of the distinctions which dis- 
criminates the language of my amendment from the language 
of the various State statutes. 

There are only five States whose laws upon the subject have 
the element “ with intent to deceive” therein, namely, Illinois, 
Kansas, Missouri, New Mexico, and Ohio, though the element 
“with intent to injure” is embraced in the statutes upon the 
subject of the States of Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, West Vir- 
ginia, and Arkansas, 


I conclude fhese observations as I began, with the statement 
that no State in the Union has enacted a law similar to the 
one proposed by the amendment submitted by me, none applying 
to the same banks similar to this, and none having the same 
elements of crime. Therefore no citizen is liable to be indicted 
= sore twice for the same offense upon the same state of 

a 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I yield five min- 
utes to the 3 from West Virginia [Mr. ALLEN]. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, I should like to call the atten- 
tion of the gentlemen of the House to a remarkable record of 
public service. I have the honor to have as one of my constitu- 
ents the first rural mall carrier of the United States, Mr. H. C. 
Gibson, of Charles Town, W. Va. Mr. Gibson was named as 
rural carrier in 1896, by Postmaster General William L., Wil- 
son. Mr. Wilson was also a West Virginian, one of the ablest 
men who ever served in this House, and it wi under his ad- 
ministration as Postmaster General that the Rural Delivery 
Service was first started in this country. 

Mr. Gibson, the first rural carrier, has a record that is unique 
from the point of service, in that he served 21 years as a carrier 
in Jefferson County, W. Va., and during that time he never 
missed one day’s travel over his route. Such a record of con- 
tinued and loyal service is indeed commendable and deserving 
of recognition. This man has spent the better part of his life 
in public service, without material advancement, for he served 
part of the time at the salary of $8 per month. 

It was stated here on the floor of the House a short time ago 
that no family in the United States could exist on $2,000 a year. 
I wonder how Mr. Gibson got along with his family on $8 a 
month? 

Mr. BLANTON. He was not in Washington. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Gibson has recently suffered an accident 
which crippled him, and he is no longer able to do heavy work. 
I have asked the Post Office Department to grant recognition 
of his services by placing him on their retirement list, but 
Secretary New advises me that under existing regulations he 
finds it impossible to do this. I am therefore introducing a 
private bill for Mr. Gibson, in order that he may receive some 
slight recognition for his remarkable service. 

Mr. Gibson continued this work as rural carrier until some 
time about the year 1918. Living expenses grew so great that 
he could not afford to keep this system up. Therefore, he had 
to resign from the service and seek other employment. Since 
that time Mr. Gibson has met with a misfortune, an accident. 
As I stated, I would like to see him placed on the retired list 
in order that he might have some recognition for the great 
service that he did during this long period of time. He was 
often appealed to for suggestions in the work, and he was a 
very able employee and of much use to the Government in in- 
stalling this new system. Much good has come from his service 
as 5 alec rural mail carrier of the United States. [Ap- 
plause. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I yield six 
ee to the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Ursnawl. [Ap- 

use. 

Mr. UPSHAW. Mr. Chairman, two years ago to-day the cae 
jority leader, Mr. Mondell, generously and unexpectedly call 
upon me to say a few impromptu words about pores 
Lincoln. I asked to-day for the privilege of saying something 
on Lincoln’s birthday, which I believe that great-hearted 
American would heartily approve. It is a beautiful story of 
a beautiful deed following the celebration of the last National 
Memorial Day at Gettysburg where I had the honor—which 
I counted a very high honor being the son of a Confederate 
soldier—to be invited to deliver the address near the spot 
where Abraham Lincoln delivered the immortal address which 
we heard read by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Moorr] in the 
House to-day. In that address I turned to the battle-scarred 
veterans in blue who sat on the platform with me and said: 
“My fathers in blue, us do something to-day that will 
mean more than the usual memorial service.“ If William 
Howard Taft was right when he set apart a parcel of ground 
in Arlington to receive the ashes of the Confederate dead; if 
Theodore Roosevelt was right when, in his great-hearted 
loyalty to loyalty itself, he had carved the Confederate rank 
of “ Fighting Joe” Wheeler upon his gravestone in Arlington; 
if Warren G. Harding was right when he said at the dedica- 
tion of Lincoln’s Memorial: “There were ambiguities in the 
Constitution that could only be wiped out by a baptism of 
blood”; if Calvin Coolidge was right when, as the President 
of the Nation, he paid tribute last Sunday, as I heard him, to 
the Confederate dead at Arlington and declared, “They were 
all Americans on both sides, fighting for what they believed 


were their right,” then I declared to them, There was some- 
thing wrong and out of joint, somehow, in the fact that the 
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President of the United States paid that beautiful tribute on 
an improvised shack of planks and boards while the Arlington 
Amphitheater was empty only a few steps away—empty, built, 
I remind you, my fathers in blue, not out of northern money 
to commemorate northern valor, but out of American money to 
commemorate American valor, It would be a beautiful thing,” 
I said to them, “for you, in the Grand Army Post here 
at Gettysburg where the brave Confederacy began to totter 
to its fall, to make the request of the President. of the United 
States that an Executive order be issued that shall cause all 
memorial services at Arlington hereafter to be held in the 
Amphitheater owned by all the people of America.” 

They received that declaration with generous applause, and 
at the very next meeting they passed beautiful ringing resolu- 
tions requesting that this be done, declaring that inasmuch as 
those Confederate heroes who lie in Arlington, honored for their 
loyalty to their concept of the Constitution, honored also for 
furnishing sons loyal to the flag of our reunited country in two 
great wars, and inasmuch as the spirit of fellowship is vibrant 
everywhere between the North and South, that it would be 
in consonance with the spirit of genuine American fellow- 
ship hereafter to have all memorial services at Arlington 
held in the amphitheater that is the property of all Ameri- 
cans. Those resolutions will be presented in due form to 
the President of the United States. Legislation, of course, 
is not necessary; and the President, in issuing this order 
or simply granting this proper patriotic permission, will 
be acting in happy and inspiring consonance with the recent 
action of Congress in ordering that the Secretary of War 
be directed to restore Arlington, the residence of Robert E. 
Lee, as nearly as possible in every detail as it was when oc- 
eupied by that almost incomparable general and stainless 
Christian patriot whose marvelous character and genius are 
the proud heritage of the whole Nation. The President would 
thus be adding, too, to that shining pyramid of national fel- 
lowship typified by the passage, without a dissenting vote, of 
the bill directing the Treasury issuance of the Stone Mountain 
memorial coins, whose deathless message of southern heroism 
will ever be not only a national inspiration but an inspiration 
to the whole world. 

It is all the more striking and beautiful to contemplate that 
the bills to restore Arlington and also to make the Stone 
Mountain memorial coinage were both introduced by sons of 
those who wore the blue. Thank God for all these cumulative 
evidences of the growing fellowship between the once sundered 
sections of our reunited country? [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Georgia 
has expired. 

Mr. UPSHAW. Excuse me. I thought I had seven minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair let the gentleman run over 
about a minute. 

Mr. UPSHAW. I thank the Chair for his consideration, and 
it is in accordance with the spirit of Lincoln's birthday. 

Mr. ‘TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gen- 
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. Howarp] five minutes. 

Mr. HOWARD of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen 
of the committee, we have heard much in the last few months 
concerning the matter of economy. From out of the White 
House the word has gone forth that in governmental affairs 
there must be economy. I want as a Representative in the 
Congress to indorse all ideas of economy and to suggest that 
if there is not very soon more economy applied not only to the 
Federal but the State, county, and municipal governments 
that the people of this Nation will bend their backs under tax 
burdens which they can not long stand. Why, Mr. Chairman, 
the people of this country were enthused when a short time 
ago there came word from the White House that the great 
President of the United States had refused to ride in a private 
Pullman car, as has been done by other Presidents, but for 
the sake of economy that he would henceforth ride in a regular 
car along with the common folk. The people indorsed that 
idea. To-day, Mr. Chairman, we find that the President has 
become more economical in his means of transportation. In 
the press of yesterday and to-day we are informed that he is 
now riding a wooden horse, and I shall not be surprised that 
soon it will be heralded to the people of the United States 
that the President is riding this wooden horse for the purpose 
of cutting down the oat bill at the White House stables. And 
I have an idea, Mr. Chairman, that when in the future any 
program for the benefit of the livestock producers is referred 
to, that the farmers will be advised to produce wooden horses, 
and that some one will say with the Washington Post of this 
morning— 

That the best thing about him, there is nothing to pay, 
For Cal has a pony that does not eat hay. 


Mr. Chairman, I should not be surprised to hear that the 
next great stroke of economy will be the placing of oars on the 
Mayflower. 

But, Mr. Chairman, I rose to talk of economy and to make 
the suggestion that we have an opportunity to-day in the 
House of Representatives to start a little economy of our own. 
I want to call the attention of the committee to pages 11, 12, 
and 13 of the bill under consideration, and I want to say, while 
referring to it, that I know at the present time that the com- 
mittee which brought in this report can do nothing else but 
make the appropriations, because the salaries I refer to are 
provided for under the law. But I want to call the attention 
of the committee to the fact that while they are practicing 
economy in the other departments, there is a place where, in 
my opinion, at least half of an appropriation of $241,850 can 
be saved to the people who pay the taxes of this country by 
cutting off the roll those janitors and clerks to committees of 
this House during a period when they can render no service. 

This Congress is going to adjourn on the 4th of March, 
and the probabilities are that it will not meet again for nine 
months. During those nine months what service will these 
janitors aud clerks and assistant clerks render to the people 
of this Nation? Why are these salaries provided for these 
janitors and committee clerks when there are no committees 
in existence during the nine months when Congress is not in 
session? What duties will the clerk to the Committee on the 
Disposition of Useless Executive Papers, for example, have to 
perform during that time? 

I thought yesterday that we had elected a President of the 
United States, and yet I find that a clerk for the committee will, 
with the clerks of most of the other committees of the House, 
be loafing around Washington doing nothing for nine months 
at the expense of the people of the United States. It was my 
experience to occupy an office for nine months during the re- 
cess of Congress, where the committee was out of existence, 
and where the chairman had been defeated for Congress, and 
yet a janitor and clerk of that committee drew salaries for 
nine months, when there was not a possibility of any service 
that they could render. I was a member of a committee of 
the Sixty-sixth Congress that never had but one meeting, but 
it had a clerk who drew $1,800 per year for the two years. 

I suggest for the information and profit of the committee 
that this list should, in the interest of economy, if you really 
want economy, be revised, so that these surplus clerks and 
janitors who are on the pay roll will not be employed when 
they are not needed. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Okla- 
homa has expired. 

8 Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado, Mr. Chairman, how much time 

ave I? 

The CHAIRMAN. Three and one-half minutes, 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. I will waive that. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield two and a 
half minutes to the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. DAt- 
LINGER]. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Massachusetts is 
recognized. 

Mr. DALLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I wish to call the atten- 
tion of the committee, and through the members of the com- 
mittee the House, to the bill H. R. 9493, relative to proceedings 
in cases of contested elections of Members of the House of 
Representatives, a bill introduced by me and unanimously 
reported by the Committee on Elections No. 1 in the present 
Congress, a similar bill having been unanimously reported by 
pe Same committee in the last Congress. It provides as 

ollows: 


A bill (H. R. 9493) to determine proceedings in contested elections of 
Members of the House of Representatives 

Be it enacted, etc., That whenever any person intends to contest an 
election of any Member of the House of Representatives of the United 
States he shall, within 30 days after the result of such election shall 
have been determined by the officer or board of canvassers authorized 
by law to determine the same, make application to the Court of Appeals 
of the District of Columbia to determine the question of his right to 
such seat pending the final decision of the contest by the House of 
Representatives, and said court shall, in conformity with the provisions 
of this act, determine such question. 

Sec. 2. That the contestant shall make the application set forth in 
the preceding section by filing in the office of the clerk of said court a 
petition praying the court to determine the question as set forth in 
section 1 of this act, and specifying particularly the grounds upon 
which he relies in the contest, and shall within the time specified in 
section 1 forward by registered mail to the Member whose seat he 
intends to contest a copy of said petition, and within 25 days after 
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having forwarded the copy of the petition shall file with the clerk of 
said court proof of baying done so. He shall also, within such time, 
forward a copy of said petition by registered mail to the Clerk of the 
House of Representatives. 

Sec, 3. That any returned Member upon whom a copy of the petition 
mentioned in the preceding section may be served shall, within 30 days 
after the service thereof, file in the office of the clerk of said court an 
answer, admitting or denying the facts alleged therein and stating 
specifically any other grounds upon which he rests the validity of his 
election; and shall serve a copy of his answer upon the contestant, 
and within 25 days after having forwarded the copy of the answer 
shall file with the clerk of said court proof of having done so, and 
shall forward a copy of said answer by registered mail to the Clerk of 
the House of Representatives. 

Suc. 4. That the proceedings thereafter with reference to the taking 
of testimony and in all other respects shall be in conformity with the 
rules and regulations established by the Court of Appeals of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia as hereinafter provided. 

Sec. 5. That within 90 days of the passage of this act the Court 
of Appeals of the District of Columbia shall prepare and establish such 
rules and regulations with reference to the taking of testimony, the 
issuance and service of notice to take depositions, the issuance and 
service of subpmnas, the production of papers, and all other matters 
as may seem to said court to be necessary and proper for the expedi- 
tious determination of contested-election cases, and shall forthwith 
forward a copy of the same to the Clerk of the House of Representa- 
tives, who shall cause said rules to be printed. Said rules and regu- 
lations shall have the force of law, and the fees of witnesses, and the 
penulties for failure to attend and testify, and for refusal to produce 
papers shall be the same as provided by the Revised Statutes of the 
United States in civil cases tried in the district courts of the United 
States. The compensation of persons appointed by the court to take 
testimony shall be paid by the United States marshal of the District 
of Columbia on the certificate of the Chief Justice of the Court of 
Appeals of sald District or in his absence of the Senior Associate 
Justice. The Clerk of the House of Representatives shall immediately 
upon receiving copies of the petition and answer in apy contested- 
election case, as provided in section 1 of this act, forward by registered 
mail to the contestant and contestee in sald case copies of the rules 
established by the Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia. 

Sec. 6. That the court shall advance the application herein provided 
for upon its docket for speedy hearing and it shall, If necessary, hold 
a special term to consider the same, and it shall, without unnecessary 
delay, make and submit its findings of fact and conclusions of law before 
the first assembling of the Congress to which the contest relates or as 
expeditiously thereafter as possible and shall immediately transmit 
to the Clerk of the House of Representatives a certified copy of the 
same, together with an abstract of the testimony in the case in 
narrative form, which findings and conclusions shall be advisory only. 

Sec. 7. That the findings of the court in any case shall not be 
subject to appeal or judicial review, but nothing herein contained 
sliall be construed as intended to restrict or in any way impair the 
right of the House to judge of the elections, returns, and qualifications 
of its Members, nor shall it in any way affect any contests pending at 
the time of the passage of this act, but all such contests shall proceed 
in all respects in conformity with the laws in force at the time of the 
filing of the notice of contest therein. 

Sec. S. That all acts or parts of acts inconsistent with the provisions 
of this act are hereby repealed. 


DEFECTS OF TRE PRESENT SYSTEM 


Mr. Chairman, under the present system, while the Constitu- 
tien of the United States makes each House of Congress the 
judge of the elections, returns, and qualifications of its own 
Members, and while the House of Representatives must ulti- 
mately decide all cases of contested elections, nevertheless it is 
evident that the House can not act upon these cases before its 
orgunization. The question of who are prima facie Members 
authorized to organize the House and appoint the committees 
which shall consider contested-election cases is now determined 
by State officials, who are almost invariably political officers 
and are, therefore, peculiarly subject to partisan influence. 
These officials, who have the power to throw out votes which 
may haye been legally cast and who may, therefore, determine 
the question of who is prima facie entitled to a seat, and thus 
ultimately decide the organization of the House itself, usually 
have no special qualifications to decide judicial questions. 
Where there is no controversy in regard to the election, which 
is the case in the very large majority of instances, it is per- 
fectly proper that the candidate elected on the face of the re- 
turns as found by these State officials should be entitled to par- 
ticipate in the organization of the House. On the other hand, 
where there is a difference of opinion and the defeated candi- 
date has grounds for contesting the election it must be evident 
to all fair-minded persons that the decision of this question in 


the first instance by a judicial tribunal would be a distinct ad- 
8 over the present system, which is always liable to 
abuse. 
THE DANGER OF PARTISAN DHCISIONS BY THE HOUSE 

But not only does the opportunity exist to thwart the will of 
the people previous to the organization of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, but the same opportunity also exists after the House 
is organized. In years gone by it is a fact that contested-elec- 
tion cases in the House of Representatives were as a rule de- 
cided on purely partisan grounds, regardless of the merits of 
the case. The Committee on Elections, which considered and 
reported on a contested-election case, usually divided on strictly 
partisan lines—all the members of the party in power joining in 
a majority report and all the members of the minority party 
signing a minority report. In recent Congresses, however, there 
has been a decided change for the better, and the election 
committees have as a rule considered all contested-clection 
eases referred to them strictly upon their merits and have de- 
cided them judicially upon the law and the facts, most of the 
reports having been unanimous or practically so. But in spite 
of this fair and impartial attitude of the committees, when 
these reports have been considered on the floor of the House 
partisan feeling has almost invariably manifested itself and 
political considerations and considerations of personal friend- 
ship have to a large extent influenced the action of the indi- 
vidual Members of the House. Moreover, when any party has 
a slight majority of the Members elect there will always be 
the temptation to decide election contests in favor of its own 
partisans in order to increase its majority in the House. 

UNNECESSARY DELAY UNDER THB PRESENT SYSTEM 


Another consideration in these contested-election cases is the 
element of time. Under the existing provisions of law, if a 
case is hotly contested by the parties and both the contestant 
and the contestee take all the time in the preparation of their 
cases that the law allows, the contest can not be referred by 
the Speaker to one of the Election Committees until more than 
a year after the election has taken place. Then after refer- 
ence, if the committee gives to the voluminous report in the 
case the serious consideration which fairness and justness re- 
quire, it may well be a year and a half after the election before 
the case can be considered by the House. If in addition the 
committee has several contests referred to it, it may be near 
the close of the Congress before a case can be considered. 
Because of the numerous contests the House of Representatives 
many years ago by its rules created three Committees on 
Elections, but in spite of this it frequently happens that one 
or more of the committees can not secure consideration of the 
last of its reports until the Congress is about to expire and 
until after another election has been held. In the meantime, 
in case the House finally votes to unseat the sitting Member, 
the latter, having a certificate from the governor of his State, 
and having been duly sworn in at the convening of the Con- 
gress, through the greater part of the life of the Congress has 
performed the duties of a Congressman from the district and 
has received the congressional salary and mileage; while on the 
other hand the contestant whom the House finally decides to 
have been legally elected to the office and is entitled to its 
perquisites, also receives the mileage and salary for the whole 
two years. In other words, two persons have received mileage 
and salary practically for the whole two years’ term. In the 
Sixty-fifth Congress, for instance, there was a case where in a 
Democratic House a Democratic Member was unseated and his 
Republican contestant given the seat on the very last day of 
the last session of Congress. This condition of affairs has 
given rise to much adverse criticism throughout the country 
and ought to be remedied. 

; ENCOURAGEMENT OF FRIVOLOUS CONTESTS 


Finally, the present system, where the issuance of a prima 
facie certificate as well as the final determination of the elec- 
tion is entirely in the hands of political partisans, who are 
always subject to the temptation to use their power for parti- 
san advantage, tends to encourage contests where there is no 
real ground for the same, If every prospective contestant knew 
that his case would be decided in the first instance by a judicial 
tribunal, many of the contests would never be brought. 

PURPOSE AND ADVANTAGES OF THE PROPOSED LEGISLATION 

All of the disadvantages of the present system would be 
removed by the passage of the proposed bill. The determina- 
tion of all contested-election cases in the first instance by the 
Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia, as provided in 
the bill, will secure the organization of the House of Repre- 
sentatives in strict accordance with the laws governing elec- 
tions in the various States. 
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In the second place, the passage of the bill will expedite de- 
cisions of these important cases so that the House of Repre- 
sentatives will have before it at the time of the convening of 
the new Congress the finding of the Court of Appeals of the 
District of Columbia on each contest, together with an ab- 
stract of the testimony in the case in narrative form, which 
will be ready for review by the Committee on Elections and 
by the House itself, thus doing away with the present un- 
necessary delay and the evils resulting therefrom to which 
reference has already been made, 

Thirdly, it will tend to diminish the number of election con- 
tests which are not based on any real merit but which are 
brought with the belief that the party in power will take care 
of its own partisans. 

Finally, it will as far as possible, under the Constitution, 
do away with partisan and personal considerations in the de- 
cision of these cases and secure to the legal representatives of 
the people the exercise of the powers conferred upon them by 
the Constitution of the United States. 

BRITISH EXPERIENCE 


It is interesting to note that the British House of Commons 
for many years was confronted with the problem of a large 
number of election contests which took up a great deal of 
time in their consideration and which were usually decided on 
purely partisan grounds. In 1868, however, the British Parlia- 
ment passed a statute conferring absolute jurisdiction of all 
contested election cases upon the courts. By this statute 
Parliament did not eyen reserve to the House of Commons the 
power to review the decision of the courts. The act, which 
is still in force, among other things provides as follows: 


At the conclusion of the tria] the judge who tried the petition shall 
determine whether the member whose return and election is com- 
plained of, or any of what other person was duly returned or elected, 
or whether the election was vold, and shall forthwith certify in 
handwriting such determination to the Speaker, and upon such 
certificate belng given, such determination shall be final to all 
intents and purposes, 


This law has been in operation for over half a century and 
has worked so satisfactorily that no one in Great Britain 
would think of repealing it and going back to the old system. 

THE PRESENT BILL IS CONSTITUTIONAL AND DESIRABLE 


While under a written Constitution the House of Repre- 
sentatives is made the sole judge of the elections, returns, and 
qualifications of its own Members, and consequently while it is 
impossible without an amendment to the Constitution to enact 
a statute conferring upon any court final jurisdiction in con- 
tested-election cases, there is nothing whatever to prevent 
Congress from passing a law providing, as does the present 
bill, that all cases of contested election of Members of the 
House of Representatives shall be tried out in the first in- 
stance in the Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia 
under such rules and regulations prescribed by it as would 
expedite such cases. Under such a system the finding of the 
court, accompanied by an abstract of the relevant evidence in 
narrative form upon which the finding was based in every 
election contest could be in the hands of the Clerk of the 
House of Representatives at the time of the conyening of each 
new Congress. The bill also proyides that in these cases where 
the court has made a finding against a Member declared 
elected on the face of the returns, the finding of the court shall 
be accepted in lien of the certificate of the governor by the 
Clerk of the House in making up the provisional roll of the 
Members elect to be sworn in. The Speaker can then on the 
first day of the session refer all the cases to the different Com- 
mittees on Elections which in most cases will undoubtedly ac- 
cept the finding of the court and report their decisions back to 
the House for its ratification. In this way the committees and 
the House will be relieved of an immense amount of work, 
long delays in determining the legal membership of the House 
will be avoided, the objectional features of having two Mem- 
bers from a district drawing in some cases practically two 
years’ salary will be done away with, and the American people 
will be assured that for all time election contests in the House 
of Representatives will be decided on their merits, free from 
all partisan and personal considerations. [Applause.] 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield two and a 
half minutes to the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. Smrmons]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Nebraska is recog- 
nized for two and a half minutes. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. Chairman, during the last campaign 
the Republican Members of this House from the great agricul- 
tural States of the West went among our people urging them 
to elect Calyin Coolidge President of the United States. At 
the close of a campaign that was novel in many of its features, 


President Coolidge received an overwhelming vote. Our west- 
ern people supported him because they believed in his integ- 
rity, his ability, his high fineness of character, his trueness of 

purpose. In short, they believed in Calvin Coolidge. One of 
the things which he told them he would do was to apppoint a 
commission to study the agricultural situation and report 
needed legislation. That commission was appointed; they have 
reported; their report has been transmitted to this Congress 
with the recommendation that legislation be passed in keep- 
ing with it. It has submitted to this Congress definite recom- 
mendations concerning legislation for cooperative marketing, 
tariff changes, amendments to the agricultural credits act, 
freight-rate legislation, and Federal aid for State experiment 
stations. It asks for a well-balanced agricultural program. 
Regarding freight legislation, it said: 

By reason of the horizontal charges made in freight rates during 
recent years and of greater depression of agricultural products during 
the same period, the raw products of agriculture are now bearing a 
relatively excessive cost for transportation. The conference does wish 
to emphasize at this time its contention that while adequate service ts 
essential the welfare of agriculture also demands an early and 
thorough revision of the freight-rate structure to relieve the raw 
products of agriculture and livestock from thelr disproportionate share 
<f transportation costs. 


Legislation which orders the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion to put into effect this recommendation has already passed 
Congress. 

In connection with the work of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission, the following comment of the agricultural con- 
ference is of importance: 

It was the intention of the law which created the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission to make it the duty of the commission to act not 
only as an arbitrator or Judge between the shippers on the one hand 
and the railroads on the other but also as an investigator and advo- 
cate for the shipping public in general. That this latter duty was 
just as important in the minds of Congress as its duty to act as a 
court in adjusting differences between the railroads and the shipper 
„ „. ‘It is unfortunate that in more recent years the Interstate 
Commerce Commission has failed or has been unable to recognize its 
responsibility as an advocate of the shipper and has developed into a 
court. 


Regarding the tariff, it states that— 


the cattle industry is suffering through lack of tariff protection from 
competition with hides and meats from foreign countries, and that 
other agricultural enterprises are suffering from iack of proper tarif 
protection. 


The one great industry of the West for which relief is 
needed the most is the cattle business. These men have car- 
ried the great burden of loss through the period of depression— 
that depression is still with them. Cattle are now selling at 
less than they did a year ago. The recommendation regarding 
Sis legislation will help them and the farming sections ma- 

y. 

The subject of a tariff on hides has heretofore been dis- 
cussed in this Congress. The cattlemen want it—they believe 
it will help. The President asks it for them. If we can place 
the cattlemen of the West on a start toward prosperity we 
va have done much to relieve the situation in the Western 

tes. 

The conference asks for protection to the dairy and animal 
industries by a tariff, and States that it recognizes the— 


need of protecting our. various agricultural commodities by adequate 
tariffs on foreign products that come into competition with them. 


Other recommendations are made. 

Immediately the western people began to ask—what is Con- 
gress going to do about it? Members from the agricultural 
States had the right to expect the program outlined by the 
commission would be favorably considered by this Congress. 
We were immediately told that Congress did not have time to 
consider legislation of this character. We did not ask that 
it have precedence over the appropriation bills. We did ask 
and do ask of the House leadership that it have the considera- 
tion to which its importance in the economic welfare of the 
Nation entitles it. But still the answer is, “We have not 
time.” 


The subject of a tariff on hides is one of considerable im- 
portance to the western cattlemen. I have investigated that 
situation. The Ways and Means Committee have all the facts 
needed. No hearings are necessary. I am told that under the 
rules of this House a bill specifically limited to that one item 
could be reported and considered without opening up the gen- 
eral tariff question. But we are told that the press of the 
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Nation's business prevents its consideration—that other legis- 
lation of greater importance must be passed. 

I want, in view of that, to call the attention of the House 
to the situation that exists here to-day. We have spent some- 
thing like an hour discussing the question as to whether or 
not the people of America, who visit Washington, should pay 
25 cents to the guides for being shown throngh the Capitol. 
The bulletin board to-day carries the program of legislation 
for the coming two days. It is announced that the Committee 
on Rules has decided to allow this House to consider amend- 
ments to the China trade act; we are going to take up and 
consider a bill to sell a little railroad we have in New York 
to the Port of New York; we are to be allowed to take up a 
bill to authorize the President to take a fee of $10 off the 
visé charges of people who have money enough to go to 
Europe this coming summer; and then we are going to take 
up a bill of some 12 pages, of 18 paragraphs, dealing with 
migratory birds. 

This legislation, which the Rules Committee reports may be 
important; it may be that it should be passed. I am not say- 
ing that it should not be. What I am saying is that it is of 
far greater importance to the economic life of America that 
this Congress devote its time and attention to legislation 
favored by the President, aimed to bring a measure of pros- 
perity to the farmers and cattlemen of the United States. 
{Applause.] Compare the two, and I submit in all fairness 
that legislation covered by the agricultural conference report 
is of far greater concern to the Nation than the legislative 
program that the House leadership proposes to follow in the 
program outlined. 

Mr. Chairman, there can be no division of party platforms 
or party promises, One is as binding as another. The agri- 
cultural States have been promised needed legislation. Presi- 
dent Coolidge asks for it. We, from those States, want to 
work as an integral part of the Republican organization in 
this House, carrying out the program of the Republican Party. 
If we from the agricultural sections are to support legislation 
desired by other sections of the United States, then their 
Representatives must, in all fairness, support us and the Presi- 
dent in the passage of legislation for the benefit of the farming 
sections of America. 

The time has come for this Congress to get into action on 
this matter and consider the recommendation of the agricul- 
tural conference and the President regarding agriculture. The 
situation in the West demands it, our President and the Re- 
publican Party pledged it, there is time to do it. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from 
Nebraska has expired. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. 
have I remaining? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has four and a half min- 
utes remaining. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield the bal- 
ance of my time to the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. 
MCLAUGHLIN]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Nebraska is recog- 
nized for four and a half minutes. 5 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman and gentle- 
men of the House, during the few minutes yielded me, I desire 
to call your attention to a decision rendered by the Interstate 
Commerce Commission a few days ago upholding what is 
known as the Pullman surcharge. Four of the members of the 
commission directly sustained the surcharge. One, our former 
colleague, Mr. Esch, concurred with these four, but stated in 
one sentence of his decision that the surcharge was unreason- 
able and in another that it should be at least reduced to 25 
per cent. Three members of the commission hold that no Pull- 
man surcharge should be collected and that none is needed, 
while two hold that a small surcharge might be warranted, but 
not a 50 per cent surcharge. 

The surcharge was adopted as a war measure under Mc- 
Adoo's administration of the roads, primarily for the purpose 
of discouraging civilian travel. It was done away with when 
the roads were turned back to private owners after the war 
and reinstated in 1920 with the consent of the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission. Last May, after due hearings, the Senate 
repealed the surcharge by a unanimous vote. At the same time 
the Senate was considering this important matter, a subcom- 
mittee of the Interstate Commerce Commission, after careful 
study, unanimously recommended to the full committee that 
the surcharge be discontinued. All of this happened a year or 
more ago, and yet, notwithstanding the several requests of my- 
self and others for a hearing before the Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce Committee of the House, the chairman of the com- 
mittee has persistently refused to grant such hearings. When 
I spoke with the chairman early in this session of Congress 


Mr. Chairman, how much time 


requesting a hearing on my bill to repeal the surcharge, he 
informed me positively that there was no chance of a hearing 
at this session of Congress and that the committee had defi- 
nitely decided that no railroad legislation would be taken up 
by the committee during the short session, 

Mr. WINSLOW. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Nebraska. Yes. 

Mr. WINSLOW. The gentleman is mistaken. You were not 
told that by me. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Nebraska. I was told exactly what 
I have said, Mr. Chairman, in your office when I applied to 
you for a hearing. 

Mr. WINSLOW. Mr. Chairman, I stand on my statement. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Nebraska. I am not very keen about 
discharging committees from the consideration of a bill re- 
ferred to them, but when it becomes perfectly clear that pro- 
posed legislation of this importance can be considered in no 
other way than by the discharge of a committee, I am in favor 
of invoking the rule of the House for that purpose. The entire 
traveling public are opposed to the Pullman surcharge. It is 
in fact unlawful and decidedly aggravating. It is the practice 
of the carriers to pay the Pullman Co, for hauling Pullman 
cars, and generally the roads guarantee to the Pullman Co. an 
income of $2,500 annually per car, with the understanding that 
incomes over $2,500 are to be split 50-50 between the Pullman 
Co. and the railroad company. In 1922, under this 50-50 split, 
the railroad company’s profit was $11,000,000. Under the 
operation of the surcharge of the $37,000,000 profit that has 
been realized to the roads, $20,000,000 of the amount has gone 
to the roads which have made more than the 6 per cent profit 
allowed under the transportation act. Under the transporta- 
tion act of 1920 the carriers were permitted to earn not to ex- 
ceed 6 per cent on their valuation, and all above 6 per cent 
was to be divided 50-50 with the Government. The railroads 
now owe the Government under this provision of the transpor- 
tation act $80,000,000, which means that their profits in excess 
of the 6 per cent allowed have amounted to $160,000,000. I sub- 
mit to the Members of the House that when the roads have 
made $160,000,000 in excess of the 6 per cent permitted and 
when the larger roads which have made the bulk of this profit 
have in addition received $20,000,000 out of the $37,000,000 
profit as a result of the surcharge, it is unreasonable to argue 
that the roads need this surcharge in order to make a reason- 
able profit. The argument presented by some that it costs the 
railroad company more to operate Pullman trains than it does 
day-coach trains will not stand the light of investigation. The 
railroad companies are under the expense of building and re- 
pairing and cleaning and furnishing the employees to run a 
day-coach train, while on the other hand the Pullman Co. 
builds, repairs, keeps up its own cars, and furnishes its em- 
ployees and servants to take care of them. The railroad com- 
pany is not put to one dime's expense in keeping up the rolling 
stock of the Pullman Co. When the railroad company, after 
leasing the Pullman cars from the Pullman Co. for service, 
which is virtually a hotel service to the traveling public, after 
having agreed with the Pullman Co. as to terms, come in and 
ask a surcharge of this kind, they put themselves on the same 
plane as the landlord of a hotel and his lessee, who would 
agree on the amount the lessee was to pay the landlord and 
then ask the operating manager of the hotel to make a sur- 
charge on every room for the benefit of the landlord. 

Every Member of the House is familiar with this surcharge 
practice. I have in my hand two Pullman receipts, one for 
parlor-car seat to New York and another for a sleeper from 
Ney York to Washington, and I find this message printed 

eron: 


The amount charged is the Pullman Co.'s rate and a surcharge of 
50 per cent of that amount required by and collected as agent for 
the railroad company as follows; 

Pn een xx 
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And I distinctly recall, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
House, that in this particular parlor car in which I rode to 
New York some days ago, the car was not more than half filled, 
and the day coaches were crowded, Had there been no parlor- 
car passengers at all in that car, the railroad company would 
have hauled it to New York empty. But because a few of us 
decided to pay the extra amount to ride in the parlor car and 
leave more room and greater comfort to the chair-car passen- 
gers, we were taxed 50 per cent of the Pullman fare to do this. 
The sleeper receipt which I have in my hand says the Pullman 
Co. retains $2.50, the railroad company receives $1.25; total 
charge, $3.75. It has been estimated by those who have made 
a careful study of this situation that the increased travel on 
the railroads as a result of the repeal of the Pullman sur- 
charge would more than make up for the amount received by 
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the railroads now by collecting the surcharge. But, Mr. Chair- 
man, time forbids my going into this surcharge further at this 
time. I am only asking that on behalf of more than a million 
traveling salesmen, on behalf of the appeal of the Pullman 
Co, itself, and on behalf of one hundred million of American 
citizens who want this outrageous surcharge removed, that my 
colleagues join with the 41 others who have signed the petition 
at the Speaker's desk so that the Congress may at least have 
the opportunity of voting on this bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Nebraska 
has expired. All time has expired. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will read the bill for amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the following sums are appropriated, out 
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the 
legislative branch of the Government for the fiscal year ending June 
80, 1926, namely: 


Mr. WINSLOW. 
last word. 

Mr, Chairman and members of the committee, it is with 
great reluctance that I speak in respect of the Pullman sur- 
charge proposition. My friend the gentleman from Nebraska 
[Mr. McLavcuiin], I think, inadvertently used language 
which, perhaps, he had not considered, I know he had no 
intention of making a misrepresentation of facts, but I think 
in the hurry of his very much hurried remarks he put his 
language together in such way as to, perhaps, carry an idea 
which was not quite correct. I have had one interview with 
him in our committee room and once out here somewhere in 
the area, and I did tell him that in my judgment the committee 
would not take that bill up, but when it came to a point of 
denying a hearing and saying they would not take it up I 
never said anything of the kind. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Nebraska. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WINSLOW. Gladly. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Nebraska. Did not the gentleman tell 
me the last time I was in his office that the committee had 
decided not to take up any of this proposed railroad legislation 
at this session of Congress? 

Mr. WINSLOW. I do not think so—not in that way. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Nebraska. The gentleman says he 
does not think so; will the gentleman say outright he did not 
gay that to me? 

Mr. WINSLOW. To the best of my recollection, and if sane 
and sober, I did not say it to you. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Nebraska. I thought the gentleman 
was sober when he said it. 

Mr. WINSLOW. Well, he may not haye been sane. 
[Laughter.] 

The facts are simple. The proposition unquestionably has 
merit and it is in a great many people, but like all 
these great transportation problems it must be considered 
from the starting point to the finish, and the going through 
the accounting and the ways and means of income affecting 
transportation companies is a long, tedious, and grueling 
process, 

There is no man alive, in my judgment, who is justified in 
standing on his feet and shooting off facts, quick on the trigger, 
as a final judgment of the outcome of such a proposal as his. 

The very fact that the commission is divided into three or 
four sections and have-three or four ideas, differing more or 
less one from the other, is prima facie evidence that a pro- 
posal to remove at one swoop Pullman surcharges at present 
is a terrible problem. It seems to me without going into de- 
tails, because I do not feel warranted in so doing, and as I do 
not aim to harass anyone’s feelings, that the most absurd 
thing which could be done would be for Congress, however 
meritorious the Members may individually feel the question is, 
to undertake to bring up under a rule such as we have a sub- 
ject which after weeks and months of consideration has di- 
vided the Interstate Commerce Commission of 11 men into 
three or four different parts in respect of conclusions. 

Let us assume it is needed. It is rather a curious fact that 
with the exception of my good friend from Nebraska, I believe 
I am safe in saying that during this session not over two com- 
munications have come to our office in regard to taking 
up this Pullman surcharge until he himself started a petition 
for the discharge of the committee a few days ago. Since then 
we have seen the effects of the usual number of agitations 
which stir up people here and there for almost anything which 
comes before a committee in more or lest propaganda form. 

I do not believe our committee nor the House conid take up 
this matter in this session of Congress satisfactorily, Wulle 


Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
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we might have been doing it as a matter of theory and mathe- 
matics as to days, we have been awaiting the report of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission, and I think you will all say 
that it would not have been good judgment for the committee 
having in charge that sort of legislation to anticipate or pre- 
judge the findings of the commission whose official and expert 
business It is to investigate and who have been carrying on an 
investigation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts has expired. 

The pro forma amendment was withdriwn. 

The Clerk read from line 8, page 8, to line 10, on page 6, 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out 
the last word. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I crave the permission of the 
5 to speak to the committee for a few minutes out of 
order. 

To-day is Lincoln's birthday, and I would like to call the 
attention of the committee and of the Congress to a statement 
from the first inaugural address of Lincoln, which bears on a 
matter of very great importance at the present time. I do not 
think there is any question that we as national legislators have 
to concern ourselves with more than the question of the bal- 
anced duties, obligations, rights, and privileges of the States 
and of the National Government, and I desire to call your atten- 
tion to-day to these words from the first inaugural address of 
Abraham Lincoln. I think they are words we should all bear 
clearly in our minds when certain proposals are here brought 
up for our consideration. 

At the present time we have not entirely demobilized the 
central government from the war theory, under which all 
2 necessarily went to the central government. Lincoln 
said: 


Those who nominated and elected me did so with full knowledge that 
I had made this and many similar declarations and had never recanted 
them; and, more than this, they placed in the platform for my ac- 
ceptanee, and as a law to themselves and to me, the clear and emphatic 
resolution which I now read: 

“Resolved, That the maintenance inviolate of the rights of the States, 
and especially the right of each State to order and control its own 
domestic institutions according to its own judgment exclusively, is 
essential to that balance of power on which the perfection and en- 
durance of our political fabric depend; and we denounce the lawless 
invasion by armed force of the soil of any State or Territory, no matter 
under what pretext, as among the gravest of crimes,” 


Lincoln then continued: 


I now reiterate these sentiments, and in doing so I only press upon 
the public attention the most conclusive evidence of which the case is 
susceptible, that the property, peace, and security of no section are to 
be in any wise endangered by the now incoming administration. 


Gentlemen of the committee, when matters of national con- 
trol of education are looming as possible spheres of action for 
Congress; when matters of control of persons under 18 years 
of age are already being considered by the Nation, I think that 
we, regardless of party politics, should consider the very wise 
admonition of Lincoln contained in that portion of his first 
inaugural address which I have just read. [Applause.] 

The pro forma amendment was withdrawn. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike 
ont the last two words, and I ask permission to address the 
committee out of order for two minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Colorado? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I think one of 
the finest letters Abraham Lincoln ever wrote was written on 
the 21st of November, 1864, to Mrs. Bixley, of Boston, I think, 
it is well to preserve it. It reads as follows: 


NovempBne 21, 1864. 
Dear Mapam : I have been shown in the files of the War Department 
a statement of the adjutant general of Massachusetts that you are the 
mother of five sons who have died gloriously on the field of battle. I 
fee] how weak and fruitless must be any words of mine which should 
attempt to beguile you from the grief of a loss so overwhelming. But 
I can not refrain fram tendering to you the consolation that may be 
found in the thanks of the Republic they died to save, I pray that our 
Heavenly Father may assuage the anguish of yeur bereavement, and 
leave you only the cherished memory of the loved and lost, and the 
solemn pride that must be yours to have laid so costly a sacrifice upon 
the altar of freedom. 
Yours yery sincerely and respectfully, 
ABRAHAM LINCOLN, 


[Applause.] 
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The Clerk read as follows: 
SALARIES AND MILEAGE OF MEMBERS 


For compensation of Members of the House of Representatives, Dele- 
gates from Territories, the Resident Commissioner from Porto Rico, 
and the Resident Commissioners from the Philippine Islands, $3,304,500, 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment, 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. BLANTON : Page 10, line 2, after the word 
“‘slands,” strike out $3,304,500 and the perlod and insert in lieu 
thereof $2,322,000, a colon, and the following proviso, to wit: 

„ Provided, (a) That, beginning with the Ist day of July, 1925, the 
House of Representatives shall be composed of 304 Members, to be 
apportioned among the several States, as follows: 

“Alabama, 7; Arizona, 1; Arkansas, 5; California, 10; Colorado, 3; 
Connecticut, 4; Delaware, 1; Florida, 3; Georgia, 8; Idaho 1; IIlinois, 
19; Indiana, 8; Iowa, 7; Kansas, 5; Kentucky, 7; Louisiana, 5; Maine, 
2; Maryland, 4; Massachusetts, 11; Michigan, 10; Minnesota, 7; Mis- 
sissippi, 5; Missourl, 10; Montana, 2; Nebraska, 4; Nevada, 1; New 
Hanrpshire 1; New Jersey, 9; New Mexico, 1; New York, 30; North 
Carolina, 7; North Dakota, 2; Ohio, 16; Oklahoma, 6; Oregon, 2; 
Pennsylvania, 25; Rhode Island, 2; South Carolina, 5; South Dakota, 
2; Tennessee, 7; Texas, 18; Utah, 1; Vermont, 1; Virginia, 7; Wash- 
ington, 4; West Virginia, 4; Wisconsin, 8; Wyoming, 1 

“(b) That in effecting this proposed economy and retrenchment in 
governmental expenses where the provisions of this bill reduces the 
present representation of a State in Congress the delegation of such 
State, before July 1, 1925, shall decide by. lot which of its Representa- 
tives shall be eliminated for service during the remainder of the Sixty- 
ninth Congress. 

„(e) That in each State entitled under this apportionment to more 
than one Representative the Representatives to the Seventieth and each 
subsequent Congress shall be elected by districts composed of a con- 
tiguous and compact terrffory, and containing as nearly as practicable 
an equal number of inhabitants. The said districts shall be equal to the 
number of Representatives to which such State may be entitled in 
Congress, no district electing more than one Representative. 

“(d) That in all States in whieh the present number of Repre- 
sentatives has been changed under this apportionnrent, until such States 
shall be redistricted in the manner provided by the laws thereof, and 
in accordance with the provisions of section 3 of this act, the Rep- 
resentatives from each State not so redistricted shall be elected by the 
State at large; and if there be no change in the number of Representa- 
tives from a State, the Representatives thereof shall be elected from the 
districts now prescribed by law until such State shall be redistricted 
as herein prescribed. 

“(e) That candidates for Representative or Representatives to be 
elected at large in any State shall be nominated in the same manner 
as candidates for governor, unless otherwise provided by the laws of 
such State.” 


During the reading of the amendment the following occurred: 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of 
order on that. 

Mr. BLANTON. It comes under the Holman rule. Let the 
whole amendment be read. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. Mr. Chairman, is it competent for this 
body to apportion Representatives on an appropriation bill? 

Mr. BLANTON. This comes under the Holman rule. 

The Clerk completed the reading of the amendment. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a point 
of order on the amendment. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, every man in this House 
who stays here and works—and, of course, all of you do 
that—knows this to be the fact, that we have too many Mem- 
bers in the House of Representatives. If we could reduce the 
membership from 435 to 304 Members, such as is proposed by 
my amendment, it would save nearly a million dollars annually. 
You would get more efficient work, you would get better 
service for the people, and Members would stay here and 
attend to business. With 435 Members the House is top-heavy 
and unwieldy. My amendment is not subject to the point of 
order because it comes within the Holman rule. It retrenches 
the expenses, it reduces the expenditures of the Government 
$1,000,000 a year, because when you cut off the services of 
131 Members from the pay roll of the Government you auto- 
matically reduce the expenses of the Government about $1,000,- 
000 annually. With such a saving and with increased efti- 
ciency, there would then be good excuse for raising salaries, 

Mr. CABLE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. CABLE. Does the gentleman mean to say that if he 

ived more salary he would work harder? 


rece 
| Mr. BLANTON, I would try to, 


Mr. UPSHAW. That would be impossible, for the gentle- 
man from Texas could not work harder than he does now. 

Mr. BEGG. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. BEGG. The gentleman says that the amendment is not 
subject to a point of order; does not the law fix the basis on 
which the membership of the House is to be ascertained? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes; but that is the prime purpose of the 
Holman rule. It is to permit a change in the law when you 
retrench expenditures. That rule allows the House on an 
appropriation bill to change the law. 

Mr. BEGG. The gentleman knows he can not do it in that 
way; he knows the rules of the House better than that. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman from Ohio is the spokesman 
of his party, but he has not sat in that chair enough to render 
many decisions. There are decisions of the best parliamen- 
tarians in the House to the effect that you can pass legislation 
on appropriation bills and change the law when the amendment 
abolishes positions and retrenches expenditures, and that is 
what my amendment proposes to do. 

Mr. SCHAFER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 25 

Mr. SCHAFER. How many copies of this amendment and 
this speech has the gentleman planned to send into his district? 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, the gentleman from Wisconsin is 
always thinking about elections and his own political welfare. 
That is why he does not get anywhere. He is thinking too 
much about elections. *I do not think about elections in my 
service here, for my people take care of me. That is a thought 
farthest removed from me; I never think of being reelected 
until the time comes around. I seek here to serve the people 
so as to benefit them, not myself. But I regret that I have not 
the time to yield further to my distinguished friend from Wis- 
consin. Do you know what my people do? They take care 
of me at home, and they tell me to stay here and look after 
their interests, and they will look after my interests at the polls, 
and they do it. I can depend upon them. I know them and 
have confidence in them. If the gentleman had constituents 
in Wisconsin like that, he would not be troubled about elec- 
tions. That is one of the reasons I am willing to take my 
chances with my colleagues in reducing the Representatives 
from 18 to 13 in Texas. I am also willing, under my amend- 
ment, to have my name put in a hat, with the 17 others from 
Texas, and require the first five drawn out to go back home 
on July 1, 1925, and let the other 13 stay here and represent 
Texas, even though I should be one of the five. I am willing 
to do that in the interest of the Government and in the inter- 
est of the tax-burdened people and to cause retrenchment of 
expenditures by $1,000,000 annually. 

Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes; I could not refuse. 

Mr. SCHAFER. If the gentleman were to go back home to. 
his constituents, what would they do? They would not have 
the gentleman here to look after their interests, and who would 
do that? 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, I lived among my constituents for 
years before I came to Congress, and I could do so again. 

Mr. BARBOUR. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. BARBOUR. I concur in a good deal of what the gen- 
tleman says. | 

Mr. BLANTON. I am glad to hear that. 

Mr. BARBOUR. If the point of order is overruled, I am 
going to vote for the amendment; but does the gentleman think 
there is any chance of the amendment being adopted, when we 
can not get an apportionment bill reported out of the com- 
mittee which will fix the membership at the present number? 
They will not report it out because they are afraid there will 
not be any increase. 

Mr. BLANTON. There is a chance of getting this amend- 
ment passed if gentlemen will forget themselves and think 
only of the Government and the taxpayers back home, and be 
willing to take their chances along with me on this matter. 
In that event we can pass this amendment and save a million 
dollars a year, and have a better working, more efficient Con- 
gress with the membership reduced from 435 to 304, as I 


ropose. 
p Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I make the point 
of order against the amendment, on the ground that it is legis- 
lation on an appropriation bill and does not come within the 
provisions of the Holman rule. It is in violation of existing 
law. I suggest that there is not a word in the amendment 
which says anything about population, and under the Con- 
stitution the number of Representatives is fixed according to 
the population, It does not follow, therefore, because you 
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arbitrarily fix the number of Representatives here by reduc- 
tion of the number we already have that you can assume that 
it is going to reduce the total number of Representatives. 
That being the case, the Chair can not tell whether it is going 
to reduce expenses or not. On top of that, there is this further 
provision in paragraph 2 of Rule XXI: 


Nor shall any provision In any such bill or amendment thereto 
changing existing law be in order, except such as being germane to the 
subject matter of the bill shall retrench expenditures by the ređuc- 
tion of the number and salary of the officers of the United States— 


And we are not officers of the United States, and it has 
been so held. 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, yes; we are. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa, Oh, we are not— 


by the reduction of the compensation of any person paid out of the 
Treasury of the United States, or by the reduction of amounts of moncy 
covered by the bill, 


Mr. MONTAGUE. Mr. Chairman, if this were a matter 
to be voted for upon its merit, I might vote for the gentle- 
man’s amendment or for a bill to effect the substantive pur- 
pose of the amendment of the gentleman from Texas; but I 
submit to the Chair that this amendment is not germane. 
The major object of the amendment is to effectuate a reappor- 
tionment of representation in the House, and the reduction 
of cost is a mere incident; it is the shadow of the substance, 
The main purpose of the amendment is to reduce the appor- 
tionment, I therefore submit that in an appropriation bill 
it is incompetent to consider an amendment designed to ac- 
complish so radical a legislative reform. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, this is a scientific appor- 
tionment under the last census, with a just pro rata basis of 
representation to each State. It is a scientific bill which I 
have had pending before the commitee for four years. The 
Holman rule says that whenever you decrease the officers or 
employees on the pay roll and retrench expenditures of the 
Government, such an amendment is in order, and in that way 
you can place legislation on an appropriation bill, This re- 
duces the number of representatives, It reduces that number 
by 131, and at $7,500 a year retrenches expenditures nearly a 
mililon dollars per annum. 

Mr. MONTAGUE, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Ral BLACK of New York, Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman 
yie 

Mr. BLANTON. I regret that I have not the time. I am 
talking to the Chair. I want to convince him. Why is it not 
within the Holman rule? It takes 131 officers off the pay roll. 
It saves nearly a million dollars a year. The Chair does not 
have to pass on the merits of it or upon the expediency of it. 
The present Chairman is chairman of the Committee on Rules, 
and I am depending on him to give me the benefit of the rule. 
This seeks to retrench expenditures by nearly $1,000,000 n year, 
and it takes off the pay roll 181 men. I think the Chair would 
have to go a long way to hold that it is not in order under the 
Holman rule. 

Mr, HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, I made the original 
reservation of the point of order, and I rise merely to call at- 
tention to the fact that the Constitution provides that repre- 
sentatives and d'rect taxes shall be apportioned among the sev- 
eral States which may be included within the Union, according 
to their respective numbers, 

Mr. BARBOUR. On that point this does not attempt to ap- 
portion the representatives among the various States at all. 
It merely fixes the number, and then the number shall be appor- 
tioned among the various States, according to population. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. That is absolutely an apportionment, 
entirely so, and could not be anything else. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule. The Chair 
appreciates the fact that the amendment would reduce the 
amount of money paid ont of the Treasury of the United 
States, but the amendment goes very much further than that 
in the way of changing existing law; in fact, the legislative 
is the main part of the amendment. Paragraph 958 of the 
Manual, under “Important decisions,” reads as follows: 


An amendment changing existing law, under the proviso of clause 
2, Rule XXI, must be authorized by the House committee baying 
jurisdiction of the subject matter of such legislation, 


This legislation would properly come from the Committee 
on the Census and could not be offered at this time by either 
the Committee on Appropriations or by an individual from 
the floor. 

And the Chair bases his decision also on the decision ren- 
dered by Chairman Crinpstom just the other day in refer- 
ence to an amendment offered by the gentleman from Ohio 


[Mr. Caste] in regard to sending messengers to Washington 
with the electoral vote. The Chair at that time sustained the 
point of order against the amendment on the ground that the 
legislation did not come from a committee having jurisdiction 
over that legislation. The Chair would also further refer to 
a decision made by Representative GArrerr of Tennessee as 
set forth very fully in paragraph 958 of the House Manual, in 
which he distinctly states: 


The Chair is of opinion that the Committee on Appropriations may 
not under the rule bring in as an integral part of an appropriation 
bill substantive legislation that, if Introduced in the ordinary way in 
the House—that 18, by bill or Joint resolution presented by a Mem- 
ber—would go to another standing committee of the Mouse for con- 
sideration and action, 


On the basis that this amendment, If it could be Introduced, 
must come from a committee having jurisdiction over the same, 
the point of order is sustained. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


OFFICE OF THY CLERK 


Salaries: Clerk of the House of Representatives, Including compen- 
sation as disbursing officer of the contingent fund, $6,500; journal 
clerk, and two reading clerks, at $4,200 each; disbursing clerk, $3,570; 
tally clerk, $3,470; file clerk, $3,420; enrolling clerk, $3,200 and 
$1,000 additional so long as the position is held by the present in- 
cumbent; property custodian and superintendent of furniture and 
repair shop, who shall be a skilled cabinetmaker or upholsterer and 
experienced in the construction and purchase of furniture, $3,600; two 
assistant custodians at $8,000 each; chief bill clerk, $3,150; assistant 
enrolling clerk, $2,880; assistant to disbursing clerk, $2,780; stationery 
clerk, $2,570; librarian, $2,460; assistant librarian, $2,240; assistant 
file clerk, $2,250; assistant librarian, and assistant journal clerk, at 
$2,150 each; clerks—one $2,150, three at $2,020 each; bookkeeper, 
and assistant in disbursing office, at $1,940 ench; four assistants to 
chief bill clerk, at $1,830 each; stenographer to the Clerk, 81,730; lock- 
smith and typowriter repairer, $1,620; messenger and clock repairer, 
$1,520; assistant in stationery room, $1,520; three messengers, nt 
$1,410 each; stenographer to journal clerk, $1,810; nine telephone 
operators, at $1,200 each; three session telephone operators, at $100 
per month each from December 1, 1925, to June 80, 1926; substitute 
telephone operator, when required, at 83.80 per day, $500; laborers— 
three at $1,200 each, nine at $1,010 cach; purchase, exchange, opera- 
tion, maintenance, and repair of motor vehicles, $1,200; In all, 
$124,620, 


Mr. BARBOUR. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. I would like to ask the chairman of the committee 
a question. Last year we appropriated $20,000, I believe, to 
have the roll-top desks made into flat-top desks. Has any 
progress been made in that direction? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. All desks presented for change 
have been changed. I think some eighty-odd have been 
changed, and there is sufficient money made available to change 
the rest of them if Members so request. 

Mr. BARBOUR. Is it necessary to make a request in order 
to have your desk changed? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. BARBOUR. To whom? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. To the Clerk of the House, and 
they expect to do a good deal of that work during the sum- 
mer recess. 

Mr. BARBOUR. I expected to find my desk changed when 
I returned and was surprised to find it was still a roll-top desk. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. If the gentleman will request 
it—- 

Mr. BARBOUR. I shall surely request it. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the pro forma amend- 
ment will be withdrawn, and the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

COMMITTER EMPLOYEES 


Clerks, messengers, and janitors to the following committees: Ac- 
counts—clerk, $2,880; nssistant clerk, $2,150; Janitor, $1,310. Agri- 
culture—clerk, $2,880; assistant clerk, $2,150; Janitor, $1,810. Appro- 
priations—clerk, $5,000, and $1,000 additional so long as the position 
is held by the present Incumbent; assistant clerk, $4,000; six assistant 
clerks, at $8,000 each; assistant clerk, $2,440; janitor, $1,440. 
Banking and Currency—clerk, $2,360; nasistant clerk, $1,520; janitor, 
$1,010, Census—clerk, $2,860; janitor, $1,010. Civil Service—clerk, 
$2,360; janitor, $1,010, Claims—clerk, $2,880; assistant clerk, $1,520; 
janitor, $1,010. Coinage, Weights, and Measures—clerk, $2,560; jani- 
tor, $1,010. Disposition of Useless Executive Papers—clerk, $2,360. 
District of Columbia—clerk, $2,880; assistant clerk, $2,150; janitor, 
$1,010, Education—clerk, $2,860. Election of President, Vice Presi- 
dent, and Representatives in Congress—clerk, $2,360. Elections No. 1— 
clerk, $2,360; janitor, $1,010, Elections No, 2—clerk, 52,300; janitor, 
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81.010. 
Bille—clerk, $2,860; Janitor $1,010. 
janitor, $1,010. Foreign Affairs—clerk, $2,880; assistant clerk, $2,150; 


Elections No, 8—clerk, $2,360; janitor, $1,010. Enrolled 
Flood Control—clerk, 82,360; 


Janitor, $1,010. Immigration and Naturalization—clerk, $2,800; jani- 
tor, $1,010, Indinn Affairs—clerk, $2,880; assistant clark, 32,150; 
janitor, $1,010. Industrial Arts and Expositions—clerk, $2,860; jani- 
tor, $1,010. Insular Affaire—clerk, $2,860; janitor, $1,010. Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce—clerk, $2,880; additional clerk, $2,360; nssist- 
ant clerk, $1,880; Janitor, $1,310. Irrigation and Reclamation—clerk, 
$2,360; janitor, $1,010. Invalid Pensions—clerk, $2,880; stenographer, 
$2,560; assistant clerk, $2,360; janitor, $1,240, Judiciary—clerk, 
$2,880; assistant clerk, $1,040; Janitor, $1,240. Labor—clerk, $2,360; 
janitor, $1,010, Library—<clerk, $2,860; janitor, $1,010, Merchant 
Marins and Fisheries—clerk, $2,360; janftor, $1,010. Military Af- 
fairs—clerk, $2,880; assistant clerk, $1,880; janitor, 81,310. Mines 
and Mining—clerk, $2,360; janitor, $1,010. Naval Affairs—clerk, 
$2,880; assistant clerk, $1,830; janitor, $1,810. Patents—clerk, $2,860; 
janitor, $1,010. Pensions—clerk, $2,880; assistant clerk, $1,940; Juni- 
tor, $1,010. Post Office and Post Roads—clerk, $2,880; assistant clerk, 
$1,780; janitor, $1,810. Printing—clerk, $2,300; janitor, $1,810. Pub- 
ue Bulldingsa and Grounda—clerk, $2,880; asalatant clerk, $1,520; jani- 
tor, $1,010. Public Lands—clerk, $2,300; asalstant clerk, $1,520; 
janitor, $1,010. Revision of the Laws—clerk, $3,000; the appropria- 
tion of $3,000 for the fisca) year 1925 for the employment of competent 
persons to asalzt in continuing the work of compiling, codlfying, and 
revising the laws anf treaties of the United States, Is continued and 
mode available for the same purposes during the fiscal year 1026; 
Provided, such appropriation for the fiscal year 1925, and as con- 
tinued for the fiscal year 1620 shall be expended during the period 
from Murch 4, 1925, to the date of election of a chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Revision of the Laws for the Sixty-ninth Congress, under the 
direction of the Member-elect to the Sixty-ninth Congress who was 
acting chairman of such committee during the second scesion of the 
Sixty-elghth Congress; janitor, $1,010. Rivers and Harbors—clerk, 
2,880; assistant clerk, $2,160; janitor, 81,310. Roads—clerk, 62,300; 
Janitor, $1,010. Rules—clerk, $2,300; assistant clork, $1,880; janitor, 
$1,010. Terrltories—clerk, 82,300; janitor, 81,010. War Claims 
clerk, $2,880; assistant clerk, $1,520; janitor, $1,010. Ways and 
Means—clerk, $3,600; assistant clerk and stenographer, $2,800; assist- 
ant clerk, $2,250; janitore—one $1,810, one $1,010. World War 
Veterans’ Legisiatlon—clerk, $2,850; assistant clerk, $2,150. In all, 
$241,850, 


Mr. WINSLOW. Mr. Chairman, I wish to offer an amend- 
ment which I send to the Clerk’s desk. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk rend as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. WIxstow: On page 12, Une 23, strike out 
“ $2,880" and insert in Neu thereof $3,000." 


Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of 
order on the amendment that the salary for that position is 
not authorized by law. We have a statute classifying the 
positions of clerks to committees, and my recollection is that 
ae position carries with it the salary carried in the present 

Mr. WINSLOW. If the gentleman will reserve that point of 
order for a moment—— 

Mr. BLACK of Texas, I will be glad to reserve the point of 
order. 

Mr. WINSLOW. I think the gentleman is correct as to the 
technical features of this matter. : 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WINSLOW. I wiil 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman's committee is one of the 
most important committees in this House, in my judgment, 
and his committee clerk ought to be a man of the best talent 
procurable, and I hope my colleague will not make the point 
of order. 

Mr. WINSLOW. If the gentleman proposes to insist on the 

int of order as a matter of principle, I will not take any 

me. If, however, he will “have a heart,” I would like to 
make a statement. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. I have no objection to the gentle- 
man making a statement, if he wants to. Of course 1 shall 
press the point of order, because I do not think we ought to 
begin to change the statutory laws. 

Mr. SNELL. If the gentleman will yield, does the gentle- 
man appreciate the fact there was an error at the time of the 
general revision, that three committees were left out and it 
was a mistuke originally of the committee that presented that 
bil. Now the clerk to the Committee on Rules is in exactly 
the same position and I—— 

Mr. WINSLOW, Would the gentleman be willing for me to 
make my statement first? 

Mr. SNELL. I would, 


Mr. WINSLOW. In my own time. I thank the gentleman. 

4 SNELL. I did not want to take it out of the gentleman's 
e. 

Mr. WINSLOW. I know the gentleman did not mean to do 
80, but the gentleman has done it. 

Mr. SNELL. I beg the gentleman's pardon; go ahead. 

Mr. WINSLOW. Mr. Chairman, the situation is quite like 
that so far described by the chairman of the Committee on 
Rules. Somewhere “in the works during the past year the 
consideration of the amount of $3,000 for the clerk of the 
Interstate Commerce Committee has been lost. I shall not 
labor very long in telling you the story. Three thousand dol- 
lars was what was contemplated by the committee in charge 
of making up the salaries originally. It is not my purpose to 
compare the qualifications and services of a clerk of such 
committee as ours with those of any other committee clerk. 
There nre a number of higher clerk salaries, and I have no 
doubt they are all earned and are quite proper. Now, the 
query comes if, in spite of a technicality and in the interest of 
fair play, it would not appear well to the committee now in 
session to rectify a mistake which clearly has occurred? 

We have much and very important work in our committee, 
and a very good man must be had for the place. The same is 
equally true of the assistant clerk, who onght to be an absolute 
understudy for our regular clerk. I take the liberty to say that 
the Committee on Appropriations haying charge of this bill 
is, I believe, not only acquiescent in respect of my amendment, 
but, so far as they are warranted, indorse it. 

I trust the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Brack] will not press 
his point of order. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr, Chairman, I make the point of 
order, 

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is sustained. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that on page 13, line 22, after the word Provided,” 
we insert the word “That,” and that on line 24, after the 
figure “26,” we insert a comma, It is simply a clerical cor- 
rection of the bill 

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The correction will be made. 

Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Chairman, I move to amend by strik- 
ing out all of lines 18 and 14 on page 12. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wiscousin offers 
an amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Scuarzn: Page 12, strike out all of lines 
18 and 14. 


Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Chairman and members of the com, 
mittee, it would appear that one Committee on Blections conld 
handle all contested election cases which properly come before 
the House. We have heard much about economy in the news- 
papers and in campaign speeches, and now I see a chance 
whore we can practice some real economy. It appears to me 
that three election committees have been formed and continued 
in order to furnish some one in the ranks of the party in con- 
trol with an additional clerk and janitor. 

Mr. BLANTON. Would not the gentleman prefer to walt 
until February 27 and take this up in his conference when it 
meets? 

Mr. SCHAFER. I wish to advise the gentleman from Texns 
that I do not intend to attend the caucus. I would not attend 
the caucus if I had received an invitation, because I believe in a 
representative government, and that in a representative gov- 
ernment legislation and policies should not be determined by 
a party enucus. [Applause.] I will never stultify myself by 
attending any caucus which would bind me to act or vote con- 
trary to my convictions or the wishes of my constituents. 

Mr. BLANTON. But you do not want to lose your patron- 
age und committee assignments. 

Mr. SCHAFER. I would not sacrifice my convictions or 
the wishes of my constituents by obeying a caucus decision 
in order to obtain patronage or committee assignments. And 
by the way, may I advise the gentleman from Texas that a 
Republican Senator supported a Democratice candidate for 
Governor in the great State of Wisconsin, and that Senator 
receives all the post-office patronage of Wisconsin. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. I notice the gentleman fs pro- 
posing to abolish Elections Committee No. 2, which is pre- 
sided over by his colleague from Wisconsiu [Mr. NELSON ]. 

Mr. SCHAFER, It makes no difference to me if the com- 
mittee were presided over by my own brother. I believe in 
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economy, and I believe we have an opportunity here to prac- 


‘tice what has been preached in the last election campaign. 


Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman knows he is going to lose 
that anyway. 

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
Scuarer]. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Successors to any of the employees provided for in the five pre- 
ceding paragraphs may be named by the House of Representatives at 
any time. 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr, Chairman, I make a point of order 
against the last sentence, which is legislation unauthorized 
on an appropriation bill. I will ask the Clerk to read it again, 

These various resolutions mentioned in the preceding para- 
graph refer to certain particular employees by name. They 
did not provide for any successors. They name specifically 
the employees, and under the law and under the rules of the 
House where a specific employee is named in a resolution, 
should that man resign or die, that office ceases to exist and 
that position ceases to exist. But under this language, if one 
of these employees should resign or one of these special em- 
ployees should die, another appointment can be made that is 
not authorized by law. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. This language has been car- 
ried for a number of years. 

Mr. BLANTON. I know; but there is no law for it. It 
has been carried on appropriation bills. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. If we did not carry this lan- 
guage you would have no successor, and the place would re- 
main open until the next session of Congress meets. 

Mr. BLANTON. The particular personality of the employee 
was controlling in these instances. It was expected and con- 
templated that in case these particular persons who held those 
offices died or resigned, those offices should no longer exist. 
There is no law that authorizes this language. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. I would like to call attention 
to the fact that here are carried minority employees. It sim- 
ply means that the whole minority force is to be tied up in 
case a vacancy occurs, unless you carry this provision. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule. The law 
reads as follows: 


Successors to any of the employees provided for in the five succeed- 
ing paragraphs may be named by the House of Representatives at 
any time, 


That is the original law, which is entitled “An act to fix the 
compensation of officers and employees of the legislative branch 
of the Government.” ‘The Chair overrules the point of order. 
The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Conference minority: Clerk, $2,880; assistant clerk, $1,830; janitor, 
$1,310; in all, $6,020. The foregoing employees to be appointed by 
the minority leader. 


Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I wish to offer an 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Texas. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. GARNER of Texas: Page 17, after line 13, 
insert the following paragraph: “For compensation at the rate of 
$2,880 a year from March 4, 1925, to June 30, 1926, Inclusive, of a 
clerk for the minority members of the Committee on Ways and Means, 
83,816. ‘Chis position is hereby established at such rate of compensa- 
tion as Congress may from time to time appropriate, and incumbent 
thereof shall be appointed by and be subject to the direction of the 
ranking member of that committee: Provided, That during the period 
between the expiration of a Congress and the election of the members 
of the Committee on Ways and Means of the succeeding Congress 
such clerk shall be appointed by and subject to the direction of that 
ranking minority member of the committee of the expiring Congress 
who is also a Member elect of the succeeding Congress.” 


Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of 
the committee, this amendment is intended to carry out the 
provisions that were made at the beginning of this Congress 
with reference to a clerk to the minority of the Ways and 
Means Committee. I submitted the matter to the subcom- 
mittee, I submitted it to the chairman of the committee [Mr. 
MappEn], as well as to the majority leader [Mr. LONGWORTH], 
and it is carrying out the request made by the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. Garrerr] at the beginning of this session. I 


hope no point of order will be made against the amendment 
and that it will be adopted. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. TREADWAY. In the amendment reference is entirely 
made to the minority members of the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee. May I ask this question of the gentleman from Texas: 
Is such employment for the purpose of facilitating the work 
of the Ways and Means Committee or has it nothing to do 
with the actual committee work? Does it not have reference 
to assistance to the minority members in connection with their 
Committee on Committees? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. No; this has no reference to the 
Committee on Committees, although this clerk does render 
service in that connection. Let me say to my friend from 
Massachusetts that he will no doubt recall that the minority 
submitted quite a lot of data at the last session which was, I 
think, interesting if not instructive, and some of it was con- 
vineing. 

Mr. TREAD WAT. But in no way beneficial. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. And this clerk has done some very 
splendid service for the entire Congress, and what he has done 
has been of great benefit to the minority members of the Ways 
and Means Committee. Let me say to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts that the necessity of this was brought about by 
reason of thé fact that the minority leader is not now the rank- 
ing member of the Ways and Means Committee as was the case 
when Mr. Kitchin was minority leader. That is what brought 
about the appointment of this clerk. 

Mr. TREADWAY. But I understand the position has noth- 
ing to do with the actual committee work of the Ways and 
Means Committee as such. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. It has not. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. The idea of the gentleman, as I under- 
stand it, is to have a man who will be there all the year around? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. That is the idea, and I will say to 
my friend from Ohio that the gentleman who now fills this 
position has been here for some 10 years. He came here with 
Mr. Dixon, of Indiana, and he is a very splendid man when it 
comes to rendering assistance, especially on taxation matters. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I think the gentleman’s amendment 
should be adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Texas. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


OFFICE OF LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL 


For salaries and expenses of maintenance of the office of legisla- 
tive counsel, as authorized by section 1303 of the revenue act of 
1918 as amended by the revenue act of 1924, $40,000, one-half of such 
amount to be disbursed by the Secretary of the Senate and one-half by 
the Clerk of the House of Representatives. 


Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a point 
of order against this paragraph, Is this the same appropria- 
tion that was formerly made for the drafting service? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Yes; and the title was changed 
in the revenue act to legislative counsel. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas, When was it changed? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. In the revenue act of 1924. This 
is the same service, except under another name. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas, It is permanent law now under 
the head of legislative counsel? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Legislative counsel; yes. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. And the permanent law calls this 
oflice legislative counsel? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. I was wondering when it took 
the name of legislative counsel. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. The title was changed in the 
revenue act of 1924, 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. It seems to me to be very im- 
proper nomenclature, if I may use that term. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. The legislation came from the 
Ways and Means Committee, and that is all we know about it, 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. I would expect the Ways and 
Means Committee to suggest a dignified title, but it seems to 
me it is unnecessary to say that this House, composed of 
three-fourths lawyers, needs the services of legislative counsel, 
I do not suppose that any of these men are really counsel; they 
are not lawyers. 

Mr, DICKINSON of Iowa, They are all lawyers, as I un- 
derstand it. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. They are supposed, I imagine, 
to draw the bills, and it is a reflection on this House to call 
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them legislative counsel because that implies that they not 
only draw the bills but do our thinking for us. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Tes. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, we all recognize the 
facetiousness of our friend from Texas, of course. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. And I recognize that the gentle- 
man, perhaps, needs counsel. 

Mr. TRBADWAY. We do, and we admit it. If any more 
complicated subjects come before Congress than those pre- 
sented to the Ways and Means Committee, I would be glad to 
have that information from the gentleman from Texas. There 
is no board or set of officials connected with the Government 
service whose duties are more complicated than the duties 
of the men who assist in drafting legislation, and to play on 
the title is, of course, absurd. 

These men under the legislative drafting service or legis- 
lative counsel, if you wish to call them that, are obliged to 
advise in the detail work in numerous cases in the prepara- 
tion of very complicated matters. It is no reflection on the 
Members of the House at all that they need this form of 
expert advice. I have no doubt these same men assist the 

‘committee that the gentleman from Texas himself so ably 
serves upon, the Committee on Foreign Affairs, If they do 
not serve that committee, it is a reflection on the quality of 
the work that committee produces. I know they do excellent 
work, and I have no doubt the legislative drafting board as- 
sists them very materially just as they do other committees. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. I will say to the gentleman I 
am not criticizing the gentlemen who are doing this service. 
I think they are doing a good service, but I thought it was 
legislative drafting they were doing. I did not know they 
were counseling the Ways and Means Committee. I do not 
doubt that some gentlemen on that committee need counsel, 
and I am giad they are getting it. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I renew the reservation of 
a point of order. How many of these men are there? Does 
the gentleman know how many people this $40,000 is divided 
among? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. There are three attorneys and 
one clerk on the House side and five attorneys and two clerks 
on the Senate side. 

Mr. BLANTON. Is it a fact that Congress now needs eight 
attorneys and two clerks to tell Congressmen and Senators how 
to draft bills? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. The drawing of a bill is not just 
the matter of outlining it. It is a very technical matter to 
draft legislation, and we are simply making the appropria- 
tion in accordance with legislation which has already passed 
the House. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman can remember when there 
was only one such assistant at each end of the Capitol. This 
service started with one and now it has grown to eight. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. As far as I recall, this appropria- 
tion has been $40,000 ever since I have been here. The 
amount was increased in the estimates to $50,000, but we 
reduced it to $40,000. I do not know what the original 
amount was. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I notice in reading the 
hearings that Mr. Beaman, who is in charge on the House side, 
has only two assistants, and has held his expenses down to 
$16,000, leaving a surplus of $4,000, but that the Senate head of 
the legislative counsel, Mr. Lee, had four assistants and in- 
curred a deficiency. I am wanting to know what the committee 
can do about preventing a deficiency in this item. It does 
not seem fair for the representative of the House of Repre- 
sentatives to keep himself within the appropriation and to 
allow the Senate representative to exceed the appropriation and 
incur a deficiency. 

Mr. BLANTON. I will tell my colleague what is the matter 
with the whole proposition. Every time a Senate committee 
sits in executive session to draw a bill, instead of having 
their committee clerk take down the little changes as same 
are agreed upon, which is the regular work of a committee 
clerk, they have a member of this legislative counsel sit with 
them and do it, while the committee clerk is idle. The work 
is thus duplicated. I have sat in joint sessions with Senate 
and House committees and I have seen them operate, and it is 
a duplication of work and ought to be stopped. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Let me say to the gentleman 
from Texas that the only way to reform the Senate is to 
become a Member of that body and reform them over there. 
We can not reform the Senate over here. 

Mr. BLANTON. Unfortunately all of us can not go to the 
Senate. But, Mr. Chairman, if this were just one adviser to 
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Congressmen and Senators, or even two, it would not be so bad; 
but eight of them are too many, and the number is growing all 
the time. I can remember when there was only one, and I have 
not been here any century. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. This item has been $40,000 for 
five years, as I understand it. Their recommendation wa} that 
it be increased to $50,000, and we cut down the estimate $10,000. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman was not willing to let it 
grow. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. I was not willing to let it grow. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, just to test the matter out, 
I make the point of order that it is legislation on an appropria- 
tion bill and unauthorized. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair finds in section 1101 of the 
revenue act of 1924, Sixty-eighth Congress, first session, that 
this service is definitely provided for. The section states: 


After this subdivision takes effect the legislative drafting service 
shall be known as the office of the legislative counsel. 


It seems the service is fully provided for by law, and the 
point of order is overruled. 

Mr. BLANTON. Was that not a provision in an appropria- 
tion bill? 
jaan CHAIRMAN. This language is in the revenne act of 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I want to submit 
a question on the point of order. There was no anthorization 
prior to that act, in permanent law, for this service, was there? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. The revenue act of 1918 provided 
for the legislative drafting service and was permanent law. 

The CHAIRMAN. The provision I have just referred to is 
an amendment of the revenue act of 1918. 

Mr. LUCE. The gentleman from Texas bas reversed the need 
in the case. Instead of less than $40,000, it ought to be twice 
or three times that amount. The Congress of the United States 
is probably more ba¢kward in this particular than any other 
great legislative body in the world. Parliament has for a long 
time maintained a far more costly service to the very great 
benefit of the legislation of England. Nearly all the more 
progressive States in the Union are now maintaining these 
services at proportionately much larger expense than Congress 
incurs, taking into account the relative magnitude of the inter- 
ests involved. 

The service here is restricted in the benefit it brings to the 
Members by reason of the fact that those employed in it haye 
so much work to do they dare not invite other work. by letting 
it be generally known that the service exists. As a matter of 
fact, there ought to be enough men there to furnish prompt 
consultation and advice to every committee and every Member 
of the House. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LUCE. I will not. The last time I yielded to the cen- 
tleman he so dislocated my remarks that they have never yet 
been properly put together, and after that experience I prefer 
to say what I have to say before I yield to the gentleman. 
[Laughter.] 

I fear that the gentleman has again jolted me off the track, 
but I will try to get back by telling him that if we would spend 
$100,000 a year on this service we would save in the litigation 
that results from bad drafting of legisiative bilis several times 
what the service costs. I could point out to him many in- 
stances of costly litigation involving great expense to citizens 
and to the Government that bas resulted from improperly 
drafted legislation. In this particular instance Congress is 
penny-wise and pound-foolish in not being wiliing to spend 
more money. [Applause.] 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I oppose the 
amendment. I have great respect for the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts and his views. I do not object to this service; I was 
only objecting to the transformation of the name of the real 
work it proposes to do—the drafting service “to legislative 
counsel.” I grant the gentleman that a great deal of legisla- 
tion would be vastly improved if committees were more carcful 
in its preparation, but the point I make is that if somebody 
else is going to do the drafting and somebody else is going to 
do the thinking, and if we are only to push the button, as it 
were, when it comes out on the floor, we are not going to know 
much about it. I believe that the Members of Congress ought 
at least to know what they want to do, to make up their minds 
what the legislation is to be, and then tell the legislative 
drafting clerks or employees to draft what we want done. The 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Treapway] seems to think 
that these gentlemen ought not only to draft the legislation 
but tell him what the legislation ought to be in the first in- 
stance. If you believe in that kind of political philosophy, 
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well and good. I do not believe the other gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. Luce] entertains any such doctrine. I 
believe he adheres to the theory that we ought to do our own 
thinking and then tell the legislative service to draft it, to do 
ihe physical part, to do the labor, the muscle labor, but the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Treapway] wants them to 
do not only the physical part of the labor but all the intel- 
lectual gyrations as well. [Applause.] 

Mr. TREADWAY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. TREADWAY. If my remarks entitled the gentleman to 
draw any such inference I am entirely mistaken as to what I 
myself said. I do not think the report of what I previously 
said would warrant the gentleman, even with his construction 
lof the English language, to draw any such inference. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. The gentleman from Massachu- 
setts got himself into this discussion without any invitation 
on my part. I asked when this name had been changed from 
drafting service to the name of legislative counsel, and the 
‘gentleman leaped to his feet and said the complaint about 
the change of name was absurd. Now he complains because I 
inferred from what he was saying—— 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike ont the 
paragraph. I am almost persuaded that this paragraph ought 
to remain in the bill. There was a time when Members used 
to resort diligeutly to precedents and to Jefferson’s Manual 
and the House Rules for instruction, and they could draw legis- 
lation without any advice from the advisory council, but since 
the distinguished gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Luce] 
has compiled his very complete and valuable book on parlia- 
mentary rules and procedure, we, who would learn, have been 
simply overwhelmed with complex rules and exceptions and 
distinctions, and we are left up in the air, and now have to 
get the advice of the advisory council. We need it. So we are 
forced to believe from the argument of the gentleman. 

There was a time in the history of Congress where other 
distinguished parliamentarians from Massachusetts would rise 
on the floor and gladly yield to their fellow colleagues when 
they would courteously ask him to yield in order to get some 
light. In times passed other distinguished parliamentarians 
from Massachusetts would be princes of courtesy and would 
yield and throw much light on the situation. But in this day 
and time, in this day of cold-blooded discourtesy, we can not get 
light from these distinguished parliamentarians, and we have 
to call in the advisory council. The gentleman by his action, 
more than by his words, has convinced me, and I will vote 
for it. [Laughter and applause.] 

Mr. WINSLOW. Mr. Chairman, I hesitate to participate 
in the pastime of these gentlemen, two from Massachusetts 
und two from Texas, who have been dancing a kind of four- 
handed reel around here, but my experience with the bill- 
drafting business leads me to think that I ought to contribute 
some little to the merriment and the seriousness of the ocea- 
sion. I became chairman of the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce by the accident of politics, although for 
some years a member of the committee. However, I got there, 
and found myself one of three members-of the committee who 
did not hold out that they were lawyers., The question arose 
among the wise men of the House as to what was going to 
happen to that committee by virtue of having a workingman 
at the head of it. [Laughter.] 

There is nothing personal in what I am going to say—far 
from it. My early experience as chairman of the committee 
reminded me, and has ever since, of my first experience in any 
committee of Congress. 1 was selected, first of all, and prob- 
ably wisely so, to be a member of the Committee on Weights 
and Measures, and as far as I know I qualified. [(Laughter.] 
Then, also, to make the people back home think that I was 
a “ wise g'nk,” down here for the first time, I was put on two 
or three miscellaneous committees of more or less account. I 
wound up with the Committee on Election of President and 
Vice President. We had a meeting of that committee, and if I 
am permiited to call a name here, our old and dear friend 
from Arkunsas, Judge Rucker—is that the right State? 

SEVERAL Murks. Missouri. 

Mr. WINSLOW. I know Missouri is right, for surely he 
wee “from Missouri.“ [Laughter.] The judge as chairman 
called a meeting of the committee, and I was the only one of 
tunt committee who did not himself admit that he was a 
lawyer. The first question that came up was the matter of 
direct voting for candidates for President and Vice President. 

Not to be offensive, and yet to illustrate the point, as I hope 

to later if my time permits, some lawyer member of the com- 
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mittee, a good fellow—yes; they all were, and are, and always 
will be—saig he questioned the constitutionality of the pro- 
vision. We had a meeting of an hour and a half, and three 
lawyer m discussed that preposition directly and in- 
directly. The first lawyer fellow raised the question and the 
second fellow, who was also a lawyer and a good lawyer, so I 
was told, questioned the wisdom of the first lawyer fellow's 
suggestion and raised an objection, and lawyer fellow third 
said that both lawyer fellows were on the wrong track. 
[Laughter,] Probably the third lawyer man could have en- 
lightened us as to what was the right course to pursue, if the 
time had not been up; but that wise chairman from Missouri 
said he realized that we would have to postpone the matter 
till another meeting, and so we had another meeting. At the 
end of the second meeting we had heard from nine lawyer 
fellows, no one of them agreeing to anything any other lawyer 
fellow had said. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts has expired. 

Mr. UPSHAW. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the time of the gentleman may be extended for five minutes. 
This is refreshing, very refreshing. 

Mr. WINSLOW. Well, it is ancient history with me, my 
good friend. [{Laughter.] After we had had two sessions, dur- 
ing which nine lawyer members had said that everybody else 
was wrong and no one proving that he was right, the chair- 
man, wise and upright judge, suggested a subcommittee, and 
duly appointed as such all the lawyers left on the committee 
who had not talked on the question. So far as I know they 
have never reported yet. ([Laughter.] That was about 12 
years ago. 

We opened up our sessions of the present Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce Committee with a workingman at the 
head of the committee, anxious to see goods moved out of the 
shipping-room door. I had hopes; but with 17 lawyers there 
and all present, as they always are in our committee, every one 
of them, we had 17 angles all running out from a hub. That 
is not as literally true as it may seem, but I did discover, and 
I am going to be perfectly frank about it, that the legal mind 
is more analytical than it is constructive, and the more 
analysis you have the more difficult is the road of the con- 
structionist in getting into the consideration of things. At 
that point I learned somewhere, somehow, of this legisla- 
tive drafting business. There was my salvation and only 
hope. So we pulled the bill drafters in. It was like pull- 
ing teeth to get them; they were so drawn upon by those 
committees which had been fortunate enough to have had 
previous experience with them, we of our committee learned 
after one or two sessions where the bill drafters fitted. We 
learned that they would look up the rulings of the courts, 
that they would look up cases, and so forth, and that our 
good lawyers, 17 in number, would pay attention to what 
those bill-drafting men told them were the cases and the 
facts, and we did not have to “chew the rag” as to whether 
this, that, or the other was accurate or not accurate, and 
we were assisted in regard to many other things that good 
lawyers discuss, properly enough, but, nevertheless, time con- 
suming. The query is this: Can Congress afford, say, in our 
committee, to have 17 committeemen sitting around merely 
discussing, and so forth, with nothing final to come out of it, 
as well as we can afford to have enough of these legislative 
men go to the job and look up all of these cases and tell us 
the laws, tell us where the different laws which have been 
passed by Congress fit into one another? Why, the cheapest 
thing you can do is to put your Members of Congress to work 
on the facts and not have them fooling around pretending to 
do things which they do not do and never will do and which 
they should not be expected to do. [Laughter and applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The time of the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts has again expired. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

OFFICER OF ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL 

Salaries: Architect of the Capitol, $6,000; chief clerk and account- 
ant, $3,150; civil engineer, $2,770; 2 clerks, at $1,840 each; com- 
pensation to disbursing clerk, $1,000; laborers—1 at $1,100, 2 at 
$1,010 each, 2 at $950 each; forewoman of charwomen, $760; 21 
charwomen, at $412.80 each; in all, $31,048.80, 


Mr. UPSHAW. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word.. Mr. Chairman, I feel that everything that has gone on 
here for the last 30 minutes is proof positive that we ought to 
call this committee a “ legislative council” as well as a draft- 
ing committee. It has been a wonderful revelation, and I do 
not think we have had a season more delightful and refresh- 
ing—perhaps I should say in loyalty to a certain commodity 
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made in my city of Atlanta, “delicious and refreshing "— 
[laughter] than the revelation that has just come from the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Winstow]. I have been 
thinking of him only as a statesman for a long time, and I 
used to be afraid of the looks of him [laughter] because of 
his admitted qualifications for a place on the Committee on 
Weights and Measures [laughter], but to find that this man, 
this chairman of a great, serious commercial committee, is not 
only a statesman but a topliner comedian is a delightful revela- 
tion. I feel like somebody ought to pass the hat and take up 
a collection, for we have had too much fun free of charge. 
{Laughter.] And this is what I have to say: I think there 
is a great deal in the wisdom of what Mr. Wrystow has said. 
Like the gentleman from Massachusetts, I am not a lawyer, 
and I find myself in good company when I remember that he 
is a captain of industry instead of being a lawyer. I have 
never gone to this drafting committee but I have come away 
refreshed with their wisdom and helpfulness, and I think that 
when we sit down and talk with one man or two or three men 
for a few minutes and take counsel with them concerning bills 
we are preparing, they can properly be called a “legislative 
council.” I am for the committee whether they draft or 
whether they counsel, and I am also for the gentleman 
from Massachusetts whether he appears in the rôle of a highly 
entertaining comedian, as his solemn sort of wit has revealed 
him to-day, or the constructive statesman that he really is. 
[Laughter and applause.] 
The Clerk read as follows: 


House Office Building: For maintenance, including miscellaneous 
items, and for all necessary services, $98,965. 


Mr, MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I offer the follow- 
ing amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment by Mr. Moore of Virginia. Page 23, after line 21 insert 
a new paragraph to read as follows: 

“To enable the Architect of the Capitol, subject to the direction and 
supervision of the Commission in Control of the House Office Building, 
to prepare and submit to Congress on the first day of the first regular 
session of the Sixty-ninth Congress plans, specifications, and estimates 
for the erection of an addition or extension to the House Office Build- 
ing sufficient to provide two rooms for each Member, including any- 
recommendation as to the acquisition of an additional site for the 
erection of an additional office building for Members, $2,500.” 


Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I offer this amend- 
ment after consulting with the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
Dickinson] and the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. TAYLOR]. 
The amendment relates to a subject we are all interested in. 
The work that the architect is directed to perform, in order to 
enable him to make a report on the first day of the first ses- 
sion of the Sixty-ninth Congress, is to be done under the direc- 
tion of the House Office Building Commission, which is com- 
posed of the Speaker, the gentleman from New Jersey, [Mr. 
BACHARACH], and the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. GAR- 
RETT]. The amount mentioned in the amendment, which Mr. 
Lynn, the architect, says will enable him to do what is required, 
is $2,500. 

The question was taken and the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I moye to strike 
out the last two words. I want to say to the committee, in 
line with the amendment just adopted, this committee made 
an inquiry as to the possibility of giving the Members of the 
House more room. Every Member not a chairman of a com- 
mittee is cramped, as you know, into one room, and there cer- 
tainly ought to be something done by the Congress to acquire 
more office room for all of us, and we have the Supervising 
Architect's brief statement—you will find it in the hearings, 
pages 45 and 46. We considered two sites. We considered the 
best site, the one most available, and one we ought to have the 
Congress consider, is the one right immediately south of the 
Capitol. The Government owns most of the property, and we 
would take that and condemn Congress Hall Hotel and the 
Potomac Hotel, and build a building on that entire block suf- 
ficient in size and as high as the Fine Arts Commission will 
permit us to bnild it, making about five stories on the north 
and east front and six stories on the south and west fronts, 
and that would proyide ample facilities to every Congressman 
to have at least two rooms, and making them more adaptable 
to our needs than the ones we have at the present time. 

That property can all be acquired and the building built for 
about $8,000,000, and I do feel that that money could not be 
expended in any better way than in furnishing the Members 
of this House with very necessary and much better facilities 


for transacting our business. I believe it would be a very 
wise and beneficial expenditure instead of spending $20,000,000 
on ornamental bridges and other subjects not so pressing or 
necessary, We should take this matter up in a systematic 
way. I introduced a bill myself to buy the block east of the 
present House Office Building and build another as large, but 
5 to the south would be much more convenient and 
T. 

The Senators have from three to five or six rooms each, 
while we are cooped up in one room, and whenever anyone 
comes into our room the stenographers have to stop typewrit- 
ing work or we can not hear what our callers are saying. 

The present condition causes a great loss of time and annoy- 
ance, and I do hope the Architect of the Capitol before the 
next Session will work out some feasible plan to relieve this 
situation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

BOTANIC GARDEN 

Salaries: For the director and other personal services In accordance 
with “the classification act of 1923," $75,354; all under the direc- 
tion of the Joint Committee on the Library. 


Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I move on 
page sane 14, to strike out the figure “3” and insert the 
figure “i 822 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The gentleman from Tennessee offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report, 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee: Page 26, line 14, 
strike out the figure “ 3“ and insert in ileu thereof the figure “7,” 
so that the amount as amended will read $75,754.” 


Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr Chairman, my purpose in 
offering that amendment is that there may be what I think 
and believe would be a very deserved advancement in the 
salary of the director of the garden, to enable him to receive 
a compensation equal to that of men elsewhere doing anything 
like similar service. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Tennessee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


To enable the Joint Committee on the Library to carry out the 
provisions of the joint resolution entitled “Joint resolution provid- 
ing for the procurement of a design for the use of grounds in the 
vicinity of the Mall by the United States Botanic Garden,” approved 
January 7, 1925, $5,000. 


Mr. LUCE. Mr, Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Massachusetts offers 
an amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. LUCR: Page 27, line 19, after the figures 
“ $5,000," insert “to be available immediately.” 


Mr. LUCE. Mr. Chairman, it is the desire to push this work 
as fast as possible, and therefore it is necessary to have the 
money in hand at once. I understand the amendment is ac- 
ceptable to the committee. 

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

LIBRARY OF CONGRESS 
SALARIES 


For the Librarian, chief assistant librarian, and other personal sery- 
ices in accordance with the classification act of 1923, $484,780. 


Mr. STENGLE. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York moves to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. STENGLE. I want to inquire of the chairman as to 
whether this is the proper place, on page 30, under the salaries, 
on line 12, to offer an amendment to make some increase in the 
compensation of the guards in the Library? This is apparently 
for the different classes of employees in the Library Building. 
Will the gentleman in charge of the bill tell me whether this 
is the proper place to offer an amendment to increase the sal- 
aries of the guards in the Library? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. It is on page 30, line 14. That 
is the item the gentleman has in mind. 
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Mr. STENGLE. I thank the gentleman. I did not want the 
amendment to get lost; that is all. 

The CHAIRMAN. The pro forma amendment is withdrawn. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


INCREASE OF THE LIBRARY 


For purchase of books for the Library, including payments in adyance 
for subscription books and soclety publications, and for freight, com- 
missions, and traveling expenses, and all other expenses incidental to 
the acquisition of books by purchase, gift, bequest, or exchange, to con- 
tinue available during the fiscal year 1926, $90,000. 


Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the figure “6” in line 13 be changed to the figure 
„J.“ It is a clerical correction, It should be “1927” instead 
of 1926.“ 

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection to the gentleman’s 
request? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The correction will be made. The Clerk 
will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


CONTINGENT EXPENSES OF THD LIBEARY 


For miscellaneous and contingent expenses, stationery, supplies, stock, 
and materials directly purchased, miscellaneous traveling expenses, 
postage, transportation, incidental expenses connected with the admin- 
istration of the Library and Copyright Office, including not exceeding 
$500 for expenses of attendance at meetings when incurred on the 
written authority and direction of the librarian, $10,000. 


Mr. STENGLE rose. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move that the 
committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re- 
sumed the chair, Mr. SNELL, Chairman of the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that com- 
mittee had had under consideration the bill (H. R. 12101) mak- 
ing appropriations for the legislative branch of the Govern- 
ment for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, and for other 
purposes, and had come to no resolution thereon. 

FILER M’CLOUD 

Mr. BYRNES of South Carolina. Mr. Speaker, I call up the 
bill (HL R. 4610) for the relief of the estate of Filer McCloud, 
and move to concur in the Senate amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from South Carolina calls 
up the bill H. R. 4610 and moves to concur in the Senate 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. ; 

The Clerk read the Senate amendment, as follows: 


Page 1, line 5, after“ McCloud” insert “out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated.” 


The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the Senate 
amendment. : 
The Senate amendment was agreed to, 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


Mr. ROSENBLOOM, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 
reported that they had examined and found truly enrolled 
bills of the following titles, when the signed the same: 

S. 660. An act for the relief of the Ogden Chamber of Com- 
merce; 

S. 785. An act for the relief of the Eastern Transportation 
Co.; 

S. 833. An act for the relief of Emma LaMee; 

S. 1038, An act for the relief of the Brooklyn Eastern District 
Terminal ; 

S. 1040. An act for the relief of the owners of the New York 
Sanitary Utilization Co. scow Wo. 14; 

S. 1039. An act for the relief of the owner of the scow 
W. T. C. No. 35; 

S. 1180. An act for the relief of J. B. Platt; 

S. 3247. An act providing for the payment of any unappro- 
priated moneys belonging to the Apache, Kiowa, and Comanche 
Indians to Jacob Crew; 

S. 1370. An act authorizing the granting of war-risk insurance 
to Maj. Earl L. Naiden, Air Service, United States Army; 

S. 1599. An act for the relief of the Export Oil Corporation; 

8.1705. An act for the relief of the heirs of Ko-mo-dal-kiah, 
Moses agreement allottee No. 33; 

S. 1893. An act to refund certain duties paid by the Nash 
Motors Co.;: 

S. 1930. An act for the relief of the San Diego Consolidated 
Gas & Hlectric Oo.; 

S. 1937. An act for the relief of the Staples Transportation 
Co., of Fall River, Mass.; 


S. 2079. An act for the relief of the owner of the American 
steam tug O’Brien Brothers; 

S. 2130. An act for the relief of the owner of the ferryboat 
New York; 

S. 2139. An act for the relief of the estate of Walter A. Rich, 
deceased ; 

S. 3170. An act for the relief of Edgar William Miller; 

S. 2254. An act for the relief of the Beaufort County Lumber 
Co., of North Carolina ; P 

8.2293. An act for the relief of Lehigh Valley Railroad Co. 
and McAllister Lighterage Line (Inc.) ; 

S. 2438. An act to authorize the payment of an indemnity to 
the Swedish Government for the losses sustained by its na- 
tionals in the sinking of the Swedish fishing boat Lilly ; 

S. 2860. An act for the relief of the Canada Steamship Lines 
(Ltd.); and 

S. 3310. An act for the relief of the owners of the barkentine 
Monterey. 

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT FOR HIS APPROVAL 


Mr. ROSENBLOOM, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 
reported that this day they had presented to the President of 
the United States for his approval the following bills: 

E. R. 64. An act to amend section 101 of the Judicial Code, 
as amended; and 

H. R. 8550. An act to authorize the appointment of a com- 
mission to select such of the Patent Office models for reten- 
tion as are deemed to be of value and historical interest and 
to dispose of said models, and for other purposes. 

INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATION BILL 

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that I may have until 12 o'clock to-night to file, for printing 
under the rules, a conference report on H. R. 10020, the In- 
terior Department appropriation bill. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Michigan asks unani. 
mous consent to have until 12 o'clock to-night to file a cons 
ference report on the Interior Department appropriation bill. 
Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. In view of that statement 
may I ask the gentleman whether it is his purpose to call uy 
the conference report to-morrow? 

Mr. CRAMTON. It is not. 

LEAVE, OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to— 

Mr. Funk, for three days, on account of important business. 

Mr. FITZGERALD (at the request of Mr. BARBOUR), for 10 
days, on account of death in family. 

Mr. Dor, for five days, on account of important business. 

ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the 
House do now adjourn. ; 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o'clock and 3 
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Friday, 
February 13, 1925, at 12 o’clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications 
were taken from the Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

864. A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmit- 
ting eighth annual report of the Federal Farm Loan Board 
for the year ending December 31, 1924 (H. Doc. No. 619) ; to 
the Committee on Banking and Currency and ordered to be 
printed. 

865. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting supplemental estimates of appropriations 
for the Treasury Department for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1925, amounting to $233,300, and for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1926, amounting to $663,632.50; in all, $896,932.50; 
also, a draft of proposed legislation affecting an existing ap- 
propriation (H. Doc. No. 614) ; to the Committee on Appropri- 
ations and ordered to be printed. 

866. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a supplemental estimate of appropriation 
for the Department of Agriculture for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1925, to remain available until June 30, 1926, for 
sugar-cane-breeding investigations, Bureau of Plant Industry, 
$31,000; also an item of proposed legislation affecting an ex- 
isting appropriation (H. Doc. No. 615); to the Committee on 
Appropriations and ordered to be printed.. 

867. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a supplemental estimate of appropriation 
for the Department of Commerce for the fiscal year ending 
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June 30, 1925, to remain available until June 30, 1926, for in- 
quiry respecting food fishes, Bureau of Fisheries, $25,000 
(H. Doc. No. 616); to the Committee on Appropriations and 
ordered to be printed. 

868. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a supplemental estimate of appropriation 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1925, for the Department 
of the Interior, $374,465.02 (H. Doc. No. 617) ; to the Committee 
on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

869. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a supplemental estimate of appropriation 
for improvement and maintenance of Executive Mansion 
grounds for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1925, 51.300 (H. 
Doc. No. 618) ; to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered 
to be printed. 

870. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a supplemental estimate of appropriation 
for the Department of State for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1925, $30,800, and supplemental estimates of appropriations 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, amounting to $81,000; 
in all, $111,800; also, two items of proposed legislation affect- 
ing existing appropriations (H. Doe. No. 620); to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

871. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting supplemental estimates of appropriations 
for the District of Columbia for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1925, amounting to $24,500, and for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1926, amounting to $18,420, together with a final judgment 
in the amount of $1,527; in all, $44,447 (H. Doc. No. 621); 
to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS- AND 
RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. SNELL: Committee on Rules. H. Res, 382. A resolu- 
tion for the consideration of H. R. 7190 to amend the China 
trade act, 1922; without amendment (Rept. No. 1455). Re- 
ferred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. SNELL: Committee on Rules. II. Res. 436. A resolu- 
tion to provide for the consideration of H. R. 11957, visé fees 
bill; without amendment (Rept. No. 1456). Referred to the 
House Calendar. 

Mr. SNELL: Committee on Rules. II. Res. 437. A resolu- 
tion to provide for the consideration of S. 2287, the Hoboken 
Shore Line bill; without amendment (Rept. No. 1457). Re- 
ferred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. SNELL: Committee on Rules. II. Res. 438. A resolu- 
tion to provide for the consideration of H. R. 745, the migra- 
tory bird refuge bill; without amendment (Rept. No. 1458). 
Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota: Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. H. R. 11702. A bill granting the consent 
of Congress to the village of Spooner, Minn., to construct a 
bridge across the Rainy River; without amendment (Report 
No. 1459). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. BURTNESS: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. H. R. 11856. A bill granting the consent of Congress 
to W. D. Comer and Wesley Vandercook to construct a bridge 
across the Columbia River between Longview, Wash., and 
Rainier, Oreg.; with amendments (Rept. No. 1460). Referred 
to the House Calendar. 

Mr. RAYBURN: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. H. R. 11920. A bill to authorize the construction of a 
bridge across the Sabine River at or near Orange, Tex.; with 
amendments (Rept. No. 1461). Referred to the House Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota: Committee on Indian Af- 
fairs. H. R. 10983. A bill providing for the leasing of restricted 
Indian allotments for a period not exceeding 10 years; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1463). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. LEAVITT: Committee on Indian Affairs, H. R. 12123. 
A bill authorizing any tribe or band of Indians of California 
to submit claims to the Court of Claims; with amendments 
(Rept, No. 1464). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. LEAVITT: Committee on Indian Affairs. H. R. 12129. 
A bill authorizing the Crow Tribe of Indians of Montana to 
submit claims to the Court of Claims; with amendments (Rept. 
No. 1465). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union. 

Mr. HUDSON: Committee on Indian Affairs. S. 1707. An 
act appropriating money to purchase lands for the Clallam 
Tribe of Indians in the State of Washington, and for other 
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purposes; with amendments (Rept. No. 1466). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. GRAHAM: Committee on the Judiciary. II. J. Res. 347. 
Joint resolution providing for an investigation of the official 
conduct of George W. English, district judge for the eastern 
district of Illinois; without amendment (Rept. No. 1467). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

Mr. HAUGEN: Committee on Agriculture. H. J. Res. 348. 
A joint resolution authorizing the Secretary of Agriculture to 
award suitable medals to exhibitors winning first and cham- 
pionship prizes at the twenty-fifth anniversary show of the 
International Livestock Exposition of Chicago, III., held in 
December, 1924; without amendment (Rept. No. 1468). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

Mr. MORIN: Committee on Military Affairs. S. 2634. An 
act authorizing the Secretary of War to convey to the State 
of Maine certain land in Kittery, Me., formerly a part of the 
abandoned military reservation of Fort McClary; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1469). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. TEMPLE: Committee on Foreign Affairs. H. R. 9297. 
A bill to authorize the payment of an indemnity to the Govern- 
ment of the Dominican Republic on account of the death of 
Juan Soriano, a Dominican subject, resulting from the land- 
ing of an airplane belonging to the United States Marine 
Corps at Guerra, Dominican Republic; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1471). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. ANDREW: Committee on Naval Affairs. H. R. 9669. 
A bill to provide for the equalization of promotion of officers 
of the staff corps of the Navy with officers of the line; with an 
amendment (Rept. No. 1472). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. McSWAIN: Committee on Military Affairs. H. R. 
12029. A bill for the relief of sufferers from the fire at New 
Bern, N. C., in December, 1922; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1473). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union. 

Mr. QUIN: Committee on Military Affairs. H. R. 12030. A 
bill for the relief of sufferers from cyclone in northwestern 
Mississippi in March, 1923; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1474). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

Mr. TEMPLE: Committee on Foreign Affairs. S. 2457. An 
act to authorize the payment of an indemnity to the Govern- 
ment of Nicaragua on account of the killing or wounding of 
Nicaraguans in encounters with the United States marines; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1475). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. McFADDEN: Committee on Banking and Currency. 8. 
3632. An act to amend the Federal farm loan act and the 
agricultural credits act of 1923; with amendments (Rept. No. 
1481). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

Mr. MOORES of Indiana: Jolnt Select Committee on Dis- 
position of Useless Executiye Papers: On useless papers in 
the Post Office Department (Rept. No. 1462). Ordered to be 
printed, 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. FROTHINGHAM: Committee on Military Affairs. H. R. 
4713. A bill for the relief of Sherman Miles; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1470). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. TEMPLE: Committee on Foreign Affairs. S. 3576. An 
act for the relief of Margarethe Murphy; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 1476). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. . 

Mr. TEMPLE: Committee on Foreign Affairs. H. R. 9914. 
A bill for the relief of Edith L. Bickford; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1478). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland: Committee on Military Affairs. 
H. R. 11935. A bill for the relief of John R. Anderson; with- 
out amendment (Rept. No. 1479). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House. 

Mr. TEMPLE: Committee on Foreign Affairs. H. R. 12207. 
A bill authorizing the payment of an indemnity to John 
Williamson on account of the death of Daniel Shaw William- 
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son, a British subject, who was killed at East St. Louis, III., 
on July 1, 1921; without amendment (Rept. No. 1480). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By. Mr. JOHNSON of Washington: A bill (H. R. 12259) to 
authorize the Secretary of the Treasury to prepare a medal with 
appropriate emblems and inscriptions commemorative of the 
Fort Vancouver Centennial; to the Committee on Coinage, 
Weights, and Measures. 

By Mr. GALLIVAN: A bill (II. R. 12260) to give relief 
against unlawful acts of prohibition agents; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FROTHINGHAM: A bill (H. R. 12261) authorizing 
the appropriation of $5,000 for the erection of tablets or other 
form of memorials in the city of Quincy, Mass., in memory of 
John Adams and John Quincy Adams; to the Committee on the 
Library. 

By Mr. WINSLOW: A bill (H. R.-12262) for the relief of 
certain enlisted men of the Coast Guard; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 5 

By Mr. GREEN: A bill (H. R. 12263) to amend section 281 
of the reyenue act of 1924; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. KNUTSON: A bill (H. R. 12264) granting the con- 
sent of Congress to the State of Minnesota and the counties of 
Sherburne and Wright to construct a bridge across the Missis- 
sippi River; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce, 

By Mr. SWING: A bill (H. R. 12265) granting the consent of 
Congress to John Lyle Harrington to construct a bridge across 
the Colorado River; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. DRIVER: A bill (H. R. 12266) granting the con- 
sent of Congress to R. L. Gaster, his successors and assigns, to 
construct a bridge across the White River; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. SUTHERLAND: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 352) 
to extend until July 31, 1926, the time of oil and gas per- 
mittees under the act of Congress dated February 25, 1920, 
entitled “An act to promote the mining of coal, phosphate, oil, 
oil shale, gas, and sodium on the public domain,” within which 
to begin operations or to drill wells to a depth and within the 
time prescribed by section 13 of said act of Congress of Febru- 
ary 25, 1920, and to extend the time for completion of such 
drilling; to the Committee on the Public Lands, 

By Mr. SABATH: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 353) rela- 
tive to the immigration of certain aliens; to the Committee on 
Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. LINTHICUM: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 354) 
authorizing the Federal Reserve Bank of Richmond, Va., to 
invest its funds in the purchase of a site and construction of 
a building for its branch office at Baltimore, Md.; to the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. GIBSON: Concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res, 44) 
to create a joint committee on the District of Columbia gov- 
ernment; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. ABERNETHY: Memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of North Carolina, urging Congress to pass the Lifieberger 
bill (H. R. 6484) in favor of disabled emergency officers of the 
Army during the World War; to the Committee on World War 
Veterans’ Legislation. 

By Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota: Memorial of the Legislature 
of the State of Minnesota, protesting against the continuation 
of the illegal taking of water from the Great Lakes through the 
Chicago Drainage Canal; to the Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors. 

By Mr. RAKER: Memorial of the Legislature of the State of 
New Mexico, urging the passagg of the Gooding long and short 
haul bill; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce, 

By Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota: Memorial of the Legislature 
of the State of Minnesota, petitioning the President of the 
United States to allocate to the State of Minnesota 500-bed 
tubercular hospital for the care of the tubercular persons who 
served in the World War; to the Committee on World War 
Veterans’ Legislation. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were Introduced and severally referred as follows: 
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By Mr. COLE of Iowa: A bill (H. R. 12267) granting a pen- 
155 to Catherine Shanklin; to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 

ons. 

By Mr. DOYLE: A bill (H. R. 12268) for the relief of Stella 
Murauski; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. GARDNER of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 12269) granting 
an increase of pension to Martha E. Gilliatt; to the Committee 
on Inyalid Pensions, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 12270) granting an increase of pension 
to Agnes M. Sims; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota: A bill (H. R. 12271) grant- ; 
ing a pension to M. Elizabeth Sly; to the Committee on Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. PHILLIPS: A bill (H. R. 12272) granting a pension 
to Emma Augusta Schramm; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. SNELL: A bill (H. R. 12278) granting an increase 
of pension to Cynthia A. Haynes; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, 

By Mr. TYDINGS: A bill (H. R. 12274) granting a pension 
to Mary A. Vermillion; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. WELLER: A bill (H. R. 12275) for the relief of 
Thomas P. McSherry; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. WHITE of Maine: A bill (H. R. 12276) granting an 
increase of pension to Ida F. Libby; to the Committee on Inva- 
lid Pensions. : 

Also, a bill (H. R. 12277) granting an increase of pension to 
Cyrena K. Rose; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 12278) granting an increase of pension to 
Dorcas M. Watkins; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WILSON of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 12279) granting 
an increase of pension to Mary M. Coffin; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 12280) granting a pension to Laura Bell 
Garland; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WINTER: A bill (H. R. 12281) for the relief of 
Ishmael J. Barnes; to the Committee on the Public Lands. 


PETITIONS, ETC, 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 

3760. By Mr. BULWINKLE: Petition of Walter Blackburn 

and others, of Burke County, N. C., protesting against the pas- 
sage of Senate bill 3218; to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 
3761. By Mr, CHINDBLOM: Petition of Henry Pohlman and 
76 other residents of Chicago, III., opposing Senate hill 3218 
and compulsory Sunday observance legislation; to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

3762. By Mr. FUNK: Petition of approximately 100 residents 
of Pontiac, Ill, protesting against the Sunday observance bill 
(S. 3218); to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

8763. By Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee: Petition of citizens 
of Memphis, Tenn., opposing Senate bill 3218, or any similar 
legislation; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

3764. By Mr. HICKEY: Petition of Olive E. Davis, 812 
Maryland Avenue, Elkhart, Ind., signed by citizens of Elkhart, 
Ind., protesting against the Jones Sunday observance bill; to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

3765. By Mr. HUDSON: Petition of the Flint, Mich., Real 
Estate Board opposing the passage of House bill 110788, cre- 
ating a commission controlling the rental value of property. as 
between landlord and tenant; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

3766. By Mr. KETCHAM: Petition of citizens of Mendon, 
Mich., protesting against Senate bill 3218, a bill providing for 
compulsory Sunday observance; to the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

8767. By Mr. LEAVITT: Petition of 125 citizens of Billings, 
Mont., protesting the passage of Senate bill 3218, or other com- 
pulsory Sunday observance legislation; to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

3768. By Mr. PEAVEY: Petition of Mr. George E. Gale and 
other citizens in the vicinity of Clear Lake, Wis., protesting 
against the enactment of Senate bill 3218 providing for com- 
pulsory Sunday observance in the District of Columbia; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

3769. By Mr. RAKER: Petition of the Chamber of Com- 
merce of the State of New York, indorsing House bill 11447 
relative to the carriage of goods by sea under The Hague 
rules; to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fish- 
eries. 
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8770. Also, petition of the Placer County Chamber of Com- 
merce, Roseville, Calif., relative to the development and con- 
trol of the lower Sacramento River; to the Committee on Irri- 
gation and Reclamation. 

3771. Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of the State 
of New York, urging participation of the United States in a 
world court; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

3772. Also, letter from N. L. Moose, of Los Angeles, Calif., 
indorsing and urging passage of House bill 9629, the reorgani- 
zation bill; also, letter from the Axelson Machine Co., of Los 
Angeles, Calif., indorsing and urging passage of the reorganiza- 
tion bill (H. R. 9629); to the Joint Committee on Reorganiza- 
tion of Executive Departments. 

3773. Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of the 
State of New York, urging the continuation of naval radio 
service on the Pacific Ocean; to the Committee on Naval 
Affairs. 

3774. Also, letter from J. L. Blair, president New Process 
Co., Warren, Pa., relative to the postal salary and rate increase 
bill; telegram from American Farm Bureau Federation, Wash- 
ington, D. C., protesting against passage of postal bill raising 
parcel-post rates; and telegram from J. W. Nelson, Berkeley, 
Calif., protesting against postal bill raising parcel-post rates; 
to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 


SENATE 
Fray, February 13, 1925 
(Legislative day of Tuesday, February 3, 1925) 


The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration of 
the recess. 

NAMING A PRESIDING OFFICER 

The Secretary, George A. Sanderson, read the following com- 
munication: 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, D. C., Fébruary 13, 1925. 
To the Senate: 

Being temporarily absent from the Senate, I appoint Hon. GEORGE 
H. Moses, a Senator from the State of New Hampshire, to perform the 
duties of the Chair this legislative day. . 

ALBERT B. CUMMINS, 
President pro tempore. 


Mr. Moses thereupon took the chair as Presiding Officer, 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Representatives by Mr. Halti- 
gan, one of its clerks, announced that the House had agreed 
to the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 4610) for 
the relief of the estate of Filer McCloud. 5 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


The message also announced that the Speaker of the House 
had affixed his signature to the following enrolled bills, and 
they were thereupon signed by the Presiding Officer, Mr. 
Moses, as Acting President pro tempore: 

S. 660. An act for the relief of the Ogden Chamber of Com- 
merce ; 

8.785. An act for the relief of the Eastern Transportation 


Co.; 

S. 833. An act for the relief of Emma La Mee: 

S. 1038. An act for the relief of the Brooklyn Eastern Dis- 
trict Terminal; 

S. 1089. An act for the relief of the owner of the scow W. T. 
C. No. 35; 

S. 1040. An act for the rellef of the owners of the New York 
Sanitary Utilization Co. scow No. 14; 

S. 1180. An act for the relief of J. B. Platt; 

S. 1370. An act authorizing the granting of war-risk insurance 
to Maj. Earl L. Naiden, Air Service, United States Army; 

S. 1599. An act for the relief of the Export Oil Corporation; 

S. 1705. An act for the relief of the heirs of Ko-mo-dal-kiah, 
Moses agreement allottee No. 33; 

S. 1893. An act to refund certain duties paid by the Nash 
Motors Co.; 

S. 1930. An act for the relief of the San Diego Consolidated 
Gas & Electric Co.; 

S. 1937. An act for the relief of the Staples Transportation 
Co., of Fall River, Mass.: 

S. 2079. An act for the relief of the owner of the American 
steam tug O’Brien Rrothers; 

S. 2130. An act for the relief of the owner of the ferryboat 
New York; 


S. 2139. An act for the relief of the estate of Walter A. Rich, 
deceased ; 

S. 2254. An act for the relief of the Beaufort County Lumber 
Co., of North Carolina; 

S. 2293. An act for the relief of Lehigh Valley Railroad Co, 
and McAllister Lighterage Line (Inc.); 

S. 2458. An act to authorize the payment of an indemnity to 
the Swedish Government for the losses sustained by its na- 
tionals in the sinking of the Swedish fishing boat Lilly; 

i 1 An act for the rellef of the Canada Steamship Lines 
; z 

S. 3170. An act for the relief of Edgar William Miller: 

S. 3247. An act providing for the payment of any unappro- 
priated moneys belonging to the Apache, Kiowa, and Comanche 
Indians to Jacob Crew; 

S. 3310. An act for the relief of the owners of the barkentine 
Monterey; and 
nb 5 4610. An act for the relief of the estate of Filer Me- 

ou 


ASSESSED VALUATION OF RAILROADS (S. DOC. NO, 199) 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate a com- 
munication from the chairman of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission, transmitting, in response to Senate Resolution 199 
(submitted by Mr. Dru and agreed to March 28, 1924), a report 
of the assessed valuations for taxation purposes of railroad 
property in the United States (with certain exceptions) under 
the control of the Interstate Commerce Commission, which, 
with the accompanying report, was referred to the Committee 
on Interstate Commerce and ordered to be printed. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


Mr. WALSH of Montana presented the following memorial 
adopted by the Legislative Assembly of the State of Montana, 
which was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations: 


House memorial 1 (introduced by McCarty) to the Congress of the 
United States asking it to authorize the participation of the United 
States in the International Conference for Arbitration and Dis- 
armament of Nations to be held in Geneva on June 15, 1925 

IN THE HOUSE 

January 14, 1925: Read first and second time and referred to com- 
mittee on Federal relations, 

January 20, 1925: Amended, and as amended, committee recom- 
mends bill do pass. Report adopted and referred to printing committee. 

January 22, 1925: Reported correctly printed. Report adopted and 
referred to general orders. 

January 28, 1925: Amended, and as amended, recommended favor- 
ably by committee of the whole. Report adopted and referred to 
engrossing committee. 

January 30, 1925: Reported correctly engrossed. Report adopted 
and referred to calendar for third reading. ‘Title agreed to. Read 
three several times and passed. Referred to enrolling committee. 

January 81, 1925: Reported correctly enrolled. 

Whereas the League of Nations has issued a protocol calling for an 
International Conference for Arbitration and Disarmament of Nations, 
to be held in Geneva, June 15, 1925, if prior to June 1, 1925, the 
majority of the permanent members of the council of tbe league, 
consisting of Great Britain, France, Italy, and Japan, and at least 
10 other countries, ratify the protocol; and 

Whereas the United States of America and all other nonmember 
nations have been invited to ratify the protecol and participate in 
the conference; and 

Whereas the League of Nations, though it may be crude in the making, 
is the greatest concerted effort- yet made toward participation in 
earrying out the plan establishing world peace; and 

Whereas it is only through friendly cooperation and participation 
in a conference among nations, that the United States of America can 
point the way to universal peace; and 

Whereas it should be the chief duty of all who wish to spare com- 
ing generations untold miseries and sufferings which a scientific and 
chemical warfare may bring to humanity: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the Nineteenth Leg@elative Assembly of the State of 
Montana, That it is the sense of this legislature that the Congress 
of the United States authorize the participation of the United States 
as a nonmember in the conference for world disarmament to be beld 
in Geneva, June 15, 1925, and to send a representation of America’s 
greatest men to such conference: Be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this memorial be forwarded to the Senate 
and the House of Representatives of the United States, and to each 
of the Senators and Representatives from Montana, 

W. C. Baicxen, 
Speaker of the House. 


Mr. SIMMONS presented a joint resolution of the Legislature: 
of North Carolina, favoring the passage of Senate bill 83, mak- 
ing eligible for retirement under certain conditions officers of 
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the Army of the United States, other than officers of the Regu- 
lar Army, who incurred physical disability in line of duty while 
in the service of the United States during the World War, 
which was ordered to lie on the table and to be printed in the 


Recor, as follows: 
STATE or NORTH CAROLINA, 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE. 
Resolution 22. A joint resolution relative to retirement of disabled 
emergency officers of the Army during the World War 

Be it resolved by the North Carolina House of Representatives (the 
Senate concurring): 

First. ‘That it has come to our attention that the disabled emergency 
officers of the Army during the World War have not been accorded the 
privileges of retirement like the officers of the Regular Army, 

Second. That legislation has been enacted to correct this so far as 
disabled emergency officers of the Navy and Marine Corps are concerned, 

Third. That we are informed that legislation is pending in both 
Houses of Congress, being reported favorably by their respective com- 
mittees, and now are on the calendar of each House—the Bursum bilt 
(S. 83) and the Lineberger bill (H. R. 6484). 

Fourth. That we, the General Assembly of North Carolina, assembled 


in the city of Raleigh, do urgently request our Members of Congress to 


use their pest efforts to have this legislation removing this diserimina- 
tion passed at this session of Congress: Now therefore be it 
Resolved by the house of representatives (the senate concurring), 
That these resolutions be ordered enrolled and a copy sent to each 
United States Senator and Member of the United States House of Rep- 
resentatives from the State of North Carolina who is now in the city 
of Washington, D. C., as soon as ratified. 
In the general assembly, read three times and ratified, this the 10th 
day of February, A. D. 1925. 
J. ELMER Lone, 
President of the Senate, 
Ebaan W. Parr, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 
Examined and fobnd correct. 
J. M. Sarr, for Committee. 


STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA, 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
I, W. N. Everett, secretary of state of the State of North Carolina, 
do hereby certify the foregoing and attached (two sheets) to be a true 
copy from the records of this office. 
In witness whercof I have hereunto set my hand and affixed my 
official seal. 
Done in office at Raleigh this 11th day of February, in the year of 
our Lord 1925, 
LS nal. J W. N. EVERETT, 
Secretary of State. 


Mr. EDGE presented the petition of Alvin E. Pope, superin- 
tendent of the School for the Deaf at Trenton, N. J., and of 
students of that school and sundry other citizens all in the 
State of New Jersey, praying that Congress make an appro- 
priation for the preservation of the famous frigate Constitu- 
tion, a vessel associated with the best and most inspiring tra- 
ditions of American history, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Naval Affairs. 

Mr. CAPPER presented a resolution adopted at a meeting 
of the Association of Ministers of the Gospel, at Neodesha, 
Kans., favoring the participation of the United States in the 
Permanent Court of International Justice, which was referred 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented a memorial numerously signed by sundry 
citizens of Topeka, Kans., remonstrating against the passage 
of the so-called compulsory Sunday observance bill for the 
District, which was referred to the Committee on the- District 
of Columbia. 

Mr. McKINLEY presented memorials numerously signed by 
sundry citizens of Chicago, Joilet, and Brookfield, all in the 
State of Illinois, remonstrating against the passage of the so- 
called compulsory Sunday observance bill for the District, 
which were referred to the Committee on the District of Co- 
lumbia. 

Mr. ROBINSON presented memorials numerously signed 
by sundry citizens of Little Rock and De Queen, all in the 
State of Arkansas, remonstrating against the passage of the 
So-culled compulsory Sunday observance bill for the District, 
which were referrec to the Committee on the District of Co- 
lumbia. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

Mr. FESS, from the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds, to which was referred the bill (S. 4239) to provide 
for the exchange of certain lands now owned by the United 
States, in the town of Newark, Del., for other lands, reported 
it without amendment, 


Mr. FERNALD, from the Committee on Public Buildings 
and Grounds, to which was referred the bill (S. 3721) author- 
izing the Secretary of the Treasury to exchange the present 
customhouse building and site located in Denver, Colo., re- 
ported it without amendment. 

Mr. ASHURST, from the Committee on Public Buildings 
and Grounds, to which was referred the bill (S. 3391) author- 
izing the Secretary of Commerce to acquire, by condemnation 
or otherwise, a certain tract of land in the District of Colum- 
bia for the enlargement of the present site of the Bureau of 
Standards, reported it without amendment. 

Mr. BALL, from the Committee on the District of Columbia, 
to which were referred the following bills, reported them each 
without amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 597) regulating switching and switching charges 
on railroads in the District of Columbia, and for other pur- 
poses (Rept. No. 1106); and 

A bill (H. R. 11214) to amend an act regulating the height 
of buildings in the District of Columbia, approved June 1, 1910, 
as amended by the act of December 30, 1910 (Rept. No. 1107). 

Mr. NORBECK, from the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency, to which was referred the bill (S. 4230) to authorize 
the Secretary of the Treasury to prepare a medal with appro- 
priate emblems and inscriptions commemorative of the Norse- 
American centennial, reported it without amendment. 


BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous 
consent, the second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. HOWELL: 

A bill (S. 4303) for the relief of Robert R. Bradford; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. FERNALD: 

A bill (S. 4804) granting a pension to Aralena R. Moore 
(with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions, 

By Mr. SWANSON: 

A bill (S. 4805) to legalize a pier and wharf in York River 
at Gloucester Banks, near Gloucester Point, Va.; to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce. 

By Mr. CARAWAY: 

A bill (S. 4306) granting the consent of Congress to R. L. 
Gaster, his successors and assigns, to construct a bridge across 
the White River; to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. McKINLEY: 

A bill (S. 4807) to authorize the States of Indiana and Ili- 
nois in the States of Indiana and Illinois to construct a bridge 
across the Wabash River at the city of Mount Carmel, Wabash 
County, III., and connecting Gibson County, Ind.; to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce. 

By Mr. SMOOT: 5 

A bill (S. 4308) to establish a Woman's Bureau in the 
Metropolitan police department of the District of Columbia. 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

By Mr. BURSUM: 

A bill (S. 4309) for the relief of Juan Chavez y Romero; 
to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. STANFIELD: 

A bill (S. 4310) to provide capital for home building and 
ownership, to create standard forms of investment based on 
home Joan mortgages, to equalize rates of interest upon home 
loans, to furnish a market for United States bonds, to create 
Government depositaries and financial agents for the United 
States, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

By Mr. PEPPER: 

A bill (S. 4311) to provide for overtime pay for employees 
of the Immigration Service, Department of Labor; to the 
Committee on Immigration. 

By Mr. BALL: 

A bill (S. 4812) to amend the legislative, executive, and 
judicial appropriation act, approved February 26, 1907, as 
amended ; to the Committee on Finance. 


AMENDMENT TO RIVERS AND HARBORS BILL 


Mr. NORRIS (for Mr. La FoLLETTE) submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed to the bill (H. R. 11472) author- 
izing the construction, repair, and preservation of certain 
public works on rivers and harbors, and for other purposes; 
which was referred to the Committee on Commerce and 


ordereg to be printed. 
REGULATION OF STEAM ENGINEERING IN THE DISTRICT 


Mr. COPELAND submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill (S. 4004) to amend the act en- 
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titled “An act to regulate steam engineering in the District 
of Columbia,” approved February 28, 1887; which was ordered 
to lie on the table and to be printed. 


AMENDMENT TO INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATION BILL 


Mr. COPELAND submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill H. R. 11505, the independent offices 
appropriation bill, which was ordered to lie on the table and 
to be printed, as follows: 


On page 27, line 25, after the word “claims” insert: That no part 
of the moneys appropriated or made available for the United States 
Shipping Board or the United States Shipping Board Emergency Fleet 
Corporation shall be used or expended for the construction, purchase, 
acquirement, repair, or reconditioning of any vessel or part thereof 
or the machinery or equipment for such vessel from or by any private 
contractor that at the tlme of the proposed construction, purchase, 
acquirement, repair, or reconditioning, can be constructed, produced, 
repaired, or reconditioned within the limit of time within which the 
work is to be done, in each or any of the navy yards or arsenals of 
the United States, at an actual expenditure of a sum less than that for 
which it can be constructed, purchased, acquired, repaired, or recon- 
ditioned otherwise.” 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE 


On motion of Mr. Boran, and by unanimous consent, the 
Committee on Foreign Relations was discharged from the 
further consideration of the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 181) 
for the relief of George Horton, and it was referred to the 
Committee on Claims. 


PRESIDENTIAL APPROVALS 


A message from the President of the United States, by Mr. 
Latta, one of his secretaries, announced that the President had 
approved and signed the following acts and joint resolution: 

On February 12, 1925: 

S. 2848. An act to validate an agreement between the Secre- 
tary of War, acting on behalf of the United States, and the 
Washington Gas Light Co.; 

8.3622. An act granting the consent of Congress to the police 
jury of Morehouse Parish, La., or the State Highway Com- 
mission of Louisiana to construct, maintain, and operate a 
bridge across the Bayou Bartholomew at each of the following- 
named points in Morehouse Parish, La.: Vester Ferry, Ward 
Ferry, and Zachery Ferry; 

8. 3884. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
county of Independence, Ark., to construct, maintain, and 
operate a bridge across the White River, at or near the city of 
Batesville, in the county of Independence, in the State of Ar- 
kansas; 

8.3885. An act granting the consent of Congress to Harry 
E. Bovay, of Stuttgart, Ark., to construct, maintain, and oper- 
ate a bridge across the Black River, at or near the city of 
Black Rock, in the eounty of Lawrence, in the State of Ar- 
kansas; and 

S. J. Res. 135. Joint resolution granting permission to the 
Roosevelt Memorial Association to procure plans and designs 
for a memorial to Theodore Roosevelt. 

On February 18, 1925: 

8.3722. An act to authorize the State of Indiana and the 
State of Illinois to construct a bridge across the Wabash 
River at the city of Vincennes, Knox County, Ind. 


ADDRESS BY SENATOR JAMES A. REED 


Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in the Recorp an address recently delivered by 
the senior Senator from Missouri [Mr, REED] before the Bar 
Association of Nebraska, at its meeting in the city of Omaha 
on December 80, 1924. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair). Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 


SPEECH OF SENATOR JAMES A. REED BEFORE THE NEBRASKA BAR ASSOCIA- 
TION AT OMAHA DECEMBER 80, 1924 

There is no anomaly of history so inexplicable as that of a liberty- 
loving people engaged in an incessant attempt to undermine and 
destroy the charter of their freedom. 

Nevertheless, the thoughtful observer must for years have been 
astonished and shocked at the extent and force of the demand that the 
structure of our Government shall be radically altered, and that the 
rights hitherto retained by the people and the States shall be con- 
centrated in one powerful central government, 

To a consideration of this dangerous movement I invite yout atten- 
tion: 

Out of the experience of the past the framers of the Constitution 
had gleaned certain great truths, among which were— 


First, that the sole effective guaranty of the liberties of a people 
was to be found in the retention in the people themselves of a large 
measure of self-control 

That principle was recognized in the Declaration of Independence, 
in the statement that life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness are 
inalienable privileges. 

Second. That a people must retain the right to control a largo 
measure of their governmental affairs through officers selected by small 
communities aud directly responsible to the peoples thereof. 

Third, That the various States must constitute complete sovereign- 
ties, and that the respective State governments must retain complete 
control of all questions, save those absolutely essential to the mainte- 
nance of a Federal Government, and the protection of each of the 
States against abuses by other States. 

Fourth, That the Federal Government should be possessed of not 
only strictly limited but of simple powers. 

Fifth. That in all of these governments, whether municipal, State, 
or national, the powers should be divided, and their exercise limited 
by checks and safeguards. 

Sixth. That these rights, priyfleges, immunities, and liberties should 
be guaranteed in the Federal Constitution and in the constitutions of 
the several States. 


None better understood than did the framers of the Constitution 


the principle that the possessor of a power always seeks tb exercise 
that power to the limit, and that unless restrained he will find in the 
doctrine of necessity or public benefit the excuse for usurpations, which 
will, by almost insensible and invisible steps, lead along the path 
toward ultimate despotism. 

Accordingly, the scheme of government devised embraced a direct 
responsibility to small communities of those intrusted with local goy- 
ernment affairs, these officers not only being subject to the restrictions 
of the Constitution but accountable at often-recurring elections to the 
people they were elected to serve. 

State governments were in like manner created with two houses of 
the legislature, each a check upon the other, with the power of 
veto lodged In the governor. Yet, if all these powers acted in unison, 
the Federal Constitution threw its protection over certain funda- 
mental rights of the citizen. 

The Federal Government was subject to similar checks and safe- 
guards. But, in addition, the powers to it granted were strictly 
limited. 

The fathers understood that the centralization of a great mass of 
power a single government would inevitably result in misgovern- 
ment, corruption, and possibly in the destruction of the liberties 
of the people of the United States. 

Yet, the Government had been scarcely established until a move- 
ment began for the enlargement of its powers. 

In some instances this enlargement is not easily distinguishable 
from usurpation. 

The responsibility, first and last, must rest upon the Congress, 
upon the courts, upon the legislatures of the various States, and 
upon the people themselves. 

It was designed that the courts should keep legislative bodies 
strictly within the limits of the Constitution. But that power was 
greatly impaired by the rule early established, that the courts in 
considering a legislative act would indulge the presumption that the 
legislative body was Itself the natural guardian of the Constitution, 
and that the statutes by it enacted should be sustained where they 
could by almost any process of reasoning be brought within constl- 
tutional authority. 

The rule thus laid down entirely ignored that element in human 
nature to which I have adverted, 1. e. that the possessor of power 
invariably seeks to exercise his power to the limit. And that when 
he ls impelled by motives of ambition, or actuated by what he regards 
as the public weal, he has little difficulty in finding justification for 
the act he desires to perpetrate. 

It follows that, finding himself possessed of a power granted for a 
particular purpose, be will exercise that power to accomplish his 
desires, even though not within the intendment of the fundamental law. 

Innumerable examples are to be found in the books. I instance a few 
of the more prominent: 

STATD BANK TAX 

Congress desired to put the State banks of issue out of business. 

Undoubtedly there was necessity for reform in our banking procedure, 
But Congress possessed no power to prohibit State banks of issue. 

However, this consideration did not much disturb Congress. It did 
possess the power to levy a tax for the purpose of raising revenue, and 
sọ long as it levied a tax for the purpose of raising revenue it was 
strictly within its constitutional prerogative. 

But Congress did not want to ralse a revenue. It wanted to destroy 
State banks of issue. It therefore proceeded to levy a tax so high that 
no State bank could issue money. 

The direct result of the law, which all knew in advance, was to cut 
off a revenue which the Government had theretofore received by a mod- 
erate tax, 
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All this was perfectly apparent and is admitted by the Supreme 
Court to be apparent. Nevertheless. that great court sustained the tax. 
Thus Congress employed a power granted for one purpose in order to 
accomplish an entirely different purpose, 


TARIFF FOR PROTECTION 


In parallel with the foregoing case was the employment of the 
import tax—not for the purpose of raising a revenue, but for the 
purpose of protecting against competition with foreign goods certain 
favored manufacturers. 

The primary object of those laws was to increase the profits of 
private citizens, the revenue derived by the Government being merely 
incidental. 

Against this abuse Mr. Justice Harlan thundered with all his 
magnificent eloquence. He declared: 

“That to lay the hand of power upon the property of one 
citizen and transfer it to another is none the less robbery 
because done under the form of law.” 


USE OF MAILS TO DEFRAUD 


The right to establish post offices and post roads has been so 
used as to bring a vast multitude of crimes which originate and 
generally are consummated in a particular State, and, therefore, 
punishable by the laws of that State within the Federal dragnet. 

Two men may have a business transaction in the State of Ne- 
braska. Yet, if one of the parties shall have written a letter to the 
ether and dropped it in a post-office box for delivery in the same 
town, the entire transaction becomes immediately cognizable by a 
Federal tribunal, which under the pretense of trying a man for the 
use of the mails to defrand, in fact, punishes him as a criminal 
for an act which, under the laws of his State, may involve nothing 
but a civil offense, 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE 


The power to regulate interstate commerce, primarily intended to 
prevent the States from setting up barriers against commerce with 
each other, has been extended in almost every conceivable direction. 

First, to regulate the shipment of goods in commerce; then, to 
prescribe the character of equipment employed as instrumentalities 
of commerce; then to embrace the individuals engaged in operating 
these instrumentalities, and finally to the regulation of hours of labor 
and wages. 

AUTOMOBILE THEFTS 


The same power has been extended to include the punishment of 
the theft of an automobile in one State and its transportation into 
another, although both acts are directly cognizable by the laws of 
the States where the crimes were committed. 


THEFTS FROM RAILWAY CARS 


Goods stolen from a railway car are as much a local crime as though 
stolen from a house in the immediate vicinity. 

Yet the power to regulate Interstate commerce has been exercised 
to bring this local offense within Federal jurisdiction. 


TRANSPORTATION OF EXPLOSIVES 


Transportation of explosives from one State to another, easily punish- 
able under the laws of either State, is brought within the Federal 
dragnet. 

PURE FOOD LAWS 


The sale of impure foods is naturally a matter to be regulated in 
the market where they are offered. But the Federal Government, 
under the pretense of regulating interstate commerce, proceeds by the 
most high-handed and frequently arbitrary methods, to seize and 
condemn goods simply because they have been shipped from one State 
to another, 

THR MANN ACT 


Other illustrations might be given, but, perhaps, the stretch of the 
power reached its farthest length when it was held that “ sexual com- 
merce” between individuals is “commerce between States.” 

P THE BIRD LAW 


A wild bird—fera natura—hitherto regarded as the property of 
the State, is now held to be a creature engaged in interstate com- 
merce, even though it may be captured or killed in the nest where it 
was hatched. 

CONTRA 


It appears, however, that while we bave not reached the boundaries 
of legislative usurpation, we have at last approached the limit of 
judicial patience. 

GERMAN LANGUAGE 
In February, 1923, it was held by Mr. Justice McReynolds, in Meyer 


v. State of Nebraska, that a law inflicting a fine for teaching a child 
under 8 years of age any other language than English, could not be 


covered, under the pretense that the State legislature was engaged in 
the justifiable purpose of protecting the health of the child. The lan- 
guage employed being— 
“We are constrained to conclude that the statute as applied 
is arbitrary, and without any reasonable relation to any end 
within the competency of the State.” 


GRAIN FUTURES 


In consonance with the same line of reasoning the Supreme Court in 
Hill v. Wallance declared the Capper-Tincher future grain trading 
act, imposing a tax of 20 cents a bushel on all contracts for the 
delivery of grain for future delivery, to be unconstitutional. The 
court boldly asserted its right to go back of the alleged purpose of the 
bill—i. e., to levy a tax—and found that its real purpose was to pro- 
hibit a line of business, saying: 

“The presumption of validity of the act can not prevail, because 
the proof to the contrary is found on the very face of its pro- 
visions. Grant the validity of this law, and all that Congress 
would need to do hereafter in seeking to take over to its con- 
trol any one of the great number of subjects of public interest, 
jurisdiction of which the States have never parted with, and 
which are reserved to them by the tenth amendment, would 
be to enact a detailed measure of complete regulation of the sub- 
ject, and enforce it by a so-called tax upon departures from it. 
To give such import to the word ‘tax’ would be to break down 
all constitutional linrits of the powers of Congress and to com 
pletely wipe out the sovereignty of the States.” 

All of which leads me to inquire how that language can be recon- 
ciled with the narcotic decisions? 


CHILD LABOR 


The same trend of judicial thought has been further fortified in 
the child-labor cases. 

Mr. Justice Day in one of the earlier of these cases expressly went 
back of the declared purpose of the act, and ascertaining that its 
real object was to regulate the hours of labor of children within the 
borders of the State, declared the act to be an inyasion of State 
powers. 

The later opinion follows the same line of thought. 

But the hope borne of these recent decisions seems to be completely 
dashed to the ground by the still more recent decision— 


BVERARDS BREWERIES v. DAY 


decided by the Supreme Court of the United States in June, 1924. 

That case holds that the constitutional amendment granting the 
power to the United States to prohibit the sale of intoxicating 
liquors for beverage purposes can be employed to authorize a statute 
prohibiting a physician from prescribing beer, not for beverage pur- 
poses, but for medicinal purposes. 

The court declares the power to prohibit traffic in intoxicating 
liquors for beverage purposes includes as an appropriate means the 
prohibition of traffic In similar Uquors, although nonintoxicating. 
And, further, holds substantially that Congress can do anything 
which it deems necessary in order to stop the sale of intoxicating 
liquors. 

The logic of the opinion, in my judgment, is that Congress, having 
been given power only to prohibit liquors for beverage purposes, can 
draw to that power the right to prohibit liquors for all and every 
purpose. 

-The only conclusion I can reach from these contradictory opinions 
is that the Supreme Court of the United States sustains a power 
when it feels favorable to the law and denies the existence of a power 
when it believes the law is of bad import. 

I would not say or intimate that the court is controlled by popular 
clamor. 

NEW FORM OF CONGRESSIONAL USURPATION 


In recent years Congress has developed a new scheme for the exten- 
sion of its power. Broadly speaking, it consists in appropriations by 
Congress of large sums of money to be doled out to the States, pro- 
vided the States will pass laws for carrying out the congressional will 
or the will of some board or bureau by Congress established. 

REARING OF BABIES 

The device just referred to was employed in creating what is known 
as the Children’s Bureau. 

This law, as originally drafted, undertook to centralize in a bureau 
at Washihgton control over motherhood, child bearing, and child 


The theory of its sponsors was that the mothers of the land could 
not be trusted to rear their own children, and that a supervisory con- 
trol should be vested in a little group of agents at Washington, that 
group to be given the power to invade the homes, inspect the mothers 
and the children, and it was even advocated that every expectant 
mother should register the fact upon the public records, to the end 
that she might thereby become subject to inspection, 
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The law, as passed, was somewhat modified, and yet the Govern- 
ment pays out large sums of money in this attempt to interfere in the 
most sacred domestic relations. 

Other instances exist. I shall not pause to detail them. 

j CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS 


À The desire to change the Constitution by amendment approaches 
almost the nature of an epidemic. There seems to be abroad the gen- 

eral impression that the States are utterly untrustworthy but that the 
| Federal Government is gifted with infallibility, 

Hence, every person who conceives that a new law will be of bene- 
fit undertakes to have it enacted by the Federal Government, and 
in the absence of existing authority to amend the Constitution, 80 
that the Federal Government will possess the desired power. 

It is no part of my purpose to discuss the merits of either pro- 
‘hibition or woman's suffrage. Let them, however, serve as examples. 


WOMAN’S SUFFRAGE 


The movement toward granting suffrage to women was progress- 
ing with marked activity in the various States. Not content with 
this a Federal amendment was demanded and enacted, in some in- 
stances, by methods absolutely unjustifiable, 

The point I desire to urge is that the highest attribute of 
sovereignty is the right of a State to determine the qualifications 
of its own electors. When that power was taken from the States and 
conferred upon the Federal Government, it was a tremendous step 
toward the curtailment of the powers of the States to control their 
own business, 

We now have a demand that the Constituiton shall be further 
amended so that every State must grant to every woman exactly 
the same rights granted to men. 

And, this demand is made after the women of every State have 
the full right to vote in the election of members of their own gen- 
eral assemblics, and enact statutes suitable to the people of the State. 


PROHIBITION 


Again, I do not propose to discuss the merits of prohibition, It 
may be conceded at the outset that the use of intoxicating liquors 
is a great disadvantage to a people. But, so is the commission of 
any other kind of crime. 

Murder, arson, rape, and other heinous crimes are much more to be 
condemned than the sale of a bottle of beer. Yet, as to these grosser 
and more frightful crimes, jurisdiction is left in the States. Congress 
has, however, been given jurisdiction over the lesser evil. 

The logic of the situation is that if the Constitution ought to have 
been amended to punish the sale of liquor within the respective States 
then a similar jurisdiction should be granted over every kind and 
character of crime. 

If that were done, there would, indeed, be no further real use for 
State governments, for substantially all of the power would be con- 
centrated at Washington, 

Indeed, we have already proceeded so far that there is scarcely 
an activity of life from the rearing of babies to the massing of armies 
which is not now in some degree subject to the surveillance of govern- 
ment officers, agents, spies, and courts. 

If the march toward centralization be not soon arrested State gov- 
ernments might as well cease to exist, for all authority will have been 
assumed by the Federal agencies and tribunals. 

Courts and quasi courts exist with authority to pry into the business 
and private affairs of institutions, to examine their books and papers, 
and to hale them to Washington for examination. 

The dockets of our Federal courts are crowded with cases hitherto 
cognizable by State courts. 

Federal officers by the thousands swarm over the country, assuming 
rights of espionage and arrest, which are repugnant to the genius of 
our Government, and offensive to our civilization. 

A present-day visit to a Federal court closely resembles a sojourn in 
a police court in the early morning hour, when the bedraggled denizens 
of the street are herded for summary justice. 

The civil list of the Federal Government embraces over 600,000 
employees. 

The substance of the people is being devoured in taxes. 

We were told that national prohibition would practically eradicate 
crime. 

The jails are filled. Crime is rampant. 

Almost open defiance of the law is indulged in by an enormous per- 
centage of the people. y 

We are losing an annual revenue, State and National, of between 
$350,000,000 and $450,000,000. 

We are expending in an attempt to enforce the law approximately 
$30,000,000. 

We were also told that the advent of women into politics would 
purify and rejuvenate the earth. 

We are confronted by a condition in which the armed guards of 
banks are overcome. 

Robbery has become a habit, and bootlegging a trade. 


I do not charge this to the women. 

But it illustrates the foolishness of the theory that the Federal Gov- 
ernment is omnipotent and infallible. 

I have said that the desire to change the Constitution has become 
an epidemic. 

My information is that over 40 proposals to change the Constitution 
are now pending in Congress. 


They are not to blame. 


THE SO-CALLED CHILD LABOR AMENDMENT 

One of the proposed amendments is now before the legislatures of 
the several States for action. It is misnamed “ the child labor amend- 
ment.” To that I desire to call special attention: 

It is not a child labor amendment. 

It proposes to confer upon Congress the power to control the life 
and destiny of every human being within the United States who is 
under 18 years of age, 

It takes from the States the right to control the hours of labor of 
every citizen under 18. 

It deprives all parents of the natural right to regulate the conduct 
of their children. 

It may be so exercised that the right to labor will be denied to per- 
sons under 18, 

It is the greatest step toward centralization ever attempted, 

It is the most undemocratic proposal yet advanced. 

It is a march from liberty toward despotism. 

It is not progression—-it is retrogression ! 

It assassinates democracy, and upon its grave establishes a hybrid 
monstrosity embracing all the vices and possessing none of the virtues 
of state socialism and communism. 

It is being supported by a propaganda which misrepresents the facts 
and which masquerades under the pretense that it is engaged in pro- 
tecting infants of tender years. 

The assertion is constantly put forth that the States have not pro- 
tected children of tender years. 

The assertion is false. Every State of the Union has child labor 
laws, most of them of a stringent character. 

But these laws treat of children generally from 14 years of age 
down, And all of them are so drawn as to give adequate protection so 
far as it is possible within the law. 

It is now proposed to take this power of regulation from the States 
and confer it upon Congress. How it will be exercised no man can 
tell. But, judging by the past, it is likely to be exercised to the most 
extreme limit, 

The language of the amendment 18 


“Congress shall have power to limit, regulate, and prohibit the 
labor of persons under 18 years of age.” 


Confer that power upon Congress and no man can guarantee that 
the right to prohibit labor will not be exercised; that the farmer will 
not be forbidden to employ his son about the ordinary avocation of the 
farm; that an effort will not be made to limit those who can labor in 
order to increase the wages of those who belong to some organized 
movement interested in cutting down the number of hands that can 
be employed, 

If enacted, it will immediately affect 40,000,000 of our population. 

Certain it is that the proposed amendment gives to Congress the 
right to absolutely prohibit and also the right to limit, regulate, or 
prescribe the labor of all persons under 18. 

The unreasonable extent to which it may go in the matter of 
regulation is abundantly illustrated by the recent breweries case, to 
which I have referred, 

Remember the adage: “ Misers there be, but not of power.” 

I desire to ask the question whether Nebraska can not better regu- 
late her own affairs than they can be regulated by Congress? 

I call upon the members of this association to study this problem 
and to earnestly protest against a ratification of this abominable 
amendment. 

The right to labor is a natural right, 

It is embraced within that. clause of the Declaration of Independence 
which guarantees life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. 

The parent has a natural right to direct his son. And I ufquall- 
fiediy and unhesitatingly say that 90 per cent of the boys of the 
country who have not been taught to labor before they are 18 years of 
age become worthless citizens. 

The men who have succeeded—the men who have achieved—are those 
who have learned the ways of industry in their youth. 

If this amendment can be justified, then we ought to go further 
and give to Congress the right to regulate the labor of every human 
being. 

When we take that step we will have transformed the democracy 
of Washington and Jefferson into the socialism of Lenine and Trotsky. 


ISLE OF PINES TREATY 


Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in the Recorp an article on the Isle of Pines 
treaty found in the bulletin of the National City Bank of New 
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York, a bulletin devoted to economic conditions, governmental 
finance, and securities. On another occasion I shall inquire 
what interest the National City Bank has in the ratification of 
this treaty. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moszs in the chair). Is 
there objection to the request of the Senator from New York? 
The Chair hears none, and leave is granted. 

The article referred to is as follows: 


THE ISLE OF PINES 


It is to be hoped that the Senate of the United States will act at the 
present session, which will end March 4, 1925, on the favorable 
report of the Committee on Foreign Relations as to the treaty between 
the United States and Cuba with respect to the Isle of Pines, and 
there seems to be no substantial reason why the action of Senate 
should not be favorable. 

It is now more than 21 years since President Roosevelt first sub- 
mitted this treaty to the Senate, recognizing Cuba as the lawful 
owner of the Isle of Pines, During all that time the treaty has had 
the support of both parties in Congress, but obstructive tactics have 
hitherto prevented. ratification. 

The Republic of Cuba has de facto jurisdiction over the Isle of 
Pines, and it only remains for the Senate to recognize its de jure 
right to the island in order to settle in the right way a matter which 
has been favorably recommended by our national administrations from 
Roosevelt to Coolidge, and which has repeatedly received the approval 
of the Committee on Foreign Relations of the Senate itself. 

The need for the treaty arises from the rather indefinite treatment 
given the island in our treaty with Spain and our subsequent treaty 
with Cuba. The treaty of peace with Spain does not specifically 
mention the Isle of Pines. The protocol of August 12, 1898, setting 
forth the preliminary terms upon which the treaty was to be framed, 
makes a distinction between “ Cuba and the islands adjacent thereto,” 
and Porto Rico and the other islands under Spanish sovereignty in 
the West Indies.” This language has afforded the only basis there is 
for the claim that the island was ceded to the United States. Is the 
Isle of Pines properly classed as one of the islands “adjacent to 
Cuba or with “ Porto Rico and other islands "? 

The Platt amendment to the Army appropriation bill of 1901, which 
defined the relations between the United States and Cuba, provided 
that the title to the Isle of Pines should pe “left to future adjust- 
ment by treaty” and the Platt amendment was embodied in the 
permanent treaty with Cuba, which was ratified by the Senate of the 
United States on March 22, 1904. This treaty was negotiated in 
pursuance of that provision. At the time the Platt amendment was 
adopted there was some thought that the Isle of Pines might be 
used for a naval or coaling station, but such stations were afterwards 
Tocated at Guantanamo and Bahia Hondo. 

The Supreme Court of the United States in the case of Pearcy v. 
Stranahan, 205 U. S. 257, a case arising ont of the application of 
our tariff law, has held that the territory in question must be 
treated as foreign, for this Government has never taken, nor aimed 
to take, that possession in fact or in law which is essential to render 
it domestic.” This decision gains significance from the fact that one 
of the concurring justices was William R. Day, who as Secretary of 
State in President MeKinley’s administration signed the original 
peace protocol with Spain and was also chairnran of the United States 
Peace Commission which framed the treaty at Paris. 

In 1922 Secretary Hughes in a letter to Senator McCormick upon 
the subject of the treaty said: 

It, therefore, appears that the United States has never taken 
Possession of the Isle of Pines, as having been ceded by the 
treaty of peace with Spain, and that it has been uniformly gov- 
erned by the Republic of Cuba since that Republic came into 
existence, the United States recognizing Cuba as rightfully exer- 
cising de facto sovereignty until otherwise provided for. 

* * “Tn any event, the United States has undoubtedly 
indicated that it did not desire to assert any title to the island 
under the treaty of peace with Spain, but wished to quit claim 
in favor of Cuba any shadow of title it might have under that 
treaty.” 

In 1905 Elihu Root, Secretary of State, answering a letter of inquiry 
upon the subject, wrote: 

* * * “In my judgment the United States has no substan- 
tial claim to the Isle of Pines. The treaty merely accords to 
Cuba what is lers in accordance with international law and 
justice. 

“At the time of the treaty of peace which ended the war 
between the United States and Spain the Isle of Pines was, and 
had been for several centuries, a part of Cuba. I have no doubt 
whatever that it continues to be a part of Cuba, and that it ts 
not, and never has been, territory of the United States. This is 
the view with which President Roosevelt authorized the pending 
treaty, and Mr. Hay signed it, and F expect to urge its confirma- 
tion. Nor would the rejection of the pending treaty put an end 
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to the control of Cuba over the island. A treaty directly contrary 
to the one now pending would be necessary to do that, and there 
is not the slightest prospect of such a treaty being made. You 
may be quite sure that Cuba will never consent to give up the 
Isle of Pines, and that the United States will never try to compel 
her to give it up against her will.” 


That letter was written 20 years ago. What it says of the futility 
of any other policy toward the island than that of the treaty is still 
pertinent, Clearly, if the title to the island was not in the United 
States at the time the Platt amendment was adopted it is not vested 
there now. We have never sought to exercise authority there. We are 
now collecting the same import duties upon the products of the Isle of 
Pines as upon the products of Cuba. Certainly the claim on behalf 
of the United States is not becoming stronger under this Status, and 
yet It becomes more difficult with the lapse of time to clear the situa- 
tion. What can be done with it after 50 years or 100 years? 

For more than 20 years, therefore, our national administrations have 
been endeavoring to keep faith with Cuba by removing the cloud from 
the title to the Isle of Pines. In the interest of friendship, and consid- 
ering our kindly attitude toward Cuba and the Cubans from the begin- 
ning of the Spanish-American War to the present time; it is highly 
desirable that the Senate take definite and final action by way of ap- 
proval of a policy which has never been questioned by any national 
administration and which has never been disapproved by any Foreign 
Relations Committee of the Senate. 

The friendly and liberal attitude of the United States toward Cuba 
is one to which all the world has given approval. The ratification of 
the treaty will make our policy consistent thronghout. 

It is well to bear in mind that the policy of the United States in this 
matter is a subject of interest throughout Latin America. Our rivals 
and critics: are quick to make the most of any opportunity to cultivate 
antagonism to this country, and while we need not surrender any rights 
on that account, it is important that we afford no real basis for their 
activities. 


FEES FOR GRAZING LIVESTOCK ON NATIONAL FORESTS 


Mr. PHIPPS, Mr. President, I wish to make a unanimous- 
consent request. I notice that in the engrossment of the bill 
(S. 2424) to reduce the fees for grazing livestock on national 
forests an omission occurred, and I ask that the House be 
requested to return that bill to the Senate for the purpose of 
having the necessary correction made. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Colorado 
asks unanimous consent to make a motion requesting the House 
of Representatives to return to the Senate the bill named by 
him, Is there objection? The Chair hears none. The question 
is 1 agreeing to the motion made by the Senator from Colo- 
ru do. 

The motion was agreed to. 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS—CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I desire to give 
notice of a motion to reconsider the action of the Senate yes- 
terday in adopting the report submitted by the committee of 
conference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to House bill 10020, the Interior 
Department appropriation bill. The action was taken during 
my temporary absence from the Chamber. 

I now move to reconsider the vote by which the conference 
report was agreed to, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. May the Chair suggest to 
the Senator from Montana that it will be necessary to ask that 
the conference report be returned to the Senate from the House 
of Representatives? 

Mr. WARREN. I did not hear the request of the Senator 
from onune 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Montana 
gives notice of a motion to reconsider the vote whereby the 
Senate agreed to the conference report on the Interior Depart- 
ment appropriation bill. 

Mr, SMOOT. Mr. President, I would like to ask the Sen- 
ator what item in the bill that was agreed to in conference he 
does not approve of. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I disagree to the report with re- 
spect to amendments 18 and 32, I am in conference with 
parties greatly interested in those two items, and have been 
unable yet to ascertain their attitude toward them. I find 
myself unable at this time to assent to the agreement reached 
by the conference with respect to them. 

Mr. SMOOT. The Flathead item? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Yes; and the Sun River item. 

Mr. SMOOT. Instead of the House provision for $10,000 we 
made it $35,000. The House provided $10,000. for the Flat- 
head project. The Budget estimated $45,000. I have not the 
papers with me from the president of the Water Users' Asso- 
ciation of Montana, but in his letter there was a statement 
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made that it would take $10,000 to complete a certain part 
of that project. So the conferees, instead of the $10,000 appro- 
priated by the House, gave $25,000 for maintenance, and we 
added $10,000 for the completion of a part of the project re- 
ferred to in the letter which I have mentioned, making a total 
of $35,000. That was the action of the conference. 

If the Senator wants to have the vote reconsidered, he had 
better enter the motion now and also at the same time submit 
a request that the House return the conference papers. I 
hope the Senator will not feel that it is necessary to do so. 
I assure the Senator that I did everything in my power to make 
it a straight $45,000 appropriation, and yet the $10,000 extra 
could not have been expended to any advantage, in my opinion, 
according to the letter from the president of the water users’ 
association to which I have referred. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I want to assure 
the Senator from Utah of my full appreciation of his efforts 
in the matter, but I will state the situation. The completion 
of the Flathead irrigation project contemplates the expenditure 
of something like $2,000,000 more. Over $5,000,000 has been 
expended on the project. As I have repeatedly stated in the 
Senate, the lands under this project were appraised and sold 
to the settlers, who were required to comply with all the pro- 
visions of the homestead law in addition to paying the ap- 
praised value of the land. The money was placed in the 
Treasury of the United States for the benefit of the Indians 
on the reservation. A large amount of it has already been ex- 
pended. The original act opening the reservation and authoriz- 
ing the allotment to the Indians and the appropriation under 
the homestead act of the remaining lands, the appraised value 
to be paid, contemplated the establishment of. the irrigation 
project, and the lands were estimated and appraised in view 
of the construction of the project. The settlers who went upon 
the reservation had an opportunity to take land above the 
line of the ditch that never would be irrigated, paying a small 
price for it, or to take land under the projected canal and pay- 
ing a higher price for it. A large number of them took their 
lands under the ditch, and for 16 years they have been awaiting 
the completion of the project in order to get water for the irri- 
gation of their lands. 

Now it is two-thirds complete, and a petty appropriation of 
$45,000 is recommended by the Budget, and the House in con- 
sidering the bill cut it down to $10,000, It is now proposed in 
the conference report that the $45,000 recommended by the 
Budget and put in the bill by the Senate be reduced to $35,000 
and that only $10,000 of that sum shall be used for construc- 
tion purposes. 

The people of the Flathead irrigation project may find it 
necessary to accede to that sort of utter disregard—yes, utter 
disregard—of the solemn obligation of the Government of the 
United States to make appropriations to complete the project 
within a reasonable time. It is a contract as solemn as ever 
could be entered into from a moral standpoint, and the Con- 
gress of the United States refuses to carry out its part of the 
contract. Those poor people have gone out there on the fron- 
tier and have been there for 16 years with the Government of 
the United States having their money and declining to go on 
with the obligation incurred to them, and the Congress does 
not seem to appreciate the situation. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I want to say frankly that I 
sympathize a great deal with the position the Senator has 
taken, as he well knows, but the only reason why the Senate 
conferees yielded from the $45,000 to $35,000 was that the 
$10,000 would complete only a portion of the project that 
needs completion. It all ought to be done, but if the 845,000 
were appropriated, the additional $10,000 could not be used 
in any way on any other part of the project. 

I held the bill up as long as I felt that I ought to, and I 
think got out of it about all that it is possible to get. It 
seemed to me that rather than report a disagreement it was 
better to complete the $10,000 part of the project. I join with 
the Senator in saying that the Budget next year ought to make 
an estimate in order to complete at least some of the principal 
parts of the project and take care of the people to whom the 
Senator has just referred. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Let me make an inquiry of the 
Senator. Here is a $10,000 feature of the report which refers 
to the Tabor Canal. What kind of information has the con- 
ferees concerning the Tabor Canal and what the $10,000 will 
do, or whether it will complete anything? Is there any esti- 
mate from any engineer on the subject? 

Mr. SMOOT. No; the information on that point came from 
the president of the Water Users’ Association. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The president of the Water 
Users’ Association said it would take $10,000 to complete that 
project? 


Mr. SMOOT. To complete the Tabor part of the project: 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I have had a great deal of cor- 
respondence with the president of the Water Users’ Associa- 
tion, and I do not find in my correspondence any statement to 
that effect. ` 

Mr. SMOOT. The chairman of the conferees on the part of 
the House, Mr. CramrTon, read the letter to the conferees, and 
it was upon that statement that the change was made, I will 
assure the Senator. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I would like to see the letter. I 
have looked over my correspondence with Mr. Johnson very 
carefully and I find nothing of that sort. 

Mr. SMOOT. Not only that, but he stated in the same letter 
the amount it will cost for each of the other parts of the 
project. I think the next item was $60,000. It seemed to the 
conferees that they should not go to work and try to spend 
$10,000 upon a project that it was admitted would cost 
$60,000 to complete. We thought it very much better to com- 
plete the Tabor part of the project this year, and then next 
year get enough to complete the other part of the project. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I want to say a 
word now with reference to amendment 26. This will interest 
all the western Senators. I regret very much that more of them 
are not present, because it establishes a principle here which 
will certainly militate strongly against the adoption by the 
Senate of the bill recommended by the Committee on Irriga- 
tion and Reclamation looking to Federal aid toward the settle- 
ment of projects that are hereafter organized. I am very glad 
to see the Senator from Nevada [Mr. Oppre] here and the 
Senators from New Mexico. I should also like to have the 
attention of the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Goopine]. 

This amendment provides—— 

Mr. SMOOT. On what page of the Recorp? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Page 3538 of the Recorp. The 
amendment provides an appropriation of a considerable sum 
for the project, and then it is proposed to add the following 
proviso: 

Provided, That no part of this appropriation shall be used for con- 
struction purposes until a contract or contracts in form approved by 
the Secretary of the Interior shall have been made with an irrigation 
district or with irrigation districts organized under State law, providing 
for payment by the district or districts as hereinafter provided. 


Let me remark in this connection that the words “as here- 
inafter provided“ have no kind of significance there because 
the provision of the House bill touching the method of pay- 
ment was stricken out and does not appear here at all. So 
there is no provision in the report to which the three words 
“as hereinafter provided” can possibly have any reference. 


The Secretary of the Interior shall by public notice announce the 
date when water is available under the project. 


Thus far I have no serious objection to it except that those 
three words are inapplicable, but this is the matter to which 
I desire to invite the attention of Senators: 


Provided further, That no part of the sum hereby appropriated 
shall be expended for the construction of new canals or for the exten- 
sion of the present canal system for the irrigation of lands out- 
side of the 40,000 acres for the irrigation of which a canal 
system is now provided, until a contract or contracts shail have been 
executed between the United States and the State of Montana, 
whereby the State shall assume the duty and responsibility of pro- 
moting the development and settlement of the project after comple- 
tion, securing, selecting, and financing of settlers to enable the pur- 
chase of the required livestock, equipment, and supplies and the 
improvement of the lands to render them habitable and productive. 


The bill to which I referred a few moments ago—and I 
gladly say that it was heartily approved by the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. Simmons]—provides for doing just ex- 
actly that thing at the expense of the Government of the 
United States. Now, the conferees have inserted a provision 
in the bill which establishes the principle that the work of 
colonization and equipment of settlers shall be undertaken by 
the State of Montana instead of by the Government of the 
United States. Certainly if we are to be compelled to assume 
all of these obligations, we can not possibly agree to the 
conference report. Accordingly, the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
Smoot] is as much interested in this matter as am I. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mon- 
tana yield to the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield. 

Mr. WARREN. I did not hear the early part of the Sena- 
tor's statement, but I understand the proposition he makes 
is to recall from the House of Representatives the conference 
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report on the bill making appropriations for the Interior 
Department. Has the Senator made a motion to that effect? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Montana 
has not yet made that motion. The Senator from Montana 
has given notice of a purpose to move a reconsideration. 
Prior to reconsideration it will be necessary to recall the 
report and the papers from the House of Representatives, 
and the Chair understands the Senator from Montana to be 
about to make that motion. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Yes; I move that the report be 
recalled from the House of Representatives. 

Mr. WARREN. I thought possibly the debate might run 
along until the time within which we could recall the report 
from the House of Representatives had elapsed. Therefore 
the earlier we ask for the return of the report the better. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I could not hear the Senator 
from Wyoming. : 

Mr. WARREN. My suggestion is that the sooner the 
Senator from Montana makes his motion for the return of 
the report from the House of Representatives, and the request 
shall be transmitted to the other House, the safer we shall 
be in securing the object which he desires. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Of course, but I desired to ex- 
plain the reasons why I thought the report objectionable. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mon- 
tana yield to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield. 

Mr. SMOOT. I desire to say in justification of the con- 
ferees on the part of the Senate that I spoke to the Senator 
from Montana in relation to this item; in fact, there is 
nothing in the report as to which each Senator who is inter- 
ested in it has not been consulted. I asked the Senator from 
Montana whether if the Members of the other House from 
Montana would agree with Mr. Cramton as to the provisions 
affecting this project it would be satisfactory to the Senator, 
and he told me that it would be so. 

I have here the agreement which was reached between the 
Members of the House from Montana and Mr. Cramton, and 
it is the identical provision now embodied in the report. If the 
Senator from Montana objects to that, I have no objection 
whatever to having the conference report recalled, and I 
will support the Senator's motion to ask for its return, but I 
do not wish to be charged here, Mr. President, with being false 
to the Senator from Montana or to any other Senator. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. O Mr, President, I trust the Sen- 
ator from Utah will not think that in anything that I have said 
I have in any degree questioned his interest in the matter 
and his sympathy with the position which I have taken, but 
the Seuator showed me a memorandum which is not at all in 
conformity with the report. 

Mr. SMOOT. I hold in my hand the original provision just 
as it was prepared, and here [indicating] is the item that went 
in, and every bit of this [indicating] went out. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana (examining). The Senator is 
quite right. I hold in my hand the copy of the bill containing 
the quotation as to what the report of the conferees would 
be, and it strikes out all of the matter to which I have re- 
ferred, and it is stated in the margin: 


Insert: Of new canals or for the extension of the present canal 
system for the irrigation of lands outside of the 40,000 acres for the 
irrigation of, which a canal system is now provided. 


I have not objected to that; that is perfectly satisfactory 
to me, but the provision in relation to the State of Montana 
incurring the expense of colonization and providing for settle- 
ment is not in the memorandum at all, and that is the part 
to which I am objecting. 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator from Montana must have misun- 
stood the statement. I showed him this whole item and every- 
thing that went out was stricken through, as the Senator will 
see, by pencil. The part of it that he just read was not stricken 
out, but was to be inserted. The House put all of the provisos 
in and the Senate struck them all out, and the conferees put 
back only what was agreed upon by. the Representatives from 
Montana and Mr. Cramton. 

Mr. GOODING. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mon- 
tana yield to the Senator from Idaho? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield. 

Mr. GOODING. I wish to ask the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
Smoor] why the exception is made as to Montana and the re- 
sponsibility is placed on Montana for the settlement of the 
project? That is an entirely new departure from our irriga- 
tion laws or from any principle which is involved in them, 


Mr. SMOOT. I agree with the Senator as to that; but I left 
it entirely with the House members and Mr. Cramwron, the 
chairman of the House conferees. I told the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. Watsu] that I was not going to agree to any- 
thing without first presenting it to him and haying his ap- 
proval, and that was done. 

The Senator from Montana must have misunderstood me 
when I presented the matter to him. Everything that was 
stricken out in the House provision of which the Senate dis- 
approved is stricken out by the line here [indicating]. The 
Senator will see that the conference report absolutely con- 
forms to that. If there is any misunderstanding about the 
matter let the report come back to the Senate. It will then 
again go to conference, and the conferees will do whatever 
may be necessary to be done. 

Mr. GOODING. I hope the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
Watsi} will submit his motion at once, so that we may get 
speedy action on this matter, because to me it is very serious. 

Mr. SMOOT. The matter will be acted upon. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. In view of the fact that there is 
no objection, I move that the House of Representatives be re- 
quested to return the conference report to the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the motion 
of the Senator from Montana that the House be requested to 
return to the Senate the conference report on the Interior De- 
parpnent appropriation bill, together with the papers bearing 

ereon, 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I did not know 
that the conference report was acted upon yesterday. I was 
busy in connection with a good many different matters, and I 
had the impression in some way—I did not get it from the 
Senator from Utah—that it would have to be acted upon in the 
House first. I find, howeyer, I was mistaken as to that. 

I notice in the conference report with reference to a project 
in the State of Washington a provision very similar to that 
contained in the item with reference to the project in Mon- 
tana, as to the State financing settlers, and so on. The Sen- 
ator from Utah spoke to me about that, and I told him that I 
did not want that provision in the conference report; I did not 
think it ought to be there unless other States, at any rate, were 
required to comply with the same conditions. While the State 
of Washington has enacted laws to aid and encourage irriga- 
tion, I do not think we ought, so far as reclamation projects 
are concerned, to put in a Federal statute a provision requiring 
them to comply with certain conditions that are not applicable 
all over the United States. I am glad that the report is com- 
ing back to the Senate, because I do not think that a contract 
of that sort ought to be required of the States. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I do not see why the States of 
Washington and Montana should be singled out. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Nor do I. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. There were provisions in the bill 
as it came to us from the House for appropriations in other 
States limited as were the appropriations referred to for the 
State of Montana and for the State of Washington, but ap- 
parently the House has yielded with reference to those projects 
in the other States. 

Mr. SMOOT. I have explained, I will say to the Senator, 
that after the agreement was made by the House members that 
provision went in. The Senator from Washington spoke to me 
about it. It was only with respect to these two projects that 
this item appeared in the bill at all, and haying agreed, as I 
thought, with the Senator from Montana concerning it, and 
having spoken to the Senator from Washington, who advised 
me that the State of Washington had passed Jaws for that very 
purpose, I thought that I was complying with the wishes of 
both Senators. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I think the Senator will agree 
that I told him that whatever provision applied to my State 
should apply to all other States, and tlat while we had enacted 
legislation in Washington under which the State was to en- 
courage and would encourage settlement on the projects, we 
ought not to be bound by a condition that did not apply to the 
other States of the Union. 

Mr, SMOOT. I took it that the Senator referred to other 
items in thie bill. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Oh, no; not only to these items 
in the bill, but to the other items affecting the reclamation 
States. 

Mr. SMOOT. But as to no other reclamation project was the 
provision mentioned at all, and it was not in conference with 
respect to them. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I know that, and that is the 
very reason why it should be left out. 
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Mr. SMOOT: Perhaps the Senator can do better than I have 
done. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President; for the purpose of 
showing the contrast between the principle of this provision in 
the conference report, to which I have directed attention, and 


the principle of the bill reported by the Committee on Irri-- 


gation and Reclamation, I ask unanimous consent that Senate 
bill 4151 may be printed at large in the Record- at this point: 
The PRESIDING. OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered! 
The bill referred to is as follows: 


[S. 4151] 


January 26 (calendar. day, January 30), 1925, Mr. KENDRICK intro- 
duced the following bill; which was read twice and referred to the 
Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 

January 31, 1925, reported by Mr, KENDRICK} without amendment, 


A bin (S. 4151) to provide for aided and directed settlement on Gov- 
ernment land in irrigation projects 


Be it enacted, eto., That when used in this act 

(a) The word “Secretary” means the Secretary of the Interior. 

(b) The words “reclamation. law” mean the act of. Congress of 
June 17, 1902 (32 Stat. L. p. 388), and acts. amendatory thereof or 
supplementary thereto. 

(e) The words “reclamation fund“ mean the fund provided by the 
reclamation law. 

(d) The word “ project“ means an irrigation project authorized by 
the reclamation law. 

(e) The words “ division of a project“ mean a substantial irrigable 
area of a project designated as a division by order of the Secretary. 

(t) The word “farm” means an area of land not exceeding 160 
acres, designated by the Secretary as a farm. 

(g) The words “fractional farm allotment” mean an area of land 
not exceeding 5 acres, designated by the Secretary to provide a home 
for a settler sufficient for dwelling, and necessary outbuildings, and 
tor u garden on which the settler and his family may grow products 
necessary for their own food supply. 

(h) The word “ purchaser” means one to whom is sold a farm or 
fractional farm allotment. 

Src. 2. In connection with the development of any project the Sec- 
retary is authorized to withdraw from. entry such an area of public 
land as, together with land that may be acquired, shall be designated 
as a project or a division of a project of sufficient size to create there- 
from at least 100 farms and at least 10 fractional farm. allotments 
and to provide for an aided and directed settlement of such lands, in- 
cluding their disposal in accordance with the provisions. of this act.. 

Stc. 3. Where the unentered public land in a project. is. insufficient 
in area or unsuited to the purpose to provide for a project or a di- 
vision of a project, the Sécretary is authorized to acquire by gift, by 
purchase, or by condemnation under legal process, such an area of 
land as will, when added to the area of unentered public land of the 
project, permit. the establishment of a project or a division of a 
project. 

SEC. 4, The Seeretary shall cause. sald farms and fractional farm 
allotments to be disposed of, and the construction charges and the 
charges for operation and maintenance against the land on. account of 
the water right shall be paid in accordance with the requirements: of 
the reclamation law. 

Src. 5. The Secretary shall require each applicant for a farm or 
fractional farm allotment to show. that, he has had at least one year's 
actual farm experience and is possessed of capital in money or farm 


equipment, or both combined, of not less than $1,500 when a farm is 


purchased, and $200 when purchase is made of a.fractional farm al- 
lotment. Every purchaser of a farm or fractional farm allotment 
under this act shall maintain his actual residence thereon for at least 
eight months in every calendar year following the year of his pur- 
chase and until he shall haye: made full payment; of all moneys- ad- 


vanced to him under section 6 of this act, together with the then: 


accrued and unpaid interest thereon, and shall have also paid or pro- 
vided for the payment of all State, county, and local taxes, and irri- 
gation district assessments which then constitute liens on his improve- 
ments; whereupon and after such payments a patent or deed shall be 
issued to him or to his grantee: Provided, Chat the Secretary may, in 
his discretion, and under such rules.and regulations as he may pre- 
scribe, grant any such purchaser a leave or leaves of absence from his 
land: And provided further, That any such purchaser of a farm or 
fractional farm allotment under this act shall have the right to sell 
his land with the approval of the Secretary; and that his grantee shall 
succeed to all his rights and privileges and assume and discharge all 
his obligations and burdens as to such land., 

Sree, 6. The Secretary is authorized; in his discretion, to advance 
for permanent improvements and for the purchase of Ilvestock not ex- 
ceeding’ the sum of $5,000 on- account of any one farm and not ex- 
ceeding the sum of $500 on aceount ot any one fractional farm allot- 
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ment: No such advance shall exceed 60 per cent of the value of! 
permanent improvements or livestock in connection with which made, 
nor shall such advance be made for permanent improvements until 
the purchaser shall have provided the remaining 40 per cent in cash 
or- shall have theretofore provided its equivalent in value im improve 
ments made at his sole cost. Advances for permanent improvements 
and the purchase of livestock shall constitute a first lien on such Im- 
provements. and livestock and shall be paid with interest at the rate 
of 4 per cent per annum in amortized. installments as may be au- 
thorized by the Secretary: The Secretary: shall provide such super- 
vision by the Bureau of Reclamation as in his opinion may be neces- 
sary, to. insure: the use of all advances.for the purposes for which the 
same are made. Each purchaser shall, if required, insure and keep 
insured against fire all buildings on his farm or fractional farm allot- 
ment, the- policies therefor to be made out in favor of the Secretary! 
or such. other: official as may be prescribed. The Secretary. shall, by 
regulation or otherwise, provide that the purchaser shall cultivate the 
laud in a manner to be approved by him, and shall.keep in good order 
and repair all buildings, fences, and other permanent improvements 
situated on bis farm or fractional farm allotment, reasonable wear: 
and tear and damage by fire excepted, 

Sec. 7. In case of default on the part of the purchaser: to comply 
with any of the: terms of his contract or any regulation promulgated 
by the Secretary under this act, continuing after one year's notice; the. 
Secretary shall have the right, at his discretion, to cancel said contract, 
and thereupon shall be released from all obligation in law or in equity 
to conyey the property, and the purchaser shall forfeit all rights: 
thereto, and all payments theretofore made shall be deemed to be rental 
paid for occupancy. The Secretary shall thereupon be entitled to the 
possession of said property. The failure of the Secretary to exercise- 
any option to cancel contract for default shall not be deemed a waiver 
of: the right to exercise. the option to cancel sald contract for any de- 
fault thereafter on the purchaser’s part. No forfeiture so occasioned 
by default on the part of the purchaser shall be deemed in any way or 
to any extent to impair any lien or security on improvements or other 
property which may be obtained as provided in this act. 

Sec. 8. Appropriations shall be made from the reclamation fund to 
effectuate the purposes of this act. 

Suc. 9. The Secretary is authorized to perform any and all acts and 
to make all'needful rules and regulations for effectuating the purposes 
of this act: 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the motion. of. the Senator from. Montana that the House of 
Representatives be requested to return the conference report 
on.the Interior Department appropriation bill to the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I enter a motion to reconsider the 
vote by which the conference report was agreed to. 

Bay ERDING OFFICER. The motion to reconsider will 
entered. 


INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATIONS. 


The Senate, as-in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 11505) making appropriations for 
the Executive Office and ‘sundry independent executive bureaus, 
boards, commissions, and ‘offices for the fiscal year ending June 
80, 1926, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will restate the 
pending amendment of the Committee on Appropriations. 

The RAIN CLERK On page 28, line 17, after the word 
“and,” the committee propose to strike out “five” and insert 
“seven,” so as to read: 


One at not to exceed: $25,000. and seven at not to exceed $18,000 
each. ` 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the amend- 
ment is agreed to. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President 

Mr. McKELUAR. Mr. President, was the amendment agreed 
to to strike out “five” and insert “seven” ? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It was. 

Mr. MeKELLAR. I ask unanimous consent that the vote 
whereby the amendment was agreed to may be reconsidered, 
because there will be some discussion on that amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Inasmuch as there is objec- 
tion, the Chair will consider the objection as having been 
entered, and therefore. the question is on agreeing to the 
amendment proposed by the committee. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I should like, if. possible, 
to arrange for the present consideration of the amendment 
preventing the collection of the Pullman surcharge. Concern- 
ing this amendment the Senator from Wyoming will recall 
thut on a previous day I gave notice of a motion to suspend 
paragraph 3 of Rule XVI in order that the amendment might 
be considered. I Inquire of the Senator from Wyoming whether 


1925 


it would suit his convenience to proceed with the amendment 
at this time. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, we are operating under a 
unanimous-consent agreement to consider first the committee 
amendments, but, in view of the manner in which this mat- 
ter comes up, and as the Senator from Arkansas, I under- 
stand, wishes to leave the Chamber shortly, and since we hope 
to dispose of the amendment in a short time, I am inclined 
to accede to the request that the amendment to which the 
Senator from Arkansas refers may be now considered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Arkansas 
asks unanimous consent for the present consideration of the 
amendment referred to by him, for the present consideration 
of which unanimous consent has already been granted. Is 
there object on? The Chair hears none, and the Secretary 
will state the amendment. 

The Reapina CLERK. On page 19, after line 21, it is pro- 
posed to insert a new paragraph as follows: 


That paragraph 4 of section 1 of the interstate commerce act, as 
amended, is hereby amended by adding at the end thereof a new 
sentence to read as follows: 

“It shall be unlawful for any such carrier to demand, charge, or 
collect from any person for transportation, subject to the provisions 
of this act, in any parlor car or sleeping car, any fare in addition to 
that demanded, charged, or collected for transportation in a day coach, 
but this shall not prevent just and reasonable charges for the use 
of accommodations in parlor cars or sleeping cars by companies own- 
ing such cars.” 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I am willing that the ques- 
tion shall be put to the Senate at once, The subject has been 
fully discussed by the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
Suri] and myself on a previous occasion, and, as stated during 
that discussion, the bill passed the Senate unanimously during 
the last session preceding the present one; so I ask that the 
Senate vote upon the amendment. 

I think it fair to state that a notice was given of a motion 
to suspend the rules. However, subsequently it was agreed by 
unanimous consent that Rule XVI should be suspended; so I 
take it that there is no objection to the consideration of the 
amendment. A 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the Senator from Arkansas 
will permit the Cha'r, the Chair understands the parliamentary 
situation to be that the unanimous consent granted the other 
day covered every step precedent to the presentation of the 
amendment. 

Mr. ROBINSON. It did. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. And that the unanimous con- 
sent just granted for the consideration of the amendment makes 
the pending question before the Senate the question of agree- 
ing to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I ask that the Senate vote upon it. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a ques- 
tion? I am not quite clear as to the interpretation which will 
be placed upon the Senator’s amendment. As I understand, 
it would permit railroad companies which now are operating 
Pullman sleeping cars and chair cars, parlor cars, to charge a 
reasonable rate. Who is to determine that? 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Interstate Commerce Commission. 
The amendment does not deny the readjustment of either the 
Pullman or the transportation charge. It forbids the collection 
of the surcharge. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment proposed by the Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President, I should like to ask if this 
amendment proposes, as I understand it does, to eliminate the 
surcharge for Pullman sleeping and parlor car service? 

Mr. ROBINSON, It does. 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President, whereas I should like to see 
this surcharge eliminated, I can not vote for such a measure, 
in view of the fact that no relief has been given to agriculture 
in the West in the matter of railroad rates. The class that is 
paying these surcharges are able to pay them. The farmer in 
the western country is being charged rates from 50 to 80 per 
cent higher than they formerly were, and no relief whatever 
has been given him, and there seems to be no intention on the 
part of Congress to give agriculture any relief. Therefore to 
reduce surcharges by the Pullman Co. in favor of the rail- 
roads, it seems to me, is something that ought not to be done 
in the face of the present situation. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to the Senator from South Carolina? 

Mr. HOWELL. I do. 
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Mr. SMITH. If the Senator will recall, the Interstate Com- 
merce Committee has been notified formally, as it is the duty 
of the Interstate Commerce Commission to do, that readjust- 
ment of these rates is proceeding, and in several instances in 
the South as well as in the middle district and the western 
district they have notified us that they are adjusting these 
rates, they claim, as rapidly as they may. They call attention 
to the fact that the confusion incident to the war entailed an 
enormous burden in the process of adjusting these rates. ‘The 
Senator must also bear in mind the fact that this difficulty was 
greatly increased by virtue of the very terms of the Esch- 
Cummins law, namely, that all the property devoted to public 
use should earn as nearly as may be 5% per cent, with per- 
mission to earn up to 6 per cent before a division of the ex- 
cess with the Government should take place. We have also 
passed a joint resolution having the effect of law, which in- 
structs and directs the Interstate Commerce Commission to pro- 
ceed at once to the readjustment of these freight rates looking 
toward giving priority to all agricultural products and their 
reduction to the lowest possible lawful rate. 

I want to say, as one who perhaps feels as acutely as any 
other man in this body any burden that falls on agriculture 
by virtue of transportation rates, that even though there were 
not now actively in process an adjustment of these rates the 
present surcharge does not and can not affect the freight or 
passenger rates. If the Senator will take the pains to study 
the table that appeared in the Recorp the other day, he will 
find that this surcharge is being collected and enjoyed by roads 
which are already turning in $80,000,000 as the Government's 
share, which means that they are keeping $80,000,000 as their 
share. In other words, they are collecting $160,000,000 in 
excess of 6 per cent. By a table furnished me by the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission it appears that $20,000,000 of the 
$37,000,000 is collected by the identical roads that are now 
earning the $160,000,000 in excess of 6 per cent, which means 
that the present law is so framed that that excess will not be 
available until we amend the law under which this $160,000,- 
000 has been collected by providing for the lowering of freight 
rates on the very properties that are now earning this excess. 

Therefore the removal of this surcharge does not entail, nor 
by any process of logic can it be said that it will entail, any 
plan by which the reduction of freight or passenger rates will 
be prevented. It is claimed by the roads that we are taking 
from them $40,000,000 of revenue. That $40,000,000 is in- 
cluded in the $160,000,000 that they are now earning in excess 
of the rate that we said in the Esch-Cummins law would be a 
fair and just return. So this is a favor to the shipper, it is a 
favor to the traveling public that is justified without any ref- 
erence whateyer to freight or passenger rates. It is taking 
off an unnecessary burden on the traveling public that does 
not affect freight or passenger fares, but simply is a bonus 
given for which there is no justification in morals and should 
be none in law. 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President, recently the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission has had under consideration this surcharge, 
and has decided that it is not practicable to remove the same. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Dees the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to the Senator from Arkansas? 

Mr. HOWELL. I yield. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator understands that four mem- 
bers of the commission unqualifiedly held that the charge was 
an unreasonable one, and that two others, making a majority 
of the commission, held that it was unreasonable to the extent 
of one-half; so that, as a matter of fact, the majority of the 
commission have held that the Pullman charge as now col- 
lected is unreasonable. 

Mr. HOWELL. But, Mr. President, I again state that 
whereas the Interstate Commerce Commission has the power 
and authority to wipe out this surcharge, it has refused to do 
so. Therefore the proponents of this bill come to Congress and 
ask that Congress fix the rates. If Congress can fix rates for 
the traveling public, it can fix freight rates on agricultural 
products. Why should we direct the Interstate Commerce 
Commission in a nebulous sort of way to proceed, not know- 
ing what they will do, but when the same body refuses to 
act in connection with this surcharge, then we here in Con- 
gress act in their place? If we do that, why should we not 
do the same thing for agriculture? 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. HOWELL, I do. 

Mr. FESS, I recall that when the matter was up in the 
committee the question was raised whether, if we did reduce 
this surcharge, there would be any chance whatever to reduce 
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rates on agricultural products. It was suggested that if the 
roads needed the additional revenue, and we took $40,000,000 
away from them, then the question arises, could there be any 
relief in rate reduction on agricultural lines? That was the 
thing that impressed me on the surcharge question; and in 
connection with what the Senator is saying the question arises 
in my mind, if needed revenue is taken from the roads by this 
amendment, then what is our chance for any relief on agricul- 
tural products by rearrangement of the rates? I am inclined 
to support the surcharge relief, provided it does not imperil 
relief for agriculture. 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President, it must be that 
the policy of the Interstate Commerce Commission is to fix 
rates on such a basis that the railroads practically as a whole 
will earn 5% per cent. If we subtract in the neighborhood of 
$40,000,000 from the gross earnings of these roads, do we not 
reduce by that amount the ability of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission to reduce freight rates? 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, will the Senator allow me just 
a moment further? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska further yield to the Senator from South Carolina? 

Mr. HOWELL. I do. 

Mr. SMITH. If the Senator will take the report of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission, he will find that his argu- 
ment is utterly without foundation, because the amount of 
recaptured money now is $80,000,000—practically $100,000,000 
now—and includes in the recaptured money that is to be turned 
over to the Government this $40,000,000 taken from the very 
roads that are earning this $160,000,000 extra. It is already 
excess; and how can it be said that this is diminishing the 
income of the roads, when the income of the roads already is 
$160,000,000 in excess of the 5% per cent, and by taking off 
this surcharge we still leave $40,000,000 that has gone into the 
Treasury that is taken as excess by the very roads that are 
earning it? 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President, the Senator suggests that the 
Interstate Commerce Commission has made a report that jus- 
tifies this action. I will ask the Senator, why has not the 
Interstate Commerce Commission taken the action? 

Mr, SMITH. Mr. President, the Senator certainly has not 
analyzed the report, because, as the Senator from Arkansas 
pointed out, four of the members of the commission believe, 
first, that the surcharge is not justifiable as a principle; it is 
wrong and not necessary for revenue 

Mr. ROBINSON. ‘That it is a charge for which no service is 
rendered. 

Mr. SMITH. That it is a charge for which no service is 
rendered; and the Senator must admit that it is a charge for 
which no service in the world is rendered. The Pullman Co. 
renders the hotel service for the Pullman ticket. The rail- 
road company renders the service involyed in carrying the 
passenger. The regular railroad ticket takes care of the rail- 
road; the Pullman ticket takes care of the Pullman Co.; and 
then 50 per cent is added to the Pullman fare for no service 
under God's heaven, and the Senator knows it, and I know it. 

Mr. HOWELL, Mr. President, again I ask the Senator, why 
does not the Interstate Commerce Commission act? 

Mr. SMITH. Why does not the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission do a great many things that the Senator and I think 
it ought to do and has not done? 

Mr. HOWELL. Then the Senator admits that the Inter- 

state Commerce Commission has the power, has refused to act, 
and because it has refused to act there is now a request that 
Congress act. 
Mr. SMITH. Precisely. The Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission, in a minority report purporting to be a majority re- 
port, has said that the railroads need the money. I take their 
own figures, and show that as to the very roads which are 
collecting this surcharge, as soon as we complete the valua- 
tion of the roads and have conformed with the requirements 
of the law, we will recapture $100,000,000 collected in freights 
and passenger rates in excess of 5% per cent. Why can we not 
remit to the traveling public $40,000,000 out of the $100,000,000 
that will go into the Treasury, and a like $100,000,000 that 
goes into the excess profits of the roads? 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President, the railroads as a whole 
have not earned $140,000,000 in excess of 5% per cent. The 
Senator is referring to about 66 roads in this country, that is 
all; but when the Interstate Commerce Commission determines 
as to whether the roads have earned 5% per cent, they take 
them as a whole, not as individual roads. I again ask the 
Senator, if a majority of the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
— = in favor of this action, why have they not taken the 
action 
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* Mr. SMITH. A majority of them in this report have stated 
that this tax is mable. Then, in addition to that, I 
hope the Senator will not lose sight of the fact—and if he 
will study the table he will know that it is a fact—that the 
roads which are earning this very surcharge are the roads 
that are making this excess. If the Senator will study the 
table he will find that the roads that are not earning the 5% 
per cent have a form of contract with the Pullman Co. under 
which they do not get the benefit of the surcharge. Let the 
Senator read the report and see. 

Mr. HOWELL. I again ask the Senator if it is not a fact 
that the Interstate Commerce on could to-morrow 
wipe out this surcharge, and if they have not refused to do it? 

Mr. SMITH. I answer the Senator by saying that I do not 
know what the mental processes of that commission are, but 
the Senator has the report before him. I do know it is the 
duty of Congress, when a manifest injustice is being done by 
anybody to which Congress has delegated power, to correct it. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr, President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 
Nebraska yield to his colleague? 

Mr. HOWELL. I yield. 

Mr. NORRIS. If there is a surplus, and we can reduce 
rates somewhere, why do we pick out the rate of the Pullman 
car passenger, and not reduce the rate of the fellow who can 
not ride in a car? Why do we not cut that rate 
down, and reduce the surplus in that way? 

Mr. SMITH. In answer to the Senator I must repeat, it 
is because the roads which are making this excess from the 
surcharge are the roads which are already collecting more 
than 6 per cent on their property. This is not a general sur- 
charge to all the roads under the terms of that provision under 
which 50 per cent accrues to the roads. Only a certain class 
of roads are earning this surcharge, and the roads which are 
earning it are the very roads which are now earning an excess 
over 6 per cent. J 

Mr. NORRIS. Do not all roads make the same surcharge? 

Mr. SMITH. It does not accrue to the weak roads under 
the form of contract with the Pullman Co.? 

Mr. HOWELL. I would like to ask the Senator if it is not 
a fact that the Baltimore & Ohio is not earning an excess? 
Is it not a fact that the Chicago & North Western Railway is 
not earning an excess? Is it not a fact that the Chicago, Mil- 
waukee & St. Paul is not earning an excess? Is it not a fact 
that the Erie is not earning an excess? There are only 66 
roads out of the 1,800 in the United States that are earning 
an excess. People travel over the Baltimore & Ohio to the 
West, to Chicago. They travel over the great northwestern 
lines from Chicago to Omaha and the western country, and 
those roads are not earning an excess. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President 

Mr. HOWELL. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Can the Senator give us a list 
of the leading roads which are earning the excess, and the 
leading roads which are not? 

Mr. HOWELL. I have the list in my office. 

Mr. SMITH. If the Senator wili allow me, I submitted a 
list when I brought this matter up, and it was published in 
the Recorp. I have not burdened my memory with the names 
of the roads and the systems. I asked the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission to furnish me with a list of the roads which 
have earned the excess to which I have referred. They sent 
me a list of the roads earning 5% per cent and above, and 
that has been published in the RECORD. 

In this report handed down by the commission, Mr. Campbell 
takes pains to point out that more than $20,000,000 of the 
$37,000,000 is collected by the roads earning in excess of 6 per 
cent. The remaining $13,000,000, or a majority of it, is col- 
lected by those which are earning about the stipulated amount. 
The balance of it actually, by the form of the contract, goes 
to these larger companies under the form of contract with the 
Pullman Co., because the form of contract with the weak 
roads is entirely different from the form of contract with the 
strong roads, and they do not get the benefit of the surcharge. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, the statement the Senator 
has made is rather interesting, and I would like to ask a 
question in regard to it. Do I understand the Senator now to 
say that, for instance, under the contract of the St. Louis & 
Southwestern Railway Co. with the Pullman Co. the surtax 
on the Pullman tickets does not go to that road but will go, 
we will say, to the New York Central? 

Mr. SMITH. No; it goes to the Pullman Co. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The Pullman Co. gets more than its 
scheduled tariff and k -ps the 50 per cent surtax? 
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Mr. ROBINSON. Oh, yes, in many instances; the railroads 
pay the Pullman Co, for furnishing the cars. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Who authorized the Pullman Co. and the 
railroads to make that form of contract? 

Mr. ROBINSON. The contract is not expressly authorized 
in law, but it comes down from the period of time when the 
railroads uniformly paid the Pullman Co. for furnishing cars 
under a form of contract which guaranteed them a certain 
amount for each car supplied. That custom has been departed 
from in many instances, particularly as to the stronger rail- 
roads, 

Mr. CARAWAY. The tariffs are published, and I am curious 
te know by what process the Pullman Co. can make a secret 
contract with the railroad company, and get a surtax in excess 
of the published tariffs, 

Mr. SMITH. The contracts between the railroads and the 
Pullman Co. are between the railroads and the Pullman Co. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The railroad is not permitted to pay a 
rebate and then charge the passenger who uses the road; but 
that is what it would amount to, under that statement, a re- 
bate to the Pullman Co. 

Mr. ROBINSON. That is what occurs. 

Mr. SMITH. I do not know what you call it—— 

Mr. CARAWAY. I ask my colleague, the Senator from 
Arkansas, that sort of contract could not stand in law if any- 
body questioned it, could it? 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator has raised a question which 
I think has not heretofore been raised, and it is a very im- 
portant question. 

Mr. CARAWAY. It is unthinkable to me that they should 
be permitted to levy a surtax of 50 per cent, and profit by it. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Let me read the Senator what is said in 
the report of the Interstate Commerce Commission about these 


contracts. I refer now to what is called the majority report, 


although, as I have already shown, it is a minority report. 
They say: 

Respondents— t 

Meaning the railroad companies— 


have contracts with the Pullman Co. covering the operation of the 
cars owned by that company. These contracts usually provide that 
the railroad shall haul the Pullman cars, provide facilities for storage 
and airing of bedding linen, make repairs necessitated by causes 
arising outside of the cars or from negligence of railroad employees, 
clean the outside of the ears, furnish lubrication, ice, water, heat, 
and light, and, except at large terminals furnish agents to sell Pull- 
man tickets. Most of these expenses also arise in connection with 
conch operation. The Pullman Co. provides the necessary capital 


investment in cars and other equipment, bears the expense of running | 


repairs and depreciation due to wear and obsolescence, provides neces- 
sary ear attendants, cleans the inside of the cars, and meets laundry 
expenses and cost of repairs necessitated by causes arising inside of 
the cars or from negligence of Pullman employees. 


The contracts vary materially in the matter of participation by 


respondents— 
That is, by the railroads— 
in revenue accruing from the Pullman charges proper. 


That is to say, the contracts are not uniform. In some in- 


stances the railroadis receive a part of the Pullman charge 
proper, and the amount which a railroad receives from the 
Pullman charge proper is not uniform in all eases, I resume 
the reading: 


In some cases there is no participation by the railroad, but usually 
the contracts provide that the Pullman Co. will retain all collections 
up to amounts ranging from $7,250 to $9,300 per car per annum in 
the case of the standard sleeping and parlor cars and from $4,700 to 
$8,000 in the case of the tourist cars, 


Mr. CARAWAY. May I interrupt the Senator right there? 
I can see why the Pullman Go, might contract with a railroad 
company to pay it so much for the use of its cars, but I would 
not be able to concede that the railroad company could levy a 
churge upon the passengers to meet this excessive charge 
which it permits the Pullman Co. to make. 

Mr. ROBINSON, What actually happens is that in many 
cases the railroad not only collects the transportation rate, 
but it.also collects a surcharge and part of the Pullman charge 

roper. 
> Mr, SMITH. That is correct. 

Mr. ROBINSON. That is, the Pullman Co. not only collects 
the surcharge from the railroad company, but it also pays to 
the railroad compauy a considerable part of the charges which 
it is permitted to make. 


Mr. CARAWAY. Yet the Interstate Commerce Commission 
found that was an entirely reasonable contract? 

Mr. ROBINSON. No; they did not. 

Mr. CARAWAY. A reasonable charge? 

Mr. ROBINSON. No; that is one of the reasons which 
justifies the Congress in proceeding with this legislation 
promptly. Eyen in the majority opinion, all the way through, 
there is an implied apology for allowing a continuance of the 
collection of this surcharge, and in the concurring opinion of 
Mr. Commissioner Lewis he declares that it should not be per- 
mitted; that some readjustment of the Pullman charges 
proper may be justified, and some readjustment of the trans- 
portation rate may be proper, but that the Pullman surcharge 
ought to disappear, as a hang over from the war period, as an 
obnoxions and unpopular charge, Then 4 members of the 
commission say that it is unreasonable to cellect it, and 2 
members of the commission, making a majority of the 11, 
making 6, say that it is unreasonable to the extent of one- 
half. In other words, if the proposal were to cut the Pullman 
surcharge in two, these two commissioners, Mr. Aitchison and 
Mr. Esch, would vote to eliminate it, but since the proposal is 
to stop the collection of all of it, they concur in the majority 
opinion, notwithstanding the fact that they expressly declare 
that it is unreasonable to the extent of one-half. I say that 
the Interstate Commerce Commission, to the mind of a lawyer, 
has found the Pullman surtax to be an unreasonable and 
unjust charge. 

I quote the opinion of the commission itself in proof of that 
declaration. The situation to which the Senator from Ar- 
kansas [Mr. Caraway] has referred is anomalous. The only 
justification proposed for the Pullman surcharge is that it 
is to compensate the railroads for the alleged additional ex- 
pense in transporting passengers who travel in Pullman cars, 
Yet we find that in many instances not only is the Pullman 
surcharge collected, but the Pullman Co. is actually paying 
to the railroads, in addition to the Pullman surcharge, a 
part of the regular charge accruing to the Pullman Co. I 
say that this condition is intolerable. It is an unjust and 
unnecessary and unreasonable tax upon the traveling public. 
It can not be justified on the theory that they who travel in 
Pullman cars are enjoying luxuries. They who travel over 
long distances and travel overnight find it necessary and in- 
dispensable to haye Pullman accommodations. 

There is no justification in law or in fact for the continn- 
ance of the charge. In my judgment if it is retained until 
doomsday the retention of it will not materially promote the 
reduction of other charges. It can not do it for the reason 
stated by the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Sarre]. 

I think the junior Senator from Arkansas has suggested 
a feature of the contract that illuminates it. If it should 
occur to the commission that the surcharge is compensation 
to the railroads for alleged additional expense of hauling 
passengers in Pullman cars, I can not understand why it 
should not occur to the commission at the same time that the 
railroads are not entitled to receive a part of the Pullman 
charge proper. It is a double fax, unjust, unnecessary, and 
unreasonable. 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President, I wish to offer the following 
amendment as an amendment to the amendment now pending. 
Add at the proper place in the amendment now pending the 
following proviso: 


Provided aleo, That it shall be the duty of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission to immediately put into effect a horizontal reduction of 
5 per cent on all agricultural products. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Nebraska 
to the amendment submitted by the Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. HOWELL. I yield. ‘ : 

Mr. KING. I hope the Senator in discussing his amend- 
ment will present evidence, if evidence he has, that would jus- 
tify the Interstafe Commerce Commission without further 
hearings to make the reduction which his amendment contem- 
plates. The Senator will bear in mind the fact that the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission is a quasi judicial body, that it 
may initiate, of course, upon its own motion a movement for 
the purpose of changing rates, passenger or freight, or upon 
petition may consider the question. I am not advised as te 
whether the evidenee now before the commission warrants a 
reduction, and a horizontal reduction of 5 per cent; or whether 
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it justifies any reduction at all. It may be that they have 
sufficient evidence to warrant a reduction of more than 5 per 
cent. It max be that they ought to reduce the rates upon 
certain agricultural commodities more than 5 per cent. 

The Senator will recall that at one time a distinguished 
Democrat recommended a horizontal reduction of 10 per cent 
in all tariff rates. That did not appeal to all Democrats, be- 
eause they felt that it might not be just and might be dis- 
criminatory against many commodities. Of course, there 
ought to be a great reduction in tariff rates, but I doubt 
whether I should approve a horizontal reduction, I am not 
sure whether a horizontal reduction would be fair with re- 
spect to manufactured or agricultural products or any other 
articles or commodities which are transported over our rail- 
road systems. . 

Mr. HOWELL. It is admitted that the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission, which is charged with the fixing of rail- 
road transportation rates, has refused to reduce the Pullman 
surcharge, but, notwithstanding this fact, it is proposed that 
Congress shall step in and do it, though the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission has stated that it is not justified. If Con- 
gress can thus proceed to reduce a passenger rate when it is 
not justified, why can we not shut our eyes and do something 
for agriculture? 

Mr. SMITH. 
a moment? 

Mr. HOWELL. Certainly. 

Mr. SMITH. The Senate is entitled to know, in addition to 
the accumulated testimony which the Senator from Arkansas 
IMr. Roprnson] cited in reference to the attitude of the com- 
mission, a majority of whom are in favor of reducing the 
amount by at least 50 per cent and four of whom say it should 
be taken off entirely, that previously the commission ap- 
pointed a committee to investigate and report the facts along 
the line indicated by the Senator from Utah [Mr. Kine]. On 
the 1st of June last the committee reported, and unequivocally 
and unanimously declared, that it was unnecessary, unreason- 
able, and should be abolished. Now comes the action of the 
full commission, a majority of whom say, “Let us reduce 
it to 50 per cent,“ which would reduce it in amount to 
$20,000,000 and leave that amount to apply to a reduction of 
the $3,000,000,000 or $4,000,000,000 of freight rates. That 
would go largely toward reducing the burden of some $4,000,- 
000,000 or $5,000,000,000 by saving to the excess fund, not to 
the railroads and not for distribution in lowering freight rates, 
but putting into the Treasury of the United States the 
$5,000,000. 

Mr. HOWELL. I am perfectly willing to change my amend- 
ment so that it may provide that there shall be a correspond- 
ing reduction in freight rates on agricultural products. If we 
can reduce passenger rates $40,000,000 a year, then with as 
much justice we can reduce freight rates $40,000,000 a year 
on agricultural products. If we can not reduce freight rates 
on agricultural products to the extent of $40,000,000 a year, 
certainly we can not and ought not reduce passenger rates 
$40,000,000 a year, even in the form of a cancellation of this 
surcharge. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOWELL. I yield. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I am tremendously interested in the reduc- 
tion of freight rates, and I sympathize with the Senator's view- 
point. However, if he were to provide in his amendment that 
they should reduce freight rates $40,000,000 I am inclined to 
think the commission would take that as an instruction not to 
go beyond that amount, and I am hopeful of a very much 
greater reduction. But from my experience with Government 
departments—— 

Mr. HOWELL. We could easily insert the provision “not 
128 than $40,000,000," which would meet the Senator’s objec- 
tion. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I am afraid they would always say as 
they did when we undertook to fix the price of agricultural 
products during the war. They said that wheat should not 
sell for less than a certain amount per bushel, and that was 
taken to mean that it should not sell for any more. If we 
undertake to say, “You shall reduce freight rates not less 
than $40,000,000,” they will say that means $40,000,000, and no 
more. When we were preparing the bill with reference to the 
War Finance Corporation I introduced an amendment before 
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry that the banks 
in serving their customers should not charge in excess of 2 
per cent, The department at once said that that was an 
authorization to charge 2 per cent. I know that is not in the 
Senator’s mind. I am merely calling his attention to the 
tendency upon the part of the bureaus to say, We were di- 


Mr. President, will the Senator allow me just 


rected not to do less than that.” They might actually deny 
the farmer the reduction which ought to be made. 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

Te PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will call the 
roll. 

The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Ashurst Fernald Ladd Sheppard 
Ball ess Lenroot Shipstead 
Bayard Fletcher McKellar Shortridge 
Bingham Frazier McKinley Simmons 
Brookhart George McLean Smith 
Broussard Glass MeNar, Smoot 

Bruce Goodin Mayfleid Spencer 
Bursum Harrel Metcalf Stanfield 
Butler Harris Moses Sterling 
Cameron Harrison Norbeck Swanson 
Capper Hefin die Trammell 
Caraway Howell Overman Underwood 
Copeland Johnson, Calif. Pepper Walsh, Mess. 
Conzens Johnson, Minn. Phipps Walsh, Mont. 
Curtis > Jones, N, Mex. Ralston Warren 
Dale Jones, Wash. Ransdell Watson 

Dial Kendrick Reed, Mo. 

Edge King Robinson 


Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, I desire to announce that 
the senior Senator from Rhode Island IMr. Gerry] is absent 
on account of illness. 

Mr. HARRISON. I wish to announce that the Senator from 
West Virginia [Mr. NEELY] is necessarily detained from the 
Senate on official business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seventy Senators have an- 
swered to their names. A quorum is present. The question is 
upon agreeing to the amendment proposed by the Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. HowELL] to the amendment proposed by the 
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. ROBINSON]. 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President, I wish to withdraw the 
amendment which I have offered to the amendment of the Sen- 
5 ge Arkansas and to substitute the following in place 

ereof: 


Provided also, That it shall be the duty of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission to put into effect immediately a reduction in agricultural 
freight rates of not less than the amount of such reduction in Pull- 
man and parlor car rates. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is upon agreeing 
to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Nebraska to 
the amendment of the Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, I hope the Senator 
from Nebraska will not insist on the amendment. Let us vote 
on these propositions separately and not tie one to the other. 
They are absolutely distinct and should not be coupled together 
unless it is the intention of the Senator to try to kill one or 
both of the propositions; and I am sure that is not his inten- 
tion. 

The amendment which the Senator from Nebraska proposes 
will lie just as well after we shall have voted on the question 
that is now before the Senate. I hope the Senator from Ne- 
braska will give us an opportunity to vote in that way. I do 
not wish to vote against his amendment; it may have merit in 
it; but I should like to vote on it as a separate proposition, and 
it can just as well be offered separately. 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President, it is my belief that the pro- 
posed reduction in Pullman rates puts off just so much further 
any reduction in agricultural freight rates. The Interstate 
Commerce Commission has declared against the reduction in 
Pullman rates. In the face of that fact it is proposed that Con- 
gress override the decision of the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion. If Congress can do that for those who ride in Pullman 
sleeping cars and in Pullman parlor cars, can it not do as 
much for the agriculturists? I should like to comply with the 
request of the Senator from Missouri, but I do wish to make 
it plain that agriculture is entitled to equal consideration; and 
I think the only opportunity of affording it is to offer this 
amendment to the amendment pending. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. The Senator can offer his amend- 
ment to the amendment immediately after the amendment of 
the Senator from Arkansas shall have been voted upon and 
then secure consideration for it, or the Senator could obtain 
consent to vote on his amendment first, I imagine, if the Sena- 
tor would ask it. I do not want, however, the two coupled 
together. It seems to me that this is the situation that the 
Senator puts us all in by his amendment: Unless a Senator is 
in favor of both propositions he can not vote for either. 
There may be enough votes here to adopt an amendment to 
bring about a reduction in Pullman rates and there may be 
enough votes to adopt an amendment proposing to reduce rates 
on agricultural products such as the Senator proposes, and yet 
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there may not be enough yotes to adopt them both at once. 
In other words, there may be Senators who are willing to 
furnish money for the Army and there may be enough votes 
to provide it; there may be a suficient number of Senators to 
pass an appropriation for the Navy, but it may be that some 
Senators would vote for the Army appropriation who would 
not vote for the Navy appropriation, as there may be Senators 
who would vote for the Navy appropriation who would not vote 
for the Army appropriation. By the course he suggests the Sena- 
tor from Nebraska puts the Senate in a position where he may 
assume that a majority are in favor of both these propositions, 
and he thereby centralizes and multiplies the opposition to 
both of them by tying them together. 

I hope the Senator will not insist on offering his amendment 
to the amendment. I do not want to vote against his amend- 
ment, but as I believe it will imperil the other amendment if 
it is put in this form, I will vote against it. If he shall offer 
it as a separate proposition, I will vote for it and to impose 
on the Interstate Commerce Commission the duty to reduce 
rates on agricultural products in so far as they can be reduced 
and the railroads still live. 

More than that, I understand the fact to be that the par- 
ticular reduction in Pullman rates will principally affect those 
roads that are already earning a surplus. That is the infor- 
mation I have from the chairman of the Interstate Commerce 
Committee. I myself am not acquainted with the details, 

The Senator from Nebraska wants to help the farmers and 
there are many more of us who want to help the farmers just 
as far as we may do so, with due regard to the business of 
the country. I come from an agricultural State quite as much 
as does the Senator from Nebraska. My course here will show 
that I have tried, whenever there was a sane measure brought 
forward, to give aid and encouragement to the farmers; that 
is, in a manner that I ‘thought was sane. There have been 
some that I thought—I will not say insane—but improper. 
But so far as sincerity of purpose to do what can be done for 
the farmer is concerned, there are a number of Senators here 
in that position; in fact, I think it is almost the universal 
sentiment. There are differences, however, as to the two 
methods that ean be employed, but in those differences Sena- 
tors are honest in their views. 

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to the Senator from New Jersey? 

Mr. HOWELL. I yield for a question. 

Mr. EDGE. Perhaps the small matter of income to the rail- 
roads does not enter into consideration, particularly at this 
time; but has the Senator from Nebraska attempted to make 
maylsis at all as to the loss to the railroads under his amend- 
ment as compared with the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Arkansas; that is, tlie reduction of income to the rail- 
roads generally by passing a sweeping amendment of this 
character? 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President, my view is that we ought not 
to make rates here in Congress; we have created a body for 
that purpose—the Interstate Commerce Commission, That 
commission has passed upon the question of the Pullman sur- 
charge and has refused to give relief, just as it has refused 
to give relief in the case of freight rates upon agricultural 
products. Now it is proposed that we make an exception; 
that Congress shall fix this rate; and if Congress can fix a 
rate for a Pullman charge, it can fix a rate for hauling wheat. 
Therefore, if we are going to legislate for those who ride in 
Pullman cars, can we not go a step further and do for the 
farmer something which we know the Interstate Commerce 
Commission will not do? 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, we are always deal- 
ing with the farmer here, I find, as though he were some sort 
of an animal, separate and distinct from the rest of the human 
tribe of animals. Has it occurred to the Senator that farmers 
ride in Pullman cars, and their wives and daughters. ride in 
Pullman cars, and that a reduction in Pullman rates will bene- 
fit the farmer who rides in such cars? The farmer does not 
ride on the coweatcher or in a caboose; he rides as other folks 
do. There are a few farmers who are poor, so, poor they 
can not ride in a Pullman sleeper, and they haye to sit up in 
a coach all night; but there are a few of every class of 
people, except capitalists, who have to do the same thing. 
The farmers of my State, if they are going into St. Louis or 
Chicago or any place that requires a night trip, get into a 
Pullman car just as other people do. This is a reduetion not 
for capitalists, not for bankers, not for Senators or Representa- 
tives in Congress; it is a reduction for all the people, for every- 
body who rides in a Pullman car, which means eyerybody who 
is not absolutely impoverished. Let the farmer have the benefit 
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of this reduced fare. Perhaps if the fare be reduced a little 
further he may ride in Pullman cars more frequently. As it 
is now, the rate is very high, which may bar some people from 
riding in Pullmans. I think it was ridiculous to take the 
Pullman rates that had been fixed by the Pullman Oo. for 
many years, increase those rates, and then give the increase to 
the railroads. It is a tax—that is all—upon transportation. 
It hits the farmer. I beg the Senator to remember that. 
Of course, the farmer who rides from way station to way sta- 
tion does not travel in a Pullman, and very few other people 
do; but if he is going any distance, just like anybody else, he 
gets in a Pullman car. If a member of his family is sick and 
he wants to send that one to Florida or to California, he puts 
him or her in a Pullman car, and he has to pay the present 
excessive rates. So the illustration might be indefinitely ex- 
tended. Let us vote on the two questions separately. 

I do not so class the Senator, but I have seen men in 
Congress—I think I have seen them in the Senate in the past, 
though they are not here now—who posed as the special 
champions of the farmer, and one would sometimes have 
thought, to hear them talk, that they were the only people 
interested in the farmer. They have constituted themselves 
the guardians ad litem for the agriculturists of the world. 
I do not like to use a harsh phrase, and I will not, though 
one comes quite readily to my lips, but I will say that I think 
it is a claim that ought not to be made. I think there are 
very few men in Congress to-day who would not be glad to 
lift any burden from the shoulders of the agriculturists 
when they can do so with justice to the country and justice 
to the other people who are not immediately making their 
living on the farm. 

If we put these two amendments together, I repeat, it will 
be to endanger both of them. So I hope the Senator will 
withdraw his amendment. Let us vote on the other ques- 
tion which has been diseussed, then bring his own proposi- 
tion up, and let us consider it. Let me suggest further that 
they do not logically fall together, but they logically fall 
apart. There is no logic in saying, if you are going to take 
from the railroads a certain revenue, therefore you must take 
from them an additional revenue. If I were going to make 
my proposition for the benefit of the farmers, I would provide 
that half of the revenue should be taken off of the Pullmans, 
and then that an equal amount should be taken off of agri- 
culture; but the Senator proposes to take it all off the Pull- 
man charge, and then, because he has taken that revenue 
away from the railroads, he proposes to take an additional 
revenue away from them. The two things do not go together. 
They go apart. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 
Nebraska yield to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. HOWELL. I do. 

Mr. KING. I should like to suggest to the Senator from 
Missouri that if the motion of the Senator is pressed we may 
not vote for it, and if we are in favor of reducing the rates 
on agricultural products we may vote for that, and if we are 
opposed to it in the present form we may vote against it as 
an amendment to the existing amendment. I do not quite 
see how it is inconsistent to offer this as an amendment to 


the other. 


Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, L will say to the Senator 
that I concur with the Senator from Missouri. Since this 
is manifestly an effort to embarrass the adoption of the 
amendment, which I have offered, preventing the collection 
of the Pullman surcharge, and since the two propositions are 
entirely independent, I shall ask the friends of the amend- 
ment for the elimination of the Pullman surcharge to vote 
against the amendment of the Senator from Nébraska if he 
persists in an effort to attach it to the surcharge amendment. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, may I say this, with 
the permission of the Senator from Nebraska: If I were a 
railroad advocate, if I were a sponsor for railroads, and were 
trying to keep this charge on for the benefit of the railroads, 
what I would do would be to offer the amendment that the 
Senator has offered, and then I would offer another amend- 
ment to cut off a lot more charges, and I would try so to load 
this proposition to take off the Pullman surcharge that the 
Senate would be foreed to vote it all down, Those are exactly 
the tactics I would employ. I do not mean, of course, that the 
Senator is doing that. I know he is not doing that. 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President, I wish to assure Senators 
that I am not caviling about this matter. I have felt very 
strongly respecting what should be done in the matter of rai- 
road rates, and I feel that this amendment strikes right at the 
principle of the whole matter. It is recognized that, taking 
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the railroads as a whole, the Interstate Commerce Commission 
is endeavoring to provide rates that will pay 5% per cent on 
the railway systems as a whole. If we reduce the income of 
the railroads, even the good roads, those that have a surplus, 
by $40,000,000, we put off just so far the time when we can 
ever expect relief for agriculture. 

Why? The president of the Union Pacifie Railroad last year 
announced that although 1923 was the greatest traffic year 
in the history of the railroads the total earnings amounted to 
but 4.61 per cent upon the value of those properties as as- 
sumed by the Interstate Commerce Commission. In other 
words, there was nearly 2 per cent to go in order to earn the 
5% per cent. Suppose we begin now to reduce the earnings of 
these railroads. It puts off the time when they will arrive at 
5% per cent; and if we put off that time by canceling the 
Pullman surcharge, we put far in the future the time when 
we shall be able to reduce rates for the farmer's products. 

I am not talking about the farmer as a pitiable object, 
but I have been tremendously impressed with the fact that if 
we compare 1923 with 1913 we find that agricultural products, 
excluding cotton, increased but 20 per cent, while we also find 
that nonagricultural products increased 73 per cent, and that 
labor increased over 100 per cent. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President $ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to the Senator from Virginia? 

Mr. HOWELL. I yield. 

Mr. GLASS. Do I understand, then, that the Senator is 
arguing against any readjustment of railroad rates at all, 
upon the view that the railroads last year did not earn the 
permissible return on their operations? 

Mr. HOWELL. I wish to answer the Senator in this way: 
Congress has passed the Esch-Cummins Act, and that act die- 
tated to the Interstate Commerce Commission the course it 
should pursue. So long as that act is upon the statute books, 
if we reduce the rates in any particular way it puts off the 
time when all the rates can be reduced; because if the rail- 
roads were earning only 4.61 per cent in 1923, reducing the 
rates at the present time, when the earnings are less than 
par, means that during the coming year they will earn less 
than 4.61 per cent. What hope, then, is there for a reduction 
in agricultural freight rates? 

Mr. GLASS. In the last analysis, then, the Senator is 
arguing against any sort of reduction of railroad rates as long 
as the Esch-Cummins law remains on the statute books. 

Mr. HOWELL. I am arguing that we should not make an 
exception of the Pullman surcharge by an act of Congress; 
that if we are going into the regulation of rates we should 
take up agricultural rates just as well as Pullman rates. 

Mr. GLASS. Of course, as the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Reep] has clearly pointed out, the Pullman rate is not a class 
rate; farmers ride on Pullman cars as well as anybody else; 
whereas the proposition made by the Senator from Nebraska 
is a class rate. 

Mr. HOWELL. I may be urging a class rate, a rate in 
favor of agriculture; but there is no question, I think, in the 
mind of any Senator that this Pullman surcharge is not being 
paid by that class—hence it is being pai. by another class— 
therefore this original amendment is indeed class legislation. 

Mr. GLASS. But the Senator really is arguing against any 
reduction of any rate whatsoever as long as the Esch-Cummins 
Act remains on the statute books. 

Mr. HOWELL. I am arguing against a particular reduc- 
tion. If Senators will join other reductions with it, then I 
will vote for those reductions. 

Mr. GLASS. The Senator has just contended that the rail- 
roads of the country lacked something less than 2 per cent of 
earning the permissible return on their activities in 1923, 
and therefore that it would be unjust to reduce this surcharge 
until the railroads earned that permissible amount. 

Mr. HOWELL. What I am saying, Mr. President, is that 
the Esch-Cummins law has laid down certain premises that 
the Interstate Commerce Commission is bound to follow, and 
that as long as those premises are in effect there is no hope 
for agriculture if we begin to reduce rates at the other end. 
Why? Because under those premises—under the theory of 
valuation that is now in effect, in 1923, as I stated, the rail- 
roads as a whole earned but 4.61 per cent. I do not agree 


with the Esch-Cummins law; but so long as it is on the statute 
books, and it is proposed to proceed at the top end of this 
rate schedule, I want to go down the line. 

Mr. GLASS. But the Senator does not want to proceed at 
any end. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. That is the point. 


Mr. HOWELL. I am ready to proceed, but I do not want to 
proceed at a point where those who are most in need of such 
a reduction can not have a reduction. 

Mr. REED of Missouri, Mr. ROBINSON, and Mr. BROOK- 
HART addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield, and if so, to whom? 

Mr. HOWELL. I yield to the Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. The Senator's proposition is this: 

We have the Esch-Cummins law, which permits the railroads 
to earn 5% per cent. That is proposition 1. Proposition 2 
is that the railroads are not earning that per cent. Proposi- 
tion 3 is that the Senator wants to have a reduction for the 
farmer. Proposition 4 is that if we reduce rates on Pull- 
mans we can not get the reduction for the farmer. Therefore 
let us reduce the rates on Pullmans and at the same time reduce 
the rates for farmers, thus placing us in a position which the 
Senator has already said is impossible. 

I take it that the logic of the whole situation is, if the Sena- 
tor is of the opinion that the railroads are not earning suffi- 
cient money under the existing law, and if he wants to help 
the farmers, and believes that a reduction of Pullman sur- 
charges will prevent that, not to be in favor of Pullman sur- 
charge reduction to-day but to vote against that and kill that 
15 if he can, and then bring forward his farm-relief propo- 
sition. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to me? 

Mr. HOWELL. In just a moment. I should like to answer 
first, the suggestion of the Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. President, I am not arguing that railroad rates are cor- 
rect as they are. What I want to make clear is that this Con- 
gress has imposed upon the Interstate Commerce Commission 
certain rules, and one of those rules is that it must fix railroad 
rates on a basis such as will afford a return of 5% per cent. 
The Interstate Commerce Commission tells us now that these 
railroads are not earning that amount under the premises fixed 
by Congress. In spite of this fact, however, it is now proposed 
to reduce the income of these railroads by wiping out the Pull- 
man surcharge, 

If that is done, what is the result? Why, we leave the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission in its present situation, with no 
change in premises, and turn agriculture back to it, subject to 
impossible conditions, for a reduction of freight rates. On the 
other hand, we propose here in Congress and on this floor to 
come to the rescue of Pullman passengers—to reduce rates for 
a particular class, a thing that can not be done by the com- 
mission for the same reason that the commission can not do 
anything for the farmer. 

That is my position respecting this matter. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, will the Senator permit me 
to ask him a question? 

Mr. HOWELL. I yield. : 

Mr. WATSON. The Senator said a moment ago that 66 rail- 
roads are in fairly prosperous condition at the present time and 
that 1,800 are not. 

Mr. HOWELL. No; I beg the Senator’s pardon. 
say that. 

Mr. WATSON. Well, substantially that. 

Mr. HOWELL. No; I did not say substantially that. 

Mr. WATSON. That is to say, that the recapture clause is 
affecting largely the revenues of 66 of the railroads. 

Mr. HOWELL. I want to call the Senator’s attention to the 
fact that if a railroad is earning 6 per cent, it is in fairly good 
condition, and yet there would be no recapture. 

Mr. WATSON. What would be the effect on the great 
majority of the railroads of the country of just horizontally 
reducing by 5 per cent the rate they are receiving for the trans- 
portation of agricultural products? Has the Senator studied 
that matter to find out what the situation would be, what the 
amount would be? 

Mr. HOWELL. I will answer that question by asking the 
Senator a question. In view of the action of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission in saying that under the premises laid 
down by Congress it can not cancel the Pullman surcharge, does 
the Senator say, then, that Congress ought to proceed to do it 
by direct legislation? 

Mr. WATSON. Proceed to do what? 

Mr. HOWELL. To cancel the Pullman surcharge. 

Mr. WATSON. Yes; I am in favor of reducing the Pullman 
surcharge rate. I take it that surcharge is an anomaly in the 
rate structure. 

Mr. HOWELL. Why does not the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission do it? 


I did not 
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Mr. WATSON. I can not answer that. 
Mr. HOWELL. They have refused to do it, 
Mr. GLASS. They do not seem to know, themselves. 
Mr. WATSON, The majority believe in reducing it at least 
one-half. 
M HOWBLL. They could do it to-morrow if they saw fit to 
do 


Mr. WATSON. They have already said they are in favor of 
reducing it one-half. Why they do not say the other half I do 
not know. 

Mr. HOWELL. I say that the majority could to-morrow do 
that if they saw fit to do so, 

Mr. WATSON. I am not disputing that. 

Mr. HOWELL. They have not acted. They refuse to act, 
and now Senators say, “Inasmuch as the Interstate Commerce 
Commission has refused to cancel this Pullman surcharge we 
will proceed to do so.” 

Mr. WATSON. Precisely; I understand that. 

Mr. HOWELL, Then why not reduce rates on agricultural 
products? 

Mr. WATSON. The commission has not refused to reduce 
the rates on agricultural products. On the contrary, ever since 
the close of the war there have been constant reductions in the 
freight rates on agricultural products. Five thousand reduc- 
tions in those rates have been made by the Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 

Mr. SMITH. That is true. 

Mr. WATSON. My friend can get a list if he will send for 
it. There was reduction after reduction. 

Mr. HOWELL. But to-day agriculture is in a worse condi- 
tion than any other industry in this country. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to me for a brief statement? 

Mr. HOWELL. I yield. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I am so fully satisfied as to the purpose 
and effect of this amendment offered by the Senator from 
Nebraska as it is now presented that, as already stated, I 
shall ask Senators who favor the amendment which I have 
offered to vote against the amendment of the Senator from 
Nebraska, in the event it is held in order. Of course, I shall 
not now attempt to make the point of order, but I felt it 
proper to inform the Senator from Nebraska that in my judg- 
ment his amendment is plainly subject to a point of order 
under the rules of the Senate, and since he has refused to 
permit the Senate to take a separate vote on the Pullman sur- 
charge question and has insisted upon complicating the ques- 
tions by proposing an amendment the effect of which he him- 
self can not forecast, and which, as stated by my colleague 
the junior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Caraway], would 
probably be construed by the commission as a legislative direc- 
tion to the commission to reduce freight rates in a compara- 
tively small amount and no more, I intend to make a point 
of order against his amendment. 

If the Senator will permit me to state the point of order 
while he has the floor, I will do so. It is that, under the rules 
of the Senate, his amendment not being germane to the amend- 
ment which I have offered, it is not subject to consideration 
at this time, because he has not given the one day’s notice 
which the rules of the Senate require in order to suspend the 
third paragraph of Rule XVI. 

With the further indulgence of the Senator from Ne- 
braska 

Mr. HOWELL. I yield further. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Plainly, the object of the notice to sus- 
pend the rules is to apprise the Senate of the character of the 
proposal to be submitted if the rules are suspended. In order 
to accomplish that purpose it is the practice of the Senate to 
incorporate the amendment to be offered in the notice, The 
rule requires that, in fact, as I construe it. Of course, if the 
rules are suspended the amendment then in order is subject 
to amendment by any proposal germane to it, but it is not 
subject to amendment by a proposition which is entirely dif- 
ferent from and is not germane to the original amendment. 
Otherwise, if the Senate saw fit to suspend the rules to con- 
sider a given amendment, any Senator, upon that suspension, 
could offer any amendment which he chose, and the very pur- 
pose of the rule of the Senate in requiring notice of a motion 
to suspend would be abolished. The proposition which the 
Senator from Nebraska presents is entirely different from that 
embraced in the amendment which I have proposed. 

Most of us sympathize with a proposal to reduce freight rates. 
The Senate has heretofore passed a resolution, offered by the 
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. SmirH] relating to that 
subject, and the Senate has heretofore unanimously adopted 
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the amendment which I have offered. Nothing substantial 
would be accomplished if the amendment of the Senator from 
Nebraska were agreed to, for the reason that it is not specific 
in its instruction to the commission. It merely directs that, 
when they remove the Pullman surcharge, which is shown to 
be made without service, which is shown by a majority of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission, in the report, to be obnox- 
ious to the extent of at least one-half, there must also be taken 
off an equal amount from agricultural tariffs. There may be 
such a technical term known to rate makers as “ agricultural 
tariffs,” but if the Senator from Nebraska were on the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission, and received a legislative direc- 
tion to reduce agricultural tariffs by $35,000,000, I am curious 
to know just how he would proceed to carry out that instruc- 
on. 

In addition to that, as pointed out by the Senator from Mis- 
souri, the two proposals are entirely separate, ‘They ought to 
be voted on separately, and the friends of the amendment which 
I have offered, if the Senator from Nebraska drives them to 
the necessity of doing so, ought to vote down his amendment. 

Mr. HOWELL, Mr. President, I must acknowledge my inex- 
perience and lack of full knowledge respecting the rules of 
procedure of the Senate, but it does seem to me that when a 
Senator secures unanimous consent for the consideration of 
an amendment affecting railroad rates, which is subject to a 
point of order, it is certainly not in accordance at least with 
what one may term raw equity to hold that an amendment to 
that amendment also affecting railroad rates, is subject to a 
point of order. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator sap for 
a question? 

Mr. HOWELL, Certainly. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Does the Senator take the position that a 
suspension of the rules of the Senate, either by unanimous 
consent or by a two-thirds vote, for the purpose of considering 
a specified amendment, opens the gateway for any amendment 
which any Senator may desire to propose? If so, what effect 
does he give to the notice required in the rules ‘of a motion 
to suspend the rules? 

Mr. HOWELL. I do not believe that, when an amend- 
ment is subject to a point of order but nevertheless comes 
up for consideration under suspension of rules, that one 
must give a day’s notice before proposing a germane amend- 
ment thereto. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I make the point of order 
against the amendment of the Senator from Nebraska. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state his 
point of order. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I make the point of order that the 
amendment proposed by the Senator from Nebraska is not 
now in order, because it is not germane or relevant to the 
amendment which is pending; and for the further reason 
that the Senator has not given the notice required by Rule 
XL of a motion to suspend the rules in order that the Senate 
may consider his amendment, the amendment which he offers 
being not germane to the amendment which I have proposed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator bases his point 
on paragraph 3 of Rule XVI? 

Mr. ROBINSON, Yes; and on Rule XL. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, E 8 of Rule XL 
reads in part: 


All questions of relevancy * ® When raised, shall be sub- 
mitted to the Senate and be decided without debate. 


The question before the Senate is whether the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Howe] to the 
amendment proposed by the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
Rospryson} is relevant. [Putting the question.] The noes 
have it, and the Senate decides that the amendment to the 
amendment is not relevant. 

The question now is upon agreeing to the amendment pro- 
posed by the Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, I want to ask the Senator 
from Arkansas a question. My position, as far as his amend- 
ment is concerned, is a friendly one. As the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. Watson] has said, the Pullman surcharge is 
illogical, it is an anomaly in the rate structure, and on that 
account I have a friendly feeling toward the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Arkansas. But I would like to 
ask just how this sum of $35,000,000 is to be made up to the 
railroad companies if it is taken away from them? 

Mr. ROBINSON. In the first place, Mr. President, as 
pointed out clearly by the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
SmirH] in his remarks, and as also mentioned by myself, 
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the larger amount of the Pullman surcharge accrues to or is 
received by railroads which are already earning in excess of 
the standard return, and therefore it goes into the Treasury 
of the United States. 

Mr. BRUCE. That is a fact. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The adoption of this amendment would 
not, of course, prevent the readjustment of either the basic 
passenger rates or the Pullman rates proper. The commission 
started ont in the proceeding to consider both the Pullman 
rates and the surcharge question, but from the majority opin- 
ion I gather that they concluded that the question of what 
constitutes a fair and reasonable Puliman rate is so large 
that they segregated the two questions. Then they considered 
and decided solely the surcharge question, and, as I have 
already stated, six, being a majority of the commission, found, 
logically and legally, that the Pullman surcharge as now col- 
lected is an unreasonable charge. Four of them held that 
the charge as a whole was unreasonable, and two of them that 
the charge to at least the extent of one-half was unreasonable. 
Of course, there may at any time be, and there is constantly 

progress, the process of readjusting rates. 

Mr. BRUCE. I suppose that would be the practical result. 
If we take this $35,000,000 away from the railroad companies, 
they will revise their contracts with the Pullman Co., I 


imagine. 

Mr, ROBINSON. The junior Senator from Arkansas has 
shown that the Pullman contracts ought to be revised, because 
it has developed during the process of this debate this morn- 
ing that not only are the railroads receiving the surcharge as 
in payment for the extra service which they render a passen- 
ger who travels in Pullman cars, but the railroads are actu- 
ally also collecting back a part of the charge fixed and sus- 
tained by the Interstate Commerce Commission as a just and 
reasonable charge to be made by the Pullman Co. So that 
some readjustments in all probability will follow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is upon agree- 
ing to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Arkansas 
[ Mr. Roprnson]. 

Mr. HOWELL. Let us have the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and taken. 

Mr. STANLEY (after having voted in the affirmative). I 
transfer my pair with the junior Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
Ernst] to the senior Senator from West Virginia [Mr. NEELY], 
and allow my vote to stand. 

Mr. SWANSON (after having voted in the affirmative). I 
have a pair for to-day and to-morrow with the senior Senator 
from New York [Mr. Wapsworrs]. I transfer that pair to 
the senior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. GERRY], and allow 


my vote to stand. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
Nerety] is necessarily absent. If he were present, he would 
vote “yea.” 

Mr. SMITH. I rise to inquire if the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. STERLING] has yoted? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That Senator has not voted. 

Mr. SMITH. I have a general pair with that Senator. I 
transfer that pair to the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
STEPHENS] and vote “yea.” If the Senator from Mississippi 
were present, he would vote “yea.” 

Mr. GEORGE. ` I wish to announce that the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. FERRIS] is necessarily absent. If he were 
present, he would vote “yea.” 

Mr. BAYARD. I have a general pair with the junior Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania [Mr. REED]. In his absence I transfer 
my pair to the junior Senator from New Jersey [Mr. EDWARDS], 
and vote “ yea.” 

Mr. McKELLAR (after having voted in the affirmative). I 
have a pair with the senior Senator from Ohio [Mr. WILLISI. 
I transfer that pair to the Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
Ferris], and allow my vote to stand. 

Mr. FLETCHER (after having voted in the affirmative). I 
transfer my pair wlth the senior Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
Bat] to the senior Senator from Nevada [Mr. PITTMAN], and 
allow my vote to stand. 

Mr. HARRISON. The senior Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. Gerry] is necessarily absent on account of sickness. His 

has been announced. If he were present, he would votè 
“ ea. 3 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I wish to announce the fol- 
lowing general pairs : 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. Hare] with the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. Da.: and 

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. EELERINS] with the Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma [Mr. Owen]. 


The result was announced—yeas 56, nays 8, as follows: 


Ash : 
shurst ald King Sheppard 
Fletcher Ladd Shipstead 
Bingham azier Lenroot Shortridge 
rah George McKellar Simmons 
Broussard lass McKinley Smith 
Bruce Harreld McNa Spencer 
Bursum Harris Mayfield Stanley 
ron Harrison oses Swanson 
Capper Heflin Overman Trammell 
Caraway Johnson, Calit. Phipps Underwood 
Copeland Johnson —— 8 sian, Mass, 
ones, N. Mex. an alsh, 
Dial Kendrick Reed, Mo. tro a oy 
Edge Keyes n Wheeler 
Brookhart * 
rookha Jones, Wash. Oddie 
Dale Howell Meteaif Pepper 
NOT VOTING—32 
Ball Ferris Means Smoot 
Butler ecly Stanfield 
Couzens G Norbeck Stephens 
Cummins Greene Norris Sterling 
Dill Hale Owen Wadsworth 
Edwards La Follette Pittman Warren 
Elkins McCormick Reed, Pa. Weller 
st McLean Shields Willis 


So Mr. Rosryson’s amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question now is upon 
agreeing to the amendment proposed by the committee, on page 
28; sae 17, to strike out “five” and insert “seven,” so as to 
read: 


One at not to exceed $25,000 and seven at not to exceed $18,000 each, 


Mr. KING. Mr. President, the amendment under considera- 
tion is the one dealing with the Tariff Commission. 

Mr. WARREN. Will the Senator allow his colleague to pre- 
sent a matter that has been overlooked and is a minor matter 
of amendment? 

Mr. KING. Certainly; I yield for that purpose. 

Mr. SMOOT. I am compelled to go to a conference in a very 
few minutes, and if my colleague will allow me I wish to have 
the amendment acted upon at this time. On page 22, line 18, 
I move to strike out “$19,600” and insert “ $26,840.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be stated. 

The Reaprne CLERK. In the item for the Astrophysical Ob- 
servatory, on page 22, line 18, strike out “$19,600” and insert 
“ $26,840," so as to read: 


Of which amount not to exceed $26,840 may be expended for per- 
sonal services in the District of Columbia. 


Mr. SMOOT, I will explain the amendment briefly. It does 
not increase the appropriation a cent, and I will explain why 
the change is made.. The estimate for the maintenance of the 
Astrophysical Observatory, under the direction of the Smith- 
sonian Institution, was $21,620, the same as existing law, but 
the House increased the appropriation to $31,180, and forgot 
to increase the amount that might be expended in the District, 
That amount should be increased to $26,840. The amount of 
the appropriation is not changed in the least. I ask that the 
amendment be agreed to. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. McKINLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator from Utah 
yield to enable me to submit an amendment? 

Mr. KING. I yield for that purpose. 

Mr. McKINLEY. Mr. President, in connection with the 
pending bill I offer as an amendment the text of House bill 
10591, which provides for interest on certain items in con- 
nection with the Alien Property Custodian. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I am sorry to haye to make 
a point of order against the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the unanimous-consent 
agreement the Chair will inform the Senator from Mlinois that 
none but committee amendments are in order except by unani- 
mous consent. Does the Senator from Illinois ask unanimous 
consent for the present consideration of the amendment? 


Mr. McKINLEY. I do. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. WARREN. I shall have to object. I make the point 
of order that the proposed amendment is legislation on an 
appropriation bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Objection is made. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I should like to ask the 
chairman of the committee, and in his absence I will ask the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor], on whose recommendation was 
the number of officers of the Shipping Board or the Emergency 
Fleet Corporation receiving salaries of $15,000 a year increased 
from five to seven? i 
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Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, the pending amendment is the 
one in relation to the Tariff Commission, is it not? 

Mr. McKELLAR. If that is the pending matter, I will wait 
until we reach the Shipping Board item. I am ready to yote on 
the Tariff Commission item. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I inquire what is the pending 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Oppe in the chair). The 
pending amendment is that reported by the committee on page 
28, line 17, to strike out “five” and insert seven.“ 

Mr. McCKELLAR. That is what I thought. 

Mr. FLETCHER. That is the amendment before the Senate. 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator from Utah [Mr. Kine] was speak- 
ing upon the Tariff Commission, and I thought, perhaps, the 
Senate had not agreed to the amendment proposed to that pro- 
vision; but I see that that amendment has been agreed to. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. When 
we adjourned last evening, as I understood, we had under con- 
sideration the amendment respecting the Tariff Commission. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Senators were discussing it, but the 
amendment had been agreed to. 

Mr. FLETCHER. The amendment was not before the Senate. 

Mr. McKELLAR. It was being discussed, although it was 
not the amendment before the Senate, as is very frequently the 


case. 

Mr. SMOOT. As is generally the case. 

Mr. KING. My recollection is that when the provision re- 
specting the Tariff Commission was before the Senate the Sen- 
ator from North Carolina [Mr. SiIxMuONS] addressed the Sen- 
ate; he was followed by the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
Watsu]; then by the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. JONES] ; 
and following his remarks I took the floor, and having occupied 
it for some time I yielded for the consideration and passage of 
a number of bills. 

Mr. SMOOT. I will say to my colleague that the amendment 
respecting the Tariff Commission item was agreed to before the 
Senator from North Carolina began his speech. 

Mr. KING. Neither Senator from North Carolina nor some 
others of us understood that. I supposed the committee amend- 
ment had not been acted upon; but if it has been acted upon 
that is entirely satisfactory to me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair on yesterday after- 
noon will state that the amendment on page 25, in the item 
respecting the Tariff Commission, was amended on motion of 
the senior Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoot], and the amend- 
ment, as amended, was then agreed to. 

Mr. SMOOT. And following that action the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. Simons] took the floor and spoke upon 
the Tariff Commission item. 

Mr. MeKELLAR. Now, Mr. President, I should like to 
have some information from the Senator from Utah about the 
pending amendment. I will ask him who recommended the 
increase in the number of those employees who might receive 
salaries of $18,000. 

Mr. SMOOT. The increase was recommended by Admiral 
Palmer. 

Mr. McKHLLAR. Was the increase recommended by the 
Shipping Board? 

Mr. SMOOT. Not before the committee, I will say to the 
Senator. 

Mr. McKELLAR. As I understand, it was not recommended 
by the Shipping Board at all. Is it not one of the duties of the 
Shipping Board to pass upon the question of salaries? 

Mr. SMOOT, The item has to do with the emergency ship- 
ping fund. 

Mr. McKHLLAR. I understand that; but is it not one of 
the duties of the Shipping Board to pass upon the question of 
Salaries and recommend increases or decreases, as the case 
may be? 

Mr. SMOOT. If they were asked to come before the com- 
mittee or if they themselves asked to come before the com- 
mittee, they would make such recommendations as they 
saw fit. 

Mr. McKELLAR. But, as a matter of fact, no member of 
the Shipping Board was asked to come before the committee. 
Admiral Palmer was asked to appear before the committee, 
and he recommended this increase. 

Mr. SMOOT. ‘That is true; yes. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I desire now to call atten- 
tion to certain facts in reference to this increase. The head 
of the Emergency Fleet Corporation was employed two or 
three years ago at $10,000 a year. The argument offered in 
behalf of the enormous salaries paid to these officials is that 
high-class men could not be secured for less salary; but, as 
a matter of fact, we find Admiral Palmer, who is a perfectly 


splendid man, coming to the Emergency Fleet Corporation for 
$10,000 a year, and yet we are paying him $25,000 now. Last 
year he was given five assistants at $18,000 each, and it was ar- 
gued again unless these enormous salaries were paid—$3,000 
more than the Chief Justice of the United States receives—that 
the right kind of men could not be obtained. I wish to call the 
attention of the Senate to the names of the gentlemen who 
are now serving in that capacity. Mr. Chauncey G. Parker 
is general counsel at $18,000 a year. Previously Mr. Parker 
served the board at $20,000 a year. His salary was reduced. 
I think he was probably one of those who originally received 
$35,000 a year. That, however, was some years ago when 
money was free and easy and coming so easy $25,000 a year 
was paid to gentlemen to act as vice presidents of the Ship- 
ping Board. At any rate, Mr. Palmer remained with the beard 
at a salary of $18,000 a year. 

There is another gentleman—I have no doubt a splendid 
gentleman, just as Mr. Parker is—who is the head of the sales 
department. I do not think there have been any sales, and 
I should like to ask the Senator from Utah how long has it 
5505 ie there have been any sales at all under the Shipping 

r 

Mr. SMOOT.. Does the Senator mean sales of ships? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Of ships; yes. 

Mr. SMOOT. Looking after such matters is not all this 
official does. 

Mr. McKELLAR. He is head of the sales department now? 

Mr, SMOOT. It is true that it has been some time since 
there has been any sale of ships; but that is not all that 
official does. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, no; but he was the head of the sales 
department previously at $11,000 a year. Now, however, 
that we have no sales, his salary is increased to $18,000 a year. 
That is fine business. Is it any wonder that the Shipping 
Board is not making its own way when we pay a man $11,000 
for acting as head of the sales department when we are sell- 
ing ships, and then, when we quit selling ships, when there is 
no activity in the matter, we raise his salary to $18,000? 
That is fine business! 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, will the Senator excuse me at 
this time? There is a conference which I must attend. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I am very sorry that the Senator from 
Utah will not be here; but I see that the Senator from Wyo- 
ming [Mr. WARREN] has come in, and I will address my ques- 
tions to him. 

Now, take Mr. Henry. We was receiving $11,000, and under 
the new management his salary is increased to $18,000. 

Take Mr. W. B. Keene. He is the vice president in charge 
of traffic; and it does seem to me that a man in charge of 
traffic should have a good salary. It is an important matter. 
I understand that Mr. Keene, like the other gentlemen, is a 
very excellent gentleman, and I have no doubt that he is per- 
forming the duties of his office well, His duties are certainly 
very important, and he ought to have a good salary. He was 
perfectly willing to work for the Shipping Board last year 
for $14,000; but business grew less, ships were being taken 
off, traffic decreased, and therefore his salary was raised to 
$18,000—an increase of $4,000 because of the decrease in busi- 
ness! In other words, it seems to be a policy of the Shipping 
Board that the less the business the greater the salary. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, will the Senator allow 
me to interrupt him? : 

Mr. McKBLLAR. I take pleasure in yielding to the Senator. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. ‘The Senator says this is the policy of 
the Shipping Board. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I mean the Emergency Fleet Corporation. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I was going to say that my under- 
standing is—I know one of the members of the board very 
well; he is from my State—— 

Mr. McKBLLAR. And there is not a better man in the 
country than he is—Mr. Thompson. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I have been informed that the Ship- 
ping Board did not make this recommendation. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I understand that the Shipping Board 
has not made these recommendations. They have been made 
by the president of the Emergency Fleet Corporation, Admiral 
Palmer. I pointed out the fact that last year, when we had 
these large salaries under consideration, as we haye them now, 
and when they wanted more high-salaried men, it was said that 
we could not keep the best men unless we paid them these 
salaries; that they would quit. Here is Mr. Chauncey Parker, 
who was getting $20,000 before, and his salary was reduced to 
$18,000, and he is still with them, and I have no doubt that 
he is doing just as good service for the $18,000 as he did for 
the $20,000. On the other hand, here is Mr. Sidney Henry, 
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who was working before as the head of the sales department 
for $11,000, and I suppose he does just as good work for the 
$18,000 he is now receiving—$3,000 more than the Chief Justice 
of the United States gets—and so it is with Mr. Keene. 

Now, let us come to another gentleman on this list—Mr. 
Joseph E. Sheedy, vice president. I believe he is stationed at. 
London. Mr. Sheedy was one of the $25,000-a-year men, and 
it was said that of course we would lose him; that it would 
be impossible to keep these highly technical men if the salaries 
were reduced. His salary was reduced to $18,000 and he is 
still working for us, and if we should reduce it still further, 
in accordance with the salaries generally paid, he would still 
be found working for the Emergency Fleet Corporation, as I 
understand. 

I have been unable to find what Mr. J. H. Rossbottom re- 
ceived prior to this year. He is now receiving $18,000. He is 
u valuable man; I think one of the most valuable men in the 
service. I say that without reflecting on any of these gentle- 
men about whom I have been talking. 

Who are these men? I stop here long enough to ask the 
chairman of the committee, who is it that the head of the 
Emergency Fleet Corporation wants to employ at $18,000? 
He asked for authority to employ two more men at that figure. 
I ask the Senator from Wyoming, the chairman of the com- 
mittee, who are the two men that the president of the Emer- 
gency Fleet Corporation wants to employ at $18,000 each, and 
what is the necessity for it? 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I do not know that I shall 
be able to give the Senator at once the names of all of these 
men, although their duties and accomplishments were talked 
of before the committee. I may not be able to give the names 
of all of them, however.. Admiral Palmer mentions here one 
man in particular whom he took from the Panama Steamship 
Co.—a man by the name of Cone. 

Mr. McKELLAR. What was he getting with the Panama 
Steamship Co.? 

Mr. WARREN. Admiral Palmer said that he was getting 
a good deal more than even that salary, but he has not been 
able to pay him $18,000, and he wishes to retain him in the 
service and have $18,000 for him, which Mr. Cone has a right 
to expect he would have. Otherwise, he fears that he will 
lose his services. 

Mr. McKNHLLAR. Is that Admiral Cone, formerly an Ad- 
miral in the Navy? 

Mr. WARREN. Yes. 

Mr: McKELLAR. What are his duties? 

Mr. WARREN. He was Chief Engineer of the Navy under 
President Roosevelt, so it is stated here, and his duties are 
those of general manager on this side. 

Mr. McKELLAR. General manager of what? 

Mr. WARREN. Of the Shipping Board and the Emergency 
Fleet Corporation. 

Mr. FLETCHER. He is one of the vice presidents. 

Mr. McKBLLAR. We have four of those men now that we 
are paying $18,000 apiece. 

Mr. WARREN. Yes. 

Mr. McKELLAR. And this is just additional? 

Mr. WARREN. No. Of course, we speak of them here as 
attorneys, but they are not necessarily all attorneys. They 
are business men. For instance, there has to be a general 
manager abroad, and here is a manager of operations, and 
another manager of sailing routes. Some of these men. are 
stationed in other countries, and some here. It would take 
quite a little reading to give the Senator exactly what the 
members of the committee had before them, but it all appears 
in the hearings. . 

Mr. McKELLAR. All I wanted to know was about the two 
men whose salaries are proposed to be raised. What does 
Admiral Cone get now? 

Mr. WARREN. My understanding is that he has had 
merely the $10,000 that is allowed. Last year we provided 
that no one could get more than $10,000 except one man at 
$25,000 and four at 818.000. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Five at $18,000. 

Mr. WARREN. No; four. We might have had five last 
year, but the number was cut to four on the House side. 

Mr. 8 And now it is proposed to inerease them 
to seven 

Mr. WARREN. It is now proposed to increase the number of 
$18,000 positions to seven. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Does the admiral give the reasons for 
increasing the salary of some other employee? 

Mr. WARREN. The Senator has asked for the name of 
another. I find here a reference to Mr. Davidson, who was 


for six years the marine manager of the United Fruit Co. 
There is another one whose name I recall—a Mr. Sheedy—who 
when I first knew him was manager of the Matson or some 
other line between San Franciseo and Hawaii. 

Mr. McKELLAR. He was one of those whom last year the 


Emergency Fleet Corporation paid $25,000, and I remember it 
was argued that Mr. Sheedy would at once resign if his salary 
was cut. The Congress did cut it to $18,000, and I notice that 
he is still in the employ of the corporation, notwithstanding 
the cut from $25,000 to $18,000. 

Mr. WARREN. Yes. I do not remember what the Senator 
says about his threatening to leave, because he did not make 
any such threat to me. 

2 — e a, Oh, ch I did not say oat he threatened 

yi Senators: who were arguing for the very high 
salaries that the Shipping Board was then paying, or the 
Emergency Fleet Corporation, whichever it was, took the posi- 
tion that unless we gave these enormous salaries the men 
would leave. The Senator will remember that it was argued 
that they should have $35,000, and I think there were three at 
$35,000 for a long time; but some of us have been trying to 
get these enormous salaries cut to a reasonable figure, so that 
they will not be so far out of line with the salaries paid other 
employees of the Government. Especially since the Shipping 
Board is a losing concern, and we have to appropriate for 
deficits every year on account of losses there, it seemed to me 
that these salaries were very enormous, and we got them cut 
down to $18,000. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, will the Senator permit me to 
make a statement? 

Mr. MeKELLAR. Yes, sir. 

Mr. WARREN. It is a fact that we have been reducing as 
to both numbers and amounts. It is a fact, as the Senator 
states, that some of these gentlemen were receiving $25,000 or 
$30,000 or $35,000. It is a fact that some of them have quit 
because they could not continue to receive the salaries they 
were receiving. It is also a fact that some of these men who 
have come in are younger men—not that they are in their 
teens by a great many years, perhaps—but they are younger 
in the art of receiving, as many lawyers do, on reputation 
enormous sums for directing others what to do, and so forth. 

Take Mr. Sheedy. When he first took a position in connec- 
tion with sailing routes and the coastwise business as well as 
other maritime interests he was young, and he took a position 
at first which was more or less clerical. He went along up 
the line. He came here, and, because I happened to be ac- 
quainted with him he asked me to send word to the proper 
party that he was a candidate for a higher position, and he 
has been taken into the service, and I have heard no com- 
plaint, but have always heard him spoken of well. I have 
not heard, in my acquaintance with him, one word as to 
whether or not he would quit if we cut his salary. My opinion 
is that he is the kind of man who, if he should be offered a 
larger sum somewhere else, and should request an increase in 
salary, would either get it or go away, and there would be no 
threats about it. That is my opinion. There are other men 
in the same situation 
Fhe McKELLAR. I think the Senator is mistaken about 

t. 

Mr. WARREN. Let me finish my sentence, please. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. Sheedy—— 

Mr. WARREN. I appeal to the Senator to let me finish the 
sentence. In the case of those about whom I have remarked 
before, who have been insisting upon larger salaries or have 
said that they would quit, some have quit and others have 
remained. I do not believe we ought to grade those with the 
others who are more faithfnl and who will stay perhaps a 
year or two at inadequate salaries if they have hope of re- 
ceiving higher pay hereafter. I think that is the case with 
Mr. Cone. I do not believe it is so much a matter that his 
salary must be raised or else he will go elsewhere. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I will say to the Senator that Mr. 
Sheedy did not quit. He was one of those fortunate persons 
who last year were given a salary of $25,000, and it was cut 
to $18,000. He is still with the Emergency Fleet Corpora- 
tion, and I have no doubt he is doing good work. 

I am not attacking these gentlemen in any way. I am 
attacking the salaries. These salaries are out of Hne with 
every other salary the Government pays. There ought not 
to be any additional increases: The Congress last year left 
them high enough in all conscience, and it limited the num- 
ber to four. Now, it is proposed to have seven, and that is 
too many. I do not think the increase ought to be agreed to; 
and, without arguing it any further, I am going to ask that 
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the amendment be voted down. It is a committee amend- | the W. R. Grace people at a very low price. They are offering 


ment. The amendment ought to be voted down in the inter- 
est of economy. 

We talk about economy, and I call attention again to the 
fact that it is talked about in the papers, but it is not actually 
practiced by the departments or by the Congress. The truth 
js that we are creating more bureaus, we are creating more 
positions, we are increasing salaries, we are increasing Gov- 
erument activities, and the cost of Government activities 
every year. A skillful man with figures can prove almost 
anything, but the truth and the fact is that we are not hav- 
ing economy under this administration. On the contrary, we 
are having the grossest kind of extravagance in all of the de- 
partments; and we ought to stop it and cut it off in those 
places where already the law permits these extravagant 
salaries to be paid. 

The idea of paying $25,000 a year to the head of the Emer- 
gency Fleet Corporation, who came to us for $10,000 a year. 
The idea of paying these large salaries to some of these vice 
presidents, who bave nominal work! The work of the one at 
the head of the sales department, for instance, is entirely 
nominal, The idea of paying them $18,000 a year! The idea 
of getting accountants in this department and that department, 
one of whom we pay as high as $18,000 a year! It is monstrous 
extravagance, extravagance in the highest degree and in the 
worst degree, and we ought to stop it. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I wish to reply to one asser- 
tion of the Senator from Tennessee. Mr. Sheedy, of whom the 
Senator has spoken, has resigned, having obtained a better 
place on the other side—in Europe. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Who is that? 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. Sheedy. The Senator has just said that 
he was one of those receiving one of the large salaries, $25,000 
or $18,000, and so on. He has quit the service, and this appro- 
priation is to pay a man to take his place. That is what one 
of these extra salaries is for. 

Mr. MeKELLAR. That change must have been made very 
recently, because I find his name on the list which was given 
in the hearings. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, for some time I have been 
extremely concerned about the large question of whether we 
are to have and maintain an adequate American merchant ma- 
rine under our flag. That question is still unsettled, of course, 
and at times I feel positively ill when I contemplate what ap- 
pears to be the tendency, A policy now seems to have been 
adopted leoking to a liquidation of the Emergency Fleet, or, 
as some call it, getting the Government out of the shipping 
business. The number of merchant ships operated by the Gov- 
ernment about a year ago, as I recall, was 387. Now I think 
there are 317. The ships are being disposed of as rapidly as 
that can be accomplished, and some of the transactions which 
have taken place in the past have seemed to me almost scan- 
dalous in their nature. s 

I have never been able to understand, for instance, how it was 
that the Shipping Board disposed of the seven “ President” 
ships, combination passenger and freight vessels, constituting 
the most superb fleet of ocean vessels afloat, to the Dollar Co. 
for $3,500,000, payable in some 11 years. Those vessels cost 
the people of this country approaching $40,000,000. The $3,500,- 
600, or about that sum, was immediately devoted by the Ship- 
ping Board to the reconditioning and reequipping of certain 
cargo ships, which were put into the business from New York 
to U. K. ports, taking the place of the “President” ships on 
that route, in which business it was claimed five of the Presi- 
dent” ships had been losing an enormous amount of money. 
It developed that the paying part of the business was the pas- 
senger portion of it, which was handled by the “ President ” 
ships; the losing part of the business being the cargo business, 
and the Shipping Board immediately put back in place of the 
“President” ships these cargo ships to engage in that freight- 
carrying business, which had been losing money, as they 
claimed, at such rates that they were justified in disposing of 
the “ President” ships. 

The City of Los Angeles, a German ship which had been 
seized by us, cost when it was built something like $1,600,000, 
and I think we spent $2,000,000 in repairs on it; within a few 
months of the time of the sale of that ship we sent over 
$120,000 in hotel supplies and furnishings, and then sold that 
ship to the Los Angeles Steamship Co. for $100,000. 

I never could understand.those transactions. Now, the whole 
fleet is advertised, and there will be other sales made. I pre- 
sume eventually we will get some report about it. I can not 
see the wisdom of such a course if we are to have and maintain 
an American merchant marine. There may be some reason for 
it. Some ships have recently been sold on the Pacific coast to 


the Great Lakes ships at $30,000 a vessel, or something like 
2 that were built on the Great Lakes. They are small 
ps. 

We have some 900 or more vessels tied up in various harbors 
and places along our coasts, and yet we are not carrying 30 per 
cent of American commerce in our ships. 

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Florida 
yield to the Senator from New Jersey? 

Mr. FLETCHER.. I yield. 

Mr. EDGE. It is well known that the Senator is a very 
earnest advocate of an American merchant marine, as I am 
sure we all are. The question is whether the Government or 
American citizens shall own and administer it. Does the Sen- 
ator feel that the sale and disposal of these ships to American 
citizens, to be administered under the American flag, would 
necessarily mean the cessation of the building up of an Ameri- 
can merchant marine? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I say to the Senator frankly that in my 
judgment if these ships are disposed of and sold to American 
citizens within five years’ time we will not have a million tons 
of merchant shipping under our flag engaged in overseas com- 
merce. 

Mr. EDGR. The Senator surely will agree that American 
citizens would continue to administer them if they could make 
a reasonable profit on the investment. They would not dis- 
pose of them if they were engaged in a going business, With 
ali his advocacy of an American merchant marine, the Senator 
would not want this country to continue at present in it, 
with a deficit of something like $50,000,000 in operation, just 
for the satisfaction of saying we had an American merchant 
marine, would he? 

Mr. FLETCHER. No; I admit that if we could have private 
ownership and private operation of merchant ships, to take 
care of our commerce and adequately supply our needs in time 
of peace and in time of war, I would a good deal rather have 
that situation. But we have not been able to have it in the 
past, and there is no indication now that we are likely to have 
it, even when we practically give the ships away to private 
owners. There is every reason to believe that just as soon as 
they are in position to do so, they will have those ships under 
foreign flags. 

American capital is invested in shipping very largely now, 
and has been for some time. In 1914, $100,000,000 of American 
capital was invested in shipping engaged in overseas com- 
merce, but the ships were under foreign flags, and they will 
go there again. If private enterprise undertakes to acquire 
these ships, or we give them away to organizations, practically 
give them away, of course we can accompany the transfer with 
a contract providing that for a certain period of years they 
shall fiy the American flag, and we can accompany the trans- 
action with a contract that they shall serve certain routes; 
but eventually they will be driven off by foreign competition or 


‘by combinations or contracts, unless we are able in some way 


to protect them against what was in vogue prior to the war, 
what was known as “ fighting ships,” ships employed by for- 
eigners to engage in fighting any enterprise which might be 
undertaken by private individuals. That situation would 
occur again, in my judgment. I really believe that our only 
hope of having ships engaged in overseas trade serving our 
commerce abroad is to havd the Government own and operate 
at least a certain number of them. We can have that without 
destroying private shipping at all. We can do that without 
competing them. We can have the ships on certain routes, but 
we will have a certain number of merchant ships which we 
can use if the time of stress ever comes. Merchant ships are 
just as necessary in time of war as are battleships and cruis- 
ers. We can have them to serve our commerce in time of 
peace. But we will have to keep the Government in this busi- 
ness, in my judgment. It is not safe, it is not wise, for us to 
say we are going to get the Government out of this business as 
quickly as we can, and relieve ourselves of the expense of 
keeping up this shipping. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President 

Mr. FLETCHER. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. FESS. The Senator from Florida is well informed on 
this subject; I have two or three questions I would like to ask, 
purely for information; and I know he can give me the in- 
formation. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I will be glad to do so, if I can. 

Mr. FESS. I am very much interested in what the Senator 
said about the possibility of our building up an American 
merchant marine. I haye been considerably distressed about 
what is to be the outcome of our effort along that line. Do 
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we have as many American ships afloat this year as we had 
last year? 

Mr. FLETCHER. No; I think not. 

Mr. FESS. The number has decreased? 

Mr. FLETCHER. The number has decreased. 


Mr. FESS. Is the tonnage we are carrying decreasing 
also? 
Mr. FLETCHER. Yes; the proportion of the tonnage moy- 


ing across the ocean in our vessels is decreasing. It is less 
than it was a year ago. At least, we are carrying in American 
vessels a smaller proportion of the commerce moving back and 
forth than we did a year ago. 

Mr. FESS. That was my information. 3 

Mr. WARREN. But we are increasing the quantities some- 
what. 

Mr. FESS. What about the costs? Are we losing as much 
this year as we did last year? 

Mr. FLETCHER. No; I am glad to say that we are not, 
and this bill carries only $24,000,000 instead of $40,000,000, 
which I think was carried in the bill last year, or something 
like that, perhaps $50,000,000. This bill carries only $24,000,- 
000. We are getting in better condition all the time, in my 
judgment. 

Mr. FESS. Have we any ship routes that are operating at 
a profit? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I think so, to some extent. Some of the 
vessels are earning a profit. There are 25 services, as I re- 
call, and probably 21 operators. Some of the services, taken 
as a whole, are just about breaking even, I think. Some are 
losing money. 

Mr. FESS. Is the Senator encouraged as to the possibility 
of our building up an American merchant marine so that it 
will be a permanent activity of the Government? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I have no doubt it can be done and can be 
conducted without costing the Government any money. It 
would pay its way. It can be done eventually, provided, of 
course, Congress is willing.. That has to come, because these 
vessels will not last forever. The life of these vessels we have 
now will soon terminate and we will have to replace them. 

Mr. FESS. That suggests the other question I am going to 
ask, whether with the large number of vessels built during the 
war, many of which we could not use because the trade did not 
seem to demand them we will have to build additional vessels 
because of different types being needed. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Undoubtedly we will have to build addi- 
tional vessels, and we will have to build them and equip them 
and plan them according to modern conditions. Many of our 
vessels are obsolete, and if they were put into service they could 
not be operated profitably. ; 

Mr. FESS. I am very much obliged to the Senator, because 
he has given me the information I wanted. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I will say to the Senator, for instance, 
that it appears that if we can introduce the Diesel engine to 
take the place of the coal burner, we would save a great deal 
of money in the cost of operating the ships. We are improving 
the conditions, 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair). 
Does the Senator from Florida yield to the Senator from Ten- 
nessee? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I yield. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I want to ask the Senator if any of the 
service has been taken off during the past year or if any of the 
ships have been taken out of service? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I do not understand that any of the sery- 
ices have been abandoned, and I do not think any of the ships 
have been taken off of any of the routes that were established. 
The danger is, however, if we keep on selling the ships, and if 
we get, for instance, down to 200 ships instead of 317, we will 
get to a point where we will not have ships enough to supply 
the routes they are now serving and afford the facilities for 
moving the commerce and enable them to maintain the sched- 
ules to make contracts. The business will all go down then. 
A shipper, for instance, will not patronize an American vessel 
unless he is assured that that vessel will be able to carry his 
goods at a certain time and at a certain rate. We will get to 
the point after a while, if we keep selling off the ships, where 
we will be unable to supply a definite, certain service. When 
we get to that point, then we will begin to lose money and the 
whole enterprise will go down and become a failure. We will 
have to sell the few we will have left or give them away and 
quit the business then for a certainty. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Flor- 
ida yield to the Senator from Virginia? 


Mr, FLETCHER. Certainly. 
Mr. GLASS. This brief address by the Senator from Florida, 
interspersed with interrogatories as it has been, is very en- 


lightening to me. There seems to be a singular sort of rèevela- 
tion about it. Do I understand that anybody is proposing to 
abandon the American merchant marine because it does not pay? 

Mr. FLETCHER, I think the present policy, so far as I 
can understand it, is to liquidate, and that, of course, is based 
on the idea of having the Government go out of the shipping 
business. I am afraid that means we will haye no merchant 
marine. 

Mr. GLASS. I was prompted to ask the question by the 
inquiry of the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Ebor]. I sup- 
posed the Senator from New Jersey belonged to that school of 
statesmanship which insists that we shall subsidize an Ameri- 
can merchant marine in order to keep it going, but now he is 
lamenting that the Government is losing money on the opera- 
tion of its merchant marine. Do I understand that the Sena- 
tor from New Jersey would simply change the process a little 
and let the Government grant subsidies to private persons to 
run the merchant ships or pay it out of the common fund? 

Mr. EDGE. If the Senator will permit an interruption at 
this time—— 

Mr. FLETCHER. Certainly. 

Mr. EDGE. Apparently the Government of the United States 
is paying a very large subsidy. As nearly as I can recall the 
figures, they have been paying a subsidy of something like 
$40,000,000 to $50,000,000 a year to make up a deficit in their 
own operation. The Senator from New Jersey is a very posi- 
tive advocate of that type of statesmanship—which, I believe, 
is the term used by the Senator from Virginia—which would 
prefer to encourage private initiative and private energy of our 
own citizens to take upon themselves all large business or small 
business development rather than have the Government itself 
attempt to administer business, 

Mr. GLASS. Oh, I believe 

Mr. EDGE. Wait a moment. I am coming to the Senator's 
question. When it becomes necessary, as I believe with the 
Senator from Florida that it is necessary, to have an American 
merchant marine, when it becomes necessary in order to main- 
tain and encourage the development of that merchant marine 
for the Government to establish a subsidy, yes; I believe the 
Government should establish a subsidy, but establish a subsidy 
so that private men and women, if they desire, can go into 
the business and develop it, and the Government will not be in 
business itself. That is the trend of the thought of the Sen- 
ator from New Jersey. 

Mr. GLASS. I just wanted to develop that fact. The 
Senator from New Jersey was lamenting the loss of money by 
the Government in the operation of its own ships, but what 
he really desires is that instead of the Government losing this 
money in the common interest it shall turn it over to some 
private operators of ships so that in the last analysis we will 
lose the money anyway. We will always lose the money. 

Mr. EDGE. And still maintain a merchant marine? 

Mr. GLASS. What the Senator favors is that we shall lose 
it to private persons rather than from the common fund. In 
the last analysis we lose the money just the same, 

Mr. EDGE. The operation of a subsidy, as the Senator from 
Virginia well knows, although he may be opposed to the prin- 
ciple, which to-day is practiced by every successful nation in the 
world in the operation of a merchant marine, is one which en- 
courages private initiative. I would very much prefer to use 
the $40,000,000 or $50,000,000 in encouraging private enterprise 
throughout the country than to be using it to make up a deficit 
every year in Government operation; which operation, as the 
Senator from Florida said, is decreasing, the fleet is becoming 
outclassed, and getting into a class that we will be compelled 
in a few years to appropriate hundreds of millions of dollars to 
replace. I would very much prefer to have the Government 
pay the necessary subsidy for services rendered in order to 
assure the maintenance and development of a real merchant 
marine of which we could be proud. That is the idea of the 
Senator from New Jersey. 

Mr. GLASS. Of that I was perfectly confident, but I merely 
wanted to disclose to the Senate the theory of the Senator’s 
lament. He was not lamenting the loss of money by the Gov-, 
ernment, but that private shipowners were not getting it. 

Mr. EDGE. I am very glad again to make my position 
clear. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I had not intended to go 
into any general discussion of the shipping question. I had 
expected to reach in a very few minntes the particular amend- 
ment pending and confine my remarks to that. Of course we 


had last year a few hours and a few days on the subsidy ques- 
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tion, and I thought it was pretty well threshed out at that 
time. ‘That was a proposal to pay out about $75,000,000 a year 
for 10 years, or $750,000,000 of the people’s money, for the 
benefit of a few shipowners—a most outrageous proposition, 
which, of course, we did not indorse. The measure was de- 
fented. That will be the trouble with every proposition of 
subsidy that comes up. It will be devised for the benefit of 
some particular few individuals who want to get their hands 
into the Treasury of the United States. 

I think I could demonstrate to the Senator from New Jersey 
that it is not customary with maritime nations and it is not 
universal with maritime nations that subsidies are given at all. 
That is not the policy. Canada is to-day successfully operating 
a merchant marine owned and successfully operated by the 
Government without any subsidy. 

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. Fess] raised the question as to 
whether we are making progress in the way of developing and 
successfully operating a business on a basis that will be profit- 
able and advantageous. We are doing that. My information 
is, and I think perhaps it is true, that the expenses of the 
Shipping Board and the personnel haye been very greatly 
reduced and that the total expenses will be reduced something 
like a million dollars in the next year. The overhead is being 
reduced gradually both as to the Shipping Board and as to the 
Fleet Corporation. We are finding that we can eliminate over- 
head expense and accomplish results. We are gradually getting 
men who know something of the business. When the Govern- 
ment started on the business, of course, we did not have men 
who were shipping minded, shipping trained men, men who 
were experienced and skilled. We have had to build them up. 
It was very much like our situation when we undertook to build 
ships during the war. We took men out of candy shops and 
stores and away from soda-water fountains and wherever we 
could. get them and put them into the yards to build ships. 
They did not know a thing in the world about building ships. 
We only had about 30,000 shipbuilders in the country when we 
undertook to construct our merchant ships, and we needed 
300,000 in order to build 3,000,000 tons of shipping a year, as we 
undertook to do. Of course we had to train the men. It was a 
very expensive proposition. 

So it has been with reference to operating ships. We have 
had a lot of people who really were in each other’s way. 
We have thrown money away to them when they ought not 
to have been there at all. We are gradually getting away 
from that conditien now. At one time we had two men at 
$35,000 a year each and one at $30,000 a year, $95,000 a year 
for three men, and we called them vice presidents. We thought 
they were going to establish the operating business on a sound 
basis, but they could not get proper assistance or we did not 
get the right men. We have gradually cut those expenses 
down and reduced the enormous Overhead so that the appro- 
priation this year in the bill is only $24,000,000. We 
are keeping up the service and the routes and I hope we will 
continne to keep them up. To-day we must have, particularly 
in the Emergency Fleet Corporation, men who know the busi- 
ness, who are capable, competent men and who can render 
the service that is required in order to make the enterprise a 
success. I have always stood for a reduction of those ex- 
penses, for economies in every direction, and for getting the 
whole operation upon an efficient, effective basis. I believe 
it would be @ mistake now to disagree to the amendment. 

In the first place, back in September, 1921, the Shipping 
Board passed a resolution turning over certain duties to the 
Emergency Fleet Corporation, In January, 1924, the Shipping 
Board passed another resolution transferring to the Emergency 
Fleet Corporation a great deal of the work which had there- 
tofore been looked. after by the Shipping Board, details in con- 
nection with the operation of the ships. That was in Jan- 
unary, 1924. On December 22, 1924, the Shipping Board passed 
another resolution. I think perhaps they have gone further 
than they had any right to go under the law in that resolu- 
tion. I think that resolution undertook to delegate to the 
Emergency Fleet Corporation powers and duties which de- 
volved upon the Shipping Board under section T of the mer- 
chant marine act and subdivision (c) of section 2 of the 
merchant marine act, which they had no right to delegate and 
which they could not delegate.. Certain of those duties are 
fixed by the law which Congress has enacted, somewhat quasi- 
judicial in their nature, which the Shipping Board can not 
legally delegate to some other agency. However, the resolu- 
tion of December, 1924, transferred to the Emergency Fleet 
Corporation practically the whole duty of operating the ships. 
That put upon the Emergency Fleet Corporation additional 
responsibility and they, therefore, need the very best and most 
capable men they can find in the country to carry on that 
wor 


There is not any question about that. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to 
me for just a moment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Flor- 
ida yield to the Senator from Tennessee? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I yield. 

Mr. MeKELLAR. I desire.to ask the Senator from Florida 
who are these two additional $18,000-a-year men? 

Mr. FLETCHER. Well, for instance, there is Admiral 
Cone. I have some hesitation about speaking of Admiral Cone. 
Mr. McKELLAR. He is a fine man, and is from Florida. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Yes; Admiral Cone is from Florida, and 
I am very proud of him. He is a graduate of Annapolis, and 
had charge of the fleet which went around the world under 
Mr. Roosevelt. He also had charge of our fleet in France and 
was blown up in crossing the Irish Sea from France over to 
Ireland. A German torpedo struck his boat, and he was blown 
into the air and narrowly escaped with his life: His legs 
were broken, and he lay in the hospital in Dublin for months 
and months; but he is now perfectly sound and strong physi- 
cally and never has lost any of his mental strength and vigor 
or his courage or his honesty or his integrity or his ability. 
He was called on—I do not know whether he was absolutely 
requested by the President or not, but I am inclined to think 
so—to go to New York and take charge of the Panama Line 
after the armistice. He had charge of the operation of those 
boats. He is, of course, more thoroughly familiar with the 
Navy and naval vessels and that sort of thing, but his knowl- 
edge of naval vessels and of ships in general is helpful in the 
matter of merchant ships. Finally, he was asked to come 
down here, and he came as an assistant to Admiral Palmer. 
That was his first engagement here. 

Mr. McKELLAR. At what salary? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I think he came at a salary of $10,000 a 
year, but he was paid more up yonder. I am quite sure he is 
here largely from a sense of public duty, and because he is 
desired to be here by those who are looking after the public 
interest in connection with the Shipping Board vessels. He 
will have more direct jurisdiction over the actual operation 
of the ships; and I do not think any more capable man can be 
found in the country or one more thoroughly dependable in 
every way. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Flor- 
ida yield to the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I do. 

Mr. FESS. I notice a statement from the admiral with 
reference to the subject under discussion that I do not under- 
stand. He says that the “addition of two $18,000 salaries, 
25 course, does not add to our expenses.” I can not interpret 

at, 

Mr. FLETCHER. I do not know about that. I have not 
seen the statement to which the Senator refers. I did not 
hear Admiral Palmer's testimony. Admiral Palmer has not 
said one word to me about this matter, one way or the other. 
I do not know just how he arrives at that conclusion. I sup- 
pose it means that the appropriation will be sufficient to 
cover it, or it may mean, and very likely does mean, that in 
securing those two men at $18,000 apiece he is able to dispense 
with the service of five or six others who are not worth what 
they are now getting. > 

Mr. McKELLAR. But he has those two men now. 

Mr. FLETCHER. No. 

Mr. McKELLAR. If those two men are the men that the 
Senator represents them to be—and I have no reason to believe 
that they are not—the Senator does not mean to say that 
they will be supermen at $15,000 and take the piace of four 
or five others, but will not do it at a salary of $10,000? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I do not say they will not do it, and 
I have no authority for saying what they will or will not do, 
but I do know that these men are worth this amount of money 
wherever they are and whatever they may undertake to do. 

Mr. McKELLAR. What does the second man, Mr. David- 
son, do? 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Davidson was at one time connected 
with the United Fruit Co, 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield to me, 
I desire to say that I have found Admiral Palmer’s explana- 
tion. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. FESS. Referring to Admiral Cone it is said: 

It is through his personal and aggressive efforts that we reduced 
$700,000. in the salaries of personnel alone for the last 10 months 
of the calendar year 1924. In the month of January just completed 
he made another reduction of $100,000 in annual salaries— 
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Making a saving of $800,000 through the employment of this 
one man. 

Mr. FLETCHER. It has been largely Admiral Cone’s work 
to ent down or reduce the overhead and to get this whole 
undertaking on a business basis. 7 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I will yield in just a moment. I desire 
to say that it is nót a question of what these men want; it is 
not a question of whether they will leave or whether they will 
stay; but it is a question of whether they merit and deserve 
this salary. That is the whole question. Do we desire to 
keep a man simply because he is public spirited enough to serve 
for half what he is worth, when he can by stepping outside get 
twice as much as we pay him? Is that what we desire to do? 
The question is, Do these men deserve this amount of com- 
pensation; do they merit it? My contention is that they do. 
As the chairman has just stated, Admiral Cone was getting 
nearly twice or more than twice what he is getting now when 
he came to the Emergency Fleet Corporation, 

Mr. McKELLAR. What was his salary and where was he 
employed? 

Mr. FLETCHER. 
Steamship Line. 

Mr. McKELLAR. And the Government paid him more than 
that? 

Mr. KING. My recollection is he was getting $12,000 a year. 
I should like to say to the Senator, with his permission 

Mr, FLETCHER. The chairman said he was getting more; 
I do not know as to that, but I am quite sure he was getting very 
considerably more, and I do not know but more than it is pro- 
posed to pay him under this bill, 

Mr. KING. I am sure that some of these reductions com- 
prised in the $700,000 and $100,000 amounts just mentioned 
by the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Fess] have resulted from the 
withdrawal from service of a number of boats. There are only 
342 boats now operated by the Shipping Board or the Emer- 
gency Fleet Corporation, and some of these are inconsequential, 
insignificant boats. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I thought the number was 317. 

Mr. KING. Three hundred and seventeen; that is right. 
They are diminishing the number of boats in operation. Then, 
too, they are handling more of the boats under the MO—4 con- 
tract as modified, and the MO—4 contract as modified transfers 
expense from the Shipping Board and the Emergency Fleet 
Corporation to the operators, They are leaving to the oper- 
ators the selection of the personnel, and the operators, who 
are getting their 7 per cent upon outgoing cargo and 344 per 
cent upon all incoming cargo, are not as much concerned about 
economies as they should be. ‘Therefore it is perfectly clear 
that some of these reductions apparently result from the trans- 
fer from one to the other. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I think that the reductions have been 
real and the saving has been real. I am told that they expect 
to reduce their overhead as much as a million dollars next 
year. That is the kind of work that is going on. The MO—4 
contract never did meet with my approval, but an effort is 
being made now to modify that contract so as to have the oper- 
ators assume certain responsibilities and have a certain 
amount at stake. Under the old contract they had nothing 
at stake, and they received their commissions whether a vessel 
made. money or whether it did not, but it is proposed to 
modify that contract, and, in some respects, I think, already 
it has been modified. They have reduced the number of oper- 
ators from something like 300 down to 21, and are getting 
better results. They are now getting, of course, men who are 
experienced in the business. They have not abandoned any 
route; they haye not abandoned any service up to this time; 
but they are getting better results, They have employees 
who know more about the business. I do not think it is 
going to be necessary to abandon any route. If I thought it 
were necessary to abandon any route in order to come within 
this $24,000,000, T would move to increase the appropriation, 
because I do not think it is fair to the people of this country 
that the routes which have been established under the order 
of Congress should be abandoned or that the service should 
be in any wise crippled. We ought to furnish the ships that 
are necessary to serve our commerce from every port that can 
furnish the business. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 
Florida yield to the Senator from Virginia? 

Mr. FLETCHER, I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. GLASS. I would like to ask the Senator if it is not 
a fact that when the Goyernment goes into competition with 
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private enterprise it finds itself on a different basis of com- 
petition for talent and skill than when the Government con- 
fines itself to what we regard as exclusively Government en- 
terprises? In other words, when the Senator from Tennessee 
speaks of the enormons excess in these salaries, I should like 
to inquire what private ship owners pay to their employees 
who are charged with similar duties in kindred work? 

Mr, FLETCHER. They are paid very much more than is 
proposed here. 

Mr. GLASS. That is what I should assume. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Undoubtedly. 

Mr. GLASS. And when Senators here denounce salaries 
and characterize the Government as engaging in extrava- 
gance, it seems to me that they ought to consider the fact that 
skill and talent of a peculiar nature are subject to the law 
of supply and demand, and when the Government has to com- 
pete for talent of this kind the Government ought to pay what 
private concerns. pay, or certainly approximately what private 
concerns pay. i 

Mr. FLETCHER. That seems to me to be sound and reason- 
able. There is not any question that Mr. Davidson is an ex- 
perienced shipping man. He has been connected in a very 
responsible position with the United Fruit Co. Those living 
in California and Florida are now very much interested in 
trying to move their citrus fruits to foreign markets, and they 
should like very well, I think, to have a man who knows some- 
thing about the shipping of fruits connected with the Ship- 
ping Board. I merely mention that ine dentally; but the 
United Fruit Co. is a big concern, a successful concern, and 
operates a great many ships—their own vessels, of course— 
carrying largely their own products. A man who has held 
a responsible position with them is not a man who is going 
around begging for somebody to give him a job, and he is not 
a man that we can expect to engage for good and faithful 
energetic work without paying him a reasonable compensa- 
tion. I do not think there is any question that that man can 
easily get $18,000 a year. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. What is the salary paid him? 

Mr. FLETCHER. Eighteen thousand dollars. He is one of 
the two provided for in the amendment. I yield to the Senator 
from Ohio. } 

Mr. FESS. Admiral Palmer said when he was before the 
committee that he was getting much more than that with the 
Fruit Co, before he entered the Government service. 

Mr. FLETCHER, I imagine that is so. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Is he with the Fruit Co. now? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I think he has agreed to enter the Gov- 
ernment service. I do not know whether he has actually en- 
tered on the duties of his office there or not. Admiral Cone is 
there. : 

Mr. McKELLAR. My understanding is that both were there 
at $10,000 a year. I agree with the Senator from Virginia 
that we should have skill and ability, but it seems to me that 
we are getting skill and ability at the same figures, because 
these gentlemen are perfectly willing to serve at the present 
salaries. 

Mr. GLASS. My friend from Tennessee a while ago was 
lamenting that Mr. Sheedy—tI believe that is his name—was 
remaining in the employ of the Shipping Board notwithstand- 
ing his salary had been reduced from $35,000 to $18,000, but 
it turns out that he is not remaining—that he has gone on 
the other side, and gets a very much higher salary than was 
paid him here. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Not at all; but he is now, according to 
my information, in the employ of the Shipping Board as its 
representative in London. He is on the other side, but he is 
still working for the Shipping Board at $18,000. 

Mr. GLASS. I understood the chairman to say otherwise. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The chairman is mistaken about that. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I may or may not be mis- 
taken, The Senator from Tennessee, of course, can not be. I 
may have to admit for the sake of argument that he is right. 
As to the matter of the maintenance of salary for Mr. Sheedy, 
it certainly is a very necessary thing, if Mr. Sheedy is wanted, 
to give him at least a fair salary. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The hearings show that he is in London 
at $18,000 a year. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I can assure the Senator from 
Virginia and the chairman of the committee that Mr. Sheedy, 
when his health failed here in part, was sent by Admiral 
Palmer over to the other side, and he is there now, drawing 
the same salary, and working for the Emergency Fleet Cor- 
poration, 
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Mr. GLASS. I accept the statement of the chairman of the 
committee. In any event, if Mr. Sheedy is worth $18,000 a 
year I am in favor of paying it to him. 

Mr. FLETCHER. That is the whole question here—whether 
these men, or men who are required to fill their positions in 
connection with the work of the Emergency Fleet Corporation, 
are worth $18,000 a year. It is not a question of whether they 
will quit and seek engagements elsewhere. -It is not a question 
of whether they can have that amount of money paid from 
some other source altogether, although there is not any doubt 
in my mind that either of those gentlemen could command a 
salary in excess of $18,000 if he should undertake fo start out 
and look for it. I am quite sure they are worth that amount of 
money. 

Mr. GLASS. The only reason why the Government gets some 
of us here in the Senate as $7,500 a year is because there is so 
much competition. i 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I had not intended to take 
up this much time. I want to see the Senator from Wyoming 
proceed with his bill and get through with it, but I feel that 
this amendment is a wise amendment, especially now, when 
we have put these additional responsibilities and duties on 
the Emergency Fleet Corporation, calling for this class of 
men to conduct their affairs down there and direct things. 
We can not expect to get the right kind of men if we do not 
pay them fair salaries. If we do not keep these men and get 
inferior men, or if we do not get any at all, the whole enter- 
prise will suffer. 

I feel that it is important now to test out this thing. Let 
us see what the Emergency Fleet Corporation is going to be 
able to do in pursuance of the resolution which was passed 
last December, transferring to them the details and many of 
the duties that theretofore the Shipping Board had been 
undertaking to perform. The Shipping Board has plenty to 
do without undertaking to operate the ships. I regret very 
much that they have not done many things that we have 
authorized them to do and pointed out to them that they should 
do, things of a regulatory character, rules and regulations, 
things of an administrative character, things of an investiga- 
tive character, to find out the conditions of shipping the world 
over, and what they can recommend to us in the way of regu- 
lation, or any other action on our part that would strengthen 
our merchant marine and make it more possible for us to 
build up an adequate marine. 

All those things the Shipping Board has in band under the 
law, and I think perhaps it is quite wise to intrust at. least 
a good portion of the whole work of operating the ships to 
another agency and hold that agency responsible in a proper 
way to the head organization, which is the Shipping Board. 
They have done that now. Admiral Palmer is president of 
the Fleet Corporation. Admiral Cone is his assistant and gen- 
eral manager of a certain portion of the work, Mr. Davidson 
is wanted te take charge of a certain other field in connection 
with the operation of the ships. The other men who are 
drawing these salaries are also men of experience and high 
eharacter and splendidly equipped to discharge those duties. 
We can not expect to retain that kind of men without paying 
somewhere approaching what they can get outside and what 
they are worth. I put the thing purely on merit, and I men- 
tion these conditions as showing that there is justification for 
asking for these additional men at this additional pay. 

Mr. President, with reference to the merchant marine gen- 
erally I shall haye some views to submit, perhaps, later. I 
shall not take the time to do so now, but, among other things, 
we ought to build up in this country a desire on the part of 
our people to encourage our own merchant marine, to pat- 
ronize it where we can, and to lend support, moral and other- 
wise, to our ships and our efforts to establish an American 
merchant marine. 

Some time ago former Senator Thomas, of Colorado, went 
abroad. He traveled on the Leviathan. He wrote a letter to 
the Senator from Washington [Mr. Jones], dated November 
19, 1924, and sent me a copy of it. Afterwards he gave me 
permission to make any use of it that I might see fit, I am 
going to ask to have that letter inserted in the Recorp. I 
shall not take the time to read it now; but Senator Thomas 
points ont some of the difficulties with which we have to con- 
tend. Foreign interests are all the while doing what they 
can to shake confidence in our merchant marine and throw 
obstacles in the way of its successful operation, Foreign coun- 
tries support their shipping. The shippers specify that the 
cargoes are to be carried in their ships wherever they can. 
Americans, as a general thing, have not taken very much 
interest in that; and it will be a great influence and a great 
help if we can arouse our people to an appreciation of the 


importance of an adequate American merchant marine and 
get them behind this great undertaking. 

I ask to have this letter printed in the Recorp, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered, 

The letter is as follows: 


2400 Sixtresru Sr. NW., 
Washington, D. C., November 19, 1924. 
Hon. Westey L. Jones, 
Chairman Senate Committee. on Commerce, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dran SENATOR Jones: A recent voyage to and from Europe on 
the U. S. S. Leviathan, and some of the experiences due to it, have 
prompted me to send you this communication, a copy of which I am 
also forwarding to the Shipping Board and to the United States Cham- 
ber of Commerce. It may be a mere repetition of conditions with 
which you are already familiar, in which event it will at least do no 
harm. 

At the outset, I wish to emphasize the efficiency and the loyalty to 
the service of the officers and crews upon the boats belonging to the 
United States Lines. No more capable or better organized service can 
be found afloat, The discipline of the crews and the employees is of 
the highest order. The cabins are large, roomy, and well furnished; 
the table is perfect, and the attention all that the most fastidious 
traveler could demand or expect. The boats are always on time in 
the absence of unusual and unavoldable mishaps, which are very rare, 
while the facilities for accommodating the public are equal to those of 
any competing line. ` 

Notwithstanding these conditions and the pride which every Ameri- 
can should take in the standards and character of the United States 
Line, it is not receiving the encouragement and the patronage to which 
it is justly entitled and which it actually needs. On the contrary, it 
is a subject of disparagement at home and abroad, and in large de- 
gree, of neglect from that very class of tourists who should take pride 
in giving it all the patronage they have to bestow. I do not think I 
exaggerate when I affirm that this line is the subject and may be- 
come the victim of a system of propaganda inspired by and operated 
in the interest of foreign competing lines through agencies which are 
very effective in America, 

Early in the season of 1924 the Leviathan grounded in a mud bank 
off New York Harbor and was taken to the dry dock at Boston for 
inspection and repair. The incident was made the subject of disparag- 
ing discussion all over the United States, The injury to the boat was 
greatly exaggerated and the general impression created that the acci- 
dent was due to inefficiency, or possible or probable carelessness. As a 
matter of fact, the injury was very slight and easily repaired, the boat 
being out of commission but a very few days. During the same season 
the Aquitania, if I remember correctly, encountered a similar mishap, 
which was barely noticed by the press, although quite as serious as that 
befalling the Leviathan. r 

Early last August the Leviathan broke a propeller blade, in conse- 
quence of which it was compelled to repair to the dry dock at Boston, 
where a new propeller was substituted with fuch skill and speed that 
the boat returned to New York and sailed for Europe at 6 o'clock on 
the day previously scheduled for its departure. It was a remarkable 
feat, for which the highest commendation should be given to the officers 
of the boat and those in charge of the repairs; but, so far as I know, 
beyond the fact that the boat sailed almost on schedule time no com- 
ment was made of It, 

In September following this boat repaired to Boston, as previously 
announced, and was equipped with an entire new set of propellers, 
which delayed its subsequent sailings just a week. The new propeller 
equipment was a necessary improvement and is common to other boats 
of other lines, yet a Boston paper took occasion because of the fact to 
ridicule the Leviathan as an ocean liner, condemn the Goverument for 
Its efforts to continue the United States Line in commission, and called 
for the abandonment of the enterprise. About the same time the 
papers in the space of half a dozen lines in an obscure place informed 
the public that the Berengaria had lost one of its propellers in a recent 
voyage from New York to Southampton. 

During a stay of three months in Europe I heard no word of criticism 
of the United States Lines from any person who had patronized it, but 
there was au atmosphere of disapproval of the line almost everywhere 
prevalent, which must have been created to its disadvantage by those 
interested in its disappearance from the ocean, 

Of course, a considerable proportion of the traveling public patronizes 
other steamship lines because they dispense liquor on board ship, while 
the United States Line does not. If the sentiment for prohibition is 
half as strong in America as it pretends to be, the absence of the bar 
upon American vessels should be a recommendation; but I have yet to. 
hear of an American patronizing his own line because it represents his 
view of the liquor question. 

I noticed, too, that the British press never loses an opportunity to 
commend the officers of the Cunard, White Star, and other British 
steamship companies. No more capable, faithful, or courteous officer 
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than Capt. Henry Hartley, of the Leviathan, ever commanded a vessel. 
He is a fine product of American seamanship and the equal of any 
officer of the same rank anywhere, but he receives scant notice from the 
American press and none whatever from that of other countries. 

Now, there is no reason in the world why the United States Line 
can not be as prosperous and as successful as any of its competitors. 
All that it needs is the patronage of the American traveler and the 
support of the American press. It is humiliating to realize that in 
this day when the reestablishment of a merchant marine seems to be 
80 dear to us all that the last great effort in behalf of the cause 
sliould encounter so much indifference from the public and actual hos- 
tility from the press. These must be overcome if the dream of a 
restored merchant marine is to be realized, and I sincerely hope that 
the subject may this winter receive some helpful consideration from 
those in authority. 

Very respectfully and sincerely yours, 
C. S. Troms, 


Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I do not wish to take time 
that other Senators may desire to take, except to remark that 
this whole matter of the Shipping Board and the Emergency 
Fleet Corporation is an orphan that was left on our doorstep 
by the late war. We have taken it up and have been nursing 
it along the line that it is going to provide for the merehant 
marine that has been before Congress since long before I came 
here, perhaps since before I was born, and is still an undecided 

uestion. 

3 The progress that has been made since Admiral Palmer took 
charge here has been remarkable, and the reduction in ex- 
penses has been the most remarkable feature of it all, except 
the one of increasing trade that has followed his efforts. He 
has reduced expenses to a point where we are appropriating 
in one direction some $14,000,000 and in another direction 
$8,000,000 less than we were formerly appropriating. He is 
maintaining all the routes, although taking off some 40 ves- 
sels, but touching at all the different points with the smaller 
number of vessels, Therefore, with greater speed and better 
management, he touches at all these points, secures more 
freight and more passengers, and is leading up to what it 
seems to me may be eventually, and not so many years hence, & 
merchant marine that may not be costly, although the mer- 
chant marine and passenger travel of other countries, as is 
well known, enjoys the benefit of subsidies. 

I am very much interested in this amendment providing for 
seven of these positions instead of five. The fact that the 
men who are to get these two positions—Mr. Cone and Mr. 
Davidson—are men of good experience, although working here 
for the comparatively small amount they get, ig largely due 
to their ambition to see what they can do for the United States 
in its extremity with the Shipping Board and Emergency 
Fleet Corporation, to adapt them to our wants, and 
to obtain a favorable and a favorite merchant marine. 

I hope the amendment may be agreed to. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I am not so sure but that 
this amendment is subject to a point of order, It is certainly 
new legislation, The rule is as follows, I read from Rule XVI 
as amended. 


The Committee on Appropriations shall not report an appropriation 
bill containing amendments proposing new or general legislation, and 
if an appropriation bill is reported to the Senate containing amend- 
ments proposing new or general legislation, a point of order may be 
made against the bill and, if the point is sustained, the bill shall be 
recommitted to the Committee on Appropriations. 


Unquestionably this is new legislation. Without it these 
salaries can not be granted.. It requires legislation to do what 
it is here proposed to do. I think unquestionably the amend- 
ment is subject to a point of order, though I frankly admit I 
am not a parliamentarian. I am just quoting the language as 
it appears in the rule. Therefore, I make the point of order 
against this amendment. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, the amendment is not sub- 
ject to a point of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is ready to rule. 

The Chair is of the opinion that whatever legislation exists 
on this subject is found only in an appropriation bill, which 
is not a continuing statute, and merely provides the means 
for maintaining an executive department of the Government for 
one year. ‘The point of order is overruled. 

The question is on agreeing to the amendment proposed by 
the committee. 

Mr, KING. Mr. President, before a vote is taken upon the 
bim I desire to submit a few observations in regard to the 
Shipping Board and its activities. Before so doing I want to 
briefly refer to the statement made by the Senator from Vir- 
ginia [Mr. Grass] a moment ago in which he referred to Mr, 


Sheedy. As I understood him, Mr. Sheedy is no longer con- 
nected with the Emergency Fleet Corporation or the Shipping 
Board, but is occupying a responsible position with some pri- 
vate shipping concern in Hurope. My recollection of the tes- 
timony is entirely different. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr, President, I have aecepted the state- 
ment of the Senator. 

Mr. KING. I have no doubt the Senator has accepted it, but 
Iam going to put it in the RECORD. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator accepted it with reservations 
made to me, and the Senator's reservations were entirely 
wrong. 

Mr. KING. I thank the Senator, but desire to have the 
matter accurately put in the RECORD. 

Mr. McKELLAR, The Senator accepted it with reserva- 
tions made to me, and the Senator's reservations were entirely 
wrong. } 

Mr. KING. I have here a record of the testimony given be- 
fore the subcommittee of the House Committee on Appropria- 
tions, and on page 530 will be found a statement by Mr. 
Palmer as follows: 


The next one is Mr. Sheedy. Mr. Sheedy was our operating man- 
ager. That is, be had the supervision of the actual operations of the 
ships all oyer the world. He had been on a $25,000 salary. 

Very shortly after I came In, he was on the sick list for a consider- 
able time. His doctor said that he was overworked and that he should 
take a rest. He went away, came back, stayed for a month or more, 
and the doctor directed that he should leave again; that he was then 
physically unable to stand the strain. 

That could not continue with the kind of business we had. We 
had to have somebody who was there all the time. 

I looked around after I came into this position and could not find 
a man available that we could send to Europe. When Mr. Sheedy's 
health was such that we could not depend upon him being present 
here all the time—tit is a position that means going night and day 
I decided to send him abroad, to take the position which it was neces- 
sary for us to establish. 


Mr. WARREN. The Senator will not overlook the fact that 
Mr. Sheedy was getting $25,000, but was reduced to $18,000 a 
year or so ago, and accepted that reduction because of his 
desire to build and help through this great corporation, the 
largest corporation in the world. 

Mr, KING. I continue the reading: 


This position is a very important one, but not as strenuous physi- 
cally as that of operating vice president. He had been with us, as I 
say, at $25.000 and I had reduced this to $18,000, together with the 
other vice president. He went abroad at that salary. 


Mr. Palmer continues, stating that Mr. Sheedy still holds this 
position abroad with the Emergency Fleet Corporation. 

Mr. President, the Shipping Board has been the subject of 
stormy debates both in the House and in the Senate ever since 
its organization. It has provoked controversies both in Con- 
gress and throughout the country. Perhaps no governmental 
agency has been the subject of such violent criticism and de- 
nunciation as the Shipping Board, with the Emergency Fleet 
Corporation as an associate. During the war an investigation 
was ordered and a great mass of testimony taken which tended 
to show inefiiciency, gross incompetency, and an unparalleled 
waste of publie funds. y 

Since the war the Shipping Board and the Emergency Fleet 
Corporation have been constantly before the publie and their 
alleged transgressions and inefäciency have been the subject of 
almost continuous investigations. I feel sure that no one can 
read the testimony given before the various committees of the 
House and Senate without being convinced that these organ- 
izations have been mismanaged and that through incompe- 
tency and inefficiency hundreds of millions of dollars have been 
wasted. Undoubtedly many frauds have been committed by 
subordinates and employees, and the entire enterprise can be 
denominated a huge and colossal failure. An investigation 
ordered by the House of Representatives during this Congress, 
and which has not yet been completed, as I am advised, has 
confirmed the statements which I have made. Unfortunately 
the investigations and criticisms have produced no satisfactory 
results. Indeed, it seems as though these organizations have 
grown more inefficient the more they were investigated. At 
any rate, promised reforms have not been effected and the 
assets of the corporations have been reduced to a shockingly 
low value. 

More than $3,500,000,000 have been expended by the Shipping 
Board and the Emergency Fleet Corporation and their assets 
would not to-day sell for more than $100,000,000 to $200,000,000. 
If the debts of the corporations were paid and liquidation now 
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brought about it is doubtful whether there would be a hundred 
million dollars to be covered into the Treasury of the United 
States. So it can be said that the Government has lost sub- 
stantially the entire amount appropriated, viz, the stupendous 
sum of $3,500,000,000. 

We are asked now to appropriate $34,000,000 to meet the 
operating expenses for the next fiscal year. These organiza- 
tions are selling property, as they have been authorized to sell 
in the past, using and expending funds derived from the vari- 
ous sales, and yet the Government is compelled to appropriate 
from year to year enormous sums to meet operating expenses. 
I submit, Mr. President, that the record of these organizations 
must bring chagrin and humiliation to those who are interested 
in building up a merchant marine and to those who are inter- 
ested in their country's welfare. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KING. I yield. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator understands that all of the 
duties of the Shipping Board have now been transferred to the 
Emergency Fleet Corporation. The Shipping Board virtually 
has nothing to do with the present operation or control of the 
American merchant marine. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, the Senator has stated the facts 
substantially correctly, and in order that there may be no mis- 
apprehension in the matter it may be well to put in the 
Record just the form in which the abdication of its functions 
by the Shipping Board was accomplished and the deliberate 
resolution adopted by it under which it renounced its functions 
and transferred them to the Emergency Fleet Corporation. I 
call attention to the Eighth Annual Report of the United States 
Shipping Board for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1924, which 
is the latest report of this organization. I read from page 7 
of the report: 


The shipping act, 1916, provided for the creation of a corporation, 
owned and controlled by the board, to which could be delegated the 
technical details of operation of the board vessels. The merchant 
marine act of 1920 specifically authorized the Shipping Board to 
exercise its authority where not otherwise provided either directly 
or through the Emergency Fleet Corporation. The board, therefore, 
had delegated to the Emergency Fleet Corporation certain powers by 
resolution of September 30, 1921, to the following effect— 


I shall not read all the resolution, but direct attention to 
the following: 


Resolved, That it is the sense of the United States Shipping Board 
that its chairman should retire as president and that its members 
should retire as trustees of the said United States Shipping Board 
Emergency Fleet Corporation, and that there should forthwith be 
elected a separate president and a separate board of trustees for 
the said United States Shipping Board Emergency Fleet Corporation. 


Mr. McKELLAR, Mr. President, if the Senator will permit 
me, I think it was probably within the last three or four 
months that a resolution was adopted by the Shipping Board 
transferring all of its powers and duties, except probably the 
inconsequential ones, to the Emergency Fleet Corporation, and 
the Shipping Board itself now virtually has nothing to do with 
the American merchant marine. They have turned over all 
their powers and duties, apparently, or practically all of them, 
to the Emergency Fleet Corporation, 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I am familiar with the resolution 
which was passed on January 10, 1924, and I purpose calling 
the attention of the Senate to that resolution. But I should 
first direct attention to the resolution which was adopted at an 
anterior date, because the two resolutions are connected. The 
first resolution, and the one from which I was just reading, 
proceeds further to state that the United States Shipping Board 
Emergency Fleet Corporation shall have charge of— 
the operation, maintenance, repair, and reconditioning of vessels, pro- 
vided that no established line shall be discontinued, or new line estab- 


lished, or allocation of passenger vessels made, without the approval 
of the United States Shipping Board. 


Then the power is given to the Emergency Fleet Corporation 
to complete the construction of certain vessels, and so forth. 

Then, on January 10, 1924, the Shipping Board passed a reso- 
lution which was amendatory of the resolution of September, 
1921, to which I have just called attention, and in this last 
resolution the board transferred to the Emergency Fleet Cor- 
poration practically all of its duties, as stated by the Senator 
from Tennessee. The resolution in part reads as follows: 

1. The selection, employment, or removal of all officers and em- 
ployees of the Emergency Fleet Corporation and their compensation 
shall be under the control of the board of trustees and/or officers of 
that corporation In the manner provided for in the by-laws of said cor- 


poration: Provided, however, That the salaries and other compensation 
of the officers and of the trustees shall be subject to the approval of 
the board: And provided further, The employment of counsel ard 
all litigation shall remain under the control of the Shipping Board, 
which shall assign to the Emergency Fleet Corporation such attorneys 
as may be needed by the president of the Emergency Fleet Corporation 
for the proper conduct of its business. 

2. The management, operation, maintenance, and repair of vessels, 
including ordinary reconditioning of vessels. 

3. The establishment and operation of lines and routes which the 
Shipping Board, under the powers conferred upon it by section 7 of 
the merchant marine act, 1920, has heretofore authorized and directed 
or may hercafter authorize and direct. No established line shall be dis- 
continued or new line established or allocation of passenger vessels 
made without the approval of the United States Shipping Board. 

4. The completion or conclusion of any construction work upon ves- 
sels which has heretofore been begun or has been authorized by the 
United States Shipping Board. s 

5. The sale of vessels (except to allens) at such prices and on such 
terms and conditions as the United States Shipping Board may pre- 
scribe or approve, 

6. The operation and sale of housing projects, real estate, railroad, 
and other similar property, subject to confirmation by the United States 
Shipping Board before any final contract of sale is made, 

7. The operation and sale of dry docks; all sales at such prices and 
on such terms and conditions as the United States Shipping Board may 
prescribe or approve. 

8. The custody and sale of all other property and materials. 

9. All accounting tor the Emergency Fleet Corporation. 

10. The insurance of vessels and other property in its custody, and 
matters pertaining to insurance, subject, however, to the control and 
supervision of the board with respect to the placing of insurance. 

11. The operation of piers and pier facilities owned or leased by the 
Shipping Board and at present used by its vessels, and the operation 
of such other pliers and pier facilities as may be transferred to it by 
the Shipping Board. 

12. The disbursement and expenditure of all moneys arising out of 
operation, and such other funds as may be allotted to it from appro- 
priations heretofore made to the Shipping Board, or which may here- 
after be made to the Shipping Board, and also moneys arising from 
appropriations hereafter made by Congress for the exclusive use of the 
Emergency Fleet Corporation. 

13. The leasing and rental of offices, warehouses, dock and storage 
facilities deemed essential by it for its business and for its terminal 
facilities, but no lease for a period exceeding one year shall be mado 
without the consent of the Shipping Board, 

14. The settlement, including payments or collections, of all matters 
arising out of the above-mentioned powers before or after the date of 
this resolution. 

15. All matters incidental to any of the foregoing powers, including 
the execution of contracts, charters, bills of sale, lenses, and other in- 
struments necessary or convenient to the exercise of such powers are 
hereby conferred upon the Emergency Fleet Corporation. 


Mr. KING. This resolution was construed by Mr. O'Connor, 
the chairman of the Shipping Board, in thè testimony which he 
gave before the House committee in December last year. With- 
out consuming the time of the Senate to read his testimony, I 
will say in brief that Mr. O'Connor, as I interpret his testi- 
mony, concedes that the Emergency Fleet Corporation has prac- 


tically unlimited authority in the operation of the ships, 


The Senator from Florida [Mr. FLETCHER] calls attention to 
the legal question involved in this attempt to delegate to the 
Emergency Fleet Corporation the powers of the Shipping Board, 
and, as I understand his position, it is-that such attempt was 
ultra vires; that Congress conferred certain powers upon the 
Shipping Board and it could not divest itself of these powers, 

Mr. President, I have examined with considerable care the 
hundreds, indeed thousands, of pages of testimony which are 
found in the various hearings which have taken place during 
the past six or seven years. I was interested in this great 
project of the Government and was distressed because of the 
incontrovertible evidence of the waste of money and the incom- 
petence which attended the administration of the activities of 
these two governmental agencies. I confess that I had but 
little confidence in the capacity of the Government to handle a 
great fleet of merchant vessels and expressed the view upon 
many occasions that failure would attend the enterprise. I did 
not think, however, the failure would be so colossal and the 
loss to the Government so stupendous. 

Of course, the fact must be taken into account that when 
the United States entered the war the demand for ships to 
carry our soldiers and cargoes to the shores of Europe was 80 
imperative that it was to be expected that the construction 
and operation of ships would be very costly. But no one con- 
ceived that the enterprise would fail so ignominously and that 
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such gross incompetence and inefficiency could be possible. I 
hate stated that all efforts to bring about reforms failed, and 
it is evident that the Government will soon be compelled to 
write off the entire amount and close the books and confess 
that its efforts have been defeated. Substantially all of the 
yessels which were constructed by the Shipping Board were 
completed after the war. However, the Government would 
have been chargeable with neglect almost amounting to crime 
if it had not in 1917 embarked upon a program to construct 
ships to aid in the prosecution of the war. I have been unable 
to understand why, after the armistice, reforms were not in- 
troduced by those in charge of the Shipping Board and why 
greater incompetency and inefficiency existed after that date 
than during the active construction of the ships in 1917-18. 
And I haye been unable to understand, in view of the facts 
elicited at the various hearings and investigations, when knowl- 
edge was brought home to those in charge of the Shipping 
Board that extravagance and waste honeycombed nearly every 
branch of the service and corruption existed in some of the de- 
partments and branches of the cdministration, why changes 
were not made and drastic reforms not inaugurated. 

Senators will remember that when President Harding was 
elected he reorganized the Shipping Beard and selected Mr. 
Lasker to control and direct its operations. Indeed, it was 
fully understood that Mr. Lasker was to have, and did exercise, 
full control. The other directors were given to understand 
that he had been selected because of his supposed ability and 
because of the confidence the President had in him to intro- 
duce reforms and end the great drains which were being made 
upon the Treasury to support the activities of the Shipping 
Board and the Emergency Fleet Corporation. 

Senators will remember that Mr. Lasker appeared before 
committees and condemned the situation of the board and the 
blunders and mistakes which it had made. As I recall, he 
said that everything was bad and, to use his expression, was 
“in a mess.” He charged that the accounts had been so kept 
that it was impossible to determine the condition of the cor- 
porations, the losses, the claims against them, and their assets 
and liabilities. He admitted, as I recall, that frands had been 
committed and that the methods employed in conducting the 
operations of the ships were indefensible and had resulted in 
enormous losses to the Government. He particularly con- 
demned the MO-4 contracts, which had been so prolific of 
frauds and had cost the Government tens of millions of 
dollars. 

Perhaps no stronger indictment has been drawn against the 
Shipping Board and its derelictions, transgressions, incompe- 
tencies, and so forth, than that submitted by Mr. Lasker. He 
claimed that he would inaugurate important reforms and put 
the enterprise upon a satisfactery, if not a paying, basis. He 
referred in his testimony to the fact that more than 
$3,300,000,000 had been expended in the attempt to establish a 
merchant marine; that several thousand vessels had been ac- 
quired and constructed; and at the time when he was testifying 
the number had been reduced to between 1,600 and 1,700. He 
testified that many of these vessels were useless and obsolete; 
that they should be scrapped; and, as I recall his testimony, 
that not more than five or six hundred of the entire number 
then owned by the Shipping Board were suitable for use. And 
he added that with respect to many of this number costly 
repairs were necessary before they could be put into commis- 
sion. He asked for an appropriation of a hundred million 
dollars for the first year of his administration in addition to 
all sums that might be obtained from the sale of properties, 
personal or real, owned by the Shipping Board. 

My recollection is that he stated that the inventories showed 
that the Shipping Board had title to property of the value of 
hundreds of millions of dollars, exclusive of the ships them- 
selves. The greater part of this property was to be sold. The 
Shipping Board also had claims aggregating millions of dollars 
against various corporations and individuals, and all sums 
obtained in settlement of these claims were likewise to be 
employed by him in the operations of the board. In other 
words, he sought authority to convert whatever assets the 
Shipping Board had into money, and to devote the same to 
meeting the costs of carrying on the operations of the Ship- 
ping Board. Notwithstanding that no interest was to be paid 
upon the capital, that millions of dollars were to be derived 
from the sale of surplus property, he still asked for and 
received, as I recall, $100,000,000 for the first year’s operations 
under his administration. 

I regret to state that the claims made by Mr. Lasker when 
he assumed control of the Shipping Board were not realized. 
Indeed, subsequent investigations seem to support the view 
that the condition of the Shipping Board and the Emergency 


Fleet Corporation progressively deteriorated. Certainly the 
value of the assets shrunk, and notwithstanding the enormous 
appropriations made by Congress, and which hare been made 
each year since Mr. Lasker took charge, the value of the 
property of the Shipping Board has diminished until to-day, 
as I have. indicated, if the corporations were required to 
liquidate, it is doubtful whether the Government would realize 
more than a hundred million dollars. 

I recall, when appropriations for the Shipping Board were 
being discussed at the time Mr. Lasker assumed control, the 
Senator from Washington [Mr. Joxes] appealed for support 
for this “final experiment,“ which, it was hoped, would save 
this governmental enterprise. He admitted all that was 
charged against the Shipping Board, but expressed the belief 
that Mr. Lasker would effect reforms and save the enterprise 
from destruction. Congress appropriated the amount de- 
manded, namely, $100,000,000, and since then has appropriated 
at least $150,000,000 more. These huge sums have all been 
lost. They have been consumed in expensive administration, 
in paying high salaries to thousands of unnecessary employees, 
and in settling the losses which resulted from mismanagement 
and incompetent administration. The picture is a sordid and 
a soiled one, It does not reflect any credit upon the Govern- 
ment. 

Mr. Lasker brought a Mr. Schlessinger from Chicago to head 
the legal department and surrounded him with scores of law- 
yers, to whom, in many instances, compensation disproportion- 
ate to the value of their services was paid. In addition, many 
lawyers were employed for special work, to whom very large 
fees were paid. 

The MO-4 contracts, which Mr. Lasker had so vehemently 
assailed and which he had charged reeked with corruption and 
were steeped in fraud and had resulted in enormous losses to 
the Government, he continued in force; and some of the indi- 
viduals and companies who held such contracts were permitted 
under his administration to retain the same. I might add 
that even to this date many of the ships are operated under 
these same discredited and condemned MO-4 contracts, 

Senators will recall that under these contracts the indi- 
yiduals and corporations holding them run no risks, They are 
paid a large percentage, based upon the volume of business done 
by the ships which are covered by their contracts. The Gov- 
ernment runs all the risks and they reap large rewards. In 
addition they were permitted to make contracts with chandlers 
and for repairs, and for the supplies and commodities used in 
operating the ships. Upon all of these contracts they received 
large commissions. These contracts were bad, inherently bad, 
and yet they have been continued, and the present adminis- 
tration still operates vessels under the terms of these con- 
demued agreements. 

Mr. Lasker appeared, after the hundred millions of dollars 
had been expended, and sought and obtained an additional 
appropriation. He confessed that the reforms which he had 
promised had not been effectuated and that conditions were 
still far from satisfactory. His reign ended, but the Shipping 
Board under his administration exhibited the same weaknesses 
and defects as had been so conspicuous in its previous exist- 
ence. And with the millions which have since been expended. 
and with the changes which have been made in the personnel 
and in the management, the situation of the Shipping Board 
and the Emergency Fleet Corporation has shown no improve- 
ment. 

The investigation which is now being conducted by the Com- 
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries of the House con- 
firms this view, and I submit demonstrates that there is no 
chance of rehabilitating or saving this enterprise. The patient 
is dying. It may be stimulated by further appropriations, and 
its life prolonged for a little season, but dissolution is inevit- 
able. Each session of Congress, when appropriation bills are 
being drawn up, representatives of these two corporations 
appear, They have some new plan and some new scheme and 
give the most cheerful assurance that with another appropria- 
tion all will be well and the enterprise will be brought to a 
high stage of perfection. 

Mr. President, as I have indicated, hundreds of millions of 
dollars of supplies have been sold and the proceeds eaten up 
by the Shipping Board. Hundreds of ships have been disposed 
of and the amounts derived therefrom have likewise been con- 
sumed in the operation of the Shipping Board. To-day there 
are less than 1,300 ships owned by these corporations, and 
only about 400 which are of any value. Recommendations have 
been made, as I recall, by officials of these corporations that 
many of the ships should be scrapped ; indeed that some should 
be taken out to sea and sunk. We are asked now to appropriate 
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$24,000,000 for the coming year. 
have the— 


entire. amount on hand July 21, 1925, but not in excess of the sum 
sufficient to meet obligations incurred prior to July 21 and then unpaid. 


How many millions of dollars will be derived from this 
source, perhaps no one can tell. The bill before us provides 
that in addition to the sources of revenue which T have enu- 
merated the Emergency Fleet Corporation shall receive 


so much of the total proceeds of all sales pertaining to liquidation 
received during the fiscal year 1926, but not exceeding $4,000,000, as 
is necessary to meet the expenses of liquidation, including also the cost 
of tieup and the salaries and expenses of the personnel. engaged in 
liquidation, 

Also: 

That portion of the special claims appropriation, contained in the 
independent offices appropriation act for the fiscal year 1923, com- 
mitted prior to July 1, 1923, and remaining unexpended on June 30, 
1925, shall continue available until June 80, 1926, for the same pur- 
poses and under the same conditions. 


Mr. President, no one reading the appropriation bill now un- 
der consideration can determine what will be expended by the 
Shipping Board and the Emergency Fleet Corporation for the 
coming year. They are to obtain the proceeds derived from the 
314 ships now in commission. They also have three or four 
other fountains from which to draw, as indicated on pages 27 
and 28 of the pending measure, and in addition they are au- 
thorized to use all funds derived from the sale of ships and 
other property and to expend $24,000,000 carried in the bill 
now under consideration. 

Mr. EDGE. Admitting what the Senator has said is sub- 
stantially correct, what is the Senators solution? We are 
faced with a decision, as I view it, to do one of the two things— 
either scrap the ships and tie them up or operate them. 
Assuming that the reports are correct, would the Senator go 
out of business or would he operate them as reasonably as 
possible? 

Mr. KING. The question of the Senator is a fair one and 
is pertinent in the discussion of the activities of the Shipping 
Board and the Emergency Fleet Corporation: I confess. that 
it is difficult to determine just what course should now be pur- 
sued. We have blundered along for so many’ years and have 
squandered so much money that we are like the traveler who 
plods toward the summit, hoping soon to reach the top and 
look out upon the promised land. It may be a rash statement 
to make, but I shall hazard it because I have made it over and 
over again during the past five or six years.. As I recall, the 
Senator from New Jersey made a similar statement a number 
of years ago, namely, that the vessels, title to which was held 
by these corporations, should be sold to Americans under 
stipulations and provisions that they should be held by Ameri- 
cans and operated under the American flag. 

Immediately after the Republicans came into power in 
March, 1920, I urged the Senator from Washington [Mr. 
Jones], the chairman of the Committee on Commerce, to formu- 
late a bill authorizing the sale of all property, including the 
vessels owned by the Shipping Board. A number of vessels had 
been sold about that time at prices ranging from $175 to $225 
per ton. 

It is true that only partial payments had been made, the 
Shipping Board taking mortgages upon the ships or reserving 
title until full payment was made. It is quite likely that all 
of the ships could not have been sold for cash, but it is certain 
that all vessels which had any utility or any value could have 
been sold at that time at prices ranging from 8100 to $225 per 
ton, with cash payments of from $25 to $50 per ton for each 
vessel. And I should add that these transactions should have 
been made with American citizens or with corporations, the 
stock of which was owned by Americans. 

Senators will recall that freight rates and passenger rates 
were high at that time and large profits were being made by 
those companies which were operating vessels in a business- 
like and efficient manner. During the war and for some time 
thereafter those engaged in the shipping business derived large 
profits upon their investments. It was not then anticipated 
that there would be so great a slump in the shipping business 
and many Americans were willing to purchase the Shipping 
Board's vessels, providing first payments were not too great 
and liberal terms were granted for meeting the remaining pay- 
ments. The Shipping Board owned at that time, as E recall, 
between nine and ten million tons. If sales had been made at 
$25 per ton, it would have been of great advantage to the 
Government. But that was not done. A law was enacted 


In addition they are to 


which has proven most unsatisfactory. I predicted when it 
was under discussion that it would be construed as an attempt 
upon the part of the Government to engage in the shipping 
business in competition with private persons, and that for an 
indefinite period the Government would be required to make 
appropriations to meet the annual deficits resulting from goy- 
ernmental operation of its so-called merchant marine. 

Mr. EDGE. I merely rose to observe that I do not differ 
greatly with the Senator's observations in that regard. I be- 
lieved at that time that under certain restrictions, with Ameri- 
can ownership and operation and continuation of freight rates, 
we should have sold them. In other words, about $3,000,000,000 
in value, as I recall the figures, has been reduced to about 
$300,000,000. 

Mr. KING. I do not think that all the ships now owned by 
the Emergency Fleet Corporation and the Shipping Board could 
be sold for $300,000,000. 

Mr. EDGE. I rather question that figure. It is less than 
that, perhaps; but those of us who believed, as we all did un- 
doubtedly, in the maintenance of an American merchant ma- 
rine, and who believed in doing what was apparently necessary 
with the other maritime nations of the world—grart a sub- 
sidy—L think wouid very much prefer to have allowed a sub- 
sidy of $30,000,000 to $50,000,000 a year during the past six 
years as compared with the loss of $2,750,000,000, which is 
represented in the present situation. 

Mr. KING. The payment of the subsidy mentioned would 
not have recouped the loss which the Government has sus- 
tained. I was opposed to the granting of a subsidy, because I 
believed it an unwise. policy economically; and I also regarded 
such a course as being in contravention of the Constitution. 
I was unwilling to tax the American people to pay subsidies to 
private shipping interests. 

Mr. EDGE. There is undoubtedly an honest difference of 
opinion as to the appropriateness of a subsidy; but the fact re- 
mains of the picture as painted so correctly by the Senator 
from Utah of present conditions as compared to what condi- 
tions: might have been with a subsidy that would possibly have 
insured a merchant marine on a basis at least that we could 
have pointed to it with some pride and satisfaction, rather 
than the defense we are now compelled to make of the present 
condition and situation. 

Mr. KING. The Senator from New Jersey, in my opinion, 
had the correct. view of the disposition which should be made of 
the property of the Shipping Board. If the vessels had been 
sold or given to private persons with reasonable limitations 
and restrictions as to the manner of operation, and so forth, 
most of those which were fit for ocean service would now be 
flying the American flag and plying. between American ports 
and the ports of many countries of the world. And, Mr. Presi- 
dent, they would be operating without subsidies. I think all 
Senators have been willing to pay American vessels generous’ 
compensation for carrying our foreign mail. Such payments 
are not subsidies, but mail contracts which have always been 
sought by the owners of ships, because they were regarded as 
most profitable. These payments are called subventions, but I 
insist they are not subsidies. 

Mr. EDGE. A subvention is a form of subsidy. 
a question as to how it is defined. 

Mr. KING. We have to pay anyway, may I say to the Sen- 
ator, for carrying the mails. We pay the railroads of our 
country tens of millions of dollars annually for carrying the 
mails. If the railroads were not used for this purpose, the: 
Government might be compelled to return to the days of the 
old stagecoach and use it to carry mails. 

Mr. EDGE. That is very true, but subsidies take many 
forms, subyentions, premiums for speed, extra amounts for 
carrying mail, and so forth, It is a matter of detail, of course, 
to work out; but, be that as it may, it has been found necessary, 
according to. my investigation, by every nation in the world. 
successfully maintaining a merchant marine to allow to it in 
some form or another, call it what you may, some governmental 
assistance, 

Mr. KING. I differ from the Senator as to that. The Sen- 
ator from Florida is accurate when he ed a few moments 
ago that Canada maintains an efficient merchant marine with- 
out the payment of subsidies. It is not my purpose to discuss 
the question of subsidies or their effect upon our merchant: 
marine or the eonstitutionality of the subsidy policy. That 
matter was debated for months when the ship subsidy bill was: 
before Congress a few months ago, and after full consideration 
the proposition was defeated. 

Mr. President, I believe we should change the entire personnel 
of the Shipping Board; get rid of thousands of unnecessary 
employees and select some suitable and competent persons to 
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dispose of all property of the Shipping Board and wind up its 
affairs at the earliest possible moment. If this course is not 
pursued, within a few months Congress will again be asked to 
appropriate millions of dollars more to meet the deficits of the 
Shipping Board and the Emergency Fleet Corporation. The 
activities of these organizations will grow less, Their assets 
will diminish, but they will still be a liability to the Govern- 
ment. 

The life of vessels, as Senators know, is brief. Most of the 
vessels are of unsatisfactory types; they were constructed 
under unfavorable conditions; changes in ships for cargo pur- 
poses are constantly being made, and new and better types of 
boats have been constructed in other countries since the war. 
Within a very few years the Shipping Board vessels will be 
obsolete. Many of them now have so deteriorated as to be 
incapable of service without important repairs being made. 
Within 5 to 10 years the ships will be practically valueless. I 
repeat, it would be better for the Government and better for 
American shippers, both those who export and those who 
import, if the few ships which the Government now owns were 
placed in the hands of private persons for operation. Of 
course, I annex to this statement the qualification that suitable 
limitations should be imposed upon those who take over or 
acquire such vessels. 

Mr. President, I feel sure that if Senators would read the 
annual report of the Shipping Board for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1924, they would have but little confidence in the ulti- 
mate success of this enterprise under governmental control. 
This report clearly indicates failure and disaster. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, will the Senator from Utah 
yield to me? 

Mr. KING. I yield. 

Mr. WARREN, I rather think the Senator from Utah will 
join me in the hope that the Shipping Board may succeed, 
and in believing that it will succeed, if we give it proper sup- 
port. 

While I am on my feet, I will ask the Senator a question. 
There has been considerable debate on the pending amend- 
ment, and there are four or five amendments still pending to 
the bill now before us, and I dare say the Senator from Utah 
does not wish that the bill shall go over until to-morrow, and 
I ask him if he is now ready to have taken up the remaining 
amendments to the bill, or does he wish more time? 

Mr, KING. The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Howrrz] has 
an amendment to offer, and I shall submit one before the 
bill is disposed of. I am willing to aid the Senator in having 
the bill before us disposed of at an early hour. I want to 
say in conclusion that there is nothing in the record of the 
Shipping Board and the Emergency Fleet Corporation, as that 
record is now presented, to giye any assurance even to those 
most optimistic, of the future of the adventure of the Gov- 
ernment into the shipping business. We ought not to accede 
to the demands of those in charge of these corporations to 
appropriate for the coming year $24,000,000. Of course, if the 
policy to continue the Shipping Board is to be followed, some 
appropriation must be made, but it should be reduced to an 
amount not exceeding $15,000,000. 

Mr. President, much could be said concerning the future of 
the merchant marine, but I am willing now to take a vote 
upon the amendment pending. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment proposed by the committee. [Putting the 
question.] By the sound the “ayes” seem to have it. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 


quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will call the 


roll. 
The roll was called, and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


Ball Fess Kin Sheppard 
Bayard Fletcher Lad Shipstead 
Bingham George McKellar Shortridge 
Brookhart Glass McKinley Simmons 
Broussard Gooding McLean Smith 
Bruce Marreld MeNar Smoot 
Bursum Harris Mayfield Spencer 
Butler Harrison Metcalf Stanfield 
Cameron Heflin Moses Sterling 
Capper Howell Norbeck Swanson 
Caraway Johnson, Calif. Overman Trammell 
Copeland Johnson, Minn, Pepper Walsh, Mont, 
Couzens Jones, N. Mex, Ph pps Warren 
Curtis Jones, Wash. Ralston Watson 
Dale Kendrick Ransdel? Wheeler 
Dial Keyes Robinson Willis 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixty-four Senators having 
answered to their names, a quorum is present. The question 
is on agreeing to the amendment proposed by the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 


The reading of the bill was resumed. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 
was, on page 29, line 25, before the word “ the,” to strike out 
“of” and insert “or”; and on page 30, at the end of line 8, 


to 1 85 out the word “act” and insert “ paragraph,” so as to 
read: 


That all claims of the Navy Department against the United States 
Shipping Board and the United States Shipping Board Emergency 
Fleet Corporation and all claims of the United States Shipping 
Board or the United States Shipping Board Emergency Fleet Cor- 
poration against the Nayy Department arising prior to July 1, 
1921, be canceled: Provided, That no claim on the part of the 
United States Shipping Board Emergency Fleet Corporation, or 
the Navy Department, as against any private individual, firm, 
association, or corporation other than the United States Shipping 
Board Emergency Fleet Corporation, is canceled or otherwise affected 
in any way by this paragraph. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was concluded. 

Mr. WARREN, Mr. President, I offer the amendment which 
I send to the desk. I was instructed by the committee to offer 
it. It is in the nature of legislation, but it is a very small 
matter, and puts back what we had in the bill last year. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
amendment, 

The Reaping CrerK, On page 6, after line 14, it is proposed 
to insert: 


Except for one person detailed for part-time duty in the district 
office at New York City, no details from any executive department or 
independent establishment in the District of Columbia or elsewhere 
to the commission’s central office in Washington or to any of its dis- 
trict offices shall be made during the fiscal year ending June 80, 1926; 
but this sball not affect the making of details for service as members 
of boards of examiners outside the immediate offices of the district 
secretaries, The Civil Service Commission shall have power in case 
of emergency to transfer or detail any of its employees herein pro- 
vided for to or from its office or field force. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Wyoming on be- 
half of the committee, 

Mr. KING. Mr, President, I raise the point of order against 
this amendment that it is new legislation, that it is legislation 
of a general character upon an appropriation bill, that it has 
not been estimated for by the Budget, and I am not sure 
whether it has been reported by a standing committee or not, 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, the Senator is entitled to 
make the point, of course. This is a small matter, however, 
and I think it is necessary. It merely prevents clerks from 
being detailed to the Civil Service Commission from other 
departments, so that they will have to use their own clerks and 
no more, except that they have the privilege of stationing one 
clerk in New York for work there. That is all there is to it. 

Mr. KING. Let me ask the Senator whether, from his inves- 
tigations, he feels that that is necessary and in the interest of 
economy? 

Mr. WARREN. It is the law to-day. 

Mr. KING. Then, under the statement of the Senator, I 
will withdraw the point of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment offered by the Senator from Wyoming on behalf 
of the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr. President, I offer the 
amendment which I sent to the desk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from New Mexico 
offers an amendment, which will be stated. 

The Reaprnc CLERK. On page 25, line 20, it is proposed 
to strike out “$9,500” and to insert “ $13,500, of which $4,000 
shall be immediately available to enable the Tariff Commission 
to have printed an edition of the Dictionary of Tariff Informa- 
tion.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment proposed by the Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I have no objection to that 
amendment, and I hope no point of order will be made against 
it. The matter has been called to the attention of the com- 
mittee since the bill was brought to the floor of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President, I offer the amendment which 
I send to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
stated. $ 


1925 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


3627 


The Reanna CLERK. On page 20, it is proposed to strike 
out lines 19 to 25, both inclusive, and on page 21, lines 1 to 
10, both inclusive. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr: President, I ask to have read the lines 
that are proposed to be stricken out. I have not a copy of the 
bill before me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. For the information of the 
Senate, the Chair will state that the amendment proposes to 
1 out all of the appropriation for the Railroad Labor 

oard. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, of course, I oppose the 
adoption of the amendment. This is an appropriation made 
by the House to continue in service the Labor Board, and to 
continue unchanged the laws respecting it. I hope the vote 
may be against the amendment. The matter can come up in 
due course by legislation. 

Mr. HOWELL addressed the Senate in support of his amend- 
ment. After having spoken for about 20 minutes, 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to the Senator from California? 

Mr. HOWELL. I yield. 


PUBLIC OAMP GROUNDS—ANGELES NATIONAL FOREST 


Mr. SHORTRIDGH. I ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate take up out of order House bill 9494, to enable the board of 
supervisors of Los Angeles County to maintain public camp 
‘grounds within the Angeles National Forest. For the informa- 
tion of Senators I may say that it involves no appropriation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the Senater from California? 

Mr. ROBINSON, What is the request? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The request of the Senator 
from California is that the Senate proceed to the consideration 
of House bill 9494. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I am compelled to make a point of order 
that the request is not now in order. 

Mr. WARREN. I did not object, the understanding being 
that the bill would lead to no debate. 

Mr. ROBINSON. What is the bill? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGD. It is a bill to enable the board of super- 
visors of Los Angeles County to maintain a public camp 
grounds within the Angeles National Forest. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I have no objection to its consideration. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
pid peas proceeded to consider the bill, which was read, as 

ollows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of Agriculture is hereby 
authorized, in his discretion, upon application by the board of super- 
visors of Los Angeles County, Calif., to designate and segregate, for 
recreation development, not to exceed 5,000 acres within the Angeles 
National Forest, Calif., which, in his opinion, are ayailable for such 
purposes, and to issue to the said board of supervisors, for the benefit 
of said county, a free permit authorizing the improvement, maintenance, 
and use of such lands for free public camp grounds under conditions 
which will allow the fullest use of the lands for recreational purposes 
without interfering with the objects for which the national forest was 
established. Such permit or permits shall remain in full force and 
effect as long as the county complies with the conditions therein and 
maintains the areas so designated as free public eamp grounds. Lands 
so designated and segregated under the provisions of this act shall not 
be subject to the mining laws of the United States, 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendma 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and oi phy 
CONTROL OF FLOODS IN CALOOSAHATCHEE RIVER 

Le 1 Mr. President 

e ESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator 
Nebraska yield to the Senator’ from Florida? ata 

Mr. HOWELL. I yield. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I report back favorably without amend- 
ment from the Committee on Commerce a very brief bill, House 
bill 10287. The object of the bill is to authorize a preliminary 
examination and survey of the Oaloosahatchee River, in 
Florida, with a view to the control of floods. It is recom- 
mended by the War Department. I submit a report on the 
bill (No. 1108), and ask for its immediate consideration. 

Mr. WARREN. If it will lead to no debate, I will not object 
to its consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Florida 
submits a report out of order, and asks for the present con- 
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. KING. Let the bill be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be read for the 
information of the Senate. 


The reading clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, 
authorized and directed to cause preliminary examination to be made 
of the Caloosahatchee River, in Florida, with a view to the control of 
the floods in accordance with the provisions of section 3 of “An act 
to provide for the control of the floods of the Mississippi River and 
of the Sacramento River, Calif., and for other purposes,” approved 
March 1, 1917. 

SEC. 2. The sum of $1,000, or so much thereof as may be necessary, 
is hereby authorized to be expended out of any funds heretofore ap- 
propriated for examinations, surveys, and contingencies of rivers and 
harbors to carry out the provisions of this bill. 


There being no objection the bill was considered as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


DETAIL OF ARMY OFFICERS AS INSTRUCTORS 


Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to the Senator from Connecticut? 

Mr. HOWELL. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. BINGHAM. I ask unanimous consent for the considera- 
tion of Senate bill 2865, to define the status of retired officers 
of the Regular Army who have been detailed as professors and 
assistant professors of military science and tactics at educa- 
tional institutions. 

Mr. CURTIS. I did not hear the Senator. What is the bill? 

Mr. BINGHAM. It is a bill reported unanimously by the 
Committee on Military Affairs giving retired officers who are 
professors and assistant professors of military science the status 
of being on active duty. The Comptroller General has ruled 
that officers on such assignments are not on active duty; that 
it is not military duty. The committee believes it is military, 
and it is the object of the bill to relieve that situation. ‘There 
is no objection to the bill. It was unanimously reported by the 
committee. 

Mr. WARREN. I shall have to object to the consideration 
of Ran bill if it will lead to debate. Otherwise, I shall not 
ob, 4 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re- 
quest preferred by the Senator from Connecticut? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Military Affairs with an amendment, 
to strike out all after the enacting clause and to insert: 


That the authority for detail of retired officers of the Regular Army 
contained in section 40b and section 55c of the national defense act 
of June 3, 1916, as amended by the act of June 4, 1920, shall in either 
case be construed to include authority to so detail retired officers of 
the Philippine Scouts. 

Sec. 2. Duty performed by retired officers of the Regular Army and 
duly performed by retired officers of the Philippine Scouts, pursuant 
to War Department orders issued under section 40b or section 55c, 
respectively, of said national defense act of June 3, 1916, as amended 
by the act of June 4, 1920, including in either case temporary duty 
for attendance on any course of preparatory instruction required by 
such order, shall be construed to be active duty for the purpose of 
increase of longevity pay of such retired officers within the meaning 
of the national defense act of June 3, 1916, as amended by the act of 
June 4, 1920, and the act of May 12, 1917, entitled “An act making 
appropriations for the support of the Army for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1918, and for other purposes,” and the act of June 10, 1922, 
entitled “An act to readjust the pay and allowances of the commis- 
sioned and enlisted personnel of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, Coast 
Guard, Coast and Geodetic Survey, and Public Health Service.” 

Sec. 3. Duty heretofore performed by setired officers of the Philip- 
pine Scouts, pursuant to War Department orders purporting to have 
been issued under section 40b or section 55c, respectively, of said 
national defense act of June 3, 1916, as amended by the act of June 
4, 1920, including, in either case, temporary duty for attendance on 
any course of preparatory instruction required by such order, shall be 
construed to be active duty for the purpose of increase of longevity 
pay of such retired officers, within the meaning of the aforesaid act 
of June 3, 1916, as amended by the act of June 4, 1920, and the 
aforesaid act of May 12, 1917, and the aforesaid act of June 10, 1922, 

Szc. 4. Duty performed prior to July 1, 1922, by retired officers of 
the Regular Army and duty performed prior to June 10, 1922, by 
retired officers of the Philippine Scouts, pursuant to War Department 
orders issued or purporting -to have been issued under section 40b or 
section 55c, respectively, of said national defense act of June 3, 1916, 
as anvended by the act of June 4, 1920, including, in either case, 
temporary duty for attendance on any course of preparatory instruc- 
tion required by such order, shall be construed to be active duty for 
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the purpose of promotion of such retired officers on the retired list, 
within the meaning of the aforesaid act of June 3, 1916, as amended 
by the act of June 4, 1920, and the aforesaid act of June 10, 1922. 

Sec. 5. Any administrative action heretofore taken by the War 
Department dependent for validity upon the above-mentioned construc- 
tions of the indicated statutes, or a like construction of any other 
statute authorizing the detail of retired officers of the Army to educa- 
tional institutions, is hereby ratified and confirmed; and that any pay 
otherwise due to any retired officers of the Regular Army or the 
Philippine Scouts but heretofore withheld by reason of a construction 
of any of the indicated statutes inconsistent with those foregoing shall 
be considered due and payable. 


The amendment was agreed to, 

Mr. KING. I hope the Senator will not press the con- 
sideration of the bill at this time. I shall have to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made. 

Mr. BINGHAM subsequently said: Mr. President, the Sena- 
tor from Utah has withdrawn his objection to the considera- 
tion of Senate bill 2865, and I ask for its immediate consid- 
eration. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, resumed the consideration of the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill to define the 
status of retired officers of the Regular Army who have been 
detailed as professors and assistant professors of military 
science and tactics at educational institutions, and for other 
purposes.” 

EXCHANGE OF TIMBERLANDS 

Mr. BURSUM, Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to the Senator from New Mexico? 

Mr, HOWELL. I yield. 

Mr. BUn SUM. I ask unanimous consent to take up Senate 
bill 3883, providing for the acquirement by the United States 
of privately owned lands in San Miguel, Mora, and Taos Coun- 
ties, N. Mex., within the Mora Grant, and adjoining one or 
more national forests, by exchanging therefor timber, within 
the exterior boundaries of any national forest situated within 
the State of New Mexico or the State of Arizona. 

This is a bill providing for the exchange of timber for 
forest land, or some lands which have heretofore been within 
the forests, and the title to which has been questioned. It 
has recently been decided by the courts that the lands belong 
to private parties. 

Mr. KING. I shall not object to the consideration of the 
bill, but I want to ask the chairman of the Committee on 
Appropriations whether opportunity is to be afforded Senators 
to offer amendments to the pending bill. I have some amend- 
ments to offer. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair can assure the 
Senator from Utah that full opportunity to offer individual 
amendments will be given. 

Mr. WARREN. Let me say to the Senator that I was 
about to inquire of the Senator from Nebraska, who is en- 
titled to the floor, whether he would be willing to allow 
the balance of the speech, which he has been engaged in 
delivering, to be printed, and permit us to conclude the con- 
sideration of the appropriation bill before 5 o'clock when, 
under the unanimous-consent agreement, a recess is to be 
taken. 

Mr. OVERMAN. That is against the rules of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That may not be done, the 
Chair will say to the Senator from Wyoming, under the rules 
— the Senate; that is, leave to print does not exist in the 

ate. 

Mr. WARREN. I was making the suggestion in accordance 
with the way business is sometimes transacted in the Senate. 

Mr. OVERMAN. I would like to know when the Senator 
from Wyoming expects to get the pending appropriation bill 
through if he continues to yield for the consideration of bills 
on the calendar. 

Mr. WARREN. The Senator’s suggestion is a timely one, 
“but it seems to have become the practice for some Senator 
to get the floor and begin a speech, and then yield to various 
Senators for the consideration of bills on the calendar. 

Mr. OVERMAN. It is all right for a Senator to yield 


for the consideration of some local bill, which will not lead 
to debate, but here is a request to take up general legislation, 
and it should not be called up in this way. > 
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Mr. BURSUM. Tue bill for which I ask consent is a 
local bill. N 

Mr. OVERMAN. I leave it, of course, to the chairman of the 
committee. If he cares to yield, it is all right with me; but he 
will never get through with the pending appropriation bill if 
he continues to yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Nebraska 
has the floor, and he will do the yielding. It is for the Senator 
from Wyoming to do the objecting. Is there objection to the 
F request preferred by the Senator from New 

exico? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
err proceeded to consider the bill, which was read, as 

ollows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he 
hereby is, authorized in his discretion to accept on behalf of the United 
States title to all or any part of privately owned lands situated within 
the Mora Grant, as described in the patent issued by the United States, 
located in the counties of San Miguel, Mora, and Taos, in the State of 
New Mexico, and adjoining one or more national forests, if in the 
opinion of the Secretary of Agriculture public interests will be benefited 
thereby and the lands are chiefly valuable for national forest pur- 
poses, and in exchange therefor the Secretary of Agriculture may au- 
thorize grantor to cut and remove an equal yalue of timber within the 
national forests of the State of New Mexico or of the State of Arizona, 
the values in each case to be determined by the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture and acceptable to the grantor as a fair compensation. Timber 
given in exchange shall be cut and removed under the laws and regula- 
tions relating to the national forests and under the direction and super- 
vision and in accordance with the requirements of the Secretary of 
Agriculture. 

Suc. 2. Lands offered for exchange hereunder and not covered by 
public-land surveys or identified by surveys of the United States shall 
be identified by metes and bounds surveys, and that such surveys and 
the plats and field notes thereof may be made by employees of the 
United States Forest Service and approved by the United States Sur- 
veyor General. 2 

Src. 3. Any lands conveyed to the United States under the provisions 
of this act shall, upon acceptance of the conveyance thereof, become and 
be a part of the Carson National Forest or of the Santa Fe National 
Forest, as the Secretary of Agriculture may determine. 

Sec. 4. Before any exchange of lands for timber as above provided 
is effected notice of such exchange proposal, describing the lands in- 
volved therein, shall be published once each week for four consecutive 
weeks in some newspaper of general circulation in the county in which 
such lands so to be conveyed to the United States are situated. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


RENTAL OF QUARTERS FOR POSTAL PURPOSES 


Mr. STERLING. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to the Senator from South Dakota? 

Mr. HOWELL. I yield. 

[Mr. Howrr's speech is published entire beginning on p. 3703.] 


Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that we take up the calendar. 

Mr. KING. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made to the re- 
quest of the Senator from North Carolina. 

Mr. STERLING. I ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of Senate bill 3967, to authorize the Postmaster 
General to rent quarters for postal purposes in certain cases 
without a formal written contract, and for other purposes. The 
Postmaster General estimates that $525,000 a year can be sayed 
by the enactment of this legislation. 

Mr. KING. Will the Senator underwrite it? 

Mr. STERLING. I will underwrite it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the con- 
sideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which was read, as fol- 
lows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Postmaster General, under regulations 
prescribed by him, may authorize for the Post Office Department and 
the Postal Service, without advertising and without a formal written 
contract, (1) the renting of quarters, if the rental for such quarters 
does not exceed a rate of $1,000 per annum, and (2) the purchase in 
the open market of supplies and the procurement of services, if the 
amount of any such purchase or the cost of any such service does not 
exceed $500, 
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The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

RECESS 


The. PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour of 5 o’clock having 
arrived, under the unanimous-consent agreement previously 
entered into, the Senate will stand in recess until 8 o’clock this 
evening. 

The Senate thereupon (at 5 o'clock p. m.) took a recess until 
8 o'clock p. m. 


EVENING SESSION 


The Senate reassembled at 8 o'clock p. m., on the expiration 
of the recess. 
ORDER FOR RECESS 


Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that 
when the Senate completes its business to-night it take a re- 
cess until 12 o'clock to-morrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair). Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 


TRAFFIC REGULATIONS AND ADDITIONAL OFFICERS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair lays before the 
Senate the first bill on the unanimous-consent calendar, Sen- 
ate bill 420T. 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to con- 
sider the bill (S. 4207) to provide for the regulation of motor- 
vehicle traffic in the District of Columbia, increase the num- 
ber of judges of the police court, and for other purposes. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to dis- 
pense with the formal reading of the bill, and that the bill be 
read for amendment. 
oe SMOOT. The bill is not very long. I think it ought to 

read. 

Mr. BAYARD. It ought to be read. 

Mr, KING. Les; let the bill be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made. The 
clerk will read the bill. 

The principal legislative clerk proceeded to read the bill, 
and read to page 4, line 2. . 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator 
from Delaware how many judges of the police court there are 
now? 

Mr. BALL. There are two. 

Mr. McKELLAR. This would increase the number to four? 

Mr. BALL. Yes. J 

Mr. McKELLAR. What is the salary, according to the 
classification act? 

Mr. BALL. I am informed that it is $5,200 per annum. 

The reading of the bill was continued to the bottom. of 
page 6. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, may I inquire if there is 
a director of traffic now? 

Mr. BALL. No; there is not. The bill creates a new office. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Who occupies a similar position in regard 
to traffic at this time? 

Mr. BALL. We have had very limited traffic regulations in 
Washington. We have never had a distinct traffic organiza- 
tion. The police at present have absolute control. 

Mr. McKBELLAR. The chief of police is in charge of traffic? 

Mr. BALL. Yes. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, there is a special police 
inspector assigned to traffic, and there is a clerk who has 
charge of licenses. The bill proposes to put these matters all 
under one director, who will have charge of all the matters 
heretofore taken charge of by these other minor Officials. 

Mr. McKELLAR. What will his salary be under the classifi- 
cation act? 

Mr. WARREN. The salary will be fixed according to the 
| Classification act. There are certain places where it will fall 
into the regular line. 

Mr. McKELLAR. A Senator sitting near me has just sug- 
| gested that the salary will be $5,500 in this case. Is that 

correct? 

Mr. BALL. I did not say that. 

Mr. McKELLAR. No; a Senator near me said it. 

Mr. WARREN. It might be that, but the classification law 
Will take care of it, whatever it may be, and place it in the 
| proper bracket. 

Mr. BALL. Those who had a material interest in the 
drafting of the bill intended that the traffic director should be 
a man of very considerable force, otherwise the law, of course, 

would not be carried out and made an effective working law. 
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Mr. CARAWAY. The Senator said those who drafted tha 
bill. Who drafted it? 

Mr. BALL. I said those interested in the drafting of the 
bill, who were the members of the House Committee on the 
District of Columbia and the Senate District Committee, a 
joint committee. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Did they not have information enough to 
know what the salary was going to be? 

Mr. BALL. No; the classification act will fix the salary. 

Mr. CARAWAY. That is already a law. The members of 
the committee could have read it. Could they not tell what 
the salary would be under the provisions of the law? 

Mr. BALL. As a member of the committee, I do not know. 
I imagine it would be about $5,000. The idea of the com- 
mittee was to get a first-class, forceful man; otherwise the law 
will not bring the results we hope for. 

Mr, BAYARD. Does the Senator think we can get a first- 
class, forceful man for $5,000 to regulate traffic in the District 
of Columbia? 

Mr. BALL. That I do not know. 

Mr. BAYARD. In other words, the Senator is guessing at it 
absolutely when he refers to the classification law. 

Mr. BALL. He will be the head of the division. The 
classification act fixes the salaries of all heads of divisions. 

Mr. BAYARD. He will not be the head of a division under 
the terms of the bill. 

Mr. BALL. He will be the head of a new distinct depart- 
ee I do not know what it might be termed, but probably a 

vision. 

Mr. BAYARD. He is not stated to be the head of the divi- 
sion under the terms of the bill. May I read it to my colleague? 


The term “director” means the director of traffic of the District of 
Columbia. 


Of what division would he be the head? 

Mr. BALL. The head of the traffic of the District of 
Columbia. We are creating an entirely new division. 

Mr. BAYARD. Is there a traffic division created by the act? 

Mr. BALL. When we appoint a director and he performs 
those duties which are provided by the bill, it seems to me we 
are creating what we may properly call a division. 

Mr. BAYARD. I think we have absolutely left out of the 
bill any suggestion of the creation of a division. If this man 
should be appointed head of a division and be classified accord- 
ing to the bill as it now reads, I question whether or not he 
would be able to get his salary. He would probably have to 
fight for his salary if appointed in this way. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, the committee discussed 
the question of a director and what sort of a man we would 
need and how much we would need to pay him. We started 
out with the idea of paying $10,000 or $12,000 a year, but when 
we came to consider the matter of the kind of man who would 
be suited for the place we decided that under the classification 
act, which would, as I recall it, pay $5,500, we could get such 
a man as we wanted. 

Mr. SMOOT and Mr. BALL addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
York yield; and if so, to whom? 

Mr. COPELAND. I yield to the Senator from Utah. ` 

Mr. SMOOT. The man employed will fall under the admin- 
istrative classification. The highest salary under that classifi- 
cation, which is grade 13 and which means the exclusive grade, 
is $7,500. The salaries range from $6,000 to $7,500. There is 
a provision in the first appropriation act providing that where 
there is only one in the grade—and in this case the director of 
traffic would be the only one in the grade—he shall be entitled 
to the average of the different grades within the class. He may 
fall in grade 11, the assistant chief administrative grade. If 
he falis in that grade, the highest salary he could draw would 
be $4,500, and if he falls in a higher grade than the average of 
that grade, he could not receive more than $5,600. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I wish to make 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Washington 
will state it. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I ask whether or not the formal 
reading of the bill, which has been demanded, can be inter- 
rupted? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is of the opinion 
that it can not be interrupted if anyone raises the point. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I raise the point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Clerk will proceed with 
the reading of the bill. 
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Mr. BALL. I asked in the g to dispense with the 
formal reading of the bill, but there was objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The request to dispense with 
the formal reading of the bill was objected to. The Clerk will 
proceed with the reading. 

The reading of the bill was resumed and concluded, which 
is entire as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That this act may be cited as the “ District of 
Columbia trafic act, 1925.” 

DEFINITIONS 

Sac. 2. When used in this act— 

(a) The term “motor vehicle“ means all vehicles propelled by 
internal-combustion engines, electricity, or steam, except traction en- 
gines, road rollers, and vehicles propelled only upon rails and tracks; 

(b) The term court“ means the police court of the District of 
Columbia; 

(e) The term “District of Columbia Cede" means the act entitled 
“An act to establish a code of law for the District of Columbia, 
approved March 3, 1901,” as amended; 

(d) The term “District” means the District of Columbia ; 

(e) The term “commissioners” means the Board of Commissioners 
of the District of Columbia ; 

(£) The term “ director“ means the director of trafie of the District 
of Columbia ; 

(g) The term “ person” means individual, partnership, corporation, 
or association ; 

(h) The term “ park" means to leave any motor vehicle standing 
on a public highway, whether or not attended; 

(i) The term “public highway” means any street, road, or public 
throughfare; and 

(j) The term “this act” includes all lawful regulations issued 
“thereunder by the commissioners. 

ADDITIONAL JUDGES FOR THD POLICE COURT 


Src. 3. (a) Section 42 of the District of Columbia Code is amended 
to read as follows: 

“Sec. 42. Constitution: The police court of the District shall eon- 
sist of four judges learned in the law, appointed by the President, by 
and with the advice and consent of the Senate. No person shall be 
so appointed unless he has been an actual resident of the District 
for a period of at least five years immediately preceding his appoint- 
ment and has been in the actual practice of law before the Supreme 
Court of the District for a period of five years prior to his original 
appointment. The term of office of each judge shall be six years, 
except that any judge in office at the expiration of the term for which 
he was appointed may continue in office until his successor takes 
office, Each judge shall be subject to removal by the President for 
cause, The salary of each judge shall be fixed in accordance with the 
classification act of 1928. The judges shall hold separate sessions 
and may carry on the business of the court separately and simul 
taneously, but the holding of such sessions shall be so arranged that 
the court shall be open continuously from 10 o'clock antemeridian 
until 11 o’clock postmeridian each day, Sundays excepted, for the 
trial of cases involving violations of traffic laws and regulations. The 
Judges shall bave power to make rules for the apportionment of business 
between them and the act of each judge respecting the business of 
the court shall be deemed and taken to be the act of the court. Each 
judge when appointed shall take the oath prescribed for judges of 
courts of the United States.” 

(b) Nothing contained in this section shall affect the term of office 
of the present Judges of the police court or require their reappointment. 

(e) The judges of the police court are authorized to appoint not 
exceeding six additional deputy clerks and four additional bailiffs, 
if the business of the court requires it. The salaries of such addi- 
tional deputy clerks and bailifs shall be fixed in accordance with the 
classificatilon act of 1923. 

(d) The comnrissioners shall provide for the use of the police court 
as enlarged by this act such additional quarters, furniture, books, 
stationery, and office equipment as may, in their opinion, be necessary 
for the efficient execution of the functions of the court, and as may 
be appropriated for by the Congress from time to time. 


JURORS FOR POLICE COURT 


Sec. 4. (a) Section 45 of the District of Columbia Code is amended 
to read aa follows: 

“Sec, 45. Jury: The jury for service in said court shall consist of 
12 men, who shall have the legal qualifications necessary for jurors 
in the Supreme Court of the District, and shall receive a like com- 
pensation for their services, and such jurors shall be drawn and 
selected under and in pursuance of the laws concerning the drawing 
and selection of jurors for service in said court. The ternr of service 
of jurors drawn for service in the police court shall be for one jury 
term and, in any case on trial at the expiration of any jury term until 
a verdict has been rendered or the jury discharged. The jury terms 
shall begin on the first Monday and the third Monday of each month 


of the year. The jury term beginning on the first Monday of each 
month shall terminate at the end of two weeks, and the jury term 
beginning on the third Monday of each month shall terminate on the 
Saturday next preceding the beginning of the next jury term. When 
at any term of said court it shall happen thet in a pending trial no 
verdict shall be found, nor the jury otherwise discharged before the 
next succeeding term of the court, the court shall proceed with the 
trial by the same jury, as if said term had not commenced.” 

(b) The third paragraph of section 204 of the District of Columbia 
Code is amended so as to compose two paragraphs to read as follows: 

“At least 10 days before the first Monday and at least 10 days before 
the third Monday of each month of the year the said jury commission 
shall likewise draw from the jury box the names of such number of 
persons as the police court of the District of Columbla may from 
time to time direct to serve as jurors in the police court and shall 
forthwith certify to the clerk of the Supreme Court of the District 
of Columbia the names of the persons so drawn as jurors. 

“At least 10 days before the first Monday in January, the first 
Monday in April, the first Monday in July, and the first Monday in 
October of each year the sald jury commission shall likewise draw 
front the jury box the names of persons to serve us jurors in the 
juvenile court of the District of Columbia in accordance with sec- 
tions 14 and 15 of the act of Congress approved March 19, 1906, 
creating the said juvenile court, and shall also draw from the jury 
box the names of persons to serve as jurors in any other court in the 
District of Columbia which hereafter may be given cognizance of jury 
trials, and shall certify the respective list of jurors to the clerk of tho 
Supreme Court of the District of Columbia.“ 


DIRECTOR OF TRAFFIC—-REGULATIONS 


SEC. 5. (a) The commissioners are hereby authorized to appoint a 
director of traffic, who shall perform the duties prescribed in this act 
and such additional duties, not inconsistent therewith, in respect of 
the regulation and control of traffic in the District, as the commis- 
sioners nray require. The term of office of the director shall be three 
years and his salary shall be fixed in aceordance with the classifica- 
tion act of 1923. The director shall be subject to removal by the com- 
missioners for cause. 

(b) The director is hereby authorized, beginning 50 days after the 
enactment of this act, (1) to make reasonable regulations with re- 
spect to brakes, horns, lights, mufflers, and other equipment, the speed 
and parking of vehicles, the registration of motor vehicles, the issu- 
ance and revocation of operators’ permits, and such other regulations 
with respect to the control of traffic in the District not in conflict 
with any law of the United States as are deemed advisable, and (2) 
to prescribe reasonable penalties of fine, or imprisonment not to ex- 
ceed one year in leu of or in addition to any fine, for the violation 
of any such regulation. Such regulations shall become effective when 
adopted and pronrulgated by the commissioners in accordance with 
law. 

(c) Regulations promulgated under subdivision (b) shall, when 
adopted, be printed in one or more of the daily newspapers published 
in the District, and no penalty shall be enforced for any violation of 
any such regulation which occurs within 10 days after such publica- 
tion, except that whenever it is deemed advisable to make immediately 
effective any regulation relating to parking, diverting of vehicle 
traffic, or closing of streets to such traffic, the regulation shall be 
effective immediately upon placing at the point where it is to be in 
force conspicuous signs containing a notice of the regulation. The 
placing at or upon the public highway of any sign relating to parking 
or the regulation of traffic, except by the authority of the director, is 
prohibited. 

(d) The commmissioners are hereby authorized to appoint one addi- 
tional assistant to the corporation counsel, whose salary shall be fixed 
in accordance with the classification act of 1923. 

OPERATORS’ PERMITS 


Sec. 6. (a) Upon application made under oath and the payment of 
the fee hereinafter prescribed, the director is hereby authorized to 
issue annually a motor-vehicle operator’s permit to any individual 
who, in the opinion of the director, is mentally, morally, and physi- 
cally qualified to operate a motor vehicle in such manner as not to 
jeopardize the safety of individuals or property. The director shall 
cause each applicant to be examined as to his knowledge of the traffic 
regulations of the District and shall require the applicant to give a 
practical demonstration of his ability to operate a motor vehicle 
within a congested portion of the District and in the presence of such 
individuals as he may authorize to conduct the demonstration, except 
that upon the renewal of any such operator’s permit such examina- 
tion and demonstration may be waived in the discretion of the director. 
Operators’ permits shall be issued for a period not in excess of one 
year, expiring on March 31. The fee for any such permit shall be 
$2 except that in case of any permit which will expire within less 
than six months of the date of its issuance the fee shall be $1. In 
case of the loss of an operator’s permit the individual to whom such 
permit was issued shall forthwith notify the director, who shall 
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furnish such individual with a duplicate permit, The fee for each 
such duplicate permit shall be 50 cents. No operator's permit shall 
be issued to any individual under 16 years of age; and no such 
permit shall be issued to any individual 16 years of age or over but 
under 18 years of age for the operation of any motor vehicle other 
than a passenger vehicle used solely for purposes of pleasure and owned 
by such individual or his parent or guardian, or a motor cycle, or a 
motor bicycle. 

(b) Each operator's permit shall (1) state the name and address 
of the holder, together with such other matter as the director may 
by regulation prescribe, and (2) contain his signature and space for 
the notation of conyictions for violations of the traffic laws of the 
District. 

(c) Any individual to whom has been issued a permit to operate a 
motor vehicle shall have such permit in his immediate possession at 
all times when operating a motor vehicle in the District, and shall 
exhibit such permit to any police officer when demand is made there- 
for. Any individual falling to comply with the provisions of this sub- 
division shall, upon conviction thereof, be fined not less than $2 nor 
more than $40. 

(d) The director shall provide by regulation for the issuance with- 
out charge, upon application therefor, of operators’ permits under the 
provisions of this act to individuals in possession of operators’ per- 
mits issued to such individuals in the District prior to the enactment 
of this act. Such permits shall be issued with or without the exami- 
nation and practical demonstration provided in subdivision (a) of this 
section, as the director may deem advisable. All such permits shall 
expire on March 31, 1926. 

(e) No individual shall operate a motor vehicle in the District, ex- 
cept as provided in section 7, without having first obtained an opera- 
tor’s permit issued under the provisions of this act. Any individual 
violating any provision of this subdivision shall, upon conviction 
thereof, be fined net more than 8500 or imprisoned for not more than 
one year, or both. 

(f) Nothing in this act shall relieve any individual from compli- 
ance with the act entitled “An act to amend the license law, approved 
July 1, 1902, wita respect to licenses of drivers of passenger vehleles 
for hire,“ appreved January 29, 1913. 


NONRESIDENTS 


Src. 7. (a) The owner or operator of any motor vehicle who is not 
a legal resident of the District, and who has complied with the laws 
of any State, Territory, or possession of the United States, or of a 
foreign country or political subdivision thereof, in respect of the regis- 
tration ef motor vebicles and the licensing of operators thereof, shall, 
subject to the provisions of this section, be exempt from compliance 
with section 6 and with any provision of law or regulation requiring 
the registration of motor vehicles or the display of identification 
tags in the District. Such exemption shall cover the period immedi- 
ately following the entrance of such owner or operator into the Dis- 
trict equal to the period for which the director has previously found 
that a similar privilege is extended to legal residents of the District 
by such State, Territory, or possession of the United States, or foreign 
country or political subdivision thereof, The director shall from 
time to time ascertain such privileges and cause his findings to be 
promulgated. 

(b) Any operator of a motor vehicle who is not a legal resident of 
the District and who does not bave in his immediate possession an 
operator’s permit issued by a State, Territory, or possession of the 
United States, or foreign country or political subdiyision thereof, hav- 
ing motor vehicle reciprocity relations with the District, shall not 
operate a motor vehicle in the District unless (1) the laws of the 
State, Territory, or possession of the United States, or foreign country 
or political subdivision thereof, under which the motor vehicle is regis- 
tered do not require the issuance of a motor vehicle operator's permit 
or (2) he has submitted to examination within 72 hours after entering 
the District and obtained an operator's permit in accordance with the 
provisions of section 6 of this act. Any individual who violates any 
provision of this subdivision shall, upon conviction thereof, be fined not 
Jess than $5 nor more than $50 or imprisoned not less than 30 days, 
or both. 

SPEEDING AND RECKLESS DRIVING 


Sec. 8. (a) No motor vehicle shall be operated upon any public 
highway in the District at a rate of speed greater than 25 miles per 
hour under any circumstances. N 

(b) No individual shall operate a motor vehicle over any public 
highway in the District (1) recklessly; or (2) at a rate of speed 
greater than is reasonable and proper, having regard to the width of 
the public highway, the use thereof, and the traffic thereon; or (3) 
S0 as to endanger any property or individual; or (4) so as unneces- 
sarily or unreasonably to damage the public highway. 

(c) If the rate of speed of any motor vehicle operated upon any 
public highway in the District exceeds 20 miles per hour, such rate 
of speed shall be prima facie evidence that such vehicle is being 


operated in violation of subdivision (b), and the burden of proof shall 
be upon the operator to show tbat the motor vehicle was not being 
operated in violation of such subdivision. 

(d) Any individual violating any provision of this section where 
the offense constitutes reckless driving shall, upon conviction for the 
first offense, be fined not less than $25 nor more than $100 and 
imprisoned not less than 10 days nor more than 30 days; and upon 
conviction for the second or any subsequent offense such individual 
shall be fined not less than $100 nor more than $1,000, and shall be 
imprisoned not less than 30 days nor more than one year, and the 
clerk of the court shall certify forthwith such conyiction to the director, 
who shall thereupon revoke the operator's permit of such individual. 

(e) Any individual violating any provision of this section, except 
where the offense constitutes reckless driving, shall, upon conviction 
for the first offense, be fined not less than $5 nor more than $25; upon 
conviction for the second offense, such individual shall be fined not 
less than $25 nor more than $100; upon conviction for the third 
offense, or any subsequent offense, such individual shall be fined not 
less than $100 nor more than $500, and shall be imprisoned not less 
than 30 days nor more than one year, and the clerk of the court shall 
certify forthwith such conviction to the director, who shall thereupon 
revoke the operator's permit of such individual. 

FLEEING FROM SCENE OF ACCIDENT—DRIVING UNDER INFLUENCE OF 
LIQUOR OR DRUGS 

Sec. 9. (a) No operator of a motor vehicle in the District, knowing 
that such motor vehicle has struck any individual or any vehicle, or 
that such vehicle has been struck by any other vehicle, shall leave 
the place where the collision or injury occurred without stopping and 
giving his name, place of residence, including street and number, and 
registration and operator's permit numbers to the individual so struck 
or the operator of the other vehicle. Each such operator shall, in 
addition, unless physically unable, cause the details thereof to be 
reported to a police station within 24 hours after the occurrence of 
the collision or injury. 

(b) No individual shall, while under the influence of any intoxicating 
liquor or narcotic drug, operate any motor vehicle in the District. 

(e) Any individual violating any provision of this section shall, 
upon conviction for the first offense be fined not less than $100 nor 
more than $500 and imprisoned not less than 60 days nor more than 
six months; and upon conviction for the second or any subsequent 
offense, be fined not less than $200 nor more than $1,000 and im- 
prisoned not less than six months nor more than one year. Upon con- 
viction of a violation of any provision of this section the clerk of the 
court shall certify forthwith such conviction to the director, who shall 
thereupon revoke the operator's permit of such individual. 

SMOKE SCREENS 


Sec. 10. (a) No individual shall knowingly— 

(1) Have in his possession any device designed to cause the emission 
from a motor vehicle of a dense mass of smoke commonly called a 
smoke screen; 

(2) Use or permit the use of any such device in the operation of any 
motor vehicle; or 

(3) Have in his possession or control any motor vehicle equipped 
with any such device or specially fitted for the attachment thereto of 
any such device, 

(b) Any individual violating any provision of this section shall be 
guilty of a felony and upon conviction shall be punished by imprison- 
ment in the penitentiary for a term of not less than one year nor more 
than five years. 

REPORTING BY GARAGE KBEPER OF CARS DAMAGED IN ACCIDENTS 


Sec. 11. The individual in charge of any garage or repair shop to 
which is brought any motor yehicle which shows evidence of having 
been involved in an accident or struck by bullets shall report to a police 
station within 24 hours after such motor vebicle is received, giving 
the make of the motor vehicle, the engine number, the registry number, 
and the name and address of the owner or operator of such motor 
vehicle. Any such individual failing so to report shall, upon convic- 
tion thereof, be fined not less than $25 nor more than $100 for each 
offense. 

REVOCATION OR SUSPENSION OF OPERATORS’ PERMITS 


Sec, 12. (a) The director may in his discretion (except where for 
any violation of this act revocation of the operator's permit is man- 
datory) revoke or suspend the operator's permit of any individual con- 
victed of a violation of any of the provisions of this act. The director 
may also, for such cause as he deems advisable, revoke or suspend the 
operator’s permit of any individual, upon hearing before the director 
or his representative after notice in writing of the proposed action and 
the grounds therefor have been mailed to the individual at the address 
given in his application for the permit. 

(b) In case the operators permit of any individual is revoked no 
aew permit shall be issued to such individual for at least six months 
after the revocation, nor thereafter except in the discretion of the 
director, 
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(c) Any individual not having an operator’s permit Issued by the 
director but having in his immediate possession an operator’s permit 
issued by any State, Territory, or possession of the United States, or 
foreign country or political subdivision thereof shall, upon conviction 
of a violation of any provision of this act requiring the revocation or 
suspension for any period of the operator's permit, have his right to 
operate in the District under the permit of such State, Territory, or 
possession of the United States, or foreign country or political subdi- 
vision thereof, suspended for such period as the director may prescribe, 
and the proper authority at the place of issuance of the permit shall be 
notified of such suspension and the reason. therefor. 

(d) Any individual found guilty of operating a motor vehicle in the 
District during the period for which his operator’s permit is revoked 
or suspended or for which his right to operate is suspended under 
this act shall, for each such offense, be fined not less than $100 nor 
more than $500, or imprisoned not less than 30 days nor more than one 
year, or both. 

IMPOUNDING OF VEHICLES 


Sec. 13. (a) The director is authorized to provide by regulation for 
the removal and impounding of vehicles parked in violation of any 
law or regulation, and for the release of any such vehicle upon pay- 
ment by the owner of such vehicle or his representative of such im- 
pounding fee, not in excess ef $10 for any violation, as he deems 
advisable. 

(b) No such fee shall be collected from any owner of a vehicle 
under the provisions of this section if such owner can show that the 
parking of the vehicle for which the violation is charged wag the act 
of a person not authorized by the owner to have control of the vehicle, 


ARTERIAL HIGHWAYS OR BOULEVARDS 


Src, 14. For the purpose of expediting motor-vehicle traffic the direc- 
tor is authorized to designate and establish any public highway as an 
arterial highway or boulevard and to provide for the equipment of any 
such highway or boulevard with such traffic-control lights and other 
devices for the proper regulation of traffic thereon, as may be appro- 
priated for by the Congress from time to time. 


ADDITIONAL POLICE 


Sec. 15. The commissioners are authorized to appoint 300 additional 
privates for the Metropolitan police force. 


REPEALS 


Sec. 16. (a) The provisions of the act entitled “An act regulating 
the speed of automobiles in the District of Columbia, and for other 
purposes,” approved June 29, 1906, and, in so far as they relate to the 
regumtion of vehicles or vehicle traffic in the District, the provisions 
of the act entitled “An act to authorize the Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia to make police regulations for the government of 
said District,” approved January 26, 1887, and of the joint resolution 
entitled “ Joint resolution to regulate licenses to proprietors of theaters 
in the city of Washington, D. C., and for other purposes," approved 
February 26, 1892, and of the act entitled “An act making appropria- 
tions to provide for the expenses of the government of the District of 
Columbia for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1918, and for other pur- 
poses," approved March 8, 1917, are repealed. The provisions of sec- 
tion 20 of the act entitled “An act to prevent the manufacture and sale 
of alcoholic liquors in the District of Columbia, and for other purposes,” 
approved March 8, 1917, shall not apply to any person operating any 
motor vehicle in the District. 

(b) Nothing contained in this act shall be construed to interfere 
with the exclusive charge and control heretofore committed to the 
Chief of Engineers over the park system of the District, and he is 
hereby authorized and empowered to make and enforce all regulations 
for the control of vehicles and traffic, and limiting the speed thereof 
on roads, highways, and bridges within the public grounds in the Dis- 
trict under his control, subject to the penalties prescribed in this act. 

(c) Any violation of any provision of law or regulation issued 
thereunder which fs repealed by this act and any liability arising 
under such provisions or regulations may if the violation occurred or 
the liabflity arose prior to such repeal be prosecuted to the same extent 
as if this act had not been enacted. 


EFFECTIVE DATE OF ACT 


Snc. 17. (a) The following provisions of this act shall take effect 
60 days after its enactment: Sections 6, 7, and 13, and subdivision (a) 
of section 16. : 

(b) Except as provided in subdivision (a) of this section and in 
subdivision (b) of section 8, the provisions of this act shall take effect 
upon its enactment, 

SEPARADILITY OF PROVISIONS 

Src. 18. If any provision of this act is declared unconstitutional or 
the applicability thereof to any person or circumstance is held invalid, 
the validity of the remainder of the act and the applicability of such 
provision to other persons and circumstances shall not be affected 
thereby. 


Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, I desire to inquire 
from the Senator whose name appears upon this bill who is 
its real author? ; 

Mr. BALL. The Joint Committee on the District of Colum- 
bia of the House and Senate, after very extensive hearings. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, I have heard read 
a good many drastic proposals for laws in this free country, 
and it has seemed to me that sometimes insanity has become 
epidemic, and that it particularly afflicts those who want to 
regulate the conduct of other people. Every person who is 
sane is willing to have laws passed for the protection of life 
and limb upon the streets—reasonable, sensible, American 
laws—but I confess that the reading of this bill arouses every 
sentiment of indigination of which I am capable. 

For a thousand years it has been the rule among the English- 
speaking people that every man charged with a crime is pre- 
sumed to be innocent until his guilt is proven beyond a reason- 
able doubt. It is a part of that principle, which is perhaps 
the choicest jewel in the law of human liberty, that the 
burden of proof is upon the prosecutor, upon the Government. 
A man who is brought into an American court has the right 
to stand silent and to make no plea at all, and the court must 
enter a plea of not guilty. If he is not represented by counsel, 
and desires counsel, the court must appoint counsel for him im 
nearly every American State, and I believe in every American 
State, and, it is suggested, in the Territories. When the trial 
begins the State must prove its charge as laid in the informa- 
tion or the indictment, and still the presumption of innocence 
runs. That presumption of innocence continues to run with the 
defendant until it is overcome by evidence which establishes 
his guilt beyond a reasonable doubt. 

That is true in cases of the cruelest murder, the most 
atrocious rape, the most villanious act of highway robbery— 
in all cases of crime, however black or heinous they may be. 
It is, as suggested by the Senator from Utah [Mr. Kuve], like- 
wise the rule in high treason against the Government, com- 
mitted in time of war, when the life of the Government is at 
stake. Now, however, we find a committee that brings in a bill 
that proposes to place the burden of establishing Innocence upon 
a defendant who drives an automobile through the streets of 
the Capital of the greatest and freest Nation on earth! 

It is astounding. Let me read it to you. I read from page 
12, section 8: 


(a) No motor vehicle shall be operated upon any public highway in 
the District at a rate of speed greater than 25 miles per hour under 
any circumstances, 


Mr. BALL. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield for just 
one moment 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis- 
souri yield to the Senator from Delaware? 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I do. 

Mr. BALL. I have an amendment covering that section, if 
the Senator will permit me to present it. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I should think the Senator would 
have an amendment. Why is the bill brought in here as the 
solemn proposal of a joint committee and brought in in such 
shape that it can not suffer discussion for three minutes before 
its apologist rises and says, “ Well, we did not mean it, any- 
way"? 

Now, let us pause a moment; for this will point somewhat to 
the character of consideration this bill has had and to the kind 
of bill it is. 


At a rate of speed greater than 25 miles per hour under any circum- 
stances. 

A man might be obliged to go for a doctor, A man might be 
obliged to go on an errand for the saving of life. A man might 
be obliged to go to a fire with his house burning up and his 
children being there consumed in the flames. A doctor might be 
riding to save the life of a patient. Any one of ten thousand 
things might happen, but under no circumstances are you to go 
at more than 25 miles an hour! 

Of course, if the committee had fixed a limit of 25 miles an 
hour, and then had placed in the bill some exceptions, the 
bill might have been reasonable; but as it is, it is utterly 
unreasonable. 

What follows? 


(b) No Individual shall operate a motor vehicle over any public 
highway in the District (1) recklessly; or (2) at a rate of speed 
greater than is reasonable and proper, having regard to the width of 
the public highway, the use thereof, and the traffic thereon; or (3) 
so as to endanger any property or individual; or (4) so as unnces- 
sarily or unreasonably to damage the public highway, 
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Just notice the requirements. You must not be reckless, 
you must not run at an unreasonable rate of speed, having 
regard to the width of the highway and the use thereof, and 
you must not endanger any property or any individual, no 
matter what the individual is doing, no matter where the 
property is. You must not endanger this individual, or drive 
“so as unuecessarily or unreasonably to damage the public 


highway.” Now notice: 

It the rate of speed of any motor vehicle operated upon any publio 
highway in the District exeeeds 20 miles per hour, such rate of 
speed shall be prima facie evidence that such vehicle is being oper- 
ated in violation of subdivision (b). 


That is, the minute you operate at more than 20 miles an 
hour, you are presumed to be endangering life, you are pre- 
sumed to be endangering property, you are presumed to be 
damaging the highway, you are presumed to be reckless, and 
you are presumed to be operating at an unreasonable rate of 
speed. All those things follow from the fact that you are 
running more than 20 miles an hour, and “the burden of 
proof shall be upon the operator to show that the motor 
vehicle was not being operated in violation of such sub- 
division.” 

So that, properly construed, that provision means that when- 
ever you are arrested you have to show that you were not run- 
ning more than 20 miles an hour, and if you ean not show that, 
you have to show all these other things, that you were not run- 
ning recklessly, and that you were not endangering anybody's 
life, whether you were careless or not careless, and that you 
were not damaging any street. All of the burden shifts upon 
the poor fellow who runs an automobile. He must prove, too, 
as I have construed the section, that he was not running at 20 
miles an hour. He must go to his defense before the State 
is put to any proof at all. 

Then notice the humanity of these gentlemen in this humane 
age, when we are shedding tears over convicted felons and 
earrying flowers to murderers in their cells, and when the good 
people are weeping over all the wrongs and villainies of earth, 
and trying to ameliorate the condition of mankind: 


Any Individual violating any provision of this section where the 
offense constitutes reckless driving shall, upon conviction for the first 
offense, be fined not less than $25 nor more than $100, and imprisoned 
not less than 10 days ner more than 30 days. 


That is for the first offense. A woman drives downtown in 
her automobile, and some policeman arrests her and drags her 
down before one of these newly established police courts. At 
most the policeman says that she endangered somebody's life, 
that she was not driving properly. At most he is required to 
do that; I think she has to go to her defense at once, under this | 
bill, without any evidence being offered by the prosecution. | 

The judge does not have any option. He has to send that | 
woman to jail. She may have a family of six or seven chil- | 
dren at home, perhaps one of them a baby. She has to go to 
jail for 10 days. She may have for a moment been inadvertent. 
She may be entirely innocent. The ordinary conviction. for 
automobile carelessness depends nearly always upon the opin- 
ion of a policeman, and his opinion nearly always depends 
upon the character of his stomach that day, and that nearly 
always depends upon the character of the booze he had the 
night before. That is just the cold fact about this matter, 

The bill proceeds: 8 


Not less than 10 days in jail or more than 30; and upon conviction 
for the second or any subsequent offense, such individual shall be | 
fined not less than $100 nor more than $1,000, and shall be imprisoned 
not less than 30 days nor more than one year. 


Why did not the committee add: “Shall be drawn and 
quartered, and his entrails burned before his eyes, and his 
carcass hung up at the crossroads”? Why did they not go 
back to the fourteenth century and get some real penalties? 

F know ladies in this town, the wives of Senators, as good 
women as ever lived on this earth, careful, kindly, intelligent 
women, who have been arrested more than once by the police 
force of Washington on the allegation that they had parked 
their cars in the wrong way, or that they had driven on the 
wrong side of the street, or that they had made some other 
little mistake of that kind, or that they were running their 
ears a little too fast. 

Mr. President, I do not like to use harsh language about this 
sort of thing. I am getting temperate and moderate in my old 
age. The spirit of gentleness has come over my sonl. But, 
candidly, this thing that I have read seems simply a mon- 
strosity. 

If I did not know that my friend Bani was one of the most 
amiable creatures the Lord ever made and that his name is 


attached to this bill, I would say that it had been written by 
some monster of the dark ages, by some man who had no re- 
gard for human life, by some creature who wanted? to lay the 
bloody lash of the law across the white skin of human beings, 
by some character who would like to take thumbscrews and 


“twist the thumbs of a tortured man, by somebody who would 


like to stretch the body upon the rack and turn and turn until 
the eyes spring from the sockets and the blood gushes from 
the ears. I would say that. But coming as it does from this 
benign and sweet soul, a fountain that could give forth nothing 
but sweet waters, I can only express my astonishment. The 
rest of the bill is nearly as bad as what I have read. I offer 
that as a sample of modern reform legislation, led by the 
uplifters, a glimpse,*Senators, of the new liberty. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill is before the Senate 
as in Committee of the Whole and open to amendment. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I offer the following amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be re- 
ported. 

The Reaptne CLERK. On page 12, line 13, where the bill 
reads “No motor vehicle shall be operated upon any public 
highway in the District at a rate of speed greater than 25 miles 
per hour under any circumstances,” strike out “25” and 
insert in lieu thereof “30," and in the same line, after the 
word “hour,” strike ont the words “under any circumstances.” 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 
question? Would not that apply to fire engines, or motors 
drawing fire engines, or ambulances of any kind? Would it 
not affect those? I know ambulances and fire engines go at a 
greater rate of speed than 30 miles an hour, and I am wonder- 
ing if it is the intention of the committee to prevent that. 

Mr. BALL. The idea is to limit the speed of all yehicles to 
80 miles an hour. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Does it make any exceptions? 

Mr. McKELLAR. No; it makes no exceptions at all. 1 
want to ask another question or two in reference to the bill. 

Mr. BALL. With reference to this amendment? 

Mr. McKELLAR, No; not this amendment. 

Mr. BALL. There are other amendments to be presented. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I will ask the Senator to look at page 
7, where I see the following provision: 


The Director is hereby authorized, beginning 50 days after the 
enactment of this act, (1) to make reasonable regulations 

Mr. BALL. Why not let us dispose of the pending amend- 
ment? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I do not care to have it disposed of right 
now, I want to ask the Senator something about the bill 


| There are some provisions in the bill which, it seems to me, 


ought to be enacted. I think it contains other provisions which 
should not be enacted. I think we ought to discuss those which 
are material and those about which people may differ. On 
page 7 the, director is given unusual power “to prescribe 
reasonable penalties of fine or imprisonment not to exceed ona 
year,” and so forth. It seems to me that term of imprison- 
ment is a long one for a director to prescribe. The Consti- 
tution of the United States provides that we shall not inflict 
unusual punishment, and for a director to be given control in 
this way is very unusual. Would a jury pass on any question 
arising under this section? Would these offenses be triable by 
ury? 

3 Mr. BALL. Has the Senator read the first section of the 
bill? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; it provides for juries, but it does 
not say those juries are to pass upon cases involving imprison- 
ment or any particular class of cases. What cases would a 
jury pass upon? 

Mr. BALL. All those where the defendants demand jury 
trial. 

Mr. McKHLLAR. So that anyone arrested under this act 
could ask for a jury trial? 

Mr. BALL. I think that is the fact. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I call the Senator’s attention to page 8, 
where it is provided that— 


The commissioners are hereby authorized to appoint one gdditional 
assistant to the corporation counsel, whose salary shall be fixed in 
accordance with the classification act of 1923. 


What is the object of providing for additional counsel? 

Mr. BALL. The reason why we provide for additional coun- 
sel is because the courts are increased by two additional 
judges. 

Mr. McKELLAR. What is the counsel to do? 

Mr. BALL. The counsel prepares the cases for these courts, 
Not only that, but the court is held open from 10 o’clock in 
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the morning until 11 at night, while at present the court is 
held open from 10 o'clock until 4. 

Mr. McK4&3LLAR. The counsel is to represent the city in all 
the cases. Is that the idea? 

Mr. BALL. That is the idea. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I want to call the attention of the 
Senator to section 7. As the Senator knows, a great many 
Representatives and Senators have cars. Under the pro- 
visions of section 7 could they use the licenses from their 
own States? 

Mr. BALL. They could by getting a permit after coming 
here, for a certain time. 

Mr. McKELLAR. ‘This provides for the privilege for a period 
of time only where the director has found a similar period 
provided for in the State from which the applicant comes. I 
take it that there is no State statute which provides that a 
foreign car can come in and use its home license for a period of 
nine months. I doubt very much whether any State provides 
for a period of four months, and those periods would constitute 
the time of the short and long sessions, respectively. 

Mr. BALL. The usual provision, I think, is 30 days. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Manifestly under this provision one could 
not come with a State license and have a reciprocal relation in 
the District of Columbia. 

Mr. BALL. He could by getting a permit from the director, 

Mr, McKELLAR. The director would not be authorized 
under the bill to give any such permit, It seems to me there 
ought to be an amendment which would permit legislative 
‘officers of the Government and probably other officials of the 
Government to have reciprocal arrangements by which they 
could retain their State licenses or by which they could have a 
District license substituted. 

Mr. BALL. I have no objection to the Senator offering such 
an amendment; but personally I do not think we have any 
right to grant special privileges to Members of our own body. 

Mr. McKELLAR, It would not be a special privilege under 
any circumstances, but would be a matter of justice to those 
who are compelled to stay here for a considerable period. I 
have never seen the bill before to-night, and I am not in a posi- 
tion to prepare amendments. It seems to me the committee 
ought to have prepared the bill in proper form before present- 
ing it. 

Mr. BAYARD. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ten- 
nessee yield to the Senator from Delaware? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 

Mr. BAYARD, I want to ask my colleague where in the bill 
he finds authorization for the director to give a permit to 
anybody except under the comity laws between the States and 
only for the period covered in the law of the State from which 
the person comes to the District? 

Mr. BALL. He could get a permit for driving his car by 
taking the examination, the same as any person living in the 
District or outside of the District would get a permit, and pay 
$2 for it. 

Mr. BAYARD. Where is such a provision contained in the 
bill? 

Mr. McKELLAR. It is not in the bill. It may be in some 
other law relating to the District, but it is not in the bill, and 
that is why I called the Senator's attention to it. 

Mr. BALL. It provides for the granting of a permit. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I call the Senator's attention to the fact 
that it would probably fall under the other act by which 
licenses might now be given to Congressmen and Senators. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I think under section 7, at the bottom of 
page 10 and top of page 11, it-could be done. d 

Mr. McKELLAR. I would be glad to have the views of the 
Senator from Arkansas about it. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The provision, I think, undertakes to give, 
for instance, a person coming from Tennessee permission to 
remain in the District of Columbia without obtaining a Dis- 
trict license for three months, as a person having a District 
license could remain in Tennessee three months without ob- 
taining a Tennessee license. Anyone from Tennessee would 
be permitted to drive under bis permit from Tennessee for three 
months În the District. If he found it necessary to be here 
longer, then he could go before the commissioner and get a 
permit which would be good for one year or until the end of 
the permit year. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Perhaps the Senator is right about that. 

Mr. CARAWAY. With respect to the nonresidents, that in- 
cludes everybody who is not a legal resident of the District of 
Columbia. There is a statute here which defines who are 
legal residents of the District of Columbia. Members of Con- 
gress are not legal residents. 


Mr. McKELLAR. That is true. I ask the Senator from 
Delaware to turn to page 13, under subsection (e), and not 
specifically that, but the whole section. I take it that the bill 
was copied from the regulations of some other city. Is that 
correct? What other city regulations did the committee use? 

Mr. BALL. It was not copied from the regulations of any 
one city. The committee took some provisions from the regu- 
lations of Chicago. It took some provisions from the regula- 
tions of New York City. The committee had the director of 
traffic of New York City, together with Judge Cobb, of New 
York City, before them, and they gave us some very concrete 
suggestions. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. The Senator from Delaware said 
the committee had some regulations from Chicago and New 
York and that they had consulted the director of traffic of one 
of those cities. Did the Senator have any consultation with 
Draco? 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Fess in the chair). Does 
the Senator from Tennessee yield to the Senator from Ken- 
tacky? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 

Mr. STANLEY. Mark Twain once said after he had been 
three times arrested, I believe, in the city of Boston, that he 
who is born in Boston and keeps all the laws and ordinances in 
Boston need never be born again. I would like to ask the 
chairman if many of these regulations were not taken from the 
laws and ordinances of Boston at the time to which Mark 
Twain referred? 

Mr. McKHLLAR. I yield to the Senator from Delaware to 
answer the question. It is not addressed to me. 

Mr. BALL, Mr. President, I do not object to answering 
a question that is serious. This is a bill of most grave im- 
portance to the District of Columbia. If we want to prevent 
automobile slaughter in Washington we must have some con- 
crete traffic regulations. We must have some well thought out 
and well-defined penalties for those who will continue day 
after day to break the ordinary laws and destroy property 
and life. If the Senate does not wish to pass any proper bill 
governing the rate of speed, governing the operation of an 
automobile by a driver who is intoxicated, fixing a penalty 
for those who dash into a crowd and have an accident and 
then run away, I am satisfied. 

The committee has given the bill very grave consideration. 
Notwithstanding the very beautiful description given by the 
senior Senator from Missouri [Mr. Reen] and the delightful 
sentiments expressed by him for the Senator from Delaware, 
the Senator from Delaware will take responsibility so far as 
the humane part df the bill is concerned. I admit that I am 
not skilled in the law, but I hope that I do know when fair 
and reasonable and just treatment is given to people on the 
street. 

I do not propose to discuss the matter further. If there is 
any reasonable question Senators want to ask I will gladly 
answer it; otherwise Senators may do with the bill as they 
see fit. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 
question? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator from Arkansas to 
ask the Senator from Delaware a question. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I want to say that with very many of the 
provisions of the bill I find myself in hearty accord. I think 
the reckless driver, who thinks after he has blown his horn 
that everybody for five blocks must get off the street, needs to 
be curbed by the strong hand of the law. I have thought that 
there were some provisions of the bill that were too harsh for 
minor offenses and none too severe for the more grave ones. 
What I intended to ask the Senator was if he did not feel that 
by modifying those provisions which tend to curb the driver 
who is neither reckless nor inclined to be vicious he could 
not make a better rounded out bill? 

The man who wants to drive when intoxicated ought to stay 
in jail until he has lost his taste for liquor. As to the man 
who sounds his horn and then expects everybody else to climb 
into a second-story window or get run over, I do not care what 
penalties may be inflicted upon him. 

I wish there were some way to abolish the coroner from 
the bill. Every time some one runs over some one else and 
kills a human being, the coroner forthwith finds that the 
person who was killed was altogether to blame. It is twice 
more serious to be guilty of running into somebody's car than 
it is to kill a child on the streets of the District of Columbia. 
I pick up the paper every day and read where some reckless 
driver has killed a child, and the coroner, almost before they 
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can get the man to jail, has found that the child was altogether 
to blame. 

I know, basing it upon a very long experience in driving 
cheap cars, that wherever anyone hurts another on the street, 
it is not an unavoidable accident. The man who operates a 
dangerous instrumentality, as the automobile is, ought to keep 
it under control. If he does, he is not going to hurt anybody. 
I would be glad to see some provision in the bill that if one 
strikes a human being he shall go to jail until, after a fair 
investigation, it shall be determined that he was not to blame. 
I do not think he would ever get out under that provision. 

Mr. BALL, Does the Senator want to ask me a question? 

Mr. CARAWAY. Yes; I was about to ask the Senator a 
question, but the Senator was smiling so sweetly at me that I 
thought he was being patient-with me. I was going to ask 
if the Senator did not think he could redraft the harsher 
terms of the bill? 

Mr. BALL. I would like to make a statement to the Sena- 
tor. The bill does not represent my sentiments entirely. The 
bill was prepared in the full Committee of the District of 
Columbia of the Senate and the full Committee of the District 
of Columbia of the House. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President 

Mr. BALL. Each and every member 

Mr. KING. I hope the Senator will not inelude me in that 
declaration. 

Mr. BALL. The only reason why I do not include the Sena- 
tor is that he failed to attend the committee meetings, not 
because he was not invited or was not expected. 

Mr. KING. The Senator knows that at the time the com- 
mittee meetings were held the Senator from Utah was attend- 
ing other committee meetings. I attended one meeting and 
expressed my disapproval of the provisions then under con- 
sideration. 

Mr. BALL. I would like to finish my statement, and then 
I am through; and then I am going to ask to lay the bill aside, 
because I believe the Senate does not want to pass the bill. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I hope the Senator will not be impatient. 
Nobody is criticizing the Senator, except in the most jocular 
way, because no one who knows him would for a minute at- 
tribute to him any desire to be either harsh or unkind. The 
Senator takes too keenly criticism which was half jest. My 

| friend the Senator from Missouri [Mr. Rexp], whose criticism 
the Senator wants to resent, was merely keeping in practice. 
[Laughter.] He has no feeling toward the Senator from Dela- 
ware at all; but a mind like his must be sharpened periodi- 
cally, and it happened to be that he whetted it upon the Sen- 
ator from Delaware, but with no unkind feeling. I hope tke 
Senator will not take it seriously. 

Mr. McKELLAR, The Senator from Delaware is taking it 
very smilingly. 

Mr. CARAWAY, I hope he does: not lay the bill aside, 
because there is much in the bill that ought to be law. I 
think, according to. population, there are more people killed 
in the District of Columbia than in. any other simflar com- 
munity on the earth. I would rather take my chances in 
central Africa, because it seems to be populated by some of 
the same kind of folks sometimes, and I think I could escape 
more easily there than I could here with the reckless driving. 
I do not want the Senator to lay the bill aside. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I want to ask two other questions of 
the Senator from Delaware. I wonder if the Senator would 
suffer an amendment to be made in line 9, page 16? 

Mr. BALL. If we can go through the bill, there are a 
number of amendments that I want to present myself and 
some that the Senator from Washington [Mr. Jones] wants 
to present. Amendments from any Senator will be gladly 
received, Mr. President, I move that the bill be laid aside, 

Mr. McKELLAR, I will not yield for that purpose. I hope 
the Senator, In the interest of the bill and of the legislation 
which I think is very necessary, will not insist upon his 
motion. I think we ought to have legislation of this sort for 
the District. I hope the Senator will be willing to answer 
Teasonable questions about it. I am not opposed to his bill. 
I am in favor of a bill to regulate traffic in the District of 
Columbia. It ought to be passed in the interest of life here 
in the District. I eall the Senators attention to this pro- 
vision of the bill: 


The director may also, for such cause as he deems advisable, revoke 
or suspend the operator's permit of any individual, upon hearing 
before the director or his representative. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair will state that 
there is an amendment now per ding. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I understand that. 


Mr. BALL, What was the Senator’s question? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Does not the Senator from “Delaware 
think that the provision which I haye read proposes to give 
the director entirely too much power when it provides that he 
may revoke licenses upon a hearing for any cause whatsoever? 

Mr. BALL, Mr. President, there are many features in the 
bill to which I did not subscribe, but to that feature of the 
bill I did subscribe. My own opinion is that we should select 
a director, who, I think, should be paid at least $10,000 a 
year. i 

Mr. CARAWAY. No. 

Mr. BALL. I was going to propose an amendment to that 
effect. We should provide for a director who is big enough 
to issue proper regulations and promptly to decide on such 
questions as have been mentioned by the Senator from Ten- 
nessee, That is the only way, in my judgment, that we shall 
ever have an effeetive law. Unless we shall have a director 
able to take care of the situation we shall have nobody taking 
care of it. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, T ask the Senator about 
the provision of the bill on page 18, which reads: 


ADDITIONAL POLICE 


Sec. 15, The commissioners are authorized to appoint 300 additional 
privates for the Metropolitan police force. 


With the police force which we now have in this city, which, 
I understand, is the largest police force, according to population, 
that there is in this country and prebably in the world, is it 
necessary to have 300 additional policemen for this city to carry 
out the provisions of this proposed act? It seems to me that 
that would be an enormous number of additional policemen. I 
hope the Senater from Delaware will modify that provision, 
for it ought to be modified, 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, all the Senator from Tennessee 
has to do is to move an amendment and to let us take the 
bill up for amendment, but if the bill shall be simply debated 
in order to take up time, I desire that it may be laid aside. 

: vr ae But there are no amendments reported 
n the bill. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I should like to say in 
answer to the question of the Senator from Tennessee that 
he must realize, as, of course, he does. realize when he stops 
to think about the matter, that when we make provision for 
300 extra policemen it does not mean that there will be any 
more policemen on the streets. They work in relays. ; 

Mr. McKELLAR. Ah, Mr. President, I have been here 14 
years, and I have never known a provision of law to be en- 
acted where so many officials were provided for that they 
were not appointed and appointed very quickly. 


Mr. COPELAND. I am surprised that my friend from Ten- 


nessee, who is so acute, should miss the point. If 300 extra 
policeman were appointed they would not work 24 hours a 
day. They work in relays of 8 hours, so that if we shall 
have 300 more policemen it will only mean that we shall have 
100 more of them on the strest, less those who are sick, as 
some of them always are. The committee gave serious con- 
sideration to the policing of the city and the importance of 
the subject. I am sorry that my colleague on the committee, 
the titular author of the bill, has felt inclined to have it put 
aside, becanse I am sure that every Senator here realizes the 
necessity of some regulation of trafic in this city: 

This particular item, providing for 300 policemen, is a matter 
which, if enacted, must go to the Appropriations Committee. 
We did not anticipate that by this action we were going to get 
800 extra policemen. 

Mr, McKELLAR. But if we pass the law we shall get them. 

Mr. COPELAND. I hope we shall get all of them, because 
anybody who has gone around this city realizes that we are not 
providing the police force which is necessary; and when we 
get 300 extra policemen upon the streets we are not getting too 
many here to give protection to the community. 

Mr. WALS@ of Massachusetts. Mr. President, will the Sen- 
ator yield to me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
York yield to the Senator from Massachusetts? 

Mr. COPELAND. I yield to the Senator from Massachusetts, 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I think we 
are wasting a great deal of time. We are now discussing a 
provision which is on the last page of the bill. I want to ap- 
peal to my fellow Senators to realize our responsibility. The 
people of Washington have no government of their own; they 
look to us to take care of their municipal affairs. Here is an 
important piece of legislation, and there are also three or four 
other bills which should be considered. It has been advertised 
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in all the newspapers that this night session was to be devoted 
to the consideration of District legislative measures. Let us 
get down and consider them. 

There is a great deal about this bill that is objectionable, as 
has been pointed out, but it has some good things in it, and any 
effort intelligently made to regulate traffic in this city would 
be a great contribution to the welfare of the city. 

I do not think there is a city in the country where traffic con- 
ditions are so dangerous as they are in this city. There has 
not been a day that I have been here that I have not expected 
to hear of a terrific accident to some public man of prominence, 
even the President himself, such as being run down on the 
streets of this city. Should that happen, we should all be more 
or less responsible for it, because conditions here have been 
going from bad to worse, I challenge contradiction of the state- 
ment that there is not a city in the United States where traffic 
conditions are so deplorable as they are in this city. 

Mr. JONES of Washington rose. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Let me finish. I do not 
want to engage in a discussion of the bill, if the Senator will 
pardon me for a moment. 

For the reasons I have stated, I want to see some action 
taken on this matter; but, Mr. President. what I rose to say 
is, let us get down and begin to consider the amendments to 
the bill in an orderly manner; take up one amendment at a 
time, discuss it, act upon it, and make a decision. s 

Remember, we are the city government of Washington, or 
are trying to substitute for the city government. To-night let 
us give some evidence of our serious appreciation of that re- 
sponsibility, so that the people will haye confidence in and 
respect for the Congress of the United States and its capacity 
to serve them. 

Mr. STANLEY and Mr. REED of Missouri addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Delaware, on page 12, line 13, to 
strike out “ twenty-five” and to insert “ thirty.” 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, let us not be in so 
much of a hurry. Two Senators are on the floor addressing 
the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
is recognized. 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President, I heartily concur in the 

very pertinent suggestion of the Senator from Massachusetts. 
This proposed legislation to regulate the movement of motor 
vehicles is vitally important and should receive the serious 
consideration of the Senate; but are we going to consider seri- 

- ously putting all the operators of motor vehicles in jail in 
order to secure the safety of pedestrians? Til-considered legis- 
lation containing proyisions that are manifestly absurd is not 

~ justified because some desirable features may be incorporated 
in the bill. 

On page 14, section 9, it is provided—I will read only a 
portion of it and eliminating certain other portions— 


No operator of a motor vehicle in the District, knowing that * * + 
such vehicle has been struck by any other vehicle, shall leave the place 
where the collisien or injury occurred without stopping and giving 
his name, place of residence, including street and number, and regis- 
tration and operator’s permit numbers to the individual so struck or 
the operator of the other vehicle. 


Under the plain wording of that provision, as I read it, 
if in operating my car on the streets of Washington I come 
out from a parking place and am bumped by somebody else— 
and “struck” means hit in any way—or if my car is grazed 
by another car, though I am not at all to blame and though 
the person whose car strikes or tonches my car in no way 
injures me or damages my car, I must stop, call a policeman, 
and comply with the other requirements. This provision is 
applicable, although the accident was unintentional and un- 
avoidable and inflicted no injury. I must not leave the place 
where the collision occurred without stopping and giving my 
name, place of residence, street and number, and so forth. 

Now, think of the penalty provided for permitting one’s car 
to be struck and not notifying the police: 

Any individual violating any provision of this section— 

Now listen to this— 


shall, upon conviction for the first offense be fined not less than $100 
nor more than $500 and imprisoned not less than 60 days nor more 
than six months, = 


In section 9 there has been mixed up the most petty offenses 
and the most harmless accidents with the offense of driving 
when intoxicated, and the same penalties are provided for 


The Senator from Kentucky 


the whole hodge podge. Evils can not be cured by any such 
scrambled legislation as that. 

Mr. CARAWAY, Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a, 
question ? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ken- 
tucky yield to the Senator from Arkansas? 

Mr. STANLEY. Certainly. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The section the Senator was reading was 
on page 14, was it-not? 

Mr. STANLEY. Yes, 

Mr. CARAWAY. Of course, the Senator is aware that it 
frequently happens that the driver of an automobile runs some 
person down and then runs away. Drivers of motor vehicles 
kill people; they run over children in the streets and then 
dash off instead of trying to lend aid. This provision is in- 
tended to make everybody involved in an accident stop. He 
does not have to hunt up a policeman, but he has to give his 
name and address and his permit number to the person he 
hits or to the driver of the car that hits him, It is perfectly 
reasonable, is it not, if some one causes an accident to require 
him to reveal who he is, so that, if he is responsible, the party 
injured may recover damages? And if an operator of a motor 
vehicle has been guilty of running over somebody, is it not 
proper to require him at least to stop and disclose his identity 
and then let the court determine whether or not he is guilty 
of some offense? Can it be contended that a man involved in 
an accident should be permitted to say, This is not a major 
accident; it is only a little scratch, and therefore I am under 
no obligation to give my name.” Are we to let him determine 
the degree of his guilt? The bill has to provide against the 
most outrageous offenses a driver may commit; but if the 
man who commits the injury shall be permitted to pass upon it 
and be his own judge, he will always decide that the injury 
was of such minor character that he was under no obligation 
to stop and give his name at all. 

Mr. STANLEY. What is suggested by the Senator from 
Arkansas, who is an astute lawyer and a man of unusually 
acute perception, might in a measure be unobjectionable. 

Mr. CARAWAY. That is exactly what this provision does, 

Mr. STANLEY. I want to call my esteemed colleague's at- 
tention to the fact that, if I read the bill correctly, section 9, 
subdivision (e), provides the same penalties for failure to 
report any character of collision or any character of interfer- 
ence of one machine with another, no matter what the cireum- 
stances may be. If, for instance, we have our cars parked out 
here 

Mr. CARAWAY. I heard the Senator's suggestion. 

-Mr. STANLEY. Or in front of a moving-picture theater, or 
any other kind of theater or a hotel, and they are so close 
together that in backing out my bumper strikes the bumper 
on the car of the Senator from Arkansas, and I say, “ Excuse 
me, Senator,” there is no injury done; there is no injury in- 
tended, but there is a violation of the provisions of this 

Mr. CARAWAY. Unless it is reported. 

Mr. STANLEY. Unless the Senator gets out and I get out, 
mutually give our numbers, our places of residence, street and 
number, and registration and operator’s permits, and so forth. 
If we fail to do that, we must pay $100 and go to jail for not 
less than 60 days. Does the Senator believe in inflicting that 
kind of penalty for that sort of offense? 

Mr..CARAWAY. If that were the kind of offense which was 
undertaken to be reached, of course not. 

Mr. STANLEY. That is the kind of offense that is reached 
according to the wording of the bill. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President f 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ken- 
tucky yield to the Senator from Delaware? 

Mr. CARAWAY. I hope the Senator from Delaware will 
pardon me for a moment. 

Mr. BALL. Certainly. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Would the Senator from Kentucky think 
that too harsh in the case of some reckless driver who runs 
over a little child in the streets and tries to conceal his identity 
and flees from the injury? 8 

Mr. STANLEY. I will answer in this way: If I should 
seratch the Senator's face with a pin so as to draw blood, T 
would be guilty of a trespass and should be fined. If I should 
take a poniard and stick it into the Senator’s heart, I would 
deserve death. Does the Senator mean to tell me that because 


stabbing a man to death deserves capital punishment there 
should be hitched to it the most petty offense and the death 
penalty should be provided for both? This bill provides the 
most serious penalties for the most serious offenses and like- 
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wise the most sertous penalty for the most trivial offenses all 
hooked up together. 

Mr. CARAWAY. If the Senator will pardon, there is no 
penalty at all for the striking of the car; the penalty is for the 
man who tries to conceal his identity after he has committed 
the trespass by fleeing. 

Mr. STANLEY. I beg the Senator's pardon, that is not so 
under the wording of the provision which I have read. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I beg the Senator’s pardon, but it is. Does 
the Senator want to say that each man who causes an accident 
shall be his own judge of whether it is serious enough for him 
to report? In other words, after having run somebody down, 
should the driver be permitted to say “ Oh, that fellow is made 
of rubber and will get up again, and therefore I will not take 
the time to report the injury to the police?” 

It is absolutely necessary to make the penalty strong. Then 
all of the burden that rests upon the individual is that he 
shall tell who he is and shall report to the police what the 
occurrence is. 

That is not much of a burden to lay upon a man who has 
caused an injury. If they do not fine him for having com- 
mitted the act, they will fine him for trying to conceal his 
identity; and how could we write that section and say, “ For 
an accident in which certain damages are concerned you will 
be penalized if you do not report it, but certain other acci- 
dents you need not report“? Every fellow then will be his 
own judge. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ar- 
kansas yield to the Senator from Delaware? 

Mr. CARAWAY. Certainly. 

Mr. BALL. I think we are all too much interested in the 
Senator from Kentucky to take any chances of his having 
troubles of this kind. Therefore, I move that this bill be laid 
aside temporarily. 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, I hope the Senator will not 
do that. 

Mr. McKELLAR, We ought to pass some legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair). The 
Senator from Delaware asks unanimous consent to lay the bill 
aside. Is there objection? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I object. 

Mr. BALI. I move that the bill be laid aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Delaware 
moves that the bill be laid aside. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I hope the Senator will withdraw that mo- 


on, 

Mr. BALL. We want to get some schools for the District 
if we can not pass this bill. 

Mr. CARAWAY. What is the use of having schools if you 
are going to kill the children who are trying to get to them? 
The Senator is too easily discouraged, 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, we have this night in which to 
enact District legislation. There are several very important 
bills here. 

Mr. CARAWAY. And no one of them is quite so important 
as this one. 


Mr. BALL, That probably is true; but there has been no. 


effort to perfect this bill. If the Senate were willing to take 
it up section by section, and correct those sections which they 
think are not proper, I should be perfectly willing to stay here 
all night and discuss it; but there is no disposition on the 
part of Senators to do that. They are taking à section here 
and a section there without any amendment being proposed. 
I have offered an amendment. If the Senate would dispose 
of that amendment and take up another one and correct and 
dispose of that, we would be accomplishing some legislation. 

Mr. McKELLAR, Mr. President, I hope that will be done. 

Mr. BALL. But in the way that we are going along now 
we will stay here all the evening and accomplish nothing. 
This is probably the only chance to effect really necessary Dis- 
trict legislation, and the District must suffer; and yet Congress 
is absolutely responsible for everything connected with the 
District of Columbia! 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. And will be held responsi- 
ble. 

Mr. BALL. I do not think it is proper. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, I have the floor, and after 
Senator gets through with his speech I want to say some- 
thing. 

Mr. BALL. I will stop. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The Senator puts in most of his time trying 
to show wherein he can not succeed. The Senator ought to be 
a little patient with the Senate. If the newspapers are to be 
credited with haying guessed at the truth, the committee that 
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wrote this bill had it under consideration for quite a long time. 
Now the Senator is out of patience because the Senate will not 
accept the bill without even an opportunity to discuss the 
things that took the committee weeks to prepare. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, that is not my position. I said 
that if the Senate would take up the bill section by section, and 
amend it to suit the Senate, we probably could accomplish 
something. 

Mr. CARAWAY. And if I can just get the Senator to let 
me have a minute of my own time, that is what I am fixing to 
suggest. 

There is not any disposition not to consider the bill. I think 
everybody is willing to consider it, and I know that that is the 
only way in which we will reach a final vote upon the bill; but 
I do not think it is at all a matter to wonder at that Senators 
should pick out particularly harsh features of the bill and com- 
ment upon them. It is as well to debate them now as to wait 
until we reach them; but I am sure the Senate is in the notion 
now of taking up the bill and reading it, and when we reach 
the provision to which the Senator from Kentucky objects, 
section 9, a substitute is going to be offered for it. 

Mr, STANLEY. Mr. President; I wish to make this matter 
perfectly clear. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ar- 
kansas yield to the Senator from Kentucky? 

Mr. CARAWAY. I do. 

Mr. STANLEY. The Senator from Arkansas is not in the 
habit of shooting at men of straw. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I thought the Senator was entirely a sub- 
Stantial man. 

Mr. STANLEY. Speaking seriously, I wish to call the 
Senator’s attention to this language. The references are both 
to the person guilty of the collision and the person who suffers 
from the collision. They are both jumbled in section 9, Now, 
I am going to read the Senator the section referring to per- 
sons struck, and if I have misread the bill the Senator will 
correct me. 


No operator of a motor vehicle in the District, knowing 
Now, in line 5— 


that such vehicle has been struck by any other yehicle, shall leave 
the place where the collision or injury occurred without stopping 
and giving his name, place of residence, including street and num- 
ber, and registration and operator's permit numbers to * * + the 
operator of the other vehicle, 


Under this bill, as I read it, if you, not driving fast, not 
exceeding the speed limit, not handling your car recklessl) 

Mr. CARAWAY. Let us just concede that. 

Mr. STANLEY (continuing). By any manner of means come 
in physical contact with my car, and I fail to do that thing, 
where am I punished? Under section (c), am I not? 

Mr. CARAWAY. No, sir; the Senator is only punished if 
he does not give his name and address and notify the police, 

Mr. STANLEY. I say, suppose I fail to do that; what is the 
punishment provided in this bill? 

Mr. CARAWAY. The punishment provided in this bill is 
severe. 

Mr. STANLEY. Exactly. 

Mr. CARAWAY. And it ought to be, because that is no 
hardship upon the man who drives a car; and, for God's sake, 
let us make the man who recklessly hurts people who are in 
the streets, or damages their property, tell who he is. 

Mr. STANLEY. I am not talking about the man who drives 
a car. I am talking about the man who is absolutely innocent, 
and who receives some petty injury, or no injury at all, at the 
hands of somebody else. 

Mr. BALL and Mr. BRUCE addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Arkan- 
sas yield; and if so, to whom? 

Mr. CARAWAY. I think I shall be able to yield the floor in 
a moment. 

Mr. STANLEY. I believe I have the floor. 

Mr. CARAWAY. No; I have the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Arkansas 
has the floor, and has yielded to the Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I just want to answer the Senator's ques- 
tion when he gets through. 

Mr. STANLEY. I was under the impression that I had the 
floor. I beg pardon. 

Mr. CARAWAY. No; the Senator wanted to ask a question, 

Mr. STANLEY. I want to ask the Senator this question: 
Under section 9, as I have read it, what is the penalty provided 
for my failing to notify the man who struck me all about my 
business? : 
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Mr. CARAWAY. The Senator realizes that where there fs 
a collision, each driver will insist that the other fellow bumped 
him. A man ran inte a car I had and came near knocking the 
hind wheel off, and he insisted that I backed into him. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President 

Mr. CARAWAY. Pardon me just a moment. I have the 
floor. 

Mr. KING. Pardon me. I thought the Senator had con- 
cluded, 

Mr. CARAWAY. I have no right to speak for those who 
framed the bill, because I had nothing to do with it; but, as 
far as I am concerned, if the Senator wants to grade the 
offense for not reporting according to the degree of the acci- 
dent, he can do that. I should like to say just this much before 
I yield the floor, and then I am going to do it: 

I know that if we do not enact this bill or some similar 
bill into law, before the next Congress assembles next Decem- 
ber, 25 or 30 or 40 children are going to pay with their lives 
for our unwillingness to give a few hours’ consideration to 
this bill. It may be the child of some person who is of such 
humble station that we do not think he is entitled to the pro- 
tection of the law, but we must take the responsibility. I 
know just as well as that I live, and every Senator who reads 
the papers knows, that unless we enact some drastic law here 
to control reckless and intoxicated drivers in the District of 
Columbia, they are going to kill somebody's child to-morrow; 
they are going to kill somebody's child the day after to-morrow; 
they are going to kill them every day. If we do not think 
their lives are worth protecting, let us just cavil about the 
language and refuse to do it. 

I am going to suggest that if the provisions are harsh— 
and some of them are—they can be modified as we reach them. 
Therefore let us take up the bill section by section and reach 
some conclusion on each section as we proceed with it. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that 
we read the bill section by section for amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, before that request 
is acted upon I want to make a suggestion or two. 

In the first place, when I rose here and attacked this bill 
on one section I had no idea that anybody in the world would 
conceive that I was intending to say anything unkind of the 
Senator from Delaware. I was attacking the bill. I thought 
that provision of it monstrous, and I still think so, What 
I said then was a good deal in the way of hyperbole, and for 
the purpose of trying to direct attention to this provision 
without the slightest thought of reflecting on the Senator, be- 
cause in the years we haye served together here in the Senate 
I have found him always one of the most obliging and kindly 
Members of this body, and not only that but a very useful 
Member. 

I was astounded at the language in the bill. I am as- 
tounded at the language to which the Senator from Kentucky 
has called attention; and I am equally astounded at other 
provisions. It seems to me that the committee having in mind 
the very considerations that have been so well mentioned by 
the Senator from Arkansas—that deaths have occurred, and 
that life and limb have been endangered—and desiring to 
stop those calamitous conditions, forgot all about the other side 
of the question, and that they have drawn a bill here that 
ought to be considered in the committee, and not on the floor of 
the Senate, until it is whipped inte shape. 

Now, let me suggest—and I am now talking very seriously 
and not in any controversial spirit at all—that we take the in- 
stance that was cited by the Senator from Kentucky, provision 
for which is found in section 9: 


No operator of a motor vehicle * * s, 
motor vehicle— 


I am omitting some words, but not omitting any of the 
sense 


has struck any individual or any vehicle, or that such vehicle has been 
struck by any other vehicle, shall leave the place where the collision 
or injury occurred without stopping and giving his name, place of 
residence, including street and number, and registration and operator’s 
permit numbers to the individual so struck or the operator of the other 
vehicle. Each such operator shall in addition, unless physically unable, 
cause the details thereof to be reported to a police statiom- within 24 
hours after the occurrence of the collision or injury. 


If I may arrest the attention of the Senate a minute, I shall 
repeat in substance some of the things said by the Senator from 
Kentucky: Your automobile is standing at the curb. Another 
automobile backs into it, but does it substantially no injury. 
Both drivers treat it as a trivial matter. Neither of them 
seeks to escape or conceal anything, but they laugh the matter 


knowing tbat such 


off, or talk it over for a minute and go on about their business. 
A police officer, or an enemy, or a mere interferer observes that 
they did not each give to the other all this information; he 
causes an arrest, swears out a warrant for perfectly respectable 
men or women who never had the slightest intention of break- 
ing the law. They are brought before the court and the testi- 
mony is that those two vehicles actually did come in contact, 
however slight, and the judge then is required in that instance 
to send the man or the woman to jail, to ruin their lives. For 
what? For a mere failure to stop and do a thing which, under 
the circumstances I have suggested, is perfectly useless. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Just one moment. That is not the 
case my friend from Arkansas was talking abont. 

Mr. CARAWAY. And the Senator is perfectly aware of the 
fact that no court would call it an accident if the cars merely 
touched. The Senator is perfectly right. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Let me not be diverted. This does 
not say that it is an accident. ‘This language is not that the 
vehicles shall be violently thrown together. It is enough that 
they have been struck. Let me follow it out. 

That is not the case my friend from Arkansas, who is a good 
lawyer and a good legislator, was talking about at all. He was 
talking about the case of a man who recklessly runs over a 
child and then runs away to escape detection and leaves his 
victim in the street. I will go as far as the Senator who goes 
farthest to apprehend and punish that kind of an individual, 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, wilt the Senator let me 
interrupt him just one minute? 

Mr. REED of Missouri. If the Senator will permit me, I am 
going to draw the distinction where I think the line ought to 
be. So, also, if a man runs into another man's vehicle, injures 
it, and runs away in order to escape the responsibility, that is 
a case to be dealt with rather drastically, although the two 
cases are not at all upon a parallel. 

What this bill ought to do, and what is done in the laws 
of many cities, is to provide that where an individual has 
been injured by an automobile and the driver of the automo- 
bile seeks to escape and hide his identity, and does not stop to 
relieve his victim, a heavy penalty can be imposed. ‘This bill 
ought to provide for that kind of a case. It ought to provide 
for the case of a man who injures another automobile and wil- 
fully runs away for the purpose of escaping liability. Then if 
we are to require, for some public purpose, the reporting of all 
accidents, certainly for a mere failure to report a trivial acci- 
dent the penalty ought to be very slight. 

Mr. CARAWAY. There is where I want to ask the Sena- 
tor a question. Are you going to let the man who commits 
the offense be the judge of whether the accident was serious 
or trivial? You have to draw the line. If the man who com- 
mits the offense is to be his own judge then, of course 

Mr. REED of Missouri. That could be covered by a pro- 
vision in the law, leaving it to the discretion of the judge 
whether it should be a fine of a dollar or a jail sentence. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Let us amend it, 

Mr. REED of Missouri. This takes the discretion away. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Let me continue for just one mo- 
ment, because I will get my thought better before the Senator, 
and then I will yield to him. 

Mr. BALL. Will the Senator yield just for a question? 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Yes; I will yield. 

Mr. BALL. Would it not be better to take these amendments 
up separately and to have the Senator present an amendment 
which would cover the proposition which he suggests? 

Mr. REED of Missouri. That is the very thing I was com- 
ing to 

Mr. BALL. Idle discussion of this kind is getting us to no 
place, but if the Senator presents an amendment to that sec- 
tion, which the Senate can consider, then we probably can 
legislate. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. The Senator’s question anticipates 
just what I was coming to. In order to draw a proper provi- 
sion covering the very matter I have immediately discussed, a 
man ought to give it some thought. It is not a matter to be 
prepared here hurry-scurry on the floor of the Senate and in 
the midst of debate. So with reference to the section I lam- 
pooned when I first took my feet. There is some eyil there to 
be remedied. I was directing my attention to the character of 
the remedy that is proposed here. That ought to be carefully 
rewritten. 

This discussion—I beg my friend's pardon—is not idle. I 
think there have been some ideas expressed here to-night by 
Senators which are quite worthy of consideration. 1 suggest 
that in order to save time we adopt the original suggestion of 
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the Senator and let the bill go over until to-morrow evening. | a crime, and inflict a jail penalty in either event, as being in 


Let us take up other business, and to-morrow evening we can 
take up this bill again. I assure the Senator that I am as 
ready as any man in this body to cooperate in the enactment 
of a law that will be in accordance with the principles of our 
jurisprudence, and will tend, as far as law can, to prevent acci- 
dents in the District, and I think we would gain time by doing 
that. I would not undertake to draw amendments to this bill 
upon the floor myself. I am not so gifted as that. 

Mr. BALL. Let me renew my request for unanimous consent. 

Mr. STANLEY and Mr. CARAWAY addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER., The Senator from Delaware 
is recognized. 

Mr. BALL. I ask unanimous consent that the bill be tem- 
porarily laid aside, with the understanding that it will be taken 
up either Monday evening or the first evening we can get. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, I hope the Senator will not 
do that. If there is anybody here who wants to take the re- 
sponsibility of defeating the measure, let him do it. The Sen- 
ator knows that if we lay the bill aside it will mean that we 
will not enact it into law at this session. If men are more 
considerate for drunken drivers than they are for the safety 
of children who play in the streets, let the bill fail. But I 
know and everybody knows that if it is laid aside it will be 
killed. Suppose some harshness does creep into the bill; it 
is certainly in the interest of human safety, and we had better 
let a man who is reckless bear a little harsh treatment than 
let innocent victims be killed in the streets. I hope the Senator 
will not make that request. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. 
mean to say—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator yield? 

Mr. REED of Missouri. That there is no law now in the 
District under which a man who recklessly kills a human 
being in the street can be arrested? 

Mr, CARAWAY. I will say this—and the Senator knows it— 
that there is no regulation here that keeps reckless drivers from 
killing people in the streets every day. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I will say that there is plenty of 
law to-day, if it were enforced, to stop the greater part of 
the evils that now occur. I am not saying that the laws can 
not be bettered, and I am willing to help better them; but I am 
not willing to do it by putting monstrous provisions into the 
law when that is wholly unnecessary. 

Mr. CARAWAY. What is the monstrous provision in a law 
which says that if a man shall run down a helpless victim he 
shall be arrested if he does not stop and let the people know 
who killed the victim? 

Mr. REED of Missouri. 
bill. 

Mr. CARAWAY. There is. If the Senator would just read 
the bill instead of criticizing it he would find it in there. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I have read it, and I am quite 
capable of understanding it. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I think the Senator is; but the Senator so 
Joyes to characterize as harsh and unreasonable provisions of 
the law that he fails to study the reasons for it. I have no 
right to speak for the committee, but I would he perfectly 
delighted to cooperate in trying to seek amendments that would 
modify the harshness of some of the provisions. But I did 
want to appeal to the Senator, and I do not want to be harsh 
about it; I am like the Senator from Missouri, I am growing 
mild as I grow older. 

Mr. BALL: I am afraid I am not growing mild. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Merely in our anxiety to protect some reck- 
less, drunken driver, I do not want to see the defeat of this 
measure, and that is all it means, 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator yield to the 
Senator from Missouri? 

Mr. REED of Missouri. What right has the Senator to say 
met anybody on this floor wants to protect a reckless, drunken 
driver : 

Mr. CARAWAY. Everybody who delays—— 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Because he does not agree to drastic 
penalties that will apply not to a drunken driver but to any 
good woman who happens to make the mistake of not report- 
ing an accident? The Senator is discussing one question; I 
am discussing another. I will go as far as he wants to go, 
short of burning at the stake, to punish drunken drivers or 
men who recklessly run down children. We are not in any 
discord on that.. But I insist, and the Senator must know, that 
he has no right to classify men who are opposed to putting 
those who make an innocent mistake in with those who commit 


Does the Senator from Arkansas 


There is no such provision in this 


favor of drunken drivers, or anything of the sort. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The Senator has a perfect right to charac- 
terize everybody else as being wholly devoid of human sym- 
pathy if they want to put in a provision he does not approve. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. No 

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ar- 
kansas yield to the Senator from Maryland? 

Mr. CARAWAY. Pardon me just a minute. 

R Mr. BRUCE. I was just going tọ ask the Senator a ques- 
on. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I yield to the Senator. I thought he was 
eens for the floor. I will be glad to yield to him for a ques- 

on. 

Mr. BRUCE. I was simply going to ask the Senator whether 
he does not think that the whole situation could be dealt with 
much more satisfactorily if somebody would simply offer an 
amendment embodying the suggestions made by the Senator 
from Missouri? 

Mr. CARAWAY. That is exactly the unanimous-consent re- 
quest that is pending, 

Mr. BRUCE. As far as I am concerned, I think the point 
taken by the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. STANLEY] and the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. Reep] is absolutely well taken, but 
it can be amended. The point should be presented in some con- 
crete form. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The unanimous-consent request was that 
the bill be taken up section by section. 

Mr. BRUCE. Precisely. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I do not feel that we should imperil its 
passage by laying it aside for somebody to rewrite it, and then 
come in and meet this exact situation. Let us read it, and 
when we reach these sections, I am perfectly willing to agree 
with the Senator from Missouri, because for all his sharp 
tongue, he is the kindest man in the Senate. 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 
Arkansas yield to the Senator from Virginia? 

Mr. CARAWAY. I yield. 

Mr. SWANSON. I want to make the suggestion that to- 
morrow night we meet at 8 o’clock—— 

Mr. SMOOT. Saturday night? 

Mr, SWANSON. Yes; Sdturday night. 

Mr. KING. I object. 

Mr. SWANSON. Then, I suggest that on Monday night at 
8 o'clock we take up this bill, and that no Senator shall be per- 
mitted to speak more than 10 minutes on the bill or 10 minutes 
on any amendment offered. Then we will accomplish some- 
thing. If we put it off to another night and come here and 
have interminable debate, the bill will never be passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There are three unanimous- 
consent agreements which haye been offered, and the Chair is 
not clear which one is to be acted upon. Does the Senator 
from Delaware withdraw his request for unanimous consent 
so that the Senator from Virginia may submit his request? 

Mr. BALL. I withdraw my request so that the Senator 
from Virginia may present his. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Virginia 
asks unanimous consent that the Senate meet at 8 o'clock on 
Monday evening next for the consideration of the bill, and that 
no Senator shall be permitted to speak more than 10 minutes 
upon the bill, or any amendment thereto. Is there objection? 

Mr. BAYARD. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made. 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. BALL. I renew my request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair has recognized the 
Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. STANLEY. The necessity for sane and severe legisla- 
tion punishing reckless driving in the city of Washington is 
perfectly manifest to every sensible person who has spent 30 
days within the limits of the Capital City. That goes without 
saying. I am as sensible as is the Senator from Arkansas of 
the perils involved in the character of automobile driving 
that we see every day on the streets of the Capital. Life is 
endangered. The lives of little children are endangered, and 
that appeals to every honest and tender heart. But I wish to 
say to the Senator from Arkansas that there are other things 
that are as precious as life—the honor, the security, and the 
liberty of the citizen. It is the duty, and it is presumed to 
be within the province and the power of legislators, certainly 
within the power of the Senate, to enact legislation which 
shall punish the offenses to which the Senator has referred 


without endangering the liberties and the rights of individuals 
who commit no offense. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Will the Senator permit me to ask him 
a question? Is the Senator ready to offer an amendment? 
If he is, let him do it. I am not trying to characterize any- 
body's conduct. I would like to appeal to the Senator to let 
us proceed with the bill and offer amendments. I maintain 
that the automobile is a dangerous instrumentality. Dozens 
and dozens of people are killed here every year by reckless 
drivers, and many of those drivers are never known. 

Mr. STANLEY. There is no question about that, 

Mr. CARAWAY. Will the Senator be willing to let us take 
up the bill and amend it? 

Mr. STANLEY. I will come to that. I.will be through in 
just a moment. I wish to call the Senator’s attention to this 
fact. He has lamented the fact that unless the bill is enacted 
into law, for instance, that reckless drivers, drunken or un- 
concerned about human life, will run down little children in 
the streets, will send their mangled bodies home to broken- 
hearted parents, and, with his peculiar powers of eloquence 
and satire, we could almost see before our eyes the body of 
the bleeding and helpless victim being carried home. Does 
the Senator realize that if the bill were enacted and made 
the supreme law of the land and all other acts governing the 
conduct of automobile drivers were repealed by its terms, it 
would be practically a license to péople to commit the very 
offenses of which he complains? If a drunken driver in the 
city of Washington should run down a helpless child deliber- 
ately, with the deliberation which under the common law would 
amount to murder and which under the law as it now stands 
in the city of Washington and the District of Columbia would 
amount to murder, under this bill he could not be fined more 
than $500 or imprisoned more than a year. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The Senator is entirely wrong. The bill 
does not punish murder at all. The bill simply says that 
drivers doing certain things shall be punished In a certain 
way. There is no punishment for murder provided in the bill. 

Mr. STANLEY. It does not reach the offense of which the 
Senator is compl 

Mr. CARAWAY. It does. It gives the director the right 
to revoke such a driver's permit to drive, and there are a lot 
of reckless drivers who would think they were ruined if they 
were not permitted to drive their cars, and they will, therefore, 
be careful. ` 

Mr. STANLEY. The theory of the Senator is that revocation 
of a permit is a more powerful deterrent than a noose in 
keeping drunken drivers off the streets of Washington? 

Mr. CARAWAY. No; the Senator never understood me to 
say that, but the Senator did understand me to say the pro- 
visions of the bill are so harsh that it is going to make people 
careful. The Senator knows that. Of course, the Senator 
could say that because the crime of murder being punished by 
death does not always restrain people from killing, therefore 
we should not have any law with reference to murder. 

I know and the Senator knows—and I beg everybody’s par- 
don, but I feel it mighty strongly—that if we stand up here 
and merely waste our time and weep over possible hardships 
that may come to somebody who violates the law and then 
conceals it, we will get no legislation at all. Every day when 
I take up the paper I read where some drunken driver has 
killed some child. So help me Almighty God, if any reckless 
or drunken driver ever kills a child of mine, I will go and 
hunt him with a gun like I would a mad dog. If I were a 
member of the grand jury of the District of Columbia and 
some reckless driver killed some man's child, and that man 
proceeded to kill the reckless driver, and his case came before 
the grand jury, he would not be indicted as long as I sat on 
the jury. I think it is such a serious matter and the reckless- 
ness of drivers in the District of Columbia is so notorious that 
we ought to do something about it. 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President, I wish now to reiterate the 
fact that there is much in the bill that is good and wholesome 
and should be enacted into law; for instance, the provision 
that no individual while under the influence of intoxicating 
liquor shall operate any motor vehicle in the District, and the 
punishment therefor is a fine of not less than $100 nor more 
than $500 for the first offense. That is adequate, just, com- 
mendable. To impose the same penalty for an accidental col- 
lision is absurd. 

What the bill needs, as the Senator from Missouri [Mr. REED] 
has said, is a careful rewriting and careful amendment in such 
way as not to interfere with the legitimate rights of the citizens 
of the District of Columbia and of the city of Washington and 
as to not subject the drivers of automobiles to blackmail by the 
police or by enemies, and at the same time to protect the lives 
of pedestrians. 
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For that reason I ask unanimous consent that the bill may 
be temporarily laid aside; that it shall be taken up at a night 
session of the Senate on Monday night for passage; that in the 
meantime those who are interested in the legislation shall pre- 
pare amendments with care, It is impossible to amend the bill 
in a proper manner while it is being considered on the floor of 
the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Kentucky 
has renewed the unanimous-consent request previously submit- 
ted by the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Swanson]. 

Mr. SWANSON. Without limitation of debate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without limitation of debate. 

Mr. SWANSON. I have no desire to waste the time of the 
Senate. It is 10 minutes after 10 and we have hardly done 
more than read the bill. It is useless to take the time of the 
Senate with these matters unless a limit is placed upon debate. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr, President, I hope the request of the 
Senator from Virginia will be granted. 

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, I rise to a point of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Maryland 
will state the point of order. 

Mr. BRUCE. I note the fact that there is no quorum present. 
I think the Senate has demonstrated that it is absolutely 
incompetent to transact any business to-night. I think this 
farce ought to be brought to an end. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Maryland 
suggests the absence of a quorum. The clerk will call the roll, 

The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Ball Dial a! i Stanfield 

Bayard Fess Mete: Stanley 

Bingham Harris Moses Swanson 

Erua —.— 8 * 
ursum owe! pper Walsh, 

Butler Johnson, Minn. Ransdell Warren 

Cameron Jones, Wash. Reed, Mo. Watson 

Capper eyes Robinson 

Caraway King Sheppard 

Copeland McKellar Simmons 

Curtis McKinley Smoot 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Forty-one Senators have an- 
swered to their names. There is not a quorum present. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I ask that the unanimous- 
consent agreement be carried out and that the Senate take a 
recess until 12 o'clock to-morrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none. Under the unanimous-consent agreement 
heretofore entered into, the Senate stands in recess until 12 
o'clock to-morrow. 

Thereupon the Senate (at 10 o’clock and 15 minutes p. m.) 
took a recess until to-morrow, Saturday, February 14, 1925, at 
12 o’clock meridian. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Fray, February 13, 1925 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: 


Our Heavenly Father, Thou who hast given us life, help us 
to love Thy will and walk in Thy way. Thy wonderful provi- 
dence has been in the founding of the fair fortunes of our 
land. Upon these servants so much of our country’s good and 
prosperity are dependent. O may the vision of our responsi- 
bility never pass until much wise and wholesome legislation is 
realized. May a day never go by without us asking God to 
bless our flag and all that it symbolizes. Whatever each day 
demands, enable us to be faithful to duty, and with reverent 
spirits always acquit ourselyes like men. Through Jesus Christ 
our Lord. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved, 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AND NATIONAL JUSTICE—A GUARANTY AGAINST 
AGGRESSIVE WAR 

Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to be 
allowed to extend my remarks in the Rxconn on the subject of 
how to take the profits ont of war, offering some definite ideas 
upon that general theme. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from South Carolina asks 
unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the Reocoxzp in the 
manner indicated. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Speaker, so much has been said in a 
loose way about the general proposition on which both parties 
agree, “to take the profits ont of war,” that I feel some 
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definite statement should be made. There seemed to be about 
as many different notions of plans and ways as there are 
speakers. So far all seemed to be somewhat up in the air when 
details are called for. 

No one person or group can justly claim exclusive credit 
for the idea of the proposition. Certainly many, doubtless 
thousands, had the rough outline of the idea forced into their 
consciousness by facts and conditions manifest on every hand 
during the recent war. It was inevitable that rational minds 
should thus conclude, seeing the indiscriminate draft of human 
beings, and seeing at the same time how many who escaped 
the draft made immense fortunes. Certainly the American 
Legion was among the first to formulate a statement of the 
principle. Certainly the Christian Science Monitor is entitled 
to great credit for disseminating the thought. 

We must not forget that the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
McKenziz}, now chairman of the Committee on Military Af- 
fairs, introduced on November 21, 1921, H. R. 9213, which 
was identical with H. R. 517 of the present Congress. That 
bill grew out of the same process of thinking and contains 
very valuable suggestions of practicable ways and means to 
remedy the evil. 

BY “UNIVERSAL DRAFT,” WHAT DO WR MBEAN? 


Let us be definite. Sweeping generalities are pleasing, but 
we must present a bill to a Congress composed of very prac- 
tical men, representing a practical, matter-of-fact Nation. Our 
people believe in ideals, but they wish those ideals to be trans- 
latable into concrete action, 

What final form must the noble sentiment to require all citi- 
zens to contribute equally to the burdens of war take in actual 
legislation? What is the concrete evil we desire to correct? 
We have seen one man called to endure military service, to be 
wounded, and perhaps to die, while another man who owes 
the common country just as much as or more than the soldier 
remains at home in safety and makes millions trading with 
our Government in war supplies or profiteering upon the 
civilian population, including the families of the soldiers at 
the front. Furthermore, we have seen these war profiteers take 
loud-mouthed credit for being “ patriotic” because they bought 
Liberty bonds with these swollen fortunes. But remember 
that the interest and principal of all these war bonds can be 
paid only by labor, largely by manual labor, producing things 
to eat and wear, and that this labor will and must be per- 
formed in large part by the ex-soldier and his children and 
grandchildren. So the net result is that the soldier defends 
the profiteer in war and supports him in luxury in time of 
peace. This, then, must be the evil we have set ourselves to 
correct. 

By “equality of burden for all in war” we can not mean 
absolute and ideal equality. We can not mean that all, from 
the President, Supreme Court judges, the executives of indus- 
try, and high Army and Navy officers, shall work for $30 a 
month. We do not mean that all citizens, men and women, 
old and young, shall be conscripted. We do not mean that “all 
property of every form” shall be conscripted. We would not 
need “all property of every form.” Then what do we mean? 

(1) We mean that profiteering in war times on either the 
Government or the civilian population shall cease. This must 
be accomplished by stabilization of prices and control of sup- 
ply and a single purchasing authority. To these and other 
measures severe penalties for accomplished or attempted acts 
of profiteering must be prescribed. 

(2) We do not intend to confiscate any private property. 
We could not do so in the face of the fifth amendment to the 
Constitution. Even if we had constitutional warrant to take 
one man’s property without payment and to leave another 
man’s property untouched, we would be violating the funda- 
mental maxim of equality of burden we have set out to accom- 
plish. We propose that all property taken shall be paid for, 
but only at its actual ordinary economic value. We propose to 
set up a special “ courts of compensation” to measure compensa- 
tion in all cases where the owner exacts too much. 

(3) Then we propose to accomplish some sort of rude but 
wonderfully improved “equality of burden” between the citi- 
zen in arms, suffering and dying, and the citizen back at home 
in safety, by requiring the “folks back home” to finance the 
war on a “pay-as-you-go” basis. Thus we escape the “taking 
of private property” inhibited by the fifth amendment and 
enter the realm of the taxing power. The simple formula is: 
“One citizen shall fight and another citizen (not fighting) 
shall work and pay while the fighting goes on.” Can anyone 
doubt which of these two classes has the “softer snap”? In 
former wars “substitutes” brought high prices. How much 
ere Grover Bergdoll have gladly paid to escape military 
duty 


WHAT THE REPUBLICAN PARTY PROMISES 


Plans perfected to stop war profiteering: One of the most important 
pieces of constructive work done by the department has been to work 
out a complete system for mobilizing industry in the event the United 
States should ever enter another war. “ If this country is ever forced 
into another war, there must be no slackers and no profiteers.” The 
errors of the Democratic administration shall never be repeated If the 
policy of the present Republican administration is continued. The 
burden of defending the country must be assumed by all, rich and 
poor, labor and capital, industrial worker as well as soldier. The 
owner of an industry and his employees must not be permitted to make 
exorbitant profits and to receive high wages while the soldiers are 
enduring hardships and dangers and meeting death. Modern warfare 
is no longer a conflict between armies but between nations, and every 
individual must do his part in his country’s defense. This is an 
American policy. Equality of responsibility must go hand in hand 
with equality of opportunity. This policy has the support of the ad- 
ministration, and the Republican platform strongly indorsed it at 
Cleveland. (Extract taken from Republican Campaign Textbook, 1924, 
at page 368.) 


THE CONSCIENCE OF THE WORLD APPROVES 


A most thoughtful article covering the whole subject is 
contributed to the Atlantic Monthly for February, 1925, by 
nee Huddleston, and from it we take the following expres- 
sions: 


It should be recalled that the proposal has been expressed in a 
single sentence as follows: “In the event of a declaration of war the 
property, equally with the persons, lives, and liberties of all citizens 
shall be subject to conscription for the defense of the Nation.” If 
wars arise chiefly from political, territorial, and sentimental causes, they 
are often fostered by economic considerations, and when once war 
begins it is continued longer than need be because vested interests in 
war are immediately established. Anyone who had the smallest inside 
knowledge of the great European war must bave been struck with the 
number of people who enriched themselves from 1914 to 1918 and for 
some time afterwards. For these people the war was a good thing, 
Whatever were the feelings which animated the bulk of the fighters 
it can not be denied that behind the armies tn places of safety were 
those who were making money and whose professed patriotism may 
rightly be regarded as tainted. 

Every country had its profiteers, and these profiteers were among 
those who most urged on the troops. If no profits Whatever could in 
future be made out of a national tragedy—for war, whether it is won 
or lost, as we now see, a tragedy for all the belligerents—then at least 
we should be sure that only unselfish motives were animating the ~ 
peoples engaged in fighting. But something more than the impossi- 
bility of making profits out of war is needed. The declarations of the 
great parties in America which appeal strongly to the best minds in 
Europe provide for the conscription not only of war profits but of 
property of any kind which may be required for the successful prosecu- 
tion of war, One may doubt whether the diplomatists in 1914 would 
have been allowed to push matters to extremes bad there been in ex» 
istence laws by which private property was automatically placed at 
the disposal of the state. 

INDUSTRIAL AMERICA IN THE WORLD WAR 
(By G. B. Clarkson, p. 482) 


All industry and all commerce were conformed to its policies, Like 
Carnot, the great war minister of the French First Republic, it was 
the organizer of victory. And not alone for America, but to a very 
important extent for the Allies. All-productive America was the com. 
missary of its own armies and of those of the Aliles. Thus the War 
Industries Board was comparable on the side of economic power to the 
American Army on the side of man power. 

The analogy is complete in theory, but was not so in practice. The 
Nation conscripted its men by direct statute, but not so with its re- 
sources. In another war the principle ef the selective draft should be 
applied to dollars as well as to men. Industry should be persuaded to 
cooperate of its own initiative, as in the World War; but behind all 
industrial mobilization should be the formally adopted principle of 
conscription, which is the direct inference of the conception of modern 
war as a war of all persons and things. Resources and facilities 
should be used with as little thought of profit as human life is used. 
In considering the work of the War Industries Board for the purpose 
of learning how to prepare for industria] mobilization for another 
great war our military autborities and Congress should not overlook 
the fact that the selective draft of industry is the logical twin of 
the selective draft of men. In the next war all industry—the whole 
economic life of the Nation—as well as buman lite should be con- 
scripted. As has been said in chapter 9, Nothing undermines the 
will to war so rapidly as the popular conviction of widespread profiteer 
ing and exploitation.” 

It is yet too early to determine how much the War Department 
and the Army have learned from the industrial and commercial ex- 
perience of the World War. With an amazing but fanriliar lack of 
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foresight, Congress has made no pecuniary provision for the mainte- 
nance of a skeleton liaison between the Army and industry, though 
the Assistant Secretary of War is made responsible for the articulation 
of military and industrial forces, and there is slowly evolving a 
plan of familiarizing in peace time a nucleus of officers with industrial 
problems and processes and, conversely, of acquainting manufac- 
turers with military requirements. Coordination of requirements is 
being studied and resources and facilities are being classified with 
the intent that in another emrergency every great manufacturing 
plant will know what will be required of it. So far as the present 
officers of the General Staff and the supply agencies are concerned, 
the lesson of broad geographical distribution of requirements seems 
to be reasonably well understood, as well as the fact that all 
articles must be translated into terms of commodities. 


Because of the information contained I invite especial atten- 
tion to the following address by Mr. Baruch. His experience 
as chairman of the War Industries Board was invaluable in 
this connection: 


ADDRESS BY BERNARD M. BARUCH AT CLEVELAND, OHIO, MAY 28, 1924 


War, with its destruction of one’s fellow men, is not a pleasant thing 
to think or talk about; but until some method is found and adopted 
whereby nations can settle their differences by the rule of law and rea- 
son, instead of by war and destruction, we must, without violence 
to our traditional predisposition to peace and the pursuits thereof, 
be ready to defend ourselves. 

Wars are fought and won or lost on the land, on the water, in the 
air, and on those battle lines behind the front where the civilian forces 
stand. It is not enough to mobilize a nation's milltary strength; there 
must be a mobilization of its full economic resources, industrial, agri- 
cultural, and financial, These must be organized, coordinated and 
directed with the same strategy that governs the operations of the 
purely military arms of the service. The prodigious strain upon a 
country’s productive capacity must be met and balanced to provide the 
means of warfare and to maintain the civilian population, as well as 
to preserve the economic fabric. 

Unless the military and naval forces can get what they want when 
they want it, they are helpless. It is to meet this demand that it is 
mecessary to have a thorough industrial mobilization. Making this 
mobilization in a proper manner according to our experience in the last 
war will, in addition, result in the taking of profit out of war, increas- 
ing vastly the morale of the civilian forces and destroying any incen- 
tive to make war for profit. Morale is one of the greatest elements of 
success in war, indeed it is equally as important as the military and 
industrial forces. 

What herein is said is the result of the work of my associates and 
myself in the War Industries Board during 1917 and 1918, when we 
were confronted with the problem of seeing that the fighting forces 
of the allied and associated nations got what they wanted when they 
needed it without unnecessary dislocation of the industry of our coun- 
try, unnecessary profit, or unnecessary suffering of our population. 

As a result of that experience, I strongly recommend that legislation 
be put into effect that would give power to the President, in case of 
war or threatened war, to mobilize immediately, under supervision, the 
resources of the Nation. That would mean the mobilization of men, 
money, materials, manufacturing facilities, and maintenance, or food; 
the fixing of all prices; and the regulation and distribution of produc- 
tion. In charge of this work an industrial strategist or board should 
be placed. I am opposed, however, to boards except where final au- 
thority rests with the chairman, as divided authority causes indecision 
and indecision means defeat in war. The agency to put into execution 
the necessary legislation should be In existence and ready to be put into 
live being in case of war or threatened war. 

This is about what would take place: The military authorities would 
put into effect a draft of the entire population, from which the re- 
quired number of men would be drawn, and would place the necessary 
orders for equipment and matériel. The industrial strategist would 
then say from what industries the men should be taken, giving the 
draft boards a list of the essential and less essential industries and 
what proportion of its peace-time quota each industry should be per- 
mitted to produce. 

Prices of materials, commodities, and, in fact, all things would be 
declared fixed as of such and such a date, and it would be illegal either 
to buy or sell at a different price. A price-fixing board or committee 
would be immediately inaugurated for the purpose of making such 
changes in prices as became necessary. The machinery to make all 
this effective could be inymediately set up, as was done during the 
war through the State councils of defense. 

Money would be mobilized the same as men and materials because 
a price would be fixed at which money could be used, but the money 
would be allocated for the purpose of winning the war the same as 
in the case of men and materials. This would tend to prevent a 
rise in prices, and would also prevent competitive bidding for labor. 
Let me say here, parenthetically, that the difficulty during the last 


war was not so much with labor as with the departments of the 
~~ 


Government, which bid strenuously one against another without any 
coordination. Even the departments within the Army itself bid 
against one another, Labor, like money and materials, would be 
allocated under the new plan. Because the prices of the things that 
labor would have to buy would be fixed there would be no necessity 
for demands for increased wages by labor. 

The excess proportion, if any, of the profits in Industry and internal 
revenue would go to the prosecution of the war. Thus, you would 
not only take the profit out of war, and make even peace-time profits 
impossible by increasing all taxes for war purposes, but you would 
place all the resources of the country at the command of the war- 
making agencies. If such an organization, which we were approach- 
ing at the end of the war, had been put into effect at the beginning, 
the cost of the war, in my opinion, would not have been much more 
than one-half of what it was, and there would not have been charges 
of profiteering and economic chaos after the war. 

The industrial strategist at the head of the war supply board 
aboye described would organize each industry by a committee from the 
industry's own ranks, headed by a Government director. This Gov- 
ernment director would have associated with him representatives of 
each of the great departments of the Government which were inter- 
ested in obtaining products of this industry. The committee of the 
industry would be told by the Government what was required and 
the price to be paid, but the manner and method of production would 
be left to the industry so as to allow the freest initiative possible 
in the circumstances, The fuel and oil industries, which were admin- 
istered separately during the war, would be organized in the same 
manner as were the steel, copper, lumber, and other industries during 
the war. The railroads would also be under the control of this 
strategy board; indeed, everything except food. Food should be ad- 
ministered separately. 

The Army and Navy would determine the number of men required 
and the things needed, and would order those things. The industrial 
strategist would tell the departments where they could get the men 
with the least dislocation of the machinery required for the support 
of the troops. He would direct where the orders for matériel should 
be placed, but the inspection and receiving of the matériel should 
would be left to the departments. By specifying where orders should 
be placed not only the dislocation of industry would be avoided but 
also the jams that make delivery impossible. 

After the war had proceeded but a few months it became evident 
that the crowding of war orders into the usual well-known manufac- 
turing plants would result in such a jam that there would be no de- 
liveries. In such manufacturing districts as New England, New York, 
Philadelphia, and Pittsburgh there was such enormous congestion of 
orders that it was not only impossible for the factories to turn them 
out but it was impossible for the railroads to carry the freight. 
Power companies also were not only unable to furnish all the power 
necessary for manufacturing but also for street-car and lighting pur- 
poses, So bad was the outlook that many of the orders in those dis- 
tricts had to be reallocated to localities where the congestion was 
not so great. This condition would never have occurred had such a 
board been in existence before the war as was created during the war 
and now outlined. 

The industrial strategist when the varlous needs were placed before 
him would declare by a system of priorities where the men and mate- 
rials should be used; and, furthermore, he would Say where they 
could not be used. There would be a stimulation of production by 
putting more men, more money, and more transportation into the 
production of essentials for war, and a cutting off of demands by 
denying the use of men, money, materials, and transportation to indus- 
tries not engaged in war work. 

Priority—which means giving to a certain industry or branch of 
Government activity prior access to some requisite labor, service, or 
material—was and would be the most important instrument in this 
work, because on it depends the allocation of men, money, materials, 
and all other resources on the basis of their use toward the quickest 
winning of the war. 

When I use the word “labor,” I mean it in its broadest sense, and 
not in the narrower sense of those who labor with their hands. I 
mean anybody who renders service, whether a lawyer, a doctor, a 
banker, or a merchant. 

The engineers of the country would be organized just the same as 
any industry into field engineers, mechanical engineers, electrical engi- 
neers, metallurgical engineers, mining engineers, chemical engineers, 
and so on. There should be appointed by the engineering societies com- 
mittees whose members would know exactly what the men in their 
field could do. 

During the war many great problems were constantly coming before 
us, and would come before this industrial strategy board, which could 
best be solved by these engineers. Your society would be called in to 
organize these committees as an important adjunct to the industrial 
strategy board. No more important function was performed during 
the war, or could be performed in the event of another war, by the 
men of your profession. Not alone would you be helpful in the solu- 
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tion of old and present problems, but most of the new problems that 
would face the industrial strategy beard would have to be put up to 
and solved by you, for you are the only people capable of solving them. 

Even the dissemination of news—and I do not say this in a spirit 
of criticism of what was done—would be organized as other industries. 
It was the opinion of the men associated with-me that the matter of 
censorship should have been handled by a committee consisting of a 
representative of the Associated Press, the United Press, the Interna- 
tional Press, and other like associations, as well as representatives of 
the magazines. This censorship committee would be presided over by 
a chairman, and Melville E. Stone was suggested for this place during 
the war. The idea of this is that all industries should be directed by 
the Government, but regulated by themselves. 

All labor should be allowed as much freedom of action as possible in 
the circumstances. As far as practicable, skilled and unskilled labor 
should be permitted to select their own employment, and not be shifted 
from one place to another and from one business to another. That can 
be directed by priority rulings without the use of the draft or threat 
of the draft. These rulings would either stimulate or lessen production 
in many industries, businesses, and professions, and labor of its own 
accord would find employment where the demand existed. I am un- 
alterably opposed to a draft of labor that would take a man from one 
position under military compulsion and place him in another. 

During the war the final priority authority was vested in the chair- 
man of the War Industries Board, but at bis right hand always sat the 
military authority, whose necessities were met as far as possible. Pri- 
ority was a final ruling that the industrial strategist made, It was 
governed by the military needs, although it was always taken into con- 
sideration that in the use of men, money, and materials we had to keep 
up the morale of the civilian population, which is one of the greatest 
forces in war. A judicious and wise use of our resources made for the 
morale of the people and kept them whole-heartedly behind the fighting 
forces at the front. Indeed, I think the establishment of such an 
organization as I am outlining ready to function would do much to 
increase that morale. 

As a mater of fact, the War Industries Board as it was functioning 
at the end of the war was doing, either directly or indirectiy, nearly all 
the things above enumerated. 

General Crowder, who was in charge of the draft, had asked the 
chairman of the War Industries Board where he could obtain addi- 
tional men needed for the Army in France with the least possible dis- 
location of the war-making industrial civilian machinery, and we were 
in the process of replacing male labor with women. By a system of 
priorities the board was allocating to our own Army and Navy, to the 
Allies, and to the essential war industries the things that they required. 
It was giving priority rulings as to transportation, and they were being 
followed aut by the railroad administrator. 

The railroad director ran his train service first on our priority 
rulings and secondarily on an economic basis. The Fuel Administra- 
tion distributed fuel only on the rulings of the War Industries Board. 
The board was endeavoring to disentangle and remove the many 
conflicts and competitive efforts involved in labor and buildings. It 
was allocating power and making regulations for the hitching up of 
seattered units of power. It was changing orders from congested 
to less congested districts. It had actually carried into effect an 
order that no building involving $2,500 or more should be undertaken 
without the approval of the War Industries Board. No steel, no 
cement, no material of any kind could be used for any purpose whatso- 
ever unless the War Industries Board permitted it. No steel com- 
pany could sell over 5 tons of steel unless approved by the director of 
steel. The Treasury would not permit the raising of money for any 
industrial or financial operation unless it was approved by the War 
Industries Board. The President issued an order that no com- 
mandeering should be done by the Army, Navy, Shipping Board, or 
Food Administration without the approval of the chairman of the 
War Industries Board. Every raw-material industry, and indeed prac- 
tically every industry, in the country was organized through appoint- 
ment of committees, and none of these industries would do any busi- 
mess except under the rulings promulgated by the board. These rul- 
ings were made known through the issuance of official bulletins at 
irregular intervals and were widely distributed by the press, which, 
I should like to say here, cooperated in this most necessary work with 
a whole-hearted purpose that gave to the directions of the War Indus- 
tries Board the instant and broad circulation they required. We were 
endeavoring to arrange it so that the fighting forces were to receive 
those things which they needed and no more, so that whatever was 
not actually required at the front was left to civilian purposes. In- 
dustries were curtailed, but never destroyed; skeletonized, but never 
killed. Indeed, the use of men, money, and materials was rapidly 
being brought into exactly that condition that I have previously 
brought to your attention as necessary in case of another war. 

A charming woman in Washington complained to me during the war 
that she could not get a zine cover for her kitchen table because the 
Government would not let her have it. That was and should have 
been a detall of the supervision in time of war. 


The War Industries Board before the armistice had reached an 
absolute agreement with all the makers and distributers of wholesale 
and retail shoes to fix prices, qualities, and colors, to be effective July 
1, 1919. Under this agreement a good, durable shoe could be bought 
for $3.50, While the highest grade, I think, was to be sold at $10.50, 
No one who did not bave a card of the War Industries Board In his 
window could sell shoes. No jobber or manufacturer would sell shoes 
to anybody who did not have this card. The shoes were to be stamped 
Class A, B, and C, and they had to be of the quality prescribed. The 
country was so organized that there were committees In every district 
which would immediately report to Washington the name of any shoe 
retailer who did not carry out the regulations of the War Industries 
Board. Through restrictions on his labor, money, raw material, and 
transportation, no manufacturer would have been permitted to sell to 
any dealer violating the regulations, 

The manufacturers in this country of men's and women's wearing 
apparel had, in 1918, been called to Washington, together with the 
retailers of various goods, and notified that certain regulations would 
have to be made in regard to retail prices and standardization of cloth- 
ing because of the need of withdrawing from industry additional men 
and materials. 

In addition some of the prices of materials bought from other coun- 
tries were high because of the competitive bidding of the Allies and 
ourselves. The War Industries Board therefore urged and secured 
the appointment of a single executive to buy all the nitrate needed 
and to parcel it out by priority among the Allies and ourselves. Com- 
petition for wool, leather, platinum, manganese, and other things that 
were produced outside of this country and the nations associated with 
us in the war was in process of climination in the same way by the 
nations associated in the war against our common enemy. In each 
executive there sat a representative of every allied nation, who would 
state the things that his particular nation wanted. The executive 
would obtain the priority rulings. The plan was to allocate to each 
nation nitrate, wool, etc., according to its needs. 

The work of the conservation division was of great importance in 
eliminating innumerable styles and in saving men, money, and time. 
The Department of Commerce is trying to put into effect many of 
these things in peace time 

And so there was built up this great machine, which was enabling 
the military to put its mind on military operations and leave the 
industrial side of the war to those people who, by training and tem- 
perament, were able to handle the industrial side, just as the military 
people, by their training and temperament, were able to handle their 
side as specialists, No one can justly say that in these circumstances 
there will be any profit left in war or any profiteering in war; nor 
ean anyone say it can not be done, for in 1918 it was being done. 

A study of the picture that I have tried to give will demonstrate 
the following facts: Industry would be given the fullest self-control 
possible, except as to prices and to distribution, being left free to 
use its own initiative in carrying out the necessary war regulations. 
Capital wonld have the same burden, and would be left free within 
the limits of the needs of the war, Prices would be regulated on the 
basis of a fair return in the circumstances with the same relationship 
as in the time preceding the war. Men in the various industries and 
walks of life would bear the same proportionate burdens. Labor—and 
I mean labor and services in the broader sense—would be regulated 
by keeping the returns from its efforts in the same proportion as 
existed during peace time, because labor would not only be regulated, 
but also all the things necessary for one to eat and wear would be 
regulated in the same proportion, There would be Government direc- 
tion and not Government control. As the Gevernment has directed the 
use of its man power, it would direct the use of Its economic power. 
There would be no possibility of war-time profiteering. Economic 
chaos after the war would be prevented or much lessened. 

The thought naturally arises why, if regulation of prices and distribu- 
tion of production ean be done in war time, they can not be done in 
peace time. The answer is that this can not be done. In war there is 
the urge of common danger and common sacrifice and a spirit of sery- 
ice which, in my opinion, can not be brought about in peace time. Nor 
have we found a substitute for personal initiative. Even during the 
war, when regulations were put Into effect, the endeavor was always 
made to leave as untrammeled as possible personal initiative and oppor- 
tunity to gain from it so far as it did not affect the general interest. 

The general attitude of business toward this plan during the World 
War was splendid. There may have been exceptions, but they were 
few and far between, and when they finally understood they cooperated 
whole-heartedly. An estimate of the spirit of service that character- 
ized the work of the members of the board with whom I had the 
honor of being associated, of general business, and of such professional 
men as yourselves was expressed by Woodrow Wilson when he said 
that they had turned aside from every private interest of their own 
and devoted the whole of their trained capacity to the tasks that 
supplied the sinews of the whole great undertaking. The patriotism, 
the unselfishness, the thoroughgoing devotion and distinguished capac- 


| ity that marked their toilsome labors day after day, month after month, 


| have made them fit mates and comrades to the men in the trenches and 
on the seas.” 


THE PRODUCTION, REFINING, AND MARKETING OF PETROLEUM AND 
ITS PRODUCTS 


| Mr. HOWARD of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to extend my remarks in the Recogp on the matter of 
the production, refining, and marketing of petroleum and its 
products. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oklahoma asks unani- 
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOWARD of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, at this time there 
is much discussion relative to the prices of petroleum and its 
products. For the information of those interested appended 
hereto I submit a statement of facts and statistics gathered 
on the subject by myself and submitted to a meeting of the 
rh area Petroleum Congress at Tulsa, Okla., in October, 
1 ; 


Were I to express my opinion on “ Legislation and the oil industry,” 
in a short and concrete statement, I would do so by saying that, 
like practically all other great industries, the oil industry needs 
little, if any, legislation, and that this industry, like most others, 
would be in a better position and function in the interest of all the 
people to a greater extent if some of the legislation or attempts at 
legislation which handicap the industry were eradicated and for- 
gotten. 

However, I realize that in these days when much enacted or pro- 
posed legislation is based upon political expediency that the oil 
industry, like many others, has been and must expect to be harassed 
and handicapped in many instances by legislators and politicians who 
too often seize upon opportunities through introducing and passing 
in our legislative bodies laws which for the time appeal to the people, 
but are not sound fundamentally. This I believe has been especially 
true in the matter of legislation and executive policies of many States 
in the Union. toward the oil industry in the past few years, and there 
Is little doubt but what the industry will, in the future, be subjected 
to attempts at passing much legislation seeking to control, regulate, 
and hamper the industry. 

I do not seek to deny that relating to all industries there should 
be some safe, sound, and fundamental legislation, but in the passage 
of such legislation or the enforcement of executive policies toward 
the oll industry, I respectfully submit for the consideration of all 
legislators and executives that within the last few years the impor- 
tance of the oil industry to the entire world has so grown that legis- 
Jation detrimental to or that in anyway handicaps the safe, sound, 
and businesslike operation of the oil industry is just as harmful to 
the citizens of Nebraska, Iowa, our great cities and manufacturing 
centers, or any other nonproducing oil community, as it is to the 
communities in which the oil-producing fields of America are located. 
In other words, it is just as important to the citizenship where oil 
is not produced that those who do produce it are not handicapped in 
their efforts to at all times have at hand a supply of petroleum 
products as it is to the producer. 

The man on the farm, in the city, in the factory, at the forge, 
and in practically whatever industry he may be engaged at this time 
certainly realizes that petroleum and its products are as necessary to 
his branch of industry and as beneficial as are the benefits to the 
man or company who produces this petroleum and its products. Con- 
sequently the legislator or executive located most remote from the 
areas where petroleum is produced is as much if not more interested 
in permitting petroleum and its products to be produced and furnished 
to his constituents under the most favorable circumstances to both pro- 
ducer and consumer as is the legislator or executive representing the 
oil-producing areas. 

For these and many other reasons that could be advanced I am 
unable to analyze the public psychology which calls for repeated in- 
vestigations of the oil business of the United States and which seems 
to put forth an insistent demand for legislative restrictions upon one 
of the few great industries of the country which has really shown 
itself competent to supply its commodities at reasonable prices under 
varying conditions of prosperity and distress. 

For years the political atmosphere has been full of insinuations, 
indictment, and anathema aguinst one or more branches of this in- 
dustry. When we study the record of achievement of the oll business 
since prior to the war, note its prices and compare them with other 
commodities, compare its war record with the record of other lines 
of business and of labor, we seek in vain for a basis for indictment. 
‘Although not heavily interested in the oil business I have been con- 
vinced long ere this that most of the criticism directed against this 
great industry must necessarily arise from ignorance of the true facts, 

As long ago as April, 1920, when I was a Member of Congress and 
when it was then proposed to investigate the oil industry under House 
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Resolution No. 501, because prices were rising, I arose on the floor of 
the House of Representatives and cited the statistical position of the 
industry, which at that time showed that we were consuming more than 
60,000 barrels of oil per day in excess of our production, and asked 
why the plain, logical workings of the law of supply and demand in 
that instance should bring about a congressional investigation when 
similar phenomena in other industries were permitted to pass un- 
noticed. And on that occasion I said: 


“ Yet, to those most familiar with that business the question 
presents itself, ‘Why an investigation of the one industry which 
distinguished itself above all others during the war and up to 
the present time in efficiency, promptitude, and patriotic endeavor 
to supply the petroleum needs of the allied world,’ when other 
industries, not so distinguished, are permitted to pursue their 
unpatriotic course of profiteering through manipulation of prices 
and deliberate Umitation of production? 

“ Whatever may be said of the ofl men, it can not be success- 
fully maintained that they have ever loafed on the job. When 
we entered the war and the Government was hurriedly taking 
over one industry after another, great anxiety was expressed con- 
cerning the supply of gasoline and oil for the allied armies at 
the western front. Representatives of the oil industry were called 
in to see what could be done to secure such a supply. There was 
talk of taking over the oil business. But the prompt answer of 
the oil representatives was that already, and in advance of the 
American Army, in advance of Government action, there was an 
adequate supply of American gasoline and oil at the western 
front and more of it was on its way across the Atlantic in Amer- 
ican-owned tankers, while a continuous further supply was being 
transported across the continent to the Atlantic seaboard in tank 
cars and pipe lines owned and operated by American oil men. 

“Never during the great World War did the American petro- 
leum industry fall down, lag behind, nor bicker, nor bluster about 
prices, nor whine for special privilege. You will recall the true 
statement that we ‘ floated to victory on a sea of oil.’” 

And, at another point in my speech, I gave vent to the following 
expression of indignation; 


Finally, let me impress upon you that the oll industry is no 
longer in the hands of one company or coterie of operators, but 
is owned largely by a great number of independent, legimate, and 
energetic American business men and thousands of investors 
throughout the United States. This industry has been legislated 
against, taxed at every turn, regulated without reason, villified, 
discriminated against, misrepresented, and now it is proposed to 
investigate it.” 


And I am no forced to add that, after four years of investigation, 
and although during all that time and during the war American people 
were able to buy petroleum products at a lower price in comparison 
with the pre-war level than they were able to purchase other necessi- 
ties of life, and although no profiteering was disclosed by the investi- 
gation of 1920 and no criminality revealed by the investigation of 
1922, nevertheless, it is now proposed to prosecute the oll industry. 

The inexplicable workings of the public mind when aided and 
abetted by false propaganda is one of the phenomena with which it 
appears we must become accustomed and prepare to combat by a simple 
exposition of the facts. 

To my mind one of the bright spots in the history of American 
business, and one which evidences the keen foresight and business 
acumen of the American business man has been the remarkable manner 
in which those of the oi) industry, from the smallest producer or 
manufacturer to the largest companies engaged in the oil industry, 
have kept pace with the remarkable and ever-growing demand for 
petroleum and its products. This is especially true when we con- 
sider the many, many hazards surrounding the oil industry, and then 
glance for a moment at the statistics of the last few years concerning 
same. Many people, both among legislators, executives, and private 
citizens, have an erroneous idea concerning the oil business. Too 
many of them only know of the successes of the industry, and their 
only vision of it is the bright side. Too many legislators, I fear, 
have not in the past had sufficient information as to the hazards, in- 
tricacies, and uncertainties of the oll industry, and I appeal to Con- 
gress, and insist that before you shall again give serious attention to 
any legislation affecting the oil industry that you give careful con- 
sideration to all phases of the question. For that reason I beg 
herewith to state a few facts and statistics concerning this great 
industry. 

Crude petroleum is difficult and expensive to find and produce. 
Owing to the uncertain character of the production, it is necessary 
to accumulate stocks to tide the country over in case of sudden reces- 
sion of production. Attending this circumstance, we have had such 
an increase in automotive vehicle production that the consumption 
of petroleum products has increased by leaps and bounds, thus neces- 
sitating a great expansion in the petroleum industry. For instance, 
in 1912 the motor-vehicle registration was 1,033,096 cars, while in 
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1923 this registration has passed the 13,000,000 mark. No other in- 
dustry has been faced with a similar combination of circumstances. 

In 1918 the consumption and export of crude and refined oil in 
the United States was slightly in excess of 380,000,000 barrels. In 
1922 it was 586,000,000 barrels, and in the first six months of 1923 
it was 339,000,000 barrels, or almost as much as for the entire year of 
1918. I cite these figures merely to show how the importance and the 
responsibilities of the oil business have increased, yet, notwithstanding 
these facts, you will find that gasoline, with the exception of one 
or two months, has sold at a lower figure from 1917 to the present 
time than the average at which other commodities haye been sold to 
the American public. The United States Bureau of Labor Statistics 
publishes each month an index figure showing at what percentage of 
the average price in 1913 commodities are now being sold at whole- 
sale. 
nt wholesale at an average from 181 to 186 per cent of the 1913 price. 
During that same period, gasoline sold from the tank wagon at from 
132 to 135 per cent of the 1913 price. During 1918, when other 
industries were taking advantage of the war to sell their products 
at an average of from 185 to 207 per cent of the pre-war price, gaso- 
line was leaying the tank wagon at from 135 to 142 per cent of its 
1913 average, The same was substantially true of 1919. In April, 
1920, when the investigation of the oil industry above referred to was 
Started, the index price of gasoline was 166, while the average of all 
commodities, as published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, was 
266. 

And during all these years and up to the present time the American 
people have been able to buy gasoline at a lower price in comparison 
to the 1913 average than they have been able to buy their shoes, their 
clothing, food, metal products, building materials, or house furnishing 
goods. 

In March, 1922, when the agitation was started for the La Follette 
investigation of the oil industry, the index price of gasoline was 140, 
while the index price of all other commodities averaged 152. In 
May, 1923, when another hue and cry was raised about the price of 
gasoline, its index price was 128, while that of all other commodities 
was 156. In June of this year, it was 125, while that of all other 
commodities was 153, and, at the present time the average tank- 
wagon price in the United States is almost exactly what it was in 
1913. In other words, it averages 16 cents per gallon, while the 
average price in 1918 was 15.6 cents per gallon, and yet, at this time, 
the average of otber commodities is around 150. 

The legislators and politicians, however, are not the only persons 
responsible for and demanding detrimental legislation for the oil in- 
dustry and other great American industries. In May, 1922, the 
Massachusetts State Chamber of Commerce wrote to the Chamber of 
Commerce of Tulsa complaining that the retail price of gasoline was 
then 29 cents and seeking to enlist the aid of the Tulsa Chamber of 
Commerce in another congressional investigation of the alleged ex- 
tortionate price of gasoline. The index figure on gasoline at that time 
was, as I have indicated above, 140. But what was the condition with 
regard to the goods manufactured in Massachusetts, from whence the 
letter came? By turning to the statistics of the Bureau of Labor we 
find the following index prices on shoes and other goods manufac- 
tured in Boston and New England at that time: 


Ginghams, Lancaster 2644 inch, Boston- 
Flannel, white 
Clay worsted __ 


It would seem 8 these figures that the protest of the Massachu- 
setts State Chamber of Commerce was another instance of the pot 
calling something else black, and in contemplating this statement from 
the Massachusetts State Chamber of Commerce I doubt if they have 
taken into consideration the fact that in the manufacture and dis- 
tribution of the items above enumerated that petroleum and its prod- 
ucts played at least a small part, and that in making the suggestion or 
demand they did they were as a matter of fact only asking the Tulsa 
Chamber of Commerce to join in a movement which would indirectly 
place an added burden upon their own manufactured articles, 

In the very recent past there has been in many parts of the United 
States agitation relative to the prices of the products of crude petro- 
leum, this being especially true in the case of gasoline. It is true 
that gasoline has been selling on an average at a higher price since 
1913 than previous to that time, but I call attention to the fact that 
all other commodities have likewise commanded higher prices, and as 
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In 1917, while we were at war, other commodities were sold 


you look through the list which I herewith submit to you, you will 
find that none of the other commodities listed are selling at as low a 
price as the chief petroleum product: 


Index numbers of wholesale prices, 1923 


These figures should be enough to demonstrate that not only is the 
oll industry furnishing gasoline at a low price, which is probably below 
the cost of production, but by reason of the fact that the oil industry 
must pay the higher price for everything it consumes, as indicated by 


| the above list, the few dollars received by the oil industry are only 


worth about 65 cents each in purchasing power. 

Few consumers of petroleum and its products realize that at all 
times, during ejther a feast or famine in oil, those engaged in the oll 
industry are busily engaged in developing new oil fields, entailing im- 
mense investments, many of a very uncertain nature, in order that at 
all times petroleum and its products may be available to the consumer 
upon his demand, and that even in days when there is a surplus of 
production everywhere the burden falls heavier upon the industry by 
reason of its obligation to have its products on hand and available for 
the consumer in the days when the flush fields have unloaded their 
production and there is, as has been the case several times during the 
last few years, a scarcity of crude petroleum. 

Petroleum is hidden in the ground and can not be discovered and 
outlined as readily as other natura] resources. This fact requires a 
great deal of exploration work, which is sometimes successful and at 
other times not. This fact in turn causes the production to vary in 
amount, so that at times we have insufficient production and have to 
rely upon the stocks or imports. At other times, such as during the 
past summer, we produce for a time more oll than we can consume. 
Whenever the production mounts upward the public reaction is for im- 
mediate reduction of prices, regardless of the necessity of building up 
stocks in flush production to supply our needs when production is inade- 
quate. This important factor is overlooked by the public, and therein, 
in my opinion, is the chief error or fundamental fallacy underlying the 
criticism and hostility toward the industry. 

It has been said that when the farmer overproduces he must suffer 
lower prices, and that the same reasoning applies to the oil producer, 
It is true that there are certain points of similarity between the farmer 
and the oil producer. For instance, they both have a degree of uncer- 
tainty in their business, 

The farmer does not know when he plants bis grain in the spring 
whether or not he will harvest a large crop or a small crop or no 
crop at all. When the oil producer starts his well he does not know 
whether he will get a large producer, a small producer, or no pro- 
ducer at all. When a farmer plants his crop he does not know whether 
he will get a good price, an indifferent price, or be unable to sell at 
any price. The same is true of the oil producer when he starts his 
operations. The farmer, as a rule, is compelled to take whateyer price 
he is offered by the market makers elsewhere. The oil producer is like- 
wise compelled to accept whatever price he is offered, because he has 
very little voice, if any, in announcing the price or interpreting the 
law of supply and demand. But if the farmer finds that too much 
wheat is being produced, he can turn his acres to other crops, and 
thus ameliorate his condition, but the oll producer may not turn his 
well from the production of oil to the production of wheat or any 
other commodity. Oil production once opened up mast be continued, 
else salt water approaches and ruins the well. And it is well that the 
production be continued, because the country’s oil production at any 
given moment from any given number of wells is a decreasing fune- 
tion, and we do not know what the morrow may bring forth from the 
new exploration work being carried on. Six months’ fallure to bring 
in a new pool in the United States will always, owing to the stendily 
increasing consumption, result in the current production being Inade- 
quate to current needs. Therefore the necessity for large stocks. 

I believe in the law of supply and demand, and I believe that it 
should be permitted to work in the oil industry as well as in others, 
but there are certain other considerations which must be taken into 
account in the case of ofl. Since we are under the necessity of accumu- 
lating stocke u times of large production to take care of the famine 
which may always be just around the corner, the public should not 
demand drastie price cuts immediately when stocks begin to accumu- 
late. The consumer should not demand a paradise in the case of this 
limited natural resource every time that production exceeds consump- 
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tion, because, if such were permitted, the industry would be given no 
opportunity to provide in times of plenty for the approaching times of 
famine. 

In my opinion the economic history of the oll business does not 
justify hostile governmental interference. The only legislation of 
which I can conceive with reference to the oll industry, which would 
be constructive and not destructive, would be appropriate enactments 
in both the Federal Congress and the State legislatures whereby the 
members of the oil industry would be permitted to cooperate for the 
conservation of petroleum without danger of being indicted for viola- 
tion of the antitrust law. During the past summer this valuable 
natural resource has been wasted by overproduction and glutinous 
consumption at rulnous prices, The public may haye enjoyed this 
for a time, but the public will pay the penaity in the end. There 
was no way by which the oll industry, which wanted to conserve the 
supply, could legally do so. At the first suggestion that such an 
attempt be made there were threats of prosecution by both Federal 
and State Governments. This is a shortsighted and erroneous gov- 
ernmental policy. 
petroleum for future use, the governmental attitude should be the 
exact opposite, and the oil industry should be authorized by law, both 
State and Federal, to cooperate in times of overproduction in any 
reasonable program of curtailment of production in order that the 
excess oll may be left in the ground until needed by the public, Dur- 
ing the past summer some 2 or 3 per cent of the wells in the United 
States were producing half of the oll. These wells were located in 
seven or eight flush pools. If the oll industry had been authorized 
by law to cooperate In holding down the production of these pools, 
petroleum: products could have been marketed at reasonable prices 
and in an orderly manner, and the country would have been assured 
of a more adequate supply for future use produced in an orderly man- 
ner from the known pools as occasion demanded. 

Any industry which enjoys a constantly and rapidly increasing 
demand for its products is on a sound basis, and I, therefore, believe 
that the oil industry of this country is fundamentally sound. Amerien 
is the world’s greatest petroleum producing, refining, and consuming 
country. Petroleum has contributed far more to the prosperity of the 
country than the cash receipts of the units of the industry would 
indicate, Without it, the automobile would have been impossible. 
Without it, track transportation would have been impossible, Without 
these, the present volume of business would have been impossible 
because the present volume of business depends upon rapid trans- 
portation. Without petroleum fuel and the means of transportation 


thereby supplied, the country’s growth would have been checked in 


a number of ways, including the Inability to feed the vast popula- 
tion of our large cities. The oil industry has arisen to the occasion 
and has supplied these needs at moderate prices. The obvious duty 
of the public and of the law-making bodies is to view with pride the 
growth of this industry and to entertain toward it a spirit of grati- 
tude and cooperation rather than one of harping criticism and threat- 
ened persecution. With such a spirit and the proper liberalizing of 
our anti-trust laws so that the industry will be free to cooperate 
legitimately, the petroleum supremacy of America will extend on 
into the future years to the great glory and prosperity of our people. 
But if repressive measures, governmental red tape, and hostile legis- 
lation are now to be visited upon this industry, it will become less 
efficient, less dependable and less active, to the great loss and humilia- 
tion of the consumer who now complains though in the midst of a 
paradise. 
INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATION BILL 


Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, last night shortly before 
adjournment I secured consent to have until midnight to file 
the conference report on the Interior Department appropria- 
tion bill. The report was filed in due time and was sent to the 
Government Printing Office with a note for its inclusion in the 
Recorp of yesterday, but through some error it was not in- 
eluded. I desire to call the matter to the attention of the 
House at this time in order that the report may be included at 
this point in to-day’s Recorp, and I ask unanimous consent 
that that may be done. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the conference report 
will be printed in the Record of to-day. 

There was no objection. 

The report and statement is as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
10020) making appropriations for the Department of the In- 
terior for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, and for other 
purposes, having met, after full and free conference have 
agreed to recommend and do recommend to their respective 
Houses as follows: 
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In view of the great need for conservation of 
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That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered 1, 2, 3, 
4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 15, 23, 81, 36, 45, and 49. 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend- ` 
ments of the Senate numbered 11, 12, 13, 16, 17, 19, 20, 21, 22, 
24, 25, 29, 39, 40, 41, 42, 46, 47, and 48, and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 14: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 14, 
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: At the 
end of the matter inserted by said amendment insert the fol- 
lowing: “, not to exceed $2,000”; and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 18: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 18, 
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows:-In lieu 
of the matter inserted by said amendment insert the following: 
“335,000, of which $10,000 shall be available only for the com- 
pletion of the Taber feed canal“; and the Senute agree to the 
same, 

Amendment numbered 26: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 26, 
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: Restore 
the matter stricken out by said amendment amended to read 
as follows: “Provided, That no part of this appropriation 
shall be used for construction purposes until a contract or con- 
tracts in form approved by the Secretary of the Interior shall 
have been made with an irrigation district or with irrigation 
districts organized under State law, providing for payment by 
the district or districts as hereinafter provided. The Secre- 
tary of the Interior shall by public notice announce the date 
when water is available under the project: Provided further, 
That no part of the sum hereby appropriated shall be ex- 
pended for the construction of new canals or for the extension 
of the present canal system for the irrigation of lands outside 
of the 40,000 acres for the irrigation of which a canal system 
is now provided, until a contract or contracts shall have been 
executed between the United States and the State of Montana, 
whereby the State shall assume the duty and responsibility of 
promoting the development and settlement of the project after 
completion, securing, selecting, and financing of settlers to en- 
able the purchase of the required livestock, equipment, and 
supplies and the improvement of the lands to render them 
habitable and productive. The State shall provide the funds 
necessary for this purpose and shall conduct operations in a 
manner satisfactory to the Secretary of the Interior: Provided 
further, That the operation and maintenance charges on ac- 
count of land in this project shall be paid annually in advance 
not later than March 1, no charge being made for operation 
and maintenance for the first year after said public notice. 
It shall be the duty of the Secretary of the Interior to give 
such public notice when water is actually available for such 
lands”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 28: That the House recede from its 

t to the amendment of the Senate numbered 28, 
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: At the 
end of the matter inserted by said amendment insert the fol- 
lowing: “to remain available until December 31, 1925"; and 
the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 32: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 32, 
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: Restore 
the matter stricken out by said amendment, amended to read 
as follows: “ Provided further, That no part of this appropria- 
tion shall be used for construction purposes until a contract or 
contracts in form approved by the Secretary of the Interior 
shall have been made with an irrigation district or with irrlga- 
tion districts organized under State law, or water users’ 
association or associations, providing for payment by the dis- 
trict or districts, or water users’ association or associations, as 
hereinafter provided: Provided further, That the operation 
and maintenance charges on account of land in this project 
shall be paid annually in advance not later than March 1, no 
charge being made for operation and maintenance for the 
first year after said public notice. It shall be the duty of the 
Secretary of the Interior to give such public notice when water 
is actually available for such lands”; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 33: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 33, 
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: Restore 
the matter stricken out by said amendment amended to read 


“as follows: Provided, That no part of this appropriation shall 
be used for construction purposes until a contract or contracts 
in form approved by the Secretary of the Interior shall have 
been made with an irrigation district or with irrigation dis- 
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tricts organized under State law providing for payment by the 
district or districts as hereinafter provided. The Secretary of 
the Interior shall by public notice announce the date when 
waiter is available under the project: Provided further, That 
no part of the sum provided for herein shall be expended for 
construction on account of any lands in private ownership 
until an appropriate repayment contract, in form approved 
by the Secretary of the Interior, shall have been properly exe- 
cuted by a district organized under State law, embracing the 
lands in public or private ownership irrigable under the proj- 
ect, and the execution thereof shall have been confirmed by 
decree of a court of competent jurisdiction, which contract, 
among other things, shall contain a provision for an appraisal, 
showing the present actual bona fide value of all such irrigable 
lands fixed without reference to the proposed construction of 
said Kittitas division, and shall provide that until one-half the 
construction charges against said lands shall have been fully 
paid no sale of any such lands shall be valid unless and until 
the purchase price involved in such sale is approved by the 
Secretary of the Interior, and shall also provide that upon 
proof of fraudulent representation as to the true consideration 
involved in any such sale the Secretary of the Interior is au- 
thorized to cancel the water right attaching to the land in- 
volved in such fraudulent sale; and all public lands irrigable 
under the project shall be entered subject to the conditions of 
this section which shall be applicable thereto: Provided further, 
That no part of the sum hereby appropriated shall be ex- 
pended for construction until a contract or contracts shall hare 
been executed between the United States and the State of 
Washington pursuant to its land settlement act embodied in 
chapter 188, Laws of 1919, as amended by chapter 90, Laws of 
1921, and by chapters 34 and 112, Laws of 1923, or additional 
enactments, if 1ecessary, whereby the State shall assume the 
duty and responsibility of promoting the development and 
settlement of the project after completion, including the sub- 
division of lands held in private ownership by any individual 
in excess of 160 irrigable acres, the securing, selection, and 
financing of settlers to enable the purchase of the required 
livestock, equipment and supplies, and the improvement of 
the lands to render them habitable and productive. The State 
shall provide the funds necessary for this purpose and shall 
conduct operations in a manner satisfactory to the Secretary 
of the Interior: Provided further, That the operation and main- 
tenance charges on account of land in this project shall be paid 
annually in advance not later than March 1, no charge being 
made for operation and maintenance for the first year after said 
public notice. It shall be the duty of the Secretary of the 
Int.-ior to give such public notice when water is actually 
available for such lands”; and the Senate agree to the same. 
Amendment numbered 35: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 35, 
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In line 
10 of the matter inserted by said amendment strike ont the 
words “until used"; and the Senate agree to the same. 
The committee of conference have not agreed on amendments 

numbered 27, 30, 34, 37, 38, 43, 44, and 50. 

Lovis C. Cramton, 

FRANK MURPHY, 

C. D. CARTER, 

Managers on the part of the House. 

REED SMOOT, 

CHARLES CURTIS, 

Wx. J. HARRIS, 

Managers on the part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House at the conference on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendments of 
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 10020) making appropriations for 
the Department of the Interior for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1926, and for other purposes, submit the following statement 
in explanation of the effect of the action agreed upon by the 
conference committee and submitted in the accompanying con- 
ference report: 

On No. 1: Strikes out the language inserted by the Senate 
authorizing the President in meritorious cases to direct that the 
salaries of persons paid under the classification act might 
exceed the ayerage of the compensation rates for the grade in 
those grades where only one position is allocated. 

On No. 2: Strikes out the language proposed by the Senate 
authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to fix rates of com- 
pensation of field employees to correspond to rates established 
by the classification act for positions in the departmental sery- 
ices in the District of Columbia, 


On Nos. 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9: Strikes out all Senate provi- 
sions for salaries and expenses of suryeyors general and re- 
stores the House language abolishing those offices. 

On No. 10 : Appropriates $840,290, as proposed by the House, 
instead of $792,820, as proposed by the Senate, for surveying 
public lands. 

On No. 11: Appropriates $175,000, as proposed by tle Senate, 
instead of $125,000, as proposed by the House, for salaries and 
conunissions of registers of district land offices. 

On Nos. 12 and 13: Strikes out the House language providing 
for the consolidation of offices of register and receiver at cer- 
tain specified land offices and provides instead for such con- 
solidation of the offiees of register and receiver at such land 
offices as may now have two officials, 

On No. 14: Strikes out the House language limiting the 
pay of tribal attorneys for the Choctaw and Chickasaw Tribes 
to $1,500 per annum, and retains the Senate language amended 
so as to authorize the Commissioner of Indian Affairs to 
determine the pay of such tribal attorneys within a limit of 
$2,000 per annum each. 

On No. 15: Strikes out the Senate language appropriating 
$115,767.67 for payment of taxes to the counties of Stevens 
and Ferry in the State of Washington, on allotted Colville 
Indian lands. 

On No. 16: Appropriates $130,000, as proposed by the Sen- 
ate, instead of $120,000, as proposed by the House, for irri- 
gation on Indian reservations, 

On Nos, 17 and 18: Appropriates $35,000 instead of $10,000, 
as proposed by the House, and $45,000, as proposed by the 
Senate, for the Flathead Indian irrigation project in Montana, 
and makes the money available for continuing construction 
as proposed by the Senate, and further provides that $10,000 
of the appropriation shall be available only for completion of 
the Taber feed canal. 

On Nos. 19 and 20, relating to the appropriation for col- 
lection and transportation of Indian pupils to and from school, 
etc.: Makes $7,000 of the appropriation available for obtaining 
remunerative employment and for payment of transportation 
and other expenses to their places of employment for In- 
dians” as provided by the Senate instead of “Indian youths” 
as provided by the House, and provides for the refund of such 
transportation and expenses when practicable. 

On No. 21: Makes immediately available, as proposed by the 
Senate, the appropriation of $20,000 for the enlargement of 
the school building at Sequoyah Orphan Training School, near 
Tahlequah, Okla. 

On No. 22: Appropriates from Osage tribal funds $20,620, 
as proposed by the Senate, instead of $20,260, as proposed by 
the House, for the education of Osage children. 

On No, 23: Strikes out the Senate language authorizing the 
maintenance outside the District of Columbia of the office of 
the director of reclamation economics. 

On Nos. 24 and 25: Appropriates $439,000, as proposed by 
the Senate, instead of $408,000, as proposed by the House, for 
the Boise, Idaho, irrigation project, and eliminates the House 
language making the appropriation unavailable for investiga- 
tions, examinations, surveys, or plans for or work upon any 
extension of the project. 

On No, 26, relating te the Sun River project, Montana: Re- 
stores the House language modified by the elimination of the 
provision for terms of payment, and the provision for appraisal, 
etc., of private lands and by limiting the provision for State co- 
operation in settlement to the new division. 

On No. 28: Appropriates $25,000, as proposed by the Senate, 
for operation, maintenance, and incidental operations of the 
Williston (N. Dak.) irrigation project, amended so as to make 
the money available until December 31, 1925. 

On No, 29: Reappropriates for the fiscal year 1926, as pro- 
posed by the Senate, any unexpended balance of the appropria- 
tion of $315,000 made by the second deficiency act, fiscal year 
1924, for continued investigations, commencement of construc- 
tion, and incidental operations in connection with the Owyhee 
project, Oregon. 

On No. 31: Appropriates $900,000 as proposed by the House, 
instead of $1,000,000 as proposed by the Senate, for Salt Lake 
Basin (Utah) irrigation project. 

On No, 32, relating to the Salt Lake Basin project, Utah: Re- 
stores the House language, modified by elimination of the pro- 
visions for terms of payment and also by including option of 
organization of water users’ association instead of irrigation 
district. 

On No. 33, relating to the Kittitas division, Yakima project, 
Washington: Restores.the House language, modified by elimi- 
nation of the provisions for terms of payment. 
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On No. 35, relating to the Umatilla Rapids project, Oregon: 
Reappropriates and makes immediately available, as proposed 
by the Senate, the unexpended balance of the appropriation of 
$50,000 for investigations of the feasibility of this project con- 
tained in the act of March 4, 1923 (42 Stat. L. 1540). 

On No. 36, relating to cooperative investigations of the feasi- 
bility of reclamation projects, including Guernsey Reservoir of 
the North Platte project, the Spanish Springs project, the Owy- 
hee and Vale projects, projects in the Salt Lake Basin of 
Utah, the Kittitas division of the Yakima project in Washing- 
ton, and the Casper-Alcova project in Wyoming: Strikes out 
the Senate language reappropriating for 1926 any unexpended 
balances remaining at the close of the fiscal year 1925 from 
the appropriation of $125,000 for these purposes made by the 
second deficiency act, 1924, approved December 5, 1924. 

On Nos. 39 aud 40: Appropriates $285,000 as proposed by the 
Senate, instead of $250,090, as proposed by the Heuse, for the 
examination and classification of lands by the Geological 
Survey. 

On No. 41, relating to the operation of mine-rescue cars: 
Retains the Senate language making the appropriation avail- 
able for the purchase of cooks’ uniforms, goggles, gloves, and 
other necessary equipment. 

On No, 42, relating to the appropriation for testing fuel: 
Authorizes $28,000, as proposed by the Senate, instead of 
823,000, as proposed by the House, for personal services in the 
District of Columbia. 

On No. 45, relating to the appropriation for the Grand Canyon 
National Park: Authorizes the construction of a “ comprehen- 
siye sewage-disposal system,” as proposed by the House, in- 
stead of a “septic tank,” as proposed by the Senate, at adminis- 
trative headquarters on the south rim. 

On No. 46, relating to Platt National Park, Okla.: Strikes 
out the House language appropriating $11,920 for administra- 
tion, protection, maintenance, and improvement, and $6,000 
for auto camps, including comfort stations, in all, $17,920; and 
retains the Senate language appropriating a like aggregate 
amount for the same purposes in a lump sum. 

On No. 47, relating to the appropriation for Yellowstone 
National Park: Authorizes $6,600, as proposed by the Senate, 
instead of $5,100, as proposed by the House, for purchase, 
maintenance, and operation of horse-drawn and motor-driven 
yassenger-carrying vehicles. 

On No. 48: Appropriates $25,000, as proposed by the Senate, 
for the development of Carlsbad Cave, N. Mex. 

On No. 49: Strike out the Senate language appropriating 
$1,500 for installing of oil-burning equipment in the governor’s 
residence, Juneau, Alaska. 

The committee of conference have not agreed upon the fol- 
lowing amendments of the Senate: 

On No. 27, appropriating $500,000 for the Spanish Springs 
irrigation project, Nevada. 

On No. 30, appropriating $500,000 for the Vale irrigation 
project, Oregon, : 

On No. 34, reappropriating the unexpended balance of the 
appropriation of $375,000 for the Kittitas unit of the Yakima 
project, Washington, made by the second deficiency act, 1924, 
approved December 5, 1924. 

On No, 37, relating to the salary of the Commissioner of 
Reclamation, 

On No. 88, relating to the total under the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion. 

On Nos. 48 and 44, appropriating $90,000 for the development 
of oil shale. 

On No. 50, relating to the appropriations for Howard Uni- 
versity. 

Lovis C. CRAMTON, 


Managers on the part of the House. 


Mr. BLANTON, Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order 
there is no quorum present. : 

The SPEAKER. It is obvious there is no quorum present. 
8 LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I move a call of the 

onse. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, when the following Members failed 
to answer to their names: 


[Ron No. 661 
Aldrich Browne, N. J. Celler Cummings 
Beedy Brumm Clark, Fla. Curr 
B Cole, Ohio Dallinger 
Bixler Butler Corning Davey 
Brand, Ohio Carew Croll f Deal 
Britten " Crosser Dickstein 


Dominick Kunz O'Connell, N. X. Snyder 
Doyle Langley O'Connell, R. I. roul, Kans. 
Edmonds Larson, Minn. Oliver, N. T. Sullivan 
Evans, Iowa Lee, Ga. Peery veet 
vrot Perlman Taber 
Fitzgerald oe Phillips fare 
Fun Me Nul Porter Ward, N. C. 
Gallivan Magee, Pa. Reed, W. Va Wason 
Gilbert Mapes ach Wertz 
Goldshorough Merritt Rogers, Mass. White, Kans. 
augen Michaelson Rogers, N. II. Williams, III. 
Johnson, W. Va. Moore, II. Rosenbloom Wolf 
Jost Moore, Va. Rouse Jood 
Kendall orin Sanders, Ind. Wright 
Kent Nelson, Wis. Schall Wurzbach 
Kiess Nolan Sears, Nebr. Zihlman 
Kindred O'Brien Sherwood 


The SPEAKER. Three hundred and thirty-nine Members 
have answered to their names; a quorum is present. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I move to dispense with further 
proceedings under the call. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The doors were opened. 


DIVERSION BY CHICAGO OF WATER FROM LAKE MICHIGAN 


Mr. RAINEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Record on the subject of the Chi- 
cago diversion. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois asks unani- 
mous consent to extehd his remarks on the subject of the 
Chicago diversion. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RAINEY. Mr. Speaker, under the authority granted me 
to-day to extend my remarks in the Reoorp on this subject, 
I desire to call attention to a remarkable publicity statement 
recently issued to newspapers by the Secretary of War and 
published in many newspapers in the United States. 

For a long time we have beard much about the Chicago 
diversion and the deep waterway from the Lakes to the Gulf 
of Mexico. Anticipating the recent decision of the Supreme 
Court in this matter, the Committee on Rivers and Harbors of 
the House of Representatives last spring held extensive hear- 
ings, which will be printed in a few days, in order that when 
the Supreme Court rendered its opinion in the Chicago diver- 
sion matter, the committee would be ready immediately to act 
suggesting necessary legislation in order to legalize the flow 
and to take care of the equities of the lake cities, the Illinois 
River valley, and the deep-waterway proposition in the mat- 
ter of which so much money has been expended and is still 
being expended by the city of Chicago and the State of Illinois. 


CONGRESS TO BH RELIEVED OF RESPONSIBILITY 


In a remarkable statement, just issued by the Secretary of 
War, Congress is to be relieved of all responsibility in the 
matter, and the Secretary of War, assisted by the engineers, 
proposes to assume full authority and responsibility and to 
exercise powers which under the Constitution, as I understand 
it, can only be exercised by Congress. 

For the conyenience of the Members of Congress and of 
others who may desire to look into this subject I call attention 
to the fact that the opinion rendered by the Supreme Court of 
the United States in this matter can be found printed in full 
in the ConcressionaL Recorp of January 5 last at page 1288 
of the temporary edition. 

For the information now of the Congress and others I here- 
with print the remarkable “release” issued by the Secretary 
of War on the 9th day of this month: 

War DEPARTMENT 
STATEMENT ISSUED BY SECRETARY WEEKS REGARDING THE QUESTION OF 

THR DIVERSION BY THB SANITARY DISTRICT OF CHICAGO OF WATER 

FROM LAKE MICHIGAN 

The Sanitary Distriet of Chicago has submitted a request for a 
permit to divert an annual average of 10,000 cubic feet per second of 
water from Lake Michigan. This bas been considered by Maj. R. W. 
Putnam, district engineer at Chicago, and by the Chief of Engineers, 
who both recommend that a permit be issued covering a period of five 
years to divert from Lake Michigan, through its main drainage canal 
and auxiliary channels, an amount of water not to exceed an annual 
average of 8,500 cubte feet per second, the instantaneous maximum 
not te exceed 11,000 cubic feet per second, This permit to be made 
conditional upon the following: 

1. The Sanitary District of Chicago shall submit for approval and 
carry out a program of sewage treatment by artificial processes which 
will provide the equivalent of the complete (100 per cent) treatment 
of the sewage of a human population of 1,200,000 before the expira- 
tion of the permit, proper credit to be given for all completed portions 
ef projects which are a part of ite sewage-treatment program. 

2. The sanitary district shall pay its share of the cost of such 
regulating or compensating works to restore the levels or compensate 
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for the lowering of the Great Lakes, if and when constructed, and post 
a guaranty in the way of a bond or certified check in the amount of 
$1,000,000 as an evidence of its good faith in this matter. 

3. The execution of the sewage-treatment program and the diver- 
sion of water from Lake Michigan shall be under the supervision of 
the United States district engineer at Chicago, and the diversion of 
water from Lake Michigan shall be under his direct control in times 
of flood on the Illinois and Des Plaines Rivers, 

4. If within six months after the issuance of this permit the city of 
Chicago does not adopt a program for metering at least 90 per cent of 
its water service and provide for the execution of said program at the 
average rate of 10 per cent per annum thereafter, this permit may be 
revoked withont notice. 3 

The conditions recommended by the Chief of Engineers provide for 
the adoption and execution of a program of modern sewage-dispesal 
plants of the maximum amount considered feasible within the next five 
years as part of a program which will permit the ultimate reduction 
of the amount of water to be diverted of 4,400 cubic feet per second 
or lower. The rate at which this program could be carried out would 
depend upon conditions which may develop in the future, but should be 
such as to complete the program in any event in not to exceed 20 
years, and it is believed that this can be done without any unreasonable 
finencial burden upon the city of Chicago. 

The Chief of Engineers recently gave me a memorandum in which 
the question of my legal authority to grant the city of Chicago a permit 
for a diversion from Lake Michigan of a greater quantity of water 
than 4,167 cubic feet per second was discussed. This being a strictly 
legal question, I have referred the matter to the Department of Justice 
for an opinion, and pending the receipt of this information I can not 
say what permit, if any, I shall issue to the city of Chicago. 

I expect to hold a hearing on this subject some time during the 
week beginning February 16, at a date to be announced later, when I 
will give both the proponents for the diversion and the objectors an 
opportunity to present arguments, but in holding the hearing I expect 
to limit the arguments on all sides to one or two persons, end hope 
to confine the discussion strictly to the matter contained in the 
application for a permit made by Chicago and the recommendations 
of the Chief of Engineers. 


Understanding from the aboye relense that the Secre- 
tary of War had referred a memorandum connected with this 
matter to the Department of Justice for an opinion, in com- 
pany with Congressman WILLIAM E. HULE of Minois, I called 
yesterday at the Department of Justice and found that the 
matter had reached Hon. James M. Beck. Solicitor General for 
the Department of Justice. After discussing the matter with 
him, I left with him a brief on the subject, a copy of wheh T 
now insert: 


MEMORANDUM IN THE MATTER OF THR DIVERSION or WATERS FROM 


THE LAKES 
(By Henry T. Rarxey, Member of Congress from Illinois) 
Hon. James M. BECK, 
Solicitor General, Department of Justice, 
Washington, D. C.: > 
In addition to the arguments presented to-day by the Hon. W. 
E. Here, Member of Congress from Illinois, and myself on the occa- 
sion of our personal call at your office I desire to submit this memo- 
randum as to the questions of law referred to the Department of 
Justice by the Secretary of War for an opinion in connection with the 
diversion of waters at Chicago from the Great Lakes. 


THR OPINION OF THE SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES IN THE 
MATTER OF THE SANITARY DISTRICT OF CHICAGO V. THE UNITED 
STATES OF AMPRICA 


This was a unanimous opinion rendered by the court on the 5th 
day of January last affirming a decree for an injunction against Chi- 
cago issued by the District Court of the United States for the Northern 
District of Illinois. There can be no question at all as to what this 
opinion means. It simply means that the city of Chicago has no 
right to divert water from the Lakes unless the diversion is in com- 
pliance with the act of Congress of March 3, 1899 (ch. 425, sec. 10, 
30 Stats. 1121, 1151): 

“The decree for an injunction as prayed is affirmed, to go into 
effect within 60 days, without prejudice to any permit that may 
be issued by the Secretary of War according to law.” 

The law referred to, of course, is the above act of Congress of 
March 3, 1899. This act makes it unlawful to alter the “ capacity 
of any port, etc, * © + ora channel of any navigable river of the 
United States; unless the work has been recommended by the Chief of 
Engineers and authorized by the Secretary of War prior to beginning 
the same.” The questions at issue in the case involve the alteration 
of certain port or harbor depths on the Great Lakes and the increase 
in the channel depths of navigable waters of the United States. This 
is the only question considered by the Supreme Court and the only 
question involved in the Chicago diversion upon which the Chief of 


Engineers has the right to make any recommendations and over which 
the Secretary of War has the right to exercise any authority what- 
ever under the act of 1899. The question of sanitation was not even 
discussed in the opinion in this case, ner the question of channel depths 
in the rivers, except that the opinion contains the following language, 
which is clearly obiter dicta: “The interest which the river States 
have in increasing the artificial flow from Lake Michigan is not a 
right, but merely a consideration that they may address to Congress, 
if they see fit, to induce a modification of the law that now forbids 
that increase unless approved as prescribed. * * * It is doubt- 
ful at least whether the Secretary was authorized to consider the re- 
mote interests of the Mississippi States or the sanitary needs of 
Chicago.” 

The Secretary of War has referred to the Department of Justice for 
an opinion, a memorandum submitted to him by the engineers and, 
of course, the opinion requested is an opinion as to the right of the 
Secretary of War and the engineers under the law of 1899 to provide 
a program of sewage treatment, etc., by the city of Chicago within a 
certain period of time. I respectfully contend: 

1. That the engineers and the Secretary of War have no right under 
the act of 1899, or under any Jaw to provide a program of sewage 
treatment, which must be followed by the sanitary district of Chicago, 

2. I respectfully insist that the engineers and the Secretary of War 
have no right to. apportion costs of building certain compensating 
works in the Lakes between the city of Chicago and. the Federal 
Government, or between the city of Chicago and any State. This is 
a matter which is wholly within the jurisdiction of Congress, and I 
know cf no act which authorizes the Secretary of War, or the engineers, 
to require a guarantee in the way of a bond or certified check to be 
given by any city in a manner of this kind. Such a guarantee would 
not at any time be worth the paper it is writen on. 

8. The act of 1899 does not give to the engineers and to the Sec- 
retary of War any authority whatever to suggest a sewage treatment 
program for the city of Chicago, or to provide for its execution within 
a period of time to be fixed by them. 

4. The act of 1899 does not confer upon the engineers the right to 
require the city of Chicago to meter its water service, or to say to 
what extent the city of Chicago shall meter its water service. 

If it is possible for the Chief of Engineers to attempt to adjust the 
equities of the Lake cities in this matter, we want to submit that there 
are other equities of tremendous importance which the Chief of Bongi- 
neers and the Secretary of War entirely. ignore in this matter. In our 
districts in Illinois farmers have built levees along the Illinois River, 
at an expense of fifteen or twenty million dollars. If the diversion 
from the Lakes is to continue, we are entitled to some sort of protec- 
tion for our farm lands back of these levees as against this added 
flow from the Lakes, Our interests may not be as great in dollars and 
cents as the interest of the Lake cities, but the land back of our levees, 
which is being destroyed by the Chicago diversion, is worth fifty or 
sixty million dollars, and many of our farm drainage districts along 
the river are pumping out from the districts seepage water caused by 
the added flow from the Lakes, at an expense of a hundred dollars a 
day. : 
The city of Chicago can install its sewage-disposal plants in a much 
legs period of time than the Chief of Engineers and the Secretary of 
War are disposed to grant. The State of Ilinois granted to the Chicago 
Sanitary District extraordinary taxing and bonding powers, and the 
sanitary district is now levying every year $11,000,000 less in taxes 
than they can leyy under the law of Illinois, and the sanitary district 
can issue and have outstanding $27,000,000 more of bonds than the 
district has outstanding at the present time, and the district can 
exercise extraordinary “ special-assessment"’ powers granted by the 
State of Tlinois. 

The statement given out by the Secretary of War to the press is 
to the effect that in a period of time which will evidently much exceed 
20 years the city of Chicago can dispose of its sewage in sewage-dis- 
posal plants “ without any unreasonable financial burden upon the city, 
of Chicago.” The Secretary is absolutely right in this statement, but 
the powers as giyen to the city of Chicago by the State of Illinois 
were extraordinary powers to be used in cases of great emergency, 
and the emergency is now here. The sanitary district under the 
taxing powers given it by the State of Illinois can erect its plants, 
in my judgment, in a comparatively short period of time and 10 
years ought to be the extreme limit for the erection of a complete 
system of sewage-disposal plants. 

I respectfully submit that the equities presented by the Chicago 
diversion are such that congressional action is absolutely necessary, 
and there is no other form in which these various equities can be 
considered, and an act of Congress adjusting these equities and pro- 
viding a method of meeting the various problems presented now, is 
the only solution, even if it requires an extra session of Congress 
to convene Immediately after the adjournment of this session. 

I also submit that the extreme power which the Secretary of War 
and the engineers can exercise in this matter is to suggest that any 
permit they may now issue will be limited to a reasonable number of 
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months to be suggested by them, in which legislation can be obtained 
by Congress meeting the problems presented now. It would be in- 
tolerable to submit to an executive officer of this Government the 
questions which now arise in this connection under the decision of 
the Supreme Court in the Chicago diversion case. The only permit 
which can be issued by the engineers is a permit under the act of 1899, 
and the act of 1899 does not permit the adjudication of the questions 
by the engineers and the Secretary of War. 

I have been assuming that the Secretary of War has submitted to 
you for an opinion the propositions I have numbered from 1 to 4 
above. If this is true, I Insist that there is no authority in the law 
which will enable the Secretary of War to exercise any of the powers 
he proposes to exercise in the matter he has given out to the press. 

If, however, the mere question submitted to you is whether a per- 
mit for the diversion from Lake Michigan of a greater quantity of 
water than 4,167 cubic feet per second can be granted, and if the 
Secretary insists that this is strictly a legal question, and is the only 
legal question involved, I respectfully contend that this is not a legal 
question at all. Under the act of 1899, the Secretary of War can 
authorize any diversion that will not injure harbor depths, and the 
amount that will not injure harbor depths is a question of fact for 
the Secretary and the engineers to determine, subject, of course, to re- 
view in the courts. If 4,167 cubic feet is the largest amount that can 
be diverted without injuring the harbor depths, that is the end of it; 
and they can not issue permits for more than that. However, as I 
remember the hearings before the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, 
and as I understand the record presented to the Supreme Court, a 
much larger amount than that can be diverted without injuring harbor 
depths as to any craft now navigating the Lakes. It is expected that 
at some time in the future the Lakes will be navigated by vessels 
which will require at least 5 or 6 inches more than is now available 
in some of the harbors, but that time will occur in the future, and a 
permit to continue the present flow for a reasonable period of time in 
order to enable the sanitary district to obtain legislation from Con- 
gress for that purpose can be granted withont violating any law, and I 
insist that a year’s time would be sufficient for that purpose. The 
engineers and the Secretary of War do not make the laws, and the 
only thing they have at any time in the past done in connection with 
the Chicago diversion is to say that more than 4,167 cubic feet will 
injure harbor depths, and upon what theory, I submit, can an amount 
of diversion greater than 4,167 cubic feet be a question of law? 

Clearly the only questions of law they can submit is to whether or 
not they have under the law the right to provide a method of sewage 
disposal in Chicago, a time in which it can be accomplished, a meter- 
ing of water in Chicago, and the requirement of a million-dollar bond 
from Chicago as an evidence of good faith, etc. 

All of which is respectfully submitted. 

HENRY T. RAINEY, 
Member of Congress from Ilinois. 


In this connection and in further explanation of the effect 
of the suggestions contained in the “ release” of the Secretary 
of War 1 herewith print a copy of a letter I am sending out 
to landowners in my congressional district: 


Dr. H. B. Fletcher, Winchester, III.; Hon. H. V. Teel, Rushville, III., 
Chairman Board of Directors and Chairman Legislative Committee, 
Association of Drainage and Levee Districts of Illinois. 


Dear Sins: I am writing to call your attention to the great victory 
just won by the Sanitary District of Chicago with the assistance of 
the officers of your organization. May I call attention briefly to what 
the recommendations of the engineers, if adopted, mean to the Illinois 
River Valley and to the cities along the river? 3 

1. The dams will be forever retained in the river. 

2. Even with the dams retained the cost of a 9-foot channel in 
the river will amount to $2,458,500, with gross annual costs of 
$303,000. The cost to the Government of maintaining a 9-foot chan- 
nel in the Mississippi River to Cairo will be practically prohibitive. 
The State of Illinois might as well give up its 9-foot waterway. 

3. The tapayers of the State of Illinois will sacrifice $1,500,000 a 
year, and this sacrifice will continue indefinitely. The loss of water 
power amounts to that. It will mean that a very large part of the 
$20,000,000 waterway bond issue must now be met in direct taxes. 
This is cheerful news for the people of the State of Illinois. 

4. The recommendations of the engineers are a complete victory for 
the Canadian water-power interests and for the Aluminum Co. of 
America, a Mellon corporation and the world's greatest trust, and 
other corporations on the American side at Niagara. 

5. There will be no Government aid for levees and levee districts on 
the Illinois River, and no payment of losses to farmers. At one blow 
the landowners on the Illinois River have apparently lost fifteen or 
twenty million dollars. 

6. The Illinois River will not be cleaned up during the present 
generation. 

Your president and his associates have labored consistently and at 
all times to “leave this matter to the engineers,” They and their 


immediate followers haye packed every meeting held in the Mlionis 
River Valley, hooting and insulting the speakers who stood for a con- 
structive program for the valley. 

The aid they have already rendered the sanitary district, the power 
interests, and the Aluminum Co., if this program of the engineers can 
be carried out, would easily amount to $100,000,000. I am charitable 
enough to believe, however, that their conduct has been prompted by 
intense partisanship and dense ignorance as to the issues involved. 
The president of your association recently spent some time in Washing- 
ton. I do not know with what interests he consorted. He certainly did 
not visit Congressman HULL or myself. Congressman HULL and myself 
are struggling along desperately here in an effort to do something 
for the only section of the country which has been injured by the 
Chicago diversion, and our efforts have been at all times misrepresented 
and our motives untruthfully presented by the officers of your associa- 
tion. We expect to keep up the fight now before the Attorney General 
of the United States, a little later before the Secretary of War, in an 
effort to save what we can of the provisions for the valley now em- 
bodied in the Hull bill. We can probably do nothing to adjust the 
equities of valley landowners and valley cities unless we can compel the 
sanitary district to apply to Congress for the legalization of the diver- 
sion. Members of Congress are now saying to us on every hand, “ The 
organization which represents all of your districts and all of your 
cities is in favor of letting the engineers adjust this question. Why 
should Congress act?” Your president also holds himself out here as 
Tepresenting the “associated cities of the Illinois Valley for a clean 
river,” and he claims to represent all the cities. I do not think there 
is such an organization as this. The cities of the Illinois River Valley 
by appropriate action should at once protest against the recommenda- 
tions of the engineers, and if there is such an organization as this, this 
man ought at once to be removed as its secretary, My object in writing 
you gentiemen is to say that the legislative committee of the Associa- 
tion of Drainage and Levee Districts of Illinois ought to control the 
policy of that organization, and the executive committee, in pursuance 
of the powers always vested in executive committees, ought to call a 
meeting of the association at once at some convenient place, and at 
that meeting the conduct and the policy of your president ought to be 
denounced and repudiated. He ought to be at once removed from his 
office and another and a capable official installed in his place. This 
will give us an opportunity here in Washington to meet the charges. 
hurled at us so frequently now, that the cities of the Dlinois River 
Valley and the levee districts prefer to “leave this matter to the 
engineers.” 

I expect to make this letter public, in order that the valley cities and 
the landowners in the valley may know where the responsibility for the 
tremendous defeat which now impends should be placed. 

Respectfully yours, 
Henry T. RAINEY, 

WASHINGTON, D. C., February 11, 1925. 

EXECUTIVE USURPATION 


This matter, it seems to me, is of tremendous importance. 
The functions of Congress are rapidly being absorbed by the 
bureaus of this Government, but I know of no other example 
of proposed executive usurpation that will at all compare with 
the powers the Secretary of War and the Chief of Engineers 
propose now to exercise in this matter. 


INTERESTS VAST 


I know of no subject brought before Congress in the last 
50 years or even in a longer period of time than that which 
concerns more cities, more States, more great interests than 
this. I know of no subject which more imperatively requires 
legislation by Congress. Members of both branches of Congress 
will be derelict, indeed, if they quietly ignore this proposal of 
the Secretary of War and of the Chief of Engineers to legis- 
late” for the vast interests involved in the subject matter in 
controversy. 

If the Congress permits this usurpation to go unchallenged 
and these powers can be usurped by an executive official of 
this Government, in the near future we may, expect more and 
more usurpations of the powers of Congress by executive 
Officers, but there can be no usurpation greater than is pro- 
posed now in the “release” of the Secretary of War. 

OPINION OF DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

I do not know what the opinion of the Department of Justice 
will be in the matter, but I know what it ought to be, I 
realize that the Department of Justice has just won a victory 
in the Chicago diversion matter. They are probably quite con- 


tent to rest on their laurels, but if the program of the Secretary 
of War goes through, the Chicago Sanitary District will also 
have won a tremendous victory, for the reason that the program 
of procedure announced in the “ Release” is exactly what Chi- 
cago proposes to do and has proposed to do for a considerable 
period of time. The decision of the Supreme Court has not 
altered or changed her program in the least. After being 
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defeated in the Supreme Court, the Sanitary District of Chi- 
cago is to be permitted by the engineers, if Congress does not 
intervene in some way, to carry out.exactly the program upon 
which she has entered. Therefore, both the Department of 
Justice and the trustees of the Sanitary District will have come 
out absolutely victorious. 

I now print extracts from a speech I made on the subject of 
the Chicago diversion in Peoria, III., on the 24th day of Janu- 
ary, 1925. 

Sparcu or Hox..Hewry T, Rarxey, MEMBER or CONGRESS -FROM ILLI- 
NOIS, AT Pont, ILL., Sarurpay, January 24, 1925 

I am glad to meet to-day this representative body of Peoria citizens, 
and I am glad to see here also representative citizens from other points 
in the valley of the Illinois. Serious questions confront us now affect- 
ing the health of the people who live in this beautiful city and in all 
sections of the valley, questions affecting property values here and 
property values in the valley. In Peoria and contiguous villages 
108,000 people live pleasantly and contentedly. From your wells you 
pump 31,000,000 -gallons every day of water 100 per cent pure. I 
know of no other city of equal size in the United States of which this 
can be said. Your magnificent park system of 500 acres stretching 
along these bluffs is a matter of which every one of you can be proud, 
No other eity on the continent of equal size can boast of such a mag- 
nificent park area. Your history extends back through nearly 280 
years of time, filled with romance and achievement, but on the road 
through the decades ahead of you red signals of danger appear. The 
time has come for the people of this benutiful city and of -all the Tli- 
nois River Valley to present a united front to the dangers just ahead. 
This is no time for quibbling, no time to pay any attention to the 
personal ambitions of individuals; but the time has come for action. 
Here 14 railroads center; 11 of them are parts of great national rail- 
way systems. At this point the Ilinois River widens into one of the 
most beautiful lakes on the continent, and in the near future the NU- 
nois River presents possibilities of transportation which no other river 
in the world at the present time presents. 

CHICAGO 


As citizens of IIIinols, we are all proud of Chicago. We point with 
‘pride to the splendid resources of that great city by the Lakes, now 
in point of population the third largest city in all the world. One 
hundred thousand miles of railroads lead to Chicago. Her bank clear- 
‘ings amount to $25,000,000,000 a-year. In 1896 her post-office receipts 
were only “$5,000,000 per year. Today they are $30,000,000 per year. 
Five hundred million bushels of wheat finds its market here every 
year. Twenty million food animals are marketed every year in this 
great city. In 1871 fire destroyed nearly 18,000 buildings. In 
mine years the city was rebuilt, and since 1890 the city has been 
‘again rebuilt. Over 3,000,000 people Hye in Chicago, and one-half 
of the population of the United States lives within one night’s ride 
of this great city. Anything is possible for Chicago, and the time has 
eome when demands must be made on Chicago greater than any city 
on the continent has ever been asked to meet, but a city which can 
rebuild itself twice in a half of a century of time is prepared to meet 
demands greater than any other city on the continent has ever been 
asked to meet. 

CONGRESSMAN WILLIAM k. HULL 

I have served in Congress in 22 years with over 2,000 Members 
of Congress. I have known them all; I have seen them come and 
go. I can think of none of them who in the same period of time has 
made a better record than the record made by Congressman WILLIAM C. 
HULL, whe with so much energy, foree, and ability represents new this 
great congressional district. He has recently reintroduced in the Con- 
gress of the United States his waterway bill. In the form in which it 
‘has now been presented it contains provisions for the relief of the valley 
which I think will meet the situation. ‘These provisions were all 
contained originally in my bill, which I shall not press for passage. 
I stand for the bill introduced by Congressman Hott. This bill in 
its present form and the bill I introduced contain the only provisions 
for the relief of the valley embodied in any of the several bills intro- 
duced on this subject. 

While I have gone over it carefully with Congressman HULL, 
and while I think it is the best bill yet presented, I am aware, of 
course, of the fact that a careful study of the bill in the committee 
in the House and in the Senate and in conferences such as this WIII 
result in suggestions of great value which ought to be incorporated in 
this measure. I have had too much experience in bill drafting not 
to realize the difficulties connected with it. It would be ‘foolish fom 
this conference, or for any group of the Members of Congress, or for 
any committee of Congress to stand against amendments and changes 
in a matter so complicated and so important as the matter we are 
considering to-day. Already since the bill has been | reintroduced 
suggestions have been made to me and to Congressman Hus. by a 
distinguished citizen of Peoria and an able lawyer whith, in my judg- 
ment, ought to be included in this bill. I refer to Hon. Claude U. 
Stong, of Peoria, my former colleague in the House of Representatives, 


who represented with such distinction and credit this district in Con- 
gress. There are, however, certain propositions upon which we can 
unite and upon which we can all stand, and which must be crystal- 
lized into law. 

CHICAGO SEWAGE 


Whether the flow from the Lakes be 10,000 cubic feet of water per 
second or a much less amount than that, the water which comes down 
to us through the valley must be pure. Of the questions presented in 
connection with the waterway situatión this is the paramount ques- 
tion, and upon this we can all agree. I have in my possession copies 
of a report soon to be printed with reference to the last investiga- 
tions made as to Chicago sewage. They do not materially change 
the facts presented in former reports. We know that the great mass 
of filth coming down from Chicago has reached Peoria. We know that 
it extends below Peoria. We know that fish life in the river above 
Peoria has practically disappeared. We know. that our bathing 
beaches are being deserted. Our summer homes along the upper 
river are no longer places in which we can spend delightful vacation 
hours. The plant life which belongs to clean water is rapidly dis- 
appearing. 

In the stretches of the river above Peoria it has disappeared entirely. 
The oxygen content of the water in the river is growing less and less. 
Lyman E. Cooley, the greatest hydraulic engineer I ever know, told me 
before the Chicago sewage came down that the food fish taken from 
the Illinois: River yielded a rental every year in fish value of $15 per 
acre. No other river in the world yielded until a few years azo as 
many tons per year of fresh-water food fish as the Inlinois River, 
Salmon caught in the Columbia River are a salt-water fish. The ‘fish 
industry is practically gone now from the entire river. Until recently 
sweet-pearl buyers from Paris could always be found in the cities 
along the river. They are gone now; the sweet-pearl industry has dis- 


appeared. The pearl-button industry has disappeared along the river. 


In the upper stretches of the river those plants alone grow which grow 
in filthy water, and that condition will soon be here, and in a few 
years will reach the lower valley. This was until now one of the most 
beautiful valleys on the continent. The waters of the upper Illinois 
River can no longer be used for purposes of pleasure. It is dangerous 
to health now to navigate these upper stretches of the river. The 


IIlinoie River, with all of its romance and its beauty gone, has now 


become the greatest and the most offensive open sewer to be found any- 
where on the face of the earth. It is time for us to protest, and we 
propose from now on to shout our grievances from the housetops 80 
that all may hear. I want to say now that no man knows the Congress 
of the United States better than I. Its personnel was never higher 
than it is now. The Congress of the United States will never enact 
into law a bill legalizing a diversion, whether it be great or small, 
from Lake Michigan which sends down to us this menace to health and 
to property values. In the fight we are about to make I ask for Con- 
gressman Hut and myself the support and the united support of all 
the people in the valley. 
SEWAGE-DISPOSAL PLANTS 


I have no patience with the proposition to give Chicago a quarter of 
a Century of time in order to correct the conditions she has created. 
For nearly 25 years now she has been sending down upon us this flood 
of filth, and no serious attempt has been made on her part to pre- 
pare for the emergency which now confronts her. Is it not absurd, out- 
rageous, un-American to ask us to wait another generation for the 
abatement of this nuisance? 


THE BABY ACT 


When we commenced to protest recently against the treatment to 
which we were being subjected by Chicago, her answer was to print 
in all the valley papers great staring advertisements charging in 
effect that we wanted to poison the babies of Chicago by compelling 
Chicago to discharge her sewage into the Lake. I. do not know how 
many thousand dollars were spent by the sanitary district in ad- 
vertising of this kind. In the future there will be other advertising 
of a similar nature. I deny, speaking, I am sure, for all the people 
who live in this valley, that any of us stand for such a, proposition 
as this. Chicago is too big and too powerful to resort to such methods 
as these. Chicago has no moral right, no legal right to purify her 
water supply, to clean up her rivers, by sending her sewage down to 
us to destroy the health of our people, and to destroy our property 
‘values. 

THE TAXING ABILITY OF CHICAGO 

A number of bills have been drawn by legal representatives of the 
Chicago Sanitary District and have been introduced in Congress. AIl 
of these bills ‘merely in effect provide that Chicago in the future, if 
the flow is Jegalized, shall be required to take care of the sewage 
which may be developed by the increments of pollutlon which may 
from time to ‘time occur ‘hereafter. ‘They all contemplate that the 
discharge into the Des Plaines and Illinois Rivers of sewage shall 
continue in the future in exactly the same proportians as at present. 
Representatives of the sanitary district insist that the taxing ability 
of Chicago under present laws will not enable’ her to bulid the sewage- 
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disposal plants suggested by her engineers and pay for them in a less 
period of time than 25 years. They insist that they have already ex- 
pended over $25,000,000 in building sewage-disposal plants—some of 
them merely experimental plants—and that a program which will 
enable her to dispose of sewage so that only one-half as much will 
come down the Minois River as now comes, will require the expendi- 
ture of $100,000,000 more and will take at least one-fourth of a 


century. And they claim that they are levying about as much taxes 
now as the law will permit and that it will be impossible under the 
law to raise more than 40% cents per $100 of assessed value for 
sanitary district purposes; and they say that there is a Joker“ in 
the law, which makes it impossible to raise more than that. If this 
statement is true and if there is a “joker” in the law, as they say 
there is, in good conscience and in fairness, representatives of the 
sanitary district ought now to be In Springfield attending the sessions 
of the State legislature trying to get the “joker” removed. They 
are, however, in Washington trying to get a permit from the engi- 
neers to continue indefinitely, or as long as the engineers will permit, 
the permit to run the present discharge into the river, 


GREAT TAXING POWERS GIVEN TO THA CHICAGO SANITARY DISTRICT 


When Chicago in 1889 found her water supply to be in danger and’ 


her future development and growth menaced, she was willing to agree 
to almost anything, and in that year she made most extravagant 
promises and has continued to make them, until now the flow has 
apparently become an established fact. The Chicago Sanitary Dis- 
trict asked for extraordinary taxing powers and the legislature gave 
the district all the powers in this particular it demanded. The sani- 
tary district act provides the trustees “‘ may levy and collect taxes upon 
all the property in the sanitary district, provided they do not levy 
more per annum than 1 per cent of the value of the taxable property 
within the corporate limits as the same shall be assessed and equal- 
ized for the county taxes for the year in which the levy is made.” 
The assessed value of the corporate property in the sanitary district 
in Chicago for 1923 amounts to $1,917,926,501. The assessed value for 
the present fiscal year is estimated to amount to at least $2,000,- 
000,000. Under the sanitary district act, as amended in 1907, they 
can now collect every year $20,000,000. They are collecting less than 
$9,000,000. They can, therefore, if they levy and collect the limit 
allowed by the law, realize $11,000,000 more a year than they are 
now collecting, This will enable them to complete in 10 years the 
sewage-disposal plants they now have in contemplation, and it will 
not require 25 years. And in this emergency we have the right to 
demand that the Chicago Sanitary District proceed to the very limit 
of taxation. 

But representatives of the district insist that there are “ jokers” 
in the law which keep them from levying this much, for the reason 
that taxes levied by counties and cities are subject to certain limita- 
tions, and, therefore, they say that if they levy more than 41 or 42 
cents on $100 the county clerk must scale the levy down. I deny 
that this is contemplated by the law. The duties imposed upon the 
sanitary district are “to levy and collect these taxes,” and the act 
simply provides that when taxes are so certified to the county clerk 
they sbail be collected and “enforced in the same manner and by 
the same officers as State and county taxes." This simply has refer- 
ence to the machinery of its collection. The Chicago Sanitary Dis- 
trict is a distinct corporate entity and these taxing powers were given 
to it and can not be taken away without amending the act which 
confers these powers. 

BONDING 


But if the sanitary district objects to taxes as high as this to meet 
the present emergency, they can issue bonds, and the law confers upon 
the district most extraordinary powers in this direction. The corpora- 
tion may borrow money and issue bonds, but the act provides that the 
corporation shall not become indebted for any purpose to an amount 
in the aggregate to exceed 3 per cent of the valuation of taxable 
property in the district. If the next equalization should show values 
to the amount of $2,000,000,000, and it will, then the district can 
issue bonds and become indebted to the amount of $60,000,000 at one 
time. 


WHAT IS THN OUTSTANDING BONDED INDEBTEDNESS OF THE SANITARY 
6 DISTRICT OF CHICAGO AT THE PRESENT TIME? 


The reports they issue show that they have now outstanding 
$33,000,000 worth of bonds. Their outstanding bonded indebtedness 
therefore this year is $27,000,000 less than the law authorizes. They 
have a way, however, up there of selling bonds each year and creating 
a bond-redemption fund each year equal to about half as much as the 
amount received from the sale of bonds for that year. They therefore 
estimate that at the end of a very long term of years they will have 
outstanding at present taxing rates about as large an indebtedness as 
the present law, if unchanged, would enable them to carry at that 
time, They estimate that by 1946 the assessed valuation of property 
in the district will amount to $3,300,000,000. 

The facts to which I have just called attention can be obtained 
from a study of the reports they have issued. However, the state- 


ments they issue are confusing indeed and they have succeeded in 
conyeying the impression that the financial ability of that great 
district is much less than it really is under the law. If present bur- 
dens are to be lightened, the remedy is to issue bonds faster and 
levy a higher rate of taxes to retire. The law permits this and if 
it is true, as they claim, that there is a “joker” which prevents 
them from doing this, the thing for them to do is to ask the legisla- 
ture to remove the “joker.” I do not, however, think that any 
“joker” exists. They can levy these taxes and accomplish in 10 
years their present program, and when they have done that they will 
not have done enough to purify the river; and if they want the 
present burden of taxes to be less they can make it less and issue 
more bonds, and take a longer time for redemption than they pro- 
pose. But no matter how long it takes to redeem the bonds, it is 
the height of absurdity and an affront to us to direct that we must 
wait that long, or even one-half that long, for the application of 
enough funds to clean up the river. 
SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS 

The sanitary district act provides also for special assessments and 
for bonds, and bonds may be issued to the amount of 80 per cent of 
the unpaid portion of such assessments, Under the extraordinary 
powers given this corporation, they can by resorting to the special 
assessment section of the organic act raise as much money as they 
will need for construction purpeses in any one year to build these 
sewage-disposal plants and under this section the plants may be bullt 
in even less than 10 years. The only thing to be considered, if the 
Chicago Sanitary District is in good faith and is willing to exercise 
the powers conferred upon the district at its own request, is how fast 
money can be intelligently and effectively expended in the building of 
sewage-disposal plants. But it is claimed by representatives of the 
district that the Supreme Court of Illinois in the case of Mortell v. 
Clark, volume 272, Ulinois Supreme Court Reports, page 201, in the 
opinion rendered by Justice Clark, declared against the use of special 
assessments by the Sanitary District of Chicago. I deny that this opin- 
ion is subject to that construction. What improvements can the Sani- 
tary District of Chicago make except to dispose of the sewage which 
threatens the value of $2,000,000,000 worth of property there? If the 
decision of the Supreme Court of the United States makes impossible 
the disposal of it by the processes heretofore used—by sending it down 
the river to us in diluted lake water—and if the Congress of the United 
States should legalize the flow, but in the act legalizing it should 
require that the sewage be taken out of it in a given number of years 
and if the sewage can not be discharged in the lake, and under the 
law enacted by Congress it can not come down the river, what would 
happen to property values in Chicago? Under these circumstances will 
not the time have arrived for special assessments against the property 
in the Sanitary District of Chicago and what better method can you 
think of to preserve property values there than to levy special assess- 
ments for that purpose against the property that will be benefited by 
getting rid of the sewage in sewage-disposal plants. Chicago, therefore, 
has in addition to the methods I have just described this method of 
raising money under existing law. The Hull bill provides for the clean- 
ing up of the river in 10 years, and I believe it can be done in 10 years. 
If it can not be done in 10 years, the bill provides for certain exten- 
sions to be made by the engineers, I do not think any extension will 
be necessary of the 10-year period. 


PROTECTION OF LEVEES 


Eighteen years ago I presented to old “Tama” Jim Wilson, then 
Secretary of Agriculture, the drainage problems of the Illinois River 
Valley. Until that time not a levee had been properly built on the 
Illinois River. No plan for disposing of the water which might run 
into drainage districts had ever been suggested, Every levee along the 
river was improperly constructed. At that time, the Secretary of 
Agriculture had a fund of nearly $100,000 each year to be devoted 
to “farm drainage investigations.“ I succeeded in persuading the 
Secretary—and it was not a difficult task—to devote for two years 
nearly this entire fund to farm drainage problems in the Illinois 
River Valley. The department sent down there Mr. C. G. Elliott, the 
greatest farm drainage engineer in the world, who is now engaged In 
draining the Everglades in Florida. With a corps of assistants he 
went through the valley. Bulletins were issued on the subject, con- 
taining cross section of levees, which had failed and showing why 
they had failed. Various representatives of the department were sent 
to Holland to obtain first-hand data on levees there and the cuts 
printed showed cross sections of levees in Holland which had held 
back the sea and explained why they were successful. The reports 
told how to build levees along the Illinois River and where to build 
them; how to establish pumping plants and where to establish them; 
and as a result of these representations of the Government, I, myself, 
distributed many thousands of these bulletins through the Ilinois 
River Valley, and as a result of the information and representations 
made by the Government, Ilinois lands are now leveed—I do not 
know how much of them, probably 300,000 acres. I do not know how 
much the levees have cost, probably $20,000,000. Lands leveed will 
produce in agricultural products every year probably $10,000,000, 


Fifty million dollars would be a conservative estimate of the value of 
all these Illinois River Valley lands now menaced by the floods from 
Lake Michigan. If this flow is legalized, or any part of it, the Gov- 
ernment, not the Chicago Sanitary District, must undertake to pro- 
tect these lands as against the excess flow from Lake Michigan. ‘The 
Hull bill contains a provision to this effect. The Government now 
protects leyees along the Mississippi River from Rock Island to the 
Head of the Passes upon the theory that the Mississippi is in a class 
by itself, receiving the discharge of the flood waters of many States. 
This kind of reasoning will apply, of course, to a much greater extent 
to the Illinois River when this flow is legalized. 

x drew, myself, the act which extended Government aid for levees 
from Cape Girardeau, Mo., as far north as Rock Island, and pre- 
sented the matter successfully before the committee and before Con- 
gress. It is now the law. I inserted this language in the waterway 
bill I introduced, and the language that was so inserted is now in 
the Hull bill. The equities of the situation are such that the Fed- 
eral Government must give us this protection or stop this flow of 
water. If they protect us as against the added flow from the lake, 
it is not particularly material to us whether the added flow is 
10,000 cubic feet, or much less than that, but whatever it is, we are 
in a position to insist on a proper degree of protection. In the event 
of this protection to us, and the bill enacted into law must contain 
it, if all the dams are removed and the water comes down to us pure, 
we will in all probability not be in a position to complain much as 
to the extent of the diversion. 


THE AMOUNT OF THE DIVERSION 


My bill provided for the removal of all the dams, Government and 
State, and the Hull bill contains also this provision. The original 
act in Illinois creating the sanitary district contemplates the re- 
moval of all the dams, If all the dams are to be removed and the 
diversion is 10,000 cubic feet, and the channel is to be 9 feet deep in 
the Illinols River, the total first cost of improving the river to the 
Government will be $1,540,000, and the gross annual cost on account 
of the items of maintenance, operation, and interest will be $139,700. 
If we are to maintain a channel depth of 9 feet in the river with all 
the dams removed, 7,500 cubic feet will be the minimum diversion, 
but this will cost the Government one-half million dollars more than 
it would cost if the diversion is 10,000 cubic feet, and the gross 
annual cost will amount to $56,000 more than with a diversion of 
10,000 cubic feet. The expenses of conducting the Government are 
so high, that it would be difficult to overlook economies of this kind. 
It would be easier to get a larger sum for levee maintenance with 
the dams out and a larger flow. These are matters for serious con- 
sideration. There are many of you, I know, who favor an ultimate 
reduction of this flow to the amount of the permit originally issued 
by the engineers. Upon reflection I think some of you will abundon 
this position. 


NAVIGATION 


The question of navigation on this river can not be overlooked. A 
flow of 10,000 cubic feet now added to the low-water channel depth of 
the Mississippi River at St. Lonis raises it 134 feet. If you admit to 
the river a flow as small as the original permit provided for, or even 
as small as 7,500 cubic feet, the cost of maintaining eyen an 8-foot 
channel in the Mississippi River from the mouth of the Illinois to Cairo 
will be almost prohibitive. An 8 or 9 foot channel in the Illinois River 
will mean nothing to us if we can not reach with the freight which 
originates here the lower stretches of the Mississippi River. In the 
old days when we talked about a deep waterway we thought we could 
visualize ocean vessels sailing grandly up from the sea through a 
14-foot waterway to the Lakes. We know now this can never happen. 
Ocean-going vessels of the type now being used can not pass each 
other safely in a channel less than one-half mile wide. In some future 
centuries, when we can develop supermen of the type who built the 
canals we think we can see on Mars, we may have a waterway from 
Chicago to the sea with ocean-going vessels, but that time is too far 
away to cause us any anxiety at the present time; but we do have a 
barge traffic, which I can not now discuss, but which {s proving suc- 
cessful, and barges can be successfully operated in 8 feet of water and 
easily operate in 9 feet of water. One towboat can carry as many 
barges from Illinois River points to New Orleans to transport in one 
tow as much freight as can be carried on many long standard trains, 
and the freight so carried moves down the river just as fast, It is 
doing it now on the Mississippi River. The Chicago district alone 
consumes 30,000,000 tons of coal a year. We can furnish it all by 
river from the Franklin County mines in Illinois. Good faith requires 
us to recognize and to stand for the navigation possibilities of the 
Illinois River. We will never get 14-foot depths, but we can get 9-foot 
depths and we can get 8-foot channel depths, and 8 feet may be enough. 
We are expending $20,000,000 now on the Hlinois waterway, which 
will be 8 feet deep in the earth portions and 10 feet deep in the rock 
portions. Perhaps 8 feet is enough to start with in the Ilinois River, 
‘and we can get an 8-foot depth with a diversion of 10,000 cubic feet 
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per second and all the dams removed for a sum that will be so neg- 
ligible in its first cost and in its gross annual cost as will not occasion 
the least difficulty in securing from Congress a sufficient appropriation. 


WATER POWER 


It is particularly easy for us to say that we in the valley are not 
interested in water power, but is it true we are not? And are we fair 
to the rest of the State when we take this position, if we do take it? 
I helped Lyman B, Cooley draw the amendment in 1909 to the con- 
stitution. I made 200 speeches in Illinois when the amendment was 
submitted. There were three of us who traveled over the entire State 
at our own expense. The amendment carried by the largest majority 
any State ever gave for an amendment to its constitution, or for any 
proposition of public policy. We represented that an immense amount 
of water power would be developed and that the water power would 
eventually pay the bonds and upon that theory the State of Illinois 
to-day is issuing bonds, The credit of the State, of course, is pledged 
under the amendment for the amount of these bonds. 

The entire $20,000,000 can be collected in taxes from the people 
and none of it obtained from water power, but would it be fair to 
the rest of the State to do this? We here in the valley are not the 
State of Illinois. We must obtain first of all these propositions for 
which we stand the united Illinois delegation. With a flow of 4,167 
cubic feet per second, the State can only develop 31,000 horsepower. 
With a flow of 10,000 cubic feet per second the State can develop 
61,000 horsepower. This power on a basis of 1 horsepower for each 
10 tons of coal will be worth, considering its convenience and the 
probable cost of coal per ton, $50 per horsepower per year, and it 
can be easily sold in manufacturing sections in northern Illinois for 
that much. A sacrifice, therefore, of 80,000 horsepower of electrical 
energy will mean a loss to the State of $1,500,000 each year, and we 
must remember that this large amount of money can be collected for 
the State each year indefinitely in the future and long after the bonds 
and the interest on the bonds are paid. A development of electrical 
energy from a diversion of 10,000 cubic feet per second will mean an 
annual income for the State of Illinois of $3,500,000. Under these 
circumstances can we afford to say here in the valley that water- 
power development means nothing to us? In the early days of railroad 
building Stephen A. Douglas saw the possibilities of obtaining a reve- 
nue from the Illinois Central road. There were many objectors then 
to his plans, but the legislature wisely enacted those suggestions into 
law. Is anybody sorry for it now? Those of you to whom the ques- 
tion of water-power development does not appeal need have no anxiety 
at all. The other States represented in Congress will fight that 
question for you, and the Canadian Government will make that fight 
also. As a matter of fact, this issue now presented by the Hull bill, 
for which I stand and to which I have contributed many passages 
ftom my own bill, leaves as the only subject of controversy the 
questions raised by the power interests of the Dominion of Canada. 
They are the real opponents of the navigation problems we are dis- 
cussing now. 

There Is not another question raised by conflicting interests in con- 
nection with the legalization of this diversion that can not be taken 
care of, except the water-power interests of the Dominion of Canada, 
and I have no hesitancy in saying that against any foreign interests 
I am patriotice enough to stand for my own State and its waterways 
and the possibilities of their development and for my own country and 
the fullest possible navigation of all its great rivers. 


LAKE LEVELS 


The question of lake levels presents not the slighest difficulty. This 
question can be taken care of in the bill which legalizes this diver- 
sion. Chicago has already agreed to build movable weirs at the lake 
outlets and has passed an ordinance for that purpose. The cost will 
be almost negligible, and with these weirs constructed Lake citles can 
have better harbor depths than they bave ever had. 

CLAIMS OF FARMERS 


The time has also come to demand that the claims of farmers against 
the sanitary district be adjudicated. Many of these claims have been 
turned over to attorneys, most of them on a contingent-fee basis, by 
which the attorney in charge of the claim receives one-half the 
amount recovered. One attorney in Chicago, if he should succeed 
in collecting all his claims, would probably make $150,000 or $200,000, 
As a result of the handling of these claims by attorneys, the whole 
matter has been so muddled in courts that it is doubtful whether 
anything can be recovered by resorting to the ordinary processes of 
the law. My bill contained provisions for the adjustment of these 
claims and these provisions now appear in the Hull bill. I provided 
for a commission on claims, a quick and expeditious way of presenta- 
tion, and a speedy adjustment and payment. Claims can be presented 
before the commission by attorneys if claimants desire to do so, but 
the attorneys are not permitted to charge for their service fees in 
excess of 10 per cent of the amount recovered, and are subject to 
severe penalties if they accept more. If these provisions are written 
into the law which legalizes the diversion from Chicago, elaimants, 
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who have now been so unfortunate as to turn their claims over to 
lawyers on a contingent basis, can still be represented before the 
commission created by the bill by the same attorneys, but the atter 
neys can not claim the compensation provided for in the unconscion- 
able contracts they have made, but will be limited in their fees to 10 
per cent of the amount recovered. 


FACTORY WASTES 


The two plants of the Corn Products Co., one at Pekin and one at 
Argo, discharge into the Illinois River factory -wastes equivalent to 
the human sewage of a city of a million people. The packers dis- 
charge into the Chicago River and ‘from ‘thence into the Illinols 
River wastes from ‘thelr great plants equivalent to the human sewage 
that may be developed by another city of-a million people. No in- 
tand river in the world as far from tide water as the Illinois River 
receives a sewage discharge as great as comes from the Corn Products 
Co. and the packers, and this is in addition to the sewage of the 
population of over 3,000,000 in ‘the Chicago sanitary district. ‘The 
Jaws of Illinois ‘furnish a remedy against this discharge, but some citl- 
wen, under the act of 1921, must make the complaint to the IIlinois 
Department of Public Works and Grounds. A few days ago I made 
the complaint «necessary under the laws of Illinois to start in motion 
the machinery of this great State. The Federal Government can do 
nothing in this matter. The State of IIlinois alone must act. Dur- 
ing the war when theʻactiyittes-of the packing plants in Chicago were 
greatest, the ‘sewage waste of the packing plants could readily be de- 
tected in the river just above Peoria where tests were being made. 
In cleaning up the river it is as important for the State of Illinois to 
act as for the Federal Government to act in the matter of the Chicago 
sewage. In the fight which I have now inaugurated against the Corn 
Products Co. and the packing companies I ask the cooperation of all 
the people living in the valley. 


MY OWN PERSONAL INTERESTS 


I. have, as far as I can, eliminated from my connection with these 
problems all personal ambitions. I do not belong to the party in 
power. I do not belong to the Rivers and Harbors Committee in the 
Congress of the United States. The bill which has any ‘chance of pas- 
sage must be introduced by and must bear the name of a member of 
the majority party, and must bear the name of a member of the Com- 
mittee -on Rivers and Harbors. “My. colleague fits into both of these 
requirements. -His district is also more ‘vitally interested than even 
my district in the problems of the Chicago @iversion. He has given 
up all his time to this proposition. I expect to support him and his 
bill in every possible way and to utilize in that connection all the ex- 
perience -I have obtained during my long service in the Congress of 
the United - States. 

I have been most closely connected with this-subject for many years. 
I recall that when ‘the -Chicago Sanitary District was created I de- 
Hvered an address in my own county calling attention to the fact that 
the most beautiful river in the world was about to be polluted with 
sewage and calling attention to the very things which bave now hap- 
pened, I was a young lawyer just starting in the business of the 
practice of the law. It took me 10 years to overcome the effects of 
that speech in my own county. 1 was almost subjected to social 
ostracism. I was not known at that time up and down the river to 
any great extent, but wherever I was known I was severely criticized. 
I managed to live through it all. I think I am more responsible than 
any otber man for the drainage investigation made 18 years ago which 
made possible the development so quickly of this great valley. I, there- 
fore, experience a feeling of personal responsibility to the men who 
have invested their money in these districts and who are now sustain- 
ing losses. I, therefore, am “demanding that my bill, which was en- 
acted into law and under which the upper Mississippi River drainage 
districts are now being protected, shall also be extended to the Minois 
River. I helped draw the amendment to the Constitution which was 
adopted in 1908 and with two prominent Republicans in Illinois and in 
order to give the movement a nonpartisan aspect, I made the campaign 
in Illinois for the amendment. After it was adopted the Chicago 
Sanitary District proposed to build 4 or 5 miles of the waterway 
through the water-power section in return for the water power that 
might be developed. Every Chicago paper supported the proposition, 
I appeared before the joint session of the legislature and opposed it. 
It was defeated by the legislature. No one else appeared against it. 
Under those circumstances, in a measure, I think I may say I con- 
tributed to saving for the entire State of Illinois the possibilities of an 
income from water power which may amount to as much as I ‘have 
already indicated. Afterwards and when my own party was in power 
in Illinois a bill was proposed to build a 7-foot waterway for $5,000,000 
containing most extravagant propositions. It could not have been 
done; it contemplated the removal of none of the dams and the de- 
velopment ef only a small amount of water power. It kllled the entire 
proposition. It was impossible as an engineering achievement. I ap- 
peared before a joint session of the Illinois Legislature opposing it. 
The legislature adopted the Dunne waterway proposition b an over 
whelming majority. It became necessary, however, to obtain the ap- 
proval of the Secretary of War and the engineers, 


The governor came down, accompanied by attorneys and prospective 
place holders, probably 50 or 78 of them. Both Senators from Mlinols 
supported the proposition. Every Member of Congress from Illinois 
supported it. It had no opponent except myself. I appeared before the 
‘engineers and the Secretary, opposing the Dunne waterway proposition. 
The engineers refused to approve it. They found it was impossible as 
an engineering proposition, and there were other objections. It was 
defeated. Inasmuch as I alone opposed it, perhaps I was responsible 
to some slight degree for its defeat. If I was, I rendered a great 
service indeed. ‘The present Ilincis waterway law was enacted under 
the Lowden administration. I-am sorry it was not enacted under the 
administration of a governor of my own party. It is ideal in every 
particular. It complies with all the promises we made to the people of 
IIItnois in 1908, and the construction of the Ilinois waterway has now 
commenced under its provisions and has made substantial progress 
indeed. 

I think I may be pardoned for mentioning these facts personal to 
myself; I mention them simply to show the great Interest I have 
always had in all the problems connected in any way with this great 
question. 

The time for action has now come. The waterway, with its possible 
water-power developments, the cleaning up of the river, the protection 
of our levee districts, the connection of the Lakes with the sea through 
Iilinois territory, with all that it means to this city and to property 
interests all along the river, is-a possibility of the near future. Wa 
who represent now this valley and who are charged with responsibilities 
must first of all be able to convince-a majority of 485 Mémbers of Con- 
gress that we have back of us in the struggle upon which we are 
entering the support of this great State, and we hope also we cən 
harmonize all differences with the Chicago Sanitary District and that 
the Chicago Sanitary District and the entire State of Illinois can stand 
together on all these propositions and for the principles now enun- 
¢iated in the Hull bill. This is the time when personal ambitions must 
be submerged, when petty differences must be forgotten. The question 
which will soon be presented to the American Congress is one of the 
greatest questions involving at the same time transportation by water, 
sanitation, water power, and the preservation of Lake levels that have 
ever been submitted to the American Congress since the adoption of the 
Constitution. 


MUSCLE SHOALS 


Mr. HULL of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my remarks on the Muscle Shoals: conference report. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa ‘asks unani- 
mous consent to extend his ‘remarks on the “Muscle ‘Shoals 
conference report. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HULL of Iowa. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the 
House, I am strongly opposed to the adoption of the conference 
report on the Underwood bill, which provides for the private 
leasing or Government operation of the great. power and nitrate 
plants at Muscle Shoals. 

It is doubtful if any piece of legislation with so peculiar a 
legislative history as this conference report ever reached the 
floor of this House for final enactment or rejection. Certainly 
the House has never considered the legislation at all in anything 
like its present form, either in committee or otherwise, and in 
the Senate the bill adopted was proposed as an amendment 
from the floor and never received committee action or scrutiny. 

The “Ford offer” was considered in the House Committee 
on Military Affairs and was passed by the House at the last 
session óf Congress over the protest of a strong minority. 
Some of the amendments proposed by the minority at that 
time to the “Ford offer,”.and which were rejected by the 
House, have been incorporated in the conference report. How- 
ever, the conference report contains new propositions and im- 
poses new obligations on the Government not contemplated 
either in the so-called “Ford offer“ which did pass the House 
nor the Underwood amendment which the Senate adopted as 
its bill. 

These new obligations are startling in their character. They 
commit the Government to build Dam No. 3, at its own expense, 
involving an expenditure of more than $30,000,000, whereas 4 
per cent interest is paid only on approximately $20,000,000 of 
this amount; to build “an approach” to Dam No. 2, which 
undoubtedly means the project known as Dam No. 1, to cost 
nearly $2,000,000; to expend $100,000 in the employment of 
experts and advisory officers; and last, but by no means least, 
to purchase at the end of the lease period, unless the lease be 
renewed, the entire plant and equipment of the retiring lessee, 
Just what that will amount to no one can guess. It might 
mean fifty or a hundred million dollars. 

Neither branch of Congress has ever consented to the lease 
of the power at Muscle Shoals on terms as inimical to the 
Government's interests as the terms authorized by the confer- 
ence report. The Ford bill passed by the House would have 
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required Mr. Ford to pay far more money to the Government 
and included amortization payments argued as being sufficient 
to retire the entire investment. The Senate bill increased the 
required payments over the Ford terms. The conference re- 
port reduces them far below the Ford terms. The extent of the 
gift to Mr. Ford represented in the House bill was severely 
criticized by myself and other Members of this body. It is 
difficult to understand why the conference committee should 
have felt justified in increasing the amount of the gift far 
beyond that ever sanctioned by either branch of Congress. 

The provision in the conference report relating to the end of 
the lease period is equally new and Startling. The Ford bill 
provided for return to the Government of its entire investment 
in the dams by the end of the lease period. At least, the pro- 
ponents of that measure so argued. The effectiveness of the 
amortization plan proposed was criticized in the House, but 
was, nevertheless, relied upon by a substantial majority as be- 
ing capable of producing this result. The Senate bill made no 
provision for amortization, but neither did it provide for a 
preferred right of renewal to the lessee. The conference re- 
port not only makes no provision for amortization, but, on the 
contrary, gives the lessee a preferred right of renewal unless 
the Government shall pay the lessee the fair value at the time 
of the expiration of the lease of all his dependent property. 
Neither the House bill nor the Senate bill make even a sugges- 
tion of a provision like this, and its appearance for the first 
time in the conference report is a matter that should arouse 
the interest of every Member of the House. 

Furthermore, the House bill required Mr. Ford to make cer- 
tain payments for upkeep of the dams. The Senate bill did 
not contain this provision, but presumably took it into account 
in the required higher rental to be exacted from the lessee. The 
conference report, however, requires the President to reduce 
the rental terms far below those carried in the House bill 
and fails to restore the requirements in regard to mainte- 
nance. 

In addition to the conference changes, not authorized by 
either the Senate or the House bill, there are innumerable in- 
stances in which the expressed purposes of the House have been 
ignored in the conference report. The views of the House with 
respect to amortization and maintenance have already been 
referred to. Another requirement of the House of equal im- 
portance was a definite amount of capital—in the Ford bill 
$10,000,000—to be provided by the lessee. This stipulated 
amount was insisted upon by the House, even though it was 
dealing with the situation with respect only to Mr. Ford, whom 
it regarded as a highly responsible lessee as well as an in- 
dustrial genius. 

The conference report completely ignores this important fea- 
ture. It deals with an unknown lessee, concerning whose re- 
sponsibility no information is available, and makes no pro- 
‘vision of any kind for a capital investment by such lessee of a 
single dollar. 

With reference to the fertilizer guaranty, the conference re- 
port falls below what the House understood was the meaning 
of the requirements of the Ford bill. At the time of its passage 
by the House, I felt that the guaranteeing provisions for the 
manufacture of fertilizer were inadequate, but it was clearly 
the intention of the House to require that the lessee should 
make annually 40,000 tons of fixed nitrogen and from this 
product manufacture commercial fertilizers with the requisite 
additional forms of plant food. The Senate bill continued the 
40,000 annual ton requirement and perfected the guaranty. 
The conference report has definitely lowered the requirement 
to 30,000 annual tons of fixed nitrogen. It still refers to 
40,000 tons, but upon examination it will be found that this 
amount can be reduced by 10,000 annual tons by means of sub- 
stitution of phosphoric acid. Now, gentlemen, the great out- 
standing factor in this entire proposition has been to make 
such disposition of Muscle Shoals as would insure an adequate 
supply of cheap fertilizers for the farmers of this country. 
Does this conference report carry any provision that will ac- 
complish this? No; it does not! It is far weaker in this re- 
spect than the Ford bill, and even more so in respect to the 
Underwood bill. Let us have the facts. The proponents of 
the Ford bill assured the Members of this House that the Ford 
company would be required to manufacture annually 40,000 
tons of fixed nitrogen continuously throughout the lease period. 
Those of us who were fighting certain provisions of the Ford 
bill called attention to the ambiguous language used in this 
fertilizer guaranty, but the House passed the Ford bill, with 
the understanding that 40,000 tons of fixed nitrogen were to be 
manufactured annually during the entire lease period. 

The Underwood bill passed by the Senate definitely provided 
that 10,000 tons of fixed nitrogen must be manufactured during 


the third year, 20,000 tons the fourth year, 30,000 tons the 
fifth year, and 40,000 tons the sixth year and annually there- 


after. Under the terms of this conference report the farmers 
might have to wait 10 years before any great amount of fer- 
tilizer would be forthcoming from Muscle Shoals. The exact 
language used is as follows: 


with an annual production of these fertilizers that shall contain 
fixed nitrogen of at least 10,000 tons during the third year of the 
lease period, and in order to meet the market demand said annual 
production shall be increased to not less than 40,000 tons the tenth 
year of the lease period, the terms and conditions governing the annual 
production within said 10-year period shall be determined by the 
President. 


How much cheap fertilizer does such a clause as that guar- 
antee? Why, it does not even make definite assurance that the 
farmers will receive any great amount of fertilizer until the 
expiration of 10 years. 

Now, gentlemen, before closing I wish to again emphasize 
the point that the particular provisions of this conference re- 
port have neyer been considered in either of the proper House 
or Senate committees. We are not permitted to amend the 
bill, but must vote for its adoption or rejection as it now 
stands. 

I shall vote against it because— 

It gives away properties costing more than $85,000,000 and 
for which no actual financial return is made to the Government 
by the proposed lessee. 

The bill proposes that the Government lease these great 
nitrate plants free of charge; that it defray the cost of all 
improvements thereto; that it guarantee the lessee 8 per cent 
on his turnover; and that it shall make good any loss or dam- 
age resulting from acts of Providence. 

It proposes to lease Dam No. 2 for an amount that is $800,- 
000 less than has already been offered. 

It proposes that the Government expend $33,000,000 in build- 
ing Dam No. 3, whereas it will receive 4 per cent interest on 
only twenty to twenty-five million dollars of this amount. 

There is no required capitalization for the proposed lessee. 

There is no specific requirement for the distribution of the 
surplus power. 

It is my belief that the conference report is more pernicious 
to the best interests of our Government than the Underwood 
amendment passed by the Senate, or the Ford bill passed by 
the House. 

Our past experience should warn us against turning over 
Government properties of tremendous value to private indi- 
viduals or corporations, without first making exhaustive effort 
to safeguard the present and future interests of the American 
people. 

I hope that the Members of this House will reject this con- 
ference report and then proceed to enact legislation similar 
to the amendment proposed by Senator Jones of Washington, 
which authorizes the creation of a special commission to make 
thorough investigation of the entire problem and make definite 
recommendations to Congress. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for two minutes out of order. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I want to give the tentative pro- 
gram for the next two or three days. Many gentlemen have 
asked me in regard to it and I thought it would be better to 
place it before the entire House at this time. It is the inten- 
tion to complete the pending appropriation bill first. After the 
completion of the pending appropriation bill it is the intention 
to take up the rule on the amendment to the China trade act; 
after that, a rule on the Port Authority of New York bill; 
next, the passport visé bill; after that, a rule on the Garrett- 
Wadsworth proposed constitutional amendment. If possible, 
we hope to complete these four items this week. Monday is 
unanimous-consent day, and the first thing Tuesday, February 
17, will be a rule providing for the consideration of the game 


refuge bill. 
Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. SNELL. Yes. 


Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Has the gentleman a rule on 
the agricultural relief program? 

Mr. SNELL. There has not been a request for one yet. 
As soon as it comes, it will be considered. 

Mr. WINGO. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. SNELL. Yes. 

Mr. WINGO. Can the gentleman now give any indication 
when the silver bill will be brought up? 
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Mr. SNELL. Not yet; it has not been considered by the 
committee., 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield for one question? 
Could the gentleman give us the program for the first week in 
next December? 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. Craven, its Chief Clerk, 
announced that the Senate had passed with amendments bills 
of the following titles, in which the concurrence of the House 
of Representatives was requested: 

H.R, 9765. An act granting to certain claimants the prefer- 
ence right to purchase unappropriated public lands; 

H. R. 8090. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury 
_to remove the quarantine station now situated at Fort Morgan, 
Ala., to Sand Island, near the entrance of the port of Mobile, 
Ala., and to construct thereon a new quarantine station; and 

H.R.9535. An act authorizing suits against the United 
States in admiralty for damage caused by and salvage services 
rendered to public vessels belonging to the United States, and 
for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the Senate had agreed to 
the amendments of the House of Representatives to bills of 
the following titles: 

S. 1039. An act for the relief of the owners of the scow 
W. T. C. No. 335; 

S. 1040. An act for the relief of the owners of the New York 
Sanitary Utilization Co. scow No. 14; 

S. 3310. An act for the relief of the owners of the barkentine 
Monterey; and 

S. 1370. An act authorizing the granting of war-risk insur- 
ance to Maj. Earl L. Naiden, Air Service, United States 
Army. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed 
bills of the following titles, in which the concurrence of the 
House of Representatives was requested: 

S. 4109. An act to provide for the securing of lands in the 
southern Appalachian Mountains and in the Mammoth Cave 
regions of Kentucky for perpetual preservation as national 
parks; 

§. 4162. An act to establish home ports of vessels of the 
United States, to validate documents relating to such vessels, 
and for other purposes; and 

S. J. Res. 177. Joint resolution to amend section 2 of the 
public resolution entitled “Joint resolution to authorize the 
operation of Government-owned radio stations for the use of 
the. general public and for other purposes,” approved April 
14, 1922. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed 
the following orders: 


Ordered, That the House of Representatives be requested to return 
to the Senate the message of the Senate together with accompanying 
papers, agreeing to the conference report on the bill (H. R. 10020) en- 
titled “An act making appropriations for the Department of the 
Interior for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, and for other 
purposes. 

Ordered, That the House of Representatives be requested to return 
to the Senate the bill (S. 2424) to release the fees for grazing live- 
stock on national forests. 


THE AMERICAN FARMERS 


The SPEAKER. By special order, the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. RaNKINI is entitled to address the House for 
20 minutes. [Applause.] 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, one distinguished Member of 
the House asked me on what subject I had the courage to 
speak on Friday, the 13th. I replied that I was going to talk 
in the interest of the American farmers. He said he thought 
the supposedly unlucky date of Friday, the 13th, was entirely 
in keeping with the treatment the agricultural interests are 
receiving in this country to-day, 

We seem to have reached the point in our economic develop- 
ment when agriculture has ceased to be a paying proposition, 
as is evidenced by the abandoned farms throughout the country, 
by the exodus of farm labor from the country to the towns 
and cities, and by the vast number of farm foreclosures in 
every State in the Union. 

Personally I have supported every measure that has come 
before the House which I thought offered permanent benefit to 
the American farmers in any section of the country, and I have 
come to von this morning with a proposition that probably 
means more to the great mass of cotton growers in the United 
States than any other measure that has been before this House 
for many years. 


It may be a matter of interest to you to know that on an 
average in every bale of cotton there are 33 bushels of seed, 
weighing about 1,000 pounds, or a half ton of seed produced 
with every bale of cotton raised. Last year, 1924, the cotton- 
seed crop of the United States amounted to abont 6,750,000 
tons, or more than 445,000,000 bushels. That is more than 50 
per cent of the entire wheat crop of the United States. 

More than 100 years ago a great pioneer by the name of 
William Dunbar analyzed cottonseed, possibly for the first 
time, and discovered the value of cottonseed oil. He predicted 
then that the time would come when cotton would be grown 
largely for the seed. Since that day we haye developed the 
use of cottonseed products to where every scientific analysis 
and every practical demonstration shows that there is more 
intrinsic value in a bushel of cottonseed than there is in a 
bushel of corn. And according to every law of economics 
cottonseed ought to bring as high price as corn in the open 
market, and would do it, no doubt, if a man could sell his 
e under the same conditions that apply to the sale 
of corn. 

But unfortunately those interested in the use of the products 
of cottonseed seem to have Secured control of the cottonseed 
market to such an extent that they fix or depress the price 
to the great detriment of the cotton farmer, the man who 
produces the raw material to feed and clothe the world. 

With the possible exception of wheat and corn there is no 
other plant on earth that contributes as much as does the 
cotton stalk to the support and comfort of mankind; and I 
am not so sure that, taken for all in all, the cotton plant should 
not come first. 

It clothes the naked, it feeds the hungry, it adorns the rich, 
it warms the poor. No matter what a man’s station in civilized 
life may be, he never loses contact with the products of the 
cotton plant from the time he dons the swaddling clothes of 
infancy until he occupies the shroud of old age. 

It meets him in the dining room in the form of wholesome 
and palatable foods manufactured from cottonseed oil, the 
finest vegetable oil in the world. Practically every human 
being in America, as well as in a great many other countries, 
eats some of its products every time he goes to the table. It 
is clean, pure, and nourishing. Free from the dangers that 
attend the importation of oriental oils, it is also free from all 
the infectious or contagious diseases that are sometimes at- 
tributed to the use of animal food products. No anthrax, no 
typhoid, no tuberculosis is ever contracted by the use of this 
valuable product of the American farm. 

It even feeds the cattie that furnish the milk and butter 
and beef supply of the country. à 

The very soap with which a man shaves or bathes, provided 
he uses the best, contains the product of the cottonseed in the 
form of the oil used in its manufacture. 

And in addition to all that, it furnishes employment to the 
millions of the farms and factories who produce the raw 
material or transform it into the finished products. 

To permit any concern or combination of concerns to control 
this great commodity seems to me to be an imposition on the 
farmers that Congress can not justify. I am therefore ask- 
ing, in a resolution which I have introduced, that the proposi- 
tion be given a thorough investigation, 

The local oil-mill men will tell you that they are not respon- 
sible for this condition, and that they are making very little 
money. If that is true, they ought to gladly join us in- heip- 
ing to place the responsibility where it belongs. Somebody is 
making enormous profits out of the ecottonseed-oil industry, 
and if the men who operate the small oil mills are also being 
imposed upon, as the farmers who grow the seed are, then 
we owe it them, as well as to the farmers, to make this investi- 
gation. 

It is said that the oil concerns own and operate a large per- 
centage, if not a majority, of the gins throughout the Cotton 
Belt. They operate these gins, in a great many instances, in 
connection with the oil mills, so they can buy the seed from 
the farmers’ cotton just as they fall from the gin. They then 
run these seed through another gin and get possibly 20 to 25 
pounds of what they call linters from the seed out of every 
bale of cotton. The independent ginners who have derived 
no profits from the linters or from the seed and their products 
have been unable to compete with the oil-mill gins, as a rule, 
and have therefore invariably abandoned the ginning business. 
Even the small cottonseed buyers, who a few years ago vied 
with each other in the purchase of cottonseed from the farm- 
er’s wagon, have been driven from the market until to-day there 
is practically no competition. 

Not only that, but they have become so powerful and so far- 
reaching that they have even driven cottonseed from the daily 
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market quotations. You can not read the daily papers to-day 
and tell what raw cottonseed are worth in the open market. 
They give the price of cottonseed oil, which, by the way, is 
selling for more than the seed brought out of which it is taken; 
while at the same time I am informed by those who have had 
experience in buying cottonseed meal and hulls that they pay 
more for them than the seller received for the seed from 
which they come. 

I hold in my hand a clipping which I took from one of the 
largest daily papers in the whole country,, giving the market 
quotations on this subject, and the only prices given in that 
connection are of cottonseed oil and cottonseed meal. You 
can not take those quotations and figure out to save your life 
what cottonseed 5 worth. ; 

What is the effèct of this? When a farmer takes his cotton 
to town, to the gin, he must depend upon the concerns to which 
he sells the seed to inform him as to what cottonseed are 
“worth” on that particular day. 

There is every indication of a gigantic combination in re- 
straint of trade in violation of the antitrust laws of the United 
States; and I appeal to you this morning to help me get this 
resolution adopted providing for this investigation, in order 
that we may do justice to the farmers of the country who are 
growing cotton and cottonseed for a living. [Applause.] 

You men from the wheat and corn growing States may think 
you are not interested in this great.problem. But I want to 
tell you that cottonseed is a competitor, either directly or 
indirectly, of every farm commodity in the United States, and 
you can not hammer down and hold down the price of cotton- 
seed and at the same time hold up the price of wheat and 
corn and hay and cattle and packing-house products. 

Last year—1924—our farmers sold their cottonseed for 
about $30 a ton, or around 50 cents a bushel. I know that, for 
I have in my possession now receipts from the sale of cotton- 
seed raised on my own place. By every law of economic jus- 
tice we ought to have received $60 or $65 a ton, or around a 
dollar a bushel. 

Here is where the cooperative marketing system could do the 
farmers a great deal of good if properly carried out. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANKIN. Yes; I will yield to the gentleman from 
Oklahoma. 

Mr. CARTER. What would cottonseed meal in cakes sell 
for now? f 

Mr. RANKIN. I do not remember. I did not have the op- 
portunity to investigate that, but if we had received the price 
we should have had for cottonseed the farmers of the cotton- 
growing States would have saved probably from $130,000,000 
to $200,000,000—enough to pay the taxes on practically every 
cotton farm in the United States. 

Mr. CARTER. Our experience in my State has been that 
cottonseed meal or cake itself, which is really a by-product of 
cottonseed, usually sells for from 50 to 60 per cent more than 
the seed does. 

Mr. RANKIN. Men have told me that they sold their cotton- 
seed and then bought the same weight of hulls and meal and 
paid more for the hulls and the meal than they got for the seed. 
Three bushels of seed produce about 2 gallons of oil. 

Take the man who grows wheat. He is a direct competitor 
of the man who grows corn. Let wheat go to a high price and 
corn become cheap, and the men in the corn-growing States will 
sow their fields with wheat. The next thing there is an over- 
production of wheat and a corresponding depression in the 
wheat market. Drive the cotton growers from the market in 
this way, and they will be planting their fields in corn and 
wheat and other articles that come in direct competition with 
the products of your farms, to the final detriment of the farm- 
ers of both sections. 

In the district which I have the honor to represent they have 
developed the dairy industry already to such an extent that one 
of the largest milk-condensing companies in the United States 
is placing one of its plants in the city of Starkville, in that 
district. We have one of the greatest dairy sections in the 
world. Whenever you drive those cotton growers into the dairy 
business or the cattle-growing business or to raising corn or 
wheat you make them permanent competitors of the wheat and 
corn and dairy farmers of the North and West. 

Not only that, gut your corn is turned into hogs and those 
hogs into packing-house products, where they come in direct 
competition with those various and sundry articles of food that 
are manufactured from cottonseed products, which are just as 
wholesome, just as clean as any that are turned ont. There 
is no danger, as I said before, of catching anthrax from them. 
There is no danger of typhoid of tuberculosis, or any other 
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infectious or contagious disease, but we are giving to the 
American people one of the most healthful and cleanly food 
products the world has ever known. Thus it is coming in in- 
direct competition with your corn, and wheneyer you drive the 
price of cottonseed down it is going to be reflected in the price 
of corn, which will be reflected in the price of wheat. You 
can not permit this condition to exist and at the same time con- 
tinue to prosper one class of farmers at the expense of another. 

I am not against this proposition because these interests 
have wealth. I do not care whether they are worth millions 
or billions, provided they do not use their wealth to take from 
one class of people that which rightly belongs to them. 

The fundamental object of government is to keep the strong 
from oppressing the weak. And if, as I believe, this condition 
exists, and Congress refuses to give these people an oppor- 
tunity to show that they are being imposed upon unjustly and 
unlawfully, then the American Congress will have failed to 
carry out the highest functign delegated to it by the American 
people. [Applause.] 

In my opinion, the farmers in the Cotton Belt are losing 
hundreds of millions of dollars as a result of this situation. 
Therefore I have started this fight, and so help me God, I am 
going to keep it up just as long as I am a Member of Congress 
and this condition seems to exist or get a thorough investiga- 


tion made. [Applause.] 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
1 RANKIN. Yes; I will yield to the gentieman from 
‘exas. 


Mr. HUDSPETH. We have this condition in the El Paso 
Valley. We have a cotton-oil mill there. I attempted to buy a 
carload of cottonseed to feed my cattle from one of the gins. 
The man in charge said that he could not sell it to me, and I 
asked him why. He said, “I have to sell to the cotton-oil men. 
— 5 ial to You; 825 will put me one of business.” Has not the 

era e Commission to-day the power to r tea - 
ter of that kind? * hie bf 

Mr. RANKIN. The Federal Trade Commission would haye 
the power, but they have not the power as I understand it to 
make a thorough investigation. At least, they have not the 
moral backing of Congress on it, as they will have if this reso- 
lution is passed. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Do I understand the gentleman has a 
resolution giving them that power? 

Mr. RANKIN. I have the resolution here. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that the resolution 
which I have introduced on this subject may be referred to the 
Committee on Agriculture for their prompt consideration, as 
it will have to go to some committee before it can be taken up 
and considered by the House. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman asks unanimous consent 
that the resolution which he has introduced upon the subject 
5 referred to the Committee on Agriculture. Is there objec- 
tion? 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, reserving the ht to ob 
let us have the resolution reported from the Bani desk. siaja 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the Clerk will read the 
resolution. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


House Resolution 430 


Whereas the prices of cotton seed are and for some time have been 
at an abnormally low level, with the result that the cotton growers 
have suffered heavy losses; and 

Whereas there is no generally quoted market price for cotton seed, 
and the prices fh different localities vary widely and without respect 
to the true value thereof; and 

Whereas it is alleged that these abnormally low prices result from 
the existence of a combination among the principal purchasers of 
cotton seed in violation of the antitrust laws: Now therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Federal Trade Commission is hereby directed to 
make an inquiry Into the trade in cotton seed and cotton-seed products 
in order to determine whether the prices of cotton seed have been 
depressed, as alleged, by any combination of persons or corporations 
in violation of the antitrust laws, and to what extent the cotton 
growers bave been deprived of a fair return for them. 


Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I have no objection. 

Mr. WHITE of Kansas. Will the gentleman yield if he has 
time to do so? 

Mr. RANKIN. I will. 

Mr. WHITE of Kansas. I understand that the purpose the 
gentleman seeks to accomplish is the investigation of the manu- 
facturer, the shipper, and the wholesaler. Is that right? 


Mr. RANKIN. Yes; and of those interests that are buying 
from the farmer. 
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Mr. WHITE of Kansas. And- they fix the price? 

Mr. RANKIN. Yes; that is the contention. 

Mr. WHITE of Kansas. And the gentleman contends it is a 
monopoly? 

Mr. RANKIN. Yes. 

Mr. WHITE of Kansas. I want to say to the gentleman we 
used to consume in my county, in my section of the State, thou- 
sands of carloads of the products of the factory after the oil 
had been extracted, and if I understood the gentleman aright 
he said that the cottonseed was $30 per ton, and that the price 
of the product after the oil was extracted was more than the 
price of the seed? i 

Mr. RANKIN. Yes. 

Mr. WHITE of Kansas. I have thought a good deal along 
that line. The freight rate on that product is so high from the 
factory to that section of Kansas, where a yery large amount 
of cottonseed was used in feeding stock, that it makes it pro- 
hibitive. è ‘ 

Mr. RANKIN. Yes. 

Mr. WHITE of Kansas. We do not use a carload of cotton- 
seed where we used to use 10 carloads of cottonseed a few years 
ago? 

Mr. RANKIN. Exactly. 

Mr. WHITE of Kansas. You had a great crop of cottonseed 
last year and the price of your product after the oil is extracted 
was $40 to $45 a ton in Kansas City, and the price of the cake 
was from $37 to $40. I do not know the price of the hull, but 
it seems like an outrageous situation. 

Mr. RANKIN. Yes; it is. 

Mr. WHITE of Kansas. Pardon the interruption? 

Mr. RANKIN, I thank the gentleman from Kansas for his 
information. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Mississippi asks unani- 
mous consent that the resolution referred to be referred to the 
Committee on Agriculture. Is there objection? [After a pause,] 
The Chair hears none, 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I desire to say to the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. Waite] that I was reliably informed by a 
farmer who had had experience that he paid more for the 
meal and hulls at the mill where he sold his seed than he re- 
ceived for the same weight in cottonseed, without any freight 
charges, 

Mr. WHITE of Kansas. 
quality has been extracted? 
Mr. CARTER. The oil being the most valuable product? 
Mr. RANKIN. Oh, yes; after the oil has been taken out. 

Mr. WHITE of Kansas, If the gentleman will permit me, 
we are in exactly the same fix there in Kansas in respect to 
your product that the dairymen of the State of New York are 
in in regard to the product of alfalfa, which formerly went to 
the State of New York by the trainload, and which now can 
not be used there on account of the freight rates, 

Mr. RANKIN. In other words, they seem to be fixing the 
prices of the farmer’s cottonseed and getting them far below the 
cost of production, or their real market value, and at the same 
time farmers in other parts of the country who buy the meal 
and hulls with which to feed their cattle are charged as much 
for them as they were when cottonseed brought twice as much 
in the open market as they do to-day. Therefore, I hope you 
will all join me in giving this matter a thorough investigation 
in order that we may bring to our farmers some measure of 
relief. [Applause.] 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has expired. 


ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT FOR HIS APPROVAL 


Mr. ROSENBLOOM, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 
reported that this day they had presented to the President of 
the United States for his approyal the following bill: 

H. R. 11280. An act authorizing the construction of a bridge 
across Rock River at the city of Beloit, county of Rock, State 
of Wisconsin. 


And that is after the most valuable 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


Mr. ROSENBLOOM, from the Committee on Enrolled 
Bills, reported that they had examined and found truly en- 
rolled bills of the following titles, when the Speaker signed the 
same: 

H. R. 4010. An act for the relief of the estate of Filer 
McCloud ; 

S. 78. An act for the relief of the owners of the barge Anode; 

S. S2. An act for the relief of the owners of the steamship 
Comanche; and 

S. 84. An act for the relief of the owners of the steamship 
Ceylon Maru. 


LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATION BILT; 


Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I moye that the 
House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the further consideration of the 
bill H. R. 12101. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union for the further 
. of the bill H. R. 12101, with Mr. SEL in the 
chair. : 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the further considera- 
it of the bill H. R. 12101, which the Clerk will report by 

e. $ 7 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (II. R. 12101) making appropriations for the legislative branch 
of the Government for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, and for 
other purposes. 


Mr. STENGLE. Mr. Chairman, I desire to amend that para- 
graph on page 80, line 14, by changing the figures $105,178 
to $106,498. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


On page 30, line 14, strike out the figures “ $105,178" and insert in 
Meu thereof the figures $106,498,” 


Mr. STENGLE. Mr. Chairman, the purpose of my amend- 
ment is to secure, if possible, a slight increase of $5 per month 
for 22 guards who are now employed, and have been for a long 
while, in the Library of Congress. . In 1924 their salaries were 
$95 a month. In 1925, notwithstanding they were given an 
increase for the purpose of allocation and reclassification in 
that bureau or department of $133,000, the record shows that 
the salaries for those guards remain at $95 a month, from 
which, as they have always had to do, they were compelled 
to purehase two uniforms a year. At that time last year ef- 
forts were made on the part of some other Members of the 
House as well as myself to secure for these underpaid Gov- 
ernment servants, because of their courtesy and their faith- 
fulness and their long service, a slight increase of $5 a month. 
The records show that last year when the question was raised 
assurance was given that provision had been made for an 
increase for these guards, But in checking up on the records 
of the Committee on Appropriations as well as the pay rolls 
in that department I discover that there has been no increase 
whatever, and in this appropriation now before us another 
increase of $40,000 in round numbers is provided for that de- 
partment, and not one cent is allocated to these employees. 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STENGLE. Certainly. 

Mr. CASEY. Why have the salaries of these men not been 
increased along with the others? 

Mr. STENGLE. I can not answer that. 
ask that of those in charge of them. g 

Mr. CASEY. Am I right in understanding the gentleman 
to say that these men are receiving only $95 a month? 

Mr. STENGLE. Yes; $95 a month, and they have to buy 
two uniforms annually. 

Mr. CASET. I think the gentleman ought to put a 5 in 
front of the increase of $5 and make it $55. 

Mr. STENGLE. If it were possible to add more, I would 
gladly do it. But under the rule of averages in the classifica- 
tion law we are compelled to hold it down to this small sum. 
I did not want to offer an amendment that can be thrown out 
on a point of order for the reason that the classification law 
will be violated. 

Mr. BLANTON, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STENGLE. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman's position is so meritorious 
that neither the chairman in charge of this bill nor anyone 
else hardly would make a point of order against it. I sug- 
gest that he revise his amendment in line with the suggestion 
of his colleague from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. STENGLBE. I prefer not to do it, for fear of making 
my request unreasonable, because the Library this year in its 
estimates had a provision for an increase of $60, and some- 
body threw a monkey wrench into the works while the matter 
was proceeding, and it was thought that it was impossible under 
the law of averages to give them the increase, and it went out. 
I submit that under section 6 of the classification law pro- 
vision can be made for the increase, and it should be. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from New 
York has expired, 


You will have to 
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Mr. STENGLE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Yes. 


proceed for five minutes more, 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
geutleman from New York? 

There was no objection, 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Chairman, will my colleague yield? 

Mr. STENGLE. Certainly, 

Mr. GRIFFIN. What would these guards be entitled to 
under the reclassification act as it stands? 

Mr. STENGLE. One thousand two hundred dollars. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Why have they not been classified so as to 
give them $1,200 under the law? A 

Mr. STENGLE, Because of the viciousness in the adminis- 
tration of the reclassification law. [Applause.] 

Mr. UPSHAW. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STENGLE. Yes. 

Mr. UPSHAW. The gentleman will remember that when we 
were discussing the matter of guides and salaries yesterday 
the gentleman from Texas very wisely stated that no man can 
properly support a family in the city of Washington for less 
than $2,500 a year. These people live in the city, and why not 
increase their salaries? 

Mr. STENGLE. Let me use the balance of my time my- 
self I want to place in the Recorp a fact which comes from 
the bureau, During the year 1924 there was an average of 
8,000 visitors a day In the Library. The watchmen and guards 
under their present title work in three shifts, so that not 
more than eight guards at any one time meet and greet these 
3,000 visitors from all over the world, There is a rule there, 
unlike the rule here or in the House Office Building, that 
compels all these guards to stand on their feet all day, and 
not sit down except for a half hour at lunch time. 

Now, I want to read to you how faithful these men have 
been. Sweeny has been there 80 years; Murphy, 30 years; 
McNamara, 30 years; Murphy No. 2, 30 years; Karbach, 30 
years; Wood, 80 years; Bazata, 28 years; Lott, 28 years; 
Haas, 30 years; McConchi, 19 years; Hennessy, 25 years; 
Yancy, 26 years; Dawson, 25 years; Courtade, 10 years; John- 
son, 8 years; Hayes, 6 years; Williams, 5 years; Snyder, 30 
years; Keefe, 40 years. 

I ask you, my friends, after this long, faithful public service, 
courteous as these men are, are they not entitled to an 
honest day’s wage for faithful service? [Applause] Let me 
put in the Recorp the appropriations approximately. In 1924, 
for the personal service of that bureau, there was appropriated 
$732,000, and in 1925, in order to reclassify them in accordance 
with the act of 1923, $865,000, an increase of $133,000. This 
bill gives $40,000 more, making a total of $905,000, and not 
one penny of it is allocated to increase the pay of the men 
who are performing this faithful service, 

I do not want to say any more. I believe you are men of 
fair play, and I ask you to join with me, and I ask the com- 
mittee to concede the justice of my plea and grant these 
men the additional $60 a year. [Applause.] 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa rose, 

Mr. BOYLAN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Iowa is recognized. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, this amendment 
ought not to prevail. I want to explain to yon the situation 
with reference to these guards in the Library and the custodial 
service in general in the various departments of the Govern- 
ment. When the classification act was put into operation the 
custodial service was allocated into grade 3. In grade 3 the 
salaries run from $1,020 to $1,260 per year. When this classifi- 
cation act went into effect these guards in the Library were 
receiving practically a maximum of $1,140 per year. That 
being the case, they were not able to get the increase in salary 
that the other employees of the Library were given. If you 
come in now and raise these salaries, you will find there are 
790 people employed in the different departments of this Gov- 
ernment as guards; there are 611 of them that are receiving 
581.020 per year, there is one receiving $1,040, there are 84 re- 
celving $1,080, there are 67 receiving $1,140, and there are 5 
guards in the service receiving $1,200 a year. The amendment 
that the gentleman from New York has now presented would 
‘affect 25 guards. Who are the men with whom he would place 
\these men on a parity? 
| Whey are five men who are on the outside service in the 
| Department of Agriculture, and they have the power of arrest. 
Their duties are entirely different from the duties of the other 
guards in that service and entirely different from the duties of 
guards in the various other departments of the Government. 

Mr. STENGLE. Will the gentleman yield? 


Mr. STENGLE. Will it be possible on this appropriation 
bill to help any of those men down town. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Absolutely not. 

Mr. STENGLE. Then do two wrongs make a right? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Oh, the gentleman from New 
York comes here and says, Will two wrongs make a right? 
Let me remind you that there are 700 other guards who are 
not to be taken care of in the way of a raise in salary to_this 
extent. Now, where were the friends of these guards when the 
reclassification act was passed? 

Every one of you voted for that act, and if a wrong was com- 
mitted, it was committed when you passed the reclassification 
act. As a matter of fact, these guards have been receiving 
this pay for years and they were receiving the top salary for 
guards as provided in the reclassification act, for which, as I 
say, all of you gentlemen voted. You are now asking that. we 
take 22 of these men and giye them a preference over other 
guards in other parts of the Government service, and if you 
do that you will bring about a disorganization in every depart- 
ment of the Government, so far as the pay of the guards is 
concerned. 

4 Mr. STENGLH. Will the gentleman yield for a further ques- 

on? t 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. STENGLEB. The gentleman made the statement a while 
ago that the fault was with the reclassification act. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. I did not say that there was any 
fault with the reclassification act, and I am not confessing 
there was any fault. 

Mr. STENGLE. I was not here when the reclassification act 
was passed, but did the gentleman vote for it? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. I did, and I believe in it. But 
I want to say that if you will sit on the Appropriations Com- 
mittee for a little while you will find the same argument that is 
being presented in behalf of these guards being made on behalf 
of practically every other employee of this Government, namely, 
that in Washington they can not live on their salaries; and, in 
fact, I have heard a lot of Congressmen say the same thing 
within the last few days. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman complains that there are 
other guards in other departments who draw too low salaries. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. No; I did not say anything of the 
kind. I say that this service has been allocated at this salary, 
and it is not my fault, 

Mr. BLANTON. When the distinguished gentleman from 
Iowa becomes the able Secretary of Agriculture he can rectify 
that matter in that one department. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. No, sir. It is up to you and the 
other Members on the floor of this House who voted for the 
reclassification act. I am not to blame for the many salaries 
in the Government that are too low, and this House is not jus- 
tified in raising the pay of the guards at the Library when the 
pay of guards performing similar duties in other departments 
is not raised, simply because one or two guards in the Library 
are continually lobbying with Members of Congress and sending 
people to my office day after day and telling me these guards 
can not live on the pay they are receiving, when, as a matter 
of fact, they have been living on that pay for 30 years, 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The time of the gentleman from Iowa 
has expired. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent to proceed for five additional minutes, 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I shall not object, but I 
reserve the right to say that these men have not lived during 
those 30 years, but they have just existed. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Well, has not the gentleman 
lived on his salary, and is he not one of those now saying that 
Members of Congress can not live on their present congres- 
sional pay? 

Mr. BLANTON. No; I am not. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent to proceed for five additional minutes. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. STENGLE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. STHNGLE. The gentleman just made a statement about 
these men running around to the offices of Members of Con- 
gress and carrying on a propaganda. I want to say for the 
purpose of this Recorp that not one of these men has ever 
been to see me and has never made any such request. My 
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heart and soul makes the demand, and I am responding to my 
conscience. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Well, we are all aware of the 
fact that the gentleman is always contending that he is the 
friend, and practically the only friend, of the poor man, when, 
as a matter of fact, there are others here who are his friends 
as well. I do not know whether any of these men interviewed 
the gentleman or not, but I do know that they have been in- 
terviewing some Members of Congress, and I do know that 
they have sent people who are patrons of that library to see 
me. It seems to me they ought to be ashamed of themselves 
for talking to such people about it and saying, Will you not 
go Over and see the chairman of the legislative committee and 
have him raise our salaries,” when, as a matter of fact, they 
haye been absolutely allocated under the reclassification act. 
The reason they did not get any advance in salary was because 
of the fact that their salary was above the average salary of 
the average person in their grade, and this grade of work is 
commensurate with this grade of pay. 

Mr. SMITH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Les. 

Mr. SMITH. I would like to ask the gentleman whether an 
employee of the Government is beyond his rights as an Ameri- 
can citizen when he speaks to a Member of Congress? [Ap- 
Hause. | 
i Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Oh, no; but I am saying this 
to you: You are allowing 709 of these guards to go unattended 
to because they happen to be down, in the State Department 
or at the Monument or at some other place where they do not 
happen to come in contact with you, and because these men 
happen to be in contact with you you think they are the only 
men who are in this Government service. That is what I am 
saying to you. Now, they have the nicest place to work of any 
guards in the entire Government service. Why? Because the 
Library is the most pleasant, the most dignified, the best kept, 


and the nicest place in this entire Government for any 
guard to work in. Now, on top of that, let me suggest this 
to you—— 


Mr. SCHAFER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. No; I want to complete my 
statement. I think I know as much about this as any of you 
gentleman do and I want to explain it to you a little bit. 

There are now in this service in the Library 69 people, all 
of whom, with the exception of two, are receiving less salary 
than the salary of the men they are trying to raise right here. 
There are 22 messengers over there getting $1,020 and $1,080 
a year. There are two mechanics getting $1,080 a year. There 
are two laborers getting $1,080 a year, and there is one laun- 
dress getting $1,080 a year. These people have been denied a 
raise in this bill. Why? Because under the allocation under 
the classification act these people were all given an advance, 
and everyone who was given an advance last year was denied 
a promotion this year. 

What do we do for the guards? They have been complain- 
ing that they work seyen days a week. In this bill we provide 
for three additional guards, so they will work six days in the 
week, with Sunday off. What they are trying to do here is to 
come in, if you please, and not only work six days in the week, 
which gives them one day off, which I think they are entitled 
to, but they are now trying to have their salary increased, so 
that they will be put on a parity with the guards of only one 
service in the entire Government service, and they are the 
five men in the Agricultural Department that haye the power 
of arrest, and are on what is known as outdoor service in the 
Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield for just one 
question? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. I just want to congratulate the gentleman 
on giving these guards holiday on Christmas and New Year. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. We have given them Sunday. 

Mr. BLANTON. That is something everybody has and 
everybody is entitled to. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Let me suggest just one other 
thing, Let me suggest to you humanitarians here, that have 
so much sympathy in your hearts, that over there in the 
Library this is the one great service in the entire Government 
where they have a long waiting list to get on the pay roll and 
have had all of these years. 

I hope this amendment will not be agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Towa has 
again expired. 

Mr. MEAD. Mr, Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
I would hesitate to say a word on this occasion or take up the 
time of the House, but if you look into the Recorp you will 


find that I brought this question before the House when this 
measure was under consideration in the last Congress. At 
that time I asked the gentleman in charge of the legislation if 
there was any relief to be granted these splendid men that 
guard the Library of Congress and he answered me in the 
afirmative. Since that time I have worn out several lead 
pencils trying to ascertain just where that relief existed. The 
guards have not discovered it nor have I. I believe, my friends, 
it is high time that we should give these men serious and 
favorable consideration. 

Now, I heard the chairman of the committee talk about the 
rules and the reclassification act, and the beautiful books and 
the grandeur of the building in which these men are em- 
ployed. But they can not eat the rules nor live on the grandeur 
of the building. [Applause.] The amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. STENGLE] still keeps within the 
rule, and, in my judgment, it should be adopted. His state- 
ment that two wrongs do not make a right is still unanswered 
by the chairman of the committee. I think that before this 
debate is oyer—at least before the CONGRESSIONAL Recorp is 
printed in the morning—the chairman should change the state- 
ment he made and never let it go down in the history of this 
country that he made the statement that if these men with 30 
or 40 years of service have lived all these years, why can not 
they live to-day on the meager, miserable salaries they now 
receive. [Applause.] f 

Mr. STENGLE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MEAD. I will. 

Mr. STENGLE. Will the gentleman kindly put in the 
Recorp, if he can, how much they receive for the Sunday work 
they perform? 

Mr. MEAD. They receive the meager sum of $2.33. for 
Sunday work, and when we provide the three additional guards 
the statement of the gentleman in charge of the bill that they 
will receive Sundays off should be modified by saying that they 
would occasionally receive a Sunday off, because the three 
additional guards can not give 22 men every Sunday off. I 
believe Sunday to be a day of rest, and a law should be en- 
acted that would give every guard in the Goyernment service 
at least one day of rest in seven. [Applause.] 

My friends, when the chairman of the committee makes the 
statement that these men ought to be ashamed of themselyes 
to come before Members of Congress, the only body who can 
raise their salaries, when he says that they ought to be ashamed 
of themselves, I think that Congress ought to be ashamed of 
itself to compel them to come around and beg for bread. for 
themselves and children. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MEAD. Yes; I will. 

Mr. BLANTON. I have talked to numerous colleagues on 
the floor and I can not find a man that these guards ever ap- 
pealed to. They have a right to do it, but they have not done it, 

Mr, MEAD. I believe the gentleman is right, and these men 
ought not to be ashamed of themselyes, but unless the record 
is changed I think it is the chairman who ought to be ashamed 
of himself. He ought to change that statement before it goes 
into print. 

The CHAIRMAN. 
York has expired. 

Mr. MORTON D. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the gentleman’s time may be extended one minute 
so that I may ask him a question. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from IIlinois asks unani- 
mous consent that the time of the gentleman from New York 
be extended for one minute, Is there objection? 

There was no objection, 

Mr. MORTON D. HULL, I would like to ask the gentleman 
as to the character of the service that these men perform—is 
there any hazard in it, any real service, or only the decorative 
type? 

Mr. MEAD, In answer to that question let me say that if 
you are going to grade all salaries on the hazard involved, 
we might also include the salary of Representatives, and the 
gentleman's Salary and the guard’s salary would then be about 
equal, [Laughter and applause. ] 

Mr. MORTON D. HULL, That does not answer the question 
that I asked. 3 

Mr. MEAD. We are not talking about the hazard of the 
position. That is entirely ont of the question. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. I would like to know how it 


The time of the gentleman from New 


happens that the gentleman from New York is so sympathetic 
for these guards and yet has not come in here in respect to the 
salary of some 734 other guards carried in other appropriation 
bills and solicited an increase for them. 
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Mr. MEAD. In answer to that question I would say that 
as Members of Congress we can only meet and right a wrong 
when it presents itself. I would gladly join the gentleman 
to correct the other evils existing in the Federal service. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
York has expired. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I think I have 
as good a record on labor legislation as any man in Congress. 
I have been 16 years on the floor of the House, and for 12 
years prior thereto I was a member of the State Senate of 
Colorado. That makes a continuous service of 28 years 
legislating, and during all of that time I have been on the roll 
of honor of all labor unions in the country. That record 
speaks for itself. Now, as the ranking minority member on 
the committee in charge of this bill, I feel it would be hardly 
fair for me to sit absolutely quiet and let the chairman of the 
subcommittee assume all of the burden of this criticism. 
This committee considered this matter very carefully; and 
while I agree that all of these guards ought to have more pay, 
yet I do not like to hear Members state on the floor of this 
House that Uncle Sam is paying contemptible and measly 
and starvation salaries to his employees. As a matter of 
fact, we have raised the salaries of the employees of the Goy- 
ernment over $100,000,000 a year in the last two years. I 
think we ought to pay some attention to the people out home, 
who are footing the bills, ‘That is an enormous additional 
burden on the seriously overburdened taxpayers of this coun- 
try, and I do not think we ought to raise the salaries of its 
Government employees every year. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Chairman, -will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. No; I can not yield to anyone 
at present. Everybody's salary has been very greatly raised 
during the past year or two. As a matter of fact, the Con- 
gressmen themselyes are the only ones in the entire Govern- 
ment service from top to bottom, and throughout the 
length and breadth of this country, whose pay has not been 
raised very recently. Our salaries have not been changed 
during the past 17 years. The only reason these 22 guards’ 
salaries were not raised by the general reclassification act is 
because they had a raise just prior to the enactment of that 
law, and when the classification was made they were in a 
grade thaf did not allow any additional raise at this time. 
We are told every hour of every day that this Appropriations 
Committee is not a legislative committee; and yet we are 
jumped, on all of the time for not putting in the bill matters 
that are purely legislation. That is not our province. I 
understand there are some 790 of these guards in Washing- 
ton. And it is quite true that the guards in the Congressional 
Library have the nicest place to work in all Washington. 
That is the finest building on this continent. Nobody could 
have a more delightful place to guard than that is. Three 
thousand people are passing through that place every day, 
and four-fifths of them women and children. 

These guards do not have to stand outdoors in the snow and 
sleet and rain. They never get wet or get sunburned. 

Mr. STENGLE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ‘TAYLOR of Colorado. I will not. There is no place 
else in Washington where the guards have such a good place 
or as easy a time, or where they have better surroundings. 
There is an enormous waiting list all the time for those soft 
snaps, I am not criticizing these men; I congratulate them on 
their good luck. They are fine, courteous men, but I am calling 
attention to the fact that there are about 750 other guards in 
Washington. Why do you not think about them? They are 
already getting the worst of it. That is something that the 
House should legislate upon rather than stand here and criti- 
cize the chairman of this subcommittee because he will not raise 
the pay of these 22. These 22 are not any better or entitled 
to any more consideration than the rest of them. My sympathy 
goes out to all of them, T am not in favor of making favorites 
of these already favored few. You champions of these fortu- 
nate guards ought to take up in a proper way the movement 
for a horizontal raise, and if the House wants to do that, all 
well and good. But I want the House to vote on this matter 
with its eyes open. We ought to say whether or not we want 
to especially favor and pick 22 men out of all the guards in 
Washington, men that now have the easiest and best jobs of 
all of them. Many of the other guards haye to stay outdoors in 
all kinds of weather, and do not get a chance to see and make 
friends of many Congressmen. I object to the raising of the 
salary of these 22 men and not paying any attention to all of 
the others, This action is utterly unfair to hundreds of more 
deserving men. We ought to consider all of them rather than 
simply deal especially with those who are lucky enough to come 
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in contact with you gentlemen and who have the choicest 
place there is in all Washington in which to work, besides hav- 
ing many opportunities that scarcely any other guards have. 

The CHAIRMAN, ‘The time of the gentleman from Colorado 
has expired. 

Mr. DOWELL rose. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that all debate upon this paragraph and all amend- 
ments thereto close in 30 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

Mr. STENGLE. Reserving the right to object, I do not be- 
lieve we need 30 minutes of debate. The House is ready to 
vote on this now. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. In that way we might save 
$1,300 worth of printing in the RECORD. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that all debate upon this paragraph and all amendments 
thereto close now. We are ready to vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oregon asks unani- 
mous consent that debate upon the paragraph and all amend- ' 
ments thereto do now close. 

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that that is not in order, while I have the floor. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman was only tentatively 
recognized. The Chair really recognized the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. Dickinson], the chairman of the subcommittee. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. I do not think it is fair to close 
debate now. The chairman of the Committee on the Library, 
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Luce], who has more 
to do with the Library than all the gentlemen who have spoken, 
desires an opportunity to speak. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman can object to the request. 
Is there objection to the request of the gentleman from Oregon? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I object. 

Mr. WATKINS. Then, Mr. Chairman, I move that all de- 
bate upon the paragraph and all amendments thereto close in 
10 minutes. 3 

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that I have the floor and gentlemen can not take me off my 
feet to make a motion. : 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has already ruled that the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Dowett] had not been recognized, 
but that he recognized the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. DICKIN- 
s0N]. The question is on the motion of the gentleman from 
Oregon, 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, I will not occupy the five minutes, but I want to em- 
phasize, if I may, in just a few words, what has already been 
said in favor of this amendment. The argument made by the 
chairman of the subcommittee and by the ranking minority 
member is that because we can not raise the salaries of other 
employees therefore we should not raise the salaries of those 
who are now before us to-day. [Applause.] That argument is 
unfair, because we ull know that under the legislative program 
we can only consider these as they come under the bills before 
the House. [Applause.] And this program, carried to its logi- 
cal conclusion, would never change the salary of a Government 
employee, because they can not necessarily all come before us 
at once, and it seems to me that the amount provided by this 
committee is so small, and even with the amendment added the 
salary is so small, that no Member of this House should raise 
his voice in opposition to this small increase to these low sala- 
ries [applause]; aud I hope this amendment may be carried 
by the unanimous vote of this committee. 

Mr. LUCE. Mr. Chairman, under the rules the Committee 
on the Library, of which I am a member, is charged with the 
responsibility of the conduct of the Library. Inasmuch as the 
Appropriation Committee holds the purse ‘strings our direct 
control is somewhat restricted, but in theory we are supposed, 
at any rate, to be consulted in matters relating to the con- 
duet of that institution. This proposal has not been presented 
to the committee that you have intrusted with the responsi- 
bility in this matter. Our advice and our judgment have not 
been asked, which, in my opinion, is the first deviation from 
the course of 6érderly conduct that we might well pursue. 
Secondly, a few days ago the exigency of the situation as we 
approach the closing hours of the session compelled the limit- 
ing of debate to 40 minutes on a measure contemplating an 
increase of salaries of three or four hundred thousand em- 
ployees of this Government by $60,000,000 a year, less time 
than that which has been consumed here on a proposal to 
increase by $60 a year the saluries of a very few other em- 
ployees.. I need no more than call attention to the dispropor- 
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tion here existing to show you the danger of starting on a 
poliey of precipitating upon the floor of this House in the 
closing days of this session debate on the desire or demand of 
any small group of public employees for more money. By 
yoting for this measure, without having received even the 
judgment of your committee created for the purpose of study 
and advice, you invite every one of between 60,000 and 70,000 
persons in this eity to come here and take of your time, your 
precious time, to consider his individual demand. It was but 
a short time ago that in order to act prudently on this ques- 
tion of compensation, to systematize this problem of Salaries, 
we passed a reclassification act. We turned over the decision 
of this matter to those whom we intrusted with the determina- 
tion of a right scale of salaries, and under that act these men 
have received that classification which in the judgment of 
the man who is at the head of the Library is the right and 
fair thing, taking into account all the considerations in- 
volved—— 

Mr. SCHNEIDER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LUCE. I ean not take up any other phase of the mat- 
ter in five minutes, save this third consideration, that you in- 
terfere with the judgment of the head of the institution. He 
has not here been quoted once. Nobody has said that he believes 
or does not believe he made a mistake. Gentlemen come here 
and take almost an hour of the time of the House without hav- 
ing gone through that preliminary which the orderly conduct 
of the business of the Government demands. 

For these reasons I urge you, I beg you not, without thought- 
ful consideration, to invite renewal of the hauling and pulling 
between various classes of employees, not to revive the pres- 
sure they can bring to bear, by breaking down the barrier 
which you yourselves raised against it. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Ohio. 

Mr. MURPHY. I am sure in the interest of making a fair 
statement that the gentleman will find in the record that Mrs. 
Woods, who is the able assistant of the Superintendent of the 
Library, stated that they had an appropriation sufficient to 
pay the additional $60 a year and that the Budget showed 
$1,200 a year allocated for these guards. Now, that was the 
wisdom of those who are in charge of the Library, and that 
is the situation, and I am sure I may.mention that in the way 
of a correction. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. I want to suggest we denied 
the increase to all of these others who are getting $1,020, 
as well as those whom the gentleman from Ohio suggests, in 
reference to the guards, therefore we are discriminating here 
against the classification. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired, 
all time has expired. Without objection all pro forma objections 
will be withdrawn and the question recurs on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New York [Mr. Srenare]. 

The question was taken; and the Chair announced the ayes 
appeared to have it. 

On a division (demanded by Mr. DrekiIxsox of Iowa) there 
were—ayes 86, noes 35. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


For extra services of employees and additional employees under the 
Librarian to provide for the opening of the Library Building on Sundays 
and on legal holidays, at rates to be fixed by the Librarian, $3,550. 


Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas moves to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I desire to ask the gentleman from Iowa, 
who is in charge of this bill as chairman of the subcommittee 
{Mr. Dicktnson], a question. We have raised the salaries of 
the guards in the Library, and I voted for it. What are the 
salaries of these young men who wait on us in the congres- 
sional reading room? What salaries do they get? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. If the gentleman has reference 
to the messengers, they get all the way from $1,020 to $1,260. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. These men who look up matters generally 
for Congressmen—they are not messengers. I do not think 
they would be classed as messengers. They stdy there on Sun- 
days, and late at night. I would like to ask the gentleman 
what salaries they are getting? 

Mr. GREEN. Let me make a suggestion te the gentleman, if 
he will yield. 

Ir. HUDSPETH. Yes; I yield gladly to my friend from 
Iowa [Mr. Green]. 

Mr. GREEN. Those persons to whom the gentleman refers— 
I do not know what their official title is—are expected to be 
men of wide culture and reading, and when Members of Con- 


gress go in there and ask for a book on any subject, this or that, 
no matter how abstruse it may be, those young men are ex- 
pected to walk into the Library alcoves and bring it back. 
Consequently they must be men of education and development 
Along those lines. Otherwise they could not do the work prop- 
erly. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I think they measure up to that standard 
splendidly. I was informed that they got only $1,200 a year. 

A re 5 of Iowa. Junior clerks get from $1,200 
o $1,500. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Does not the gentleman from Iowa think 
that a man of high character and accomplishment such as 
those described by my friend from Iowa [Mr, GREEN] should 
get more money than that? I certainly do. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. I do not know about that. Maybe 
this committee wishes to repeal the whole classification act. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. No; I do not, but simply wish to do jus- 
tice to these faithful, efficient gentlemen who so courteously 
Serve us in the congressional reading room, and who are 
very much underpaid. 

Mr. LUCE, Is the gentleman not bringing to the attention 
of the House in these instances the result of his observations 
with respect to a small portion of the people employed in the 
Library that he has come in contact with, while forgetting a 
large number of other employees with whom he does not come 
in contact? For my part, I would gladly see the whole pay 
roli of the Library increased in order that we might get even 
better service, but to pick out a few men whom we meet when 
we go in and out and with whom we come in contact and forget 
the others seems to me grossly unfair. 4 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I do not come in contact with all the 
employees of the Library, but I do come in contact with those 
I have mentioned. How they can subsist, and those especially 
with families, on $1,200 a year is beyond my comprehension. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, under the re- 


classification act for the 600 employees in the Library we in- ` 


creased the pay roll over there $145,000 a year. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. What would that average per employee? 
Can the gentleman state? 

Mr, DICKINSON of Iowa. Between two and three hundred 
dollars per employee, 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Of course, that assists some. But I trust 
that my friend from Massachusetts [Mr. Luce], who is chair- 
man of the Committee on the Library, will investigate those 
matters, as I think he will in the next Congress, for I am 
going to bring the matter to his attention, and reward those 
who should be rewarded with higher salaries where, in his 
opinion, they deserve it, and I am sure there are many under- 


paid. 

rts GREEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
again 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Yes, . 

Mr. GREEN. I suggest to my friend that one man who was 
in there a long time, who died a few years ago, got $2,200, 
which, I think, was very insufficient, and some of these others 
whọ are there now get much less salaries than that. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I thank my friend from Iowa for his 
valuable contribution. I spend every moment I can spare from 
my official work in the congressional reading room; every re- 
quest I make of these attendants is cheerfully complied with. 
They are underpaid, and I am going to use my best efforts to 
secure more adequate compensation for them, 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

ae CABLE. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike ont the last 
wor 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio moves to strike 
out the last word. 

Mr. CABLE. Yesterday the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
Bokan], as chairman of the Special Committee on Campaign 
Expenditures, submitted its report, pursuant to Senate Reso- 
lution 248, wherein the Senator and the committee recom- 
mended the enactment of a Federal corrupt practices act. The 
act recommended is the identical one that has been before the 
Senate and the House throughout the Sixty-eighth Congress 
and was adopted favorably by not only the House and the 
Senate, but approved by President Coolidge. Permit me to give 
you a short history of the legislation: 

Sixty-seventh Congress: Several bilis introduced, both in 
Senate and House, but no final action taken. > 

Sixty-eighth Congress: Hearings on H. R. 8956 February 21 
and 28 and March 13, 1924. May 13, 1924, H. R. 8956 reported 
by House Committee on Election of President and Representa- 
tives in Congress (Report 721). May 26, 1924, amendment to 
postal salary bill offered by Senator Bonau adopted by Senate. 


1925 


June 3, 1924, House substituted H. R. 8956 for Borah amend- 


ment. Thereafter both Senate and House adopted conference 
report on postal salary bill, including as Title II this amend- 
ment known as “the Federal corrupt practices act of 1924.” 

President Coolidge in his veto message of June 7, 1924 (S. 
Doc. 149), referring to this amendment, stated: 


If that provision stood alone, I should approve that part of the bill 
relating to campaign funds, 


January 29, 1924, Senator Warsm of Massachusetts offered 
this same amendment to the postal salary bill, and on roll call 
the yote in the Senate was 71 for to 3 against. The House 
refused to accept the bill, Claiming it was a reyenue-producing 
measure and must originate in the House. 

February 11, 1925: Senate Committee on Post Offices and 
Post Roads struck out all after the enacting clause in the 
House measure and substituted the Senate measure, including 
as title 3, under the heading “ Federal corrupt practices act, 
1925.” That bill is now pending in the Senate. 

As the measure stands it appears to have the approval of 
the President. It has the approval of Senator Boran and his 
special committee appointed to investigate and study cam- 
paign expenditures; also almost unanimous approval of all 
Members of the Senate, as evidenced by the vote on the amend- 
ment sponsored by Senator Watsn of Massachusetts. It ap- 
parently has approval of a majority of the Members of the 
House, if we may judge the House by its vote of 361 to 6 on 
the conference report. There is need for new legislation. 


THE NEED FOR NEW LEGISLATION 


The existing’ law regulating corrupt practices in elections 
has been enacted in piece-meal fashion and consists of six 
separate acts of Congress passed, respectively, in 1907, 1909, 
1910, 1911, 1912, and 1918. These laws are in part antiquated 
because of additional amendments to our Constitution. They 
are unconstitutional in part becanse of the decision of the 
United States Supreme Court in the Newberry case. They 
handicap the honest candidate through certain limitations 
which were enacted before the number of voters was doubled 
by the adoption of the nineteenth amendment. The law fails 
to require proper publicity of contributions made between elec- 


tions, and thus huge contributions, given oftentimes with the 


hope of a reward or favor, are not reported. H. R. 8956 repre- 
sents an attempt to make an orderly revision of the existing 
law, eliminate its uncertainties and unconstitutional portions, 
and add provisions deemed necessary to cure defects in the 
present statutes, 

THE NEWBERRY CASE 


Section 4 of Article I of the Constitution is the basis for 
corrupt practices legislation. It provides that “The times, 
places, and manner of holding elections for Senators and Rep- 
resentatives shall be prescribed in each State by the legisla- 
ture thereof; but the Congress may at any time by law make 
or alter such regulations, except as to the places of choosing 
Senators.” 

Section 8 of the act of June 25, 1910 (ch. 392, 36 Stat. 822), 
as amended, hereinafter referred to as the “ present corrupt 
practices act,” provides in part as follows: 


No candidate for Representative in Congress or for Senator of the 
United States shall give, contribute, expend, use, or promise, or cause 
to be given, contributed, expended, used, or promised, in procuring 
his nomination and election any sum in the aggregute in excess of the 
amount which he may Jawfully give, contribute, expend, or promise 
under the laws of the State in which he resides: Provided, That no 
candidate for Representative in Congress shall give, contribute, ex- 
pend, use, or promise any sum in the aggregate exceeding $5,000 in 
any campaign for his nomination and election; and no candidate for 
Senator of the United States shall give, contribute, expend, use, or 
promise any sum in the aggregate exceeding $10,000 in any campaign 
for his nomination and election. * * + 


Truman H. Newberry was a candidate for the Republican 
nomination for United States Senator from Michigan at the 
primary election held Angust 27, 1918, and, by reason of his 
nomination therein, became a candidate at the general elec- 
tion on November 5, 1918. 

A Michigan statute (sec. 1, act No. 109, Laws of 1913) pro- 
vided in part that “No sums of money shall be paid, and no 
expenses authorized and incurred by or on behalf of any can- 
didate to be paid by him in order to secure or aid in securing 
the nomination to any public office or position in this State, in 
excess of 25 per cent of one year's compensation or salary of 
the office for which he is candidate.” A like limitation is put 
upon expenditures to obtain election after nomination. Taken 
with the State enactment, the Federal statute prohibited the 
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expenditure by Newberry of more than $3,750. He and other 
persons were indicted and were convicted in the district court, 
under this provision of the present corrupt practices act, for 
exceeding the specified limit. 

Upon appeal to the United States Supreme Court, Mr. 
Charles B, Hughes, attorney for the plaintiffs in error in the 
case of Newberry v. United States (256 U. S. 232), argued 
that the statutory provision in question was unconstitutional 
for the reason that the regulation prescribed by the statute 
was not comprehended within the term “manner of holding 
elections,” and that the term “election,” as used in the Con- 
stitution, could not be construed to include the nomination of 
a party candidate by a primary or political convention. 

The majority of the court, in its opinion, adopted the 
spirit of this argument and held that the statute, iz so far as it 
attempted to regulate the nomination of a candidate for Sen- 
ator, was unconstitutional, 

“The ultimate question for solution here,” said the court, 
“is whether under the grant of power to regulate ‘the manner 
of holding elections’ Congress may fix the maximum sum 
which a candidate therein may spend or advise or cause to be 
contributed and spent by others to procure his nomination.” 
They answered the question thus: 


We can not conclude that authority to control party primaries or 
conventions for designating candidates was bestowed on Congress by 
the grant of power to regulate the manner of holding elections. The 
fair intendment of the words does not extend so far; the framers of 
the Constitution did not aseribe to them any such meaning. Nor 
is this control necessary in order to effectuate the power expressly 
granted. On the other hand, its exercise would interfere with purely 
domestic affairs of the State and infringe upon the Liberties reserved 
to the people, 


In view of this opinion, section 2 of the bill specifically pro- 
vides that the term “election” does not include a primary 
election or convention of a political party. The limitation in 
the bill as to expenditures by a candidate applies only to the 
campaign leading up to the final election and not to the pri- 
mary campaign us the existing statute endeavored to do, In 
the opinion of the committee the limitation upon expenditures 
in a primary campaign is rendered impossible by the decision 
in the Newberry case, and it is deemed desirable that this 
portion of the statute should be finally clarified, 


STATES SHOULD ACT 


Because Congress specifically refrains from attempting to 
regulate primaries and nominating conventions, the responsi- 
bility is placed directly with the several States, and it is the 
hope and belief of the committee that this action will result in 
the passage of proper corrupt practices laws by the States 
which have not already passed satisfactory legislation on this 
important subject. : 7 

The States of Minois, Mississippi, Rhode Island, Tennessee, 
and Arkansas have no corrupt practices laws whatever. 

In Colorado, Delaware, Georgia, New York, Pennsylvania, 
Vermont, and Arizona there is no limit to the amount which a 
candidate may expend. In New Jersey the limit is as high as 


„000. 

In Idaho, Iowa, Virginia, and Florida the law applies to 
primaries but not to elections. Therefore in these States there 
is no limit on expenditures in elections, other than as imposed 
by the valid portions of the present Federal statutes, 


DIRECT ELECTION OF SENATORS 


The present corrupt practices act was passed prior to the 
adoption of the seventeenth amendment to the Constitution. 
The bill, therefore, eliminates the provisions regulating the 
election of Senators by the legislatures of the several States, 
and effectively regulates the election of Senators by the people 
in accordance with the present constitutional status. The 
seventeenth amendment was declared in a proclamation by the 
Secretary of State, dated May 31, 1913, to have been ratified 
by the legislatures of the required number of States. It will 
be observed that Congress has thus delayed for practically 11 
years this particular revision in the corrupt practices act. 


WOMAN SUFFRAGE 


The nineteenth amendment was ratified since the present 
law was enacted. The number of voters has been approxi- 
mately doubled, and the cost of campaigning has naturally 
been considerably increased. The present law, where no 
State Hmitation applies, permits expenditure of $10,000 for 
nomination and election by a candidate for Senator, There 
should be no hard and fast rule limiting campaign expenses 
to a fixed amount, because the conditions existing in various 
parts of the country are so widely different, A candidate for 
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Senator in New York, for instance, should be permitted to ex- 
pend more money than a candidate in a State with a very 
small population. A candidate having 500,000 voters, say, in 
his State should not be limited necessarily to the amount 
which a candidate having only 25,000 voters in his State may 
spend. With this in view the bill provides in section 9 as fol- 
lows: 


Sec. 9. (a) A candidate, in his campaign for election, shall not 
make expenditures in excess of the amount which he may lawfully 
make under the laws of the State in which he is a candidate, nor in 
excess of the amount which he may lawfully make under the provi- 
sions of this act. 

(b) Unless the laws of his State prescribe a less amount as the 
maximum limit of campaign expenditures, a candidate may make ex- 
penditures up to 

(1) The sum of $10,000 if a candidate for Senator, or the sum of 
$2,500 if a candidate for Representative, Delegate, or Resident Com- 
missioner; or 

(2) An amount equal to the amount obtained by multiplying 8 cents 
by the total number of votes cast at the last general election for all 
candidates for the office which the candidate seeks, but in no event 
exceeding $25,000 if a candidate for Senator or $5,000 if a candidate 
for Representative, Delegate, or Resident Commissioner. 

(c) Money expended by a candidate to meet and discharge any assess- 
ment, fee, or charge made or levied upon candidates by the laws of the 
State in which he resides, or expenced for his necessary personal, trav- 
eling, or subsistence expenses, or for stationery, postage, writing, or 
printing (other than for use on billboards or in newspapers), for dis- 
tributing letters, circulars, or posters, or for telegraph or telephone 
service, shall not be included in determining whether his expenditures 
have exceeded the sum fixed by paragraph (1) or (2) of subdivision 
(b) as the limit of campaign expenses of a candidate. 


PUBLICITY FOR CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTIONS 


Purity in politics is desired by both parties. An election is 
a public affair, and participation therein is a public duty. 
Publicity throughout the year of contributions received by 
political organizations, particularly large sums, will go a great 
way in preventing corrupt practices in elections. The purchase 
of power and influence either by a candidate, by means of large 
expenditures, or by individuals or interests by means of great 
contributions, reflects both upon our Government and on those 
from whom the power is derived. Not only should there be a 
limitation of expenditures, but there should also Le prompt 
and proper publicity of contributions and expenditures. Re- 
cently in Washington we have read in the newspapers of large 
contributions given by certain wealthy men to both political 
parties, no report being made and filed containing such re- 
celpts. The evil does not lie so much in the contribution as in 
its purpose. If proper publicity is given, the contributor will 
hesitate to carry water on both shoulders by giving to both 
parties. Such a donor expects some return, a favor for his 
contribution. This bill, requiring publicity throughout the en- 
tire year, will go far to cure this evil. Under the present law 
reports are made by political committees just before and imme- 
diately after elections. The public has no knowledge of contri- 
butions made in the meantime, and therefore, to secure proper 
publicity of such contributions, this bill in section 5 provides as 
follows: 


Src. 5. (a) The treasurer of a political committee shall file with the 
clerk between the 1st and 10th days of March, June, and September 
in each year, and also between the 10th and 15th days, and on the 
Sth day next preceding the date on which a general election is to be 
held at which candidates are to be elected In two or more States, and 
also on the 1st day of January, a statement containing complete as of 
the day next preceding the date of filing 

(1) The name and address of each peson who has made a contribution 
to or for such committee in one or more items of the aggregate amount 
or value, within the calendar year, of $100 or more, together with the 
amount and date of such contribution; 

(2) The total sum of the contributions made to or for such com- 
mittee during the calendar year and not stated under paragraph (1) ; 

(3) The total sum of all contributions made to or for such com- 
mittee during the calendar year; 

(4) The name and address of each person to whom an expenditure 
in one or more items of the aggregate amount or value, within the 
calendar year, of $10 or more has been made by or on behalf of such 
committee, and the amount, date, and purpose of such expenditure; 

(5) The total sum of all expenditures made by or on behalf of such 
committee during the calendar year and not stated under paragraph (4) ; 

(6) The total sum of expenditures made by or on behalf of such 
committee during the calendar year, 


(b) The statements required to be filed by subdivision (a) shall be 
cumulative during the calendar year to which they relate, but where 
there has been no change In an Item reported in a previous statement 
only the amount need be carried forward. 

(e) The statement filed on the 1st day of January shall cover the 
preceding calendar year. 


I have worked for the enactment of this measure for more 
than three years and expect to see it become a law before the 
close of my term in Congress. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
pro forma amendment. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. CABLE] 
who just addressed the House made some reference to the postal 
Salary bill which recalls the proceedings in this House on 
Tuesday, February 8, about 10 days ago, when, by the action 
of this House, the postal pay and postal rates bill was returned 
to the Senate on the ground that it was in violation of Article 
I, section 7, clause 1, of the Constitution, which provides that 
“All bills for raising revenue shall originate in the House of 
Representatives.” I am very glad that there are a few mem- 
bers of the Ways and Means Committee present, because I 
wish to address my remarks particularly to them. 

I hold in my hand volume 3 of Franklin's Works, by Bigelow, 
which, beginning on page 407, contains the testimony of Dr. 
Benjamin Franklin in the British House of Commons, In 
order that you may get the setting of this testimony I shall 
Insert in the Recoxp at this place the statement of the editor, 
rhea precedes the testimony. The editor's statement is as 
follows: 


THB EXAMINATION OF DR. BENJAMIN FRANKLIN, IN THE PHITISH HOUS 
OF COMMONS, RELATIVE TO THR REPEAL OF THD AMERICAN STAMP 
ACT, IN 1706 

[From the journal of the House of Commons, as given by Mr. Vaughan] 

“ February 3, 1766: Benjamin Franklih and a number of other 
Persons ordered to attend the committee of the whole house, to 
whom it was referred to consider further the several papers, which 
were presented to the house by Mr. Secretary Conway. 

“February 13: Benjamin Franklin, having passed through his 
examination, was excepted from further attendance, 

“February 24: The resolutions of the committee were reported 
by the chairman, Mr, Fuller; their seventh and last resolution, 
setting forth that it was their opinion that the house be moved 
that leave be given to bring in a bill to repeal the stamp act.” 


The account of the examination was first published in 1767, without 
the name of the printer or publisher. It was translated into French, 
and widely circulated in Europe, It has been frequently reprinted 
in both the English and French languages. [Editor.] 


At the time of this examination Benjamin Franklin was 
Deputy Postmaster General of North America. He was the 
greatest authority of his time on postal affairs. He knew as 
much as any living man of his time about the subject of taxa- 
tion. He was a recognized and outstanding scholar of the 
world and was also a member of the Constitutional Convention. 

Mr. CABLE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAMSHYER. Yes. 

Mr. CABLE. He was the first postmaster ever removed for 
political activities. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. That is fine and that is to his credit. 
{Laughter.] A postmaster who does not show some political 
activity ought never to get the job, This examination of Doctor 
Franklin took place before the Committee of the Whole House 
of the British House of Commons in 1766. Doctor Franklin 
was called before that committee to testify on the subject of 
the stamp tax and to advise the British Parliament in regard 
to the attitude of the colonies toward that tax. During the 
course of the examination Doctor Franklin had something 
to say on postage rates which ought to shed light on the very 
important question that was before this House on last Tues- 
day a week ago. In order to demonstrate to you that Doctor 
Franklin was familiar with the subject of taxation and knew 
what he was talking about, I will read some questions and 
answers which are not directly on the point as to whether 
money paid to the Post Office Department is a tax or a charge 
for service rendered. His testimony starts out like this, on 
page 409: 


Q. What is your name and place of abode?—A,. Franklin, of Phila- 
delphia. 

Q. Do the Americans pay any considerable taxes among themselves 
A. Certainly; many and very heavy taxes. 

Q. What are the present taxes in Pennsylvania, laid by the laws of 
the colony?—A. There are taxes on all estates, real and personal; a 
poll tax; a tax on all offices, professions, trades, and businesses, ac- 
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cording. to their profits; an excise on all wine, rum, and other spirits; 
and a duty of £10 per head on all negroes imported, with some other 
duties, 

Q. For what purposes are those taxes laid?—A,. For the support of 
the civil and military establishments of the country and to discharge 
the heavy debt contracted in the last war. 


Remember that the time of this examination was in 1766. 


Q. How long are those taxes to continue ?—A. Those for discharging 
the debt are to continue till 1772 and longer if the debt should not be 
then all discharged. The others must always continue. 


On page 410 I read this question and answer: 


Q. Are not you concerned in the management of the post office 
in America?—A. Yes. I am Deputy Postmaster General of North 
America. 


Then, on page 419, I read this question and answer: 


Q. Was it an opinion in Amertea before 1763 that the Parliament 
had no right to lay taxes and duties there?—A. I never heard any 
objection to the right of laying duties to regulate commerce; but the 
right to lay internal taxes was never supposed to be in Parliament, 
as we are not represented there. 


Throughout his testimony Doctor Franklin conceded the right 
of Great Britain to lay taxes to regulate commerce on the 
theory that the sea was theirs, that the British had to main- 
tain by their fleets the safety of the navigation on the sea, 
and keep it clear of pirates. Therefore, Doctor Franklin argued 
that the British had a natural and equitable right to some toll 
or duty on merchandise carried through that part of the British 
dominions toward defraying the expenses of the ships and to 
maintain the safety on the sea. However, throughout his 
testimony Doctor Franklin denied the right of the British 
Parliament to impose an internal tax without the consent of 
the people of the colonies. 


The Stamp Act says— 
So Franklin testified on pages 422-3— 


we shall haye no commerce, make no exchange of property with each 
other, neither purchase, nor grant, nor recover debts; we shall neither 
marry nor make our wills, unless we pay such and such sums; and 
thus it is intended to extort our money from us, or ruin us by the 
consequences of refusing to pay it. 


The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentieman from Iowa 
has expired. 

Mr: RAMSETER. Mr. Chairman, I ask for five additional 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent to proceed for five additional minutes, Is there 
objection? ; 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Doctor Franklin denied the right of the 
British to lay any internal taxes because the Colonies had no 
representation in the British Parliament. Beginning at the 
bottom of page 428 and continuing on page 429 are these ques- 
tions and answers: 


Q. Suppose an act of internal regulations connected with a tax; how 
would they receive it?—A. I think it would be objected to. 

Q. Then no regulation with a tax would be submitted to?—A. Their 
opinion is that when aids to the crown are wanted, they are to be 
asked of the several assemblies, according to the old-established usage, 
who will, as they always have done, grant them freely; and that their 
money ought not to be given away without their consent by persons at 
a distance, unacquainted with their circumstances and abilities. The 
granting aids to the crown is the only means they have of recommend- 
ing themselves to their sovereign, and they think it extremely hard and 
unjust that a body of men, in which they have no representatives, 
should make a merit to itself of giving and granting what is not its 
own, but theirs, and deprive them of a right they esteem of the utmost 
value and importance, as it is the security of all their other rights. 


Here now I come to a question followed by the answer of 
Doctor Franklin that I want you to hear. As I said before, 
Doctor Franklin was denying the right of the British Parlia- 
ment to levy internal taxes. He further stated that the col- 
onists would never submit. to such taxes. The examiner then 
tried to get Doctor Franklin to admit that money paid for 
postage on a letter was such a tax and that the colonists were 
not objecting to it. I read: 

Q. But is not the post office, which they have long received, a tax as 
well as a regulation?—A. No; the money paid for the postage of a 
letter Is not of the nature of a tax; it is merely a quantum meruit for 
a service done; no person is compellable to pay the money if he does not 


choose to receive the service. A man may still, as before the act, send 


his letter by a servant, a special messenger, or a friend if he thinks it 


cheaper and safer. 


This statement of Doctor Franklin is as applicable to-day 
as it was then. On page 448 I read this question and answer, 
as follows: 


Q. Is not the post-office rate an internal tax laid by act of Parlia- 
ment?—A,. I have answered that. 


On page 449 Doctor Franklin reasserts his position in his 
answer to this question: 


Q. Do they consider the post office as a tax or as a regulation ?—A. 
Not as a tax, but as a regulation and conyeniency; every assembly en- 
couraged it and supported it in its infancy by grants of money, which 
they would not otherwise have done, and the people have always paid 
the postage. 


I wish to state in conclusion that up to this good hour, and 
I think I may be permitted to say that I have given this subject 
very careful study, I have not run across a single authority, nor 
have I heard of a single authority, during the colonial days 
or since, not a single authority on postal matters, nor a repu- 
table law writer, nor a decision of any court that has held or 
holds, either directly or indirectly, that a bill to fix postage 
rates comes within the meaning of Article I, section 7, clause 
1 of the Constitution requiring that— 


All bills for raising revenue shall originate in the House of Repre- 
sentatives. 


And I now challenge the members of the Ways and Means 
Committee to bring onto the floor of this House any authority 
which sustains them in their position. 

Mr. GREEN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAMSETER. Yes; I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. GREEN. Is not my friend aware that at the time of 
which he speaks the Post Office Department was often used as 
a means for raising revenue for the Government and not simply 
in payment of a service? And is not the gentleman aware that 
Doctor Franklin himself made a great profit out of the opera- 
tions of the post office? $ 

Mr. RAMSEYER. There is nothing in that statement ex- 
cept that when you charge more for the service than the 
service costs you are rendering the service at a profit. That 
does not change the nature of a bill to fix postage rates on 
mail matter. 

Mr. GREEN. The gentleman has not answered the first. 
part of my question. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. But that does not change the nature of a 
bill for regulating charges for: services performed by the Post 
Office Department just because the charges imposed mean a 
profit instead of a loss to the Government. 

Mr. GREEN. Let me ask the gentleman one further ques- 
tion and“then I am through. Does not the gentleman think it 
would have been more appropriate to have made his chal- 
lenge at some time when the members of the Ways and Means 
Committee could be heard rather than some time when they 
could not be heard, and at a time when the chairman of the 
committee in charge of the bill is begging Members not to take 
time with matters like this? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. The gentleman from Iowa and other 
members of the Ways and Means Committee have the same 
opportunity to be heard that I have and they can get the floor 
to produce their authorities now or to-morrow or any time 
between now and the adjournment of this Congress, or they 
can extend their remarks in the Recorp, without taking up any 
time of the House. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa 


expired. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the time of the gentleman may be continued one minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TILSON. The gentleman has asked for authorities. I 
ask him to read United States v. Bromley (12 How. 88) and 
Warner v. Fowler (4 Blatchford 311). 

Mr. RAMSEYER. I have read those cases and I wish to 
inform the gentleman now that neither one of those cases 
makes any reference whatever to Article I, section 7, clause 1, 
of the Constitution of the United States, and that those cases’ 
are not in point at all. 

Mr. TILSON. But they specifically state that income from 
postal receipts is just as much revenue as if it came from 
duties on imports. 
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Mr. RAMSEYER. If the gentleman had heard my argu- 
ment of February 3, he would know, and if he did not hear 
my argument and will do me the honor to read itin the RECORD, 
he will learn that I discussed the cases on which he relies, 
and demonstrated, I think, that those cases are not applicable 
at all to the question before us. There is a very clear distinc- 
tion between the meaning of the word “revenue” as popularly 
used and sometimes employed in the statutes, and the meaning 
of the word “revenue” as used in Article I, section 7, clause 
1, of the Constitution. 

Mr. TILSON. I refer to the sense in which the Supreme 
Court used it, for it is the Supreme Court speaking in these 
two decisions, 

Mr. RAMSEYER. The first case cited by the gentleman 
was decided by the Supreme Court; the second was decided 
by the United States District Court for the Southern District 
of New York. But those two cases were decided without any 
reference to Article I, section 7, clause 1, of the Constitution. 
No reference whatever is made in either one of those cases to 
this constitutional provision. Each of those cases undertook 
to construe a Federal statute and not this constitutional pro- 
vision. These two cases were cited and distinguished in a 
very able opinion found in Michels v. James (13 U. S. Court 
Reports, 207; Federal Cases, No. 15, 464). In my argument 
I quote from this case at length. This case js directly in 
point and “on all fours” with the proposition before us. 
Michels against James has never been overruled and is the 
law of the land to-day. 

In conclusion I quote the following sentences from Michels 
against James: 


A bill regulating postal rates for postal service provides an equiva- 
lent for the money which the citizen may choose voluntarily to pay. 
He gets the fixed service for the fixed rate, or he lets it alone, as he 
pleases and as his own interests dictate. Revenue, beyond the cost, 
may or may not be derived from the service and the pay received 
for it, but it is only a very strained construction which would regard 
a bill establishing rates of postage as a bill for raising revenue within 
the meaning of the Constitution. This broad distinction existing in 
fact between the two kinds of bills, it is obviously a just construc- 
tion to confine the terms of the Constitution to the case which they 
plainly designate. To strain those terms beyond thelr primary and 
obvious meaning, and thus to introduce a precedent for that sort of 
construction, would work a great public mischief, 


The views of this court and the views of Benjamin Franklin 
on this question at issue are as nearly alike as views ex- 
pressed on the same question at different times and by differ- 
ent individuals can possibly be. 

In my argument of February 3 I cited and discussed a 
number of cases decided by the Supreme Court in which 
Article I, section 7, clause 1, of the Constitution was directly 
in issue, Those cases I then cited and discussed are in point 
and squarely against the position of the Ways ang Means 
Committee. To-day I have submitted the authority of Ben- 
jamin Franklin. Franklin helped to write the Constitution, 
and his statements in the testimony from which I have quoted 
ought to have some weight in construing the language used 
in Artcile I, section 7, clause 1, of the Constitution. [Ap- 
plause.] 

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent to revise aud extend my remarks and to speak out of 
order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kentucky asks 
unanimous consent to revise and extend his remarks in the 
Reeorp and to speak ont of order. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, VINSON of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of 
the committee, I find in the issue of the Washington Times of 
Wednesday, February 11, 1925, news carried to the country of 
a discovery great in moment and, mayhaps, containing elements 
of ill portent. The article in question carries headlines in the 
following language: 


Coolidge rides on “ horse "—Mechanical mount got wires twisted, but 
he’s good again for exercise. 


The discovery in question relates to the failure of our dis- 


tinguished President, Mr. Coolidge, to use sure-enough horses 
and makes known to the world that in lieu of the splendid 
stable of equines he has substituted a marvelous invention in 
the form of a mechanical and electrical horse. 

In view of such important discovery, I feel called upon to 
impart this information to the House and to further dissemi- 
nate it among the people of our country. 

The article in the Times, referred to, reads in full as follows: 


Coortmcr RIDES on “ HorseE”’—Mecuanican Mount Gor Wires 
TWISTED, BUT He’s GOOD AGAIN FoR EXERCISE 


President Coolidge has hit upon a new method of assuring himself a 
daily ride on horseback, 

He has abandoned the bridle paths of the Mall and Rock Creek Park, 
For several weeks the equines in the White House stable have been idle, 

Seeking an easier method of equestrianism, the President has in- 
stalled a hobbyhorse in the White House and rides it three times a 
day for periods of 15 minutes each. 

By the simple expedient of pressing an electric button, the President 
can command this horse to change his pace—he can trot, pace, canter, 
or gallop as the mood of the Chief Executive dictates. The steed is 
said to be an excellent example of electrical mechanism. 


STEED’S WIRES TWISTED 


A misfortune, however, befell the horse some days ago. Some of 
the internal wiring got twisted and the steed apparently attempted to 
pace and trot at one and the same time, 

He naturally failed in the attempt, but information is not avall- 
able as to whether President Coolidge was thrown from his steed in 
this accident or not. 

The horse temporarily was put out of commission and had to be 
repaired. 

RECOVERS ITS VIGOR 

Now it has recovered its ancient vigor and the President again is 
taking his domestic horseback rides. 

The President has not disclosed his reasons for abandoning the 
excellent stable at his disposal in order to ride a hobbyhorse. 

It is belleved that the time-saving motive was at least partially re- 
sponsible. So far as can be learned the new mechanical steed is giv- 
ing excellent satisfaction and the President likes the change. 

The “horse” is headless and tailless, and quite stationary. It pro- 
duces, by mechanical motion, however, all of the gaits of a living, 
breathing equine, 

With the aid of this contrivance—which is nothing more than one 
of the mechanical horses such as are found in the gymnasiums on ocean 
liners to aid passengers in limbering up—the Executive is enabled to 
get all of the exercise of the bridal path without a third of the trouble 
and exertion. 

REAL HORSES RESTING 


Several riding horses are quartered in the White House stables, but 
only once has Mr, Coolidge taken advantage of the opportunity to 
ride one of these real steeds. That came shortly after his entry into 
the White House when he took one brisk morning ride through Poto- 
mac Park, 

One reason advanced for the President's preference for indoor riding 
as against a gallop on the bridal path lies in the nasal and throat 
affliction from which he suffers. 

Recently, when he attended the Chicago livestock show the dust 
which was stirred up by the hoofs of the horses and cattle in the 
arena irritated the President's nose and throat greatly, and it was 
not until after his return to Washington that he recoyered entirely 
from the ill effects, 


While it is foreign to my make-up, as affected by my ante- 
cedants, my training, or my desires, I am gripped with the 
fear that such a theme, fit to be preserved in the annals of 
our history and literature, might be omitted therefrom, and 
I have deemed it fit to woo the Muse, the Goddess of Song, to 
the end that the present House of Representatives and our 
generation will be edified therefrom, and that the classic theme 
will be preserved for our posterity. 

Guided by such purpose, I present to you my humble effort: 

CAL'S „ HOoBRYHORSE ” 


The Prince of Wales, astride a steed, 
Is a picture of world renown; 

When the horse bestirs, as is its need, 
The Crown Prince hits the ground. 


Mr. LUCE. Mr. Chairman, I rise to a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts will 
state his point of order. 

Mr. LUCE. It has frequently been held that words tending 
to bring the Chief Executive of the Nation into ridicule or 
disrepute are out of order. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that the gentleman’s point of order is not well taken. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Massachusetts has 
the floor. 

Mr. BLANTON. But I make the point of order that the 
gentleman's point of order is not well taken and that the 
President of the United States stands on the same footing as 
any other individual. 


The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Texas will desist. 
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The gentleman from Massachusetts has the floor, and there 
is one point of order pending and the Chair can not entertain 
two points of order at the same time. 

Mr. LUCE. I make the point of order, Mr. Chairman, that 
the gentleman's words are intended to cast ridicule upon the 
Chief Executive of the United States. 

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman, I feel certain 
that the gentleman is hasty in his conclusion. I think when 
he listens to this piece of poetry he will denominate it a 
classic. 

Mr. LUCE. The title of the gentleman's remarks which he 
avers to be poetry would indicate the purpose of his utterance. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order 
against the gentleman's point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman can not do that. 

Mr. BLANTON. The chairman of the Committee on Rules 
may say that I can not, but I can. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. Chairman, I make the further point 
of order that the gentleman from Massachusetts not being a 
prophet, is unable to tell in advance whether the language to 
be used by my colleague will cast ridicule on the Executive or 
not. 

The CHAIRMAN. Has the gentleman from Massachusetts 
any authority to sustain his point of order? 

Mr. LUCE. It is a familiar principle of parliamentary law, 
on which I could produce authority if I had time. 

Mr. WINGO. I wish to remind the Chair that from time 
immemorial lese majesty has been a serious proposition, and 
my friend should plead that. 

Mr. LUCE. Mr. Chairman, may I be further heard on the 
point of order? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear the gentleman from 
Massachusetts. 

Mr. LUCE. Mr. Chairman, my training was in a legislative 
assembly, where the principle involved 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman 
from Massachusetts is arguing the point of order, and the gen- 
tleman should not take the floor, but should address the Chair 
and not the House. The gentleman from Kentucky has the 
floor. 

Mr. LUCE. Mr. Chairman, my training has been in a legis- 
lative assembly where the principle involved in the point of 
order I raised has been so strictly applied that no reference 
whatever to the chief executive of the State, except in connec- 
tion with official messages which he has laid before the legis- 
lature, would be permitted. In this body there has been a 
broader construction of parliamentary rules and a wider lati- 
tude, and criticism of the Chief Executive has often been 
indulged in by Members of each branch; but unless my memory 
is at fault it has been held that language intended to cast 
ridicule on the Chief Executive is out of order. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, in reply to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts I want to say that the gen- 
tleman from Kentucky has not yet completed his remarks, 
and the presumption is that when he continues he will speak 
the truth and the presumption further obtains that those 
remarks will be in order because it is assumed every Member 
is observing the rules until it is demonstrated that he has 
not. I will say that if the gentleman from Kentucky does 
utter language that transgresses the rules the gentleman from 
Massachusetts will have the liberty of asking that his words 
be taken down and stricken from the Recorp and that they 
not appear in the proceedings. How does the gentleman from 
Massachusetts know what the words are? I say further that 
the rule that the gentleman invokes as being practiced in 
Massachusetts has never been observed in this Chamber as 
far as my limited experience has gone. The House, the 
Congress, has always claimed the privilege of criticizing the 
President, or any other branch of the Government save the 
Senate, and it could do that except for a rule of this body 
that it can not. 

Mr. LUCE. I refrained from making the point of order 
until the gentleman had read the title of the verses he was 
about to deliver, and the point of order is based on the title. 
It was not a case of prophecy or expectation, but on the 
words that were uttered. As to the question of whether or 
not the rules and precedents of the House do or do not permit 
ridicule of the Chief Executive, I shall leave that to the judg- 
ment of the Chair. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. I will say to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts that I do not subscribe to the theory that 
we ought to indulge in anything that would cast reflection 
on any other branch of the Government, but I do contend for 
liberty of speech on this floor, because it is the only forum 
that the Representatives of the people have. 


Mr. LUCE. It has been a principle of the Anglo-Saxon 
race that liberty ought not to descend to license. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. I contend the House has con- 
trol of this matter and when proceedings violate the rules 
the gentleman can object, and with his usual eloquence may 
persuade the House to strike it from the Recorp. The news- 
papers a day or two ago carried a statement about which 
the gentleman from Kentucky is going to address himself, and 
I heard no one, not even the gentleman from Massachusetts, 
rise on the floor and denounce the press for carrying the 
statement or caricature of the President. I saw a statement 
yesterday purporting to be based upon information issued from 
the White House relating to this matter, and I heard no gen- 
tleman rise up in his place and say that it reflected on the 
dignity of the Executive, or denounce it as transgressing 
the prerogative of the President. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. I have read the rules of the House 
through a number of times, and as I remember it there is no 
specific rule against criticizing the President or any member 
of his Cabinet, is there? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Not that I ever heard of. 

Mr. RAMSEYER, There is a specific rule against reflecting 
on Members of the other body. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. That is true. There is a positive 
rule about that. 4 

Mr. RAMSEYER. I frankly confess I do not quite get the 
logic of the position of the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. Luce]. Usually he is logical. In the absence of a special 
rule to the contrary, it seems to me that the gentleman would 
be entitled to criticize the action of the President as well as 
anyone else. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I just want to 
leave this suggestion with the Chair: It is not a question of 
the right of a Member to speak here generally, it is a ques- 
tion of whether or not what he says here infringes any rule 
of the House. I submit there is no rule of this House that is 
infringed at this point, and we can not assume that it is going 
to be infringed. It is merely a matter of taste as to whether 
the gentleman shall submit these remarks. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. This might be considered an indignity and 
affront to the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, and if it is 
going to be an affront to the Commonwealth of Massachuseits, 
8 we would better have the matter deferred or with- 

rawn. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under section 363 of the House Manual, 
and Digest, under Jefferson’s Manual, there is the following: 


In Parliament, to speak irreverently or seditiously against the 
King, is against order. 


Under that is this comment: 


This provision of the parliamentary law is manifestly inapplicable 
to the House of Representatives; and it has been held in order in 
debate to refer to the President of the United States or his opinions, 
either with approval or criticism, provided that such reference be 
relevant to the subject under discussion and otherwise conformable 
to the rules of the House. 


The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Vinson] obtained unani- 
mous consent to proceed out of order, so that there is no special 
subject before the House, Under these references the Chair 
would not undertake to rule the matter out of order. There is 
another way open to the gentleman from Massachusetts. He 
ean ask that the words be taken down and then that the House 
may decide. At present, the Chair overrules the point of order. 

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of 
the committee, I feel aggrieved, indeed, that my position should 
be misunderstood by the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
Luce}. If the gentleman had permitted the reading of the 
poem, I feel certain that he would find that the President's 
surname is not mentioned therein. But, seriously, and view- 
ing the matter wholly apart from my being made the storm 
center of the point of order just considered by the Chair, it 
would be a sad, sad day in our country's course in history to 
inangurate a rule that would prevent criticism, and perhaps 
constructive criticism, of an official of our Government, even 
though it be the Chief Executive himself. 

While I was not present to observe it first-hand, the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts [Mr. Luce] forgets that the RECORD 
of yesterdays brimmed full to overflowing with the snaps and 
snarls toward a world figure, declining in health, whe occupied 
the Executive chair—I refer to our own beloved leader, Wood- 
row Wilson, 
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Again, I attempt to present my humble effort: 
CAL’S “ HOBBYHORSE ” 


The Prince of Wales, astride a steed, 
Is a picture of world renown. 

When the horse bestirs, as is its need, 
The Crown Prince hits the ground. 


Silent Cal is a more cautious chap 

Than the young Prince, brave and good. 
He profited by the princely mishap, 

And bought a horse of wood. 


Electric currents fill its veins 
Instead of thoroughbred blood, 

So it never gives its rider pains, 
Or throws him in the mud. 


The “ hobbyhorse,” ‘tis easily seen, 
Is as silent as its master. 

It trots and canters in one spot, 
The “jockey” urging it faster. 


Cal's “horsie” is without a name, 
As have derby winner plucky. 

But soon it will have equal fame 
With the horses of Old Kentucky. 


But unlike the horses of Old Kaintuck, 
Unexcelled for their vim and vigor, 
The White House steed will never buck, 
And mar the President's“ figger.” 


Tt might be well to find a name; 
We would suggest, of course, 

One that would bring undying fame, 
“Economy "—for Cal's “ Hobby" horse. 


For Cal upon an autumn day 
Essayed a splendid task 

When he pitched his wondrous crop of hay 
In the campaign that's just passed. 


Summoned were the movie men 
To “shoot” this pastoral scene, 
But the President's “ real" exercise 
The public has not scen. 


In Homeric days we will recall, 
During the famous siege of Troy, 

A wooden horse within the walls 
That city did destroy. 


Twould not be very strange, indeed, 
If history should repeat, 

And discovery of the White House steed 
Should encompass Cal's defeat, 


Some may entertain regret, 
To see their idol sway, 

But we wonder—owning such a steed, 
Why the President pitched hay. 


Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, now that we 
have had all of the poems read and all of those that anybody 
can remember recited, I hope we may proceed with the read- 
ing of the bill, without interruption. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the pro forma amend- 
ment will be withdrawn and the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


For printing and binding for the Library of Congress, including 
the Copyright Office and the publication of the Catalogue of Title 
Entries of the Copyright Office, binding, operation, repair, and main- 
tenance of motor-propelled passenger-carrying vehicles for official use 
of the officers of- 


Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I offer the fol- 
lowing amendment which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Dickinson of Iowa: Page 31, after line 
2, insert a new paragraph as follows: 

“Payment for plecework and work by the day or hour from the 
appropriations for the fiscal year 1925 for the legislative reference 
and card index services, Sunday and holiday openings, and special 
and temporary services, are authorized from July 1, 1924, to June 
80, 1925, at rates fixed by the Librarian.” 


Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. 
for the purpose of clearing up an uncertainty in respect to a 
ruling by the comptroller, 

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Chairman, this is merely 


PUBLIC PRINTING AND BINDING 

To provide the Public Printer with a working capital for the fol- 
lowing purposes for the execution of printing, binding, lithographing, 
mapping, engraving, and other authorized work of the Government 
Printing Office for the various branches of the Government: For 
Salaries, compensation, or wages of all necessary officers and em- 
ployees additional to those herein appropriated for; to enable the Pub- 
lic Printer to comply with the provisions of law granting holidays 
and Executive orders granting holidays and half holidays with pay to 
employees ; to enable the Public Printer to comply with the provisions 
of law granting 30 days’ annual leaye to employees with pay; rents, 
fuel, gas, heat, electric current, gas and electric fixtures; bicycles, 
motor-propelled vehicles for the carriage of printing and printing snp- 
plies, and the maintenance, repair, and operation of the same, to be 
used only for official purposes, including purchase, exchange, opera- 
tion, repair, and maintenance of motor-propelled passenger-carrying 
vehicles for official use of the officers of the Government Printing 
Office when in writing ordered by the Public Printer (not exceeding 
$4,000); freight, expressage, telegraph and telephone service; furni- 
ture, typewriters, and carpets; traveling expenses; stationery, postage, 
and advertising; directories, technical books, and books of reference 
(not exceeding $500); adding and numbering machines, time stamps, 
and other machines of similar character; machinery (not exceeding 
$200,000) ; equipment, and for repairs to machinery, implements, and 
buildings, and for minor alterations to buildings; necessary equip- 
ment, maintenance, and supplies for the emergency room for the use 
of all employees in the Government Printing Office who may be taken 
suddenly ill or receive injury while on duty; other necessary con- 
tingent and miscellaneous items authorized by the Public Printer; for 
expenses authorized in writing by the Joint Committee on Printing 
for the inspection of printing and binding equipment, material, and 
supplies and Government printing plants in the District of Columbia 
or elsewhere (not exceeding $1,000) ; for salaries and expenses of pre- 
paring the semimonthly and session indexes of the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp under the direction of the Joint Committee on Printing (chief 
indexer at $3,150, one cataloguer at $2,880, and two cataloguers at 
$2,150 each; and for all the necessary labor, paper, materials, and 
equipment needed in the prosecution and delivery and mailing of the 
work, 92,400,000, to which shall be charged the printing and binding 
authorized to be done for Congress, the printing and binding for use 
of the Government Frinting Office, and printing and binding (not ex- 
ceeding $1,000) for official use of the Architect of the Capitol when 
authorized by the Secretary of the Senate, in all to an amount not 
exceeding this sum, 


Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. I want to ask the gentleman if he knows anything 
about the CONGRESSIONAL Rxconb. I have been advised recently 
that the rule which heretofore prevailed of binding the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORDS and sending them out to your district has 
ee et away with. Can the gentleman tell us what the 
rule is? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. I will have to refer the gentle- 
man to Mr. Jounson of Washington, of the Joint Committee 
on Printing. 

Mr. McKEOWN. The law fixes the number of Recorps 
which come to us. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. 
the number sold to the public? 

Mr. McKEOWN. No; I mean the allotment to Congressmen, 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. That has not been changed. 

Mr. McKEOWN. I have been making inquiry and they say 
under some rule we have been deprived of them, we do not 
have the amount 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. I think the gentleman and 
all gentlemen have the same number. It is not desirable to 
print great numbers of Recorps to fill unused orders, 

Mr. McKEOWN. I want to say this: We used to receive 
some 35 or 40 copies of the daily Recorp, and bound the rest 
and sent them to different schools, colleges, and so forth, 
and 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. The gentleman is on some- 
thing else. The appropriations for binding have been reduced, 
I believe. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Under what authority are these bound 
Recorps not furnished any more? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. 


Does the gentleman mean 


For the reason Congress 


has declined to appropriate large sums for miscellaneous or 
congressional binding. 
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Mr. McKEOWN. How many do they bind, what disposition 
is made of those Recorps, who gets the RECORDS? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. No one gets a set number of 
bound Recorps. Each Member may make application for cer- 
tain bindings and if the fund for binding is not exhausted they 
will be bound. Everybody knows Mr. Smith, in charge of the 
printing, with an office in the Rotunda, and if the gentleman 
will ask him, I am sure, he can explain it to him in detail. 

Mr. McKEOWN. I would like to have that information 
because heretofore always in Congress you had a number al- 
lotted to you. If you did not want to send all to your dis- 
trict the others were available at the end of the session and 
you could send them to high schools, colleges, and libraries, 
but now we come here and if a man does not send all out he 
can not get any bound volumes, and I wanted to know what 
rule they are working under and what the circumstances are? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. I will be glad to make in- 
quiry, I am free to say I do not know. 

The CHAIRMAN. The proforma amendment is withdrawn 
and the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

No part of any money appropriated in this act shall be paid to any 
person employed in the Government Printing Office while detailed for or 
performing service in any other executive branch of the public service 
of the United States unless such detail be authorized by law. 


Mx. LOZIER. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. I want to proceed for five minutes on a subject that is 
not political or partisan. I have not taken any part in the 
debate. 

Mr. DOWELL. What is the subject? 

Mr. LOZIER. The subject is the interest rate and the effect 
of foreign loans thereon. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Missouri e:ks unan- 
imous consent to proceed out of order for five minutes. Is 
there objection? 

mee DOWELL. I object; we have had enough of extraneous 
debate. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. 

Mr. DOWELL. I withdraw my objection to the gentleman 
from Missouri having the floor. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, I want to ask the gentle- 
man from Iowa this question. In the gentleman’s report they 
say that you have turned back $7,500 for the House Office Build- 
ing for furniture. I want to ask the gentleman from Iowa 
in view of the fact that we can not get sufficient file cases or 
sufficient bookcases over in our offices why did he turn that 
amount back? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. There was a special appropria- 
tion of $7,500 last year for that purpose. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Is it sufficient? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Yes; we have plenty of those 
on hand. 

Mr. McKEOWN. They will not give me any. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. How many does the gentleman 
want? 

Mr. McKEOWN. I have been asking for them a number of 
times, 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. They have a rule, they give a 
new Member two and increase it up to five. There are some 
Members of Congress who ask for 15 or 20. 

Mr. McKEOWN. There are some who get more than their 
share and some who do not get enough. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. How many did the gentleman get? 

Mr. McKEOWN. I just received two. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Make application and I am sure 
the gentleman will get them. 

Mr. McKEOWN. I have been after them for a year and 
always I meet the statement that there are none and no funds, 
while I see other Members seem to have more than they ean 
put in their rooms, 

The CHAIRMAN. The pro forma amendment is withdrawn. 
The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Lozter] asks unanimous con- 
sent to proceed out of order for five minutes. Is there objec- 

tion? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 

Mr. LOZIER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, before the 
World War the United States was a debtor nation, but we 
emerged from that conflict the greatest creditor nation in 
the world. We had not only discharged all our foreign in- 
debtedness, but other nations had become indebted to us in 
amounts aggregating more than $11,000,000,000, and in addi- 
tion we had accumulated in the United States, surplus wealth 
and treasure beyond the dreams of avarice. 

Controlling as we do such a large proportion of the world’s 
| wealth, one would naturally suppose that there would be a 


radical reduction in interest rates, but on the contrary, in- 
terest rates have been steadily climbing for the past six years, 
and in financial quarters, it is positively asserted that another 
increase in interest rates is impending and inevitable. 

Recently in the course of the general debate on this legisla- 
tive appropriation bill, I emphasized the importance of a re- 
duction of interest rates on farm mortgages and other obli- 
gations of the agricultural classes, and expressed the hope 
that economic conditions might soon result in such reduction. 
I then stated that the lending of enormous sums abroad was 
largely responsible for the high interest rates in the United 
States. In 1924 loans aggregating $1,209,000,000 were made 
abroad by the American banks, trust companies, and capital- 
ists. After deducting $235,988,500 of this amount, which repre- 
sented refunding transactions, the net amount of foreign loans 
in 1924 was $973,011,500. 

Of the new capital loaned abroad in 1924, $520,650,000 
or 53.5 per cent went to Europe; $121,011,500 or 12.4 per 
cent to Asia; $150,810,000 or 15.5 per cent to Latin Amer- 
ica; and $10,540,000 or 18.6 per cent to Canada and New- 
foundland. 

In all 76 foreign loans were made in 1924, of which 17 
aggregating $557,026,500, or 57.2 per cent were made to gov- 
ernments; 7 aggregating $43,752,000, or 4.5 per cent were to 
provinces; 17 aggregating $62,291,000, or 6.4 per cent were to 
municipalities, and 35, aggregating $309,942,000 or 31.9 per 
cent were to corporations. Loans were made to the following 
foreign governments: Japan, Germany, France, Belgium, Ar- 
gentine, Netherlands, Switzerland, Sweden, Norway, Greece, 
Hungary, Czechoslovakia, Peru, Dominican Republic, and New- 
foundland. 

I now submit a list of foreign loans made by American 
banks, trust companies, and capitalists in 1924: 

Forcign loans in 1924 


Subdivision | Grand total 


EUROPE 


Government: 
German Government ext. Ionn 
Government French Republle .. 
Kingdom of Belgium (2) (partly rel.) 
Kingdom of the Netherlands 
Government of Switzerland 
Swedish Government 


E 


SSS 8888888 
8888888888 


— 
— 


Czechoslovak Republio- a oe 
Kingdom of Hungary 


Municipal: 
Finnish gtd. mun. loan (Govern- 


ment pann Anette 
City of SS — 


Ini 


t guaranty’ 
Solvay & Co. (ret) 


F National Mail S. 8 
Krupp Works 


$560, 650, 000 


Government: 


Republic of Peru 
Republic of Bolivia. 


Dominican Kepublic. 
Municipal 
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Foreign loans in 192;—Continned 
Princ: Bubdivision 2 
jierg total Grand total 
LATIN AMERICA—Continued 


road— 
Cuba Northern R. R. 
International R. R. of Central 


ee rea Goto sing O 
ndes Copper Ing CO. 
Cuban Dominican Sugar Co. 


0 ) — — — 


————kk'— 


Total Latin American $190, 810, 000 


ASIA 
Governmen 


t: 
I Government (partly re- 
ce 


n 

ublio utility 
Great Consolidated Electric 
G 


Independent Bank Japan (Ltd.) 
(Government guaranty, 


187, 000, 000 


Government: 
Dominion (refunded). ......-.-.-- 2. 
9 


90, 000, 000 


43, 752, 000 


83528 


e 
E 


Co: te: 
"Reailroad— 
Canadian National 
Canadian Pacific...........-.-.-! 


Publie utility— 
Duke-Price 


Mon 

Win Electric Co. 

United Securities (Ltd.) 

Shawinigan Water & Power Co. 
per Co 


King Edward Hotel 
Admiral Beatty Hotel Co 


Total oorporato 


Total Canadian. 
Government Newfoun 


270, 540, 000 
1, 200, 000, 000 


2 — 
nne 
Solvay & Co 


Nore.—All items of foreign financing rumning for less than one year have been 
omitted from the above — 


The above amount does not present the entire outward move- 
ment of capital, since only foreign securities publicly offered 
for sale in America are included in the above compilation. To 
the $973,011,500 should be added a large number of short-term 
bank credits and a very considerable amount of direct indus- 
trial investments made abroad. Charles E. Herring, com- 
mercial attaché at Berlin, reports that according to unofficial 
but reliable estimates that the short-term credits to Germany 
alone in 1924 amounted to approximately $100,000,000. This 
included $10,000,000 to the German railroad and to German 
coal, potash, dye, and sugar syndicates, and advances to the 
cities of Berlin and Cologne, 

Numerous other credits were granted in the United States to 
Durope—one to the Bank of Finland for the timber industry of 
that country, a revolving credit of $25,000,000 to the All- 
Russian Textile Syndicate, and $5,000,000 to the Danish Bank 
of Issue for exchange stabilization purposes. A loan of $7,000,- 
000 was made to a steel company. None of these loans are in- 
eluded in the foregoing table of foreign loans floated in the 
United States in 1924, the aggregate of which was $973,.011,500. 

Obivously, lending $973,011,500 of new American capital to 
foreign governments, foreign provinces, foreign cities, and for- 
eign corporations has materially reduced the supply of money 
available for State, county, city, railway, corporation, and farm 
loans in the United States. We are not only financing 17 for- 
eign governments, but we are financing foreign railways, for- 
eign cities, foreign provinces, and foreign corporations. That 
this policy inevitably means higher domestic interest rates no 
fair-minded person will deny. 

During the last six years the banks, trust companies, and 
capitalists of the United States have loaned abroad approxi- 
mately $4,000,000,000, as follows: 


789,190, 000 
884, 584, 000 


663, 993, 000 
538, 315, 000 
1, 209, 000, 000 
4, 220, 286. 000 


I have not before me the figures showing what proportion of 
these amounts represented refunding transactions, but I am 
quite sure that after making full allowance for refunding 
operations these ‘foreign loans in the last six years will exceed 
$3,750,000,000. 

Now, while I do not believe in “economic imperialism” or 
“ financial isolation,” I nevertheless believe that the withdrawal 
of these huge sums from the United States and their invest- 
ment elsewhere has had the effect of advancing interest rates 
and retarding the rehabilitation of American agriculture and 
other productive activities. 

Will anyone contend that the lending of these enormous 
sums abroad has not automatically resulted in the raising of 
interest rates in this country? 

Mr. BEGG. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LOZIER. Yes; I yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. BEGG. If we do not loan money to these countries 
abroad, how would they be in position to buy our products? 

Mr. LOZIER. Answering the distinguished gentleman from 
Ohio, who is one of the most useful Members of this House, 
may I say that I do not advocate that we hold onrselves en- 
tirely aloof from foreign nations? I believe in making a just 
and reasonable contribution to the reconstruction of the na- 
tions that were devastated and reduced to penury as a result 
of the World War. I realize the necessity of assisting in the 
rehabilitation of Europe, and I do not challenge the policy of 
making foreign loans, provided, of course, the money is not 
needed at home and if such loans are within reasonable limits 
and bottomed on actual or potential values. But I do insist 
that we have gone entirely too far in our effort to play the 
part of an international good Samaritan. 

The financial papers in the last few weeks have frequently 
called attention to the fact that we are going to dangerous 
extremes in lending such tremendous sums of American money 
abroad, and that this policy has raised and will continue to 
raise domestic interest rates and thereby impose increased 
burdens on the Ameriean people and retard the industrial and 
economic rehabilitation in America. Very little of this money 
loaned abroad is exchanged directly or indirectly for our 
products. 

The Department of Commerce, in a recent bulletin, in com- 
menting on the fiotation of foreign securities in the United 
States during the year 1924, admitted that a very considerable 
portion of these loans to Europe was utilized for reconstruc- 
tion purposes and will not directly benefit our trade. One of 
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the inevitable effects of these lavish loans abroad will be the 
speedy rehabilitation of European industry, which will, of 
course, mean stronger European competition for the world 


markets. In other words, we are sending huge sums abroad to 
reconstruct European industries and enable them to invade 
not only our home market but foreign markets in which Ameri- 
can industry aud commerce now have an advantage. 

Mr. DOWELL. Then does the gentleman say we should 
place a tariff against ourselves to protect ourselves? 

Mr. LOZIER. I do not at this time care to discuss the 
tariff question or any specific remedies, as my time is limited. 
I desire to stick closely to my text and discuss the folly of 
lending abroad such a large proportion of our surplus wealth. 

The international banks justify their foreign loans on the 
ground that they contribute toward the financial and economic 
reconstruction of foreign governments, foreign provinces, for- 
eign cities, foreign railroads, and foreign corporations. That 
is true, but by lending such large amounts abroad are we not 
preventing or at least delaying the financial and economic re- 
construction of American agriculture, American industries, 
American railroads, American corporations, and other Ameri- 
can productive activities? 

These international money changers say that by making these 
loans we increase the productive capacities of the borrowers. 
That is true, but by lending so lavishly abroad do we not 
withhold capital from the American people, maintain high in- 
terest rates, and thereby relatively decrease the productive 
capacities of our domestic population? 

1 realize the importance of restoring economic order and 
stabilizing finances abroad. I appreciate the importance and 
the necessity of our foreign trade and the exchange of com- 
modities between nations, but I am convinced that we should 
first set our own house in order. The financial and economic 
reconstruction of our own diversified vocational activities is 
of first or supreme importance, and unless we radically curtail 
this prodigal investment of American capital in foreign securi- 
ties, our productive capacities will be materially impaired, to 
our very serious economic disadvantage. In the last six years 
our investment in foreign loans has averaged approximately 
$700,000,000 annually. How long can we maintain this policy 
without curtailing the productive energies of our own people? 

Now, what is the effect to these loans to foreign govern- 
ments, foreign municipalities, and foreign corporations? Obvi- 
ously, they have reduced to the extent of approximately $1,000,- 
000,000 the amount of money available for loans in the United 
States, and the amount of money available to carry on our 
domestic business, These foreign loans have withdrawn money 
that otherwise would be available for farm loans and for pro- 
ductive purposes in the United States, and sent it across the 
Seas to foreign lands, These foreign loans have substantially 
reduced the supply of money available for loans and business 
purposes in the United States, resulting inevitably in an in- 
crease in the interest rate, or at least prevented a reduction 
of the interest rates on domestic loans. 

So, in the end, the farmer and other vocational groups are 
paying very dearly for the policy by which the United States 
undertakes to finance foreign governments, foreign cities, for- 
eign railroads, foreign corporations, and foreign industrial 
and commercial concerns, It is logical to assume that if these 
funds are kept in the United States, they will be available for 
loans and for productive business purposes, and interest rates 
would consequently decline. 

This diversion of our surplus capital to foreign lands auto- 
matically raises the domestic interest rates or prevents a reduc- 
tion of interest rates, and this not only injuriously affects the 
farmers, but all classes of persons who conduct their business 
in whole or in part on borrowed capital. 

Please do not misunderstand me. If the economic conditions 
in the United States were different, and if we had more than 
enough money to supply the loan demands of the farmers and 
other classes, and to carry on our domestic activities, it might 
then be advisable for American bankers, trust companies, and 
capitalists to make loans abroad, provided, of course, they are 
well secured. But as long as there is a strong demand in the 
United States for money for productive purposes and for loans, 
it seems to me an unwise and short-sighted policy to deny our 
own citizens and send our funds abroad. Why not supply our 
local needs first? Why adopt a policy that withholds from our 
own people the funds so necessary for the rehabilitation of 
agriculture and other domestic activities? The high interest 
rate paid, or promised, on these foreign loans attracts capital 
and is drying up our supply of money available for domestic, 
farm, industrial, and commercial loans. 

The ultimate effect of lending these enormous amounts abroad 
is to reduce the supply of money available for loans in the 


United States and for domestic productive business activities. 
These foreign loans are milking the money market dry. ‘The 
surplus capital in the United States is largely controlled by 
the great banking institutions in the great cities. These banks 
very largely control the investment of these funds. They can 
direct their investment in farm loans, in loans for domestie 
productive purposes, or they can divert these funds into foreign 
investment channels, and this they are doing to the great 
detriment of agriculture and other productive industries that 
in whole or in part depend on borrowed capital to carry on 
their activities, 

While I do not advocate a policy of financial isolation and 
while I believe there are times when American capitalists are 
justified in lending money abroad, still I do not favor such a 
policy as long as there is an active demand and crying need 
for these funds at home. The wise policy would be to first 
supply the domestic demand, after which conservative and 
well-selected loans abroad may be permissible. But until we 
have reached the point of domestic saturation, American money 
ought to be used to supply the needs of the American people. 
This policy will insure lower interest rates and give a new 
impetus to the commercial and industrial activities of the 
Nation. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Missouri 
has expired. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


OFFICER OF SUPERINTENDENT OF DOCUMENTS 


For the Superintendent of Documents, assistant superintendent, and 
other personal services in accordante with “the classification act of 
1923, $362,720. 


Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Washington offers 
an amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Jonnson of Washington: Page 35, line 
7, after the figures “ $362,920" insert: “Provided, That employees in 
the office of the Superintendent of Documents may be paid compensa- 
tion for night, Sunday, holiday, and overtime work at rates not in 
excess of the rates of additional compensation for such work allowed 
other employees of the Government Printing Office under the provisions 
of the act entitled ‘An act to regulate and fix the pay for employees 
and officers of the Bureau of the Government Printing Office,’ approved 
June 7, 1924.“ 


Mr. BLACK of Texas. 
order on that. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Will the gentleman with- 
hold it for a moment? 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. I will withhold it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. I wish to say that the 
Comptroller General on November 14 last ruled that men work- 
ing at night in the document division 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. I will say to the gentleman that I 
have read the hearings. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Can not the gentleman then 
agree with me that it is highly advantageous to place all these 
employees under the same rate of pay? 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. I suppose the gentleman’s amend- 
ment is the same amendment as that submitted to the com- 
mittee by the Public Printer? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. No. It carries out a plan 
in detail. We took up the matter in the Committee on Printing. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. What additional cost will it add 
to the Government? y 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. It will not add anything, but 
should save money. There is no reason why any of the docu- 
ment employees should work overtime. If this amendment is 
adopted, they will receive 15 per cent for night work instead 
of 20 per cent, required now to be paid. The two classes will 
be equalized, and I think there will be a saving to the Govern- 
ment. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. If we undertake to put exceptions 
on everything that comes along, pretty soon we will have no 
classification act at all. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. I think it is a saving of 
money. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Kress] and 
the gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. STEVENSON] and my- 
self went over the matter lately. There is now confusion in 
having two classes of employees, one of whom is paid 20 per 
cent for work at night and the other is paid 15 per cent for 
night work. That produces serious confusion. 


Mr. Chairman, I make a point of 
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Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Chairman, may we have the 
amendment again reported? 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the amendment will 
again be reported. 

The amendment was again read. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Chairman, if I understand the 

gentleman’s amendment, it refers only to night work? 

eer. JOHNSON of Washington. Yes. The idea is to have 
night work paid for at a uniform rate in the Government Print- 
ing Office. These document people get 20 per cent extra for 
work at night, but the printers handling the same kind of docu- 
ments get 15 per cent. It is merely a limitation. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. With the assurance of the gentleman 
from Washington, I will not press the point of order. 

When the amendment was first read I was under the impres- 
sion it was the same amendment suggested by the Public 
Printer to the Committee on Appropriations, whieh would 
have taken all of the employees under the Superintendent of 
Documents out of the reclassification act and would have put 
them under the Kiess Act. I would have objected to that 
amendment, but I withdraw the reservation to this amendment. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I renew the reservation in 
order to ask a question. What necessity is there for these 
document workers to work at night? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. It is necessary in the dis- 
tribution of documents. 

Mr. BLANTON. Every Member of the House this morning 
received a 40 or 50 page document from the Bureau of Educa- 
tion that is not worth the paper it is printed on. If the gentle- 
man will go back to his office and look at that document I am 
sure he will agree with me that it should not have been mailed 
out and should not have been printed. There is not a school- 
teacher in the United States who will say that it is worth a 
thrip, but as long as documents like that are printed they may 
have to work at night. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. We are getting rid of them 
as fast as we can. 

Mr. BLANTON. I am not going to make a point of order 
against the amendment because I follow the gentleman from 
Washington on a great many things. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Washington, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

In order to keep the expenditures for printing and binding for the 
fiscal year 1926 within or under the appropriations for such fiscal 
year, the heads of the various executive departments and independent 
establishments are authorized to discontinue the printing of annual 
or special reports under their respective jurisdiction: Provided, That 
where the printing of such reports is discontinued, the original copy 
thereof shall be kept on file in the offices of the heads of the respective 
departments or independent establishments for public inspection. 


Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I move to. strike out the 
last word and ask unanimous consent to proceed out of order. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. What is the gentleman going to 
talk on? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I am going to talk on a bill that passed 
the House and is now pending in the Senate, a very important 
matter. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. What is the bill? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. The postal air mail bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York asks 
unanimous consent to proceed out of order. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, some time 
ago the House passed a bill (H. R. 6942) authorizing the Post- 
master General to establish lines for the carrying of mail by 
airplanes. The purpose of the bill was to provide the organic 
law establishing air-mail routes, Our air mail at the present 
time is merely a budgetary item, and each year the appropria- 
tion made by the House is subject to a point of order. I pointed 
out at the time that we ought to utilize all of our air forces for 
civil, commercial, and other useful purposes. Some of the older 
Members of the House will remember that since December of 
1918, when I returned from the service, I have urged upon this 
House the necessity of uniting all of our air activities into one 
department in order to train personnel and keep them occupied 
in useful and commercial flying. This was in December of 
1918. I predicted at the time, and since at every opportunity 
I bave had to talk on the subject, that unless we did that we 
would spend hundreds of millions of dollars and have abso- 
lutely nothing to show for it; that if we permitted the Navy 
Department, the War Department, the Post Office Department, 
the Marine Corps, and the Department of Agriculture each to 


have its own air service we would have these departments con- 
flicting with each other, and that instead of cooperation and 
coordination and instead of there being harmony we would 
have these departments at ends fighting each other, and to-day, 
gentlemen, the hearings before the special committee justify the 
stand I took every time an appropriation bill was before this 
House appropriating money for air purposes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. I want to suggest to the distinguished 
gentleman from New York that he bring this matter before the 
caucus on February 27. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Oh, the gentleman knows the gentle- 
man from New York will not attend the caucus on that day. 

Mr. BLANTON. I understand the gentleman from Ohio has 
rescinded his stand against the gentleman from New York 
and has backed away from the proposition that would elimi- 
nate him from the caucus. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I will say to the gentleman from Texas 
that I have made arrangements with the superintendent of 
the building, and I am going to have one of the telephone 
booths and hold my own caucus. 

Mr. BLANTON. Has the gentleman arranged about the 
patronage and committee assignments for his party? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. The gentleman is too busy attending to 
legislation to think of patronage. There will be a bill here in 
a very few minutes that the gentleman is very much inter- 
ested in, just loaded with improper provisions. 

But let me get back to the Air Service. 

On December 17, 1918, while the Post Office appropriation 
bill was before the House I dwelt upon the subject. This was 
in the third session of the Sixty-fifth Congress, and I want to 
read what I said then. I read from page 574 of the Recoxp 
of that session: 


We have these 200 Handley-Pages that will be built and turned 
over to the Army. Now, then, the law provides that the Army shall 
furnish the machines to the Post Office Department. Is it not better 
to use these machines for the service and utilize them instead of 
letting them stay in the hangars rotting away or be worn out by 
practice flights? A machine will last just so long, and no Jonger. 
If you leave it in the hangar it will get out of Iine and ont of use in 
a certain ‘time. * * Now, with the personnel that we have, let 
me see, we have in the United States 6,083 finished pilots, and we have 
san fiying cadets. ‘These boys are finishing their course in flying. 

„„ Now, the intention of the Army is to give these men this 
twice We want to maintain, if we can, a sufficient force of 
trained pilots. These boys will be flying across country to make up 
this time, to get this experience. Why can we not utilize them in 
earrying on this mail service instead of having them make circles 
over the field and going across country in chase of an imaginary 
enemy? My whole purpose is to utilize what we have on hand and 
experiment for this year and next year before we go into this very 
extensive scheme of the Post Office Department. * Inasmuch 
as the Army is now experimenting with these very things, and inas- 
much as we have appropriated money for the Army to do that very 
thing, let them do it in connection with this service, Then we will 
have not only a real Air Service for military purposes but also a well- 
regulated Postal Air Service. Then the money appropriated for the 
Army will not have been entirely wasted. * * * There is no 
doubt that we have sufficient planes in the Army and the Navy to 
carry out every reasonable undertaking that the Post Office Depart- 
ment desires to experiment on. No doubt about that. 

Now, as to the personnel. We have to train young men to fly. 
A good many men who have not had the opportunity to go abroad are 
eager and anxious to do a little more flying. They know that they 
are not expert flyers, and they want to get all the experience they can. 
So this would furnish an excellent opportunity to establish the .Air 
Postal Service with the personnel that it now has on hand, 

The Postmaster General says that in order to carry out the scheme 
he presents to the committee he will require a thousand pilots, which 
he intends to pay $300 a month, 1,000 mechanics, which he will pay 
$160 a month, and 1,500 helpers. 

The total amounts to $7,575,000. That is for personnel alone. The 
Army could furnish the same number of men, and on their present 
pay it would cost only $4,261,500, a difference of $3,313,500; but I 
say that we would save more—I say that it is a saving of the entire 
amount of $7,000,000 if the Army Air Service carries this mail. The 
Army is going to spend this money anyhow, and these men will be 
flying over the fields, or in formation flying in the air, if we do not 
use them for the Post Office. There is a total saving of $7,000,000 on 
the personnel. That is something which can be easily figured. But 
when you take the whole United States and endeavor to establish an 
Air Service with as many machines as it will require, we are going 
into the hundreds of millions of dollars. 
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Mr. McKenzie. If you are going to take the flyers from the Army or 
the Navy, how do you expect to get them? By volunteering en the 
part of the men, or does the gentleman assume that the War Depart- 
ment would have the power to detail a man who had enlisted for 
military service to do civilian work? Has the gentleman gone into 
that? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA, Absolutely, and unless we do that, we are going 
to bave an Army and a Navy on our hands which is not up to date. 
You have to give all of these men practical experience. I will go 
further and say that I do not see any reason why we can not use our 
Navy for transporting mails and cargo. I would sooner have the 
ships used in useful occupation than chasing around the ocean in 
wild flights, We are coming to that. 

The type of planes which will eventually be used for carrying mail 
wiil be the urultiengine type of bombing machine. The piloting of 
these ships in day and night flights, under varying conditions of 
weather, will develop in our plots the very skill in air navigation 
thai is required in time of war, and the element of regularity involves 
a disciplinary factor that is of great importance. The practical train- 
ing that our mechanics would receive is obvious, and it will also 
bring about constant development of material through the experience 
gained by many bours of flight under widely varying conditions, As 
an example of this we may cite the use of radio-direction apparatus. 
I spoke about that a moment ago. Also radiotelephony, improvements 
in compasses, automatic stabilizers, improvements in various other 
things, which will give us the very opportunity that we are looking 
for to develop a real air service. 

* * » . » * * 


Mr. Mann. Do I understand the gentleman's recommendation is 
that the air service that carries the mail shall be under the direc- 
tion and control of the War Department! 

Mr. LAGVantA. No; I would not recommend that. My suggestion 
would be that the Post Office Department outline the routes and call 
upon the War Department to turn over the planes to carry the mail. 

Mr. Maxx. I, am speaking of the carrying of the mail. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes. 

Mr. Mann. That that is to be under the operation ef the War 
Department after the mail leaves the post office and is put on the 
airplanes? 

Mr. LaGuanpia. And delivered, Just as ft is now carried by a ratl- 
way or a steamboat. 

Mr. Maxx. Personally, I do not see why that might not be feasible, 
although, as a rule, departments de not work well together. 

Mr. Moox. Does not the gentleman think it would be better for 
the War and Navy Departments to turn over their airplanes to the 
Post Office Department for the purpose of carrying the mail, that 
being its function? The Post Office Department could use the aviators 
under proper regulations. 

Mr, LaGuanpia. Well, we are going to have a united air service, 
there is no doubt about that, unless we continue to waste millions of 
doliars. We have now the Army service, the Navy service, the Marine 
service, the Postal service; we have the Burean of Standards ex- 
perlmenting ; we baye five different branches of the Government wast- 
ing millions, and if we unite all of them, the same as England has 
done and Italy is doing and France is doing, we will save millions— 
not thousands, but milhons. We are coming to that, and when we 
have this service, it will be the easiest thing in the world to take 
care of all the needs of the Post Office Department. What i am trying 
to do is, innsmuch as the post office only desires to experiment—it 
asks nothing for the present; they say they have enough machines 
for this year—let us save this $2,000,000 and use the machines and 
personnel we have to curry on this scheme if they want to carry it out. 

Mr. Geres of Iowa. If the gentleman will pardon the interruption, 
ft seems to me to be as reasonable for the Post Office Department to 
ask to operate the engines on the railroad as to operate these. 

Mr. LAGvarbta. It is an analogous case, 


Now gentlemen, it seems to me that with the experience of 
the past, the mistakes of the past, and present results, we 
should now and from now on give more care, thought, and 
attention to legislation and appropriations for aviation. I 
hope none of my colleagues will get the impression that I am 
assuming an 1 told you so” attitude. I am not. When I 
spoke in 1918, in 1919, or at any time thereafter on the subject 
of aviation, I simply sought to give the House the benefit of 
my experience, observation, and study of the subject. I sin- 
cerely hope though that from now on we will get a more atten- 
tive hearing whet we speak for a united service and for greater 
-caution in expending appropriations. 

In keeping with this policy of resisting every attempt for 
a constructive coordination of our aviation activities, my bill, 
it seems, has struck a sung at the other side of the Capitol. 
Another bill which passed the House on the same day authoriz- 
ing the Postmaster General to contract with private operators 
for the carrying of mail by airplanes has passed the Senate, 


has been signed by the President, and is now law. I do hope 
that the real friends of aviation will do something to awaken 
my bill from its slumber in the committee, 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
York has expired. 

The Clerk completed the reading of the bill. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Colorado offers an 
amendment which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Taxron of Colorado: On page 37, after 
line 17, add a new section, as follows: 

“Sounmsnc. A. When used in this section, unless the context indicates 
otherwise— 

“The term ‘service’ 
subsection B. 

“The term board“ means the board created by subsection B. 

“The term ‘guide’ means any member of the Capitol Guide Service, 

“The term building! means the United States Capitol Bullding. | 

“ Russec. B, There is hereby created an organization, to be known 
as the Capitol Guide Service, which shall be under the supervision 
and control of a board consisting of the Architect of the Capitol, the 
Sergeant at Arms and Doorkeeper of the Senate, and the Sergeant at 
Arms of the House of Representatives. 

“ Susse, C. It shall be the duty of the service, under regulations 
promulgated by the board, to furnish free guide services to any person 
or persons desiring to view the interior of the bullding. The service 
shall consist of a chief guide, who shall receive a salary of $1,800 a 
year, and 10 guides, who shall each receive a salary of $1,500 a year. 
Appointments to and removals from the service shall be made by the 
board, All appointees to the service shall be chosen solely upon the 
basis of the special qualifications which fit them for the duties to be 
performed.” 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order on 
the amendment. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
against the amendment that it is legislation on an appropria- 
tion bill. 

Mr. BLANTON. I make the further point of order, Mr. 
Chairman, if I am in order, that the Committee on Appropria- 
tions has no authority over such legislation as is proposed in 
this amendment; that another committee of the Congress has 
authority over it; and the further point of order that this is 
not a limitation; and the further point of order that it is not 
such proposed legislation as would bring it within the Holman 
rule. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I make a point 
of order against this 

Mr. BLANTON, And it is not germane to the bill or to any 
paragraph in the bill. 

Mr, TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me I 
have never heard of a member of the committee not being per- 
mitted to offer an amendment and have it read from the desk 
before it is considered and before the Chairman can rule 
whether it is in order or not. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has not ruled; but there is 
nothing to prevent a Member from rising in his seat and 
making a point of order. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado, It seems to me almost dis- 
courteous to do it before the amendment is read, and I insist 
upon a reading of the amendment. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, a point of order. It is 
under the rules proper to make a point of order when sufficient 
of the amendment has been read to indicate that it is out of 
order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman can ask unanimous con- 
sent that his amendment be read in full. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. I ask unanimous consent that 
the amendment be read, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Colorado asks unani- 
mous consent that his proposed amendment may be read in full 
for the information of the House. 

Mr. BLANTON. With the reservation of points of order 

pending against it? 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes; purely for information. Is there 
objection? ; 

There was no objection. 

; The Clerk continued the reading of the amendment, as fol- 
ows: 

Sussec. D. The board shail make and promulgate the regufitions 
necessary for the operation of the service. Such regulations shall cover 
the schedules and routings of tours through the bullding, the oral in- 
formative data to be supplied the public, the personal conduct of 


means the Capitol Guide Service created by 
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members of the service when on duty, the uniforms mtd insignia for 
the service, and such other phases of the work as in its Judgment may 
be requisite. 

Surnsee. E. No guide shall make any charge for his oficial services, 
nor shall he in the course of official duty speak in praise or censure 
of any person. Any violation of the provisions of this section shall 
be punished by immediate dismissal. 

Sussuc, F, No souvenirs, books, pamphlets, or cards shall be sold 
in the bufiding, except as hereinafter provided. The board shall have 
prepared an official pamphlet containing such historical and descriptive 
data concerning the building and the works of art therein as it may 
deem adyisable, and copies thereof shall be kept on sale to the public 
at cost at the headquarters of the service. The expense of printing 
and binding the pamphlet shall be defrayed from the appropriation for 
printing and binding for Congress. 

Sunsec. G. The headquarters of the service shall be maintained in 
the rotunda of the building, and a guide shall be on duty there at all 
times during the hours the building is open to the public, 

Sunsec. II. The necessary expenses incident to the establishment and 
maintenance of the service, Including uniforms and insignia for each 
guide, shall be defrayed from the appropriations made for such pur- 
poses. All appropriations for the service shall be disbursed, one-half 
by the Secretary of the Senate and one-half by the Clerk of the House 
of Representatives. 

Sunsec, I. The board may detail any guide to supplement the Capitol 
police when special occasions in the building or on the Capitol Grounds 
require additional police and the performance of the regular duties 
of the service are necessarily temporarily suspended by such occasion, 

Sunsec. J. For carrying out the purposes of this section the sum 
of $18,000 is appropriated, to be disbursed as provided in subsection II. 

Sursec. K. This section shall take effect on July 1, 1925. 


The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule, The amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Colorado not only creates 
new positions that are not now authorized by law but also pre- 
seribes additional duties for present officers of the Government. 
There is no question in the mind of the Chair that this is legis- 
lation unauthorized by law, and therefore the Chair sustains 
the point of order. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. 

amendment. 
R The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Colorado offers an 
amendment which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Taynor of Colorado: On page 37, after 
line 7, add as a new section the following: 

“Src, 4, No charge in excess of 15 cents per capita shall be made 
for guide services rendered by the Capitol guides to persons visiting 
the Capitol Building.” 


Mr. CHINDBLOM, Mr. BLANTON, and Mr. MURPHY re- 
served a point of order on the amendment. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that it is not only legislation unauthorized on an appropria- 
tion bill but it is a change of existing law and changes the 
official duties of certain officers of the Government, and this 
committee has no authority to bring in such legislation. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Colorado de- 
sire to be heard? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Yes, Mr. Chairman. So far as 
the law is concerned, there is no law upon the subject. This 
is a matter of regulation. There is a regulation that can be 
changed at any time. It is a matter that has heretofore been 
regulated by the guides, and it seems to me it is purely within 
our authority to decide what the Sergeant at Arms shall do in 
respect to the regulation of the guides. 

The CHAIRMAN. In the opinton of the Chair the amend- 
ment would impose additional duties on the Sergeant at Arms 
and is legislation proposed on an appropriation bill, and there- 
fore the Chair sustains the point of order. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I offer another 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Colorado offers an 
amendment which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Taytor of Colorado: Page 37, line 17, 
after the word “ law insert: 

“Suc, 4. No souvenirs, books, pamphlets, or cards shall be sold 
in the Capitol Building, except as provided In this section. The 
Architect of the Capitol shall have prepared an official pamphlet con- 
taining such historical and descriptive data concerning the building 
and the works of art therein as he may deem advisable and copies 
thereof shall be kept on sale to the publie at cost under such rules 
as the Architect shall prescribe. The expense of printing and bind- 
ing the pamphlet shall be defrayed from the appropriation for print- 
ing and binding for Congress.” 


Mr. Chairman, I offer another 
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Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I make the additional point 
of order that it is a change in existing law and changes the 
duties of certain ofiicers whose duties are now prescribed by 
law, and further, that it is not germane either to the bill or 
to the preceding paragraph. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, it does seem to 
me that none of the objections made by the gentleman is 
tenable. In the first place, there is no law authorizing any- 
body to sell books or postal cards or junk of any kind in this 
building. There is no authority of that kind anywhere. In 
the second place, we have charge of this Capitol Building, or 
at least this end of it, and it is pusillanimous it seems to me 
for us to decline to exercise control over the building and de- 
termine how it shall be managed and who, if anybody; shall 
sell things here. We can provide here, if we want to, that 
guides may sell peanuts or chewing gum or anything else here, 
and it would not be a violation of any law. Furthermore, any 
offered amendment would be a regulation to protect the public. 
It does seem to me when it has been shown here, as I showed 
you yesterday, that people are selling a lot of stuff in this 
building for two or three times what it is worth, without any 
authority of law, that it is then within the province of this com- 
mittee to consider and adopt an amendment to this bill to 
regulate how and what shall or shall not be sold in the building. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado, Yes, 

Mr. BLANTON. Has the Appropriation Committee the right 
to make regulations? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado, This is not the Appropriation 
Committee; this is the Committee of the Whole. This House 
has the right to make regulations; yes. This House has the 
right to regulate its own affairs and regulate them on or by 
any bill. It has a right to say how the building shall be 
managed and what, if anything, shall be sold in it. 

Mr. HUDSPRTH. If this House has not the right to regu- 
late what shall be done in the building, who has the right? 
Suppose a nuisance should be established in a corridor? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Suppose there was another 
saloon opened up here in the building? It has only been 19 
years since the saloons were put out of this building, and we 
have the absolute right to suppress or put out other nuisances. 
1 want those private books and other stuff put out of here. 

Mr. MURPHY. ‘The gentleman will not say that the Appro- 
priation Committee put the saloons out of the building? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. No. The good women of this 
country put the saloons out of this building. But I am not 
offering this as a member of the Appropriations Committee, I 
am offering it as a Member of this House, and on the floor of 
the House, on a bill pertaining to our own House of Represen- 
tatives aifairs, and it seems to me that when I am merely try- 
ing to have an official guidebook prepared under the super- 
vision of the Architect of the Capitol and sold to the publie 
at cost, we could not render any better service to the country 
in a small way than by doing so. I do not want to have this 
House further tolerate the practice of practically using eflicial 
coercion to induce people to buy something they do not want 
and pay twice what it is worth for it. 

Mr. MURPHY. There is a proper and regular way, in an 
orderly manner, of doing what the gentleman seeks to do. 
The gentleman liimself knows how it should be done; he 
knows quite well that since the Appropriations Committee has 
been functioning under the Budget he should not attempt 


‘legislation of any kind on an appropriation bil. This is so 


obviously legislation that I do not care to discuss it further. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule. There is no 
question but that the House bas the right to legislate on any 
proposition, but when it does so legislate it must legislate at- 
cording to the rules of the House adopted by the House. This 
amendment presented by the gentleman from Colorado pre- 
seribes new and additional duties for the Architect of the 
Capito) and also regulates the people coming into the Capitol 
and regulates the Capitol itself. There is no question but that 
it is legislation. : 

Mr. DOWELL. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. DOWELL. Has the Architect of the Capitol control of 
the Capitol Building? 


The CHAIRMAN. That is not a parliamentary question, 
but this amendment prescribes additional duties for him, and 
he is an employee of the Capitol. 
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Mr. DOWELL, [f it is the duty of the Architect of the 
Capitol, he may do this if there is no legislation under au- 
thority of law. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair sustains the point of order, 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move that the 
committee do now rise and report the bill back to the House 
with the amendments, with the recommendation that the 
amendments be agreed to and the bill as amended do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker haying 
resumed the chair, Mr. SNELL, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that 
that committee had had under consideration the bill (H. R. 
12101) making appropriations for the legislative branch of the 
Government for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, and for 
other purposes, and had directed him to report the same back 
with sundry amendments, with the recommendation that the 
amendments be agreed to and that the bill as-amended do 


pass. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous 
question on the bill and all amendments to final passage. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment? 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker, I make the 
point that there is no quornm present. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move a call of 
the House, 7 

The motion was agreed to. 

The doors were closed and the Sergeant at Arms was di- 
rected to bring in absentees. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the following Members failed 
to answer to their names: 


[Roll No. 671 

Aldrich Drewry Lo Rogers, Mass, 
Aswell Edmonds Lyon Rovere: 2 
Beck Evans, Iowa Rouse 
Beedy Favrot Me Sabath 
Berger a 3 Sanders, Ind. 
Black, N. T. Foster Magee, Pa. Schall 

m bi Ma Sears, Nebr. 
Britten k Mer: Seger 
Browne, N. J. Gilbert Michaelson Sherwood 
Brumm Glatfelter Miller, Smithwick 
Burdick Goldsborough Moore, Ill. Snyder 
Butler Moore, Va. Sullivan 

* Hawes Morin Swing 
Celler Hayden Nelson, Wis. Taber 
Clark, ooker Newton, Tincher 
Clarke, N, Y. Hull. William B. O'Brien Tean 
Cole, Ohio Johnson, . O'Sullivan Aderkin 
Collins Johnson, W. Va, Oliver, N. T. V. 
Connolly, Pa. Keller Oliver, Voigt 
Cook Kell Pai, Ward, N. Y. 
Cramton Kendall Park, Ga. Ward, y 
Croll Kent Parker Wason 
Crosser Kerr Peery Welsh 
Crowther Kiess Perkins ertz 
Cummings Kindred Perlman Wilson, Miss. 
Curry Knutson Phillips inter 
Davey Kunz Porter Wolf 
Dem Pou Wood 
Dickstein Lan Woodruff 
Dominick Larson, Minn. Reed, W. Va. Wright 
Doyle Leatherwood ards Wurzbach 
Drane Ga. ates 


The SPEAKER. Three houndred and two Members have an- 
swered to their names—a quorum. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move to dispense 
with further proceedings under the call. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The doors were opened. F 

The SPEAKER, The previous question has been ordered on 
the legislative appropriation bill and amendments thereto to 
8 2 Is a separate vote demanded upon any amend- 
men 

Mr, DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I demand a sep- 
arate vote upon the Stengle amendment. 

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote demanded upon any 
other amendment? If not, the Chair will put them en grosse. 
The question is on agreeing to the amendments. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment on 
which a sepurate vote is demanded. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 30, line 14, strike out “ $105,178" and insert “ $106,498." 


The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. : . 

The question wns taken. 

Mr. STHNGLE. Mr. Speaker, I demand a division. 

The House proceeded to divide, 


Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Speaker, I demand the yeas and nays. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa demands the 
yeas and nays. As many as are in favor of ordering the yeas 


and nays will rise and stand until counted. [After counting.] 
Two gentlemen have risen, not a sufficient number. A division 
is demanded. 

The House divided ; and there were—ayes 128, noes 52. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question now is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the bill 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr, DICKINSON of Iowa, a motion to reconsider 
the vote by which the bill was passed was laid on the table. 


OMNIBUS PENSIONS 


Mr. FULLER. Mr. Speaker, I call up the bill (H, R. 12175) 
granting pensions and increase of pensions to certain soldiers 
and sailors of the Civil War and certain widows and depend- 
ent children of soldiers and sailors of said war, and ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be considered in the House 
as in Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois calls up an 
omnibus pension bill and asks unanimous consent that it be 
considered in the House as in Committee of the Whole. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, this bill ought to be con- 
sidered in Committee of the Whole, and while I am in favor 
of the bill, I object. 

The SPEAKER, Objection is heard. 

Mr. FULLER. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve 
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union for the consideration of the bill H. R. 12175, an 
omnibus pension bill. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the con- 
sideration of the bill H. R. 12175, with Mr. SNELL in the 
chair. 

The Clerk reported the title of the bill. 

Mr. FULLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the first reading of the bill be dispensed with. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois asks unani- 
mous consent that the first reading of the bill be dispensed 
with. Is there objection? 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, at this time I must object. 
This bill ought to be read. 

Mr. FULLER. But it will be read later for amendment. 

Mr, BLANTON. I know, but there are some very bad rules 
that are coming up here in a few minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN, ‘The gentleman from Texas objects, and 
the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk proceeded to read the bill. 

Mr. BLANTON (interrupting the reading). Mr. Chairman, 
I ask unanimous consent that the further reading of the bill 
be dispensed with. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FULLER. Mr. Chairman, this is the second omnibus 
pension bill reported from the Committee on Invalid Pensions 
during the present session of Congress, and is the last bill that 
will be reported during this session. The bill is simply an 
omnibus of private pension bills which have been agreed upon 
by the Committee on Invalid Pensions. It contains altogether 
441 private bills, bills that have been introduced severally by 
practically every Member of the House. I do not know that 
there is any objection to the passage of the bill, unless some 
Member desires time, who is opposed to the bill, I ask that 
the bill be read for amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he 
is hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and linritations of the pension laws 

The name of Jobn B. Lang, late of Company B, One hundred and 
fifteenth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at 
the rate of $50 per month. 

The name of Nellie L. Grady, helpless and dependent daughter of 
James Nilan, alias James Hines, late of Company I, Third Regiment 
New Hampshire Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate 
of $20 per month. 

The nanre of Herman Wagner, alias Henry Burnett, late of Com- 
pany E, Tenth Regiment New York Cavalry Volunteers, and Company 
B, First Regiment New York Provisional Cavalry, and pay him a pen- 
sion at the rate of $50 per month. 
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The name of Anna B. Eicher, widow of Marcellus H. Eicher, late of 
Company G, Sixty-first Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of 830 per month, 

The name of Sarah E. Wilderman, widow of William L. Wilderman, 
late of Company I, First Regiment West Virginia Volunteer Cavalry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month through a legally 
appointed guardian in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of William Woodby, helpless and dependent son of Heze- 
kiah Woodby, late of Company B, Thirteenth Regiment Tennessee Vol- 
unteer Cavalry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per month. 

The nanre of James H, Beaman, late unassigned, Indiana Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $50 per month. 

The name of Lucy J. Popejoy, widow of John S. Popejoy, late of 
Companies A and H, Twenty-fourth Regiment Missouri Volunteer In- 
fantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month, 

The name of Alice E. Deitrick, widow of John Deitrick, late of Com- 
pany B, Seventh Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Reserve Infantry 
(Thirty-sixth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteers), and Company K, 
Eighty-third Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Lydia J. Warburton, helpless and dependent daughter 
of John B. Warburton, late of Company F, Fifty-seventh Regiment 
Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of 
$20 per month through @ legally appointed ruardian. 

The name of Lillie Geske, helpless and dependent daughter of Charles 
Geske, late of Company K, Ninety-third Regiment Illinois Volunteer 
Infantry, and Company A, Second Regiment Veteran Reserve Corps, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per month through a legally 
appointed guardian. 

The name of Hattie Geske, helpless and dependent daughter of 
Charles Geske, late of Company K, Ninety-third Regiment Illinois Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and Company A, Second Regiment Veteran Reserve 
Corps, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per month through a 
legally appointed guardian. 

The name of Francis S. Haynes, alias Francis S. Reedy, late of Com- 
pany H, Second Regiment Missouri Volunteer Cavalry, and Companies 
I and F, Forty-third Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and Nine- 
teenth Regiment United States Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pen- 
sion at the rate of $50 per month. 

The name of Jennie E. Starry, widow of Jerome B. Starry, late of 
Company I, One hundred and eighty-seventh Regiment Pennsylvania 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month 
in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Harriet Gardner, widow of Amos T. Gardner, late of 
Company K, First Regiment Pennsylvania Reserve Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiving, 

The name of Mary L. Young, widow of George Young, late of Com- 
panies K and B, Thirty-first Regiment, Massachusetts Volunteer Infan- 
try, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Emaline Sloat, widow of Frederick Sloat, late of Com- 
pany G, Two hundredih Regiment Pennsylyania Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiving. 

The name of Susanna E. Shannon, widow of John T. Shannon, late 
of Company D, First Regiment Indiana Volunteer Heavy Artillery, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in Heu of that she Is 
now receiving. 

The name of Joanna A. Lawrence, widow of George W. Lawrence, 
late of Company B, One hundred and thirty-eighth Regiment Pennsyl- 
yanin Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of 850 per 
month in lieu of that she Is now receiving. 

The name of Sarah C. Peterson, former widow of Riley C. Hodge, 
late of Company B, Thirty-first Regiment Minois Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiving. 

The name of Eliza A. Holtz, widow of John S. Holtz, late of Com- 
pany K, Fifth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a pension 
at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Lydia A. Stare, widow of John A. Stare, late of Com- 
pany A, One hundred and sixty-sixth Regiment Pennsylvania Drafted 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu 
of that she is now receiving. A 

The name of Hannah M. Atha, widow of William P. Atha, late of 
Independent Battery Ohio Volunteer Light Artillery, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Rachel Norfolk, widow of Edwin S. Norfolk, late of 
Company I, Fifth Regiment Mlinois Cavalry Volunteers, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $30 per month through a legally appointed 
guardian. 

The name of Mary L, Speer, former widow of Felix Obanion, late of 
Company A, Sixteenth Regiment Missouri Volunteer Cavalry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Orpha H. Lawton, widow of James Lawton, late of 
Company D, One hundred and eighty-fifth Regiment Infantry, One 


hundred and twenty-first Regiment, Company I, and Sixty-fifth Regi- 
ment, New York Volunteer Infantry, and Battery I, Fourth Regiment 
United States Artillery, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per 
month, 

The name of Sarah P. Deem, widow of Edward W. Deem, late of 
Company D, Fourteenth Regiment West Virginia Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiving. 

The name of George Taylor, helpless and dependent son of David 
Taylor, late of Company F, Thirtieth Regiment Indiana Volunteer In- 
fantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per month through a 
legally appointed guardian. 

The name of Martha Abernathy, widow of Levi Abernathy, also 
known as Abernathey, late of Company D, Fifty-sixth Regiment 
Enrolled Missouri Volunteer Militia, and pay her a pension at the 
rate of $30 per month, 

The nume of Patrick H. Bushnell, also known as Patrick Bushell, 
late of Company H, One hundred and ninety-fourth Regiment New 
York Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $50 
per month, 

The name of Annie D. Delevan, widow of Joseph Deleyan, late 
of Company A, Fourth Regiment New York Volunteer Heavy Artillery, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month.“ 

The name of Alice May, widow of Charles H. May, late of Com- 
pany D, First Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Cavalry, and Com- 
pany II, Second Regiment Pennsylvania Provisional, Cavalry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

Tie name of Sarah M. Boyle, widow of James A. Boyle, late of 
Company E, One hundredth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infan- 
try, and Troop L, Second Regiment United States Volunteer Cavalry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that 
she is now receiving. 

The name of Ida V. Forbes, widow of Thomas O. Forbes, late of 
Company D, Thirty-ninth Regiment New York Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per month, 

The name of Rachael B. Platter, widow of Henry B. Platter, late 
of Company A, Second Regiment Potomac Home Brigade, Maryland 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per 
month, 

The name of Josephine Overbaugh, widow of Lewis C. Overbaugh, 
late of Company C, Two hundred and second Regiment Pennsylvania 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per 
month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Mary J. Hildreth, widow of George V. Hildreth, late 
of Company E, Twenty-sixth Regiment Massachusetts Volunteer Infan- 
try, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu 
of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Joshua MeWaid, late of Capt. Franklin Froman's 
Company F, Thirtieth Regiment Enrolled Missouri Militia and Capt. 
Alexander R. Tates Company F, Thirtieth Regiment Enrolled Mis- 
souri Militia, and pay him a pension at the rate of $50 per month. 

The name of Francis Back, former widow of John Fehr, late of 
Company B, First Regiment Indiana Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Ellen Buckley, widow of Bartholomew Buckley, late 
of Company I, First Regiment Massachusetts Volunteer Heavy 
Artillery, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Emma Justice, widow of Andrew C. Justice, late of 
Company A, Fifty-third Regiment, and Company G, Fifty-first Regi- 
ment, Wisconsin Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the 
rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Martha J. Mitzel, widow of William H. Mitzel, late 
of Company B, Two hundred and ninth Regiurent «Pennsylvania 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay ber a pension at the rate of $50 per 
month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Sarah A. Snyder, widow of William Snyder, late of 
Company B, Two hundred and ninth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in 
lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Mary L. Koch, widow of George Koch, late of Com- 
pany A, Eighty-seventh Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that 
she is now receiving. 

The name of Sallie Cope, widow of Woodson Cope, late of Com- 
pany E, Eighth Regiment Tennessee Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Mary A. Fuller, widow of Marshall C. Fuller, late of 
Company I, Sixteenth Regiment Iowa Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of 850 per month in Meu of that she is now ro- 
ceiving. 

The name of Mary D. Smith, widow of Channing Smith, late of Com- 
pany A, One hundred and sixteenth Regiment New York Voluutecr 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu 
of that she is now receiving. 
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The name of Mary J, Zimmerman, known as Mary J. Zinnerman, 
widow of Jacob Zimmerman, late of Company D, Forty-fourth Regiment 
Missouri Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of 
$80 per month, 

The name of Jennie Meyer, helpless and dependent daughter of 
William J. Meyer, late of Thirty-second Independent Battery, New 
York Volunteer Light Artillery, and pay her a pension at the rate 
of $20 per month through a legaily appointed guardian. 

The name of Adaline E. Fetz, helpless and dependent daughter of 
Charles Fetz, late of Captain Brown's Independent Company, Indiana 
Legion Infantry, and Captain Adam L. Knapp’s Company A, Seventh 
Regiment Indiana Legion, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 
per month. 

The name of Katherine L. R. Parker, widow of Edmund A. Parker, 
Jate of Company F, Eighth Regiment Connecticut Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that 
she is now receiving. 

The name of Rebecca Backman, widow of Charles M. Backman, late 
‘of Company E, One hundred and seyenth Regiment New York Volun- 
| teer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in 
| lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Martha E. Lowery, widow of William Lowery, late of 
| Company L, Eighth Regiment Missouri Volunteer Cavalry, and pay 
| her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
| receiving. 

The name of Jennie Hall, widow of Carr Hall, late of Company H, 
| Fourteenth Regiment Iowa Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension 
lat the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Horace G. Sherman, helpless and dependent son of 
| Leroy Sherman, late of Company H, Third Regiment West Virginia 
| Volunteer Cavalry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per 

month. 

The name of Sarah F. Esarey, widow of John C. Esarey, late of Com- 
pany G, Fifty-third Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Margaret Beck, widow of Ludwig Beck, late of Com- 
pany E, Fourteenth Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and Bat- 
tery C, Fourth Regiment United States Volunteer Artillery, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving: Provided, That in the event of the death of Louisa E. Beck, 
helpless and dependent daughter of said Margaret and Ludwig Beck, the 
additional pension herein granted shall cease and determine: And 
provided further, That in the event of the death of Margaret Beck, 
the name of said Louisa E. Beck shall be placed on the pension roll, 
subject to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, at the 
rate of $20 per month from and after the date of death of said Mar- 
garet Beck, 

The name of Julia M. Murphy, widow of Henry Murphy, late of 
Company D, Highth Regiment Wisconsin Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving, 

The name of Frances M. Loper, widow of George P. Loper, late 
of Company F, Eighteenth Regiment Wisconsin Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that 
she is now receiving. 
| The name of Isador P. Roberts, former widow of William B. Evans, 
late of Company D, One hundred and twenty-sixth Regiment IIlinols 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per 
month in lieu of that she is now receiving. z 

The name of Nellie B. Ainsworth, helpiess and dependent daughter 
‘of Thomas Ainsworth, late of Company G, Ninety-eighth Regiment 
‘New York Militia Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 
[per month. 

The name of Magdalene Emrich, widow of William F. Emrich, late 
of Company G, Ninth Regiment New York Volunteer Cavalry, and pay 
jher a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that she is now 
i receiving. 

The name of Lucy M. Walker, widow of Charles M. Walker, late of 
unassigned Second Regiment Vermont Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
ja pension at the rate of $30 per month, 

The name of Lucinda E. Miller, widow of Francis H. Miller, late of 
n K, Sixth Regiment Indiana Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her 

a pension at the rate of $50 per month in Heu of that she is now 
receiving. 
| The name of Elizabeth B. Painter, widow of Isaac N. Painter, late 
{of Company C, Tenth Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and 
|pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving. 

The name of Martha Johnson, widow of Ashley Johnson, late of Com- 
| pany B, Seventy-ninth Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and Com- 
pan E, Eighth Regiment Indiana Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a 

pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now re- 
ceiving, 
| 
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The name of Amelia A. Wood, widow of James Wood, late of Com- 
pany M, First Regiment Indiana Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that she is now re- 
ceiving, 

The name of Albert M. Kirby, helpless and dependent son of Francis 
M. Kirby, late of Company A, One hundred and fifty-fourth Regiment 
Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 
per month through a legally appointed guardian. : 

The name of Phoebe A. Ross, former widow of Jacob Shepler, late 
of Company C, Fifth Regiment Indiana Volunteer Cavalry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Mary A. Rodgers, widow of James Rodgers, late of 
Tenth Battery Indiana Volunteer Light Artillery, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now re- 
ceiving. 

The name of James McDonald, helpless and dependent son of John 
F. McDonald, late of band Third Brigade, Second Division, Twentieth 
Army Corps, Civil War, and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per 
month through a legally appointed guardian. 

The name of Joseph Alters, alias Joseph Alter, late of Company I, 
Fifty-sixth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a 
pension at the rate of $50 per month. 

The name of Rachel L. Spencer, former widow of James H. Quillen, 
late of Company D, Fourteenth Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, 
and Company C, First Regiment Indiana Volunteer Heavy Artillery, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiving: Provided, That in the event of the death of Nancy E. 
Quillen, helpless and dependent daughter of said Rachel L. and James 
H. Quillen, the additional pension herein granted shall cease and de- 
termine: And provided further, That in the event of the death of 
Rachel L. Spencer the name of said Nancy E. Quillen shall be placed 
on the pension roll, subject to the provisions and limitations of the 
pension laws, at the rate of $20 per month from and after the date of 
death of said Rachel L. Spencer. 

The name of Emma C. Alton, widow of Albert M. Alton, late of 
Company D, One hundred and eighteenth Regiment Indiana Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Julian Embick, widow of Aaron Embick, late of Com- 
pany E, One hundred and thirty-seventh Regiment Pennsylvania Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and Company D, First Regiment Pennsylyania Veteran 
Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu 
of that she is now receiving, 

The name of Mary B. Piper, widow of Henry B. Piper, late of Com- 
pany E, Eleventh Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Mary A. Crum, widow of Moses Crum, late of Company 
I, Two hundred and fifth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Cavalry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiving. 

The name of Martha Burdett, widow of Reason Burdett, late of Com- 
pany E, First Regiment West Virginia Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $50 per month in Lieu of that she is now 
receiving. * 

The name of Margaret J. Coss, widow of Theodore Coss, late of 
Company G, Fifteenth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lleu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Margaret R. McClanahan, now Humphrey, former 
widow of David McClanahan, late of Company C, One hundred and 
twenty-sixth Regiment Obio Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Flora A. Fuller, widow of Thaddeus H. Fuller, late of 
Independent Company, Trumbull Guards, Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that she is 
now recelving. 

The name of Mary E. Deselms, widow of Spencer Brown Deselms, 
late of Company K, Fifteenth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving. 

The name of Elizabeth Vanfosson, helpless and dependent daughter 
of George Vanfosson, late of Company B, One hundred and twenty- 
sixth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay ber a pension at the 
rate of $20 per month, 

The name of Anna F. Ault, widow of Joseph C. Ault, late hospital 
steward Second Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pen- 
sion at the rate of $50 per month in Neu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Victor Clark, helpless and dependent son of Robert B. 
Clark, late of Company A, One hundred and thirty-fourth Regiment 
Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension &t the rate 
of $20 per month through a legally appointed guardian. 


3678 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


FEBRUARY 13 


The name of Margaret A. Hankins, widow of James W. Hankins, late 
of Company ©, One hundred and forty-ninth Regiment Ohio National 
Guard Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 
per month in lieu of that she is now receiving, 

The name of Clarissa Jameson, widow of William C. Jameson, late 
of Company I, First Regiment Ilinois Volunteer Cavalry, and Com- 
pany H, Fourteenth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Cavalry, and pay ber 
a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. à 

The name of Mary Fitchett, widow of Elias Fitchett, alias Elias 
Fidget, late of Battery B, Second Regiment United States Volunteer 
Colored Light Artillery, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per 
month. 

The name of Levina Lebert, widow of William R. Lebert, late of 
First Independent Battery Iowa Volunteer Light Artillery, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving, 

The name of Frances A. Burdsal, widow of Caieb S. Burdsal, jr., late 
of Captain McClain's independent battery, Colorado Volunteer Light 
Artillery, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu 
of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Amanda Hall, widow of Robert W. Hall, late of Com- 
pany D, Seventy-second Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of William M. Silver, helpless and dependent son of Joshua 
J. Silver, late of Company H, One hundred and fifty-sixth Regiment 
Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 
per month through a legally appointed guardian. 

The name of Daniel W. Roberts, late of Capt. Henry N. Cook's Boone 
County Missouri Militia, and pay him a pension at the rate of $50 per 
month, 

The name of Elizabeth Lilly, widow of Byron Lilly, late of Company 
E, Thirty-second Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Rebecca M. Reese, widow of Austin D. Reese, late of 
Company I, One hundred and forty-second Regiment Ohio National 
Guard Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pensian at the rate of $50 
per month in lieu of that she is now receiving, 

The name of Susan V. Rogers, widow of Charles W. Rogers, late of 
Company C, Seventy-sixth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
recefying. 

The name of Catherine D. Jones, widow of John F. M. Jones, late of 
Capt. Valsain G. Latham's Company K, Ninth Regiment Provisional 
Enrolled Missouri Militia, Capt. Shamwell Parham’s Provisional Com- 
pany A of the Maries County Enrolled Militia of Missouri, and Capt. 
John M. Beezley’s Company B, Marles County Battalion Enrolled Mis- 
souri Militia, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Polly Saylor, widow of Samuel Saylor, late of Company 
E, Forty-ninth Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a 
a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Elizabeth Snyder, widow of Henry Snyder, late of Com- 
pany I, Thirty-first Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and First 
Regiment United States Veteran Engineers, and pay her a pension at 
the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Mary A. Fife, widow of Andrew Fife, late of Company 
D, Sixty-first Regiment Massachusetts Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
& pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Victoria M. Dean, former widow of Liberty B. Sampson, 
late of Company B, Thirty-fourth Regiment Massachusetts Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month im lieu of 
that she is now receiving. 

The name of Sarah E. Hamilton, widow of William W. Hamilton, 
late of Company F, One hundred and twentieth Regiment Indiana Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month 
in Heu of that she Is now receiving. 

The name of Margaret M. Blackard, widow of William L, Blackard, 
late of Company H, One hundred and twentieth Regiment Illinois Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month 
im lieu of that she is now receiving, 

The name of Mary E. Sherbondy, widow of George W. Sherbondy, 
late of Company I, Twelfth Reciment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in Heu of that she is 
now receiving: Provided, That in the event of the death of Laura 
Sberbondy, helpless and dependent daughter of said Mary BE. and 
George W. Sberbondy, the additional pension herein granted shall cease 
and determine: And provided further, That in the event of the death 
of Mary E. Sherbondy, the name of said Laura Sherbondy shall be 
placed on the pensien roll, subject to the provisions and limitations of 
the pension laws, at the rute of $20 per month from and after the date 
of death of sald Mary E. Sherbondy, 


The name of Anne L. Fomorin, widow of Francis Fomorin, late of 
Company I, One hundred and fifty-third Regiment Ohio Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lien 
of that she Is now receiving. 

The name of Elizabeth A. Norman, widow of James B. Norman, late 
of Company H, Forty-third Regiment Missouri Volunteer Infantry, and 
Company D, Fifty-first Regiment Missouri Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Amy A. Purdy, helpless and dependent daughter of 
Alexander Purdy, late of Company G, First Regiment Michigan Sharp- 
shooters, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per month through 
a legally appointed guardian. 2 

The name of Josephine E. Grant, widow of James P. Grant, late of 
Company C, Thirty-second Regiment Maine Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Mary A. E. Howard, widow of John H. Howard, late 
of Company BH, Twelfth Regiment West Virginia Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of James H. Osborn, late of Capt. M. T. Haller's company 
of scouts, Barbour County, West Virginia State Troops, Civil War, 
and pay him a pension at the rate of $50 per month. 

The name of Ann M. Barker, widow of Charles Barker, late of Com- 
pany D, One bundred and fifteenth Regiment, and Company C, Seyen- 
teenth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension 
at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Rosanna A. Moe, widow of Augustus R. Moe, late of 
Company B, Seventh Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Cavalry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in heu of that she 
is now receiving. 

The name of Susan B, Churchill, widow of Elroy Churchill, late of 
Company A, First Regiment New York Mounted Rifles, and Company 
A, Twenty-third Regiment Veteran Reserve Corps, and pay her a pen- 
sion at the rate of $40 per month in Heu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Susanna Cutshaw, widow of William Cutshaw, late of 
Company A, Twenty-fifth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Louisa Whiteleather, widow of Joseph Whiteleather, 
late of Company K, One hundred and fourth Regiment Ohio Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in Heu 
of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Mary A. Danford, widow of Lorenzo Danford, late of 
Company E, Fifteenth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $50 per month in Heu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Michael Bibus, late of Captain Houck's Artillery com- 
pany, Sixty-fifth Regiment New York National Guards, and Company 
C, Eleventh Regiment United States Volunteer Infantry, and pay him 
a pension at the rate of $24 per month. 

The name of Nora B. Hardy, widow of John Q. Hardy, late of Com- 
pany G, Eleventh Regiment Kansas Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $80 per month, 

The name of Lottie J. Heintzman, helpless and dependent daughter 
of Jacob Heintzman, late of Company F, Ninety-eighth Regiment New 
York Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per 
month through a legally appointed guardian. 

The name of Addie Allen, widew of William Allen, late of Com- 
pany F, One hundred and fifth Regiment New York Volunteer Infautry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of 830 per month. 

The name of Sarsh L. Heintzman, helpless and dependent daughter 
of Jacob Heintzman, late of Company F, Ninety-cighth Regiment New 
York Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 
per month through a legally appointed guardian, 

The name of Mary A. Radney, widow of Henry Radney, late of Com- 
pany K, Second Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Heavy Artillery, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month fm Heu of that she 
is now receiving. 

The name of Jane Prather, widow of George M. Prather, late of 
Company B, First Regiment West Virginia Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Catharine Davis, widow of Caleb R. Davis, late of Com- 
pany E, Ninety-second Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Rebecca Scott, widow of John H. Scott, late of Com- 
pany B, Tenth Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pen- 
sion at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Mary Jackson, former widow of Solomon Crabtree, late 
of Company H, Thirty-ninth Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 
ts now receiving. 

The name of Mary F. King, widow of Newton King, late of Com- 
pany C, Fifty7ifth Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Mounted Infantry. 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiving. i 
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The name of Elizabeth Mills, widow of William Mills, late of Com- 
pany F, Fifth Regiment West Virginia Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Laura A. Moore, widow of Orton Moore, Iate of Com- 
pany F, First Regiment New Hampshire Volunteer Heavy Artillery, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Elizabeth Stowe, widow of Frank Stowe, late of Com- 
pany K, Twenty-third Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Pheobe S. Deardourff, widow of John Deardourf, late of 
Company C, Fiftieth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Hester R. Michael, widow of Jacob O. Michael, late of 
Company F, Second Regiment Maryland Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of ‘Annie Vandegrift, widow of George W. M. Vandegrift, 
late of Company E, Ninth Regiment New York Volunteer Heavy 
Artillery, and pay her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu 
of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Theodora E. Eisenbart, widow of Casper A. Eisenbart, 
also known as Anton Eisenbart, late of Company D, Twenty-seventh 
Regiment Enrolled Missouri Volunteer Militia, and pay her a pension 
at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Matilda A. Jackson, widow of Lockhart F. Jackson, late 
of Company I, One hundred and thirty-sixth Regiment Indiana Volun- 
teer Infantry, and pay ber a pension at the rate of $50 per month in 
lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Abbie Osborn, widow of Allen Osborn, late of Company 
D, First Regiment Michigan Volunteer Heavy Artillery, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Agnes Rayburn, widow of William H, Rayburn, late of 
Company I, Fourth Regiment Iowa Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $30 per month, 

The name of Maggie Brown, helpless and dependent daughter of 
Anderson Brown, late of Company D, Fiftieth Regiment Indiana Volun- 
teer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per month. 

The name of Adaline R. Springer, widow of William O. G. Springer, 
late surgeon's steward, United States Navy, Civil War, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Mary J. Alton, widow of Cyrus D. Alton, late of Com- 
pany G, Two hundred and third Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer 
infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Stella M. Wagner, helpless and dependent daughter of 
Henry Wagner, late of Company A, Second Regiment United States 
Veteran Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 
per month through a legally appointed guardian. 

The name of Mary E. Wakefield, widow of George Wakefield, late 
of Company D, Sixty-ninth Regiment New York Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that 
she is now receiving. 

The name of Harriett L. Steele, widow of Samuel Steele, late of 
Company A, Seventy-fifth Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lleu of that she is 
now receiving. 

The name of Rebecca J. Crist, widow of Ervin Crist, late of Com- 
pany I, Forty-third Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Nancy I, Martin, widow of Ezekiel Martin, late of 
Company E, Seventy-fifth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving. 

The name of Frederick M. Davis, late of Capt. William N. Wilson's 
Company D, Fifty-sixth Regiment Missouri Enrolled Militia, and 
pay him a pension at the rate of $50 per month. 

The name of Lucinda Bush, widow of Henry Bush, late of Com- 
pany K, One hundred and sixty-eighth Regiment Pennsylvania Volun- 
teer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month 
in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Mary L. Daniels, widow of Ormando R. Daniels, late 
of Company E, Fiftieth Regiment New York Volunteer Engineers, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month, 

The name of Elizabeth J. Chambers, widow of Henry Chambers, 
late of Company K, Twelfth and Twenty-seventh Regiments Iowa 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per 
month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Adile Hemmings, widow of Charles T. Hemmings, late 
of Company I, Thirty-fourth Regiment Iowa Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 


The name of Lizzie J. Fagin, widow of Abner D. Fagin, late of 


Company F, Eighty-ninth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiving. 

The name of Phedora J. Black, former widow of John L. Black, 
late of Company K, One hundred and thirty-ninth Regiment Indiana 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per 
month in Heu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Cordelia A. Wilson, widow of Thomas R. Wilson, late 
of Company E, One hundred and thirty-fifth Regiment Ohio Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu 
of that she is now receiving, 

The name of Margaret M. Altman, widow of John F. Altman, late 
of Company E. Sixty-seventh Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer In- 
fantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu 
of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Lewis M. Kuhns, helpless and dependent son of William 
K. Kuhns, late of Company K, Sixth Regiment Pennsylvania Volun- 
teer Heavy Artillery, and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per 
month through a legally appointed guardian, 

The name of Catherine Eichhorn, widow of George Eichhorn, late 
of Companies L and E, Fifth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer 
Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in 
lien of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Bethena Starkey, widow of George W. Starkey, late 
of Company I, Ninety-seventh Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiving. 

The name of Millie Burton, widow of John W. Burton, late of 
Company G, Forty-sixth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Mell A. Jones, widow of Decatur Jones, late of Com- 
pany C, Hoffman's battalion Ohio Volunteer Infantry and pay her 
a pension at the rate of 850 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Maude Grinstead, helpless and dependent daughter of 
George T. Grinstead, late of Company F, Eighth Regiment Kentucky 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per 
month through a legally appointed guardian, 

The name of Anna McCann, widow of Benjamin F. McCann, late of 
Company A, Thirty-sixth and Thirty-fourth Regiments Ohio Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lien 
of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Lucinda D. Woods, widow of Milton Woods, late of 
Company D, Tenth Regiment Misseuri Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Mahala D. Heriford, former widow of Howley Heriford, 
late of Company C, Twenty-third Regiment Missouri Volunteer Infan- 
try, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Anna L. Adams, helpless and dependent daughter of 
Thomas B. Adams, late of Battery K, Second Regiment Missouri Vol- 
unteer Light Artillery, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per 
month through a legally appointed guardian. E 

The name of Katharine Whitaker, widow of William Whitaker, late 
of Company I, One hundred and twenty-third Regiment Ohio Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu 
of that she is now receiving. 7 

The name of Emily J. Cunningham, widow of William P. Cunning- 
ham, late of Company K, Thirteenth Regiment West Virginia Volun- 
teer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in 
lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Clarinda Moore, widow of Jacob Moore, late of Com- 
pany E, Ninety-first Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now re- 
ceiving, 

The name of Lutheria Bachelder, widow of Charles M. Bachelder, late 
of Company E, Ninth Regiment Vermont Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Cecil C. Cardinal, helpless and dependent son of Frank- 
lin Cardinal, late of Company D, Sixtieth Regiment New York Volun- 
teer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per month 
through a legally appointed guardian. 

The name of Frances Payne, widow of Edgar Payne, late of Com- 
pany B. One hundred and ninth Regiment United States Volunteer Col- 
ored Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Amanda C. Dunham, widow of Abram Dunham, late of 
Company D, Eleventh Regiment New Jersey Volunteer Infantry, and 
Seventeenth Company, Second Battalion, Veteran Reserve Corps, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving. 

The name of Laura V. Adams, widow of Wiley Adams, late of Com- 
pany G, Seventy-ninth Regiment United States Volunteer Colored In- 
fantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of 830 per month. 
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The name of Gideon C. Lewis, late of Company I, Eighteenth Regi- 
ment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate 
of $50 per month In lieu of that he Is now receiving. 

The name of Addie M. Jackson, widow of Thomas Jackson, late of 
Company F, Seventy-second Regiment Ohlo Volunteer Infantry, and 
Company D, Third Regiment Oblo Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $40 per month in Heu of that she is now re- 
ceiving. 

The name of Flora A. Overmire, widow of Albert Overmire, late of 
Company K, Fifty-seventh Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month In Meu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Margaret S. Morrall, widow of John E. Morrall, late 
of Company E, Fifty-ninth Regiment New York Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Mary C. Gleason, widow of John Gleason, late of Com- 
panies G and F, Eighty-first Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving. i 

The name of Mary E. Behymer, widow of Thomas J. Behymer, late 
of Company A, Fifth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Sarah Wuartsbaugh, widow of John Wurtsbaugh, late of 
Company C, One hundred and seventy-fourth Regiment Ohio Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu 
of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Elizabeth Bradford, widow of Rual M. Bradford, late 
of Company G, One hundred and fifty-fourth Regiment Minois Volun- 
teer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in 
lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Emma J. Frogg, now Burke, former widow of Pleasant 
W. Frogg, late of Company F, Thirteenth Regiment Missourl Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in Hen 
of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Laura J. Hicks, widow of James L. Hicks, late of Com- 
pantes F and E, Ninth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Elizabeth A. Guild, former widow of George R. Housel, 
late of Company G, Forty-seventh Regiment Iowa Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in Meu of that she 
Is now receiving. 

The name of Marinda Smith, widow of Jeremiah Smith, late of 
Seventh Independent Battery Ohio Volunteer Light Artillery, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month ín lieu of that she is now 
receiving. Fad 

The name of Caroline C. Bower, widow of Reuben W. Bower, late of 
Company H, Seventh Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. * 

The name of Genevria Hatheway, widow of Martin Hatheway, late 
of Battery C, Second Regiment Illinois Volunteer Light Artillery, and 
pay ber a pension at the rate of $50 per month In lieu of that she is 
now receiving. 

The name of Dorcas Quigley, widow of William L. Quigley, late of 
Company D, Eighty-sixth Regiment New York Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is 
now recelving. 

The name of Sarah Blodgett, widow of Jared O. Blodgett, late of 
Company 6, Ninety-sixth Regiment Mlinois Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay ber a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is 
now recelving. 

The name of Maria A. Breed, widow of Alonzo Breed, late of Com- 
pany A, Twentieth Regiment Iowa Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $50 per month in Heu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Priscilla A. Atwood, widow of Thomas A. Atwood, late 
of Company A, Sixteenth Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay ber a pension at the rate of $50 per month In lieu of that she is 
now receiving. 

The name of Sarah L. Darr, widow of John J. Darr, late of unas- 
signed Sixty-first Regiment, and Company D, Eighty-second Regiment 
Oblo Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per 
month, 

The name of Persiller Parmley, widow of John R. Parmley, late of 
Company K, Fifteenth Regiment Missouri Volunteer Cavalry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in leu of that she is now 
recelving. 

The name of Mary V. Rankins, widow of Thompson Rankins, late 
of Company K, One hundred and fiftieth Regiment Indiana Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Emily Plunket, widow of Jesse Plunket, late of Com- 
pany E, Fifty-third Regiment Kentucky Mounted Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that 
she is now receiving. 


The name of Mary Elizabeth Weller, widow of Sanford H. Weller, 
late of Company F, First Regiment New York Volunteer Light 
Artillery, and pay ber a pension at the rate of $50 per month in 
leu of that she is now recefving. 

The name of Lizzie J. Yeagley, widow of Charles H. Yeagley, late 
of Company E, Thirty-eighth Regiment, and unassigned One hundred 
and twenty-eighth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Sarah E. Madison, widow of George R. Madison, late 
musician Fifty-sixth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in Meu of that she is 
now receiving. 

The name of Rose E. Cain, widow of Anthony Cain, late of Company 
A, Sixth Regiment Pennsylyania Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a pen- 
sion at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Edward Jones, late of Company H, One hundred and 
fifty-second Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a 
pension at the rate of $50 per month. 

The name of Kate Sherman, widow of William N. Sherman, late 
of Company B, Eighty-ninth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay ber a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiving. 

The name of Mary A. Hester, widow of James H. Hester, late of 
Company D, Second Regiment Kansas Volunteer Cavalry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in leu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Eady Elizabeth Ripple, former widow of James. D. 
Harryman, late of Company K, Eighth Regiment Missouri State Volun- 
teer Militia Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per 
month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Elda L, Rutherford, helpless and dependent daughter 
of Fielding L. Rutherford, late of Company G, Fourth Regiment Mis- 
souri State Volunteer Militia Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the 
rate of $20 per month through a legally appointed guardian. 

The name of Margaret A. Saunders, widow of Francis M. Saunders, 

late of Company B, Twenty-second Regiment Missouri Volunteer In- 
fantry, and Company I, Seventh Regiment Missouri Volunteer Cavalry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that 
she is now recelving. 

The name of Mary A. Webbert, widow of David Wehbert, late of 
Company G, One hundred and thirty-first Regiment Ohio Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in Meu 
of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Maria L. Stewart, former widow of Samuel 8. Me- 
Creery, late of Company A, Second Battalion Pennsylvania Volunteer 
Militia, and Company A, Two hundred and sixth Regiment Pennsyl- 
vania Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 
per month. 

The name of Mary E. Marvin, widow of Philip O. Marvin, late 
of Company F, One hundred and thirtieth Regiment New York 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per 
month, 

The name of Rachel Price, widow of George W. Price, late of Com- 
pany B, Sixtieth Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $50 per month In lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Charlotte M. Combs, widow of Carroll L. Combs, late 
of Company C, Fourteenth Regiment New Hampshire Volunteer In- 
fantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month In leu 
of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Madlum Milledge, widow of Stephen S. Milledge, late 
of Company G, One hundred and first Regiment IIItnolis Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in 
eu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Rebecca A. Kidd, widow of George Kidd, late of Company 
D, Fifty-seventh Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Caroline T. Mumeley, widow of Henry Minneley, late 
of Company A, Fifty-sixth Regiment Pennsylvania Emergency Militia 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu 
of that she is now receſving. 

The name of Henrietta Grubb, widow of David Grubb, late of 
Company A, Forty-ninth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving, 

The name of Matilda Arnold, widow of Alvin Arnold, late of 
Company G, One hundred and fifty-first Regiment Ohio Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu 
of that she is now receiving. ` 

The name of Mary E. Martin, widow of Azariah F. Martin, late of 
Company L, Second Regiment Michigan Volunteer Cavalry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving. 
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The name of Phoebe E. Betts, former widow of George Halter, late 
of Company B, One hundred and sixty-fourth Regiment Obio Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu 
of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Elvesta E. Carper, widow of James W. Carper, late of 
Company F, Fifty-fifth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving. 

The name of Katle Krieger, widow of Jacob Krieger, late of Company 
K. One hundred and first Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiving. 

The name of Mary E. Carpenter, widow of Albert R. Carpenter, late 
of Company E, Seventy-first Regiment New York State Volunteer 
Militia Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month 
in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Eliza A. „Widow of Nathaniel E. Frost, late of 
Company A, One hundred and ty-first Regiment New York Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu 
of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Mery H. Hight, widow of John S. Hight, late of 
Company K, Third Regiment Vermont Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Sarah Ladson, former widow of John Hines, late of 
Company I, Second Regiment Indiana Volunteer Cavalry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $20 per month. 

The name Margret McCullough, widow of William McCullough, 
late of Company F, Thirty-sixth Regiment Iowa Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in Heu of that 
she is now receiving. 

The name of Polly Couch, widow of Elijah Couch, late of Company 
l, Fourteenth Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Margaret Richards, widow of James H. Richards, late 
of Company A, Ninety-second Regiment New York Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that 
she is now recelving. 8 

The name of Elizabeth Jamison, widow ef Henry J. Jemison, late 
of Company G; Fifty-sixth Regiment Ilinois Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of 680 per month. 

The name of Abby EH. Trussell, widow of Augustus J. Trussell, late 
of Company A, Fifty-seventh Regiment Massachusetts Volunteer Infan- 
try, and pay ber a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of 
that she is now receiving. 

The name of Celia Ann Powell, widow of Ambrose C. Powell, late 
of Company A, Second Regiment Florida Volunteer Cavalry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Mary A. Graham, widow of John W. Graham, late of 
Company D, First Regiment Iowa Volunteer Cavalry, and pay ber a 
pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now re- 
ceiving. 

The name of Elizabeth Gille, helpless and dependent daughter of 
Christian Gille, late of Company F, One hundred and seventy-eighth 
Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate 
of $20 per month through a legally appointed guardian. 

The name of Mary E. Armstrong, widow of John W. Armstrong, 
late of Company B, Sixth Regiment Tennessee Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that 
she is now recelving. 

The name of Julia F. Browning, widow of Arthur Browning, late of 
Company A, Fifty-second Regiment Massachusetts Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay ber a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that 
sbe is now receiving. 

The name of Rachel A. Dennis, widow of George Dennis, late of 
Company B, Third Regiment Ililnole Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her 
u pension at the rate of $40 per month In Neu of that she is now re- 
ceiving. 

The name of Mary J. Miller, widow of John B. Miller, late of Com- 
pany M, Twenty-first Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Cavalry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of 850 per month in Heu of that she is 
now receiving. 

The name of Mary A. Schwab, widow of John M. Schwab, late of 
Company I, Third Regiment Ohio Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of 850 per month in lieu of that she is now re- 
ceiving. 

The name of Mary E. Wentz, widow of James H. Wentz, late of 
Company D, One hundred and twenty-third Regiment Ohle Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of 850 per month in lieu 
of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Prudence E. Bair, widow of George Bair, late of 
Company G, Twenty-fifth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pensien at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 


The name of Oliver Ellis, late of Captain L. W. Storey's company, 
Volunteer Militia of Missouri, North Missouri Railroad Bridge Guards, 
and pay him a pension at the rate of $50 per month. 

The name of Jénnie Wagner, widow of George Wagner, allas George 
Mellen, late of Company D, Fifty-sixth Regiment United States Volun- 
teer Colored Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per 
month. 

The name of Eliza Price, widow of William A. Price, iate of Com- 
pany B, First Regiment Provisional Enrolled Missouri Volunteer 
Militia, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu 
of that she is now recelving. 

The name of Sarah J. Mersereau, widow of Fayette Mersereau, late 
of Company F, One hundred and forty-seventh Regiment New York 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $40 per 
month in lleu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Alice J. Selby, widow of Henry Dalton Selby, late of 
Company E, Third Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Cavalry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month, 8 

The name of Maria Bliss, widow of Samuel Bliss, late of Company 
C, Second Regiment West Virginia Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Lewis C. Jones, helpless and dependent son of Thomas 
M. Jones, late of Company H, Thirteenth Regiment Indiana Volunteer 
Cavalry, and pay him a pension at the rate of §20 per month in leu 
of that he is now receiving. „ 

The name of Edith Heu-de-Bourek, widow of William H. Heu- do- 
Bourck, late of Company L, First Regiment Iowa Volunteer Cavalry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of 530 per month. 

The name of Mary E. Burrell, widow of James Burrell, late of 
Company A, Thirty-eighth Regiment, and Company F, Thirty-fourth 
Regiment, Iowa Volunteer Infantry, and pay ber a pension at the 
rate of $50 per month in Heu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Elizabeth A. Line, former widow of George H. Norris, 
late of Company G, Eighty-sixth Regiment Indiana Volunteer In- 
fantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu 
of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Ann Boggs, widow of Oliver P. Boggs, late of Com- 
pany B. Seventh Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Elizabeth Keller, helpless and dependent daughter of 
George W. Keller, late of Company I, Nineteenth Regiment Indiana 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per 
month. 

The name of Melinda J. Eubanks, widow of William Eubanks, late 
of Company C, First Regiment Arkansas Volunteer Cavalry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month through a legally ap- 
pointed guardian in lieu of that she Is now recelving. 

The name of Benjamin F. Pwing, late of Company M, Thirty-first 
Regiment Enrolled Missouri Militia, and pay him a pension at the 
rate of $50 per month. 

The name of Lindy Slusher, widow of Johile F. Slusher, late of 
Company I, Twenty-fourth Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Infantry, 
and Company K, Sixth Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Cavalry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiving. 

The name of Mary A. Watkins, widow of Oliver M. Watkins, late 
of Company G, One hundred and thirty-second Regiment Ohio Volun- 
teer Infantry, and pay ber a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Mary R. Hamilton, former widow of William Nichol- 
son, late of Company K, Seventh Regiment Indiana Volunteer In- 
fantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu 
of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Sarah J. Garthwait, widow of Oliver C. Garthwait, 
late of Company D, Forty-ninth Regiment Wisconsin Volunteer In- 
fantry, and pay ber a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Margaret C. Westbrook, widow of Joshua Westbrook, 
late of Company K, One hundred and thirty-seventh Regiment New 
York Volunteer Infantry, and pay ber a pension at the rate of $30 
per month. 

The name of Hattie E. Harvey, widow of Francis A. Harvey, late 
of Company E, One hundred and seventy-ninth Regiment New York 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay ber a pension at the rate of $30 per 
month, 

The name of Sate L. Retan, fermer widow of Azariah C. Brundage, 
late of Company I, Thirty-fourth Regiment New York Volunteer In- 
fantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Catherine F. Edsall, former widow of Wiliam H. 
Edsall, late of Company E, Eleventh Regiment Missouri Volunteer 


Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu 


of that she is now recelving. 

The name of Lucy Lamb, widow of Hiram Lamb, late of Company 
B, Seventh Regiment Indiana Volunteer Cavalry, and pay ber a pen- 
sion at the rate of §50 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 
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The name of Alice L. Pond, widow of Aaron B. Pond, late of Com- 
pany K, First Regiment Massachusetts Volunteer Heavy Artillery, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiving. 

The name of Mary C. Marvin, widow of Charles M. Marvin, late un- 
assigned, Third Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Heavy Artillery, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that 
she is now receiving. 

The name of Caroline Cox, widow of Edward Cox, late of First 
Independent Battery, Wisconsin Volunteer Light Artillery, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Georgia A. Godwin, widow of Cornelins Godwin, late 
of Capt. William H. Smith’s Company E, Third Battalion, First Regi- 
ment Kentucky Capitol Guards, and pay her a pension at the rate of 
$30 per month. 

The name of Frances Miller, widow of Thomas J. Miller, Jate of 
Company F, Forty-seventh Regiment Missouri Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiving. 

The name of Mary A. Corwin, widow of George W. Corwin, late of 
Company B, One hundred and fiftieth Regiment New York Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in 
lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Martha Weston, widow of Hiram J. Weston, late of 
Company B, Thirty-seventh Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving, 

The name of Rachel Wood, widow of Samuel Wood, late of Com- 
panies G and B, Sixteenth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Cavalry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that 
she is now receiving: Provided, That in the event of the death of 
Katie Wood, helpless and dependent daughter of said Rachel and 
Samuel Wood, the additional pension herein granted shall cease and 
determine: And provided further, That in the event of the death of 
Rachel Wood the name of said Katie Wood shall be placed on the 
pension roll, subject to the provisions and limitations of the pension 
laws, at the rate of $20 per month from and after the date of death 
of said Rachel Wood. 

The name of Elizabeth Siegler, widow of John F. Siegler, late of 
Company H, Eighth Regiment California Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Ida M. Uline, widow of George A. Uline, late of Com- 
pany D, One hundred and twenty-fifth Regiment New York Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Carrie E. Miett, widow of Oliver Miett, late of Com- 
pany B, Third Regiment Rhode Island Volunteer Heavy Artillery, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Matilda Hester, former widow of Alexander C. Noble, 
late of Company A, Eleventh Regiment Missouri State Militia Volun- 
teer Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in 
lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Sarah A. Chadwick, widow of Thomas W. Chadwick, 
late of Company F, Twelfth Regiment Connecticut Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that 
she is now receiving. 

The name of Ellen Manix, widow of John Manix, Jate of Company 
G, Twenty-seventh Regiment Massachusetts Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiving. 

The name of Hattie Reynolds, widow of Henry Reynolds, late of 
Second Battery Wisconsin Volunteer Light Artillery, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Nathan S. Hamilton, helpless and dependent son of 
Richard S. Hamilton, late of Company I, Eighty-fifth Regiment Indiana 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per 
month. 

The name of Ellen Gowin, widow of David Gowin, late of Company 
D, Fourteenth Regiment New York Volunteer Heavy Artillery, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving. 

The name of Henrietta D. Washburn, widow of Ira Washburn, late 
of Company E, One hundred and eighth Regiment New York Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu 
of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Laura R. Cummings, widow of Frederick A. Cummings, 
late of Company B, Second Regiment Massachusetts Volunteer In- 
fantry, and Ninth Independent Battery Massachusetts Volunteer Light 
Artillery, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu 
of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Virginia Hubley, widow of Samuel Hubley, late of 
United States Navy, Civil War, and pay her a pension at the rate 
of $40 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 


The name of Rachel Peace, widow of Joseph Peace, jr., late of Com- 
pany A, Forty-ninth Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Susan O, Jellison, widow of Benjamin H. Jellison, 
late of Company C, Nineteenth Regiment Massachusetts Volunteer In- 
fantry, and pay her a pensien at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Miriam C. Buck, widow of Erastus A. Buck, late of 
Captain Graham's Cavalry Company, attached to Fourteenth Regiment 
Missouri Volunteer Infantry (Home Guard), and pay her a pension 
at the rate of $30 per month, 

The name of Ellen Litzel, widow of Peter Litzel, late of Company 
E, Eleventh Regiment and Company I, Highty-ninth Regiment Indiana 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per month. 

The name of Sarah C. Gross, widow of Reuben Gross, late of Com- 
pany F, Sixth Regiment Michigan Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $50 per month, in lieu of that she is now 
receiving, 

The name of Sarah Andrews, helpless and dependent danghter of 
Joseph M. Andrews, late of Company C, Second Regiment Tennessee 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per month, 

The name of Mary J. Herbert, widow of Henry II. Herbert, late 
of Company K, Sixteenth Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiving, 

The name of Emma S. Gray, widow of James K. Gray, late of Com- 
pany A, Twelfth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Cavalry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lleu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Rebecca Powell, widow of Sylvestus Powell, Inte of 
Battery F, First Regiment West Virginia Volunteer Light Artillery, 
and Company B, Seventh Regiment West Virginia Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that 
she is now receiving. 

The name of Jemima Mechling, widow of George Mechling, late of 
Company G, Sixty-seventh Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiving. 

The name of Anne Davis, widow of Thomas W. Davis, alias Thomas 
D. Evans, late of United States Navy, Civil War, and pay her a pension 
at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Henry P. Hull, late military telegrapher, Civil War, and 
pay him a pension at the rate of $50 per month, 

The name of Hattie Johnson, widow of Franklin Johnson, late of 
Company B, Twenty-fourth Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Anna E. Reeves, widow of Hiram J. Reeves, late of 
Company D, Fifty-seventh Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in licu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Carrie E. Carley, widow of William T. Carley, late act- 
ing master's mate, United States Navy, Civil War, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $50 per month in leu of that she is now 
receiving, 

The name of Luther L. Duel, late of Company D, Eighty-sixth Regi- 
ment New York Volunteer Infantry, and Company C, First Rifles 
Thirteenth Pennsylvania Reserves, Forty-second Regiment Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $50 per nronth. 

The name of Nancy J. Sheay, widow of Michael A. Sheay, late of 
the One hundred and twenty-eighth Regiment Indiana Volunteer In- 
fantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of 
that she is now receiving. 

The name of Mae L. Cornell, helpless and dependent daughter of 
Rollin T. Cornell, late of Company B, One hundred and fifty-sixth 
Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the 
rate of $20 per month. 

The name of Angeline Stuck, widow of John C. Stuck, late of Com- 
pany B, One hundred and fifteenth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of 830 per month. ` 

The name of Cora O. Russell widow of Francis M. Russell, late of 
Company O, One hundred and sixty-first Regiment Ohio National 
Guard Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 
per month. 

The name of Mary Ellen Montis, widow of Sol Montis, late of Com- 
pany F, One hundred and forty-second Regiment Ohio Volunteer In- 
fantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of 
that she is now receiving. 

The name of Julia H. Piatt, widow of George A. Piatt, late of 
Company D, One hundred and forty-fifth Regiment Ohlo Volunteer 
Infantry and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu 
of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Mary Powell, widow of Edmond W. Powell, late of 
Company A, Thirty-third Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving. 
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The name of Mella A. Parker, widow of Orrin C. Parker, late of 
Companies G and E, Eighth Regiment New York Volunteer Heavy 
Artillery, and pay ‘her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in Heu 
of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Sarah F. Buck, widow of Sewell M. Buck, late of Com- 
pany F, First Regiment New Hampshire Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Charles H. Putnam late of Capt. James O. Chandler's 
company, National Guards, New Hampshire Volunteer Militia, and pay 
him a pension at the rate of $50 per month. 

The name of Viola H. Pugh, widow of Obadiah Pugh, late of Com- 
pany H, Thirteenth Regiment United States Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 18 
now receiving, 

The name of Hidora Howard, widow of Jerry Howard, late of Com- 
pany B, Seventeenth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Synethia Freeman, widow of Seth Freeman, late of 
Company C, Second Regiment North Carolina Volunteer Mounted In- 
fantry, and pay heria pension at the rate of $50 per month in leu of 
that she is now receiving. 

The name of Maria H. Kame, widow of William T. Kame, late of 
Company G. Bleventh Regiment Ohio Volunteer Calvery, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Aleda Cobb, widow of Oliver H. Cobb, late of Company 
K, Vorty-seventh Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, und pay 
her a pension at the rate of $30 per wonth. 

The name of Mary H. Kline widow of Benneville Kline, late of Com- 
pany H, One hundred and thirty-eighth Regiment Ohio National Guard 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rute of 850 per 
month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Lucilia B. Lobdell, widow of James E. Lobdell, late of 
Company G, One hundred and forty-third Regiment Pennsylvania 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of ‘$50 per 
month in lieu of that she is now receiving, 

The name of Mary Weller, helpless and dependent daughter ‘of 
Charles Weller, late of Company I, Sixteenth Regiment Pennsylvania 
Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per month 
through a legally appointed guardian. 

The name of Amelia Harvey, widow of George W. Harvey, late of 
Company I, Fourteenth Regiment New York Volunteer Heavy Artillery, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiving. 

The name of Jennie O’Donahue, widow of Patrick O'Donahue, late 
of Company M, Tenth Regiment New York Volunteer Heavy Artillery, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month im lieu of that she 
is now receiving. 

The name of Mary E. Rittenhouse, widow of James Rittenhouse, ‘late 
of Company D, Ninetieth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Mania Vartanian, widow of Dr. Garabed E. Vartanian, 
Inte contract surgeon, Bighteenth Regiment United States Volunteer 
Infantry, Civil War, and pay her a pension at ‘the rate of 830 per 
month. 

The name of Margaret J. Hambaugh, widow of William A. Ham- 
baugh, late of Company G, Third and Fifth Regiments Kentucky Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month 
in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Emsey O. Young, widow of David Young, tate of Com- 
pany D, Second Regiment Iowa Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her u 
pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Mary E. Read, widow of Herbert H. Read, late of 
Company H, Second Regiment Connecticut Volunteer Heavy Artillery, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of 850 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiving. 

The name of Mary L. Greenwood, widow of Joseph Greenwood, late 
of Company I, Forty-third Regiment Wisconsin Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiving. 

The name of Harriett Gale, widow of Rufus Gale, Jate commissary 
Eighth Regiment Indiana Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a pension at 
the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Agnes Presho, widow of John Presho, late of Company 
C, One hundred and eighty-ninth Regiment New York Volunteer In- 
fantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in leu of 
that she is now receiving. 

The name of Frances A. Neighbors, widow of ‘George W. Neighbors, 
late of Company A, Twelfth Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Cavalry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of 850 per month in lien of that she 
‘Is now receiving. 

The name of Rebecca Pardue, widow of John C. Pardue, late of Com- 
pany K, Ninth Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Infuntry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 18 DOW | 
receiving, x 


The name of Josephine McDonald, widow of John McDonald, late of 
Company K, Second Regiment Massachusetts Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving. 

The name of Dora Brückner, widow of Richard Brückner, late of 
Company G, Thirty-ninth Regiment Wisconsin Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month, 

The name of Alice R. Holmes, widow of Bartholomew Holmes, late 
‘of Company E, Fifty-fourth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiving. 

The name of Mary L. Hershberger, widow of Eli Hershberger, late of 
Company G. One hundred and sixty-second Regiment Ohio National 
Guard Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 
per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Elizabeth Wilder, widow of J. Prescott Wilder, late of 
Seventh Battery, Massachusetts Volunteer Light Artillery, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Priscilla A. Fuller, widow of William M. Fuller, late of 
Company L, Eighth Regiment New York Heavy Artillery, and Company 
H, Tenth Regiment New York Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pen- 
sion at the rate of $50 per month in Heu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Mary C. Gibbs, widow of Judson B. Gibbs, late of Com- 
pany C, Twenty-eighth Regiment Michigan Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her ‘a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
‘receiving. 

The nume of Loulse Hatch, widow of Alonzo H. Hatch, late of Com- 
pany C, Sixty-seventh Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
‘her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Eva M. Meck, widow of William H. Fleck, late of Com- 
pany E, Fourth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pen- 
sion at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Hannah E. Owen, widow of Gideon C. Owen, late of 
Company C, Ninety-fourth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month In lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Mary Bennett, widow of Frank Bennett, late of Com- 
pany D, Eighteenth Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Sallie E. Copeland, widow of William W. Copeland, late 
of Company Gp Sixth Regiment United States Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Mary J. Chisholm, widow of John P. Chisholm, late of 
‘Company L, Twenty-second Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Cavalry, 
and Company L, Third Regiment Pennsylvania Provisional Volunteer 
Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of 
that she is now ‘receiving. 

The name of Samantha McCann, widow of Spencer McCann, late of 
Company F, Ninety-seventh Regiment, and Company I, Twenty-sixth 
Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate 
of $40 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Margaret Ahern, widow of Patrick F. Ahern, allas 
Patrick Herring, late of Company A, Third Regiment Rhode Island 
Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per 
month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Margaret R. Skidmore, widow of Hiram Skidmore, late 
of Company I, Third Regiment West Virginia Volunteer Cavalry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving. 

‘The name of Mary H. Willcox, widow of William W, Willcox, late of 
Company B, Second Regiment United States Sharpshooters, and Com- 
pany I, Twenty-fourth Regiment Veteran Reserve Corps, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving, 

The name of Mary L. Glidden, former widow of Harrison Henry, late 
of Company K, Twenty-seventh Regiment New York Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that 
she is now receiving. 

The name of Serena Bean, helpless and dependent daughter of Cyrus 
Bean, Jate of Company C, One hundred and fiftieth Regiment Pennsyl- 
vania Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per 
month through a legally appointed guardian. 

The name of Mollie S. Hutchinson, widow of William Hutchinson, 
late of ‘Company B, Seventy-seventh Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer 
‘Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lien 
of that she is now receiving. 

The nume of Delia Bertrand, widow of Isaac C. Bertrand, late of 
‘Company D, Seventh Regiment Minnesota Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
‘her ‘a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Elizabeth Downs, widow of William H. Downs, late of 
Company 8, Twenty-elghth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, 
‘and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month In lieu of that she 
is now receiving, 
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The name of Louisa J, Honaker, widow of Benjamin Honaker, late 
of Company H, Fourth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Polly F. Gould, widow of William K. Gould, late of 
Company K, Fifty-third Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Elizabeth C. Waters, widow of John R. Waters, late of 
Company K, One hundred and fortieth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infan- 
try, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lien of that 
she is now receiving. 

The name of Frances A, Horr, widow of Llewellyn Horr, late of Com- 
pany F, One hundred and sixteenth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infan- 
try, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that 
she is now receiving. 

The namo of Julia D. Gould, widow of George Gould, late of Company 
B, Second Regiment New York Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pen- 
sion at the rate of $50 per month in Heu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Sarah Capron, widow of Edmund Capron, late of Com- 
pany B, One hundred and twenty-third Regiment New York Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Sarah L. Hogle, widow of Alanson Hogle, late of Com- 
pany E, Sixty-second Regiment New York Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in Heu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Susan Land, widow of Nathan Land, late of Company 
A, Third Regiment United States Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now re- 
ceiving. 

The name of Elizabeth Nye, widow of William Nye, late of Company 
F, Eighth Regiment Michigan Volunteer Infantry, and Company H, 
First Regiment Michigan Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a pension at 
the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Martha Stadler, widow of John G. Stadler, late of Com- 
pany B, Tenth Regiment New Jersey Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $50 per month In lieu of that she is now re- 
ceiving. 

The name of Mary A. Redd, widow of Mordecai Redd, late of Com- 
pany I, Thirty-third Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving, 

The name of R. Elvina McDonald, widow of George W. McDonald, 
late of Company K, One hundred and ninetieth Regiment Pennsylvania 
Volunteer Infantry, and Company K, Thirteenth Regiment Pennsylvania 
Reserve Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 
per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Ellen Williams, widow of Noah S. Williams, late of 
Company F, Fortieth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and Com- 
pany K, Thirteenth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Jennie Dickinson, helpless and dependent daughter of 
James D. Dickinson, late of Company D, Seventeenth Regiment Michi- 
gan Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per 
month through a legally appointed guardian. 

The name of Richard King, late of Capt. Patrick Berry's Stone 
County company, Missourl Volunteer Militia, and pay him a pension at 
the rate of $50 per month. 

The name of Lucinda Geary, widow of Paul Geary, late of Company 
A, Sixty-sixth Regiment United States Colored Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Frances H. Underwood, widow of George D. Underwood, 
late of Company B, First Regiment Wisconsin Volunteer Cavalry, and 
Company C, Eighty-eighth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiving. . 

The name of Alice A. Minick, widow of John S. Minick, late of Com- 
pany D, Fifth Regiment Missouri State Militia Volunteer Cavalry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in leu of that she is 
now receiving, 

The name of John Nidey, helpless and dependent son of Timothy 
Nidey, late of Company E, Eighty-ninth Regiment Indiana Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per month through 
a legally appointed guardian. 

The name of Sadie Humphrey, widow of William W. Humphrey, late 
of Company F, One hundred and eighty-eighth Regiment New York 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per 
month. 

The name of Mary Campbell, widow of Joseph Campbell, late of 
Company F, One hundred and forty-second Regiment New York Volun- 
teer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in 
lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Dorthula E. Smith, widow of John R. Smith, late of 
Company G, Twenty-third Regiment Iowa Volunteer Infantry, and pay 

her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. ; 


The name of Eliza Hatten, widow of Francis W. Hatten, late of Com- 
pany I, Ninth Regiment West Virginia Volunteer Infantry, and Com- 
pany D, First Regiment West Virginia Veteran Volunteer Infantry, and 
Pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving. 

The name of Sarah F, Berry, widow of William Berry, late of Cap- 
tain Galbraith’s company, Alabama Scouts and Guides, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Pauline Lieball, former widow of William Kaiser, late 
of Companies E and D, Sixth Regiment United States Volunteer In- 
fantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in Neu of 
that she is now receiving. 

The name of Nancy Beverage, widow of Rufus M. Beverage, late of 
Company A, Sixty-third Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Jemima E. Downer, widow of Erasmus H. Downer, late 
of Company A, Fourteenth Regiment Iowa Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in licu of that she is 
bow receiving. 

The name of Martha E. Henderson, widow of Francis M. Henderson, 
late of Company H, Fourteenth Regiment, and Company M, Eighth 
Regiment, Missouri State Militia Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Blanche J. Barnard, widow of Edgar A. Barnard, late 
of Company A, Eighty-fourth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving. 

The name of Julia E. Cook, widow of Edwin L. Cook, late of Com- 
pany E, Sixth Regiment Connecticut Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Louisa D. Smith, widow of Leslie Smith, late captain, 
First Regiment, and lieutenant colonel, Twentieth Regiment, United 
States Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of 850 
per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Harriet A. Daniels, widow of William B. Daniels, late 
of Company C, Thirteenth Regiment United States Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiving. 

The name of Nancy J. Strickland, widow of Cyrus Strickland, late 
of Company H, Fifty-sixth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in licu of that 
she is now receiving. 

The name of Martha Tuttle, widow of Edward P. Tuttle, late of 
Company B, Twenty-sixth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiving. 

The name of Rebecca J. Eveland, widow of Stephen B. Eveland, 
late of Company I, First Regiment Ohio Volunteer Heavy Artillery, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that 
she is now receiving. 

The name of Mary Wisebart, widow of Joshua R. Wisehart, late of 
Company A, Eighteenth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving, 

The name of Josephine A. Albee, widow of William II. Alber, late 
of Company I, Eighteenth Regiment Connecticut Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that 
she is now receiving. 

The name of Maggie Flora, widow of John Flora, late of Company 
F, Eighty-ninth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Margaret A. Lawrence, widow of Cyrus Lawrence, late 
of Company A, Fifteenth Regiment Michigan Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Mabel E. Callahan, helpless and dependent daughter 
of George W. Callahan, late of Company I, One hundred and thirty- 
eighth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and Signal Corps 
United States Army, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per 
month. 

The name of Catherine Bridgford, widow of William Bridgford, late 
of Company K, Ninety-sixth Regiment, and Company I, One hundred 
and forty-ninth Regiment, New York Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Annie E. Allen, widow of Stanton P. Allen, late of 
Company C, First Regiment Massachusetts Volunteer Cavalry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiving. 

The name of Julia A. Duell, widow of Dennis Duell, late of Com- 
pany E, One hundred and forty-second Regiment New York Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu 
of that she is now receiving. 
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The name of Nannie E. Ladd, widow of Edgar P. Ladd, late of Com- 
pany E, First Regiment New York Mounted Rifles, and pay her a pen- 
sion at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Charles R. Booth, helpless and dependent son of Ed- 
ward Booth, late of Company K, One hundred and fourteenth Regl- 
ment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate 
of $20 per month. 

The name of David S. Barnhart, late of Company C, Sixth Regiment 
and Fourteenth Regiment, New York Heavy Artillery, and Company 
G, Sixteenth Regiment Michigan Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a 
pension at the rate of $50 per month. 

The name of Annie M. Goss, widow of Richard Goss, late of Troop 
I, Sixth Regiment United States Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Loucinda J. Dixon, widow of William E. Dixon, late 
of Company C, Fifty-second Regiment Kentucky Mounted Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu 
of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Joseph Greenwood, late of Company H, Fourth Regi- 
ment Vermont Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate 
of $50 per month. 

The name of Rachel B. Smart, widow of James C. Smart, late of 
Companies I and E, Eighth Regiment New York Volunteer Cavalry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that 
she is now receiving. 

The name of Sarah A. Jellison, widow of William Jellison, late of 
Company K, Forty-sixth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiving. 

The name of Amanda M. Armstrong, widow of John H. Armstrong, 
late of Company H, Thirteenth Regiment Kansas Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that 
she is now receiving. 

The name of Rebecca Odell, widow of James M. Odell, late of Com- 
pany I, Thirty-sixth Regiment Iowa Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Susan Kemberlin, widow of John G. Kemberlin, late of 
Company B, Eleventh Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving. $ 

The name of Jane Johnson, widow of Adam Johnson, late of Com- 
pany G, One hundred and fifty-third Regiment New York Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in Heu 
of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Sarah F. Vier, widow of George Vier, late of band, 
Second Regiment New York Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension 
at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Martha Martin, widow of Robert Martin, late of Com- 
pany G, Eighty-fifth Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $30 per month.“ 

The name of Henrietta Bowker, widow of Sherman O. Bowker, late 
of Company C, Ninety-second Regiment New York Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiving. 

The name of Lois I. Dugan, widow of Michael Dugan, late of Com- 
pany D, One hundred and sixth Regiment New York Volunteer In- 
fantry, and pay her a pensión at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of 
that she is now receiving. 

The name of Jane Langerak, widow of William Langerak, late of 
Company F, Fourth Regiment Iowa Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Samuel R. Proud, also known as Samuel Proud, late of 
Company E, Twentieth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
him a pension at the rate of $50 per month, 

The name of Emma Hayden, widow of Emanuel S. Hayden, alias 
Edward S. Hayden, late of Company F, Fourteenth Regiment Pennsyl- 
vania Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 
per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Emogene E. Perrin, widow of Amos D. Perrin, late of 
Company I, Fifth Regiment Rhode Island Volunteer Heayy Artillery, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that 
she is now receiving. 

The name of Elizabeth A. Brown, widow of Joseph H. Brown, late 
of Company E, One hundred and sixty-third Regiment Ohio National 
Guard Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 
per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Ursula Lamphier, widow of Alonzo M. Lamphier, late 
of Company E, Tenth Regiment New York Volunteer Cavalry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Mary J. Vail, widow of John M, Vail, late of Company 
II. One hundred and sixty-eighth Regiment New York Volunteer Infan- 
try, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of 
that she is now receiving. 


The name of Martha H. Nunn, former widow of William M. F. Hiser, 
late of Company B, Twenty-first Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Infan- 
try, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of 
that she is now receiving. 

The name of Dora A. Lee, helpless and dependent daughter of 
Andrew J. Lee, late of Company C, Fifty-third Regiment Indiana 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per 
month through a legally appointed guardian. 

The name of Harriet J. Webber, widow of Walter J, Webber, late of 
Fourteenth Independent Battery, Ohio Volunteer Light Artillery, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiving. 

The name of Susan McDonald, widow of John H. McDonald, late 
of Company H, One hundred and fifty-fifth Regiment Illinois Volun- 
teer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Katherine Kraft, widow of Peter Kraft, late of 
Company B, First Regiment New Jersey Volunteer Cavalry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in Heu of that she is 
now receiving. 

The name of Maria E. Ross, former widow of Benjamin A. Sher- 
wood, late of Company A, One hundred and fifty-first Regiment Penn- 
sylvania Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of 
$30 per month, 

The name of Julia A. Springer, widow of John C. Springer, also 
written Spriger, late of Company K, Twenty-third Regiment Ohio 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per 
month, 

The name of Nancy P. Andrus, widow of Orrin R. Andrus, late 
of Company D, Twelfth Regiment Vermont Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiving. 

The name of Sophronia Burden, widow of William Burden, late of 
Company I, Third Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Cavalry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving. 

The name of Alice Cox, widow of Mark Cox, late unassigned, 
Thirty-second Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pen- 
sion at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Elizabeth L. Conklin, widow of John H. Conklin, late 
of Company A, One hundred and twenty-fourth Regiment New York 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per 
month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Susan M. Mozley, widow of James M. Mozley, late 
of Company M, Sixth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Cavalry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving. 8 

The name of Sarah I. Axline, widow of John T. Axline, late of 
Company B, Second Battalion Missouri State Militia Volunteer Cav- 
alry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu 
of that she is now receiving. 

The name of May Pennington, helpless and dependent daughter of 
Allison C. Pennington, alias Alfred C. Pennington (late of Company 
D, One hundred and sixty-eighth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per month in 
lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Elnora S. Halligan, widow of John H. Halligan, Inte 
of Company H, Twenty-eighth Regiment Connecticut Volunteer In- 
fantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lien 
of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Martha A. Bechtel, widow of Frederick Bechtel, late 
of Company G, Twenty-third Regiment New Jersey Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that 
she is now receiving. 

The name of Frank L. Rider, helpless and dependent son of David 
Rider, late of Company G, Eighty-fourth Regiment Pennsylvania Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per month 
through a legally appointed guardian. 

The name of Orrilla Smith, widow of Wilbur Smith, Iate of Com- 
pany E, One hundred and sixth Regiment New York Volunteer In- 
fantry, and pay her a pension of $54 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving: Provided, That in the event of the death of Nettie D. 
Smith, helpless and dependent daughter of said Orrilla and Wilbur 
Smith, $12 a month of the additional pension herein granted shall 
cease and determine: Provided further, That in the event of the 
death of Riley R. Smith, helpless and dependent son of said Orrilla 
and Wilbur Smith, $12 a month of the additional pension herein 
granted shall cease and determine: And provided further, That in the 
event of the death of Orrilla Smith the names of Nettie D. Smith 
and Riley R. Smith shall be placed on the pension roll at the rate of 
$20 per month to each of them from and after the death of said 
Orrilla Smith. 

The name of Electa Bellen, widow of Anthony Bellen, late of Com- 
pany K, Eleventh Regiment New York Volunteer Cavalry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now, 
receiving. 
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H. R, 11525. Sadie Humphrey. H. R. . Emogene E. Perrin. 
H. R. 11526. Mary Campbell, I. R. . Eltzabetb A. Brown. 
II. R. 11530. I hula E. Smith. II. R. 11688. Ursula Lamphier. 
II. E. 11529. Eliza Hatten. II. R. . Mary J. Vail. 
H. R. 11549. Sarah F. Berry. II. R. Martha H. Nunn. 
H. R. 11550. Pauline Lieball. I. R. . Dora A. Lee. 
H. R. 11558, Nancy Beverage. H. R. „ Harriet J. Webber, 
H. R. 11563. Jemima E. Downer. II. R. , Susan McDonald. 
H. R. 11567. Martha E. Henderson. H.R. Katherine Kraft, 
H. R. 11569. Blanche J. Barnard, H.R. Maria B. Ross. 
H. R. 11570. Julia E. Cook. H, R, Julia A. Springer. 
H. R. 11571. Louisa D. Smith. II. R. Nancy P. Andrus. 
H. R. 11573. Harriet A. Daniels, H. R. 1. Sophronia Burden, 
H. R. 11574. Nancy J. Strickland. H.R. 3. Alice Cox. 
H. R. 11576. Martha Tuttie. II. R. 11763. Elizabeth L. Conklin, 
H. R. 11577. Rebecca J. Eveland. II. R. 11765. Susan M. Mozley. 
II. R. 11579. Mary Wisehart, H. R. 11773. Sarah I. Axline. 
H. R. 11592. Josephine A. Albee, H. R. 11778. May Pennington, 
I. R. 11598. Maggie Flora. II. R. 11779. Elnora S. Halligan, 
H. R. 11601. Margaret A. Lawrene II. R. 11780. Martha A. Bechtel. 
II. R. 11604. Mabel E. Callahan. II. R. 11782. Frank L. Rider. 
II. R. 11606: Catherine Bridgford. II. R. 11783. Orrilla Smith. 
H. R. 11608. Annie E. Allen. H. R. 11784. Electa Bellen. 
II. R. 11609. Julia A. Duell. II. R. 11790. Rose McKenzie. 
II. R. 11612. Nannie E. Ladd. II. R. 11803. Nancy A. MeKinzie. 
H. R. 11616. Charles R. Booth, II. R. 11812. Bya B. Lynch. 
I. R. 11618. David S. Barnhart. II. R. 11829. Mary A. Thompson. 
H. R. 11620, Annie M. Goss. H. R. 11863. Rose Wernig. 
II. R. 11622. Loucinda J. Dixon. II. R. 11876. Clarinda A. Spear. 
H. R. 11627. Joseph Greenwood. H. R. 12166. George O. Flowers. 


Mr. FULLER. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee 
rise and report the bill back to the House with the recommenda- 
tion that it do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having 
resumed the chair, Mr. SNELL, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that 
committee had had under consideration the bill H. R. 12175, 
and had directed him to report the same back to the House 
with the recommendation that it do pass. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. ~ 

On motion of Mr. Futter, a motion to reconsider the vote by 
which the bill was passed was laid on the table. 


MUSCLE SHOALS 


Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that my colleague, Mr. Davis, of Tennessee, may 
have permission to extend his remarks in the Recorp on the 
subject of Muscle Shoals, and include therein certain telegrams, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, the different Mem- 
bers of the Tennessee delegation received telegrams identical 
with the following, except addressed to the different Members: 


NASHVILLE, TENN., February 11, 1925. 


Hon. LAMAR Davis, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Am sending you copy of resolution unanimously adopted by the 
Tennessee State senate, urging that the bill on Muscle Shoals very 
clearly and explicitly provide that power from Muscle Shoals be 
limited to the national defense and to the production of fertilizer and 
that all power not needed for these purposes be sold for distribution. 
It appears that the conference report is indefinite and ambiguous on 
this point and that a lessee might divert power to other purposes. 
We respectfully and earnestly urge that the contract be so definite 
that all power shall be distributed excepting that actually and directly 
used in peace time for the one purpose of fertilizer production. If 
necessary to defeat conference report to establish this principle, believe 
it should be defeated. Kind regards. 

GILES Evans. 


To this telegram all the Members of the Tennessee delegation 

in the House replied by telegram, as follows: 
WASHINGTON, D. C., February 12, 1925. 
Hon. GILES Evans, 
State Senate, Nashville, Tenn.: ö 

We have received your telegrams advising of resolution adopted by 
the State senate relative to the bill on Muscle Shoals. Copy of resolu- 
tion not received, but we assume your telegrams state substance fully. 


We have carefully and thoroughly studied the conference report on this 
measure, and in our opinion the public interests are fully protected and 
provision thoroughly made for scrupulously carrying out the intent of 
section 124 of the national defense act of 1916 under which this project 
has been constructed. It was initiated and completed not as a power 
project but for the manufacture of explosive ingredients in times of 
war and fertilizer in times of peace. The carrying out of these pur- 
poses has been our primary thought throughout all the years of con- 
sideration of this proposition. Section 9 of the conference report 
reads ns follows: ‘That the surplus power not required for the fixa- 
tion of nitrogen or for the manufacture of fertilizers or other useful 
products which will reduce the cost of the fertilizers shall be sold for 
distribution: Provided, That all contracts for the sale of said power 
for public utility or industrial purposes shall contain the proviso that 
said power may be withdrawn on reasonable notice at any time during 
the lease period if and when said power is needed for the manu- 
facture of fertilizers.” Provision is also made in the conference report 
for the construction of Dam 3, in which our people are deeply inter- 
ested, The words in the quotation above“ or other useful products 
which will reduce the cost of the fertilizers merely constitute a 
limitation intended to assure the cheapest possible production of fer- 
tilizer and explosives and is in accord with the language and spirit of 
the act of 1916. We have worked earnestly for many years to bring 
this matter to such a culmination, and we should regard the failure 
of the conference report now as little short of a publie calamity, be- 
cause the Secrêtary of War has been officially advised in an opinion 
from the Judge Advocate General that he has the authority under ex- 
isting law to lease the water power and has officially declared his pur- 
pose of so doing should legislation fail at this session. 

If this be done and all power passes under the lease, the nitrate 
plant will be left standing idle, and we fear the difficulties of ever 
putting it into operation through future legislation will be rendered 
practically insurmountable. Familiar as you are with parliamentary 
procedure, you will readily understand that the conference report, if 
the Senate shall pass it, can not be amended by the House, but must 
be voted up or down as a whole. We have given our best efforts for 
years to a solution of this problem in the public interest, working 
against difficulties that at times were most depressing and impeded 
by influences vigorously antagonistic to the purposes intended in the 
act of 1916. We believe that if your honorable body understood as 
we think we understand all the ramifications of this perplexing ques- 
tion you would agree with us in the Support of the conference report. 


Finis J. GARRETT. B. CARROLL REECE. 
JOSEPH W. Brnxs. GORDON BROWNING. 
CORDELL HULL, Hunznr F. FISHER. 
J. WILL TAYLOR. Sau D. MCREYNOLDS. 
Ewin L. Davis. W. C. SALMON. 


To-day, and subsequent to the dispatch of said telegraphic 
reply, the different members of the Tennessee delegation re- 
ceived letters, as follows: 

SENATE CHAMBER, STATE OF TENNESSE, 
Nashville, February 11, 1925, 
Hon. Ewin LAMAR Davis, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mn. Davis: I am inclosing herewith a resolution unanimously 
adopted by the Tennessee State Senate to-day and which I hope may 
be placed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, A disposition of Muscle 
Shoals which shall strictly limit the project to the national defense 
and to fertilizer in peace time and to the use of all excess power dis- 
tributed to our citizens is most yital to the people of the South, 

With kind regards, 

Sincerely yours, Gites L. Evans. 


This letter was accompanied by the resolution, which reads 
as follows: 

Whereas the potential energy of the Tennessee River at Muscle 
Shoals has long been considered by the people of the South a great 
natural asset capable of the generation of a large amount of hydro- 
electric power; and 

Whereas the United States, because of the emergency of the World 
War began the development of said river for the production of nitrates 
for explosives; and 

Whereas the United States is continuing the construction of the 
said development, one unit of which will be ready for operation some 
time during the present year; and 

Whereas the South takes pride in the fact that it has such a 
potential asset, which may serve all the people of the country in the 
emergency of war, but which it believes should in peace time serve 
the people of the South and as far as possible the people of our 
common country: Now therefore be it 

Resolved by the Senate of the Sirty-fourth General Assembly of the 
State of Tennessee, That in the disposition of Muscle Shoals by the 
United States Congress, the following principles, we think, should be 
observed : 

First. That the project be maintained so as to be at all times im- 
mediately available for the United States in the emergency of wur; 
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Second. That pewer in peace time be used for the production of 
fertilizer ; 

Third. That the Tennessee River and Its tributaries be developed 
wherever there are power or navigation and flood contro! possibilities 
masmuch as this will contribute to the usefulness of the project both 
in time of war and peace and inasmuch as it appears that the power 
values of such developments will yleld fair revenue to the United 
States on the cost thereof; 

Fourth. That power not needed for the national defense or the pro- 
duction of fertilizer be sold for distribution under regulation as to 
rates charged and conditions of service aud at the lowest reasonable 
cost so that States, cities, counties, persons, or companies may Con- 
struct transmission lines and distribute electric energy over the widest 
possible area in order that this distributed power may contribute to 
the prosperify and convenience of as many citizens of the country 
as possible in that— 

It will stimulate industry and commerce; 

It will Increase the production of products of the farm and lower 
the cost of the farmer's production and will in many ways even not 
yet known contribute to the convenience, comfort, and happiness of 
the people; 

Fifth. That the aet providing for the distribution of the power be 
80 definite and explicit in its terms as to prevent any lessee of this 
project from using the same for any purpose not herein mentioned 
thereby defeating the participation by the people of the country in the 
full values of the power not needed for national defense or for the 
production of fertilizer: Be it 

Resolved further, That a copy hereof be sent to each of the Repre- 
sentatlves of Tennessee in the United States Congress as a petition 
that they may lend their best efforts to the disposition of this vast 
project on the principles hereinbefore set out. 


THE CHINA TRADE ACT 


Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I call up House Resolution No. 
882, a privileged report from the Committee on Rules, which I 
send to the desk and ask to have read. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, before that is done, I make 
the point of order that there is no quorum present, 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas makes the 
point of order that there is no quorum present. The Chair 
will count. [After counting.] A quorum is present. The 
Clerk will report the resolution. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


House Resolution 882 


Resolved, That upon the adoption of this resolution it shall be in 
order to move that the House resolve itself into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for the consideration of H. R. 
7190, to amend the China trade act, 1922. That after general debate, 
which shali be confined to the bill and shall continue not to exceed 
one hour, to be equally divided and controlled by the chairman and 
a minority member of the Judiciary Committee, the bill shall be read 
for amendment under the five-minute rule. At the conclusion of the 
reading of the bill for amendment the committee shall rise and report 
the bill to the House with such amendments as may have been adopted, 
and the previous question shall be considered as ordered on the bill 
and the amendments thereto to final passage, 


Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker—— 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York has the 
floor. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I make a point of order. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. BLANTON. With such a rule as this, under the rules 
of the House that time should be given to those who are 
the measure. Now, this rule 

The SPEAKER. The Chair overrules the point of order. 

Mr. BLANTON. Well, it gives an hour—— 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is out of order: 

Mr. BLANTON. To those who are in favor of the bill— 
of course, I can not help myself if the Chair rutes that way. 

Mr. SNELL, Mr. Speaker, the resolution, if adopted, simply 
provides for the consideration of the bill (H. R. 7190) which 
deals with certain amendments to the China trade act which 
was passed in 1922. As is usual when we pass some regulatory 
act of this character after it has been in effect for a while 
we find certain ether things necessary to be done in order to 
perfect the act. It is found by the people interested in this 
legislation that the end which was intended to be accomplished 
by the original act is not being accomplished but it needs addi- 
tional amendments. We wanted to put the people engaged in 
business in China under the China trade act under American 
regulations in the same position to get business in foreign 
countries as British capitalists are. Under the present regula- 
tions a British corporation pays no income tax on the amount 


of income derived from the corporation doing business outside 
of the kingdom while if one is capitalized under the American 
law they pay 12% per cent to the Federal Government, and in 
addition to that any person holding stock in a corporation 
at home when he makes out his income tax is entitled to get 
credit for the normal tax that is paid by the corporation, but 
if the same person holding stock in a corporation under the 
China trade act, although the corporation paid the tax, he 
would not be entitled to that credit in his own personal income 
tax, so in that way we are levying a double tax as far as the 
individual is concerned and that is remedied in this bill. We 
have something like $300,000,000 invested in China or in that 
part of the world. Less than 2 per cent have taken advantage 
of the China trade act and are operating under that act at 
the present time. Of the something over 400 companies doing 
business there I believe only 9 of them are doing business 
under the present China trade act. The purpose of the original 
act was to help our people get business in foreign countries. 
It was not a tax revenue measure. While we are not getting 
much tax at the present time, and I do not expect we will get 
much under the new act, I do feel it will help to put our 
nationals in a better position to get forelgn business; as that 
was the intent of the original act it seems to me that at this 
time these amendments should be adopted to help as far as 
possible to expand our foreign business. The other day the 
House in consideration of the Commerce bill was so interested 
in the expansion of our foreign trade that they raised the 
amount appropriated by the Committee on Appropriations and 
that recommended by the Budget some $300,000 ; that was exactly 
along the same line as this bill And we certainly will not 
lose any money, and perhaps we may increase our foreign trade. 
I trust the resolution and the bill will be adopted. 

I will reserve the remainder of my time. 

Skr GARRETT of Tennessee. I would like a few minutes to 
1d? 

Mr. SNELL. How much time? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Will the gentleman give me 
10 minutes! 

Mr. SNELL. I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee to use as he desires. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER]. [Applause.] 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the 
Honse, I merely want to call your attention to the provisions 
of the China trade act and to what appears to me to be the 
reason for this legislation. At the same time I desire to give 
you in a sentence my reason for opposing it. The Members 
will recall that in 1922 we passed what is known as the China 
trade act. I opposed that measure. It went only so far at 
that time as to give exemption to a corporation from the pay- 
ment of its taxes. That was not as bad as the present bill, 
and the result is that these identical people, knowing that the 
former measure had not relieved the individual stockholders 
of the payment of taxes, come back to Congress at this time 
and ask for another exemption from taxation. Of course, the 
matter was presented to the Committee on Ways and Means, 
as a great many other interests are presented, and the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means declined to give them this exemp- 
tion. They then went to another committee, a very responsible 
committee, composed of very distinguished men in this House, 
and they secured a report from them. 

Now what does this do, and do you want to do what the 
China trade act does in this instance? 

Mr. DYER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. DYER. I will ask the gentleman from Texas if the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means did not approve of this? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. No, sir; they did not. They waived 
their jurisdiction only. The gentleman should understand the 
position of the Committee on Ways and Means. 

What does this do? You make it possible to invest $3,000,- 
000,000 and have it exempted from taxation. Gentlemen, do 
you want to do that? Do you want to embark on the policy 
in this country of exempting citizens from taxation? I think 
we all agree that the American flag on the seas is a most de- 
sirable thing for the American people. I do not know of any- 
thing that the American people are more inclined to support 
in the way of special legislation than putting the American 
flag on the sea. But suppose now that the English Government 
should exempt corporations engaged in maritime activities 
from the payment of an income tax. Would you adopt their 
method and policy? Because England, forsooth, exempted her 
shipping interests from taxatien, would you exempt from taya- 
tion our corporations that are in the shipping business? I do 
not think you would. Yet that might be desirable. It is de- 
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sirable to have foreign trade, but it is not sufflelently desirable 
to have foreign trade to justify the exemption of people en- 
gaged in it from taxation; and that is what this means. 

There have been, I suppose, a dozen or more interests before 
the Committee on Ways and Means asking for exemptions, and 
the Lord knows we have enough of them now. That law has 
got to be looked after very closely in the future. Many things 
are exempted now. But here is an overt act of Congress giving 
to a certain class of American citizens exemption from taxa- 
tion. Why do you do it? 

They say that because England exempts her nationals from 
taxation under these circumstances. you are going to exempt 
yours. Now, if the American Navy must follow American 
investments abroad and we have got to keep up the Navy by 
taxation, why should not those interests pay taxes, the same 
as other people? If you are going to embark on a policy of 
giving exemption from taxation to certain classes of citizens, 
then I suggest that you take into consideration the farmer, 
who seems to be suffering, and for whom the President seems 
to be concerned. Will you exempt farmers and all farm organi- 
zations from taxes in order that they might compete with 
others, and prosper in this country? I do not think you would, 
and yet that is exactly what is proposed to be done in this 
instance. You are attempting here to exempt certain classes of 
people simply because the British Government exempts her 
citizens under like conditions. 

I do not care what the English Government or any other 
government does in that respect. It is bad policy to exempt 
any certain class of citizens from taxation in this country, and 
I hope the rule will not be adopted, and that these people will 
not be given that exemption. [Applause.] 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. GRAHAM.] 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania is recog- 
nized for five minutes. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, 
I have the very greatest respect for the ability and skill of the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garner], who has just addressed 
you, but I am surprised to-day at some of the statements which 
have been made. There is no such bugaboo before the House as 
the opening of the door for unlimited exemptions of capital, 
either in China or elsewhere. This bill is confined to China, 
and it is called properly The China trading act.” It is in- 
tended to correct two evils. I am not speaking now generally 
of the bill, but of the taxing feature of the bill which is con- 
tained in two of the sections, the last in the bill but one. 

Now, under the existing law, under section 230 of the revenue 
law, corporations are taxed 1244 per cent. That is the law of 
the land to-day. The corporation in China is taxed 12½ per 
cent. If another corporation is a stockholder in that corpora- 
tion and receives a dividend, that dividend must. be expressly 
accounted for, and another 12% per cent paid on that dividend. 
Is sos (ei Is that giving our nationals a fair chance in 
China 

Again, every individual taxpayer under the law has the 
right to an exemption or credit for taxes for dividends re- 
ceived from domestic corporations. That is not true with re- 
gard to the Chinese trading act; and if a man puts his money 
in that kind of a corporation, he must account for it and 
pay the normal tax upon it, as well as the excess-profits tax, 
which no American citizen pays on the dividends received 
from other corporations which are domestic corporations. 

This bill corrects those two evils, and it provides, further, 
that so far as the taxing power is concerned, in order to put 
our corporations on an equality with the corporations that 
are its competitors in China, there shall be counted all 
stocks held by citizens of the United States or citizens of 
China, and the aggregate of that stock shall be deducted in 
figuring the payment of 12144 per cent tax on the corporation; 
and to that extent a special dividend, provided under the old 
act of 1922 and reiterated in this, is made to the stockholders 
of the United States. And when that is done, then the cor- 
poration to that extent is free of the 12% tax. The United 
States corporation stockholder would be relieved from pay- 
ing the double tax. The individual stockholder would be 
relieved to the extent of his normal tax, relieved from paying 
æ. normal tax when the corporation pays the 12% corpora- 
tion tax. 
nized in every return made by aw individual in this country. 

Now, I want to call your attention to another thing. My 
friend from Texas [Mr. Garner] says the Committee on Ways 
and Means waived its jurisdiction. Here is a letter, addressed 
to me as chairman of the Committee on the Judiciary, in 
answer to a letter transmitting a copy of this bill to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means for its consideration. I read: 


And that is only fair play, and it is what is recog- 


COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, 
HOUSE oF REPRESDNTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., May 8, 192}. 


Hon. Gronce S. GRAHAM, 
Chairman Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives. 

My Dran Mn. CHAIRMAN: With further reference to your letter of 
April 25, transmitting a copy of H. R. 7190, a bill to amend the China 
trade act, for a report thereon by the Committee on Ways and Means, 
I would state that this committee has considered the same and by a 
majority vote approved the provisions of the bill so far as they per- 
tain to individual and corporation incomes. 

Very truly yours, 
W. R. GREEN, ne 


Was that simply waiving jurisdiction? That was approving 
the bill. Secretary Mellon has approved the bill and Secretary 
Hoover has approved the bill. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania has expired. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentleman two addi- 
tional minutes. 

Mr. GRAHAM. And twice before this House has favorably 
pasaon on the very same provisions that are contained in this 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Will the gentleman yield for a 
question? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Will the gentleman please ex- 
plain the object of section 29, the last clause In this bill? How 
did that clause find its way into the bill? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Section 12 of the bill provides for an amend- 
ment of paragraph 13 of subdivision (b) of section 213 of the 
revenue act. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania has again expired. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield two additional minutes 
to the gentleman. 

Mr. GRAHAM. The only change in that paragraph from 
the old law consists in the change of one word. Instead of 
“citizen” of China it reads “resident” of China. Otherwise 
it is verbatim the same as in the original bill. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. The gentleman has not answered 
my question. I asked him as to section 20, the last paragraph 
in the bill on page 7. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Section 29 is a provision inserted in the 
law to prevent appeals to other methods of doing business in 
China except under this act of Congress. It is simply making 
a conerete and uniform system to govern the trade with China, 
so that all people who do business in that country under a 
charter shall do it, unless they go to foreign charters, as they 
are being foreed to do now, under the China trade corpora- 
tion act. 

Mr. WINGO. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes. 

Mr. WINGO. Did I understand the gentleman correctly 
when he said that that provision would prevent a corporation 
organized under the laws of the State of Pennsylvania from 
doing business in China? 

Mr. GRAHAM. The gentleman can read the paragraph, and 
if it does not do that, then I am very much mistaken. 

Mr. WINGO. I am asking the gentleman a fourteons ques- 
tion. Is that the intention of the gentleman? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes. The report says: 


The effect of this amendment would be limited largely to discontinuing 
the further incorporation of concerns in China— 


under the prior act of Congress. 
The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has again ex- 


ired. 

Mr. SNELL. 
the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the resolu- 
tion. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Swett) there were—ayes 76, noes 91. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order that 
there is no quorum present, and object to the vote on that 
ground. 

The SPEAKER, The gentleman from New York makes the 
point of order that there is no quorum present. The Chair will 
count, [After counting.] One hundred and ninety-two Mem- 
bers are present, not a quorum. The Doorkeeper will close the 
doors, the Sergeant at Arms will bring in absent Members, and 


Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question on 
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the Clerk will call the roll. The question is on agreeing to the 


resolution. 


The question was taken; and there were—yeas 157, nays 
141, not voting 134, as follows: 


Ackerman 


Chindblom 


Clarke. N. T. 
Cole, Iowa 


n 
! Dickinson, Iowa 


Dowell 
Dyer 
Elliott 
ee 


es 
Bankhead 
Barkley 
Bell 
Black, Tex, 


ylan 
Brand, Ga. 
Briggs 
Browning 
Buchanan 


Connally, Tex, 
Connery 
Cooper, Wis. 
Cris 

Davis, Tenn, 
Deal 


Anthony 
Bacharach 


Conno Pa. 
| Cook 155 


Croll 
Crosser 
C 


Sinnott 
Smith +3} 
Speak 


McLaughlin, Mich, Sprouf. III. 
McLaughlin, Nebr. 9 . — Kans, 
M 


[Roll No. 68] 
YEAS—157 
Fleetwood Lindsay 
Fredericks Longworth 
Luce 
Freeman McFadd 
French 
Frothingham 
Fuller 
Garber 3 
Gibson Madden 
Gifford Magee, N. Y. 
Graham Major, Mo. 
Green Manlove 
Griest Michener 
Guyer Miller, Wash, 
Hadley ls | 
rdy Minahan 
Hawes Montague 
Hawley Moore, Ohio 
ayden Moores, In 
Herse: Murphy 
Hickey Nelson, Me, 
Hill, Md. Newton, Minn, 
h Nolan 
Howard, Okla, Parker 
dson Patterson 
Hull, M. D. Purnell 
Hull, W. E. Quayle 
Hull, Iowa Ramseyer 
Johnson, S. Dak. 8 
Johnson, Wash. 
earns Reed, N. Y. 
Ketcham Robinson, Iowa 
Knutson Robsion, Ky. 
op Rosenbloom 
Surtz Sanders, Ind. 
LaGuardia Sanders, N. X. 
h Scott 
Leatherwood Shreve 
Leavitt Simmons 
bach Sinclair 
NAYS—141 
Dickinson, Mo, Laza 
Doughton Lil 
. — 8 
Jagan cClintie 
Evans, Mont. cDuffie 
Fisher McKeown 
Fulmer MeReynolds 
Gallivan McSwain 
Gardner, Ind. McSweeney 
Garner, Tex. Major, III. 
Garrett. Tenn. Mansfield 
Garrett, Tex. Mead 
asque Milligan 
Geran Mooney 
Greenwood Moore, Ga. 
Morehead 
Hammer Morris 
Harrison Morrow 
Hastin O'Connell, N. Y. 
Hil, Ala O'Connell, R. I. 
Hil, Wasn. O'Connor, La. 
Hooker O'Connor, N. Y. 
Howard, Nebr. Oldfield 
Huddleston Oliver, Ala. 
Hudspeth Park, Ga. 
Humphreys Parks, Ark. 
Jacobstein Peavey 
Johnson, Tex. uin 
Jones agon 
cerr Rainey 
Kincheloe Raker 
ing Rankin 
Kvale Rayburn 
Lanham Reed, Ark, 
Lankford Richards 
Larsen, Ga, Romjue 
NOT VOTING—134 
Curry 33 Tenn. 
Davey James 
Davis, Minn, Jeffers 
Dickstein Johnson, A 
Dominick Johnson, W. Va. 
Doyle Jost 
Drane Keller 
Drewry Kelly 
Edmonds Kendall 
Evans, lowa ent 
Fairfield diess 
Favrot Kindred 
Fitzgerald Kunz 
Foster Lampert 
Frear Langley 
Fulbright Larson, Minn. 
Funk Lea, Calif, 
Gambrill , Ga. 
Gilbert Lineberger 
Glatfelter Linthicum 
Goldsborough Logan 
Hall Lowrey 
Haugen Eyes 
Holaday cKenzle 


Stephens 
Strong, Kans. 
Strong, Pa. 
Summers, Wash, 
Sweet 

Swin 

Temple 
Thatcher 
Tillman 

Tilson 
Timberlake 
Tincher 
Tinkham 
‘Treadway ] 
Vaile 


Vestal 
Vincent, Mich, 
Wain 


Williams, m. 
Williams, Mich. 
Williamson 
Winslow 
Wyant 


Rubey 
Bastere: Tex. 
Sandlin 
Schafer 
Schneider 
Sears, Fla, 
Shallenberger 


Spearin. 
Steagali 
Stedman 
Stengle 
Stevenson 


Thomas, Ky. 


d 
1 Tex. 
Wilson, Ind. 

ilson, 
Wilson, Miss, 


Woodru 


pa a 
n 
Magee, P 
Ma 


Des 
Martin 
Merritt 
Michaelson 


Prall 11 Taylor, Tenn. 
Rathbone Sears, Nebr. Thompson 
eed, W. V. Seger ydings 
Reid, III. herwood Underhill 
Roach Smithwick are 
Rogers, Snyder . Ward, N. X. 
Rogers, N. H. Sullivan Ward, . 
onse Swoope Vason 
Sabath Taber Wertz 
Salmon Taylor, Colo. Winter 


So the resolution was agreed to. 
The Clerk announced the following additional pairs: 
Until further notice: 


Britten with Mr. BI 
. Wertz with Mr. Martin. 
. Brumm with Mr. Collins. 


. Taylor of Tennessee —.— Mr. 
„Seger with Mr. Domini 
5 eae ye 5 8 55 with Mr. Clark of Florida. 


Anthony with Mr. Doyle. 
x tents with Mr. Favrot. 


asg 


with Mr. Bland. 

or with Mr. Kent. 

New York with Mr. Lee of Georgia. 
8 “of 5 with Mr. Kunz. 
oom, 


Michaelson with Mr. Lowrey. 


. Burdick with Mr. Buckley. 
. Woodruff with Mr. Lea of California. 
Miller of Illinois with — . Cook. 


Campbell with Mr. Loga 


. Connolly of ir with Mr. O’Brien. 
. Davis of Minnesota with Mr. Casey. 
„Perkins with Mr. Lyon. 

Curry with Mr. Celler. 

. Perlman with Mr. McNulty. 


Evans of Iowa with Mr, Crosser. 
Fitzgerald with Mr. Drewry. 
Hall with Mr. Croll. 


Rogers of Massachusetts with Mr. Davey. 
. Haugen with Mr. Rouse. 

James with Mr, Jost. 

. Thompson with Mr. Gilbert. 

. Swoope with Mr. Jeff 
. Lampert with Mr, Salmon. 
„ Kelly with Mr. Pou. 


ers. 


Roach with Mr. Wolf. 


Newton of Missouri with Mr, Drane, 
. Wood with M 
. Morin with Mr. Fulbright. 
. Butler with Mr. Sherwood. 
. Mapes 
Bacharach with Mr, Smithwick. 
. Rathbone with Mr. Cu 

Mr. Frear with Mr. O'Sullivan. 

. Taber with Mr. Goldsborou 2 

„ Vare with Mr. go pe of West Virginia. 
. Zihiman with Mr. Gambrill. 


r. Prall. 


with Mr. Glatfelter. 
mmings. 


Morgan with Mr. Rogers of New Hampshire. 


' Kiess with Mr. Dickstein. 
. Underhill with Mr. Taylor of Colorado. 


Kendall with Mr. Johnson of Kentucky. 
ullivan, 


Kindred. 


. Paige with Mr. Browne of New Jersey. 
. Fairfield with Mr. hi 


Wright. 
with Mr. Oliver of 5 York. 


Mr. Philli 

Mr. Wurzbach with Mr. Moore of Virginia. 
Mr, Merritt with Mr. Tydi ngs, 

Mr. Winter with Mr. Hull Tennessee. 

Mr, Yates with Mr. Ward of North Carolina. 
Mr. Porter with Mr. Sabath. 


The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 
The doors were opened. ` 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATION BILL 


The SPEAKER. The Chair lays before the House the fol- 
lowing communication from the Senate: 

Ordered, That the House of Representatives be requested to return 
to the Senate the message of the Senate, together with accompanying 
papers agreeing to the conference report on the bill (H. R. 10020) en- 
titled An act making appropriations for the Department of the Interior 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926,” and for other purposes. 


Without objection, the request will be complied with. 
There was no objection. 


THE CHINA TRADE ACT 


Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve 
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union for the consideration of the bill (H. R. 7190) to 
amend the China trade act, 1922. 

The SPEAKER. The question ss on the motion of the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. BLANTON) there were—ayes 126, noes 33. 

So the motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolyed itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the consider- 
ation of the bill H. R. 7190, with Mr. Timson in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
GRAHAM. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the first reading of the bill be dispensed with. 


Mr. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The from Pennsylvania asks 
unanimous consent that the first reading of the bill be dis- 
pensed with. Is there objection? 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to ob- 
ject, the vote a little while ago indicated there were 10 Mem- 
bers who did not understand the bill, and I object. I think 
the bill ought to be read. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That subdivision (a) of section 4 of the China 
trade act, 1922, is amended by striking out the word “five” and 
inserting in lieu thereof the word “ three.” 

Sec. 2. That paragraph (6) of subdivision (b) of section 4 of said 
act is amended to read as follows: 

“(6) The names and addresses of at least three individuals (a ma- 
jority of whom, at the time of designation and during their term of 
office, shall be citizens of the United States), to be designated by the 
incerporators, who shall serve as temporary directors; and.” 

Sec. 3. That paragraph (7) of subdivision (b) of section 4 of said 
act is amended to read as follows: 

“(7) The fact that an amount equal to 25 per cent of the amount 
of the authorized capital stock has been in good faith subscribed to.” 

Sec. 4. That subdivision (e) of section 4 of said act is amended to 
read as follows: 

(e) A China trade act corporation shall not engage in the business 
of discounting bills, notes, or other evidences of debt, of receiving 
deposits, of buying and selling bills of exchange, or of issuing bills, 
notes, or other evidences of debt, for circulation as money; nor engage 
in any other form of banking business; nor engage in any form of 
insurance business; nor engage in, nor be formed to engage in, the 
business of owning or operating any vessel, unless the controlling 
interest in such corporation is owned by citizens of the United States, 
within the meaning of section 2 of the shipping act, 1916, as amended.” 

Sec. 5. That section 4 of said act is amended by adding thereto the 
following new subdivision : 

( A China trade act corporation shall net engage in any business 
until at least 25 per cent of its authorized capital stock has been paid 
in in cash, or, in accordance with the provisions of section 8, in real 
or personal property which has been placed in the custody of the 
directors, and such corporation has filed a statement to this effect 
under oath with the registrar within six months after the issuance of 
ita certificate of incorporation, except that the registrar may grant 
additional time for the filing of such statement upon application made 
prior to the expiration of such six months. If any such corporation 
transacts business in violation of this subdivision or fails to file such 
statement within six months, or within such time as the registrar 
prescribes upon such application, the registrar shall institute proceed- 
ings under section 14 for the revocation of the certificate.” 

Sud. 6. That subdivision (b) of section 6 of said act is amended to 
read as follows: 

“(b) Shall haye a corporate seal and niay, with the approval of 
the Secretary, alter it.” 

See, 7. That section T of said act is amended to read as follows: 

Sud. 7. Each share of the original or any subsequent issue of 
stock of a China trade act corporation shall be issued at not less than 
par value, and shall be paid for in cash, or in accordance with the 
provisions of section 8, in real or personal property which has been 
placed in the custody of the directors. No such share shall be issued 
until the amount of the par value thereof has been paid the corpora- 
tion; and when issued, each share shall be held to be full paid and 
nonassessable; except that if any share is, in violation of this section, 
issued without the amount of the par value thereof having been paid 
to the corporation, the holder of such share shall be Hable in sults by 
creditors for the difference between the amount paid for such share 
and the par value thereof.” 

Sue. S. Subdivision (b) of section 9 of such act is amended to read 
as follows: 

(b) The number, qualifications, and manner of choosing and fixing 
the tenure of office and compensation of all directors; but the number 
of such directors shall be not less than three, and a majority of the 
directors, and the president and the treasurer, or each officer holding 
a corresponding office, shall, during their tenure of office, be citizens 
of the United States.” 

Suc. 9. The third sentence of subdivision (a) of section 10 of such 
act ig amended te read as follows: 

“The holders of two-thirds of the voting shares, represented in 
person or by proxy, shall constitute a quorum at such meetings 
authorized to transact business.” 

Sec, 10. That section 20 of said act is amended by inserting “(a)” 
before the word “That,” and by adding thereto the following new 
subdivision : 

|. “(b) Every China trade act corporation shall maintain in the 
_ District of Columbia a person as its accredited agent upon whom 
i legal process may be served in any suit to be brought in the Supreme 
‘Court of the District ef Columbia, and who is authorized to enter an 
appearance in its behalf. In the event of the death or inability to 


serve, or the resignation or removal, of such person, such corporation 
shall, within such time as the Secretary by regulation. prescribes, 
appoint a successor. Such corporation shall file with the Secretary 
a certified copy of each power of attorney appointing a person under 
this subdivision, and a certified copy of the written consent of each 
person so appointed.” 

Sec. 11. That subdivisions (a) and (b) of section 264 of the rev- 
enue act of 1921, added to said act by section 21 of the China trade 
act, 1922, are amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 264. (a) That for the purpose only of the tax imposed by 
section 230 there shall be allowed, in the case of a corporation organ- 
ized under the China trade act, 1922, a credit of an amount equal 
to the proportion of the net income derived from sources within China 
(determined in a similar manner to that provided in section 217) 
which the par value of the shares of stock of the corporation owned 
on the last day of the taxable year by (1) persons resident in China, 
the United States, or possessions of the United States, and (2) indi- 
vidual citizens of the United States or China, wherever resident, bears 
to the par value of the whole number of shares of stock of the cor- 
poration outstanding on such date: Provided, That in no case shall 
the amount by which the tax imposed by section 230 is diminished by 
reason of such credit exceed the amount of the special dividend certi- 
fied under subdtvision (b) of this section. 

“(b) Such credit shall not be allowed unless the Secretary of Com- 
merce has certified to the commissioner (1) the amount which, during 
the year ending on the date fixed by law for filing the return, the 
corporation has distributed as a special dividend:to or for the benefit 
of such persons as on the last day of the taxable year were resident 
in China, the United States, or possessions of the United States, or 
were individual citizens of the United States or China, and owned 
shares of stock of the corporation, (2) that such special dividend 
was in addition to all other amounts, payable or to be payable to 
such persons or for their benefit, by reason of thelr interest in the 
corporation, and (8) that such distribution has been made to or for 
the benefit of such persons in proportion to the par value of the 
shares of stock of the corporation owned by each; except that if the 
corporation has more than one class of stock, the certificates shall 
contain a statement that the articles of incorporation provide a 
method for the apportionment of such special dividend among such 
persons, and that the amount certified has been distributed in accord- 
ance with the method so provided.” 

Sec. 12. That paragraph (13) of subdivision (b) of section 213 of 
the revenue act of 1921, added to said subdivision by section 26 of 
the China trade act, 1922, is amended to read as follows: 

“(18) In the case of a person, amounts distributed as dividends to 
or for his benefit by a corporation organized under the China trade 
act, 1922, ft, at the time of such distribution, he fs a resident ar 
China and the equitable right to the Income of the shares of stock 
of the corporation is in good faith vested in him.” 

Sec. 13. That the China trade act, 1922, is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new section: 

“Sec, 29. Hereafter no corporation shall be created under any law 
of the United States extended over citizens of the United States tn 
China, for the purpose of engaging in business within China.” 


With the following committee amendments: 


On page 2, beginning at Mne 21, strike out the word “A,” and in 
line 22 strike out “shall not engage in any business,” and insert: 
“No certificate of incorporation shall be delivered to a,“ before the 
words “China Trade Act Corporation,” and after the word“ Corpora- 
tien” insert “and no corporation shall be complete.“ 

On page 4, in line 16, after the words “United States,” insert 
“ resident in China.” 


Mr. DYER. Mr. Chairman 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri is recog- 
nized. Under the rules the gentleman has 30 minutes. 

Mr. BLANTON. A point of order, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state his point of 
order. 

Mr. BLANTON. I make the point of order that the rule 
which the House just passed by 10 majority provides that the 
chairman of the Rules Committee shall control the time, If 
the Chair will inspect the rule he will see that. I have no 
objection to the gentleman from Missouri speaking, but after 
we pass a rule by 10 majority we ought to enforce it. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman is incorrect in his state- 
ment. The rule provides that the time shall be controlled by 
the chairman of the Judiciary Committee. 

Mr. BLANTON. That is what I intended to say, the chair- 
man of the Judiciary Committee, who is Mr. GRAHAM, of Penn- 
Sylvania. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chairman understands that the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania is temporarily absent, and the 
gentleman from Missouri, Mr. Dryers, is the rauking member, 
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and it is the usual custom of the House that the ranking mem- 
ber acts for the chairman. 

Mr. BLANTON. The chairman is present now, Mr. Chair- 
man, and I insist that the chairman exercise his prerogative. 
| The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [ Mr. 
GraHAm] is entitled to recognition. 
| Mr. GRAHAM, I yield five minutes to the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. DYER]. 

Mr. DYER. Mr. Chairman, this legislation is for the pur- 
pose of perfecting the China trade act, which became a law 
September 19, 1922. In both of the previous Congresses, the 
Sixty-sixth and Sixty-seventh, the House yoted in favor of 
everything, practically, that we are asking for here. In the 
Sixty-sixth Congress, under suspension of the rules, we voted 
almost unanimously for it. It then went to the Senate, but 
reached the Senate too late to be taken up there. In the last 
Congress it went through this House by a very large majority 
under a call of committees, The bill that passed in the Sixty- 
sixth Congress and the one in the last Congress had practically 
| all of the provisions that are now contained in the law and in 
this proposed amendment. When the bill that we passed in the 
last Congress went to the Senate amendments were added that 
made the law unsatisfactory in many respects and causes the 
necessity for this bill at the present time. 

The revenue feature is but a small consideration in this legis- 
lation. The amendments which are proposed, and which are 
set out in the report and explained in detail, would convince 
anyone that they are for one purpose only, and that is to make 
the act workable and to protect fully and completely the good 
name of this country, so that no “wild cat” companies can 
operate and go on, to the disgrace of the good name of the 
United States. The amendments are numerous but of small 
consideration except in that they perfect the bill. There are 
no drastic amendments, and I submit to the gentlemen of the 


committee that if they will go over the report and read the | 


amendments which the committee has proposed and the ex- 
planation of them, they can not possibly have any objection 
unless they haye the purpose and the desire to prevent the 
United States taking its proper part in the commerce of the 
Far East. 

To-day over 800 American concerns are operating in China 
under British law. American agents are operating there under 
| British law because there is no other law they can operate 
‘under to protect their interests for which they have been sent 
to China. 

Mr. WINGO. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DYER. I will yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. WINGO. Is it true that one amendment which the biil 
carries will provide that a citizen, say of the State of Missouri 
or Arkansas, a resident of the United States, invests his money 
in the capital stock of one corporation doing business in China 
and under this bill the dividends received from that corpora- 
tion are not taxable as income? That is one of the major 
amendments? 7 

Mr. DYER. Dividends from China trade companies received 
by citizens residing in the United States are not exempt in 
their income-tax returns either in the China trade act, 1922, or 
_these proposed amendments. 

Mr. WINGO. Why is that done, to put us on a footing 
with England? 
| Mr. DYER. That is not done, I will say to the gentleman, 
either as to America or Great Britain. Dividends to citizens 
of these countries resident in Great Britain or the United 
States from China trade companies are not exempted as to 
their income-tax returns. Dividends of China trade corpora- 
tions are not exempt as to these Americans, and there is no 
intention of doing that so far as we are concerned. 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Will the gentleman yield? 
| Mr. DYER. Yes. 

! Mr. JACOBSTHIN. Is there any reason why the capital 
invested in China should be given a preference to other por- 
tions of the world? A 

Mr. DYER. Yes; I think so, because in China conditions are 
| different. Risks are great. China is not provided with laws to 
properly protect American business. We must. provide Ameri- 
can laws for American corporations. There are no laws in 
| China under which they can incorporate and protect themselves. 

Mr, MILLS. Will the gentleman yield? 


Mr. DYER. Yes. 


Mr. MILLS. I understand the gentleman from Missouri to 
| say, in answer to a question by the gentleman from Arkansas, 
that in case of a citizen of the United States, a resident of the 
| United States, dividends derived from China corporations would 
be exempt from his personal income tax? 

Mr. DYER. No; not unless he is a resident of China. 


Mr. Chairman, the primary purposes which it was contem- 
plated this legislation would accomplish can be summarized as 
ollows: 

1. Put American interests doing business in China on an 
“equality” with other nationals doing business in China from 
the standpoint of home corporation and individual income 
taxation. 

2. A means of inducing Chinese capital to participate with 
American capital in undertakings in China under American 
control and management. ` 

8. Provide a uniform and practical manner for creating cor- 
porations under a Federal law to do business in China under 
the protection and control of American laws administered by 
the United States—Federal—Court for China, American con- 
sular courts in China, and a registrar of companies in China, 
and also to accord to such undertakings in China the greatest 
possible benefit from the American Diplomatic and Consular 
Services in China, 

The law as passed and as it now stands does not fully accom- 
plish any of the above primary purposes and in addition is 
faulty and burdensome to the following extent: 

1. The law is faulty in that it imposes a large measure of 
repetitive or double taxation on dividends paid by China trade 
act corporations, which repetitive taxation is not imposed on 
the dividends of any class of American domestic corporations. 

2. The law is burdensome in that it requires the withholding 
at source of these repetitive taxes on dividends to nonresident 
alien shareholders which is not required in connection with 
1155 dividends paid by any class of American domestie corpora- 

ons, 

8. The law is faulty in that it does not provide the full 
measure of American control of China trade act corporations 
which was intended and which is necessary for the proper and 
safe administration of the act. 

4. The law is incomplete in that it does not provide a 
uniform means for Federal incorporation to engage in business 
within China. 

In addition there are a number of provisions of the law 
which can be simplified and clarified which will make it more 
workable and useful. 

None of the amendments proposed by this bill to the China 
trade act, 1922, are drastic. None of them go any further, in 
substance, than the previous bills the House has passed upon 
this subject. The amendments are simply to perfect the law 
and to do what we intended to do and did do in the beginning 
and which the Senate amended, so as to make this new legis- 
lation necessary. I set out in the report, No. 321, which I filed 
with this bill on March 18, 1924, a detailed explanation of the 
amendments, their necessity, the justification for them, and 
so forth. A reading of this report will bear out what I have 
stated as to the great need of these amendments. 

China is far away from the United States. It is difficult to 
focus the attention of Members of Congress upon it, Yet our 
foreign trade is one of the most important matters that we, as 
legislators, are concerned about. The United States can not 
go ahead unless new avenues are opened up for its surplus 
products. China with its vast territory, its friendliness to 
the United States, and the great development now going on 
within its boundaries, makes that country our greatest field 
for endeavor in this respect. We have in China many splendid 
Americans. They are doing everything they possibly can to 
build American trade within and with China. It is our duty 
to help them, not only because they are citizens of the United 
States, but for the additional reason that it will bring increased 
commerce between the United States and China. The Chinese 
are a fine people, and vast improvements are taking place in 
China now. It will only be a short time until China will be 
fully organized and operating as a responsible government, so 
far as the whole of the country is concerned. Its leaders are 
patriotic and able. But China needs our help in trade as well 
as in a financial way. We ought to give all possible assistance 
to China. We should help her to put her finances upon a solid 
“and safe basis, so that that great country and its people can go 
ahead and develop its immense resources and, therefore, bring 
prosperity, enlightenment, and happiness to all of its people. 
This legislation is one step in that direction. Others must 
follow and we must show our real friendship for this great 
and wonderful country and its people. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes 
to the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. WINGO]. 

Mr. WINGO, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the anxiety of my 
friend from New York [Mr. Mitts] to lessen the blunt effect 
of what is proposed here, in view of the fact that he has led 
the fight against the exemption from taxation of securities or 
bonds issued to enable school districts in the State of New 
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York to get funds to build schoolhouses, and of cities to get 
funds to pave their streets. 

The trouble with this bill is, and I say it in all kindness, 
there seems to be a multiplicity of interpretations; nobody 
Seems to know what it does. The gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania was plainly in error in an answer he made when on the 
floor, and he will admit it now. The gentleman from Missouri 
IMr. Dyer], when the gentleman from New York [Mr. Mitts] 
quizzes him, readily admits that he is mistaken about the 
answers he made to me. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Will the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. WINGO. Yes. 

Mr. GRAHAM, I will say frankly that my answer to the 
gentleman was not correct. The law, instead of being copied 
from the resolution which was in different phraseology, has 
been changed in the print of the bill. The bill was substituted 
for the resolution and the last paragraph provided that no cor- 
poration doing business in China can be created except under 
the China trade act. 

Mr. WINGO. I say the gentleman was in error. I am not 
criticizing the gentleman; I am calling attention to the fact 
that no three of the gentlemen agree with the man who wrote 
the report. And they do not agree with the Secretary of the 
Treasury, and they do not agree as to what the British law is. 

Mr. WEFALD. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WINGO. Yes. 

Mr. WEFALD. Is not that a good reason why the bill should 
not be passed? 

Mr. WINGO, I want to discuss the bill on its merits. I 
want to encourage foreign trade, but this is not the way to 
do it, and this bill will not do it. I challenge the committee 
to deny that your present law does what the gentleman from 
New York insists that this does. The present law only went 
far enough to exempt the income of residents of China. 

What did they say? I am speaking advisedly, because I 
have a friend interested in Chinese trade. He says, “In 
order to get the exemption I have to reside in China,” and so 
they have brought in this bill to say that if the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. Dyer] and I invest a million dollars each in 
one of these China corporations the income that we receive, 
represented by the dividends from that corporation, shall be 
exempt. I challenge the gentleman to deny it. That is the 
object of the bill. That is the insistence that has been made to 
me by one of my constituents. I think that is what the bill 
does. Let us read what Unele Andy Mellon says about it. He 
ought to be a good authority for you Republicans. He says: 


The present exemption of a corporation organized under the China 
trade act is in proportion to the amount of stock owned by citizens of 
the United States resident in China. The proposed amendment would 
extend this exemption in proportion to the amount of stock owned by 
persons resident in China, the United States, or possessions of the 
United States, and by individual citizens of the United States or China, 
wherever resident, 

. . * s * * . 

The second suggested amendment would make dividends from a cor- 
poration organized under the China trade act exempt from tax in the 
hands of residents of China, regardless of citizenship. 


You go further than the present law. What is sought by 

this bill is to exempt capital invested in a corporation char- 

^ tered under the United States China trading act, even though 

the person investing the capital may be a citizen of the British 

Empire. That is what is intended. That is what Mr. Mellon 

recommended. Let me read further from what Mr. Mellon 
Bays: 

This amendment would make a special case of those residents-of 
China who own stock in corporations organized under the China trade 
act, and would provide for treatment of dividends from such corpora- 
tions different from that accorded to other income received by citizens 
of the United States resident outside the United States. An Ameri- 
can citizen resident outside of the United States and receiving income 
from sources outside the United States is taxed upon such income. 
Under this amendment, however, an American citizen resident in 
China and receiving income from a corporation organized under the 
China trade act would not be taxed. 


| This bill more than meets the competition of England. If I 
am a citizen of Great Britain and a resident of the city of 
London and I invest that same million dollars which I re- 
ferred to a while ago in a British-Chinese corporation, the 
British law does not exempt my dividends from the British 
income tax, and I challenge the gentleman from New York to 
contradict that statement. I am correct, am I not? 

|. Mr. MILLS. Yes, 
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Mr. WINGO. And yet the gentleman talks about wanting to 
match Great Britain, I have only read this bill hurriedly, and 
as you amend by referring to this and that, it is hard to tell 
exactly what it is, but I know what is wanted, and what they 
think they are getting. They think they are going to make it 
more attractive to take out an American charter than a British 
charter. Great Britain does not exempt dividends from her 
Chinese corporations to the resident of London, even though 
he be a citizen of the British Empire. It is intended by this 
act, whether they have done it or not, to exempt such income 
wherever he may be residing. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WINGO. Yes. 

Mr. MILLS. The gentleman does not understand that an 
American citizen, a resident of the United States, would be 
exempt as to the dividends that he would receive? 

Mr. WINGO. I do not understand the gentleman's question. 

Mr. MILLS. Assuming that an American citizen, a resident- 
of the State of New York, receives dividends from a China 
corporation, the gentleman does not mean to imply that those 
dividends would be exempt. 

Mr. WINGO. That is what the proponents of this bill claim 
they want done, and I imagine that is what they do. 

Mr. MILLS. I want the gentleman to understand that is not 
so, and I think that if he will glance at section 12 on page 7 
of the bill he will see very clearly that the exemption limits 
it to a resident of China. 

Mr. WINGO. Then what change is being made from the 
present law? That is the present law. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Oh, no. 

Mr. WINGO. I may be in error, but I went inco that present 
law and fought it, and they contended that is what they did. 

Mr. GRAHAM. The only word changed in that section is to 
strike out the word “citizen” and insert the word “ resident.” 
It applied only to citizens of China, and now it applies also to 
residents of China, who would be Americar, citizens. 

Mr. WINGO. I differ with the gentleman. 

Mr. GRAHAM. That is the law, and there is no question 
about it. 7 

Mr. WINGO. Because a man sat in the gallery when we 
passed that bill, and he said he still retained his citizenship in 
the United States and that he has been a resident of China for 
a great many years. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I do not care what he said. 

Mr. WINGO. And it was urged that he was over there 
enduring the hardships of life, and simply because he resided 
over there he ought not to be expatriated. The gentleman was 
pointed out in the gallery, The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
says that he is now going to make it a question of residence 
and not of citizenship. Is that it? 

Mr. GRAHAM. That is what the bill says. 

Mr. WINGO. The gentleman proposes, then, that the ques- 
tion of residence shall determine the tax exemption and not 
citizenship? That means a British citizen, if he meets the 
residence requirement, would be exempt from taxation? 

Mr. GRAHAM. How can you tax a British citizen in China 
who owns stock in the corporation? Is the Britisher subject to 
taxation? 

Mr. WINGO. Does the chairman of the Judiciary Committee 
tell me that when we issue a Federal charter to an American 
corporation that we can not control at its source the dividends 
that corporation pays? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has again 
expired. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Chairman, I want to say a few words 
on the subject of taxation, and I regard the rest of the bill 
a matter that will not produce much controversy, but on the 
question of taxation there are two propositions. To-day there 
is double taxation. Now, ought these people to be subject to 
that? I have no doubt about this, and I am not stating that 
which is not the result of careful study. My attention was 
riveted upon the question of taxation and not to the few 
amendments that are made in the bill. The last paragraph in 
the bill was supposed to have been quoted from the resolution, 
and that was perfectly clear, and when the time comes I shall 
offer an amendment saying that hereafter no corporation for 
the purpose of engaging in business within China shall be 
created under any law of the United States other than the 
China trade act, which would mean to put the control of this 
under the China trade act; this every reasonable man would 
wish to accomplish, 

Mr. MORTON D. HULL, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I will, 
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Mr. MORTON D. HULL. I wish the gentleman would clarify 
his statement in reference to the double system of taxation. 
To what does the gentleman refer? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I would refer to it in two sentences. When- 
ever a dividend is paid to a citizen of the United States from 
the China corporation, that citizen must pay a normal tax 
on it. Now, it is not true, as every lawyer knows, of dividends 
from domestic corporations, when he receives a dividend from 
a domestic corporation he pays no normal tax on it. Again, 
wherever the corporation pays the 12% per cent corporation 
tax the normal tax is relieved from the shoulder of the indi- 
vidual taxpayer. Now, as the law stands he is obliged to pay 
it on all dividends from a corporation under the China trade 
corporation act, and the corporation also is to pay 12½ per 
cent, That is what I call double taxation. Now, there is an- 
other sense in which it is double taxation. A corporation which 
holds stock in a China trade corporation and receives a divi- 
dend from the latter on its stock must include that dividend 
in the profits of the corporation and pay 12% per cent on it 
as part of its earnings. Is that fair? 

Mr. WEFALD. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I do. 

Mr. WEFALD. Is not that tax again shifted back again 
to the Chinese? 

Mr. GRAHAM. No; not in any way. I can not yield any 
more, because I have not the time. 

Mr. WEFALD. Were not these same arguments made here 
last year when we passed the revenue bill, that the common 
people paid all the taxes? 

Mr. GRAHAM. No. 

Mr. WEFALD. Yes; it was. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Well, that is a difference of opinion be- 
tween myself and my friend. [Laughter.] Now, I am trying 
to show you where there is a double taxation. Now, this bill 
is to relieve that and go one step further. A corporation 
created under the China trade act will have the right, if this 
bill becomes a law, to take the aggregate holdings therein of 
citizens of the United States whether they live in China or 
live in the United States or any of its possessions; that is 
the only language that is incorporated in the text of the bill 
that changes the old law, and it will be relieved from paying 
the 1214 per cent corporation tax to that extent. Upon the 
stock held by Britishers or anybody else it must pay 1244 per 
cent tax. Now, I say that that is the law as stated in this 
bill, and there can be no dispute about it. 

Now, the paragraph to which my friend from Arkansas re- 
fers, you will notice in Mr. Mellon’s letter, relates to the last 
portion of this subject, which is contained in section 12 of the 
bill: 


In the case of a person— 


You will observe 


amounts distributed as dividends to or for his benefit by a corporation 
organized under the China trade act, 1922, if, at the time of such 
distribution, he is a resident ot China and the equitable right to the 
income of the shares of stock of the corporation is in good faith 
vested in him, 


That paragraph is changed only in one word. Under the old 
law it said “citizen” of China. We say “resident” of China, 
so that that would include every American who in the pursuit 
of the extension of business in China who took up his residence 
in China; and that is a perfectly fair provision in this bill. 

Mr. JACOBSTHIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
there for a question? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes. 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. As to this question of double taxation, 
would this double taxation exist for those doing business in 
South America, for Instance? 

Mr. GRAHAM. No. I do not see how that can arise. 

Mr. JACOBSTEHIN. Is it a preference to those doing busi- 
ness in China as against persons doing business in other parts 
of the world? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I do not see how that is related to the sub- 
ject we are considering. 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. I was wondering whether a general law 
could not be passed to relieve people from double taxation. 

Mr. GRAHAM. No. This is specifically in regard to trade 
with China. 

Mr. CARTER. The gentleman from New York is trying to 
find out whether this same thing does not now exist with 
reference to trade in South America. Does this condition of 
oo taxation exist in South America as it now exists in 

ina? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I do not now know whether or not such a 
condition exists. I do not see how it can. 
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Mr. JACOBSTEIN. I am talking about an American who 
may be engaged in trade in some foreign country other than 
China. Can the gentleman from New York [Mr. Mitts] tell 
us whether there is double taxation in trade not carried on 
under this act? 

Mr. MILLS. An American citizen residing in a foreign coun- 
try would pay an income tax to the United States as an Ameri- 
can citizen and would pay an income tax in the country in 
which he resides on the income derived from business there, 
where he is a resident.. In that case he would be taxed twice, 
whereas an American citizen who is a stockholder in this cor- 
poration would be relieved of the double taxation. 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. In other words, this would be in behalf 
of a special class of people, and in that respect it would be 
class legislation. 

Mr. GRAHAM. This act does not do what the gentleman 
says. It is an act to put on an equality our people who are in 
China with those who are our competitors in that country. 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. You are putting them on an equality 
with foreigners doing business in China, but not on an equality 
with other American citizens doing business in other portions 
of the world? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes. But that is not the point with the 
subject of the China trade act. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I regret I can not yield. 

Mr. WINGO. I yielded to the gentleman twice. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Well, I will yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. WINGO. I want to ask the gentleman in regard to 
certain language of the bill on page 5, at the bottom of the 

ge. I want to know what persons are excluded from this 
classification, starting on line 24 of page 5: (1) Persons 
resident in China, the United States, or possessions of the 
United States, and (2) individual citizens of the United States 
or China wherever resident.” Can the gentleman name me a 
person who is not included in one of those classes? 

Mr. GRAHAM, The language of the old law is this: “ Indi- 
vidual citizens of the United States or China resident in China.” 
This bill is intended to enlarge the application of the law to 
people who reside in the United States or in the possessions 
of the United States in addition to those who reside in China. 

Mr. WINGO. And in addition to that, citizens of the United 
States or of China wherever they reside? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes. 

Mr. WINGO. In other words, the present law allows a 
person to claim exemption on the stock owned by persons 
resident in China. You add “persons resident,” and you also 
add “individual citizens of the United States or China, 
wherever they may reside.” 

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes. That language was intended to cover 
the difficulty, as I explained at the beginning of my remarks, 
where the citizen of the United States is obliged to pay the 
normal tax, and he could not be relieved if it applied only to 
citizens resident in China. 

That is the only manner in which they could be relieved of 
paying the normal tax; the payment of which they are now 
relieved from in the matter of stock held in domestic cor- 
porations. In addition to that—answering again, to some ex- 
tent, the gentleman’s question as to South America—if a citi- 
zen were a stockholder in a corporation doing business in 
South America, and it were a domestic corporation—and if 
created in the United States it would be—he would not be 
subject to the payment of that tax in that manner; but in the 
China trade act he is expressly exempted by the language of 
the act itself. So that although it is classed as a domestic 
corporation, he is not permitted to have an exemption with 
respect to the payment of the normal tax on a dividend de- 
clared by that corporation. If you will read the sections of 
the internal revenue law relating to individual tax returns, 
relating to corporation tax returns, and relating to insurance 
companies’ tax returns, you will find in each one of them 
these words, when they cover the exemptions, “except divi- 
dends received from corporations created under the China 
trade act.” Now, when that exception exists it creates an in- 
equality. It does not apply to any other domestic corpora- 
tion created under the laws of this land, and the language 
used in the bill is the only language that could correct this in 
that particular. 

Mr. HOCH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes. 

Mr. HOCH. Does that provision affect in any way the 
surtax upon income derived from dividends declared by these 
China trade corporations? 


Mr. GRAHAM. No; the surtax is still applicable. They 


have got to account for these dividends in making up their 
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returns for the payment of the surtax. It only applies to the 
normal tax. 

Mr. HOCH. So it puts them exactly on a par with dividends 
declared by domestic corporations? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Exactly. It puts them on a par with divi- 
dends declared by domestic corporations and does nothing 
more, The whole purpose of this act is to correct those in- 
equalities. It is the purpose to relieve our corporations of the 
handicap under which they are now laboring in China and put 
them on a fair, square basis with citizens who own stock in 
other domestic corporations. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman 
from New York rise? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. To make a point of order. I have to 
go home and look up my Chinese atlas, and I make the point 
of order that there is no quorum present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York makes the 
point of order that there is no quorum present. The Chair 
will count. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee 
do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having 
resumed the chair, Mr. Trson, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that 
committee had had under consideration the bill (H. R. 7190) 
to amend the China trade act, 1922, and had come to no 
resolution thereon. 

AMENDMENT TO THE CONSTITUTION OF THE UNITED STATES 

Mr. SNELL, from the Committee on Rules, submitted a 
privileged report (H. Res. 440) for the consideration of House 
Joint Resolution 68, proposing an amendment to the Constitu- 
tion of the United States, which was referred to the House 
Calendar, 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to: 

Mr. WELLER, for two days, on account of important business. 

Mr. Mares (at the request of Mr. Cramton), for to-day, on 
account of illness. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. : 

The motion was agreed to: accordingly (at 5 o'clock and 18 
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Satur- 
day, February 14, 1925, at 12 o'clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications were 
taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 
` 872. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with 
a letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, re- 
ports on preliminary examination and survey of Shrewsbury 
River, N. J.; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

873. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting supplemental estimates of appropriations 
for the Navy Department for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1925, amounting to $17,025,000; supplemental estimates for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, amounting to $13,000,000; in 
all, $30,025,000, and drafts of proposed legislation affecting 
existing appropriations pertaining to the Navy Department 
(H. Doe. No. 622); to the Committee on Appropriations and 
ordered to be printed. 

874. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting supplemental estimate of appropriation for 
extraordinary repairs and refurnishing of the Executive Man- 
sion, $50,000 (H. Doc. No. 623) ; to the Committee on Appropria- 
tions and ordered to be printed. 

875. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting supplemental estimate of appropriation for 
the legislative establishment of the United States, for the 
fiscal year 1925, in the sum of $750, for. the procurement of 
two marble pedestals for busts to be placed in the Capitol 
Building (H. Doc. No. 624); to the Committee on Appropria- 
tions and ordered to be printed. 

876. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting proposed legislation affecting an existing 
appropriation of the Department of Agriculture for the fiscal 
year 1925 (H. Doc. No. 625); to the Committee on Appropria- 
tions and ordered to be printed. 

877. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a communication from the Secretary of 
War submitting an estimate of appropriation in the sum of 
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$5,808.75 to pay claims for damages by collisions, river and 
harbor work, which have been adjusted and settled by the 
Chief of Engineers, United States Army (H. Doc. No. 626); to 
the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

878. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a supplemental estimate of appropriation 
for the legislative establishment of the United States for the 
fiscal year 1925, to remain available until June 30, 1926, in the 
sum of $251,800 (H. Doe. No. 627) ; to the Committee on Appro- 
priations and ordered to be printed. 

879. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a communication from the Postmaster 
General submitting an estimate of appropriation in the sum 
of $375.05 to pay claims which have been adjusted and require 
an appropriation for their payment (H. Doc. No. 628); to the 
Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

880. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting supplemental estimate of appropriation 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1925, for the War Depart- 
ment, for the repair of the elevator in the Washington Monu- 
ment, amounting to $10,000 (H. Doc. No. 629); to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

881. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting supplemental estimate of appropriation 
for the Department of Justice for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1925, amounting to $33,000 (H. Doc. No. 630); to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT: Committee on Military Affairs. S. J. 
Res. 124. A joint resolution to provide for the posthumous 
appointment to commissioned grades of certain enlisted men 
and the posthumous promotion of certain commissioned offi- 
cers; with amendments (Rept. No. 1485). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. LUCE: Committee on the Library. H. R. 12261. A bill 
authorizing the appropriation of $5,000 for the erection of 
tablets or other form of memorials in the city of Quincy, 
Mass., in memory of John Adams and John Quincy Adams; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1486). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia: Committee on Naval Affairs. 
H. R. 11926. A bill to authorize the reimbursement of certain 
persons for the loss of personal effects at the naval training 
station, Hampton Roads, Va.; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1487). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

Mr. ELLIOTT: Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 
S. J. Res. 163. A joint resolution to accept donations of 
furniture and furnishings for use in the White House: with 
amendment (Rept. No. 1484). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. PARKER: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. S. 4178. An act to authorize the Port of New York 
Authority to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge across 
the Hudson River between the States of New York and New 
Jersey; without amendment (Rept. No. 1488). Referred to 
the House Calendar. 

Mr. PARKER: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. S. 4179. An act to authorize the Port of New York 
Authority to construct, maintain, and operate bridges across 
the Arthur Kill between the States of New York and New 
Jersey; without amendment (Rept. No. 1489). Referred to 
the House Calendar. 

Mr. PARKER: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. S. 4203. An act to authorize the Port of New York 
Authority to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge across 
the Kill Van Kull between the States of New York and New 
Jersey; without amendment (Rept. No. 1490). Referred to the 
House Calendar. * 

Mr. SNELL: Committee on Rules. H. Res. 440. A resolu- 
tion providing for the consideration of H. J. Res, 68, proposing 
an amendment to the Constitution of the United States; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1491). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII. 

Mr. HILL of Alabama: Committee on Military Affairs. S. 
1232. An act for the relief of Stephen A. Winchell; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1483). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House, p 
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PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memo- 
rials were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. SEARS of Florida: A bill (H. R. 12282) providing 
for the establishment of a term of the District Court of the 
United States for the Southern District of Florida at Orlando, 
Fla. ; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GLATFELTER: A bill (H. R. 12283) granting the 
consent of Congress to the county commissioners of the counties 
of York and Lancaster, in the State of Pennsylvania, and their 
successors, to construct a bridge across. the Susquehanna River 
between the borough of Wrightsville, in York County, Pa., and 
the borough of Columbia, in Laneaster County, Pa.; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. SCHAFER: A bill (H. R. 12284) to amend the or- 
ganic act of Porto Rico, approved March 2, 1917; to the Com- 
mittee on Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. CURRY: A bill (H. R. 12285) to create a department 
of air, defining the powers and duties of the secretary thereof, 
providing for the organization, disposition, and administration 
of a United States air force, and providing for the development 
of civil and commercial aviation, the regulation of air naviga- 
tion, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

By Mr. MAGEE of New York: A bill (H. R. 12286) to provide 
for the appointment if one additional district. judge for the 
northern and western districts of New York; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. : 

By Mr. RANKIN: Resolution (H. Res. 439) directing the 
Federal Trade Commission to make an inquiry into cottonseed 
products, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Agri- 
culture. 

By the SPEAKER (by request): Memorial of the Legislature 
of the State of Wisconsin petitioning Congress to protest against 
the surrender of Musele Shoals to private interests; to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs, 

By Mr, FLEBTWOOD: Legislature of the State of Vermont 
passed a joint resolution approved by the governor urging 

Congress to participate in the World Court on the Harding- 

Hughes terms, as approved by President Coolidge; to the Com- 

mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. BROWNE of Wisconsin: Memorial of the Legislature 
of the State of Wisconsin, petitioning Congress against the sur- 
render of Muscle Shoals to private interests; to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 


| 


| PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and seyerally referred as follows: 

By Mr. COLE of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 12287) to reinstate in 
the naval service John ©. F. Yarnell; to the Committee on 
Naval Affairs. : 

By Mr. LAZARO: A bill (H. R. 12288) granting a pension to 
Addie I. Parsons; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MANLOVE: A bill (H. R. 12289) granting a pension 
to William Higginbottom; to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, 

By Mr. SCHAFER: A bill (H. R. 12290) for the relief of 
John W. Lewis; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 12291) for the relief of Maj, F. Ellis Reed; 
to the Committee on Claims. : 

By Mr. SNELL: A bill (H. R. 12292) granting insurance to 
Lydia C. Spry; to the Committee on World War Veterans’ Leg- 
isiation. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 12298) granting an increase of pension to 
Eliza S. Stacks; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Michigan: A bill (H. R. 12294) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Alice Root; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WILSON of Indiana: A bill (H, R. 12295) granting 
an increase of pension to Sarah A. Hagan; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

3775. By the SPEAKER (by request): Petition of board of 
supervisors, San Francisco County, Calif., requesting Congress 
to appoint a committee to be present at the celebration of Cali- 
fornia’s diamond jubilee; to the Committee on Rules. 

8776. By Mr. ARNOLD: Petition from sundry citizens of 
Noble, Ind., protesting against the passage of the compulsory 
Sunday observance bill; to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 


3777. By Mr. KNUTSON: Petition of sundry citizens of 
Aitkin County, Minn., opposing the passage of the Sunday 
observance law and any other religious legislation which may 
be pending; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

3778. By Mr. KVALE: Petition of G. L. Budd and 62 other 
citizens of Alexandria, Minn., requesting the House of Repre- 
sentatives to defeat proposed legislatton aiming at compulsory 
observance of the Sabbath; to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

8779. By Mr. LEA of California: Petition of 356 residents of 
Tehama County, Calif., protesting against passage of the so- 
called Sunday observance bill (S. 3218); to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia, 

3780. By Mr. McREYNOLDS: Petition of the citizens of the 
State of Tennessee, protesting against the passage of Senate 
bill 3218, compulsory Sunday observance bill; to the Commit- 
tee on the District of Columbia. 

8781. By Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota: Petition signed by 
sundry citizens of Minneapolis, Minn., in proiest against the 
compulsory Sunday observance bill for the District of Colum- 
bia; also all other religious legislation; to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia, 

8782. By Mr. PHILLIPS: Affidavits to accompany House 
bill 12272, granting a pension to Emma Augusta Schramm; to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

3783. By Mr. SINCLAIR: Petition of 44 residents of Billings 
County, N. Dak., protesting against Senate bill 8218 and all 
other religious legislation; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

3784. By Mr. SNYDER: Petition of citizens of Vienne and 
Blossyale, N. Y., protesting against the passage of Senate bill 
3218 or other compulsory Sunday observance legislation; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

3785. By Mr. WILLIAMS of Michigan: Petition of C. $ 
Owen and 17 other residents of Battle Creek, Mich., protest- 
ing against the passage of Senate bill 3218, the Sunday observ- 
ance bill, so called; to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

3786. Also, petition of Mrs. Mary A. Fisher and 7 other resi- 
dents of Battle Creek, Mich., protesting against the passage of 
Senate bill 3218, the Sunday observance Dill, so called; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

8787. By Mr. WYANT: Protest of executive committee of 
the Port of Philadelphia Ocean Traffic Bureau, against Butler 
bill (S. 3927); to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, 


SENATE 
Saturpay, February 14, 1925 
(Legislative day of Tuesday, February 3, 1925) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expiration of 
the recess. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair). At 
the time of taking a recess last night no quorum having been 
developed, the Secretary will again call the roll. 

The principal legislative clerk called the roll, and the follow- 
ing Senators answered to their names: 


Ashurst Fernald Ladd Robinson 
Ball Fess Lenroot Sheppard 
Bayard Fletcher McKellar Shields 
Bingham McKinley Shipstead 
rah George McLean Shortridge 
Brookhart Glass Men Simmons 
Broussard Gooding Mayfield Smith 
Bruce Greene Metcalf Smoot 
Bursum Hale Moses Spencer 
Butler Harreld Norbeek Stanfield 
Cameron Harris Norris Stanley 
Caprer Harrison Oddie Sterling 
Caraway Heflin Overman Swanson 
Co Howell Pepper Trammell 
Couzens Johnson, Calif, Phipps Underwood 
Cur Johnson, Mion. Pittman Walsh, Mass. 
Dale Jones, Was Ralston Walsh, Mont. 
Dial Kendrick Ransdell Warren 
Dill Keyes Reed, Mo. Watson 
Edge King Reed, Pa. Willis 


Mr. HARRISON. I wish to announce that the senior Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island [Mr. Gerry] is absent because of ill- 
ness. I ask that this announcement may stand for the day: 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Bighty Senators haying an- 
swered to their names, a quorum is present. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Far- 
rell, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had passed 
the following-entitled bills, in which it requested the concur- 
rence of the Senate: 


1925 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


3697 


H. R. 12101. An act making appropriations for the legislative 
branch of the Government for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1926, and for other purposes; and 

II. R. 12175. An act granting pensions and increase of pen- 
sions to certain soldiers and sailors of the Civil War and cer- 
pore widows and dependent children of soldiers and sailors of 

war. 

The message returned to the Senate, in compliance with its 
request, the message of the Senate, together with accompany- 
ing papers, agreeing to the conference report on the bill (H. R. 
10020) making appropriations for the Department of the Inte- 
rior for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, and for other 
purposes, ; 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

The message also announced that the Speaker of the House 
had affixed his signature to the following enrolled bills, and 
they were thereupon signed by the presiding officer (Mr. 
Moses) as Acting President pro tempore: 

S. 78. An act for the relief of the owners of the barge 
Anode; 

S. 82. An act for the relief of the owners of the steamship 
Comanche; and 

S. 84. An act for the relief of the owners of the steamship 
Ceylon Maru. ` 

STRENGTH OF THE NAVY 


Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, I have here a copy of the 
February išsue of the Scientific American, There is an article 
in it entitled Our point of view,” by J. Bernard Walker, the 
editor emeritus of this valuable periodical. The article relates 
to our Navy and makes some very interesting comparisons of 
the strength of our Navy with that of the British Navy. I 
think it is quite worth while that the article should be printed 
in the Recorp. I ask that that may be done. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

The article is as follows: 


Our Pornt oF View 


MISLEADING THE AMERICAN PUBLIC AS TO THE NAVY 

The present agitation over the supposed weakness of the American 
battleship fleet, as determined by the Washington treaty, is nothing 
more nor less than a discreditable attempt to fool the American public. 
Apart from its serious effect in stirring up that very spirit of inter- 
national suspicion and strife which the late President Harding at- 
tempted to allay by the treaty, this agitation takes on a very serious 
aspect because of the cumulative evidence that its source is to be found 
in the American Navy—not in the whole American Navy, thank God, 
but in a, let us hope, tery small minority. 

Ever since the treaty was completed the American public has been 
told, either directly or by implication, that the United States got a 
“raw deal” at that conference, and that not only was the 5-5-3 
ratio never established, but that we came out of the conference with 
our eet considerably less in power and efficiency than the British 
fleet and not so very much stronger than the Japanese. Now, the 
American fleet is the property of the American people, paid for by 
their money; and the personnel of the fleet has been educated and 
its salary is paid out of the pockets of the American people. Hence, 
when the Government, as in the case of the Washington treaty, has 
inaugurated a definite policy, it is the duty of the officers of the Navy 
to endeayor to follow that policy through to the very letter. 


OUR FLEET is NOT INFERIOR 


When, as in the present case, a considerable body of these officers 
endeavor to fool the public by telling them that they possess a fleet 
inferior to that of Great Britain and but little better than that of 
Japan, they are not only violating the spirit of the great school at 
Annapolis at which they were trained, and the traditions of the Navy 
in which they serve, but they are doing a most injurious disservice to 
the American Nation. 

The writer, after 30 years of close study of our Navy, during 
which he bas endeavored so far as his pen might serve, to support 
the Navy in its effort to get adequate appropriations, and has lived 
in the closest touch with its personnel, claims to have acquired a 
rather acute perception of the difference between a naval article 
written in the Navy and one written by an outside layman; and 
be js free to confess that, during the years which haye intervened 
since the conclusion of the Washington treaty, he has been greatly 
disturbed by his conviction that the propaganda to discredit that 
treaty bas been written very largely in the Navy itself; and when 
it has not been so written, has found its source of inspiration therein. 

AMERICA GOT NO “ RAW DEAL” 


Now, by way of counteracting this misinformation, we beg to 
state that iť is our opinion, and always bas been, that so far from 
America getting a “raw deal.“ we came out from that conference 
with the strongest battleship fleet of the three powers concerned, 


with a decided superiority on all but one point of comparison over 
that of Great Britain. This conviction is based on the following 
facts: 

First, in the vital matter of age, the average age of the first 10 
ships of the United States Navy is five years; whereas that of the 
British first 10 ships is eight and two-tenths years; and it is well 
understood in naval circles that there is a steady depreciation of a 
ship as the years pass by. 

Second, the average displacement of the first 10 ships of our Navy 
is 32,120 tons; whereas the average displacement of the first 10 
ships of the British Navy is 27,762 tons. There is no truer measure 
of the value of two ships than displacement. One designer, in dis- 
tributing a ship’s displacement, will favor heavy batteries, another 
heavy protection, another elaborate underwater subdivision, and 
another high speed and so forth; but, in the total result, a ton of 
displacement is of about equal value among first-class navies as built 
by the world's best designers. So here, also, we find the United 
States holding a big lead of between 4,000 and 5,000 tons per ship. 

WE HAVE FIVE, THE BRITISIC HAVE NO POST-JUTLAND SHIPS 

Thirdly, the battle of Jutland taught many lessons, and the British 
gave to our designers everything they learned in their four and a half 
years of fighting. We haye embodied this and our own information 
in our first five ships, and three of them (of the Maryland class) have 
five separate hulls as a protection against disruption by the torpedo. 
The reeent tests of the Washington, which falled to be sunk by below 
water detonations of high explosives, proves that these first five ships 
are practically unsinkable; they are true post-Jutland ships. On the 
other hand, not a single ship of the British embodies the full lessons 
of the Jutland fight; they were built before that fight. It is prob- 
able that few, if any, of them have better underwater protection than 
the Ostfriesland which was sunk by a single large bomb dropped from 
an airplane. 

Fourthly, in the matter of guns, we are speaking now of the two 
fleets as they actually exist to-day, and do not include the Nelson and 
Rodney now building; our first 10 ships carry twenty-four 16-inch guns 
and eighty-four 14-inch guns, making a total of 108. The first 10 
British battleships carry only eighty 15-inch guns, a weapon greatly 
inferior in range and power to the 16-inch. Moreover, in the whole 
18 ships of the United States Fleet of battleships there are 192 main 
battery guns. In the British fleet of battleships, as it stands to-day, 
there are but 160 heavy guns with 28 on the 4 battle cruisers. On 
the completion of the Nelson and Rodney the British will have eighteen 
16-inch guns to our 24, and since they must scrap 4 of their older, 
10-gun ships, the total in heavy guns will be United States, 192; and 
British, 166. 

Thus far in our consideration of the first 10 ships of each fleet we 
have established a decided superiority for the American Fleet. As to 
the other 8 ships, there has been more misleading—we had almost 
said silly—propaganda sent broadcast through the daily press than 
in respect of any part of this disreputable controversy. We have heard 
a’ great deal about the disparity in range, and we have been told that 
the superiority of two or three thousand yards of some of the older 
British ships over our older ships is such that we should be hopelessly 
beaten In an engagement. The smallest range of the older of our ships 
is about twenty to twenty-one thousand yards, and uo most em- 
phatically assert that the experience of the fighting of the Great War, 
and even the theoretical developments of target practice since the war, 
fail to give any reason to expect that ships of the future will fight 
at anything like 20.000 yards range. 

As we have noted recently in these columns, Admiral Beatty had 
an advantage of some three or four thousand yards over the Ger- 
mans. Nevertheless, at the Dogger Bank fight he did not fire a shot 
until he was within 18,000 yards, and in the battle of Jutland, where 
he had the same advantage, be did not open fire until the same rauge 
of 18,000 yards was established; moreover, most of the fighting of the 
battle of Jutland was done at ranges of from twelve to fourteen thou- 
sand yards. It is all very well to go out in calm weather under the 
clear blue skies of the Caribbean or the western Pacific coast, and 
open up on a target at twenty to thirty thousand yards, correcting the 
range by one’s own airplanes, flying unmolested above the target ship, 
but it will be quite another thing to attempt the same thing in the 
precarious weather which exists on all the seven seas and when our 
spotting planes are tied up in a flerce dog fight with the planes of the 
enemy. Not one day in fifty will afford weather for that kind of 
fighting. As at Jutland, the contending fleets will draw in until the 
“spotters” on the mast tops can, so to speak, see the whites of each 
other's eyes as they watch and record the fall of the salvos. 

OUR OLDER SHIPS NOT OBSOLETE 

But no attempt to fool the American public as to the inefficiency 
of our fleet equals the statement that several of our older ships are 
obsolete because on a certain occasion they were able to make only 
10 knots, due to faulty boilers, If this was so, it was a great reflec. 
tion upon the engineering staff of the home navy yards and of the 
ships concerned. Boilers 8 or 10 years old should be in practically 
as good condition as when they were new. If not, how came it about 
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that the old Mauretania, carrying her original Scotch boilers 17 years 
old, was recently able to go out and break a record of 15 years’ stand- 
ing by steaming over the Atlantic at 27,25 knots? If our boilers are 
deteriorating for want of funds for repairs, let us lay off two or 
three ships instead of attempting to keep the full fleet in commission, 
and so have available out of our $300,000,000 or more annnal appro- 
priations sufficient funds to keep this vital element of the ships in first- 
class condition. 


AGITATION ENDANGERS WORLD PEACE 


Finally; we repeat, and we defy successful contradiction, that the 
Amézican battleship fleet to-day is more powerful and, if properly 
maintained, is more efficient than any other fleet afloat. And we take 
this oppertunity of expressing the hope that the Government will see 
to it that this misleading, most dangerous, and unprofessional agitation 
is entirely suppressed. If investigations are to be made, we suggest 
that the Goverhment might find it to its advantage to look into the 
activities of the office of naval intelligence during the years which 
have intervened since the gathering which formulated and put through 
the Washington treaty, 


INCREASE OF JUDICIAL SALARIES (S. DOC. NO. 202) 


Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, I send to the desk a short 
report of a special committee on the increase of judicial 
salaries, presented at the meeting of the American Bar Asso- 
ciation at Philadelphia in July, 1924. It has reference to a 
subject now pending before the Senate. I ask that it may 
be printed as a publie document. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the fol- 
lowing joint memorial of the legislature of Oregon, which was 
referred to the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation: 


Stare or OREGON, 
THIRTY-THIRD LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY, REGULAR SESSION, 
: 3 HALL OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
House joint memorial 8 
To the honorable Senate and House of Representatives of the United 

States of America in Congress assembled: 

Your nremorialist, the Legislature of the State of Oregon, respect- 
fully represents that: 

Whereas there is now pending before the Congress of the United 
States of America Senate bill No. 3779, introduced In the Senate of 
the United States December 30, 1924, by Senator KENDRICK, to pro- 
vide for aided and directed settlement on Government land in irri- 
gation projects; and 

Whereas the enactment of said bill into law would make possible 
the reclaiming and profitable cultivation of vast areas of land Jn the 
State of Oregon that are now almost valueless, and materially en- 
hance the wealth of the United States of America and of the State 
of Oregon; and 

Whereas there is a steadily growing demand for, and an urgent 
need of small irrigated farms in the State of Oregon: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the house of representatives (the senate jointly con- 
curring), That we do most earnestly petition and memorialize the 
Senate and the House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in the name of the State of Oregon to enact at once said 
Senate bill No. 3779 into law; and be it further 

Resolved, That the secretary of state of the State of Oregon be and 
is hereby Instructed to forward a copy of this resolution to each 
Member of Congress of the United States of America, 

Adopted by the house, January 80, 1925. 

DENTON G. BURDICK, 
Speaker of the House. 

Adopted by the senate, January 30, 1925. 

Gus. C. MOSER, 
President of the Senate. 

(indorsed; House joint memorial No. 8. Introduced by Mr. Chas. 
J, Shelton, W. F. Drager, chief clerk. Filed: February 3, 1925, Sam 
A. Kozer, secretary of state.) 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
STATE OF OREGON, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE: 

I. Sam A. Kozer, secretary of state of the State of Oregon, and 
custodian of the seal of said State, do hereby certify: 

That I bave carefully compared the annexed copy of house joint 
memorial No. $ with the original thereof adopted by the Senate and 
House of Representatives of the Thirty-third Legislative Assembly of 
the State of Oregon and filed in the office of the secretary of state 
of the State of Oregon February 3, 1925, and that the same is a full, 
true, and complete transcript therefrom and of the whole thereof, 
together with all indorsements thereon. 


In testimony whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed 
hereto the seal of the State of Oregon. Done at the capitol at 
Salem, Oreg., this 4th day of February, A. D. 1925. 

[SEAL.] Sam A. Kozer, 

Secretary of State. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER also laid before the Senate the 
following joint resolution of the Legislature of Wisconsin, 
which was ordered to lie on the table: 


Joint resolution 4, memorializing Congress to protest against the 
surrender of Muscle Shoals to private interests 

Whereas the public welfare demands that the natural resources 
of the Nation be owned, developed, and operated for the benefit of the 
Nation collectively, so that the people shall receive the services and 
products thereof at cost, as against turning over those resources to 
private corporations to operate them for profit and thereby exploit 
the people of our country through the ever-increasing rates and prices 
and through speculation and high finance, as has resulted from the 
private ownersbip of railroads and other quasi-public service enter- 
Prises: 

Whereas there is at present pending in Congress the project known 
as Muscle Shoals in Alabama, a giant power-producing dam, with 
almost unlimited undeveloped power for the production of hydro- 
electric energy for fertilizer, electricity, ete., for cities and farmers 
alike, on which $150,000,000 has already been spent, and which, if 
kept intact by the Government and developed for service, will help 
to reduce the price of current to the people of the United States: 
Therefore be it > 

Resolved by the assembly (the senate concurring), To memorialize 
Congress to protest against turning over the project known as the 
Muscle Shoals or any other power-producing resources, developed or 
undeveloped, to private enterprise, joining with other forces of social 
progress in requesting that Congress take immediate steps to develop 
the Muscle Shoals power project and to operate it for the benefit of 
the people of the United States by distributing its products at cost. 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution, properly attested, be sent 
to the President of the United States and to the Presiding Officers of 
both Houses of Congress and to each Wisconsin Member thereof. 

Henry A. HUBER, 
President of the Senate. 
F. W. SCHOENFEHL, 
Chief Clerk of the Senate. 
H. W. SACHTJÐX, 
Speaker of the Assembly. 
C. E. SHAFFER, 
Chief Clerk of the Assembly. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER also laid.before the Senate 
resolutions adopted by the Citizens’ Association of Takoma, D. 
C., favoring the prompt passage of Senate bill 3765, to authorize 
a five year building program for the public-school system of the 
District of Columbia which shall proyide school buildings 
adequate in size and facilities to make possible an efficient 
system of public education in the District of Columbia, ete., 
which were referred to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

Mr. CAPPER presented a resolution adopted at a meeting 
of citizens of Wakefield and vicinity, in the State of Kansas, 
representing five organizations and attended by about 150 per- 
sons, favoring the participation of the United States in the 
World Court under the terms of the so-called Harding-Hughes 
plan, which was referred to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania presented a memorial, numer- 
ously signed by sundry citizens of Erie, Pa., remonstrating 
against the passage of the so-called compulsory Sunday ob- 
servance bill for the District, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. BINGHAM presented a resolution adopted by the Busi- 
ness and Professional Women’s Club of Bridgeport, Conn., 
favoring the consideration and discussion at the present ses- 
sion of Congress of a report of the Foreign Relations Committee 
on the matter of the entrance of the United States into the 
World Court, which was referred to the Committee on For- 
eign Relations, 

He also presented a petition of the Waterbury Woman's 
Ciub, of Waterbury, Conn., praying that a resolution pro- 
viding for the adherence of the United States into the World 
Court be reported by the Foreign Relations Committee and be 
debated and considered in the Senate, which was referred to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented a resolution of the board of directors of 
the Waterbury (Conn.) Chamber of Commerce, favoring the 
participation of the United States in the World Court under 
the terms of the so-called Coolidge-Hughes plan, which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
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Ile also presented a resolution adopted by the Connecticut 
State Bar Association, expressing its confidence in the jury 
system as at prevent administered in the United States courts 
and remonstrating against the passage of the so-called Cara- 
way bill, being the bill (S. 624) to amend the practice and 
procedure in Federal courts, and for other purposes, which was 
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

He also presented petitions of members of Charles P. Kirk- 
land Camp, No. 18, Department of Connecticut, United Spanish 
War Veterans, of Winsted, and the Lieutenant N. W. Bishop 
Camp, No. 3, United Spanish War Veterans, of Bridgeport, both 
in the State of Connecticut, praying for the passage of the so- 
called Bursum bill, granting increased pension to,veterans of 
the Spanish War and their widows, ete, which were referred 
to the Committee on Pensions, 

He also presented the- petition of members of Charles B. 
Bowen Camp, No. 2, United Spanish War Veterans, of Meriden, 
Conn., praying for the passage of the so-called Knutson bill, 
granting increased pensions to veterans of the Spanish War 
and their widows, ete.; which was referred to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

He also presented petitions of members of the Naugatuck 
Branch of the Women’s Christian Temperance Union and mem- 
bers of Isbell Woman's Relief Corps No. 14, Auxiliary to the 
G. A. R., both of Naugatuck, Conn., praying for the passage of 
the so-called Cramton bill, being House bill 6645, to amend the 
national prohibition act, to provide for a bureau of prohibition 
in the Treasury Department, and to define its powers and 
duties, ete.; which were referred to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

He also presented resolutions adopted by the Connecticut Bar 
Association, favoring the passage of the following bills: 

S. 2060. An act reorganizing the jurisdiction of the Supreme 
Court of the United States; 

S. 2061. An act vesting in the United States Supreme Court 
the proper power to make rules on the common-law side of the 
court; 

H. R. 5194. An act authorizing the court in cases of actual 
controversy to make declaratory judgments ; 

H. R. 5566; S. 2693. An act substituting the remedy by appeal 
for the present remedy by writ of error. r 

H. R. 5265; S. 2692. An act providing for the appointment of 
official stenographers by the courts in the several districts; 

H. R. 5476; S. 2691. An act providing that the judgment of 
conviction for a minor offense, when the punishment is only a 
fine and not imprisonment, shall not deprive a citizen of his 
civil rights; and 

II. R. 7081. An act enabling the Federal courts to punish vio- 
lations of the treaty rights of aliens; which were referred to 
the Committee on the Jndiciary. 

Mr. SHEPPARD preSented resolutions adopted by the City 
Federation of Women’s Clubs, of Waco, Tex., favoring Ameri- 
can membership in the League of Nations and the World Court; 
which were referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented a resolution of the Dallas Art Association, 
of Dallas, Tex., praying for American membership in the World 
Court; which was referred to the Committee on Foreign Re- 
lations. 

Mr. GOODING presented the following joint memorial of the 
Legislature of Idaho, which was referred to the Committee on 


Finance: 
Srarn or IDAHO, 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE. 

I, F. A. Jeter, secretary of state of the State of Idaho, do hereby 
certify that the annexed is a full, true, and complete transcript of 
senate joint memorial 2, adopted by the eighteenth session of the 
Idaho Legislature, which was filed in this office on the 4th day of 
February, A. D. 1925, and admitted to record. 

In testimony whereof, I haye hereunto set my hand and affixed 
the great seal of the State, done at Boise city, the capital of Idaho, 
this 4th day of February, in the year of our Lord 1925 and of the 
independence of the United States of America the one hundred and 
forty-ninth. 

[SEAL] F. A. JETER, 

Secretary of State. 
IN THE SENATE, 
LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Eighteenth Session. 
Senate joint memorial 2 (by Hagan) 
To the honorable the Senate and House of Representatives of the 

United States of America, in Congress assembled: 

Your memorialists, the Senate and House of Representatives of the 
State of Idaho respectfully represent that— 

Whereas those engaged in European countries in growing peas have 
an undue advantage over those engaged in that same industry in this 


country, and particularly in the western part thereof, due to difference 
in freight rates and cheap tabor, 

Whereas this industry is well suited to the soil and climate of 
Idaho and other parts of the West but has had difficulty in getting 
a start because of the above disadvantages, 

Now, therefore, we, the Senate of the State of Idaho, the House 
of Representatives concurring, do earnestly request and recommend 
the passage by Congress of an act placing a duty of 3 cents per pound 
on peas, instead of the present inadequate duty; be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this memorial be forwarded to the Senate 
and House of Representatives of the United States of America and to 
the Senators and Representatives in Congress from this State. 

This senate Joint memoria) -passed the senate on the 26th day of 
January, 1925. 

H. C. Ban], 
President of the Senate. 

This senate joint memorial passed the house of representatives 
on the 31st day of January, 1925. 

W. D. GILLIS, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 
I hereby certify that the within Senate joint memorial 2 origi- 


nated in the senate during the eighteenth session of the Legislature 
of the State of Idaho. 


. A. L. FLETCHER, 
Seoretary of the Senate. 


Mr. GOODING also presented the following joint memorial 
of the Legislature of Idaho, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate Commerce: 

STATE or IDAHO, 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE. 

I, F. A. Jeter, secretary of state of the State of Idaho, and cus- 
tedian of the seal of said State, do hereby certify that I have care 
fully compared the annexed copy of house joint memorial 5 with 
the original thereof adopted by the senate and house of representa- 
tives of the Eighteenth Legislative Assembly of the State of Idaho, 
and filed in the office of the Secretary of State of Idaho February 2, 
1925, and that the same is a full, true, and complete transcript there- 
from and of the whole thereof, together with all indorsements thereon. 

In testimony whereof I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the 
great seal of the State. Done at Boise, the capital of Idaho, this 3d 
day of February, A. D. 1925. 

[SEAL] F. A. JETER, 

Secretary of State. 


In THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
House joint memorial 5 


(By Sanborn, Katerndahl, Elison, Hall, Anderson (Latah), Fenn, 
White, Egbert, Hull, Moody, and Coulter) 


To the honorable the Senate and House of Representatives of the 

United States of America in Congresa assembled: 

Your memorialist, the Senaste and House of Representatives of the 
State of Idaho, respectfully represent that— 

Whereas one E. M. Sweeley, of Twin Falls, Idaho, according to 
the press reports of January 27, in appearing before the Interstate 
Commerce Committee, and pretending to speak for the people of the 
State of Idaho as to their attitude toward the so-called long-and- 
short-haul bill, particularly described as Senate bill No. 2327, intro- 
duced by Senator Frank R. GooprnG, of Idaho, is reported to have 
declared that “ with the exception of a very few nobody in Idaho is 
paying any attention to the Gooding bill,“ and to have further stated 
that while the Legislature of the State of Idaho passed joint memorial 
1, requesting enactment of the Gooding bill, the senators who voted 
for it knew nothing about the merits of the bill and that the house 
adopted it without debate”; and 

Whereas your memorialist, the Senate and House of Representatives 
of the State of Idaho, deeply resent the Imputations of this unan- 
thorized spokesman for the State of Idaho as to the character of the 
consideration given by them to said joint memorial to you and deplore 
the said misleading statements; and 

Whereas said joint memorial 1, heretofore forwarded to you, was 
passed by the Senate of the State of Idaho by vote of 39 in favor, 
4 against, and 1 absent, and in the house of representatives by a vote 
of 60 for, 1 against, and 1 absent, and whereas said yote accurately 
represents the carefully considered, judgment of the Legislature of 
Idaho and in the opinion of your memorialist truly reflects the 
opinion of the citizens of Idaho concerning this important measure, 
in which your memorialist believe practically all the citizens of Idaho 
are taking a deep and intelligent interest: Now, therefore, 

We, the house of representatives (the senate concurring) do ear- 
nestly renew our recommendation made in senate joint memorial 
1 of this eighteenth session of the Idaho Legislature that speedy 
and favorable action be taken on said Gooding bill in the House of 
Representatives; and be it further 
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Resolved, That a copy of this memorial be forwarded to the Senate 
and House of Representatives of the United States of America and 
to the Senators and Representatives in Congress from this State. 

This hotse joint memorial passed the house on the 29th day of 
January, 1925, 

W. D. GILLIS, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 


This house joint memorial passed the senate on the 30th day of 

January, 1925. 
H. C. BALDRIDGE, 
* President of the Senate, 

I hereby certify that the within house joint memorial 5 originated 
in the house of representatives during the eighteenth session of the 
Legisiature of the State of Idaho. 

C. A. BOTTOLFSEN, 
Chief Clerk of the House of Representatives. 


Mr. DALE presented the following joint resolution of the 
Legislature of the State of Vermont, which was referred to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations: 


Whereas we believe that the United States of America should no 
longer fail to take advantage of every opportunity that may be of- 
fered, whereby her powerful influence may be exerted in an attempt 
to provide some method by which international disputes may be 
settled by arbitration under law, instead of résorting to physical war- 
fare, usually ending, not in a just settlement, but with a continued 
hatred and spirit of revenge: 

Resolved by the senate and house of representatives, That we con- 
sider it most desirable, for the United States Senate, without further 
delay, to adopt such method as may seem best to express a desire and 
purpose, for the United States to participate in the World Court, on 
the Harding-Hughes terms, as approved by President Coolidge, in order 
that our influence may be felt, and good accomplished thereby; and 
be it further 

Resolved, That the secretary of state be directed to forward copies 
of this resolution to Senators FRANK L. Green and Porter H. DALE, 
and Congressmen FREDERICK G. FLEETWOOD and Ernst W. GIBSON 
with a request that this action of the legislature receive their prompt 
attention. 

W. K. FARNSWORTH, 

President of the Senate. 

ROSWELL M. AUSTIN, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

Approved February 10, 1925. 

FRANKLIN S. BILLINGS, Gorernor. 


STATE OF VERMONT, 
OFFICE OF SECRETARY OF STATE. 


I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true copy of a joint resolu- 
tion entitled: “ Jolnt resolution relating to the participation of the 
United States in the World Court,” approved February 10, 1925. 

In testimony whereof, I bave hereunto set my hand and affixed my 
official seal, at Montpelier, this 11th day of February, A, D. 1925. 

[SEAL.] Ranson C. MYRICK, 

Deputy Secretary of State. 


Mr. DALE also presented the following joint resolution of 
the Legislature of the State of Vermont, which was referred to 
the Committee on Finance: 


Resolved by the senate and house of representatives— 

Whereas a tax on inheritances has been an important source of 
revenue of this State since 1896; and 

Wherens in the proper division of subjects of taxation between the 
State and Federal Governments, Secretary of the Treasury, Andrew W. 
Mellon, with the approval of President Caivin Coolidge, bas urged upon 
Congress the desirability of repealing all Federal estate taxation laws 
for the purpose of leaving this source of revenne to the States alone: 

Resolved, That the Senators and Representatives of Vermont in Con- 
gress be respectfully requested to do everything in their power to 
cu ry out the foregoing recommendation in order that this State may 
have exclusive jurisdiction of the taxation of estates and inheritances 
of citizens of this State: 

Resolved, That the secretary of state is hereby directed to mail 
forthwith to each Senator and Representative of Vermont in Congress 
a july authenticated copy of this resolution. 

ROSWELL M. AUSTIN, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 
W. K. FARNSWORTH, 
President of the Senate, 


Approved February 4, 1925. 
FRANKLIN S. BILLINGS, 
Governor. 


STATE OF VERMONT, 
OFFICE OF SECRETARY OF STATE. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true copy of joint resolution 
relating to taxation of estates and inheritances, approved February 4, 
1925. 

In testimony whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed my 
official seal, at Montpelier, this 4th day of February, A. D. 1925. 

Aaron H. Grant, 
Secretary of State. 


Mr. HOWELL presented resolutions of the Legislature of 
Nebraska, which were referred to the Committee on Commerce, 
as follows: 


House concurrent resolution and memorial petitioning the Congress of 
the United States to immediately provide by law for a survey of the 
Missouri River from Kansas City, Kans., to Sioux City, Iowa, with 
a view to establishing a dependably navigable channel in that sec- 
tion of the Missouri River, and for the appropriation of ample 
funds for the completion of the improvement of the Missouri River 
as far west as Kansas City, Kans., according to the plans of the 
Engineer Corps heretofore adopted by Congress 
Whereas the improvement of the St. Lawrence River to permit ocean- 

going vessels to enter the Great Lakes and receive and discharge 

cargoes in lake ports more than 1,000 miles inland will result in a 

substantial saving on rail and ocean rates on the tonnage in and out 

of the West; 

Whereas the agricultural, commercial, and industrial interests of 
Nebraska, Kansas, Missouri, western Iowa, and all other sections of 
the Missouri River Valley being compelled to pay high freight rates 
on the long hauls would be greatly benefited by the immediate estab- 
lishment of dependable navigation as far north as Sioux City, Iowa; 
and * 

Whereas the Congress of the United States in 1910 adopted the 
project of improving the Missouri River as far west as Kansas City, 
Kans., with a minimum depth of 6 feet at the extreme dry season of 
the year, at a cost of $20,000,000, to be expended in 10 years, or at 
the rate of $2,000,000 a year; and 

Whereas Congress has not carried out the policy as outlined, having 
failed to make appropriations in amounts sufficient to complete the 
Improvement of that section of the Missouri River in the 10-year 
period; and 

Whereas it is estimated that the completion of the Missouri River 
to Kansas City, Kans., in addition to work already done, will only cost 
$13,000,000 ; and 

Whereas the money heretofore appropriated by Congress and ex- 
pended in the improvement of the Missouri River can not be effective 
to aid commerce because dependable and profitable navigation of the 
Missouri River can not be successfully established until the improve- 
ment thus started is practically completed; and 

Whereas dependable navigation established on the Missouri River 
completely improved, according to plans of the United States Engineer 
Corps heretofore adopted by Congress, and such improvement extended 
north to Sioux City, Iowa, would enable the wheat growers of Kansas, 
Missouri, and Iowa, and other shippers in the Missouri Valley to save 
more annually than the $13,000,000 it would cost to complete the 
improvement now already well under way: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the house of representatives (the senate concurring), 
That we favor and urge the early improvement of the St. Lawrence 
River to permit ocean-going vessels to enter the Great Lakes, and that 
we do most respectfully petition the Congress of the United States to 
make provision by law for a survey of the Missouri River from 
Kansas City, Kans., to Sioux City, Iowa, with a view of establishing 
a dependably navigable channel in that section of the Missouri River, 
to provide by proper appropriation for the completion of the improve- 
ment of the Missouri River within three years by placing it under 
the continuing-contract system, in accordance with the plans hereto- 
fore adopted by Congress for the improvement of the Missouri River 
to a depth of 6 feet as far west as Kansas City, Kans., and that such 
improvements be extended north to Sioux City, Iowa, so that water 
transportation may be made available to the shippers of Nebraska, 
Kansas, Missouri, and western Iowa. 

Resolved, That the secretary of state be, and is hereby, directed to 
transmit copies of this resolution to the Senate and House of Repre- 
sentatives of the United States, and to the several Members of said 
bodies representing this State therein, and to the President and to the 
President's agricultural committee. 

REPRESENTATIVE HALL, 
Lincoln, Nebr., February 10, 1925. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution passed the House of 
Representatives and Senate at the forty-third session of the Legisla- 
ture of Nebraska on this 10th day of February, 1925. 

- FRANK P. CORRICR, 
Chief Clerk of the House, 
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In testimony whereof I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the 
great seal of the State of Nebraska. Done at Lincoln this 11th day of 
February, in the year of our Lord 1925, 

[sear] CHARLES W. Poon, 

Secretary of State. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


Mr. CAPPER, from the Committee on Claims, to which was 
referred the bill (S. 3581) for the relief of Francis J. Young, 
reported it without amendment and submitted a report (No. 
1109) thereon. 

Mr. BROOKHART, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
was referred the bill (S. 3378) for the relief of Isabelle R. 
Damron, postmaster of Clintwood, Va., reported it with an 
amendment and submitted a report (No. 1110) thereon. 

Mr. CAMERON, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, to 
which were referred the followings bills, reported them each- 
without amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 4114) authorizing the construction of a bridge 
across the Colorado River near Lee Ferry, Ariz. (Rept. No. 
1111) ; and 

A bill (H. R. 11361) to provide for exchanges of Government 
and privately owned lands in the additions to the Navajo 
Indian Reservation, Ariz., by Executive orders of January 8, 
1900, and November 14, 1901 (Rept. No. 1112). 

Mr. HARRELD, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill (H. R. 6869) to authorize allot- 
ments of lands to Indians of the Menominee Reservation in 
Wisconsin, and for other purposes, reported it without amend- 
ment and submitted a report (No. 1113) thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred 
the bill (S. 4801) authorizing auy tribe or band of Indians of 
California to submit claims to the Court of Claims, reported 
it with amendments and submitted a report (No. 1114) thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred 
the bill (H. R. 7687) conferring jurisdiction upon the Court 
of Claims to hear, examine, adjudicate, and enter judgment in 
any claims which the Assiniboine Indians may have against 
the United States, and for other purposes, reported it with 
amendments and submitted a report (No. 1116) thereon. 

Mr. SMITH, from the Committee on Agriculture and For- 
estry, to which was referred the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 
188) establishing a joint congressional commission to make 
un examination and audit of cotton statistics in the Bureau 
of the Census, and for other purposes, reported it with an 
amendment. 

Mr. NORBECK, from the Committee on Public Lands and 
Surveys, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 10592) to amend 
an act entitled “An act authorizing extensions of time for the 
payment of purchase money due under certain homestead 
entries and Government land purchases within the former 
Cheyenne River and Standing Rock Indian Reservations, N. 
Dak. and S. Dak.,” reported it without amendment and sub- 
mitted a report (No. 1115) thereon. 

Mr. NORRIS, from the Committee on Agriculture and For- 
estry, to which was referred the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 169) 
authorizing the Secretary of Agriculture to waive all require- 
ments in respect of grazing fees for the use of national forests 
during the calendar year 1925, reported it without amendment. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana, from the Committee on Public 
Lands and Surveys, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 7679) 
for the relief of Lars O. Elstad and his assigns and the ex- 
change of certain lands owned by the Northern Pacific Railway 
Co., reperted it without amendment and submitted a report 
(No. 1117) thereon. 


ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 


Mr. WATSON, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 
ported that February 14, 1925, that committee presented to the 
President of the United States the following enrolled bills: 

S. 660. An act for the relief of the Ogden Chamber of Com- 
merce} 

S. 785. An act for the relief of the Eastern Transportation 
Co.; 

S. 833. An act for the relief of Emma LaMee; 

S. 1038. An act for the relief of the Brooklyn Eastern Dis- 
trict Terminal ; 

S. 1039. An act for the relief of the owner of the scow W. T. 
C. No. 335; 

S. 1040. An act for the relief of the owners of the New York 
Sanitary Utilization Co. scow No. 14; 

S. 1180. An act for the relief of J. B. Piatt; 

S. 1370. An act authorizing the granting of war-risk insurance 
to 0 Earl L. Naiden, Air Service, United States Army; 


S. 1599. An act for the relief of the Export Oil Corporation; 

S. 1705. An act for the relief of the heirs of Ko-mo-dal-kiah, 
Moses agreement allottee No. 33; 

S. 1893. An act to refund certain duties paid by the Nash 
Motors Co.; 

S. 1930. An act for the relief of the San Diego Consolidated 
Gas & Electric Co.; 

S. 1937. An act for the relief of the Staples Transportation 
Co., of Fall River, Mass.; 

8. 2079. An act for the relief of the owner of the American 
steam tug O’Brien Brothers; 

S. 2130. An act for the relief of the owner of the ferryboat 
New York; 

8.2139. An act for the relief of the estate of Walter A. Rich, 
deceased ; 

S. 2254. An act for the relief of the Beaufort County Lumber 
Co., of North Carolina; 

S. 2293. An act for the relief of Lehigh Valley Railroad Co. 
and McAllister Lighterage Line (Inc.) ; 

S. 2458. An act to authorize the payment of an indemnity to 
the Swedish Government for the losses sustained by its na- 
tionals in the sinking of the Swedish fishing boat Lilly; 

3 55 2860. An act for the relief of the Canada Steamship Lines 
td.) ; 

S 3170. An act for ‘the relief of Edgar William Miller ; 

S. 3247. An act providing for the payment of any unappro- 
priated moneys belonging to the Apache, Kiowa, and Comanche 
Indians to Jacob Crew; and 

S. 3310. An act for the relief of the owners of the barkentine 
Monterey. 


BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED 


Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred 
as follows: 

By Mr. JONES of Washington: 

A bill (S. 4313) for the relief of Sea · Const Packing Co. 
(Inc.): to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. SPENCER: 

A bill (S. 4314) granting an increase of pension to Mary A. 
Harlin (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. CAMERON: 

A bill (S. 4315) providing for the location and purchase of 
lands containing concentrated mineral deposits, setting out 
the manner of location, the requirements necessary for pos- 
session, the procedure for patenting, and the acts and omis- 
sions that will constitute a forefeiture; to the Committee on 
Mines and Mining, 

By Mr. JOHNSON of California: 

A bill (S. 4316) for the relief of George Washington Gates; 
to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. CARAWAY: 

A Will (S. 4317) granting the consent of Congress to the 
county of Jackson, Ark., to construct, maintain, and operate a 
bridge across the White River at or near the city of Newport, 
in the county of Jackson, in the State of Arkansas; to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. DILL: 

A bill (S. 4318) to provide for the retirement of David E. 
Lunsford as a corporal in the United States Army; to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 

A bill (S. 4819) authorizing certain Indian tribes and bands, 
or any of them, residing in the State of Washington to submit 
to the Court of Claims certain claims growing out of treaties 
and otherwise; to the Committee on Indian Affairs, 

By Mr, RALSTON: 

A bill (S. 4320) to extend the time for constructing a bridge 
acfoss the Ohio River between Vanderburg County, Ind., aud 
Henderson County, Ky.; to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. FESS (for Mr. CUMMINS): 

A bill (S. 4821) granting an increase of pension to Ezra 
Nuckolis; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. NORRIS: 


A bill (S. 4822) to encourage, promote, and aid in the forma- 


tion of cooperative marketing associations of producers of 
agricultural products; to aid in the efficient and economical 
operation of such associations; to provide for a cooperative 
marketing board and also an advisory council, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

By Mr. HARRISON: 

A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 185) making an appropria- 
tion for the arrest and eradication of anthrax; to the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations. 
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HOUSE BILLS REFERRED 


The following bills were each read twice by title and referred 
as indicated, below: 

H. R. 12101. An act making appropriations for the legisla- 
tive branch of the Government for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1926, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Ap- 
propriations. 

II. R. 12175. An act granting pensions and increase of pen- 
sions to certain soldiers and sailors of the Civil War and cer- 
tain widows and dependent children of soldiers and sailors of 
said war; to the Committee on Pensions. S 


AMENDMENT TO DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATION BILL 


Mr. CAMERON submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to House bill 12033, the District of Columbia ap- 
propriation bill, which was ordered to lie on the table and to 
be printed, as follows: 


Any teacher of the public-school system at the time of the enactment 
of this act who has been a teacher in such system continuously since 
June 30, 1906, and who at any time during such period has been 
demoted in grade or reduced in salary without trial shall be immedi- 
ately promoted to the grade and paid the salary to which he or she 
would have been entitled but for such demotion or reduction, 


TRAFFIC REGULATIONS AND ADDITIONAL OFFICERS 


Mr. STANLEY submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill (S. 4207) to provide for the regulation 
of motor-yehicle trafic in the District of Columbia, increase 
the number of judges of the police court, and for other pur- 
poses, which was ordered to lie on the table and to be printed. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I submit an amendment intended to be 
proposed by me to the bill (S. 4207) to provide for the regula- 
tion of motor-vehiele traffic in the District of Columbia, in- 
crease the number of judges of the police court, and for other 
purposes. This amendment carries a number of amendménts, 
and I ask unanimous consent that it may be printed in a 
manner to indicate the eliminations from the Ball bill, the 
amendments offered by me to be printed in italics and the 
text of the bill to be stricken through where I propose to strike 
it out. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and the amendments proposed by the Sena- 
tor from Tennessee will be printed in the manner requested 
by him. 


REPORTS OF PUBLIC UTILITIES IN THE DISTRICT (S. DOC. NO. 200) 


Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I have here reports of all the 
public utility corporations in Washington for the year 1924. 
I ask that they may be printed as a public document. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered, 


AMENDMENTS TO SECOND DEFICIENCY APPROPRIATION BILL 


Mr. MONARY submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the second deficiency appropriation bill for 
the fiscal year 1925, which was referred to the Committee on 
Appropriations and ordered to be printed, as follows: 


For carrying out the provisions of section 23 of the Federal highway 
act approved November 9, 1921, the Secretary of Agriculture is hereby 
authorized, immediately upon the approval of this act, to apportion 
and prorate among the several States, Alaska, and Porto Rico, as pro- 
vided in section 23 of said Federal highway act, the sum of $7,500,000, 
constituting the amount authorized to be appropriated for forest roads 
and trails for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, by section 2 of 
the act of February —, 1925: Provided, That the Secretary of Agri- 
culture may incur obligations, approve projects, or enter into contracts 
under his apportionment and prorating of this authorization, and «his 
action in so doing shall be deemed a contractual obligation of the 
Federal Government for the payment of the cost thereof. 


Mr. SHEPPARD submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the second deficiency appropriation bill, 
- which was referred to the Committee on Appropriations and 
ordered to be printed, as follows: 

Add in said bill the following paragraph: 


To pay Edith W. Peacock, treasurer of the Peacock Military College 
(Inc.), the sum of $20,000 in full and final settlement of any and 
all claims which the said Edith W. Peacock and/or the said Peacock 
Military College has, or may bave, against the United States, and 
of any snd all claims which the United States has, or may have, 
against the said Edith W. Peacock and/or the said Peacock Military 
College arising from, growing out of, or in any way connected with 


and occupation by the United States, in connection with the operation 


of a vocational training school at or near San Antonio, Tex., of any 
and all lands, improvements, furniture, equipment, paraphernalia, or 
facilities owned or controlled by the said Edith W. Peacock or the said 
Peacock Military College: Provided, That before any sum is paid here- 
under the said Edith W. Peacock and the said Peacock Military Col- 
lege (Ine.) shall file with the Comptroller General of the United States 
a waiver of all claims against the United States growing out of the 
matters herein set out. 


PRESIDENTIAL APPROVAL 


A message from the President of the United States by Mr. 
Latta, one of his secretaries, announced that on February 13, 
1925, the President had approved and signed the joint resolu- 
tion (S. J. Res. 174) authorizing the granting of permits to the 
Committee on Inaugural Ceremonies on the occasion of the in- 
auguration of the President elect in March, 1925, ete. 


SESQUICENTENNIAL OF AMERICAN INDEPENDENCE (S. DOC. NO. 201) 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the fol- 
lowing message from the President of the United States, which 
was read, and, with the accompanying paper, referred to the 
Committee on the Library and ordered to be-printed: 

To the Congress of the United States: 


Herewith I transmit to the Congress copy of a communication 
this day received from the mayor of the city of Philadelphia, 
Pa., relative to a celebration for which that city has made an 
appropriation of $2,000,000 to commemorate the signing of the 
Declaration of Independence. I recommend that favorable con- 
sideration be given to the various suggestions made in the com- 
munication. 

CALYIN COOLIDGE. 

Tue WHITE HOUSF, 

February 14, 1925. 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS—CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. SMOOT. I ask that the Chair may lay before the Sen- 
ate the conference report on House bill 10020, returned from 
the House. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Fess in the chair) laid 
before the Senate the report of the committee of conference 
on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ments of the Senate to the biil (H. R. 10020) making appro- 
priations for the Department of the Interior for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1926, and for other purposes. 

Mr. SMOOT., I ask unanimous consent that the vote by 
ae the conference report was agreed to may be recon- 
sidered. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. This is the conference re- 
port in which the Senator from Montana [Mr. Wats] is in- 
terested, who is absent at this time? 

Mr. SMOOT. This is the conference report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the Senator from Utah? The Chair hears none, and 
the vote by which the report was agreed to is reconsidered. 

Mr. SMOOT. I ask unanimous consent that the conference 
report be recommitted to the conference committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection. The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 


CLAIMS OF CHIPPEWA INDIANS OF MINNESOTA 


Mr. HARRELD. I ask unanimous consent to withdraw the 
conference report submitted by me on the 11th instant on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the bill (H. R. 9343) an- 
thorizing the adjudication of the claims of the Chippewa In- 
dians of Minnesota. We find that it will be necessary to refer 
the report back to the conferees to deal with-one question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Oklahoma 
asks unanimous consent to withdraw the conference report 
on House bill 9343. Is there objection? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 

At his own request, Mr. Ashunst was excused from further 
service as a conferee on the part of the Senate on House bill 
9343, and the Presiding Officer appointed Mr. KENDRICK in his 
stead. 

HEIRS OF AGNES INGELS, DECEASED 


Mr. CAPPER submitted the following report: 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the House to the bill 
(S. 1765) for the relief of the heirs of Agnes Ingels, eceased, 
having met, after full and free conference have agreed to 
recommend and do recommend to their respective Houses as 
follows: 
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That the Senate recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ments of the House numbered 1 and 2, and agree to the same. 


ARTHUR CAPPER, 
4 SELDEN P. SPENCER, 
Managers on the part of the Senate. 
Gro. W. EDMONDS, 
CHARLES L. UNDERHILL, 
Jonn C. Box, 
Managers on the part of the House. 


The report was agreed to. 
ELLEN B. WALKER 
Mr. CAPPER submitted the following report: 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendment of the House to the Dill 
(S. 865) for the relief of Ellen B. Walker, having met, after 
full and free conference have agreed to recommend and do 
recommend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the House numbered 1, and agree to the same. 

ARTHUR CAPPER, 
SELDEN P. SPENCER, 
Managers on the part of the Senate. 
Gro. W. EDMONDS, 
` CHARLES L. UNDERHILL, 
JohN C. Box, 
Managers on the part of the House. 


The report was agreed to. 
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. 
Farrell, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had 
passed without amendment the bill (S. 4162) to establish home 
ports of vessels of the United States, to validate documents 
relating to such vessels, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the House had agreed 
to the amendment of the Senate to- each of the following 
bills of the House: 

H. R. 103. An act for the inclusion of certain lands in the 
Plumas National Forest, Calif., and for other purposes; and 

E. R. 8090. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury 
to remove the quarantine station now situated at Fort Morgan, 
Ala., to Sand Island, near the entrance of the port of Mobile, 
Ala., and to construct thereon a new quarantine station. 

The message further announced that the House had agreed 
to the amendments of the Senate to each of the following 
bills of the House: 

H. R. 4441. An act to amend section 4044 of the Revised 
Statutes, as amended; and 

H. R. 9765. An act granting to certain claimants the prefer- 
ence right to purchase unappropriated public lands, 


INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATIONS 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 11505) making appropriations 
for the Executive Office and sundry independent executive 
bureaus, boards, commissions, and offices for the fiscal year 
ending June 80, 1926, and for other purposes, the pending 
question being on the amendment by Mr. Hower, to strike 
out after line 18, page 20, the following paragraphs: 


RAILROAD LABOR BOARD 


For nine members of the board, at $10,000 each; secretary, $5,000; f 


in all, $95,000. 

For all other authorized expenditures of the Railroad Labor Board 
in performing the duties imposed by law, including personal and other 
services in the District of Columbia and elsewhere, supplies and 
equipment, law books and books of reference, periodicals, travel ex- 
penses, per diem in lieu of subsistence, rent of quarters in the 
District of Columbia, if space is not provided by the Public Building 
Commission, rent of quarters outside of the District of Columbia, 
witness fees, and mileage, $190,805, of which not to exeeed $136,920 
may be expended for personal services. 

For all printing and binding for the Railroad Labor Board, in- 
cluding all its bureaus, offices, institutions, and services located in 
Washington, D. C., and elsewhere, $11,000. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair). 
The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Howe tt] is entitled to the 
floor and will proceed. 

Mr. HOWELL resumed and concluded the speech begun by 
him yesterday, which is, entire, as follows: 


— — ; j 


. Friday, February 13, 1925 


Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President, I have offered this amendment 
for the reason that a further appropriation for the continuance 
of the Raitroad Labor Board would seem a useless expenditure 
of public funds. 

When the board was created its futility was urged by rail- 
road managements, employees’ organizations, and shippers, both 
individually and collectively. 

Results have justified this opposition. 

At first all accepted the situation and endeavored to make the 
best of the faulty solution of the problem presented, but shortly 
it became clear that failure was a certainty, and now we have 
the evidence. 

The official report of the board shows that up to December 
31, 1923, it had docketed 11,564 disputes, or an average of 3,120 
per year, while for 1924 there were but 841, a decrease of nearly 
75 per cent. Moreover, the disputes docketed last year were 
largely of minor importance. This was not because the dis- 
putes throughout the country had decreased—not at all. 

The reasons for the decline of the business of the board are 
as follows: 

(1) Regular unions will not take cases to the Railroad Labor 
Saara where this can be avoided, having no confidence in the 

ard. 

(2) The increased number of company unions—which are un- 
able to take disputes to the Labor Board because of the require- 
ments in their laws that two-thirds of a joint committee must 
approve any action. As the railroad in each case has one-half 
the committee, the employees can not get a decision or thereby 
an appeal to the Labor Board, except by consent of the manage- 
ment, (See hearings, p. 331.) 

(3) Other and less expensive means have been devised for 
the settlement of grievances, such as provided in proposed legis- 
lation now pending. 

As a consequence, the board received only 841 cases in the 
year 1924, which, with a few exceptions, were petty disputes 
about on a par with justice court cases. To decide these, the 
board has nine members drawing $10,000 a year—secretaries, 
examiners, and clerks, requiring total appropriation in the 
present bill of $296,805; costing the Government over $350 a 
dispute. Dividing the cases among the nine members as though 
each were a judge drawing $10,000 a year gives about 93 cases 
per member, or less than 8 cases per month per member. Think 
of paying a judge $10,000 a year to decide 8 cases a month, 
particularly when most of these cases would involve a claim 
for wages wrongly calculated, or for minor discipline unfairly 
imposed, and similar comparatively small matters that might 
possibly be worthy of an hour or two in consideration. 

Whereas the railroad managements are now supporting the 
Railroad Labor Board as a propaganda agency, they disclaim 
it as their child, as evidenced by testimony given before the 
Committee on Interstate Commerce by Colonel Thom, general 
counsel for the Association of Railway Executives, as follows 
(pp. 184-185, Senate hearings) : 


Mr. Tuom. Will you permit me to say that the railroads had noth- 
ing to do with the creation of the system of the Labor Board? 

Mr. Ricuserc. I say this: That from the very beginning the em- 
ployees opposed the creation of the board from the start to the finish. 
They were represented before committees of Congress, and the carriers 
were represented before the committces, and they—the carriers—ad- 
vocated legislation, so under the circumstances I would say that the 
employees were not asking for the legislation and the carriers were 
seeking to obtain it and did obtain it. 

Mr. THOM. Ie is entirely mistaken. There appears in the records 
of this Congress a complete story as to how that was done. The 
Senate committee had one provision on the subject and the House 
committee had another, and it was referred to the Director General 
of Railroads, and he came back with a bill which carrled out those 
provisions, and that is a matter of record in the House of Representa- 
tives. We had nothing to do with it. It was the creation of a 
committee of Congress and the Director General of Railroads, on 
which there were no hearings and in which we did not participate. 


That the railroad employees have been opposed from the out- 
set to the board plan is evident from the following testimony 
given at the Senate hearings by D. B. Robertson, president of 
the Locomotive Firemen (pp. 1-14, inclusive, Senate hearings) : 


Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. Chairman, preliminarily to my remarks, 1 
may say that I have here a list of the names of the organizations 
represented at this hearing, which I will be glad to have inserted in 
the record at this point. There are 20 organizations involved, includ- 
ing the 3 organizations engaged in the marine service, handling ton. 
nage that comes within the interstate commerce act. t 
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The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the list will be inserted in the 
record. 

The list is as follows: 

Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, W. S. Stone, grand chief 
engineer; Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and Enginemen, D. B. 


Robertson, presidént; Order of Railway Conductors, L. E. Sheppard, 
president; Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen, W. G. Lee, president; 
Switchmen's Union of North America, T. C. Cashen, president; Order 
of Railroad Telegraphers, E. J..Manion, president; American Train 
Dispatchers’ Association, J. G. Luhrsen, president; International 
Associntion of Machinists, W. H. Johnston, president; International 
Brotherhood of Boilermakers, Iron-Ship Builders, and Helpers of 
America, J. A. Franklin, president; International Brotherhood of 
Blacksmiths, Drop Forgers, and Helpers, J. W. Kline, president; 
Amalgamated Sheet- Metal Workers’ International Alliance, J. J. 
Hynes, president; International Brotherhood of Elee rical Workers, 
J. P. Noonan, president; Brotherhood of Railway Carmen of America, 
M. F. Ryan, president; Brotherhood of Railroad Signalmen of America, 
D. W. Helt, president; Brotherhood of Railway and Steamship Clerks, 
Freight Handlers, Express and Station Employees, E. H. Fitzgerald, 
president; Brotherhood of Stationary Firemen and Oilers, Timothy 
Healy, president; United Brotherhood of Maintenance of Way Em- 
ployees and Railroad Shop Laborers, F. II. Fijozdal, president; National 
Organization, Masters, Mates, and Pilots of America, J. H, Pruett, 
president; International Longsboremen’s Association, A. J. Chlopek, 
president; National Marine Engineers“ Beneficial Association of the 
United States of America, William S. Brown, president; American 
Federation of Labor, Samuel Gompers, president. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. Chairman, the railway bill embodies a program 
for insuring continuous and efficient operation of the railroads which 
has the enthuslastic support of all railway and marine labor organi- 
zations subject to the provisions of the transportation act, 1920, in- 
cluding the American Federation of Labor, In their behalf I will 
present a short statement, first, of the need for such legislation and, 
second, of the reasons why the Howell-Barkley bill will accomplish 
the results desired. This statement will be followed by another 
short statement from Mr. Donald R. Richberg, counsel for organized 
railway employees, showing the bases in previous laws and legal 
precedents for the proposed legislation. 

First, This legislation is necessary because Title III of the trans- 
portation act has falled to Insure or even to promote industrial peace. 

The failure of the transportation act, Title III, is summarized as 
follows: 

1. Its enactment was tho result of hasty compromise. 

(a) The Esch bill provided (permissive) : 

I. Conferences. 

II. Adjustment board. 

III. Board of appeals. 

IV. No antistrike provision. 

(bd) The Cummins bill provided (compulsory) ; 

I. Three adjustment boards. 

JI. Committee on wages and rules. 

III. Transportation board. 

IV. Drastic antistrike provision. 

(c) The Esch- Cummins Act provided (semipermissive and com- 
pulsory) ; 

I. Conferences, 

II. Voluntary adjustment boards. 

III. Labor board. 

IV. Publicity. 

The Esch-Cummins Act was a new plece of legislation produced by 
conference in elght days without hearings and opposed by the organ- 
ized employees and generally by organized labor. It has satisfied no 
one, After 30 years without interruption of transportation service, 


we have seen in four years under the transportation act discord and, 


strife prevalent on the railroads and the only national strike in our 
history. 

Primarily the fault lies in the law. Secondarily in administrative 
action under the law resulting largely from the unsoundness of the 
law. The railway workers are unitedly opposed to its continuance. 
The railway managers openly flout the law and only utilize it when 
it operates in their interest. 

The conyiction on the part of the railway employees of the country 
that Title III and the Labor Board have failed, is so general, so well 
known, and so emphatically expressed, that it is unnecessary to 
refer to- the numerous occasions upon which this feeling has been 
manifested. 


[At this point Mr. Howrrl yielded the floor for the day.] 
Saturday, February 14, 1925 


Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President, continuing Mr. Robertson's 
statement in respect to the Labor Board: 


In July, 1922, upon Instructions from their conventions, representa- 
tives of all the organized train, engine, and yard-service men, laid 


before Congress a plea that the transportation act, 1920, be imme- 
diately repealed. Excerpts from the communication are as follows: 

“This law has now been in effect and the United States Railroad 
Labor Board has been in existence for more than two years, which two 
years’ experience has proved conclusively that the judgment of the 
railroad employees in opposing Title IIT * „ was correct. 

“Instead of composing the situation and preserving industrial peace 
on the railroads, we now find ourselves in a more chaotic condition, 
with more unrest and disturbed industrial conditions on the railroads 
than at any time in the past history of our Government. 

“The President of the United States has had an opportunity to 
change the personnel of the“ *® board materially since the orig- 
inal appointments * . Asa matter of fact, six of the nine orig- 
inal members’ terms have expired and new members appointed or the old 
members reappointed, which has given the Chief Executive an oppor- 
tunity of correcting to a large extent any mistakes that may have been 
made in the seep PES] of the original board after an experiment 
with the board“ * +, 

“This leads us to believe that the fault lies with the plan or system 
probably more so than with the personnel of the board“ * The 
situation is rapidly getting worse from time to time * .“ 

The executive committee of the American Federation of Labor, in its 
annual report to the convention, June 21, 1922, made the following 
Statement with reference to the failure of the transportation act: 

“A review of the decisions of the Railroad Labor Board for the past 
year confirms the conviction expressed a year ago that its operation 
shows nothing of a constructive statesmanship and that its decisions 
are not in the direction of justice, uniformity, and economy. However 
We may characterize the decisions, the important fact emphasized is 
that the decisions of the Railroad Labor Board have given satisfaction 
neither to the workers nor to management, and haye tended toward a 
more general demoralization of the morale of the mechanical forces 
upen whom the successful operation of the railroads depend. Indeed, 
it is inconceivable that there could be designed a court or tribunal 
which would bring to all concerned that same degree of satisfaction 
that arises out of collective agreements mutually agreed upon. The 
Esch-Cummins law, through the Rallroad Labor Board, has practically 
destroyed the conception of voluntary agreements between employers 
and workers, and the subject of compensation for services rendered has 
become a constant source of litigation and irritation,” 

2. Title III was a compromise between compulsion and persuasion. 
It established a sort of court with all the expense, delay, and complica- 
tions of judicial proceedings, without the power to end the controversy 
with an enforceable decision. 

It established a board to take the place of mediators who should be 
persuaders, and then required them to decide disputes which made them 
arbitrators. As soon as they began deciding disputes they immediately 
lost standing as mediators. Their peace power became dependent ox. 
force and they bad no force to exert. 

8. To make the transportation act effective required boards of ad- 
justment, but these were left voluntary, to be established by agceement 
between the carriers and employees. (Title III, sec. 302.) 

The railroads refused to join with the employees in creating boards 
of adjustment (except in the case of a limited number, where a joint 
agreement was reached between representatives of the railrouds and 
representatives of the Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, Brother- 
hood of Locomotive Firemen and Enginemen, Order of Railway Con- 
ductors, and the Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen), and the act be- 
came unwieldy. Nothing was settled in conference and every petty 
grievance was referred to the ene national board (the Railroad Labor 
Board), resulting in the board being swamped, causing absurd expense 
and intolerable delay. 

Failure of the board is shown by its inability to decide many cases 
and the extreme delay in deciding others, as indicated by its own ree- 
ords: 

At the present time four organizations have 845 undecided cases 
before the Labor Board, which haye been pending from three months to 
three years; 1,035 cases have been decided for these same four organizan- 
tions, after having been before the board from three months to three 
years. 

Undecided cases referred to the United States Railroad Labor Board 
by the Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers and Brotherhood of 
Locomotive Firemen and Enginemen to January 1, 1924: 


e of Ayy ay? graps without decision : 

— SE . ͤ y i 

8 Sand — than 6 months. 
6 aod less than 9 


1925. 
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Mr. KING. Does the Senator mean that those were cases 
decided by the Labor Board during that period? 

Mr. HOWELL. The figures just given relate to cases un- 
decided by the board, and the months that I have given are 
the months that had elapsed from the date the cases were filed. 

Mr, KING. Showing that they have been held under advise- 
ment for a long period of time? 

Mr. HOWELL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. KING. I should like to ask the Senator whether he 
has any information as to whether controversies were settled 
between the railroads and their employees without the inter- 
yention of the Labor Board through cenciliatory methods which 
they employed? 

Mr. HOWELL. Because of the intolerable delay of the Rail- 
road Labor Board there were four adjustment boards agreed 
upon in the western section of the country, and many of the 
small cases were sent to those adjustment boards. That is 
one of the reasons why the business of the Railroad Labor 
Board has dropped from an average prior to this last year of 
over 3,100 cases a year down to only about 800 cases last year. 

Mr. KING. Were those adjustment boards selected by the 
railroads and their employees or by the Labor Board? 

Mr. HOWELL. They were selected by the railroads and the 
employees. 

Mr. KING. I should like to ask the Senator if he knows 
whether or not in cases where adjustments were effectuated 
through the intervention of the adjustment boards which were 
selected by the railroads and the employees the rights of the 
public suffered? It has been charged that if the settlement 
of these controversies is left to the railroads and the em- 
ployees alone, they will have no interest in the public, because 
if the railroads yield to the demands of their employees and 
increase their wages the presumption is that the Interstate 
Commerce Commission will immediately increase rates, if 
that shall be found necessary, to yield the proper earnings 
to the railroads in order to meet the additional expense of 
operation. 

Therefore, it is contended that it is necessary to maintain 
the Labor Board. I am wondering whether or not when these 
arrangements have been made between the railroads and the 
employees it was felt by shippers and by the public generally 
that their rights were not protected, and that there was 
merely a desire between the railreads and the employees to 
settle the matter in a manner satisfactory to them. 

Mr. HOWELL. The disputes decided by the four adjust- 
ment boards to which I have referred were grievances. I 
might say there are two classes of disputes: Primary, relating 
to wages and conditions of employment; and secondary, which 
involve what are called grievances. Grievances are such dis- 
putes as arise from the interpretation of the agreements to 
which I have referred. The four adjustment boards decide 
grievances. I do not mean to say that there have not been 
some agreements made between the railroads and the employ- 
ees that may have affected wages but they were not made 
through the four adjustment boards. The four boards con- 
sidered grievances. 

However, Mr. President, this ought to be kept clearly in 
mind: A decision by the Railway Labor Board is unenforce- 
able. When a decision does not please the railroads they do 
not abide thereby, and when it does not please the employees 
in some cases they have refused to abide thereby. Therefore, 
to assume that any agreement made outside of the adjust- 
ment boards has affected adversely the interests of the pub- 
lic because they were so made is not justified, for if they had 
been considered by the Railway Labor Board and either 
side had been displeasec the decision of the board would have 
had no effect. 

Decided cases referred to the United States Railroad Labor Board 
by the Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers and Brotherhood of Loco- 
motive Firemen and Enginemen to January 1, 1924: 


Length of time required to decide: Cases 
Ta OS a Te ON Sa Sans SN Oy — ge | 
8 and less than 6 montbs . 
6 and less than 9 months ee Lo — 
9 and lees than 12 months — — 141 
e e a AAA 

and less than 18 months__—__--_- a a a a 21 
18 and less than 21 months EER a ARGAN 
21 and less than 24 months. —— pe 
24 and less than 27 months „ 
27 and less than 30 months, — — — 8 
80 and less than 33 months 0 
nn . x 1 
86 and less than 89 month — — 1 

Tan y epee BAO 


Undecided cases referrea to the United States Railroad Labor Board 
by the Order of Railroad Telegraphers to October 16, 1923: 


Length of time without decision ; 
Less 


18 and less than 21 months 5 
21 and less then- 24 on aa CB 
24 and less than 27 monthe._.____ E E 4 
Feen . ae 
80 and less than 33 months „„U 2 

r e Be a E 


Decided cases referred to the United States Labor Board by the Order 
of Railroad Telegraphers to October 16, 1923: 


Length of time required to decide: Cases 
TMS ERD SIRO DD 
3 and less than 6 months_ 12 
6 and less than 9 months 18 
9 and less than 12 months 22 

2 and less than 10 
15 and less than 9 
18 and less than 2 
21 and less than 1 
24 and less than 1 
27 and less than 0 

and Jess than 33 months 1 
83 ani less than 36 month „U Sar 
TORV anaa EOAR EA LS LS 87 


Undecided eases referred to the United States Railroad Labor Board 
by the Railway Employees’ Department, American Federation of Labor, 
to February 1, 1924: 


Length of time pending without decision: Cas 
Less than ? — 


38 months 
Total __ 


— A 36 
(Note: Where final consideration was probably influenced by the 
shopmen's strike delay computed only to July 1, 1922, effective date of 
the strike.] 
Decided cases referred to the United States Railroad Labor Board 


by the Railway Employees’ Department, American Federation of Labor, 
to February 1, 1924: 


Length of time required to decide: Cases 
Love then E TE E S ee 46 
3 and less than 6 ion Chi pe 
6 and less than 9 months — 38 


12 and less than 15 months_ 12 
15 and less than 18 months 14 
18 and less than 21 months. — * 
21 and less than 24 months 3 
24 and less than 27 months 1 
27 and less than 30 months — 2 

Total — ———ñ äÜü̃ — 174 


Cases withdrawn submitted to Labor Board by the Railway Em- 
ployees’ Department, American Federation of Labor, to February 1, 
1924, but withdrawn on account of settlement reached through con- 
ference between the parties: 


Time pending before withdrawn: Cases 
„FI A mpomting oe a el en oe 
3 and less than 6 cd ST PREIS REE A 


9 and less than 12 months PRO 
12 and less than 15 months 1 
15 and less than 18 months = 3 
18 and less than 21 month S 1 
21 and less than 24 months 22444444 4 

SETAE aoe a ree eee ee res 38 


Undecided cases referred to the United States Railroad Labor Board 
by the Brotherhood of Railway and Steamship Clerks, Freight Handlers, 
Express and Station Employees, to December 31, 1923: 


Time pending without decision : Cases 
Less than 3 months Bl NESS SS 
T Gnd lees then O MONTOR TTT 33 
6 and less than 9 months -- 46 
9 and less than 12 months 1 
12 and less than 15 months — as 
15 and less than 18 months — 83 
18 and less than 21 months —ĩĩ 8 
ee fe ee 8 
24 and leas. than 27 montag 32 


27 and less than 30 mon 


_ Time pending without decision : 
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30 and 


[Norn: General wage or rules submissions not included in above. 

Decided cases referred to the United States Railroad Labor Board by 
the Brotherhood of Railway and Steamship Clerks, Freight Handlers, 
Express and Station Employees, to December 31, 1923: 


Length of time required to decide: Cases 
Less than 3 months 1 


rr (Aah Aa Sl SSE pe SOE RS NEE oh Men art 608 
(Nore: General wage or rules submissions not included in above.] 


Cases withdrawn submitted to labor board by the Brotherhood of 
Railway and Steamship Clerks, Freight Handlers, Express and Station 
Employees to December 31, 1923: 


Time pending before withdrawn: 
ess than Sr Mont etn c68 aaa a a tioned 


12 and less than 15 months 
15 and less than 18 months 
18 and less than 21 months 
21 and less than 24 months 
24 and less than 27 months 
27 and less than 30 months 
e ß O ET 


I[Nork.— General wage or rules submissions not included in above.] 

Undecided cases referred to the United States Railroad Labor Board 
by the United Brotherhood of Maintenance of Way and Railway Shop 
Laborers from September 22, 1921, to December 31, 1923: 


i 


r A S 
9 and less than 12 months 
12 and less than 15 
15 and less than 18 months 
18 and less than 21 months 
21 and less than 24 
24 and less than 27 months 
27 and less than 28 months 


| ROO CLR dS Co 68 


3 
© 
2 
! 
1 
1 
t 
U 
1 
1 
[i 
pi 
1 
1 
t 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
I 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
' 
i 
1 
1 
1 
[] 
' 
[i 
1 
' 
1 
1 
1 
I 
' 
' 
' 
! 
i 
1 
a 


[Norr.—Eight of above cases involve rates of pay, one being an arbi- 
trary reduction in rates pending 21 months.] 

Decided cases referred to the United States Railroad Labor Board 
by the United Brotherhood of Maintenance of Way and Railway Shop 
Laborers from March 5, 1921, to December 31, 1923: 


Length of time required to decide: 
Re eS LT SE ae Se 2a r ek Se ae 
3 and less than 6 months 
6 and less than 9 months 
9 and less than 12 months 
12 and less than 15 months 
15 and less than 18 months 
AD FEO I Sn Oe antes evi ening EGA 


{Norr.—Eighty-three additional cases decided in same period, but- 


incomplete records made impossible computation of time necessary to 
decide.] 

The above records showing delay in handling cases before the Rail- 
road Labor Board cover only 10 of the 20 labor organizations subject 
to the transportation act. 

President Coolidge, in his message to Congress, December 6, 1923, 
said, inter alia: 

“The settlement of railroad labor disputes is a matter of grave 
public concern, The Labor Board * * * is not altogether satis- 
factory to the public, the employees, or the companies. If a substan- 
tial agreement can be reached among the groups interested, there 
should be no hesitation in enacting such agreement into law.” 


And the railroad managers have refused to confer to deter- 
mine upon a better method of procedure. 


Secretary Herbert Hoover, addressing the National Transportation 
Conference, composed of representatives from all the groups directly 
interested in the railroads, held in Washington, January 9, 1924, said 
in part, that he urged as a part of the national policy— 

“A basis of employer and employee relationship that will stimulate 
mutual responsibility as the first requisite to continuous service.. 


“The reorganization of the Railway Labor Board is one resolution 
that has had some discussion with your subcommittees. The President 
has suggested the importance and the desirability of some agreement 
upon this question as a basis for amendment to the act. The present 


set-up of labor adjustment has not given entire satisfaction, and in | 


considerable degree this is due to inherent faults in the construction of 
the board and in its authorities. 

“We have in this board confused four different functions in labor 
relationship. The board has in parts the machinery for collective bar- 
gaining, for arbitration, for conciliation, and judicial determination. 
Whatever change is made in the machinery to solve these relationships 
the changes should if possible be constructively developed by the rall- 
way employees and executives themselyes, plus, perhaps, the assistance 
of independent persons who represent the public interest.” 


And, as I will say again, notwithstanding the efforts that 
have been made, the railway executives have refused to confer 
respecting a measure that shall supplant the Railroad Labor 
Board provision of the Esch-Cummins Act. 


Secretary James J. Davis in his annual report for 1923 to the 
President, as head of the Department of Labor, said, in part: 

“Apparently the differences between the management of the railroads 
and their employees have been increased and complicated rather than 
diminished by the operation of the machinery provided by section 300 
of the law (transportation act). The practical operation of that plan 
brings about unreasonable delays in the adjustment of minor disputes 
and accentuates to the dignity of a contest petty differences with refer- 
ence to wages and conditions of labor. 

“The machinery has proved unwieldly. It seems to me that some 
machinery less complicated and less cumbersome should be set up to 
provide for the equitable and expeditious settlement of these disputes 
through well-known and oft-used channels in order that our trans- 
portation system may function at its highest rate of efficiency in the 
interest of the country.” 

Judge George W. Anderson, judge of the circuit court of appeals, 
first circuit, formerly member Massachusetts Public Service Commis- 
sion and Interstate Commerce Commission, in testifying at the hearings 
of the New England Committee on Railroad Consolidation, in Boston, 
December 20, 1922, said, among other things: 

“Turning to the labor provisions of the transportation act, the 
situation is still blacker. A large part of the dominant managerial 
forces did not accept, in good faith, the labor provisions of the act. 
Those labor provisions, in which I never had much confidence, were 
* * an attempt on the part of many of the legislators to 
safeguard the essential rights of labor and avoid interruption of 
railroad service by strikes. 

“There was not sufficient political courage in Congress to make 
strikes flatly illegal, or to provide adequate responsible representation 
of labor in the initial management so as to make them practically 
impossible. The compromise was to leave the labor forces at the 
mercy of the exploiting forces that dominate the railroads, and to 
provide a tribunal to arbitrate in the controversies certain to result. 
How the scheme would have worked if it had been accepted in good 
faith by practically all the railroad managers, no one can say. It 
was not so accepted. The shopmen's strike of last July was the re- 
sult. * * » To repeat: The labor provisions were practically their 
own scheme for dealing with labor, and they showed neither good 
faith nor tolerable efficiency in working their own scheme. 


This is the statement of a United States judge. 
He further says: 


The general result is that the mass of railroad employees were, in my 
opinion, never so embittered and so distrustful of railroad management 
as now. The relations between the managerial staff and the operating 
staff! were never so bad. Except in a few spots, there is no such thing 
as loyalty to the existing railroad corporations. No amount of printed 
propaganda and deception can conceal the fact that railroad equipment 
is now utterly inadequate for its Job. The shopmen's strike has cost the 
railroads many millions of dollars in direct cash outlays and hundreds 
of millions more in loss of traffic. It has cost the American people 
untold sums, probably millions in the aggregate. Nothing has been 
settled. The strike was lost by both sides so far as labor cost was 
concerned. If it taught us any valuable lesson, it is that we must have 
a radical change in the relations between the human forces absolutely 
essential to the ongoing of our transportation industry and the man- 
agerial forces. ‘The labor provisions of the transportation act are 
effectually discredited. So is the Labor Board, * * * 


This is the statement not only of a judge but of one who has 
served on the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. HOWELL. I do. 

Mr. KING. I should like to ask the Senator whether, judg- 


ing from the article from which he has read, by Judge Ander- 
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son, or from any other information he has obtained respecting 
the views of Judge Anderson, he favors a bill by Congress to 
compel arbitration? I notice in the statement just read that 
Judge Anderson uses substantially this language—that Congress 
did not have the courage to pass a law compelling arbitration. 
Does the Senator know whether he was in favor of a law of 
that kind and whether he believed that would be effective? 

Mr. HOWELL. I think he said that Congress had not the 
courage to pass an antistrike law. 

Mr. KING. Is he in favor of passing a law forbidding 
strikes? 

Mr. HOWELL, He does not say so, but I am not familiar 
with his views except as expressed in this statement. He evi- 
dently is clear, however, that the Railroad Labor Board is a 
failure, 

Continuing: is 


Mr. Chairman, I have several otber excerpts from statements of 
prominent and public men concerning the necessity for changing the 
present system of adjusting railroad disputes, which, with the permis- 
sion of the committee, I would like to have included in the record 
without detaining the committee by reading them. 

The CHarnmMan, Without objection, they will be inserted in the record. 

The excerpts referred to are as follows: 

Mr, Charles Rippin, président of the National Industrial Traffic 
League, at the National Transportation Conference held in Washington, 
January 9 to 12, 1924, on behalf of his organization, advocated the 
repeal of the Labor Board provision of the transportation act, He 
said, in part: 

In the first place, the board as constituted under the law is not 
a disinterested tribunal, The presence of the partisan representatives 
upon an administrative or judicial board has a tendency to destroy 
its usefulness as a tribunal. We believe that private industry will be 
better off without the Railroad Labor Board.” 

Dr. Emory T. Johnson, dean Wharton School of Finance, Uni- 
versity of Pennsylvania, expert on transportation, United States 
Industrial Commission, 1899; expert on traffic, National Waterways 
Commission, 1909; member public service commission, Pennsylvania, 
1913-1915; transportation expert, Chamber of Commerce of the 
United States of America, and author of books, etec., on transportation, 
at National Transportation Conference, Washington, January, 1924: 

I have never been content with the tripartite organization of the 
Labor Board. I have reached that conclusion as the result of some 
experience, not only as a theoretical study, and I am inclined to think 
that the effect of the present board is to minimize the settlement of 
disputes directly by negotiation between representatives of the car- 
riers and the employees—I mean disputes as to wages, not as to 
working conditions—and I sincerely hope that the resolution committee 
will have put before it other plans than the present Railway Labor 
Board plan, and that out of this conference may come ane of two 
things; Hither a recommendation for a conference such as Mr.. Hoover 
suggested, i, e., between employees and carriers, or a definite recom- 
mendation for a different organization of the Railway Labor Board." 

Mr. Henry Bruere, vice president Metropolitan Life Insurance Co., 
for years in charge of industrial, etc., investigations and research; 
Federal Director United States Employment Service for New York 
State; director National Railways of Mexico, etc., at National Trans- 
portation Conference, Washington, D. C., January, 1924, as reported 
in 76 Railway Age, 237 (240): 

“Henry Bruere * * proposed that the raflroad managers and 
their employees hold a conference to establish some plan of coopera- 
tion. He asked whether it would be appropriate for the committee 
(on resolutions) to add a suggestion that the management of the 
railways and their various groups of employees early confer in some 
appropriate way, regarding a general plan of cooperation between 
the companies and employees, in their mutual interest and in the 
interest of the public. And that such conference also address itself 
to the establishment of methods including the necessary public ma- 
chinery for maintaining such cooperative relations.” 

Mr. Edwin E. Witte, chief legislative reference library, State of 
Wisconsin, made the following statements regarding Title III: 

“The present law has failed to preserve industrial peace on the 
railroads of the country. * * * 

The labor provisions of the present law and the Railroad Labor 
Board are discredited among the organized railroad employees of the 
country. The railroad men's unions, practically without exception, 
regard the Railroad Labor Board as an ally of the antiunion railroad 
executives. 

“The present law has utterly failed to bring sons better relations 
between the carriers and their employees. * * 

“The Railroad Labor Board in its decisions has failed to accord 
to the rallroad employees any guaranty corresponding to the guaranties 
to capital invested In the carriers. This is Illustrated in the decision 
of the board denying to common labor on the railroads a living wage 
and ridiculing tle idea of a living wage.” 


The New Republic, in an editorial under date of September 20, 1922, 
entitled“ The failure of railroad arbitration,” emphasizes the com- 
plete failure of the Labor Board and the act upon which It rests to 
handle the railroad labor problem. Following are excerpts from the 
editorial: 5 

“The * © © approach of at least some kind of a settlement on 
the ratlroads has torn from the public mind the last remaining memory 
of the agency which was charged two years ago with the duty of 
preserving peaceful relations between railroad operators gnd thelr 
employees. The arbitral settlement of industrial differences is, how- 
ever, too important to permit this dismal collapse of the Railroad 
Labor Board to pass unnoticed. * * + 

“Tested by standards of arbitration * * * the Railroad Labor 
Board has been a total and tragic failure. It failed first because 
it was unwilling to accept the actual and practical status of unionism 
in the railway industry. * * è In place of interpreting those 
forces peculiar to the transportation industry and translating them 
into decisions of the board, it constituted Itself a court of liquidation 
or of receivers and proceeded to write decisions that could have as 
their effect only the weakening and liquidation of the railway labor 
movement. Wherever past industrial practice on the railroads afforded 
standards of labor relations the board disregarded them and sought 
their standards in industries where liquidation of labor was most 
drastic and least difficult. In no unionized Industry In the country, 
and, indeed, in few nonunion industries, was liquidation attempted with 
such severity and with such a disregard of conditions as on the rall- 
roads. The decisions of the board * * * did not only 
reduce wages and lengthen hours, but also struck at the very heart of 
the strength of the railway unions, * * +e» 

Mr. Rohnursox. In a statement by Chairman Hooper of the United 
States Railroad Labor Board he set out that between April 15, 1920, 
and December 15, 1922, 58 of the 201 Class I railroads and 56 of the 
892 short-line railroads had violated the decisions of the board: In a 
statement authorized by Mr. Hooper and issued by the board, entitled 
“Violations of the transportation act, 1920 as of November 
15, 1928,” the total disputes filed, charging violations from December 
15, 1922, to November 15, 1923, were 188. Of this total the board 
ruled against the carriers in 77 cases, 64 disputes were designated as 
otherwise disposed of, and 47 still pending among Class I roads. On 
the short-line carriers 63 disputes had been filed as for violations, 6 
decisions were against the carriers, 28 otherwise disposed of, and 29 
still pending and undecided. 

Hence, for that period there were filed a total of 251 alleged viola- 
tions of the orders of the board. Among these violations are those of 
the Pennsylvania Railroad, involving about 200,000 workers; the New 
York Central violations, affecting agreements with more than 30,000 
men; und the Erie violation, affecting agreements with all classes of 
employees on that road except the train and engine service organiza- 
tions. It has been estimated that over one-half of the railroad em- 
ployees in the country have suffered directly or indirectly by the viola- 
tions of the board's decisions. Such violations are clear evidence of the 
failure of the board to handle the railroad-labor problems. 

4. Faults in the constitution of the United States Railroad Labor 
Board: 

(a) The appointment of public members who were without interest 
and without technical knowledge of the railroad industry meant the 
appointment of men unqualified to understand the problems of the 
engine cab, the train, the yard, the ship, or the machine shop, who 
accentuated the court atmosphere, made themselves offensive to the 
employees, and destroyed confidence. This arose from the law requir- 
ing them to decide questions. As mediators they would have been 
useless unless able to obtain confidence, As deciders they attempted to 
rely on power and force instead of on persuasion. 

I. The attitude of two members of the public group (Chairman 
Hooper and former Chairman Barton) became so offensive to the em- 
ployees that they protested to the late President Harding. In the 
case of former Chairman Barton, protest was made against his reap- 
pointment on the board. Doubtless honest in his convictions, he 
seemed obsessed with the idea that It was necessary to preserve com- 
plete individual “freedom of contract,“ although bargaining collec- 
tively, and notwithstanding the Supreme Court in one of its decisions 
said the duty of the Labor Board was “to reach a fair compromise 
between the parties without regard to the legal rights upon which 
each side might insist in a court of law.” Although a majority deci- 
sion of the Labor Board held that the receivers of the Atlanta, Bir- 
mingham & Atlantic Railway, in arbitrarily reducing the wages of its 
employees, had violated the transportation act and rulings of the board, 
the receiver refused to comply with the board's decision and gaye as 
his reasons the grounds set forth in a dissenting opinion by Tormes 
Chairman Barton. 

Numerous speeches were delivered by Chairman Hooper before various 
railway and civic clubs, wherein he assailed members of organized 
labor for assuming to assert their political independence. He assumed 
to go out of his way to erroneously interpret and criticize the policies 
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of the railway labor organizations, with the result that his statements 
were seized upon and broadcasted throughout the country by the 
opponents of organized labor. To openly criticize the policies of the 
railway unions could not be construed as representing hostility to the 
policies of the railroads. < 

In fact, to the members of the railway unions it appeared that the 
opponents of organized labor were utilizing the statements of Chair- 
man Hooper in an effort to discredit the railway unions. Although 
embittered and desirous of expressing resentment, members and repre- 
sentatives of the organizations hesitated to give expression to their 
feelings. They had to plead their cases before the Labor Board. The 
transportation act makes no provision for a change of venue. The 
situation finally became unbearable. Men were ready to revolt against 
such action by a poblic member of the Labor Board who, being a 
representative of the public and possessed of judicial knowledge and 
training, should have hesitated to assume to criticize the policies of 
either the railroads or the employees. The Cleveland Press, May 24, 
1923, in an editorial entitled “An editorial by a lawyer,” criticized 
Mr. Hooper's digressions from the path of duty as chairman of the 
Labor Board in the following language: 

“ Many have prayed to be delivered from their friends. The Supreme 
Court may well join in that prayer. Its latest defender is Ben Hooper, 
chairman of the Railroad Labor Board. Instead of attending to his 
business, he is the traveling propagandist of conservatism. As long as 
the railroads treated with contempt the decisions of the Railroad Labor 
Board, what protest did Hooper make? When, though, a labor organi- 
zation followed the example of the railroads, Hooper let out a wild yell 
about anarchy and bolsbevism, 

Farmers, workers, manufacturers, merchants, shippers, and con- 
sumers of every class have suffered too recently and severely from the 
incompetence of the Railroad Labor Board to give heed to warnings 
from its head, no matter how widely they are trumpeted in certain 
organs of privilege. 

“Such defenders of judicial supremacy hurt the cause they advocate. 
The administration of justice in this country has suffered for lack of 
criticism and publicity. Far-seeing lawyers, as well as laymen, now 
recognize this. Loud-mouthed pygmies like Hooper accomplish nothing 
but to advertise that they are so far in the rear that their existence 
would be forgotten but for the noise they make.” 

II. The Labor Board appeared helpless and without power or in- 
fluence to deal with the situation when its decisions were openly 
flouted by the railroads, but when the shopcrafts assumed to leave the 
service of the railroads in protest against the third reduction in their 
wages, totaling approximately 25 per cent, and against other wrongs, 
the Labor Board immediately exhibited a powerful influence against 
the employees and joined with the railroads in an effort to crush the 
shopcraft unions, as will be shown in the following resolution adopted 
by a majority vote of the board on July 3, 1922. 

This resolution, Mr. Chairman, is referred to as the outlaw resolu- 
tion, adopted by the Labor Board immediately following the national 
strike of shopcrafts. It is very lengthy, and unless the committee 
cares to have it read, I will ask to have it included in the record. 

The CHAIRMAN, It will be inserted in the record. 

The resolution referred to is here printed in full, as follows: 

“Whereas the six organizations comprising the Federated Shop Crafts 
have notified the Railroad Labor Board that a very large majority of 
the employees which they represent have left the service of the carriers, 
that the members of said organizations are no longer employees of the 
railways, under the jurisdiction of the Railroad Labor Board or subject 
to the application of the transportation act; and 

“ Whereas the Brotherhood of Railway and Steamship Clerks, Freight 
Handlers, Express and Station Employees, United Brotherhood of Main- 
tenance of Way Employees and Railway Shop Laborers, International 
Brotherhood of Firemen and Oilers, and Brotherhood of Railroad Sig- 
nalmen of America have also made known to the board that they have 
put out strike ballots on all or a part of the carriers which may result 
in the classes of employees which they respectively represent leaving 
the employ of the carriers; and 

“Whereas in the future submission of disputes involving rules, 
Wages, and grievances of said classes of employees of the carriers it 
will be desirable, if not a practical necessity, for the employees of each 
class on each carrier to form some sort of association or organization 
to function in the representation of said employees before the Railroad 
Labor Board, in order that the effectiveness of the transportation act 
may be maintained: Now, therefore, be it 

“ Resolved, That it be communicated to the carriers and the em- 
ployees remaining in the service and the new employees succeeding 
those who have left the service to take steps as soon as practicable to 
perfect on each carrier such organizations as may be deemed necessary 
for the purposes above mentioned; and be it further 

“ Resolved, That on any carrier where either of the above-named 
organizations, by reason of its membership severing their connection 
with the carriers, ceases to represent its class of employees, procedure 
similar to that above suggested in the case of the shop crafts is recom- 
mended ; and be it further 


“ Resolved, That the employees remaining in the service and the 
new ones entering same be accorded the application and benefit of the 
outstanding wage and rule decisions of the Railroad Labor Board, until 
they are amended or modified by agreements with said employees, ar- 
rived at in conformity with the transportation act, or by decisions of 
this board; and be it further 

Resolved, That if it be assumed that the employees who leave the 
service of the carrier because of their dissatisfaction with any de- 
cisions of the Labor Board are within their rights in so doing, it must 
likewise be conceded that the men who remain in the service and those 
who enter it anew are within their rights in accepting such employ- 
ment; that they are not strike breakers seeking to impose the arbitrary 
will of an employer on employees; that they have the moral as well as 
the legal right to engage in such service of the American public to 
avoid interruption of indispensable railway transportation; and that 
they are entitled to the"protection of every department and branch of 
the Government, State and National. It is suggested that carriers bul- 
letin this resolution which was adopted by the majority action of the 
board.” 

Mr. Ropertson. Concerning the actions of the Labor Board, as indi- 
eated in its resolution of July 3, 1922, the New Republic, in an edi- 
torial under date of September 20, 1922, carried the following state- 
ment: 

“The failure of the Railroad Labor Board Is not, however, limited 
to its procedure during the peaceful period of its existence. Its great- 
est and most eventful blunder it made on the eve of the present rail- 
way strike, when it met the threat of a strike with the counterthreat 
of outlawing the strikers and their organizations, * * * 

“It (such threat) is the employer's way of breaking a strike, 
It is not, however, the metbod that arbitrators employ in 
their attempts to make an adjustment and to restore peace. * * * 
These plain facts of record and experience, known eyen to casual 
students of the labor movement, the Railroad Labor Board saw fit to 
overlook, just as it had overlooked the balance of power on the rail- 
roads before the strike. To members of the railway unions and to 
their sympathizers these actions of the board, following so close upon 
its past decisions, mean only hostility to trade-unionism and to the 
practices of organized labor. Unfortunately the record of the board 
justifies these feelings," 

With further reference to the faults in the constitution of the United 
States Railroad Labor Board, I will say that the railroad and labor 
members became complete partisans, each striving to bring over the 
public members to their side. Under the circumstances a board com- 
posed only of three public men would doubtless have accomplished as 
much good. 

(c) The transportation act (sec. 304) and regulations promulgated 
by the Interstate Commerce Commission provide the method for nomi- 
nating and appointing all members on the Labor Board. The intent 
and purpose of these regulations, however, were not strictly adhered 
to, with tae result that certain labor members appointed were not the 
chosen representatives of the employees. Although protest was made 
to the President against such appointments, they were permitted to 
stand. For two years one of the groups of employees was entirely 
without representation on the board. 

5. The Labor Board has adopted unsound policies. Although the 
courts and numerous arbitration boards have for many years declined 
to consider “the ability of a carrier to pay“ when fixing the wages 
of railway employees, the Labor Board has assumed to disregard this 
long and well established rule, The board attempts to justify its 
action by stating that “the ability of a carrier to pay" is entitled to 
“secondary” consideration. But whether it is given “ secondary“ 
or “preferential” consideration affords little comfort to the employees 
whose wages are reduced below the level of wages paid to their asso- 
ciates on neighboring lines. 

The public are required to pay the same rates for service rendered 
by the railroads, regardless of whether it is rendered by a poor road 
where wages have been reduced or by a strong road where standard 
wages are being paid. The policy of the Labor Board in this respect 
is equivalent to the recognition of the right of a railroad to reduce 
the wages of its employees, even though at the same time it may be 
paying the highest prices in the history of Its existence for coal, cross- 
ties, lumber, steel, and other necessary supplies and is charging the 
public standard rates for services rendered. 

Under the Labor Board's new theory of fixing wages the employees, 
without means of adequate defense under the transportation act, 
would alone be required to assume the burden of a railroad’s financial 
difficulties. 

“The ability of a carrier to pay,” although used as a basis for 
reducing men below a fair wage, has never been suggested as a basis 
for increasing men above a fair wage. If such a theory were applied 


in the matter of increasing wages, the employees on certain railroads 
would immediately receive a very noticeable increase in their wages. 

G. General widespread dissatisfaction exists among the railroad 
employees. The organizations are reluctant to go to the Labor Board 
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with matters that vitally affect the employees they represent. The 
railroads violate decisions with the sanction of the courts. If the 
men violate decisions they are denounced and abused. 

It is a mechanism of discord. That all labor organizations on the 
railroads—in fact, the entire American labor movement and the 
public generally—are against the present law makes it a farce to re- 
tain it. It is like offering a hungry man food that turns his stomach. 
No sincere friend of the railway workers, no intelligent advocate of 
industrial peace can defend maintaining this mischievous law on the 
statute books. It should be repealed. 


The attitude of the shippers of the country is clearly out- 
lined in the following statement made at the Senate hearings 
by J. H. Beek, executive secretary of the National Industrial 
Traffic League, whose headquarters are in Chicago, III.: 


The CHAIRMAN. Give your name and whom you represent. 

Mr. BEEK. My name is J. H. Beek, executive secretary of The Na- 
tional Industrial Traffic League, with offices at 1207 Conway Building, 
Chicago, III. 

The CHAIRMAN, Tell us what this league is, will you? 

Mr. Beek. Mr, Chairman, I have a prepared statement in which that 
is indicated: 

The National Industrial Traffic League is an organization composed 
of individual shippers, firms, and corporations, and of commercial 
organizations representative of shippers. Included in its membership 
are practically all of the chambers of commerce and boards of trade 
of the principal cities throughout the country. Directly throngh its 
membership and indirectly through the membership of these local 
organizations it represents several hundred thousand shippers. While 
the league does not assume to speak for these shippers individually, 
the position of the league with respect to the Railroad Labor Board 
and legislation affecting railroad labor was defined by resolutions 
adopted almost unanimously at meetings of the league, at which there 
was a jarge and representative attendance. 

The league holds an annual and one or more special meetings each 
year in different sections of the country, and these meetings are at- 
tended by upward of 400 or 500 members, Subjects of importance 
are carefully studied by committees of the league, which submit printed 
reports that are discussed often at considerable length by the mem- 
bers on the floor of the general meeting. The whole railroad labor 
question has been before the league for several years, and there has 
been extended discussion of all phases of the question at the annual 
and special meetings. 

The position of the league as expressed in resolutions adopted by a 
practically unanimous vote at the annual meeting in New York City 
on November 16, 1922, and ratified in the subsequent meetings, is that 
the Railroad Labor Board should be abolished and Title III of the 
transportation act of 1920, which contains the provisions for this 
board, should be repealed, ‘The operatios of this section of the statute 
was carefully observed and studied by the league for more than two 
years and a half before it reached its final conclusions with respect 
thereto. In voting for the repeal of Title III of the transportation 
act it was at the same time suggested by the league that the existing 
provisions of the Federal law for the mediation of labor disputes should 
be broadened and strengthened so as to give the Federal Mediation 
Board authority to act in all cases and to make public its findings 
and conclusions, 

Some of the underlying reasons for advocating the abolition of the 
Railroad Labor Board should be here stated: 

First. That board, as constituted under the law, is not a disinter- 
ested tribunal. It is composed of three representatives of the em- 
ployers and three representatives of the employees to act with three 
representatives for the public. In practically all controversies the 
employee representatives vote for the contentions of the employees and 
the carrier representatives vote for the contentions of the carriers. 
The presence of partisan representatives upon an administrative or 
judicial board has a teudency to destroy its usefulness as a tribunal 
and such condition is contrary to the fundamental requisites of the 
judiciary in our American jurisprudence. 

Second. We believe in preserving, as far as possible, the freedom of 
contract between employers and employees and the existence of such 
a tribunal substitutes their decision for the negotiations between car- 
riers and their employees. The policy of having the Government inter- 
vene to determine the terms and conditions of employment will tend 
to destroy the individual initiative of the workmen and, at the same 
time, undermine the discipline and respect for authority which is neces- 
“sary in an efficlent business organization. 

Third. The existence of a national tribunal to adjudicate such con- 
troversies tends to nationalize the industry and solidifies the national 
organizations of the employees on the one hand and of the executives 
on the other. It takes away from railroad managers the power and 
incentive to use business discretion in dealing with the local conditions 
peculiar to the respective lines and substitutes nation-wide rules and 
scales of wages which do not fit conditions in various sections of the 
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Fourth. We believe it Is impracticable for a central governmental 
agency to determine the needs and conditions on every division of 
every railroad in this country without doing injustice to one side or 
the other. 

Fifth. The very existence of a national tribunal to handle Jabor 
questions is a standing invitation to submit every kind of minor griey- 
ance for its consideration. The great majority of the questions sub- 
mitted to the existing board have been of this character, many of them 
being of the most trivial nature, 

Sixth. The Labor Board has failed to accomplish the good results 
which its advocates predicted for it. It has been demonstrated that 
it will not prevent strikes, nor will it stop them when once they have been 
started, It has not prevented the intimidation of workers, the destruc- 
tion of property, the impairment of transportation, nor the taking of 
human life. On the other hand, its acts have, in some cases, tended to 
precipitate such troubles. This is not the fault of the board as at 
present constituted but is the fundamental danger inherent in any 
scheme where government undertakes to make labor contracts for 
industries. 

Seventh, The Labor Board is not clothed with power to enforce Its 
mandates, and if clothed with such power under the statute it would 
still be impossible as a practical matter to compel men to work against 
their wishes. 

Eighth. The Labor Board is not necessary. For many years our na- 
tional laws provided machinery for settlement of labor disputes by con- 
ciliation and arbitration. Such laws averted numerous strikes and 
operated with greater success than has the Labor Board. There have 
been greater disturbances and interruptions to transportation since the 
creation of the Labor Board than during the preceding years when 
operating under the Federal Board of Mediation and Conciliation, 

Ninth. The operation of such an agency as the Labor Board has a 
tendency to crystallize rules of seniority and working conditions, 
which operate to destroy the individual initiative of the workmen. 
Every possible step should be taken to leave a free, open road for 
every railroad worker to rise as he becomes proficient, and we can not 
expect this when we have a governmental agency to hedge the workmen 
in by hidebound national rules, 

Tenth. We believe that private industry will be better off without 
the Railroad Labor Board. The artificial scales maintained by the 
national body for railroad labor operate to create unrest in labor con- 
ditions affecting private industry. The great inequality between com- 
mon railroad labor and farm labor thus continued by the Labor Board, 
in defiance of the laws of supply and demand, has been one of the 
greatest factors in creating the serious crisis facing the farmers of the 
country. The farmers and the public pay these bills and certainly the 
Government should have no part in the continuance of these condi- 
tions, (Pp. 191-193, Senate hearings.) 


Those, Mr. President, are some of the views of many shippers 
of the country respecting the Railroad Labor Board. 

Mr. GOODING. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Fess in the chair). Does 
the Senator from Nebraska yield to the Senator from Idaho? 

Mr. HOWELL. I do. 

Mr. GOODING. I suggest the absence of a quorum, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The absence of a quorum 
being suggested, the Secretary will call the roll. 

The roll was called, and the following Senators answered 
to their names: 


Ashurst Fernald Ladd Sheppard 
Ball Fess McKellar Shields 
Bayard Fletcher McKinley Shipstead 
Bingham Frazier McLean Shortridge 
Brookhart George MeNar Simmons 
Broussard Glass Mayfield Smith 
Bruce Gooding Metcalf Smoot 
Bursum Hale Moses Spencer 
Butler Harreld Norris Stanley 
Cameron Harris Oddie ‘Trammell 
Capper Harrison Overman Underwood 
Copeland Heflin Pepper Walsh, Mass. 
Conzens Howell hipps Warren 
Curtis Johnson, Minn, Pittman Watson 
Dial Jones, Wash. Ralston Willis 

Dill Kendrick Ransdell 

Edge King Reed, Pa. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixty-six Senators haye an- 
swered to their names. A quorum is present. 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President, let us now consider the 
views of the country respecting the Railroad Labor Board as 
reflected in 1924 by the platforms of the three leading political 
parties. The Republican platform states: 


The Labor Board proyisions of the present law should be amended 
wheneyer it appears necessary to meet changed conditions. Col- 
lective bargaining, mediation, and voluntary arbitration are the most 
important steps in maintaining peaceful labor relations and should be 
encouraged. We do not believe in compulsory action at any time in 
the settlement of labor disputes, 
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Public opinion must be the final arbiter in any crisis which so 
vitally affects public welfare as the suspension of transportation. 
Therefore the interests of the public require the maintenance of an 
impartial tribunal which can in an emergency make an investigation 
of the facts and publish its conclusions, This is essential as a basis 
for popular judgment. 


The Democratic platform affirms: 


The labor provisions of the act (transportation act) have proven 
unsatisfactory in settling differences between employer and employees. 
* œ œ Jt (transportation act) must therefore be so rewritten that 
the high purposes which the public welfare demands may be accom- 
plished. 


The progressive platform pledges the “speedy enactment of 
the Howell-Barkley bill for the adjustment of controversies 
between railroads and their employees.” 

Thus it appears that all three leading candidates were com- 
mitted to amendment of the present law, and that publie opin- 
ion expressed through the parties and their candidates de- 
manded such legislative action. 

But on November 19, 1924, the Association of Railway Execu- 
tives met and stated their opposition to the opinion of the 
Nation in these words: 


That there is no condition existing to-day which calls for any urgent 
legislative action by Congress with respect to the railroads, either as 
to rates, labor relationship, or valuation. 


The issue presented when Congress reassembled on Decem- 
ber 1 was quite clear: Would the railway presidents yield to 
public opinion, or would the official representatives of public 
opinion yield to the railway presidents? 

Irrespective of the attitude of the railway executives, Presi- 
dent Coolidge responds to public opinion in this matter as eyi- 
denced by his message to Congress of December 3, 1924. In 
part, he said: 


Another matter before the Congress is legislation affecting the labor 
scctions of the transportation act. Much criticism has been directed 
at the workings of this section, and experience has shown that some 
useful amendment could be made to these provisions. 

It would be helpful if a plan could be adopted which, while retain- 
ing the practice of systematic collective bargaining, with conciliation 
and voluntary arbitration of labor differences, could also provide sim- 
plicity in relations and more direct local responsibility of employees 
and managers. But such legislation will not meet the requirements 
of the situation unless it recognizes the principle that the public has 
a right to the uninterrupted service of transportation, and therefore 
a right to be beard when there is danger that the Nation may suffer 
great injury through the interruption of operations because of labor 
disputes. If these elements are not comprehended in proposed legis- 
lation, it would be better to gain further experience with the present 
organization for dealing with these questions before undertaking a 
change (p. 7, President's message). 


Mr. President, in closing, let me present the following state- 
ment of the menace of the continued existence of the Railroad 
Labor Board to the peaceful operation of the railroads. This 
statement comes from the committee of the 20 railway labor 
organizations representing the overwhelming majority of the 
railway employees—President D. B. Robertson of the Brother- 
hood of Locomotive Firemen, President B. M. Jewell of the 
Railway Employees’ Department of the American Federation 
of Labor, President William H. Johnston of the International 
Association of Machinists, President William S. Brown of the 
Marine Engineers’ Beneficial Association, and E. H. Fitzgerald, 
president of the Brotherhood of Railway and Steamship Clerks, 

The statement is as follows: 


STATEMENT 


Public opinion bas been persistently misled by railroad propaganda 
concerning present labor conditions on the railroads. The first two 
years following the return to private control were years of open 
“conflict between the railway managers and their employees, culmi- 
nating in the shopmen's strike of 1922, at which time (although the 
six shop crafts alone went on strike) every other craft of railway 
employees were dissatisfied with conditions and suspicious and resent- 
ful of the attitude of the railway managers and the attitude of the 
Railroad Labor Board toward organized labor, The two years fol- 
lowing the shopmen's strike have been a period of less open conflict, 
but of deeper unrest and a continual controversy between railroad 
management and rallroad labor, which has not been forced upon public 
notice only because there have been no great strikes. But many 
widespread strikes have been only narrowly averted. 


Railroad managements have been carrying on a bitter war against 
the shopcraft organizations, extending on some roads to the organiza- 
tions of clerks, maintenance of way men, telegraphers, train dispatchers, 
and other highly important groups of employees. Meanwhile the four 
train-service brotherhoods have been carrying on a campaign to pre- 
vent decreases and obtain increases of wages, which would have resulted 
in open conflict had it not been for general recognition by railroad 
managements of the economic power of these strongly organized 
groups. 

The Railroad Labor Board has entirely ceased to function as an 
agency for peace. Its so-called decisions upon minor disputes are 
only accepted by some of the railroads as a mater of policy. So frequent 
are the refusals of other roads to accept decisions that there is little 
reason for the employees to waste time and money taking disputes to 
the board. 

In the matter of major disputes the board's record is worse than 
useless. ‘The activities of the board have been p:«itively harmful. 
The one nation-wide dispute of 1924 involved the four train-service 
brotherhoods, a wage increase movement starting with the negotiation 
of a 5 per cent wage Increase on the New York Central in January, 
1924. By negotiation this increase was gradually extended to cover 
all the eastern and southeastern lines. The Railroad Labor Board 
attempted to interfere with the negotiations on one eastern railroad, 
and the engineers and firemen notified the board that they would refuse 
to permit its interference, By this means alone they were able within 
a week to negotiate settlement. The western railways united in 
opposing the requests of the engineers and firemen, and while negotia- 
tions were still in progress the Railroad Labor Board attempted to 
interfere and call the parties into a bearing. Again the engineers 
and firemen were forced to refuse to permit the board to interfere with 
their negotiations and to preserve their constitutional right of liberty 
of contract. The board attempted to force the employees to appear 
and testify and the resulting litigation is now pending in the Supreme 
Court of the United State. Then the board, after months of delay, 
issued a decision in favor of the New York Central increases, but tak- 
ing away the benefit of them by authorizing changes in working condi- 
tions absolutely unacceptable to the employees. Regardless of this 
so-called decision the employees negotiated a settlement obtaining the 
New York Central increases without the obnoxious changes in rules, 
from a majority of the western roads, negotiations on the remaining 
roads now being in progress. This controversy has again demonstrated 
to the employees that the Labor Board operates principally to cause 
delay and increase discord, and not to promote the settlement of 
controversies. 

-Since 1922, acting under the instigation of the Railroad Labor 
Board and with the sanction of its strike-breaking resolution of July 
8, 1922, a large number of railroads have been organizing and main- 
taining company unions for the purpose of destroying honest collec- 
tive bargaining. Where these company unions were so obviously non- 
representative of the employees, where the ballots of the employees 
have so conclusively shown that they desire representation through 
the national unions that the board has been forced by the inescapable 
facts to sustain the employee organizations, the railroads have con- 
sistently disregarded the opinions of the board and continued to refuse 
to recognize the representatives of the employees who have been 
designated and authorized to speak for them in accordance with the 
provisions of the transportation act. The Pennsylvania Railroad is 
the most notorious offender, but even railroads in the hands of Fed- 
eral receivers, such as the Chicago & Alton, have refused to obey 
either the law or the nonenforceable orders of the Railroad Labor 
Board. It is clear that the Labor Board is unable, even if willing, 
to create any effective public opinion to support the just claims of 
the employees or to uphold the law. But the Labor Board bas been 
an effective instrument for the spread of railroad propaganda against 
the employee organizations. ` 
_ The Railroad Labor Board itself is torn with internal dissensions, 


bitter criticisms of the majority being frequently made in dissenting , 


opinions charging the majority with prejudice and unfairness, fully 
supported by the facts. The regular organizations have found it 
largely a waste of time and money to take disputes to the board. 
The company unions are not permitted by the laws imposed upon 
them by the railroads to take their disputes to the board. The chair- 
man of the board has gone up and down the country denouncing the 
railroad labor organizations which are forced to appear before him, 
in intemperate and abusive language, utterly disqualifying him to 
sit as an arbitrator. So biased and partisan has been the attitude 
of the chairman that the Government attorneys representing the 
board, unable to defend the challenge of his neutrality, have officially 
stated: 

„Chairman Hooper is not a member of a ‘neutral’ group. * * * 
He is not supposed to be any more ‘neutral’ than are the members of 
the labor and management groups.” 
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The efforts of the organized rallway employees, supported by the 
highest Government officials to obtain conferences with the railway 
executives in order to agree upon a program of peace, have been 


repulsed by the railway presidents. They have demonstrated repeat- 
edly that they are not seeking to promote peace, but are engaged in 
making war on organized labor in order to destroy honest collective 
bargaining on the railroads. In this warfare the railway managers 
have received constant aid from the activities of the Railroad Labor 
Board. This board, if it had any power under the law as an agency 
of conciliation, has itself destroyed its power. It has no capacity to 
persuade the contending parties to an agreement. It does not have 
and does not merit the respect of either party. The continuance of 
its existence merely increases lack of confidence in Government inter- 
vention and disrespect for gévernmental authority. If a serious in- 
ferruption of interstate commerce were threatened, the intervention 
of the board would only increase the bitterness of the parties, mak- 
ing settlement more difficult and increasing the menace to the public 
interest. 


Again, I wish to state that I have offered this amendment 
eliminating the appropriation for the Railroad Labor Board 
from this appropriation bill for the reason that a further ap- 
propriation for the continuance of the board would seem a use- 
less expenditure of public funds. The futility of the Labor 
Board has been demonstrated by the results which haye been 
achieved. 

Mr. DILL. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to the Senator from Washington? 

Mr. HOWELL. I yield. 

Mr. DILL. I have not heard all of the Senator’s address. 
Has the Senator discussed the work of the Railroad Labor 
Board in keeping the wages of the maintenance-of-way em- 
ployees to such a low standard as that at which they have been 
kept? 

Mr. HOWELL. I have not gone into the equity of the 
board’s decisions. What I have endeavored to demonstrate 
is this, that the Railroad Labor Board has lost the confi- 
dence of the public, and has lost the confidence of the em- 
ployees as a consequence. Whereas: in the years preceding 
1924 it docketed an average of 3,100 cases, in 1924 only about 
800 were brought before the board, and they were largely 
minor disputes. 

Mr. DILL. If the Senator’s amendment shall be adopted, 
what method will there be of settling such a question as is 
now before the Railroad Labor Board relative to the raising 
of the pay of these maintenance-of-way employees? 

Mr. HOWELL. There would be the same methods that were 
in effect in 1920, when the board was established. 

Mr. DILL. The Senator is aware of the fact that the 
Railroad Labor Board in another decision refused to raise the 
wages of the maintenance-of-way employees, and that an ap- 
peal is now before them? 

Mr. HOWELL. Yes; I understand so. 

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, I had not intended to discuss 
this subject at this time, but the remarks of the Seuator from 
Nebraska [Mr. Howe vt] regarding the Railroad Labor Board 
cause me to call attention to the fact that the Railroad Labor 
Board has held down the wages of the men who have in 
charge the duty of taking care of the roadbeds of the raii- 
roads of this country. I believe it is a matter of publie inter- 
est—lI feel it is a matter of public safety—that these men who 
look after the railroad roadbeds, over which trains run, should 
be paid such salaries that they will not be continually worried 
about whether or not they are going to have enough at the 
end of the month to feed and clothe their families, 

A great deal has been said about the high wages of the rail- 
road employees, and I am not going to discuss the high wages, 
but I do say that with the cost of living what it is to-day in our 
country, men simply can not provide decently for their families, 
the home, the shelter, the food, and the clothes that a family 
needs, on an average wage of less than $75 a month, and ac- 
cording to the ruling of the Railroad Labor Board more than 
200,000 men, the lowest paid employees of the railroads to-day, 
are getting, and have been getting for the past year or two, 
less than $75 a month. 

The representatives of some 14 organizations recently had a 
eonference in which they attempted to figure out the lowest 
income men could receive and still be able to take care of their 
families properly, and, according to the Department of Labor 
statistics, the average budget which they fixed for a family 
was $1,449.13. 


Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. How large a family—of five? 


Mr. DILL. I think it is a family with three children, but I 
will examine into that in order to be certain about it. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The postmaster of Boston 
prepared a budget, in which. he showed the cost of living per 
annum per family of five as $2,400. 

Mr. DILL. I think this is for a family with three children. 
I will get the exact figures and put them in the RECORD. 

Mr. WALSH ef Massachusetts. Never mind about it now. 

Mr. DILL. These railroad maintenance-of-way employees 
are looked upon as not being particularly important, evidently, 
in the railroad organization of employees, but any man who 
has ridden in trains this winter with the snow and ice as they 
have been on the railroad tracks, at the switches, and along 
the way, must have felt that his life was in the hands of the 
men who take care of the railroad roadbed. I think it is a 
matter of public safety that these men should have decent 
wages, 

The Esch-Cummins Act is not at fault particularly in this 
respect, for it provides that in the fixing of the wages of em- 
ployees the board shall take into consideration a number of 
things: First, the seale of wages paid for similar kinds of 
work in other industries. Second, the relation between wages 
and the cost of living. Third, the hazards of employment. 
Fourth, the training and the skill required. Fifth, the degree 
of responsibility. Sixth, the character and regularity of the 
employment. Seventh, the inequalities of increases in wages 
and of treatment, the result of previous wage orders or ad- 
justments. 

When we stop to think that these men are receiving an 
average of $880 per year, for 12 months, $73.33 a month, no 
argument whatever on the part of anybody is needed to con- 
vince one that that is not enough to take care of a family 
decently. ; 

An examination of the situation shows that thousands of 
these people are living in huts, in shacks, in abandoned freight 
ears, living like a lot of pensioners, as it were, petitioners, 
beggars, almost; and yet the husbands and fathers of these 
families are men who are looking after the railroad tracks, the 
roadbeds, over which all our trains run, 

I have the figures here as to the average wages of the road 
and section men for the year 1923, and I want to read them. 
In January, 1923, 171,363 maintenance of way men received 
an average of $72 a month. In February, 1923, 171,977 received 
an average of $63 a month. Think of it, the winter month of 
February, and an average wage of $63 a month! 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Was that because weather 
conditions prevented continuous employment? 

Mr. DILL. No; the low price per hour was principally the 
cause of it. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. My question was as to 
whether their low wages were due to a lack of continuous 
employment, having in mind that possibly there was“a curtail- 
ment of the hours or days of employment by reason of the 
weather conditions. 

Mr. DILL. Answering further the question of the Senator 
from Massachusetts as to the matter of lack of pay per month 
because of lack of time worked, I want to recite to the Senate 
the average hourly earnings which will explain the low wages. 
The ayerage hourly pay during January, 1923, was 34.1 cents, 
which, as the Senator will see for an 8-hour day brings less than 
$3. In February it was 33.6, in March 34.1, and so on. Even 
with these low wages, averaging from $65 to $75 a month, the 
Labor Board has ruled that they shall not have extra pay for 
overtime as other branches of the railroad employees get. These 
men who are to-day so poorly paid that they can not decently 
provide for their families are held down by the Labor Board 
and prevented from being given the extra pay for over- 
time that is given other classes of railroad employees who 
are better paid. I am not objecting to the other classes being 
well paid. I am not objecting to the custom that gives them 
extra pay for overtime. What I object to is that the lowest 
paid men do not get the same treatment in that respect that 
the better paid men get. 

I was giving the figures as to the number of men who received 
these low wages. In March, 1923, there were 181,000 men receiv- 
ing an average wage of only $74 a month; in May, 1923, there 
were 225,000 receiving an average wage of $76 a month. T 
ask to have inserted in the Recoxp at this point the entire table 
for the year 1923 giving the number of employees and their 
average earnings and also the table showing the budgets. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection the request 
is granted. 
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The tables are as follows: 
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National I 


Mr. DILL. The wages of the maintenance-of-way men were 
raised during the war period until most of them were receiv- 
ing from $80 to $90 a month, and the Labor Board reduced 
their wages back to their present level. That is what I object 
to, and that is what seems to me creates a positively danger- 
ous situation in the country. These men look after the rail- 
road ties and the railroad rails. It depends upon their eyes 
and upon their hands whether the railroad roadbeds are in 
condition for trains to run at 40, 50, 60, or 70 miles an hour, 
as they do, carrying the millions of people of the country. 

Think of what it means that these men who are out in the 
rain, the sleet, the snow, and much of the time in the dark- 
ness, investigating and repairing the condition of the road- 
beds, receive wages which they know and which we know is 
below the level of a bare subsistence. 

There are 365 days in the year, and there are 52 Sundays 
and 7 legal holidays, leaving 306 work days. If the wage 
earner worked 8 hours a day for 306 days in the year he 
would work 2,448 hours in the course of the year. To receive 
the wage necessary for the subsistence level budget which these 
14 budgets fix, namely, $1,449.13, they must receive between 59 
and 60 cents an hour, and yet they are receiving 33 to 37 
cents an hour. I am not asking, I am not even urging or 
recommending, that wages be raised for maintenance-of-way 
employees to this budget of $1,450. That may be somewhat 
excessive for the financial conditions of the railroads, but cer- 
tainly the wages ought to be put back to the basis where they 
were, approximately $90 a month. I have always believed, 
since the increase in the cost of living, that men can not feed 
a family on $100 a month, and certainly when we bring wages 
down to below $75 a month we have gone to the point where 
we are actnally endangering their efficiency for service in con- 
nection with the railroads of the country. I believe that this 
action on the part of the Railroad Labor Board shows its 
unfitness for the work that it is attempting to do in the inter- 
est of the public, to say nothing of the rights of the working- 
men on the railroads. 


Under the decisions of the Railroad Labor Board, on which 
the public representatives are supposed to have the deciding 
votes, the other six members being labor and railway repre- 
sentatives, the class of employees that look after the roadbeds 
of the railroads is restricted to wages $569.13 below what the 
14 organizations fixed as a budget necessary for the bare liv- 
ing of a family, On the bare subsistence level, where it-is 
found necessary that men receive 60 cents an hour to keep an 
average family above the danger level, this class of men earns 
an average of 36 cents an hour, which is 24 cents per hour less 
than the economic subsistence hourly wage that is recom- 
mended. 

I believe the public has no conception of the wages these 
men are being paid. I believe the public has no realization of 
the dangers to the people who ride on the railroads in having 
men’s wages held down to this extent. I am in favor of abol- 
ishing the Labor Board because, instead of helping to protect 
the public on this question of maintenance-of-way employees’ 
wages by at least leaving them where they were, at about $85 
to $90 a month, they have deliberately lowered them below the 
subsistence level of the people of the country. 

We have adopted stringent immigration laws and I voted in 

| favor of them. We have raised the salaries of the clerks of 

the Government by the millions and I yoted in favor of that. 
But here is a Government agency, the Railway Labor Board, 
that lowers the wages of men who are already receiving wages 
far below what was found to be the subsistence level and 
refuses to put those wages back to a decent living basis. 

I want to call attention to the things that were disregarded 
by the Labor Board when it did reduce the wages and refused 
to raise them again. The average rate, as I said, is less than 
86 cents an hour. The National Industrial Conference Board, 
which is an association of 31 big business organizations, shows’ 
in its research report No. 69, page 12, that the average hourly 

of male unskilled workers in 23 industries in 1923 was 
46.6 cents an hour, which is a difference of 10.6 cents per hour. 
The average annual earnings for maintenance-of-way car- 
penters in 1923, according to the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion, was $1,433, which gives them a wage rate of 59 cents an 
hour, while the United States Department of Labor Bulletin 
854 shows an average rate of the carpenters’ wages in the 
building trades of $1,084 per hour in May, 1923. I cite that to 
show that not only the wages of maintenance-of-way employees 
but also the wages of the carpenters who work on the railroads 
are being kept down below the average wage in the country. 
Similar differences exist regarding other branches of poorly 
paid railroad labor. : 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wash- 
ington yield to the Senator from Massachusetts? 

Mr. DILL. Certainly. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Is there a sentiment among 
the railroad employees that the board has become directly or 
indirectly sympathetic with the railroad point of view on all 
these questions? 

Mr. DILL. I think there is no doubt that all the railroad 
employees feel that the Railroad Labor Board no longer serves 
their interests, and for that reason they are avoiding the taking 
of disputes to the Railroad Labor Board in every way possible. 
The railroads are not satisfied with the Labor Board either, 
because they are arranging company unions, and those com- 
pany unions are bound not to take their disagreements to the 
Labor Board. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. If both sides have lost con- 
fidence or faith in the board, why should it not be abolished? 

Mr. DILL. I agree absolutely that it should be abolished. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I did not know but what 
we were meeting with the usual experience when a new board 
is created to regulate corporate interests. We start out very 
well and make laws that are favorable to both sides and pro- 
tect the public interest, but ultimately the personnel of those 
regulatory bodies become prejudiced in favor of one side or 
the other and their usefulness is lost. I wanted to know if 
this was a repetition of the breakdown of all efforts to protect 
the public by regulatory methods because the appointing power 
has made up a personnel on the board that is prejudiced to- 
ward one side or the other? 

Mr. DILL. That certainly is another illustration of the fact 
that these boards do not carry out the purpose of the law that 
created them. As I pointed out, if the board had taken into 
consideration the things that the law provides it should take 
into consideration in the fixing of the wages for these men, 

| they could not by any possible juggling of figures have arrived 
at a wage of less than $75 a month for more than 200,000 of 
| the most important men in the railroad industry. It has been 
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said that achain is no stronger than its weakest link, and I 
say to you that railroad safety is no stronger and no greater 
than the railroad roadbed, the condition of which makes the 
passage of railroad: trains safe or unsafe. 

I plead not merely for the men and their families who re- 
ceive these low wages, but I plead also, in the interest of every 
one of us who rides on the railroad trains of the country, that 
‘the men who keep the railroads in condition shall be paid 
wages high enough to make fit to work, instead of being wor- 
wied, as they must be worried, by not knowing how they are 
going to pay for the food and clothing of their families at the 
end of each month. 

It is not only unjust, but I think it is a disgrace that the 
Government should permit a board to continue to function 
when it flxes the wages of more than 200,000 of the employees 
of the railroads of the country at less than 575 a month. It is 
not an answer to say that many of them are ‘foreigners. As 
I said a moment ago, we have shut out the inrush of foreigners 
to this country because we want to keep up the standard of 
living. By such wages as these we not only invite foreigners 
who have a standard of living so low that it is not in keeping 
with American standards, but we force our own citizens down 
to the standards that are compelled by a wage of $65 to $75 
‘a month in times like these. 

Mr. President, I shall not take more time now other than 
‘to say that I shall vote in favor of striking out the section 
providing for the salaries of the Labor Board, thus abolishing 
‘the board, because the railroads could not do worse for ‘these 
men ‘than the Railroad Labor Board has done. I want the 
Government to abolish a tribunal which forces such a low 
wage on 200,000 railroad employees that makes it impossible 
for them to maintain their families and thereby places the 
‘men in condition that keeps ‘them unfit to keep the railroad 
‘roadbeds in safe condition for the trains. 


CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS—OHANGE OF DATE OF INAUGURATION 


Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, for injecting a subject ap- 
parently not germane I make due apology to this body. Only 
the transcendent importance of the subject I am about to dis- 
cuss prompts me to speak at this juncture. 

SHORT SESSION OF CONGRDSS UNNECESSARY 


The Constitution of the United States—<Article II, -see- 
ition 1—ordains that the President and Vice President shall 
hold office for the term of four years, but does not provide 
when the term shall commence. The only recognition of the 
Ath of March sueceeding the day of a presidential election as the 
day of the commencement of the terms of the President and 
Vice President is the provision in the twelfth amendment to the 
Constitution, effective September 25, 1804, that— 


if the House of Representatives shall not choose a President whenever 
“the right of choice shall devolve upon them before the 4th day of March 
next following, then the Vice President shall act as President, as in the 
case of the death or other constitutional disability of the President. 


This would probably be construed to be a provision that the 
term of the President expired on the 4th of March after a presi- 
dential election—that a vacancy then exists—in which event 
the Vice President succeeded to the office. 

The time when the presidential electors shall be elected.and 
‘the date on which they shall meet and give their vote is, by 
Article II, section 1, of the Constitution, left to the discretion 
of Congress, with the restriction that the day of voting shall 
be the same throughout the United States. An act was passed 
February 8, 1887, requiring them to meet and give their votes 
on the second Monday in January next following their appoint- 
ment, at such place in each State as the legislature thereof 
shali direct; which votes, duly certified to be delivered to the 
‘President of the Senate, shall be canyassed by Congress, in 
joint session, on the second Wednesday in February thereafter. 

The Constitution, while providing that Representatives shall 
hold their offices for two years—Article I, section 2—and Sena- 
tors for six years—Article I, section 83—does not provide when 
the terms shall commence. 

The commencement of the terms of the first President and 
Vice President, and of the Senators and Representatives com- 
posing the first Congress, was ‘fixed by a resolution of Congress 
adopted September 13, 1788, providing “that the first Wednes- 
day in March next (which happened to be the 4th day of 
March) be the time for commencing proceedings under the 
Constitution.” 

Congress has provided—act of March 1, 1792, Revised Statutes, 
section 152— that the terms of the President and Vice President 
shall commence on the 4th day of March next succeeding the 
day on which the votes of the electors have been given, but 
there seems to be no statute enacted since the adoption of the 


‘Constitution fixing the commencement of the terms of Senators 
‘and ‘Representatives. ° 

Under the present law Congress does not convene in regular 
‘session until 13 months after the election of the Representa- 
tives. There was:reason for such a provision at the time of 
the formation of our Federal Government, as it then took about 
three months to ascertain the result of elections and to reach 
the Capital from remote parts of the country. But now the 
. distant States are within a few days’ travel of Wash- 
! on. 

Senators heretofore have been elected by the legislatures of 
the States in January, sometimes not until February or March. 
But since the adoption of the seventeenth amendment to the 
Constitution, by which Senators are elected by the people, 
usually at the November elections, it becomes opportune for 
‘Congress to convene in January following. The convening of 
Congress on the first Monday of December,.as at present, is 
inopportune, ‘as adjournment for the Christmas holidays is 
always taken and many Members go to their homes, which pre- 
eludes any real work until January. 

Congress should, at the earliest practicable date, enact within 
the scope of its powers under the Constitution the principles of 
the majority as expressed in the election of each Congress. 
That is why the Constitution :requires the election of a new 
House of Representatives every two years. If it be not to re- 
flect the sentiment of the people these frequent elections have 
no meaning nor purpose. Any evasion of this meaning is sub- 
versive of the fundamental principle of our Government, that 
the majority shall rule. No other nation has its legislative 
body convene so remotely after the expression of the people 
upon governmental questions. 

During the campaign preceding a congressional election the 
questions that divide the political parties are discussed for the 
‘purpose of determining ‘the ‘policy of the Government and of 
crystallizing the sentiments of the majority into legislation. 
It seems to ‘be ‘trifling -with the rights of the people when 
their mandates can not be obeyed within a reasonable 
time. It is unfair to an administration that the legislation 
which it thinks essential to the prosperity of the country 
should be so long deferred. It is true an extraordinary session 
may be called early in March, but such sessions are limited 
generally to one or two subjects, which of necessity ‘wastes the 
time of each House, waiting for the other to consider and pass 
the measures. 

At the present time the second regular session does not con- 
vene until after the election of ‘the succeeding Congress. As 
an election often changes the political complexion of a Con- 
gress, under the present law we frequently have the injustice 
of n Congress that has been disapproved by the people enact- 
ing laws for the people opposed to their last expression. Such 
a condition does violence to the rights of the majority. A 
Member of the House of Representatives barely gets started in 
his work when the time arrives for renomination. He has 
accomplished nothing, and hence has made no record upon 
which to go before his party or his people. This is an injustice 
both to the Members and to the people. The record of a Repre- 
sentative should be completed before he asks an indorsement. 

Under the present system a contest over a seat in the 
House of Representatives is seldom decided until more than 
half the terin, and in many instances until a period of 22 
months of the term have expired. For all that time the oc- 
eupant of the seat draws the salary, and if his opponent be 
seated he also draws the salary for the full term; thus the 
Government pays twice for the representation from that dis- 
trict. But that is not the worst feature of the situation; 
during all of that time the district is being misrepresented, 
at least politically, in Congress. 

An amendment should be adopted -eliminating the short ses- 
sion of Congress. The short session is not a good institution. 
It has been the source of much criticism and ought to be 
abandoned. No vital governmental. questions can be considered 
during a short session. 

The President and Vice President should enter upon the per- 
formanee of their respective duties as soon as the new Congress 
counts the electoral votes. It is the old Congress which now 
counts the electoral votes. It is dangerous to permit a defeated 
party to retain control of the machinery by which such im- 
portant officers are declared elected. 

If no candidate for President receives a majority of the 
électoral votes, the Constitution provides that the House of 
Representatives shall elect the President, each State having one 
vote. At the present time it is the old House of Representa- 
tives that elects the President under such contingency, and 
thereby it becomes possible for a political party repudiated by 
the people to élect a President. Under the present provision 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


' FEBRUARY 14 


of the Constitution, in the event the House fails to choose a 
Presidents before the 4th of March, then the Vice President 
becomes President for four years. This affords a temptation 
by mere delay to defeat the will of the people, and if it is ever 
exercised it will lead to grave consequences. 
| It is true that January weather might be inclement for an 
inaugural parade, but that is a reason too insignificant to con- 
stitute an argument against a constitutional amendment which 
promises so much for good government. Nearly all the gov- 
ernors of States are inaugurated in January. The pomp and 
ceremony which usually attend the coronations of monarchs 
are at least not necessary to a republic. 

TIME LIMIT UPON RATIFICATION 


In my opinion, sound public policy requires that each amend- 
ment to the Constitution hereafter submitted should contain a 
limitation of the time within which the States may ratify the 
particular amendment, as was done in the eighteenth amend- 
ment by the following provision: 


Sec. 3. This article shall be inoperative unless it shall have been 
ratified as an amendment to the Constitution by the legislatures of the 
several States, as provided in the Constitution, within seven years 
from the date of the submission hereof to the States by the Congress. 


It is startling to reflect upon the complexities that have come 
and that may come in the future by a continued failure to set 
a time limit within which a proposed amendment may be 
ratified. 


Five different amendments proposed by the Congress are 
now pending before the States for their action. These amend- 
ments are as follows: 

One, proposed September 15, 1789, 135 years ago, relating to 
enumeration and representation: 


| Anrictm I. After the first enumeration required by the first article 
of the Constitution there shall be 1 Representative for every 80,000 
until the number shall amount to 100, after which the proportion shall 
be so regulated by Congress that there shall be not less than 100 Rep- 
resentatives, nor less than 1 Representative for every 40,000 persons, 
until the number of Representatives shall amount to 200, after which 
the proportion shall be so regulated by Congress that there shall not 
be less than 200 Representatives nor more than 1 Representative for 
every 50,000 persons, 


Another, proposed September 15, 1789, 135 years ago, relat- 
ing to compensation of Members of Congress: 


Art. II. No law varying the compensation for the services of the 
Senators and Representatives shall take effect until an election of Rep- 
resentatives shall have intervened. 


Another, proposed May 1, 1810, 114 years ago, to prohibit 
citizens of the United States from accepting presents, pensions, 
or titles from princes or from foreign powers: 


' If any citizen of the United States shall accept, claim, receive, or 
Yetain any title of nobility or honor, or shall, without the consent of 
Congress, accept and retain any present, pension, office, or emolument 
of any kind whatever, from any emperor, king, prince, or foreign 
‘power, such person shall cease to be a citizen of the United States, and 
shall be-incapable of holding any office of trust or profit under them, 
‘or either of them. 


Another, proposed March 2, 1861, 64 years ago, known as the 
Corwin amendment, prohibiting Congress from interfering with 
slayery within the States: 

No amendment shall be made to the Constitution which will author- 
ize or give to Congress the power to abolish or interfere, within any 
State, with the domestic institutions thereof, including that of persons 
held to labor or service by the laws of said State. (12 Stat. 251.) 


And still another, proposed June 2, 1924, the child labor 
amendment: 


SECTION 1. The Congress shall have power to limit, regulate, and 
prohibit the labor of persons under 18 years of age. 

Sec, 2. The power of the several States is unimpaired by this article 
except that the operation of State laws shall be suspended to the 
extent necessary to give effect to legislation enacted by the Congress. 


On September 15, 1789, 12 constitutional amendments were 
proposed by the First Congress. The requisite number of States 
ratified proposed articles numbered 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 
12 within exactly two years and three months, whilst Nos. 1 
and 2, although proposed 135 years ago, have not, according to 
the latest available returns, received favorable action by the 
requisite number of States and are yet before the American 
people, or the States, rather, have been for 135 years and are 
now subject to ratification or rejection by the States. After 
those two proposed amendments, to wit, Nos, 1 and 2, had been 


in nubibus—“ in the clouds "—for 84 years, the Ohio State Sen- 
ate in 1873, in response to a tide of indignation that swept over 
the land in opposition to the so-called “ back-salary grab,” resur- 
rected proposed amendment No. 2 and passed a resolution of 
ratification through the State senate. No criticism can be 
visited upon the Ohio Legislature that attempted to ratify the 
amendment proposed in 1789; and if the amendment had been 
freshly proposed by Congress at the time of the “ back-salary 
grab,” instead of having been drawn forth from musty tomes, 
where it had so long lain idle, stale, and dormant, other States 
3 would have ratified it during the period from 1873 

0 5 

Thus it would seem that a period of 138 years within which 
a State may act is altogether too long. We should net 
hand down to posterity a conglomerate mass of amendments 
floating around in a cloudy, nebulous haze, which a State here 
may, resurrect and ratify and a State there may galyanize and 
ratify. 

We ought to haye homogeneous, steady, united exertion, and 
certainly we should have contemporaneous action with refer- 
ence tọ proposed amendments. Judgment on the case should 
be rendered within the lifetime of those interested in bringing 
about the change in our fundamental law. Final action should 
be had while the discussions and arguments are within the re- 
membrance of those who are called upon to act. 

The amendment proposed on May 1, 1810, was submitted to 
the Stafes under peculiar auspices. 

It is probable that the Congress which submitted that amend» 
ment believed that when officials accept presents of value they 
dissolve the pearl of independence in the vinegar of obligation. 

Unfortunately, the annais of Congress and contemporary 
newspapers do not give any of the debate upon this interesting 
proposition. The only light thrown upon the subject by the an- 
nals is the remark of Mr. Macon, who said “he considered the 
vote on this question as deciding whether or not we were to 
have members of the Legion of Honor in this country.” What 
event connected with our diplomatic or political history sug- 
gested the need of such an amendment is not now apparent, 
but it is possible that the presence of Jerome Bonaparte in this 
country a few years previous, and his marriage to a Maryland - 
lady, may have suggested this amendment. 

An article in Niles’s Register—volume 72, page 166—written ' 
many years after this event, refers to an amendment haying 
been adopted to prevent any but native-born citizens from being 
President of the United States. This is, of course, a mistake, 
as the Constitution in its original form contained such a provi- 
sion; but it may be possible that the circumstances referred to 
by the writer in Niles relate to the passage through Congress 
of this amendment. The article referred to maintains that at 
the time Jerome Bonaparte was in this country the Federalist 
Party, as a political trick, affecting to apprehend that Jerome 
might find his way to the Presidency through “French in- 
fluence,” proposed the amendment. The Federalists thought 
the Democrats would oppose the amendment as unnecessary, 
which would thus appear to the public as a further proof of 
their subserviency to French influence. The Democrats, to 
avoid this imputation, concluded to carry the amendment. “It 
ean do no harm” was what reconciled all factions to the 
amendment. 

That amendment was submitted by Congress 114 years ago, 
and it was ratified within two years by Maryland, Kentucky, 
Ohio, Delaware, Pennsylvania, New Jersey, Vermont, Tennes- 
see, Georgia, North Carolina, Massachusetts, and New Hamp- 
shire. It was rejected by two or three of the States. At one 
period of our national life the histories and the public men 
announced that it was a part of our organic law, and this error 
arose because in the early days of our Government the Secre- 
tary of State did not send messages to Congress announcing 
ratification and did not promulgate any notice as to when an 
amendment became a part of the Constitution. I have caused 
the journals, records, and files in the Department of State to 
be searched, and there may not be found any notice of any 
proclamation of the ratification of the first 10 amendments to 
the Constitution. The States assumed—it was not an unwar- 
ranted or violent assumption—that when the requisite number 
of States had ratified an amendment it was then and there a 
part of our organic law. 

On March 2, 1861, the Corwin amendment was proposed by 
Congress: 

There are not 100 persons in the United States who 
know that such an amendment is now pending before the 
various States of the Union for their ratification. The amend- 
ment was ratified by the State of Ohio and by the State of 
Maryland through their legislatures and was attempted to be 
ratified by the State of Illinois in 1862 by a convention, 
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Thus we perceive that a system which permits of no limita- 
tion as to the time when an amendment may be yoted upon 
by the State legislatures is not fair to posterity nor to the pres- 
ent generation. It keeps historians, publishers, and annalists, 
as weli as the general public, constantly in doubt. 

Having searched closely as to whether there is in the Constitu- 
tion itself any expressed or implied limitation of time as to 
when an amendment may be adopted, 1 am, with all due defer- 
ence to the opinion in Dillon v. Gloss (256 U. S. Rep., p. 368), 
driven irresistibly to the conclusion that an amendment to 
the Constitution, once haying been duly proposed, although 
proposed as remotely as September 15, 1789, may not be re- 
called even by the unanimous vote of both Houses, if the 
Congress wished the same recalled, because the power to sub- 
mit an amendment is specifically pointed out; but no power 
is given to recall the same, and silence is negation. 

I am of opinion that a State which rejects a proposed amend- 
ment may, of course, at any time thereafter ratify the same, 
and a State which adopts or ratifies a proposed amendment 
may withdraw its ratification, provided it withdraws such 
ratification before the required number—that is, three-fourths 
of ihe States—shall have ratified. 


BACK~-TO-THE-PEOGPLE AMENDMENT 


Neither the legislatures of the various States nor conven- 
tions therein should be eligible to ratify proposed amendments 
to the Federal Constitution. The qualified electors themselves 
should be the only authority eligible to ratify proposed amend- 
ments to the Constitution of the United States. 

Amendments have come by “amendment epochs.” For all 
practical purposes the first 10 amendments—the Bill of Rights— 
will be herein considered as a part of the original Constitution. 
The eleventh and twelfth amendments were adopted in the 10- 
year period between 1794 and 1804; the eleventh was brought 
about by the decision of the Supreme Court (see Chisholm v. 
Geargio, 2 Dallas Rep.) which held that a State could be 
sued by an individual citizen of another State; the twelfth 
was brought about by the tie in the Electoral College between 
Thomas Jefferson and Aaron Burr. Call that the first amend- 
ment epoch, Then, notwithstanding that many score of 
amendments were introduced in Congress and two were sub- 
mitted between 1804 and 1864, no amendment was adopted; 
thus there was a 60-year period of immobility with respect to 
amending our Federal Constitution. 

Then came the second amendment epoch, which began in 1865 
and lasted until 1870. In that five-year period the thirteenth, 
fourteenth, and fifteenth amendments were proposed and 
ratified. 

Then came nearly 40 years of immobility, and then came 
the sixteenth, seventeenth, eighteenth, and nineteenth amend- 
ments—the third amendment epoch, 1909 to this date—showing 
that these amendments move in cycles. 

The Federal Constitution conserves and protects all that 
Americans hold precious; it should not be changed by legisla- 
tive caucus. 

There is not a State in the Federal Union whose constitution 
may be amended by the State legislature. The State of Dela- 
ware is an apparent but not a real exception, as Delaware 
requires that an amendment to the State constitution must be 
proposed by at least two-thirds of one legislature, then there 
must be notice to the electors for a certain period before the 
next election, so that if they desire, they may express their 
will at the polls upon the proposition; then the same amend- 
ment must be ratified by a second legislature by a two-thirds 
vote, which gives the people an indirect vote. 

Mr. BAYARD. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair). Does 
the Senator from Arizona yield to the Senator from Delaware? 

Mr. ASHURST. Having referred to the State of Delaware, 
it is my duty to yield to the Senator. 

Mr. BAYARD. Mr. President, the same amendment must be 
ratified. 

Mr. ASHURST. I am pleased to have that suggestion, 

The yarious State constitutions may be amended only by the 
electorate of the State. How archaic, therefore, it is to deny 
the electorate an opportunity to express itself upon proposed 
changes in our fundamental law. 

Tf the consent of the voters be required to alter and amend 
a State constitution, a fortiori, the vote of the people should be 
required to change the Federal Constitution. 

It is vital to our American system that the voter should have 
an opportunity to say at the ballot box under what form of 
government he desires to live. 

If we are not willing that the State legislatures should 
choose United States Senators, for a much stronger reason the 
State legislatures should net change our fundamental law. 


Every argument in faver of the election of Senators by a 
direct vote of the people is a stronger argument in favor of 
consulting the people on constitutional amendments. 

I favored the amendments providing for the income tax, di- 
rect election of Senators, prohibition, and woman suffrage. I 
believe they were wise amendments, and that they were in re- 
sponse to the deliberate judgment and progressive thought of a 
vast majority of our countrymen; indeed, I believe those 
amendments were demanded by the people and were not forced 
upon the people. It is my opinion that if a referendum to the 
People on the prohibition and woman-suffrage -amendments 
could have been had, each amendment would have been adopted 
and ratified by the electors. 

According to the data of the year 1919, the aggregate mem- 
bership of the legislatures of the States is 7,403 members. f 

Thus a majority of the membership of the legislatures in 
three-fourths of the several States which would aggregate 
about 4,600 men—plus two-thirds of the 531 Members of Con- 
gress—being about 5,000 men in all, may and do propose and 
ratify amendments to the Federal Constitution. 

Five thousand men could change the structure of our Gov- 
ernment to any form their fancy suggested or that the lobbyist 
dictated, and the people would have no opportunity to defeat or 
reject the proposed amendments. 

Our American system and public right should not be at the. 
disposal of legislative caucuses but should be guarded by the 
free ballot of all the citizens. 

Constitutional amendments should be ratified by the qualified 
electors in each State, and not by the legislatures of the States. 

During the delivery of Mr. Asrurst’s 3 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Fess in the chair). Does 
= 8 from Arizona yleld to the Senator from New 

ork 

Mr. COPELAND.. I wish to ask a question at that point. 

Mr. ASHURST. I yield. 

Mr. COPELAND. The Senator is very kind, and my ques- 
tion shall be very short. Is it the Senator’s proposal, then, to 
have just one session of Congress in each two years? 

Mr. ASHURST. To have two sessions during each Con- 


gress. 

Mr. COPELAND. And no longer to have a long and short 
session, as at present? 

Mr. ASHURST. True. I welcome questions, but I can yield 
for no other question until I shall have finished. I do not 
wish the continuity of my remarks interrupted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Arizona de- 
clines to yield further. 

After the conclusion of Mr. AsRunsr's speech, 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a ques- 
tion? 

Mr. ASHURST. I yield with pleasure. 

Mr. KING. I am not sure that I understood the Senator's 
reference to the Supreme Court and the decision with respect 
to the period with which ratifications may be made, and as to 
whether or not, after a State has rejected or ratified an amend- 
ment, it may reverse its course. 

Mr. ASHURST. The learned Senator from Utah will pardon 
me if I make an extended reply. 

Twelve amendments were submitted to the States on Sep- 
tember 15, 1789. Within about two years 10 of these proposals 
were ratified by the requisite number of States and are now 
what we call the Bill of Rights in our Federal Constitution; 
but propositions Nos. i and 2 have not as yet been ratified by 
the requisite number of States to become a part of our Consti- 
tution. 

The Supreme Court of the United States in Dillon v. Gloss 
(256 U. S., see pp. 368 et seq.) said, “We conclnde that the 
fair inference or implication from Article V is that the. rati- 
fication must be within some reasonable time after the 
proposal.” 

I beg pardon for making such an extensive reply, but I 
thought the importance of the question warranted it. 

Mr. KING. Is it the Senator's opinion that only by con- 
stitutional amendment can we remove that doubt, or does 
Congress, in the Senator's opinion, have sufficient authority 
to apply the statute of limitation by legislative enactment? 

Mr. ASHURST. In my opinion Congress has power to pro- 
vide in any amendment it may submit that the same shall not 
be operative unless ratified within a time stated in the pro- 
posed amendment. 

Mr. KING. Could that not be taken care of by an amend- 
ment to the Constitution providing that proposed amendments 
must be ratified within five years, or seyen years, or whatever 
number of years we might designate? 

Mr. ASHURST. Yes. 
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Mr. KING. One other question. I agree with the Senator 
with respect to the time when Congress should meet after the 
election. Does not the Senator think that we could change the 
time of meeting by statute, instead of waiting for the ratifica- 
tion of a constitutional amendment 

Mr. ASHURST. Yes; but that would not eliminate the short 
session. What I seek to do is to eliminate the so-called short 
session. We hear a great deal about “lame ducks.” In due 
season each one of us will be a “lame duck.” 

Mr. KING. Dead ducks, probably. 

Mr. ASHURST. Soon or late we will all meet the same fate. 
A man who has been rejected, defeated at the polls, for five 
months make laws for a constituency that repudiated him. It 
is not fair to him, it is not fair to his constituents. 

Human nature is the same in the Senate as it is anywhere 
else, and those Senators who make successes here are the ones 
who realize that there is just as much human nature here, 
as there is in the law office, on the ranch, on the engine, or in 
the counting house. 

Mr. KING. Would not the purpose the Senator has in view 
be in part accomplished by the provisions of the bill which I 
offered in February, 1924, which read as follows: 


That the first annual session of each Congress shall be upon the 
6th day of April next following the election of such Congress; the 
second annual session of Congress shall be upon the 2d day of January 
next following; and the third annual session of the Seventieth Con- 
gress and of each alternate Congress thereafter shall be upon the 2d 
day of January next following the appointment of the electors of the 
President and the Vice President. 


Mr. ASHURST. That that would be an improvement 

Mr. KING. It would not eliminate the short session? 

Mr. ASHURST, It would not eliminate the so-called short 
session, 

Mr. KING. The Senator will see that I fixed it so as to 
take effect after the Seventieth Congress, on the 2d day of 
January, so that there would be from November, the date of 
the election, until January. I sought by my bill to bridge that 
gap to which the Senator refers, and to accomplish the result 
without the emendation of the Constitution of the United States. 

Mr. DILL. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator yield to the 
Senator from Washington? 

Mr. ASHURST. I yield. 

Mr. DILL. The Senator was speaking about “lame ducks.” 
I think the Senator has never been a “lame duck” in his polit- 
ical career. 

Mr. ASHURST. I will not take the plunge into that pond 
until I am required to do so. 

Mr. DILL. I want to say to the Senator that I have been a 
“Jame duck,” and I know the difference between one’s attitude 
after he has been defeated. I have been defeated and have 
come back for a short session, and I know the difference in the 
state of mind one has before and after the election. I want 
to say to the Senator that my experience is—and I think it is 
the experience of others—that one’s interests are outside this 
body after his defeat, and while one tries, possibly, to vote 
honestly and fairly, he is thinking about how he is going to 
make a living and what he is going to do after the 4th of 
March, and not about further service to the people. I think 
this provision is about the most useless and most ridiculous 
part of the Constitution of the United States. 

Mr. ASHURST, Most “lame ducks” adopt the philosophy 
of Andy Gump, who said, “I am tired saving the American 
Government. It can save itself. It can henceforth be un- 
grateful to some one else.” 

I did not intend to refer to the question of “lame ducks” to- 
day, because it is embarrassing to some of our associates, 
They are men of high character. But it is impossible to dis- 
cuss this subject without referring to the obvious embarrass- 
ment of having Members help to make laws for five months 
after they have been repudiated, or, if not repudiated, men who 
of their own accord, their own inclination, lose interest in pub- 
lic questions. 

INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATIONS 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 11505) making appropriations for 
the Executive Office and sundry independent executive bureaus, 
boards, commissions, and offices for the fiscal year ending June 
80, 1926, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
Torej to strike out the appropriation for the Railroad Labor 
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Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 


orum. 
i ‘eg PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will call the 
‘oll. 
The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names; 


Ashurst Edge King Sbipstead 
Ball Edwards Ladd Shortridge 
Bayard Fernald Lenroot Simmons 
Bingham Fess McKellar Smith 
Borah Fletcher McKinley Smoot 
Brookhart Frazier McLean Stanfield 
Broussard George McNary Stanley 

ruce Glass Metcalf Sterling 
Bursum Gooding M Trammell 
Butler Hale Norbeck Underwood 
Cameron Harris Norris Walsh, Mass, 
Capper Harrison Oddie Walsh, Mont. 
Caraway Hefin Overman Warren 
Copeland Howell hipps Watson 
Couzens ohnson, Minn. Pittman Wheeler 
Curtis ones, N. Mex, Ralston Willis 
Dale Jones, Wash, Ransdell 
Dial Kendrick eed, Pa. 
Dill Keyes Sheppard 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair). 
Seventy-three Senators haying answered to their names, a 
quorum is present. The question is upon agreeing to the 
amendment proposed by the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
HowEILI. I. 

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, I simply desire to call the at- 
tention of the Senate to the precise nature of the pending 
amendment. The attendance in the Chamber has been a little 
thin, and I take it for granted that there are some Senators 
now present who are not familiar with the character of the 
amendment. 

The amendment is nothing less than a proposition to abolish 
the Railroad Labor Board created by the transportation act 
of 1920. That may be a sound proposition or it may be an 
unsound proposition. I, for one, think it is a very unsound 
one, and when the time comes I think I shall be able to make 
good my conclusion in that respect. But I submit to the Sen- 
ate that, no matter what the merits or demerits of the amend- 
ment may be, this is not the time to consider an effort to 
repeal the provisions of the transportation act creating the 
Railroad Labor Board. 

Allow me to call the attention of the Senate to the fact 
that the same proposition is contained in a bill known as the 
Howell-Barkley bill, which has been pending in the House 
ever since the last session of Congress, and which has never 
made any headway there, as I understand it, certainly never 
any real headway. Let me also call attention to the fact that 
this bill is pending in the Senate also, and apparently has 
made no headway here either. 

A proposition of such gravity as one to repeal the provisions 
of the transportation act relating to the Railroad Labor Board 
should come up in the regular way. If the Senator from Ne- 
braska desires to press the object of his amendment, let him 
press it in the form of his own Dill, which is now pending in 
this body, to say nothing of the same bill pending, as I under- 
stand it, in the House. 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mary- 
land yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. BRUCE. Certainly. 

Mr. HOWELL. Is it not a fact that the importance of the 
bill has not been recognized by making it a part of the pro- 
gram of the Senate? 

Mr. BRUCE. It has probably not been made a part of the 
program of the Senate, because, in the opinion of the Repub- 
lican majority, it was not deemed of sufficient importance to be 
made a part of that program. 

Mr. HOWELL. Then it is the Senator’s understanding that 
it is because the Republican majority in the Senate does not 
want to pass the bill? 

Mr. BRUCE. No; I think that the same state of sentiment 
exists on the other side of the Chamber. 

Mr. HOWELL. In other words, the Senator thinks the 
Democratic Party is against it also? 

Mr. BRUCE. I believe that a majority of the Senate is op- 
posed to the abolition of the Railroad Labor Board, but that re- 
mains to be seen. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, will the Senator from Mary- 
land permit an interruption? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mary- 
land yield to the Senator from Indiana? 

Mr. BRUCE. With pleasure. 

Mr. WATSON, It is the province of the steering committee, 
I will say to my friend from Nebraska, to arrange the program 
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of the bills that have been reported from the committees. It is 
not the province of the steering committee to go about among 
the various committees and get legislation reported out. Is the 
Senator's bill now on the calendar? 

Mr. HOWELL. It has been on the calendar for several 
months. 

Mr. WATSON. The Senator’s bill was considered in the 
committee, but my understanding is that it was not thought 
that there was time at this session to pass the bill. It would 
entail almost endless debate, involving the whole railroad situ- 
ation, involving the very important features of the Esch-Cum- 
mins Transportation Act; and, in fact, the whole question of 
wages and the control of strikes and all of the relevant ques- 
tions relating to the railroad situation. Therefore I think very 
wisely the steering committee, although I am not a member of 
it, concluded that it was not a safe proposition, because we 
must adjourn on the 4th of March, to thrust ourselyes into 
that controversy at this session. 

Mr. HOWELL. But is it not a fact that it is of tremendous 
Importance, and yet the steering committee has not placed it 
upon the program? ‘ 

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, I am not in the least interested 
in the steering committee of the Republican Party in the 
Senate. That is a steering apparatus over which I, as one 
of the Democrats of this body, have no control. Any difficul- 
ties between the Senator from Nebraska and the Republican 
steering committee will have to be settled between the Senator 
and that committee. The point I am making is that the Howell- 
Barkley bill which provides for the abolition of the Railroad 
Labor Board is now pending in this body and I take it for 
granted that when it comes up for consideration its merits and 
demerits will be most exhaustively discussed, because that 
bill unquestionably is one of the most important bills that has 
been introduced into the Senate during this session of Con- 
gress. In point of fact its merits and demerits have been most 
thoroughly discussed in the House. 

I say that this is no time for taking up the proposition. Here 
is an effort to present the Howell-Barkley bill, which was in- 
troduced into this body, to the Senate anew in the form of an 
amendment to an appropriation bill. I am not prepared to say 
that it is foreign in its nature to the bill, but certainly it is 
not possible for a measure of such great significance, as the 
Senator from Indiana has justly termed it, to be properly con- 
sidered when it comes up in such a manner, 

Mr, PITTMAN. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mary- 
land yield to the Senator from Nevada? 

Mr. BRUCE. I yield. 

Mr. PITTMAN. I agree with the Senator from Maryland 
to the extent that it is unfortunate to try this question by simply 
striking out the provision which it is proposed to strike out. 
It would be very much better if the question were whether 
the President's Railroad Labor Board were better or the sub- 
stitute for it were better. They are both here. While this 
is an appropriation bill and the amendment is subject to a 
point of order, it is apparent that the Senator wants to discuss 
the question as to the board, so I ask unanimous consent that 
the Senator from Nebraska be permitted to offer his bill as 
a substitute for the pending amendment. 

Mr. BRUCE. I object to that. 

Mr, WARREN. No, Mr. President; I can not consent t 
that. 

Mr. BRUCE. It is impossible to get unanimous consent be- 
cause I object for the reasons that I have already urged. 

Mr. WARREN. The duty of the Appropriations Committee 
is to appropriate money under the laws as they exist, and 
not to make the laws and appropriate for them at the same 
time. The provisien under discussion is merely carrying out 
the law as it now exists and paying the salaries of the men 
appointed duly under the law. The motion to strike out 
that provision is simply a roundabout way to undertake 
through an appropriation bill to accomplish something that the 
Senator is unable to accomplish in any other way. 

Mr. BRUCE. That is just the point I was endeavoring 
feebly to make. Were the suggestion of the Senator from 
‘Nevada [Mr. PITTMAN] heeded and the Howell-Barkley bill 
brought up for discussion, my own opinion is that not less 
than a week at any rate would be consumed in discussing it. 
It is a bill, as I have said, of great importance. There is no 
question about that. And it is a bill that involves the very 
widest difference of opinion. The Senator from Nebraska can 
inot possibly be more strongly impressed with what he conceives 
to be the merits of his bill than I am with what I conceive 
ito be its demerits. I think that the Senator from Indiana 
will bear me out when I say that at least a week would be 
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necessary for its proper discussion. In point of fact, I think 
that in the House they consumed not only a week, but several 
weeks in discussing it, though I do not pretend to speak with 
exactitude about that. I am not going into the merits of the 
Howell-Barkley bill except to say that I differ completely 
from the Senator from Nebraska in the views that I entertain 
about its benefits. I admit that there is a certain amount 
of discontent with its workings in labor circles. That is 
undeniable. I admit that there is a certain amount of dis- 
content too, with its workings in railroad managerial circles. 
That is naturally to be expected. But the very fact that 
dissatisfaction exists in both of those two opposite quarters 
is to my mind the best illustration of the fact that the Labor 
Board is performing its functions justly, honestly, and im- 
partially. 

Of the supreme importance of the object of the Rallroad 
Labor Board law it is unnecessary to speak. It is to make the 
public, the general public, a party to railroad labor contro- 
versies as well as railroad company and the railroad workers. 
The effect of the amendment proposed by the Senator from 
Nebraska would be to eliminate the public altogether as a 
party to labor disputes, as I see it. 

In other words, again the capitalist and the laborer would 
have each other off in a corner, conferring and negotiating more 
or less in secrecy, and finally, when they found themselves 
unable to agree, in many cases there would be no recourse or 
it would be felt by the railway worker that there was no re- 
course except to institute a strike. 

The Senator, as I see it, contemplates a backward step; that 
is, to go back to the old Erdman and Newlands Act, the futility 
of which was demonstrated over and over again. The merits 
of the railroad labor provisions in the transportation act con- 
sist in the fact that for the first time they created a state of 
things under which, when there is a controversy between the 
railroad managers and the railroad workers, public opinion 
can step in and assert itself and take care that when the settle- 
ment comes not simply the interests of the members of those 
two classes, but the interests of the general public as well are 
subserved. 

The Senator from Nebraska said something about the great 
delays of the Railroad Labor Board. I merely turn for one 
moment to the testimony of Mr. Hooper, the head of the board, 
as to the amount of business that has been disposed of by it. 
His statement was made before the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mittee on April 4, 1924. He said: 


From April 15, 1920, to April 1, 1924, 12,548 disputed questions 
were referred to the Railroad Labor Board. Of these, 11,228 have 
been disposed of. 


That is to say, on April 1, 1924. 


Of the total number of disputes, 865 did not reach the status of 
regularly docketed cases. The cases regularly docketed, as in court, 
number 11,678. Of these, 10,430 have been disposed of. 


I see no evidence of congestion there worth speaking of, no 
congestion except such as attends the working even of an 
ordinary court, nor any suggestion of delay or neglect of duty 
or inefficiency or incompetency upon the part of the Railroad 
Labor Board. It seems to me that it is very well up with its 
docket and that it is functioning with remarkable success, so 
far as the mere matter of delay is concerned. 

The Senator from Nebraska says also that in the last year 
there has been a notable falling off of cases before the board, 
and that none now but comparatively unimportant cases come 
up before it. That, to my mind, furnishes another proof of the 
efficiency with which the board is operating. It has handled 
the larger questions that have been intrusted to its juris- 
diction with so much success and with such a high degree of 
finality that now in the main nothing except the smaller dis- 
putes, the pettier controversies, involving often merely the 
grievances of a single individual, come before it; in other 
words, the first agitation and discontent that were awakened 
by the workings of this new board are passing away. The 
laboring people and the railroad managers are becoming ac- 
customed to its operation and are more and more disposed to 
acquiesce in its jurisdiction and authority, and yet this is the 
time that is selected for the presentation of the pending 
amendment to the Senate. 

The Senator from Washington [Mr. DILL] seems to be dis- 
posed to complain because the maintenance-of-way employees 
of the railroads are not obtaining as large wages as they 
should obtain. The Railroad Labor Board has no final au- 
thority to fix the wages of anybody; it has no mandatory 
jurisdiction; it is not clothed with any punitive power of any 
sort whatsoever. All that it has the right to do is to pass on 


a labor controyersy as to whether wages or working condi- 
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tions are proper wages or working conditions or not, and to 
express its opinion about the matter, and then if the railroad 
managers or the railroad employees do not choose to abide by 
its decision they need not do so. But here is where the rub 
comes. When that board, which, mind you, is composed partly 
of representatives of labor and partly of representatives of 
the railroad corporations, as well as representatives of the 
public, reaches a conclusion in the open light of day, after the 
fullest hearing accorded to everybody concerned, unless there 
is some good reason for impeaching its conclusions as being an 
unfair or unwise conclusion, that conclusion has a moral 
authority that makes both the railroad managers and the 
railroad workers slow to disregard it. 

If I were disposed to make any change in the provisions of 
the transportation act in connection with the Railroad Labor 
Board, I should do away altogether with the class elements 
that now enter into its composition. I should have the board 
made up without regard to any representation of labor or 
capital; I should have it constituted simply of good, honest, 
intelligent, capable men such as we have been so fortunate as 
to have, as 4 rule, for many years on the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield 
to me? 

Mr. BRUCE. Let me proceed for just a moment. 

If that method of representation, however, shall not be 
adopted, if the feature of class representation shall not be 
stricken out altogether from the organization of the board, 
then I would have the public representation increased. I 
would have three representatives of labor, three representa- 
tives of the railway managers, and six representatives of the 
public, because, after all, though I am sure I am announcing an 
old American doctrine that is more or less obsolete, the wel- 
fare of all classes of every sort must yield to the supreme 
welfare of the whole mass of the people. 

Just look at the results of the present system as compared 
with the old system or utter lack of system. If I am not mis- 
taken, there have been no railroad strikes since the Railroad 
Labor Board was created, except the strike of the shopcraft 
employees and a few other minor strikes; and that has been due 
more than to anything else to the fact that, through the in- 
strumentality of the Railroad Labor Board, public opinion is 
for the first time enabled to make its influence truly felt in 
labor conflicts and to ratify conclusions that can not be dis- 
regarded or defied lightly by railway managers or workers. 

. But, Mr. President, I have been drawn entirely beyond my 
anticipation into a much too ample discussion of this ques- 
tion. I end by repeating what I said when I began that, assum- 
ing that the purpose which underlies this amendment is a 
meritorious one, yet this is not the time to urge it. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BRUCE. I ask the Senator to excuse me for not yield- 
ing to him sooner; I had forgotten that he desired to interrupt 
me. Certainly, I yield. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I do-not want to misunderstand the 
Senator. I thought the Senator said that if he could have his 
way he would wipe out the Labor Board and would appoint 
a board of honest, efficient, and intelligent men, 

Mr. BRUCE. I meant that if I could have my way I would 
eliminate the feature of class representation altogether from 
the Railroad Labor Board; that is, if I made any change at 
all. Personally I do not think that there is need for any 
change at the present time; I prefer just now to have the 
board constituted as it is constituted, but were my mind to 
give its approval to any change, it would be a change in the 
direction of having no class representation of any kind, 
svhether as respects labor or as respects capital. I would make 
up the board exactly as the Interstate Commerce Commission 
is made up, without reference to any class of individuals, and, 
if I did not do that, as I have said, I would simply increase 
the representation of the public on it. 

As I understand it, the class features of the board's composi- 
tion have not proved satisfactory in its actual workings. The 
representatives on the board of the railway managements 
naturally, of course, have the corporate bias very strongly, and 
the representatives on it of labor naturally, too, have the 
labor bias very strongly. I do not wish to speak hastily, but 
I doubt whether there are many instances where a conclusion 
has ever been reached by the Railroad Labor Board in which 
the labor representatives have not pursued the line of their 
bias and the representatives of the railroad managements have 
not pursued the line of their bias. But associated with both 
are the representatives of the public, and they have an oppor- 
tunity, of course, to hear what the labor representatives have 
to say and what the railway management representatives have 


to say, and to strike a fair and just balance. That fact can 
not be too much emphasized. 

Mr. SHIPSTBAD. Does the Senator mean to say that he 
believes that a group of men appointed for the purpose of rep- 
resenting the public would be more unprejudiced and unbiased 
and would possess more judicial minds in the settlement of a 
controversy? ` 

Mr. BRUCE. I think so, I will say to the Senator. For 
instance, compare the workings of an ordinary board of arbi- 
trators with the workings of a court. The one idea of the 
court is to get at correct results absolutely withont reference 
to any partisan object of any sort or to the personal claims 
that any individual interested in the controversy may have on 
the court; but the Senator knows, if he has ever had any 
experience with arbitrations, that that is not the way that an 
arbitration works. One arbitrator sits as the representative 
of one party to the controversy, another arbitrator sits as the 
representative of the other party, and the only hope of getting 
any really just, fair, and impartial decision is in the umpire 
whom the two arbitrators select. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, under the provisions of 
the transportation act does the Senator believe that the rep- 
resentatives of the public appointed to the Labor Board were 
intended to act as a kind of arbitration board between the 
representatives of the railroad workers and the representatives 
of the railroad owners? 

Mr. BRUCH. I think that they are there to see that both the 
railroad workers and the railroad managers receive fair and 
just treatment and that no conflict of interest between them 
3 prejudice the interests of the mass of the American 

ns. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BRUCE. Certainly. 

Mr. WATSON. When the Esch-Cummins Act passed the 
Senate, it carried a provision for a Railroad Labor Board 
composed of five members, all to be appointed by the President 
and all representing the general public. The House changed 
the provision to its present form, so as to have three represent- 
ing capital, three representing labor, and three representing 
the general public. For a time, until they became adjusted to 
the new situation and their new positions, the result was to have 
six advocates and three judges on the jury; but, in the course 
of events, after they became accustomed to the situation, they 
have decided their cases as a rule by six to three—that is, 
the representatives of the public would agree sometimes with 
the managerial class and sometimes with the labor representa- 
tives. The system up to the present time has worked so satis- 
factorily that we are compelled to say that nothing better can 
be devised, and, at all events, it has worked sufficiently well that 
it ought not to be attacked in a backdoor way for the purpose 
of destroying it at this time; but if it be changed, it ought 
to be changed in the open by a measure introduced for that 
purpose, fully discussed and fairly considered by both branches 
of Congress. 

Mr. BRUCE. And such a bill is now pending. 

Mr. WATSON. Yes. 

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, in conclusion, let me say that 
it is interesting to observe, despite what the Senator from 
Nebraska says, the increasing disposition of both the railroad 
managers and the railroad workers to acquiesce in the juris- 
diction of the Labor Board. We all know that on some occa- 
sions railroads, such as the Pennsylvania Railroad, the Erie 
Railroad, and the Chicago & Alton Railroad, have disregarded 
the authority of the Labor Board, and have been quite severely 
criticized for doing so, but the disposition of the railroad man- 
agers to ignore that authority is, it seems to me, steadily dimin- 
ishing as time goes on. The Railroad Labor Board, so far 
as the railroad managements are concerned, is operating 
more and more smoothly, and it appears to me that the same 
thing can be said so far as the railway workers are concerned. 

Mr. Hooper called attention to the fact that since the Rail- 
road Labor Board was created, with one exception, there has 
not been a single, solitary, illegal strike in the United States. 
That was the strike of some of the men on the Virginian Rail- 
way. In other words, the few railway workers who have 
struck at all have heeded the requiremenis of the law before 
they have done what they had a right to do; that is, to strike. 

I thank the Senator from Indiana for the extent to which 
his own personal familiarity with the operation of the trans- 
portation act has shed light upon what I was endeavoring to 
illuminate. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator 
what he means by an illegal strike? 

Mr. BRUCE. Under the transportation act, where there 
is a dispute between the railway workers and the railway 
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managers, they must confer and make an effort to negotiate 
successfully with each other. They are bound to do that, as a 
matter of legal obligation; and if they can not agree, then 
they must come and lay their controversy before the Railroad 
Board. When they lay it before the board, and it reaches a 
conclusion, after a hearing, neither of the parties to the con- 
troversy is bound by that conclusion. Either, if it sees fit to 
do so, may disregard it. The worker may go off and have his 
strike, or the railway management may be equally as con- 
tumacious; but do you not see that if either party refuses to 
be bound by the decision of the Labor Board, public opinion is 
in a position most effectively to bring itself to bear upon the 
controversy. Neither railway management nor the railway 
worker, of course, is inclined to incur the penalties of public 
opinion, because in the final analysis everything under our 
free institutions resolves itself into public opinion. It ulti- 
mately not only sways the railway worker and the railway 
manager but the Railroad Labor Board and this body and 
the body at the southern wing of this Capitol 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, I should like to ask the 
Senator from Maryland another question, if I may. 

Mr. BRUCE. Yes; certainly. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I have in my hand the answer filed in the 
United States District Court for the Northern District of Ilinois, 
Eastern Division, in the case of the Railroad Labor Board, peti- 
tioner, against J. McGuire, respondent; and in the exhibits 
that were submitted I find numerous quotations from speeches 
and articles written for many papers in the United States by 
Mr. Hooper, of the Labor Board, who was appointed to repre- 
sent the public, on the assumption that a man representing 
the public would be neutral and have a judicial mind in con- 
troversies that came before the board. Upon reading these 
exhibits I find that Mr. Hooper apparently has spent a good 
‘deal of time writing articles for magazines and newspapers 
‘and making speeches and addresses before various organiza- 
tions in the United States; and the essence of these remarks 
‘and these articles seems to be a constant attack upon the mo- 
tives and the good faith of the organizations of working men 
Who operate the railroads. I am sure that if the Senator from 
Maryland would read these exhibits he would come to the same 
conclusion. Assuming that conclusion to be correct, does the 
Senator from Maryland believe that a member of a labor board 
showing these prejudices and biases is a fit member, for in- 
stance, to sit upon a board and carry out the provisions and 
the spirit of the section of the transportation act providing 
Tor the establishment of a Labor Board? 

Mr. BRUCE. If I thought that the head of the Railroad 
Labor Board or of any administrative board in the province 
ol the Federal administration or in the province of State ad- 
ministration had a bias against organized labor, I should be 
lamong the very first to ask the President or the governor of 
the State to remove him. No man who has any sense of pub- 
le responsibility or any breadth of view would allow, in his 
‘public relations, any prepossession against organized labor to 
‘influence him in the discharge of his duty; and I do not see 
any evidence of such a bias on the part of Mr. Hooper in 
anything that has proceeded from his pen or from his lips that 
I have read. On the contrary, I think, so far as my observa- 
tion has gone, that under circumstances of the greatest diffi- 
culty he has maintained the balance between the railway man- 
agement and the railway workers with a remarkable degree 
of success—so much success that I hope I may be allowed to 
turn to testimony that was taken at the last session of the 
Senate before the Interstate Commerce Committee, and read 
this statement which appeared in the Railway Clerks’ Maga- 
zine with regard to the practical workings of the board. An 
editorial in that magazine says: 
| The board has become a deterrent to the natural eeonomie power 
of an organized group of workers. It has at all times acted as a 
deterrent against hard-boiled managers, to the advantage of the 
workers. 


The Senator certainly can not quarrel with Mr. Hooper be- 
cause, as the chairman of a new board, he thought it was his 
duty to move about the United States a little and try to 
inform the public mind as to what the real purposes of the 
| Railroad Labor Board law were, and to explain its practical 
i workings and the merits of the jurisdiction and authority of 
the board, 

Unless the Senator has something else to ask me, I am 
through. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I should like to read part of a speech 
that was delivered by Mr. Hooper to the Tennessee Manufac- 
turers’ Association at the Hermitage Hotel, Nashville, Tenn., 
on February 6, 1923. This is a sample of a great many other 


epee iy that he has been making all over the country. He 
ys: 


The demand is made that the courts should be deprived of the in- 
junctive powers exercised in connection with strikes or that those 
powers should be greatly limited, Any man who will look this demand 
squarely in the eyes knows that it has but one meaning. It means 
that the labor leaders who espouse it desire that strikers and their 
coadjutors shall possess the unfettered license to destroy property and 
to intimidate and assault those who exercise the right to do the work 
that the strikers have abandoned. 


Mr. BRUCE. Of course, Mr. Hooper does not stand alone in 
believing, however unwarrantably, that those results would 
follow in case organized laborers were freed from the applica- 
tion of the process of injunction to which all other citizens are 
liable. I imagine that there are very few men who have given 
much thought to the subject who do not believe that the total 
abolition of the process of injunction in labor disputes would 
lead to very unfortunate results, even though not so aggravated 
55 are sometimes pictured. The Senator may not be one of 
them, 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I know that the Senator from Maryland 
is very familiar with the history of the issuance of injunctions. 

Mr. BRUCE. Yes; I have had a good deal to do with in- 
junctions. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. And I am sure that the Senator also 
knows that it was not until 1888 that any State court in the 
United States found it within its conscience to issue an injunc- 
tion in a labor dispute; that up until that time all questions in 
dispute between capital and labor had been settled in courts of 
law instead of in courts of equity; that personal relations be- 
tween man and man had always been settled in courts of law 
up until that time; and it was not until 1894 that a Federal 
court found that its conscience permitted it to take jurisdiction 
in a controversy between capital and labor. Bearing that in 
mind and bearing in mind what the injunction was originally 
intended to be used for—only for the purpose of protecting 
property when there was no adequate remedy at law—and 
bearing in mind that since 1894 American courts have grad- 
ually arrogated to themselyes more and more power under the 
power conferred upon them by the Constitution to sit as courts 
of equity, until they now issue injunctions not only where there 
is no adequate remedy at law, but issue them almost promis- 
cuously, as though they had made up their minds that there 
was no better remedy in the law than the issuance of an in- 
junction—bearing these things in mind, does the Senator mean 
to say, because some One expresses an opinion that they have 
gone too far in the direction of arrogating to themselves the 
jurisdiction of courts of law while they sit as courts of equity, 
that that opinion can be said to go so far as to imply that a 
man agrees that laboring men should have the right to destroy 
property, or that any one else should have the right to destroy 
property? ` 

Mr. BRUCE. I am afraid the Senator is leading me rather 
far afield now. Of course I think that the process of injunction 
in labor disputes, as in other disputes, ought to be most carefully 
safeguarded, and I am sure that the Senator could not con- 
demn any abuse of the process in such disputes any more 
sternly than I am disposed to do; but I am not willing to dis- 
pense with the process of injunction in labor disputes or in any 
other kindred disputes. If you dispense with the process of 
injunction in labor disputes in the case of a very aggravated 
strike, involving a great deal of lawlessness, I do not know to 
what you could resort to uphold law and maintain social peace 
except the billy of the policeman or the bayonet of the soldier, 
and surely none of us want to resort to either of those instru- 
mentalities, I am subject to the process of injunction at any 
moment on the complaint of any citizen. The Senator is sub- 
ject to it at any moment. Why should not the railway worker 
or the railway manager or anybody else be subject to it, too? 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Only where there is no adequate remedy 
at law. 

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, may I not ask the Senator 
from Maryland if that is not a relief afforded not merely since 
1894 but almost from time immemorial—the relief in equity 
where the law did not furnish an adequate remedy? 

Mr. BRUCE. Now, that my character as a historian has 
recently been so gravely impeached, I do not want to be too 
confident; but I suspect you will find that the process of in- 
junction runs far back into early English legal history. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I will quote further from this speech of 
Mr. Hooper: 

It means that the courts of our land must stand shackled and 
gagged in the presence of insolent and triumphant force. 
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Of course, he is talking about railroad labor organizations— 
these men dressed in overalls who carry the trains by night 
and by day, as Kipling says in his poem of the Sons of Mary 
and the Sons of Martha, that they stand guard in the night, 
in the snow and in the storm, that the days of the Sons of 
Mary may be long in the land. That is the group of men 
that he refers to as an insolent and triumphant force, and 
this man sits on the Labor Board ostensibly for the purpose 
of representing the unbiased and unprejudiced public. 

He goes on to say: 

It means that the strongest safeguard of life, liberty, and property 
known to our Republic must be broken down in order that the onrush 
of the frenzied mob may not be obstructed. 


Mr. BRUCE, Mr. President, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Min- 
nesota yield to the Senator from Maryland? 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I do. 

Mr. BRUCE. Assuming that is all so, does not the Senator 
think that the proper remedy would be to remove Mr. Hooper, 
and not to abolish the Railroad Labor Board? 

Mr. SHIPSTHAD. This amendment, if adopted, will elimi- 
nate the board for all practical purposes. The Senator brought 
up the question of the Labor Board, and their fairness in 
decisions and their handling of these controversies arising be- 
tween the railroad owners and the railroad workers. I as- 
sume the Senator did that in good faith, and so I want to 
enlighten the Senator as to the point of view held by some 
of these men sitting in judicial positions in the settlement of 
these controversies. 

Mr. Hooper said further: 


It means that the strongest safeguard of life, liberty, and property 
known to our Republic must be broken down in order that the onrush 
of the frenzied mob may not be obstructed. 


The Senator from Maryland said something about the right 
of public opinion to be felt in these decisions. Of course, it 
depends a great deal upon what is meant by public opinion 
and whose public opinion it is. The chairman of the Labor 
Board seems to feel that it is part of his duty to mold that 
opinion as one holding a judicial position, to go out upon the 
highways and byways and mold public opinion against the 
railroad workers, who are parties in the controversy that 
comes before his tribunal for settlement. 

In view of all of this testimony which has been introduced, 
which I win not take the time to read, I shall ask to have 
certain things printed in the Recorp, Here, for instance, is a 
letter to the President of the United States, dated April 6, 
1923, enumerating the grievances held by these men who have 
felt it necessary to appear before the board with their griev- 
ances, and who have not been given a square deal, due to the 
prejudice and the bias of some of the members of the Labor 
Board. 

I ask that the letter to the President, signed by the various 
organizations, dated April 6, 1923, may be printed in the 


RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the letter was ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 


APRIL 6, 1923. 
The PRESIDENT, 
White House. 


Mr. PRESIDENT: Most respectfally and only after mature delibera- 
tion we offer for your consideration the totally unwarranted attempt 
being made by Chairman Ben W. Hooper, of the United States Rail- 
road Labor Board, to convince the people that organized labor, and 
particularly organized railroad labor, is engaged in a campaign having 
for its purpose 

(1) The establishment of Government ownership of railways by 
means of unfair methods on the part of the employees. 

(2) The subordination of the judicial to the legislative branch 
of the Government and the emasculation of the written Constitution, 
to the end that strikers and their coadjutors shall possess the un- 
fettered license to destroy property and to intimidate and assault 
those who exercise the right to do the work that the strikers have 
abandoned. 

(3) The conversion of the Republic into some sort of a soctal- 
istic or communistic government or dictatorship of the proletariat, 
with the natural consequence of the abolition of private property, the 
family, and the state. 

In support of the charge that Chairman Hooper is engaged in such 
an attempt, we respectfully offer the following: 

Extract from an article entitled “Strikes, by Ben W. Hooper, 
Chairman United States Railroad Labor Board,” appearing in the 
October 14, 1922, issue of the Saturday Evening Post: 
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* © The employees demand the nnhampered right to tic up 
the railroads whenever they consider it to thelr own interest. The 
basie reason of this is twofold: First, because they believe that their 
absolute power to throttle traffic will get them more than arbitration 
will; and second, because the majority of them are advocates of 
Government ownership, aud they believe that their unrestricted power 
to strike will soon force a discouraged and disgruntled publie to 
adopt Government ownership. Their first conclusion is erroncous. 
Arbitration or adjudication of their controversics will net them more 
cash and comfort than the use of economic pressure will ‘Their gec- 
ond conclusion is correct. The surest way to bring about public 
ownership is to demonstrate the inability of the carriers and the 
Government to save the public from the unbearable harassment of 
periodical strikes.“ 

Extract from speech of Hon. Ben W. Hooper, chairman of the United 
States Railroad Labor Board, at the banquet of the Illinois Stute 
Bar Association, held in honor of the Supreme Court of the State of 
Illinois, Saturday evening, December 2, 1922, at the Drake Hotel, 
Chicago: 

“Another doctrine to whieh the leadership and publications of the 
railroad labor organizations are thoroughly committed is the Plumb 
plan of railroad operation, which is Government ownership with pri- 
vate operation, in which employees shall participate managerially and 
share profits financially. If there should be losses instead of pro‘its, 
the owners—that is, the people—would dig up taxes to pay the deficit. 
Whether the experience of other countries such, for example, as 
Italy, which is just now trying to unload Government operation, will 
serve to modify the views of the advocates of similar schemes in this 
country remains to be seen. I mention the matter of Government 
ownership of railways, not for the purpose of discussing it now but 
to use it as a key to the explanation of certain other conditions ex- 
istent among railway employees. One of those is the prevailing un- 
rest among nearly all classes of railway employees and their pro- 
nounced antagonism to the railroads for which they work. A large 
portion of the employees’ magazines whieh pass over my desk con- 
tain bitter attacks on the railroads, their managements, and their 
policies. ‘These criticisms are not confined to matters of direct con- 
troversy between the railways and the employees, but they cover 
every ground of attack that might be made by those outside of railroad 
employment. Nothing is left unsaid that seems to be calculated to 
stir up hatred among the employees and distrust and hostility among 
the people. It is quite remarkable to see the employees of an in- 
dustry waging war upon that industry with the unquestioned purpose 
of destroying it. That this policy reacts detrimentally to the morale 
of the employees and detracts from successful operation ia beyond 
dispute, It has its origin in the fact that the leaders of the employees 
are condueting a political campaign for Government ownership, which 
is ofttimes inconsistent with their loyalty to the carriers, 

“This fact, coupled with one other, also accounts for the strenuous 
opposition of many of the employees to the transportation act, 1920, 
and the Railroad Labor Board. They feel that the successful adjust- 
ment of wages and working conditions and the gradual but certain 
reduction of freight rates under that statute will conduce to the 
postponement or prevention of Government ownership of the roads. 

“A remarkably frank statement of this attitude is printed in 
display type in the Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers’ Journal 
for November. The salient paragraphs read as follows: 

Let us face the railroad problem honestly. We shall continue to 
have freight tle-ups, labor trouble, inefficient service, overvaluation, 
and “inside” contract scandals so long as the railroads of this 
country are operated for private profit and not primarily for public 
service. The railroads, like the dirt roads, must belong to the people. 
The workers themselves possess the technical brains, devotion fo duty, 
and loyalty to the public weal requisite for the efficient operation of 
the railways. Give them a chance. The Plumb plan shows the way. 
Must the railway employees and the people of the United States suffer 
another railroad strike, perhaps far more serious than the last, in 
order to impress this truth upon them? The Plumb plan is our only 
hope. Either that or chaos.’ 

“ Whether this statement is a mere opinionative prediction of proba- 
ble developments in connection with railway operation, or whether 
it is a covert threat that strikes of increasing seriousness will be 
superiuduced unless and until the employees are given a chance to 
try their hands at managing the roads, you may draw your own 
inference. In either aspect of the matter it is a deliberate and 
illuminating declaration of the state of mind of those in charge of 
one of the strongest transportation brotherhoods.” 

Extract from an article entitled “Radicalism versus Government, 
By Ben W. Hooper, Chairman United States Rallroad Labor Board, 
appearing in the March, 1923, issue of The North American Review: 

“e è © The fact remains that the leaders of a large majority 
of their organizations have launched an aggressive campaign for 
Government ownership, and they are utilizing their official magazines 
for spreading propaganda to this end. A typical utterance on this 
subject is embraced in the following excerpt from a recent issue 
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of the Journal of the Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, where 
it was printed in display type: 

Let us face the railroad problem honestly. We shall continue 
to have freight tie-ups, labor trouble, inefficient service, overvalua- 
tion, and inside contract scandals so long as the railroads of this 
country are operated for private profit and not primarily for public 
service. The railroads, like the dirt roads, must belong to the people. 
The workers themselves possess the technical brains, devotion to duty, 
and loyalty to the public weal requisite for the efficient operation of 
the railways. Give them a chance. The Plumb plan shows the way. 
Must the railway employees and the people of the United States suffer 
another railroad strike, perhaps far more serious than the last one, 
to impress this truth upon them? ‘The Plumb plan is our only hope. 
Hither that or chaos.’ 

Government ownership of railways, however, is not expected to 
be achieved at any early date by discussion and agitation, based on 
present conditions. Certain intermediate developments must be brought 
about, which will so discourage and disgust the public with private 
ownership anid operation as to incite a popular clamor for Government 
ownership. The above quotation from the Engineers“ Journal furnishes 
the key to the situation: First, a taste of chaos, and then the joyful 
acceptance of Government ownership.” 

The same statement was printed in an item entitled“ The Issue of 
Radicalism versus Government—Describing the campaign now being 
conducted against the courts by various railway labor leaders, by 
Ben W. Hooper, chairman United States Raflroad Labor Board,” ap- 
pearing in the March 17, 1928, issue of the railway Age. 

Extracts from an article entitled“ Radicalism versus Government,“ 
by Ben W. Hooper, chairman United States Railroad Labor Board, 
appearing in the March, 1923, issue of The North American Review: 

=+% è © The demand is made that the courts should be deprived 
of the injunctive powers exercised in connection with strikes, or that 
those powers should be greatly limited. Any man who will look this 
demand squarely in the eyes knows that it has but one meaning. It 
means that the labor leaders who espouse it desire that strikers and 
their coadjutors shall possess the unfettered license to destroy prop- 
erty and to intimidate and assault those who exercise the right to do 
the work that the strikers have abandoned. It means that the courts 
of our land must stand shackled and gagged in the presence of insolent 
and triumpbant force. It means that the strongest safeguard of life, 
liberty, and property known to our Republic must be broken down in 
order that the onrush of the frenzied mob may not be obstructed. 

“The injunctive power is not an instrument of oppression. Not 
often has it been perverted from its proper use. In tens of thousands 
of instances it has protected the weak against the mighty, the law- 
abiding against the lawless, the peaceable against the violent. Noth- 
ing is to be gained by mincing words in the discussion of this question. 
The people of this country know that the economic power of the strike 
degenerates nine times out of ten into crude, raw, naked, hideous 
physical force. Because this is true almost without exception in big 
strikes, it must be anticipated by those who order strikes. Indeed, it 
is known that only in rare instances can a strike succeed without the 
accompaniment of violence. 

The recent railroad strike manifested practically all the phases of 
civil warfare. The new workers were besieged Inside their stockades. 
The blockade of shipments of all sorts of commodities was attempted. 
Bombs were thrown for the destruction of men and property. Mur- 
ders and assaults were committed. Then, when the Attorney General, 
after infinite patience and the careful gathering of evidence, resorted 
to the courts for the defense of the lives of workers and the preserva- 
tion of the public utility upon which the people at large must depend 
for food and fuel, there arose a demagogical outcry against the courts, 
the Department of Justice, and the power of injunction. 

“This, however, is not an isolated political phenomenon. It is only 
one Incident in the steady campaign of vituperation and abuse that 
is being promiscuously waged against the courts of the land in sup- 
port of the definite program above mentioned. By far the most alarm- 
ing feature of radicalism in this country to-day is the persistent, 
systematic, widespread effort to destroy the confidence of the people 
in the courts. The extent to which this is being carried on can be 
realized only by these who read the radical publications. 

“A few quotations taken at random, from a small number of pub- 
Uentions, illustrate the war that is being made on the courts, the 
State militia, the police and other agencies of law and order by leaders 
of even conservative organizations. One or two of these excerpts 
also express the prevailing sentiment in regard to the man who takes 
up the work laid down by a striker, namely, that the strike breaker or 
‘scab’ has no right to do such work, that violence against him is per- 
fectly justifiable, and that the ideal public official is the one who 
declines to interfere when the strike breaker is beaten up and com- 
pelled to flee from his work, or is perhaps murdered. The statement 
that ‘strike breaking is becoming unhealthy in Illinois’ is a. delicate 
and feeling recognition of the fine work done in the massacre of 
twenty-odd strike breakers at Herrin.” 


Extract from address of Chairman Ben W. Hooper before the Ten- 
nessee Manufacturers’ Association at their annual banquet at the 
Hermitage Hotel, Nashville, Tenn., Tuesday, February 6, 1923: 

Te demand is made that the courts should be deprived 
of the injunctive powers exercised in connection with strikes or that 
those powers should be greatly limited. Any man who will look this 
demand squarely in the eyes knows that it has but one meaning. It 
means that the labor leaders who espouse it desire that strikers and 
thelr coadjutors shall possess the unfettered license to destroy property 
and to intimidate and assault those who exercise the right to do the 
work that the strikers have abandoned. It means that the courts of 
our land must stand shackled and gagged in the presence of insolent 
and triumphant force. It means that the strongest safeguard of life, 
liberty, and property known to our Republic must be broken down in 
order that the onrush of the frenzied mob may not be obstructed, 

“The injunctive power is not an instrument of oppression. Not 
often has it been perverted from its proper use. In tens of thousands 
of instances it has protected the weak against the mighty, the law- 
abiding against the lawless, the peaceable against the violent. 

In the second place, organized labor maintains a steady opposition 
to adequate and effective military forces, either State or national, and 
even to any sort of constabulary that could be used to quell riots and 
protect workers during strikes. This opposition to the military is not 
based on pacifism, as is sometimes claimed, but on the desire to be in 
a position to utilize unlawful force without lawful repression. 

“In the third place, it is proposed to defeat all Federal legislation 
designed to prevent or to restrict railway strikes and to repeal, if 
possible, the transportation act, which, by the adjudication of contro- 
versies and the force of public sentiment, makes the suecess of rail- 
way strikes more difficult.” 

Extract from address of Chairman Ben W. Hooper at the Ilinois 
insurance day dinner at the St. Nicholas Hotel, Springfield, III., March 
7, 1923: 

“One reason why strikes on railroads and other public utilities can 
not be conducted without violence is becanse the organizations, in 
substance and effect, teach that violence is justifiable. This is done 
by the periodicals of these organizations continually hammering into 
the minds of their readers that no man has the right to take up the 
work which a striker has abandoned. 

“You may think that the terms ‘scab’ and ‘strike breaker’ are 
merely the impassioned opprobrium of an enraged mob. I have read in 
labor magazines the most serlous arguments against the right of a 
man to do the work a striker has left, and coupled with these argu- 
ments was the fiercest denunciations of the ‘scab’ that language could 
express, placing him entirely outside the pale of human consideration. 

* REFERS TO HERRIN RIOTS 


“Tt is this manner of preachment that caused the mob at Herrin 
not only to shoot down their unarmed and helpless captives but to 
refuse them water to moisten their parched and dying throats. The 
same spirit that justified this massacre will justify whatever perjury 
is necessary to acquit the perpetrators.” 

Extract from an article entitled “Strikes, by Ben W. Hooper, 
chairman United States Railroad Labor Board,” appearing in the 
October 14, 1922, issue of the Saturday Evening Post: 

“s „It must not be forgotten that there has been an insidious 
propaganda poured into the minds of laboring men through hundreds of 
publications, spreading the poisonous preachment that every branch 
of the Government is unjust to labor. That railroad labor has had 
its full share of this kind of literature can be testified by anybody who 
has had the opportunity to inform himself. 

In legislation on the subject under discussion there should be the 
least possible ground for complaints of unfairness. Of course, it would 
be a mere waste of time to endeavor to coddle the designing agitator 
into the approval of any law or policy of the Government, for he could 
be satisfied with nothing less than the overthrow of the existing order 
of society. It must be recognized, however, that a large part of the 
skilled classes of railway employees are essentially conservative men, 
although the drift of sentiment among them in recent years is appar- 
ently In the opposite direction.” 

Extract from a signed article addressed by Chairman Ben W. Hooper 
to the editors of the several publications issued by railway labor 
organizations, dated Chicago, Ill., February 1, 1923: 

“s „ „ I have said, in substance, and I now repeat in the utmost 
sincerity and kindness, that I think it was a grave mistake for these 
leaders to enter into a political alliance with the socialists in the recent 
Cleveland conference. Some of them may say that they did not con- 
template entering the Soclalist Party. Very true; but when a fellow 
lines up alongside the devil and agrees to join him in any kind of 


‘fight, and the devil joyfully welcomes his assistance, it is time for 


that man to begin to get suspicious of himself. 

“The ultimate aim of socialism is to overthrow our Government and 
set up in its place an experiment that has never been proven to be a 
workable thing. And that is not all of it. Socialism, in its last analy- 
sis, will destroy three things that railway men do not want to đe- 
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stroy, namely, private property, the family, and the State. With these 
blotted ont, there would be but little difference between a man and a 
beast. Moreover, every man would become a conscripted servant of 
the socialistic régime, working for everybody else but himself. My own 
notion is that a government which has given labor the greatest pros- 
perity, happiness, and freedom that it ever enjoyed in any age or land 
and which holds out the hope of unlimited advancement is a good sort 
of government to stand by. 
* s . * . * 0 

“ Seventh and last, I would venture to suggest that the leaders of 
the organizations refrain from such indiscriminate, intemperate, and 
ill-considered attacks on the Government, its courts, tribunals, and 
institutions as will engender bitterness and class hatred that will ulti- 
mately prove to be a withering curse to those who indulge these pas- 
sions. The struggle for the advancement of labor will be more effective 
in the long run if we all keep uppermost in our minds the well-being 
and perpetuity of the Republic, which railway employees, with prac- 
tical unanimity, still love and reverence.” 

Extract from address of Chairman Ben W, Hooper before the Ten- 
nessee Manufacturers’ Association at their annual banquet at the 
Hermitage Hotel, Nashville, Tenn., Tuesday, February 6, 1924: 

“+ + A pretentious movement was launched in the recent 
Cleveland conference to inject organized labor into polities in alliance 
with the Socialist Party and various other radical groups. Whether 
or not the ambitious leaders participating in this enterprise will suc- 
ceed in yoking their organization with socialism remains to be seen. 

* * . * * * * 

Perhaps the labor leaders who participated in the Cleveland con- 
ference had not given much thought to the ultimate aim of socialism, 
as demonstrated in other lands. Its purpose, in the last analysis, is 
to destroy three things that laboring men in this country, particularly 
conservative railway labor, do not want to destroy, namely, private 
property, the family, and the State. With these three things blotted 
out, there would be but little difference between a man and a beast, 

“Another of the ultimate results of socialism that would be exceed- 
ingly abhorrent to the free Jabor of America would be the virtual con- 
scripting of labor by the socialistic régime. This has already happened 
to Russia. It is only one step from this condition back to slavery. 

“And yet ideas of this kind are called ‘ progressive,’ and the con- 
ference which undertook to tie up the laboring men of this country 
with socialism called itself a ‘conference for progressive political 
action.’ 

* * . . * 0 * 

“In the fourth place, it is seriously proposed to change the form of 
our Government by undermining and overthrowing the independence of 
the judicial department. The proposal to empower Congress to set 
aside a decision of the Supreme Court which declares an act of Congress 
unconstitutional Is revolutionary in its nature. 

* > s . s * 

„This proposal means nothing more nor less than the complete wip- 
ing out of our written Constitution. Instead of having all questions 
affecting the character of our liberties passed upon by a court comprised 
of men trained for that purpose and freed from the influence of 
ephemeral popular passion by long tenure of office, this sacred instru- 
ment would be made the sport of the rising and falling tides of incon- 
stant public sentiment as reflected in successive short-lived Congresses, 
But one result could fow from such a system. The legislative depart- 
ment of our Federal Government would soon completely dominate the 
executive and judicial departments. The constitutional rock upon 
which our Nation stands would be replaced by sinking sands and the 
liberties of the people would be engulfed. 

“Having subordinated the judicial to the legislative branch of the 
Government and emasculated the written Constitution, sweeping 
changes in our political and industrial system could be speedily accom- 

lished. 

R “The logical sequence which our people would inevitably be called 
upon to face would be the conversion of the Republic into some sort of 
a socialistic or communistic government or dictatorship of the pro- 
letariat. This is why the socialists cooperated so cordially in the 
Cleveland conference. Of course, it is not asserted that all of tho 
participants in that conference contemplated the end here described. 
It was meant to lead conservative workingmen blindfolded into the 
results depicted.” 

Extract from an article entitled ‘Radicalism versus Government,“ 
by Ben W. Hooper, chairman United States Railroad Labor Board, 
appearing in the March, 1923, issue of the North American Review: 

“e © > ‘And positive movement is on foot to throw the forces of 
organized labor into politics as allies of socialism. 

s * * * . > . 

“e © è The new political movement of organized labor is headed 
and controlled by certain leaders of railway labor organizations, who 
have formed a working agreement with the Socialist Party and other 
radical groups. 

LA » * . * * . 

“e © © Here is a condensed recapitulatory analysis of the various 

steps in the program of this new alliance; 


1. To deprive the courts and all other tribunals of the power to 
obstruct strikes and to restrain strikers from the use of force. 

“2, To curtail both State and national troops so that the Govern- 
ment can not successfully use them to protect employers, workers, and 
the public from the violence of strikes. 

“3. To subordinate the judicial to the legislative branch of the Gov- 
ernment and to emasculate the written Constitution so that sweeping 
changes in our political and industrial system can be speedily accom- 
plished. 

4. Having consummated the first three items of this platform, the 
logical sequence which our people would inevitably be called upon to 
face would be the conversion of the Republic into some sort of a 
socialistic or communistic government or dictatorship of the proletariat, 
This is why the socialists cooperated so cordially in the Cleveland con- 
ference. Of course, it is not asserted that all of the participants in 
that conference contemplated the end here described.” 

That the general conception of the utterances of Chairman Hooper 
is that he is charging organized labor with indulging in such a cam- 
paign is illustrated by the fact that the editorial staff of publications, 
exercising the time-honored right to arbitrarily caption the addresses, 
etc., have imposed such headlines as “ Labor leaders kill Labor Board 
and railroads” (New York Tribune, December 3, 1922), etc. 

You undoubtedly appreciate that the railway employees, by and 
through the very labor leaders concerning whom Chairman Hooper 
has made statements so palpably demonstrating prejudice, must neces- 
sarily plead their cases before the Labor Board, there being no pro- 
vision in the transportation act for a change of venue. It necessarily 
follows that so strong a prejudice against the employees’ representa- 
tives can not but detrimentally reflect itself in the decisions of Chair- 
man Hooper. 

We have every confidence that you will appreciate the unjust odium 
in which railway labor organizations are being placed by such a breach 
of ethics on the part of a representative of the public upon the Labor 
Board, and that you will take the necessary action to insure to the 
railway labor organizations immunity from such insidious attack in 
future. 

Respectfully, 

Martin F. Ryan, general president Brotherhood of Rail- 
way Carmen of America; James P. Noonan, interna- 
tional president International Brotherhood of Elec- 
trical Workers; T. C. Cashen, international president 
Switchmen’s Union of North America; F. H. Fijozdal, 
grand president United Brotherhood of Maintenance of 
Way Employees and Railway Shop Laborers; D, W. 
Helt, president Brotherhood of Railway Signalmen of 
America; Wm. H. Jobnston, international president 
International Association of Machinists; E. J. Manion, 
president Order of Railroad Telegraphers; D. B. Rob- 
ertson, president Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen 
and Enginemen; W. 8. Stone, grand chief engineer 
Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers; Bert M. Jewell, 
president Railway Employees’ Department, American 
Federation of Labor; J. W. Kline, international presi- 
dent International Brotherhood of Blacksmiths, Drop 
Forgers, and Helpers of America; J. A. Franklin, inter- 
national president International Brotherhood of Boiler- 
makers, Iron Shipbuilders, and Helpers of America; 
J. J. Hynes, international president Amalgamated 
Sheet Metal Workers International Alliance; J. G. 
Luhrsen, president American Train Dispatchers Asso- 
ciation. 


Mr. SHIPSTHAD, I also ask that the letter to the chair- 
man, Ben W. Hooper, dated Cleveland, Ohio, May 31, 1924, 
found on page 31 of this report, be printed in the RECORD also. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the letter was ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows 

CLEVELAND, OHIO, May 31, 192}. 
Hon. Ben W. HOOPER, 
Chairman United States Railroad Labor Board, 
Transportation Building, Chicago, Ill 

Dran Sm: In a letter dated May 29 you sent to every member of 
Congress a copy of a letter which you sent under date of May 28 to 
the undersigned, replying to our telegram of that date. You are 
evidently seeking to persuade Members of Congress that we, as the 
responsible heads, respectively, of the Brotherhood of Locomotive En- 
gineers and the Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and Enginemen, 
have adopted a course in violation of the provisions of the transporta- 
tion act. A review of the facts will demonstrate that we have been 
proceeding and propose to continue proceeding in strict compliance with 
the law. While our organizations, in association with the other 
standard recognized railway labor unions, are seeking to have the 
Railroad Labor Board, of which you are chairman, abolished, and an 
adequate machinery established by act of Congress, this exercise of 
our rights as citizens does not justify you as a public official in send- 


ing broadcast misrepresentations of the law and misstatements con- 
cerning the actions of ourselves, The natural desires of men to retain 
public office should not betray them into abusing the privileges and 
powers of such office. 

As a matter of public record we will, therefore, review the sub- 
ject matter of your letters of May 28 and May 29. 

A dispute arose some time ago between the Buffalo, Rochester & 
Pittsburgh Railway and the Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers and 
Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and Enginemen. The engineers 
and firemen were seeking to obtain on this road the same rates of 
pay now prevailing on other reads serving the same territory, as 
well as certain revisions of rules consistent with the rules in force 
on other roads in said territory. Their primary efforts to effect a 
settlement of these matters having failed of success, the question 
was referred to the employees of the road as to whether they were 
willing to continue fn the service at the present rates of pay and 
existing rules, or would desire to withdraw from the service if, in the 
judgment of thelr representatives, such action became necessary in 
order to effect a satisfactory settlement. 

The management of this rallroad put out a circular to the employees 
stating its position and urging a vote to continue in the service. On 
May 26, while this balloting was in progress and the attitude of 
the employees was unknown, when no strike had been either voted or 
sanctioned, nor was imminent, the Labor Board notified the parties 
that a bearing would be held on May 29 in Chicago. On May 28 
the undersigned sent a telegram to the Railroad Labor Board stating 
that if the proposition of the carrier was accepted by the employees 
there would be no dispute left; that if the proposition was rejected 
and further conferences failed, it was our purpose “to propose to the 
carrier that the dispute should be arbitrated in accordance so far as 
possible with the provisions of the Newlands Act.” We stated we 
were utilizing and proposed to utilize every available means to pre- 
vent an interruption of commerce and that we denied the propriety 
or authority of the Labor Board to interfere with out offorts to obtain 
a settlement through agreement or through arbitration in the event 
that agreement through negotiations could not be obtained. 

In this telegram we also stated that we were opposed to the submis- 
sion of this dispute to the Labor Board, because we believed that if a 
settlement by negotiation was impossible a dispute should be arbi- 
trated by an impartial tribunal whose decision would be binding. It is 
well recognized that the decisions of the Labor Board are not binding 
and we stated that “the Labor Board through its present composition 
and through the freely expressed prejudice and antagonism of its 
chairman to the official representatives of the employees and to the 
policies of their organizations has disqualified itself from acting as an 
impartial tribunal.” 

We will add to this letter some extracts from your many biased 
criticisms and attacks upon the officers and policies of the labor organ- 
izations, whose disputes have been submitted to the Labor Board to 
show the complete justification for our contention that no tribunal 
over which you preside ean be regarded as an impartial tribunal for 
the decision of railway labor disputes. 

We therefore declined to attend the hearings set by the board and 
invited the officials of the railroad to cooperate with us in further ef- 
forts to obtain a satisfactory and binding settlement of the pending 
controversy. Our efforts have been successful, notwithstanding the 
deliberate and unjustifiable attempt of the Railroad Labor Board to 
prevent a prompt and satisfactory settlement by injecting itself im- 
properly into this dispute. We are advised by the representatives of 
the organizations on the railroad in question that a satisfactory settle- 
ment has been obtained. Your letter of May 29 to Members of Con- 
gress, stating that “the citation of the parties before the board was 
followed, it is pleasing to note, by a settlement of their dispute” 
carries the unjustified self-laudatory indication that the action of the 
board brought about the settlement when, as a matter of fact, a prompt 
settlement was procured in spite of the acjjon taken by the board to 
prevent such a settlement. The carrier, although willing to go to the 
biased Labor Board preferred to settle iu couference rather than to 
submit the dispute to an impartial tribunal. 

Your letter of May 28 to us states that the course we contemplate 
pursuing, as set out in our telegram, is a “piain positive deflance of 
the law of the land as embodied in the transportation act.“ In other 
words, you assert, when we proposed to submit a dispute, which can 
not be settled by negotiation, to arbitration in accordance with the 
provisions of the Newlands Act, which is the law to-day just as much 
as the transportation act, that we are violating and defying the law 
of the land. The transportation act itself provides that “ it is the duty 
of all carriers and employees to exert every reasonable effort and adopt 
every available means to avoid any interruption toe the operation of any 
carrier growing out of any dispute.” The employees are certainly at 
liberty to choose what they regard as the best and most available 
means to fulfill this duty. They are not required to seek arbitration 
before a biased tribunal whose decision will not be binding. They have 
every right to seek arbitration before an impartial tribunal whose de- 
cision will be binding. It is in the public interest that they should do 
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so, Only the private interests of members of the Labor Board can be 
served by the employees going through the tedious, expensive farce of a 
hearing before the board to the unhappy result of a decision which, 
if favorable to them, the carrier may not enforce and against which, 
if unfavorable, you yourself admit they have the right to strike. 

You quote a provision of the transportation act to the effect that “a 
dispute not decided in conference shall be referred by the parties to the 
Labor Board,” but you certainly can not contend that before confer- 
ences have ended this requires the submission of the dispute to the 
Labor Board, or prevents the parties from agreeing to submit to a 
binding impartial arbitration. We insist nnd shall continue to insist 
that at least so long as the employees are exerting every reasonable 
effort and adopting every available means to settle a dispute, they are 
not required to refer it to the Labor Board and if the Labor Board ex- 
ercises its power in the publie interest and not for private purposes, it 
will not attempt to interrupt conferences and negotiations by summon- 
ing the parties to appear before it. 

We are, of course, aware of the fact that the universal dissatisfac- 
tion of the railroad employees with the Labor Board and the refusal 
of railroads, which have organized company unions, to permit disputes 
with such unions to go to the Labor Board, has left the board with 
little important work to perform. We are, of course, aware of the 
fact that unless the board can succeed in creating some additional 
work for it to do there may be opposition to its maintenance and to 
the expenditure of money at the rate of $400,000 a year to maintain 
such a futile public body. We are aware of the fact that you, as 
chairman of the board, have been exceedingly active in support of the 
efforts of certain railroads to continue the existence of the board and 
that a possible question of good taste has not prevented you from con- 
tinuously Importuning Members of Congress to prolong the existence 
of the board. We suggest, however, that your present effort to use the 
board as a means for creating controversies in order to justify the 
existence of the board exceeds the impropriety of your previous actions. 
The humblest suitor in the civil courts has the right to obtain a 
change of venue from a judge who is prejudiced against him. Cer- 
tainly the representatives of thousands of railway employees have the 
right to use every available means to avoid the submission of ques- 
tions involving their daily living and daily conditions of labor to a 
judge who has denounced them with intemperate and indiscriminate 
abuse, to a judge whose office they have sought to abolish because it 
has been an instrument of injustice. 

The representatives of the railway employees have the undoubted 
right to bring about, if possible, the settlement of disputes through 
arbitration under the law. The present Federal law providing for 
mediation and arbitration (the Newlands Act) covers only the engine 
and train-service men and is defective in other details. Therefore 
the organized railway employees have sought at the present session 
of Congress such a revision of the Newlands Act as will provide a 
satisfactory and just system for settling railway labor disputes, first, 
through conference, then in the case of minor grievance disputes, 
through adjustment boards, and in the case of major disputes over 
wages and rules, through mediation and arbitration. The law we have 
submitted to the deliberate judgment of Congress would abolish the 
mischievous discord-producing Labor Board and set up a machinery 
of peace and justice. You have opposed these efforts of the employees, 
with misrepresentation and offensive personalities, backed by reckless 
abuse of the power of your office. It is clear that you are now seek- 
ing, in what may be the closing days of this session of Congress, to 
force the employees to submit disputes to your partisan and prejudiced 
judgment and to intimidate Members of Congress into continuing the 
Labor Board through unwarranted fear of strikes. 

In the negotiations between the engineers and firemen and the west- 
ern railroads, involving some 90 carriers, you are now blocking indi- 
vidual settlements between the carriers and their employees (which 
the employees are seeking) by encouraging the carriers to refuse indi- 
vidual negotiations and to insist on a group negotiation and thereby 
create a dispute for the Labor Board to hear. The very carriers who 
have urged upon Congress their desire to negotiate settlements with 
their own employees are now insisting that their employees negotiate 
with a conference committee representing all of the western roads. 
This effort upon the part of these carriers to prevent the individual 
negotiations, which they bypocritically claim to desire, is being ably 
supported by the order of the Labor Board attempting to take control 
of the negotiations and ordering the parties to appear before the board. 

Your actions as chairman of the Rallroad Labor Board, your re- 
peated and inexcusable misrepresentations of the legislation proposed 
by the railway employees, your venomous attacks upon their official 
representatives, your constant misuse of public position to promote 
private interests, have not only discredited the public tribunal of which 
you are chairman, but most unfortunately have diminished the confi- 
dence of organized labor in the fairness of the exercise of public 
authority in the settlement of labor disputes. You have vociferously 
objected to the political activities of organized labor, and yet no one 
person has done more than you to convince the railway employees of 
the necessity for political action to prevent the destruction of their 
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most cherished rights and to preserve their freedom to obtain just 
wages and tolerable working conditions. Your letter of May 28 should 
be conclusive evidence for all fair-minded persons that the righteous 
interests of the railway workers are vitally menaced by a continuance 
of the Railroad Labor Board and that they are fully justified in de- 
manding its Immediate sbolition and the establishment of an impartial 
tribunal to restore peace and preserve harmony in the transportation 
industry. : 
Yours truly, 
W. 8. Sronz, 
Grand Chief Engineer B. of L. B. 
D. B. ROBERTSON, 
President B. of L. F. & B. 


MEMORANDUM 


Excerpts from criticisms of railroad labor organizations, their lead- 
ers, and their policies, by Hon, Ben, W. Hooper, chairman United 
States Railroad Labor Board 

[From address at the Drake Hotel, Chicago, December 2, 1922] 

This country is entering upon a new era of labor agitation, new in 
the sense that henceforth organized labor proposes to participate in 
State and national politics much more openly and actively than it ever 
has before.. 

The importance of this political movement Hes in the fact that the 
policies it will undertake to advance affect most vitally. the funda- 
mentals of our institutions, social and governmental. * + + 

The political program of the labor leaders, to which they are en- 
deavoring to secure the adherence of the rank and file of their constit- 
uency and of the people at large, embraces as its paramount proposition 
a demand that the courts be shorn of certain of their powers and, to 
this end, that the Constitution of the United States be radically 
amended. * * * In furtherance of this program, the most virulent 
attacks have been launched against the judiciary. * * This 
promiscuous onslaught on the judiciary is really equivalent to an an- 
archistic attack on any and all forms of civilized government. 


[From address before the Tennessee Manufacturers’ Association, Her- 
mitage Hotel, Nashville, Tenn., February 6, 1923] 


* + The demand is made that the courts should be deprived of 
the injunctive powers exercised in connection with strikes or that those 
powers should be greatly limited. Any man who will look this demand 
squarely in zhe eyes knows that it has but one meaning. It means that 
the labor leaders who espouse it desire that strikers and their coad- 
jutors shall possess the unfettered license to destroy property and to 
intimidate and assault those who exercise the right to do the work that 
the strikers have abandoned. It means that the courts of our Jand 
must stand shackled and gagged in the presence of insolent and tri- 
umphant force. It means that the strongest safeguard of life, liberty, 
and property known to our Republic must be broken down in order that 
the onrush of the frenzied mob may net be obstructed. 

+ * * Organized labor maintains a steady opposition to adequate 
and effective military forces, either State or national, and even to any 
sort of constabulary that could be used to quell riots and protect work- 
ers during strikes. This opposition to the military is not based on 
pacifism, as is sometimes claimed, but on the desire to be in a position 
to utilize unlawful force without lawful repression, 

* + $ * > * * 


{From address before the Illinois State Bar Association, Drake Hotel, 
Chicago, December 2, 1922} 


A large portion of the employees’ magazines which pass over my desk 
contain bitter attacks on the railroads, their managements, and their 
policies, These criticisms are not confined to matters of direct con- 
troversy between the railways and the employees, but*they cover every 
ground of attack that might be made by those outside of railroad em- 
ployment. 

Nothing is left unsaid that seems to be calculated to stir up hatred 
among the employees and distrust and hostility among the people. It 
is quite remarkable to see that employees of an Industry waging war 
upon that industry with the unquestioned purpose of destroying it. 
That this policy reacts detrimentally to the morale of the employees 
and detracts from successful operation is beyond dispute. It has its 
origin in the fact that the leaders of the employees are conducting a 
political campaign for Government ownership, which is ofttimes incon- 
sistent with iets e to the saree rene 

* * * * 


[From address at Hlinois insurance day dinner, St. Nicholas Hotel, 
Springfield, III., March 7, 1923] 
One reason why strikes on railroads and other publie utilities can 
not be conducted without violence is because the organizations, in sub- 
* 


stance and effect, teach that violence is justifiable, * * 
+ . s * * * * 


[From Nashville, Chattanooga & St. Louis Railway Employees’ Maga- 
zine, December, 1922] 


The very obvious desire upon the part of many employees that the 
carriers shall fail and collapse is due to their advocacy of Government 
ownership and operation under the Plumb plan or something similar, 
Anything that will drive or lead public sentiment in this direction is 
looked upon with favor. 

„ * . * * . * 
— 
From official proceedings of the Western Railway Club, volume 35, 
December 18, 1922] 


Personally I am led to wonder whether or not it is possible for the 
great body of railway employees under a leadership which desires that 
private operation shall be a failure can preserve the morale and loyalty 
to the industry in which they are engaged that will conduce to the suc- 
cessful service of the public. 

Now, gentlemen, that is a serious question, candidly and openly 
stated. I mean by that, if a leader of the railway organizations is 
obsessed with the idea that it is incumbent upon him to lead a political 
movement in this country for the destruction of private ownership and 
operation, so as to hasten public ownership, with either public or pri- 
vate operation, and with that leader constantly inculcating into the 
minds of his constituents the Idea that the railroad managements are 
not only treating with injustice their employees, but that they are im- 
posing unnecessary burdens upon the public; I say under those condi- 
tions is it possible that the morale of the employees can be preserved 
at a point that will result in efficient service of the public? 

Of course, there is one very obvious fact, a leader of the employees 
who seeks public ownership desires to see the failure of private opera- 
tion, Now, whether or not he can maintain that political attitude 
without encouraging his followers to maintain an attitude inconsistent 
with the loyal and efficient service of the carrier is a serious question, 

Now personally, gentlemen, many of you read the magazines and 
periodicals of the organizations. I glance at all of them in trying to 
keep pace with the thought of the employees in regard to all of these 
questions, and I find that a very large portion of the printed matter 
that is sent out to all of the railroad employees of the country at this 
time deals not with the duties of the employees in their daily tasks, 
not With the disputes and controversies that arise between the carriers 
and themselyes, but deals in a large degree with the political aspects 
of the railway question and seeks by every possible means to prejudice 
the employees against the soppene against private operation, and 
in favor of popne ened reg A 

* * * * 


{From an article entitled “ Strikes“ in the Saturday Evening Post of 
October 14, 1922] 


Tt must not be forgotten that there has been an insidious propaganda 
poured into the minds of laboring men through hundreds of publica- 
tions, spreading the poisonous preachment that every branch of the 
Government is unjust to labor, That railroad labor has had its full 
share of this kind of literature can be e by anybody who has 
had the opportunity to inform himself. 

Of course, it would be a mere waste of SEN to endeavor to coddle 
the designing agitator into the approval of any law or policy of thè 
Government, for he could be satisfied with Soag less than the over- 
throw of the existing order of society, * * 

* ° * . * * * 


[From the official proceedings of the Western Railway Club, vol. 35, 
December 18, 1922 

I wonder if the rank and file of the railroad labor organi- 

zations, men supposed to be conservative and thoughtful, men beyond 

the average of organized labor in this country, can feel any degree of 

satisfaction in seeing their leadership enter into an alliance with the 

leadership of the Socialist®Party, * * * 

Gentlemen, I tell you that the people of this country will have to 
awaken to the situation that confronts them politically and govern- 
mentally, I am not an alarmist, but I say to you when a body of men, 
led by men who recognize themselves as socialists and by others who 
do not yet recognize themselves in their true light as socialists, set up 
an organization and undertake to say, We will throw two or three or 
four million votes, not as a party but as a bloe, all the votes operating 
inside of the two political parties of the country,” it is time for the 
public to wake up. That was the proposal in Cleveland last week, not 
to take on a party name and do business under that name, but to par- 
ticipate in the Republican or Democratic primaries, or both, and then, 
if the nominations are not satisfactory, they would step out and nomi- 
nate independent candidates. * e 


*% „ 


[From address before Tennessee Manufacturers’ Association, Hermitage 
Hotel, Nashville, Tenn., Tuesday, February 6, 1923] 

A pretentious movement was launched in the recent Cleveland con- 

ference to inject organized labor into politics in alliance with the 
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Socialist Party and various other radical groups. Whether or not the 
ambitious leaders participating in this enterprise will succeed in yoking 
their organization with socialism remains to be seen. * * * 


+ „ » Ideas of this kind are called “ progressive,” and the con- 
ference which undertook to tie up the laboring men of this country 
with socialism called itself a “conference for progressive political 
action,” * * + 

The new political movement of organized labor is headed and con- 
trolled by certain leaders of railway labor organizations, who have 
formed a working agreement with the Socialist Party and other radical 
groups. 

ere is a condensed recapitulatory analysis of the various steps in 
the program of this new alliance: 

1. To deprive the courts and all other tribunals of the power to 
obstruct strikes and to restrain strikers from the use of force. 

2. To curtail both State and National troops so that the Government 
can not successfully use them to protect employers, workers, and the 
public from the violence of strikes. 

3. To subordinate the judicial to the legislative branch of the Gov- 
ernment and to emasculate the written Constitution so that sweeping 
changes in our political and industrial system can be speedily accom- 
plished. 

4. Having consummated the first three items of this platform, the 
logical sequence which our people would inevitably be called upon to 
face would be the conversion of the Republic into some sort of a 
socialistic or communistic government or dictatorship of the prole- 
tariat. This is why the socialists cooperated so cordially in the 
Cleveland conference. Of course, it is not asserted that all of the par- 
ticipants in that conference contemplated the end here described.. * 

$ 1 $ » * > J 


[From Washington Times of May 19, 1924) 

The Howell-Barkley bill is, in its effect, a socialistic governmental 
wage-fixing scheme upon a vast scale. It would make whatever wages 
and working rules might exist at the date of its passage an irre- 
ducible minimum. The carrier that attempted to reduce wages would 
be subject to severe penalties and would have no tribunal to go before 
in search of relief. * * + 0 

0 $ * * . + * 


{From hearings before a subcommittee on interstate commerce, United 
States Senate, Sixty-cighth Congress, first session, on S. 2646] 

The most remarkable evidence of the purpose to completely exclude 
the public from participation in the adjustment of controversies is 
shown in the provision covering the eligibility and appointment of the 
members of the board of mediation and conciliation, Instead of in- 
cluding an express provision making the partisans of the carriers and 
employees both ineligible to membership on this board, there is an 
express provision making them eligible. * * * 

This provision in a bill which has been carefully redrafted six times 
ty experts means that the employees have deliberately planned to seek 
ywrembership on such board of mediation and conciliation, if it should 
over be created, and it is my information that certain employees are 
already prospective aspirants for such appointments. * * + 

* $ » * * > * 
[From letter addressed to Hon. Witttam D. Bores, House of Repre- 
sentatives, Washington, D. C., April 16, 1923] 

Under the proposed legislation, the public would be required to pay 
enormous sums of money from the Federal Treasury for the privilege 
of having its eyes bandaged, its ears stuffed, its voice stifled, and its 
hands bound whenever a strike is threatened, so that it might never 
sec, hear, understand, speak, or act. * * * 

Ea > * * $ — * 


[From Nashville, Chattanooga & St. Louis Railway Employees’ Maga- 
zine, December, 1922] 

When I came from the cast Tennessee mountains to serve on the 
Railroad Labor Board, what I did not know about the railroad-labor 
problem would haye filled a Carnegie Library. There are some folks 
who think that my condition in that particuldr has not yet undergone 
any noticeable change. 

Frankly, I do not regret that I was endowed with such a large fund 
of ignorance when I came on the board. Previous ignorance of the 
controversies between railway management and employees is one quali- 
fication for a public member of this board. It should contribute 
greately to his fairness and impartiality. It is the same qualifica- 


tion required of a juror—not to have formed or expressed an opinion. 
* » * 


Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, as a member of the Inter- 
state Commerce Committee, I voted for the bill reported out 
by the committee known as the Howell bill, which is now on 
the calendar. That bill originally was known as the Barkley- 
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Howell bill. The chief objection to that measure was found in 
the fact that while it abolished the Railroad Labor Board, it 
failed to provide any substitute in the nature of a board that 
would to an extent represent the public in these major dis- 
putes. 

The committee provided a plan in the Howell bill for the 
accomplishment of that purpose. That plan is this: Instead 
of having a fixed board, consisting of three representatives of 
labor, three representatives of the employers, and three repre- 
sentatives of the public, it provides for a board of five, the 
Secretary of Labor always to be a member of it, and a mem- 
ber of the Interstate Commerce Commission, to be selected by 
the commission itself, always to be a member. 

It also provides that with the exception of the Secretary of 
Labor, whenever a major dispute arises which threatens to 
interfere with interstate commerce, the President shall ap- 
point three members, and the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion shall select one member, for the trial of that particular 
case, and having tried that case, the board shall cease to exist. 

The evidence indicates to me, as a member of the Interstate 
Commerce Committee, that the chief objection to the Labor 
Board is this, that it is a fixed body, and that whenever that 
body has rendered an opinion which deals with a certain 
policy, which policy will come up in other disputes, they are 
then committed to such an extent that they are prejudiced on 
one side or the other in the eyes of those who submit the 
disputes. In other words, it is just as though you had the 
same jury for the trial of a hundred criminal cases of a like 
character. We have recognized that in every case a defendant 
is entitled to a new jury. One of the chief reasons for the 
objection is the necessity of avoiding a fixed opinion with re- 
gard to policies or principles of Government which may arise. 

I think the amendment of the committee, when understood by 
this body, will entirely remove the great prejudice that was 
aroused in the country against the so-called Barkley-Howell bill, 
I am also satisfied that there are very few in this body who 
know anything about it. I think it should be explained. If 
the Senate should take a vote to-day on the matter reported 
from the committee, known as the Howell bill, in my opinion 
it would be overwhelmingly defeated, because of preconceived 
opinions of the original Barkley-Howell bill. I am equally con- 
fident that if that bill were thoroughly understood by the Mem- 
bers of this body, they would consider this new board, to be 
appointed in every dispute which threatened interference with 
interstate commerce, as more satisfactory to the employer, the 
employee, and the public itself. 

There is no doubt whatever that the Railroad Labor Board 
has lost the confidence of the railroad employees of the country. 
Whether the Supreme Court of the United States should hold 
that they bad authority to subpona witnesses and make them 
testify or not, there is no question that its determinations are 
not binding on anyone. Their findings are nothing on earth 
but opinions expressed, and if the purpose we intended to have 
accomplished by establishing that board is to be accomplished, 
which purpose was to bring about a settlement of disputes 
without strikes and without disturbances, then there must be 
a board having the confidence of both sides, and experience has 
taught us that in the very nature of things no fixed and con- 
stant board can have this confidence, 

The Labor Board has not accomplished anything in major 
disputes. It can never accomplish anything by reason of the 
lack of confidence in it. It should be superseded, either by a 
board such as that recommended by the committee, or some 
other form of board. I am not wedded to the form of board 
we have recommended, I am simply convinced that it should 
be a new board in every particular case, rather than a constant 
board. That is all there is to the question. 

I doubt seriously the wisdom of the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from Nebraska. ‘There is no doubt that I seek exactly 
the same thing that he seeks—the establishment of a board 
which will have the confidence of the employers, the employees, 
and the public, which will represent all of them in a fair and 
just way, as a court of review and determination. But, as I 
said before, even if the Senator's bill were submitted to a 
vote right now, instead of his amendment, in my opinion it 
would be defeated, because the Senate does not understand 
what the amendment is. I am perfectly confident at this 
moment that if a vote were taken on his amendment, which 
would destroy the Labor Board—which I hope to have de- 
stroyed by having an independent board substituted for it— 
that amendment would be overwhelmingly voted down, and it 
would be voted down for the very reason that Senators do not 
know what its effect would be. They do not know what the 
Labor Board is. They do not know what the proposed bill 
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of the Senator provides. A vote on this amendment now 
would give the wrong impression to the country. It is a 
tactical mistake. It was not given the consideration which 
matters that are to be perfected by parliamentary action re- 
quire. 

I asked unanimous consent a while ago to allow the Senator 
from Nebraska to offer his bill as an amendment to the appro- 
priation for this Labor Board, so that we could thrash the 
question out and end it here and now; but that was objected 
to, so we can not do that. 

This Labor Board, in my opinion, is a useless body, abso- 
lutely useless, and yet undoubtedly it has matters under in- 
i vestigation and consideration now the examination into which 
is incomplete. It has offices, it has records, it can not be 
destroyed in a second without loss of some kind. Some plan 
should be adopted along the line of the Howell bill, or some 
other plan carrying the same principle, and in the adoption 
of that, provision should be made for the liquidation of the 
business of the existing board, because it will take two or 
three months to liquidate it. : 

In view of these thoughts, I am not at liberty to vote for 
this amendment. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, I simply rise to state that I will 
not support the amendment striking out the appropriation for 
the Labor Board. While it is quite generally recognized that 
the Labor Board does not have many friends—very few among 
the employers and probably none among the employees—it is 
the only organic plan that has the form of law that we have 
ever inaugurated looking to a Government agency to settle 
industrial disputes. It has on it not only the representatives 
of the employers and employees, but also the representatives 
of the public. I would not vote for any substitute that would 
ignore the public rights in its findings, and until we have some- 
thing better it would seem to me wise to vote against the 
amendment. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, I would like to ask the 
Senator this question. If the public has a right in these rail- 
road matters, as I conceive it to have, is it not its duty to run 
the railroads instead of turning them over to private interests? 

Mr. FESS. The Senator from Ohio does not believe that it 
ts a wise procedure to have the Government run the railroads 
as a Govermment agency, but the Senator from Ohio does believe 
that unless we can find some method by which a public utility 
upon which the public welfare depends continues without being 
interrupted indefinitely, then our Government is a failure. In 
other words, it seems to me it goes without saying that we 
ought to be able to continue uninterrupted traffic on the rail- 
roads when the public welfare wholly depends upon it. In 
order that we may have an agency by which that can be 
done, the public must be represented just the same as the two 
fundamentally tnterested parties. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Does not the Senator proceed on the 
theory that the Government is a failure and is incompetent 
and unfit to operate the railroads? 

Mr. FESS. No; the Senator does not proceed on that basis 
because this bourd is a governmental agency and it is exer- 
cising all the powers that we have given it. I think the public 
misinterpret the powers of the Labor Board, The truth about 
the matter is that nobody who is responsible, so far as I know, 
would be willing to give the Labor Board the power to exercise 
compulsory arbitratiou. I know the Senator from Iowa would 
not do that, and I am sure neither the employers nor the em- 
ployees would do it. 

Mr. BROOKHART. The Howell-Barkley bill gives them 
power after voluntary arbitration to settle the question, which 
they do not have under the present law. 

Mr. FESS. The difficulty about that bill is that it totally 
ignores the public and devotes its interests to the two 
disputing elements. Unless we have the third party, which is 
the largest party, namely, the public, represented in the con- 
troversy we are going to have nothing more than we have had 
before. 

Let me suggest to the Senator a matter that he very well 
recalls, We had a strike in the coal business down in southern 
Ohio. The operators said, “ We had rather pay high wages 
than low wages, but the high wages to be determined only by 
what the public will stand.” After they had gone on for 
months the operators in connection with the labor representa- 
tives met in Cleveland. They decided about how much the 
public would stand. They reached an agreement, and the 
Senator knows what happened. Everybody won except the 
public. The public lost, and it was a decision without regard 
to the publie interests. I will not vote for any agency that 
ignores the public interest in these controversies. 


Mr. BROOKHART. ‘The result which the Senator has just 
described is always the result when a public utility is turned 
over to a private interest, is it not? 

Mr. FESS. I hardly think that is a legitimate conclusion. 
I am not ready to go, with my friend from Iowa, to the point 
of saying that anything that is a public interest ought to be 
run by the Government, and eliminate private efficiency. I 
think he is wrong there. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I have very great confidence in my 
Government. I believe it is better than any privately owned 
utility company that can be organized in the world. 


WHEAT PRODUCTION IN THE NORTHWEST 


Mr. LADD. Mr. President, I desire to present to the Senate 
at this time a matter which is of extreme importance to the 
farmers of the Northwest. 


WHAT THE ST. LAWRENCE WATERWAY WILL DO FOR NORTH DAKOTA 


Mr. President, no one who is familiar with farming condi- 
tions in the Northwest needs to be told that one of our great- 
est drawbacks to successful agriculture is our woeful lack 
of cheap and dependable transportation service. It is well 
known that North Dakota is one of the greatest wheat pro- 
ducers among that inland group of granger States where the 
surplus foodstuffs of the United States are grown. 

To appreciate the difticulties of a northwest wheat raiser, 
we must first remember that he is competing with other 
wheat-raising countries upon the longest rail haul to be 
found anywhere in the world. One has only to look at the 
map of the world, showing the five great wheat-growing 
regions exporting this grain, to appreciate the northwestern 
farmer's handicap at a glance. The Argentina farmer raises 
his wheat within 300 miles of the South Atlantic Ocean. 

The Russian wheat growers are to be found almost en- 
tirely within a radius of one to two hundred miles of the 
Black Sea. The wheat growers of India are located less than 
300 miles from the Indian Ocean, and the wheat belt of 
Australia is located on- the very borders of the South Pacific. 
In the United States, however, we find our greatest wheat- 
producing States located 1,500 miles from the sea and handi- 
capped by such a long and costly haul that it frequently 
wipes out the margin of profit on our chief money crop. : 

Mr. President, many remedies have been proposed. Some 
say that there is no help for the western wheat farmer; that 
he must give up raising wheat and turn to diversified crops 
in order to make a living. In general, I have no quarrel with 
those who recommend that the farmer should not put all his 
eggs into one basket, but I can not agree with those who claim 
that because our transportation conditions are difficult we 
should, therefore, surrender our national position as America’s 
second greatest wheat-producing State. Knowing that trans- 
portation is our great difficulty, the immediate question arises, 
How can we improve our transportation situation? The one 
great answer to this question, a plan which promises greater 
relief and greater benefits than any other proposal, is the 
Great Lakes-St. Lawrence deep waterway. 


SAVINGS TO FARMERS 


What does it mean to the Northwest to bring the Atlantic 
Ocean 1,200 miles inland by this proposed deep-water route? 
The benefits are many and varied. 

First, there is the saving in freight on wheat shipments for 
export, which, as northwestern people well know, is a benefit 
that goes directly to the shipper, for it is a well-known fact 
that the price of wheat in the Northwest largely follows the 
price of wheat in Liverpool, and from which is deducted the 
cost of transportation. Careful studies of shipping costs by 
rail and water over existing routes show that the cost of 
earrying a bushel of wheat from average northwestern ship- 
ping points to Liverpool varies from 35.9 cents, by the all-water 
route from Duluth to Montreal, using the present mosquito 
fleet on the St. Lawrence, to 39.5 cents, via Duluth and the 
lake route to Buffalo, thence by rail to New York. It has 
been estimated that with the proposed seaway in operation 
there would be a reduction of 7 to 10.6 cents per bushel, 
which means an annual increase in returns to the wheat 
farmers of my State averaging about $7,000,000 per year, 
even if there were no increase in our average annual produc 
tion in the State under such favorable circumstances. 


TRENTON HALFWAY FROM NORTH DAKOTA TO KNEW YORK 
Mr. President, the benefits to the State, however, as a wheat 


producer would far exceed the mere increase in price to the 
grower. It has been jokingly said that when you start a car- 


load of grain from Chicago to New York it is only halfway 
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when it has reached Trenton, N. J.; but the northwestern 
farmer knows that it is a fact and no joke that when this car 
has reached Trenton it is truly but half way so far as the time 
is concerned and less than halfway when measured by the 
expense. What is the result? Everyone knows the answer. 
When we have a bumper wheat crop in the Northwest we can 
never get sufficient cars to move it, and the local price drops 
to a ruinous point. Millions of bushels of wheat can not be 
exported when the market is good because we can not find the 
cars. But suppose that we have to ship our wheat by rail only 
as far as Duluth or Superior and there transfer it once for all 
to the hold of the ship, where it serves as the bottom cargo 
to be supplemented later on by other classes of freight to be 
picked up at Detroit, Cleveland, Buffalo, and other Lake ports. 
Then our freight cars need make but a 300-mile trip to Duluth, 
and instead of the railroads to provide the thousands of addi- 
tional cars, which involves an expenditure far beyond their 
means, they can give us satisfactory service with the equipment 
they now have. 

It is found that on the average it takes a freight car 28 
days to go from North Dakota to New York and return. The 
same car loaded with wheat would easily make the trip to 
Duluth and return in seven days. In other words, by shipping 
our grain to Duluth rather than to New York for export, one 
car becomes the equal of four cars for the longer trip. This 
is an important feature in the transportation of bulk commodi- 
ties like wheat in a period of large shipments, as must be the 
case in handling our grain crop. 

Mr. President, it has been claimed that large ocean liners 
could not use the Great Lakes channel for lack of sufficient 
depth, and that the tramp steamers and smaller marine craft 
which could navigate in a 21-foot channel would be insufficient 
to handle our grain crop, but it is a well-known fact that wheat 
is one of the cheapest cargoes to transfer and that the Great 
Lakes freighters of large capacity can carry this grain at an 
astonishingly low rate per ton-mile. There is every reason to 
believe, therefore, that the bulk of the crop would be moved by 
the larger-Lake freighters and transferred at Montreal to the 
great ocean liners which need the wheat for a bottom -cargo 
and which could afford to make very low rates. 


EXHAUSTED FERTILITY AND REDUCED PRODUCTION 


There is another benefit from the St. Lawrence waterway 
which our State is beginning to need more rapidly than most 
of our people realize. In the days of the early settlers, al- 
though their farming methods were crude their yields of 
wheat were frequently 30 and as high as 40 or more bushels 
per acre, but as in every other State in the country the day 
of virgin soils is gone forever in the Northwest. Soil fer- 
tility is like money in the bank. One can not continually 
draw on his account without ultimately reaching the time 
when he wiil have little or nothing to draw from if he never 
puts anything back; and to-day in the Northwest, in spite of 
our campaigns for better seed, in spite of our improved ma- 
chinery for planting and harvesting, in spite of years of effort 
on the part of our agricultural experiment stations, the aver- 
age yield of wheat is only about 10% bushels per acre. In 
1921, for instance, it was only 84% bushels. 


GREAT ELECTRICAL POWER 


Mr. President, there is but one remedy for such a condition. 
We must restore to the soil the plant foods which are being 
seriously depleted by repeated crops, but fertilizers must be 
far cheaper than they now are before they can be profitably 
applied to field crops in the Northwestern States, To produce 
these fertilizers, whether of nitrogen or phosphoric acid, large 
amounts of cheap electrical power are required. This will be 
a by-product of the navigation improvement of the St. Law- 
rence development, for engineers have reported that the poten- 
tial power of the St. Lawrence River is about 4,100,000 horse- 
power, of which 1,464,000 can be produced at one single large 
dam near Cornwall, N. Y. This power site is controlled, I am 
informed, by three great interests, the Aluminum Co. of 
America, the General Electric Co., and the Du Ponts; but as I 
have recently stated in a public article I would be willing to 
grant these interests a 100-year license to develop this water 
power on the St. Lawrence if they will include in their license 
the provisions for fertilizer manufacture which are to be 
found in the Ford proposal for Muscle Shoals, for this would 
produce the equivalent of 2,000,000 tons of 2-8-2 commercial 
fertilizer, prepared in accordance with the demand of the 
farmers and sold under the directions of the farm organiza- 
tions at a profit not to exceed 8 per cent on the fair actual 
annual cost of production. One of the large elements of cost 
of providing fertilizers that will be needed in the near future 
in the Northwest is phosphate rock, and much of the world’s 


supply of phosphate rock is to be found adjacent or near to 
the tidewater, while it is well known that the world’s cheapest 
supply of potash is to be found overseas in France and 
Germany. 

When we consider the future needs of the soils of our own 
State and those of our neighbors, we find that the St. Lawrence 
development has much to offer as a means for producing and 
transporting economically the cheap and high-grade fertilizers 
which will be increasingly needed. 


WHAT IT WOULD COST 


Mr. President, there is a warm discussion as to the prob- 
able cost of the project. Estimates vary from $252,728,200 
for a 25-foot channel (with provision for an ultimate 30-foot 
channel) up to Col. H. L. Cooper's estimate of more than 
$1,000,000,000. There is but one way to obtain a definite, re- 
liable answer to the question of cost, and that way is to make 
a detailed survey. The St. Lawrence waterway is an excel- 
lent illustration of the lack of reliable information based upon 
a definite knowledge of the facts. This lack of engineering 
knowledge is general respecting all the principal streams of 
the United States, and I have called attention to the fact 
that any plan for superpower development should begin with 
a detailed study of our rivers and an investigation by the 
United States engineers to determine how they may best be 
improved for both power and navigation. 


WHAT IT WOULD SAVE 


It has been estimated that the improvement of the St. Law- 
rence will effect a saving of approximately $10 per ton not 
only on products intended for foreign markets but on those 
manufactured goods which are used by our people. This 
means a lower cost of living for northwestern citizens. It 
means a greater development of our resources and the build- 
ing up of a new commerce which does not now exist at all, 
for the direct contact with the markets of the world will en- 
able our middle western industry to enter the export field in 
fair competition with the industries of the Atlantic seaboard. 

When it is remembered that this improvement, with its 
nation-wide benefits, can be made virtually without cost to the 
taxpayers, and can be financed by a bond issue backed up by 
the earning power of an enormous hydroelectric development, 
it becomes evident that here is a project of equal or greater 
importance than the Panama Canal and of such merit that it 
should be pushed to completion by united effort of the United 
States and Canada at the earliest possible moment. 


INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATIONS 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 11505) making appropriations for 
the Executive Office and sundry independent executive bureaus, 
boards, commissions, and offices for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1926, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. HOWELL]. 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President, it had not been my purpose 
to discuss the Howell-Barkley bill, but as it has been referred 
to, and certain statements have been made respecting that 
measure which might be misleading, I feel that it is necessary 
to say something in reference thereto. 

It has been suggested that the Howell-Barkley bill does not 
provide for the participation of the public in the settlement 
of disputes between railroad employees and railroad managers. 
The plan of the Howell-Barkley bill is built up about a board 
of mediation and conciliation, composed of five members, all 
of whom are appointed to represent the public. The board is 
the central figure of the measure. 

Moreover, in all disputes which are primary in character, 
that is, those disputes which involve wages and working 
conditions, it is provided that they shall be settled by arbitra- 
tion, and that the board of arbitration shall consist of one 
or two, as the case may be, representing the employees, one or 
two representing the management of the railroads; and that 
the third member or members, one or two, as the case may be, 
shall represent the public. p 

Even in the case of secondary disputes, involving merely 
grievances, if a binding decision is not arrived at in conference 
between the employees and the management or as a result of 
a reference to a board of adjustment, such dispute also goes to 
a board of arbitrators which is organized in the same manner. 

As a matter of fact, under the Howell-Barkley bill the 
public participates, even thus far, more than it participates 
under the Railroad Labor Board plan. 

But not only that, in a case where arbitration is not agreed 
to—and it is not compulsory under the bill—it is provided 
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that the whole matter may be referred to a board to be 
appointed by the President under the following provisions of 
Section 8 of the proposed act: 


Suc. 8. Emergency board: If notwithstanding the provisions of this 
act a dispute between a carrier aud its employees should in the judg- 
ment of the President substantially interrupt, or seriously threaten to 
interrupt, interstate commerce to a degree such as to deprive any sec- 
tion of the country of essential transportation service; the President 
shall create a board to investigate, advise, and report its conclusions 
respecting sald dispute. Such board shall be composed of the Secretary 
of Labor, a member of the Interstate Commerce Commission, designated 
by the commission, and three additional persons to be named by the 
President, none of whom shall be precommitted respecting said dispute 
or directly or indirectly interested in the subject matter thereof or 
prejudiced for or against a party thereto or upon the issues involved 
therein by public or private interests or association’. Such board shall 
be created separately in each instance and it shall be its duty to 
inyestigate promptly the facts underlying the dispute and to make a 
report thereon to the President within 60 days from its creation in 
order that the public may be fuliy advised concerning the merits of the 
controversy. 

In the performance of its duty of investigation such board shall be 
authorized to exercise the same powers of investigation as those con- 
ferred on a board of arbitration under this act. The expense of such 
board, including the compensation fixed by- the President for the three 
additional members appointed by him, shall be paid on itemized 
vouchers approved by the chairman of the board of mediation and 
conciliation. 


Thus It must be evident that, instead of the public not par- 
ticipating in the settlement of these disputes, as proposed in 
the bill, the public is more thoroughly represented under the 
provisions of the Howell-Barkley bill than it is represented to- 
day on the Railroad Labor Board. 

Furthermore, the fact should be borne in mind that, whereas 
three of the nine members of the Railroad Labor Board repre- 
sent the public, that board has no power to settle a dispute; 
its decisions are academic. What has been the consequence? 
When it pleased the railroad managers to flout the decisions of 
the board, they have done so without hesitation hundreds of 
times, and naturally the same result has followed so far as the 
employees are concerned, 

Under the Howell-Barkley bill, in connection with a secondary 
dispute or grievance, if a board of adjustment settles such 
dispute it is finally settled and the decision is enforceable. 
Again, if an arbitration does take place the findings of the board 
of arbitration are final and binding. In other words, the 
bill provides a method of settling disputes, whereas the Rail- 
road Labor Board does not settle disputes. Its decisions are 
without authority, There is no power granted to enforce its 
decisions, as there is under the terms of the Howell-Barkley 
bill. 

Because of the situation that confronts the country—and 
it is not fully appreciated, I am sorry to say—it is recognized 
by those who know, as it was recognized by the Senator from 
Maryland and the Senator from Indiana a short time ago on 
the floor of the Senate, that this measure or something along 
similar lines is of paramount importance, and yet, although 
such is the case, we have been unable to prevail upon Con- 
gress to consider this important subject. In view of this fact 
I think that a statement ought to be made as to what has been 
attempted during the Sixty-eighth Congress to secure the con- 
sideration of the Howell-Barkley bill. 

That measure was introduced In the Senate and also in the 
House of Representatives. The Senate Committee on Inter- 
state Commerce, after careful consideration of the bill, by a 
vote of 11 to 8, reported it out during the first session of the 
Sixty-eighth Congress, last year, and recommended its passage, 
However, this bill has remained upon the calendar and has 
not been considered. The reason for that I will take up later, 
after discussing the situation in the House of Representatives. 

Mr, KING. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a ques- 
tion? Is not the present so-called Howell-Barkley bill materi- 
ally changed from the original Howell-Barkley bill that was in- 
troduced early last session? 

Mr. HOWELL, The change is very slight. It is not marked. 

The Howell-Barkley bill was introduced, as I have previously 
stated, in the House of Representatives, and endeayors were 
made to secure an early hearing upon the bill before the Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce Committee of the House. Un- 
fortunately, Representative Banki was unable to secure 
such hearing, and as a consequence the new committee-discharge 
rule was invoked, requiring the signatures of 150 Congressmen 
to a petition for the discharge of the committee. 

Within a few days after the petition was filed 154 signatures 
were obtained. 


Under the rules Congressman BARKLEY’S motion to discharge 
the committee was acted upon by the House on May 5 and 
carried by a vote of 194 to 181. A filibuster was immediately 
begun. by opponents of the bill and the entire time of the 
House consumed until 11.45 p. m. with parliamentary maneu- 
vers. The net result finally was the adoption of Congress- 
man BarkLey’s motion to limit general debate on the bill to 
three hours, an action made necessary by the filibustering of 
the opposition. During this filibustering 16 roll calls were had, 
resulting in votes for and against the bill as follows: 


Roll call votes on the Howell-Barkley bill, May 5, 1924 


Motion 


debate to 7 hours 
to limit debate to 3 


limiting 
motion 


It takes about 45 minutes to call the roll in the House, and 
it was by these fllibustering tactics that a consideration of this 
bill at that time was prevented. 

By ruling of the Speaker on May 6 it was held that the bill 
was not regular unfinished business, but only had a special 
privilege on the first and third Mondays of each month, The 
bill came before the House again May 19, and again an entire 
day was consumed in filibustering by the opponents of the bill, 
and in' the three hours’ debate, so that at the end of the day’s 
session at 10.15 p. m., the time for general debate had been 
consumed and the first section of the bill had been read. 


Roll oall votes on the Howell-Barkley bill, May 19, 1924 


Motion 


The next opportunity for consideration came on June 2. 
Prior to this time an effort had been made te obtain a special 
rule from the Committee on Rules, and in the course of this 
conferences were held between the supporters of the bill and 
the steering committee of the House, composed of Speaker 
GILLETT, Majority Leader Lonaworrs, Chairman SNELL of 
the Rules Committee, and Mr. SANDERS, member of the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. No agreement 
was obtained for a special rule or for any method of reaching 
a vote upon the bill before the contemplated adjournment of 
the session on June 7. It appeared that if the proponents 
of the bill insisted upon consideration on June 2 and con- 
sumed the day the result would be to prevent the passage of 
other desirable legislation sought by friends as well as oppo- 
nents of the bill, which could only be acted upon if June 2 were 
not used for consideration of the Howell-Barkley bill. There- 
fore Congressman BARKLEY On June 2 announced that for that 
day the friends of the bill would yield for consideration of 
the other measures, leaving action upon the Howell-Barkley 
bill to be taken at the second session of the Sixty-eighth 
Congress. 

Mr. President, after the Howell-Barkley bill had been re- 
ported out by the Senate committee, as I have stated, by a 
vote of 11 to 3, it was thought best to determine if those repre- 
senting the railroad managements of the country would not 
get together with their employees and arrive at some con- 
clusion with respect to this measure. Attempts of that char- 
acter have been made time and again; and finally, within the 
last week or 10 days, it was concluded that the managements 
would do nothing; would not eyen confer. After waiting all 


that time, I called the attention of those in charge of the busi- 
ness of the Senate to the advisability of placing this bill upon 
the program for consideration before the close of the session. 
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Nothing has been done with reference thereto. Although it is 
acknowledged that it is a bill of tremendous importance, 
although a majority of the House of Representatives is for 
the bill and has been prevented from acting thereon only by 
a filibuster, yet this important measure, acknowledged to be 
one of the most important before Congress, is not to receive 
any consideration at the hands of the Senate. 

It seems to me that this is a commentary upon methods of 
legislation. From it may be drawn a clear notion of the diffi- 
culties of enacting a measure of grave importance here in 
Congress. As I have stated, the Labor Board has shown its 
incapacity. It is neither meeting with the approval of the 
public, nor with the approval of many of the managements of 
railroads, nor with the approval of the employees themselves. 
However, because the managements of the railroads prefer to 
have it as it is, not because it accomplishes its purpose, but to 
have it as it is because they can flout its decisions, they stand 
back and say that there shall be no legislation to meet the 
situation that confronts the country, and we may at any time 
be in the midst of a tie-up of transportation in the United 
States. 

Let us go back to the conditions that existed in 1920. Let 
us wipe out this Railroad Labor Board by wiping out this 
appropriation. It will be a step in the direction of a solution, 
and possibly it is the only step that will bring about a proper 
solution of this tremendous problem. Therefore, I believe that 
this amendment should be adopted, because there is hanging 
in the balance at the present time the welfare and the future 
of one of our greatest industries. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOWELL. I do. 

Mr. KING. At the last session, being dissatisfied with the 
Labor Board. I introduced a bill for the repeal of the law 
under which it was created; but I want to say to the Senator 
that I am afraid the withholding of the appropriation, as con- 
templated by bis amendment, will not accomplish the result. 

Suppose the Senator were successful in having the appro- 
priation eliminated from the bill: The statute which creates the 
board is still in existence. The board would still function; 
and while it is true that there would be no provision for 
the salaries of its members, an obligation would still exist 
against the Government which, I think, we would be compelled 
to recognize by making an appropriation at a subsequent 
Congress. 

If the Senator seeks to abolish the board—and that doubt- 
less is his intention—I am afraid the amendment he is offering 
now will not accomplish that result. It could only be accom- 
plished by a repeal of the statute creating the Labor Board. 
I offer that suggestion as a thought worthy of consideration 
by the Senator, What I am afraid of is that if he wins on 
this point now it will be a Pyrrhic victory, and the board will 
still go on and will function, perhaps in an informal way. 
They would not get their salaries. But when we meet in De- 
cember we will be compelled, as a matter of honor, to make 
the appropriation for their salaries, because there would still 
be a board appointed by the President, as I recall it, by and 
with the advice and consent of the Senate. Their terms would 
not be ended by the adoption of the amendment. The ma- 
chinery of that organization would still be there, though it 
might not operate very vigorously. But we would be piling up 
bills which we would have to pay. I think the Senator should 
think of that in connection with his amendment. He may feel, 
in view of the suggestion which I have made, that his amend- 
ment ought to be broader and provide for repealing the law 
under which the board was organized. Of course, that involy- 
ing a change in existing law could only be done by suspending 
the rules so as to permit the offering of an amendment to repeal 
an existing statute. I hope the Senator will pardon me for 
making those suggestions. 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President, I have realized that prob- 
ably two steps would have to be taken, but if we could take 
this step, the second step would be a comparatively easy one. 
Certainly if the adoption of this amendment were not effective 
in putting an end to the Railroad Labor Board, the expenses 
of that board would be no more for the coming year, so far 
as Congress is concerned, than if the appropriation is made at 
this time. i j 

Mr. DILL. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to the Senator from Washington? 

Mr. HOWELL. I yield. 

Mr. DILL. There is no reason why the Railroad Labor 
Board should go on contracting expenses and Congress should 
have to pay them. I remember some years ago Congress cut 
off the appropriation for the Commerce Court, and that ended 
the Commerce 


Mr. HOWELL. I believe this amendment would be effec- 
tive, and it is for that reason that I have offered it. I trust 
it will be adopted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair). 
The question is on agreeing to the amendment offered by the 
3 from 8 . to strike out the para- 

on pages an making a iation for the 
Railroad Labor Board. 5 

Mr. HOWELL. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

4 855 PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will call the 

The reading clerk called the r and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Ashurst Fess Ki Shipstead 
Ball Fletcher McKellar Shortridge 
George McKinley Simmons 
Brookhart Glass cLean Smith 
Broussard Gooding McNary Smoot 
Bruce Hale Metcalf Stanfield 
Bursum Harreld oses Stanley 
Butler arris Norbeck Sterling 
Cameron Harrison Norris Underwood 
Copeland e Oddie Walsh, Mont, 
u Howel Phipps arren 
Dale Johnson, Calif, Pittman Watson 
Dial Johnson, Minn. Ralston Wheeler 
Dill Jones, N. Mex,  Ransdell Willis 
Edge Jones, Wash. Reed, Mo, 
Edwards Kendrick Reed, Pa. 
Fernald Keyes Sheppard 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixty-five Senators having 
anawonod ae Soir Panie; 255 quarum is mone The question 
n agree o the amendment proposed the Sena 
Nebraska [Mr. Hower]. p r 7 
Mr. HOWELL. I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered, and the reading clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 


Mr. REED of Pennsylvania (when Mr. Pepper’s name was. 


called). I was requested to announce that the senior Senator 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Prerrrr] is unavoidably absent, and 
that if present he would vote “nay.” He is paired with the 
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Nerty], who if present 
would, I understand, vote “ yea.” 

Mr. DILL (when the name of Mr. Warsa of Massachusetts 
was called). The senior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
Warsa] is paired on this question with the senior Senator 
from Maryland [Mr. WELLER]. If the senior Senator from 
Massachusetts were present, he would vote “ yea,” and I under- 
stand the senior Senator from Maryland if present would vote 
“ nay.” 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. BROUSSARD. On this question I am paired with the 
junior Senator from Missouri [Mr. Spencer]. If he were 
present, he would vote as I am about to vote, and therefore I 
vote “nay.” 

Mr. SIMMONS. I have a general pair with the junior Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma [Mr. Harretp]. I transfer that pair to 
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. FERRIS] and vote yea.” 

Mr. STANLEY. On this question I am paired with the 
junior Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Ernst]. In his absence, 
not knowing how he would vote, I withhold my vote. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania (after having voted in the nega- 
tive). I have a general pair on this question with the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. Bayarp]. I transfer my pair to the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. McCormick], and allow my vote to 


stand. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I desire to announce the fol- 
lowing general pairs: 

The senior Senator from West Virginia [Mr. ELRINS] with 
the senior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Owen], and 

The senior Senator from New York [Mr. Wapsworru] with 
the senior Senator from Virginia [Mr. Swanson]. 

The result was announced—yeas 21, nays 42, as follows: 


YEAS—21 
Ashurst Heflin AA Smith 
Brookhart Howell McKellar Walsh, Mont. 
pean Johnson, Calif. Norris Wheeler 
Johnson, Minn. Sheppard 
Gooding Jones, N. Mex. Shipstead 
Harris Kendrick Simmons 
NAYS—42 
Ball Edwards McKinley Reed, Pa. 
Bingham Fernald McLean Shortridge 
Broussard Fess MeNar Smoot 
Bruce Fletcher Metcal Stanfield 
Bursum George Moses Sterling 
Butler Glass Norbeck nder w. 
eron Hale Oddie Warren 
Curtis Harreld Phipps Watson 
Dale Harrison Ralston Willis 
Dial Jones, Wash. Ransdell 
Edge Keyes Reed, Mo. 
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NOT VOTING—33 


Bayard Frazier Neely Stephens 
Borah Gerry Overman Swanson 
Capper Greene Owen m 
Caraway Ladd 2 r Wadsworth 
Couzens La Follette Pittman Walsh, Mass. 
Cummins Lenroot Robinson Weller 
Elkins MeCormick Shields 

Ernst Mayfield pencer 

Ferris Means Stanley 


So Mr. Howett’s amendment was rejected. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, in behalf of the committee I 
submit the amendment which I send to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will report the 
amendment. 

The REApING CLERK. On page 3, after line 9, insert: 

For extraordinary repairs to and refunishing the Executive Mansion, 
to be expended by contract or otherwise as the President may determine, 
850,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I send to the desk an 
amendment which I propose. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment proposed by 
the Senator from New York will be read. 

The Reaping CLARK. On page 27, line 25, after the word 

l“ claims” insert: 

That no part of the moneys appropriated or made available for the 
United States Shipping Board or the United States Shipping Board 
Eniergency Fleet Corporation shall be used or expended for the con- 
struction, purchase, acquirement, repair, or reconditioning of any 
vessel or part thereof or the machinery or equipment for such vessel 
from or by any private contractor that at the time of the proposed 
construction, purchase, acquirement, repair, or reconditioning can be 
constructed, produced, repaired, or reconditioned within the limit 
of time within which the work is to be done in each or any of the 
navy yards or arsenals of the United States at an actual expenditure 
of a sum less than that for which it can be constructed, purchased, 
acquired, repaired, or reconditioned otherwise. 


Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I make the point of order 
against the amendment that it is legislation, has not been 
recommended by the Budget, and has not been submitted to 
any standing or select committee. I make the point of order 
that it is legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The point of order is sus- 
tained. 

Mr. COPELAND. Just a minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
York appeal from the decision of the Chair? 

Mr. COPELAND. No, but I think the Chair was a little 
hasty, if he will permit me to say so. I know that he knows 
the rules so well that he does not have to have any advice 
from the floor, but if I presume to speak for a moment I 
would like te say that we had this proposition last year and 
practically the same amendment was received by the Senate 
and added to the bill. The Senator from Wyoming did not raise 
the point of order last year. 

Mr. WARREN. That does not alter the rule. The rule is 
that when a point of order is sustained the question can not 
be debated. What the Senater meant to say was that the 
chairman of the committee was willing last year to let it 
go to a yote and be settled once and for all, and it was settled 
that an amendment identical with the one the Senator has 
offered should not go into the bill. It was not included, but 
a compromise provision was adopted instead. This same matter 
was brought up in the House and was ruled out there on a 
point of order. 

At this hour of the day, when the question has been so 
thoroughly discussed heretofore and Senators are all conversant 
with it or should be, I do not consider that I ought te waive 
my privilege to make the point of order. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
York yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. COPELAND, I will yield to the Senator from Nebraska 
in a few moments. 

Mr. NORRIS. I did not desire to take the Senator from 
New York from the floor. 

Mr. COPELAND. The principle of the amendment which I 
offered is carried at several points in the bill. On page 28, be- 
ginning at line 19, it is provided that— 

No part of the sums appropriated in this act shall be available for 
the payment of certified public accountants, their agents or employees, 
and all auditing of every nature requiring the services of outside audi- 
tors shall be furnished through the Bureau of Efficiency. 


Likewise, on page 29 it is proyided that— 


No part of the funds of the United States Shipping Board Emergency 
Fleet Corporation shall be available for the rent of buildings in the 
District of Columbia during the fiscal year 1926, if suitable space is 
provided for said corporation by the Public Buildings Commission, 


The proposal which I sent to the desk was that repairs should 
be made in the navy yards if opportunity permitted and if the 


conditions were such that they could be so made. It seems 
to me that is what our navy yards are for. If we are not 
going to use them, we might as well close the navy yards. 
Here are ships owned by the United States, some of them 
operated by the Government, and when they are in need of re- 
pairs it seems very clear to me that the repairs should be made 
in the navy yards. 

I observed last year—— 

Mr. WARREN. May I inquire to what the Senator is ad- 
dressing his remarks? 

Mr. COPELAND, I am addressing them to the bill now. 

Mr. WARREN. To the point of order? 

Mr. COPELAND. No; I have been ruled out on the point 
of order, but I assume I have the right to discuss the bill. 

Mr. WARREN. What is before the Senate for the Senator 
to discuss? 

Mr. COPELAND. Have I no right to discuss the bill at this 
point of the proceedings? 

Mr. WARREN. The Senator surely knows the rule. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is of the opinion 
that while there is no question pending before the Senate, 
nevertheless the unbroken practice of the Senate has been 
— ee to discuss the action of the Chair or of the 

nate. 

Mr. COPELAND. I call attention to the fact that last year 
there was a sort of gentleman’s agreement on the bill; at least 
I was under the impression that some of the repairs were 
going to be made in the navy yards. I have here the report 
of the hearings on the independent offices appropriation bill, 
on page 485, of which we have a list of repair contracts, esti- 
mated to be in excess of $50,000, which were awarded after 
June 30, 1924. I find here a contract for repair of the vessel 
President Harding, let to the Robins Drydock & Repair 
Co. for $59,000; repairs to the President Roosevelt, sent to 
Newport News Shipbuilding & Drydock Co., $45,000; the 
George Washington, sent to the same concern, $68,000; the 
President Lincoln, sent to the Bethlehem Shipbuilding Co., 
for $58,000 worth of repairs; the President Wilson on two 
occasions, once to the United Engineering Works, $33,000, and 
once to the General Engineering Works, $14,000. The Presi- 
dent Jackson was repaired at a cost of $168,000 at the Bremer- 
ton Navy Yard, and the President McKinley at the Todd 
Drydocks Corporation for $128,000. I find that in one in- 
stance, and one only, was a ship sent to a navy yard for 
repairs. The Leviathan was sent to the Boston Navy Yard 
to be repaired at a cost of $53,000, and I find that of that 
amount $14,000 was done by various outside contracts. 

We are maintaining these great shipyards with a personnel 
and equipment and all the facilities for the work—an impor- 
tant thing—so that in time of war the yards might be in con- 
dition to operate; and yet in spite of the fact that we have 
these great establishments, the Government is sending its 
vessels to outside private contractors for repair. 

The Senator from Wyoming was good enough to ask me a 
little while ago what was the purpose of my comment. The 
purpose of my remarks is to try to impress the Senator from 
Wyoming so that next year when he prepares the bill he will 
give consideration to our appeal for the use of the navy yards 
for these repairs. 

Mr. WARREN, If the Senator will permit me, I think he 
is undertaking to prove that this work is not being done by 
the navy yards as it should be done. The proof that has been 
before the committee is that all of it that can be done is being 
done in the United States navy yards; but it is rather dificult, 
when a ship is in a foreign harbor, to have to wait to see 
whether or not it can get into one of the navy yards of the 
United States or to get a bid from a navy yard for the repairs. 
It is an expensive proposition to hold a ship that is ready to 
load its freight or to fulfill its date for passenger travel on 
account of a tie-up of that kind. 

I am in favor, as much as the Senator from New York can 
possibly be, of doing in the shipyards of the United States 
every dollar's worth of work that the Shipping Board can do 
without great loss and inconvenience. So long as these routes 
are established and running all over the world, it is entirely 
too drastic a proposition to ask that ships be tied up when in 
need of repairs in order to ascertain whether bids can be 
secured from our own navy yards and whether the work can 
be done in one of our navy yards. It is entirely too drastic 
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to tie up the matter in the way the amendment proposes to tle 
it up. 

Does the Senator dispute the fact that these vessels are being 
in large measure taken care of in the navy yards where they 
can proyide for the repairs? 

Mr, COPELAND. Before I answer that question I would 
like to ask the Senator from Wyoming if the navy yards have 
been given abundant opportunity to bid on this work? 

Mr. WARREN. They have. So far as I have been able to 
look it up, they have been given opportunity. On the other 
hand, after they have bid and the work has been given to 
them, many times they are not able, with all the other work 
they have on hand, to do it within the time in which it should 
be done, and losses have accrued accordingly. 

Mr. COPELAND. May I ask the Senator whether, in the 
hearings on the bills, officials from the Navy Department were 
present to discuss the matter with the committee? 

Mr. WARREN. The House committee or the Senate com- 
mittee? 

Mr, COPELAND. The Senate committee. 

Mr. WARREN. Nobody responded to the call. They were 
invited to come, but they did not respond. 

Mr. COPELAND. Did the committee urge the department 
to be represented? 

Mr. WARREN. If the Senator expects the chairman of 
the committee to send out a file of soldiers and bring in the 
head of a department, I plead guilty to the fact that I did 
not do so. 

Mr. COPELAND. It is the Navy we are speaking of. The 
Senator would not send soldiers to bring in a naval officer. 

Mr. WARREN. The Secretary of the Navy was advised 
that we were ready to hear evidence. 

Mr. COPELAND. I may be mistaken. 

Mr. WARREN. I hope not. 

Mr. COPELAND. Very often I am, though, I may say to 
the Senator from Wyoming, and I wish to say to him that I 
rarely find that he is mistaken. I may be mistaken, but I am 
under the impression that the Navy has not been given quite 
the consideration that it should be given in the matter of re- 
pairs to Government vessels. 

Mr. WARREN. Now, may I ask the Senator, has the Sec- 
retary of the Navy appealed to him to intercede in the matter? 

Mr. COPELAND. No; not at all. 

Mr. WARREN. Has the Secretary of the Navy made com- 
plaint of misuse of the navy yards in any way? 

Mr, COPELAND. I would not expect the Secretary of the 
Navy to appeal to me, 

Mr. WARREN. Why not? The Senator from New York is 
interested in all these questions. 

Mr. COPELAND. But I do not think appeals come in that 


way. 

Mr. WARREN. Where did the appeals to the Senator come 
from? 

Mr. COPELAND, Because I happen to live in a community 
where there are shipyards. 

Mr. WARREN. I asked the Senator where the appeals came 
from. 

Mr. COPELAND. To do this? 

Mr. WARREN. Yes. 

Mr. COPELAND. They came from employees of the navy 
yard at Brooklyn. 

Mr. WARREN. They have all been considered and they are 
worthy of consideration, but I do not believe that they should 
be the first consideration when it comes to tying up work and 
involving an expenditure, perhaps two or three times as great 
to do the work, especially when the navy yards most of the 
time are overworked anyway in doing what they are required 
to do for the Navy. 

Mr. COPELAND. It is presumptuous for the Senator from 
New York to undertake to make any suggestion to the experi- 
enced and patriotic Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. WARREN. That I deny. 

Mr. COPELAND, But my judgment is that the navy yards 
which are owned and operated by the Government should at 
all times be so operated and maintained and be in possession 
of such personnel, trained in all the various activities of con- 
struction and repair work, that in time of necessity we shall 
have an organization and equipment ample for all of our needs. 
I know I need not impress that thought upon the Senator from 
Wyoming. There are, however, some of us who have the feel- 
ing—perhaps it is poorly founded—that there has not been 
given that consideration to the navy yards which should be 
given to them, Here we are dealing with vessels owned by the 
Government; we have these establishments equipped to do this 
work of construction and repair; and it seems logical to me 


that we should make use of this equipment and this personnel 
to do this work. 

Mr. WARREN. That may be correct, but the Senator must 
know that we can not take a ship at Hongkong, Yokohama, or 
some distant place like that and hold it until provision could 
be made for taking care of it in our shipyards; and such occa- 
sions will surely arise. 

Mr. COPELAND. The Senator from New York at once con- 
cedes that; but let me ask—— 

Mr. WARREN. Just a moment, please. 

The management of the Shipping Board affirm—and I do not 
know any reason why they should do otherwise; it is not com- 
mon sense that they should do otherwise—that they do get 
just as much work done in the Government navy yards as can 
be done without great loss because of the detention of the 
vessels. 

Mr. COPELAND. I suppose it is hardly necessary to detain 
the Senate to ask questions about where repairs have been 
made and why they were made. For instance, where is the 
Robins Dry Dock? I do not happen to know where it is. 

Mr. WARREN. I can not give the Senator the information 
he asks in reference to that. - 

Mr. COPELAND, Does any Senator know where the Robins 
Dry Dock is? Here is the Newport News Shipbullding & Dry 
Dock Co. Have we not a navy yard at Newport News? 

Mr. GLASS. No; but we have one at Portsmouth. 

Mr. COPELAND. That is not far away, is it? 

Mr. GLASS. No. 

Mr. COPELAND. If we could take the President Roose- 
velt to Newport News, could we not take that ship to Ports- 
mouth? 

Mr. GLASS. But how does the Senator from New York 
know that the Portsmouth yard could have taken care of that 
work at any particular time? 

Mr. COPELAND. I do not know. I am inquiring, because 
I want to know why it was not done. Why are not our navy 
yards being used? 

B GLASS. How does the Senator know they are not being 
used? 

Mr. COPELAND. Has the Senator from Virginia been lis- 
tening to what I have been saying? I suppose he could not 
hear me on account of the confusion in the Chamber. 

Mr. GLASS. No; the Senator from New York was carrying 
on a private conversation apparently with the chairman of the 
Committee on Appropriations, and I did not hear it. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I will now carry on a 
conversation with the Senator from V: 

Mr. GLASS. All right. The Senator from Virginia will 
undertake to hold up his end of the conversation. 

Mr. COPELAND. I find that the President Harding was 
repaired by a private shipyard, the Robins Drydock Co., at 
an expense of $59,550; that the President Roosevelt was re- 
paired by the Newport News Co., at an expense of $45,416; 
that the George Washington was repaired by the Newport 
News Co. for $68,877; that the President Lincoln was repaired 
by the Bethlehem Shipbuilding Co. for $58,745: that the Presi- 
dent Wilson was repaired by the United Engineering Works 
for $33,693, and by the General Engineering Works for $14,600; 
the President Jackson was repaired by the Bremerton Navy 
Yard for $168,703, and the President McKinley was repaired 
at the Todd Dry Docks Corporation, which is just across the 
harbor from the navy yard at Brooklyn, for $128,559. 

I find one ship, the Leviathan, having a portion of the re- 
pairs made at the Boston Navy Yard. With that exception 
and the case of the Bremerton Navy Yard, our navy yards 
were not used at all last year in repairs in excess of $50,000. 
That was the point I was raising. 

Mr. GLASS. What subject is it that the Senator wishes to 
ask me about? 

Mr. COPELAND. I thought the Senator rose to ask me a 
question. 

Mr. GLASS. Oh, no; I did not do so at all. 

Mr. COPELAND. Then, we are relieved, because I have 
no desire to ask the Senator a question, I assume that he 
has the same patriotic impulses as have the rest of us. 

Mr. GLASS. Yes; but I do not think it particularly signi- 
fies patriotism that a vessel is repaired in a Government navy 
yard rather than in a private yard. It may be, in the first 
place, that it can not be repaired in a Government yard. 

Mr. WARREN. That has been the case several times. 

Mr. GLASS. It may be, in the second place, that it can be 
repaired at less cost in a private yard.* In that event, I am in 
favor of repairing it in a private shipyard. I live in a State 
where there are both private shipyards and navy yards, 
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Mr. COPELAND. Yes, but the amendment which I pre- 
sented, and which was ruled ont on a point of order, provided 
that when a navy yard was so situated that it could handle 
this work, preference should be. given to Government navy 
yards. I do not see anything unreasonable about that, nor 
do I see anything unpatriotic about it. 

Mr. GLASS. I do not see anything unpatriotic about it, 
but I do not see anything especially businesslike about it. 

Mr. COPELAND. If a Government-owned shipyard could 
do a piece of work just as well and just as cheaply as a pri- 
vate shipyard, and the conditions in the yard were such that 
the work could be handled, does not the Senator believe that 
preference should be given to the Government-owned yard? 

Mr. GLASS. Will the Senator from New York tell me ex- 
actly how it may be ascertained that the Government yard can 
do the work cheaper than the private yard? 

Mr. COPELAND. I suppose that a navy yard is just as 
competent to give an estimate as is a private yard. 

Mr. GLASS. But an estimate is not a bid. Suppose a Gov- 
ernment shipyard exceeds the estimate by 50 or 100 per cent, 
what remedy is there? 

Mr. COPELAND. I should like to ask in return, does not 
the Senator trust these Government officials, the naval officials 
who are in charge of the Government yards, to give estimates 
which can be depended upon? 

Mr. GLASS. I would much prefer fo accept a stated bid 
than an estimate of a Government shipyard. 

Mr. COPELAND. Does the Senator believe that we should 
close the Government navy yards? 

Mr. GLASS. Oh, no; I do not believe anything of that kind. 

Mr. KING. Some of the Government yards ought to be 
closed, may I say to the Senator? 

Mr. COPELAND. Well, Mr. President, one last word. It is 
a matter of no personal concern to me whether these ships are 
repaired in one place or another, but, as we have these yards, 
if we have competent employees in them, and if we have pre- 
siding over them great engineers of the Navy who can direct 
the repairs, I am here to say for myself that I think the 
quality of the work would be of the very highest order, and I 
believe, in the last analysis, that the interests of our country 
and the national defense would be best served by maintaining 
the establishments in such condition that they might be called 
upon in time of necessity. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I dislike very much to appeal 
from the decision of the Chair, but it seems to me to be so 
plain that the amendment offered by the Senator from New 
York is not subject to the point of order that I shall feel con- 
strained to do so. The point of order is made on two grounds; 
one that it is legislation, and, second, that the item has not 
been estimated for. As to the second point, of course it has 
not been estimated for; it does not involve an appropriation, 
but it is a limitation on an appropriation, clear and simple, 
regardless of its merits. 

Mr. President, as to the merits of the amendment we have 
discussed the matter many and many a time here. We have 
different viewpoints concerning it, and properly so, but it 
seems to me so plain that the amendment offered by the Sena- 
tor from New York is merely a limitation on appropriations 
and, therefore, is in no sense legislation, that, with great re- 
gret and hesitancy and proper respect, I appeal from the deci- 
sion of the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is, Shall the de- 
cision of the Chair stand as the judgment of the Senate? 

Mr, NORRIS. Mr. President, on that I wish to be heard 
briefly. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is a debatable question, 
and the Senator from Nebraska is recognized. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, if this amendment is a limita- 
tion of an appropriation, then it is not subject to the point of 
order. I wish to read the amendment: 


That no part of the moneys appropriated or made available for the 
United States Shipping Board or the United States Shipping Board 
Emergency Fleet Corporation shall be used or expended for the con- 
struction, purchase, acquirement, repair, or reconditioning of any 
vessel or part thereof or the machinery or equipment for such vessel 
from or by any private contractor that at the time of the proposed 
construction, purchase, acquirement, repair, or reconditiohing can be 
constructed, produced, repaired, or reconditioned within the limit of 
time within which the work is to be done in each or any of the navy 
‘yards or arsenals of the United States at an actual expenditure of a 
sum less than that for which it can be constructed, purchased, ac- 
j quired, repaired, or reconditioned otherwise. 


In other words, the amendment merely says that no money 
_appropriated for the repair of vessels, for instance, of one 


tation upon an expenditure. 


of the vessels of the Shipping Board, shall be available for the 
purpose of having repairs made at a private ship yard if 
within the limit of time within which such repairs must be 
made the vessel can be repaired at a Government shipyard for 
less money, That is all it says. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President—— 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield to the Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. GLASS. Will the Senator from Nebraska state how 
it may be ascertained that this is a limitation upon the cost 
of repairing vessels? How may it exactly be ascertained that 
a vessel reconstructed or repaired in a Government navy yard 
may be reconstructed or repaired at a less cost than it may be 
done on competitive bids at a private yard? The work would 
have to be done, would it not, before it could ever be ascer- 
tained whether it were done at a less or greater cost? 

Mr. NORRIS. The question propounded by the Senator 
from Virginia could be answered in either way, and, as I 
understand, have no effect whatever upon the question as to 
whether or not the amendment is in order. It may be a 
difficult thing to ascertain the cost in advance, but the amend- 
ment requires that the work shall be done in a navy yard if 
it can be done there for a less cost than it can be done at a 
private shipyard. Those in charge can resort to whatever 
methods they see fit to ascertain that fact, T presume. 

Mr. GLASS. The question has this application to the Sena- 
tor’s contention; As I understand, the Senator is contending 
that the amendment is a limitation upon the expenditure of 
money? 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes. 

Mr. GLASS. It may prove anything but a limitation upon 
the expenditure of money if, after a vessel has been recon- 
structed or repaired, it appears that the work has been done 
at a very much greater cost than it could have been done for 
at a private shipyard upon a competitive bid. So, where is 
the exact limitation upon the expenditure of money? 

Mr, NORRIS. Mr. President, I could admit all that the 
Senator says, and, as I understand the parliamentary situation, 
it would still be no reason why this amendment is not in order, 
It is still a limitation, How it shall be ascertained is an en- 
tirely different proposition. 

Mr. GLASS. It can not be ascertained at all until the work 
shall have been done in the Government yard. 

Mr. NORRIS, I presume that, perhaps, within a penny or 
such a matter, or a few cents, or a few dollars, that might be 
true; but even that is not involved in the legal question that 
is now before the Senate. We say to the officials, if we adopt 
this amendment, “ When you have a ship to repair, if the Gov- 
ernment nayy yard can do it for less than the private shipyard 
can do it for, then you must have it done in a Government 
navy yard.” ‘That is all that we say by this amendment, It 
may be hard for them to ascertain that. 

Mr. GLASS. It will be impossible for them to ascertain it, 
in the first place; but what I am saying is that the Senator 
is contending that this amendment to the bill involyes a limi- 
AS a matter of fact, it may in- 
volve just the contrary. 

Mr. NORRIS. A limitation upon.an expenditure is always 
something similar to the language used in this particular 
amendment, Let us take up one that is in the bill; and, inci- 
dentally, if the Chair is not overruled I am going to make the 
point of order against the bill itself, which, under our rules, 
will send the bill back to the committee. It seems to me it 
is on all fours with this one, This is on page 28 of the bill, 
commencing with line 7: 


No part of the sums appropriated In this act shall be used to pay 
the compensation of any attorney, regular or special, for the United 
States Shipping Board or the United States Shipping Board Emer- 
gency Fleet Corporation unless the contract of employment has been 
approved by the Attorney General of the United States. 


Mr. GLASS. Is that a change of existing law? 

Mr. NORRIS. That is a ‘imitation. 

Mr. GLASS. Is that a change of existing law? 

Mr. NORRIS. I do not think so. That is a limitation on 
the appropriation, just as this amendment is. 

Mr. GLASS. I do not concede that the amendment is a limi- 
tation; but there are two questions involved. What I am ask- 
ing the Senator is whether the paragraph just read by him is 
an alteration of existing law? 

Mr. NORRIS. I do not know, and I do not care. It is a 
limitation on the appropriation. It says so in so many words. 
I do not know what the existing law is. If the existing law 
is the same as that, then I do not understand why the com- 
mittee ever put it in. 
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Mr. GLASS. Is not the amendment proposed by the Senator 
from New York an alteration of existing law? Is it not new 
legislation? 

Mr. NORRIS. No; it is not. 

Mr. GLASS. It certainty is. 

Mr. NORRIS. It is a limitation on the appropriation. 

Mr. WARREN. No, Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield; yes. 

Mr. WARREN. It is plain, it can not be otherwise than 
plain, that to enforce it means to cost more to the country. 
it is not a limitation, but it is an expansion. We have proof 
of that here, for instance, in the evidence that was given be- 
fore the House committee as to the cost. 

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator can say that, but in saying that 
he assumes that none of these navy yards would do any work 
as cheaply as any other shipyard would do it. 

Mr. WARREN. I beg the Senator’s pardon; I do not as- 
sume anything of the kind. 

Mr. NORRIS. Then the Senator’s statement that this pro- 
posed amendment means au increase of expenditure must be 
modified. 

Mr. WARREN. We either have to repair our ships where 
they are or we have to send them to a place where they can be 
repaired. If a breakdown occurs at some distant point, clear 
across the ocean, what is to be done? The ship should go out 
in two or three days and be loaded. How are we going to con- 
form to this kind of legislation? 

Mr. NORRIS. The language explains itself very clearly. 

Mr. WARREN. I do not believe so. Will the Senator allow 
me now 

Mr. NORRIS. Let me first take that language. The Sen- 
ator has raised the point, and now let me answer him. Sup- 
pose a breakdown occurs within 10 miles of a private ship- 
yard and a thousand miles from a Government shipyard, and 
you have to fix the ship before it is fit to go. to sea. This 
amendment would not require it to be taken to a Government 
shipyard. 

Mr. GLASS. Why would it not, if the Government shipyard 
should estimate that they could make the haul of a thousand 
miles and still do the work for less than the private shipyard? 

Mr. NORRIS. No; the language is— 


can be constructed, produced, repaired, or reconditioned within the 
limit of time within which the work is to be done in each or any of 
the navy yards or arsenals of the United States. 


Suppose it were a thousand miles away. Suppose the ship 
was due to leave in 10 days. Suppose it would take five days 
to do the repairing. Would this amendment require them to 
travel a thousand miles in order to get it done? I do not 
think anybody would say that for a moment. 

Mr. GLASS. Under the text of this amendment, if the 
officials of the navy yard should contend that they could bring 
the ship that distance and repair it at a less cost than it might 
be repaired if it were taken to the private yard 10 miles away, 
the ship must be brought to the Government navy yard. 

Mr. NORRIS. Now, let us take that very example. We 
have a ship breaking down a thousand miles away from a 
Government navy yard and within 10 miles of a private ship- 
yard. It will take five days to repair the ship. It must sail 
in 10 days. There is the provision as to time. Does any 
man suppose that anyone would say, We will haul that ship 
the thousand miles and have it repaired,” even though it 
could be repaired for nothing, rather than to pay even an ex- 
orbitant price at the private shipyard in order to get it out 
on time? That is within the time. As I read this amendment 
there would not be any doubt but that it would be the duty 
of those in charge of the ship to take it to the private ship- 
yard and have it repaired. I can not see two sides to the 
question. 

Mr. BROUSSARD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to the Senator from Louisiana? 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes. 

Mr. BROUSSARD. I want to call the Senator’s attention 


to the fact that the navy yard merely submits an estimate of 


the cost, but the shipowner must pay the entire cost incurred 
in the repairs, whereas a private individual who submits a 
bid must do the work for a specified sum. The navy yard 
may estimate $75,000, and when the work is completed, if it 


| costs the navy yard $150,000 the ship must pay that price; 


i 


| 


so there is no comparative bid submitted at all, and it is im- 
possible for anyone to determine whether or not it is a lower 
bid until the work has been completed and the time is up. 


Mr. NORRIS. Does he Senator claim that that has been 
the habit of the Government navy yards? 

Mr. BROUSSARD. I understand that it has. 

Mr. NORRIS. I understand that it has not. I haye no 
personal knowledge of it. I have been told that that is not 
true. I do not know, myself. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. NORRIS. In just a moment I will yield. I take it, 
however, assuming that my information is correct, that that 
has not been the custom. If they do ask for bids from private 
yards and navy yards they accept, I presume, or I think 
they ought to accept, the lowest bid. If our Government 
Officials in the navy yards are in the habit of doing such a 
thing as the Senator suggests, in my judgment they are doing 
something absolutely contrary to their official duty. They 
ought to give their very best judgment on the matter. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President 

Mr. NORRIS. But let me call attention again to the fact 
that the question is not the merits of this proposition. It is 
strictly a legal question. We say by this amendment, in effect: 
“You must not have these repairs made in private shipyards 
if they can be made cheaper in Government shipyards.” 
There is not anything else involved in it. That is all there is 
in it. When it comes to the merits of the proposition, all 
this argument has a direct application, I admit, and Senators 
can very properly take either side of the question that they 
want to; but that is not involved now on this appeal. That 
is not involved in the question of order here, any more than 
it will be if this action is sustained, and the point of order 
that I shall-make in regard to the bill itself. It is simply a 
limitation ; nothing else. 

Now I yield to the Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. GLASS. But does not the Senator see that the language 
of the bill he read to the Senate a while ago was language 
considered in the House committee, passed upon by the House 
itself, adopted by the House, sent to the Senate, considered 
in the Senate committee, and reported by the Senate commit- 
tee; whereas the amendment proposed by the Senator from New 
York is obnoxious to the rule, because it has not been pre- 
sented to a committee or reported by a committee, but changes 
existing policies and existing law? Does not the Senator see 
that? 

Mr. NORRIS. No; the Senator does not see that. I do not 
see that. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield to the Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. WARREN. I wish to say, regarding the remark of the 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Brovussarp], that he states ex- 
actly what the committee has heard stated by different persons 
appearing before it who haye had these matters in charge. On 
the other hand, for instance, even if you haye an estimate from 
a United States navy yard, and the work exceeds the estimate, 
who is to blame, and who is going to stand for the difference? 
What officer is going to put himself in that position under 
à bond, as a man on the outside would do? They are not able 
to make contracts to fulfill their estimates under the law, as I 
understand, although as a matter of fact nearly all this work 
is done in the navy yards. 

Here, for instance, is the statement of Mr. O'Connor, who 
has charge. He says, speaking of cases where there is $50,000 
or more involved, that nearly all of those go to the Govern- 
ment shipyards, because they have time and can wait for the 
work; but as to the other matter he says, speaking now in 
regard to Admiral Porter's end of it: 


A boat going in for $30,000 or $40,000 worth of repairs, they have 
to do that work quick, and while we would be waiting for a report 
from the navy yard and all that, we would have the work done. 


And as a result of that they would save money. 

Mr. NORRIS. Do we not have to wait to get an estimate 
from the private yard? Can they make a contract any quicker 
than the navy yard? 

Mr. WARREN. They do not have to go 7,000 or 10,000 
miles across the ocean. 

Mr. NORRIS. No; and if it were an accident occurring 
7,000 miles away from the navy yard they would not take it 
there to have it repaired. 

Now, I want to ask the Senator from New York [Mr. Copsz- 
LAND] where the Senator offered his amendment. Was it at 
the end of the bill? 

4 aes COPELAND. On page 27, line 25, after the word 
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Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I want the Senate to take 
into consideration the number of imitations on appropriations 
to be found in this bill. 

Mr. WARREN. These limitations were put in the bill in 
the other House, and came to us as a part of the text. They 
can not be thrown out here on a point of order, of course. 

Mr. NORRIS. I thank the Senator. I am glad to get the 
information he has offered. I will proceed, now, from the 
place where I was when I was interrupted. 

I want the Senate now to consider the matter purely upon 
its legal aspects, and to forget, for the time being, the merits 
of the proposition. I do not want to argue the merits. I have 
some distinct ideas in regard to them, but I do not want to 
take them up. I want the Senate to consider the matter 
purely as a parliamentary proposition, and I want to call atten- 
tion, as I was about to when I was interrupted by the Senator 
from Wyoming—— 

Mr. WARREN. I beg the Senator’s pardon. I shall not 
interrupt him again. 

Mr. NORRIS. I thank the Senator again for another inter- 
ruption. I will yield to him at any time, gladly and willingly, 
because he always throws light upon any subject he discusses. 
Now I will get back again to where I was when I was inter- 
rupted by the Senator from Wyoming. 

I want the Senate to consider the legal proposition before 
it, and for the time being to forget the merits of the amend- 
ment. I do not care whether the Senate committee or the 
House committee drafted the bill. The chairman of the Sen- 
ate committee has said that it all comes from the House com- 
mittee. It probably does, and it is to the credit of the House 
committee that they so framed it. They have filled this bill 
with limitations on appropriations, every one of which would 
be subject to a point of order in the House of Representatives 
and in the Senate if this amendment is subject to a point of 
order. Why did they frame the bill in that way? It was in 
order to avoid points of order being made. There was no 
other reason in the world. They wanted to limit the appro- 
priations. 

Let me read some of them. On page 27, commencing with 
line 17, I find the following: 


That no part of these sums shall be used for the payment of claims 
other than those resulting from current operation and maintenance; 
(d) so much of the total proceeds of all sales pertaining to liquidation 
received during the fiscal year 1926, but not exceeding $4,000,000, as 
is necessary to meet the expenses of liquidation, including also the 
cost of the tie-up and the salaries and expenses of the personnel 
directly engaged in liquidation: 


If I am asked whether that is subject to a point of order, I 
answer unhesitatingly, no, it is not subje_t to a point of order, 
I have not claimed that any of these limitations are. I have 
simply said that if the Senate is going to lay down for this 
one amendment the Senator from New York has offered a 
different rule and apply that rule to the rest of the bill, then 
the whole bill will be subject to a point of order. 

Suppose somebody comes along and says as to this limitation 
I have just read, that it provides “to meet the expenses of 
liquidation.” It may be that there will be a dispute about 
liquidation. We want to know when a matter is completely 
liquidated. There may be an argument, There may be a ques- 
tion with two sides, as to which honest men may differ, as to 
whether certain things have been liquidated. That may be diffi- 
cult to decide, It may be impossible to absolutely decide it. But 
that makes no difference. That does not affect the legal ques- 
tion involved as to whether it is subject to a point of order 
or not. 

Let me read another one: 


No part of this sum shall be used for the payment of claims. 


The question might arise, in the use of this money for the 
payment of a certain thing, as to whether it is or is not a 
claim, and men might disagree about that. It might be said, 
“This is subject to a point of order, because when it comes 
to carrying out the law men will disagree as to what a claim 
is and what is not a claim.” That makes no difference. It is 
a limitation just the same. The difficulties of carrying it out, 
the fact that it is going to save money or lose money when you 
carry it out, are not involved in the matter. The only ques- 
tion is, Is it a limitation? Does it change existing law, or is 
it a limitation upon an appropriation? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BI Nanu in the chair). 
Does the Senator from Nebraska yield to the Senator from 
Washington? 

Mr. NORRIS. 


I yield. 


Mr. JONES of Washington. Of course, I appreciate the 
fact that on this question the rulings in the Senate have been 
both ways, and my recollection is that the later rulings have 
sustained the position of the Senator from Nebraska. I have 
not looked up the House rules, but my recollection is that in 
the House they have an express rule that a limitation like 
that is in order. Does the Senator remember whether that is 
a fact or not? 

Mr. NORRIS. Of course, it is well settled in the House, 
as I think it is equally well settled in the Senate, that 
a limitation upon an appropriation is not subject to a point 
of order. But there is no rule, as I remember it, that 


says so. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I had the impression that there 
was. There are different rules in the Senate, but I was under 
the impression that there was a particular rule as to that in 
the House. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 

Mr. SMOOT. Do I understand the Senator from Nebraska 
to mean that when an appropriation bill comes from the 
House, if there is a limitation put on an appropriation at any 
time by the House, it is subject to a point of order in the 
Senate? Did I understand the Senator to say that? 

Mr. NORRIS. I have not said that. 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator is reading the provisions of the 
bill. They are all House provisions. 

Mr. NORRIS. I understand that. But why did the House 
put those limitations on in that way? For no reason in the 
world but to avoid the rule. They made them limitations on 
the appropriations. That is what we are asked to do by the 
Senator from New York. I hope I have not been misunder- 
stood by the Senator. The Senator from New York offers an 
amendment that is on all fours with all these provisions in 
the bill which the House put in, and the House committee put 
them in in this way, or they were put in on the floor of the 
House in this way, in order to avoid the very rule which the 
Senator from New York avoids when he offers his amendment. 
That is what we are trying to get before the Senate. In other 
words, we have before us in this very bill almost dozens of 
illustrations where this rule has been ayoided by making the 
provision a limitation, almost in the same language as that 
found in the amendment of the Senator from New York. Sup- 
pose they had not put them in the shape of limitations? 
What would have happened in the House of Representatives? 
They would have gone out on points of order. 

Mr. SMOOT. Not if the committee itself reported the pro- 
visions in the original bill. 

Mr. NORRIS. Oh, yes; they would have gone out, just the 
same. 

Mr. SMOOT. No; it is where an amendment is offered on 
the floor of the House. 

Mr. NORRIS. That is true, but that is not all of the truth, 

Mr. SMOOT. That is the rule. 

Mr. NORRIS. If the Committee on Appropriations of the 
House of Representatives brings in a provision which violates 
the rule, it is subject to a point of order by anybody. 

Mr. SMOOT. Oh, no. 

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator from Washington [Mr. Jones], 
who was a Member of the House for years, will bear me out 
in that statement. He and I have both seen bills torn all to 
pieces in the House of Representatives because the committee 
itself violated the rule. : 

Mr. JONES of Washington. If the Senator will permit me, 
they have no rule in the House that makes an amendment re- 
ported by a committee in order. They have no such rule in 
the House of Representatives. 

Mr. NORRIS. We have a rule here which provides that if 
the Committee on Appropriations of the Senate brings in an 
amendment which violates our rules we will send the whole 
bill back. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. But we also have a rule here 
which provides that if a standing committee reports an item 
in an appropriation bill, that in itself makes it in order. 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; we have such a rule. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. They have no such rule as that 
in the House. 

Mr. NORRIS. No. I am trying to show that this bill is 
full of things just like the amendment the Senator from New 
York has offered, and that they are put in that form in order 
to avoid the very thing the Senator from New York is trying 
to avoid in offering his amendment. If those are to be allowed, 
why should not-the rule apply to the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from New York? I think they are on all fours, that they 
are just alike. The bill has traveled from the House to the 
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Senate, to the Senate committee, and back to the Senate, with 
those provisions in it, and they were framed as they were to 


ayoid the rule. The Senator from New York has the same 
right to offer an amendment and avoid the same rule, and I 
think the language he has used does that. 

But I am not through with these illustrations. Here is 
another one: 


No part of the sums appropriated by this act shall be used to pay 
the compensation of any attorney, regular or special, for the United 
States Shipping Board or the United States Shipping Board Emer- 
gency Fleet Corporation unless the contract of employment has been 
approved by the Attorney General of the United States. 


Suppose some one is employed as an attorney who was not 
approved by the Attorney General of the United States. 
What would be the effect of that language? It would mean 
that that man’s salary could not be paid out of the money 
appropriated in the bill. It is a limitation on the appropria- 
tion. What does this amendment the Senator from New York 
has offered mean? It means that if they take a ship for re- 
pairs to a private yard, where they could get the work done 
cheaper than at a Government yard, they can not pay that 
private yard out of this money—a limitation on an appropria- 
tion, and nothing else. 

Suppose, now, that the language I have just used came up 
for construction. There have been many instances where it 
has been true that the question whether a man is an attorney 
for an institution or simply an agent is a very close question, 
It arises often in the ordinary affairs of life, and we have to 
pass on the question whether a man representing a corporation 
is the attorney of the corporation, or whether he is simply an 
agent of the corporation. The official who construes the lan- 
guage I have just read may be called upon a dozen times to 
pass on that. It may be difficult for him to decide, It may be 
almost impossible for him to say. He may be confronted with 
evidence which convinces him that there is all kinds of doubt 
in it, and we say, then, if that kind of language were offered 
here, “It is not subject to point of order, because when you 
come to carry it out, if it is agreed to, it is impossible to know 
just exactly how you are going to carry it out.” That may be 
the difficulty. That may be something inherent in the law 
itself, but it has nothing to do with the parliamentary situa- 
tion which confronts the Senate now. : 

Let me read another one: 


No officer or employee of the United States Shipping Board or the 
United States Shipping Board Emergency Fleet Corporation shall be 
paid a salary or compensation at a rate per annum in excess of 
$10,000 except the following: One at not to exceed $25,000 and 
seven at not to exceed $18,000 each, 


That is another limitation in the bill. If that language were 
offered here on the floor of the Senate, it would be just as 
must subject to a point of order as is the language offered by 
the Senator from New York; absolutely the same. It is a limita- 
tion on the appropriation. It was framed in that way in order 
to avoid a point of order in the House of Representatives. 
They know how to do it there, and they have done it in the 
right way. There might be difficulty in enforcing that when 
it becomes the law. 


No officer or employee of the United States Shipping Board. 


It might be a very difficult question to decide whether a 
man was an employee. He might be working for somebody 
else and be employed for a particular purpose by the board 
und the question might arise, is he an employee or is he 
not? It would be difficult to decide it, but we are not con- 
cerned with that difficulty now. It can not be determined by 
the difficulty of the enforcement of the law or the amendment 
that we are trying to adopt. 

Here is another one: 

No part of the sums appropriated in this act shall be available 
for the payment of certified public accountants, their agents or 
employees, and all auditing of every nature requiring the services 
of outside auditors shall be furnished through the Bureau of Efficiency : 
Provided, That nothing herein contained shall limit the United States 
Shipping Board or the United States Shipping Board Emergency 
Fleet Corporation from employing outside auditors to audit claims 
in litigation for or against the United States Shipping Board or the 
United States Shipping Board Emergeficy Fleet Corporation. 


There might be a question involved in carrying out that 
language, if it should become the law, as to just what it means 
and get us into all kinds of trouble as to the proper carrying 
out of the law. The executive officials are charged with it 
and I assume they will do their duty. Those who drafted the 
bill must bave assumed that. Perhaps there is no difficulty 


about it, but there may be, and there are every day thousands 
of difficulties that arise in the administration of every statute; 
but because a particular amendment that is offered is going 
to be difficult of enforcement is na reason why it is in order 
or out of order. It has no more to do with it than the flowers 
that bloom in the springtime. 

Let me read another one: 


No part of the sums appropriated in this act shall be used for 
actual expenses of subsistence exceeding $5 a day or per diem 
in lieu of subsistence exceeding $4 for any officer or employee of the 
United States Shipping Board or the United States Shipping Board 
Emergency Fleet Corporation, 


Suppose that passes and becomes a law and the question 
arises in a certain case whether a particular employee is en- 
titled to the $5 a day or the $4 a day. Does anyone deny that 
such cases arise and may be difficult, and honest men could 
disagree, and it might go to the Supreme Court of the United 
States to be determined? Is that any reason why it is sub- 
ject to a point of order? If it is, Senators can rest assured 
that the point of order would have been made in the House 
of Representatives long before it reached this august assembly. 

Let me read another one: 


No part of the funds of the United States Shipping Board Emergency 
Fleet Corporation shall be available for the rent of buildings in the 
District of Columbia during the fiscal year 1926 if suitable space is 
provided for said corporation by the Public Buildings Commission. 


There is one that is a plain illustration of what may be diffi- 
cult for administrative officers in carrying out the law. It is 
not subject to a point of order. It is a pure limitation. Sup- 
pose, instead of making a limitation, they had said, “It shall 
be illegal for the United States Shipping Board Emergency Fleet 
Corporation to rent buildings in the District of Columbia if 
suitable space is provided for said corporation by the public 
buildings corporation.” Suppose that was the language, It 
would have gone out on a point of order. There was a change 
of law. There was a law in itself that was no limitation, and 
it would last until repealed. 

Remember that every limitation lasts only so long as the 
appropriation lasts, That is one way to tell whether an amend- 
ment is a limitation. It is not the only attribute, of course, 
but one of the important ones. One way to determine whether 
a certain amendment is an enactment of law or is a limitation 
upon an appropriation is to inquire if it has any effect beyond 
the life of the appropriation. If it does, then it is a law. If 
it only affects the appropriation and dies with the appropria- 
tion it is a limitation. 

Look at that language, Senators. We have been told that the 
language in the amendment of the Senator from New York 
makes it impossible properly to enforce the law because of the 
difficulty contained in it if it should become a law—that an 
officer could not tell always whether it would cost more at this 
shipyard than it would at that one, That is a difficulty and 
one of the things that the executive officer must ascertain. But 
look at this language that nobody says is wrong, that every- 
body has accepted as avoiding the point of order, and still is 
the same kind of limitation and has the same difficulty. This 
is what it says: 


No part of the funds of the United States Shipping Board Emergency 
Fleet Corporation shall be available for the rent of buildings in the 
District of Columbia during the fiscal year 1926 if suitable space is 
provided for said corporation by the Public Buildings Commission. 


Suppose that becomes the law and the question arises, Can 
the corporation rent a building somewhere else and pay for 
it out of this money? And, they say, “The Public Buildings 
Commission did not give us any room.” And the Public Build- 
ings Commission says, *‘ Yes; we did. We said you could have 
rooms 15 and 20 and 40 and 46 in such a building.” They 
come back and say, “ Those rooms are not suitable because the 
law says they must be suitable, otherwise it does not apply.” 
It says “if suitable space is provided for said corporation by 
the Public Buildings Commission.” 

Perhaps no two men would agree on just what was suitable 
space. It can easily get to the line where it would be difficult 
to say whether it was suitable or not, and there we would have 
an argument and then we would say, “It is subject to a point 
of order, because if it goes in the law it is going to be very 
difficult and we may have a litigation over it and it may cost 
the Government a whole lot of money.” That is true. It may 
cost millions, because when these people get to a dispute about 
what is suitable space, if they decide a space is not suitable 
and go elsewhere and rent rooms for a fabulous price, they pay 
for it out of this appropriation if the commission did not give 
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them suitable rooms. That is the whole question. There may 
be millions and millions of dollars belonging to the Government 
that will hinge on the question whether this space is suitable 
or otherwise. + 

So that does not have anything to do with it being subject 
to a point of order, The language was put in by the committee 
in the House of Representatives for the purpose of avoiding a 
point of order. That is all it was for. None of these provisions 
would be framed in the language I have read if it were not for 
the purpose of ayoiding the point of order. ‘They are all limi- 
tations and none of them a law. The limitation expires with 
the fiscal year for which the appropriation is made, just as the 
amendment offered by the Senator from New York expires with 
the appropriation. 

Here is another one: 

That no claim on the part of the United States Shipping Board 
Emergency Fleet Corporation or the Navy Department as against any 
private individual, firm, association, or corporation, other than the 
United States Shipping Board Emergency Fleet Corporation, is can- 
celed or otherwise affected in any way by this act. 


No; I am mistaken about that. I do not claim that is a 
limitation. I had not read it before. Here is another one I 
have just run onto. Senators can pick them up almost any- 
where in the bill: 

No part of this appropriation shall be expended for the purchase of 
any site for a new hospital, for or toward the construction of any new 
hospital, or for the purchase of any hospital; and not more than 
$3,887,750 of this appropriation may be used to alter, improve, or 
provide facilities in the several hospitals under the jurisdiction of the 
United States Veterans’ Bureau so as to furnish adequate accom- 
modations for its beneficiaries either by contract or by the hire of 
temporary employees and the purchase of materials. 


A whole lot of things could be in dispute over that provision, 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. NORRIS. Certainly. 

Mr. FESS. That is a clear limitation under the rule. The 
question with me is whether the amendment offered by the 
Senator from New York is a limitation under the rule. The 
rule requires that it must show on its face that there is a sav- 
ing of money and I can not, upon an examination of his amend- 
ment, see any saving of money in it, and that must show in 
order to come within the rule. 

Mr. NORRIS. If the Senator will look at it, he will find 
that on its face it is a saying of money. When it is worked 
out it may not be that way, but on its face it is a saving of 
money and the Senator can not get away from it. 

Mr. FESS. If it is the amendment would be in order, but 
I can not see it. 

Mr. NORRIS. That is what I am trying to argue. I think 


the Senator is entirely right. It saves money because it says 
we shall not go to a private shipyard if we can get it done, not 
for the same price, but for less money, at a Government ship- 
yard. Taking it on its face, and I have been trying to explain 
here that that is the way we ought to take it for the purpose of 

ng on the point of order, it is a saving of money just as 


the limitation which I have just read is purely a limitation. 
I do not care to go on further. 
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I presume there are a good 
many other limitations in the bill to which attention might be 
called. I am only pleading that the Senate be fair. It seems 
to me that the amendment offered by the Senator from New 
York ought to be considered. Again I say I criticize no Sena- 
tor because he opposes it. I am in favor of it myself. If 
the Chair is overruled I expect te have something to say in 
favor of the amendment, but that is not involved now. We 
can disagree as widely as the poles are separated from each 
other on the merits of the proposition. The only question is 
whether it is a limitation. It seems to me that on its very face 
it is so plainly a limitation that we can not afford to violate 
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Mr. SIMMONS (when his name was called). I have a gen- 
eral pair with the junior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Har- 
BREID]. I transfer that pair to the Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
FERRIS] and vote “nay.” 

Mr. STANLEY (when his name was called). I transfer 
my pair with the junior Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Ernst] 
woe senior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. SHIELDS] and vote 

Mr. SWANSON (when his name was called). I have a 
pair with the senior Senator from New York [Mr. Waps- 
WORTH]. I transfer that pair to the senior Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. Wars] and vote “yea.” 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. FERNALD (after having voted in the affirmative). I 
transfer my pair with the senior Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. Jones] to the junior Senator from Vermont [Mr. DALE] 
and allow my vote to stand. 

The result was announced—yeas 45, nays 11, as follows: 


Sterling 
Swanson 


Simmons 
Wheeler 


Johnson, Calif. 
Jones, N. Mex. 
Ladd 

So the decision of the Chair was sustained. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair). The 
bill is still before the Senate as in Committee of the Whole and 
open to amendment. 

Mr. KING. I send to the Secretary’s desk an amendment, and 
ask that it be read, and I move its adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment proposed by 
the Senator from Utah will be stated. 

The READING CLERK. On page 30, after line 4, it is proposed 
to insert the following new paragraph: 

No part of the sums appropriated in this act shall be available for or 
used to pay the hire of any member of the crew signed on the crew list 
and who is employed departing from a mainland port of the United 
States on any of the ships of the United States Shipping Board, or the 
United States Shipping Board Emergency Fleet Corporation. when such 
member of the crew of such ship is ineligible to citizenship under the 
laws of the United States. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment proposed by the Senator from Utah [Mr. Kıxe]. 

Mr. NORRIS. I make the point of order against the amend- 
ment on the same ground that the Senate just sustained the 
point of order on the previous amendment, that it is new legis- 
lation. I also make the same point against the amendment that 
was made by the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. Warren], that, 
in addition to being new legislation, it has not been estimated 
for by the Budget Bureau. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I ask that the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Utah [Mr. Kine] may be again 
read. 


the plain rule of the Senate and sustain the point of order. 
Therefore, it seems to me the decision of the Chair ought to 
be overruled. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is, Shall the 
decision of the Chair stand as the judgment of the Senate? 
[Putting the question.] The ayes seem to have it. 

Mr. NORRIS. I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the reading clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BROUSSARD (when his name was called). Making the 
same announcement as before, I vote “ yea.” 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania (when his name was called). 
I transfer my pair with the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
Bayarp] to the Senator from Illinois [Mr. MoCormick] and 
vote “ yea.” 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Arizona 
asks that the amendment may again be stated for the informa- 
tion of the Senate. The Secretary will read the amendment. 

Mr. King’s amendment was again read. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, upon hearing the amendment 
again read, I withdraw my point of order against it. I see that 
it is just as clear as can be that the amendment is a limitation, 
just as was the other amendment, and that it is not subject to 
a point of order, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. At this point the Chair would 
like to interject, if the Senator from Utah will permit him, that 
this amendment differs from the amendment just dealt with, 
in that it follows the line of an existing permanent statute, 
to wit, the so-called La Follette Seamen’s Act, and, therefore, is 
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strictly a limitation upon the expenditure of money proposed 
to be appropriated in this measure. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. KING. I yield. 

Mr. WARREN. I should like to ask whether the law to 
which the Presiding Officer has just referred is as severe in its 
requirements as is the amendment which the Senator from 
Utah has offered. As I understand, the Senator proposes that, 
whatever the extremity of a ship in port may be, it can not 
leave unless every member of the crew manning that ship is 
either a citizen or is entitled immediately to become one, I 
understand that under the so-called La Follette law a certain 
proportion of the crew must be American citizens; but I do 
not remember its being restricted so closely as the amendment 
now offered by the Senator from Utah.. I ask the question for 
information. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from Florida? 

Mr, KING. I yield. 

Mr. FLETCHER, I suggest that the present law takes care 
of that situation. It provides that in case of distress seamen 
may be employed as needed: I think it is a very important 
amendment; I think it will serve to build up our shipping, for 
we can not have a merchant marine without men to run the 
ships. f 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment proposed by the Senator from Utah. 

Mr. KING. I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the reading clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. PHIPPS: (when his name was called). On this vote I 
have a pair with the junior Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
Dia], which E transfer to the senior Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. GREENE], and vote “nay.” 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania: (when his name was called). I 
transfer my pair with the Senator from Delaware [Mr. Bay- 
arp] to the Senator from Illinois [Mr. McCormick], and vote 
ae na Bay 

Mr. SWANSON (when his name was called). Making the 
Same announcement as to the transfer of my pair as on the 
previous vote, I vote “ yea.” 

The roll call was coneluded. 

Mr. FERNALD (after having voted in the negative). Mak- 
ing the same announcement as before with reference to my 
pair and its transfer, I will allow my vote to stand. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I have been requested to an- 
nounce the following pairs: 

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Harretp] with the Sena- 
tor from North Carolina [Mr. SIMMONS] ; 

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Ernst] with the Senator 
from Kentucky [Mr. STANLEY] ; 

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. HARRISON] with the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. WELLER]; and 

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. ELKINS} with the 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Owen]. 

The result was announced—yeas 21, nays 32, as follows: 


YERAS—21 
Ashurst Heflin Norris Smith 
Brookhart Howell Ralston Swanson 
Copeland Johnson, Minn. Ransdell Wheeler 
Fletcher Kin ep 
Glass McKellar Shipstead 
Harris MeNary Shortridge 

NAYS—82 
Ball Fernald MeLean Smoot 
Bingham Fess Metcalf Spencer 
Broussard Gooding Moses Stanfield 
Borsum Hale Norbeck : Sterling 
Butler Jones, Wash. Oddie Underwood 
Canreron Kendrick Pepper Warren 
Curtis Keyes Phipps Watson 
Edge McKinley Reed, Pa. Willis 

NOT VOTING—43 

Bayard Eikina Lada Robinson 
Borah Erast La Follette Shields 
Bruce Perris Lenroot Simmons 
Capper Frazier McCormick Stanley 
Caraway George Mayfield Stephens 
Couzens Gerry Means Trammell 
Cummins Greene Neely Wadsworth 
Dale Harreld Overman Walsh, Mass. 
Dial Harrison Owen Walsh, Mont. 
Dili Johnson, Calif. Pittman Weller, 
Bdwards Jones, N. Mex. Reed, Me. 


So Mr. Krxe’s amendment was rejected. 
Mr, KING. Mr. President, I regret that the lateness of the 
hour precluded me from having a full opportunity to discuss 


this Important amendment. I regret that the Senate has not 
taken the view that the amendment is a proper one. 


I ask unanimous consent to have printed in the RECORD a 


number of documents which relate to the amendment which I 
have just offered and which, in my opinion, show the necessity 
of legislation which will man our merchant marine with Ameri- 
ean citizens or those who are eligible to citizenship. 

Much has been said about building up our merchant marine; 
and those who are familiar with the matter appreciate that one 
of the most important requirements in the maintenance of a 
suitable merchant marine is the employment of sailors and 
others upon ships who are either American citizens or are 
qualified to become American citizens: 

Under the policy now pursued, the number of American sea- 
men is constantly diminishing. In 1920 there were more than 
79,000 in the merchant marine, and 51 per cent of the seamen 
upon American vessels were Americans. Now, less than 18 
per cent of the seamen employed upon American vessels are 
Americans. Chinese are employed in great numbers, In a 
recent issue of the Seattle Post-Intelligencer appears an article 
which shows the way in which Chinese seek to enter the 
United States and the manner by which they enter into. the 
marine service of our country. I ask to have the article 
printed in the Recorp without reading. 

There being no objection, the article was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 


[From the Seattle Post-Intelligencer of February 22, 1923] 


CHINESE BID HIGH STAKES FOR SHIP JOB—MONEY OFFERED FOR POSI- 
TIONS ON ORIENT-SEATTLE VESSELS REVEALED IN FIGHT AGAINST 
DOPE 


High stakes offered for minor positions on American steamships 
plying between the Orlent and Seattle are revealed in correspondence. 
between Chinese and ships’ officers. disclosed yesterday by investigators 
uncovering the dope traffic here, 

A letter to the purser of one trans-Pacific ner, believed to have been 
written at Hongkong and dated November 9, 1922, reads: 

“I went up your office this afternoon for applying the job of in- 
terpreter. > 

“I beg to says that I will hand over of $1,000. for the job if you 
can fix up for me. 

"I will come to see you immediately when your ship return from 
Manila and I hope you will combine with the chief steward and also 
I will do him good when the job succeeds. 

“Yours truly, 
“Lo Wine Po.“ 
LETTER AT MANILA 

Another letter, written to the master of one of the big passenger 
liners, was received by him at Manila and was written on stationery 
of his ship. It bears the signature of H. Hong; and reads: 

“ Hoping that you are open to any proposition within reason and not 
entailing too much risk that will benefit you financially, I take the lib- 
erty of advancing my business aspirations. 

“ Representing the largest Chinese business club of Hongkong, I 
would bid for the position of number one man in the steward's depart- 


| ment. The sum to be paid you on our arrival in Hongkong in case you 


accept this bid will be $500 gold. An arrangement will be made with 
the chief steward scparately. 

In case you care to entertain this proposition an answer as to 
whatever agreement you could arrive at would be very much appreci- 
ated not later than Sunday afternoon. 

“We wish to know, in order to have the money ready in case you 
desire, 

“ Besides the initial payment there will be more money at the other 
end of the voyage. 

“Perhaps this may not be feasible to make a change this trip, and 
I hope you will consider this enough to keep me in mind for the next 
trip as number one man. 

These trips can be very profitable to you If you are farsighted.” 

Reports in the possession of Federal investigators. show that the 
smuggling of opium, morphine, and coeaine is not confined exclusively 
to the Admiral Line steamers. To.the contrary, it is generally admit- 
ted that narcotic drugs, in varying quantities, reach Seattle and other 
Puget Sound points on practically all yessels which load cargoes in 
the Orient. 

GOOD PAY FOR CHINESE 


That these ships’ jobs were lucrative to Chinamen who condescended 
to engage in the dope trade is made clear in the confession of David 
J. Taylor, held on narcotic charges here. The Chinaman known as 
Number One Boy, according to Taylor, usually was trusted and paid 
by the dope ring to secrete the narcotics aboard ship at Hongkong and 
guard the stuff safely until it reached the dock here. 

Customs agents have been informed in writing by narcotics agents 
that there are 147 tins of smoking opium that were thrown off a ship 
last December, according to Taylor's confession, still in the bay at 
Smith Cove. 
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It has been reported several days ago that some one was dragging 
for this opium, and narcotics agents supposed the searchers to be cus- 


toms men, Check of Federal officers yesterday, however, disclosed that 
no agents of the Government were engaged in the work, and the con- 
clusion was reached that high-jackers”’ must be attempting to salvage 
the stuff, 


Mr. KING. A letter from one of the captains employed by 
the Shipping Board shows that Chinese are being employed, 
and that the percentage of Americans is small. I ask that it 
may be inserted in the Recorp without reading. 

There being no objection, the letter was ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 

SEATTLE, WASH., October 10, 1922, 


Mr. A. F. HAINES, 
Vice President. 


CHINESE FIREROOM CREW—STEAMSHIP “ PRESIDENT MADISON ” 


It appears that through some error the Chinese fireroom crew for 
the abore named vessel was brought over on the steamship President 
McKinley. It is my understanding that when this crew was ordered 
you were under the impression that the President Madison earried a 
white fireroom crew, but, as you undoubtedly know by this time, she 
carries a Filipino fireroom crew signed on at Manila for a round trip. 
We now have 34 firemen on our hands that we do not know exactly 
what to do with. It has been suggested that we keep these men 
here and transfer them to the various freighters as they arrive, but 
in view of the fact that this would necessitate the keeping of these 
Chinese here on pay for a long time I can not see how we can con- 
sistently carry out this plan. 

After considering this matter from all angles my recommendation 
is that we retain 12 men to fill the complement in the engine room 
of the steamship Hanley, and that we transfer the other 22 men over 
to the President Madison to relieve the Filipinos at Hongkong, where 
the Madison can ship 12 additional Chinese to replace those held over 
for the Hanley. 

I understand Mr, Horsman suggested to Mr. Wright that we retain 
the entire 34 men here and place them on the different freighters in 
yarious capacities; that is to say, both in the deck and engine de- 
partments. In view of the fact that these men were shipped as fire- 
men I do not consider it practicable to put them on deck, because 
when employing Chinese seamen not speaking English, or speaking 
very little English, it is imperative that they know their business, and 
you can not expect a fireman to handle cargo gear and steer the vessel. 

I do not see how we are going to explain this matter to the Ship- 
ping Board, but it seems to be a question of choosing the lesser evil, 
and therefore I have made the above recommendation. 

ERIK G. FROBERG, 
Port Captain Foreign Department. 


Mr. KING. In further support of the assertion that the 
percentage of American seamen employed upon American ships 
is small, I ask leave to insert the statement which I send to 
the desk. 

There being no objection, the statement was ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


Shipping Board vessels—Sailings for month of January, D2}, Port of 
San Francisco 


Vessel 


AS 8 N 


Average per cent 
for month. 


Nork.— President Cleveland, 134 Chinese, 56 Filipinos; President Taft, 134 
Chinese, 52 Filipinos; Las Vegas, 22 Filipinos; West Jappa, 19 Filipinos; West [van 
16 Filipinos; Stockton, 24 Filipinos; West Cajoot, 8 Filipinos; Hagen, full white crew’ 


Mr. KING. Mr. President, undoubtedly the influence of the 
International Shipping Federation is unfavorable to the devel- 
opment of an American merchant marine. This organization is 
powerful, and its objects are set forth in the memorandum 
which I ask may be printed in the Rrconb without read- 
ing. 

There being no objection, the memorandum was ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


Tur COMPANIES (CONSOLIDATION) ACT, 1908 


COMPANY LIMITED BY GUARANTY AND NOT HAVING A CAPITAL DIVIDED INTO 
SHARES 


(Memorandum of Association of the International Shipping Federa- 
tion (Ltd.)) 


1. The name of the company (hereinafter called “ the company "') ig 
The International Shipping Federation (Ltd.). 

2, The registered office of the company will be situate in England. 

3. The objects for which the company is established are: 

(1) To federate for the purposes hereinafter expressed or some of 
them associations of shipowners formed for the support or protection 
of shipowners or the promotion of defense of their interests and asso- 
ciations formed by shipowners or other persons or for any other objects 
which the company shall consider analogous or conducive and whether 
Incorporated or not incorporated and whether formed in the United 
Kingdom or abroad and whether already existing or hereafter formed 
and their nominees. 

(2) To consider all questions affecting the interests of the shipping 
trade and other trades connected therewith and to do all such things 
us may seem expedient with a view to the promotion of such interests. 

(3) To procure the adoption, improvement, repeal, abrogation, or 
alteration of any laws, maritime contracts, usages, and customs in rela- 
tion to such trades which it may seem to the company desirable to 
adopt, Improve, repeal, abrogate, or alter, and to oppose delay and 
resist any enactments, rules, regulations, by-laws, customs, or usages 
which may secm adverse to the interests of such trade or any depart- 
ment thereof. 

(4) To indemnify any persons and companies interested in the ship- 
ping trades or other trades connected therewith against losses, liabil- 
ities, and contingencies in relation to any such trade, and generally to 
carry on any kind cf guaranty and indemnity business other than 
employers’ Liability insurance. 

(5) To establish and maintain in any parts of the world bureaus or 
registries for engaging the services, whether in relation to nayigation 
or management of ships or vessels or in loading or discharge of cargoes 
or any other operations, whether on land or sea, of officers, managers, 
stewards, clerks, messengers, servants, seamen, firemen, laborers, and 
other persons employed in any such business and for collecting and 
supplying information to members of the company and others in rela- 
tion to any of the said businesses, and to supply such services and 
information accordingly, whether gratuitously or otherwise, as may be 
deemed expedient. 

(6) To communicate with any other Ike federation, association, or 
company, whether incorporated or not, in any parts of the world, and 
concert with it in promoting measures of any kind which the company 
is authorized to promote. 

(7) To diffuse amongst the members information on all matters affect- 
ing the shipping trade, and to print, publish, Issue, and circulate such 
papers, periodicals, books, circulars, and other literary undertakings as 
may seem conducive to any of these objects. 

(8) To raise funds fer any of thé purposes of the company, whether 
by entrance fees or periodical subscriptions from members or voluntary 
contributions from members or other persons, or otherwise. 

(9) To purchase, take on lease or in exchange, hire, or otherwise 
acquire any real or personal property and any rights or privileges which 
the company may think desirable, and to hold, build upon, manage, 
improve, and develop, and to sell, lease, mortgage, or otherwise dispose 
of any such-real or personal property rights or privileges for any 
estate or interest therein. 

(10) To construct, equip, maintain, and alter or reconstruct any 
building or works necessary or convenient for the purposes of the 
company. 

(11) To Invest and deal with any moneys of the company not imme- 
diately required in such manner as may be determined. 

(12) To borrow or raise and secure the payment of money in such 
manner as the company shall think fit. 

(13) To undertake and execute any trust the undertaking whercof 
may seem desirable, and either gratuitously or otherwise. 

(14) To transfer all or any part of the undertaking, assets, and lia- 
bilities of the company to any federation or association having objects 
altogether or in part similar to those of the company, or to amalgamate 
with any society or association haying objects altogether or in part 
similar to those of the company. 

(15) To enter into any arrangement with any authority, supreme, 
local, municipal, or otherwise, or any association or company, incor- 
porated or unincorporated, in furtherance of any of the objects of the 
company, and to obtain from any such authority, association, or com- 
pany any rights or privileges which may seem conducive to any of the 
objects of the company. 

(16) To admit any members, whether eligible or not for membership, 
to be honorary members of the company, and to confer on any person 
coniributing to the funds of the company without constituting them 


1925 


CONGRESSLONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


3739 


Members such rights und privilerces as may be legally granted to per- 
sons not being members of the company ond on such terms as may be 
expedient. 

(17) To do all such other lawful things as are identieal or conductye 
to the attainment of the above objects or any of them. 

4. The liability of the members is limited. 

5. Every member of the company undertakes to contribute to the 
assets of the company in the event of the same being wound up during 
the time that he is a member or within one year afterwards for pay- 
ment of the debts and Habilitles of the company contracted before the 
time at which he ceases to be a member, and the costs, charges, and 
expenses of winding up the same and for the adjustment of the rights 
of the contributeries amongst themselves such amount as may be 
required, not exceeding £1,000, 


COMPOSITION OF THE INTERNATIONAL SHIPPING FEDERATION (LTD.) 


Board of directors: Britain, E. Pembroke, 84 Leadenhall Street, 
London, E. C., shipowner; Sweden, A. O. Wilson, Gothenberg, ship- 
owner; Germany, P. Eblers, Hamburg, shipowner and doctor of law; 
Denmark, C. Kronman, Copenhagen, chairman Danish Shipping Fed- 
eration; Holland, J. Visser, Rotterdam, delegate for Shipping Federa- 
tion of Holland; Beigium, J. Langlois, Antwerp, ship broker; Holland, 
J. Vink, Amsterdam, shipowner. 


Cory OF THE REGISTER OF THK GENERAL COUNCIL OF THE INTERNATIONAL 
SHIPPING FEDERATION (LTD.) 


Name, address, and occupation: Jacques Langlois, 7 Quai Van Dyck, 
Antwerp, average adjuster; Maurice Ortmane, 15 Canal des Brasseurs, 
Antwerp, ship broker; K. Reinhard, Borsen, Copenhagen, shipowner; 
A. O. Anderson, 22 Amellegade, Copenhagen, shipowner; C. Leist, 
Norddeutscher Lloyd, Hamburg, shipowner; Paul Ehlers, Adolphs- 
brucke 2, Hamburg, doctor of law; J. Vink, Messrs. Hudig, Voder & 
Co., Amsterdam, ship brokers; E. Indebeton, Sveriges, Redareforening, 
Gothenburg, master mariner; A. O. Wilson, Sveriges, Redaregorening, 
Gothenburg, shipowner; Thomas L. Devitt, 18 Fenchurch Avenue, 
London, E. C., shipowner; T. F. Harrison, 67 South John Street, Liver- 
pool, shipowner; R. M. Hudson, Tavistock House, Sunderland, ship- 
owner; Honry Radcliffe, the Docks, Cardiff, shipowner; Sir Walter 
Runciman, bart, Masonic Bulldiug, Pilgrim Street, Newcastle-on-Tyne, 
shipowner; F. S, Watts, 7 Whittington Avenue, London, E. C., ship- 
owner; J. Visser, Messrs. Wambersie & Son, Rotterdam, ship 
broker, - 


Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I desire to have 
inserted in the Recorp a letter from Admiral Palmer dealing 
with and giving the facts with reference to this matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

The letter is as follows: 

FLEET CORPORATION, 
OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
Washington, D. C., February 10, 1925. 
Hon, Wester L. Jonas, 8 
United States Senate, Washington, D. O. 


Mr Pew Senator: Referring to my letter of yesterday, the sea 
service bureau, operated by the Shipping Board, informs me that with 
the exception of the steward's department much the larger percentage 
of the men on our ships are Americans, and that the percentage of 
Filipinos is very ‘small, Indeed. They have taken the month of January, 
1925, and the west const ports show: 


} 
| On passenger ships: 
Ameri 


Lascurs 
On cargo ships: 
Zern 2:2 


On the east coast, where we bave far 
| the percentages are as follows: 


On passenger ships: 


You will see from the above that we have a very good percentage 
of Americans in the engine and deck departments and a very small 
percentage of Filipinos; aiso that there are no Lascars in any part of 
the service. 


Sincerely yours, L. C. PALMER. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill is still before the 
Senate as in Committee of the Whole and open to amendment. 
If there be no further amendment to be proposed, the bill will 
be reported to the Senate. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed, and the bill 
to be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. CURTIS. I move that the Senate adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 o'clock and 33 minutes 
p. m.) the Senate adjourned until Monday, February 16, 1925, 
at 12 o'clock meridian. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Sarumax, February 14, 1925 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 5 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: 


From Thee, O God, has come the divine estimate of human 
life! We thank Thee for the marvelous relationship between 
our infinite Creator and His children. Bless us with the won- 
derful thought that we are in this world to be more than con- 
querors through Him who hath loved us. Strengthen us for 
all conflicts; may we face them cheerfully and courageously. 
In all situations help us to be diligent and faithful, patient 
and hopeful, and to realize that nothing finally wrong can live. 
When we reach the closing scenes of life may we be counted 
worthy among those who shall receive an inheritance incor- 
ruptible and that fadeth not away. In the name of Jesus. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. ‘ 


ADJUDICATION OF CLAIMS OF CHIPPEWA INDIANS OF MINNESOTA 


Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
withdraw the conference report on the bill (H. R. 9348) to 
authorize the adjudication of claims of the Chippewa Indians 
of Minnesota. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks unani- 
mous consent to withdraw the conference report on the bill, 
which the Clerk will report by title. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection? 

_ There was no objection, 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. Craven, its Chief Clerk, 
announced that the Senate had passed bills of the following 
tifles, in which the concurrence of the House of Representa- 
tives was requested: 

S. 2865. An act to define the status of retired officers of the 
Regular Army who have been detailed as professors and as- 
sistant professors of military science and tacties at educational 
institutions, and for other purposes; 

S. 3883. An act providing for the acquirement by the United 
States of privately owned lands in San Miguel, Mora, and Taos 
Counties, N. Mex., within the Mora grant, and adjoining one or 
more national forests, by exchanging therefor timber, within 
the exterior boundaries of any national forest situated within 
the State of New Mexico or the State of Arizona; and 

S. 3967. An act to authorize the Postmaster General to rent 
quarters for postal purposes in certain cases without a formal 
written contract, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed 
without amendments bills of the following titles: 

H. R. 9494. An act to enable the Board of Supervisors of Los 
Angeles County to maintain public camp grounds within the 
Angeles National Forest; and 

H. R. 10287. An act authorizing preliminary examination and 
survey of the Caloosahatchee River in Florida, with a view to 
the control of floods. 


SENATE BILLS REFERRED 


Under clause 2, Rule XXIV, Senate bills of the following 
titles were taken from the Speaker's table and referred to their 
appropriate committees, as indicated below: 

S. 2865. An act to define the status of retired officers of the 
Regular Army who have been detailed as professors and assist- 
ant professors of military science and tactics at educational 
institutions, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Milis 
tary Affairs. 
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S. 3883. An act providing for the acquirement by the United 
States of privately owned lands in San Miguel, Mora, and Taos 
Counties, N. Mex., within the Mora grant, and adjoining one or 
more national forests, by exchanging therefor timber, within 
the exterior boundaries of any national forest situated within 
the State of New Mexico or the State of Arizona; to the Com- 
mittee on the Public Lands. 

S. 3967. An act to authorize the Postmaster General to rent 
quarters for postal purposes in certain cases without a formal 
written contract, and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

S. J. Res. 177. Joint resolution to amend section 2 of the 
public resolution entitled “Joint resolution to authorize the 
operation of Government-owned radio stations for the use of 
the general public, and for other purposes,” approved April 14, 
1922; to the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 


ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT FOR HIS APPROVAL 


Mr. ROSENBLOOM, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 
reported that this day they had presented to the President of 
the United States for his approval the following bill: 

H. R. 4610. An act for the relief of the estate of Filer Me- 
Cloud. 


EULOGY ON THE LATE SAMUEL GOMPERS BY MISS GUARD 


Mr. CASEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
tend my remarks in the Recoxp by inserting a short eulogy of 
the late Samuel Gompers by Miss Guard, who was his confi- 
dential secretary for 25 years before his death. 

The SPHAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks 
unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp in the 
manner indicated. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. Speaker, under the leave granted to extend 
my remarks I insert a short eulogy on the late Samuel Gompers 
by Miss Guard, who was his confidential secretary for 25 years 
before his death. 

The eulogy is as follows: 


“T have fought a good fight, I have finished my course, I have 
kept the faith.’ 
“Was it not worth it, just to dare to be 

One's simple self, to think, to live, fo do, : 
And not be ashamed? To live one's life <= 
Fearless and pure and strong, true to oneself, È. 
Though tbe false world were full of lies and hate, 2H 
And blind men lead each other through the dark, pi 
To weak to sin, ashamed of what is good, 
Unable to do evil, thinking it?“ 


Again between the living and the dead the impenetrable veil has 
fullen—that mysterious veil which all of science can not lift, before 
which faith, abashed, can only kneel, beyond which religion may not 
step. All paths end here, Whether Dives or Lazarus, none may escape 
these dread portals. From that pilgrimage beyond no traveler has 
ever yet returned; out of that profound silence no smallest word has 
ever yet been spoken. 

The democracy of death recks not of king or serf. The relentless- 
ness of his chisel fashions alike in frozen marble the lips of age and 
those of youth. 

Samuel Gompers is dead. He has set sail upon that tideless sea 
whose ships drift out never to return. He has gone into that tre- 
mendous vista of silence where dwell the unnumbered hosts. 

The bell that tolls above his bier is heard “On Greenland’s icy 
mountain and India’s coral strand,” for they who hew the world's 
wood and mine its coal, who build its bridges and sail its ships, who 
drive its engines and harness its electricity, mourn his passing. He 
was their friend; there was none greater, nene more true. He under- 
stood the men of teil, for he lived their lives, he spoke their language. 
With them he toiled’ at the shoemaker's bench, the cigar maker's 
table. Their sorrows were his sorrows, their struggles his struggles. 
Unflinchingly he fought their battles; untiringly he builded for their 
weal, He went hungry with them, His wife and children with theirs 
knew what it was breathlessly to watch for the raven's visit. 

His birth-star arose above the slums of a great city. His childish 
feet knew not the feel of green-swathed turf. The song of birds, the 
perfume of flowers, the magic of water purling over pebbles where the 
willows bend were not for him. The bitter needs of life too early 
clasped his boyish fingers to the shoemaker's awl, the cigar maker's 
blade. The stitching of leather, the monotonous rolling of brown leaves, 
mercilessly pressed downward the wondering, eager eyes of childhood. 
Not for him the dazzling silence of starry skies, the shimmer of sun- 
light on pink and white nrasses of apple trees in springtime, the 
stately march of towering mountains Weneath the flaming red and 
gold of sunset skies. 


Drab streets and leaden walls that encircle “the sad and simple 
annals of the poor” hold little of storied song or picture, yet the 
young lad, bent above his daily task, dreamed dreams and caught the 
shining radiance of a vision that led him afar, even unto the gates 
and into the presence of the high and mighty ones of earth. 

Statesman and lawmaker, financier and philanthropist, president and 
king, soldier and sailor, musician and artist, the writer of books and 
the singer of songs, the healer of bodies and the doctor of souls, all 
were his frlends, all paid tribute to the greatness of his soul, the 
brilliancy of his mind, the tenderness of his heart. 

He was not the Columbus of the labor movement, but that he would 
have been its Casabianca had the need arisen no one who knew him 
could doubt. 

He voiced the cry of the inarticulate multitude, the buman cry for 
better homes, better food, for opportunity for leisure to inhale the 
perfume of flowers and gaze upon their beauty; to bask in the sun- 
light; to study the stara and muse in the moonlight; to loiter by the 
limitless. ocean; to thrill to the music of the world's greatest artists; 
to drink in the beauty of the painted canvas, the sculptured marble; 
to make friends with the great minds of all ages. 

To break the skackles of the toiling giant Labor; to lead him from 
his belching furnace, from the dust and grime of his factory, from the 
blackness of his mine, step by step into the glory of understanding 
the ethereal beauty of a Raphael, the exquisiteness of a Michel- 
angelo, is a concrete demonstration of a scientific principle of indus- 
trial life underlying the safety of government, 

To transform despair into courage, to inspire hope for despondency, 
to guide the faltering steps of weakness into the pathway of strength 
and duty, to turn the tears of grief into the swelling tide of joy, to 
bring sunlight out of darkness—is there more noble aim for man to 
struggle to attain? 

Ambition spurred him, a noble, unselfish ambition to give and give 
of self in the service of humanity. That which was paramount in his 
life was duty, service. When duty called no other consideration 
weighed ; to service he consccrated his devotion, his love. 

Kindliness, charity, faith, friendliness, love, hope, cheer, belief—these 
he gave in unstinted measure to all supplicants at the wide-open door 
of his heart. 

He was neither awed by position nor coerced by rank. He bowed to 
no man for place or power; he was unfettered by pledge or promise. 
That for 40 years the men and women of labor should have placed and 
replaced the scepter in his hands was but the recognition of his 
selfless, burning desire to serve those who most need service, the 
demonstrated wisdom of his leadership, the established incorruptibility 
of his character. 

He had no personal ends to serve. He cared not whether his was 
the popular cause, whether his was the smooth and pleasant road. 
Reckless of consequences to himself, with blazing, fearless zeal he threw 
into the battle for right and justice the full power of his keen mind, 
the concentrated force of his trained intelligence, the strength of his 
profound knowledge of human nature. 

He bad “the courage which inspires a man to do his duty, to hold 
fast his integrity, to maintain a conscience void of offense at every 
hazard, every sacrifice, in defiance of the world.” He was hated, feared, 
loved, reverenced, denounced, applauded, condemned, but neither the 
howlings of the mob nor the pwans of the multitude could swerve him 
from his high and lofty ideals. ‘There was no sordid stain “on the 
mountain peak of his integrity.” Faithful to his friends, just to his 
enemies, he was fair to all mankind. 

His lips knew well the unquenching bitterness of the waters of 
Marah; the stones up Calvary’s toilsome way had marked his tired 
steps; yet his soul lost not its undaunted courage, his heart kept ever 
bubbling its spring of hope, the eyes of bis faith looked away and 
above and visioned the radiance of a future whose splendor undimmed 
glowed through the illimitable distance. 

His soul was free. He was unshackled by creed or dogma. To make 
to-day better than yesterday, to make to-morrow better than to-day, 
was to him a devout religious belief, 

He worshipped at no temple save the great, unwalled, undomed 
temple of freedom; for freedom was his ideal, the ultima Thule of all 
his struggles—that freedom which wails upon the altar of truth and 
justice. 

Liberty was his passion, justice his devotion, humanity his love. 

A man of dreams and visions, of fire and passion, he was yet the 
epitome of practical action and achievement. 

Strongly magnetic, overflowing with wise and understanding sym- 
pathy and Jove that are wholly divoreed from maudlin sentiments, 
without conscious effort he drew men to him and held them in bonds 
of strong and unchanging friendship. He inspired devoted love and 
commanded unsought that unquestioning loyalty for which kings and 
rulers have sighed in vain and for which their kingdoms’ treasures 
were a guerdon small. 

Samuel Gompers was no misanthrope, 


no wailing Jeremiah. He 


loved life because he understood life and was in attune with its 
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| ecstacies and tears, with its thrills and pangs, its roses and thorns, 
its sunshine and shadow, its crosses and crowns, its Golgothas and 
Pisgahs. 

He loved his fellow men, In his heart malice found no place. He 
forgave his enemies—and forgot them. The complexities of his many- 
sided nature harbored naught of hatred or revenge. There was too 
much to be done in the short span of one life to squander golden hours 
in the uselessness of hatred. He might loathe, abhor, the words, the 
policies, the deeds of others; he might express just resentment and 
indignation because of those who maligned and vilified him, who 
ascribed to him base, dishonorable motives, but never did he seek 
reprisal. Revenge was not for him. He firmly believed that truth 
is mighty and will prevail. He was always ready to build the golden 
bridge that his enemy might cross over to him, and this was not 
actuated by policy. It was the normal expression of his nature. 

Great souls, broad minds, warm hearts have no time for the with- 
ering blight and smallness of revenge. 

Human nature was his absorbing, ceaseless study. He comprehended 
its weakness no less than he understood its strength, for he was very 
human—he knew himself. He knew his fellow men profoundly—the 
heights to which they rise, the depths to which they sink. For their 
victories, none more quick to give full, generous meed of praise; for 
their mistakes, none so patient in that charity that “suffereth long 
and is kind.” To the men and women of labor, if he felt impelled 
to censure, it was given face to face. Before the critics of labor, if 
his sense of justice would not permit defense, he refused to condemn. 
if he could not lift up he would not shove down. If he could not help 
he would not injure. Never would his voice mingle with the howling of 
the mob—* Crucify him, crucify him!” Too well he knew that there 
is ever waiting a Judas to betray, a would-be Cæsar to destroy. 

Vanity he had not, for vanity is but the handmaiden of weakness. 
‘Tremendous pride was his, the pride that accepts without complaint the 
consequences of one'g acts, ever ready to snatch victory from defeat, to 
meet disaster with a smile; the conscious pride of rectitude that fears 
no probe, that courts the pitiless light of full publicity, 

Neither promise of success could lure nor fear of failure frighten him 
from the great highway of right. The primrose path, melting into wide 
vague distances, held for him no charm, His was a mind of definite 
clearness, his a character of unpurchasable integrity. For him the 
glitter of gold held no allure. If affluence and ease had been his goal, 
wealth couid have been his for the lifting of a finger. To offer him 
“all the sun sees, or the close earth wombs, or the profound seas hide,” 
tempted him not, Poverty was no cross, riches would have been a 
burden. 

He was imperious yet gentle, and, like all great souls, he had the 
heart and the winning simplicity of childhood. 

His was a nature of deep affection, the proud affection which grate- 
fully accepts but which never requests. 

In the pain of those he loved he was the veriest coward; for him- 
self suffering but evolved the strength with which to bear it. 

He was as keenly sensitive as the tenderest woman, but no slander, 
hatred, envy, contumely could swerve him from his rightful course. 

He lived with his own self-respect, he ever sought his own approba- 
clon. Secure in that, he could live serene no matter how the storms 
might rage. 

That the forces of destiny molded his life into the world's greatest 
labor statesman took from the realm of music a possible interpreter 
of extraordinary promise, Through all his life his most entrancing, 
exquisite happiness centered in the opera. There was no weariness so 
profound, no disappointment so keen, no hurt so heartbreaking, but 
that an evening at the opera could not bestow its compensating 
benediction, 


To physical fear he was a stranger; his life's achievements were a 
surpassing demonstration of unconscious moral courage. Few there are 
who knew that in the last years of his life he lived in almost total 
blindness. He was dependent upon some one to walk with him, to travel 
with him, to read to him. At the age when the average man considers 
active life as ended, more than half blind, he “ carried on,” accom- 
plishing a prodigious amount of varied work that well might tax a 
man 40 years his junior, Never was he heard to complain, never did 
he make a friend or colleague feel uncomfortable or ill at ease because 
of his handicap, So perfect was his manner, so quick, keen, retentive 
his mind that his friends forgot his semiblindness; acquaintances and 
strangers did not suspect it. And that was as he wished it to be— 
no plea for sympathy, no special consideration because of physical 
disability, but only a strong man bravely fighting the battle of life and 
believing with all the intensity of his soul that the battle in which he 
was engaged was for the ultimate good of all the people. 

Born under a foreign flag, as a child brought across the waters to 
the land of his parents’ adoption, in boyhood and young manhood, in 
maturity and in age, he loved his country with a flaming, consuming 
passion. “My country, ’tis of thee, blest land of liberty,” were to 
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him no idle words. To him they literally meant “land of liberty,” 
and with all the ardor of his intense nature he unremittingly de- 
nounced that which savored of unfreedom, of restriction of liberty. 

He believed in his country, in the matchless greatness of its institu- 
tions, in the fundamental principles upon which its government is 
founded. To quote his words: 

“America is not merely a name. It is not merely a land. It is not 
merely a country, nor is it merely a sentiment. America is a symbol; 
it is an ideal. The hope of all the world can be expressed in the 
ideal—America.” 

He attacked, opposed, not government but those who in high places 
would subvert the tremendous power of office to ignoble ends. For 
such he had only scorn, but scorn tempered with the understanding of 
human weakness, of the limitation of human intelligence, with the 
belief that— 


“When the sun grows cold 
And the stars are old ! 
And the leaves of the judgment book unfold ” 


Such will be found the admixture of good and evil, of strength 
and weakness, that only charity should be shown the man, unceasing 
warfare waged against the evil of his deeds. 

Because above all else he would have his country great and free; 
because he would have it become the beacon star of hope for all the 
world, leading the peoples of the earth to that which is highest and 
noblest, purest and hest in the development of humanity toward that 
goal where men may become as gods; because in all his life he knew not 
to advocate a reform or to struggle for a principle on the ground of 
personal preferment or gain, he was fearless in his attacks to correct 
evils, relentless in his efforts to abolish abuses, unflinching In his 
warnings of threatening perils. 

Always unafraid, always alert to danger to the country he loved so 
Well, to the toilers he served so generously, to those who come after 
him the memory of his life will forever be an inspiration to nobler 
manhood, to higher ideals. 

His life was a demonstration of himself; not an apology for himself. 

To the last hour of his life he was as full of hope as is the budding 
springtime. He carried lightly his more than three score years and ten. 
He found no time to sit in the shadows of the evening dreaming of 
the days that had passed. The tranquil, downward path that loiters 
through the quiet, green valley knew not his step. 

The glow of the sunrise was ever in his eyes—the mountain peaks 
of the East forever beckoned to yet greater heights to soar. 

He had no yesterdays. He lived to-day, and while he lived and 
worked his eyes visioned afar the golden promise of the future—to-day 
was ever lived to shape to-morrow for its fulfillment. 

Samuel Gompers is dead, but the world is richer that he lived; for 
goodness does not die; character lives on, love reaches beyond the 
trappings of woe, the austerity of death—for love alone is immortal. 

The legacy he left to his friends is the memory of a true, an honest, 
an unstained life, consecrated to the servica of justice, freedom, hu- 
manity. 

Liberty has written his name in letters of fire that all of time can 
not efface. 

History has inscribed his deeds in records that the future can not 
change. 

Nature was kind to him. While yet the sunset colors painted deep 
the western sky, wrapped in the“ dreamless drapery of eternal peace,“ 
she laid him down to sleep beneath the evening star. Failing powers, 
that tragedy of advancing age, had not swept him from the arena of 
active achievement. He died as he had lived, as he had wanted to die, 
in the full panoply of service. 

“To outlive usefulness is a double death.” 


FEDERAL REGULATION OF MOTION PICTURES 


Mr. SWOOPH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Rroorp on the subject of Federal 
regulation of motion pictures. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks 
unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp in the 
manner indicated. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SWOOPE. Mr. Speaker, H. R. 6821 provides for a Fed- 
eral motion-picture commission, with the power to regulate or 
censor motion pictures. While a deputy attorney general of 
Pennsylyania I represented the Commonwealth in many hun- 
dreds of cases in which the Pennsylvania State Board of Cen- 
sors was the prosecutor. I became greatly interested in this 
subject, and therefore should like to say a few words on the 
pending bill. : 

This bill does not require a constitutional amendment to au- 
thorize Congress to legislate on the subject. Motion-picture 
films are undoubtedly articles of interstate commerce, and 
Congress has the constitutional right to control and regulate 
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In Pensacola Telegraph Co. v. Western Union (96 
U. S.) the Supreme Court said: 
The powers thus granted are not confined to the instrumentali- 


them. 


ties © * * known or in use when the Constitution was adopted, 
but they keep pace with the progress of the country and adapt them- 
selves to the new developments of time and circumstances. 


In accordance with the principle here laid down, the term 
“commerce” includes “the transmission of ideas,” the neces- 
sary contracts, and so forth. (Houston v. Meyes, 201 U. S. 321.) 

“The power to regulate means to foster, control, restrain.” 
(Lottery cases, U. S. 321.) 

Obscene publications are barred from transportation. (Clark 
v. U. S., 211 Fed. 916.) 

So also are films representing prize fights. (Weber v. Freed, 
239 U. S. 325.) EFR 

In Frohlich's“ Law of Motion Pictures,” it is stated that the 
right of Congress to legislate on this subject is conceded. 

If this be so, then the only question to be considered is the 
advisability of censorship. In favor of the advisability of 
censorship legislation is the fact that nine States already have 
censor boards, and while in every State where they have such 
boards strenuous efforts have been made to abolish them, they 
still exist. In New York there is now considerable agitation to 
repeal the law of that State, and it is fathered by no less a 
person than the popular Goyernor of the Empire State himself. 

But it seems to many of us that the arguments in favor of 
the censoring of motion pictures are convincing to anyone who 
will take an unprejudiced view of the matter. The best argu- 
ment in favor of censorship I ever saw was a private exhibition 
of uncensored films conducted by the Pennsylvania State Board 
of Censors for the information of our legislators. Many ob- 
scene, nude, and Uicentious films, which had been submitted to 
our censor board and rejected, were shown. I think at least 
two-thirds of the members of the legislature were convinced 
that such films should not be shown to public audiences. 

All those who have visited the city of Havana, Cuba, have 
been shocked by the obscene films shown there. It is even 
worse in the South American cities. These places have no 
censorship, and the greedy film producers can show anything 
they wish. 

But it seems to me that the great reason for strict censorship 
of moving pictures is the child. A majority of picture-show 
audiences is made up of children from 5 to 15 years of age. 
These are particularly impressionable. An actual census was 
taken of the attendance in some of the leading picture theaters 
in Philadelphia, and it was proven that over half the audi- 
ences were children. The peculiar susceptibility of children 
and other ignorant persons to suggestion is well expressed by 
Prof. Samuel B. Heckman, of the College of the City of New 
York, in the following words: 


One of the characteristics. which mark the difference between children 
and adults is in their reaction; is that the imagination is less modified, 
is less controlled in relation to realities; that is, the experiences of 
children are frequently enlarged or magnified sometimes out of propor- 
tion to the thing that really happened. 

Another characteristic difference is that lack of control. Another, 

and probably the most important of the differences between childhood 
and grown-up life, is that inability, particularly as it refers to the 
sereen picture, to see a story through to the end. The child is im- 
pressed by the single picture, the single scene, and the activities it por- 
trays and fails, nearly always, to evaluate those pictures and those 
scenes to the story as a whole. That is an influence which bears upon 
their lives. 
A ‘film story which may contain some picture of lawlessness or 
murder may be accepted by the intelligent adult as a justifiable moral 
picture, because In the end justice prevails, and the criminal, if he is 
one, is punished. But what impressed the child during that picture 
was the brayado, the kind of activity which the individual engaged 
in while performing that particular act, and that is what influences his 
life; he doesn’t carry it through to the end to get the justification of 
the act In its whole setting. 


The same argument for the censoring of moving pictures was 
adopted by the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania in a case where 
we appealed from an adverse decision of the court of common 
pleas of Philadelphia County. (See Goldwyn Distributing Cor- 
poration, 265 Pa. State Reports, pp. 344-345.) In this case, the 
supreme court said: 

As a people, we have recognized certain lines of individual conduct 


in civil life as moral and virtuous. Their opposites we have condemned 
as immoral and vicious. Upon this distinetion our civilization rests, 


and it becomes the highest duty of the legislature to guard and protect 
it from impairment. It will serve our purpose if we will indicate one 


of these lines of conduct; others will readily occur to the most casual 
reader. We refer to that line of conduct that pays highest deference 
and respect to the sanctity and purity of the home and family relation 
between husband and wife, upon which the home rests. To say of a 
series of pictures intended for public exhibition to promiscuous audi- 
ences or spectators composed largely of the youth of both sexes, which 
offers for its salient attraction, and to which al! others are merely inci- 
dental and subordinate, the depicting of the adulterous relation, long 
continued, between a libertine and an Immoral married woman, the legal 
wife of another, with no moral to be derived therefrom other than that 
the man who debauched the wife or another in this way runs the risk, 
if the wronged husband happens to be the stronger, of having his brow 
searred with a knife In a way that its significance can only be under- 
stood by the parties to the occurrence, would not encounter serious 
opposition on the ground that its tendency would be to debase publie 
morals, would be to reduce to a negative quantity the healthful moral 
influence exerted upon community life by faithful observance of the 
recognized moral standards. Whatever may have been the decline, If 
any, in the public observance of established moral standards, we are 
not yet prepared to accept any such conclusion, 


If we favor censoring moving pictures, it follows that the 
censoring should be done by a Federal commission or board. 
This is the only way by which to fix uniform standards. At 
present a picture may be rejected in Ohio, and the same one 
may be exhibited in the other 47 States. In the report of the 
municipal committee of Cleveland made May 14, 1922, in 
which all the arguments pro and con on censorship are exhaust- 
ingly summed up, they come to the conclusion that some kind 
of Government regulation and control or censorship should 
5 5 at least for the present. Further, the committee 
said: 


The committee believes that this function of regulation could best 
be exercised by the Federal Government. It is to be hoped that should 
a Federal board be established, the States would not deem it necessary 
to establish thelr own boards in addition and that those Stafes 
already haying beards would eventually dispense with them as unneces- 
sary. The States and smaller political subdivisions should rely for 
protection on the Federal board, except in such cases where local 
conditions introduce an element concerning which the Federal board 
has no knowledge, or can exercise no discretion. In such cases the 
State or community could protect itself from the showing of an 
injurious film by the exercise of its local police power. 

Your committee believed that íf such á bill became a law, the 
public would be amply protected from suggestive, immoral, and obscene 
films and that, at the same time, the producer would be subject to 
the minimum of inconvenience and his investment would be much 
better protected than it is under the present multiboard system. 


Mr. Levenson well sums up the whole movement for regu- 
lation or censorship of moving pictures by stating (Forum, 
April, 1923)— 

The movement for the control of the movies which has developed 
within the past few years has spread over the world. England, 
India, Australia, Czechoslovakia, Sweden, Italy, Honduras, the Philip- 
pine Islands, Germany, Poland, the Provinces of Canada, and the 
cities of Japan have instituted various forms of regulatory legislation 
or “censorship” as the motion-picture industry would term it. No- 
where has such legislation been repealed once enacted. 


When most of the civilized countries of the world have 
enacted such laws, it is surely time for the United States to 
get into line and at least try to bring about better pictures 
by a Government agency rather than by a national board of 
review, controlled by the film producers themselves. A dis- 
interested Government agency offers the best court to decide 
questions affecting motion pictures, just as the courts of law 
are the preservers and guardians of the rights and liberties 
of the citizen. With all due respect to the millionaires who 
control the film industry, it can hardly be said that they are 
disinterested. It is a commercialized business like any other, 
and the producers are bound of necessity to think more of 
their profits than of the morals of the 20,000,000 children who 
make up such a large part of the audiences. But we who 
are not connected with the moving-picture business must think 
and do think of the millions of children who are growing 
up over all our immense territory, and whose standards of 
morals are nightly influenced by the picture shows. It is for 
their benefit that we advocate a Federal commission to regulate 
moving pictures. 


PLUMAS NATIONAL FOREST, CALIF, 


Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Committee 
on the Public Lands I call up the bill (H. R. 103) for the in- 
clusion of certain lands in the Plumas National Forest, Calif., 
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and for other purposes, with Senate amendments, and moye to 
concur in the Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the Senate amendments. 

The Senate amendments were agreed to. 


HOME PORTS OF VESSELS OF THE UNITED STATES 


Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I call up from the Speaker's 
table the bill (S. 4162) to establish home ports of vessels of 
the United States, to validate documents relating to such ves- 
sels, and for other purposes, an identical House bill haying 
been previously reported. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the Senate bill. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, eto., That for the purposes of the navigation laws of 
the United States and of the ship mortgage act, 1920, otherwise known 
as section 30 of the merchant marine act, 1920, every vessel of the 
United States shall have a home port” in the United States, includ- 
ing Alaska, Hawali, and Porto Rico, which port the owner of such 
vessel, subject to the approval of the Commissioner of Navigation of 
the Department of Commerce shall specifically fix and determine, and 
subject to such approval may from time to time change. Such home 
port shall be shown in the register, enrollment, and license, or license 
of such vessel, which documents, respectively, are hereinafter referred 
to as the vessel's document. The home port shown in the document 
of any vessel of the United States in force at the time of the approval 
of this act shall be deemed to have been fixed and determined in 
accordance with the provisions hereof. Section 4141 of the Revised 
Statutes is hereby amended to conform herewith. 

Sec, 2. No bill of sale, conveyance, mortgage, assignment of mort- 
gage, or hypothecation (except bottomry), which includes a vessel of 
the United States or any portion thereof, shall be valid in respect to 
such vessel against any person other than the grantor or mortgagor, 
his heirs or devisees, and any person haying actual notice thereof, 
until such bill of sale, conveyance, mortgage, assignment of mortgage, 
or hypothecation is recorded in the office of the collector of customs 
at the home port of such vessel. Any bill of sale or conveyance of the 
whole or any part of a vessel shall be recorded at the home port of 
such vessel as shown in her new document. 

Sec, 3. All conveyances and mortgages of any vessel or any part 
thereof, and all documentations, recordations, indorsements, and index- 
ing thereof, and proceedings incidental thereto heretofore made or 
done, are hereby declared valid to the extent they would have been 
valid if the port or ports at which said vessel has in fact been docu- 
mented from time to time bad been the port or ports at which it should 

have been documented in accordance with law; and this section is 
hereby declared retroactive so as to accomplish such validation: Pro- 
vided, That nothing herein contained shall be construed to deprive 
lany person of any vested right. 
| ec. 4. Wherever in the ship mortgage act, 1920, otherwise known 
‘as section 30 of the merchant marine act, 1920, the words port of 
documentation“ are used they shall be deemed to mean the “home 
port” of the vessel, except that the words “port of documentation” 
shall not include a port in which a temporary document is issued. 
| Sec. 5. All such provisions of the navigation laws of the United 
| States and of the ship mortgage act, 1920, otherwise known as section 
80 of the merchant marine act, 1920, as are in conflict with this act 
are hereby amended to conform herewith, 


The SPEAKER. The question is on the third reading of the 


II. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 
| On motion of Mr. Scorr, a motion to reconsider the vote by 
| which the bill was passed, was laid on the table. 


Í PURCHASE OF UNAPPROPRIATED PUBLIO LANDS 


Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, I call up from the Speaker's 
table the bill (H. R. 9765) granting to certain claimants the 
| preference right to purchase unappropriated public lands, with 
Senate amendments, and move to concur in the Senate amend- 
ments. 
The Clerk read the Senate amendments. 

The Senate amendments were agreed to. 


QUARANTINE STATION AT ALABAMA 


Mr. McDUFFIE. Mr. Speaker, I call up the bill (H. R. 
8090) an act authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury to 
remoye the quarantine station now situated at Fort Morgan, 
Ala., to Sand Island, near the entrance of the port of Mobile, 
Ala., and construct thereon a new quarantine station, with a 
Senate amendment. 

The Senate amendment was read. 
| 85 McDUFFIE. I move to concur in the Senate amend- 
men 

The motion was agreed to. 


QUARTERLY MONEY-ORDER ACCOUNTS BY THIRD AND FOURTH CLASS 
POSTMASTERS 

Mr. SPROUL of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I call up the bill 
(H. R. 4441) an act to provide for quarterly money-order 
accounts to be rendered by district postmasters at third and 
fourth class post offices, with Senate amendments. 

The Senate amendments were read. 

Mr. SPROUL of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I moye to concur in 
the Senate amendments. 

The Senate amendments were agreed to. 

THE LONGWORTH HEIR 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for two minutes. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee asks unani- 
mous consent to address the House for two minutes. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, the news has 
come to this Chamber that a daughter has been born to the 
majority leader and Mrs. Longworth. [Applause.] I am sure 
that the Members of the House will join enthusiastically in 
extending congratulations to the father and the mother, and 
wishing this daughter of such distinguished lineage a happy, 
fine, and glorious life. [Applause.] 

Mr. UPSHAW. Mr. Speaker, I rise to add my congratula- 
tions to what has just been so beautifully said by the minority 
leader and to further say that if the congested condition of 
legislation in these closing days of Congress did not almost 
prohibit I think it would be a proper recognition of this happy 
event to declare, like the hero of Ticonderoga, “in the name of 
the Continental Congress and the Lord God Almighty” and also 
in the name of Theodore Roosevelt Longworth, or Nicholas 
Longworth, jr. [great laughter], that this Congress should 
adjourn for the day. 

A MEMBER. It is a girl. [Great laughter.] 

Mr. UPSHAW. The laugh is on me, but I had just entered, 
as the gentleman from Tennessee referred to “the happy 
event,“ and I jumped at the conclusion just expressed. Sup- 
pose we call her Princess Alice Roosevelt Longworth and ad- 
journ two days instead of one. [Laughter.] 


FEES FOR GRAZING LIVESTOCK ON NATIONAL FORESTS 


The SPEAKER laid before the House the following communi- 
cation from the Senate: 
IN THE SENATE OF THR UNITED STATES, 
February 3 (calendar day, February 13), 1985. 
Ordered, That the House of Representatives be requested to return to 
the Senate the bill S. 2424, entitled “An act to reduce the fees for 
grazing livestock on national forests.” 
Attest: 
Grondn A, SANDERSON, Secretary. 


The SPEAKER. Without objection, the order will be com- 
plied with. 
There was no objection. 


THE CHINA TRADE ACT 


Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resalve 
itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union for the further consideration of the bill (H. R. 7190) to 
amend the China trade act of 1922. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, with Mr. Titson in 
the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. When the committee rose the time remain- 
ing to the gentleman from Pennsylvania was 10 minutes and to 
the gentleman from Texas 20 minutes. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I yield five min- 
utes to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON]. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman from Mis- 
souri [Mr. Dyer] yesterday had known that the chairman of 
the Committee on Rules was going to call up his China trade 
bill under special rule on Friday the 13th he would much haye 
preferred it to have died a natural death than by hoodoo dis- 
aster, 

The number 13 has figured largely in the legislative career 
of our friend from Missouri. You remember that in the Sixty- 
sixth Congress he had one very famous bill, H. R. 13, that 
never became the law—— 

Mr. DYER. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order that 
the gentleman is not talking to the bill pending before the 
House, as provided in the rules. 

Mr. BLANTON. I am just now getting down to it. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas will proceed 
in order. 

Mr. BLANTON. Since that day his famous bill, numbered 
13, bas met with disaster, for he has not been able to get a 
favorable consideration of same by this Congress. 

Here is the present question: This bill is class legislation. 
This bill seeks to exempt certain corporations from taxes. 
This bill discriminates against corporations that may be organ- 
ized in the State of Missouri, or in the State of Pennsylvania, 
or in the State of New York, or in the State of Texas, or in 
any of the States. Why? To benefit a few big corporations 
now doing business in China. This matter was debated fully 
yesterday before the rule came to a vote, and on the rule, with 
the chairman of Rules here sponsoring it, with the prestige of 
his committee and his position behind it, the Members of this 
House sat here in their seats and heard the arguments, and 
when it came to a rising vote they voted 96 against the rule 
and only 71 for the rule. Then to get a position further on the 
floor of the House the roll had to be called, the absentees came 
in, and not knowing what they were voting on, voted blindly, 
in the dark, and naturally by a small majority, they beat us 
and were able to take this bill up. There ought to be a quorum 
here now to know about the provisions of this bill, and I pre- 
dict that if the membership of the House knew all about it 
they would not pass the bill. 

I am sorry that I have to disagree with the chairman of the 
Committee on the Judiciary [Mr. Granam]} so frequently. 
Personally I admire him and I appreciate him as a big strong 
man in this House, but I can not go with him on bills of this 
character} I can not go with him on class legislation of this 
character. Withont taking up further time of the House, I 
hope that the House will vote down this bill. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of 
the committee, I ask your attention while I state as well as I 
can my views of this legislation. It is a very important piece 
of legislation. It deals with a matter that every American 
citizen must recognize as being an important matter, namely, 
the development of American trade in China. As nearly as 
T can, in my time, I am going to make a somewhat comprehen- 
sive statement with regard to this whole proposition. It is 
very difficult to understand a matter of this sort when you 
have to get your information from those who are interested in 
the legislation where the loeus of the thing is across the 
Pacific Ocean. 

American enterprise engaged in an effort to capture business 
in China is confronted with a very great difficulty here, aris- 
ing out of the policy of Great Britain and other nations in 
the method in which they deal with those who are undertaking 
to establish business in that country, We may as well recog- 
nize that fact first as last. When this matter was first pre- 
sented to our committee the chief point urged was that it was 
impossible to get native Chinese citizens to put their money 
in a corporation, where the corporation has te pay an Ameri- 
can tax, which indirectly taxed them. I recognized the force 
of that, and was willing to entirely eliminate the tax on the 
corporation proportionate to the holdings of the Chinese citizen. 
Thep it was claimed that an American citizen living in China 
who had an opportunity under the British law to invest in a 


British corporation would not be required, if they proceeded 


in that direction, to pay a share of corporation tax on their 
proportionate holdings in the corporation. I distinguish be- 
tween the earnings of the corporation and the payment of the 
tax on the dividends received by the individual stockholders. 
So, with a good deal of reluctance, I finally consented in my 
own mind to exempt them as to corporation taxes. We are 
now confronted with this additional proposition in the bill as 
it is now presented to the House, to exempt from corporation 
tax American capital invested in these corporations where 
the American is a resident of America or elsewhere. Here 
is what I am afraid of: I am afraid that big corporations 
in America or individual concerns engaged in manufacturing 
commodities sold in China, for instance, will organize sub- 
sidiary corporations, possibly owned by the corporation itself. 
A group of people on the inside, and, to use an expression 
in our country, could “milk” the American corporation—sell 
upon advantageous terms to their subsidiary corporations in 
China and escape the necessity of paying the corporation tax 
in America. That is my opposition to this feature of this bill. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas, To a very brief question. 

Mr. WATKINS. If that evil should arise which the gentle- 
man thinks may under this bill, the Congress could meet it 
when it does arise, could it not? 


Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Yes; that is true, but I see that 
evil on the horizon. 

2 8 SNYDER. And that evil is difficult to ascertain, is it 
no 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I understand the difficulty, and as 
I stated to the gentlemen of the committee, I had great hesi- 
tancy in coming to the conclusion that we could take the 
chance of exempting an American resident in China, because 
I see the opportunity to have people in China who really in 
fact are merely agents of people in America incorporate under 
the China trade act. I understood that difficulty, and I was 
willing to take that chance, but I am not willing to take the 
chance of exempting that share of the corporate tax repre- 
sented by the money of Americans resident in America. 

There has been a good deal of difficulty about understanding 
this bill. Some gentlemen who came to me to explain it in 
my judgment either have not been candid or they have not 
been informed. They have made statements to me which I 
have checked up, and which do not prove to be the fact. I may 
be unduly suspicious about this legislation, but I owe a duty 
to my colleagues on the floor of the House, and I am trying 
now to discharge it. I do not want to underestimate the 
value to American trade of having men resident in China who 
are so related to native capital that they can bring the native 
Chinaman into the corporation with them, into copartnership 
with them. I understand the value of that, and I would like 
to see that carried out. Gentlemen ought not to underestimate 
5 value of that. I have indicated how far I have been willing 
0 go: 

There is another objection to this bill Under the law ns it 
is to-day we provide that the stock in these corporations must 
be sold at 100 cents on the dollar, and we stop there. There 
is an amendment proposed in this bill which, taken in connee- 
tion with another provision in the bill, would open up this 
proposition to all sorts of stock-selling schemes, in my judg- 
ment, 

In other words, somebody engaged 

Mr. GRAHAM. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. In other words, somebody en- 
gaged in selling stock in one of these corporations could get 
out an attractive prospectus and go out and sell stock for 
150 cents on the dollar and put the 50 cents in his pocket. 
Now I yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GRAHAM. No less than par was directed to be put 
into this bill for this purpose, that when a corporation has 
a capital and surplus and issued new stock it would be sold 
above par, and the only limitation is that no stock can be 
sold at less than par, and no stock can be issued unless par 
is paid into the treasury. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. There is another provision in 
this bill. The law as it now stands requires that 25 per cent 
must be subscribed and paid in to the agent who acts as cus- 
todian before the Government takes the initial step before 
granting the charter, I understand the reason urged in this 
bill is that the distance from China to Washington is so great 
that only subscription should be required, and that sufficient 
safeguard is provided by the requirement with reference to 
the delivery of the charter. Now I hesitate, I have always 
hesitated, as a member of the Committee on the Judiciary to 
undertake to deal with revenue legislation. We are not 
equipped to do that sort of thing. We do not understand 
those questions. Every session of Congress we have these 
suggestions for amendments here and there. 

I haye tried to make a plain statement as to my attitude 
and the reasons therefor. In the time remaining I will 
yield to anyone who desires to propound any question, 

Mr. DOWELL. Win the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I do. 

Mr. DOWELL. At the bottom of page 7, the last para- 
graph in the bill—I have not read the language in this, but I 
am making the inquiry as to What 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. The chairman of the Committee 
on the Judiciary will agree to amend that so as to save the 
gentleman pursuing the question further, but I am not going 
to agree myself as one member of this committee to any pro- 
vision dealing with revenue and taxes. That responsibility 
does not belong to the Judiciary Committee. It does not 
properly understand that subject. That belangs to the Ways 
and Means Committee. 

Mr. DOWELL. May I ask one other question? Is this to 
be amended or strieken out? 

Mr. GRAHAM, I stated yesterday that section 29 was to 
be stricken out and an amendment made as follows: 
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Hereafter no corporation for the purpose of engaging in business 
with China shall be created under any law of the United States other 
than the China trade act. 


Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I am sorry I can not yield 
further. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUMNDRS of Texas. I will. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. The question I wanted to ask was 
if we start out exempting American capital invested abroad, 
will not we encourage taking the capital out of the United 
States? I do not want to hamper business or prevent invest- 
ment, but 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I will say to my colleague I had 
difficulty with that proposition, but finally I came to the con- 
‘Gusion that if an American citizen would go to China and in 
China should enlist the aid and cooperation of Chinese capital, 
as does England and other great competitors of ours in inter- 
national trade, I was willing to take that chance, I am willing 
to go to the point of exempting their share of the corpora- 
tion tax. Oh, I know they talk about double taxation. I asked 
gentlemen who came before our committee if they would agree 
to a comprehensive, clear-cut legislative enactment to the 
effect that an American citizen resident in America should pay 
the same tax and have the same benefits and no more if in- 
‘vested in Chinese corporations as if invested in American cor- 
porations, but they were unwilling to accept it. They can talk 
about double taxation, but those who represented those inter- 
ests are not willing to accept those terms. Are there any 
further questions, as I do not want to take up unnecessary 
‘time? 

Mr. DYER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I will. 

Mr. DYER. The gentleman knows—of course, he does not 
‘want the House to understand differently—there is a law, the 
China trade act, which this bill is only for the purpose of 
amending or, m other words, trying to correct? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. i understand that, Everybody 
understands that. 

Mr. DYER. And the gentleman knows 

Mr. SUMNEIRS of Texas. Please ask me the question; do 
not tell me what I know. 

Mr. DYER. Is it not a fact that the revenue part of this 
bill was submitted to the Committee on Ways and Means in the 


Sixty-sixth and the present Congress, and they are the ones 


that prepared the provision? 
Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I want the Committee on Ways 


and Means, the revenue committee of the House, on their own 


responsibility, to come into this House in regard to their propo- 
sitions as to revenue, 

Mr. RAMSHYER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Do I understand that under this amend- 
ment an American who invests $100,000 in this corporation 
and receives a dividend of $6,000, paid to him in America, 
would not be exempt? That is, this $6,000 would not be ex- 
empt? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. No. The percentage of the cor- 
porate tax represented by the $100,000 would not be paid into 
the Treasury. 

Mr. RAMSETER. Just that part? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Yes; that is all. 

Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. Chairman, I yield two minutes to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. MacLarrerry ]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California is recog- 
nized for two minutes. 

Mr. MacLAFFERTY. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, it has 
already been stated, and it is entirely true, that there is not 
a man in this House who is not anxious for the furtherance of 
our foreign trade. It has been my lot to be in China, doing 
business as an American. I want you gentlemen to have a 
simple statement from me that will require but two minutes. 

Let us not lose sight of the main point on account of theories 
and unfounded fears. If we make a slight mistake here to-day 
in the adoption of this amendment, it can be corrected. But 
I want to tell you that about 10,000 miles to the westward 
of where we are now there are hundreds of American business 
men who are trying to build up the outposts of our business in 
the Orient, who are eagerly waiting for this action, which 1 
hone we will take to-day. And I want you also to remember 
that if we do not remove the restrictions against our nationals 
who are trying to do business in China you will give an ad- 
vantage to the great foreign houses of Great Britain, Belgium, 
France, Germany, and other countries. I have been in the en- 
vironment there, and I know whereof I speak; and I say to 
you, gentlemen, that there is no attempt here, by seeking the 


adoption of this amendment, to put anything over. Let us help 

our fellows who are trying to build up our business abroad, and 

if we find any corporation is abusing the relief that we give 

e. gon we can correct that, and I, for one, will be anxious 
do it. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Chairman, I yield three minutes to the 
555 ron Oregon [Mr. WarKıns]. 

The RMAN. The gentleman from Oregon is recog- 
nized for three minutes. By = 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, there is just one question involved in this matter. We 
now have the China trade act upon the statute books. We 
Propose to amend it in two vital particulars, so as to give 
Americans the same privileges granted Englishmen. All the 
other amendments are of small matter, and very little conten- 
tion is being raised to them. 

Now, I want to explain to you the situation which this bill 
proposes to remedy. For example, a man owns stock in a 
domestic corporation; he makes, we will say, $5,000 in divi- 
dends, on which the income tax is collected at the source ; 
that is, the dividend is taxed 124% per cent, which is paid 
into the Treasury of the United States by the corporation. 
That is done in the case of every domestic corporation. The 
man who earns that gets the balance, amounting to about 
$4,875, which he reports in his income-tax return, but claims 
exemption on it because the tax was paid at the source. Now, 
what is the situation with respect to the fellow who owns the 
same amount of stock in a China trade act corporation? 
His dividend is taxed 12% per cent; he then reports his divi- 
dend to the Treasury, and on the remainder, namely, $4,375, 
he pays the normal tax. In other words, it is repetitive taxa- 
tion. That is, two Americans earn the same amount of 
money; one tax is asked in the domestic corporation and 
double taxation in the China trade corporation. 

That is the first amendment, and his domicile makes no 
difference, whether here or in China; he pays one tax, but if 
you leave the law as it is he pays twice. No one can object 
to that amendment. Now, what is the second one? You might 
disagree upon it, but here is the proposition: Great Britain 
gives her people some encouragement to go to China and de- 
velop trade in China in order that her commerce might be 
developed and jobs at home made more plentiful. We want 
the Government of the United States to do the same to the 
citizens of America who go over there, not to the ones who 
remain at home. We now say to the Chinamen over there, 
“You turn over your $50,000 to us and we will see that you 
are not taxed on the dividend earned by the corporation.” 
We do that for the Chinamen. Why not do it for the American 
citizen who goes to China and takes his family and raises his 
children over there? We do that much, I say, for the China- 
man. We propose to do as much for the American by this 
amendment. We propose to say to American citizens that any 
earnings you may make in a China trade act corporation shall 
be exempt, provided you reside in China. The purpose of the 
bill is to broaden the class of China trade act stockholders 
now exempt from individual income tax so as to include any- 
body, provided they are actual residents in China. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Oregon 
has expired. 

Mr. WATKINS. I will have more to say about this as the 
bill is read for amendment, but I am saying to you now that 
this is an act that will develop trade in China; it ought te 
carry, because it will open up to the American farmer world 
markets, which in the final analysis means better prices, 
[Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
GrauamM] has five minutes remaining. There is not time re- 
maining on the other side. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Chairman, I will say just a word or two 
in conclusion, and ask the attention of the Members of the 
House. I will state only what has been the result of careful 
examination and deliberation with respect to these two sec- 
tions, the eleventh and twelfth sections of this bill. As to the 
mandatory part, relating to the corporation and how it is te 
be organized, we will discuss that under the five-minute rule, 
section by section, as it comes up. ; 

Now, then, I wish to say to this House, as a deliberate 
judgment and opinion upon this bill, that there are only two 
changes made. Qne is the change made by the twelfth pro- 
vision, which my distinguished and esteemed friend from 
Texas [Mr. Sumners] did not find against his reason, pro- 
viding that those who dwell in China shall have this benefit 
for the promotion of trade and to induce them to go there and 
undertake and promote it. That leaves only the eleventh 
section. 
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Now, my friend from Arkansas [Mr. Winco] stated yester- 
day that the Secretary of the Treasury did not approve of 
that. 

His reference was only to the twelfth section, which has a 
single change in it. The word “citizen” is stricken out and 
the word “resident” is inserted, so that a resident in China, 
whether he be a Chinaman or an American, has the benefit of 
that provision. That is all there is to the twelfth section. 

As to the eleventh section I wish to say that Mr. Mellon 
said: 

The principle of this change is substantially the same as of the 
amendment which passed the House last year and had the approval 
of the Treasury. I know of no reason why the Treasury's position on 
this matter should be changed, 


That is an emphatic indorsement of the eleventh section. 

Now, gentlemen, what does the eleventh section do? Re- 
member that the difficulty under which these corporations are 
laboring is set forth in section 216 of the internal reyenue act, 
relating to the declaration of income. An individual is treated 
in this manner: 

CREDITS ALLOWED INDIVIDUALS 

(a) The amount received as dividends (1) from a domestic corpora- 
tion other than a corporation entitled to the benefits of section 262 and 
other than a corporation organized under the China trade act. 


Now, what does that do? It prevents a citizen, in regard to 
his normal tax, from getting the benefit of the credit which 
every stockholder in every other domestic corporation gets. 
That is the truth. That covers trade in other countries, and 
every domestic corporation is entitled to that credit in making 
up the statement of income. Now, what is put in this bill for 
the purpose of relieving against that disadvantage? There is 
no provision here that capital shall be exempt, not a word, and 
I challenge anybody to show me a thing which says that capital 
shall be exempt. The only thing is this, a provision that the 
aggregate of American capital put into one of these corpora- 
tions shall be ascertained and the corporation is relieved from 
paying 12% per cent, the corporation tax, upon that portion of 
the capital. Now, why is that done? If a dividend is given, 
under this act and under the old law, to residents in China 
and others, that 124% per cent is declared in a special dividend 
to the stockholder—to you or to me, if we have stock in such 
a corporation. That is in lieu of the provision which deprives 
us of claiming a credit for stock in a domestic corporation. It 
is calculated that as the normal tax is 4 per cent to a certain 
amount and 8 per cent to another amount that this offsets 
that if he gets the 12 per cent special dividend back, and there 
is no other change in the internal revenue law from the begin- 
ning to the end in this bill but what I have called your atten- 
tion to. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania has expired. All time has expired, and the Clerk will 
report the bill for amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it, enacted, eto., That subdivision (a) of section 4 of the China 
trade act, 1922, is amended by striking out the word “ Five“ and in- 
sorting in lieu thereof the word“ Three.” 

Sec, 2. That paragraph (6) of subdivision (b) of section 4 of said 
act is amended to read as follows: 

“(6) The names and addresses of at least three individuals (a 
majority of whom, at the time of designation and during their term of 
office, shall be citizens of the United States), to be designated by the 
ineorporators, who shall serve as temporary directors; and" 


Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. The trouble, Mr. Chairman, with this bill is not so 
much what the bill contains but the confusion that exists in 
the minds of the committee as to what it contains. My friend 
from Oregon [Mr. WATKINS] has been misled also. He and 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Granam] have put up 
straw men and knocked them down, but nobody has raised 
the issues they discuss. You say, “ What has that to do with 
the three? Why change it from five to three?“ Let me show 
you the real reason for that. You have got to have at least 
two of them citizens of the United States. Now, a citizen of 
the United States has a legal domicile somewhere in the United 
States. So that you can get the effect of that on the tax ex- 
emption which comes on capital—and I reiterate to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania that this does exempt capital. It 
lays down a formula by which a certain part shall be exempted, 
and under this provision and the changes you make in the 
law it will work out to a mathematical 100 per cent in most 
cases. 

Mr. WATKINS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WINGO. Yes, 


Mr. WATKINS. Does not the law of every State in the 
Union provide that three or more individuals can incorporate? 
And that is what this is doing—allowing three or more, in- 
stead of five or more to incorporate; and as far as that pro- 
vision goes that is the meat of the whole matter. 

Mr. WINGO. The trouble with my friend is—and it is my 
fault and not his—that he has not caught what I am talking 
about. There is no particular importance in the numerals 3, 
5, or anything else. I am trying to show the gentleman he does 
not know what the present law does or what is intended by 
this bill. Did not the gentleman stand up here and say that 
if a man goes over to China, a citizen of the United States, and 
resides there he ought to have the same exemption and the same 
credit on his individual return that a stockholder living in 
the United States gets on his domestic corporation? Was not 
that the gentleman's contention? 

Mr. WATKINS. No. 

Mr, WINGO. What is the gentleman’s contention? 

Mr. WATKINS. I said that the United States Government 
should give to its citizens who will go there, reside there, and 
who develop our commerce and our trade, the same rights and 
benefits that it gives a Chinaman who lives there and turns 
over his money to us to use as capital to develop our trade. 

Mr. WINGO. A citizen now of the United States who re- 
sides there has that exemption. This bill does not change that. 
The chairman of the committee stated correctly that one of the 
two principal changes you make is to change the word “ citi- 
zen” to “resident.” It is now limited to a citizen of the 
United States that resides in China. The gentleman proposes 
by this bill to make it apply to any person who resides in 
China, even though he be not a citizen of the United States. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WINGO. I yield. 

Mr. GRAHAM, I read from the reyenue act, section 216, 
these words: 

Credits allowed individuals: (a) The amount received as dividends, 
except other than corporations organized under the China trade act. 


How is the American investor relieved from that, except by 
the plan proposed in section 11? He is not relieved from that 
and that stays the law, and he is bound to give his report and 
include his dividends received from China to-day, and the 
only thing he gets exempted is the 12½ per cent dividends 
on the amount of stock exempted from the 12½ per cent tax. 

Mr. WINGO. Gentlemen, this is a practical illustration of 
the confusion. [Laughter.] I was discussing one proposition, 
and the chairman of the committee gets up here and inter- 
rupts me and vehemently attacks me for taking a position on 
another question that I had not even discussed. I intended to 
develop the proposition of the effect on the incorporators of 
the corporation tax, but I will meet my friend on his proposi- 
tion, because I think his very suggestion was prompted by the 
suggestion of the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. WATKINS], 
who was confused by his own argument. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Never mind its origin; answer it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Arkan- 
sas has expired. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for five minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Arkansas asks 
unanimous consent to proceed for five additional minutes. Is 
there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Chairman, I want to give notice I am 
going to object to extensions of time. I will not do so in this 
case, because I helped to consume the gentleman's time and I 
want to be fair to the gentleman, but we have got to get 
through with this bill some time to-day. 

Mr. WINGO. I will put the gentleman on notice now that 
this bill is going to be debated to the extent necessary to be 
understood. [Applause.] 

Mr. GRAHAM. I hope somebody will debate it who knows 
what it provides. [Applause.] 

Mr. WINGO. The gentleman does not, and I can prove by 
the gentleman's own statement in the Rrecorp yesterday that he 
does not even know what the law is now, because he stated, on 
page 3689 of the Record of yesterday, that this bill proposed to 
do what? I read from the remarks of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. Granam] yesterday: 


And it provides further that, so far as the taxing power is concerned, 
in order to put our corporations on an equality with the corporations 
that are its competitors, in China, there shall be counted all stocks held 
by citizens of the United States or citizens of China, and the aggregate 
of that stock shall be deducted in figuring the payment of 1214 per 
cent tax on the corporation. 
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In other words, the gentleman says this bill will allow you to 
count the stock owned by citizens of the United: States or citi- 
zens of China. 

Why, gentlemen, that is what the law does now, and I am 
going to read you the law. I have it right here. I am reading 
-from page 8 of the China trade act: “ By individual citizens of 
the United States or China resident in China.” Thus it ap- 
pears the gentleman was either not candid or does not know 
what the bill provides.. 

Now, what does this propose to do? It proposes to substitute 
for the word “ citizen” in the present law the word resident.” 
The basis for exemption of your capital from taxation is now 
citizenship under the present law. The crux of the whole mat- 
ter is that your present law exempts a citizen who is resident 
in China. This bill proposes to exempt not citizens but rest- 
dents, of what? You will remember I asked the gentleman 
that yesterday, and because I differ from the gentleman he 
thinks I am discourteous and gets discourteous himself. I am 
trying to point out, as I have proven by his own statement, 
that the gentleman himself is confused or else is not candid. 
Look at the bottom of page 5 of the bill. Who are the ex- 
empted classes there? “Persons resident in China —not citi- 
zens—" the United States, or possessions of the United States, 
and individual citizens of the United States or China wherever 
resident.” 

That is the change you propose to make. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Does not the gentleman understand that 
that language does not refer to the exemption at all? That 
only refers to the class of stockholders who shall be counted 
in getting the aggregate of capital that is to be relieved from 
the 1214 per cent tax. 

Mr. WINGO. Why, certainly; and if the gentleman will per- 
mit, that is what I am discussing. The gentleman tried to get 
me away from that and get me off on the personal-tax matter. 

Mr. GRAHAM. The gentleman quotes that as the qualifica- 
tion for exemption, when it is not. f 

Mr. WINGO. It is the têst on the capital. exemption. In 
other words, I read what you said yesterday that the stock 
credits that should be made for the 12% per cent capital ex- 
emptions were what? You stated that by this bill you made 
the deduction on the stock that was owned by citizens of the 
United States, and I prove by your present law that that is 
done now; and in this bill, in making the deductions, in figur- 
ing the 1244 per cent corporation tax, you do take that into 
consideration and add other exceptions. If the Members: will 
turn to page 5 of the bill, at the bottom of the page, when you 
are figuring the deduction to be made on stock, this is the 
language: 


That for the purpose only of the tax imposed by sectiom 230 there 


shall be allowed, in the case of a corporation organized under the 
China trade act, 1922, æ credit ot an amount equal to 


Equal to what?— 


to the proportion of the net income derived from sources within China 
determined in a similar manner to that provided in section 217—which 
the par value of the shares of stock of the corporation owned 


Owned by whom 


(1) Persons resident In China, the United States, or possessions of 
the United States; and (2) Individual citizens of the United States or 
China wherever resident, 


Thus it will be seen that I did know what the bill does, and 
the gentleman did not or was not candid. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Arkansas 
has again expired. The pro forma amendment will be with- 
drawn, and the Clerk will read. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES 

The committee informally rose; and Mr. Coron having taken 
the chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message in writing was 
received from the President of the United States by Mr. Latta, 
one of his secretaries, who also informed the House of Repre- 
sentatives that the President had approved bills of the follow- 
ing titles: Á A 

On January 31, 1925; 

II. R. 8308. An act authorizing. the Coast and Geodetic. Sur- 
vey to make seismological investigations, and for other pur- 


ses; 

H. R. 10947. An act granting the consent of Congress to 
the county of Allegheny, Pa., to construct a bridge across the 
Monongahela River in the city of Pittsburgh, Pa.; 

H. R. 11168. An act granting the consent of Congress to S. M. 
McAdams, of Iva, Anderson County, S. C., to construct a 
bridge across the Savannah River; and 


H. R. 10152. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
Huntley-Richardson Lumber Co., a corporation of the State of 
South Carolina, doing business in the said State, to construct 
a railroad bridge across Bull Creek at or near Eddy Lake, in 
the State of South Carolina. 

On February 2, 1925: 

H. R. 7064. An act to encourage commercial aviation and 
to a lapse) the Postmaster General to contract for air mail 
service. 

On February 5, 1925: ` 

H. R. 3132. An act for the relief. of the Wiliam J. Oliver 
Manufacturing Co; and William J. Oliver, of Knoxville, Tenn. 

On February 6, 1925: 

H. R. 6303. An act to authorize the Governor and Commis- 
sioner of Public Lands of the Territory of Hawaii to issue 
patents to certain persons who purchased Government lots in 
the district of Waiakea, island of Hawaii, in accordance with 
act 33, session laws of 1915, Legislature of Hawail; 

H. R. 7399. An act to amend section 4 of the act entitled 
“An act to incorporate the National Society of the Sons of the 
American Revolution,” approved June 9, 1906; and 

H. R. 9138. An act to authorize the discontinuance of the 
seven-year regauge of distilled spirits in bonded warehouses, 
and for other purposes. 

On February 6, 1925: 

8 = R. 11501. An act for the exchange of land in El Dorado, 
rk. 

On February 7, 1925: 

H. R. 2313. An act authorizing the issuance of a patent to 
Wiliam Brown; 

H. R. 3913. An act to refer the claims of the Delaware In- 
dians to the Court of Claims, with the right of appeal to the 
Supreme Court. of the United States; 

H. R. 5423. An act to amend section 2 of the act of August 
1, 1888 (25 Stat. L. p- 357) ; 

H. R. 6660. An act for the relief of Picton Steamship Co. 
(Ltd.), owner of the British steamship Picton; 

H. R.9162. An act to amend section 128 of the Judicial Code, 
relating to appeals in admiralty cases; 

H. R..9380.. An act granting the consent of Congress to Board 
of County Commissioners of Aitkin County, Minn., to construct 
a bridge across the Mississippi River; 

II. R. 9827. An act to extend the time for the construction of 
a bridge across the Rock River, in the State of Illinois ; 

H. R. 10030. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
Harrisburg Bridge Co., and its successors, to reconstruct its 
bridge across the Susquehanna River, at a point opposite Mar- 
ket Street, Harrisburg, Pa.; 

II. R. 10150. An act to revive and reenact the act entitled 
“An act to authorize the construction of a bridge across the 
Tennessee River at or near the city of Decatur, Ala.,” approved 
November 19, 1919; 

H. R. 10645. An act granting consent of Congress to the Val- 
ley Bridge Co, for construction of a bridge across the Rio 
Grande near Hidalgo, Tex. ; 

H. R. 10688. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
State of North Dakota to construct a bridge across the Mis- 
K River between Williams County and McKenzie County, 

J. Dak. ; 

H. R. 10689. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
State 5 North Dakota to construct a bridge across the Mis- 
souri River between Mountrail County and McKenzie County, 
N. Dak.; and 

H. R. 11036. An act extending the time for the construction 
of the bridge across the Mississippi River in Ramsey and 
Hennepin Counties, Minn., by the Chicago, Milwaukee & St. 
Paul Railway Co. 

On February 9, 1925: 

H. R. 26. An act to compensate the Chippewa. Indians of 
Minnesota for lands disposed of under the provisions of the 
free homestead act; 

H. R.1326. An act for the relief of Clara T. Black; 

H. R. 1717. An act authorizing the payment of an amount 
equal to six months’ pay to Joseph J. Martin; 

H. R. 1860. An act for the relief of Fanny M. Higgins; 


H. R. 2258. An act for the relief of James J. McAllister; 

H. R. 2806: An act for the relief of Emil L. Flaten; 

H. R. 2811. An act to amend section 7 of the act of February 
6; 1909, entitled “An act authorizing the sale of land at the 


head of Cordova Bay in the Territory of Alaska, and for other 
H. R. 2977. An act for the relief of H. E. Kuca: and V. J. 
Koupal; 
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H. R.3348. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury to pay a certain claim as the result of damage sustained 
to the marine railway of the Greenport Basin & Construc- 
tion Co,: 

H. R.3387. An act authorizing repayment of excess amount 
paid by purchasers of certain lots in the town site of Sanish, 
formerly Fort Berthold, Indian Reservation, N. Dak. ; 

II. R. 3411. An act for the relief of Mrs. John T. Hopkins; 

H. R. 3595. An act for the relief of Daniel F. Healy; 

H. R. 4280. An act for the relief of the Chamber of Com- 
merce of the City of Northampton, Mass. ; 

H. R. 4290. An act for the relief of W. F. Payne; 

H. R. 4374. An act for the relief of the American Surety 
Co. of New York; 

H. R. 4461. An act to provide for the payment of certain 
claims against the Chippewa Indians of Minnesota ; 

H. R. 5096. An act to authorize the incorporated town of 
Sitka, Alaska, to issue bonds in any sum not exceeding $25,000 
for the purpose of constructing a public-school building in 
the town of Sitka, Alaska; 

H. R. 5448. An act for the relief of Clifford W. Seibel and 
Frank A. Vestal; 

H. R. 5752. An act for the relief of George A. Petrie; 

H. R. 5762. An act for the relief of Julius Jonas; 

H. R. 5774. An act for the relief of Beatrice J. Kettlewell; 

II. R. 5819. An act for the relief of the estate of the late 
Capt, D. H. Tribou, chaplain, United States Navy; 

H. R. 5967. An act for the relief of Grace Buxton; 

H. R. 6328. An act for the relief of Charles F. Peirce, Frank 
T. Mann, and Mollie V. Gaither; s 

H. R. 6755. An act granting six months’ pay to Maude Mor- 
row Fechteler; k 

H. R. 7239. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior 
to pay certain funds to various Wisconsin Pottawatomi In- 
dians; 5 

II. R. 7249. An net for the relief of Forrest J. Kramer; 

II. R. 7918. An act to diminish the number of appraisers at 
the port of Baltimore, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 8086. An act to amend the act entitled “An act mak- 
ing appropriations for the eurrent and contingent expenses of 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs, for fulfilling treaty stipulations 
with various Indian tribes, and for other purposes, for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1915,” approved August 1, 1914; 

II. R. 8258, An act for the relief of Capt. Frank Geere; 

H. R. 8329. An act for the relief of Albert S. Matlock; 

II. R. 8727. An act for the relief of Roger Sherman Hoar; 

II. R. 8893. An act for the relief of Juana F. Gamboa; 

H. R. 8905. An act for the relief of the Omaha Indians of 
Nebraska; and 

H. R. 11956. An act to amend the act entitled “An act making 
appropriations to supply urgent deficiencies in the appropria- 
tions for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1909,“ approved Feb- 
ruary 9, 1909. 

On February 10, 1925: 

H. R.9461. An act for the relief of Lieut. Richard Evelyn 
Byrd, jr., United States Navy; 

H. R. 10404. An act making appropriations for the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, 
and for other purposes ; and 

H. R. 6070. An act to authorize and provide for the manu- 
facture, maintenance, distribution, and supply of electric cur- 
rent for light and power within the district of Hamakua, on 
the island and county of Hawaii, Territory of Hawaii. 

On February 11, 1925: 

H. R. 3669. An act to provide for the inspection of the battle 
fields of the siege of Petersburg, Va.; 

H. R. 4294, An act for the relief of heirs of Casimira Men- 
doza ; 

H. R. 5420. An act to provide fees to be charged by clerks of 
the district courts of the United States; 

II. R. 5558. An act to authorize the incorporated town of 
Juneau, Alaska, to issue bonds in any sum not exceeding 
$60,000 for the purpose of improving the sewerage system of the 


town; 

H. R. 8263. An act to anthorize the General Accounting Office 
to pay to certain supply officers of the regular Navy and Naval 
Reserve Foree the pay and allowances of their ranks for sery- 
ices performed prior to the approval of their bonds; 

H. R. 8369. An act to extend the period in which relief may 
be granted accountable officers of the War and Navy Depart- 
ments, and for other purposes; 

E. R. 10528. An act to refund taxes paid on distilled spirits 
in certain cases; 


H. R. 10724. An act making appropriations for the Navy De- 


partment and the naval service for the fiscal year ending June 
80, 1926, and for other purposes; and 


H. R. 11282. An act to authorize an increase in the limits of 
cost of certain naval vessels. 

On February 12, 1925: 

II. R. 466. An act to amend section 90 of the Judicial Code of 
the United States, approved March 3, 1911, so as to change the 
e of holding certain terms of the District Court of Missis- 
sippi ; ; 

H. R. 646. An act to make valid and enforceable written pro- 
visions or agreements for arbitration of.disputes arising out of 
contracts, maritime transactions, or commerce among the States 
or Territories or with foreign nations; 

H. R. 2694. An act authorizing certain Indian tribes, or any 
of them residing in the State of Washington, to submit to the 
1 00 of Claims certain claims growing out of treaties or other- 
wise ; 

H. R. 2958. An act for the relief of Isaac J. Reese; 

H. R. 4971. An act to amend the act entitled “An act to pro- 
vide that the United States shall aid the States in the construc- 
tion of rural post roads, and for other purposes,” approved 
July 11, 1916, as amended and supplemented, and for other 
purposes ; 

H. R. 6860. An act to authorize each of the judges of the 
United States District Court for the District of Hawaii to hold 
sessions of the said court separately at the same time: 

H. R. 7144, An act to relinquish to the city of Battle Creek, 
Mich., all right, title, and interest of the United States in two 
unsuryeyed islands in the Kalamazoo River: 

H. R. 11248. An act making appropriations for the military 
and nonmilitary activities of the War Department for the fis- 
cal year ending June 30, 1926, and for other purposes; 

II. R. 10413. An act to revive and reenact the act entitled 
“An act granting the consent of Congress to the county of 
Allegheny, Pa., to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge 
across the Monongahela River at or near the borough of Wil- 
son, in the county of Allegheny, in the Commonwealth of Penn- 
sylvania,” approved February 27, 1919; 

H. R. 10887. A act granting the consent of Congress to the 
State of Alabama to construct a bridge across the Coosa River 
at Gadsden, Etowah County, Ala.; and 

H. R. 11035. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
county of Allegheny and the county of Westmoreland, two of 
the counties of the State of Pennsylvania, jointly to construct, 
maintain, and operate a bridge across the Allegheny River at 


.| a point approximately 19.1 miles above the mouth of the river 


in the counties of Allegheny and Westmoreland, in the State 
of Pennsylvania. 

On February 13, 1925: 

H. R. 8206. An act to amend the Judicial Code, and to further 
define the jurisdiction of the circuit courts of appeals and of 
the Supreme Court, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 8550. An act to authorize the appointment of a commis- 
sion to select such of the Patent Office models for retention as 
are deemed to be of value and historical interest, and to dispose 
of said models, and for other purposes; and 

H. R. 11367. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
county of Allegheny, in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 
to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge across the Monon- 
gahela River at or near its Junction with the Allegheny River 
in the city of Pittsburgh, in the county of Allegheny, in the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 


CHINA TRADE ACT 


The committee resumed its session. 
The Clerk read as follows: 3 


Sec. 4. That subdivision (e) of section 4 of said act is amended to 
read as follows: 

“(c) A China trade act corporation shall not engage in the business 
of discounting bills, notes, or other evidences of debt, of receiving 
deposits, of buying and selling bills of exchange, or of issuing bills, 
notes, or other evidences of debt, for circulation as money; nor engage 
in any other form of banking business; nor engage in any form of 
insurance business; nor engage in, nor be formed to engage in, the 
business of owning or operating any vessel, unless the controlling inter- 
est in such corporation is owned by citizens of the United States, 
within the meaning of section 2 of the shipping act, 1916, as amended.” 


Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of 
the committee, I want to state the changes that are incor- 
porated here, that have to do with owning and operating 
ships. I would like to ask the gentleman in charge of the 
bill—I should have done it sooner, but it did not occur to 
me—why that amendment is proposed. 

Mr. GRAHAM. The only part of the section that has just 
been read that is new is the last paragraph as to owning and 
operating vessels, 
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nor engage in, nor be formed to engage in, the business of owning or 
operating any vessel, unless the controlling interest in such corpora- 
tion is owned by citizens of the United States, within the meaning of 
section 2 of the shipping act, 1916, as amended. 


Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Gentlemen of the committee, I 
think we may as well understand what this means. It means 
that American citizens living in the United States under this 
act can organize themselves into a corporation under this act 
and operate as many ships as they want to and pay no 
corporate taxes to the United States, I think that is what it 
means. 

Mr. GRAHAM. No; it does not, it is to put them on the 
same footing with other vessels operated under the laws of 
the United States. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. No; it is blanketed in under the 
China trade act, which does in specific terms exempt from 
corporate tax every share of the stock in that corporation 
owned by Chinamen, American citizens resident in China, or 
American citizens residents of the United States. That is a 
pretty far-reaching provision. 

Mr. DYER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. DYER. The gentleman understands that the law per- 
mits the organization of corporations under the China trade 
law, and the amendment is only to provide that these cor- 
porations must comply with the laws of this country with 
reference to registration, and so forth. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I ask for five minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks that his 
time may be extended for five minutes. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. ? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. 
elarified —— rs 

Mr. WEFALD. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. WEFALD. What the gentleman has stated will prac- 
tically amount to a ship subsidy? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. It will amount to what it does 
amount to in plain language. If the gentleman in charge of 
this bill can show me that this is restrictive language, I 
should be glad for him to do so. I have not heard any 
demand anywhere from anybody advocating the China trade 
act or amendments thereto for a restriction on the powers 
granted in the original bill. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Let me read to the gentleman the only lan- 
guage in this section that is new: 


Nor engaging in nor be formed to engage in, the business of owning or 
operating any vessel, unless the controlling interest in such corporation 
is owned by citizens of the United States, within the meaning of 
section 2 of the shipping act, 1916, as amended. 


And now I ask the gentleman, is not that a restriction requir- 
ing them to comply with the laws of the United States gov- 
erning that subject? The old law is printed in the back of 
the report so that anybody can see what it is, 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. If the gentleman says that under 
the existing law they could own ships engaged in international 
commerce, I would like to have the gentleman indicate the 
language. 

Mr. DYER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Yes, 

Mr. DYER. I will say that under the present law there 
has been at least one company organized to engage in shipping, 
and it is for the purpose of that company as well as any other 
with reference to register, which is very important, that this 
amendment is put in the bill, 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. If we are beginning to do that 
sort of thing under the China trade act, it is time that we 
should consider whether we have not broadened the original 
act too much, 

Mr, GRAHAM, The original act is found in the report of the 
committee, and after granting power to create corporations 
with no other limitation than to state the particular business 
in which the corporation is to engage, there is also permitted 
these additional powers: Í 

Sec, 6. In addition to the powers granted elsewhere in this act, a 
China trade act corporation— 

(a) Shall have the right of succession during the existence of the 
corporation ; 

(b) May have a corporate seal and alter it at pleasure; 

(c) May sue and be sued; 

(d) Shall have the right to transact the business authorized by its 
articles of incorporation and such further business as is properly con- 
necied therewith or necessary and incidental thereto; 


For the purpose of getting this 


(e) May make contracts and incur abilities; 

(f) May acquire and hold real or personal property, necessary to 
effect the purpose for which it is formed, and dispose of such property 
when no longer needed for such purposes; 

(g) May borrow money and issue its notes, coupon or registered 
bonds, or other evidences of debt, and secure their payment by a 
mortgage of its property; and : 

(h) May establish such branch offices at such places in China as it 
deems advisable. 


That is the broad, comprehensive law of 1922, which is now 
in force, and we are putting a limitation upon it. 

Mr. SUMNDRS of Texas. That is the trouble with this 
whole business. The first thing we know they will determine 
that it is incidental to their business to establish manufac- 
turing concerns over here, or to go into the growing of crops. 
I started in supporting this general plan, and I want to help 
those who go to China and engage in business there, but I am 
getting less enthusiastic about the whole matter. 

Mr. GREEN, Myr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
two words. 

I think a good deal of the difficulty that arises in the dis- 
cussion of this act is caused by the fact that gentlemen over- 
look the provisions in the China trade act in respect to the 
exemption from taxes, The amount which is exempt from 
taxation results only from a credit allowed to the corporations 
engaged in that business from profits which must under the 
present law and this bill be “derived from sources in China.” 
That is the only provision that really results in an exemption 
to the corporation from taxation. 

In the particular instance which the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. Sumners] was inquiring about a moment ago, as the 
chairman of the Committee on the Judiciary has well stated, 
the amendment in this respect adds a limitation as to the 
powers of the company rather than an expansion. These 
companies can now engage in every kind of business except 
as limited by the original act, which prescribes certain limita- 
tions. This limitation made no restriction as to their purchas- 
ing and operating vessels and there is no particular reason, that 
I can see, why they should not purchase and operate vessels. 
It would not increase their exemption. Any profit that re- 
sulted from the operation of vessels could not be said, in my 
judgment, to be derived from sources within China.“ I am 
unable to see any objection to this provision. It is true that they 
might enlarge their business in that way, but there is nothing 
to prevent any other corporation at the present time purchas- 
ing vessels and operating them in trade between this country 
and China. Of course, if that corporation does so operate 
vessels, any profit that it makes will be subject to taxation, 
and this will be true as to corporations under the China trade 
act. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. 
man yield? 

Mr. GREEN. With pleasure. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. If one of these corporations 
should have a line of boats that plies between Chinese ports 
and South America, where would the profit of that business 
be made, the home port being China, or, suppose they went 
away up one of the Chinese rivers. 

Mr. GREEN. I can not answer the gentleman’s question 
directly, but I am quite clear that the profits would not be 
“derived from sources within China.” I call the gentleman's 
attention to the provisions of the bill that we have before us 
now, page 5, section 264: 


Sec. 264. (a) That for the purpose only of the tax imposed by sec- 
tion 230 there shall be allowed, in the case of a corporation organized 
under the China trade act, 1922, a credit of an amount equal to the 
proportion of the net income derived from sources within China— 


The case that the gentleman mentions would not fall within 
this provision which confers benefits on the China trade corpo- 
rations. They would be taxed just the same as any other per- 
son or corporation who was operating such ships. I think that 
is all there is to this matter. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Why should not a corporation 
that proposes to operate a line of ships incorporate under the 
general laws of America if they did not propose to come in 
under the benefits of this act? 

Mr. GREEN. The only reason that I can see is this: It 
would necessitate two corporations. Here we have this origi- 
nal corporation under the China trade act, and if the corpora- 
tion operates shi 

The CHAIRMAN, 
has expired. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the gentleman may have five minutes more. 


Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 


The time of the gentleman from Towa 
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
all debate upon this section and all amendments thereto close 
in five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks 
unanimous consent that all debate on this paragraph and all 
amendments thereto close in five minutes. Is there objection? 

Mr. WINGO. Reserving the right to object, make it 10 
minutes. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I can not do that. 

Mr. WINGO. Then I object. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that all debate upon this paragraph and all amendments thereto 
close in 10 minutes, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oregon asks unani- 
mous consent that all debate upon this section and all amend- 


ments thereto close in 10 minutes, Is there objection? 


There was no objection. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, as I was about to state in an- 
swer to the inquiry of my friend from Texas, if they were 
obliged to incorporate under the general laws, it would neces- 
sitate two incorporations—two separate companies—and that it 
seems to me would be detrimental to the operation of their 
business. I can see no reason why they should be so required 
to incorporate as long as they will have to pay taxes on all 
business that is not derived from sources within China. That 
states the whole matter as it appears to me, and I think ought 
to be a sufficient answer. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. If their main business is in China 
and they do this thing merely as an incident to carrying on 
their main business in China, is it then the view of the gentle- 
man that they would have to pay taxes on the profits they 
made in their incidental enterprises? 

Mr. GREEN. It depends upon what the gentleman calls in- 
cidental. I am very sure that they would have to pay taxes on 
the operation of this shipping line. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. The chairman of the committee 
has suggested that the right to operate ships arises under 
their incidental powers. 

Mr. GREEN. Under their incidental powers? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Yes; that is the statement, that 
that arises under their incidental powers. It is a power inci- 
dental to carrying forward the general business under the 
provisions of this act. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I said that would be a fact, but that would 
not be a standard of measuring where profit and earnings were, 
or what the taxes would be. 

Mr. GREEN. I think the chairman states it very cor- 
rectly. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. If the gentleman will permit an- 
other inquiry. Is it the judgment of the gentleman now speak- 
ing that these China trade corporations would have to keep 
books which would cut a clean line of cleavage on profits they 
made within the territory of China as distinguished from profits 
made incidentally? 

Mr. GREEN. I have no doubt about that. Otherwise these 
words in the act “Net income derived from sources within 
China” would not mean anything. They would have to sat- 
isfy the revenue department on that point, or the exemption 
would not be allowed, and the burden would be upon the 
corporation asking the exemption to show that it was en- 
titled to it. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, the committee realizes the 
proposition involved in the change here is specifically to au- 
thorize China trade corporations to engage in shipping 

Mr. GRAHAM. Pardon me a moment, has the gentleman 
read the act authorizing the incorporation? 

Mr. WINGO. Yes; I agree with the gentleman 

Mr. GRAHAM. Is not this a limitation upon the powers in 
the original act and not a grant of power? 

Mr. WINGO. If the gentleman will not take my time, 
so that the gentleman will follow me, I agree with the gen- 
tleman that the language he read is new language. I disagree 
with the proposition of law that engaging in world-wide ship- 
ping is an incidental power to a business corporation author- 
ized by law to engage “in business within China.” 

Mr. GRAHAM. Will not the gentleman allow me to correct 
a misquotation. I did not say that a world-wide business in 
shipping was an incidental power. I used no such language, 
but I said the right to incorporate in the carrying trade of 
goods to China would be incidental to doing business in China. 

Mr. WINGO. All right. Now, I can not agree with my 
friend from Iowa, who is a great lawyer, and his suggestion— 
probably I am in error—his suggestion that there is no limita- 


tion upon the corporation as to shipping business and there 
is no restriction upon it in the law, and therefore they can do 


5 Sd gentleman does not mean to lay down that proposi- 
on 
Mr. GREEN. Can the gentleman point out any restriction 


in the act except those included in subdivision (e) of section 
4 of the act? 

Mr. WINGO. I am going to suggest to the gentleman, good 
lawyer as he may be, that when the Congress grants a char- 
ter to a corporation and grants power it has no powers other 
than that directly granted it or that are necessary in the con- 
duct of its business and by necessary implication. Why, that 
is the rule from time immemorial according to my understand- 
ing; maybe I am in error. 

Mr. GREEN rose. 

Mr. WINGO. I can not yield because I have been restricted 
in time. I have started two or three times 

Mr. GREEN. The gentleman is entirely correct in his last 
statement. 

Mr. WINGO. Let us see. I will go back to the original act. 
Is not the granting of power to establish branches the only 
language that gives additional power in section read by the 
chairman? All the rest is implied in the law; that in relation 
to branches is the only thing that gives power, all the rest 
might have been wiped out. Is it incidental power to a cor- 
poration authorized to do business within China to engage in 
world-wide shipping? No; it is not. Gentlemen, you know 
itis not. It is far-fetched. The situation now is it is proposed 
by this bill specifically to authorize a shipping corporation 
to be organized under the China trade act. You specifically 
authorize them. They do not have to be really engaged right 
directly in business in the China towns, but according to this 
statement here, if they engage in the business over there 
affecting China—that is, in China—what,happens when you 
compute the 12% per cent? You allow that corporation credit 
for what? For the stock owned by the citizen of the United- 
States resident in China? Oh, nọ. That is the present law. 
They go further and authorize you to say, “A proportionate de- 
duction in arriving at the 12% per cent on corporations owned 
by residents in China not citizens of the United States, or 
residents in the United States, or its possessions, and also by 
eitizens of the United States wherever resident.” You can ex- 
empt the merchants who go to China and try to open up trade 
there. That makes an appeal which is strong; but you can not 
justify, gentlemen, granting an indirect subsidy to a shipping 
cen by authorizing them to organize under the China 
rade act. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 5, That section 4 of said act is amended by adding thereto the 
following new subdivision: 

„d) A China trade act corporation shall not engage in any business 
until at least 25 per cent of tts authorized capital stock has been paid 
in in cash, or, in accordance with the provisions of section 8, in real 
or personal property which has been placed in the custody of the 
directors, and such corporation has filed a statement to this effect, 
under oath, with the registrar within six months after the issuance 
of its certificate of incorporation, except that the registrar may grant 
additional time for the filing of such statement upon application made 
prior to the expiration of such six months. If any such corporation 
transacts business in violation of this subdivision or fails to file such 
stutement within six months, or within such time as the registrar 
prescribes upon such application, the registrar shall institute proceed- 
ings under section 14 for the revocation of the certificate.” 


With a committee amendment, as follows: 


On page 2, line 23, strike out the word “A” and insert “ No certifi- 
cate of a corporation shall be delivered to a,” and in line 22, after 
the word “corporation,” strike out “shall not engage in any busi- 
ness” and insert in lieu thereof “and no incorporation sbal) be com- 
plete.” 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Dowerr). 
ing to the committee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Sec. 8. Subdivision (b) of section 9 of such act is amended to read 
as follows: 

„(b) The number, qualifications, and manner of choosing and fixing 
the tenure of office and compensation of all directors; but the number 
of such directors shall be not less than three, and a majority of the 
directors, and the president and the treasurer, or each officer holding a 
corresponding office, shall, during their tenure of office, be citizens of 
the United States.” 


The question is on agree- 
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With a committee amendment, as follows: 
Page 4, line 16, after the word “ States” insert “ resident in China.” 


The CHAIRMAN, The question is on agreeing to the com- 
mittee amendment, 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec, 11. That subdivisions (a) and (b) of section 264 of the revenue 
act of 1921, added to said act by section 21 of the China trade act, 
1922, are amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 264. (a) That for the purpose only of the tax imposed by sec- 
tion 230 there shall be allowed, in the case of a corporation organized 
under the China trade act, 1922, a credit of an amount equal to the 
proportion of the net income derived from sources within China (de- 
termined in a similar manner to that provided in sec. 217) which 
the par value of the shares of stock of the corporation owned on the 
last day of the taxable year by (1) persons resident in China, the 
United States, or possessions of the United States, and (2) individual 
citizens of the United States or China whereyer resident, bears to the 
par value of the whole number of shares of stock of the corporation 
outstanding on such date: Provided, That in no case shall the amount 
by which the tax imposed by section 230 is diminished by reason of 
such credit exceed the amount of the special dividend certified under 
subdivision (b) of this section. 

“ (b) Such credit shall not be allowed unless the Secretary of Com- 
merce has certified to the commissioner (1) the amount which, during 
the year ending on the date fixed by law for filing the return, the cor- 
poration has distributed as a special dividend to or for the benefit of 
such persons as on the last day of the taxable year were resident in 
China, the United States, or possessions of the United States, or were 
individual citizens of the United States or China, and owned shares 
of stock of the corporation; (2) that such special dividend was in addi- 
tion to all other amounts, payable or to be payable to such persons or 
for their benefit, by reason of their Interest in the corporation; and 
(3) that such distribution has been made to or for the benefit of such 
Persons in proportion to the par value of the shares of stock of the 
corporation owned by each; except that if the corporation has more 
than one class of stock, the certificates shall contain a statement that 
the articles of incorporation provide a method for the apportionment 
of such special dividend among such persons, and that the amount cer- 
tified has been distributed in accordance with the method so provided.” 


Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. Chairman, on page 5, line 13, I wish to 
correct a clerical error. Strike out the words from “264” to 
“ 1922,” inclusive, in line 15, and insert in lieu thereof the fol- 
low ng: “263 of the revenue act of 1924,” for it would apply 
to that act now, not the act of 1921. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

The Clerk read as follows; 


Amendment offered by Mr. Gramas: On page 5, line 13, strike out 
the figures “ 264" and all of line 14 and line 15 up to and including 
the figures “ 1922,“ and insert in lieu thereof “ 263 of the revenue act 
of 1924.” 


Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania just what does the change do? 

Mr. GRAHAM. We quote the 1921 revenue act, and we are 
now making it the 1924 act. 

Mr. WINGO. Im other words, it makes a more correct 
citation? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes; we do not want to quote the 1921 act, 
because the 1924 act supersedes it, 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the com- 
mittee amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr, Chairman, I moye to strike 
out the last word. 

Mr. GRAHAM. There is another amendment on that page, 
Mr. Chairman. Page 5, line 17, strike out “264” and insert in 
lieu thereof “ 263.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Granam: Page 5, line 17, strike out 
264“ and insert in lieu thereof 263.“ 


The CHAIRMAN, The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. S 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas is recognized. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
have the attention of gentlemen who are interested in the 
passage of this bill. In one sense I will be speaking out of 
order, but still in reference to a provision of the bill that we 


deem important. 
tion of the bill, I am sure we all want to fully consider what 


Gentlemen, while we have passed this sec- 


we are doing. I want to direct attention to the fact that we 
evidently misunderstood to a considerable degree subdivision 
(c) of section 4 during the discussion. I would like to have 
the attention of the chairman of the Committee on Ways and 
Means especially. 

a GRAHAM. To what provision does the gentleman 
refer g 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Page 2, line 14. 

Mr. GRAHAM. We have passed that. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I bave explained that. I will be 
more brief if I can just get the attention of the gentleman. I 
want to direct attention to this language, which shows, in 
my judgment, that this is not an incidental business that is 
had in contemplation. Beginning on line 14 is this language: 
Nor engage in, nor be formed to engage in, the business of 
owning or operating any vessel,” and so forth. I wish gentle- 
men who are interested in the bill to take that into considera- 
tion and see what should be done abont it. 

Mr. GRAHAM. May I ask the gentleman this question? 
The language is “nor engage in, nor be formed to engage in, 
the business of owning or operating any vessel.” That is a 
limitation, Unless what? Unless the majority ownership is 
in citizens of the United States within the meaning of section 
2 of the shipping act, 1916. Now, suppose they have the power 
under the original act to organize these companies. Is not 
this language simply putting a limitation on that power, what- 
ever it is, and saying “nor engage in that business unless the 
majority stock is owned by citizens of the United States and 
conforms to the Shipping Board act mentioned in the bill”? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I am afraid I did not make my- 
self understood. The point I am referring to is the distinction 
between operating under an incidental power to do business 
in China and the creation of a corporation to operate ships. 
This provision seems to deal with the creation of a corpora- 
tion to cperate ships and not with an incidental power. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I beg the gentleman’s pardon. This does not 
say to create a corporation; this simply says— 


Nor engage in, nor be formed to engage in, the business of owning 
or operating any vessel, unless the controlling interest in such corpora- 
tion is owned by citizens of the United States, 


That is a prohibition. That means the corporation that car- 
ries on the whole business, and the bill provides that they shall 
not do this unless the controlling interest ef such corporation 
is owned by citizens of the United States, and it would also 
include any corporation organized specifically to go into the 
shipping business. 

Mr. WINGO. Will the gentleman from Texas yield for a 
question? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from 
has expired. 

Mr. WINGO. Then, Mr. Chairman, I will take the floor 
in my own right in order to ask the gentleman from Texas 
a question. The chairman of the committee calls attention 
to the fact that there is a restriction here providing that the 
controlling interest shall be owned by citizens of the United 
States. Would not that be true if they had authority now to 
do it, that is, if a China trade corporation has the right now 
to engage in the business of shipping? The law now requires 
it to have the controlling interest owned by citizens of the 
United States, and the proposed bill provides that the control- 
ling interest shall be owned by citizens of the United States, 
and if they have that incidental power under existing law then 
the words just read by the gentleman do not add anything 
by way of restriction, because that restriction is already in 
the law. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. May I say to the gentleman from 
Arkansas that I construe this language as being as much the 
law as the original China trade act. Now, what does this law 
do if it is adopted? It provides that no corporation shall be 
formed to engage in the business of owning or operating any 
vessel unless, and so forth. 

Now, the converse of that proposition is just as clearly in- 
volved in this law, and if it is the declaration that they have 
the power to do this thing then they can form a corporation 
to engage in the business of operating sbips. 

Mr. WINGO. The gentleman has answered what I wanted 
him to answer and that is this, that those who propose this 
know that this is not an incidental power but is a restriction 
in the original law and a restriction in this act. It refers to 
establishing business in China and refers to business corpora- 
tions doing business in China and if, under the language the 
gentleman has just read, they have the power to engage in 


Texas 
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shipping, unless you put some restrictions there, it might be 
that foreigners could charter under this act and be called a 
China trade shipping corporation. 


Mr. GRAHAM. It is very difficult to understand exactly 
the point the gentleman is referring to. The matter seems 
very clear to me because this provision only applies to a 
China trade act corporation. 

Mr WINGO. There is no doubt about that. 

Mr: GRAHAM. And it simply says that a China trade 
act corporation which is entitled to be organized shall not 
engage in the business of shipping unless it conforms to the 
law now governing shipping and that requires that the con- 
troliing interest in such corporation shall be owned by citi- 
zens of the United States, 

Mr. WINGO. Is not that the law now? 

1 GRAHAM. No; it is not. Under the act of 1922 that 
not so. 

Mr. WINGO. Then they have not the incidental powers 
the gentleman contended for awhile ago. 

Mr, GRAHAM. That power is not incidental at all; they 
have full power under the act of 1922 to organize any kind 
of a corporation, and any lawyer who reads that act will 
Say SO. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I will now use some of the 
time myself. Any lawyer will also know that we did not 
authorize them to organize corporations to carry on any king 
of a business anywhere they please. We said they should 
engage in business “within China.” We used the words 
“within China.” Now, it might be that they could sail ves- 
sels “ within China,” but the gentleman laid down his propo- 
sition with reference to incidental powers, and read a section 
of the present law with reference to incidental powers. Now, 
if they have the incidental powers at the present time, then 
the restrictions contained in the existing law apply. If they 
do not have the incidental powers, then this bill authorizes 
shipping concerns and corporations to engage in the busi- 
ness of shipping” and to do it under the special provisions of 
this act and get the special benefit of tax exemption. There 
is no escaping that conclusion. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Of course, we are proceeding very much out 
of order, and I trust I may have permission to call attention 
te the law. I will read from the shipping law: 


Sec. 2. That within the meaning of this act no corporation, part- 
nership, or association shall be deemed a citizen of the United States 
unless the controlling interest therein is owned by citizens of the 
United States, and, m the case of a corporation, unless its president 
and managing directors are citizens of the United States and the cor- 
poration itself is organized under the laws of the United States or of 
a State, Territory, District, or possession thereof. 


Mr. WINGO. That is what I stated the law was awhile ago. 

Mr. GRAHAM. If the gentleman will pardon me a moment, 
it is simply a restriction upon the general powers conferred 
by Congress In 1922 requiring them to conform to the shipping 
law. That is all there is to it. 

Mr. WINGO. We have the same restriction the gentleman 
has just read in the China trade act. 

Mr. GRAHAM. The restriction in that law is not the same. 
It only requires a majority of the officers to be citizens. 

Mr. WINGO. To which act is the gentleman now re- 
ferring? > 

Mr. GRAHAM. The China trade act of 1922, from which I 
read: 

The number, qualifications, and manner of choosing and fixing the 
tenure of office and compensation of all directors; but the number of 
such directors shail be not less than three, and a majority of the 
directors and a majority of the officers holding the office of president, 
treasurer, or secretary, or a corresponding officer, shall be citizens of 
the United States resident in China. 


That is all there is in that act. 

Mr. WINGO. There is no dispute about that. That is what 
I contended the law was. 

The pro forma amendment was withdrawn. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Suc. 12. That paragraph (13) of subdivision (b) of section 213 of 
the revenue act of 1921, added to said subdivision by section 26 of 
the China trade act, 1922, is amended to read as follows: 

“(18) In the case of a person, amounts distributed as dividends to 
or for his benefit by a corporation organized under the China trade 
act, 1922, if, at the time of such distribution, he Is a resident of 
China and the equitable right to the income of the shares of stock of 
the corporation is in good faith vested in him.” 


Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Chairman, I wish to offer a correcting 
amendment. On page 7, line 4, beginning with “1921,” in line 


T 


4, strike out up to and through “1922” and insert in lieu 
thereof the figures “1924.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania offers 
an amendment which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Granam: On page 7, Une 4, strike out 
after the word “of,” where it appears the second time, the remainder 
of line 4 and all of line 5 down to and including the figures “ 1922" 
and insert in lieu thereof the figures “1924.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

‘The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. BLANTON: On page T, lines 3 and 4, 
strike out the following language, to wit: “That paragraph 13 of 
subdivision (b) of section 213.“ With notice given that if this amend- 
ment is adopted he will move that section 18, in line 13, shall also be 
stricken from the bill, 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I do not like this para- 
graph No. 13, and I do not like this section 13, in line No. 13. 

Mr. O'CONNELL of New York. Is the gentleman from 
Texas superstitious? 

Mr. BLANTON. No; not personally, but on behalf of our 
friend from Missouri, in this particular instance, I am. We 
are guided in the House of Representatives in large measure 
by precedents, and we are naturally reminded of the fate of 
other legislation and other paragraphs similarly numbered. 

This particular succeeding section in the bill, numbered 13, 
would keep a corporation organized under the laws of any 
State from doing business in China. The gentleman from Ar- 
kansas [Mr. Winco] brought that out definitely yesterday 
when he asked the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
GRAHAM] the direct question, if this section 13 would not stop 
a corporation organized under the laws of Pennsylvania from 
doing business in China, and the gentleman from Pennsylyania 
said that it would. f ‘ 

8 GRAHAM. That is all water that has passed over 

e dam. 

Mr. BLANTON. I know; but I do not like section 13 
anyhow. 

I can remind the gentleman of the other bill he reported for 
our friend the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Dyer] in the 
Sixty-sixth Congress which was numbered 13, it being H. R. 
No. 13. The gentleman will remember that. That was spe- 
cial class legislation in behalf of just a few particular fellows 
in the United States, 

Mr. GRAHAM. Will the gentleman allow me a single in- 
terruption on 13? 

Mr. BLANTON. Certainly. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I want to say to the gentleman that two 
events of world-wide importance occurred involving the figure 
13. Thirteen Colonies won their independence against Great 
Britain and I was born on the 13th of the month. [Laughter 
and applause.) 

Mr. BLANTON. That ought to stop hoodooism so far as 
the Colonies and the Judiciary chairman are concerned, but 
it is still following this Dyer legislation. The 13 Colonies 
have become 48 of the strongest States that ever existed 
in a union, tied together by every interest of friendship and 
personal and joint advantage. But there is a chance of 
“13” being a hoodoo sometimes, and we ought to keep it 
out of these Dyer bills. We remember that now famous so- 
called antilynching bill of his which was numbered 13. I knew 
the very moment that bill was brought up here that it wonld 
never become a law, and we would never hear anything more 
from it, because a bill designed to protect negroes should never 
be numbered “13.” It is dead, and those dusky friends of 
the gentleman from Missouri who sat in the gallery that day 
knew it was dead as soon as they saw its number was 13. 
They simply fell back disconsolate. [Laughter.] 

Now, the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Dyer] comes in 
here with another bill which is special class legislation pre- 
venting the 48 States, the successors of the 13 Colonies, 
under the laws of their legislatures from authorizing their own 
corporations to do business in China. They must come here 
to Washington and organize under this China trade act. 

If I had my way about it, to help our friend from Missouri 
cireumyent this hoodoo, I would change this paragraph No. 
18 to paragraph 1214, and if I had my way about it I would 
strike out line No. 13 and I would make it line 12%, and if I 
had my way about it I would strike out this section No. 13 and 
I would make it section No. 1244. 


1925 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


3753 


Mr. WATKINS. 

Mr. BLANTON. 

Mr. WATKINS. ‘That would probably have been very apro- 
pos on yesterday, 


that day being Friday the 13th, but this 
is Saturday. 


Mr. BLANTON. Oh, but this is the morning after Friday 
the 13th, and this bill is still under the same “13” hoodoo. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
pro forma amendment. The gentleman has utterly mistaken 
the meaning of this provision. It applies only to corporations 
formed under the laws of the United States and has no appli- 
cation to corporations formed under State laws and does not 
restrict them in the least or concern them. 

The pro forma amendment was withdrawn. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent, 
without taking up the time to read it, to move that section | 
29 in the bill be stricken out and the following be inserted in 
lieu thereof. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania offers 
an amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, we have not reached that; 
we have just read section 12. I move to strike out section 12. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Arkansas moves to 
strike out section 12, | 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, in the other section we granted | 
practical exemption from taxation to these concerns that are 
engaged in business in China, or engaged in the shipping busi- 
ness on the Pacific Ocean, to say the least, and we granted | 
them practical exemption from the 12% per cent corporation 
tax. If you take these requirements and work it out to a 
mathematical certainty, both of these qualifications as to citi- 
zenship and residence will cover every class of stockholder 
and credit for his stock, proportional credit, on the 1214 per 
cent corporation tax; it practically wipes it out. Now what 
do you do by this section? As far as the language is con- 
cerned, you change the word “citizen” to resident“; that is 
not necessary in order to meet what they contend is the pur- 
pose of the law, and that is to meet British competition. Any 
man who has gone into the situation in China knows that the 
control the British have on the China trade is not a question 
of taxation, because most of the China corporations, the British 
corporations, are financed by men who live in England and 
pay their tax on their dividends. 

I challenge any man to contradict me. 

Mr. GRAHAM. The gentleman from Arkansas differs from 
the gentleman from Texas, who thought section 12 was proper. 

Mr. WINGO. I am making a serious argument on a proposi- 
tion of law, and the gentleman from Texas will not contradict 
that. The control that the British have of the Chinese trade 
is not one of exemption from taxation, because 83 per cent of 
the stock of the British corporations doing business in the east 
are owned either by individuals or banking corporations that 
are residents of the British Islands, and therefore they have 
to pay the tax on the dividends they receive. ‘They do not 
have that exemption. 

Now, where does the control come? It is not a case of 
tax exemption; it is a question of exchanges entirely. They 
also absolutely control and have a monopoly of American silver 
that is mined in the United States and shipped to China. They 
get the difference in the cost they pay the American mine owner 


Will the gentleman yield? 
Certainly. 


I know that is true. 


and what the Chinese Government pays them to coin it into 
Chinese money, and they do it by the control of the exchange, 
by banking facilities, and under the bill you specifically pro- 
vide that no China corporation shall engage in the exchange 
business, the real power that is the basis of England’s domi- 
nation of the trade in the east. This bill specifically con- 
firms the monopoly of British interests, and you can not avoid 
that conclusion, 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I realize 
that the vote on this proposition is going to be very close, but 
I believe I can submit some observations that will justify 
every Member of this House from the agricultural districts 
having an interest in the farmer to vote for this proposition. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? . 

Mr. WATKINS. For a brief question. 

Mr. BLANTON. If I understand the gentleman from Ore- 
gon, a member of this triumvirate, his position in regard to the 
American farmer is that there ought to be encouragement to 
the merchant to bring into this country hundreds of thousands 
of cases of eggs to compete with our farmers. 

Mr. WATKINS. They can do it now, whether you amend 
this law or not, This will not affect them. 

Now, gentlemen, I want to reiterate what I said a moment 
ago, Suppose a man invests in a domestic corporation and 
earns $5,000; we tax him at the source 12% per cent. If he 


invests in a China trade act corporation and makes $5,000, 
under the present law he would be taxed 12% per cent and in 
addition thereto he must put said dividends in his income re- 
turn and pay the normal tax, which is nothing more than 
repetitive taxation, and which is wrong. If you go to China 
or stay here and invest in a corporation in the hope that you 
may build up trade between the United States and China, 
why should you not have the same right as if you invested in 
an American corporation doing business here? You pay 12% 
per cent in the domestic concern and the balance is exempt; 
if you are in a China trade corporation you pay 12% per cent, 
and the balance ought to be exempt. 

What is the next proposition? The other amendment means 
to exempt not only Chinese in China, as the present law does, 
but exempts citizens of any nationality, provided they are resi- 
dents of China, from paying income tax on incomes from com- 
panies organized under this act. 

I want to read to you two excerpts from the hearings. I 
wish everybody would read these hearings. I am going to 
read from page 28, quoting what Miss Smith, assistant trade 
commissioner of the Department of Commerce, had to say about 
this. This is very important, because we sell approximately 
one-third of our textile products in China. We sell thousands 
of bales of cotton from the South in China. It means that the 
American farmer will have a market for his wheat, for his 
oats, for his cotton, for everything that he raises upon the farm 
in this country. We need foreign markets, and this is going 
to give them to us, because it will encourage trade and com- 
meree between the United States and China. Here is what 
Miss Smith has to say on this proposition: : 


One point I would like to bring out is this; That the American 
manufacturers who are represented through American concerns in 
China are at a disadvantage in that, on account of their home taxation, 
they have to ask more for their products than it they were represented 
through a British outfit. Mr. Rhea demonstrated that by stating the 
ease of the fiour-mill machinery which the British concern could sell 
for $98.50 and which the American had to sell at $100, I have seen 
calculations made which show that the Americans at all times haye te 
sell for 1½ per cent more on the price of their products than their 
British competitors can sell for. 


There are more than 300 American coneerns represented by 
British agencies in China instead of being represented by 
American agencies. A few weeks ago we increased or tried to 
increase the appropriation for the Bureau of Foreign Trade in 
the hope that we would build up the commerce of this Nation, 
and here this witness says that we are at a disadvantage simply 
because the American must not only pay his 12% per cent, but 
must pay his normal tax upon the income that he gets from the 
China Trade Corporation. It makes a great difference. 

Then, on page 29 of the hearings Miss Smith has this to say: 


I think you will be interested in knowing that there are 20 British 
firms in Shanghai who hold 804 American agencies. What is the cause 
of that? There are several causes. The British themselves seek the 
American ‘agencies, those where the article involved is better in quality 
than manufactured by the British, such as typewriters, calculating 
machines, etc. The reason is that they know that, on aecount of their 
taxation advantages, they can undersell the Americans. There are a 
lot of American manufacturers who go into the field and are not ready 
to open up their own offices there. They look about for trade repre 
sentation and when they get to thinking about real business, if they 
find that the British can sell their product at a lower price and get 
more business for them than the American, who has to ask more for the 
same product, they place the agency with the British. That is not 
fair to the American trade. 


This amendment proposes to say to the American and to the 
Chinaman and to the Englishman and to everybody else who 
will put his capital in an American concern and charter it 
under this act that he will have an exemption from the income 
from that corporation provided he resides in China. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WATKINS. Yes. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. What is the proportion of American cor- 
porations doing business in China through the British? 

Mr. WATKINS. I do not have those figures. I do not 
know what the proportion is. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Does the gentleman hear of any of them 
offering to withdraw because of this so-called discrimination? 

Mr. WATKINS. Why, they are doing business through 
these British coneerns because of this tax, and that is just 
what I have been saying. They are asking these British 
agencies to do their business and sell their goods, and the gen- 
tleman -knows that a British concern would simply hold back 
on American goods and sell the British products when there 
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is a chance to. In other words, he will hurt the business of 
the American concern. 

| Mr. HUDSPETH. We have American corporations over 
there now, have we not? 

Mr. WATKINS. Yes; and they are being undersold by the 
British simply because of this tax feature. I want the gen- 
tleman from Texas, inasmuch as he represents an agricultural 
‘district, to realize that if we will pass this act and give to 
those Americans who go over there and pioneer in this foreign 
trade the same privileges we give the Chinaman and the same 
the Englishman secures, then the people of Texas will have a 
bigger field to sell their products, which in the end will bring 
prosperity to the American farmer. 
| Mr. HUDSPHTH. Then should we not extend the same 
right to American corporations in Brazil and Argentina and 
other countries? 
| Mr. WATKINS. We will cross that bridge when we get to 
| it. If the conditions justify it, we will take it up when it 
comes before Congress; but simply because we are not doing 
it to American citizens in Brazil is no reason why we should 
deny it to American residents in China if the facts warrant 
it, and they do warrant it, because the American manufac- 

turer is being undersold by the Englishman, 

Mr. DEMPSEY. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman will yield 
for a moment, I can state the figures which the gentleman from 
Texas inquired about a moment ago. The American firms 
number 136 and the British firms 534. 
| Mr. WATKINS. I thank the gentleman. I want now to 
read from page 12 of the report, wherein Mr. Hoover, Secre- 
tary of Commerce, said: 

While this amendment constitutes a departure from our rule of 
| taxation by allowing exemption of income tax to persons resident in 
| China to the extent of the dividends received from China trade act 
corporations, it is necessary that this relief be accorded to stockholders 
lof the China trade act corporations resident in China if they are to 
be placed on a basis of equality with their British competitors. 


As to the value of the markets of China, let me say that the 
Government reports show that during the fiscal year 1923-24 
the total export and import trade of the United States with 
China equaled $282,300,700. 

The Department of Commerce is authority for the following 
statement: 

China, including Hongkong and Kwantung, bought nearly 9,000,000 
bushels of wheat and 5,000,000 barrels of flour, at a total valuation 
of $35,000,000, and proved the largest world market for American 
‘flour during the year. Japan's purchases of rice, wheat, and flour 
added $14,000,000 more to our sales of cereals. Shipments of auto- 
mobiles and trucks to the whole Far East were valued at more than 
` $42,000,000, Australia leading with an importation reaching $29,000,- 
000. Sales of raw cotton to Japan and China are always heavy, but 
In 1923-24 they reached $95,000,000, while shipments of mineral oils 
to the whole Far East totaled more than $73,000,000; construction iron 
and steel, $30,000,000; and cotton goods, practically $10,000,000. 

The outstanding feature of America's share of Chinese imports, as 
gathered from the preliminary reports of 45 ports, is the kerosene 
trade, which in 1923 approximated 179,000,000 American gallons, 80 
per cent of the entire purchase and a slight increase over the previous 
|year from the same sources. Sumatra’s share was 12 per cent and 
| Borneo’s 2 per cent. Some Persian, Japanese, and Burmese oil was 
| received, and Russia entered the market with about a half million 
| gallons. The poor wheat crop created a greater demand for wheat 
and flour; Shanghal, the principal distributing point for all China, 
| imported 70,000 tons of flour, an advance of 30,000 tons over 1922. 
|The returns of the 45 ports show an importation of 272,000 tons of 
fiour, an increase of nearly 40 per cent for the year. China's entire 
| Importation of wheat from the United States for 1922, according to 
| complete official returns, aggregated 1,777,000 bushels. Construction 
| was active during 1923, as indicated by the purchase of 288,000 
tons of iron and steel products, 5 per cent more than the year pre- 
| vious, but soft-wood lumber imports dropped by 480,000,000 square 
feet to 224,000,000 square feet. Douglas fir is the standard construc- 
tion lumber, and the most important kind sold by the United States 
to China, but other species from the Straits Settlements are reported 
as cutting into this trade. The Philippines are also furnishing lumber 
to China for interior finishing. While shipments of electrical equip- 
ment into China show some falling off for the year, the general trend 
of the trade is upward. The drop in machinery naturally reflects the 
disturbed condition of the country, the trade showing a decrease from 
9,644,000 Hk. taels In 1922 to 8,170,000 Hk. taels in 1923. Im- 
ports of cotton plece goods decreased generally throughout the coun- 
try. America has already lost this trade, particularly in northern 
China, to the cheaper goods from Japan. China purchased aniline dyes 
to the value of practically 7,450,000 Hk. taels in 1923, 1,100,000 


taels more than in 1922, thus showing increased activity in the local 
cotton mills. China also imported 10,094,000,000 cigarettes in 1923, 
an increase of practically 1,500,000,000 for the year. 


Now, in conclusion, let me say that on the Pacific coast we 
have the largest lumber mills in the world. What is the situa- 
tion? We are selling our lumber in China and thereby develop- 
ing our foreign trade. That means bigger pay rolis in Port- 
land, bigger pay rolls throughout America, and the thing to do 
is to place those men on an equality with the British. Suppose 
you do not? The China trade act is still on the books; but 
suppose you do not give the American manufacturer the equal- 
ity that the British manufacturer has. All he has to do is to 
incorporate under the British law and do business, and we lose 
out entirely. Are you willing to drive the American manufac- 
turer to British soil, force him to incorporate under the British 
flag? You are not preventing the enactment of the China trade 
act. It is already the law. We are trying to amend it so as to 
relieve the American shipper of the hardship this law now 
places upon him and give to him a helping hand in his most 
laudable undertaking. I hope the bill will receive your favor- 
able consideration. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Oregon 
has expired. The question is on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Arkansas. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 13. That the China trade act, 1922, is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new section: 

“Sec. 29. Hereafter no corporation shall be created under any law 
of the United States extended over citizens of the United States in 
China for the purpose of engaging in business within China.” 


Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment by way of a substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania offers 
an aneen by way of a substitute, which the Clerk will 
repor 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 7, line 15, strike out all of lines 15, 16, 17, and 18, and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: 

“Suc. 29. Hereafter no corporation for the purpose of engaging in 
business within China shall be created under any law of the United 
States other than the China trade act.” 


Mr. DOWELL. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
for a question? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I will. 

Mr. DOWELL. Is this intended to prevent a future Con- 
gress from acting upon this subject? 

Mr. GRAHAM. No; we can not. In the act itself it re- 
serves the right to amend, alter, or repeal the act. 

Mr. DOWELL. I would assume so, but from the reading 
of this amendment I was wondering whether or not it was 
intended that should have a restraining effect upon a future 
Congress? 

Mr. GRAHAM. No, we could not bind a future Congress 
in reference to repealing this law. 

Mr. DOWELL. I understand that. 

Mr. GRAHAM. But this language means that hereafter 
until some change is made, no corporation and so forth. 

Mr: SNELL. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr, Chairman, I move that all debate upon 
this section and all amendments thereto close in fiye minutes. 

Mr. WINGO. Will the gentleman make it 10 minutes. I 
offer an amendment to make it 10 minutes. 

Mr. GRAHAM. To save time I will accept the offer. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the offer. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. GRAHAM moves that all debate upon this paragraph and all 
amendments thereto close in 10 minutes. 


The question was taken, and the motion was agreed to. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Chairman, I think there is a certain 
amount of misapprehension in regard to the intent and pur- 
poses of this whole bill. As I understand it, it is not for 
the purpose of relieving any one of taxation, but its only 
purpose and intent is that of increasing our foreign business. 
I admit to a certain extent it is class legislation. It is class 
legislation as far as it applies to people who are conducting 
business in the eastern part of the hemisphere. Now, as far 
as relieving anybody from taxation we are probably not re- 
lieving a single identical man because we are not getting any 
tax from these people at the present time. We have $300,- 


000,000 of American money invested in China, and practically 
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98 per cent is under British laws, and we are not getting any 
tax from those people. In addition to that if it is a British 
corporation it means you must have a certain number of 
British directors and the local manager must be a British 
subject, and so we are not getting any benefit as a people 
when you have a British manager of American capital in 
China. Now, the intent and purpose of this bill is to put our 
nationals on the same basis as English capital so when we 
invest money over there we can have an American manager 
who would favor American goods and the extending of Ameri- 
can business in that country. So you are not losing any taxes 
that you are getting at the present time by passing this meas- 
ure. To gain some additional business in that section of the 
world in my judgment is the intent and purpose of this bill, 
and for that reason should be passed. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, although I am very fond of the 
chairman of the Rules Committee and like to see him meet 
himself coming back, I suggest he turn to his speech he made on 
yesterday in reporting this rule, which is a pretty good answer 
to what he said. 
pass the bill? Why the gentleman says there are $300,000,000 
that we have invested in China and it is now under Britis 
corporations, I deny that. We have got 136 concerns over 
there which are American concerns right now—— 

Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman yield for a question? I 
made the statement yesterday that probably 2 per cent was 
under American incorporation, and I make that statement to- 
day, and I think it is correct. 

Mr. WINGO. Oh, the gentleman has brought in here at the 
last minute a powerful man upon that side of the House, a 
power by reason of his personality, service, and ability as well 
as by virtue of his position, and he is brought in here as a 
pinch hitter. The gentleman from Oregon [Mr. WATKINS] is 
brought in here as a pinch hitter. He comes in and says you 
are not going to exempt somebody. He wanted us to join in 
twisting the lion's tai! 

Mr. SNELL. I would like to know if that statement is 
correct or not. If it is correct, say so;.and if it is incorrect, 
Bay so? 

Mr. WINGO. What statement? 

Mr. SNELL. That less than 2 per cent of American money 
invested in China was under American incorporation? 

Mr. WINGO. Certainly it is not correct, and if the gentle- 
man will just read the statistics 

Mr. SNELL. I beg the gentleman's pardon—— 

Mr. WINGO. Of course; we can not agree, because the 
gentleman can not agree as to what is in the bill. He is as 
badly befuddied about this bill to-day as he was on yesterday. 
His speech to-morrow, right alongside the bill, will put him in 
just about as unpleasant a light as his speech yesterday did. 

My friend from Oregon [Mr. WATKINS] says, In behalf of 
the farmer exempt these poor downtrodden people who are 
engaged in China from taxation.” In the next breath they 
say that they want to beat the Englishman and prevent him 
from grabbing up this business, when there is not a single 
Englishman engaged personally or by ownership of corporate 
stock in the Chinese trade that gets any exemption unless he 
lives in China. 

Gentleman, I dare the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SNELL] to deny it. He can not doit. It is the law. So what 
is this bugaboo about? Your present law meets that situation. 
I want to read to my friend from Oregon, who wants to save 
these poor, downtrodden overtaxed people in the name of the 
farmer, the words at the top of page 6, “ individual citizens of 
the United States or China wherever resident,” whether citi- 
zens.of the United States or not. Gentlemen, you have not the 
time to go into it. 8 

The committee confessed that they had to change the bill, 
and thereby they make a statement which shows that they 
either misunderstand the present law or the present. bill. 

Here is what you do. You absolutely destroy for all practi- 
cal purposes the taxation of these corporations that are en- 
gaged in business in China. They intend to go into the ship- 
ping business. You maintain a Navy to go into the Pacific and 
protect our rights, as you ought to do, but you say that the 
business man at home, the farmers, and citizens of America 
generally must contribute taxes to maintain this Navy, while 
these people engaged in trade in China—in the name of helping 
the farmer at home—may go scot-free; they shall go scot-free, 
while the citizen in America, at home, is overburdened with 
taxation. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Arkansas 
has expired. The question is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Now, Mr. Chairman, I move that the com- 
mittee do now rise and report the bill. back to the House with 
sundry amendments, with the recommendation that the amend- 
ments be agreed to and that the bill as amended do pass. 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the mo- 
tion of the gentleman from Pennsylvania that the committee do 
now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker haying 
resumed the chair, Mr. Tirson, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that 
committee, having under consideration the bill (H. R. 7190) to 
amend the China trade act, 1922; had directed him to report the 
same back to the House with sundry amendments, with the 
recommendation that the amendments be agreed to and’ that 


If you do not intend to relieve anybody, why 


the bill as amended do pass. 


Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question 
on the bill and all amendments to final passage. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote demanded on any 


amendment? If not, the Chair will put them in gross. 


question is on agreeing to the amendments. 
The amendments were agreed to. 7 
The SPHAKHR. The question is on the engrossment and 


third reading of the bill. 


The 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 


and was read the third time. 


The SPHAKER. The question is on the pdSsage of the bill. 
The question was taken, and the Speaker announced that the 


ayes seemed to have it. 


Mr. WINGO. A division, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. DYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask for, the yeas and nays; 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The SPRAKER. The question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 154, nays 130, 
answered“ present“ 3, not voting 144, as follows: 


[Roll No. 69] 


YBAS—154 
Ackerman Fredericks McLaughlin, Nebr. Snell 
Anderson Freeman McLeod Speaks 
Bacon Frotbingham MacGregor Sproul, III. 
Barbour Fuller MacLa wo Sproul, Kans, 
Barkley Gallivan Magee, N. V. Stalker 
Beers Graham Major, Mo. Stephens 
Black, N. X. Green Manlove Strong, Kans. 
Boies Griest Merritt Strong, Pa. 
Brand, Ohio Guyer Michener Summers, Wash. 
Burdick Hadley Miller, III. Sweet 
Burtness Hall Miller, Wash. Swing 
Burton Hardy Mills Swoope 
Cable Hawes Minahan Taber 
Campbell Hawley Moore, Ohio Taylor, Tenn. 
Chindblom Hersey Moores, Ind. Temple 
Christopherson Hickey Morris Thatcher 
Clague Hoch Murphy Thompson 
Clancy Howard, Okla. Nelson, Me. Tillman 
Clarke, N. Y. udson Newton, Minn, Tilson 
Cl Hull, Morton D. Nolan ‘Timberlake 
Cole, Towa James O'Connell, N. Y. Tincher 
Colton Johnson, Wash, Parker Tinkham 
Cooper, Ohio Kearns Patterson Tucker 
Cramton Kelly uayle Vaile 
Cullen Ketcham agon Vestal 
Dallinger Knutson Ramseyer Vincent, Mich; 
Darrow Kopp Rathbone ainwright 
Dempsey Kurtz Reece Watkins 
Denison LaGuardia Reed, N. Y. Watson 
Dickinson, Iowa Leach Reid, DL White, Kans, 
Dowell Leatherwood Richards White, Me. 
Dyer Leavitt Robinson, Iowa Williams, Mich, 
Elliott Lehlbach Rosenbloom Williams, III. 
Fairchild Lindsay Sanders, N. Y. Williamson 
Fairfield Lineberger Seott Winslow 
Faust Luce Sears, Nebr. Yates 
Fenn McFadden Simmons Zihtman 
Fleetwood McKeown Sinnott 
Frear McLaughlin, Mich. Smith 
NAYS—130 
Bulwinkle Ragan Huddleston 
3 Busby Evans, Mont. Findapeth 
Allgood Byrns, Tenn, Fisher Huli, Tenn. 
im Canfield Gambrill Humphreys 
Arnold Cannon Gardner, Ind. Jeffers 
Aswell Carew Garner, Tex. Johnson, Tex. 
Ayres Collier Garrett, Tex, Jones - 
Black, Tex. Collins Gasque Jost 
Blanton Connally, Tex. Geran Koller 
Bowling Connery Greenwood Kerr 
Box Cook riffin Kincheloe 
Boyce Crisp Hammer Kvale 
Boylan Davey Harrison am 
Brand, Ga Davis, Tenn. Hastin Lankford 
Briggs Dickinson, Mo. Hill, Larsen, Ga. 
Browne, Wis. Doughton Ein, Lazaro 
Browning Drane Hooker Logan’ 
Buchanan Driver Howard, Nebr. Lowrey 
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Lozier 
MceClintle 
McDuilie 
McReynolds 
McSwain 
McSweeney 
Major, III. 
Martin 


Nelson, Wis. 
O'Connell, R. I. 


' 


Cooper, Wis. 


Aldrich 
Andrew 
Anthony 
Bacharach 
Bankhead 
Be 


Clark, Fla, 
Cole, Ohio 
Connolly, Pa, 
Corning 
Croll 
Crosser 
Crowther 
Cummings 
Curry 
Davis, Minn, 
Deal 
Dickstein 
Dominick 
Doyle 


So the bill was passed. 


On this vote: 


Oldfield Schafer Thomas, Ky, 
Oliver, Ala, Schnelder Underw 
ark, Ga Sears, Fla. haw 
Parks, Ark. Shallenberger Vinson, Ga. 
Peavey Sherwood Vinson, Ky. 
Peery ites Weaver 
Quin Smithwick efald 
Raker Spearing Williams, Tex. 
Rankin Stedman Wilson, Ta. 
Rayburn Stengle Wilson, Miss. 
Reed, Ark, Stevenson Wilson, Ind. 
Romjue Sumners, Tex. Wingo 
Rubey E 4 5 Wright 
Sande! ex. ague 
Bandia” Taylor, W. Va. 
ANSWERED “ PRESENT ”"—3 
French Garrett, Tenn. 
NOT VOTING—144 
Drewry Léa, Calif, Roach 
Edmonds Lee, Ga. Robsion, Ky. 
Evans, lowa Lill Rogers, Mass. 
Favrot Linthicum Rogers, N. H. 
Fish Longworth Rouse 
Fitzgerald on Sabath 
Foster eKenzie Salmon 
McNulty Sanders, Ind, 
Fulbright Madden Schall 
Fulmer Magee, Pa. Seger 
Funk Mansfield Shreve 
Garber Mapes Sinclair 
Gibson Michaelson Snyder 
Gifford Montague Steagall 
Gilbert Moore, III. Sullivan 
Glatfelter Moore, Va. Taylor, Colo. 
Goldsborough Morgas Thomas, 
Haugen Morin Treadway 
Hayden Morrow Tydin, 
Hi, Md, Newton, Mo. Under 
Holaday O'Brien are 
Hull, Iowa O'Connor, La. roigt 
Hull, William E. O'Connor, N. Y. Ward, J. X. 
Jacobstein . O'Sullivan yard, N. C. 
Johnson, K Oliver, N. Y, Wason 
Jobnson, Va. Pai Watres 
Johnson, S Perkins Weller 
Kendall Perlman Welsh 
Kent Phillips Wertz 
Riess Porter Winter 
Kindred Pou olm 
King Prall Wood 
Kunz Purnell Woodruff 
Lampert Rainey Woodrum 
Langley Ransle, Wurzbach 
Larson, Minn, Reed, W. Va. Wyant 
The Clerk announced the following pairs: 
Mr. Underhill (for) with Mr, Bankhead (against), 
Mr. Aldrich (for) with Mr. Treadway (against). 
a (against). 


Mr. Bixler (for) with Mr, Lee of Geo 
Mr. Robsion of EERS 8 

Mr. Crowther (for) wit r. Bell 
Mr. Newton of Missouri (for 
Mr. Kendall (for) with Mr. 


against). 


with Mr. Dominick 
yrnes of South Caro 


Mr. Kiess (for) with Mr. Fulmer (against). 


Mr. Shreve (for) with Mr. Rain 


Mr. Vare (for) with Mr, Fulb: 
Mr. Longworth (for) with Mr. 
Until further notice: 


Mr. Madden with Mr. Bland. 
Mr. Curry with Mr. Kunz, 
Mr. Free with Mr. Thomas of Oklahoma. 


Mr. Wood wit 
Mr. Phillips with Mr, Steagall 
Mr. Wason with Mr. Moore 
Mr. Mapes with Mr. 
Mr. Davis of Minneso 


h Mr. Carter. 


Prall 


Mr. Seger with Mr, Montague. 


Ir. Bacharach with Mr. 
r. Purnell with Mr. Hayden, 


ey (against). 
at EAA 


or) with Mr. Mansfeld (against). 


inst). 
AT 


arrett of Tennessee (against), 


of Virginia. 
ta with Mr. Croll. 
eller, 


r. Ransley with Mr. Browne of New Jersey. 


r. Lampert with Mr. Kindred. 
Mr. Brumm with Mr. Tydings. 


Mr. Morgan with Mr. Deal. 


Mr. Fitzgerald with Mr. Cell 
with Mr. Johnson 
Mr. Wurzbach with Mr. 


Mr. Wels 


er. 
of Kentucky. 
Rouse, A 


Mr. Porter with Mr, Goldsborough, 
Mr. King with Mr. Bloom. 


Mr. Be 
Mr. An 


Mr. Hull of Iowa with 


with Mr. Rogers of New Hampshire. 
ony with Mr, Kent. 
Mr. Lea of California. 


Mr. Cooper of Wisconsin with Mr. Ward of North Carolina, 


Mr. Hi 


Mr. Rogers of 


Mr. Ma, 


of Maryland with Mr. Woodrum. 


assachusetts with Mr. Morrow, 
Mr. Butler with Mr. O’Connor of Louisiana, 


of Pennsylvania with 


Mr. Doyle. 


Mr. Watres with Mr. O'Sullivan. 
Mr. Michaelson with Mr. Gilbert, 
Mr. Wyant with Mr. Drewry. 
Mr. Gibson with Mr. Favro 
Mr. Paige with Mr. Pou. 


Mr. Woodruff 


0 
with Mr. Oliver of New York. 
Mr. Gifford with Mr. Glatfeiter, 


Mr. Perkins with Mr. O'Connor of New Yor 
Mr. Funk with Mr. 

Mr. Morin with Mr. Lyon. 
Hr. Garber with Mr. O'Brien. 


Mr. Winter with Mr. Dickstein. 
Mr. Britten with Mr. Lilly. 


Mr. Johnson of South Dakota with Mr. Connery, 


Mr. Haugen with Mr. Buckley. 

Mr. Beedy with Mr. Jacobstein. È 

Mr. Connolly of Pennsylvania with Mr. Taylor of Colorado, 

Mr. Evans of Iowa with Mr. Salmon. 

Mr. Wertz with Mr. Casey. 

Mr. Sinclair with Mr. Linthicum, 

Mr. Ward of New York with Mr. Sullivan. 

Mr. Perlman with Mr. Johnson of West Virginia. 

Mr. William E. Hull with Mr. Sabath. 

Mr. Sanders of New York with Mr. Crosser. 

Mr. Roach with Mr. McNulty. 

NE. malaia aita en Fiori 

. Oladay w 8 r * 

Mr. Edmonds with Mr. Berger. cn As 

Mr. RAINEY. Mr. Speaker, I desire to vote. 

The SPEAKER. Was the gentleman present and listening 
when his name was called? 

Mr. RAINEY. I was not. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman does not qualify. 

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. : 

On motion of Mr. Dyer, a motion to reconsider the vote 
whereby the bill was passed was laid on the table. 


UNAPPROPRIATED PUBLIC LANDS 


Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker's table H. R. 8522, a bill granting to cer- 
tain claimants the preference right to purchase unappropriated 
public lands, disagree to the Senate amendments, and ask for a 
conference. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon asks unani- 
mous consent to take from the Speaker's table, disagree to the 
Senate amendments, and ask for a conference on a bill which 
the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER appointed the following conferees: 

Messrs, SINNOTT, SMITH, and Raker. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES—COMMEM- 
ORATION OF THE SIGNING OF THE DECLARATION OF INDEPENDENCE 


The SPEAKER laid before the House the following message 
from the President of the United States, which was read and, 
with the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee on 
Industrial Arts and Expositions: 

To the Congress of the United States: 


Herewith I transmit to the Congress copy of a communica- 
tion this day received from the mayor of the city of Philadel- 
phia, Pa., relative to a celebration for which that city has 
made an appropriation of $2,000,000, to commemorate the sign- 
ing of the Declaration of Independence. I recommend that 
favorable consideration be given to the various suggestions 
made in the communication. 


THE WHITE House, February 14, 1925. 
HOBOKEN SHORE LINE 


Mr. SNELL, Mr. Speaker, I call up House Resolution 437, 
a privileged report from the Committee on Rules. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York calls up a 
House resolution, which the Clerk will report, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

House Resolution 437 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this resolution It shall be in 
order to move that the House resolve itself into the Committce of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for the consideration of 8. 
2287, to permit the Secretary of War to dispose of and the Port of 
New York Authority to acquire the Hoboken Shore Line. That after 
general debate, which shall be confined to the bill and shall continue 
not to exceed one hour, to be equally divided and controlled between 
those for and those against the bill, the bill shall be read for amend- 
ment under the five-minute rule. At the conclusion of the reading of 
the bill for amendment the committee shall rise and report the bill to 
the House with such amendments as may have been adopted, and the 
previous question shall be considered as ordered on the bill and the 
amendments thereto to final passage, 


Mr. BAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I reserve a point of order on the 
bill. Pending that, I desire to submit a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. EAGAN. I want to preserve every technical right I 
may have in opposing the rule and the bill, and in doing so 
I want to make a point of order against the bill. My parlia- 


ALVIN COOLIDGE. 


mentary inquiry is this: May I make the point of order now 
against the bill and save time, or make the point of order 
against the bill after the adoption of the resolution? 
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MI. SNELL, Is the gentleman's point of order against the 
rule or against the bill? 

Mr. BAGAN. My point of order is against the bill. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair would suggest that if there is 
a point of order which prevents the consideration of the bill 
it would save time to have it made now, because if the point 
of order should be sustained by the House it would make any 
time spent on the rule wasted. The gentleman will state his 
point of order. 

Mr. EAGAN. In making this point of order, Mr. Speaker 
and gentlemen of the House, I want to be very definite in 
saying that I am not going to call into question the good 
faith of the proceedings in the other body, but the fact of the 
matter is that the bill as messaged to the House is not in the 
exact form in which—as will appear by reference to the pro- 
ceedings of the other body in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD— 
the bill was actually passed. There have been several im- 
portant changes made, I have no doubt, of course, that these 
changes were regularly made, and yet I want to protect my- 
self in every technical right I may have. The proceed- 
ings in the other body as they appear in the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp for May 13, 1924, the day the bill was passed, do not 
show that the interstate commerce amendment that appears in 
the bill was presented and passed in the other body. I realize, 
of course, that the CongressionaL Recorp is not official and 
that the other body will stand on the desk copy of the bill. 
I have no doubt everything was regular, but I wanted to call 
the attention of the House to this fact. My point of order is 
that the bill S. 2287 as messaged to the House is not in the 
exact form in which it passed the other body. I think it is a 
novel point, and the Chair will want to render a decision on it. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New Jersey was 
courteous enough to notify the Chair in advance of the 
point of order and the Chair has considered it. It seems to 
the Chair that the only basis on which the Chair or the House 
can determine the accuracy is the record which is sent to 
us by the Senate. It seems to the Chair we are bound by 
the formal interchange of documents between the two bodies. 
If it should prove that there is a discrepancy, as the gentle- 
man states the record will disclose, between the CONGRES- 
SIONAL Recorp and the bill, that occurring in the Senate it 
seems to the Chair it is for the Senate to determine, and 
the House can only look at the record as forwarded to it 
by the Senate, and therefore the Chair overrules the point 
of order. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, this resolution, if adopted, pro- 
vides for the consideration of the bill, S. 2287, which, in 
general terms, provides for the sale by the Secretary of War 
of what is known as the Hoboken Shore Line Railroad to the 
Port Authority of New York. 

I desire to make a short statement to the House to show 
the exact conditions that exist at the present time. During 
the war in order to facilitate the movement of our military 
troops, not only at home but across the sea, the Federal Gov- 
ernment took possession of the piers at Hoboken, N. J., and 
later they bought the stock of what is known as the Hoboken 
Manufacturers’ Railroad Co. The Secretary of War still 
holds as the representative of the Government the stock in 
this organization and he desires to sell the same. There is 
some question whether he has authority to do it or not. 

Under Public Resolution No. 66, which was passed by Con- 
gress, we recognized the development of the port of New York 
and by resolution of Congress, Public Resolution 17 of the 
Sixty-seventh Congress, the port treaty or compact for the de- 
velopment of the port of New York authorized by the State 
of New York and the State of New Jersey was recognized and 
approved by Congress. 

The testimony that has come before the Military Affairs 
Committee of both the House and the Senate is almost unani- 
mous that the Port Authority of New York should own this 
Hoboken Shore Line Railroad. The railroad is about a mile 
and a quarter, or a mile and a half long, and connects the 
terminals of the various railroads on the New Jersey side 
with the Government-owned piers in Hoboken. 

The Secretary of War has an offer from the Delaware, Lacka- 
wanna & Western Railroad for this shortline railroad, but 
it is the unanimous judgment of the Legislatures of the State 
of New Jersey and the State of New York that this railroad 
should belong to the Port Authority of New York. Com- 
munications haye come to the Committee on Rules from the 
Governor of the State of New York and the Governor of 
the State of New Jersey requesting specific legislation on this 
matter, giving the Secretary of War authority to sell this rail- 
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road to the Port Authority of New York and receive in pay- 
ment for the same $1,000,000 of bonds issued by the Port 
Authority of New York. 

I may say for the benefit of the House that the Secretary 
of War has been offered $1,000,000 by the Delaware, Lacka- 
wanna & Western Railroad in cash for this property, and the 
only question so far as he is concerned is whether or not he 
shall sell it to the port authority and receive in payment for 
the same $1,000,000 of 30-year bonds of the Port Authority 
of New York. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNELL. I yield. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Is it the gentleman's understanding that 
the bill we will consider after the passage of the rule author- 
izes the Secretary of War to accept these bonds or directs the 
Secretary of War? 

Mr. SNELL. I understand it gives him authority, at least, 
to accept them. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I think it is very important whether it 
directs him or simply authorizes him. 

Mr. SNELL. As I understand the provision, the Secretary 
of War, if he is authorized by Congress or is given the author- 
ity, is willing to accept them. . 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Is that the gentleman’s understanding? 

Mr. SNELL. That is my understanding. 

As far as I am informed, there is no special opposition to 
this bill except from the city of Hoboken, and the reason they 
are opposed to the bill in its present form is on account of 
the question of taxation; that is, whether they will be allowed 
to tax this railroad if it is acquired by the Port Authority 
of New York. As I understand that situation, there is nothing 
in the bill itself that decides whether the railroad shall be 
taxable or not. On the other hand, that is left for the deci- 
sion of the two States involved—whether the property of the 
port authority should be taxed or not. 

Mr. McDUFFIN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNELL. Yes. 

Mr. McDUFFIBE, In the event this bill passes, does it leave 
it discretionary with the Secretary of War as to whom he 
shall sell this property? In other words, will he have the 
authority to sell either to the Lackawanna Railroad or to the 
Port Authority of New York, just as he sees fit? Do you 
make it discretionary with him? 

Mr. SNELL. To a certain extent, it may be discretionary, 
but I understand if this bill is passed the Secretary of War 
will sell this railroad to the Port Authority of New York and 
receive in payment for. the same the $1,000,000 of the 30-year 
bonds of the Port Authority of New York, 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. Will the gentleman permit an 
interruption? . 

Mr. SNELL. Yes. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. Will the gentleman tell the 
House, please, upon what property these bonds would be 
based? 

Mr. SNELL. The only security will be the railroad itself. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. The company or corporation 
or whatever it is has no other property? 

Mr. SNELL. They may have some other property, but 
probably that will also be mortgaged, and the only real 
security for the Government will be the mortgage on the 
railroad which it sells to the Port Authority of New York, but 
I do not think there is any question but what with the final 
development the bonds will be paid. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. But it looks like we were 
giving away the property and taking a mortgage on it. 

Mr. SNELL. In a way, you might consider that so. We are 
only getting a general mortgage on the property, but con- 
sidering the fact that the port authority is authorized to make 
a complete deyelopment of the entire port around New York 
City, and probably will expend from $300,000,000 to $500,000,000 
before it gets through the entire development, there is no 
question in my mind but what the bonds will be paid. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. It does not look like following 
good business principles, and I wanted the gentleman to ex- 
plain it to me. 

Mr. SNELL. I have explained it as fully as I know how. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. But you would not loan Gov- 
ernment funds to the farmers on the same basis? 

Mr. SNELL. This is a quasi municipal corporation, and 
while it does not pledge the credit of their States I do believe 
that the States are interested enough to see that the bonds are 
paid. 

Mr. MORTON D. HULL. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNELL. Yes. 
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Mr. MORTON D. HULL. Is this Port Authority of New 
York a municipal corporation with tax-levying power and the 
right to issue its own municipal bonds? 

Mr: SNELL. I do not know that it has any tax-levying 


power. 

Mr. MORTON D. HULL. Does it have the tax-levying 
power? 

Mr. SNELL. I do not understand about the taxing power, 
but I will ask the gentleman from New York [Mr. Mus] 
if he can answer the gentleman’s question. 

Mr. MILLS. No; the port authority is a public agency cre- 
ated by treaty between the States of New York and New 
Jersey. It consists of six members, three appointed by the 
Governor of New York, and three by the Governor of New 
Jersey. It has a right to purchase, own, control, and operate 
public utilities of this character. The general conception as 
to its methods of financing is for the port authority to issue 
its bonds as against the contemplated improvements and to 
pay interest on the bonds out of the revenue of the improve- 
ments. - 

Mr. SNELL. Then it has no taxing power? 

Mr. MILLS. It has no power of taxation, although it 
has the power to issue tax-exempt bonds. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNELL. Yes. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Has this port authority credit in the sense 
that it can float its own bonds in the money market of New 
York? 

Mr. MILLS. Let me say that there has been no occasion 
up to the present time to float its securities. 

Mr. BURTNESS. But the gentleman has said it has made 
some improvements? 

Mr. MILLS. No; I said it was about to do so in connection 
with two public improvements authorized by the States of New 
York and New Jersey. It has been authorized to build two 
bridges between New Jersey and Staten Island. The State will 
authorize $2,000,000 for the purpose of beginning that improve- 
ment, and the State is to take a second mortgage of the port 
authority, and the port authority is to issue $12,000,000, with a 
first mortgage back of it. 

Mr. LaGUARDIA. But it has not done so at present, 

Mr. GARRETT of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNELL. Yes. 

Mr. GARRETT of Texas. What financial backing has the 
Port of New York Authority, what physical security has it as 
a basis for issuing bonds? 

Mr. MILLS. The bonds will be issued as against the rail- 
road. 

Mr. GARRETT of Texas. I am talking about this agency 
itself, there was nothing before our committee to show that it 
has any property. 

Mr. MILLS. To-day it has not got any property; but I want 
to say that they have reached the point to-day where it is 
actually ready to begin to carry out the plans. In the course 
of the next five years it will be the owner of two very valuable 
bridges that the State has authorized it to construct. N 

Mr. SNELL. And have contributed some money toward the 
payment for that construction? 

Mr. MILLS. Two million dollars. 

Mr. GARRETT of Texas. The hearings show that the port 
authority proposes to buy this small railroad, which the Gov- 
ernment owns and connects with the Government piers and 
their terminals and other facilities, for which they agree to pay 
$1,000,000, and they say that that road will earn enough money 
for them to pay 4 per cent on the bonds, based on the security 
of the railroad property, and at the end of 30 years they will re- 
tire the bonds. What kind of a proposition is that for the 
Government? 

Mr. SNELL. The Government does not want to continue to 
own or operate the railroad under any circumstances. The 
Government is going to sell it to some one, and it is our opinion 
it is better to sell it to this public agency than to an individual 
railroad. 

Mr. GARRETT of Texas. If the Government is not going to 
operate it, can it not lease it on a basis of 4 per cent on a 
million dollars per annum? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNELL. Yes. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I am in favor of this rule for 
the consideration of the bill. It seemed to me that possibly 
some time could be saved, Is there opposition to the rule? 

Mr. SNELL. I did not expect any opposition to the rule; I 
thought there might be some to the bill, but I want to get it 
before the House. 


Mr, GARRETT of Tennessee, If it is to be resisted to the 
ultimate end I have no further suggestions to make in referenca 
sie bag AD 

s IA. Will the gentleman from New York yield? 

Mr. SNELL. Yes. = pps 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Mms] made the statement that two bridges have been author- 
ized by the States of New York and New Jersey, and the gen- 
tleman who has the floor corroborated that by saying that 
$2,000,000 had been appropriated. Now, in all fairness, the 
gentleman should state that that is what is contemplated, 
that neither bridge has been authorized, and the money has 
not been appropriated to date, and this is February 14, 1925, 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle 
man yield? 4 ; : 

Mr. SNELL, Yes. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Michigan. Is the gentleman in a position 
to tell us what becomes of the property mortgaged in the way 
that has been discussed after the payment of the various bond 
issues? Would it then belong to the two States, or to private 
ownership? 

Mr. SNELL. To the corporation of the Port of New York 
Authority, which is authorized by the legislatures of two 
States, and recognized by resolution of Congress. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Michigan. Would this property ulti- 
mately, after the payment of all indebtedness against it con- 
templated by this bill and other mortgages, belong to this 
agency, in which the two States would have a joint interest, 
or would it be private property in the hands of a private cor- 
poration? 

Mr. SNELL. Oh, no; to this agency, in which the two States 
have a joint interest, and not in any way a private corporation. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, will the gen- 
tleman yield to me? 

Mr. SNELL. I yield such time as the gentleman desires. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I wish the gentleman would 
yield to the gentleman from New York [Mr. LaGuarpra]. I 
am in this peculiar position: I am in favor of this rule, As to 
the bill, I have no decided convictions. I do not want to be put 
in the position of opposition to the rule. 

Mr, SNELL. I shall yield later to the gentleman from New 
York ; certainly. 

Mr, SCHNEIDER. Do I understand that this will be a 
publicly owned utility, a publicly owned railroad? 

Mr. SNELL. I take it so. 

Mr. SCHNEIDER. Since when have the two gentlemen from 
New York, Mr. Mitts and Mr. SNELL, come to be in favor of 
the public ownership of railroads? [Laughter.] 

Mr. SNELL. Oh, this is a very short one and serves a spe- 
cial purpose. I yield five minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. LAGUARDIA]. 

Mr. LaGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, the question to-day con- 
fronting the Members from New York is whether you are 
going to be a good fellow or a good legislator. Personally I 
feel that it is my duty to oppose legislation which I consider 
unsound, no matter whose displeasure I may incur. Let us at 
least have no question as to the facts. I am not going to 
spring any fireworks at this time. The gentleman from New 
York, who is on the Military Affairs Committee, the statesman 
[Mr. Borax] who has the eourage of his convictions, not- 
withstanding the pressure that is being brought to bear on the 
New York Members on both sides of the aisle, is opposing this 
measure and has promised me some time, and I shall then 
answer the gentleman from New York [Mr. Mirs]. I am 
going to present certain figures at this time, and I would say 
now that if my figures are wrong, if the gentleman from New 
York can disprove the figures which I state, I shall vote for 
the bill. In the first place, the gentleman from New York has 
just stated that $2,000,000 have been appropriated 

Mr. MILLS. Will the gentleman yield? The gentleman 
should not misquote me. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Did the gentleman not say that? 

Mr. MILLS. The gentleman knows 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Did not the gentleman from New York - 
[Mr. SNELL] say that in connection with the gentleman's 
statement? 

Mr. MILLS. The gentleman knows the facts just as well as 
I do. I ask the gentleman to please state the facts. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Then I make the unequivocal statement 
that $2,000,000 have not been appropriated. The railroad is 
just part of this property. The property is held by the Hoboken 
Manufacturers’ Railroad and all of the stock of the company 
is owned by the United States. Let me give you an inventory 
of what they intend to convey for these bonds. First of all, 
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the railroad property, which is 1.1 miles, inventoried at 


$998,000. Then the real property, inventoried at $495,000. 
Now, get this, and I will ask the gentleman from New York 


to deny it—there are $250,000 worth of Liberty bonds in the 
possession of this company; there is $182,000 of first mortgages 
on real estate which this corporation owned and sold and took 


back first mortgages for; and there is $63,000 in cash, amount- 


ing in all—Liberty bonds, first mortgages, and cash—to 
$407,000. These securities and cash they want to take likewise 


and pay in lieu of cash the bonds—no good, absolutely worth- 
less bonds—of the Port of New York Authority. 

Please get this: It provides here that they will exchange 
the bonds for all of the stock of the company. The bill pro- 
vides that we are to dispose of all of the stock of this cor- 
poration to this Port of New York Authority and take their 
bonds in exchange. When we dispose of 100 per cent of stock, 
all of the property naturally goes with it. Will the gentleman 
deny that? 

Mr. MILLS. Yes, I most certainly will deny that. 

My. LAGUARDIA. The property does not go with the 
stock? 

_ Mr. MILLS. The gentleman knows that there is no inten- 
tion whatscever of transferring Liberty bonds or the back 
lots to the Port of New York Authority to the extent of 


$400,000. 

Mr. LaGUARDIA. Let us specifically so provide then. 
1210 WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 

eld? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes, in a moment. Gentlemen, the re- 
port of the Port of New York Authority has been sent to each 
one of you, a very elaborate preparation. You will find on 
page 26 of the port authority report, dated January 24, 1925, 
that they want to take the cash and at that time it was 
$109,000, and that they were going to give their bonds for it. 
You have the word of the Port of New York Authority right 
here, and let me say to the gentleman from New York, my 
colleague, who is a genius of finance, who is an expert on 
finance, who comes here and advises us on tax matters, that 
he would not advise anybody in whom he is interested to buy 
these bonds. He does not own any of the bonds himself, and 
would not buy them, x 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from New 
York has expired. 

Mr. SNELL. I yield five minutes more. 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes. 7 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Is not the gentleman aware that the 
bill provides that the property not required or not used in 
connection with the operation of the railroad itself may be 
separated from the railroad and sold separately, either trans- 
ferred to the United States or to another corporation to 
operate it in the interest of the United States? It is not con- 
templated to transfer any of those assets to the Port of New 
York Authority. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. The gentleman knows that we ought to 
be protected, and it ought to specify exactly what you are 
going to convey for the bonds of the Port of New York Au- 
thority. The question of public ownership has been brought 
up. Of course, I am for public ownership, for Government 
operation, but this is what they are going to do here. This 
great Port of New York Authority, comprising New York, 
Brooklyn, Hoboken, Newark, Jersey City, Weehawken—the 
greatest port in the world—is to be turned over to this so- 
called port authority and this railroad to be operated as a 
test for public ownership to whom? To Julius Henry Cohen, 
a shyster lawyer; Otto Shulhof, a manufacturer of women’s 
underwear; and John F. Galoin, an insurance agent. Can you 
beat it? A pretty test for Government operation of public 
utility. 

Mr. BLANTON. What kind of underwear was it? 

Mr. SCHAFER. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Not now. I want to ask the gentleman 
when he takes the floor if the Secretary of War is back of this 
bill? 

Mr. MILLS. Why, yes; I will say to the gentleman now 
without qualification that if this bill passes, the Secretary of 
War informs me that he will turn over this railroad to the 
States of New York and New Jersey to be operated through 
the port authority. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Just one moment. I asked the gentle- 
man if the Secretary of War is in favor of taking the bonds 
of this port authority for this property? 

Mr. MILLS. I answer the gentleman the Secretary of War 
will take these bonds—— 


Mr. LAGUARDIA. And I say to the gentleman he is in 
error, The gentleman has easier access to the department 
under his administration than I have. [Applause.] 

Mr. MILLS. Well, I will say to the gentleman that if he 
is going to undertake to quote the Secretary he is going to 
quote him, and I say that at a meeting held in the presence 
of the President of the United States, at which the members 
of the port authorities were present, the two Senators from 
New York and New Jersey, the Secretary of War made the 
unqualified statement to the port authority, in my presence, 
that if the bill passed he will sell this railroad to the port 
authority, and I challenge the gentleman to disprove that 
statement. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. And I will say to the gentleman, and 
I was not at that conference, that what the Secretary of War 
says is that if he is specifically directed to take these bonds he 
will do it, otherwise he will not. 

Mr. MILLS. And I will say to the gentleman the Secre- 
tary said, if you pass this bill, and this bill is permissiye and 
not mandatory. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Oh, thanks for the declaration. Now, 
let us not prolong the agony any more. Here is the letter from 
the Secretary of War. Now, I have got you. Now, read this; 
listen to me. This is February 11, 1925: 


My DEAR CONGEESSMAN: 


SEVERAL Mesners, What is the date? 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. February 11, 1925. [Laughter.] 
The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA (reading)— 
Re: S. 2287: Disposal of Hoboken Shore Road. 


Hon. Fioratto H. LAGUARDIA, 
House of Representatives. 

My Dran Congressman: Receipt is acknowledged of your letter, 
dated February 7, 1925, referring to the Disposal of Hoboken Shore 
Road.” You specifically refer to my statement to the Military Affairs 
Committee in a letter dated February 28, 1924— 


I wrote to him on Sunday— 


from which you quote, “A cash offer has been received from another 
source which is, in my opinion, much better from a pecuniary point 
of view,” and inquire in effect as to whether or not I have altered 
my views in the matter. 


The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
Mr. SNELL. I yield the gentleman two minutes. 
Mr. LaGUARDIA (reading)— 


I am unable to understand from a purely business standpoint how 
it is possible to arrive at any cther conclusion than that expressed 
in my letter from which you quote, that $1,000,000 cash is a better 
offer than $1,000,000 in Port of New York Authority bonds. As 
this property was claimed to be of great value to the Port of New 
York Authority in carrying out the purpose for which it was organ- 
ized, I desired, other things being equal, that the port authority 
should be given every reasonable opportunity to acquire it, but I 
advised them tbat I would not accept its bonds for this property 
unless I was specifically directed so to do by act of Congress, and 
that in order to cut off the heavy carrying charges on this property 
I intended to sell it to the highest bidder very shortly after this 
session of Congress adjourned—the delay in the sale being due to 
representations that the present Congress would pass a bill specifi- 
cally directing me to accept these bonds in lieu of cash for the 
property. 


3 — SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has again ex- 
pired. 

Mr. SNELL. I yield the gentleman two additional minutes. 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Will the gentleman yield for one 
question? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I want to finish the letter. [Reading :] 


This property belongs to the Hoboken Manufacturers Railroad Co., 
a corporation, the stock of which is the property of the United States. 
I am of the opinion that the corporation can dispose of the various 
pieces of property belonging to it, as the “water front“ property, 
the “ back lands,” or the 99-year lease of the Hoboken Shore Road,” 
if done in accordance with the terms of the lease, but there may be 
some question as to whether or not I have the authority to sell the 
whole stock of the holding company without specific authority from 
Congress. 

At all times I have personally preferred that Congress would see 
fit to give me specific instructions relative to these properties and 
have therefore until now withheld definite action. 

Sincerely yours, 


JOHN W. Weeks, Secretary of War. 
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Could anything be plainer? The Secretary clearly says that 
he will take these bonds only if he is “specifically directed 
to do so” hy Congress. 

I now yield to the gentleman from New York. 


Mr. WAINWRIGHT. I think it is but proper at this time 


to call the attention of the House to the official report the 
Secretary made to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I referred to that in my letter to the 
Secretary and he quotes it in his. 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Wait a moment—showing his exact 
official attitude in regard to this matter. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I do not yield to the gentleman to read 
reports. I refuse to yield further. The report is before you 
gentlemen, and I referred to it in my letter to the Secretary. 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. I ask the gentleman if he will read. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York declines to 

eld, 

1. LAGUARDIA. Now, gentlemen, here is the issue. I now 
make this charge. I say it is a matter of law that the port 
authority can issue bonds. True, but it can not pledge the 
credit of the State of New York and the State of New Jersey 
or any municipality thereof. Deny that if you can. It has 
no lien on taxes; it has no taxing power. It was originally 
created in 1917. Its counsel is Julius Henry Cohen, who re- 
ceives $18,000 salary, and assistant counsel John Milton re- 
ceives a salary of $12,000, and Secretary Leary receives $10,000, 
or a combined salary of $40,000 for three men—plenty of over- 
head but no income. 

Mr. BLANTON, How much does this ladies’ underwear man 

et? 
r Mr. LAGUARDIA. The gentleman is an authority on that. 

Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LaGUARDIA. I do. 

Mr. SCHAFER. The gentleman from New York made a 
statement to the effect that 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from New York 
has expired. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gentle- 
man from New Jersey [Mr. BAGAN]. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New Jersey is recog- 
nized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. EAGAN. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, I am 
opposed to this rule and to the bill. I do not believe there is 
any necessity whatever for bringing this bill in under a special 
rule. 

I submit that if the Congress is to give special consideration 
to anyone, that the city of Hoboken, which has already lost a 
vast sum in taxes on the pier properties formerly belonging to 
the North German Lloyd and Hamburg-American Steamship 
Companies, should come before the Port of New York Author- 
ity or any other interest. 

While the city of Hoboken is not anxious to acquire the rail- 
road which it is sought by this bill to turn over to the Port of 
New York Authority, it would prefer to acquire the road rather 
than to see it go to the Port of New York Authority now and 
perhaps lose the taxes on an additional million dollars’ worth 
of property. Hoboken is now receiving $46,743.60 a year on 
this property. 

It will be claimed by the proponents of the bill that the bill 
amply protects Hoboken in the matter of taxes on the railroad 
property to be acquired thereunder by the port authority. I 
take issue with them not only as to the railroad property which 
the bill seeks to turn over to the port authority, but as to other 
property of the railroad company. The corporation attorney of 
the city of Hoboken, Mr. John J. Fallon, one of the most emi- 
nent lawyers in our State, and the officials of Hoboken insist 
that Hoboken is not properly protected as to taxes. 

In this connection I want to read to you a resolution adopted 
by the commissioners of the city of Hoboken at their meeting 
on February 10, 1925: 

Boarp OF COMMISSIONERS OF THN CITY oF HOBOKEN, 
City CLERK’S OFFICE, 
Hoboken, N. J., February 10, 1925. 
Congressman Jonx J, EAGAN, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. O. 

Sin: This is to certify that the following is a true copy of resolution 
adopted by the Board of Commissioners of the city of Hoboken at the 
meeting held February 10, 1925. 

Very respectfully, 


[SEAL.] D. A. HaGarRTY, City Olerk. 


Resolved, That Congressman Jonx J. EaGan be urged to impress 
upon Members of the House of Representatives the inadvisabllity of 
thelr granting leave under special rule to bring before them at this 
present session of Congress Senate bill 2287, having for Its purpose 
authorization to the Secretary of War to sell to port authority capital 


stock of Hoboken Shore Road now owned by United States, which 
transfer of ownership is likely to deprive city of Hoboken of tax 


| ratables now available, and urging that action on said bill and the Mills | 


bill, 7014, be deferred at present session of Congress, inasmuch 2 
Legislatures of New York and New Jersey have commissions investi- 
gating tax questions relating to property acquired by port authority, 
which commissions are to report to Present sessions of New York and 
New Jersey Legislatures. 


Under date of February 8, I have this telegram from the cor 
poration attorney of Hoboken which I wish to insert in the 
Recorp. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that I may 
insert it. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New Jersey asks 

us consent to extend his remarks by the insertion of 
the telegram referred to. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The telegram is as follows: 


HOBOKEN, February 8, 1925. 
Congressman JOHN J, EAGAN, ‘ 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. O.: 

Your second telegram of 2d instant received to-day. Propagandiz- 
ing such as resorted to by port authority through medium of citizens 
union and others is manifestly reprehensible in view of fact that drive 
Clearly disregards Interest of Hoboken, tax rate of which, according 
to report published by National Municipal Review based on statistics 
collated by Detrolt Bureau of Governmental Research, shows Hoboken's 
1924 tax rate highest of all cities throughout United States. This 
condition is primarily caused by Government acquisition of former 
North German Lloyd and Hamburg-American Steamship piers and 
withdrawal thereof from taxation. 

Hoboken’s tax rate is now nearly 5 per cent, whereas before war 
it averaged annually between 2 and 3 per cent. 

Excerpts from Governor Silzer's message to legislature now in ses- 
sion which resulted in appointment of commission are as follows: 

“The most important question at present is that of taxation. 
Whether the property of port authority shall be taxable at all, or, if 
taxable, by whom, and to what extent, is not fixed in the treaty creat- 
ing the commission. If the courts shall hold that port authority is 
a governmental agency, an arm of the Government, then, of course, it 
and the property acquired by it, under our laws, would not be taxable. 

“On the other hand, this question of taxation is important to the 
municipalities in both States. A concrete example has arisen in 
Hoboken over the proposition to take over the Hoboken Shore Line 
Railroad, and the suggestion of ownership by the port authority of 
the now Government-owned untaxed docks and piers, which were 
formerly private property, sharing in the local tax rate. The local 
municipalities can not be stripped of an undue proportion of ratables. 

“So the tax question must be seriously studied by all concerned, and 
an immediate policy must be determined upon which will be fair to the 
municipalities. Committee to consider the problem and determine upon 
a plan, then confer with like representatives from New York, and 
finally, Ir necessary, present the result to the States and to Congress 
for its confirmation. Action now is necessary if we would progress.” 

As stated in my dispatch of yesterday, there ts no urgency for pas- 
sage of Mills or Wadsworth bills at present session of Congress. 
Pending action of New York and New Jersey Legislatures on municipal 
tax question, matter can be satisfactorily adjusted if due deliberation, 
consideration, and tolerance be exercised. 

JOHN J. FALLON, Corporation Attorney. 


I haye here a copy of the senate joint resolution No. 5, State 
of New Jersey, introduced January 27, 1925, which I read: 


Senate joint resclution No. 5 
STATE OF 


Joint resolution, introduced January 27, 1925, by Mr. Case, constituting 
a commission to investigate the relationship between the port author- 
ity and the respective municipalities wherein Is situated property of 
the port authority and particularly the subject of taxing such prop- 
erty; to confer thereon with a similar commission when and if 
appointed by the State of New York and to report its findings te the 
legislature 
Be it resolved by the Senate and General Assembly of the State of 

New Jersey— 

1. A commission of seven persons of whom two shall be named by 
the governor, two shall be members of the senate, named by the 
president of the senate, two shall be members of the assembly, named 
by the speaker of the house of assembly, and Julian Gregory, now 
chairman of the port authority, is hereby constituted, and the said com- 
mission is authorized and directed to investigate the relationship 
between the port authority and the respective municipalities wherein 
is situated property of the port authority and particularly the subject 
of taxing such property and whether such property shall be taxed, and 
if so to what extent; with authority to confer with a similar commis- 
sion of the State of New York when and if such shall be appointed. 
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If it is the will of Congress that in the public interest the sale . 


2. Said commission shall report its recommendations and findings to 
the present session of the legislature. 
3. This resolution shall take effect immediately. 


The corporation attorney of the city of Hoboken is naturally 
anxious to protect the city in the matter of taxes beyond all 
possible question. He contends that since there are Federal 
decisions which hold that any instrumentality of the Federal 
Government which is operating in behalf of the Federal Goy- 
ernment can not be taxed, there is the possibility that the 
Port of New York Authority is such instrumentality of the 
Federal Government or may subsequently be held to be such 
instrumentality, and that in that event Hoboken would lose 
the faxes on the Shore Line Railroad and the other property 
which this bill seeks to convey to the port authority, and that 
such loss in taxes, together with the vast amount which the 
city has already lost and is still losing each year on the pier 
properties and will continue to lose while the fee to such prop- 
erties remain in the United States, will be absolutely ruinons 
to the city of Hoboken. 

Repeatedly during the hearings before the House Committee 
on Military Affairs on S. 2287 and H. R. 7014 I tried to get 
an expression of opinion from the counsel for the port author- 
ity, Mr. Julius Henry Cohen, but Mr. Cohen would not express 
the opinion that the port authority was not a Federal instru- 
mentality. 

Mr. Speaker, in the brief time at my disposal I want to give 
you a short history of Hoboken’s tax problem. 

You will recall that on the night war was declared the 
German steamship properties at Hoboken were seized by the 
Federal authorities. 

Under the act of Congress approved March 28, 1918, the 
United States on June 28, 1918, under proclamation of the 
President, as anthorized by the act of March 28, 1918, took 
title to these properties. 

The act of March 28, 1918, was one of the great urgent de- 
ficiency acts passed by the Congress during the prosecution 
of the late war. It carried appropriations in excess of $730,- 
600,000, most of it being for appropriations necessary in the 
conduct of the war. 

An amendment to the bill provided for the acquisition by. 
the United States of the pier properties and for vesting title 
thereto in the United States. It was put on in the Senate 
without any opportunity having been afforded to the officials 
or citizens of Hoboken to be heard. There was practically no 
debate on the amendment. 

I was one of the conferees on the part of the House on this 
bill and signed the conference report only on the solemn as- 
surances of the conferees that full justice would be done to 
the city of Hoboken as soon as practicable after the conclusion 
of the war in the matter of the taxes on these properties. I 
accepted the assurances of my fellow conferees in good faith— 
I am sure they were made in good faith—and that the Con- 
gress is bound by those assurances. 

For six years we have been knocking in vain at the doors 
of Congress for relief. We have lost more than $3,000,000 in 
taxes on the pier properties, and our loss is growing at the 
rate of about $500,000 a year. 

Hoboken is less than a mile square, with a population of 
about 70,000. It is in a desperate financial condition. Its 
tax rate is now one of the highest, if not indeed the highest, 
of any city in the United States. 

I am convinced from the efforts which have been made by 
myself and others in Congress during the past six years that 
Hohoken will get relief in the matter of the taxes on the pier 
properties only when these properties are turned over to pri- 
vate ownership or substantial relief when the pier properties 
are sold by the Federal Government to the city of Hoboken. 

The Hoboken Shore Line Railroad property adjoins these 
pier properties and both properties should be under one owner- 
ship. As a matter of fact, the Port of New York Authority 
hopes at some time or other to acquire the pier properties if it 
acquires the Hoboken Shore Line Railroad. 

In view of all of these facts, you will readily understand, 
gentlemen of the House, why the corporation attorney and the 
officials of the city of Hoboken are opposed to this hasty action 
in the disposal of the Hoboken Shore Line Railroad. 

Hoboken is my native city. I have lived there or within a 
mile of it all my life. I am a taxpayer there. I know how 
grievousiy she has suffered. I appeal to you to grant her 
prayer for delay by voting down this rule. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield two minutes to the gentle- 
man from New York (Mr. WAINWRIGHT]. 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I simply desire to call 
the attention of the House to the attitude of the Seeretary of 
War on this project, as appears in his letter to the Military 
Affairs Committee. I read the following from that letter; 
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should be made to the Port of New York Authority and that its bonds 


be accepted in payment, I desire express authorization as given in the 
bill. 


In other words, it is manifest that the Secretary would inter- 
pret the passage of this bill as expressing the will of Congress 
and as directing him to make this sale. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Will the gentleman give the date of 
that letter? 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. That is from the letter referred to by 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. SNELL] and is dated Feb- 
ruary 28, 1924. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Is or is not the Secretary of War, as the 
gentleman construes it, in favor of the legislation? Does he 
not at least doubt the advisability of the wisdom of the pro- 
posed legislation? 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. I will say to my distinguished col- 
league from North Dakota that I am not further informed, 
than as expressed in his letter to the Military Affairs Com- 
mittee, as to what the personal views of the Secretary may be. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. Mrs]. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, I 
hope if the rule is adopted to go into the proposition in more 
detail than I can at the present time. I want now simply to 
answer what has been advanced by my colleague from New 
York [Mr. LaGuaxpra] in opposition to this measure. He 
seems to suggest as a great discovery that an offer of $1,000,000 
in cash is a better offer than $1,000,000 in bonds. Well, of 
course it is, and if it were not a much better offer we would 
not be here to ask for this legislation. One million dollars in 
cash is so much a better offer that the Secretary of War would 
not feel authorized in turning down $1,000,000 in cash and 
selling the property for bonds. But, gentlemen, it is not sim- 
ply a question in this case of dollars and cents. It is a ques- 
tion as to whether the public interest can better be served by 
turning over this railroad to the public authorities or selling it 
to a private corporation, and in order for you to judge that 
question it is necessary to consider a little the situation which 
exists in New York City. But let us get this one fact clearly 
in our minds: If you vote for this bill and it goes through, the 
Secretary of War will consider it as authority to sell this road 
to the public agencies of the States of New York and New 
Jersey; but if you vote it down, lie will then find himself in a 
position where he will have to sell it to the Lackawanna Rail- 
road, a private corporation. 

Now, what is the port authority? The port authority is a 
commission created by treaty between the States of New York 
and New Jersey to develop the port of New York by cooperative 
action between the two States. It is, therefore, a public mu- 
nicipal agency appointed by the two States in accordance with 
a treaty ratified by Congress. 

The legislation creating the port authority directed it to 
prepare a comprehensive plan for the development of the port 
of New York, and in accordance with that authority it pre- 
pared a comprehensive plan for the development of the port 
of New York which it submitted to the legislatures of the two 
States, which ratified the comprehensive plan, and that agree- 
ment by the two States was, in turn, in 1922, ratified by this 
Congress. That comprehensive plan provided, among other 
things, that the terminal operations within the port district, 
so far as economically practicable, shall be unified. 

To-day we have 12 trunk lines serving the metropolitan 
area and port of New York that are only partially connected 
by belt lines and that are operating, for the most part, as in- 
dividual terminal units. The water-front property with two 
exceptions, these German piers and what is known as the con- 
templated Cunard piers, are the only two pieces of property 
along the shore of the Hudson on the Jersey side that are not 
to-day controlled by individual railroads, and if the Lacka- 
wanna Railroad buys this last remaining piece of property 
the 12 trunk Hnes will own all of the water-front property 
and the public authority will be excluded for all time. 

Mr. EAGAN, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. I can not yield until I have completed this 
statement. That is why I venture to say that this bill involyes 
vast public interests which transcend in importance the differ- 
ence in value between 4 per cent bonds and $1,000,000 in cash. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. I can not at this time. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. But I yielded to the gentieman. 

Mr. MILLS. Now, running along this shore front of Hoboken 
is what is known as Belt Line No. 13, a belt line extending 
for some 16 miles from Bayonne to Edgewater, owned by the 
Brie Railroad, the New York Central through the West Shore, 
and by the Lehigh Valley. That is the belt line with which 
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this little Hoboken shore line connects. Until the port of 
authority came into being each one of those railroads was 
operating its share of Beit Line No. 18 as an independent 
terminal unit. And let me tell you, gentlemen, what was hap- 
pening in those days. In some cases cars traveled 187 miles 
instead of a practicable distance from origin to destination of 
42 miles and consumed five days on the journey. Other ship- 
ments traveled 115 miles instead of a practicable distance 
between origin and destination of 8 miles; others trayeled 107 
miles instead of 19 miles; and others traveled 165 miles instead 
of a practicable distance of 16 miles, Why? Because when a 
railroad had a car to deliver at the terminal of another rail- 
road, instead of delivering it on the belt line, with a short 
haul and merely a switching charge, it delivered it at the 
pojnt where it could get the greatest mileage. As a result, 
instead of merely switching charges there were charges running 
anywhere from $35 to $240 for freight cars, just to get them 
transferred from 8 to 20 miles along the belt line. 

Now, when the port commission came into being it made these 
facts public; it presented them to the Interstate Commerce 
Commission, and brought such pressure to bear on these rail- 
roads that they agreed not only to spend a half million dollars 
on Belt Line No. 13 but to put it under unified control, operate 
it under a single director, and make it available to all of the 
railroads, thus saving these excessive charges to the shippers 
and merely having switching charges. 

Now, the only railroad, as I understand it, that would not 
cooperate with the port authority is the Delaware, Lacka- 
wanna & Western. A vote to sell this important little link in 
Belt Line No. 13 is a vote in favor of a return to the condi- 
tions which I have described; a vote in favor of giving a 
private monopoly authority to impose upon the general public 
in such a way as I have described; and a vote to deny the 
request, which has been formally made by the governors of the 
two States in the public interest, to turn over this little ter- 
minal road to their public authority, rather than to barter it 
away to a private corporation for a little more gain. 

When I get a chance, as I hope I will after the rule has 
been adopted, I propose to put into the Recorp the letters and 
telegrams of the governors of the two States, I propose to put 
into the Rxconb the testimony of so distinguished an expert 
as General Goethals as to the value back of these bonds. I 
propose to discuss the question as to whether the United 
States Government will be amply secured, and it will be amply 
secured, and I propose to discuss the question which my 
friend, the gentleman from New Jersey, has raised, that of 
taxation. 

In connection with that last point, I only want to say this 
now, and I think the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. EAGAN] 
will admit it. In so far as that particular transaction is con- 
concerned the question of taxation does not really arise. 

Mr. EAGAN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. Yes. 

Mr. EAGAN. I said very distinctly that there is other 
property of the corporation that is not covered by this pro- 
posed transaction so far as the port authority is concerned. 

Mr. MILLS. Let us understand that. The railroad and the 
property owned by this railroad are to-day paying taxes to 
the city of Hoboken. 

Mr. FAGAN. I so stated. 

Mr. MILLS. And the railroad and the property owned by 
the railroad, if transferred to the port authority, will con- 
tinue to pay taxes to the city of Hoboken. 

Mr. EAGAN. I hope so. 

Mr. MILLS. We not only have the assurance of the members 
of the port authority to that effect, but the question is spe- 
cifically covered in this bill, and if you gentlemen will turn to 
page 4 you will see that we say: 


And provided further, That nothing in this act shall be construed 
as relieving or exempting the property acquired hereunder by the 
Port of New York Authority from any municipal taxes. 


We put that in at the request of the city of Hoboken so 
as to amply protect them in so far as this particular transac- 
tion is concerned, The only thing we did not grant them was 
the request which they made that we should use this bill as 
a vehicle in which to put a general provision going back to 
the action of Congress in 1921 and 1922 in ratifying the two 
treaties and declaring what their intention was in ratifying 
those two treaties in respect of the subject of taxation, 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Wiil the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. We protected Hoboken in so far as this par- 
ticular transaction is concerned, not only by the definite pledge 
of the port authority commissioners but by writing this pro- 
vision into the law, and the only request that we denied them 


was to interpret the intention of Congress in res 
taken in 1921 and 1922. 5 „ 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Will the gentleman yield on the question 
of taxation? 

Mr. MILLS. I decline to yield. 

We did it so thoroughly that Judge Haight, one of their 
most distinguished lawyers, representing the biggest taxpayer 
in the city of Hoboken, the Stevens Estate, paying one-tenth of 
their taxes, appeared before the Committee on Military Affairs 
and said that in so far as he was concerned, the language con- 
tained on page 4 amply protected the city of Hoboken in so far 
as the question of taxes is concerned. 

Some gentleman facetiously remarked that it was strange 
to find my colleague from New York [Mr. SNELL] and myself 
on the side of public ownership. Generally speaking, of course, 
I do not believe for one single minute that a railroad can be 
as advantageously operated from the standpoint of the publie 
by a public corporation rather than by a private corporation. 

Mr. SCHNEIDER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. I decline to yield. 

But when I find this situation existing where the water-front 
property in one of the greatest ports in this country is gradually 
being absorbed by the great railroads of the country until only 
one or two little parcels are left, and that one of those parcels 
is connected with a belt line that connects up all of the great 
trunk railroads with that one last remaining parcel, and when 
I happen to find that little connecting railroad and that particu- 
lar parcel of Jand in the hands of the Government, and I am 
asked whether I shall complete the monopoly by transferring 
that last particular parcel to private Interests or respect the 
request of two great States that it be turned over to a publie 
body in the public interest, then, gentlemen, so far as I am 
concerned. I see no question of public or private operation, 
but only the general public good, and that is on the side of the 
pate 2 penpe the eloquent gentlemen who plead here 

s afternoon to turn over this piece of property to the 
Lackawanna Railroad. P N 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Win the gentleman yield? 

ue signa Yes, 

r, LAGUARDIA, On page 10 of the report of th rt- 
authority is this npe irin s 85 5 


Yet to enact general legislation subjecting the port authority to 
local taxes might have serious consequences upon the future success 
of the port authority. 


Mr. MILLS. The gentleman knows that question is ono 
which the legislatures of the two States are considering, 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Will the gentleman yield again? 

Mr. MILLS. No; I am going to answer your last question. 

They have two committees to consider the whole question 
whether property held by port authority shall be taxable by 
the municipality or not. I venture to say there is not a single 
Member of Congress who will say that that is not properly a 
question for the commonwealth of the States of New York and 
New Jersey as to how their municipalities shall tax property 
within their limits. That is what we are asking you to do; 
we are asking you to express the opinion of this Congress that 
this property shail not be exempt from taxation as far as any 
action of Congress is concerned, but leave the whole question 
of taxation where it properly belongs, to the States of New 
York and New Jersey. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. Yes, 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Can the gentleman inform us how muchi 
Sein front the New York Central owns in the port of New 

or 

Mr. MILLS. I can not tell the gentleman, all told. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. It owns a great deal, and we have not 
heard from any champion of the New York Central 

Mr. MILLS. If the gentleman alludes to me as the champion 
of the New York Central, I have not championed the New York 
Central in connection with this or any other measure, 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman says that the Government 
would have first-class security; that is what bothers me. ‘The 
gentleman, who is one of the best financiers in the United 
States—would he take over these bonds? 

Mr. MILLS. Yes; I want to say that I think the port author- 
ity bonds, with their tax-exempt feature, will be a good se- 
curity. 

Mr. BLANTON. How about the bonds without the tax-ex- 
empt feature? 

Mr. MILLS. 

Mr. SNELL. 
the resolution. 


But they have the tax-exempt feature. 
Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question on, 
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The question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the reso- 
lution. 

The question was taken; and there were on a division (de- 
manded by Mr. LAGUARDIA )—aAyes 103, noes 31. 5 

So the resolution was agreed to, 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I move that the com- 
mittee resolve itself into. Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the consideration of the Dill 
(S. 2287) to permit the Secretary of War to dispose of and 
the Port of New York Authority to acquire the Hoboken 
Manufacturers’ Railroad. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle- 
man from New York yield? 

Mr, WAINWRIGHT. Certainly. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I do not think the rule pro- 
vides who shall control the time. Does not the gentleman 
think it would be well to arrange before we go into Committee 
of the Whole House to previde for that? 

Mr. SNELL. Yes; I think it would. I supposed members 
of the Committee on Military Affairs will control the time. 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. I am not aware of any member of 
the commiftee who is opposed to the bill. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I will suggest, if the gentle- 
man will permit, that the time in favor be controlled by the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. WarnwrieHt] and the time 
against be controlled by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Gan- 
RETT]. 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. That will be satisfactory to me. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks unani- 
mous consent thaf one half of the time be controlled by the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garrerr] and the other half by 
himself. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The motion of Mr. Wainwricut was then agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union, with Mr. TILSON in 
the chair. 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to dispense with the first reading of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York asks 
unanimous consent to dispense with the first reading of the 
bill.. Is there objection? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I object. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from New York objects; 
and the Clerk will read the bill. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, 
authorized, for such sum and on such terms and conditions as he may 
deem best, to sell to and dispose of, and the Port of New York 
Authority is authorised to acquire from the Secretary of War, the 
stock of the Hoboken Manufacturers“ Railroad Co., said corporation 
being the lessee of the line known as the Hoboken Shore Road, now 
constituting part of Belt Line No. 13 in the comprehensive plan for 
the development of the port of New York, adopted by the States of 
New York and New Jersey under chapter 43, Laws of New York, 
1922, and chapter 9, Laws of New Jersey, 1922, and ratified and 
confirmed by the Congress of the United States by Public Resolution 
66, Sixty-seventh Congress; and the Secretary is. authorized and em- 
powered to take and accept in lieu of cash the bonds of the said Port 
of New York Authority, secured by such lien as the Seeretary in his 
discretion may determine is proper and sufficient; and upon such acqui- 
sition the said railroad shall continue to be operated in intrastate, 
interstate, and foreign commerce and in accordance with the pro- 
visions of the said comprehensive plan for the development of the 
port and the improvement of commerce and navigation: Provided, 
That the operation of said railroad in intrastate, interstate, and for- 
eign conymerce sball be subject to the jurisdiction of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission in the same manner and to the same extent as 
would be the case if this act had not been passed: Provided further, 
That the Secretary shall attach such conditions to such transfer ag 
shall insure the use of such railroad facility by the United States in 
the event of war or other national emergency: Provided further, 
That in order to facilitate the interchange of freight between rail and 
water facilities, such railroad, if acquired by the Port of New York 
Authority hereunder shall be operated in coordination with the piers 
and docks adjacent thereto so long as said piers and docks are 
owned and operated by the United States Government or by any 
agency thereof, or by any corporation a majority of whose stock is 
owned by the United States: Provided further, That if the Port of 
New York Authority fails to agree upon terms and conditions of sale 
which are considered satisfactory by the Secretary of War, he is 
hereby authorized to sell and dispose of the stock of the Hoboken 
Manufacturers’ Railroad Co. or all or any part of the real and per- 
sonal property of the Hoboken Manufacturers’ Railroad Co. to any 


purchaser or purchasers upon such terms and conditions as he may 
deem best, subject, nevertheless, to the provisos hereinabove stated: 
Provided further, That if the Secretary of War shall deem it to be 
in the public interest that any real or personal property owned by 
the said Hoboken Manufacturers’ Railroad Co. not connected with the 
railroad itself should be separately disposed of or held for later dis- 
position, he is hereby authorized to cause such property to be trans- 
ferred from the said Hoboken Manufacturers! Railroad Co, to the 
United States, and thereafter to sell the same upon such terms as 
he deens best, or if more expedient, he is hereby authorized to form 
a corporation to acquire such property, and is authorized to cause 
such property, or any part thereof, to be transferred from the sald 
Hoboken Manufacturers’ Railroad Co. to such new corporations so 
organized and to accept in place thereof the stock of such new ċor- 
poration, and to hold the same until such time as he secures What 
he shall deem to be a fair and reasonable price for such property, at 
which time he is authorized to sell said property in whole or in part 
or the stock in the said new corporation to which such property is 
transferred on such terms and conditions as in his judgment will 
best promote the public interest, and the Secretary of War is further 
authorized to make and impose any terms, conditions, or reservations 
necessary to effectuate the purpose hereof, and to enter into such 
contracts as will effectuate the same: And provided further, That 
nothing in this act shall be construed as relieving or exempting the 
property acquired hereunder by the Port of New York Authority from 
any municipal taxes or assessments for public’ improvements, and 
nothing herein contained shall be construed as an expression on the 
part of the Congress as to whether the States. of New York and New 
Jersey, or either of them, should relieve or exempt the said Port of 
New York Authority from taxation or subject the said port of New 
York or any of snid property to taxation. 


Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself five 
minutes. 

Mr. GARRETT of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I want to yield my 
control of the time to the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Boynan]. 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. That will be agreeable to me. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Texas asks unani- 
mous consent that he may yield the control of the time to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. Boyian]. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the 
House, the only question involved in this bill is whether Con- 
gress is willing to accede to the joint requests of the States 
of New York and New Jersey as expressed in the resolutions 
of the legislatures of those States, and also of this public 
agency which has been established by the joint action of the 
two States and whose comprehensive plan for the development 
of the commerce of the port of New York has been ratified. 
and approved by Congress. 

The Port of New York Authority is not a private agency. It 
is not a private corporation. It is a public or governmental. 
agency—an arm of the governments of the States of New 
York and New Jersey, and in a sense an arm of the Govern- 
ment of the United States. The only question is this: This 
little railroad connecting the Hoboken piers with the rail- 
roads’ terminal at the shore front is one of the utilities acquired 
by the Government during the war which still remains in its 
hands. The Government of the United States has no further 
need for it, no particular interest in retaining it. Its only 
interest, which is provided for in this bill, is that in the event 
of another war it should revert to the Government; also that 
it should be disposed of to good advantage, 

Now, as the Government has no further need for it, the ques- 
tion is whether it shall sell it at public auction or by. private 
negotiation. In either case it would fall into the hands of one 
of the railroads entering the port of New York on the Jersey 
side—in all probability to the Delaware, Lackawanna & West- 
ern Railroad Co. The question really is whether we shall 
give that railroad a monopoly of the contact between the great 
Hoboken piers and all the railroads, or whether we shall turn it 
over to public agency charged with the duty of developing the 
facilities of the port of New York, and increasing and develop- 
ing its commerce, It seems to me that that question answers 
itself. 

Mr. DENISON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. I prefer to finish my statement. In 
other words, it is more in the interest of the public, more in 
the interest of the people generally; yes, of tlie people of the 
whole country, that this railroad should remain under public 
control and under public ownership than that it should be 
turned over to any individual railroad company and, in effect, 
put to private uses. If that question is answered, then the: 
further question arises as to the consideration. 
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It is true that the Delaware, Lackawana & Western Railroad 
Co. has offered the Secretary of War a million dollars in cash 
for the road. But the port authority offers the same amount, 
payable, however, not in cash, but in the form of its first 
mortgage bonds, secured by a lien on the property. As the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. Mirs] has stated, there can, 
of course, be no question but that the cash offer would appear 


at first sight more in the interest of the Government. But the 
question is really whether the advantage to be derived by the 
people of the United States from continuing this railroad in 
public ownership and operation under the conditions in ques- 
tion is sufficient to overcome the difference in advantage be- 
tween a payment in cash or the acceptance of these bonds in 
lieu of cash. I assert, and it was, I believe, the unanimous 
opinion of the Committee on Military Affairs, that the public 
considerations inyolved were amply sufficient to justify taking 
the bonds. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Yes. 

Mr. McKEOWN, Iam in sympathy with the proposition of 
its not going into private hands; but the question I want to 
know is, where is the lawyer who says that a corporation 
withont being incorporated, merely existing under a treaty 
agreement between two States, can issue bonds of any de- 
nomination? 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. The gentleman should get the idea of a 
corporation out of his mind in thinking of this Port of New 
York Authority. It is not a corporation in any sense. It is 
an agency of the two States. 

Mr. McKEOWN. I want to know whether they can issue 
bonds—what legal authority they have to issue bonds. 

Mr. MILLS. The law which created it specifically author- 
ized it to issne bonds. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Under what agreement? Has it ever 
been held by a court that a mere agreement between two States 
creates a power to exercise the functions of a corporation 
and issue obligations? 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. The joint identical acts of the States 
of New York and New Jersey confer upon this publie agency 
the right to acquire and to operate properties and issue its 
obligations in payment for them. As far as the security for 
these obligations is concerned, the railroad itself would be 
abundant security; but there is no question but that in the 
future this port authority will acquire and develop many 
other properties which will be in its ownership and control 
upon which these bonds will be a lien. There should be little 
question about the sufficiency of the security of the mortgage 
under which these bonds are issued. 

Mr. BLANTON. What about these $18,000 salaries that the 
gentleman from New York tells about? 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. In view of the request from these 
States, of the manner in which this matter comes before us, 
and in view of the public interest involved, there can be no 
valid reason for yoting against this bill, and I sincerely trust 
that it will receive the approval of this committee and of the 
House. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA, The gentleman is the author of the bill. 
Is it the intent of the bill to enact a direction to the Secretary 
of War or simply an authorization for him to act in his dis- 
cretion? 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. This bill by its terms merely au- 
thorizes the Secretary; but as I stated during the debate upon 
the rule, the Secretary undoubtedly would interpret the pas- 
sage of this bill as an expression of the will of Congress and 
in effect a direction to him to make this transfer. 

1 yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
DEMPSEY]. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. Mr. Chairman, this bill really dates back 
in its history to the war. Within the port authority there are 
9,000,000 people, but that is not so important as the fact that 
during the war we found that the freight from this country 
was piled up for 50 miles outside of the city of New York, and 
we could not get our aid to the Allies and our supplies for 
ourselves in the time within which they were required. Alfred 
TI. Smith, the president of the New York Central Railroad, was 
in charge of our transportation service, and he told me during 
the war that he had word from Marshal Haig and from Marshal 
Foch that unless we were able to speed up our supplies the 
war was lost. Why was that? It was because down in the 
city of New York we sent all of our freight through the con- 
gested part of the city, right down in the very heart of New 
York. We had no facilities to send through freight around the 
city, and the port authority was established with this idea, 
which has crystallized throughout the United States and has 


been the most important adyance in railroading within the 
United States within the present generation. 

Mr. CLEARY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEMPSEY. In a moment. That advance is this: We 
find that a freight car travels in the country 13 miles a day and 
that it travels through a congested center but 1 mile a day. 
The whole art of making railroad facilities better than they 
have been, the most important advance in railroading in the 
present generation, is the sending of through freight around 
instead of through congested centers, and the port authority 
was established with the idea of utilizing that idea in freight- 
handling facilities and of simplifying and making less ex- 
pensive the distribution of freight in the metropolitan or port 
area. It was established with the idea of connecting up all of 
the railroads in the port of New York area and all of the water 
facilities, so that there might be a complete interchange, and 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. CLEARY], who is now ask- 
ing me to yield, knows that in furtherance of that plan the 
Committee on Rivers and Harbors, of which he was for a long 
time a very able member, granted deep water to the New York 
and New Jersey channels and to Newark Bay and Jamaica 
Bay, so that we might furnish the water facilities for this sys- 
tem. The port authority is going to link up by beét-line rail- 
roads, by tunnels, and subways all of these railroads that come 
into the city of New York and into the port area in New Jer- 
sey, a dozen of them, with the waterways, so that we will send 
freight bound for Europe around New York and take freight 
from Europe, not bound for the city of New York, around New 
York to the interior of the country. 

Mr. BLANTON, Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that there is no quorum present. 

Mr. SNELL. Will not the gentleman please withdraw that 
for the present. Let us run along for a while. x 

Mr. BLANTON. This is Saturday afternoon. 

Mr. SNELL. That is all right; but if the gentleman insists 
upon it we will have to call the Members back. 

Mr. BLANTON. Does the gentleman expect to finish this 
debate and pass the bill to-night? 

7 SNELL. We would like to run along as long as we 
could. 

Mr. BLANTON. How long? 

Mr. SNELL. We want to run until 5 o'clock. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman insist on his point of 
no quorum? 

Mr. BLANTON, I withhold it with the understanding that 
they are going to quit at 5 o'clock. 

Mr. SCHAFER. I suggest that we should have 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from New York has the 
floor. Does the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SCHAFER. I make a point of order of no quorum, and 
I suggest that inasmuch as this bill departs from the pledges 
of the last Republican platform, and in view of the absence of 
a considerable number of regular Republicans 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that the gentleman is out of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman insist on his point of 
order? 

Mr. SCHAFER. I do. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will count. 

Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Chairman, I will withdraw the point of 
order, as I understand we are only going to continue until 5 
o'clock. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from New York. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. Mr. Chairman, the port authority was es- 
tablished by the two great States of New York and New Jersey 
because it was agreed, and it is perfectly plain, that some uni- 
fied authority, some authority which had to deal with the port 
of New York as a whole, should carry out a system of unifying 
that port and making it possible to carry through freight other- 
wise than through the congested part of the city and distribute 
local freight in the simplest and most economical way, and that 
in no other way could the port be properly utilized, 

Mr. CLEARY. That is the question I wanted to haye under- 
stood. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEMPSEY. Very briefly. 

Mr. CLEARY. I just want to say for 50 years I have been 
in New York and saw every carload, every boatload and every 
ton of freight surrounding the whole Manhatten Island going to 
every place it wanted to go by water, kept off the streets so 
as to avoid congestion, and that the same condition prevails 
now, and there are tens of thousands of tons of freight being 
distributed in that way in the port of New York. In that way 


they could go in any way they wanted to any pier they wanted 
to go, : 
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Mr. DEMPSEY. I decline to yield further. Now, if the 
gentleman pleases, the purpose of giving deeper water through 
the New Vork and New Jersey channels and Newark Bay was 
to enable the seven great railroads which come into Newark 
to have facilities to distribute their freight direct to the steam- 
ships and receive freight direct from the steamships. The 
question here is not simply a question of selling this short-line 
railroad direct to a railroad, or selling direct to the port 
authority. The question is, which of those two will help to 
unify the port of New York and make it so that it will be pos- 
sible to do two things—to avoid congestion in that port and to 
distribute through freight in the port around the city and not 
send it through the congested part of the city. Of course, each 
railroad will act in its own interest. It is interested simply 
in operating its own lines, and properly so, to the greatest ad- 
vantage and the greatest profit. The port authority is inter- 
ested in the whole port of New York in so receiving, handling, 
and forwarding freight as that it can go with the greatest 
facility and at the least cost, It has that one object to accom- 
plish. It does not serve any particular interest. It is not try- 
ing to operate like a single railroad, but is trying to utilize 
the whole port to the greatest advantage. For instance, if 
freight comes into the port through New Jersey it is interested 
to distribute that freight without sending it by lighter over to 
the city of New York, unless that is its ultimate destination, 
but by loading direct on the Newark docks on steamships bound 
for Europe or sending it elsewhere directly and at the least 
cost to its destination. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEMPSEY. Briefly. 8 

Mr. McKEOWN. What is the corporate length of life of 
this particular organization? 

Mr. DEMPSEY. I imagine it is 99 years, which is the usual 
length, Now, I want to come to just one other question. First, 
there can be no question that the port authority, which is in- 
eorporated with the sole purpose of unifying the port, lessen- 
ing costs of distribution, and avoiding congestion, will do 
this work better than a single railroad, which has only its 
own interests in mind. The only other question is the ques- 
tion of security. Let us examine that. There are 1½ miles of 
railroad. We are going to deepen the water of Newark Bay 
to-day, and there will in the near future be much more freight 
on the Jersey side than in the past, and this railroad, by 
reason of increased earnings and through the growth of its 
business, will be worth much more than it is to-day. It is 
going to increase in value hugely in 10 years. We will not have 
to wait 30 years, which is the life of the bonds which are to 
be given in payment. At the end of 30 years it will be worth 
three or four times the amount of the bonds, and back of that 
are two other things. First, the port authority is going to 
expend five or six hundred million dollars in unifying the 
port, and it will have an unquestionable responsibility. And 
beyond all increase in the value of the railroad, beyond the 
responsibility of the port authority, the moral responsibility 
to the two great States of New York and New Jersey will be 
back of these bonds, 

The port authority is only their agency, acting for them, 
earrying out their desires, unifying this port, simplifying and 
cheapening the cost of transfers in and of transportation 
through the great city of New York, making it possible for 
this great country of ours to supply those 9,000,000 people who 
live there with their daily needs. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA, Mr. Chairman, is it the gentleman's 
understanding of the bill that this is a direction to the Sec- 
retary to take the bonds or simply to authorize him to do so, 
in his discretion? 

Mr. DEMPSEY. I think it is a direction, because the Sec- 
retary has said he would not assume the responsibility of doing 
this without the sanction of Congress. There is no doubt but 
that the Secretary will interpret it as giving him the authority 
that he did not want to assume, f 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Is it directory or mandatory? 

Mr. DEMPSEY. Oh, any man can read the language and see 
that the language is only permissive. The gentleman can read 
that as well as I can. Rut it will be interpreted as a direc- 
tion and as the authority of Congress, and the Secretary will 
act upon it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
York has expired. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman one 
more minute, > 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Dempsey] is recognized for one minute more, 

Mr. FAIRCHILD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEMPSEY. Yes. 


Mr. FAIRCHILD. I want to make a suggestion, that the 
letter of February 11, 1925, written by the Secretary of War 
to my colleague from New York [Mr. LAGUARDIA], who asked 
the gentleman the question, shows that the Secretary of War 
himself used the words “direction” and “authorization” as 
interchangeable terms. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. There is no doubt about that. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEMPSEY. Yes. i 

Mr. McSWAIN. If it is merely permissive authority and the 
Secretary of War will not act upon it unless it is in so many 
words a direction, then the gentleman from New York should 
be satisfied. It would not harm him any. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. Not in the least. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from New 
York has again expired. 

Mr. BOYLAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield three minutes of my 
time to my distinguished colleague from New York [Mr. 
CLEARY]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York is recog- 
nized for three minutes. 

Mr. CLEARY. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I had not ex- 
pected to inject myself into this argument, but when the dis- 
tinguished gentleman who used to be my chairman was on the 
floor he made a suggestion to the effect that until you get this 
road you would not haye any way by which to distribute this 
freight all the way around New York. 

If you gentlemen would come up there and see what I have 
seen there ever since I was a boy, you would notice that every 
railroad entering New York has its docks and delivers its 
stuff to lighters in the boats in order to reach its destination 
quickly. There are hundreds of trains of freight going out 
and coming into New York every day. All the great electric 
light companies and the mills and the factories and the coal 
yards and all the flour mills are located principally on tho 
water front so as to receive their goods without causing street 
congestion. That is all thrown on the water. The boats load 
thousands of tons of freight in the course of two or three 
hours—freight that the railroads have dumped in from above. 
This freight comes alongside of the ship, and even if it is 
thousands of tons of grain, it goes out in a few hours, That 
method of delivery is the quickest in the world. I have carried 
thousands of tons of freight at the rate of 15 cents a ton from 
New York to Hoboken. I would take a million tons to-day at 
80 cents a ton. You could not cart it to the bridge to get it 
over on cars for this rate. 

This thing will never trouble me any, because of the way 
New York has been built up beyond any city in the world or 
any other city in the United States, fully establishes the fact 
that it was built right, and it is doing its work right. It keeps 
the congestion off the streets. 

The idea of the gentleman is amusing when he says they 
would bring the freight around to the ships on wheels of some 
kind. The boat goes over there within half an hour from the 
place where it receives its freight in New Jersey, and is along- 
side the ship, where it should be, in the water. That is the 
system, and you can not beat it. : 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
York has expired. 

Mr. BOYLAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield two additional min- 
utes to the gentleman, 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman from New York now 
explain about the proposal to congest the streets of New York 
with trucks? 

Mr. CLEARY. Yes. It is ridiculous. Of course, if I were 
a fellow having a large interest in a trucking company and 
wanted to create a monopoly, I would be in favor of that propo- 
sition. I have a clipping in my pocket showing that there 
is a proposition now pending somewhat along that line, coming 
from a great trucking company. There are hundreds of people 
in New York engaged in this business. The railroads have 
their lighters, and individuals have theirs, and it is a large 
business. They deliver this freight for miles and miles all over 
Brooklyn and all over Long Island, 

I have carried it for 29 cents a ton from way down in New 
Jersey to New Haven, Conn., and was glad to get the contracts. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Will the gentleman give us his mature 
judgment as to who should own this little short railroad, if 
anybody, other than the United States Government? 

Mr. CLEARY. All I was answering—— 

Mr. McSWAIN. But please answer that question. 

Mr, CLEARY. Was the necessity of having this in the ín- 
terest of the commerce of New York. Somebody made the 


statement it was necessary in order to give New York its 
commerce and protect it, I say it is not. New York is doing 
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it the way it should be done and that is proven because New 
York has outgrown every city in the world. There is no bet- 
ter way of distribution than they have now, and it is all bunk 
to say you want the other. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from New 
York has again expired. 

Mr. BOYLAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield three minutes to 
the gentleman from Missouri IMr. Lozter]. 

Mr. LOZIER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, it is just such 
measures as this, put through Congress as this measure is being 
forced through Congress, that destroys the confidence of the 
American people in this legislative body. [Applause.] I say, 
gentlemen, that there is not a man here who can vote for this 
bill and on that record alone go before his constituents and ask 
reelection. 

The Government of the United States now owns a railroad in 
Hoboken, N. J., 1.2 miles long; it was acquired during the war 
and we now have no need for it, and of course we desire to 
sell it. There are two customers, one a railroad company that 
offers $1,000,000 in cold cash, the other customer is the Port 
of New York Authority, a corporation created by the two sover- 
eign States of New Jersey and New York—to develop the great 
port of New York. This customer, the Port of New York 
Authority, comes here on their knees, with an empty pocketbook, 
und beg the United States Government to sell them the road 
on credit and do not propose to pay any part of the pur- 
chase price in cash, but they ask us to take their note for 
$1,000,000, and the only security they offer is a mortgage 
on the property they are buying for the full amount of the 
purchase price. In other words, they ask the United 
States Government to act as a wet nurse for the Port of New 
York Authority. Why should not the States of New Jersey 
and New York advance this $1,000,000? Those States entered 
into a treaty creating this corporation known as the Port of 
New York Authority for the development of that great port on 
a new and stupendous scale. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. SNELL], who is the chair- 
man of the Rules Committee, has told us, and the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Warnwrieut], who has just left tlie floor, 
has told us that the New York Port Authority expect to 
expend $500,000,000 or $600,000,000 in the development of this 
port. If that is so, why in the name of reason and common 
sense has not the Port of New York Authority enough credit to 
go into the great financial district of New York, the metropolis 
of the United States, and borrow $1,000,000 with which to 
match the offer of the Delaware & Lackawanna Railroad Co.? 

These port authorities need and want this railroad, but they 
want it without paying for it. It is ridiculous for men who 
pretend to be financiers to come in here and ask the United 
States Government to turn down an offer of a million dollars 
eash for this road and to accept $1,000,000 mortgage back on 
the road. Why ask the United States Government to finance 
their project? If they want this railroad, why do not they 
offer the cash like the other bidder has done? This project 
is of such importance, my friends, that two sovereign States 
Haye entered into a solemn treaty for the development of this 
port and expect to spend $500,000,000 or $600,000;000 on it, 
and yet they come here pleading poverty and say to the United 
States Government, You finance this proposition; you sell us 
this property, and for the entire purchase price take bonds 
maturing in 20 or 30 years.” Why, gentlemen, it is ridicu- 
Yous, and it is just this sort of legislation that destroys the 
confidence and the respect which the American people have in 
Congress. [Applause.] 

Mr. LaGUARDIA. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LOZIBR. Yes. 

Mr. LaGUARDIA. Does not the gentleman know that the 
New York Central can get anything it wants in New York? 

Mr. LOZIER. I do not know whether it can or not, but I 
do know this bill is a pernicious and indefensible piece of leg- 
islation. If these people want the Government’s property, let 
them pay the cash for it. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I will tell the gentleman it can. 

Mr. O'CONNELL of New York. Not under the present ad- 
ministration in the city. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. But it can under the present administra- 
tion in Congress. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Missouri 
has expired. 

Mr. BOYLAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield seven minutes to the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. EAGAN]. 

Mr. EAGAN. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen 

Mr. DENISON. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. EAGAN. For a brief question, yes; because I baye but 
little time. 


Mr. DENISON. T would like to get this information: I 
would like to know whether under the law creating the Port of 
New York Authority that commission has conferred upon it the 
power of eminent domain? Can the Port of New York Author- 
ity enter condemnation proceedings to secure property if it 
wants to? 

Mr. BAGAN. I am not sure; but I do not think it has the 
power of eminent domain. 

Mr. DENISON. I would like to have that information from 
somebody. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. If the gentleman will yield 

Mr. BAGAN. I will yield. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I will say it can not condemn property. 

Mr. DENISON. F want somebody who knows to give me 
that information, because one gentleman has told me it can, 
while 55 gentieman from New York [Mr. LaGVAnra] says it 
can no . 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I will say to the gentleman it can not. 

Mr. BAGAN. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, I think the speech of the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. Lozrer] who just preceded me is ample evidence of the 
unwisdom of forcing this legislation through in this hasty 
manner. I can not believe, if the results which the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Mrs] has predicted will flow to the 
people of all of the country from the operations and activities of 
the Port of New York Authority are ever realized, that the 
Secretary of War will go ahead and deprive the people of the 
country of those wonderful benefits by disposing of the prop- 
erty to a private railroad corporation that might be opposed 
to the plan of the Port of New York Authority. I for one am 
willing to trust the Secretary of War to do the right, fair, and 
square thing. In the few minutes I had in the discussion of 
the rule; I explained the anxiety of Hoboken in this tax matter. 
And it is very natural that we should be concerned about it. 

I do not think I stated in my remarks in speaking against 
the rule that in addition to the railroad proposed! to be trans- 
ferred to the port authority, there are 110 back lots, so called, 
which under certain conditions we may lose the taxes on. 
The gentleman from New York [Mr. Murs] was surprised 
when I told him that the Senate bill authorized the Secretary 
of War to turn over this real estate to the United States. True, 
under the bill, if he deems it more expedient, he may turn it 
over to a corporation to hold the property, in which case 1 
assume we would continue to get the taxes; but if the back 
lots and any other reat estate of the Hoboken Manufacturers’ 
Railroad should be turned over by the Secretary of War and 
the title vested in the United States, we would be in the same 
position exactly as to such property that we are in with regard 
to the pier properties and the taxes on those properties. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EAGAN. I yield. 

Mr. McKHOWN. I have been trying to find out from some- 
body what authority to execute bonds or just what corporate 
power this so-called Port of New York Authority has. It is 
the strangest corporation I have ever had anything to do with, 
and I can not understand its powers. 

Mr. BAGAN. I am not, of course, speaking for the Port of 
New. York Authority, and I am not opposing it; nor am I hold- 
ing any brief for the Lackawanna Railroad Co. I do not be- 
lieve the officials of the city of Hobeken are opposed to the 
Port of New York Authority if this question of the taxes is 
absolutely settled in their minds. The Port of New York 
Authority is a creature of the States of New York and New 
Jersey by a treaty between the States ratified by the Congress, 
and it is that ratification that is one of the causes for our 
worry with regard to the matter of taxes. 

Mr. McKEOWN. How are the directors elected and for 
kera term did this treaty provide this organization should 

st : 

Mr. EAGAN. I do not know. I presume it is until such 
time as its existence may be terminated by subsequent legisla- 
tion of the States. 

Mr. McKEOWN. There is nothing, then, to prevent the 
State-of New Jersey, if it saw fit, from abolishing the Port of 
New York Authority, so far as it is concerned, between now 
and the 30 years for which the bonds would run. 

Mr. McSWAIN. There is the provision of the Constitution 
of the United States which denies to any State the right to 
impair the obligations of a contract. 

Mr. EAGAN. At the proper time in the consideration of the 
bill under the five-minute rule I propose to offer amendments, 
the purpose of which will be to turn this railroad over to the 
city of Hoboken. In the annual report of the port authority 
issued under date of January 24, 1925, the port authority say 


that they are willing that this should be done. They say they 
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are willing that the property be turned over to the Shipping 
Board, to the Port of New York Authority, to the State of New 
Jersey, or to the city of Hoboken. 

I believe the pier properties and this shore-road property 
should not be divided in ownership. It is not divided in owner- 
ship, of course, at the moment, because the United States Gov- 
ernment has title to the piers and has the stock of this railroad 
company, and therefore owns the railroad. I think until such 
time as it is definitely decided what they are going to do with 
the pier properties we ought to postpone action on this matter 
of the shore road, and I think this matter is one that can very 
properly be delayed. I see no reason for all this haste, and, as 
1 said before, I am perfectly willing to trust the Secretary of 
War to do the right and the fair and the square thing by all 
of the people of the country, and if the right and fair and 
square thing to do is to withhold the offering of this property 
at public sale until the whole question of taxes and all other 
collateral questions are decided, I am sure that the Secretary 
of War will postpone action until that time, if this bill is not 

ssed. 

Pie WATSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, EAGAN. I yield. 

Mr. WATSON. Did the railroad company own the land in 
fee simple on which the tracks are laid or only have the right 
to lay the tracks upon the land? 

Mr. EAGAN. The Hoboken Manufacturers’ Railroad Co. is 
the lessee of the Hoboken Railroad, Warehouse & Steamship 
Connecting Co. under a 99-year lease, of which about $3 years 
are yet to run. - 

Mr. WATSON. Did they own the land in fee on which the 
railroad is built? 

Mr. EAGAN. I believe a part of the land on which the road 
is built is owned by the lessor company; another part of the 
railroad is laid on one of the city streets. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
Jersey has expired. 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, may I inquire how the 
time stands? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Watnweicut] has 11 minutes and the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. BoyLan] has 15 minutes. 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. I would like to say, Mr. Chairman, 
as I have only one more speaker, I would like to reserve my 
time and close the debate with the remaining speaker on this 
side. $ 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Boyan] has 15 minutes to yield. 

Mr. BOYLAN. I would like to close this debate on my side, 
Mr. Chairman. I yield myself five minutes. 

Mr. BOYLAN. Mr. Chairman, I was a member of the State 
senate in the State of New York when this port authority 
plan was first proposed in 1917. Year after year various re- 
ports were made to the legislature, and finally in 1921 a so- 
called comprehensive plan taking the entire portion of the port 
was adopted by the Legislature of New York over the pro- 
tests of the city of New York. The distinguished gentleman 
who spoke here said that there were 9,000,000 people within 
the port limits. Yes; but 6,000,000 of those 9,000,000 people 
within the port limits were opposed to the creation of this 
port authority. 

Mr. DEMPSBY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOYLAN. Yes. 

Mr. DEMPSRY. Was not Governor Smith in favor of it? 

Mr. BOYLAN. The present Governor of New York was not 
governor when this was passed. 

A DEMPSEY. Was not Governor Smith always in favor 
of it? 

Mr. BOYLAN. I hope the gentleman will not take up all of 
my time. The bill creating the port authority up to the time it 
was presented to the legislature was to contain a proviso that 
two members of the three appointed by the governor of the 
State would be recommended by the mayor and the board of 
estimates of the city of New York, but when the bill was pre- 
sented to the legislature that clause was stricken out. The bill 
provided for the appointment of three members by the governor 
of the State. 

The policy of the city of New York since 1870 has been to 
own its own water front. Practically all the water front of 
the old city is owned by the city of New York, because since 
the year 1870 up to the present time the city has taken over 
practically, by condemnation, the water front of the Borough 
of Manhattan, and after hundreds of millions of dollars have 
been put into that water front by the city, along comes the 
port authority and wants to dictate to the city of New York 
how it shall improve its water-front property. 


This port authority has produced a so-called comprehensive 
plan. Why it is like reading a story from the Arabian Nights 
to go through the plan and see what is going to happen. Iam 
not a prophet nor the son of a prophet, but I want to state 
here and now that within the lifetime of any man sitting within 
the sound of my voice or the lifetime of his immediate de- 
scendants I do not think this tliing can ever be accomplished. 
You would want the wealth of a Croesus in order to do one-fifth 
or one-tenth of the things contemplated under this so-called com- 
prehensive plan. As a sample illustration of part of the plan, 
there is to be an automatic railroad and by pressing a button 
in New Jersey you are going to send a train of electric cars 
under the Hudson River, without an engineer or conductor, 
into the sixth floor of a warehouse somewhere on the New 
York side of the port. [Laughter.] Ah, gentlemen, you would 
have to have the most fertile and vivid imagination, beyond 
that possessed by any Member of the House, to bring into 
realization the smallest fraction of this so-called comprehen- 
sive plan. 

A distinguished gentleman from New York, an experienced 
boatman around the harbor of New York for the past 50 years, 
has designated this thing as being foolish beyond compare, 
The great people of the city of New York oppose this because 
we fear it is an entering wedge upon the splendid develop- 
ment that we have made at our own cost and expense. With- 
out the city of New York the port authority is little or nothing; 
the Jersey shore is practically controlled by railroads entering 
the port. The city has within the last two years completed 
an extensive development on the water front of the Staten 
Island shore, the Borough of Richmond; it has built 12 mag- 
nificent piers, capable of taking the largest ship afloat, capable 
of docking ships 1,200 feet in length, all at its own cost and 
expense, without asking a dollar from the Federal Government. 

Here is this magnificent water front going to be turned 
over to the port authority, a development that we have made 
at our cost and expense. Our docks, our harbors, can float 
to-day the ships of every nation in the world; they can ride 
in safety in its landlocked embrace, This development has 
been done at our own cost, without a dollar from outside 
source. We want to pass it on as a priceless heritage to those 
who come after us in the great metropolitan city. [Applause.] 

Mr. DEMPSEY. Are not you developing at the present time 
a bay which is larger than all of the harbors that you have 
are not you developing New York and New Jersey Channels 
and Newark Bay? When they are united,-there will be three 
times what you have now. 

Mr. BOYLAN. I am speaking of the city of New York 
and what it has developed. I am not speaking of what the 
Federal Government is developing. These propositions and 
projects are developed by the Federal Government and not 
by the city of New York. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. Oh, no; they are in conjunction with the 
city of New York. 

Mr. BOYLAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield the remainder of my 
time to the gentleman from New York [Mr. LAGUARDIA]. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from New 
York, my colleague [Mr. Mitts], wants to close the debate. 
This is a very simple business proposition. If the port author- 
ity is so necessary, is so sound in its purpose, and has the 
backing of the State of New York and the State of New Jersey 
to the extent described by the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. Mres], why can it not raise the $1,000,000 on its bonds 
and pay the United States Government in cash? Gentlemen, 
this is a fight between railroads. The gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Mitis] laments the fact that the railroads might 
get some water front in New York, that the New York Cen- 
tral and the Erie Railroad would be at a disadvantage if the 
Lackawanna got this. Why should the Lackawanna get it? 
Why should any railroad get it, directly or indirectly? The 
gentleman from New York served in the State legislature. I 
never heard of his introducing a bill or doing anything to 
stop the New York Central from getting water-front property 
in New York Harbor. The Erie Railroad wants to buy this 
property, but it has not the cash. Then this idea is con- 
ceived of letting the port authority take over the property 
and give its bonds for it. I am going to ask you gentlemen to 
at least support an amendment that will make it mandatory 
on the Secretary of War to separate the first mortgages and 
the Liberty bonds and the cash that he owns and not turn 
them over to the port authority for their worthless bonds, 
and when I say “worthless” I use the word advisedly. They 
have been in existence all of these years. They do not own 
a foot of property. They do not operate any terminals, any 
siding, any warehouse. They have no property and no credit. 
The very law that created this port authority specifically pro- 
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vided that it could not pledge the credit of the State or of 
any municipality thereof. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Are these bonds to be secured by this 
property? i 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. One hundred per cent. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Then the railroad is to be sold to the 
port authority on credit, and the Secretary of War is to take 
the bonds of the Port of New York Authority? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes. 

Mr. STEVENSON. And the bonds are secured by the prop- 
erty? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes. But they would soon get rid of the 
Liberty bonds. I know this port authority. I was a member 
of the board of estimates for two years, and I had the port 
authority before me with their schemes and promises. To date 
all that they have produced are blue prints. The gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Warn WRIGHT] has absolutely delivered the 
Secretary of War. Fle said that if we passed this bill the Sec- 
retary of War is going to dispose of the property in accordance 
with the authority herein granted. I doubt it. I think the 
Secretary’s letter is as clear as it is possible to write the Eng- 
lish language. He says that he will not take the bonds unless 
he is specifically directed so to do. 

There is no politics in this! Oh, no! There is never any 
politics in New York when the New York Central wants 
something! ‘There is never any politics in New York when 
the Erie Railroad wants something! Do you see the unholy 
alliance? Here is my friend, the great leader of the Tammany 
delegation, the gentleman from New York, Mr. Carew, con- 
stituting himself an able lieutenant of the gentleman from 
New York, Mr. Mitts, keeping his forces here on the front- 
line trenches, and they have been waiting here yesterday and 
to-day, notwithstanding the fine weather and the week-end. 
Of course, there is an alliance, as there always is in Albany 
when any of the railroads are concerned. I am not going to 
lose one bit of my stand for Government operation of public 
utilities by my attitude on this proposition. I think when the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. Mrs] gets on the floor of 
this House and advocates Government operation, and I come 
here and oppose it because it is a railroad scheme, that you had 
better look up our records and see who is acting sincerely. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA, Yes. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Would the gentleman oppose this bill if 
it provided for the payment of the purchase price in cash? 

Mr, LAGUARDIA. I would not. 

“Mr. BURTN¹SS. With the amendment that the gentleman 
suggests? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I would not. I would vote for it. Let 
us strike out the provision authorizing the Secretary of War 
to take the bonds; let us say that he must take cash, and you 
will never again hear of the port authority. 

That is all they have been dealing with; that is, paper and 
blue prints, I leave that to my friend from New York [Mr. 
CreAky], who has had some experience with the port authority. 
He is not a manufacturer of ladies’ underwear; he knows some- 
thing about that transportation problem. Why, the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Mitts] knows that this port authority 
had a conference, a breakfast. The bankers were invited and 
the financial interests were invited, and they explained this 
very scheme. They showed the maps and showed the blue 
prints and pictures, and the bankers turned them down flat. 
Why, the bankers told them plainly that they were not go- 
ing to take their bonds; that without the indorsement of the 
State or municipality their bonds were no good. The bankers 
said that they, the port authority, did not have any credit, and 
they would not take their bonds. Then the port authority 
came to Washington. They sent this report with these pictures 
of railroads and warehouses, and they did not own any of these 
properties, they did not own a bit of it. It is misleading; it is 
misrepresentation pure and simple, The port authority is seek- 
ing to deceive you by sending out this report. They do not own 
one foot of the property which these photographs and pictures 
depict and which are in this report. Let the gentleman from 
New York say otherwise if he truthfully can. The question 
was asked if this authority bad the right of eminent domain 
to go and condemn property. Of course it has not, How can it, 
when there are no resources back of it? That is elementary. 

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. Then I understand the gentleman 
has no objection to this bill except he is out for security for 
the bonds? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I am sure about it; I know it. I was 
up against it for two years when I was on the board of esti- 
mates and appraisement. 
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Mr. STRONG of Kansas. The gentleman would approve the 
bill if the bonds were good? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I want the Government to get cash oy 
keep the property. 

Me. CAREW. Why does not the gentleman think the United 
States Government ought to give this property to the people of 
the community up there? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Let them give it to the city of Hoboken 
and I will vote for it. 

Mr. CAREW. The gentleman comes from the city of New 
York, why vote to give it to the city of Hoboken? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA, Because there is too much at stake 

Mr. CAREW. Why does not the gentleman vote to give it 
to the city of New York. Why does he want to give it to the 
city of Hoboken? 

Mr. LaGUARDIA. Let me inform the gentleman the prop- 
erty is in New Jersey and not in New York. 

Mr. CAREW. There is no reason why it should not be 
given to the city of New York as well as to the city of 
Hoboken. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA, I do not want to give it to the port 
authority under these conditions—— 

Mr. CAREW. Does not the gentleman think there is as 
much reason to doubt the gentleman's sincerity when he comes 
in here and opposes a public ownership and operation pro- 
posal as there is to doubt the sincerity of any other gentleman 
on this floor? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I will say this to the gentleman—— 

Mr. CAREW. I would like to know where the gentleman 
got a reputation for sincerity, where he got a reputation for 
integrity? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I served on the board of estimate and 
appraisement and was these railroads when the gen- 
tleman was in Washington doing nothing about it. I will say 
to the gentleman I stayed Friday and Saturday, week after 
week, attending the sessions when the gentleman was not here. 
I fought the New York Central without the gentleman's aid. 
Does the gentleman want any more? If so, I will give it to 
him. 


The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I yield the remainder 
of my time to the gentleman from New York Mr. [Mrs]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York is recog- 
nized for 11 minutes. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
I take it that the committee and Congress are interested in the 
merits of the proposition and are not interested in the motives 
which lead individual Members either to oppose or to favor it. 
If we were going into the question of motives and the reasons 
which prompt certain gentlemen to take the position they have 
taken this afternoon, I venture to say I could tell you an inter- 
esting story. 

But what has that to do with this bill? What you gentlemen 
want to know are just two things, I take it: First, the interest 
of the people of the United States, including the interest of 
9,000,000 people in the metropolitan area, that this railroad 
should be owned by a publie agency; and in the second place, 
is that public agency in a position to give to the United States 
Government adequate compensation, taking into consideration 
all the circumstances? 

Now, as to the first question, I do not think there is any 
doubt. The question is whether you make these piers and 
this little belt line available to all the railroads by putting it 
into the hands of the port authority or make it available only 
to a single railroad; that is, the Delaware & Lackawanna. 
That is all. There can be only one answer to that question, 
because it must be obvious from the standpoint of the city 
and that of the public that it is better to make these piers avail- 
able to all the trunk lines than to make them available just to 
a single one. 

My colleague from New York [Mr. LaGuanp1a] would have 
you believe that the two States have grown lukewarm in re- 
gard to this proposition. I will insert in the Recorp, without 
reading it, a telegram from the Governor of New Jersey urg- 
ing this legislation in most emphatic terms, and one from the 
Governor of New York also urging this legislation in most 
emphatic terms. I want to quote to you what the governors 
have to say about the port authority. 

I am not particularly interested as to my colleague's opinion 
of the port authority. Here is what the two executives of those 
two great States have to say as to this port authority. In his 
annual message a year ago Governor Smith said that the great 
plans for developing the port of New York for serving those 
9,000,000 people and serving the people of the Nation are now 
well under way. 
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Governor Silzer, in a special message which he sent on 
January 26 last, said: 


Remarkable progress has been made in this important work since the 
creation of the commission in 1918. There is no more Important work 
in the public interest than the great enterprise of the port authority. 
Its work is of vital importance to every citizen of the State. The com- 
mission needs and is entitled to be supported by public opinion. Only 
by hard and active work has it been able to overcome opposition from 
private and political interests working against instead of for the public 
welfare. 


Gentlemen, do not accept my word for it. Accept the word of 
the two men best fitted to speak for New York and New Jersey, 
their respective governors; and they are not members of my 
party. They say to you in their official capacity, representing 
those two great States, “ We believe in the port authority; we 
are back of it. We demand and ask Congress to give them this 
little railroad, which is part of the comprehensive plan which 
our legislatures have approved and which you gentlemen your- 
selves have ratified.” 

Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
there? 

Mr. MILES. I regret I can not yield. 

Mr. McSWAIN. In a question I would like to show that 
Congress itself has approved of it. 

Mr. MILLS. I would like to yield, but I want to cover the 
ground. 

The gentleman has stated that there is nothing but paper 
and plans back of all these propositions. Let us see. The 
port authority has been authorized to build two bridges. Last 
week the Senate of the State of New Jersey passed a bill au- 
thorizing a loan of $2,000,000, if you please, to the port author- 
ity, taking in return not a first mortgage, if you please, but a 
second mortgage on the property, so that the port authority 
would be able to sell its bonds with the first mortgage as 
security and so complete this great public work. I am in- 
formed on the best authority that that bill will be passed by the 
New Jersey Legislature next Monday and that it will be signed 
by the governor, so that the State of New Jersey will expand 
this property to the extent of $2,000,000, taking a second mort- 
gage in return, and I believe the State of New York will do the 
same, inasmuch as a bill to the same effect was introduced in 
the New York Senate and in the New York Assembly this week. 

The best information I can get—and I believe it is reliable— 
is that this legislation will unquestionably pass the New York 
Legislature; and if it does, it will be signed by the governor, 
and New York State will loan $1,000,000 to the port authority, 
taking a second mortgage, in order to complete these great 
public works so necessary to the public of the two States. 
And is the Congress of the United States going to take this 
position: We think we would rather have $1,000,000 in cash, 
offered by a private corporation, than bonds offered by a pub- 
lie agency of the States, because the United States does busi- 
ness on a cash basis over the counter, irrespective of the large 
public interests involyed? 

I am not just speaking for the development of the port of 
New York; I am not just speaking for the interests of the 
9,000,000 people who reside in the metropolitan area, but I 
say to you that the development of the port of New York, with 
cheap access by rail to the water front, is of infinitely more 
importance to the shippers all through the United States, 
Will you, by the vote of this Congress, deliberately say, “ We 
will sell this important link, giving access to the water front, 
to a private corporation instead of to a public agency which 
will make it available to every railroad serving the water 
front"? If you do that, I say to you gentlemen that you are 
bartering away a thing which is of importance to every ship- 
per in the United States, no matter where he lives or what 
his business may be. I say to you that this is not just a local 
bill. I say to you that this is a bill affecting the public inter- 
ests of every shipper throughout the United States. The ques- 
tion is not whether you can get a few more dollars for this 
road one way or the other. The question is whether the 
United States Government is going to stand behind this great 
public work, being undertaken by two of the States of the Union, 
to furnish cheap access to the water front of the great port of 
New York. You have already ratified the treaty creating the 
commission; you have already ratified the comprehensive plan 
which takes in the very road under discussion. Now, gentle- 
men, are you going to reverse your action because you say 
some one came along, a private railroad, and offered the 
United States Government a few more dollars and that you 
would rather have the dollars and let the public interests take 
care of themselves? That is the proposition, and that is the 
only proposition. 


I am not here, as I said before, to ask you to take my word 
for it. I am going to put in the Recorp the word of the two 
governors. I am going to ask you to consider that this bill 
has passed the Senate, I think, unanimously; it was reported 
unanimously by the Senate Committee on Military Affairs, was 
reported unanimously by your own Committee on Military 
Affairs, was reported and, so far as I know, unanimously, by 
the Committee on Rules; has been indorsed by every important 
civic body in the city of New York, and has back of it the 
authority of the two governors and the two legislatures of the 
States of New Jersey and New York, irrespective of party. 
Are you simply on the statement of my colleague from New 
York who, as usual, offers no argument of facts but only 
suspicions, going to refuse to accept the word of the authori- 
ties which I submit to you? 

Mr. Chairman, at this point I desire to insert in the Recorn 
a letter addressed to the chairman of Committee on Rules by 
the Governor of the State of New York, a letter addressed to 
me by the Governor of the State of New York, and a telegram 
retin by me from the secretary to the Governor of New 

ersey. 

The letters and telegrams follow: 


Srare or New YORK, Executive CHAMBER, 
Albany, May 5, 1924. 
Hon. BERTRAND H. SNELL, 
Chairman Committee on Rules, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dran CONGRESSMAN: Under date of August the 10th the Gov- 
ernor of New Jersey and I wrote the Secretary of War urging upon his 
attention the importance of turning over to the Port of New York 
Authority the Hoboken Shore Line Railroad, the stock of which he now 
holds as Secretary of War. 

Accompanying this letter is a copy of our communication to the 
Secretary, from which you will observe that we are both strongly of the 
opinion that this short line of railroad should be turned over to the 
port authority in order to permit at the earliest opportunity the con- 
summation of the comprehensive plan for the development of the port, 
approved by the two States and the Congress of the United States. 

In order to permit the Secretary of War to dispose of this road to 
the port authority there was introduced in the Senate (Senator Waps- 
WORTH) S. 2287 and In the House (Congressman Mitus) H. R. 7014. 
I understand that both of these bills have been reported favorably by 
the Senate and House Military Affairs Committees, but that they can 
not come up for early consideration unless a special rule is adopted by 
your honorable committee putting it upon the calendar for a certain 
day when it may be considered by the House. 

It is in the public interest that this bill should be promptly passed, 
in order that the plans of the port authority may be promptly effectu- 
ated. I therefore strongly urge upon your consideration the necessity 
of passing the rule which will enable this bill, H. R. 7014, as reported 
by the Committee on Military Affairs, to come up for early considera- 
tion in the House. 

5 Sincerely yours, ALFRED E. SMITH. 
ae 
STATE or New YORK, 
EXECUTIVE CHAMBER, 
Albany, January 31, 1925. 
Hon. Ocpmn L. MILLS, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. O. 

My Dran CONGRESSMAN: I am inclosing herewith a letter from the 
Secretary of War in relation to the so-called Hoboken Shore Line, and 
I regret to say that the Secretary of War is of the opinion that Con- 
gress will not enact legislation directing him to accept the bonds of 
the port authority in payment for this railroad, 

The Investigations made at great cost to the States of New York and 
New Jersey by the so-called bistate commission, and subsequent 
studies by the port authority, clearly Indicate what happened to the 
port of New York as a result of leaving development entirely in pri- 
vate hands. It is regrettable that when the two States, acting 
through an agency of their own, seek to promote the commerce of the 
port by a comprehensive plan to coordinate and bring up to date all 
of its terminal facilities, we should at this time be faced by an un- 
willingness on the part of Congress to assist the agency of the two 
States in carrying out a plan which had the approval of Congress 
itself. The Hoboken Shore Line is an important part of that compre- 
hensive plan; that it should fall back to private ownership ls unthink- 
able if the two States are to carry out in full the purposes for which 
the port authority was erected. 

In the interest of the port, for the coordination of port facilities and 
for the promotion of the supremacy of the port of New York, I very 
earnestly hope that you will be successful in securing the necessary 
legislation required to bring this property under public control for pub- 
lie use and public benefit, 


Sineerely yours, ALFRED E. SMITH. 
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Hon. Oobnx L. Mir, M. C., 
Washington, D. C.: 
Governor Silzer receives word from Secretary of War stating that 
no legislation as yet authorizing port authority to take over Hoboken 
Shore Line Railroad. Governor trusts that you will urge the passage 
of necessary legislation in Congress as outlined in bill introduced at 
last session, 


Newark, N. J., January 31, 1925. 


FREDERICK M. P. PEARSE, 
Secretary to the Governor. 


The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from New 
York has expired. All time has expired. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that there is no quorum present, 

Mr. SNELL. I hope the gentleman will withhold that for 
the present. 

Mr. MOREHEAD. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
there is not a quorum here. 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I move that the com- 
mittee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having 
resumed the chair, Mr. Tison, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that 
committee having had under consideration the bill S. 2287 
had come to no resolution thereon. 

DECISION OF THE INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION 


Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission has just rendered a decision which has a 
very important bearing on the bill H. R. 11704, and I ask per- 
mission to revise and extend my remarks on the decision and 
on that bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. On January 16, 1925, there was 
introduced in the House a bill (H. R. 11704) entitled: 


To promote the flow of foreign commerce through all ports of the 
United States and to prevent the maintenance of port differentials and 
other unwarranted handicaps. 


No bill could have a more plausible title than this measure, 
which was introduced both in the House and the Senate and 
which is known as the Butler-Garber bill: This bill, however, 
although purporting to create equality, was and is intended to 
do away with equality and to create an artificial alleged 
equality, contrary alike to nature and to the invariable deci- 
sions of the Interstate Commerce Commission extending over a 
period of 40 years. Congress many years ago wisely created 
the Interstate Commerce Commission for the purpose of han- 
dling the intricate matters of freight rates and differentials, 
but the above legislation proposed and still proposes to sub- 
stitute for the Interstate Commerce Commission the Congress 
itself as a rate-making body. In other words, the Butler- 
Garber bill proposes that Congress itself shall make freight 
rates and not the Interstate Commerce Commission, to which 
the Congress had wisely delegated this intricate duty. 

We have been discussing all afternoon the relation of the 
Federal Government to commerce, when we have had under 
consideration the sale to the Port of New York Authority of 
the Hoboken Manufacturers’ Railroad, and a number of inter- 
esting statements haye been made concerning commerce. I 
think, therefore, that this is an appropriate time for certain 
remarks in connection with the Butler-Garber bill, especially 
since the Interstate Commerce Commission has to-day ren- 
dered a decision that should end any serious attempts to seek 
enactment of the Butler-Garber bill. 

The proponents, however, of this measure may, and probably 
will, continue their advocacy of this measure and will try to 
obtain by legislation what they have to-day, for the seventh 
time, been denied by the tribunal that Congress created to 
handle matters of this sort. I therefore deem it advisable to 
call special attention of all the Members of Congress, and espe- 
cially of those whose local communities are especially affected, 
to the decision to-day handed down by the Interstate Commerce 
Commission in Case No, 13548, Maritime Association of Bos- 
ton Chamber of Commerce et al. v. Ann Arbor Railroad Co, 
et al. 

This decision makes final judicial disposal of cases instituted 
May 23, 1923, and should dispose also of the Butler-Garber 
bill. The decision is so important that I would like to print 
it in full in my remarks, but it begins at page 539 of the cur- 
rent interstate commerce report and terminates at page 592, and 
is therefore too long to be printed here in full. I will, how- 
ever, give enough of the decision to advise in a measure those 


interested in interstate commerce of its findings of law and 
fact, since the decision is virtually an adverse report, after 
full consideration of the Butler-Garber bill. 

The complaints of the three complainants are the same, and 
were filed February 28, 1922, against 67 eastern carriers and 
the Illinois Central as defendants. In the words of the 
commission (page 540), all three complaints allege that— 


the all-rail, lake-and-rail, and rail-lake-and-rail class and commodity 
rates on export and import trafic between Boston and differential 
territory are unjust, unreasonable, unduly prejudicial, and unduly 
preferential as compared with similar rates to and from the following 
ports: Montreal, St. Jobn, and Halifax, in the Dominion of Canada; 
Philadelphia, Pa.; Baltimore, Md.; Norfolk and Newport News, Va.; 
Wilmington, N. C.; Charleston, S. C.; Savannah, Ga.; Jacksonville and 
Pensacola, Fla.; Mobile, Ala.; and New Orleans, La. The allegations 
as to undue preference of Philadelphia and Baltimore are made in 
the main complaint, in which complainants also assail the relation- 
ship between the export rates on ex-lake grain and its products other 
than flour from Buffalo, N. Y., to Boston and the like rates to Phila- 
delphia and Baltimore. The allegations as to the Canadian ports 
are made in sub No. 1 and as to the south Atlantic and Gulf ports 
in sub No. 2, which is confined to export rates. We are asked to 
establish rates not in excess of those contemporaneously maintained 
to and from the several ports named in the respective complaints. 


By the term “ differential territory,” used above, is meant 
west of the Buffalo-Pittsburgh line, on and north of the Ohio 
River, on and east of the Mississippi River, and south of a line 
drawn through from Dubuque, Iowa; Chicago, III.; and south 
of the Great Lakes, 

Freight rates in a large territory and affecting many inland 
as well as coast cities are therefore made by to-day’s decision, 
and it is precisely to-day’s decision that is meant to be re- 
called and reyoked by the Butler-Garber bill. It is therefore 
necessary to examine the exact terms of this measure at this 
point. H. R. 11704 is as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That it is hereby declared to be the policy of 
Gongress to promote, encourage, and develop ports and port facilities 
and to coordinate rail and water transportation; to insure the free 
flow of the Nation's foreign commerce through the several ports of 
the United States without discrimination, to the end that reasonable 
development of the said ports shall not be handicapped by unwarranted 
differences in transportation rates and charges, and to provide as many 
routes as practicable for the movement of the Nation’s export and im- 
port commerce. 

Sec. 2. On and after June 1, 1925, it shall be the duty of common 
carriers by railroad to establish and maintain for the transportation 
between United States ports on the Atlantic Ocean, the Pacific Ocean, 
and the Gulf of Mexico, respectively, of all property exported to or 
imported from any nonadjacent foreign country, rates that shall be 
the same as between ports on the same seaboard upon the respective 
classes or kinds of property: Provided, That the Interstate Commerce 
Commission may define the territory tributary to any port or group 
of ports from and to which the rates and charges applicable to such 
export and import trafic may be lower than the corresponding rates 
and charges to and from other port or ports on the same seaboard. 

On and after June 1, 1925, it shall be unlawful for any common 
carrier by railroad to maintain or apply to or from any port in the 
United States from and to nontributary territory any rate or charge 
for the transportation of property for export to or imported from a 
foreign country not adjacent to the United States which is higher than 
the corresponding rate contemporaneously maintained to or from any 
other port on the same seaboard, or to prefer any port by the main- 
tenance of port differentials or other differences in rates. 

It is hereby made the duty of common carriers by water in foreign 
commerce, other than tramp vessels, to maintain and apply for the 
transportation of property imported into or exported from the United 
States to or from foreign countries not adjacent thereto rates that 
shall be the same for transportation from and to all United States 
ports on the Atlantic seaboard, the Pacific seaboard, and the Gulf of 
Mexico, respectively. 

On and after June 1, 1925, it shall be unlawful for any common car- 
rier by water in foreign commerce to maintain or apply to or from 
any port of the United States to or from foreign countries not adjacent 
thereto any rate applicable to the transportation of property imported 
into or exported from the United States that shall be higher than the 
corresponding rate contemporaneously maintained to or from any other 
port on the same seaboard, or to prefer any port by the maintenance of 
port differentials or other differences in rates. 

Suc. 3. Any steamship line or vessel serving any port of the United 
States shall be permitted, in its discretion, to establish ‘and maintain 
to and from such port ocean rates as low as those maintained by any 
other steamship line or vessel between any other port in the United 
States and the same foreign port, and any contract or agreement te 
the contrary is hereby declared to be unlawful. 
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‘The latter part of the above bill deals with ocean rates, 
while the first part deals with what are known as port differen- 
tials, Although the first two sections are couched in the strain 
of the Declaration of Independence, they mean just one thing, 
and that is the complaint contained in the above extract from 
to-day's decision of the Interstate Commerce Commission. The 
Butler-Garber bill is merely the complaint of the Maritime As- 
sociation of Boston Chamber of Commerce heavily camou- 
aged. I shall not attempt to go fully into the decision of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission, but I call your attention 
especially to the fact that as to land-freight rates its decision 
is coextensive with the Butler-Garber bill. 

The arguments which would be advanced in support of the 
Butler-Garber bill are well summarized by the Interstate 
Commerce Commission, at page 544, as follows: 


Complainants say that the port differentials had their origin in an 
endeavor to compose rate wars and controversies between the carriers 
under bygone conditions, are arbitrary, were not intended to reflect, 
and do not reflect transportation conditions. A detailed history is 
given in Appendix B. Complainants assert that arbiters in the past, 
and we ourselves, have recognized these differentials as temporary 
expedients to be modified or abolished when they should prejudicially 
affect the natural flow of commerce to the ports. They contend that, 
notwithstanding efforts of those interested in the welfare of Boston to 
maintain and develop It as a port, the differentials have been a bar to 
its development, haye reduced export and import traffic between dif- 
ferential territory and Boston almost to the vanishing point, and have 
prevented the securing of bulk or dead-weight cargo, such as grain and 
grain products, the lack of which accounts for the absence of satis- 
factory trans-Atlantic steamship service from and to Boston. 

Prior to the entry of the United States Shipping Board Emergency 
Fleet Corporation into ocean carriage the effect of the differentials 
is said to have been offset and nullified by shrinkage of ocean rates 
in corresponding amounts. Thus the rates between inland points 
of the United States and foreign ports were equalized through the 
north Atlantic ports. Upon this record the policy of the United 
States Shipping Board is to make the ocean rates to and from the 
north Atlantic ports uniform. This equalization of the ocean rates 
to and from the ports complainants offer as a reason for like equaliza- 
tion of the rail rates to and from the same ports. 

In 1910 commercial bodies of Boston, Philadelphia, Baltimore, and 
New York, together with interested carriers, applied to us for advice 
as to the adjustment of import rates from the several ports. We found 
that temporarily import rates from Boston, Philadelphia, and Baltimore 
should be lower than from New York. (In the Matter of import rates, 
24 I, C. C. 78; ibid. 678; I. C. C. 245.) Shortly thereafter the 
Chamber of Commerce of the State of New York filed with us a com- 
plaint alleging that the import and export rates from and to New York 
were unreasonable and unjustly discriminatory. In Chamber of Com- 
merce of New York v. New York Central & Hudson River Raiiroad Co. 
(24 I. C. C. 55), as modified by the supplemental report (24 I. C. C. 
674), we found that the import and export rates from and to Boston 
should not be Jower than the corresponding New York rates, and that 
the differentials of Philadelphia and Baltimore under New York should 
not exceed amounts which were the same as the differentials now in 
effect, with the exception that on ex-lake grain the maximum difer- 
entials were fixed at 0.2 cent per bushel of barley or oats and 0.3 cent 
per bushel of wheat, corn, or rye. 

Complainants take the view that we did not approve the differentials, 
but merely found them not unduly prejudicial under the law then in 
force and the circumstances and conditions then existing. They con- 
tend that there have since been material changes both in the law and in 
the circumstances and conditions. For changes in the law, they refer 
to the power granted us in 1920 to establish minimum rates, the pro- 
vision that the rate structure shall be so adjusted as to enable railroads 
to earn a fair return upon their property held for and used in the 
service of transportation, the provision for consolidation of the rail- 
roads into a limited number of systems, and the policy of Congress as 
expressed in section 500 of the transportation act, 1920, to foster and 
preserve in full vigor both rail and water transportation, Their thought 
seems to be that the railroads are now regarded by the law not only as 
independent entities but also as parts of a national transportation sys- 
tem, and that by the power to fix minimum rates we are now able to 
control relationships of rates which could not previously be reached 
under the undue preference and prejudice provisions. They also refer 
to the merchant marine act, 1920, providing for the development of a 
national merchant marine and declaring the policy of Congress to pro- 
mote, encourage, and develop water transportation in connection with 
the commerce of the United States. For changes in circumstances and 
conditions, they refer particularly to the policy of the United States 
Shipping Board to equalize the ocean rates to and from the north At- 
lantic ports, the decline in recent years of the commerce of Boston, the 
increase in the terminal facilities at Boston, the equalization by the 
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Director General of Railroads of export class rates from portions of 
differential territory to the south Atlantic and Gulf ports, and the 
changes in volume and movement of grain and grain products, 


It will be noted, therefore, that the water-transportation 
rates dealt with by the Butler-Garber bill were fully discussed 
before the Interstate Commerce Commission in connection with 
Me Iena ae After full hearings and argument the commis- 
sion decided 


Upon the issues presented and the record made we find that the rates 


assailed are not unjust, unreasonable, or unduly prejudicial to the New 
England ports or unduly preferential of the other ports, as alleged. 


This decision should dispose of the Butler-Garber bill as well 
as of the three cases before the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion. The matter, however, is so important to differential ter- 
ritory, that is, to all that territory west of the Buffalo-Pitts- 
burgh line, on and north of the Ohio River, on and east of the 
Mississippi River, and south of a line drawn through from 
Dubuque, Iowa; Chicago, III.; and south of the Great Lakes, that 
I call special attention of the Representatives of this territory 
to the decision. It is also of vital interest to these of us who 
represent the States in which are located Philadelphia, Pa.; 
Baltimore, Md. ; Camden and Trenton, N. J.; Wilmington, Del. ; 
Norfolk and Newport News, Va.; Wilmington, N. C.; Charles- 
ton, S. C.; Savannah, Ga.; Jacksonville and Pensacola, Fa.; 
Mobile, Ala.; New Orleans, La.; and many other places. I 
call especial attention, therefore, to to-day's decision in con- 
nection with the Butler-Garber bill. [Applause.] 


WORLD COURT 


Mr. LEAVITT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
revise and extend my remarks by printing in the RECORD a 
brief resolution from the heads of eight women's clubs in Mon- 
tana regarding the World Court. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Montana asks unani- 
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp in the man- 
ner indicated. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LEAVITT. Mr. Speaker, under leave granted to me to 
extend my remarks I submit the following: 


GREAT FALLS, Mont, February 5, 1985. 
Congressman Scorr Lnavrrr, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dran Sm: The following organizations haying discussed the present 
situation of the United States in regard to the World Court have 
adopted the following resolution and desire it to be brought to your 
attention: 

Whereas we believe that by joining with the other nations of the 
world in the World Court the United States should take its rightful 
place in establishing the outlawry of war and the settlement of inter- 
national disputes by arbitration; be it therefore 

Resolved, That the Committee on Foreign Relations of the United 
States Senate put before the full Senate for a vote as soon as possible 
the participation of the United States in the World Court on the 
Harding-Hughes plan, 

Mary G. Mitchell, chairman League Women Voters; Jessie 
E. Patton, president of City Federation; Jennie Doug- 
las, oracle Primrose Camp, R. M. A.; Reola Appel, sec- 
retary Am. As. of U. Women; Faye W. Miller, Woman's 
Club; Eva Walker, Woman's Christian Temperance 
Union; Emeline Wolfe, Delphian Society; Gracia C, 
Beard, president Travel Club. 


THE LATE REPRESENTATIVE CANTRILL 


Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
Sunday, March 1, be set aside for memorial services on the 
life, character, and public services of the late James C. Canz- 
RILL, a Representative from the State of Kentucky. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kentucky asks unani- 
mous consent that Sunday, March 1, be set aside for memorial 
exercises for the late Mr. CANTRILL, of Kentucky. Is there ob- 
jection? 

There was no objection. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


Mr. ROSENBLOOM from the Committee on Enrolled Bills 
reported that they had examined and found truly enrolled bills 
of the following titles, when the Speaker signed the same: 

H. R. 9494. An act to enable the Board of Supervisors of Los 
Angeles County to maintain public camp grounds within the 
Angeles. National Forest; and 

H. R. 10287. An act authorizing preliminary examination and 
survey of the Caloosahatchee River in Florida with a view to 
the control of floods, 
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LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent leave of absence was granted to— 

Mr. Wurzsacn, for one week, on account of illness. 
| Mr. Mares (at the request of Mr. Cramton), for the day, on 
account of illness. > 
} SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE SUNDAY 
| The SPEAKER. The Chair designates to preside at the ses- 
sion of the House to-morrow, the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts, Mr. TrREADWAY. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o’clock and 13 
minutes p. m.) the House, in accordance with its order previ- 
.ously made, adjourned to meet on Sunday, February 15, 1925, 
at 2 o'clock p. m. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
| RESOLUTIONS 

| Under clause 2 of Rule XIII. 

| Mr. STEPHENS: Committee on Naval Affairs. S. 850. An 
act to authorize the transfer of surplus books from the Navy 
Department to the Interior Department; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1494). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union, 

Mr. WINSLOW : Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. H. J. Res. 832. A joint resolution to authorize a sur- 
vey of the St. Lawrence River, and the preparation of plans 
and estimates, as recommended by the International Joint 
Commission; with amendments (Rept. No. 1495). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII. 

Mr. STEPHENS: Committee on Naval Affairs. S. 1809. An 
act for the relief of Emelus S. Tozier; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1492). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. STEPHENS: Committee on Naval Affairs, H. R. 11847. 
A bill for the relief of Herbert T. James; with an amendment 
(Rept. No. 1493). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. LANGLEY: A bill (H. R. 12296) to authorize the 
removal of the gates and gate posts at the head of West Execu- 
tive Avenue, in the District of Columbia; to the Committee on 
Public Buildings and Grounds, < 

By Mr. OLDFINLD: A bill (H. R. 12297) granting the con- 
sent of Congress to the county of Jackson, Ark., to construct, 
maintain, and operate a bridge across the White River, at or 
near the city of Newport, in the county of Jackson, in the State 
of Arkansas; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 

By Mr. CABLE: A bill (H. R. 12298) providing for the pur- 
chase of a site and the erection of a public building thereon at 
Lima, Ohio, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Pub- 
lic Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. HOWARD of Oklahoma: A bill (H. R. 12299) to 
amend an act entitled “An act to refer the claims of the Dela- 
ware Indians to the Court of Claims, with the right of appeal 
to the Supreme Court of the United States”; to the Committee 
on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. GREEN: A bill (H. R. 12300) to amend section 281 
of the revenue act of 1924; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. WILSON of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 12301) to extend 
the time for constructing a bridge across the Ohio River be- 
tween Vanderburg County, Ind., and Henderson County, Ky.; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. ZIHLMAN; Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 355) pro- 
viding for the appointment of a select committee of seven 
Members of the House who are Members of the Sixty-eighth 
Congress and who have been elected to the Sixty-ninth Con- 
gress to investigate the oil industry of the United States, and 
for other purposes ; to the Committee on Rules, 

By Mr. CLANCY: Resolution (H. Res. 441) for the con- 
sideration of H. J. Res, 336, to provide for the expenses of the 
delegates of the United States to the Pan American Congress 
of Highways; to the Committee on Rules, 


By the SPEAKER (by request): Memorial of the Legis- 
lature of the State of Oregon, fayoring S. 3779, to provide for 
aided and directed settlement on Government land in irrigation 
projects; to the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 

Also (by request), memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Indiana, requesting the location of the Federal Industrial 
Farm for Women at Delphi, Ind.; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. COLTON: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Utah, memorializing Congress to pass the Pittman bill 
relating to the purchase of 14,437,000 ounces of American pro- 
duced silyer at $1 per ounce; to the Committee on Coinage, 
Weights, and Measures. 

By Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Nebraska: Memorial of the Legis- 
lature of the State of Nebraska, petitioning the Congress of 
the United States to provide for a survey of the Missouri River 
and for deyelopment of the St. Lawrence waterway; to the 
Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. DOWELL: A bill (H. R. 12302) granting an increase 
of pension to Delilah Shepherd; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. FREDERICKS: A bill (H. R. 12303) for the relief of 
Harold Edward Barden; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. HERSEY: A bill (H. R. 12304) granting an increase 
of pension to Georgie A. Fifield; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, 

By Mr. WYANT: A bill (H. R. 12305) granting an increase 
8 Fand to Mary J. Beamer; to the Committee on Invalid 

eusions. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

8788. By the SPEAKER (by request): Petition of the Citi- 
zens’ Association of Takoma, D. C., favoring the early enact- 
ment into law of Senate bill 3765; to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

3789. By Mr. ANTHONY: Petition of citizens of Topeka, 
Kans., protesting the enactment into law of Senate bill 3218, 
or any other religious legislation; to the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

8790. By Mr. COLTON: Petition of Utah Mission of Seventh 
Day Adyentist, Ogden, Utah, opposing the passage of Senate 
bill 3218, the compulsory Sunday observance law; to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

3791. By Mr. DICKINSON of Missouri: Petition of 106 peti- 
tioners in Henry County, Mo., urging the passage of the Ster- 
ling-Reed bill, known as House bill 3293 and Senate bill 1334; 
to the Committee on Education. 

8792. By Mr. HADLEY: Petition of residents of Skagit 
County, Wash., protesting against the passage of Senate bill 
8218; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

8793. By Mr. HICKEY: Petition of Miss Frances P. Good- 
wyn, 301144 State Street, La Porte, Ind., signed by citizens of 
La Porte, Ind., protesting against the Sunday observance bill; 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

8794. By Mr. HUDSON: Petition of the Young Woman's 
Christian Association of Lansing, Mich., favoring the imme- 
diate entrance of the United States into the World Court with 
the Harding-Hughes reservations; to the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs. 

8795. By Mr. KELLY: Petition of Port Vue (Pa.) School 
Board, asking final action on postal pay bill; to the Com- 
mittee on the Post Office and Post Roads, 

8796. By Mr. KETCHAM: Petition of citizens of Bangor, 
Mich., protesting against Senate bill 3218, a bill providing for 
compulsory Sunday observance; to the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

8797. By Mr. KVALE: Petition of Agnes E. Huseth, Mrs. 
O. Haugen, Harold Rey, and others of Barrett, Minn., urging 
enactment of the so-called deportation bill by the Congress of 
the United States at this session; to the Committee on Immi- 
gration and Naturalization. 

8798. By Mr. MOREHEAD: Petition of citizens of College 
View and Lincoln, Nebr., in opposition to Senate bill 3218, 
compulsory Sunday observance bill; to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

8799. By Mr. MORROW: Petition of Mrs. Maria R. O. de 
Garoia, of East Las Vegas, N. Mex., in favor of legislation 
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in behalf of veterans, widows, and orphan children of Indian 
wars; to the Committee on Pensions. 

3800. By Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota: Petition on behalf of 
sundry citizens of Minneapolis, protesting against the com- 
pulsory Sunday observance bill, S. 3218, and all other similar 
legislation; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

3801. By Mr. SWING: Petition of citizens of San Bernardino 
County and Elsinore, Calif., protesting against compulsory 
Sunday observance laws; to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia, 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Sunpay, February 15, 1925 5 


The House met at 2 o'clock p. m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: 


Almighty God—our Heavenly Father, Thou has been our 
dwelling place in all generations, therefore we would close the 
outer doors of our beings and rest in the quiet of the inner 
¢hamber for a moment. By this silent effort we would renew 
nur vows, declare our Christian faith, and ask Thee to direct 
the issues of our lives. Give us the trust that lifts skyward 
and sees beyond the sky line. We thank Thee that there is 
nothing in life, nothing in death, and nothing beyond the 
grave that is able to separate us from the Father and His 
love. 

Bless unto us the memories of those who have left us, and 
may the service that they rendered to our Country abide 
while time passes by. Do Thou give unto us the faith 
and the courage to break through eurth’s cares, earth's bur- 
dens, and earth's sorrows, and wait patiently, work indus- 
triously, and rest sweetly until the dawning of the perfect 
day. Amen. 


The SPEAKER. Without objection the reading of the Jour- 
nal of the proceedings of yesterday will be deferred until to- 
morrow. 

There was no objection. 


MEMORIAL EXERCISES FOR THE LATE SENATOR LODGE, SENATOR 
DRANDEGEE, AND SENATOR COLT 


The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read the special order for 
to-day. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

On motion of Mr. Treapway, Mr, Titson, and Mr. ALDRICH, by 
unanimous consent 

Ordered, That Sunday, February 15, 1925, be set apart for memorial 
addresses on the life, character, and public services of the Hon. HENRY 
Canor LODGE, late a Senator from the State of Massachusetts, the 
Hon. Frank B. BRaAxpecen, late a Senator from the State of Con- 
necticut, and the Hon. LeBaron B. Cott, late a Senator from the 
State of Rhode Island. 


Mr. TRHADWAY. Mr. Speaker, I offer the following resolu- 
tion which I send to the desk and ask to have read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


House Resolution 442 


Resolved, That the business of the House be now suspended that 
opportunity may be given for tributes to the memory of Hon. Huxnx 
Canor Lopan, late a Senator from the State of Massachusetts, Hon. 
Frank B. BRANDBGER, late a Senator from the State of Connecticut, 
and the Hon. LeBaron B. Cour, late a Senator from the State of 
Rhode Island, 

Resolved, That as a partienlar mark of respect to the memory of 
the deceased, and in recognition of their distinguished public careers, 
the House at the conclusion of these exercises shall stand adjourned. 

Resolved, That the Clerk communicate these resolutions to the 
Senate, 

Resolved, That the Clerk send coples of these resolutions to the 
families of the deceased. 


The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the resolution. 
The resolution was agreed to. 


Mr, TRBADWAY. Mr. Speaker, it is only within a few weeks 
that the Senate of the United States paid deserved tribute 
through the eulogies of several of its Members to the memory 
of one of their former colleagues, Henry CABOT Lopdk of Massa- 
chusetts. 

The addresses delivered at that time were equally keen in 
their praise of Senator Longe on whichever side of the political 
aisle the seats of the speakers were located. For 31 
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years he had been a member of that body. During that entire 
time he was always prominent, always forceful, always expres- 
sive of his opinions on great public questions of the day. 

It is not of that service to the State of Massachusetts and 
to the Nation that I wish to speak to-day—others are more 
competent to do that—but of a certain personal side of the life 
and character of this distinguished statesman. 

My first recollection of Mr. Lobon was as a visitor to Wash- 
ington when quite a young man. He was then a member of this 
body, Mr. Reed was Speaker and I listened with rapt atten- 
tion to an address by Mr, Lopek on a naval appropriation bill. 
His clear yoice rang out in resilient tones throughout the 
Chamber and his speech made a marked impression upon me. 

It would be practically impossible for any man in any way 
connected With Massachusetts affairs, not to feel a personal 
acquaintance with Mr. Longs during the last third of a cen- 
tury. Although meeting him frequently at political gatherings, 
my first actual contact with him in a somewhat intimate way 
was when he accepted an invitation to address the Massachu- 
setts Legislature upon the life of Abraham Lincoln. 

It was my privilege to act as the presiding officer of the joint 
convention. The address of Mr. Lopce showed a most careful 
study of the life and character of the Great Emancipator and 
was receiyed most cordially by our membership. 

Perhaps the most striking occasion of association with him 
was when he made a most remarkable appearance before the 
Legislature of Massachusetts of 1911 in Symphony Hall, Boston, 
on the eve of the balloting for his reelection. Clouds had 
gathered over his political horizon, and as so frequently hap- 
pens in a prominent and lengthy public service, he had incurred 
the enmity of certain influential people in our State. 

His friends were solicitous regarding the outcome of that 
address, as a small group of the legislature represented those 


‘in opposition to Mr. LopGe's reelection. 


The legislature occupied front seats in the hall, which was 
the largest anditorium in the city of Boston, the remainder of 
the building being filled to the roof with citizens to hear what 
might prove an address of great moment to the people of 
our Commonwealth. 

No music, no stage setting, no presiding officer. At the 
appointed hour this slight figure, slight in physique but large 
in mentality, came upon the stage—unaccompanied and un- 
heralded. We usually are pleased to have honors bestowed 
upon friends, but a very different sensation possessed me that 
night. It was one of regret and sadness that a man who had 
given his all to our Commonwealth should feel compelled to 
publicly describe and defend the course he had followed in 
carrying out his trust. 

Deliberately and plainly he described the positions he had 
taken upon questions before Congress during his period of 
service. He neyer spoke with deeper feeling or with less 
oratorical display. A great ovation was deservedly given him 
at the close of his address, and shortly thereafter the account 
of his stewardship was approved by the accredited represent- 
atives of the people of Massachusetts assembled in the general 
court. 

This meeting was unique. Here was a great man account- 
ing for the way in which he had filled a great office. But 
he also realized that his greatness was on trial. It seemed 
to me as though he was being persecuted for the great serv- 
ices he had performed. He was pleading his case almost as 
a lawyer would defend a client. The reverse should have been 
the case. He should have been receiving the praise of the 
State for the services he had rendered to her and to the Nation. 

Excerpts from that Symphony Hall address are particuarly 
appropriate here: 


Two things only will I say: My public service is all public. I have 
never had a private interest which in the remotest way conflicted with 
or affected my performance of my public duties. 

I haye no secrets. I have nothing to conceal. No one is so 
acutely conscious as I of the mistakes I have made; no one realizes 
as I realize how often I have failed to reach in full completion the 
ideals I haye sought to attain, But the record is there for the world 
to see. There is not a page upon which the people of Massachusetts 
are not welcome to look; there is not a line that I am afraid or 
ashamed to have my children and my grandchildren read when I am 
gone, 

* * J . „ * . 

I was born and bred in Massachusetts. I love every inch of the 
old State, from the rocks of Essex and the glittering sands of the 
Cape to the fair valley of the Connecticut and the wooded Berkshire 
IIIus. 

* . * > „ * „ 
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Every tradition of our great State is dear to me, every page of her 
history is to me a household word, To her service I haye given the 
best years of my life and the best that was in me to give. I hope 
that I have not been an altogether unprofitable servant. I have given 
my all; no man can give more. Others may well serve her with 


greater ability than IJ. Others may easily serve her better 
than I in those days yet to be, but of this I am sure; that no one 
can ever serve her with a greater love or deeper loyalty, 


Frequently we watched his methods in partisan addresses. 
He himself said that at times he realized he lost political 
support by the frankness of his speeches. I remember an 
occasion of this kind during the campaign of 1916 when he 
had become involved in a disagreement with the administra- 
tion here. A less courageous man would probably have avoided 
the issues especially after realizing that the explanation he 
made was not popular with the people. Not so with Senator 
Lobak. He was couvinced of the correctness of his position 
and reiterated his attitude upon the subject in spite of un- 
friendly criticism. 

His hold upon the leaders of the Republican Party in Mas- 
sachusetts was in evidence at every State convention he ever 
attended and he rarely, if ever, missed one throughout his 
entire career. 

In the days before the direct primaries there was freqnently 
exhibited at these meetings, considerable animosity between 
the friends of rival candidates or upon questions of party 
expediency, Mr. Loner never failed to be in the thick of these 
family discussions but in spite of it all, he retained the en- 
thusiastic support of the participants on whichever side they 
might have been aligned. 

I especially remember a conciliatory speech he made after 
there had heen bitterness and rancor of many hours’ dura- 
tion during the previous night. He said in effect that when 
the leaves of life began to fall and the shadows lengthen, the 
disagreements which in earlier life might have continued over 
a longer period, naturally decreased and after the questions 
were actually settled, harmony and good feeling should again 
prevail. 

His words were a most beautiful expression of harmonious 
agreement after adjustment of differences. 

There was another side of Mr. Loper's character, deserving 
of brief reference. A man of education, a student of world 
affairs, an international character, there naturally grew up a 
feeling on the part of those not knowing his personal side 
that he was austere and cold. The reverse of this was true. He 
enjoyed the company of his fellow men and among those priv- 
ileged to know him, he was always fond of their association. 
He was never so happy as when at his Nahant home. To 
some it would seem too retired, but to him, the rocks on the 
wave-swept shores, the view from the grounds, the grass of 
the lawns, and the sunshine over all were his companions. 

Many of you recall the great address he delivered in this 
chamber upon the life of Theodore Roosevelt. Words which 
he then spoke for his life long friend, can be appropriately 
quoted as applicable to Senator LODGE : 


He had that entire simplicity of manners and modes of life which 
is the crowning result of the highest culture and the finest nature. 
Like Cromwell, he would always have said: “Paint me as I am.” 


We remember the Senator's intense satisfaction in the atti- 
tude taken by our own esteemed colleague, his son-in-law, Hon. 
Augustus P. Gardner, in the matter of national defense, re- 
sulting In his resignation of his seat in this body to actively 
participate in the World War. I have many times said that 
those of us privileged to be colleagues here of Mr. Gardner 
did not appreciate the service he rendered in Congress. Had 
we, in 1914 and 1915, have followed his oft-repeated admoni- 
tion upon the subject of preparedness, our men would not have 
been called to arms in 1917 so completely unprepared as they 
were for the crucial test so soon to be thrust upon them. 
Like many others, Senator Lodge's son-in-law was not given 
the credit then due him. It is, of course, unavailing to con- 
jecture what might have occurred in this House had Mr. Gard- 
ner not considered it his duty to resign his membership to 
enter active service. 

I wish the Members of the House might read the Senator's 
address at Plymouth on December 21, 1920, marking the three- 
hundredth anniversary of the landing of the Pilgrims. It was 
a complete historical sketch and demonstrated the education 
and accurate knowledge of its author. 

Let me read you his final lines about the Pilgrims: 

They strove to do their best on earth and to make it, so far as they 
could in their short existence, a better place for their fellow men. 

| They were not slothful in business, working hard and toiling in their 
fields and on the stormy northern seas. They sought to give men 


freedom both in body and mind. They tried to reduce the sum of 
human misery, the suffering inseparable from human existence, What- 
ever our faith, whatever our belief in progress, there can be no nobler 
purposes for man than thus to deal with the only earth he knows and 
the fragment of time awarded him for his existence here. As we think 
of them in this, the only true way, our reverence and our admiration 
allke grow ever stronger. We turn to them in gratitude and we com- 
mend what they did and their example to those who come after us. 
While the great Republic is true in heart and deed to the memory of 
the Pilgrims of Plymouth, it will také no detriment even from the 
hand of Time.. ; 


It is a frequent source of wonder how a busy man can 
always find time to accomplish various things. For 40 years 
Mr. Lobak was prominent in House and Senate—during many 
years of his Senatorial service he was one of its most active 
and influential members. Still we find him continuously en- 
gaged in literary work of the most studious kiud. 

From 1881 on, he contributed very regularly to the literature 
of the day, both in magazine articles and in books, usually of 
an historical nature. The various volumes he printed would 
almost constitute a history of this country from colonial days. 

While his intimate friends were perhaps limited, his general 
friendship was very extended. His closest personal associates 
were Right Rey. William Lawrence, Boshop of Massa- 
chusetts, and Theodore Roosevelt. The former performed the 
last sad rites for Senator Lope at Cambridge on November 
12, whereas the Senator himself delivered the eulogy to 
Mr. Roosevelt in this chamber. 

Let me close this imperfect sketch of the great Senator, who 
so well upheld the traditions of Massachusetts, and who can 
rightly take his place beside the other leaders Massachusetts 
has furnished the Nation in the persons of Webster, Sumner, 
Wilson, and Hoar, by quoting from these two intimate friends, 
ee Roosevelt in his autobiography thus speaks of Senator 

DGE: 

Throughout his quarter of a century of service in the Senate and 
House, Canor Lopen has ever stood foremost among those who upheld 
with far-sighted fearlessness and strict justice to others our national 
honor and interest. 


Bishop Lawrence thus spoke of him at a gathering in his 
honor a few years before his death: 


Finally, my old friend, let me say of you and before you what few 
of these guests know, that beneath your occasional sharpness of 
tongue and vigor of language and deed, there rests one of the tenderest 
hearts, and a sentiment as sweet and refined as any man would wish 
to have, and a sentiment of such delicacy and refinement and affec- 
tion as belongs to those who are of the choice characters of the 
world. 


Mr. GALLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, my acquaintance with Sena- 
tor Lopcr was political, across party lines. He was the Repub- 
lican leader in Massachusetts for many years; I was a subal- 
tern in the opposition and had opportunities to estimate in 
my feeble way the political leadership of the man. I think I 
can say without contradiction that I watched his leadership 
closely. 

Some one has said “learned or unlearned, we are all poli- 
ticians.” Senator Loper demonstrated many times, especially 
in the controversy over the League of Nations, that he was a 
masterful politician when he overcame some of the most dis- 
tinguished college men of America who professed to be above 
politics. He regarded the question as one of the most far- 
reaching politics that bad been presented to the American peo- 
ple, and I studied him as he fought it out on political lines. 

Henry Canor Loben was of gentle birth and of aristocratic 
lineage. He was born to wealth and educated by private tutors 
until he entered Harvard University. He belonged to the most 
exclusive cultured circles of Boston. All his environments and 
his early education suggested a life of travel and study and of 
following his chosen profession of literature; but he became a 
man of the people and devoted his life to the service of the 
State. I believe that he was conscious from the beginning 
that he had chosen the life of a politician and deliberately 
decided to deyote his intellect and his education to the people 
of his State as one who could meet any adversary in the field 
of politics. 

His service in the House and Senate was longer than that of 
Webster, or Sumner, or Dawes, or Hoar, or any other of the 
illustrious sons of Massachusetts, and it Was quite as distin- 
guished. I believe he has written his name most conspicuously 
into the greatest chapter of American history of the last half 
century. 

Throughout his long service here Senator Lopce never lost 
the confidence of his constituency. The record is unique and 
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serves to illustrate not only the ability of the late Senator 
but also his understanding of the people he represented and 
whose confidence he retained. He was called the scholar in 
politics. I would put it in another way. He was a scholar 
and he was also a politician in the best sense of the term. 
He not only understood government but he tried to make his 
people understand. I do not forget his literary work; it was 
prodigious and gave him high standing; but it was apart from 
his politics. It was throughout his life a diversion rather 
than a profession. It was not done at the sacrifice of his pub- 
lic duties or activities. 

His politics was not personal for his own advantage or ad- 
vancement, but always for his party. Some of you who knew 
him only here in Washington, who heard him speak in the 
Senate or saw him absorbed in some trying foreign complica- 
tion, do not realize just how he retained his influence over 
the people at home or how he conducted his campaigns in 
Massachusetts. 

May I say to you that he was always the learned politician, 
learned in history and in foreign affairs, and learned in 
human nature, knowing how to appeal to a great constituency 
made up of almost every condition of American life. Yet, in 
a campaign he was without pretense or great learning, for 
there he was, one citizen talking to and consulting with other 
citizens. He could mingle with the crowd, call men by their 
first names, discuss their own affairs, be they farmers, mill- 
men, fishermen, merchants, or bankers. 

Senator Loben, in my judgment, sought the support of his 
people as do the rest of us, getting down among them and min- 
gling with them instead of confining his efforts to the rostrum. 
He was elected to this branch of Congress in 1886, reelected in 
1888, 1890, and 1892; and after that last election he entered 
the contest for Senator to succeed Senator Dawes, and he was 
successful. On March 4th, 1893, Mr. Loner had the distinc- 
tion of being by election both Representative and Senator from 
the old Commonwealth of Massachusetts, an honor that has 
come to few men in this country. He resigned his seat in this 
House and took his place in the Senate, serving there nearly 
32 years. 

As an alumnus of the great university which honored him 
and which he honored, I ever admired Senator LODGE as a 
scholar, as a literary man, and as a statesman; but most of all, 
as a Democrat, I admired him as a politician who knew how 
to hold the confidence of his people as few men in public life 
have held a great constituency. He kept on the crest of the 
political wave for nearly forty years. The great Webster did 
not always have the entire confidence of the people of Massa- 
chusetts when the population was much smaller and more 
homogeneous, nor did the eloquent Sumner, or the philosophic 
Hoar. They all felt the sting of sharp criticism from large 
elements of their constituents, but Mr. Lopak, serving longer 
than any of them, was strong in the hearts of his people 
throughout his public career; hosts of his political opponents 
up in Massachusetts, while they did not vote for him, acknowl- 
edged that the senior Senator from Massachusetts was an honor 
ois the State and that he was faithful to the party that elected 

As a young man Mr. Lonce was selected as a delegate to the 
Republican National Convention in 1884. There were sharp 
divisions over candidates in that convention, as I read the 
report. Mr. Lope was associated with a brilliant group of 
men from New England and New York who might have been 
called scholars in politics. There was George William Curtis, 
Thomas Wentworth Higginson, Josiah Quincy, Richard H. Dana, 
Francis Cabot Lowell, Moorfield Storey, and other men of 
reputation from the East, and they were united for Senator 
George F. Edmunds, of Vermont, for President. Mr. Loban 
went with them and voted for Edmunds until Blaine was 
nominated. They were all disappointed and chagrined, but 
when they got back to New York and Boston and began to 
discuss Ways and means to “purge the party” by defeating 
Blaine and helping to elect Mr. Cleveland, Mr. Lopere was not 
among the scholars in politics. He was a Republican, having 
enlisted in the Republican cause, and would not turn back or 
aside. He could not be an independent or a Mugwump. His 
old friends who had encouraged him to go into politics might 
_go their way, but for him the party had named the candi- 
date, and he was with the party and for the candidate. He 
made his campaign for Blaine and was himself defeated in 
his first race for Congress, probably with the help of the 
old friends who would not support Blaine, and adding their 
votes to those who pretended to think Loboꝝ was too much 
of a scholar in politics to represent the plain people in the 
district. It must have been a strange, a paradoxical entry 
into national politics, but it demonstrated that Mr. Lopcr was 


not a fair-weather Republican, but a seasoned politician who 
followed the decisions of his party, whether it accepted his 
dictates or not. He played the game in the open, and it seems 
to me that then and there Mr. Lopcr, like a master seaman, 
laid his course along political lines which he followed to the end. 

Mr. Lobak knew that public office meant in this country 
political office and that honest and courageous politics was the 
most important element in the public service. Some of his in- 
timate associates have told me that Mr. Lopcr loved a spirited 
horse just as did Colonel Roosevelt and enjoyed a canter across 
country. But what seems more to the point, old fishermen and 
coast guardsmen along the Massachusetts coast have told me 
that Mr. Lopet sailed a yacht or a fishing smack like a master 
seaman, that he had no fear of cross-currents or head-winds 
off the coast where a real seaman is necessary to control a 
fishing boat in a storm. 

There are cross-currents and head-winds in Massachusetts 
politics and, in my judgment, Mr. Loba recognized both and 
knew how to deal with them. He no doubt had as keen delight ` 
in sailing a rough sea in politics as on the ocean for he was an 
accomplished master politician. He did not expect to sail 
always before gentle political breezes and have his constit- 
uents blindly follow his lead. In great contests he always 
fought tenaciously, as we saw in that titanic contest over the 
League of Nations. 

My greatest admiration for Mr. Loper was as a two-fisted 
politician and party man. He was a Republican who fought 
for his party and its candidates whether they were of his 
choice or not. 

In 1912 when his closest personal and political friend, Colonel 
Roosevelt, grievously disappointed over the action of the Re- 
publican National Convention, permitted his name to be used at 
the head of another ticket, Mr. Lopce sadly remarked to a 
friend that children’s quarrels had no place in politics nor had 
personal ambitions or grievances. The Republican Party had 
made both Roosevelt and Taft and the party must go forward 
regardless of personal friendships or animosities. Grieved over 
the quarrel that split his party, he bravely carried on in the 
face of certain defeat. That was Lopere, the politician, the 
learned politician; it was Lopcr who had the spirit of the 
Spartan. He could net refuse to take orders from his party 
and every regular party man applauded him. 

Where is there a red-blooded man, whatever his party, who 
can fail to recognize courage like that in American politics, 
can fail to admire Lopce as a fighting politician as much as 
they admire a great scholar, a great author, or a wise states- 
man? 2 

As for me, I have chosen to pay my tribute to Mr. Lopere, the 
politician and typical American. 

We are all politicians, great or small, wise or unwise, 
courageous or lacking the fighting quality, and I take for my 
typical American, the earnest, honest, courageous, and learned 
politician. That was the late Henry CABOT LODGE. 

Mr. Speaker, we have assembled to pay our tributes to 
three distinguished Senators who served New England con- 
stituencies. To quote from the eloquent Ingalls on an occasion 
similar to this— 


if the lives of these men we mourn to-day are as a taper that is 
burned out, then we treasure their memories in vain, and their last 
prayer has no more sanctity to us who soon or late must follow 
them, than the whisper of winds that stir the leaves of the protest- 
ing forest or the murmur of waves that break upon the complaining 
shore. 


But, this we know in our hearts, can not be. The mind, per- 
haps, may quail before so stupendous a theme, and fret and 
chafe at its own limitations; but the soul receives its illumina- 
tion more simply, by rays direct from the sources of things. 


Two objects of contemplation— 


Said Kant— 
excite my wonder—the starry heavens, and the moral law— 


To which the world has added a third— 
Life after death, 


For, good friends, this is the faith that has healed a myriad 
sorrows and persuaded a myriad mourners to the resumption 
of bitter tasks after the heartbreak of the newly opened 
grave. This is the truth, seen through tears, that has decked 
great cities with monuments, and inspired mighty chants of 
hope, triumphant over grief. A Milton and a Shelley, a Tenny- 
son and an Arnold, easing their soul’s anguish in rhythmic 
lamentations, voice for humanity the universal loss and its 
sole consultation, 
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What life is led in the undiscovered country none may pre- 
sume to declare. We visit it only in imagination, blindfolded, 
as it were, by these wrappings of mortal clay. But visit it we 
must, now and then. Like Orpheus searching among the shades 
for his lost Hurydice, like Demeter descending to embrace once 
more her stolen daughter, we, too, are led by irresistible im- 
pulses to enter the world of the departed, and we know after 
such communions, brief though they be, that it is a higher and 
nobler world than this, for we have beheld our dear ones 
there, beatified and exalted, and we ourselves return radiant 
with a tenderness and a tranquillity not of earth. 

Let us then here and now publicly commune with those im- 
mortals and acknowledge it our noblest privilege to do so. 
Let each of us here summon vividly the image of those dearest 
to him. They differed while on earth; perhaps one was greater, 
one was less; but the least of them now holds the key of a 
wisdom which was denied to Solomon and Socrates. So, 
doubtless, while among us he filled his place, and was, if we 
but knew it, indispensable. Without him there would have 
been a little gap in the circumference; the great circle would 
have been notched and marred. 

“ Eyaltavit humiles!” He has exalted the humble! These 
are the profoundest words ever spoken, the seal and motto 
of eternal progress. express the deepest lesson which 
we may learn from our brethren who are here no more—that 
all are worthy in a degree; so be it with the departed New 
England Senators whom we mourn in this hour, 


Mr. DALLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I would be derelict in my 
duty if, representing the old historic city of Cambridge, I did 
not come here this afternoon to pay my tribute of respect to 
the memory of Senator Loner, For it was in Cambridge that 
he received his collegiate education, It was in her great uni- 
versity that he taught American history and obtained the 
inspiration which made him a leader in the public life of his 
day and generation. It was there in old historie Christ Church, 
where George Washington worshiped in the days of the Revolu- 
tion, that he was married. It was in Cambridge on the banks 
of the beautiful Charles River basin that he passed his last 
days of illness, and it was im that same old historic church 
fronting on Cambridge common and in. the sight of the old 
Washington elm, that the last sad rites were said over his 
earthly remains. 

It is obvious that in the short time allotted to me it is im- 
possible to speak of all or even many of the phases of this 
great American statesman, but perhaps it is fitting that I 
should speak of Henry Canor Loper as the scholar and 
historian. My colleague, the gentleman from Massachusetts, 
Mr. Gattivan, who just preceded me, has spoken of Senator 
Lover as a party man. He was a party man as the result 
of his study of American history and he was a consistent party 
man throughout his career. One of his ancestors was Senator 
George Cabot of Massachusetts, one of the leaders of the 
Federalist Party, and Senator Loper inherited a love and ad- 
miration for the leaders of that party. Throughout his life, 
amid hostile criticism and bitter opposition, he remained true 
to the Federalist doctrine of protection to American industry. 
I can remember the bitter attacks made upon him when the 
poopie of his own State wanted to have free hides. He went 

fore them and told them frankly and bravely that the 
policy of protection was a national policy, and that if Mas- 
sachusetts and New England wanted protection upon her 
products she must be willing to give protection to the products 
of other States. He always believed in national preparedness, 
and this belief as well as his belief in protection was the re- 
sult of his study as the historian of George Washington, 
Alexander Hamilton, and Daniel Webster, three great Ameri- 
can statesmen who believed in and advocated the same policies 
in their day and generation. 

But the man of all others in the history of our country who 
inspired Senator Lopce was the Father of his Country, and if 
Senator Lopas had rendered no other service to the American 
people than to leave behind him his biography of George Wash- 
ington, written for the American Statesmen Series, he would 
have won their undying appreciation and gratitude. That 
life of Washington is written not only accurately, but it is 
written in a style clear, vigorous, and beautiful that it is a 
model of historical writing. Any one can read that life with 
interest, pleasure, and fascination, and I want to trespass upon 
your patience by reading a few extracts from that wonderful 
work. How clearly and concisely Mr. Lopar refutes the charge 
that Washington was only a military commander of ordinary 
ability and paints Washington as a great military commander, 
one of the greatest who ever lived: 


To fight successful battles is the test of a good general, but to hold 
together a suffering army, through years of unexampled privations, 
to meet endless failure of details, and then to fight battles and plan 
campaigns, shows a leader who was far more than a good general. 
Such multiplied trials and difficulties are overcome only by a great 
soldier, who with small means achieves large results, and by a 
great man who by force of will and character can establish with all 
who follow bim a power, which no miseries can conquer, and no 
suffering diminish, 


That is one of the most beautiful pieces of English and one 
of the most wonderful pieces of historical writing that it has 
ever been my good fortune to read. 

In his Life of Washington, Senator Longe takes issue with 
the commonly accepted idea that George Washington was not 
the first American, but that he was an English country 
gentleman, an English commoner, fighting an English King. 
Senator Lopce combats that proposition with all his matchless 
eloquence, with all his splendid command of the English 
language, and with his great knowledge of American history. 
This is what he says of Washington’s Americanism: 


The faith, the hope, the thought of Washington were all in the 
United States. His one purpose was to make America independent 
in thought and action, and he strove day and night to build up a 
nation. He labored unceasingly to lay the foundations of the great 
empire which, with almost prophetic vision, be saw beyond the moun- 
tains, by opening the way for the western movement. His foreign 
policy was a declaration to the world of a new national existence, and 
he strained every nerve to lift our polities from the colenia} condition 
of foreign issues. He wished all immigration to be absorbed and 
molded here, so that we might be one people, one im speech and in 
political faith. His last words, given to the world after the grave 
had closed over him, were a solemn plea for a home training for the 
youth of the Republic, so that all wen might think as Americans, un- 
tainted by foreign ideas, and rise above all local prejudices, He did 
not believe that mere material development was the only or the high- 
est koal; for he knew that the true greatness of a nation was moral 
and intellectnal, and his last thoughts were fer the upbullding of char- 
acter and intelligence. He was never a braggart, and mere boasting 
about his country as about himself was utterly repugnant to him. He 
never hesitated to censure what he believed to be wrong, but he ad- 
dressed his criticisms to his countrymen in order to lead them to better 
things, and did not indulge in them iu order to express his own dis- 
content or to amuse or curry favor with foreigners. In a word, he 
loved his country, and had an abiding faith in its future and in its 
people, upon whom his most earnest thoughts and loftiest aspirations 
were centered. No higher, purer, or more thorough Americanism than 
his could be imagined. It was a conception far in advance of the 
time, possible only te a powerful mind, capable of lifting itself out 
of existing conditions and alien influences, so that it might look with 
undazzled gaze upon the distant future. The first American im the 
broad national sense, there has never been a man more thoroughly and 
truly American than Washington. It will be a sorry day when we 
cousent to take that noble figure from “ the forefront of the Nation’s 
life,” and rank- George Washington as anything but an American of 
Americans, instinct with the ideas, as he was devoted to the fortune 
of the New World which gave him birth. 


It was from George Washington that Senator Loper received 
his inspiration, and throughout his life he was true to the 
teachings of the illustrious Father of his Country, even amidst 
the hostility and bitter opposition of the men who had been 
his life-long friends. 

In the preface to the last edition of his Life of Washington, 
right after the bitter contest over the League of Nations, he 
speaks abont Washington’s Farewell Address, and refers to 
the two great lessons taught by the Father of his Country, 
national preparedness in time of peace and freedom from for- 
eign entanglements, and closes with the following beautiful trib- 
ute, much of which might well apply to his own political 
career: 


There are but few very great men in history—and Washington was 
one of the greatest—whose declaration of prineiples and whose thoughts 
upon the policies of government have had such a continuous and un- 
broken influence as his have had upon a great people and through 
them upon the world. The criticism, the jeers, the patronizing and 
pitying sneer, will all alike pass away into silence and be forgotten. 
just as the coarse attacks which were made upon him in his lifetime 
have faded from the memory of men; but his fame, his character, bis 
sagacity, and his ardent patriotism will remain and be familiar to all 
Americans who leve their country. In the days of storm and stress, 
when the angry waves beat fiercely at the feet of the lofty tower 
which warns the mariner from the reefs that threaten wreek and de- 
struction, far above the angry seas and in the midst of the rearing 
winds, the light which guides those who go down in ships to the havea 
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where they would be shines out luminous through the darkness. To 
disregard that steady light would mean disaster and destruction to 
all to whom it points out the path of safety. So it is with the wisdom 
of Washington, which comes to us 2eross the century as clear and 
shining as it was in the days when his love for his country and his 
passion for America gave forth their last message to generations yet 
unborn. 


However men may criticize the life and public service of the 
great Senator from Massachusetts or differ with his attitude 
on public questions, no one can question his consistency and 
the tenacity with which he held to the views which he had 
reached by the long and careful study of the history of his 
country. 

Mr. Speaker, in the death of Senator Loves there has passed 
away a great statesman, a great scholar, a great orator, a 
great historian, and, above all, a great American, and it will 
be difficult to fill the place which he has left vacant in Amer- 
ican public life. 

I know of no more fitting way to close this imperfect tribute 
than by quoting the closing lines of the second volume of his 
own Life of Washington: 


The end had come. * „ He died as he had lived, simply and 
bravely, without parade and without affectation. His last duties were 
done, the last words said, the last trials borne with the quiet fitness, the 
gracious dignity, that even the gathering mists of the supreme hour 
could neither dim nor tarnish. He had faced life with a calm, high, 
victorious spirit. So did he face death and the unknown when Fate 
knocked at the door, 


Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that all Members of the House may have permission to extend 
their remarks in the Recorp in connection with the exercises 
this afternoon. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection that consent will be 
granted. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LUCE. Mr. Speaker, nearly two-score years ago, as a 
young editor on the staff of the Boston Globe, I chanced to 
notice that the anniversaries of the birth of Robert ©. Win- 
throp and Henry Caxsor Loben fell on the same day. A para- 
graph linking the two men in felicitations came under the eye 
of Mr. Lopes and he took the pains to express his appreciation 
to Colonel Taylor, the publisher of the Globe. Probably Mr. 
Lond never knew who was the author of the paragraph and 
had forgotten it when years afterwards the accidents of politics 
brought us together, but it has stayed in my memory as a proof 
of his thoughtfuiness, of his regard for the good-will of others, 
and particularly of his pleasure at being associated in the 
minds of men with a great Massachusetts statesman whose 
career may well have given to him sympathetic Inspiration. 

Robert C. Winthrop, then nearing the end of a long life, had 
presided in this House more than a generation before, resigning 
the Speakership to take the place of Daniel Webster in the 
Senate. His lineage went back to the earliest days of the 
colony. He was an aristocrat in the best sense of the word. 
He was a man of means who might have taken his ease 
through life, but who chose the thornier road of public service. 
He was born with or developed some power of eloquence. He 
was a leader among the Whigs, which means that he approved 
the theory of a strong central government and believed in the 
protection of every citizen’s person and property. 

Henry Carnot Loner, just beginning to make his power felt in 
public life, came from the same environment, under much the 
same circumstances. He too could take a just pride in the 
achievements of his ancestors. He too might have chosen the 
primrose path and passed through life as a dilettante. Yet 
he too preferred the toils and troubles of statesmanship. His, 
however, was the better fortune in the achievement of his aim, 
for whereas Mr. Winthrop never recovered politically from the 
error of his decision when slavery became the paramount issue, 
and passed the remaining 40 years and more of his life as a 
private citizen, Mr. Loper survived all the perils of a legislator 
and died in office. 

These two men were shining examples of a type of citizen- 
ship fortunately not rare in our country, yet not appreciated. 
All honor to the self-made man! To him the credit for 
conquering obstacles and mastering fortune! Yet is he more 
to be extolled than the man who puts aside ease and comfort, 
the man impelled by no motive of personal advantage, who 
deliberately decides to put at the service of his country what- 
ever fortune has brought to him? 7 

Take one illustration of Mr. Lopar's determination to make 
himself of the greatest possible use to his fellows. When in 
the legislature he was not an attractive nor especially effective 


speaker, He is not remembered in this Chamber as an orator of 

note. Yet through study and practice he came to be a master 

of the power of speech, unexcelled in forensic argument, one 

5 few men of his time able to sway and convince multi- 
es, 

Or, again, take his command of the written word. From the 
pure love of writing, rather than pass his days in the idleness 
of club or parlor or fritter them away in sport, he plunged 
into the drudgeries of authorship, and by that toil in the 
field of history which alone can win the plaudits of the critic, 
achieved high standing at an age when most men have not 
found themselves. Then all through the busy cares of public 
service he continued his devotion to literature, producing from 
time to time essays and addresses that were the finest flower 
of scholarship. Their workmanship showed at every turn as- 
siducus and constant study of the best of the world’s litera- 
ture. For instance, his quotations were never stale and hack- 
neyed, were usually from sources unfamiliar to most men, 
yet from authors we all might well read but rarely find the 
time to enjoy. Throughtout his life he evidently turned for 
both relaxation and profit to the best minds of the ages. 

His achievements in statecraft others have discussed and 
they will still further be discussed as long as American his- 
tory is read. Let my share in these tributes to his memory be 
only this record of the impression his life-work made on a 
younger man from the same college, the same community, the 
same Commonwealth, who takes this opportunity to acknowl- 
edge his debt for the inspiration to work and to endeavor that 
through many years came to him from the example of the 
foremost Massachusetts statesman of our time. 


Mr. PAIGE. Mr. Speaker, Henry CABOTr Lopse—the very 
name itself has a meaning and a place in history. The man 
who bore it wrote it high on a half century's annals. Nur- 
tured in environs of culture, ancestral pride, wealth, and refine- 
ment, this man might have chosen the easy way to fame—easy 
to him. His natural bent might have led him to some great 
seat of learning, or if facile to his inclinations literature would 
have claimed him exclusively for its own. Either sphere would 
thus have been enriched even beyond those contributions for 
which alone his name is high enrolled. Whatever course he 
should choose led to fame. One so well equipped had but to 
make the choice. He chose the thorny path of politics. With 
inflexible will and purpose he gave his mind and heart and 
service to his country and to his State. He loved both with 
an unwavering and undying love. For them he courted dis- 
aster to ambition, the calumny of enemies, the heart-burnings 
of misunderstandings. But however great the personal sac- 
rifice it was not too great for him to make. Shafts of verom 
and hatred and vituperation inflict wounds and sears. He 
invited them; he knew they were inevitable. Yet while he 
took he also gave. And this warfare, though bloodless, was 
in his country’s service. What the reward? That only which 
is the fruit of a life well spent—at the end of which he could 
say in the words of another Massachusetts statesman, John 
Quincy Adams: 

I bave the approbation of my own conscience, 


What a splendid example was the life and the character 
and the public service of Henny Casot Lobo to the youth of 
America. That life was built on character and that service 
was the full expression of both. Yet, while an example it is 
doubtful whether that life furnished an incentive. For public 
service to-day does not attract or allure men of the Lodge type, 
if such there be. Men are seeking a career, not a mission. 

Material rewards are more desired than the mere honors, 
such as they are, in the realm of statecraft. Thus men are 
reasoning. And then, too, republics are ungrateful, they say. 
Alas, it is only too true that eminent, not to mention modest 
but conscientious publie service, goes unnoticed and unre- 
warded. Must we more and more leave the work and the 
future destiny of the Republic to chance and to blind fate? 

Patriotism demands sacrifice—not alone the supreme sacri- 
fice—but the giving of true and loyal service—the very best 
that is in us, with every talent. This Henry Canor Lopce did. 
Not with one but with many talents. He gave them all to his 
State and to his country—his vigorous well-trained intellect, 
his scholarship, his mental resources, his forensic ability, his 
facile pen, his world knowledge, his developed statesuianship— 
all, all that he was, all that he hoped to be, he gave unselfishly 
and unstintingly—from youth to hoary age—to a people whose 
flag he revered, whose Constitution he supported, whose Repub- 
lic he honored. 

Sir, the biographer of Henry Casor Loben donbtless will 
find in his public utterances and in his published works of 
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many volumes indices to his character and to the elements 
of his striking personality; but there will not be found, I dare 
say, a better insight into that element we call sentiment than 
is to be found in certain of his patriotic addresses, which lest 
they be overlooked or forgotten, I shall take the liberty of 
quoting. 

The first of these addresses I heard Senator Lonce deliver 
some 30 years ago; his theme, very dear to him, was his 
beloved Massachusetts. A classic, chaste in its English, elo- 
quent in expression: 


To all who dwell within her confines, the old State is very, very 
dear, She has a right to our love and pride. Behold her and judge 
for yourself.” Here she is, a queen among Commonwealths, enthroned 
amidst her hills and streams, with the ocean at her feet. Trade is in 
her marts and prayer within her temples. Her cities stir with busy 
life, Her wealth grows, beyond the dreams of avarice. Her rivers 
turn the wheels of industry, and the smoke of countless chimneys tells 
the story of the inventor's genius and the workman's skill. 
material side is the least of it. We rejoice mightily in her pros- 
perity, but our love and pride are touched by nobler themes. We 
love the old State. Tue sand hills of the cape, with the gulls wheeling 
over the waste of waters; the gray ledges and green pastures of 
Essex, with the seas surging forever on her rocks; the broad and 
fruitful valleys of the Connecticut; the dark hills and murmuring 
streams of Berkshire, have to us a tender charm no other land can 
give. They breathe to us the soft message that tells of home and 
country. Still it is something more than the look of hill and dale, 
something deeper than habit which stirs our hearts when we think of 
Massachusetts. Behind the outward form of things lies that which 
passeth show. It is in the history of Massachusetts, in the lives of 
her great men, in the sacrifices, in the deeds, and in the character of 
her people that we find the true secret of our love and pride. We 
may not explain it even to ourselves, but it is there in the good old 
name, and flushes into life at the sight of the white flag. Massachu- 
setts! Utter but the word and what memories throng upon her chil- 
dren! Here came the stern, God-fearing men to find a home and 
found a State. Here, almost where we stand, on the edge of the 
wilderness, was placed the first public school. Yonder, across the 
river, where the track of the savage still lingered and the howl of 
the wolf was still heard, was planted the first college. Here, through 
years of peril and privation, with much error and failure, but ever 
striving and marching onward, the Puritans built their State. It was 
this old town that first resisted England and bared its breast to 
receive the hostile spears. In the field of Middlesex the first blood 
was shed in the American Revolution. 

On the slopes of Bunker Hili the British troops first recoiled under 
American fire. Massachusetts was the first great Commonwealth to 
resist the advance of slavery, and in the mighty war for the Union 
she had again the sad honor to lay the first blood offering on the altar 
of the Nation, This is the State that Winthrop founded. Warren died 
for her liberties and Webster defended her good name. Sumner bore 
stripes in behalf of her beliefs, and her sons gave their lives on 
every battlefield for the one flag she held more sacred than her own, 
She has fought for liberty. She has done justice between man and 
man. She has sought to protect the weak, to save the erring, to raise 
the unfortunate. She has been the fruitful mother of ideas as of men. 
Her thought has followed the sun and been felt throughout the length 
of the land. May we not say, as Charles Fox said of Switzerland, 
„Every man should desire once in his life to make a pigrimage to 
Massachusetts, the land of liberty and peace, She has kept her shield 
unspotted and her honor pure. To us, her loving children, she is a 
great heritage and a great trust.” 


Henry Canor Lopce was not provincial. He could love 
Massachusetts and still love the Union. He rejoiced to see a 
reunited country. Thinking of him as some were wont to think 
of him, as irreconcilable toward his brethren of the South- 
land, it would be difficult to convince such that he uttered these 
fraternal sentiments at a dinner in Faneuil Hall, in Boston, in 
1887, given in honor of Robert E. Lee Camp of Confederate 
Veterans—responding to the toast The Blue and the Gray”: 


To such a toast, sir, it would seem perhaps most fitting that one of 
those should respond who was a part of the great event which it 
' recalls. Yet, after all, on an occasion like this, it may not be amiss 
to call upon one who belongs to a generation to whom the Rebellion is 
little more than history, and who, however insufficiently, represents 
the feelings of that and the succeeding generations as to our great 
Civil War. I was a boy 10 years old when the troops marched away to 
defend Washington, and my personal knowledge of that time is con- 
fined to a few broken but vivid memories. I saw the troops, month 
after month, pour through the streets of Boston. I saw Shaw go 
forth at the head of bis black regiment, and Bartlett, shattered in 
body but dauntless in soul, ride by to carry what was left of him 
once more to the battle fields of the Republic. I saw Andrew, stand- 
ing bareheaded on the steps of the State house, bid the men Godspeed. 
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I can not remember the words he said, but I can never forget the 
fervid eloquence which brought tears to the eyes and fire to the hearts 
of all who listened. I understood but dimly the awful meaning of 
these events. To my boyish mind one thing alone was clear, that the 
soldiers as they marched past were all, in that supreme hour, heroes 
and patriots. Amid many changes that simple belief of boyhood has 
never altered. The gratitude which I felt then I confess to to-day 
more strongly than ever. But other feelings have in the progress of. 
time altered much. I have learned, and others of my generation as 
they came to man’s estate haye learned, what the war really meant, 
and they have also learned to know and to do justice to the men who 
fought the war upon the other side. 

1 do not stand up in this presence to indulge in any mock senti- 
mentality. You brave men who wore the gray would be the first to 
hold me or any other son of the North in just contempt if I should 
say that, now it was ali over, I thought the North was wrong and the 
result of the war a mistake, and that I was prepared to suppress my 
political opinions. I believe most profoundly that the war on our side 
was eternally right, that our victory was the salvation of the country, 
and that the results of the war were of infinite benefit to both North 
and South. But, however we differed, or still differ, as to the causes 
for which we fought then, we accept them as settled, commit them to 
history, and fight over them no more. 

To the men who fought the battles of the Confederacy we hold out 
our hands freely, frankly, and gladly. To courage and faith wherever 
shown we bow in homage with uncovered heads. We respect and 
honor the gallantry and valor of the brave men who fought against 
us, and who gave their lives and shed their blood in defense of what 
they believed to be right. We rejoice that the famous general whose 
name is borne upon your banner was one of the greatest soldiers of 
modern times, because he, too, was an American. We have no bitter 
memories to revive, no reproaches to utter. Reconciliation is not to 
be sought, because it exists already. Differ in politics and in a 
thousand other ways, we must and shall in all good nature, but let us 
never differ with each other on sectional or State lines, by race or 
creed. 

We welcome you, soldiers of Virginia, as others more eloquent than 
I have said, to New England. We welcome you to old Massachusetts. 
We welcome you to Boston and to Faneuil Hall. In your presence 
here, and at the sound of your voice beneath this historic roof, the 
years roll back and we see the figure and hear again the ringing tones 
of your great orator, Patrick Henry, declaring to the first Continental 
Congress, The distinctions between Virginians, Pennsylvanians, New 
Yorkers, and New Englanders are no more, I am not a Virginian, but 
an American.” A distinguished Frenchman as he stood among the 
graves at Arlington, said: “Only a great people is capable of a great 
civil war.’ Let us add with thankful hearts that only a great people 
is capable of a great reconciliation. Side by side, Virginia and 
Massachusetts led the colonies into the War for Independence. Side 
by side they founded the Government of the United States. Morgan 
and Greene, Lee and Knox, Moultrie and Prescott, men of the South 
and men of the North, fought shoulder to shoulder, and wore the 
same uniform of buff and blue—the uniform of Washington. 

Your presence here hrings back their noble memories, it breaches the 
spirit of concord, and unites with so many other voices in the irreyoca- 
ble message of union and good will. Mere sentiment all this, some may 
say. But it is sentiment, true sentiment, that has moved the world. 
Sentiment fought the war, and sentiment bas reunited us. When the 
war closed, it was proposed in the newspapers and elsewhere to give 
Governor Andrew, who had sacrificed health and strength and property 
in his public duties, some immediately lucrative office, like the collec- 
torship of the port of Boston. A friend asked him if he would take 
such a place. “No,” said he; “I haye stood as high priest between 
the horns of the altar, and I have poured out upon it the best blood 
of Massachusetts, and I can not take money for that.“ Mere senti- 
ment, truly, but the sentiment which ennobles and uplifts mankind, 
It is sentiment which so hallows a bit of torn, stained bunting, that 
men go gladly to their deaths to save it. So I say that the sentiment 
manifested by your presence here, brethren of Virginia, sitting side by 
side with those who wore the blue, has a far-reaching and gracious 
influence, of more value than many practical things. It tells us that 
these two grand old Commonwealths, parted in the shock of the Civil 
War, are once more side by side as in the days of the Revolution, 
never to part again, It tells us that the sons of Virginia and Massa- 
chusetts, if war should break again upon the country, will, as in the 
olden days, stand once more shoulder to shoulder, with no distinction 
in the colors that they wear. It is fraught with tidings of peace on 
earth, and you may read its meaning in the words on yonder picture, 
„Liberty and union, now and forever, one aud inseparable.” 


That which Lopere dimly foresaw came to pass. War did 
break again upon the country, not once but twice—and the sons 
of the South and of Massachusetts did stand shoulder to shoul- 
der in the common defense. And early in that last war—the 
great world strife—when pacifist influences were seeking peace 
without victory, Senator Lobo, stirred by deep emotions, voiced 
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the sentiments of red-blooded Americans in a ringing speech at 
Springfield, Mass., and emphasized anew his own unswerving 
and uncompromising Americanism: 


If we aceepted those peace terms we should go back to the precise 
situation of July, 1914. I say to you, what I ventured to say to the 
highest authority in the country, that if we should consider peace on 
the basis ef the situation before the war, the President who wrote 
that great war message and each one of us who voted for a declaration 
of war will be guilty of the blackest of erimes; to have spent the 
treasury of the people and given their lives only to go back to the 
situation before the war, 

We find in this war a very dificult situation, which arises from the 
fact, pointed out by the President in his letter to the Pope, that we 
haye no one we can negotiate with. You can not negotiate with a 
Government that deliberately says that a treaty is a serap of paper 
to be torn in shreds whenever they feel it wise to do it. 

The Chancellor of the German Government, when {t published its 
Jast decree about the submarine zone, permitting us to send one ship 
a week painted like a barber’s pole to some point named, said they had 
been delaying it only because they needed to build more submarines. 
Do you realize what that meant? 

You can not negotiate with people like that; you make a treaty and 
they will tear it up in six months. 

What is the alternative? If paper guarantees are of no value, we 
must bring Germany to a position where she can not make war again. 
It is the only way. 

We are seeking nothing for ourselves, no territory; we are not out 
for conquest, but we must have a peace that will last, and a peace 
of justice and righteousness—one that will stand—and if we can not 
get it in the ordinary way of nations which respect treaties, we will 
have it by guaranty that will prevent such another scene of horror 
as the one now spread before us. We will break down that Prussian 
autocracy, black with perfidy and red with blood. 

The voices of women and children are crying to-day from the depths 
where they were huried to death by German submarines. There are 
75,000 of your men over there to-day; there will be about 600,000 by 
next April. They are going constantly. They are over there: they 
will go over the top very soon. They will fight as Americans always 
fight, They will leave their dead there—our dead—on the field. Our 
wounded will conve back to us in our hospitals. 7 

The voices of those men, and the voices that come from the deep 
it is to those voices that I propose to listen for my instruction as to 
the kind of peace that shall be made. 


The mortal—Henny Casor Lopcz—rests in the bosom of his 
beloved Massachusetts—the immortal soul marches on to know 
and to be known—while to those who linger here he has left a 
heritage so rich in service to his fellow countrymen as to make 

` better and more unselfish Americans of us all. 

Using his own words uttered in this Hall in eulogy of Theo- 
dore Roosevelt, by substituting his own for that of the name 
of his friend: 


Of all the Ideals that lift men up, the hardest to fulfill is the ideal 
of sacrifice. Henry Casor Lopcr met it as he had all others and fual- 
filled it to the lost jot of its terrible demands. His country asked 
the sacrifice and he gave it with solemn pride and uncomplaining 
lips. 


Mr. CONNERY. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, 
Henry Cazsot Loner, of Nahant. Born at Boston, May 12, 
1850. Harvard College, A. B., 1871; Harvard Law School, 
LL. B., 1875; Harvard University, Ph. D., 1876; Suffolk bar, 
1876; Massachusetts House, 1880-81; chairman Republican 
State Committee, 1883; Congressman, 1887-1893 ; Senator, 1893 
until death, 1924. Chairman of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations and leader of the Senate. LL. D. Williams College, 
Clark University, Yale University, Harvard University, Brown 
University, Amherst College, Union College, Princeton Uni- 
versity, and Dartmouth College. 

It would be entirely futile for me to attempt to eulogize fitly 
the departed Senator from Massachusetts after the glowing 
tributes which have been paid to his memory by men great 
in the councils of our Government. As the representative of 
his friends and neighbors—the people of Nahant and the sur- 
rounding cities and towns—I come to record in the archives 
of the Nation the respect, admiration, love, and affection of 
those friends and neighbors for Henry Casot LODGE, 

Descendant of merchants and sailors, sea captains and 
soldiers, men of action in business and in public life, of a 
family stock which included George Cabot, his great-grand- 
father, a distinguished statesman of Revolutionary days and 
a friend of Washington and Alexander Hamilton, it would 
almost seem with the blood of such ancestors coursing in his 
veins as if he were predestined to take an active and patriotic 
part in the affairs of his State and of the Nation. 


His boyhood home was one of culture. He had a natural 
penchant for reading and early developed a taste for good 
literature under the guidance of his first teacher, Mrs. Park- 
man. At the age of 10 he had read with avidity every Waverly 
novel, but despite his studious nature he still found time to 
lead the life of a perfectly normal American boy—normal 
indeed to the extent of possessing a great liking for coasting 
on the big hill on Boston Common, skating on the Frog Pond, 
engaging in snowball battles against the boys from the South 
Cove and the North End, diving off the rocks of Nahant, 
playing baseball and football, and an utter dislike for sum- 
mer sessions of school. 

At Nahant he spent the happiest years of his life. The 
romantic appeal which Nahant made to his artistic soul is per- 
haps best described by his own words: 


A rock-bound peninsula of singular beauty, thrust out into the sea 
between Cape God and Cape Ann, the home from the early part of 
the seventeenth century of a few fishermen and farmers; from her 
bold headlands she has watched the stately ships go on to their 
haven under the hill from the days of the long low boats of the 
vikings to the buge steamships throbbing and smoking as they come 
up out of the ocean or start forth to Europe. 


~ 

In the eyes of the American people Senator Loper was in- 
variably pictured as cold, stern, and uncompromising. And 
yet to those who knew him, to those Who came in daily contact 
with him, under the apparently cold exterior there abided the 
tenderest of hearts and the kindliest of natures, There was 
nothing austere about Henry Casor Loper to the folks “ back 
home.” At no time during his career did the burden of the re- 
sponsibility of his office rest so heavily upon his shoulders 
that he was precluded from looking forward with interest and 
pride to presiding, as he did each year, as moderator of the 
Nahant town meeting. This simple bigness of the man ever 
endeared him to his constituents, and his loyalty to them was 
reciprocated by their loyalty to him. 

The service men of the nation will revere his memory. His 
Courage, his high-mindedness, and his strength of character 
i placing principle above party were clearly evidenced when 

sald: 


I yoted to send those boys to war. I was too old to draw the sword 
myself, and as I stood and watched those boys march away and 
realized that my vote was instrumental in sending them, I made up 
my mind that when they returned, if I could help them to secure 
what they deserved, I would gladly do so. 


His word was his bond. He kept his pledge to the men who 
went to battle, and despite a storm of criticism he nobly 
fought for their cause, declaring that his “personal honor was 
above political expediency.” 

Lawyer, litterateur, journalist, teacher, statesman, citizen, 
patriot, true American—Henry Caror Lovee has gone from 
our midst. Massachusetts is pround of the greatness of her 
departed son. With Adams, Webster, Sumner, and Hoar his 
memory is enshrined in the hearts of the people of our State 
and in the hearts of the people of the American Nation. Peace 
to his soul. 


Mr. FROTHINGHAM assumed the chair as Speaker pro 
tempore. 


Mr. GILLETT. Mr. Speaker, in the Senate Chamber, where 
Senator Lopae’s service was so largely rendered, appropriate 
memorial exercises have been held, and this is not the place 
for any extended review of his career; but I can not refrain 
from expressing briefly my high regard for one with whom I 
was connected politically for so many years. 

In one respect Senator Loban's career runs counter to the 
ordinary rule of human life. Most of us work under the spur 
of necessity. When Lord Chancellor Eldon was once asked 
by a member of the House of Lords how he could insure that 
his son shoukl make a name for himself in the world, he 
answered: 


I know of but one way, my lord; giye him parts and poverty. 


It is the compulsion of necessity that drives most of us. Mr. 
Lopce lacked that ordinary incentive for work. He was the 
son of wealthy parents; he had distinguished ancestors in the 
city where perhaps they were valued as much as anywhere in 
our country and opened to him all the avenues of social en- 
joyment. In college he could select his own class of associates 
and on the day he graduated he married a beautiful and’ 
brilliant woman of rare eharm and sailed for Europe. There 
was every probability that he wonld slide through life en- 
joying the pleasures it offers to those who need do nothing 
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but select them and accomplishing nothing except perhaps some 
finished products of a dilettante. 

His life was a singular contradiction of any such forecast. 
Beyond that of most men it was a life of constant effort, un- 
flagging industry, and contentious struggle, and that is a 
great tribute to his robust energy and intrepid resolution. 

I ean remember him very early in his political career, and 
those who are modest about their own capacity as public 
speakers should take hope and courage from the fact that 
Senator Lope at first gave little promise of his brilliant future 
as an orator. He was rather unimpressive and dull. I re- 
member vividly how true the same experience was in the case 
of another favorite son of Massachusetts, whose untimely 
death ended what would have been a great career, Governor 
Wolcott, who at first was singularly ill at ease as a speaker 
and yet became one of the readiest and most charming of 
platform orators. 

1 think Mr. Lopez first established his hold on the regard 
of Massachusetts Republicans when he was chairman of the 
State committee in the early eighties, in a notable campaign, 
and by his vigor, his information, his clear-sightedness, and 
his careful handling of all details proved himself a master of 
political management. 

This ability he maintained to the end. I have sometimes 
thought it would have been both easier and wiser for him if 
he had followed the example of his colleague, Senator Hoar, 
and when he became the senior Senator relinquished the 
troubles and duties of patronage to his junior and devoted 
himself purely to the intellectual work of the Senate. But 
that was not his nature and he always clung with a tenacious 
grasp to the details of political management which he under- 
stood so well. 

Now is not the time to appraise his great life work as a 
Senator, but there is no question that he achieved a position of 
power and influence in the Senate which few men have at- 
tained and that at one of the critical periods of American 
history he was both the titular and the actual leader, and by 
his personal power exercised a decisive influence on the history 
of his country. 

If I were to search for the key to his great success I think 
I should say that it was primarily his knowledge. He illus- 
trates as well as any man I have known the maxim that 
“knowledge is power.” He had a fine literary style, an un- 
flagging industry, a noble ambition, and a remarkable skill in 
political management, but I think his superior information 
was, after all, the great factor in his success. He read far 
more widely than most of his contemporaries and he had one 
of those retentive memories which held firmly whatever he had 
once read. The minds of most of us are like tablets of wax 
and receive an impression, slight or deep, which time quickly 
wipes away; but Mr. Lopce’s mind was like a plate of steel, on 
oo every impression is engraved indelibly and remains 
orever. 

I was much interested and solaced recently to read that 
James Russell Lowell, who had one of the great well-stored 
minds of Massachusetts, noticed one day in his library a two- 
volume edition of an early English writer and was surprised 
to find that he owned it and did not think he had ever read it; 
but on opening the volumes he found scattered through them 
notes in his own handwriting showing that he had both read 
and studied them years before, but every trace of that work 
had been forgotten. 

Such an incident would never have happened to Senator 
Lobdk, though it is consoling and appreciable by most of us. 

I bave only known two men who it seemed to me approached 
him in the vast store of their information on worth-while sub- 
jects. One was President Roosevelt and the other was Am- 
bassador Jusserand. Such memories are given to few men, 
and it is just and appropriate that their possessors should 
attain distinction. 

Although I think some little peculiarities prevented Mr. 
‘Lovee from becoming what would be called a popular man, yet 
| to those who knew him well in the privacy of his home and 
the confidence of private life, he was a most kindly, sympa- 
thetic, and delightful companion. In him Massachusetts has 
lost one of the most infiuential and productive of her great 
men. 


Mr. FREEMAN assumed the chair as Speaker pro tempore. 


l Mr. TILSON. Mr. Speaker, as the senior Member of the 


, delegation from Connecticut, it is fitting that I take the lead 
in these exercises commemorating the life and public service 
of our departed Senator and to outline the salient points of 
| his life as they relate to his public service. 


The subject of these memorial exercises was born July 8, 
1864, in New London, Conn. He was the son of Augustus 
Brandegee, who was a Member of the House of Representatives 
in the Thirty-eighth and Thirty-ninth Congresses. The records 
of father and son disclose a striking parallel in their careers 
up to the time the younger BRANDEGEE went to the United States 
Senate. Both graduated at Yale; both served in the lower 
branch of the State legislature; both served as speaker of 
that body, and both served as Members of this House about 
the same length of time. 

FRANK BOSWORTH BRANDEGEE was an undergraduate at Yale 
from 1881 to 1855 and graduated from Yale College in the 
latter year. During his college course he was an outstanding 
figure in his class, giving unmistakable evidence of the ability 
and commanding personality that characterized his subsequent 
life. 

He chose the law for a profession and prepared himself for 
a career at the bar for which he was preeminently fitted, both 
by native ability and training. Almost simultaneously with 
the beginning of the practice of the law, he served one term 
in the legislature as a representative from his native town, 
For the next 10 years he combined the practice of his profession 
with public service by serving as corporation counsel for 
the city of New London. After 10 years of this combined serv- 
ice, the lure of the strictly political arena finally proved ir- 
resistible, triumphing over his effort to devote himself to the 
practice of law, and drew him back to Capitol Hill at Hartford, 
where he was made speaker of the house, just 38 years after 
his father had filled the same position. 

The public career of Senator BRANDEGEFR is typical of that of 
many successful public servants all over the country. He began 
by serving his own town and his State in positions of a more 
or less local character. In doing so, he demonstrated his fit- 
ness for public service and at the same time developed a liking 
for it. Meanwhile, friendships were formed and acquaintance 
widened with those who were doing things throughout the 
State. 

On October 23, 1902, Charles A, Russell, for a long time an 
able and effective Memeber of this House from what was then 
the third mnectieut district, including New London, died. 
Young Branpecre was elected to succeed him and served here 
until May, 1905. In the light of subsequent events, wherein 
he later created another vacancy, there is a strange coincidence 
that his election both to the House and to the Senate was in 
each case to fill a vacancy caused by death. 

On April 21, 1905, Orville H. Platt, for many years a great 
and distinguished Senator of the United States from Connecti- 
cut, died, and Representative BRANDEGEE was elected to fill 
that vacancy. Having had four years’ experience in Con- 
gress at the other end of the Capitol, Senator BRANDEGEE did 
not come as a stranger to the work of the Senate, and so from 
the beginning took an active and valuable part in the deliber- 
ations of that body. 

During the first few years of Senator BRANDEGEE's career in 
the Senate he served on a number of small committees, but 
on none of the major committees. It was not lost time, how- 
ever, for during these first years when not so much engrossed 
with committee work, as he was later on, he followed the 
work of the Senate on the floor and became thoroughly familiar 
with its rules and procedure. As he grew older in the service 
he came to be regarded as one of the best parliamentarians in 
that body. With his analytical mind he drove straight through 
the nonessentials to the heart of any controversy and was 
seldom in error as to his judgment on parliamentary questions. 

In the Sixty-second Congress he first became a member of 
the Judiciary Committee and here throughout the remainder 
of his service did some of his best work. He continued a 
member of this committee until the day of his death, becoming 
chairman of the committee after the death of that virile 
descendant of the Vikings, Senator Knute Nelson, of Minnesota. 

The work in the Senate on account of which Senator BRAN- 
DEGEE became best and most widely known and for which he 
will be longest remembered was in connection with foreign 
affairs. 

It was in the Sixty-fourth Congress that he became a mem- 
ber of the Committee on Foreign Relations, of which he con- 
tinued a member until the time of his death. He was strong 
in his convictions that the United States should not enter the 
League of Nations upon any terms whatsoever. He took this 
position early in the controversy when the number of those in 
the Senate who agreed with him was small, indeed. The mem- 
bers of this little group in the Senate, who took this position 
early, were contemptiously called the “Irreconcilables.” Their 
number grew, however, rather than diminished. Here, again, 
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the incisive, analytical mind of Senator BRANDEGEE was of 
inestimable value to the cause he so zealausly espoused. 

While the unusual ability of Senator BRANDEGEE was gen- 
erally recognized and he had a host of political as well as 
social friends, he was never what would be called a popular 
political idol. His methods were too direct. If he realized at 
first that something could not be done, he did not hesitate to 
say so at once. He was honest and fair about it, but many 
people thought it was because he took little interest or did not 
wish to do it. One of his strongest qualities in public affairs 
was his disposition and invariable rule to keep his word when 
given. He was slow to promise, but his word once given, per- 
formance in full measure was sure to follow. 

Senator Branpecee was a brilliant conversationalist. Few 
men in Washington or elsewhere could compare with him as an 
after-dinner smoking-room companion. He was a social fav- 
orite in Washington, and probably no one was more widely 
entertained socially than he was for a considerable number of 
years during the period just prior to our entry into the World 
War. He never married. 

On October 14, 1924, after carefully arranging a few details 
for the safety and benefit of others in his household, he calmly 
laid down his life as if it had been a ready-to-be cast-off gar- 
ment. 

The tragedy of his passing was and is still a mystery as 
impossible ef solution as death itself. There is no compre- 
hensible explanation for it so far as the world knows. -The 
only one who could explain it has gone beyond the reach of 
messages. Those who knew him best feel that there was an 
explanation, though known only to himself, and that somehow, 
or in some way, it squared with his philosophy of life. 

The record of Senator BRANDEGEE'S public services has been 
written, It is one of which any true American might feel 
proud, whether one agrees with his ideas or not. No one can 
fail to admire his great ability and no one should fail to give 
him credit for a life of faithful, honorable public service. 
Connecticut honors him as one of her most distinguished sons. 
Her people will long cherish his memory as that of an able, 
honest, faithful public servant. 


Mr. TILSON assumed the chair as Speaker pro tempore. 


Mr. FREEMAN. Mr. Speaker, even if I spoke “with the 
tongues of men and of angels” I would find it difficult to voice 
a true appreciation of the character and life work of the late 
distinguished Senator from Connecticuf—Frank BOSWORTH 
BRANDEGEE. 

But the opportunity afforded by this memorial session, to 
inscribe in our records permanently a loving and sympathetic 
tribute to one whose memory we shall always cherish, I under- 
take with something like the sorrowing emotion of a younger 
brother. You must realize that we of his own home town not 
only lament but regret profoundly his untimely death. We 
knew him and we loved him, we were proud of him, we ever 
rejoiced to honor him, conscious at all times that thus we 
honored ourselves. 

When in 1902 we, of the second congressional district in 
Connecticut, sent Senator BRANDEGEÐ here to represent us in 
this branch of our National Government, we sent you our best. 
As many of you perhaps know, in all of the smaller cities and 
towns of old New England, from colonial times down to our 


own, one family at least stands out as closer kin to royalty— 


so to speak—than all others. Their virtues and their attain- 
ments attest their real worth. In New London, one of the old- 
est settlements in New England, the Brandegee family had 
occupied for several generations just such an enviable posi- 
tion. Its members were not only refined and cultured, but able 
and public-spirited as well. They enjoyed the esteem and 
respectful consideration of their fellow townsmen. ‘Thus you 
may visualize the happy environment to which Senator Bran- 
DEGEE was born. From birth he was one of the fortunate of 
earth, and seemed blessed with every good gift. During his 
youth he was subjected to careful and wise training by devoted 
parents, and the fruit of this training throughout his whole 


lite never failed to reflect aught but credit and honor to them. 


Civil War. 


His father, Hon, Augustus Brandegee, Yale graduate, a most 


| distinguished lawyer, a brilliant wit, was showered with polit- 


ical honors by both city and State. He too was elected a 
Member of this House, serving during the closing years of the 
It so happened that through successive bereave- 
ments, the father came to set great store by his youngest son, 
the late Senator. So nobly did this son respond and strive 
in all ways to fulfill every wish and ambition the father’s 
heart held for him, that the elder man was forced to acknowl- 
edge at times that he idolized this son. 


While possessed of marked intellectual ability, Senator 
BRaANDEGEE’'S interests at Yale, where he was graduated in the 
class of 1885, were not exclusively, nor even chiefly scholastic. 
Because of his charming personality he was one of the most 
popular men of his class, and these years found him nothing 
loath to giving crew and team, glee club, and a host of friends 
their full share of his time. A year of travel in Europe fol- 
lowed graduation. Admission to the bar in 1888, and a few 
years of successful practice were quickly followed by political 
preferment in city and State, almost identical with that be- 
stowed upon the elder Brandegee. 

In 1902, at 38 years of age, with ideal training and experience 
for a splendid career here in Washington, Senator BRANDEGEE 
was elected to membership in this House. But before winning 
his spurs here, he was advanced in May, 1905, to the Senate. 
How well his work there fulfilled the promise of his young 
manhood, his manifold labors for a score of years on some 
of the most important committees bear most eloquent witness. 

The Appalachian Mountain Reservation was established while 
Senator BRANDEGEE was chairman of the Committee on Forest 
Reservation. While he was serving in a like capacity on the 
Interoceanic Canals Committee, the Panama Canal was build- 
ing. As a member of the Foreign Relations Committee, where 
his knowledge and judgment carried not only great respect but 
also strong influence, he allowed his whole mind to be absorbed 
with the study of the League of Nations question; and as 
chairman of the important Judiciary Committee he constantly 
gave evidence of marked ability and legal acumen. 

As we of course well realize, the work on such varied com- 
mittees was arduous and exacting, especially for one never 
content with half knowledge. Senator BRANDEGEE must delve 
to the very heart of any important matter under considera- 
tion, for only then would he allow himself to form a fixed 
judgment in regard thereto. When his course was once deter- 
mined, his colleagues knew that, as far as he was concerned, 
it met with the approval of “both head and heart, and both 
in earnest.” 

Duty was always a reality with Senator BRANDEGEE and a 
most potent one. Any and all of his speeches on the floor of 
the Senate, infrequent though they were, might have had a 
Catonian ending, but in place of Carthago delenda est,” we 
shonld have heard, “I have done what I thought my duty.” 
This explains the intensity of his opposition to the entrance of 
the United States into the League of Nations. All his spirit 
and his energy were aroused to action in that crisis of our his- 
tory. To him the place of the United States of America was 
among the hilltops of peace, lofty and serene, like a daughter 
of the stars, in company with a host of others if maybe, but 
alone if necessity compels, breathing a spirit of friendliness 
and sympathy and helpfulness to all other nations, but never 
for a moment agreeing to descend and dwell in the European 
plains of distrust and greed and dissensions, f 

Senator BRANDEGEE’s spirit was one that loved to be un- 
hampered, unfettered, in any way. When ill health drew one 
cordon close until it hurt, and loss of fortune still another, he 
felt that he had run his course, and that with no near relatives 
to grieve he might seek the rest his soul longed for. Despite 
his charm of personality and the scintillating play of wit 
which drew so many to him, there were depths in his nature 
that were never plumbed, reserves that no friend ever fathomed. 
We can well believe that in the solitude and loneliness of long 
days and nights during the recess, alone in his beautiful home, 
he—thinker as he was—oft pondered that thought, “If a man 
die shall he live again?” 

Senator BrRANDEGEE was such a tower of strength to others 
that it is hard to believe that he is gone, and another stands in 
his place. But since he willed it so, we must, while lamenting 
his loss, pray that only men as courageous, as intellectual, and 
as incorruptible as he was may be found serving the Nation. 
Connecticut may well be proud of the public career of her 
loyal son. 


Mr. FENN. Mr. Speaker and Members of the House, I 
can add but little to what has been said by my colleagues 
in relation to the life, character, ahd attainments of FRANK 
B. BRANDEGEE, late Senator from my State, who laid aside 
the burdens of this life on the 14th day of October last. 
My acquaintance and friendship with him, both personal and 
political, extended over a period of many years, from the time 
of his graduation from Yale in the class of 1885 until his 
death at his home in the city of Washington last autumn. 
Being members of the same college fraternity, in the earlier 
n relationship was such as characterizes such an as- 

ation. 
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Born in New London in 1864, Senator BRANDEGEE was 
brought up in an atmosphere of statesmanship and the practice 
of the law. His father, Augustus H. Brandegee, was a leader 
of the bar in southeastern Connecticut for many years; was 
a founder of the Republican Party in the State; speaker of 
the Connecticut House of Representatives in 1861, being chosen 
for that office by the Republican majority, and represented the 
old third Connecticut district in this House in the Thirty- 
eighth and Thirty-ninth Congresses, during the years 1863- 
1867. Augustus Brandegee was a man of sterling character, 
uncompromising in his opinions and views, of exceptional 
ability in maintaining his positions, and these qualities were 
to a noteworthy degree transmitted to his son. 

Brought up in such surroundings, it was anticipated that the 
son would take a noteworthy place in the affairs of his State 
and the Nation, and the anticipation was not unfulfilled. Sodn 
after his graduation from college and the usual courses in law, 


he engaged in the practice of his profession in his native city., 


He was soon, however, called into publie life by his fellow 
citizens of New London, and in 1897 was elected to represent 
them in the lower house of the Connecticut General Assembly. 
He was reelected two years later and was chosen speaker of 
the house, and served in this capacity during the session of 
1899. Even as a young man he displayed in the Connecticut 
legislature that marked ability which in later years drew atten- 
tion to him in this House and in the Senate. In October, 1902, 
by the death of the Hon. Charles Addison Russell, of Killingly, 
for many years a leading Member of this House, a vacancy oc- 
curred in the second Connecticut district, and Mr. BRANDEGEE 
was elected to fill the vacancy in the Fifty-seventh Congress, 
He was reelected to the Fifty-eighth and Fifty-ninth Con- 
gresses. His service in the House of Representatives, although 
confined to but little more than two terms, was such as to 
cause him to be looked upon as a leader. 

In April, 1905, Orville H. Platt, senior Senator from Connec- 
ticut, died, and, in accordance with the constitutional provision 
at that time, it became necessary for the State legislature to 
elect his successor. The legislature was in session and, as the 
Republicans were in control, the action of the caucus of that 
party was equivalent to an election. 

The Republican caucus met in the chamber of the house of 
representatives in the Connecticut State Capitol at 2 o'clock in 
the afternoon of the day designated. There were several candi- 
dates for the honor of representing the State in the Senate of 
the United States. Many ballots were taken, and at about 2 
o'clock of the morning of the day following, Mr. BRAND nn 
received the requisite majority, and a day or two afterwards, 
May 9th, the choice of the caucus was ratified by the legisla- 
ture and Representative BRANDEGEE became Senator BRANDEGEE. 
It is a coincidence that the elections of Mr. BRANDEGEE to both 
branches of Congress were due to the deaths of his prede- 
cessors. 

During his long service in the Senate Mr. BRANDEGEE became 
one of its leaders. Never given to long speeches, he was 
nevertheless ready in debate and able to cope successfully with 
any adversary on the floor. His method in debate was sharp 
and incisive, and his clear mind led him directly to the sub- 
stance of any given measure. His theory and practice in legis- 
lation was founded on the Constitution of the United States, 
and I have been told by his colleagues in the Judiciary Commit- 
tee of the Senate that when a proposition was before them his 
first question would be: “ Does it conform to the provisions of 
the Constitution?” If he was not convinced on this point his 
approval would be withheld. He was also thoroughly American 
in his actions and sentiments. 

Connecticut, from the founding of the Republic, has furnished 
many eminent statesmen and lawgivers. In the list the name 
of FRANK B. BRANDEGEE will have a high place. 


Mr. BURDICK assumed the chair as Speaker pro tempore. 


Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. Speaker, this hour has been set aside 
that we may pay tribute to the memory and public service of 
one of Rhode Island's most distinguished statesmen and jurists. 
For the last 45 years of his life the late Senator LeBaron 
B. Corr devoted himself fo the service of our Nation. After 
receiving an academic and legal education at Yale University 
and the Columbia Law School he practiced at his profession 
for a few years, and in 1879 was elected a member of the 
Rhode Island Legisiature as a representative from the town of 
Bristol, and in 1881 while serving his second term in that body 
he was appointed United States district judge for the district 
of Rhode Island by President Garfield. Thus at the early age 
of 35 his eminent legal talent and his judicial mind and tem- 
perament were recognized by the then President of the United 


States. In 1884 while still a very young man to occupy such 
an important position he was elevated by President Arthur 
to the position of United States circuit judge for the first 
Judicial circuit and in later years he became presiding judge 
of the United States circuit court of appeals in that circuit, an 
office he held until the time of his election to the United States 
Senate in 1913. He was reelected to the Senate in 1918 and 
served there with great distinction until the time of his dcath 
last August. 

Thus for almost half a century he occupied positions of pub- 
lie trust, and whether on the bench or in our legislative balls 
his service was of the kind which can only be rendered by 
those who are inspired by a deep love of country and of their 
fellowmen. His intellect and ability were recognized by all, 
and he had the confidence of the people whom he served. 

Endowed with a keen mind he became a profound student. 
of the law. His early education and training were thorough, 
and this, combined with his natural abilities and tireless 
energy, brought him to a position of leadership at the bar soon 
after he entered the practice of law, and his appointment to 
the bench was a natural consequence of his conscientions 
efforts and preparation. Although Senator Corr was essen- 
tially a scholarly type of man and a thorough student he never 
lost his interest in humanity. His charming manners and 
affabllity were apparent to even his most casual acquaintances, 
and his interest in the welfare of his fellow human beings, 
particularly in those in less fortunate circumstances, was one 
of his most outstanding characteristics. 

I belleve it was this philanthropic spirit combined with an 
intense interest in our Government and Constitution that im- 
pelied him to accept a position on the Federal bench Instead 
of continuing in what was sure to be a remarkably brilliant 
and more lucrative career at the bar. These characteristics 
made it inevitable that he should eventually enter upon a publie 
eareer for his life work. 

Senator Cort’s early education and his subsequent experi- 
ence on the bench naturally brought him into close contact 
with the works of John Marshall, and there ean be little doubt 
that the life and writings of the distinguished Chief Justice 
of the Supreme Court made a deep impression upon the late 
Senator and had considerable influence upon his character and 
thought throughout his whole life. The two men had many 
characteristics in common. Both started their lives as distin- 
guished young lawyers, both were strong defenders of the Con- 
stitution, both were intensely interested in the development of 
our country and had profound faith in the ultimate strength 
and stability of our form of government and, in addition to all 
this, they both had a rare quality of personal charm and mag- 
netism and a never-failing interest in humanity. 

During the long period he was a judge of our Federal 
courts Judge Corr heard cases on almost every conceivable 
question of law. At that time many new legal problems re- 
lating to business were arising, owing to the rapid industrial 
growth of the country. Judge Corr in his opinions, especially 
upon bankruptcy, corporation, and patent law, contributed 
much of a constructive nature to the development of these 
branches of the law. The decisions he rendered on all subjects 
were always clear, enlightening, and just. 

Coming to the United States Senate after a long and eminent 

career as a judge, it was only natural that Senator Corr 
should be placed upon the Judiciary Committee of the Senate; 
and according to the testimony of his colleagues who served 
with him on this committee he was looked upon as one of the 
great authorities on matters of constitutional law which were 
brought before that committee. The work on this committee 
gave him an opportunity to employ to the best advantage his 
carefully trained legal mind and his valuable experience as a 
urist. 
: During his last years in the Senate Senator Corr served on 
the Immigration Committee. Probably no man in Congress 
has ever given more attention and study to this question. IIIs 
views upon the immigration problems were extremely humane 
and his sympathy for and interest in the unfortunate im- 
migrant were responsible for many of the best features in our 
immigration laws. Senator Cort with his great admiration for 
our form of government felt that free opportunity should be 
given to the nationals of other countries to enjoy its privileges 
and for that reason he did not approve of the severe restric- 
tions on immigration which the majority of his colleagues 
advocated. 

Senator Corr did not address the Senate frequently but when 
he did take the floor he was both eloquent and masterful and 
during the more important debates on the momentous ques- 
tions arising during the period of the World War his speeches 
were among the most able delivered in the Senate and dis- 
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played his broad knowledge of the matters under discussion 
and his great oratorical powers. 

During the time he was on the bench Senator Cort attained 
wide distinction as an orator, and he was called upon to make 
speeches on many notable occasions, but in spite of this fact he 
talked in the Senate only when the question was one of vital 
importance and when he had something to add to the debate. 

My personal association with the Senator, while brief, was 

one that I shall always remember. Coming to Congress as a 
new Member from Rhode Island, I naturally looked to him for 
advice on many subjects, and never did he fail to give me the 
benefit of long experience and his great wisdom frankly, gen- 
erously, and graciously, During our conversations I was never 
conscious of the difference in our ages, in spite of the fact that 
he was appointed to the circuit court the year I was born. He 
liked to associate with younger people, and by so doing he re- 
tained the young man’s point of view. To me his death meant 
not only the loss of a wise counselor but of a dear friend. 

The long and very distinguished career of Senator Corr in 
public life was the result of his patriotic conscientious endeav- 
ors and his personal qualifications. To be an effective public 
servant one must have the respect and affection of the people he 
serves. Senator Cort had both. His dignity in manner and 
appearance, combined with extreme simplicity and courtesy, 
made him the possessor of great personal attraction. His hon- 
esty and frankness won the confidence of all. His vast store 
of information, his brilliant mind, and great wisdom eminently 
qualified him for the many positions he held, and his courage, 
sense of justice, and love of our country placed him among our 
greatest statesmen, 


Mr. O'CONNELL of Rhode Island. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
sad but proud privilege to-day, in this historic Chamber, to say 
a few words in loving tribute and in homage to the memory 
of one of the most distinguished statesmen ever sent by the 
sovereign State of Rhode Island to represent it in the Nation’s 
‘Capital In fhe death of the late United States Senator, 
LeBaron Braprorp Corr, Rhode Island lost her most notable 
‘citizen and the Nation a wise jurist and able legislator. 

Born in Dedham, Mass., June 25, 1846, he secured his early 
education in Williston Seminary, attended and received degrees 
from the Universities of Yale and Columbia, and for a short 
| time practiced law in the city of Chicago. He entered the prac- 
tice of his profession in Rhode Island in 1875, and was elected 
as a member of the State Legislature in 1879, from which he 
retired in 1881 to accept an appointment from President Gar- 
field as a Federal judge, and from that time until his death, 
during his second term as United States Senator, all his great 
energy, talents, and marvelous intellect were devoted to up- 
holding, maintaining, and preserving our beloved institutions. 

For more than 32 years he dignified and adorned the Federal 
bench, serving successively as a member of the district court, 
circuit court, and circuit court of appeals, distinguished for his 
great learning, strength of character, and perfect judicial tem- 
perament. His decisions and his judicial opinions were mar- 
vels of logic, of clarity, and of legal worth. No judge of any 
court ever earned or retained greater respect from those who 
had oceasion to practice before his court than did Judge Corr. 
Justice and truth were the ends he always sought, and al- 
thongh he was a man of unusually sympathetic mind, neither 
prejudice nor undue sympathy ever clouded his vision or influ- 
enced or obscured his judgment. He was my ideal of the perfect 
judge, splendidly equipped by education and temperament, to 
be the arbiter of legal disputes. 

By nature he was a gentleman of the old school—courtly, 
kindly, considerate, and eminently just. Rancor and bitter- 
ness of thought, prejudice and partisan considerations were 
wholly foreign to his mind. Nor have I ever known him to 
utter a single unkind word in either general or particular 
terms. His kindly nature would not permit him to offend even 
the most sensitive of minds. 

Truly was he, in every sense of the word, a most scholarly 
and learned jurist, a patriotic American, and a statesman of 
outstanding talents. And the citizens of my beloved State of 
Rhode Island, regardless of party, held him in high esteem, 
looked upon him with intense pride, for they felt and knew 
that in him the welfare of the State and Nation was intrusted 
to safe and competent hands. 

To him as jurist and as a Member of the United States 
Senate, I always looked with a feeling of respect amounting 
to a real affection. In all my dealings with him he evidenced a 
real and genuine interest and sympathy that attracted me to 
him as to a magnet. A deep sense of personal sorrow fills me 
us I speak of him to-day. 


As a Member of the United States Senate he was recognized 
early as a man of exceptional legal and mental attainments, 
and served with conspicuous ability as a member of the Com- 
mittees on Civil Service, Judiciary, and Immigration, being 
chairman of the latter. In this capacity he evidenced a breadth 
of view and liberality of mind that characterized his whole 
life. Perhaps his early acquaintance and intimate association 
with the many fine and patriotic citizens of foreign extraction, 
who form such a large part of the population of Rhode Island, 
influenced his views to some extent, for I can bear ready and 
abundant testimony to the effect that nowhere in this broad 
land can there be found better and more patriotic citizens, 
more deyoted to America and its institutions and traditions, 
than in the little State of Rhode Island, the first of the thirteen 
original Colonies to declare its independence from a foreign 
and despotic rule, 

Though Senator Cort has passed from the strife and turmoil 
of this earthly sphere, he has left behind, to the State and 
Nation which he loved so well, a priceless heritage, the memory 
of a life of usefulness and of seryice, unsullied by any taint of 
selfishness or unworthy motives. He has justly and assuredly 
earned that reward, which the nobility of his life has made 
secure. 


Mr. ALDRICH assumed the chair as Speaker pro tempore. 


Mr. BURDICK. Mr. Speaker and Members of the House: 
LeBaron Braprorp Cott was born in 1846 and died in 1924. 
Admitted to the bar in 1875, his ability was early recognized 
and soon he became one of those outstanding figures whom 
our State delights to remember and revere. 

Six years later he was called to preside over the United 
States District Court of Rhode Island, and three years later 
was promoted to the circuit court of our district. 

His service of 82 years on the bench is best remembered by 
the general comment of the bar, that, irrespective of the out- 
come, his finding was a just one. 

To-day, as we meet to pay honor to one who served his 
Nation and his State as Senator during that trying period of 
the world’s greatest conflict, my mind goes back to the day 
when LeBaron Braprorp Cott was laid to rest. 

At his home in Bristol, that quaint old town on the shores 
of Narragansett Bay, there gathered representatives of the 
States and Nation; relatives, friends, and neighbors, to pay 
tribute to a man beloyed by all. 

But more significant that the representative group assembled 
within that stately mansion were the hundreds of men, women, 
and children, filling the entire street, who in solemn hush, 
stood with heads uncovered, beyond the reach of the voice of 
the clergyman, to pay homage to one whom they loved and 
who had done so much for them. 

Their friend, their Senator, was dead. His body was to be 
committed to the grave. His soul had ascended to its Maker. 
They stood in silence because perchance he might know. They 
wanted him to know their loye, their sense of personal loss. 

And their simple tender homage for their beloved towns- 
man was echoed within the home, where we, who had grown 
to love and admire and respect him, and to value his wise 
counsel and advice, gained through association in the court and 
in the Congress, where we too stood and mourned. 

It was my privilege to know Judge Cott for a number of 
years. I shall always remember him as Judge Cott, not Senator 
Cort, for while he served our State as Senator, he served it 
too as a judge who weighed the great public questions of his 
day with an eye single to what was best for the State and 
for the Nation. 

He was a Republican. He belieyed in the party. But 
always he would decide all public questions free from party 
bias, seeking always what was best for the Nation, realizing 
always that all true party men, Republicans or Democrats, had 
foremost in their minds their country. 

He was a gentleman by birth, by instinct, by education. 

He was a scholar by inclination and by love. 

He was a judge by temperament, by training, by experience. 

He was a statesman by love for his country and by his 
unalterable determination never to let personal or party con- 
siderations determine his course or warp his judgment on public 
questions, 

And so to-day, when we pay honor to Judge Corr, who at 
the age of 67 honored Rhode Island by becoming her Senator, 
who served his country well for 12 long eventful years, I, 
as one of his colleagues from Rhode Island, wish to record 
my appreciation and admiration of his sterling worth as a 
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gentleman, as a scholar, as a lawyer, as a judge, and as a 
statesman, and above and beyond all these as an American. 
Judge Corr was a friend of the new citizen. As chairman of 
the Senate’s Committee on Immigration, he appreciated the 
American problem and sympathized with those who sought 
our shores to make good. He was eager to welcome those who 


came with the spirit of America and the desire to achieve 


success in this land of opportunity. 
Looking at the problem from the broad viewpoint of America, 


and what America could do to enrich herself and aid the 
world, he feared no influx of foreign elements, if they came 


with the desire to make good Americans. 


Rhode Island was well represented in the Senate by Judge 


Cort. He was, perhaps, of the old school. But the old school 
is representative of Rhode Island. If we of Rhode Island 
to-day can hold to the traditions of our founders, none ever 
need be ashamed, Passing through, as we are, these doubtful 
days of reconstruction, let us remember the principle upon 
which Rhode Island was founded—as Judge Coir remembered 
it—liberty to all within the law. 

Personally I mourn the loss of Judge Corr as a friend. 
Personally I realize what he meant and what he represented. 


But in his life and in his work, I realize that Rhode Island 
I know that he was a representative of 


has been enriched. 
Rhode Island spirit. I know that that spirit has been strength- 
ened by his acceptance of public office. 


And so I know that he has accomplished much and his mes- 


sage to us would be “ Carry on.” 
And so, in closing, let me repeat: The streets of his quiet 


home town are thronged with those whom he loved and with 
those whom he served, with those who knew him best. Here 


they are gathered from every land. Here some are thinking 


of loved ones across the seas. They know his broad vision 


and they know that while he lived he would welcome to our 
shores everyone who would measure up to the standard of a 
true American citizen. 

As he is borne to his grave they preserve their silence, their 
silent prayers, their tears—these furnish his tribute. 

And we who served with him, we acquiesce. 

ADJOURNMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursuant to the resolution 

‘heretofore adopted the House will now stand adjourned. 


Accordingly (at 4 o'clock and 10 minutes p. m.) the House 
adjourned until to-morrow, Monday, February 16, 1925, at 12 


o'clock noon. 


SENATE 
Monnay, February 16, 1925 


The Chaplain, Rev. J. J. Muir, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


Our Father, we bless Thee for the days as they pass and 
recognize Thy claims upon us in the various forms of duty 
which call us to responsible and noble action. We do pray 
that this day may be a day full of interest, full of large out- 
look, and with the consciousness when it closes of a day well 
spent. Hear us, we beseech of Thee. Bless those in authority, 
remembering the President and all related to the Govern- 
ment of this great Nation. We ask in Jesus’ name. Amen. 


Husert D. STEPHENS, a Senator from the State of Missis- 
sippi, appeared in his seat to-day. 
NAMING A PRESIDING OFFICER 
The Secretary, George A. Sanderson, read the following com- 


munication : 
Unrirep Stares SENATE, 


PRESIDENT Pro TEMPORE, 
Washington, D. O., February 16, 1925. 
To the Senate: 

Being temporarily absent from the Senate, I appoint Hon. Gnonan 
H. Moses, a Senator from the State of New Hampshire, to perform the 
duties of the Chair this legislative day. 5 

ALBER? B. CUMMINS, 
President pro tempore. 


Mr. MOSES thereupon took the chair as Presiding Officer. 


THE JOURNAL 
The reading clerk proceeded to read the Journal of the pro- 
ceedings of the legislative day of Tuesday, February 3, 1925, 
when, on request of Mr. Curtis and by unanimous consent, 
the further reading, was dispensed with and the Journal was 


X ? 


approved. 
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MESSAGE FEOM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Far- 
rell, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had passed 
a bill (H. R. 7190) to amend the China trade act, 1922, in 
which it requested the concurrence of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the House had disagreed 
to the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 8522) 
granting to certain claimants the preference right to purchase 
unappropriated public lands; requested a conference with the 
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, 
and that Mr. Stxxorr, Mr. Sirs, and Mr. RAKER were 
appointed managers on the part of the House at the conference. 

The message returned to the Senate in compliance with its 
request the bill (S. 2424) to reduce the fees for grazing liye- 
stock on national forests. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the fol- 
lowing joint memorial of the Legislature of Idaho, which 
was referred to the Committee on Banking and Currency: 

Srarx or Ipano, 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE. 


I, F. A. Jeter, secretary of state of the State of Idaho, do hereby 
certify that the annexed is a full, true, and complete transcript of 
house joint memorial No. 1, by Baxter, adopted by the eighteenth ses- 
sion of the idaho Legislature, which was filed in this office on the 10th 
day of February, A. D. 1925, and admitted to record. 

In testimony whereof I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the 
great seal of the State. Done at Boise city, the capital of Idaho, 
this 11th day of February, in the year of our Lord one thousand nine 
hundred and twenty-five, and of the independence of the United States 
of America the one hundred and forty-ninth, 

IsgaL.] F. A. JETER, 
BSeoretary of State. 


In THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
House jeint memorial 1 (by Baxter) 


To the honorable Senate and House of Representatives of the United 

States of America in Congress assembled: 

We, your memorialist, the Legislature of the State of Idaho, re- 
spectfully represent: That— 

Whereas your memorialist deem it desirable, in view of the many 
and frequent bank failures, that some method be devised to protect 
depositors from loss by reason of snch bank failures; and 

Whereas large sums have accumulated as surplus in the various Fed- 
eral reserve banks and apparently will continue to so accumulate: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives of the eighteenth session 
of the Legislature of the State of Idaho (the Senate conourring), 
That we do respectfully recommend that the Congress of the United 
States by appropriate legislation to protect the depositors 
from lóss by reason of such bank failure by a proper utilization of 
such Federal reserve bank surplus: Be it further 

Resolved, That the secretary of state of the State of Idaho 18 
hereby instructed to forward this memorial to the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of America, and that copies 
be sent to the Senators and Representatives in Congress from this 
State. 

This memorial passed the house on the 29th day of January, 1925. 

W. D. Gris, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


This memorial passed the senate on the 5th day of February, 1925. 
H. C. BALDRIDGE, 
President of the Senate. 
This memorial received by the governor on the 9th day of February, 
1925, at 10.36 o’clock a. m., and approved on the 10th day of February, 
1925. 
C. C. Moore, Governor. 
I hereby certify that the within house joint memorial No. 1 origi- 
nated in the Honse of Representatives during the eighteenth session of 
the Legislature of the State of Idaho. 


C. A. Borrotrsxx, 
Chief Clerk of the House of Representatives. 


Mr. ASHURST presented a memorial of 305 citizens of 
Yavapai County, Ariz., remonstrating against the passage of 
Senate bill 3218, the so-called compulsory Sunday observance 
bili, or any other national religious legislation which may be 
pending, which was referred to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia, and, on the request of Mr. Asuurst and by unani- 
mous consent, the body of the petition was ordered to be 
printed in the Recoxp, as follows: 
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Petition to the United States Senate 


To the Senate of the United States: 

Belleving— 

(1) In thé separation of church and state; 

(2) That Congress is prohibited by the first amendment to the 
Constitution from enacting any law enforcing the observance of any 
religious institution, or looking toward a union of church and state, 
or of religion and civil government; 

(8) That any such legislation is opposed to the best interests of 
both the church and the state; and 

(4) That the first step in this direction is a dangerous step, and 
should be opposed by every lover of liberty; 

We, the undersigned; adult residents of Prescott, State of Arizona, 
earnestly petition your honorable body not to pass the compulsory 
Sunday observance bill (S. 3218) or any other national religious legis- 
lation which may be pending: 


Mr. ASHURST also presented a memorial of 307 eitizens of 
Maricopa County, Ariz., remonstrating against the passage 
of Senate. bill 3218. the so-called compulsory Sunday observ- 
ance bill, or any other national religious legislation which may 


be pending, which was. referred to the Committee on the Dis- | 


trict of Columbia, and, on the request. of Mr. ASHURST and 
by unanimous consent, the body of the petition was ordered 
to be printed in the Recorp; as follows: 

Petition to the United States Senate 


To the Senate of the United States: 
Believing— 
(1) In the separation of church and state; 


(2) That Congress is prohibited by the first. amendment to the Con- à z á 
stitution from. enacting any, law. enforcing the. observance of any re- | noes, 0; uot voting, —; absent, 1; excused, 8. 


ligious. institution, or looking toward a union of church and state, or 
of religion and civil government ; 


(3) That any such legislation is opposed to the best interests of f 


both the»clturch and. the state; and 


(4) That the first step in this direction is a dangerous: step, and | 


should be opposed by every lover of liberty; 

We, the undersigned; adult residents of Maricopa: County, State of 
Arizona; earnestly: petition your honorable body not to pass the com- 
pulsory Sunday observance bill’ (8. 3218) or any other national re- 
ligions legislation which: may be pending. 


Mr. ASHURST also presented the following memorial of | 


the Legislature of Arizona, which was referred to the Com- 


mittee on Public Bands and Surveys: 
STATE: or ARIZONA, 


OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Unrreo: Srarns OF AMERICA, 
State of Arizona, ss: 

1. James II. Kerby, secretary of state, do hereby certify that the 
within is a true, correct, and complete copy of senate concurrent me- 
morial 1 of the Seventh Legislature, regular session, State of Arizona, 
1925, which “respectfolly prays that the Congress of the United 
States, coincidently with any such Federal movement to regulate the 
grazing of livestock on the public domain within the State of Arizona, 
grant am additional endewment to the said State of 5,000,000 acres of 
land: for the constraction of highways, and for the support of its edu- 
cational and other public institutions,” all of which is shown by the 
original on file in this department, 

In witness whereof E have hereunto: set my hand and affixed my 
official seal. Done at Phoenix, the capital, this 10th day of February. 
4. D. 1925, 

[SRAL] James H. KERBY, 

Seoretary of State. 
Senate concurrent memorial 1 (introduced by Senator Wayne 
$ Thornburg) 


To the Senate and House of Representatives of the Congress of 

the United States: 

Your memorialist, the Seventh Legislature of the State of Arizona, 
in regular session assembled, respectfully represents, that: 

Whereas approximately 70 per cent of the entire area of the State 
of Arizona is under Federal ownership, and supervision; and 

Whereas this situation seriously affects the State’s inherent rights 
to financial and progressive development, and limits its ability to 
effect any constructive program for the future; and 

Whereas, while the endowment of land by Congress, under the 
terms of the enabling act admitting Arizona. to statehood, for the 
maintenance of various State institutions and for the establishment. 
of a permanent school fund may have appeared adequate and. gener- 
ous, time has: proven that by reason of the semiarid nature of the 
land so granted, which is used almost entirely for the range grazing 
of livestock, such Federal endowment has failed to produce the neces- 
sary revenues and has fallen short of its purpose. Since statehood, 
a period of 13 years, the total revenue derived from sales and leases. 


of State land amounts to approximately $4,700,000, a sum wholly 
| inadequate for the purposes for which the several grants to Arizona 


were destined ; and 
Whereas this condition, which has frequently been called to the 


attention of the Congress by the Legislature of Arizona, is rendered 


increasingly acute by the growing demand for improved highways, 
for use to a great extent in transcontinental travel over the public 


lands of the State, thereby retarding the proper development of 
| Arizona’s resources; and 


Whereas it is anticipated that Congress contemplates regulating the 
leasing of the remaining unappropriated public domain for grazing 


of livestock in accordance with the recommendations of the Presi- 


dent’s recently appointed commission to investigate agricultural and 
livestock conditions; 

Wherefore your memorialist, the Seventh Legislature of the State 
of Arizona, respectfnlly prays that the Congress of the United States, 
coincidently with any such Federal movement to regulate the grazing 
of livestock on the public domain within the State of Arizona, grant 
an additional endowment to the said State of 5,000,000 acres of land 


| for the construction of highways and for the support of its educa- 


tional and other public institutions. : 
Wherefore your memorialist will ever pray. 
Passed the Senate January 31, 1925, by the following vote: Ayes, 18; 


$ 
| noes, 0; not voting, 1. 


Morrono WINSOR, 
President. of the Senate. 
W. J. GRAHAM, 
Secretary of the Senate. 
Passed the house February 7, 1925, by the following vote: Ayes, 38% 


CHAS. E. MACMILLIN, 

Speaker of the House. 

Bassa Gowzp, 

Chief Clerk of the House: 
Exn our DEPARTMENT OM ARIZONA, 

QEFICH; oF SEGRÐTARE of STATE, 

This bill was received by the secretary of state this th day of 
February, 1925, at 1.46 o'clock p. m. 

Jamus H. KERET, 
Secretary of & 


Mr. FERRIS presented. a petition of H. F. Hughart Post, 
No. 34, United Spanish War Veterans, Department of Michigan, 
of Sault Ste. Marie, Mich., praying for the passage of the 
so-called Knutson bill, being House bill 5934, granting in- 
creased pensions to veterans of the Spanish-American War 
and their widows, ete., which was referred to the Committee 
on Pensions. i 

He also presented a memorial of sundry citizens of Grand 


Rapids, Battle Creek, Allen, Reading, and Quincy, all in the 
State of Michigan, remonstrating against the passage of the 


so-called compulsory Sunday Observance bill for the District, 
which was referred to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

Mr. RANSDELL presented a memorial of 190 citizens of 
the State of Louisiana remonstrating against the passage of 
Senate bill 3218, the so-called compulsory Sunday observance 
bill, or any other national religious legislation which may 
be pending, which was referred to the Committee on the Dis- 
triet of Columbia, and on the request of Mr. RanspELL and by 


‘unanimous consent, the body of the petition. was. ordered to be 


printed in the Rxconn, as follows: 
Petition to Congress 
To the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States: 

Believing— 

(1) In the separation of church and state; 

(2) That Congress is prohibited by the first amendment to the Con- 
stitution from enacting any law enforcing the observance of any 
religious institution or looking toward a union of church and state 
or of religion and civil government; 

(3) That any such legislation is opposed to the best interests of 
both the ehurch and the state; and 

(4) That the first step im this direction is a dangerous step and 
should be opposed by every lover of liberty; 

We, the undersigned, adult residents of New, Iberia, State of Louisi- 
ana, earnestly petition your honorable body not to pass the compulsory 
Sunday observance bill S. 3218 or any other national religious Iegis- 
lation which may be pending. 8 

Mr. FLETCHER presented resolutions unanimously adopted 
at a mass meeting in Orlando, Fla., which were referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations and ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 
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Resolutions 

At a mass meeting held in Orlando, Fla., on February 12, 1925, the 
following resolutions were unanimously adopted: 

“ Resolved, That the Foreign Relations Committee of the United 
States Senate be requested to report out at the present session for 
discussion and action on the floor of the Senate, a resolution commit- 
ting the United States to adherence to the protocol of signature of 
the Permanent Court for International Justice. 

“ Resolved further, That copies of this resolution be sent to Presi- 
dent Coolidge, to Senator WILLIAM E. BORAH, chairman of the Foreign 
Relations Committee. and to Senators DuncaN U. FLETCHER and 
PARK TRAMMELL.” 

W. F. BLACKMAN, Chairman, 


Mr. BORAH presented the following joint memorial of the 
Legislature of Idaho, which was referred to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency: 

STATE OF IDAHO, 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE. 


I, F. A. Jeter, secretary of state of the State of Idaho, do hereby 
certify that the annexed is a full, true, and complete transcript of 
house joint memorial 1, by Baxter, adopted by the eighteenth session of 
the Idaho Legislature, which was filed in this office on the 10th day of 
February, A. D. 1925, and admitted to record. 

In testimony whereof I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the 
great seal of the State. Done at Boise city, the capital of Idaho, this 
lith day of February, in the year of our Lord 1925, and of the Inde- 
pendence of the United States of America the one hundred and forty- 
ninth, 


[SEAL] F. A. JETER, Secretary of State. 


IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
House joint memorial 1 (by Baxter) 


To the honorable Senate and House of Representatives of the United 

States of America in Congress assembled: 

We, your memorialists, the Legislature of the State of Idaho, re- 
spectfully represent that— 

Whereas your memorialists deem it desirable in view of the many 
and frequent bank failures that some method be devised to protect 
depositors from loss by reason of such bank failures; and 

Whereas large sums have accumulated as surplus in the various 
Federal reserve banks and apparently will continue to so accumulate: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives of the Eighteenth Session 
of the Legislature of the State of Idaho (the Senate concurring), 
That we do respectfully recommend that the Congress of the United 
States, by appropriate legislation * * to protect the depositors 
from loss by reason of such bank failure by a proper utilization of 
such Federal reserve bank surplus: Be it further 

Resolved, That the secetary of state of the State of Idaho is hereby 
instructed to forward this memorial to the Senate and House of Repre- 
sentatives of the United States of America, and that copies be sent 
to the Senators and Representatives in Congress from this State. 


This memorial passed the house on the 29th day of January, 1925. 
W. D. GILLIS, 

Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

This memorial passed the senate on the 5th day of February, 1925. 


H. C. Batontpan, 
President of the Senate. 


This memorial received by the governor on the 9th day of February, 
1925, at 10.36 o'clock a. m., and approved on the 10th day of Feb- 
ruary, 1925. 5 

C: C. Moors, Governor. 

I hereby certify that the within house joint memorial 1 originated 
in the house of representatives during the eightcenth session of the 
Legislature of the State of Idaho. 

C. A. BOTTOLFSEN, 
Chief Clerk of the House of Representatives. 


Mr. BORAH also presented a joint memorial of the Legis- 
lature of Idaho favoring the passage of legislation placing 
a duty of 3 cents per pound on peas instead of the present 
duty, which was referred to the Committee on Finance. (See 
duplicate memorial when presented on February 14, 1925, by 
Mr. Gooprne, and pripted in full.) 

He also presented memorials of sundry citizens of Heyburn, 
Nampa, and Ada County, all in the State of Idaho, remon- 
strating against the passage of the so-called compulsory Sun- 
day observance bill for the District, which were referred to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I send to the desk a telegram 
from the pastor and president of the Greek Orthodox Church 
of St. Constantinos, at Great Falls, Mont., protesting against 


the explusion of the Ecumenical Patriarch of the Greek Church 
at Constantinople, and ask that it be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the tele- 
gram will be read. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 


GREAT FALLS, MONT., February 11, 1925. 
Hon, T. J. WALSH, 
Washington, D. 0.: 

In the name of many American citizens professing the Greek Ortho- 
dox faith, the spiritual head of which is the Ecumenical Patriarch of 
Constantinople, we protest to our nobility against the expulsion of the 
patriarch, and denounce the malevolent design of the Turks to destroy 
the patriarchate, and consider it an insult and sacrilege to Christianity 
and its most ancient seat, and our Government to use its influence to 
protect the patriarch and the Christian in the Near East and to de- 
mand that the Turks respect international treaties and give satisfaction 
by reinstating the expelled constantinol to his ancient bistorical seat, 

Respectfully yours, 
Rev. ANDREU SYROGIANNIS, 
Pastor, 
JOHN JEVANIOS, 
President Greek Orthodox Church of St. Constantinos. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The telegram will be referred 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I have perhaps 30 or 40 telegrams 
from American citizens, most of them of Greek nationality, of 
like tenor to that presented by the Senator from Montana. I 
ask permission to insert two or three of those telegrams in the 
Recorp without reading. 

There being no objection, the telegrams were referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations and ordered to be printed in 
the Rxconb, as follows: 


LOWELL, MASS., February 12, 1925. 
Senator WILLIAM II. KING, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. 0.: 

Congratulate you and thank you for your splendid action on behalf 
of our patriarch, most Rey. Metropolitan Vassillios, archbishop of 
Independent Orthodox Colony Church of America and Canada. 

D. D. SAKALLARIOS, President. 
A. ASIMIAKOPOULOS, Secretary. 
New Tonk, N. Y., February 7, 1925. 
Senator WILLIAM H. KING, 
United States Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

The League of the Greek-American Intercollegiate Clubs, composed 
of professionals in the United States, through me, its president, con- 
gratulate you on your stand and requests you to accept its sincere 
thanks for your efforts to assist the situation of the Greek Orthodox 
patriarchate, which is nothing more than rights given by supreme 
power, as well as by treaties executed by civilized nations, which the 
Turks are repudiating at this time. We are confident that you have 
the sympathy of the civilized world with you. 

Dr, PoLevivs CORYLLOS, 
49 West Seventy-second Street, New York City. 


Mr. CAMERON presented a memorial adopted by the Legis- 
lature of the State of Arizona, praying that Congress, coinci- 
dently with any Federal legislation to regulate the grazing of 
livestock on the public domain within the State of Arizona, 
grant an additional endowment to that State of 5,000,000 acres 
of land for the construction of highways and for the support 
of its educational and other public institutions, which was 
referred to the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys. (See 
duplicate memorial when presented to-day by Mr. AsHuRs?T 
and printed in full.) 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD presented memorials of 1,071 citizens, all 
in the State of Minnesota, remonstrating against the passage 
of the so-called compulsory Sunday observance Dill for the 
District, which were referred to the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

Mr. WILLIS presented resolutions adopted by the Quota 
Club of Alliance, Ohio, favoring the carrying out of the pro- 
visions of the national defense act of 1920, as originally en- 
acted, as recommended by the Secretary of War, and that 
sufficient funds be made available for the necessary instruction 
of all the components of the Army, which were referred to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the directors of 
the Erie County Farm Bureau at Sandusky, Ohio, indorsing 
the report submitted by the President's agricultural commis- 
sion, and especially the part thereof recommending additional 
appropriations for experiment stations of the United States, 
which was referred to the Committee on Appropriations. 
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He also presented a memorial of sundry citizens of New 
Philadelphia and vicinity in the State of Ohio, remonstrating 
against the passage of the so-called compulsory Sunday observ- 

. ance bill for the District, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. McLEAN presented a resolution of the State Bar Asso- 
ciation, at New Haven, Conn., protesting -against passage of 
Senate bill 624, the so-called Caraway bill, proposing to make 
certain changes in the jury system, which was referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

He also presented a telegram and a letter in the nature of 
petitions from the Woman's Christian Temperance Union of 
Georgetown, and the members of the Isbell Woman’s Relief 
Corps, No. 14, Auxillary to the Grand Army of the Republic. 
of Naugatuck, both in the State of Connecticut, praying for 
the passage of the so-called Cramton bill, being House bill 
6645, to amend the national prohibition act, to provide for 
a Bureau of Prohibition in the Treasury Department, and to 
define its power and duties, which were referred to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

He also presented a resolution of the State Bar Association 
of Connecticut at New Haven, Conn., favoring the passage of 
the following bills: S. 2060, S. 2061, H. R. 5194, H. R. 5566, 
S. 2693, H. R. 5265, S. 2602, H. R. 5476, S. 2691, and H. R. 


7081, all proposing certain changes and amendments in the po: 


Judicial Code, which was referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

He also presented letters and a telegram in the nature of pe- 
titions of Raymond W. Harris Post No. 145, Veterans of For- 
eign Wars, of Bridgeport; of the National Federation of Post 
Office Clerks, of New Haven; and of employees of the Railway 
Mail Service of Norwalk, all in the State of Connecticut, pray- 
ing for the passage of legislation providing increased compen- 
sation to postal employees, which were referred to the Commit- 
tee on Post Offices and Post Roads. 

He also presented letters and a telegram in the nature of pe- 
titions of Lieutenant N. W. Bishop Camp No. 8, United Spanish 
‘War Veterans, of Bridgeport; of Emerson H. Liscum Camp No. 
12, United Spanish War Veterans, of Waterbury; of Frederick 
A. Hill Camp No. 15, United Spanish War Veterans, of Stam- 
ford; of the Auxiliary of United Spanish War Veterans, of 
Willimantic; of Charles B. Bowen Camp No. 2, United Span- 
ish War Veterans, of Bridgeport; and of Charles P. Kirkland 
Camp .No. 18, United Spanish War Veterans, of Winsted, all 
in the State ef Connecticut, praying fer the enactment of 
Senate bill 3814, the so-called Bursum bill, proposing to increase 
pensions of Spanish War veterans and their widows, etc., which 
were referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

He also presented a petition of Charles B. Bowen Camp No. 
2. United Spanish War Veterans, of Meriden, Conn., praying 
for the passage of House bill 5934, the so-called Knutson bill, 
proposing to increase the pensions of Spanish war veterans and 
their widows, etc, which was referred to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

He also presented a petition of the Connecticut Historical 
Society, of Hartford, Conn., praying for the passage of Senate 
bill 3410, providing an apprepriation for the preservation of 
the frigate Constitution, which was referred to the Committee 
on Appropriations. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


Mr. WARREN. I report back favorably with amendments 
from the Committee on Appropriations the bill (H. R. 12101) 
making appropriations for the legislative branch of ‘the Gov- 
ernment for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, and for other 
purposes, and I submit a report (No. 1118) thereon. I wili 
‘ask to call up the bill very soon, probably after the considera- 
tion of the District bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be placed on 
the calendar. 

Mr. PHIPPS. From the Committee on Appropriations I re- 
port back favorably with amendments the bill (H. R. 12033) 
making appropriations for the government of the District of 
Columbia and other activities chargeable in whole or in part 
against the revenues of such District for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1926, and for other purposes, and I submit a re- 
port (No. 1119) thereon. “I give notice that I shall call up 
the bill for consideration at the earliest opportunity. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be placed on the 
calendar, 

Mr. SMITH, from the Committee on Interstate Commerce, to 
which was referred the bill (S. 4183) to amend paragraph (11), 
section 20, of the interstate commerce act, reported it without 
amendment and submitted a report (No. 1121) thereon. 


Mr, SMOOT. Tam directed by the Committee on Finance to 
-report back favorably with an amendment Senate bill 4312, to 
amend the legislative, executive, and judicial appropriation act, 
approved February 26, 1907, as amended, and I ask that it be 
referred to the Committee on Appropriations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The report will be received 
and the reference made as requested. 

Mr. SHEPPARD, from the Committee on Commerce, to which 
were referred the following bills, reported them each without 
amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill’ (H. R. 9825) to extend the time for the construction of 
a bridge across Pearl River at approximately 114 miles north 
OORT. in the State of Mississippi (Rept. No. 1123); 


an 

A bill (H. R. 10277) to extend the time for the construction 
of a bridge across Humphreys Oreek at or near the city of 
Sparrows Point, Md. (Rept. No. 1124). 8 

Mr. ODDIE, from the Committee on Mines and Mining, to 
which were referred the following bills, reported them each 
without amendment: 

A bill (H. R. 2720) to authorize the sale of lands in Pitts- 
burgh, Pa.: and 

A bill (H. R. 4148) to modify and amend the mining laws in 
their application to the Territory of Alaska, and for other pur- 


ses. 
Mr. HARRELD, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, to 
which were referred the following bills, reported them severally 
without amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 872) to amend section 1 of the act of Congress of 
March 3, 1921 (41 Stat. L. p. 1249), entitled “An act to amend 
section 3 of the act of Congress of June 28, 1906, entitled ‘An 
act for the division of the lands and funds of the Osage Indians 
in Oklahoma, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 1126) ; 

A bill (S. 3826) to restore to the public domain certain lands 
within the Casa Grande Ruins National Monument, and for 
other purposes (Rept. No. 1127) ; 

A bill (H, R. 7888) to provide for expenditures of tribal funds 
of Indians for construction, repair, and rental of agency build- 
ings, and related purposes (Rept. No. 1128) ; 

A bill (H. R. 10025) to provide for the permanent withdrawal 
of certain described lands in the State of Nevada for the use 
and ‘benefit of the Indians of the Walker River Reservation 
(Rept. No. 1129) ; 

A bill (H. R. 11358) to authorize the Secretary of the Interior 
to cancel restricted fee patents covering lands on the Winnebago 
Indian Reservation and to issue trust patents in lien thereof 
(Rept. No. 1130); 

A bill (H. R. 11359) to authorize the Secretary of the Interior 
to Issue certificates of competency, removing the restrictions 

t alienation on the inherited lands of the Kansas or Kaw 
Indians in Oklahoma (Rept. No. 1131); 

A bill (H. R. 11360) to provide for the permanent withdrawal 
of a certain 40-acre track of public land in New Mexico for 
the use and benefit of the Navajo Indians (Rept. No. 1132); and 

A bill (H. R. 11362 to authorize an appropriation for the 
purchase of certain lots in the town of Cedar City, Utah, for 
the use and benefit of a small band of Piute Indians located 
thereon (Rept. No. 1133). 


RECOMMITTAL OF A BILL 


On motion by Mr. Watsu of Massachusetts, the bill (S. 3590) 
for the relief of Willis B. Cross was recommitteed to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs, 


ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 


Mr. WATSON, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 
that on February 14, 1925, that committee presented to 

the President of the United States the following-entitled en- 
rolled bills: 

S. 78. An act for the relief of the owners of the barge Anode; 

S. 82. An act for the relief of the owners of the steamship 
Comanche; and . 

S. 84. An act for the relief of the owners of the steamship 
Oeylon Maru. 


ARREST AND ERADICATION OF ANTHRAX 


Mr. WARREN, from the Committee on Appropriations, to 
which was referred the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 185) making 
an appropriation for the arrest and eradication of anthrax, re- 
ported it favorably without amendment. 

Mr. HARRISON. Referring to Senate Joint Resolution 185, 
which has just been reported by the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. Warren], I ask unanimous consent that it be considered 
at this time. It is an emergency matter. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Mississippi 
asks unanimous consent for the present consideration of the 
joint resolution, Is there objection? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Let is be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint resolution will be 
reported for the information of the Senate. 

The reading clerk read the joint resolution, as follows: 


Resolved, etc., That the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to 
expend for the arrest and eradication of anthrax, such sum, not in 
excess of $100,000, from unexpended balances of appropriations here- 
tofore made for the use of the Department of Agriculture in the arrest 
and eradication of foot-and-mouth disease, rinderpest, contagious 
pleuropneumonia, or other contagious or infectious disease of ani- 
mals, such sum to remain available until expended. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the con- 
sideration of the joint resolution? 

Mr. STANLEY. Will it require any discussion? 

Mr. HARRISON. I do not think it will result in any dis- 
cussion. There is no money available for the eradication of 
anthrax. There was and is now available an appropriation 
of $2,900,000 for the eradication of the foot-and-mouth disease, 
Very strenuous efforts have been made to stamp out anthrax, 
but there is now a fresh start Of that disease. If it is to be 
stopped we mnst begin to stamp it out in its inception. I do 
not think that the joint resolution will lead to any discussion. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of 
the Whole, proceeded to consider the joint resolution. 

The joint resolution was reported to the Senate without 
amendment, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


SABINE RIVER BRIDGE 


Mr. SHEPPARD. On behalf of the Committee on Com- 
merce, I ask unanimous consent that the bill (S. 4087) to 
authorize the construction of a bridge across the Sabine River 
at or near Orange, Tex., be put on its passage. 

There being no objection, the bill was considered as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole. 

The amendments were, on page 1, line 3, after the words 
“That the,” to insert “act approved May 13, 1920, authorizing 
the”; at the beginning of line 5, before the word “to,” to 
strike out “be, and it is hereby authorized”; in line 7, after 
the word “ River,’ to strike out “at a point suitable to the 
interests of navigation“; in line 8, after the name “Texas,” 
to strike out “in accordance with the provisions of an act 
entitled ‘An act to regulate the construction of bridges over 
navigable waters,’ approved March 23, 1906,” and insert “be, 
and the same is hereby, revived and reenacted: Provided, That 
this act shall be null and void unless the actual construction of 
the bridge be commenced within one year and completed within 
three years from the date of approval hereof. 

“Seo. 2. The States of Texas and Louisiana, or either of 
them, or any political subdivision or subdivisions thereof, within 
or adjoining which said bridge is located, may at any time 
acquire all right, title, and interest in said bridge and ap- 
proaches thereto constructed under the authority of this act, 
for the purpose of maintaining and operating such bridge as a 
free bridge, by the payment to the owners of the reasonable 
value thereof, not to exceed in any event the construction cost 
thereof: Provided, That the said State or States, or political 
subdivision or divisions, may operate such bridge as a toll 
bridge not to exceed five years from date of acquisition 
thereof“; and to change the section number from 2 to 3, so as 
to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etċ., That the act approved May 13, 1920, authoriz- 
ing the Orange Chamber of Commerce, Its successors and assigns, 
to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge and approaches thereto 
across the Sabine River at or near the city of Orange, Tex., be, and 
the same is hereby, revived and reenacted: Provided, That this act 
shall be null and void unless the actual construction of the bridge 
be commenced within one year and completed within three years 
from the date of approval hereof. 

Sec. 2. The States of Texas and Louisiana, or either of them, or 
any political subdivision or subdivisions theregf, within or adjoin- 
ing which said bridge is located, may at any time acquire all right, 
title, and interest in said bridge and approaches thereto constructed 
under the authority of this act, for the purpose of maintaining and 
operating such bridge as a free bridge, by the payment to the owners 
of the reasonable value thereof, not to exceed in any event the con- 
struction cost thereof; Provided, That the ‘said State or States, or 
political subdivision or divisions, may operate such bridge as a toll 
bridge not to exceed tive years from date of acquisition thereof. 

Sec, 3. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 
expressly reserved. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill to revive and 
reenact the act entitled ‘An act to authorize the construction 
of a bridge across the Sabine River at or near Orange, Tex?” 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Representatives by Mr. Halti- 
gan, one of its clerks, announced that the Speaker of the House 
had affixed his signature to the following enrolled bills, and 
they were thereupon signed by the Presiding Officer (Mr. 
Moses) as Acting President pro tempore: 

8. 365. An act for the relief of Ellen B. Walker; ; 

S. 1765. An act for the relief of the heirs of Agnes Ingels, 
deceased ; 

S. 4056. An act to provide for an additional district judge 
for the western district of Michigan; 

S. 4162. An act to establish home ports of vessels of the 
United States, to validate documents relating to such vessels, 
and for other purposes; 

H. R. 9494. An act to enable the Board of supervisors of Los 
Angeles County to maintain public camp grounds within the 
Angeles National Forest; and 

H. R. 10287. An act authorizing preliminary examination and 
survey of the Caloosahatchee River, in Florida, with a view 
to the control of floods, 


ADMISSION OF DOMESTIC ANIMALS 


Mr. SMOOT. I ask unanimous consent to submit a report 
from the Finance Committee. I report back favorably from 
that committee without amendment the joint resolution (H. J. 
Res. 325) extending the time during which certain domestie 
animals which have crossed the boundary line into foreign 
countries may be returned duty free, and I submit a report 
(No. 1122) thereon. 

This is rather an emergency matter and I ask unanimous 
consent for the present consideration of the joint resolution. 

There being no objection, the joint resolution was considered 
as in Committee of the Whole, and it was read, as follows: 


Resolved, eto., That despite the provisions of paragraph 1506 of Title 
TI of the tarif act of 1922, horses, mules, asses, cattle, sheep, goats, 
and other domestic animals, which heretofore have strayed across the 
boundary line into any foreign country, or been driven across such 
boundary line by the owner for temporary pasturage purposes only, or 
which may so stray or be driven before May 1, 1925, shall together 
with their offspring, be admitted free of duty under regulations to’ be 
prescribed by the Seeretary of the Treasury, if brought back to the 
United States at any time before December 81, 1925. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Treasury shall, under regulations pre- 
scribed by him, remit and refund any duties on any such domestic nni- 
mals and their offspring returned to the United States after December 
80, 1924, and before the enactment of this resolution. Such refunds 
shall be made upon application therefor made within one year after the 
enactment of this resolution. There is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated an amount necessary to make such refunds. 


The joint resolution was reported to the Senate without 
3 ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

COURTS IN EASTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. From the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary I report back favorably without amendment the bill 
(H. R. 11474) to fix the time for holding the terms of the 
United States District Court for the Eastern District of Vir- 
ginia, at Alexandria, and I call the attention of the Senator 
from Virginia [Mr. Swanson] to the bill. 

Mr, SWANSON, I ask unanimous consent for its present 
consideration. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which was read, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, cte., That the terms of the United States District 
Court for the Eastern District of Virginia, at Alexandria, shall here- 
after be held at that city on the first Mondays in June and December 
of each year instead of on the first Mondays in January and July of 
each year as heretofore, 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
MISSISSIPPI RIVER FLOOD CONTROL 
Mr. RANSDELL. From the Committee on Commerce I re- 
port back favorably with an amendment the bill (S. 4130) 
authorizing an investigation, examination, and survey for the 
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control of excess flood waters of the Mississippi River below 
Red River Landing in Louisiana and on the Atchafalaya outlet 
by the construction and maintenance of controlled and regu- 
lated spillway or spillways, and for other purposes, and I sub- 
mit a report (No. 1120) thereon. I ask unanimous consent for 
its present consideration, 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The amendments were, on page 1, line 4, after the word 
“cause,” to strike out “an investigation, examination, and” 
and insert “a,” and on page 2, after line 6, to strike out “ Sec. 
2” and in lieu thereof to insert: 


SEC. 2, The Secretary of War is authorized to use $25,000, or so 
much thereof as may be necessary, from funds heretofore appropriated 
for flood control, Mississippi River, and allotted to projects in the 
State of Louisiana, to be expended under the supervision of the Chief 
of Engineers, to carry out the objects and purposes of this act. 


So as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, cto., That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, 
authorized and directed to cause a survey to be made, and estimates 
of the costs of such controlled and regulated spillway or splllways as 
may be necessary for the diversion and control of a sufficient volume 
of the excess flood waters of the Mississippi River between Red River 
Landing and Fort Jackson, in Louisiana, in order to preyent the 
waters of said river exceeding stages of approximately 16, 17, 18, 19, 
and 20 feet on the Carrollton gauge at New Orleans, and of approxi- 
mately 46, 47, and 48 feet on the gauge at Simmesport on the 
Atchafalaya outlet. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary of War is authorized to use $25,000, or so 
much thereof as may be necessary, from funds heretofore appropriated 
for flood control, Mississippi River, and allotted to projects in the 
State of Louisiana, to be expended under the supervision of the Chief 
of Engineers, to carry out the objects and purposes of this act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill authorizing a 
survey for the control of excess flood waters of the Mississippi 
River below Red River Landing in Louisiana and on the 
Atchafalaya outlet by the construction and maintenance of 
controlled and regulated spillway or spillways, and for other 
purposes.” 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS INTRODUCED 


Bills and joint resolutions were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred 
as follows: 

By Mr. FERNALD: 

A bill (S. 4323) granting an increase of pension to Hattie 
Rowe (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on Pen- 
sions, 

By Mr. CAPPER: 

A bill (S. 4824) for the relief of Waller V. Gibson (with ac- 
companying papers); to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. LENROOT: 

A bill (S. 4325) authorizing the construction, maintenance, 
and operation of a bridge across the St. Louis River between 
the cities of Superior, Wis., and Duluth, Minn,; to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce. 

By Mr. PEPPER: 

A bill (S. 4826) to amend section 3 of the act entitled “An 
act to distribute the commissioned line and engineer officers of 
the Coast Guard in grades, and for other purposes,” approved 
January 12, 1923; to the Committee on Commerce, 

By Mr. FESS: 

A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 186) authorizing the sale of the 
old Federal building at Toledo, Ohio; to the Committee on 
Public Buildings and Grounds, 

By Mr. PEPPER: 

A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 187) providing for the coopera- 
tion of the United States in the sesquicentennial exhibition 
commemorating the signing of the Declaration of Independence, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on the Library. 


CHANGES OF REFERENCE 


On motion of Mr. Bunsust and by unanimous consent, the 
Committee on Pensions was discharged from the further con- 
sideration of the bill (S. 2665) granting a special pension to 
Charles Hurrle, and it was referred to the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs. 
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On motion of Mr. WapswortH and by unanimous consent, the 
Committee on Military Affairs was discharged from the further 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 9846) for the relief of Francis 
Kelly, and it was referred to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 


AMENDMENT TO LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATION BILL 


Mr. WATSON submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to House bill 12101, the legislative appropriation 
pn, which was ordered to lie on the table and to be printed, as 

ollows : 


On page 7. in lines 8, 9, and 10, strike out “upholsterer and lock- 
smith, 51,770; cabinetmaker, $1,520; three carpenters, at $1,390 
each,” and insert in lieu thereof the following: “foreman cabinet- 
maker, $2,400; upholsterer, $2,100; locksmith, hardwood finisher, and 
carpenter, at $2,100 each,” 


AMENDMENT TO DEFICIENCY APPROPRIATION BILL 


Mr. LENROOT submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the second deficiency appropriation bill, which 
was referred to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered 
to be printed, as follows: 


At the proper place in the bill insert the following: 
“Clerical assistance to Senators: For salary of messenger, from 
March 4 to June 80, both dates inclusive, $494." 


Mr. JONES of Washington submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the general deficiency appropriation 
bill, which was referred to the Committee on Appropriations 
and ordered to be printed, as follows: 


At the proper place insert the following: 

“For payment of certain local taxes to the counties of Stevens and 
Ferry, in the State of Washington, on allotted Colville Indian lands, as 
provided by the act of June 7, 1924, $115,767.67." 


CIVIL-SERVICE RETIREMENT AND DISABILITY FUND 


Mr. HOWELL submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill (H. R. 8202) to amend the act entitled 
Au act for the retirement of employees in the classified civil 
service, and for other purposes,” approved May 22, 1920, and 
acts in amendment thereof, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Civil Service and ordered to be printed. 


ORIGIN AND CAUSES OF Went WAR 


Mr. OWEN submitted the following resolution (S. Res. 359), 
which was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations: 


Resotced, That the legislative reference service of the Congressional 
Library shall cause to be prepared for the Senate an impartial abstract 
and Index of all authentic important evidence, heretofore made avail- 
able in printed form or otherwise readily accessible, bearing on the 
origin and causes of the World War, omitting all inconsequential mat- 
ter. The abstracts shall be submitted to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations not later than February 1, 1926. 


HOUSE BILL REFERRED 


The bill (H. R. 7190) to amend the China trade act, 1922, 
Was read twice by its title and referred to the Committee on 
Commerce, 


PRESIDENTIAL APPROVALS 


A message from the President of the United States, by Mr. 
Latta, one of his secretaries, announced that on to-day the 
President approved and signed the following acts: 

S.78. An act for the relief of the owners of the barge 
Anode; 

8.82. An act for the relief of the owners of the steamship 
Comanche; 

S. 84. An act for the relief of the owners of the steamship 
Ceylon Maru; 

a S. 785. An act for the relief of the Eastern Transportation 

Oz 

S. 1038. An act for the relief of the Brooklyn Eastern Dis- 
trict Terminal; > 

S. 1039. An act for the relief of the owner of the scow W. T. 
C. No. 35 

S. 1040. An act for the relief of the owners of the New York 
Sanitary Utilization Co, scow No. 14; 

S. 1705. An act for the relief of the heirs of Ko-mo-dal-kiah, 
Moses agreement allottee No. 33; 

S. 1937. An act for the relief of the Staples Transportation 
Co., of Fall River, Mass.; 

8.2079. An act for the relief of the owner of the American 
steam tug O’Brien Brothers; 

S. 2130. An act for the relief of the owner of the ferryboat 
New York; 
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S. 2254. An act for the relief of the Beaufort County Lumbe 
Co., of North Carolina; $ 
S. 2293. An act for the relief of Lehigh Valley Railroad Co, 
and McAllister Lighterage Line (Inc.) ; 
S. 2458. An act to authorize the payment of an indemnity to 
the Swedish Government for the losses sustained by its na- 
tionals in the sinking of the Swedish fishing boat Lilly; ` 
S. 2860. An act for the relief of the Canada Steamship Lines 
Ltd.) ; 
t 8. 40 An act for the relief of Edgar William Miller; and 
S. 3310. An act for the relief of the owners of the barkentine 
| Monterey. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message ftom the House of Representatives by Mr. Far- 
rell, its enrolling clerk, communicated to the Senate the reso- 
lutions of the House adopted as tributes to the memory of 
Hon. Henry Canot Lover, late a Senator from the State of 
Massachusetts, Hon. Frank B. BRANDEGEE, late a Senator 
from the State of Connecticut, and the Hon. Lz Baron B. 
Cort, late a Senator from the State of Rhode Island. 

The message announced that the House had disagreed to 
the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 11505) mak- 
ing appropriations for the Executive Office and sundry inde- 
pendent bureaus, boards, commissions, and offices for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1926, and for other purposes; requested 
a conference with the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and that Mr. Woop, Mr. Wason, and Mr, 
SANDLIN were appointed managers on the part of the House 
at the conference. 

INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATIONS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the ac- 
tion of the House of Representatives disagreeing to the amend- 
ments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 11505) making appro- 
priations for the Executive Office and sundry independent 
bureaus, boards, commissions, and offices for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1926, and for other purposes, and requesting 
a conference with the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon. 

Mr. WARREN. I move that the Senate insist upon its 
amendments, that the request of the House for a conference 
be granted, and that the conferees on the part of the Senate 
be appointed by the Chair. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Presiding Officer ap- 
pointed Mr. Warren, Mr. Sstoor, Mr. Jones of Washington, 
Mr. Overman, and Mr. Grass conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

PUBOHASE OF UNAPPROPRIATED PUBLIO LANDS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the 
action of the House of Representatives disagreeing to the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 8522) granting 
to certain claimants the preference right to purchase unappro- 
priated public lands, and requesting a conference with the 
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon. 

Mr. STAN FIELD. I move that the Senate insist on its 
amendments and agree to the conference requested by the 
House, and that the Chair appoint the conferees. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Presiding Officer ap- 
pointed Mr. STANFIELD, Mr. Norseck, and Mr, PITTMAN con- 
ferees on the part of the Senate. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION—REGULATION OF TRAFFIC IN THE DISTRICT 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President, I rise to a question of per- 
sonal privilege. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Kentucky 
will state the question of personal privilege, 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President, on Saturday morning, suc- 
ceeding the night session of February 13, the Washington 
Herald states under rather conspicuous headline: 

SraNLux leads filibuster to thwart action on vital bills, 

Readings and minor objections kill evening intended for Capital 
legislation. 


The body of the article, so much of which I shall insert in 
the Recorp as is pertinent to what I have to say, does not bear 
out the statement in the headline, and the body of the article is 
in no way supported or warranted by the record of the proceed- 
ings of the night session of Friday, February 13. 

I seve the following brief excerpts from the body of the 
article: 

With a program of seven yitally important pieces of District legis- 
lation before it, the Senate last night trifled away an entire night 
session without passing a bill or voting on a single amendment. 

* * * . > . * 
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Senators MCKELLAR and STANLEY objected. BALL then made a mo- 
tion to lay the bill aside, but STANLEY refused to yield the floor long 
enough to vote on the motion. 

Sraxtux debated with Senator Caraway a seemingly endless number 
of trivial and hypothetical accidents. 


Mr. President, it is somewhat surprising that this criticism 
should have been made, when the manifest attempt of the 
Senator from Kentucky was to prevent the very thing I am 
charged with attempting to secure and to secure the very thing 
I am charged with attempting to prevent. 

At the time the Senate recessed I was urging with all the em- 
phasis of which I am capable an additional night session of the 
Senate for the sole purpose of an adequate consideration of a 
measure whose importance I in no way In urging 
an additional session of the Senate for that purpose, I said, 
among other things: 


The necessity for sane and severe legislation punishing reckless driv- 
ing in the city of Washington is perfectly manifest to every sensible 
person who has spent 30 days within the limits of the Capital City. 
That goes without saying. I am as sensible as is the Senator from 
Arkansas of the perils involved in the character of automobile driving 
that we see every day on the streets of the Capital. Life is endan- 
gered. The lives of little children are endangered, and that appeals to 
every honest and tender heart. But I wish to say to the Senator from 
Arkansas that there are other things that are as precious as fe- the 
honor, the security, and the liberty of the citizen. It is the duty, and 
it is presumed to be within the province and the power of legislators, 
certainly within the power of the Senate, to enact legislation which 
shall punish the offenses to which the Senator has referred without 


endangering the liberties and the rights of individuala who commit no 
offense, . 


s . * > . * . 

For that reason I ask unanimous consent that the bill may be tempo- 
rarily laid aside; that it shall be taken up at a night session of the 
Senate on Monday night for passage; that in the meantime those who 
are interested in the legislation shall prepare amendments with care. 
It is impossible to amend the bill in a proper manner while it is being 
considered on the floor of the Senate. 


Mr. President, I doubt if there has been called to the atten- 
tion of the Senate any matter affecting the District of Co- 
lumbia of greater or more importance than the 
proper regulation of automobile traffic. Every citizen of this 
District, every resident of the city of Washington, realizes the 
peril that confronts him when he steps upon a public street 
or highway here. Everybody knows, who knows anything 
about it, that the streets of Washington are more or less a 
shambles, and we are appalled at the accounts in newspapers 
each morning of the ruthless, reckless disregard of human life 
and human safety on the part of the drivers of automobiles. 
Is this existing peril an excuse for the enactment of hurried 
ill-digested legislation, imposing absurd pains and penaities, 
destroying and abrogating every wise discretion on the part 
of the judge, and in the teeth of rights hoary with the pre- 
scription of centuries and revered by every scion of the Saxon 
race 5 every civilized country of the world for a thousand 
years 

Mr. President, at the night session of the Senate last Friday 
night one would have presumed, and there seems to be an im- 
pression on the part of the Senate, certainly on the part of the 
residents of the District of Columbia generally, that there is no 
legislation now upon the statute books forbidding reckless 
driving; requiring those who are guilty of colliding with pe- 
destrians or with other cars to stop and report the accident, 
against the use of smoke screens, against fast driving, requiring 
reports to the properly constituted authorities, and so forth. 
I find, however, Mr. President, upon an examination of the laws 
now in effect here that there is not one provision in the bill 
proposed at Friday night's session of the Senate governing the 
conduct of automobiles and the regulation of automobile trafie 
that is not now embodied in apparently carefully digested ex- 
isting law. 

It was proposed to read and pass in an hour, with thirty-odd 
Members of the Senate present, a bill the proponents of which 
admitting that it was ill-digested, half-baked, and faulty. 
Others, appalled at the atrocity of its penalties and the crude- 
ness of its construction, were opposed, without adequate con- 
sideration, to abrogating absolutely laws which have been on the 
statute books for 20 years, prepared with the greatest care, 
and in many instances adequately covering every single con- 
tingency against which the bill was supposed to have provided. 
For instance, let me call your attention, Mr. President, to this 
provision in the proposed bill: 


1925 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


3791 


Src. 8. (a) No motor vehicle shall be operated upon any public high- 
way in the District at a rate of speed greater than 25 miles per hour 
under any circumstances. 


That is all it says on the subject. The city of Washington, 
above all other places, requires a zoning system, because there 
are no city limits, and any regulation on the subject applies 
to the whole District, or to the fire limits of the city of Wash- 
ington, to highways upon which there are no more than one 
or two houses to the block, as well as to the congested centers, 
such as the intersections of Fifteenth Street with New York 
Avenue and G Street. The bill makes no provision whatever 
for ambulances, for the fire department, or for anything else, 
It is a flat inhibition against driving at a rate exceeding 25 
miles an hour. 

Mr. President, that whole question is covered by existing 
law. The city of Washington has been carefully zoned and 
regulations have been made fixing the rate of speed; one rate 
~ for certain classes of motor vehicles, another rate for trucks; 
one rate of speed in the congested centers of the city of Wash- 
ington, upon Pennsylvania, F Street, G Street, Seventeenth 
Street, and other streets; and other rates of speed for the less 
congested centers. It is now contrary to law, and has been 
illegal for nearly 20 years, to move at a rate of speed in the 
congested districts and alleys of this city at a greater rate 
of speed than 18 miles an hour; to turn at a greater rate of 
speed than 8 miles an hour, or to pass out of an alley at a 
greater rate than 8 miles an hour on the part of loaded trucks 
or other such vehicles. 

I have before me a copy of the rules and regulations that 
have been promulgated on this subject. They have been dis- 
tributed to every citizen of the District who desires a copy 
and which are therefore well known. By an act approved 
March 3, 1917, this whole question is covered, and I ask leave 
to incorporate in the Recorp certain excerpts from the regula- 
tions on the subject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 


It shall be a condition precedent to the issuance of any permit 
granted as above, that the Commissioners of the District of Columbia 
shall have the right to suspend or revoke such permit for any of the 
following causes, viz: 

1. Where the holder of such permit has been convicted of the illegal 
transportation of intoxicating liquor in any vehicle operated by him, or 
of any other illegal use of such vehicle. 

+ * $ * * e * 

(b) No person shall locate or operate a motor vehicle upon any 
street in the District of Columbia which emits from the exhaust or 
muffier thereof any prolonged, dense, or offensive quantity of smoke, 
gases, or disagreeable odors. 

“That on and after July 1, 1917, the Commissioners of the District 
of Columbia be, and they are hereby, authorized and empowered to 
make and enforce all regulations governing the speed of motor vehicies 
in the District of Columbia, subject to the penalties prescribed in the 
act approved June 29, 1906.” 

No person shall drive or propel, or cause to be driven or propelled, 
loaded or unloaded, any automobile truck or other motor vehicle, used 
in hauling or delivering of merchandising and having a carrying capac- 
ity of 1 ton or more, upon any public highway in the District of Colum- 
bia at a greater rate of speed than 12 miles an hour between inter- 
secting or connecting highways; nor at a greater rate of speed than 8 
miles an hour crossing intersecting or connecting highways nor around 
corners of any highways; nor at a greater rate of speed than 8 miles 
an hour over any bridge with a wooden floor; nor at a greater rate of 
speed than 12 miles an hour over the Highway Bridge across the 
Potomac River; nor at a greater rate of speed than 6 miles an hour 
into or out of an alley. 

No person shall drive or propel, or cause to be driven or propelled, 
any motor vehicle other than those described in the preceding para- 
graph of this section, upon any public highway of the District of 
Columbia, at a greater rate of speed than 18 miles an hour between 
intersecting or connecting highways; nor at a greater rate of speed 
than 12 miles an hour crossing an intersecting or connecting highway; 
nor at a greater rate of speed than 8 miles an hour around the cor- 
ners of any highway; nor at a greater rate of speed than 12 miles an 
hour over any bridge having a wooden floor; nor at a greater rate of 
speed than 15 milies an hour over the Highway Bridge across the 
Potomac River; nor at a greater rate of speed than 6 miles an hour 
Into or out of any alley: Provided, however, That outside of parks 
and on portions of highways between intersecting or connecting high- 
ways where there are not more than two houses, a rate of speed not 
exceeding 22 miles an hour will be permitted for yehicles described in 
this paragraph. 


Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President, for nearly 20 years the law 
has contained the following provision: 


Sec. 20. If any person while in charge of a locomotive engine, or 
while acting as a conductor or brakeman of a car or train of cars, or 
while in charge of any street car, steamboat, launch, or other water 
craft, or while in charge of or operating any automobile or horse 
vehicle in the District of Columbia shall be intoxicated, he shall be 
guilty of a misdemeanor, and if convicted shall be punished by a fine 
of not less than $25 nor more than $300, and in default in payment of 
said fine shall be imprisoned in the District jail or workhouse for not 
exceeding three months, or both fine and imprisonment in the dis- 
cretion of the court. 


Mr. President, it is proposed in a bill which was considered 
on Friday night to enact the following proyision: 


No operator of a motor vehicle in the District, knowing that such 
motor vehicle has struck any individual or any vehicle, or that such 
vehicle has been struck by any other vehicle, shall leave the place 
where the collision or injury occurred without stopping and giving 
his name, place of residence, including street and number, and regis- 
tration and operator's permit numbers to the individual so struck 
or the operator of the other vehicle. Each such operator shall in addi- 
tion, unless physically unable, cause the details thereof to be reported 
to a police station within 24 hours after the occurrence of the col- 
lision or injury. 

* + . * * -` * 

Any individual violating any provision of this section shall upon 
conviction for the first offense be fined not less than $100 nor more 
than $500 and imprisoned not less than 60 days nor more than six 
months; and upon conviction for the second or any subsequent offense 
be fined not less than $200 nor more than $1,000 and imprisoned not 
less than six months nor more than one year, 


With a provision for the forfeiture of the permit. 

In other words, if my car is accidentally bumped or struck, no 
matter how trivial the injury, if there is any kind of collision, 
any kind of striking between the driver of a car and a pedes- 
trian or another car, the driver of that car under the provisions 
of this bill must instantly not only stop and give his name, 
address, and place of residence to the person struck or touched, 
no matter how trivially, but he must then go to the police and 
report all the details of the transaction, and the same require- 
ment is placed upon the driver of the car. Both parties must 
explain to each other; then they must go to the police and 
again explain; and if they fail to do this they are to be pun- 
ished by fine and imprisonment, and no discretion is left in the 
hands of the judge. 

In other words, if I park my car in front of a theater or a 
hotel, and in attempting to get out I back into my neighbor 
and say, “ I beg your pardon,” and he says, “ That is all right,” 
any enemy of mine, any purveyor, any spy, any police officer can 
report that occurrence and under the explicit terms of this 
act, if I do not commit perjury or the judge does not refuse to 
enforce the law, I must be sent to jail for 60 days and fined 
$100. If there were no law on the subject, a provision of that 
kind would appall sensible men by its absurdity. It is worthy 
of the Middle Ages. Worse and more of it, the same penalties 
are provided for driving a car while in a state of intoxication, 
for killing a passenger and fleeing to escape responsibility, for 
the most serious and the most trivial injuries. Such a hodge- 
podge is absolutely indefensible, especially in view of the fact 
that the present regulations on that subject have been drawn 
manifestly with the greatest care by persons some of whom 
must haye been familiar with the thing they were legislating 
about, and must have understood how to provide the proper 
regulation. 

Listen to this regulation, which is in the hands of every citi- 
zen of Washington, effective to and including June 2, 1924. 
Here is the gist of it: 


Any person driving an animal-drawn vehicle or riding a bicycle, or 
operating a motor vehicle or street car, who, knowing that the vehicle 
driven, ridden, or operated by him has collided with and caused injury 
to person or property, leaves the place of said collision without stop- 
ping and giving his name and residence (and if a motor vehicle, the 
license number thereof and the name and address of the owner) to 
the person injured or whose property has been injured or damaged, 
or to a police officer if present, and if neither of these can be done, 
then immedistely reporting the full details of the accident to the 
nearest police station, shall be punished by a fine— 


All that it would haye been necessary to do would have 
been to add the proper penalties to this carefully drawn regu- 
lation, which has stood the test of years of actual experience. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ken- 
tucky yield to the Senator from North Carolina? 

Mr. STANLEY, Certainly. 

Mr. SIMMONS. I think the Senator, so far from being 
criticized for calling the attention of the Senate to the defects 
of the legislation presented by the committee, is entitled to 
the thanks not only of the Senate but of the people of the 
city of Washington and others who use the streets. The legis- 
lation to which the Senator objected was undoubtedly bad legis- 
lation in the form in which it was presented to the Senate. 

It was bad for two reasons: First, a failure properly to de- 
fine the crime; second, the rigidity of the penalty imposed. An 
offense of that sort ought to be defined with some latitude, so 
as to make a difference between an intentional and willful 
violation and an accidental and unintentional violation of the 
law; and the penalty, according to all of the criminal codes 
of this country, ought to have been so elastic as to enable the 
court, in imposing its punishment, to discriminate between the 
classes of cases that may come before it of that character. 

This bill, violative of the ordinary rule that obtains in all 
the criminal codes of this country so far as I know, provides 
a rather high minimum penalty, and provides that if the party 
is convicted, although he may be convicted only of a technical 
violation, the judge, without any discretion, must impose not 
only the fine provided but also the imprisonment term provided, 
If there had been a more liberal provision with reference to 
the action of the judge, so that he might have exercised some 
discretion, so that he might have shown mercy where mercy 
was proper and might have been drastic where the conditions 
required drastic treatment, there would have been no objection 
to it; but to say that a defendant who is found guilty of a 
mere technical violation of the law shall be fined $100, shall be 
imprisoned in addition to that at least 30 days for the first 
offense, and for the second offense shall be fined $200 and shall 
be imprisoned 60 days, is a degree of severity which does not 
characterize the criminal law of this country. Therefore in 
this particular case it seemed to me when we were considering 
it that the minimum penalty was entirely too small, and that 
the judge ought to have had the discretion, as he is ordinarily 
given the discretion in criminal statutes in this country, to 
impose either a fine or an imprisonment, and that he ought 
not to have been compelled, although his judgment might have 
been against that severe punishment, both to fine and to im- 
prison the person for an offense which to his mind was either 
trivial or was merely of a technical nature. 

I felt that way about it at the time, and I believe that there 
was much good in the bill if corrected in the two respects to 
which I have referred; that is, if the crime itself had been 
properly defined and if the punishment had been so regulated 
that the judge might exercise some discretion as to whether he 
would impose both a punishment by fine and a punishment by 
imprisonment in jail. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state his 
parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. What is the matter before the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. Stanrey] rose to a question of personal privilege. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I have endeavored to catch the words 
of the Senator, but thus far I have been unable to discover that 
he has been discussing technically a question of privilege. 

Mr. STANLEY. If the Senator will come a little closer, sq 
that he can hear me, he will have no difficulty in ascertaining 
that I am speaking to a question of personal privilege. I am 
explaining the inaccuracy of a statement made in a Saturday 
morning paper, charging me with making certain assertions and 
doing certain things which I am trying to show I did not do; 
and there can be nothing more clearly a matter of personal 
privilege than that. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I understand the Senator to be dis- 
cussing the merits or the demerits of certain proposed legisla- 
tion, a certain bill pending in the Senate. 

Mr. STANLEY. That is incidental and absolutely necessary, 
I will say to the Senator. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. With deference and respect I submit 
to the Senator, with his learning and his regard for the business 
of the Senate, that under the guise of a question of privilege he 
ought not to enlarge unduly upon the subject matter of pending 
legislation. 

Mr. STANLEY. I will say to the Senator that I hope he will 
not detain me longer. I am sure he will not. I shall be 
through in a very short time. 

Now, Mr. President, I wish to call the attention of the 
lawyers of the Senate to this proposition, because it has a 
much wider and deeper significance than the question in hand. 


I will say to the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Sormons], 
as illustrating the appalling disregard for constitutional rights, 
that this whole act is in manifest derogation of rights guaran- 
teed under the fifth amendment to the Constitution, which pro- 
vides: 


No person shall * è è be compelled in any criminal case to be 
a witness against himself. 


It is an admitted principle of the law that no man shall ever 
be compelled to incriminate himself, and yet, in the teeth of 
heavy pains and penalties, in this case the citizen is compelled 
to give the details of the entire transaction to a police officer, 
with the knowledge that these details will necessarily immure 
him in jail. : 

As further illustrative of the utter futility of the whole pro- 
vision, the same paragraph carries penalties for not only these 
trivial offenses, but penalties for driving a car at an excessive 
rate of speed or while intoxicated, penalties for striking citi- 
zens or cars and fleeing from the mangled body of your victim 
for the purpose of preventing detection or identification. 

Offenses which should be punished by the heaviest fines and 
penalties are all put into one catch basin, into one basket 
clause, and then the hands of the court are tied, and he ts 
compelled to impose the same jail sentences and the same 
fines for the big and little offenses alike, and that notwithstand- 
ing the fact that every offense named in the act is now 
cognizable under existing law, under pains and penalties care- 
fully graduated to suit the offense, and safeguard the consti- 
tutional rights of citizens, 

Mr. President, this is but an illustration of the extent to 
which this mad mania for a statutory remedy for all existing 
ills has gone. No matter what the trouble, no matter what 
the disease, no matter what the complaint, no matter what the 
existing law, people rush to Congress, rush to committees, have 
a bill framed while you wait, report it to the Senate, have the 
title read, have it enacted into law, and go back to sleep with- 
3 to the rights of the citizen or the dignity of leg- 

ation. 

The main trouble in the District of Columbia, the trouble in 
the United States, is not that we have not enough law, but 
that we have not enough respect for the law. The trouble is 
not that there is no law upon the subject, but that there is so 
little law enforcement of the laws on the statute books. 

For instance, the striking difference between the United States 
and our northern neighbor is in the enforcement of the law. It 
is with shame that I say, it is with a blush that legislators 
and citizens alike must admit, that the security of life and 
property is immensely increased the instant we cross the 
Canadian line; and yet we enact more laws in this frenzied 
legislative grind in the Congress of the United States in an 
hour than are enacted in a whole session of the English Parlia- 
ment. In one session of Congress, in the Fifty-ninth Con- 
gress—— 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ken- 
tucky yield to the Senator from California? 

Mr. STANLEY. I can not yield at this time. I will be 
through in two minutes. I hope the Senator will pardon me. 
I refuse to yield. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I want to raise a point of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from California 
will state his point of order. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I am sorry to say that I deem it my 
duty, in the interest of the business of the Senate, to raise a 
point of order, namely, that the Senator is not addressing him- 
self to a question of privilege or exercising a right under a 
question of privilege. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is of the opinion 
that for the last 10 minutes the Senator has not been address- 
ing himself to a question of personal privilege. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield to 
me, I must enter protest to the ruling of the Chair. It is not, 
I regret, within the province of the Chair, it is not within the 
province of the Senate, to confine a Senator to any particular 
subject. 

taser to say that a Senator can not be confined to the 
subject which he purports to discuss. He may go off on an 
unreturning parabola and be gone a week, and the Senate can 
not bring him back to the subject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, May the Chair suggest that 
if there were not a regular order for the Senate on Monday 
morning the Chair probably would have entertained an opin- 
ion exactly like that expressed by the Senator from Arizona, 
but in the middle of a regular order on Monday morning the 
Senator from Kentucky was recognized on a question of per- 
sonal privilege. The Chair is of opinion that under those cir- 
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cumstances the Senator should confine himself to his question | prudence, with sane andeserious consideration, if you expect 


of personal privilege. 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President, I wish to say—— 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President—— 

Mr. STANLEY. If the Senator will pardon me just one 
moment 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Just a sentence. 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President, I hope the Senator will per- 
mit me to make one statement, and I think that will conclude 
the debate. I wish to say that within two minutes I will be 
through this discussion. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, just a sentence. I dis- 
sent from the position taken by the Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. STANLEY. To conclude what I was saying—and I am 
concluding—the Fifty-ninth Congress passed 30,000 bills and 
resolutions, The present Congress has before it, in the present 
session, 17,946 bills, resolutions, and joint resolutions. The 
English Parliament, legislating for 42,000,000 people, between 
1899 and 1905 passed only 46 general and 246 special laws. 

In the night session, referred to in this article, it was pro- 
posed that we pass five bills, appropriating hundreds of thou- 
sands of dollars, in round numbers affecting the life and con- 
duct of the citizens of Washington; placing them under the 
absolute and autocratic control of a director with the powers 
of a czar or of a military martinet, over every man and woman 
who uses a motor vehicle of any character; establishing a 
system of police espionage that weuld disgrace Moscow or 
China. All this legislation was proposed to be considered and 
enacted in half the time it would have taken to have read the 
bills, and because a Senator rose in his place and said I hope 
this legislation will be passed. I realize its importance. I 
plead with my colleagues not to take one night but two nights 
of their time for this vastly important matter. 

If it is worth doing at ail, it is worth doing well—becanse 
I insisted in chewing the thing befere I attempted to swallow 
it, because I would not sit here like a pouter pigeon and 


swallow whole anything that was vomited into me from any P 


committee, I am subject to this criticism. 

That is a matter comparatively immaterial, but it is mate- 
rial if the press and if the people of the country have reached 
the point where they are impatient of the consideration of 
legislation, hewever important, if they are impatient and re- 
sentful when any man rises in his place and says, “Stop! 
Look! Listen! Heed!” Consider what you do before you ride 
ruthlessly over rights guaranteed and made sacred by the pre- 
scription of centuries, sanctioned by the experience of men 
in every civilized country that respects the common law and 
the traditions of the Saxon race. Stop and consider before 
you enact legislation that is absurd on its face and uncon- 
stitutional. 

After you have written such legislation you have simply 
sent to a court an act that it will spew out of its mouth. After 
you have written it you have subjected citizens to every char- 
acter of espionage and every character of annoyance, without 
attaining the end in view. After you have enacted these half- 
baked bills you have repealed dozens of carefully considered 
laws, with which the people of the District are familiar, and 
have substituted in their places arbitrary regulations of which 
they are ignorant and which are violative of every right guar- 
anteed to them. 

This is a matter I think worthy of the consideration of the 
Senate. In leaving this body I can say nothing of more im- 
portance, I can utter no warning of greater weight and with 
greater earnestness, than to repeat what I have so often reiter- 
ated on the floor of the Federal Senate, what we must have if 
we would preserve the happiness of the people, if we would 
preserve intact these institutions, if we would keep inviolate 
the Constitution of my country, if we would preserve that 
which is more sacred than its statute law and without which 
all laws are scraps of paper. The thing behind the laws we 
write which gives them weight and pith and moment and force 
is stronger than your standing armies, it is more powerful 
than your frowning prisons; it is the respect that people once 
had, that De Tocqueville said was an almost filial regard on 
the part of the citizen for the law because it was the law. 

Duty itself is ebedience to the law out of respect for the law. 
The law was once obeyed because it was respected, and it was 
respected because it was respectable. To-day the thing that 
menaces us more than all the armies and navies of a hostile 
world, that menaces us more than all threatened internecine 
strife, is the universal disregard and the universal contempt for 
law; and you can not increase that disregard for the law, you 
can not increase er justify that contempt for the law better 
than by conduct that deserves neither of reverence nor respect. 
You must approach the enactment of the law with care, with 


that law, when enacted, to receive the reverent obedience ef | 


the people of the United States. 
I hope this legislation will be speedily enacted, and I antici- 


pate that it will be enacted in a form worthy of the best 


traditions of the Senate of the United States. 
OPERATION OF IMMIGRATION LAW OF 1924 


Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, I give notice, 
that to-morrow, as soon after the routine morning business 


as I can obtain recognition, I shall make a statement of about 


20 minutes on the operation of the immigration law of 1924. 


PRICE OF GASOLINE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is a resolution coming 
over from a previous day, Senate Resolution 837, introduced 
by the Senator from Florida [Mr. TRAMMELL]. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President—— 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield a 
moment? 

Mr. TRAMMELL. I will yield for a question. 

Mr. CURTIS, I hope the Senator from Florida will let the 
resolution go over. I told the Senator last Friday or Saturday 
that I had asked the Department of Justice for certain infor- 
mation. The attorney in charge of the work was then in the 
city of New York and did not return until this morning. He 
can not get the information to me until late to-day or to-morrow. 
morning. It bears directly upon the subject and I hope the 
Senator will let the resolution go over. 

Mr, TRAMMELL. I recall the Senator having spoken te 
me and I told him I wanted to call up the resolution to-day. 
The resolution is a very important one and is one which should 
be acted upon promptly, in my opinion. I do not care to con- 
sent to have the resolution passed over and then have the Senate 
take a recess from day to day and thus I would be unable 
to call up the resolution. That is the trouble about it if J let 
the resolution go over until to-morrow. 

Mr. CURTIS. I will agree that this afternoon, so far as 
I can arrange it, a motion will be made to adjourn so there 
will be a morning hour to-morrow and no advantage taken of 
the Senator, se far as I am personally concerned. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. I know of some Senators who are going 
to fight the resolution. A great many of us believe there ought 
to be some prompt and immediate investigation and an effort 
made to cheek the arbitrary and what seems to be entirely 
unreasonable advance in the price of gasoline. While I would 
like to accommodate the Senator I do not believe in giving 
any quarter whatever to the monopolistic and trust tendencies 
of those who control and dominate the oil industry of the 
country. I want the question handled very promptly. That 
is my view in regard to the subject. I do not desire to be 
caught out on a limb by letting the matter go over until 
to-morrow, and then have some Senator object and have the 
resolution go over indefinitely, perhaps for the entire weck. T 
would like to be courteous to the Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. CURTIS. As I stated to the Senator, if the resolution 
goes over I will agree that this evening I will move that the 
Senate adjourn instead of taking a recess. I think my sug- 
gestion will be followed. That will place the Senator's reso- 
lution in the same position it is in this morning, and it can be 
called up at the conclusion of routine morning business, as it 
was this morning. I will ask that it do not lose its status. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. What I am afraid of is that there will be 
opposition to an adjournment. However, in view of the fact 
that the majority leader states that he will move to adjourn 
this afternoon instead of taking a recess and that my resolu- 
tion will retain its order on to-morrow, I will under the circum- 
stances extend the courtesy to him and ask that the resolution 
be passed over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The resolution will go over 
without prejudice. Routine morning business is closed and the 
calendar under Rule VIII is in order. 

CHIPPEWA INDIAN AFFATRS 

Mr. HARRELD, Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to 
take up 
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, this is Monday morning and 
a regular rule in reference to Monday morning procedure ap- 
plies. I hope Senators will not ask to take up bills out of their 
regular order. 

Mr. HARRELD. I want te make a statement. Last year a 
committee was appointed to go to Minnesota and make a 
report on Chippewa Indian affairs. They went, had exhaustive 
hearings, and made a report. The subcommittee reported to 
the Committee on Indian Affairs a prograra in regard to the 
Chippewa Indians. It involved the passage of some four or 
five bills. That program has been carried out in every par- 
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ticular except this one bill. This would complete the program 
of legislation that the committee decided upon about Chippewa 
Indian affairs, and it is very important that it be taken up 
and disposed of so as to complete the program. It provides 
simply for placing to the credit of the Chippewa Tribe of 
Indians a large sum of money accrued from the sale of tim- 
ber, and it is necessary that it be passed in order to complete 
the program to which I referred, because the funds must be 
available before the program can be carried out. It is the one 
remaining bill that is in the way of carrying out the com- 
lete program agreed on by the subcommittee on Chippewa 
dian affairs. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I hope the Senator will not 
ask for the present consideration of the bill. I do not want to 
object to his bill; I think the legislation ought to be enacted; 
but I have just stated that I would ask for an adjournment 
to-night so that we shall have another morning hour to-morrow. 
There is a regular order with reference to procedure to-day 
which can not be set aside except by unanimous consent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made. The calen- 
dar under Rule VIII is in order, and the Clerk will state the 
first bill on the calendar. 


THE CALENDAR 


The first business on the calendar was the bill (S. 55) making 
an appropriation to pay the State of Massachusetts for expenses 
incurred and paid, at the request of the President, in protecting 
the harbors and fortifying the coast during the Civil War, in 
accordance with the findings of the Court of Claims and Senate 
Report No. 764, Sixty-sixth Congress, third session. 

Mr. DIAL. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill. (S. 1181) naming the seat of government of the 
United States was announced as next in order. 

Mr. DIAL. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Jones of Washington in 
the chair). The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 33) making eligible for retirement under certain 
conditions officers of the Army of the United States other than 
officers of the Regular Army who incurred physical disability 
in line of duty while in the service of the United States during 
the World War was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The joint resolution (S. J. Res, 60) to stimulate crop produc- 
tion in the United States was announced as next in order, 

Mr. KING. Let the joint resolution go over. ; 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint resolution will be 
passed over. 

The resolution (S. Res. 124) directing the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission to secure information relative to amount of 
money expended for the purpose of creating public interest 
favorable to railroad sentiment was announced as next in order. 

Mr. FESS. Let the resolution go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 185) to promote agriculture by stabilizing the 
price of wheat was announced as next in order. 

Mr. STERLING. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 2401) providing for the compensation of retired 
warrant officers and enlisted men of the Army, Navy, and 
Marine Corps, or any other service or department created by or 
under the jurisdiction of the United States Government, and 
warrant officers and enlisted men of the Reserve Corps of the 
Army and Navy was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. I ask that the bill be passed over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 2299) to validate the payment of commutation 
of quarters, heat, and light under the act of April 16, 1918, 
and of rental and subsistence allowances under the act of 
June 10, 1922, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. HOWELL, Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 2149) to facilitate and simplify the work of the 
Forest Service, United States Department of Agriculture, and 
to promote reforestation was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let that go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 2150) to authorize arrests by officers and em- 
ployees of the Department of Agriculture in certain cases and 
to amend section 62 of the act of March 4, 1909, entitled “An 
act to codify, revise, and amend the penal laws of the United 
States,” was announced as next in order, 

Mr. KING. Let it go over. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 2151) to increase subsistence and per diem 
allowances of certain officers and employees of the Department 
of Agriculture was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 56) for the allowance of certain claims for in- 
demnity for spoliations by the French prior to July 31, 1801, 
ay reported by the Court of Claims, was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. SPENCER. Mr. President, I think I ought to say in 
regard to the bill relating to French spoliation claims that the 
junior Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Howett] has told me 
that he feels that he ought to insist upon the completion of 
the reading of the bill, which would take up all the rest of the 
morning hour. It is not fair to the calendar for me even to 
move that the bill be taken up under those circumstances. I 
hope there may be an opportunity to consider the bill before 
the final adjournment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 246) for the relief of Margaret I. Varnum was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. DIAL. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 3091) declaring an emergency in respect of 
certain agricultural commodities to promote equality between 
agricultural commodities and other commodities, and for other 
purposes, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 7111) to promote American agriculture by 
making more extensively available and by expanding the 
Service now rendered by the Department of Agriculture in 
gathering and disseminating information regarding agricul- 
tural production, competition, and demand in foreign coun- 
tries in promoting the sale of farm products abroad, and in 
other ways, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 1638) authorizing the Court of Claims to adjudi- 
cate the claim of Capt. David McD. Shearer for compensation 
for the adoption and use and acquisition by the United States 
eae of his patented inventions was announced as next 
n order. 

Mr. SMOOT. I ask that the bill be passed over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 3011) to amend the act entitled “An act for the 
retirement of employees in the classified civil service, and for 
other purposes,” approved May 22, 1920, and acts in amend- 
ment thereof, was announced as next in order, 

Mr. KING. Let it go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 626) to prevent the sale of cotton and grain in 
future markets was announced as next in order. 

Mr. SMOOT. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 1230) to amend section 11 of the act entitled 
“An act for the retirement of public-school teachers in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia,” approyed January 15, 1920, was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let it go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 1642) to provide for the purchase and sale of 
farm products was announced as next in order. 

Mr. SMOOT and Mr. FESS. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 2570) to provide for the establishment, opera- 
tion, and maintenance of foreign-trade zones in ports of entry 
of the United States, to expedite and encourage foreign com- 
merce, and for other purposes, Was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Jones of Washington in 
the chair). At the request of the present occupant of the 
chair the bill will be passed over. 

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 47) establishing a congres- 
sional committee to consider ways and means through legisla- 
tion to lighten the responsibilities of the President was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, this resolution was introduced 
by me. I ask unanimous consent that the resolution be re- 
moved from the calendar. I observe that the present occupant 
of the White House does not ask for its consideration. There- 
fore I ask that it may be removed from the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator ask for the 
indefinite postponement of the resolution? 

Mr. EDGE. I do, 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection the joint 
resolution will be indefinitely postponed. 

The bill (S. 2155) to amend and modify the war risk insur- 
ance act was announced as next in order. 

Mr. SMOOT. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 87) authorizing the erection 
of a flagstaff at Fort Sumter, and for other purposes, was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. SMITH. Let the joint resolution go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint resolution will be 
passed over, 

The bill (S. 2284) to provide for the construction of certain 
public buildings in the District of Columbia was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. SMOOT. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


ROBERT JUNE 


The bill (S. 2586) for the relief of Robert June was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President, I hope there will be no objec- 
tion to the consideration of the bill. It has been on the calendar 
a long time. The report is favorable. I do not know that I can 
add anything to what is in the report. It is a very justifiable 
claim, 

Mr. SMOOT. Is there a report accompanying the bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is; Report No. 501. 

Mr. SPENCER. The Committee on Claims considered the bill 
and unanimously agreed that it was a deserving case. The man 
was seriously injured and the amount of the compensation, 
$5,000, is not unfair. The War Department recognized the need 
and justice of the compensation. 

Mr. SMOOT. He was an employee af the Government? 

Mr. SPENCER. Yes; on the Panama Canal Zone. 

Mr. SMOOT. Why not give him a year’s salary as the law 
provides? I have no objection to giving him a year’s salary at 
the rate that he was earning. 

Mr. SPENCER. He was getting $150 a month. 

Mr. SMOOT. That would be $1,800 a year. 

Mr. COUZENS. He is crippled for life. 

Mr. SMOOT. The law provides the rate of cémpensation 
and we have adhered to the law very strictly where the em- 
ployees were on the Panama Canal. 

Mr. SPENCER. Is not that the case where there is a 
death involyed? 

Mr. SMOOT. Oh, no; it is for accidents. 

Mr. SPENCER. Does the Senator mean to say that we 
give a year’s salary irrespective of the character of the 
accident? 

Mr. SMOOT. That is the maximum, I will say to the Sen- 
ator, and that has been the course pursued in this body 
wherever there has been an accident in the Panama Canal 
Zone. If he was hurt I think he ought to have a year's salary 
as the law provides. 

Mr. COUZENS. I think if that amount were compounded 
with interest from 1906 up to the present time it would be 
practically $5,000. 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator knows that the Government has 
never paid interest upon any claim. 

Mr. COUZENS. I am not saying that it ought to be paid 
in this case, but I do think it makes a difference where the 


claim is held up for 19 years whether we should go back to | 


the basis of one year’s salary in the case of a man getting 
$1,800 a year. 

Mr. SMOOT. The only reason why the bill is here is be- 
cause the accident happened before the law was enacted. It 
would not be here at all if it had not happened before. Why 
should he be treated in any different way than any other 
employee on the Panama Canal Zone? 

Mr. COUZENS. When was the law passed? 

Mr. SMOOT. About six or seven years ago. I have forgot- 
ten the exact date. 

Mr. COUZENS. Of course, the others who came under that 
law have had the advantage of their claims and this man has 
not. 

Mr. SMOOT. I will offer an amendment if the bill is con- 
sidered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which was read as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he 
is hereby, authorized and directed to pay Robert June, of Detroit, 
Mich., out of any money in the Treasury of the United States not 


otherwise appropriated, the sim of $5,000 as compensation to him 
for injuries sustained in the month of June, 1908, on the Panama 
Canal, while employed by the Isthmian Canal Commission in the capa- 
city of foreman, 


Mr, SMOOT. I move to amend the bill by striking out on 
page 1, line 6, “$5,000” and inserting in lieu thereof “ $1,800.” 
Mr. SPENCER. It is only fair to say that $1,800 would be 
a caricature of justice. The man has been operated on at 


least six or seven times. He is crippled for life. If there is’ 


any justice in what the man is entitled to, $5,000 is not an 
unfair amount. The accident occurred before the law went 
into effect so that technically we would do for him what we did 
for others before the law went into effect. There would be no 
violation of existing law. I have no interest in the claim 
except it happened to go through my hands as a member of the 
Committee on Claims, 

Mr. SMOOT. What does the Senator say about the fact that 
if he had been hurt in exactly the same way since 1908 he 
would have received $1,800, but merely because it happened 
before there was any law placing any responsibility upon the 
Government, we are asked to give him $5,000? 

Mr. SPENCER. Would not the Senator agree that he would 
be in just the same position as are those who were injured 
before the law was enacted? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; though I do not think the Senator can 
find a case of that kind to the amount of $5,000 before the law 
was enacted. 

Mr. SPENCER. We certainly did that before the law went 
into effect. 

Mr. SMOOT. I doubt it; but I will say to the Senator that 
what I desire to do is to treat everyone alike. 

Mr. COUZENS. Does the Senator contend that all physical 
injuries are alike? 

Mr. SMOOT. I did not say that; I said under the law. 

Mr. COUZENS. I am contending that ali physical injuries 
are not the same under the law. 

Mr. SMOOT. But they are so considered when incurred on 
the Panama Canal in cases where the maximum is paid, and 
one year’s salary is the maximum. 

Mr. COUZENS. Regardless of the nature of the injury? 

Mr. SMOOT. Regardless of the nature of the injury, I will 
say to the Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. COUZENS. But this is a case, I think, which does not 
come under the law, and the injury itself justifies the claim. 

Mr. SMOOT. If the Senate desires that the bill shall be 
passed giving the applicant $5,000, it can do so, but I am sure 
that the other House will take care of the matter. 

Mr. COUZENS. ‘Then we will leave it to the other House. 

Mr. SMOOT. I am perfectly willing to leave it to the 
House, because the House will carry out the existing law 
applying to claims of this character which come before it. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
withdraw his amendment? 
| Mr. SMOOT. Yes; I withdraw the amendment. 
| Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I was just about to inquire 
g as the Senator from Utah had withdrawn his amend- 
| ment 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Utah has 

withdrawn his amendment. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 3010) to amend the classification act of 1923, 
approved March 4, 1923, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. SMOOT. Let that bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will go over. 

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 121) to create a body cor- 
porate by the name of the “Alien Property Trade Investment 
Corporation” was announced as next in order, 

Mr. DIAL. I ask that that joint resolution may be indefi- 
nitely postponed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from South 
Carolina asks that the joint resolution may be indefinitely 
postponed. Without objection, that order is made. 

The bill (H. R. 6896) to amend an act entitled The classi- 
fication act of 1923,” approved March 4, 1923, was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. SMOOT. Let that bill go over. 

l The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 
| The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 41) authorizing a joint com- 
| mittee of both Houses to investigate the Harriman Geographie 

Code System, now in use by the War Department, with a view 
| to ascertaining the adaptability and application of said system 
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in the several executive departments and administrative 
branches of the Government and to rendering a just compensa- 
tion to the owner thereof, was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the joint resolution? 

Mr. KING. I should like some explanation of the joint reso- 
lution, but I notice the Senator who reported it is not present. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I suggest that the resolution go over for 
the present. The Senator who introduced it is not here. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint resolution will be 
passed over. 

The bill (S. 1535) granting relief to persons who served in 
the Military Telegraph Corps of the Army during the Civil 
War was announced as next in order. 

Mr. DIAL. Let that bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will go over. 

The resolution (S. Res. 234) advising the adherence of the 
United States to the existing Permanent Court of International 
ae! with certain amendments, was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. KING. Let that resolution go over, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICHR. The resolution will go over. 


MIGRATORY BIRD REFUGES 


The bill (S. 2913) for the establishment of migratory-bird 
refuges to furnish in perpetuity homes for migratory birds, the 
establishment of public shooting grounds to preserve the 
American system of free shooting, the provision of funds for 
establishing such areas, and the furnishing of adequate pro- 
tection for migratory birds, and for other purposes, was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the biil? 

Mr. KING. That is a very important measure. 

Mr. SIMMONS. I hope the Senator from Utah will not ob- 
ject to the consideration and passage of the bill. It is re- 
garded by some as of very great importance. In my State I 
find a great many people who are interested in migratory birds 
who are in favor of the bill. 

Mr. KING. I merely stated that the bill is a very important 
one, and I do not think that under the five-minute rule it can 
be properly considered. I have had a great many objections to 
the bill sent to me and have received some letters in favor of it. 
To be frank with the Senator, I have not quite determined 

Mr. SIMMONS. Very likely, if the Senator would offer any 
amendment he may desire to the bill, there would be no objec- 
tion to it. 

Mr. SMOOT. I will say that I have prepared an amend- 
ment to the bill, which I thought, perhaps, would be satis- 
factory, but the Senator from Iowa notified me just a few 
moments ago that it was not satisfactory to the people who 
are back of the bill. Therefore, Mr. President, it would be 
impossible to consider the measure here within the five- 
minute limit. 

Mr. KING. I am not in favor of establishing new commis- 
sions. I could not agree to that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. KING. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The bill will be passed over. 


THE TURNER CONSTRUCTION CO. 


The bill (S. 3050) for the relief of the Turner Construction 
Co., of New York City, was announced as next in order, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
consideration of the bill? 

Mr, KING. Let the bill be read, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there be no objection, the 
bill as proposed to be amended will be read. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Claims 
with an amendment on page 1, beginning in line 3, to strike out 
“that the sum of $27,029.65 be, and hereby is, authorized to 
be appropriated for payment to, and reimbursement of, the 
Turner Construction Co., of New York City,” and in lieu thereof 
in insert “that the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay to the Turner Construc- 
tion Co., of New York City, out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $27,029.65," so as to 
make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he 
is hereby, authorized and directed to pay to the Turner Construction 
Co., of New York City, out of any money in the Treasury not other- 
wise appropriated, the sum of $27,029.65, for legal and other expenses 
incurred by said company in defending a suit brought against the same 
by the Central Railroad of New Jersey for depositing dredged material 


upon the lands of said railroad company at Caven- Point, N, J., during 
the World War, said material being deposited at the administrative 
direction of the constructing quartermaster of the War Department 
during the construction by the Turner Construction Co, for the United 
States of the Army supply base at South Brooklyn, N. Y., under con- 
tract dated May 6, 1918. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. KING. Reserving the right to object, if the Senator from 
New York [Mr. Wapswortn], who introduced the bill, can give 
an explanation of it I shall be glad to hear him. As I under- 
stand, the bill proposes to pay for attorneys’ fees and litigation, 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The litigation was forced upon this 
company by the action of the Government itself. The Turner 
Construction Co. obeyed the orders of the Government in 
the performance of its contract, and thereafter found itself 
quite helpless in the matter when it was confronted with a 
suit by the Central Railroad of New Jersey. That is the key 
of the situation. 

Mr. KING, Is all of this amount of $27,029.65 to reim- 
karn the company for the cost of litigation in defending that 
suit? 

Erot WADSWORTH. That is my understanding. The report 
states: 


The Turner Construction Co, expended the sum of $27,083.55 for 
attorneys’ fees, the seryices of experts and other witnesses, of which 
only $53.90 could be taxed against the Central Railroad as court costs, 
making the net expenditure $27,029.65 in defending the suit. The 
Turner Construction Co. thereupon filed claim with the War De- 
partment for reimbursement of said sum as an item of cost under the 
contract. 


This company was compelled to do that which resulted in 
a suit being brought against them by the railroad company. 
When they took that action, of course, they were acting as 
agents of the Government. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I hope there will be no 
objection to the consideration and passage of this bill. Those 
of us who are familiar with the matter feel that the bill is 
worthy of the favorable action of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of 
the Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the committee amendment, which has been stated. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


OFFICIAL PAPERS OF THE TERRITORIES 


The bill (S. 2935) for the publication of official papers of 

` Territories of the United States now in the national 
afchives was announced as next in order, 

Mr. SMOOT. Let that bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Tue bill will be passed over. 


SENATE ELECTION CONTESTS 


The bill (S. 300) to provide for election contests in the 
Senate of the United States was announced as next in order. 

Mr. SPENCER. Mr. President, I think we ought to pass 
that bill. It will apply only to future elections. It has 
twice been reported by the Committee on Privileges and Elec- 
tions, and would save much of the tronble we are having 
now in contested election cases. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of 
me Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which was read as 
ollows : 


Be it enacted, etc., That any person who intends to contest the 
election of a Member of the United States Senate shall, within 30 days 
after the result of such election has been determined by the officer or 
board of officers authorized by law to determine the same, give notice 
in writing to such Member of such intention, and in such notice shall 
specify particularly the grounds upon which he intends to rely in the 
contest. 

Sud. 2. That any Member or Menrber-elect of the Senate upon whom 
such notice is served shall, within 30 days after the service thereof, 
answer in writing, admitting or denying to the best of his knowledge 
the facts alleged therein and specifying any grounds upon which he 
intends to rely in support of the validity of his election; he shall 
serve a copy of such answer upon the contestant within 30 days after 
the service of the notice of contest. 


Is there objection to the 
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Sec. 3. That the time allowed for taking testimony in cases under 
this act shall not exceed 120 days. Such testimony shall be taken in 
the foliowing order: The contestant shall be allowed the first 50 days, 
the Member of the Senate the succeeding 50 days, and the contestant 
in rebuttal the remaining 20 days. 

Sec, 4. That elther party desiring to take a deposition under the 
provisions of this act shall notify the opposite party in writing when 
and where such deposition will be taken, the names of the witnesses 
to be examined and their places of residence, and the name of the 
officer before whom such deposition will be taken, This notice shall 
be personally served upon the opposite party or upon any agent or 
attorney authorized by him to take testimony or to cross-examine 
witnesses in the matter of such contest; but if by the use of reason- 
able diligence such personal service can not be made, service may be 
made by leaving a duplicate of the notice at the usual place of abode 
of the opposite party. The notice shall be served in time to allow 
the opposite party one day for preparation, exclusive of Sundays, 
holidays, and the day of service, and sufficient time by the usual route 
of travel to attend. Testimony in rebuttal may be taken on three 
days’ notice. Testimony may be taken at two or more places at the 
same time. 

Sec. 5. That either party to a contest desiring to obtain testimony 
respecting such election may apply for a subpena to either of the 
following officers who may reside within the State in which the 
election was held: 

First. Any judge of any court of the United States. 

Second. Any chancellor, judge, or justice of a court of record of 
any State. 

Third, Any commissioner or officer appointed by any judge of any 
court of the United States or by any chancellor or judge or justice of 
any court of record of any State to take such testimony. 

Suc. 6. That the officer to whom the application authorized by the 
preceding section is made shall upon such application issue his writ 
of subpeena, directed to such witnesses as shall be named to him, 
requiring their attendance before him, at such time and place named 
in the subpena, in order to be examined respecting such election. 

See. 7. That the parties or their agents or attorneys in any case 
under this act may take depositions without notice by consent in 
writing and by written consent may take depositions before any officer 
authorized in any State to take depositions, and waive proof of the 
official character of such officer, All such written consents shall be 
returned with the depositions, 

Sec, 8. That each witness shall be served with a subpena by a 
copy thereof delivered to him or left at his usual place of abode, but 
no witness shall be required to attend an examination out of the 
county in which he may reside or in which he may be served with a 
subpmna, unless at the time of the service of the subpena he is 
tendered mileage at the rate of 7 cents per mile going to and return- 
ing from the place where such examination is to be held by the 
shortest route, and $3 for one day's attendance, or to remain outside 
of the county in which he lives for more than one day unless for each 
such day there is tendered to him $3 for his living expense. 

Sec. 9. That any person who, haying been summoned as above pro- 
vided, refuses or neglects to attend and to testify, shall, except in case 
of sickness or other unavoidable cause, forfeit the sum of $20, to be 
recovered with costs in an action of debt, in any court of the United 
States, by the party at whose instance the subpona was issued, and 
shall also be guilty of a misdemeanor, and upon conviction shall be 
punished by fine not exceeding $100 or imprisonment for not more 
than six months as the court may direct. All witnesses who attend 
in obedience to the subpena or who attend voluntarily at the time 
and place appointed as proyided in this act shall then and there be 
examined under oath in regard to any matter respecting such con- 
test by either of the parties or their agents, by the officer who issued 
the subpoena, or, in the case of his absence, by any other officer 
authorized by the provisions of this act to issue a subpœna, or, in 
case of his absence, by any officer before whom depositions are to 
be taken by written consent; in case of failure to comply with a sub- 
pena issued in pursuance of this act, or in case of the contumacy 
of any witness appearing for examination under this act, the officer 
who issued such subpena or who is conducting such examination 
may inyoke the aid of any United States district court. The court 
may thereupon order the witness to comply with the requirements of 
the subpæna or to give evidence touching the matter in question, as 
the case may be, and failure to obey such order may be punished by 
the court as a contempt thereof. 

Src. 10. That the testimony to be taken by either party shall be 
confined to the proof or disproof of the facts alleged or denied in the 
notice and answer provided for in this act. 

Sec. 11. That the officer taking the testimony shall cause it to be 
reduced to writing by competent stenographers or such other person 
as he may designate and to be signed by the witness unless such sig- 
nature is expressly waived by the parties to the contest or their 
attorneys. He may require the production of papers, and any person 


who refuses or neglects to produce and deliver up any paper or papers 
in his possession or any certified or sworn copies in the case of 
official papers pertaining to the election shall be liable to all the 
penalties prescribed in this act for witnesses who fail or refuse to 


answer, All papers thus produced and all certified or sworn copies 
of official papers, together with the testimony of the witnesses, shall 
be transmitted by the officer taking the same to the Secretary of the 
Senate, 

Sec. 12. That if any witness refuses to sign the testimony which 
he has given, the officer taking the same shall certify as to the fact 
and shall also certify as to the correctness of the testimony of such 
witness. 

Sec. 13. That the taking of testimony may be adjourned from day 
to day or for a longer period, as may be agreed upon by the parties, 
within the limits provided for in this act. 

Src, 14. That the notice to take depositions, together with the 
proof or acknowledgment of the service thereof, and the copies of 
subpœnas which have been served and of the notice of contest and 
of the answer shall be attached to the depositions and transmitted 
with them to the Secretary of the Senate. 

Sec. 15. That all officers taking testimony under this act, whether 
by deposition or otherwise, shall, when the taking of the same is com- 
pleted, and without unnecessary delay, certify and carefully seal and 
immediately forward the same, by mail or express, to the Secretary of 
the Senate, Washington, D. C., and shall also indorse upon the en- 
yelope containing such deposition or testimony the name of the case in 
which it was taken, together with the name of the party in whose 
behalf it was taken, and shall subscribe such indorsement. 

The Secretary of the Senate, upon the receipt of such deposition or 
testimony, shall notify the contestant and the contestee, by registered 
letter, to appear before him at the Capitol, in person or by attorney at 
such reasonable time, not exceeding 20 days from the mailing of such 
letter, as he may specify. Upon the day appointed for such meeting 
the Secretary shall proceed to open the packages of testimony in the 
presence of the parties or their attorneys, and such portions of the 
testimony as to the parties or their attorneys may agree to have printed 
shall be printed by the Public Printer, under the direction of the Sec- 
retary. In case of disagreement between the parties as to the printing 
of any portion of the testimony, the Secretary shall determine whether 
such portion shall be printed. The Secretary shall prepare a suitable 
index of such testimony to be printed with the record. The notice of 
contest and the answer of the Member shall be printed with the record. 

If either party, after having been duly notified fails to attend, by 
himself or by an attorney, the Secretary shall proceed to open the 
depositions or other testimony and shall cause such portions thereof to 
be printed as he shall determine. 

The Secretary shall carefully seal up and preserve the portions of the 
testimony not printed, together with the otber portions when returned 
from the Public Printer, and lay the same before the Committee on 
Privileges and Elections as soon.as practicable. As soon as the testi- 
mony is printed the Secretary shall, upon request therefor, forward by 
mail two copies thereof to the contestant and to the contestee, and 
shall notify the contestant to file with the Secretary, within 30 days 
thereafter, a brief of the facts and the authorities relied on to establish 
his case. The Secretary shall forward by mail two copies of the con- 
testant's brief to the contestee, with like notice. 

Upon receipt of the contestee’s brief the Secretary shall forward two 
copies thereof to the contestant, who may, if he desires, reply to new 
matter in such brief within 30 days thereafter. All briefs shall be 
printed at the expense of the parties, respectively, and shall be of like 
folio as the printed record; and 60 copies thereof shall be filed with 
the Secretary for the use of the Committee on Privileges and Elections, 

Sec. 16. That every witness required by a subpœna to attend an 
examination under this act shall be entitled to receive 7 cents for each 
mile necessarily traveled in going to and returning from the place 
where such examination is to be held by the shortest possible route 
and $3 for each day’s attendance: Provided, That where the testimony 
is taken at the place of residence of the witness he shall receive $1 for 
each day’s attendance, 

Sec. 17. That any officer taking testimony or serving any subpoena or 
notice as provided in this act shall be entitled to receive from the 
party at whose instance the service was performed such fees as are 
allowed for similar services in the State where such service is rendered. 

Sec. 18. That no Member of the Senate or contestant under this act 
shall be paid any sum on account of expenses in such contest unless he 
files with the clerk of the Committee on Privileges and Elections a full 
and detailed account of his expenses, accompanied by the vouchers and 
receipt for each item, which account and vouchers shall be sworn to by 
the party presenting the same. 


Mr. SPENCER. I suggest an amendment, on page 1, line 3, 
to insert before the word “election,” the word “future,” so 
that there will be no doubt that it applies merely to future 
election contests. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be stated. 
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The Reantne CrerK. In section 2, page i, line 8, before the 
word “election,” it is proposed to insert the word “future,” so 
as to read: 


That any person who intends to contest the future election of a 
Member of the United States Senate shall 


And so forth. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment offered by the Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, let me ask the Senator a ques- 
tion before the amendment is voted upon. As I understand, 
there are a number of contested-election cases threatened, and 
it may be that the contestants and the contestees will be will- 
ing to ayail themselves, or to have the Senate avail itself, of 
the machinery which is provided in this bill. It strikes me that 
if we put in the word “future” that it might be an impediment 
to such action. 

Mr. SPENCER. There is no reason why the parties to any 
pending election-contest case could not by consent avail them- 
selyes of this machinery; but this bill is mandatory, and many 
of its provisions would now be impossible of compliance, in 
view of the time which has elapsed since the election. As 
applied to the future it would be mandatory; but the parties 
to present election contests by consent might avail themselves 
of the provisions of the bill. 

Mr. HEFLIN. It could read “hereafter elected.“ 

Mr. SPENCER. I have suggested that the word “future” 
be inserted to carry out precisely that idea, and I doubt if the 
words suggested by the Senator are any better. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Very well. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I should Uke to 
make an inguiry of the Senator. How does this proposed act 
correspond with the act concerning contests in the House of 
Representatives? 

Mr. SPENCER. It is substantially the same. There are 
some changes, designed partiy for expediting consideration and 
partly in reference to the testimony to be taken. Instead of 
allowing testimony to be taken before a notary public, it is 
required that some court of record of a State shall designate 
a commissioner or a master, so that there will be a little more 
dignity in the taking of the testimony. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. But in essential particulars they 
are identical. i 7 

Mr. SPENCER. The practical working is precisely the 
game as with regard to election contests in the House of 
Representatives. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Why should there not be one act 
providing identical procedure in both Houses? 

Mr. SPENCER. I do not know of any reason why there 
should not be, and the passage of this bill may result in that 
being brought about. This measure might be a step in that 
direction. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. It can not result in that, because 
it refers merely to contests in the Senate. It seems to me, 
inasmuch as the procedure in the election is exactly the same, 
that the preliminary procedure in the matter of . contests 
should be the same. 

Mr. SPENCER. Would it not be reasonable to suppose as 
to the Senator’s suggestion, which has a great deal of merit, 
that when this measure comes before the Committee on Elec- 
tiens of the House of Representatives they might add to it a 
provision in regard to contests in the House of Representa- 
tives? As a matter of courtesy the suggestion ought to origi- 
nate with them, but they could send the measure back embody- 
ing such provisions as are indicated by the Senator from 
Montana, The bill probably will not be passed at this session, 
but it is a step in that direction. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 

Jo the amendment offered by the Senator from Missouri. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 3300) to fix the salaries of officers and employ- 
ees of the Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia, the 
Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, the United States 
Court of Claims, and the United States Court of Customs Ap- 
peals was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let that bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 3316) to amend an act entitled An act to pro- 
vide for the consolidation of national banking associations,” 
approved November 7, 1918; to amend section 5186 as amended, 


section 5137, section 5188 as amended, section 5142, section 
5150, section 6155, section 5190, section 5200 as amended, sec- 
tion 5202 as amended, section 5208 as amended, section 5211 
as amended, of the Revised Statutes of the United States; and 
to amend section 9, section 13, sertion 22, and section 24 of the 
Federal reserve act, and for other purposes, was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. SMOOT. It is impossible to consider that bill before 
2 o'clock, and I ask that it may go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over, 

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 109) proposing an amend- 
ment to the Constitution of the United States relative to the 
adoption of amendments thereto was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I ask that that joint resolution, 
go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint resolution will be 
passed over. 


CAPT. WILLIAM REES RUSH, UNITED STATES NAVY 


The bill (S. 1187) to commission Capt. William Rees Rush 
as a rear admiral on the retired list of the Navy was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. I ask that that bill go over. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, this bill was introduced by 
my predecessor, the late Senator Lodge. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
withhold his objection? 

Mr. KING. I withhold my objection in order that the Sena- 
tor from Massachusetts may make his statement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Utah with- 
holds his objection. 

Mr. BUTLER. The action contemplated by the bill is the 
appointment as a rear admiral on the retired list of Capt. 
William Rees Rush. That action has been recommended by the 
Secretary of the Navy, The bill was carefully considered by 
the Committee on Naval Affairs, and the recommendation of 
the Secretary was approved by the committee and a report 
submitted to the Senate. 

The circumstances briefly stated are these: Captain Rush 
had a distinguished service for a long period and retired from 
the service just before the war—I think in 1916—as a captain. 
During the entire period of the war, however, he served at the 
Boston Navy Yard with great usefulness and was commended 
for his service during that period by the Secretary of the 
Navy, who recommended his promotion to rear admiral. I hope 
3 the bill may receive the favorable consideration of the 

nate. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, it seems to me it would be set- 
ting a very bad precedent, after a man leaves the Navy or 
mas the Army as a result of voluntarily resigning or re- 

ng— 

Mr. BUTLER. This officer was on the retired list. 

Mr. KING. He did not resign afterwards? 

5 BUTLER. He did not resign. He was on the retired 

Mr. KING. I ask the Senator whether he believes that any 
precedent will be established by this legislation that might 
be deleterious to the service? 

Mr. BUTLER. I understand not. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator 
a question? Did this officer return to active duty at the out- 
break of the war against Germany? 

Mr. BUTLER. He returned to active duty at the Boston 
Navy Yard and stayed there during the period of the war. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. And the idea is now that his services 
as a captain during the war on active duty, transferred tem- 
porarily from the retired list, were of such a character as to 
warrant his promotion? 

Mr. BUTLER. That appears by the report of the Sec- 
retary of the Navy. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, I will have just this 
to say, because I am not at all familiar with Captain Rush's 
record: If this bill should become law, he will be the only 
officer of either the Army or the Navy who has received recog- 
nition of this kind. No matter how distinguished the services 
of other officers, we have not passed any act of Congress con- 
ferring promotion of any kind upon an officer on the retired 
list of the Regular Army or the regular Navy since the war. 
In fact, there is only one officer in the military services of the 
United States who has received any recognition in the matter 
of promotion of a permanent character for distinguished serv- 
ice during the war, and that is General Pershing. He was 
made a full general for life. 

Mr. BUTLER. I should like to call the attention of the 
Senator from New York to the report of the committee: 


1925 
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The records of the department show further that he was examined 
by a board of rear admirals for promotion to the grade of rear ad- 
miral in 1916 and that the board did not recommend him for such 


promotion. Subsequently he was transferred to the retired list on 
October 9, 1916, upon his own application after the completion of 40 
years’ service, 

In view of the excellent service of Captain Rush on active duty as 
commandant of the navy yard, Boston, Mass., since his retirement, 
which service covered the period of the late war, the department 
recommends that the bill S. 1187 be enacted. 


The matter was examined by the Committee on Naval Af- 
fairs, and this report was made on it by Mr. Lodge, then a 
member of the committee, May 31, 1924. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I will cut the matter short. I 
ask the Senator to forgive me for objecting. I should like to 
look into the case a little more and see what the effect of pass- 
ing the bill will be. In the light of the statement made by the 
Senator from New York, I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made. 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, I hope the Senator will not 
do that. This is the only opportunity there will be of passing 
this bill, It has been here for a great many years. I hope 
the Senator will withhold the objection for a minute. 

Mr. KING. I will withhold it for a moment. 

Mr. SWANSON. I know about this case. The bill has been 
reported repeatedly. During the war, when people worked day 
and night and were especially eficient during war time, pro- 
motions of this kind and character have been made. Nobody 
did more than the Boston Navy Yard during the war. It was 
efficient. It was capably administered. This man worked day 
and night. He received commendation from every source. He 
would have been W rear admiral except for some little defect, 
or something of that kind, in connection with his promotion. 

Mr. KING. No; he failed in the examination. 

Mr. SWANSON. I say, there was some little defect in his 
examination for the eligible list. After that he went on active 
duty. He showed more capacity, more ability, than would 
have entitled him to be promoted, irrespective of the fact that 
he was not promoted by the board that examined him. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The Senator will recollect—I think I 
am not mistaken—that General Goethals was a retired Army 
officer at the time we went into the World War. He came back 
to active duty and did a task infinitely larger than the task 
performed by this officer, great as his was. He received no 
promotion for it. 

Mr. KING. I insist on my objection. 

Mr. SWANSON. I should like to say, in this connection, that 
the old law was that a man was usually retired at one grade 
higher than he held when he was retired. .That law was re- 
pealed about seven or eight years ago in the Navy. It was the 
law until that time. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. 
Civil War. 

Mr. SWANSON. No; not entirely. It was a general law 
which we repealed; and consequently we thought that there- 
after, when a man was retired at a grade higher than the grade 
he held at the time, it ought to be for peculiar achievements, 
and because of what he had done. Most officers have been re- 
tired at one grade higher than the grade they held when they 
were retired. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Not one in the last 10 years, 

Mr. SWANSON. That was the old law, but we repealed 
that law about 1912 or 1913. I forget the exact date. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. That was about 10 years ago. 

Mr. SWANSON. We decided at that time that if a man was 
to be retired at a grade higher than the one he held at the 
time, it ought to be on account of special service; and I think 
these cases of special service are entitled to consideration. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, I have no objection to 
this bill solely on its merits relating to this officer; but if we 
are going to reward officers who served in the military services 
during the war, we should do it by general legislation and not 
by individual bills, picking out this officer or that officer who 
may secure enough support in the Congress to get his promo- 
tion, whereas other officers who have not friends, who were not 
represented by the leader of the majority in the United States 
Senate, have no chance at all for recognition. I think it is 
dangerous legislation. 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, if the Senator will permit 
me, I think exactly the reverse is the case. 

Mr. KING. I call for the regular order. 

Mr. SWANSON. The only way in which we could have a 
general law would be by providing that anyone who had served 
during the war should be retired at one grade higher than the 
rank he held at the time. That would be a general law. I do 


For officers who had served in the 


not think they are entitled to it except in special cases; and I 
think Congress has been disposed, as it has done in several 
cases, to retire people at a grade higher than they held during 
the war when they performed special service. It seems to me 
the wiser course is to abolish the general law retiring a man 
who seryed during the World War at one grade higher than he 
held at the time of retirement and to give such retirement at a 
higher grade to special cases. Congress would very rarely 
bestow it except in deserving cases, because one objection would 
prevent it. I think this is a case where it should be conferred. 
j Soe PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Utah ob- 
ects 

Mr. KING. Ido. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
next bill on the calendar. 


INDEMNITY FOR DAMAGES CAUSED BY AMERICAN FORCES ABROAD 


The bill (S. 3408) to amend an act entitled “An act to give 
indemnity for damages caused by American forces abroad,” 
approved April 18, 1918, and for other purposes, was considered 
as in Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. KING. Let the bill be read. 
nee PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will read the 

The reading clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the first section of an act entitled “An act 
to give indemnity for damages caused by American forces abroad,” 
approved April 18, 1918, be, and hereby is, amended to read as follows: 

“That claims, including claims in admiralty arising from operations 
of the Army Transport Service in connection with American forces 
abroad, of the nationals of any foreign government not an enemy or 
ally of an enemy, for damages caused by American military forces 
may be presented to any officer designated by the President, and when 
approved by such an officer shall be paid under regulations made by 
the Secretary of War." 

Sec. 2. That the provision relating to sale of ordnance stores to 
Cuba, contained in the act of August 29, 1916 (39 Stat. L. p. 643), 
be, and the same is hereby, amended to read as follows: 

“The Secretary of War is hereby authorized to sell, at average 
current prices as determined by him, plus the cost of overhead, pack- 
ing, handling, and transportation, to the Government of Cuba such 
articles and quantities of individual and organization equipment as 
may be desired by that Government for the equipment of its troops 
and as may be in accordance with the policy approved by the President 
of the United States: Provided, That funds arising from such sales 
shall be available to replace articles disposed of and services rendered 
hereunder with similar articles and services.” 


Mr. KING. Mr. President, I should like to ask the Senator 
from New York to state wherein this bill changes existing law. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, existing law permits 
the War Department to settle claims brought against it by the 
nationals of foreign countries for damages caused by the 
American military forces. There was not included in that 
law, however, any proyision for the settlement of claims aris- 
ing from the operations of Army transports. The result is 
that there are some valid claims pending against the American 
Government as the result of damage inflicted by American 
transport vessels in the harbors of the allied countries in load- 
ing and unloading troops and supplies. There is no provision 
under the law by which the Secretary of War can settle those 
claims. My information is that they are not very extensive in 
character, but it really is a rather disgraceful state of affairs 
that we have never paid them, The Secretary of War can not 
even consider them under the statute to-day, as I understand. 

Mr. KING. Is the bill recommended by the Secretary of 
War? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes; it is recommended by the Secre- 
tary of War. 

Mr. FLETCHER. A similar bill passed the House at one 
time. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes; the House passed a similar bill 
on another occasion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill is before the Senate 
as in Committee of the Whole and open to amendment. If 
there be no amendment to be proposed, the bill will be reported 
to the Senate. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

TRANSFER OF MATERIALS TO AGRICULTURAL DEPARTMENT 


The bill (H. R. 7269) to authorize and direct the Secretary 
of War to transfer certain materials, machinery, and equip- 
ment to the Department of Agriculture was announced as next 
in order. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. This bill was considered by 
the Senate on January 31, and there is an amendment pending, 
offered by the Senator from South Dakota [Mr, Norsxck], 
which will be stated by the Secretary. 

The Reapinc Cerk. On page 2, line 2, it is proposed to 
stike out “1,500” and to insert in lieu thereof “750.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, I can not consent to 
that amendment. Here is the situation, if it is of interest to 
Senators: This bill as passed by the House would have re- 
quired the War Department to turn over to the Department of 
Agriculture, which in turn would have handed these machines 
over to the States for road-building purposes, 1,500 five-ton 


caterpillar tractors, complete with tools and spare parts. Upon 


inquiry we found that if 1,500 of these tractors were taken 
away from the Army and turned over to the Department of 
Agriculture, it would leave with the Army seven tractors. 

Mr. KING. Why turn over any? 


Mr. WADSWORTH. I may say that the War Department 
has been playing Santa Claus to the States now for four or 


five years. Something like 40,000 motor vehicles have been 
turned over to the States from the War Department, or, if 


not to the States, to other Federal departments. They have | 


got down now to rock bottom. If this bill should pass in the 
form in which it passed the House, it would leave the Army 


with no reserve of caterpillar tractors to haul artillery at all; 


so I can not accept the amendment. 

Mr. KING. I object. 

Mr. ASHURST, Let us withdraw the amendment and pass 
the bill. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Have the committee amendments been 
agreed to? j . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Woas in the chair). 
The Chair is advised that the committee amendments have 
been agreed to. 

Mr. SMOOT. I do not think it would be proper to pass upon 
the bill with the author of the amendment absent from the 
Chamber, and I shall have to ask, at least, that it be tempo- 
rarily passed over. 

‘The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be temporarily 
passed over without prejudice. 


BILL AND RESOLUTION PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 8372) to provide safeguards for future Federal 
irrigation development and an equitable adjustment of exist- 
ing accounts on Federal irrigation projects, and for other pur- 
poses, was announced as next in order, 

Mr. SMOOT. Let that go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The resolution (S. Res, 223) authorizing the appointment of 
a special committee to investigate the Federal farm loan sys- 
tem and the Federal Farm Loan Board was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. SMOOT. Let that go over. = 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The resolution will be passed 
over. 

AMENDMENT OF COTTON FUTURES ACT 


The bill (S. 386) to amend section 5 of tle United States 
cotton futures act, approved August 11, 1916, as amended, was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, I realize that other Senators want 
their bills passed, and I ask unanimous consent to take up this 
bill and kindred bills immediately after 2 o'clock. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Chair will state that all 
that can be done at this time is to act upon these bills or pass 
them ‘over. 

Mr. DIAL. Very well. I want to give notice, then, that I 
expect to move at the earliest opportunity to take up that bill 
and the one that follows it. . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senate bill 386 and Senate bill 
8197, to amend section 5 of the United States cotton futures 
act to enable the buyer of a cotton- futures contract to demand 
actual delivery in fulfillment thereof prior to the close of the 
delivery month, will be passed over. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I hope the Senator from South 
Carolina will not give that notice and have it carried out at 2 
o'clock, because there is unfinished business, and we want to 
make some disposition of it. 

Mr. DIAL. I want to be perfectly agreeable. I want those 
bills passed on at an early date for a special reason. I do 
not want to move to amend another bill, and I hope the Senator 
will help me in getting a vote on those two bills, I want to 


‘accommodate other ‘Senators as muchas possible, but I want to 
iget up those bills at a very early hour. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
next bill on the calendar. 
J. M. FARREDL 


The bill (H. R. 2745) for the relief of J. M. Farrell was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
‘dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

CODIFICATION AND REVISION OF LAWS OF THE UNITED STATES 


The joint resolution (S..J. Res. 141) providing for the ap- 
pointment of a commission to consolidate, codify, and revise 
and reenact the general and permanent laws of the United 
States in force December 2, 1923, was considered as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole and was read, as follows: 


Whereas the President of the United States in his annual message: 
to the Congress dated December 6, 1923, recommended that a com- 
‘mission or committee be ‘created to undertake ‘a ‘revision of the statute 
law of the United States: Therefore de it 

Resolved, eto. First. That a commission of three persons, experts in 
the statute law of the United States, and of whom at least two shall 
‘be members of ‘the bar, be appointed by the President of ‘the United 
States to consolidate, codify, revise, and reenact the general and per- 
(manent laws of ‘the United States ‘In force December 2, 1923, and to 
report to the President within one year from the date of appointment. 

Second. That the commission shall be at liberty to adopt the matter 
contained In H. R. 12, passed by the House of Representatives Jan- 
uary 15, 1924, as the basis of such bill as it may recommend for 
‘enactment. 

Third. That In making and submitting a draft of such bill the 
commission shall 

(a) Deal with all legislation in the body of the bill without resort 
to the use of an appendix or supplement. 

(b) Include in ‘the bill a system of convenient cross references and 
an adequate index. 

Fourth. That each of the commissioners shall receive the sum of 
$7,500 as compensation for his services. 

Fifth. That the commission shall have authority to employ in its 
discretion clerical and stenographic assistants. 

Sixth. That the officers of the various departments of the Govern- 
ment be, and they ‘hereby are, requested actively to cooperate with 
said commission in perfecting the laws relating to their respective 
departments. 

Seventh. That there is hereby appropriated for the payment of the 
compensation of the commissioners and for the expenses of the com- 
mission, out of any moneys in the Treasury not otherwise appro- 
priated, the sum ‘of $30,000, or so much thereof as may be necessary. 


The joint resolution was reported to the Senate without 
amendment, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 3445) to provide for the reorganization and 
more effective coordination of the executive branch of the 
Government, to create the department of education and re- 
lief, and for other purposes, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. SMOOT. Let that go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 594) for the relief of Wynona A. Dixon was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. SMOOT. Let that go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 2083) for the relief of Philip T. Post was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. SMOOT. Let that go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

ROBERT G. HILTON 


The bill (H. R. 2656) to permit the correction of the general 
account of Robert G. Hilton, former Assistant Treasurer of 
the United States, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. HOWELL. Let that go over. 

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, I hope the Senator will with- 
draw his objection, and I think perhaps when I make an ex- 
planation he will be willing to do so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 


Nebraska withhold his objection? 

Mr. HOWELL. I withhold my objection. 

Mr. BRUCE. When this bill came up the last time the 
Senator from Nebraska made the point that no circumstances 
were brought to the attention of the Senate justifying the 
inference that this shortage in the accounts of this sub- 
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treasurer was not due to misconduct on the part of the sub- 
treasurer himself. In addition to the other testimony before 
the Senate when the bill came up the last time I have obtained 
a statement giving, it seems to me, just the sort of circum- 
stances the inquiry of the Senator suggested he thought should 
be given. If the Senator will allow me, I will read that state- 
ment. It is under date of February 13, 1925, from Robert G. 
Hilton, who is the president of the Farmers Trust & Bank- 
ing Co., of Rockville, Md. He states in this letter: 


Hon. WILLIAM CARELE BRUCE, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. 0. 

Dear SENATOR: Pursuant to our conversation yesterday I am writing 
you such information es I have in connection with the shortage dis- 
covered at the closing of the Baltimore Subtreasury January 11, 12, 
13, and 14, 1921, a bill (H. R. 2656) having been introduced by Rep- 
resentatives ZiHLMAN, Republican, sixth district of Maryland; passed 
by the House of Representatives, and is now on the Senate calendar 
for consideration. 

Mr. Huddleston, then Chief of Division of Public Moneys of the 
Treasury Department, Washington, D. C., called the subtreasury by 
long distance telephone about 5 p. m. on January 10, 1921, and in- 
formed Mr. Charles P, Hammond, cashier, that he would be there the 
following morning to close up the subtreasury in accordance with an 
act of Congress directing the closing of all subtreasuries before the end 
of the fiscal year, June 80, 1921. Mr. Huddleston had then closed 
four or five of the nine subtreasuries. He arrived early the morning 
of the lith, bringing with him Mr. McCanghtry, Mr. Hulbirt, and two 
other officials from the Treasury Department, 17 laborers picked at 
rondom from a bunch of applicants. This force was equal in num- 
ber to the subtreasury force, and made a very crowded condition in 
the cages and around the vaults. 


In other words, Mr. Hilton had no control of the removal of 
this specie. The matter was entirely in the handsof one of the 
officials of the Treasury Department, who was aided by this large 
number of laborers, who were, to use the expression in this 
letter, “picked at random from a bunch of applicants.” ‘The 
letter continues: 


Mr. Huddleston assumed entire charge of the checking and directing 
the romoyal of about $24,000,000 of money, consisting of 6,000 bags of 
silver dollars of $1,000 each, large quantity of fractional silver, three 
or four millions of gold coin, and the remainder im currency of all 
descriptions. 

The coin checked to the penny, but some counterfeit coin, some 
plugged, some Mexican dollars, and even a few trade dollars were 
found in the silver when it was opened at the mint in Philadelphia. 
Some of the coin had been packed as far back as 1896 and kept in 
sealed compartments in the basement vault and passed by the Treasury 
Department inspectors from one subtreasurer to another until the 
closing. This money was charged to me as a shortage, but later my 
account was given credit for same by the department. 

Tm the basement vault was stored at this time $1,800,000 in $1 notes 
tn packages of 1,000 notes, making 1,800 packages. These were 
counted out of the vault by two subtreasury and two Treasury De- 
partment men and loaded on small trucks, carried to the main floor 
and stacked in a teller’s cage, awaiting the arrival of mail bags from 
the city post office to ship this money to Washington by parcel post. 
There was a delay of about two hours before these packages were 
packed in mail bags by Mr. Huddleston, personally, and several of his 
men, and two packages were missing. making $2,000 of the shortage. 
This was on the second day of the closing. 


In other words, while the task of removal was being actually 
accomplished, and when the removal was not under the control 
of Mr. Hilton at all, but was under the control of this official 
of the Treasury, who, of course, I have every reason to believe 
was a man of the very highest standing, and persons employed 
by him, after a check had actually been made of these particu- 
lar bags of money that were to be removed, $2,000 was missing, 
showing that external influences of some kind or other, en- 
tirely independent of Mr. Hilton, the subtreasurer himself, who 
had no control over the situation, were at work to filch from 
the Goyernment a part of the money that was being removed. 

I continue reading: 


All money in both vaults was in the custody of Mr. James McD. 
White, vault custodian, a clyii-service employee, who had been in the 
subtreasury for 20 years. Mr. White was directed by Mr. Huddleston 
to place the gold currency with the tellers for verification preparatory 
to shipment to Washington, and he removed from the main vault the 
contents of one sealed compartment, being $840,000 in $10, $20, $50, 
and $100 notes in packages of 1,000 bills, to the assorting teller’s cage, 
in charge of Mr. Joseph Newberger, also a eivil-service employee, who 
had been employed in the subtreasury for over 20 years, 


In other words, the operations of this body of laborers were 
directed, of course, by responsible officials connected with the 
Treasury Department. 


Mr. Newberger, without knowing the amount, checked it by pack- 
ages and reported it correct and signed the usual receipt to the vault 
for the amount. Mr. Newberger worked on this money for the re- 
mainder of the day; belng unable to finish the counting, he requested 
the vault to take it back over night, and in transferring it back to 
the vault three packages of $10 notes were missing —$30,000, 


That is the $30,000 for which refund is asked. 


Mr. Newberger's cage was closed, but not locked, and was adjoining 
the cage from which the $2,000 in ones were taken and where the 
laborers were assisting Mr. Huddleston in bagging the 1,800 packages 
of ones. The laborers were working in the aisle in front of New- 
berger's cage.. 

The secret service of the Treasury Department made a thorongh 
investigation of the matter and was unable to fix the blame or locate 
the cause. They also took the matter up with the United States dis- 
trict attorney in Baltimore, but had no testimony or facts that would 
warrant an arrest. 

All the employees of the Baltimore Subtreasury, such as Charles P. 
Hammond, cashier; James McD. White, vault custodian; Frank L. 
Reid, assistant vault custodian; J. J. Muir, recelving teller; Mr. Pierce, 
teller—the chief officers—were taken over by the Baltimore Branch 
Federal Reserve Bank and continged in similar positions, Mr. White 
and Mr. Reid continuing In charge of the vault and cash for said bank, 
and the same surety company went on new bonds for them, showing 
very conclusively the reputation and confidence these men possessed. 

Now, just a line as to personal responsibility. The subtreasury was 
So arranged that I conld not and did not come in contact with any 
funds of any character; the money was passed from the vault custodian 
to the tellers and back again on receipts and by denominations and 
character, and any shortage would have been discovered immediately. 
The system was in operation when T took charge and was not changed. 
It had the full approval of the Treasury Department and had been iu 
operation for years, with an occasional change by the department. 

For information I might add that the shortage is held to exist from 
the fact that the book balance and cash balance failed to agree, but 
there has never been any audit of the books and no check up by the 
department since January, 1916, although the Iaw required an annual 
check by the department. This was waived by the department in 1917, 
when Naval Officer Diggs, now Judge Diggs, of the Maryland Court of 
Appeals, declined to sign the annual report without a check of the 
funds, 

In conclusion, will say that I am informed by the Treasury Depart- 
ment that Congress has in every case extended the necessary relief 
where the Assistant Treasurer was shown to have had no contact with 
the funds. In fact, Congress within the past few years passed a bill to 
relieve the Hon. John Burke, Treasurer of the United States, for short- 
ages in the department during his administration, and this is a very 
similar case, as the Secretary of the Treasury makes about the same 
recommendation in each case. 

T sincerely hope the Senate will pass the bill and enable the Treas- 
ury Department to close their books, as It is eminently unfair to hold 
me or my bend for a loss I could neither foresee nor prevent, nor can 
I recover on the bends of the men who actually handled the funds, 
being unable to fix definitely the responsibility. 


I submit to the Senator from Nebraska that that supplies the 
very information which he seems to have desired. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska object to the consideration of the bill? 

Mr. HOWELL. I withdraw my objection. 

Mr. BRUCE. I am very much obliged to the Senator. I felt 
sure he would withdraw his objection when I had made this 
explanation. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which was read, as 
follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the Treasury and the Comp- 
troller General of the United States be, and they are hereby, author- 
ized and directed to credit in the accounts of the Treasurer of the 
United States the sum of $32,000, now carried in the accounts of the 
office of the Assistant Treasurer of the United States at Baltimore, 
Må., and representing a balance due the United States from Robert G. 
Hilton, former Assistant Treasurer of the United States, when the sub- 
treasury at Baltimore was discontinued January 14, 1921, in the 
amount of money belonging to the United States while in the custody 
of said Assistant Treasurer, the loss of sald money having occurred 
through no fault or negligence on the part of said Assistant Treasurer; 
and for this purpose the sum of $32,000 is hereby appropriated out of 
any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 


3802 


! ⅛TL——:. eee 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 


dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 1589) for the relief of Caleb Aber was an- 


nounced as next in order. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill goes over under ob- 


jection. 
The bill (H. R. 21) to amend the patent and trade-mark 
laws, and for other purposes, was announced as next in order. 


Mr. KING. Let that go over. : 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


NAVAL RESERVE AND A MARINE CORPS RESERVE 


The bill (S. 1807) to provide for the creation, organization, 
administration, and maintenance of a naval reserve and a 
Marine Corps reserve was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. I suggest to my able friend, the Senator from 
Nevada [Mr. Oppvre], that in the five minutes remaining before 
2 o'clock we can not pass that bill. 

Mr. ODDIE. I understand that 
heretofore made have been withdrawn. I would like to state 
that House bill 9634 is to be substituted for the Senate bill, and 
T think if there is no objection the bill could be passed in a very 
few minutes. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, may I make a statement? 
When this bill was up for consideration before I asked that it 
go over in order that a complete examination might be made as 
to what changes in existing law would be effected by the enact- 
ment of the measure. I had that examination made. I have a 
complete report as to the changes which would be made in 
existing law, and I want to say to my colleague that I think 
the bill now under consideration will present the matter in 
better form for administration than does the existing law. 
There is no increase of the number of officers of the Navy pro- 
vided for in any way. While I objected before, I shall not 
object now. If my colleague desires to see this report of the 
changes which would be made in existing law by the enactment 
of the bill I shall be very glad to give it to him. 

Mr. KING. As far as I am concerned, I have no objection 
to the bill. It is a very long measure, and is very important, 
and I supposed that it would be impossible in four or five min- 
utes to give it the consideration which its importance required, 

Mr. ODDIE. If there is no objection, I ask that the bill be 
taken up and passed. Would that be satisfactory to the 
Senator from Utah? 

Mr. SMOOT. That is perfectly satisfactory to me. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I understand this is the Senate bill that 
is now under consideration? 

Mr. ODDIE. I asked that House bill 9634 be now substi- 
tuted for the Senate bill, with some amendments. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Has the Senator offered the House bill 
as a substitute? 

Mr. ODDIN. Yes; I have offered the House bill as a sub- 
stitute. 

Mr. SMOOT. I do not know what the House bill contains. 

Mr. ODDIB: There are certain amendments which the Sen- 
ate committee has made, with which the Senator from Utah 
is familiar, as he is with the statements which have heretofore 
been made in regard to the bill. 

Mr. SMOOT. Is the Senator now referring to the bill which 
appears on the calendar? 

Mr. ODDIE. Yes; it is House bill 9634, and the Senate 
committee has proposed a few amendments. 

Mr. SMOOT. What is the calendar number? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is Order of Business 930. 
As the Chair understands, the Senator from Nevada asks 
that the Senate proceed to the consideration of Order of Busi- 
ness 930, House bill 9634, to provide for the creation, organi- 
zation, administration, and maintenance of a Naval Reserve 
and a Marine Corps Reserve. 

Mr. FLETCHER. We might just as well take up the House 


the objections to the bill 


bill. 

Mr. SMOOT I want to be assured that the House Dill is 
the same as the Senate bill, because the information I have 
collected and gathered is with reference to the Senate bill and 
not with reference to the House bill. 


Mr. ODDIE. There have been a few little changes made. 
Mr, SMOOT. Can the Senator state what those changes 
are? 


Mr. ODDIE. I can go over them briefly. 

Mr. SMOOT. We are to take up the calendar again to- 
morrow morning X 

Mr. ODDIE. I will ask that the bill go over, Mr. President, 
because it is 2 o'clock now. 
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RETIREMENT OF WORLD WAR OFFICERS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour of 2 o'clock having 
arrived, the Chair lays before the Senate the unfinished busi- 
ness, which is Senate bill 33. 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the 
consideration of the bill (S. 33) making eligible for retirement 
under certain conditions officers of the Army of the United 
States, other than officers of the Regular Army, who incurred 
physical disability in line of duty while in the service of the 
United States during the World War. 

Mr. CURTIS. I submit the following unanimous-consent 
agreement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Kansas 
submits a unanimous-consent agreement, which the Secretary 
will state. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 


It is agreed by unanimous consent that on the calendar day of Friday, 
February 20, 1925, at 4 o'clock p. m., the Senate will proceed to vote, 
without further debate, upon any amendment that may be pending, 
any amendment that may be offered, and upon the bill (S. 33) 
making eligible for retirement under certain conditions officers of 
the United States, other than officers of the Regular Army, who 
incurred physical disability in line of duty while in the service of the 
United States during the World War, through the regular parila- 
mentary stages to its final disposition. 


Mr. CURTIS. I want simply to state that I understand 
all the amendments have been agreed to. Under the rule, a 
goro must be developed before this agreement can be entered 

0. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair). 
The Secretary will call the roll. 

The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Sena- 
tors answered to their names: 


Ashurst Ferris McKellar Shields 

n Fess McKinley Shipstead 
Bayard Fletcher McLean Shortridge 
Bingham Frazier MeNar, Simmons 

rah George Mayfield Smith 
Brookhart Glass eans Smoot 
Broussa Gooding Metcalf Spencer 
Bruce Hale Moses Stanfield 
Bursum Harreld Neely Stanley 
Butler Harris Norbeck Stephens 
Cameron Harrison Norris Sterling 
Capper Heflin die Swanson 
Caraway Howell Overman Trammell 
Copeland Johnson, Calif, Pepper Underwood 
Couzens Johnson, Minn, Phipps Wadsworth 
Curtis Jones, N. Mex. Pittman Walsh, Mass. 
Dale Jones, Wash. Ralston Walsh, Mont. 
Dial Kendrick Ransdell Watson 
Dill Keyes Reed, Mo. Wheeler 
Edge Kin Reed, Pa Willis 
Edwards Lad Robinson 
Fernald Lenroot Sheppard 


Mr. HARRISON. I desire to announce that the senior Sena- 
tor from Rhode Island [Mr. Gerry] is detained on account of 


illness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty-six Senators have an- 
swered to their names. A quorum is present. The Senator 
ages pangas submits a unanimous-consent request, which will 

read. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 


Ordered, by unanimous consent, that on the calendar day of Frl- 
day, February 20, 1925, at 4 o'clock p. m., the Senate will proceed to 
vote without further debate upon any amendment that may be pend- 
ing, any amendment that may be offered, and upon the bill (S. 33) 
making eligible for retirement under certain conditions, officers of the 
Army of the United States, other than officers of the Regular Army, 
who incurred physical disability in line of duty while in the service of 
the United States during the World War, through its regular parlia- 
mentary stages to its final disposition. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I am very much in favor of 
the bill, but I ask that the hour be changed to 2 o'clock. 

Mr. KING. But we have already arranged for 4 o'clock. 

Mr. ASHURST. I object unless the hour is made 2 o'clock. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I hope an arrangement will be made to 
vote on the bill. It has been pending a long time. I suggest 
to the Senator from Utah that he yield to the request of the 
Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. ASHURST. I will compromise on 2 o'clock. z 

Mr. KING. But the Senator's request was for 2 o'clock., 
That is no compromise. 

3827 ASHURST. I object unless the hour is fixed at 2 
o'clock. 

Mr. CURTIS. I will change the hour to 2 o'clock and ask 
unanimous consent on that basis. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
agreement as modified? The Chair hears none, and the unani- 
mous-consent agreement is entered into, 


ORDER FOR EVENING SESSION 


Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I now submit a unanimous- 
consent request, which I send to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The unanimons-consent re- 
guest will be read for information of the Senate. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 


Ordered, by unanimous consent, that on the calendar day of Mon- 
day, February 16, 1925, at not later than 5 o’clock p. m., the unfinished 
business, if there be any, shall be temporarily laid aside and the Sen- 
ate shall proceed to the consideration of executive business, and at the 
conclusion of executive business the Senate shall take a recess until 
8 o'clock p. m.; that at the evening session nothing shall be considered 
except District bills, to be taken up in the following order: 


Order) B! No. Subject 


1069 4207. Traffic reguiations in the District of Columbia. 

1049 3 Ere foar TOTA Cat, ap r A honie of iDo Distrik: 

7065 2264_ Closing of Thirty-fo Place (St. Albans Cathedral). 

998 S. 3017... Establishing a board of public welfare. 

1115 S. 4253... To. create a Planning co on 

1055 8. 4191 3 v y merger of railways in the District of 
‘olambia. 


and that the evening session shall not last beyond 11 o'clock p. m. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 

Mr. BORAH. I wish the Senator from Kansas would explain 
the purport of the request. 

Mr. CURTIS. It is that at 5 o'clock this afternoon the un- 
finished business, if there be any unfinished business, shall be 
temporarily laid aside and the Senate proceed to the considera- 
tion of executive business, which I believe will last only a few 
minutes; that at the conclusion of the executive session the 
Senate take a recess until 8 o'clock to-night, and at to-night’s 
session, which shall not last longer that 11 o'clock, the District 
bills mentioned in the list be taken up, which involve all the 
measures that were in the list contained in the unanimous-con- 
sent agreement for last Friday night except the rent bili. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator means measures that were to 
have been taken up on last Friday night? 

Mr. CURTIS. Yes. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Has the Senator considered the advisability 
and practicability of suggesting an agreement providing for a 
limitation of debate on the measures? I make the suggestion 
and express the thought for the reason that there is little indica- 
tion, unless some limitation of debate is made, that more than 
ene of the measures will be considered to-night. 

Mr. CURTIS. I ask unanimous consent that debate may be 
limited to 10 minutes on the bill, and 10 minutes on each amend- 
ment. 

Mr. ROBINSON. That is to say, no Senator shall speak 
longer than 10 minutes on the bill or any amendment. 

Mr. CURTIS. Yes; nor speak more than once. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the unani- 
mous-consent agreement proposed by the Senator from Kansas? 

Mr. McKELLAR, Will the Senator from Kansas explain his 
last proposal? 

Mr. CURTIS. The last proposal is that debate be limited to 
10 minutes on any bill or any amendment. 

Mr. McKELLAR. There is one bill in the list, the merger 
bill, that is a very important measure, and I do not think debate 
ought to be limited on it. I have no objection to a limitation on 
the other bills. 

Mr. CURTIS, I am willing to except the merger bill. We 
would like to get some of this legislation enacted if we can, 
and I will except the merger bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
unanimous consent agreement as modified. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 


Ordered, By unanimous consent, that on the Calendar day of Mon- 
day, February 16, 1925, at not later than 5 o'clock p. m., the 
unfinished business, ff there be any, shall be temporarily laid aside 
and the Senate shall proceed to the consideration of executive business, 
and at the conclusion of executive business the Senate take a recess 
until 8 o'clock p. m.; that at the evening session nothing be con- 
sidered except District bills, to be taken up in the following order 


Mr. CURTIS. The merger bill is to be eliminated. 

Mr. ROBINSON. While the Clerk bas been reading it has 
been suggested by some Senators that limitation of debate 
ought to be relaxed to 15 minutes instead of 10, 


Mr. CURTIS. I am willing to make that change. I will 
accept that suggestion. 


Mr. ROBINSON, And the merger bill goes out. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Let us understand the situa- 
tion. Does the merger bill go out from consideration alto- 
gether or is it only excepted from the limitation on debate? 

Mr. CURTIS. It is eliminated from consideration altogether 
for to-night. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Clerk will restate the 
unanimous consent agreement as finally modified. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 


Ordered, By unaninrous consent, that on the calendar day of Mon- 
day, February 16, 1925, at not later than 5 o'clock p. m., the un- 
finished business, if there be any, shall be temporarily laid aside and 
the Senate shall proceed to the consideration of executive business, 
and at the conclusion of executive business the Senate take a recess 
until 8 o'clock p. m.; that at the evening session notbing be con- 
sidered except District bills, to be taken up in the following order: 


Subject 


‘Traffic regulations in the District of Columbia. 

( MESES Five-year building for the schools of the Distri 
of Thirty- Piace (St. Albans Cathedral). 

Establishing a board of public welfara 

4253___..__| To create a 6ity planning commission. 


That at the evening session no Senator shall speak more than once 
or longer than 15 minutes upon any of said bills, or more than once or 
Jonger than 15 minutes upon any amendment pending or offered thereto; 
and that the evening session shall not last beyond 11 o'clock p. m. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
us-consent agreement proposed by the Senator from 
Kansas? The Chair hears none, and the unanimous-consent 
agreement is entered into, 
CONSIDERATION OF THE CALENDAR 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, as over an hour was taken up 
to-day in debate and no bill on the calendar was considered, 
I ask unanimous consent that one additional hour be devoted to 
the calendar after the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Bursum] 
has concluded a statement that he wants to make. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Kansas asks 
unanimous consent that at the conclusion of a statement to be 
made by the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Bursum] the 
Senate shall devote one hour to the consideration of unobjected 
bills on the calendar. Is there objection? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered, 

AGRICULTURAL RELIEF MEASURES 

Mr. BURSUM obtained the floor. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
Mexico yield to the Senator from Idaho? 

Mr. BURSUM. I yield. 

Mr. BORAH. I desire to ask the majority leader what the 
outlook is for legislation with reference to agricultural matters. 

Mr. CURTIS. The committee on order of business is ready 
to take up agricultural legislation as soon as any is reported 
from the Committee on Agriculture. As floor leader, without 
speaking for anyone else, I think there are two such measures 
upon the calendar, and if the committee does not soon report 
out a measure, I, for one, would suggest that we proceed to 
the consideration of one of the bills now on the calendar and 
let it be open to amendment on the floor with a view to get- 
ting some legislation enacted at this session. I may say that 
the committee on order of business has at every session held 
itself open for the consideration of bills to be reported from 
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry and at every ses- 
sion has stated that it would include in the list for early con- 
sideration any such bill that might be reported ont. 

Mr. BORAH. ‘There are two or three such bills on the cal- 
endar. In all probability, if a bill were reported from the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry it would not have any 
distinct advantage in the way of being passed ever bills which 
have already been reported from the committee. So I suggest 
to the leader of the majority that within a very rensonable 
time we arrange for the taking up of one of these bills here 
upon the floor and see if we can not whip it into such shape 
that,it may be passed. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the Senator from Idaho 
yield to me? 

Mr. BORAH. I yield. 

Mr. CURTIS, I will state that at the next meeting of the 
steering committee I will suggest if no bill shall by that time 
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have been reported from the Agricultural Committee that they 
select one of the measures to be taken up. In the meantime 
I will consult with several Senators who are interested in agri- 
cultural legislation on both sides of the Chamber and see if we 
can agree upon the best measure to consider. 

Mr. SMITH. I should like to ask the Senator from Kansas 
[Mr. Curtis] a question. I did not understand the last state- 
ment he made. Is it the purpose of the Senator from Kansas 
to see if the committee in charge of agricultural legislation can 
agree upon some one bill and recommend that it be passed? 

Mr. CURTIS. Yes; that is what I desire. If the committee 
is unable to do that, then I shall ask the steering committee to 
select some measure which is upon the calendar which we may 
consider, with a view of amending it and getting it into such 
shape that it may be passed. 

PROPOSED RENT LEGISLATION 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, if the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. Bursum] will yield, I should like to ask a ques- 
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
Mexico yield to the Senator from Tennessee? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I merely want to ask the majority leader 
a question, 

Mr. BURSUM. I yield to the Senator for that purpose. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I understand that the President has very 
earnestly recommended the passage of rent legislation for the 
District of Columbia. Has the Senator from Kansas arranged 
for a bill embodying such legislation to be taken up? 

Mr. CURTIS. The Senator from Kansas has been anxious 
to arrange for the consideration of the measure to which the 
Senator from Tennessee refers; but, after consulting with the 
chairman of the Committee on the District of Columbia, it was 
thought best not to put that among the list for a night session, 
because it is known that that measure wiil take up considerable 
time and lead to much debate. Therefore, it was not included 
in the list for to-night. So far as I now know, there will be 
an effort made to take up that measure at some time during 
this session of Congress. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator from Kansas thinks legisla- 
tion of that character will be considered at this session? 

Mr. CURTIS. I hope so. 


RETIREMENT OF WORLD WAR OFFICERS 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the 
consideration of the bill (S. 33) making eligible for retirement 
under certain conditions officers of the Army of the United 
States, other than Officers of the Regular Army, who incurred 
physical disability in line of duty while in the service of the 
United States during the World War. 

Mr. BURSUM. Mr. President, I first desire to submit an 
amendment for the purpose of perfecting the bill. The amend- 
ment is a slight one, and is for the purpose of making the text 
of the bill conform with an amendment which appears in the 
latter part of the bill. On page 1, line 7, after the word 
“hereafter,” I move to insert the words “ within one year.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment proposed by 
the Senator from New Mexico will be stated. 

The Rah CLERK. On page 1, line 7, after the word 
“hereafter,” it is proposed to insert the words “within one 
year,” so as to make the bill read. May hereafter within one 
year be rated in accordance with law,“ and so forth. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment proposed by the Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I desire to ask the Senator from 
New Mexico what is the purpose of the amendment and what 
will it accomplish if it be adopted? 

Mr. BURSUM. The purpose of the amendment is to make 
the first part of the bill, authorizing an examination, conform 
to the intent of the bill itself by limiting the time, within which 
this relief may be obtained, to one year. 

Mr. KING. Within one year from the passage of the bill? 

Mr. BURSUM. Yes. 

Mr. KING. The applicants will be required to make their 
applications within that time? 

Mr. BURSUM. They must make their applications within 
that time; and under the amendment they must be examined 
within that time and rated within that time. The object of 
the amendment is to harmonize the language of the bill. 

Mr. KING. And failing to make their applications within 
one year, they would be cut out? 

Mr. BURSUM. Yes. 

Mr. KING. If a disability should appear two years after the 
date of the passage of the bill, then the officer would not be 
entitied to claim the retirement privilege? 

Mr. BURSUM. No. 


Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
Mexico yield to the senior Senator from Utah? 

Mr. BURSUM. I yield. 

Mr, SMOOT. I wish to ask the Senator if the amendment 
which he has offered shall be agreed to, will not its effect be 
that examinations on behalf of all other pension claimants will 
be put aside and that no examinations will be made except 
those provided for under this bill should it become a law? 

Mr. BURSUM. I do not see why that should be the effect 
of the proposed amendment; at least, all applicants are entitled 
to be examined within a year. 

Mr. SMOOT. But suppose that the department shall not have 
sufficient help to comply with the requirement? 

5 BUR SUM. A large number of them have already been 
rated. 

Mr. SMOOT, Under the amendment, should it become a law, 
the first thing the officials in the department would do would 
be to put aside all other examinations and take up these ex- 
aminations exclusively. In fact, I will say to the Senator, if 
I were the head of the department and this proposed legisla- 
tion were enacted, including this amendment, the first thing I 
would do would be to try to carry out the direction of Con- 
gress, and I should immediately put all the clerical force I had 
to work in order to make these examinations within the year. 

Mr. BURSUM. Yes. That would be the proper course. 

Mr. SMOOT. That would be the effect of the amendment, it 
seems to me; but if the Senator from New Mexico desires the 
amendment to be inserted, and the Senate shall feel that that 
is proper, I am not going to object. I think, however, there 
will be a little unfairness to the other claimants for pension 
under other laws if the amendment shall be adopted. 

I think the Senator from New Mexico had better consider the 
matter carefully, and ask the department whether that would 
not be the effect of the adoption of the amendment. If, how- 
ever, he wishes to insist upon it, I shall interpose no objection 
now to the amendment being inserted at the point where he 
desires ; but I give notice that, in my opinion, the result which 
I have stated will follow the adoption of the amendment. 

Mr. BURSUM. My idea in offering the amendment was to 
make the law operative for one year. That is the principle 
upon which this bill has been drafted. 

Mr. SMOOT. I have not the least doubt the Senator is cor- 
rect as to that. However, if we are going to give these appli- 
cants something, let us give it to them, but in giving it to 
them do not prevent other people who have claims under 
existing law from receiving consideration. 

Mr. BURSUM. Of course, we did the yery same thing with 
the Navy and Marine officers. 

Mr. SMOOT. I am perfectly aware of that, but they were 
such a small number as not to affect the general working of 
the department; but remember this embraces hundreds of 
cases. 

Mr. BURSUM. I will say that, personally, I am not so 
anxious that the amendment shail be inserted, but it is proposed 
to satisfy those who felt that the applications should be filed 
within the year. 

Mr. SMOOT. I want to say to the Senator that if the 
amendment shall be adopted, and at the end of the year the 
applications shall not all haye been passed upon, I have not 
the least doubt Congress will extend the time. 

Mr. BURSUM. Suppose we make it two years for the 
examination? 

Mr. SMOOT. The department onght to do it in that time, 
anyway, and keep up with the remainder of the work. 

Mr. BURSUM. I think that would cover the situation. 

Mr. SMOOT. I have no objection to that proposition. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from New 
Mexico now modifies his amendment in the form which he 
will state. 

Mr. BURSUM. I ask to modify the amendment so as to 
make the time limit two years instead of one year. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is upon agree- 
ing to the amendment proposed by the Senator from New 
Mexico as modified. 

The amendment as modified was agreed to. 

Mr. BURSUM. Mr. President, it has been stated on the 
floor of the Senate that this bill would discriminate against 
the private soldier and that as a rule the private soldiers are 
opposed to it. I have in my hand a resolution in favor of this 
proposed legislation adopted by the last convention of the 
American Legion in San Francisco. That organization repre- 
sents something like 800,000 private soldiers who served in the 
World War of this country. It is the largest organization of 
yeterans which we have. 


This expression on their part would 
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indicate that, although there may be discrimination in the 
amounts received as between the officers and the private sol- 
diers, the average private of the Army in the World War is 
in favor of the emergency officers who served alongside of and 
at the same time with officers of the Regular Army receiving 
identical compensation and being accorded the same treatment 
as that accorded regular officers. I feel that the average 
private who seryed in the World War is proud and jealous of 
his officers and he does not want to see them discriminated 
against in comparison with other officers who happened to be 
in the Regular Establishment. 

Mr. President, I send to the desk a resolution passed by the 
Legion conyention at San Francisco and ask that it may be 
read. : 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the Sec- 
retary will read as requested. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 


Whereas during the World War there were nine classes of officers, 
viz, Regular officers of the Army, Navy, and Marine Corps, and provi- 
sional and emergency officers of these three branches of the service; 
and 

Whereas the officers of these nine general classes were. accorded 
classes on the field and in the face of the enemy and eight of these 
nine classes haye received the privileges of honorable retirement for 
wounds and disability incurred as a result of their services, and disabled 
emergency officers of the Army alone have failed to receive this just 
recognition at the hands of the Congress; and 

Whereas legislation designed to correct this discrimination has in the 
past been opposed by high officials in the War Department, but the 
Legion now has the assurance of the Secretary of War that this oppo- 
sition has been withdrawn; and 

Whereas since the introduction of this legislation In the Congress 
more than 80 of those disabled officers have died, although the Veterans’ 
Bureau estimates that less than 1,000 will be affected by the legisla- 
tion; and 

Whereas national conventions of the American Legion have for four 
successive years appreyed the enactment of this legislation, and a bill 
known as the Bursum bill containing these provisions was passed by the 
Senate by a vote of 50 to 14 on February 21, 1922, and thereupon 
immediately went to the lower House of Congress, where it was re- 
ferred to the House Committee on Military Affairs; and 

Whereas the House Committee on Military Affairs, because of the 
personal opposition of a few of its leaders, refused to report this just 
measure to the House of Representatives for action, although these 
members of the committee knew that 334 of the 435 Members of the 
House of Representatives had signed a petition signifying their approval 
of this measure and their desire to vote upon it; and 

Whereas, this opposition by the leaders of the Milltary Affairs Com- 
mittee of the House resulted in this legislation dying with the Sixty- 
seventh Congress, as their action had prevented the House from voting 
upon it: Therefore be It 

Resolved, That the opposition of this just measure by leaders of the 
Military Affairs Committee is hereby condemned by the Fifth National 
Convention of the Legion, and the legislative committee is Instructed to 
secure the introduction and press for the early enactment of legislation 
designed fo right the discrimination at present existing against the dis- 
abled emergency Army officers, 

The American Legion, Sixth National Convention, St. Paul, Minn., 
September 15-19, 1924, recommended: 

“A resolution calling for the immediate enactment of legislation for 
the retirement of disabled emergency Army officers already pending 
before Congress for three years.” 


Mr. BURSUM. Mr. President, I have here a telegram from 
Frederick, Md., signed by the legislative committee of the Na- 
tional Guard of the United States, which in substance states 
that they are unqualifiedly for the bill; that these comrades of 
theirs, many of whom suffered their disabilities with National 
Guard divisions, deserve this legislation as an act of simple 
justice. They add that there is no discrimination against en- 
listed personnel, and retirement by rank is the only reasonable 
solution. 

I send this telegram to the desk, and ask that it be included 
in the RECORD, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
ordered. 

The telegram, is as follows: 


Without objection, it is so 


FREDERICK, MD., February 2, 1925, 
United States Senator H. O. BURSUM, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
The National Guard Association of the United States Is unqualifiedly 
for your bill to retire disabled emergency officers, These comrades of 
ours, many of whom suffered their disabilities with National Guard 
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divisions, deserve this legislation as an act of simple justice. There is 
no discrimination against enlisted personnel, and retirement by rank 
only reasonable solution, The National Guard of all the States are 
urging the passage of this just legislation. 
Brig. Gen. M. A. Recrorp, 
President Association, 
Col. D. JOHN MARKEY, 
Chairman Legislative Committee. 

Mr. CARAWAY, Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 
question ? 

Mr. BURSUM. Just a moment. I have here another tele- 
gram from John H. Dunn, commander in chief, Veterans of 
Foreign Wars, urging the passage of this bill. He states that 
the country at large, ex-service men’s organizations, and an 
overwhelming majority of Congressmen are for it, and trusts 
that there will be no attempt on the part of the minority to 
filibuster and prevent the expression of this sentiment. 

I send this telegram to the desk and ask that it be inserted 
in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it will be so 
ordered, 

The telegram is as follows: i 


Senator HoLrM O, BURSUM, ; 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


The Veterans of Foreign Wars look to this Congress to pass the dis- 
abled emergency officers’ retirement bill. We don’t believe any extended 
discussion necessary. The country at large, ex-service men's organiza- 
tions, and an overwhelming majority of Congressmen know all about 
the provisions and are for such a just piece of legislation. We trust 
there will be no attempt on the part of a small minority to filibuster 
and prevent the expression of the sentiment of the overwhelming ma- 
jority of American citizens. 

Jonn H. DUNN, 
Commander in Chief Veterans of Foreign Wars. 
Mr. BURSUM., 


Does the Senator from Arkansas desire to 
ask a question? 


Mr. CARAWAY. I was just fixing to ask the Senator if he 
has an agreement as to the day on which we shall yote on the 
measure? 

Mr. BURSUM. Yes; Friday, at 2 o'clock. 

Mr. CARAWAY, I feel satisfied that it will pass by a tre- 
mendous majority. I just wanted to know what date had 
been fixed. 

Mr. BURSUM. Friday, at 2 o'clock. 

Mr. President, I do not intend to take up much of the time 
of the Senate in the discussion of this bill. I realize that it 
is late in the session, and that an agreement has been entered 
into for taking a final vote on Friday next at 2 o’clock. The 
bill really does not need discussion; it is so simple, so plain, 
and ought to be clear to the mind of every reasonable man. 
There ought not to be a single yote against such a fair and just 
proposition as these boys who served during the World War are 
asking. They are only asking Congress to accord them the 
same treatment that Congress has heretofore accorded others 
who served during the World War as emergency officers. 

The act of Congress approved June 4, 1920, contains a pro- 
vision for the retirement of officers, as follows:“ 


That all officers of the Naval Reserve Force and temporary officers 
of the Navy who have heretofore incurred or may hereafter incur 
physical disability in line of duty shall be eligible for retirement under 
the same conditions as now provided by law for officers of the Regular 
Army who haye incurred physical disability in line of duty. 


That act was approved on June 4, 1920. Under that act 174 
officers of the reserve and temporary forces of the Navy and 
Marine Corps were retired—102 from the Navy and 72 from 
the Marine Corps. The current Navy list shows that these 
men are carried on the retired list. Since the retirement of 
those officers, in 1921, the Congress repealed the law, but in 
effect only limited the time within which the relief might be 
had. The act approved oñ July 12, 1921, contained a proviso 
to the effect that applications for such retirement should be 
filed with the Secretary of the Navy not later than October 1, 
1921, giving four months for the filing of applications after 
the law had been in force for a year; and since that time there 
have been eight or ten or a dozen special acts passed in order to 
give retirement to those who failed to obtain relief under the 
general law. So that these emergency officers who are pro- 
vided for in Senate bill 33 are asking Congress to accord them 
the same treatment that Congress accorded to other emer- 
gency officers serving in other branches of the national defense. 

There is every reason why we ought to do this, not only to 
avoid discrimination, not only to avoid being partial and un- 
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fair to one branch of the national defense as against another 
branch, but as a matter of honor, equity, and right; if for no 
other reason, on account of the gallant services and the great 
sacrifices of this branch of the service on behalf of this 
country on the other side of the water during the World War. 

The records show that out of those who were killed in 
battle during the war 2,000 were emergency officers, as against 
150 who came from the Regular Army, and as against less than 
50 who came from West Point. In other words, Mr. President, 
these boys who are asking Congress to give them a square 
deal, to give them the same treatment that we have given 
to those of the Navy and those of the Marine Corps, furnished 
90 per cent of the blood that was shed on the other side of the 
water. They were the fodder for the German cannon sent to 
the front at the beginning of hostilities. 

Mr. President, the proposition is a very simple one. I can 
not understand how any man can reasonably say to an officer 
who happened to come from the Regular Establishment, who 
lost a leg or an arm on the field of battle in line of duty, serv- 
ing alongside a brother officer who was an emergency officer, 
who suffered the same wounds at the same time, meeting the 
same hazards and the same enemy, both rendering a service 
satisfactory to the Government, a service of 100 per cent, 
“Why, you came from the Regular Establishment. You may have 
been in the service for only a year or 2 years or 6 months or 
10 years, but you came from the Regular Establishment, and 
you can retire and get three-fourths pay; but you, Mr. Emer- 
gency Officer, came from civil life. It is true that you lost 
your leg in battle alongside your brother officer who came from 
the Regular Army, but you did not come from West Point; 
you did not come from the-Regular Establishment; and, not- 
withstanding the fact that you fought just as bravely, you 
were just as heroic, you were just as able, you commanded 
your company. or your battalion or your regiment just as well 
and did your full duty, you can not be given the same com- 
pensation; you must take a different rate.” I say, I can not 
see the reason of that sort of logic. 

Some say, “ Why, the reason is that those of the Regular 
Army have made it a life work. Their whole lives are bound 
and obligated. in that line of endeavor in the Army.” There is 
nothing to that, Mr. President. Of course, if an officer of the 
Army serves 30 years, if he gives his life service to the Govern- 
ment, he is entitled to three-fourths pay. That is perfectly 
right and proper. So is anyone else in almost any walk of 
life, whether he be an employee of a railroad or an employee 
of the Government. The doctrine is, nowadays, that there 
shall be conipensation for the man who toils for his whole life 
for one concern or in one line of endeavor; that there shall be 
provision for a pension. That is a good rule. It is a wise 
rule. That does not mean, however, that there is any special 

Privilege granted to the man who is in the Regular Army, or 
that there should be, over the man who comes from civil life. 

Of course, if a man from the Regular Army is wounded, 
he may have been in the Regular Army only six months, or a 
year, but if he is wounded and incurs that disability in line 
of duty he is entitled to retirement. He is entitled to retire- 
ment pay. There is no reason why the civilian who served 
alongside him, and incurred a like disability under like con- 
ditions, should not receive the same compensation; yet, as a 
matter of fact, these boys are not asking even for equality 
in that respect. This bill will grant retirement pay only 
when the disability is permanent and is at least 80 per cent 
or more, The facts are that those who will come under this 
bill, according to the records of the Veterans’ Bureau, will 
ayerage right around 75 per cent disabled, 

Some say, But they are not totally disabled, and they 
ought not to get three-fourths pay.” Senators, of what use 
is a man who is only 50 per cent competent? Who would 
employ a 50 per cent doctor or a 30 per cent doctor, a 50 per 
cent architect or a 80 per cent architect, a 50 per cent carpen- 
ter, or a 30 per cent carpenter? Go into any line of endeavor, 
and you will find that anyone who ds disabled to the extent 
of 80 per cent has lost his opportunity in life. 

It is said that the enlisted man will not be satisfied if we 
give his officer more than he receives. I do not think there 
is anything to that. Furthermore, let us look at the right 
and the justice of it. Nearly all of these officers were above 
the average age of the enlisted man when they entered the 
Army. Most of them exceeded 30 years of age, and on ac- 
count of their age they were not fit to take vocational train- 
ing; it could not be accorded to them. There may be a few 
who have taken vocational training, but they were those whose 
injuries were under 80 per cent, as a rule, and there were 
very few of them. The ages of most of them were such that it 
was not practical to give them vocational training, and in 
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that respect the enlisted men obtain benefits which these 
ier ra te 3 

e would not involve great expense to the Government, 
The estimate of the bureau of February, 1924, was that it 
would cost approximately $600,000 annually more than the 
present appropriation. That estimate, of course, may not be 
absolutely accurate, but from my experience in the past the 
estimates made by the departments on bills of this kind are 
generally larger than the actual amouyts required in appro- 
priations after the laws have been put into effect. That has 
been my experience with estimates regarding pensions. In- 
variably the department will try to be on the safe side and 
will estimate the number of deaths below those that actually 
occur. Even since this bill has been introduced 65 of these 
boys have died. They have gone where they will need no help 
from Congress, and they are dying from time to time. I re- 
member quite well that when we had the hearings on this bill 12 
or 15 of these boys came in from Walter Reed Hospital, some 
of them with one leg off, some of them shell shocked, some with 
parts of their faces gone, others with their arms cut off. It 
was a pitiable sight. It was such a distressing sight that no 
one with the milk of human kindness in his soul could deny 
those boys the relief for which they asked. 

Mr. KING. Mr President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
Mexico yield to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr, BURSUM. I yield. ; 

Mr. KING. The Senator wants to be fair, and he ought to 
state that those boys, and all others who are suffering disa- 
bilities, receive compensation. I have no doubt that the officers 
to whom the Senator is now referring were receiving perhaps 
from $50 to $150 a month. 

Mr. BURSUM. I do not think so, 

Mr. KING. I think so. 

Mr. BURSUM. They were still in the service at that time. 

Mr. KING, They were receiving the same compensation that 
other persons who had been in the service were receiving for 
like injuries. 

Mr. BURSUM. If they were out of the service they would 
receive the same compensation that any enlisted man would 
receive, that is true, but I contend that these men who served 
as officers in the Army, and who performed the same service 
other officers of the Army performed, under like conditions and 
circumstances, are entitled to be accorded the same identical 
treatment and be given the same rate of compensation, I say 
that it is outrageous to discriminate against the very element 
which furnished the man power and shed 90 per cent of the 
American blood which was shed overseas, I say that it is in- 
human to discriminate against that element on account of any 
flimsy reason, such as that they did not happen to come from 
the Regular Army or from West Point. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, I ask leave to 
have read at the desk a letter from the Private Soldiers and 
Sailors Legion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and the Secretary will read as requested. 

Mr, REED of Pennsylvania, I ask that the time of reading 
be not counted within the hour to be devoted to the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair had no intention 
of doing that, anyway. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 


NATIONAL HEADQUARTERS 
PRIVATE SOLDIERS’ AND SAILORS’ LEGION 
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
Washington, D. C., January 30, 1925. 
Hon. David A. REED, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. O. 


My Dran SENATOR: The Private Soldiers’ and Sailors’ Legion most 
earnestly protests against the adoption of a bill now before the Senate 
(S. 33) providing for the retirement of disabled emergency officers 
on terms Identical with those which accompany the retirement of 
officers of the Regular Army. 

This proposed measure is grossly discriminatory against the en- 
listed men. It is only in rare and most unusual circumstances that 
Regular Army officers are retired until they have served extended 
terms. 

It should be further pointed out that this assurance of retirement 
and protection for officers who become incapacitated in the service 
of their Government is absolutely essential to the maintenance of a 
high efficiency among the Regular Army officer personnel. When 
men enter the profession of arms, to make it their life work, they 
must have reasonable assurance that when they are no longer fit 
for that service or any other the Government will stand between them 
and financial want. ) 
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For emergency officers, some of whom served but brief terms with 
the colors, to ask for treatment on a parity with that of officers of 
the Regular Army seems to this organization of enlisted men to be 
highly inappropriate to say the least. 

Were the bill now before your honorable body to become law, an 
emergency officer with the rank of captain who is 30 per cent dis- 
abled would receive from the Government for the remainder of his 
life a fixed income of $200 per month. 

As the law now stands all disabled veterans of the World War, 
other than officers of the Regular Army, are entitled to compensation 
on an equal basis, without discrimination as to rank. A former cap- 
tain 30 per cent permanently disabled, and a former private 30 per 
cent permanently disabled, are each entitled to compensation from 
the Veterans’ Bureau at the same rate—$24 a month—subject always 
to revision by the Veterans’ Bureau, but the former captain, suffering 
no greater disability, would become entitled to three-fourths of a 
captain's pay and allowance for life, amounting to something over 
$200 a month, and not subject to any revision if this bill should be- 
come a law. 

On the other hand, the emergency officer has something for which 
he has not paid and to which he is not entitled. 

It may be pointed out in this connection that when they entered 
the war the status of the officer and enlisted man may not have been 
markedly different. It may even be that the officer suffering 30 per 
cent disability may be in eyery respect better able to care for him- 
self than the enlisted man. 

The bill does not provide that those who served brayely and well, 
or that those who made unusual sacrifices or suffered unusual hard- 
ships shall be correspondingly rewarded. It provides that those who 
were officers shall be rewarded because, and only because they were 
officers. We served under these officers, and we know that their 
service as such, compared to the services of the enlisted men, do not 
entitle them to any special preferment. 

Why, then, should the Government, through any mistaken idea of 
its duty to its emergency officers, discriminate against them in a 
manner that would be discriminatory against the millions of enlisted 
men who had hoped that classes that were necessary during the 
warfare would disappear when peace was restored? 

We further direct your attention to the recent action of your honor- 
able body on the so-called “bonus” bill with the object of pointing 
out to you that in preparing this measure there was no thought of 
discriminating between officers and enlisted men. 

Indeed, it has been urged throughout the long-continued discussion 
of the bonus subject that officers, for reason that seemed obvious, 
should not be included in legislation that ostensibly sought only to 
measurably compensate the soldiers for economic losses sustained 
during—and not after—the war. 

May we say that to the enlisted man the loss of an arm, leg, eye, or 
some other vital member is just as vital, just as disabling, as would 
be the loss of a similar member by an emergency officer? 
` This bill, S. 33, if enacted into law will eventually cost the Nation 
millions of dollars and add to the already overburdened taxpayer. 

The war is over and men are to-day rated neither as officers nor 
enlisted men. ‘Those who were disabled are simple citizens, entitled to the 
most generous consideration that the Nation can give them, 

But this consideration, when bestowed, should be upon a basis of 
absolute equality. ‘The distinctions they obtained during the War 
disappeared when the emergency Army was demobolized. 

We assert that there is warrant neither in justice nor fairness for 
the discrimination that is proposed by a bill that establishes a difference 
in the dispensation of governmental relief to those who serve it to 
their best ability and at their serious physical sacrifice. 

The adoption of this bill is being urged by the controlling officials 
of the American Legion and the Veterans of Foreign Wars, all former 
officers, but the opinion of the enlisted personnel of these organizations, 
as far as this bill is concerned, has never been sought. On the con- 
trary, the men assuming to voice the opinion of the enlisted member- 
ship of the American Legion and the Veterans of Foreign Wars have 
never dared inform their members of the purpose of this bill, or of 
their activities in support of it. We know enough of the attitude of 
former enlisted men to justify us in saying that the enlisted mem- 
bership both of the American Legion and the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars is practically unanimously opposed to the adoption of this bill. 
Our membership is a unit in opposing it. 

The Private Soldiers’ and Sailors“ Legion earnestly appeals to your 
honorable body not to give its approval to a measure that would 
be provocative of widespread dissatisfaction and discontent, and which 
would be a complete and emphatic denigl of that equality which is the 
cornerstone of our Republic. 

Respectfully submitted, 

[SEAL] MARVIN GATES Sperry, 

National President. 


Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, I desire to say in refer- 


ence to the letter just read that it is entirely unfair to the 
officers of the Army and it is more unfair still as coming from 


leadership supposed to represent the sentiment of the enlisted 
men, This is a case, it seems to me, where opposition is to be 
stirred up by dividing the forces and then destroying them in 
detail. I concede that the enlisted men ought to be treated 
the same as the officers. I would have no objection to giving 
the enlisted men the retirement privilege first, but the way to 
do it is not for them to come in and fight the matter as it is 
presented in this bill. The way for them to do is to take the 
bill as a precedent and then follow it up and give to the 
enlisted men the same privileges that are given to the officers 
in the Bursum bill. This is a very shrewd and common plan 
of defeating anything of the kind. It is unfair both ways. 

I wanted to say just these few words at this time, and per- 
haps later will have something further to say in reference to 
the same subject. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I would like to add to that 
statement by saying that this is only one of several letters from 
enlisted men and associations of enlisted men protesting bit- 
wed against the bill as an unreasonable discrimination against 

em. 

Mr. BROOKHART. It is perfectly easy to work up letters 
of this kind in associations of any kind. Their value and their 
weight amount to but little when we find out what is really 
behind them. . 
CALL OF THE ROLL 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. In accordance with the unani- 
mous-consent agreement previously entered into, the Senate 
will now proceed to the consideration of unobjected bills on the 
calendar for one hour. 

Mr. KING. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair will state that the 
ume consumed in calling the roll will not be counted in the 

our. 

Mr. KING. I have no objection to that. I know a number 
of Senators who have been detained from the Chamber in at- 
tendance on committee work want to be here when the calendar 
is reached, and I promised tò have a quorum called. 

ane PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will call the 
roll. 

The principal legislative clerk called the roll, and the follow- 
ing Senators answered to their names: 


Ashurst Fess McKinley Shortridge 
Ball Fletcher MeNar Simmons 
Bayard Frazier Mayfield Smith 
Bingham George eans Smoot 
Brookhart Glass Metcalf Spencer 
Broussard Gooding Moses Stanfield 
Bruce Hale Neely Stephens 
Bursum Harris Norbeck Sterling 
Butler Harrison Norris Swanson 
Cameron Heflin Oddie Trammell 
Capper Howell Overman Underwood 
Caraway Jobnson, Calif. Pepper Walsh, Mass. 
Copeland Johnson, Minn. Phipps Walsh, Mont. 
Couzens Jones, N. Mex. Pittman Warren 
Curtis Jones, Wash. Ralston Watson 
Dale Kendrick Ransdell Weller 

Dial Keyes eed, Mo, Wheeler 

Dill King Reed, Pa, Willis 
Fernald Ladd Robinson 

Ferris Lenroot Sheppard 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. . Seventy-eight Senators having 
answered to their names, a quorum is present. Under the 
unanimous-consent agreement the calendar is in order for the 
consideration of unobjected bills for one hour. The clerk will 
report the next bill on the calendar. 


UNITED STATES SHIP “LAMBERTON ” 


The bill (S. 708) for the relief of various owners of vessels 
and cargoes damaged by the U. 8. 8. Lamberton was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let the bill be read. 

The reading clerk read the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Fess in the chair). 
there objection to the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I notice that the 
bill relates to certain claims on account of damages sustained 
as the result “of the negligent operation” of the destroyer 
Lamberton. That is to say, the bill confesses the liability of the 
Government of the United States. I think if the matter is 
going to the court at all, all the questions ought to be deter- 
mined by the court, not only the amount of damages but 
whether there was any negligent destruction. I move to strike 
out the words 

Mr. SMOOT. Why not let the bill go over? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

Mr. SMOOT. I ask that the bill be passed over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made, and the bill 
will be passed over. 


Is 
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GROVER ASHLEY 


The bill (S. 615) for the relief of Grover Ashley was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. SMOOT. Let the bill be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk informs the Chair 
that the amendments have already been agreed to. 

Mr. KING. If the bill is to be considered, let us have the 
report read. 

The reading clerk proceeded to read the report (Rept. 
No. 767). 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, if there is no 
one sufticientiy interested in the bill to be here to explain it 
when it is under consideration, I shall object to its present 
consideration. i ; 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will go over under 
objection. 

AMENDMENT OF BANKRUPTCY LAW 

The bill (S. 1649) to amend an act entitled “An act to estab- 
lish a uniform system of bankruptcy throughout the United 
States,” approved July 1, 1898, and acts amendatory. thereof 
and supplementary thereto, was announced’ as next in order. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I trust there will 
be no objection to the consideration of the bill. 

Mr. SMOOT. Was there a unanimous report? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Yes; it is a unanimous report. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Is this a recodification of 
the bankruptcy law that has been pending for some time? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. It is not a recodification ; it simply 
makes certain amendments in the bankruptcy law which have 

been recommended by the National Association of Credit Men. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. It has been pending for 
several years? $ 

Mr. WALSH of Montana.. I think so. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I strongly favor its pas- 
sage. I think that there is a feeling among the members of 
the bar of this country that the proposed legislation is very 
desirable. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. It strengthens the bankruptcy 
law. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The present law has been 
largely a law to help debtors escape their obligations to their 
creditors. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. The Senator will recall that 
a couple of years ago, I think, there was a certain provision 
in a similar bill then pending to which there was objection. 
I understand that provision has been eliminated and is not in 
the pending bill? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. That is correct. 

There being no objection, the bill was considered as in 
Committee of the Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary with amendments, on page 1, line 9, to strike out the 
words “so as to read”; page 4, to strike out lines 3 to 20, 
inclusive; and on page 8, line 18, after the word “ voluntary,” 
to insert the words “and involuntary,” so as to make the 
bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 3 (a), section 14 (b), section 24, 
section 25 (a), section 29 (a), (b), and (d), section 57 (n), section 
60 (a), and section 64 (a) and (b) of an act entitled “An act to 
establish a uniform system of bankruptey throughout the United 
States,“ approved July 1, 1898, and acts amendatory thereof and 
supplementary thereto, be, and the same are hereby, amended and 
supplemented as follows: 

“Rec. 3. (a) Acts of bankruptcy by a person shall consist of his 
having (1) conveyed, transferred, concealed, or removed, or permitted 
to be concealed or removed, any part of his property, with intent to 
hinder, delay, or defraud his creditors, or any of them; or (2) trans- 
ferred, while insolvent, any portion of his property to one or more 
of his creditors with intent to prefer such creditors over his other 
creditors; or (8) suffered or permitted, while insolvent, any creditor 
to obtain a preference through legal proceedings, and not having at 
least five days before a sale or final disposition of any property 
affected by such preference vacated or discharged such preference; 
or (4) suffered or permitted, while insolvent, any creditor to obtain 
through legal proceedings any levy, attachment, judgment, or other 
lien, and not having vacated or discharged the same at least five 
days before the expiration of four months from the date of obtaining 
such levy, attachment, judgment, or other lien; or (5) made a gen- 
eral assignment for the benefit of his creditors; or, being insolvent, 
applied for a receiver or trustee for his property, or because of in- 
solvency, a receiver or trustee has been put in charge of his property 
under the laws of a State, of a Territory, or of the United States; or 
(6) admitted in writing his inability to pay his debts and his willing- 
ness to be adjudged a bankrupt on that ground. 
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“Spc. 14. (b) The judge shall hear the application for a discharge 
and such proof and pleas as may be made in opposition thereto by the 
trustee or other parties in interest, at such time as will give the 
trustee or parties in interest a reasonable opportunity to be fully 
heard, and investigate the merits of the application and discharge 
the applicant unless he has (1) committed an offense punishable by 
imprisonment as herein provided; or (2) with intent to conceal! his 
financial condition, destroyed, concealed, or failed to keep books of 
account or records from which such condition might be ascertained; 
or (8) obtained’ money or property on credit upon a materially false 
statement in writing, made by him to any person or his representa- 
tive for the purpose of obtaining credit from such person; or (4) at 
any time subsequent to the first day of the 12 months Immediately 
preceding the filing of the petition transferred, removed, destroyed, 
or concealed, or permitted to be removed, destroyed, or concenled any 
of his property with intent to hinder, delay, or defrand his creditors; 
or (5) bas been granted a discharge in bankruptcy within six years; 
or (6) in the course of the proceedings in bankruptcy refused to obey 
any lawful order of or to answer any material question approved by 
the court: Provided, That a trustee shall not interpose objections to 
a bankrupt’s discharge until he shall be authorized so to do at a meet- 
ing of creditors called for that purpose. 

“(c) Appeals and reviews under this section shall be taken within 
80 days after the judgment or order or other matter complained of 
has been rendered or entered. 

“See. 25. (a) Appeals, as in equity cases, may be taken In bank- 
ruptcy proceedings from the courts of bankruptcy to the cirevit court 
of appeals of the United States and to the supreme courts of the 
Territories in the following cases, to wit: (1) From a judgment ad- 
judging or refusing to adjudge the defendant a bankrupt; (2) from 
a judgment granting or denying a discharge; and (3) from a judg- 
ment allowing or rejecting’ a debt or claim of $500 or over, Such 
appeal shall be taken within 30 days after the judgment appealed from 
has been rendered, and may be heard and determined by the appellate 
court in term or vacation, as the case may be. 

“See. 29, (a) A person shall be punished, by imprisonment for a 
period not to exceed five years, upon conviction of the offense of having 
knowingly and fraudulently appropriated to his own use, embezzled, 
spent, or unlawfully transferred any property or secreted or destroyed 
any document belonging to a bankrupt estate which came into lls 
charge as trustee; receiver, custodian, or other officer of the court. 

“(b) A person shall be punished, by imprisonment for a period not 
to exceed two years, upon conviction of the offense of having know- 
ingly and frandulently (1) concealed any property belonging to the 
estate of a bankrupt; or (2) made a false oath or account in, or in 
relation to, any proceeding in bankruptcy; (3) presented under oath 
any false claim for proof against the estate of a bankrupt, or used 
any such claim in composition personally, or by agent, proxy, or attor- 
ney, or as agent, proxy, or attorney; or (4) received any material 
amount of property from a bankrupt after the filing of the petition, 
with intent to defeat this act; or (5) extorted or attempted to extort 
any money or property from any person as a consideration for acting 
or forbearing to act in bankruptcy proceedings, 

„) A person shall not be prosecuted for any offense arising under 
this act unless the indictment is found or the information is filed in 
court within three years after the commission of the offense, except 
where he has been absent from the jurisdiction of the court, in which 
case the time during which such person has been so absent shall not 
be a part of the period of limitation prescribed herein. 

“Sec. 57. (n) Claims shall not be proved against a bankrupt estate 
subsequent to six months after the adjudication; or if they are liqui- 
dated by litigation and the final judgment therein is rendered within 
30 days before or after the expiration of such time, then within 60 
days after the rendition of such judgment: Provided, That the right 
of infants and insane persons without guardians, without notice of the 
proceedings, may continue six months longer. 

“Src. 60. (a) A person shall be deemed to baye given a prefer- 
ence if, being insolvent, he has, within four months before the filing 
of the petition, or after the filing of the petition and before the ad- 
judication, procured or suffered a judgment to be entered against him- 
self in favor of any person, or made a transfer of any of his prop- 
erty, and the effect of the enforcement of such judgment or transfer 
will be to enable any one of bis creditors to obtain a greater per- 
centage of his debt than any other of such creditors of the same class, 
Where the preference consists in a transfer, such period of four months 
shall not expire until four months after the date of recording or regis- 
tering of the transfer, if by law such recording or registering is re- 
quired or permitted, 2 

“Src. 64. (a) The court shall order the trustee to pay all taxes 
legally due and owing by the bankrupt to the United States, Stute, 
county, district, or municipality, in the order of priority as set forth in 
paragraph (b) hereof: Provided, That no order shall be made for the 
payment of a tax assessed against real estate of a bankrupt in excess 
of the value of the interest of the bankrupt estate therein as deter- 
mined by the court. 
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„Upon filing the receipts of the proper public officers for such pay- 
ments, the trustee shall be credited with the amounts thereof, and in 
“ease any question arises as to the amount or legality of such tax the 
same shall be heard and determined by the court. 

“(b) The debts to have priority, in advance of the payment of divi- 
ends to creditors, and to be paid in full out of bankrupt estates, and 
‘the order of payment shall be (1) the actual and necessary cost of pre- 
serving the estate subsequent to filing the petition; (2) the filing fees 
pa id by creditors in involuntary cases, and where property of the bank- 
rupt, transferred or concealed by him either before or after the filing 
of the petition, shall have been recovered for the benefit of the estate 
lor the bankrupt by the efforts and at the expense of one or more cred- 
tors. the reasonable expenses of such recovery; (8) the cost of ad- 
|ministration, including the fees and mileage payable to witnesses as 
‘now or hereafter provided by the laws of the United States, and one 
Teasonable attorney's fee, for the professional services actually ren- 
dered, irrespective of the number of attorneys employed, to the petition- 
ing creditors in involuntary cases while performing the duties herein 
prescribed, and to the bankrupt in voluntary and involuntary cases, as 
‘the court may allow; (4) where the confirmation of composition 
‘terms has been refused or set aside upon the objection and through the 
efforts and at the expense of one or more creditors, In the discretion 
of the court, the reasonable expenses of such creditor or creditors; 
(5) taxes payable under paragraph (a) hereof; (6) wages due to work- 
men, clerks, traveling or city salesmen, or servants which have been 
earned within three months before the date of the commencement of 
proceedings, not to exceed $300 to each claimant; and (7) debts owing 
to any person who by the laws of the States or the United States is 
entitled to priority.” 

Bec. 2. Nothing herein shall have the effect to release or extinguish 
any penalty; forfeiture, or Wability Incurred under any act or acts of 
which this act is amendatory. 

Sec. 8. That all parts of acts inconsistent herewith be, and the same 
are hereby, repealed. 

Sno. 4. This act shall take effect and be in force on and after the 
expiration of three months from the date of its passage and approval. 


Mr, KING. Mr. President, I would like to ask the Senator 
from Montana whether there are any provisions that will re- 
strict costs in relation to bankruptcy proceedings? I am 
prompted te make the inquiry because numerous persons have 
spoken to me about what they think are confiscatory charges. 
They state that in many instances neither the bankrupt nor his 
creditors get anything ; that the estate is consumed by lawyers’ 
fees, costs, and so ferth, and charges which they regard as. ex- 
tortionate. I feel that there ought to be some limitation upon 
the fees and charges which are made in these cases. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator's statement 
confirms the information I have about the present administra- 
tion of the bankruptcy laws. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The bill does not make any change 
in the law in relation to fees. It does not touch that subject 
at all. 

Mr. KING. I am sorry. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reperted to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 3327) to provide for the cooperative marketing 
of agricultural commodities was announced as next in order. 
Mr. KING. I think that bill had better go over. We can 
not consider it in so short a time as is afforded under the five- 
‘minute rule under which we are now proceeding, 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill goes over under ob- 
ection, 
: The bill (S. 2646) to provide for the éxpeditious and prompt 
settlement, mediation, conciliation, and arbitration of disputes 
between carriers and their employees and subordinate officials, 
and for other purposes, was announced as next in order. 
Mr. DIAL and Mr. STERLING asked that the bill go over. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 
NORWEGIAN STEAMSHIP “ HASSEL” 


The bill (H. R. 7558) to authorize the payment of an in- 
demnity to the Government of Norway on account of losses 
sustained by the owners of the Norwegian steamship Hassel 
as the result of a collision between that steamship and the 
American steamship Ausable was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let the bill be read. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, what does 
the statement which is found opposite to the bill on the 
calendar, “ Ordered to the calendar,” mean? 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is informed that 
the bill came from the House of Representatives and went 
to the calendar. 

Mr, WALSH of Massachusetts, 
ate, then, passed upon the bill? 


No committee of the Sen- 


Mr. KING. If it be in order, I move that the bill be re- 
ferred to the proper committee, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair will state to the 
junior Senator from Utah that a similar Senate bill having 
been reported by the Senate and placed on the calendar it 
would be in order to substitute this bill for the Senate bill. 

Mr. ROBINSON and Mr. ASHURST asked that the bill be 
passed over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection having been made 
to the consideration of the bill, it will go over, 


AGRICULTURAL COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATIONS 


The bill (S. 2844) to place the agricultural industry on a 
sound commercial basis, to encourage agriculture cooperative 
N NONE and for other purposes, was announced as next 

order. 

Mr. KING. I understand from the statement of the floor 
leader of the majority that attention will be given to agricul- 
ture a little later. I therefore suggest that this bill had bet- 
ter go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


COUNCIL ON UNIVERSITIES AND COLLEGES IN THE DISTRICT 


The bill (S. 3278) to establish a council on universities and 
colleges in the District of Columbia, and for other ptirposes, 
was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
consideration of the bill? 

Mr. KING. Let that bill go over, Mr. President. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Utah withhold his objection for a moment? 

Mr. KING. Yes. 

Mr. COPELAND. The purpose of the bill is simply to make 
possible a better system of incorporation for educational in- 
stitutions in the District. There were hearings before the 
Education Committee, at which education experts were present, 
= bill was agreed upon, and I think should be enacted into 

W. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Is it proposed that this 
shall be a general law? > 

Mr. COPELAND. No; that it shall simply apply to the 
District of Columbia. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, I hope the bill may be 
enacted into law. I have had pending here for four years a 
bill providing for an amendment to the original charter of an 
educational institution in the District of Columbia, which 
was incorporated away back in 1837, but I have not been 
able to get action on it I am sure that the legislation pro- 
posed in this bill is necessary in order that we shall have 
some general law governing educational institutions in the 
District of Columbia. 

Mr. KING. I have no objection to the bill being considered, 
but it is a measure that will require some debate. I know 
nothing about it, and under the five-minute rule I do not think 
we can consider the matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will go over. J 

Mr. KING. I will, however, join later with the Senator in 
pressing for the consideration of the bill. 

Mr. FLETCHER. May I inquire of the Senator from New 
York if he has prepared any report on the bill? There is no 
report on my file and there does not appear to have been any 
report submitted on the bill, 

Mr. COPELAND. I am not sure whether or not there is a 
report accompanying the bill. My fle does not show that a 
report has been submitted on it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is informed that 
there has been no report submitted to accompany the bill. 

Mr. SMOOT. I desire to ask the Senator a question. Sec- 
tion 6 of this bill reads as follows: 2 

Sec. 6. That the council on universities and colleges is hereby 
authorized and directed to collect statistics and other appropriate in- 
formation concerning educational institutions in the District of Colum- 
bia and the conferring of degrees by such institutions. Said council 


shall present annually to Congress a report embodying such statistics 
and facts as may have been collected in accordance with this section 
and may append thereto such recommendations as shall be deemed 
proper, 


3810 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


FEBRUARY 16 


Mr. COPELAND. I suppose the question the Senator has in 


mind relates to the conferring of degrees. I think, however, 
that wording is unfortunate. 

Mr. SMOOT. I desired to ask the Senator a question as to 
that. 

Mr. COPELAND. The statistics referred to are in regard to 
the conferring of degrees. The purpose of the bill is to cut out 
the medical diploma mills which have heretofore existed. That 
is its first purpose. 

Mr. KING. It seems to me, Mr. President, that from what 
the Senator from New York has stated—and this is the first 
time that I have heard about it—thaf it is an attempt in a 
way to federalize education and to concentrate in the hands of 
a limited number of persons here certain activities that I think 
might be prejudicial to the best interests of the country. 

Mr. COPELAND. Let me say in reply-—— 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair). 


Does the Senator from Utah renew his objection? 

Mr. KING. I do. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will go over. 

Mr. COPELAND. Let me say that, so far as I am concerned, 
I am opposed to federalizing education; but we are merely act- 
ing for the District of Columbia in this instance. We have no 
adequate provisions for incorporating educational institutions 
in the District of Columbia. Instead of federalizing education, 
the purpose of this bill, if it should be enacted into law, is to 
do for the District what the legislatures in every State are 
doing for education. 

Mr. §MOOT. Mr. President, do I understand the Senator 
from New York to say that he proposes to amend section 6 of 
the bill which I have read, or does he intend to haye it remain 
in the bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill has gone over. 

Mr. SMOOT. I am perfectly aware of that. 

Mr. ROBINSON. It is not fair to take up time in debating a 
bill to which objection has been made. 

Mr. SMOOT. Very well, 

BILL PASSED OVER 

The bill (S. 3459) to encourage and promote the sale and 
export of agricultural products grown within the United States 
was announced as next in order, 

Mr. KING and Mr. SMOOT asked that the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

CLAIM OF NEW YORK CITY 

The resolution (S. Res. 227) to authorize an adjustment of 
the claim of the city of New York for expenses incurred on 
behalf of the United States during the Civil War was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. DIAL. I ask that the resolution go over. 

Mr. COPELAND. I hope my friend from South Carolina 
will withhold his objection for a moment. The resolution 
does not involve the expenditure of any money; it is not to 
adjust a claim, but it is to audit a claim which will be pre- 
sented later to Congress for action. So I think it is a measure 
which should be passed at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the resolution? 

Mr. OVERMAN. Let the resolution go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The resolution will be passed 
over. 

AMENDMENT OF INTERSTATE COMMERCE ACT 

The bill (S. 3304) to amend section 26 of the Interstate 
Commerce act, as amended, was announced as next in order, 
and the bill was read. 

Mr. BRUCE. I ask that the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

COMMISSIONER OF RECLAMATION 

The bill (S. 3035) to provide for the appointment of a 
Commissioner of Reclamation, and for other purposes, was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let that bill go over. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, this item is contained in an 
amendment to a bill now in conference, and I move therefore 
that the Senate bill 3035 be indefinitely postponed. 

The motion was agreed to. 

RESOLUTIONS PASSED OVER 

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 118) to authorize the United 
States Shipping Board to adjust the claim of the Near East 
Relief, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I ask that the joint resolution 
go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint resolution will be 
passed over. 


The resolution (S. Res. 271) authorizing preparation of 
compilation of Indians laws and treaties, was announced as 
next in order, 

Mr. SMOOT., I ask that that go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The resolution will be passed, 
over. 


VALUATION OF COMMON CARRIERS 


The resolution (S. Res. 283) favoring the allotment of suffi- 
cient funds to the Interstate Commerce Commission to enable 
it to carry on the work of yaluation of common carriers was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, as I understand, we adopted an 
item in the appropriation bill on Saturday carrying over a 
million dollars for continuing the work of valuation of the 
railroads. I should like to ask some member of the Interstate 
Commerce Committee if this is not a duplication? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is informed that 
the author of the resolution is not present, 

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
Watson], who is familiar with the matter, is present, and I 
call his attention to the resolution. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, this resolution is in a very 
unusual form. It is a request to the Budget Bureau to give 
consideration to the matter. Congress, of course, can direct the 
Budget Bureau. I would not consent to the adoption of this 
resolution in the form in which it is pending. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The resolution will go over. 


AUGUSTUS SIPPLE 


The bill (S. 3631) for the relief of Augustus Sipple was 
announced as next in order, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill has been adversely 
reported from the Committee on Military Affairs and, without 
objection, it will be indefinitely postponed. The Chair hears no 
objection, and the bill is indefinitely postponed. 


AWARD TO EMPLOYEES OF BETHLEHEM STEEL CO. 


The bill (H. R. 5481) to provide for the carrying out of the 
award of the National War Labor Board of July 31, 1918, in 
favor of certain employees of the Bethlehem Steel Co., Bethle- 
hem, Pa., was announced as next in order. 

Mr. DIAL. I ask that that bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator to 
withhold his objection for a moment? 

Mr. DIAL. I withhold the objection at the request of the 
Senator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I hope the Senator will not 
press his objection-to the bill. It is designed to carry into 
effect an award of the War Labor Board made under circum- 
stances which give rise to a very powerful equity in favor of 
the persons who at that time were war workers for the Bethle- 
hem Steel Co. They were awarded by the War Labor Board, 
of which Chief Justice Taft was at that time the president, 
an inerease in wages to place them upon a par with other 
Government workers who were then employed at Hog Island 
and in other war plants. They continued to work under stim- 
ulus of this promised increase; and the matter was so pro- 
ceeded with that the War Department was actually beginning 
to pay them the wages found by the board to be due, and some 
of the checks had been drawn in their favor, when an opinion 
was rendered by the legal adviser of the War Department to 
the effect that there was no legal authority for the payment 
of claims of this character under fixed-price contracts. The 
Secretary of War then sent the matter to Congress, with the 
strongest kind of a message in favor of the payment of this 
claim. : 

The members of the War Labor Board, including the Chief 
Justice, appeared before the House committee. The House com- 
mittee reported the bill unanimously; it was passed by the 
House, and was sent here, where it was referred to our 
Committee on Claims, which reported it unanimously with an 
affirmative recommendation. Now, it is upon the calendar 
awaiting an opportunity to do justice to these men in whose 
favor the award has been standing for a number of years, 
Mr. President, I ask the Senator not to press his objection. 


Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 
question? 

Mr. PEPPER. Certainly. I yield to the Senator from 
Colorado. 


Mr. PHIPPS, I should like to inquire if the payments under 
the bill are to be made through the Bethlehem Steel Co. or 
directly to the individual workers who were awarded the in- 
crease in salary by the Labor Board? 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, the payments are to be made 
direct to the individual workers without company intervention 
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and without the intervention of agents or attorneys. It is a 
direct payment to the individual workman or, in case of death, 
to his legal representative. . 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, how much would it requine 
to meet the provisions of this bill? 


Mr. PEPPER. Not in excess—— 

Mr. DIAL. I ask that the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ‘The bill will be passed over. 

NAVAL AND MARINE CORPS RESERVE 

The bil (H. R. 9634) to provide for the creation, organiza- 
tion, administration, and maintenance of a Naval Reserve and 
a Marine Corps Reserve was announced as next in order. 

Mr. FEES. I inquire if that is the same as Calendar No. 
822, being Senate bill 1807? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is. 

Mr. ODDIE. Mr. President, I will state for the information 
of the senior Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoot] that some weeks 
ago I filed a report on this bill from the subcommittee of the 
Committee on Naval Affairs, of which I am chairman, which 
was adopted by the Committee on Naval Affairs. It contains 
the items to which the Senator referred this morning. That re- 
port has been on file in the Senate for some weeks. 

Mr. SMOOT. I will say to the Senator that I took the Senate 
bill just as he called my attention to it, and I had analysis 
made, The House bill may be perfectly satisfactory, I will say 
to the Senator; I know that the Senate bill is and I have not 
the least objection to it, but I do not know what amendments 
have been made to this bill. 

Mr. ODDIE. I will say to the Senator from Utah that there 
are a few minor amendments, but they can be thrashed out in 
conference. Would the Senator be willing to allow the bill to 
be passed and have it go to conference? 

Mr. SMOOT. Just let me look at the amendments. My 
attention has net been called to them before. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, we wonder if the Senator 
from Utah and the Senator from Nevada would be generous 
enough to take the Senate into their confidence, and let us 
know what is going on between them? 

Mr, ODDIE. Mr. President, this is the bill creating a Naval 
Reserve, which has been passed on by the Naval Affairs Com- 
mittee of the Senate, and a subcommittee of the Naval Affairs 
Committee, of which I am chairman, last year held extensive 
hearings on it. The hearings have been on record here in the 
Senate for many months. The subect has been thrashed out 
very thoroughly, and it is considered a very excellent bill. It 
will save money to the Government and provide a more efficient 
Naval Reserve than we have had heretofore. 

Mr. SMOOT. Can the Senator tell us in a few words what 
the changes are from the present bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair will suggest that 
probably the easiest way would be to have the amendments 
stated at the desk. 

Mr. ODDIE. I should have to go through the bill section 
by section. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will state 
the first amendment. 

The Reaptnc CLERK. On page 2, line 25, after the word 
“with,” it is proposed to insert the words “or without,” so 
that it will read: 

And provided further, That nothing contained in this act shall affect 
the status or pay of members of the Naval Reserve force heretofore 
retired with or without pay. 


Mr. ODDIE. Mr. President, I think I can clarify this mat- 
ter in a minute by stating the differences hein the House 
bill and the Senate bill. 

The only differences in Senate bill 1807, as reported to the 
Senate June 5, 1924, and House bill 9634, reported to the 
Senate January 14, 1925, except for slight changes in verbiage 
are: 

Section 9 of House bill 9634 contains the provisions of 
House bill 9461, which was signed by the President on Febru- 
ary 10, 1925, so that it is not now pertinent in House bill 9634. 

Section 14 of House bill 9634 contains provisions for com- 
pensation of reservists incapacitated while on active duty 
under the United States employees’ compensation act, which 
was not in Senate bill 1807. 

Section 21 of House bill 9634 states that week-end cruises of 
reservists shall not be regarded as drills or other equivalent 
instruction or duty. 

Section 26 of House bill 9634, in its last proviso, reenacts 
certain guaranties contained in the act of Angust 29, 1916, 
which latter act is repealed by section 1 of this bill. 

Section 40 of House bill 9634 provides that the act shall take 
saad on July 1, 1925, while Senate bill 1807 had no ‘such 
pro z 


With the exception of the above comparatively unimportant 
differences, the bills in general language, purpose, and intent 
are identical. Minor changes in language to clarify and sim- 
plify the House bill have been made. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I want to call the Senator’s 
attention to page 9 of the bill, where this amendment occurs: 


Provided further, That any line oficer now on the retired Ust of 
the Navy with the rank of lieutenant, who would have heretofore 
been due for promotion to the rank of lieutenant commander had he 
remained on the active list, who served with credit in the World 
War with the temporary rank of Heutenant commander, who was 
required by the public interests to be employed on active duty con- 
tinuously during and since the war, and who is now so employed on 
active duty, shall have on the retired list of the regular Navy the 
rank, pay, and allowances of lieutenant commander, 


Will the Senator kindly explain that amendment to the 
Senate? I do not remember that proyision being in the Senate 
bill at all. 

Mr. ODDIE. Section 9 provides: 


That officers and men of the Naval Reserve, including those who 
may have been retired, may be ordered to active duty by the Secretary 
of the Navy in time of war or when in the. opinion of the President 
a national emergency exists and may be required to perform active 
duty throughout the war or until the national emergency ceases to 
exist; but in time of peace, except as is otherwise provided in this 
act, they shall only be ordered to or continued on active duty with 
their own consent: Provided, That the Secretary of the Navy may 
release any officer or man from active duty at any time: Provided 
further, That any line officer now on the retired Ust 


Mr. SMOOT. That is the amendment, Mr. President. I 
have no objection to section 9 as the House had it, but I did 
not know that this amendment was even in the Senate bill; 
and I ask the Senator to make an explanation of the amend- 
ment to section 9. 

Mr. ODDIE. Section 9 of the House bill reads in this way: 


That officers and men of the Naval Reserve 


eS is one amendment there, to strike out the word 
4 8 S 

Mr. SMOOT. I do not object to that, because that amend- 
ment is made all the way through the bill, and I know what 
that means; but the Senate committee has proposed an amend- 
ment to section 9, beginning on line 8, page 9, which [ have 
already read, and which I will not take the time to read 


Mr. ODDIE. Mr. President, I will ask that that amend- 
ment be rejected. It was my intention to have that done, 
because that matter has been taken care of in another bill. 

Mr. SMOOT. Then I have no objection, if that goes out of 
the bill, to the passage of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BincHam in the chair). 
The question is on agreeing to the first amendment, as stated 
by the Secretary. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator, before 
the amendments are stated, whether there are any provisions 
in this bill which authorize officers of the Reserve Force 
under any circumstances to receive the same retirement privi- 
leges and benefits that are granted to the regular officers of 
the Navy? 

Mr. ODDIE. Mr. President, under the present “ Naval Re- 
serve Force” law there are certain retirement privileges 
granted to Naval Reserve officers. 

Mr. SMOOT. I will say to my colleague that in the bill there 
is no different provision as to retired officers of the Navy than 
is in existing law. The retirement privileges are just the same. 

Mr. KING. My understanding is that there are no retire- 


ment privileges for reserve officers of the Navy. Retirement 


privileges were granted for a while, until Congress by legisia- 
tion, perceiving the impropriety of the measure, repealed that 
law; and I did not understand that any of the reserve officers 
of the Navy were now eligible to retirement, receiving the same 
benefits and emoluments that are granted to the regular officers 
of the Navy. If this bill makes any provision of that char- 
acter, I shall object to its consideration. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. It does not. 

Mr. SMOOT. It does not change the law from what it was. 

Mr. ODDIE. I will say to the Senator from Utah that there 
is an honorary retired list now without salary, which is not 
provided for in the old law. 

Mr. KING. I confess that I do not understand the Senator. 
My question is, Is there any provision in this bill that gives to 
reserve officers who may be called into service, or who may 
give their services to the Navy under the present provisions ef 
this law, the same status, so far as eligibility for retirement is 
concerned, that is enjoyed by the regular naval officers? 


3812 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


FEBRUARY 16 


Mr. ODDIE. No; there is nothing of that kind in the pres- 
ent bill. 7 

Mr. KING. Suppose that an emergency officer does receive 
some injury while in the service or suffers some disability 
after a long number of years in the service. What provision, 
if any, is made for his compensation? 

Mr. ODDIE. That is taken care of in the new law by bring- 
ing him under the United States employees’ compensation law. 

Mr. KING. That is to say, then, all these retired naval 
officers come under the employees’ compensation law? 

Mr. ODDIE, No; those who are injured in line of active 
duty. 

Mr. KING. But there is no retirement privilege? 

Mr. ODDIE. No. 

Mr. KING. Are they placed upon the retired list which is 
applicable to civilians in the service of the Government? 

Mr. ODDIE. No. I should like to read the Senator that 
section. 

Mr. KING. What I want to do is to make sure that we 
are not creating any bigger pension class. We shall soon have 
a pensioner for every taxpayer and every bread earner in the 
United States. With our retirement Jaws, and our pension 
laws, and all that sort of thing, we shall pretty soon have one 
breadeater paid out of the Government Treasury for every 
breadwinner. 

Mr. ODDIE. Mr. President, I think that is well taken care 
of in section 14 of this bill, which I should like to read to the 
Senator: 

That if in time of peace any officer or enlisted man of the Naval 
Reserve is physicaily injured in the line of duty while performing 
active duty, authorized training duty with or without pay, or when 
employed in authorized travel to and from such duty, or dies as the 
result of such physical injury, he or his beneficlary shall be entitled 
to all the benefits prescribed by law for civil employees of the United 
States Who are physically injured in the line of duty or who die as 
the result thereof, and the United States Employees’ Compensation 
Commission shall have jurisdiction in such cases and shall perform 
the same duties with reference thereto as in the cases of civil em- 
ployees of the United States so injured: Provided, That in no case 
shall sickness or disease be regarded as an injury within the mean- 
Ing of this section relating to the Naval Reserve. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 9634) to provide 
for the creation, organization, administration, and maintenance 
of a Naval Reserve and a Marine Corps Reserve, which had 
been reported from the Committee on Naval Affairs with 
amendments. 

The first amendment was, in section 1, page 2, line 25, after 
the word “with” to insert “or without,’ so as to make the 
section read; 


That the Naval Reserve Force, established under the act of August 
29, 1916, is hereby abolished, and in lieu thereof there is hereby created 
and established, as a component part of the United States Navy, a 
Naval Reserve which shall consist of three classes, namely: The Fleet 
Naval Reserve, the Merchant Marine Naval Reserve, and the Volunteer 
Naval Reserve: Provided, That all officers and men who on the date of 
this act are members of the Fleet Naval Reserve, the Naval Reserve, 
or the Naval Reserve Flying Corps of the Naval Reserve Force, are 
hereby transferred to the Fleet Naval Reserve created by this act, and 
all officers and men who on the date of this act are members of the 
Naval Auxillary Reserve of the Naval Reserve Force are hereby trans- 
ferred to the Merchant Marine Naval Reserye created by this act: 
Provided further, That members of the Naval Reserve Force on the 
date of the approval of this act whose status in the Naval Reserve thus 
created is not otherwise specifically established by this act are hereby 
transferred to the Volunteer Naval Reserve: Provided further, That 
such transfers of officers and enrolled men shall be for the unexpired 
period of their current enrollment in the Naval Reserve Force: And 
provided further, That within three months after the date of this act 
any officer so transferred pursuant to this section may make applica- 
tion to the Secretary of the Navy for appointment in the Naval Re- 
serve herein created, and such officer shall, if found physically qualified 
for appointment, be appointed in accordance with section 7 of this act 
in the confirmed grade or rank held by him in the Naval Reserve Force 
with date of precedence in accordance with section 15 of this act: 
And provided further, That nothing contained in this act shall affect 
the status or pay of members of the Naval Reserye Force heretofore 
retired with or without pay. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 4, page 4, line 17, be- 
fore the word “man,” to strike out “enlisted,” so as to make 
the section read: 


SEC. 4. That the Naval Reserve shall be composed of male citizens 
of the United States and of the insular possessions of the United 
States of 18 years of age or over who by appointment or enlistment 
therein, under regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Navy, 
or by transfer or assignment thereto as in this act provided, obligate 
themselves to serve in the Navy in time of war or during the exist- 
ence of a national emergency declared by the President: Provided, 
That nothing contained in this section shall render ineligible for 
transfer to the Naval Reserve created by this act, as provided in 
section 1 hereof, any person now serving in the Naval Reserve Force: 
Provided further, That any enlisted man now serving in the regular 
Navy who is not a citizen of the United States and who on the date 
of this act has completed not less than eight years’ naval service shall 
be deemed eligible for transfer to the Fleet Naval Reserve of the 
Naval Reserve created by this act upon completion of the minimum 
amount of service required for such transfer: Provided further, That 
no officer or man of the Nayal Reserve shall be a member of any other 
naval or military organization except the Naval Militia: And pro- 
vided further, That no existing law shall be construed to prevent any 
member of the Naval Reserve from accepting employment in any ciyil 
branch of the public service, nor from receiving the pay and allow- 
ances incident to such employment in addition to any pay or allow- 
ances to which he may be entitled under the provisions of this act, 


The amendment was agreed to. k 

The next amendment was, in section 5, page 5, line 8, before 
the word “men,” to strike out “enlisted,” so as to make the 
section read: , 


Sec. 5. There shall be allowed in the Naval Reserve the various 
ranks, grades, and ratings corresponding to those in the regular Navy, 
but not above the rank of lieutenant commander, except as otherwise 
provided in this act, Officers of the line may be appointed for deck 
duties, engineering duties, or both, or for aviation duties. All ap- 
pointments and promotions of officers, and enlistments and changes in 
rating of men, in the Naval Reserye, and transfers to and from any of 
the three classes therein, unless otherwise provided in this act, shall 
be made in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Seertary 
of the Navy: Provided, That persons appointed to commissioned 
grades in the Naval Reserve shall be commissioned by the President 
alone and those appointed to warrant grades shall be warranted by 
the Secretary of the Navy: Provided further, That enlistments in the 
Naval Reserve shall be for a term of four years, subject to the pro- 
visions of section 9 of this act, and may be extended for periods of 
one, two, three, or four years, in accordance with regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary of the Navy. f 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 6, page 5, line 21, before 
the word “ man,” to strike out “ enlisted,” and on page 6, line 9, 
after the word “ enlisted,” to insert “enrolled and assigned,” 
so as to make the section read: 


Sec. 6. That in time of peace no officer or man of the Naval Reserve 
shall be discharged except upon expiration of his term of service or 
upon his own request, or for full and sufficient cause, in the discretion 
of the Secretary of the Navy: Provided, That enlisted men heretofore 
or hereafter transferred to the Fleet Naval Reserve from the regular 
Navy in accordance with law shall at all times be governed by the laws 
and regulations for the government of the Navy and shall not be dis- 
charged from the Naval Reserve without their consent except by sen- 
tence of a court-martial or in accordance with the provisions of section 
23 of this act: Provided further, That in time of war, or a national 
emergency, declared by the President to exist, officers and enlisted, 
enrolled and assigned men of the Naval Reserve shall be subject to 
separation therefrom in the same manner as may be provided by or in 
pursuance of law for the separation of officers and enlisted men from 
the regular Navy, subject to the provisions of section 9 of this act, 


The amendment was agreed to, 

The next amendment was, in section 7, page 7, line 20, after 
the word “ numbers,” to strike out “in the various grades,” and 
on page 8, line 3, before the word “man,” to strike out en- 
listed,” so as to make the section read: 


Sec. 7. Commissioned and warrant officers appointed or transferred 
to the Naval Reserve shall be commissioned or warranted to serve dur- 
ing the pleasure of the President, in grades or ranks not above that of 
lieutenant commander, except that a small percentage of officers, who 
may be required in higher grades or ranks for the recruiting, organiza- 
tion, administration, training, inspection, and mobilization of the Naval 
Reserye, may be commissioned in the grades or ranks of commodore, 
captain, and commander. The actual number of line officers so com- 
missioned in higher grades shall be distributed in the proportion of 
1 in the grade of commodore, to 15 in the grade of captain, to 28 
in the grade of commander. The actual number of staff officers so 
commissioned in higher ranks shall be commissioned in the proportion 
of 8 in the rank of captain, to 16 In the rank of commander, The 


total number of line officers in such higher grades shall not exceed 
forty-four one-hundredths of 1 per cent and of staff officers in such 
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higher ranks shall not exceed twenty-four one hundredths of 1 per cent 
of the actual number of enlisted men regularly assigned to divisions 
or other organized units of the Fleet Naval Reserve entitled to pay as 
provided in section 21 of this act. Whenever a final fraction occurs in 
computing the authorized number of officers in said higher grades or 
ranks, the nearest whole number shail be regarded as the authorized 
number, but at least one officer may be allowed in each grade or rank: 
Provided, That to determine the authorized number of officers in the 
various grades or ranks above lieutenant commander as provided in 
this section, computations shall be made by the Secretary of the Navy 
at least once during each calendar year and the resulting numbers 
as so computed shall be held and considered for all purposes as the 
authorized number of officers in such various grades or ranks and shall 
not be varied between the dates of such computations: Provided 
further, That no officer shall be reduced in rank as the result of any 
computation so made and that nothing in this act shall be construed 
as reducing the present confirmed grade, rank, or rating of any officer 
or man transferred to the Naval Reserve pursuant to the provisions 
of this act, or as prohibiting the appointment of such officers in their 
present confirmed grades or ranks, or as restricting the promotion of 
officers of the Naval Reserve in time of war as provided for in section 
17 of this act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 9, page 8, line 17, before 
the word “men,” to strike ont “enlisted”; and on page 9, 
line 2, before the word “man,” to strike out enlisted,” so as 
to read: 


Sec. 9. That officers and men of the Naval Reserve, including those 
who may have been retired, may be ordered to active duty by the Sec- 
retary of the Navy in time of war or when in the opinion of the 
President a national emergency exists, and may be required to perform 
active duty throughout the war or until the national emergency ceases 
to exist; but in time of peace, except as is otherwise provided in 
this act, they shall only be ordered to or continued on active duty 
with their own consent: Provided, That the Secretary of the Navy 
may release any officer or man from active duty at any time, 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 9, at the end of line 2, 
to insert: 


Provided further, That any line officer now on the retired list of 
the Navy with the rank of lieutenant who would have heretofore been 
due for promotion to the rank of lleutenant commander had he re- 
mained on the active list who served with credit in the World War 
with the temporary rank of Heutenant commander, who was required 
by the public Interests to be employed on active duty continuously 
during and since the war, and who is now so employed on active duty 
shall have on the retired list of the regular Navy the rank, pay, and 
allowances of lieutenant commander. 


Mr. ODDIE. I ask that that amendment be rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The next amendment was, in section 10, page 9, line 13, 
before the word “ men,” to strike out “enlisted”; and on page 
10, line 1, before the word “man,” to strike out “enlisted,” so 
as to make the section read: 


“Src. 10. Officers and men of the Naval Reserve when employed on 
active duty, authorized training duty, with or without pay, drill, or 
other equivalent instruction or duty, or when employed in authorized 
travel to and from such duty, drill, or instruction, or during such time 
as they may by law be required to perform active duty in accordance 
with their obligations, or while wearing a uniform prescribed for the 
Naval Reserve, shall be subject to the laws, regulations, and orders 
for the government of the Navy: Provided, That disciplinary action 
for an offense committed while so subject to the laws, reguiations, and 
orders for the government of the Navy shall not be barred by reason 
of release from duty status of any officer or man charged with the 
commission thereof: Provided further, That officers and men who 
have heretofore been or may hereafter be transferred to the retired 
list of the Naval Reserve Force or the Naval Reserve with pay shall 
at all times be subject to the laws, regulations, and orders for the 
government of the Navy. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 11, page 10, line 16, 
after the word “officers,” to strike out “and enlisted men”; 
in line 17, before the word “men,” to strike out “enlisted”; 
in line 24, after the words “ Marine Corps,” to insert “ Coast 
Guard” and on page 11, line 2, before the word “men,” to 
strike out “enlisted,” so as to make the section read: 

Sec. 11. That commissioned officers of the Naval Reserve when em- 
ployed on active duty or on training duty, with pay, or when em- 
ployed in authorized travel to and from such duty, shall be deemed 
to have been confimed in grade and justified for all general service 


and shall receive the pay, allowances, including longevity pay, as 
provided by law for the reserve forces of the United States, and shall 
when traveling under orders receive transportation in kind, mileage or 
actual expenses as provided by law for travel performed by officers 
of the regular Navy. Warrant officers and men of the Naval Reserve 
when employed on active duty or on training duty will pay or when 
employed in authorized travel to and from such duty shall receive 
the same pay and allowances as received by warrant officers and en- 
listed men of the regular Navy of the same rank, grade, or rating, 
and of the same length of service which shall include service in the 
Navy, Marine Corps, Coast Guard, Naval Reserve Force, Naval 
Militia, National Naval Volunteers, Marine Corps Reserve, or Naval 
Reserve: Provided, That when- officers or men of the Naval Reserve 
perform active duty or training duty with pay for a period of less 
than 30 days such duty performed on the 31st day of any month shall 
be paid for at the same rate as for other days. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 12, page 11, line 6, 
after the word “in,” to strike out “or transferred to,” so as to 
make the section read: 


SEC. 12. That upon being appointed in the Fleet Naval Reserve an 
officer shall be paid a sum of $100 for purchase of required uniforms, 
and thereafter he shall be paid an additional sum of $50 for the same 
purpose upon completion of each period of four years in the Fleet 
Naval Reserve: Provided, That any officer who has heretofore received 
a uniform gratuity shall not be entitled to either of the above-men- 
tioned sums until the expiration of four years from the date of the 
receipt of such gratuity: Provided further, That in time of war or 
national emergency a further sum of $150 for purchase of required uni- 
forms shall be paid to officers of all classes of the Naval Reserve 
when they first report for active duty. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 20, page 16, line 13, be- 
fore the word “men,” to insert “enrolled and enlisted . 
line 23, before the word “men,” to strike out “ enlisted"; on 
page 17, line 1, before the word “men,” to strike out “en- 
listed“; and in line 2, after the word“ training,” to insert “ or 
other,” so as to make the section read: 


Sec. 20. That in time of peace, except as herein otherwise provided, 
officers and enrolled and enlisted men of the Fleet Naval Reserve shall 
be required to perform such training duty, not to exceed 15 days an- 
nually, as may be prescribed by the Secretary of the Navy, unless 
excused therefrom for good and sufficient reasons by direction of the 
Secretary of the Navy: Provided, That they may be given additional 
training or other duty, either with or without pay, as may be author- 
ized, with their consent, by the Secretary of the Navy: Provided fur- 
ther, That when authorized training or other duty without pay is per- 
formed by officers or men they may, in the diseretion of the Secretary 
of the Navy, be furnished subsistence in kind or commutation thereof 
at a rate to be fixed from time to time by the Secretary of the Navy: 
And provided further, That officers and men while detailed for training 
or other duty in aviation which involves actual flying in aircraft, in 
accordance with regulations preseribed by the Secretary of the Navy, 
shall receive the same increase of the pay of their grades, ranks, or 
ratings as may be received by officers and enlisted men in similar 
grades, ranks, and ratings in the Regular Navy for the performance of 
similar duty. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 22, page 18, line 22, after 
the word “service,” to insert “and may authorize any enlisted 
man in such service“; and on page 19, line 12, after the word 
“paid,” to insert “in advance,” so as to make the section read: 


Src, 22. That the Secretary of the Navy, in his discretion, under 
such regulations as he may prescribe, may require any person hereafter 
when first enlisting in the regular naval service and may authorize any 
enlisted man in such service to obligate himself to serve four years in 
the Fleet Naval Reserve upon termination of his enlistment in the 
regular naval service: Providcd, That upon termination of their enlist- 
ment in the regular naval service men who have so obligated themselves 
shall be assigned to the Fleet Naval Reserve for the four-year period 
unless they apply for reenlistment or extension of their enlistment in 
the regular naval service, in which event they may be reenlisted or may 
extend their enlistment in the regular naval service: Provided further, 
That the men so assigned to the Fleet Naval Reserve for the four-year 
period shall not, in time of peace, be ordered to active duty, except 
with their own consent, and shall be under no obligation to perform 
training duty or drill during that period, but shall be paid in advance 
at the rate of $25 per annum, except when, with their own consent, 
they become attached to a division of the Fleet Naval Reserve or satis- = 
factorily perform appropriate duties assigned by direction of the Secre- 
tary of the Navy, in which case they shall receive the pay, allowances, 
gratuities, and other emoluments as herein specifically provided for 
enlisted men of the Fleet Naval Reserve. 
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Enlisted men of the regular naval service assigned to the Fleet Naval 
Reserve in accordance with the provisions of this section, or enlisted 
men who within three months from date of discharge from the regular 
naval service upon completion of a four-year enlistment, enlist in the 
Naval Reserve may, while so in the Naval Reserve, be permitted to 
reenlist in the regular naval service, in which case they shall be entitled 
to the same benefits as if they had enlisted in the regular naval service 
within three months of their last discharge therefrom. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 23, page 20, line 11, 
after the words “rate of,’ to strike out “one-third” and in- 
sert “one-half,” so as to make the section read: 


Sec. 23. Men who enlist in the regular Navy after the passage of 
this act, except as herein otherwise provided, may be transferred to 
the Fleet Naval Reserve only upon the completion of at least 20 years’ 
naval service and provided they are then found physically and other- 
wise qualified to perform duty in time of war and apply for such 
transfer, and thereafter, except when on active duty, shall be paid at 
the rate of one-half of the base pay they are receiving at the time of 
transfer: Provided, That in time of peace all enlisted men so trans- 
ferred to the Fleet Naval Reserve may be required to perform not more 
than two months’ active duty in each four-year period and shall be 
physically examined at least once during each four-year period, and if 
upon such examination they are found not physically qualified to per- 
form duty in time of war they shall be discharged: Provided further, 
That all enlisted men so transferred to the Fleet Naval Reserve shall, 
upon completion of 30 years’ service, including naval service and time 
in the Fleet Naval Reserve, be transferred to the retired list of the 
regular Navy with one-half of the base pay of their ratings plus all 
permanent additions thereto, and the allowances to which enlisted men 
of the same ratings are entitled on retirement after 80 years’ naval 
service. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, at the end of section 26, page 23, 
line 1, to insert the following proviso: 


Provided further, That for all purposes of this section a complete 
enlistment during minority shall be counted as four years’ service, and 
any enlistment terminated within three months prior to the expiration 
of the term of such enlistment shall be counted as the full term of 
service for which enlisted. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 23, line 14, after the word 
“Navy,” to strike out the words.“ and if they have had 16 but 
less than 20 years’ naval service, they shall receive pay at the 
rate of one-third of the base pay of their ratings, plus all per- 
manent additions thereto, and if they have had 20 or more 
years’ naval serviee, they shall receive pay at the rate of one- 
half of the base pay of their ratings, plus all permanent addi- 
tions thereto,” and to insert in lieu thereof the words “with 
the pay they are then receiving,” so as to make the section 
read: 


Sec. 27. That in time of peace all enlisted men so transferred to the 
Fleet Naval Reserve in accordance with the preceding section may be 
required to perform not more than two months’ active duty in each 
four-year period and shall be examined physically at least once 
during each four-year period, and if upon such examination they 
are found not physically qualified they shall be transferred to the 
retired list of the regular Navy, with the pay they are then 
receiving, and upon the completion of 30 years’ service, including 
naval service, time In the Fleet Naval Reserve, and time on the retired 
list of the Navy, they shall receive the allowances to which enlisted 
men of the regular Navy are entitled on retirement after 30 years’ 
naval service: Provided, That all enlisted men so transferred to the 
Fleet Naval Reserve who are not transferred to the retired list 
pursuant to the foregoing provisions of this section shall, upon 
completion of 30 days’ service, including naval service and time 
in the Fleet Naval Reserve, be transferred to the retired list of the 
regular Navy with the pay they were then receiving and the allow- 
ances to which enlisted men of the same rating are entitled on retire- 
ment after 30 years’ naval service. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 24, line 25, to strike out 
the word “enlisted,” so as to make the section read: 


Sec. 28. That of the Organized Militia, as provided by law, such 
part as may be duly prescribed in any State, Territory, or the District 
of Columbia shall constitute a Naval Militia. Any officer or enlisted 
man of such Naval Militia may, in the discretion of the Secretary of 
the Navy, be appointed or enlisted in the Fleet Naval Reserve in the 
grade, rank, or rating not above the rank of lieutenant for which 

` he may be found qualified in accordance with such special regulations 
as may be prescribed by the Secretary of the Navy: Provided, That 
each officer and enlisted man of ihe Naval Militia appointed or en- 


listed in the Fleet Naval Reserve shall be required within one year 
after the date of his appointment or enlistment in the Fleet Naval 
Reserve to qualify for the rank or rating he may hold in ‘accordance 
with the general regulations governing the Fleet Naval Reserve: Pro- 
vided further, That officers and men of the Naval reserye who 
are members of the Naval Militia of any State, Territory, or the 
District of Columbia shall stand relieved from all service or duty 
in said Naval Militia when on active duty in time of war or national 
emergency: Provided further, That such vessels, material, armament, 
equipment, and other facilities of the regular Navy as are or may be 
made available for the Fleet Naval Reserve shall also be available, in 
the discretion of the Secretary of the Navy, for issue or loan to the 
several States, Territories, or the District of Columbla for the 
administration and training of units of the Naval Militia, but 
no such facilities of the regular Navy shall be furnished for use 
by any portion or unit of the Naval Militia unless at least 95 per cent 
of its personnel has been appointed or enlisted in the Fleet Naval 
Reserve and unless its organization, administration, and training 
conform to the standard prescribed by the Secretary of the Navy 
for such units. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 29, after line 14, to insert 
a new section, as follows: 


Src, 40. That this act shall take effect on July 1, 1925, which date 
shall be construed as the date of the passage or approval thereof. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. ODDIE. Mr. President, I move that in section 4, on 
page 3, line 25, the word “male” be stricken out. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. What is the object of that? 

Mr. ODDIE. I understand that certain work can be done 
by yeomanettes in the Naval Reserve, and they have made a 
special request to the chairman of the committee that this 
word be stricken out in order that they may perform certain - 
services in time of war. I will state that any work they can 
do will be governed and determined by the department under 
department regulations. So I feel satisfied that the department 
will not allow them to be put in any positions where their 
services would not be practical in every way. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. As I understand it, this would author- 
ize the enlistment of women in the naval service of the United 
States in time of peace. Would it not? 

Mr. ODDIE. Yes. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Is the Senator convinced that is a 
proper thing to put in the statute? It does not prescribe in 
what capacity they may be enlisted. It merely provides that 
they may be enlisted, and if they are once enlisted are they 
not thereby entitled—as a moral right, at least—to promotion? 

Mr. ODDIE. I understand that this can and will be regu- 
lated entirely by the department, and I know the department 
would not allow them to serve in any capacity for which they 
were not qualified. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Let me ask the Senator if women are 
enlisted in the regular Navy? 

Mr. ODDIE. I do not know of any being enlisted in the 
Navy. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. If they are not enlisted in the regular 
Navy, why should they be enlisted in the reserve Navy? 

Mr. ODDIE. A request was made by a committee of the 
yeomanettes to the chairman of the Naval Affairs Committee 
that this be done. I have not had an opportunity of discussing 
this with this committee, but I understand that the chairman 
assured them the matter would be taken care of in this way. 
Perhaps the chairman of the committee can explain the matter. 

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, I did not assure them that it 
would be provided for in this bill. I assured them I would 
take the matter up with the subcommittee, but I saw no ob- 
jection to this going in. 

Mr. ODDIE. I am willing to assume all the responsibility 
for the subcommittee. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Of course, I do not know what fate 
this amendment would meet in conference with the House, but 
after all that has been said would the Senator from Nevada 
be willing to go on record as approving the enlistment of women 
in the military forces of the United States? 

Mr. ODDIE. It is only for such work as they are qualified 
to do. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. It does not say so. The amendment 
does not so prescribe. 

Mr. ODDIE. I understand that the department has regu- 
lations which will cover that matter. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Will the Senator produce those regu- 
lations, and include them in the amendment? TI can see a 


vista opening here which is interesting. We have a reserve 
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Army. Are we going to establish the right of women to enlist 
in the Army? Are we to have a “ Battalion of death”? 

Mr. EDGE.” Let us have the amendment stated, so that we 
can all have the benefit of knowing just what the chairman of 
the committee has assured the yeomanettes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will report the 
amendment. 

The READING CLERK. On page 3, line 25, to strike ont the 
word “male,” so as to read: 


That the Nayal Reserve shall be composed of citizens of the United 
States— 


And so forth. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I can say to the Senator from Nevada 
that striking out the word “male” would permit women 
to enlist in the Naval Reserve. To be logical and consistent, 
we should open up to them the regular Navy, the Regular 
Army, the National Guard, the Naval Militia, and the Organ- 
ized Reserves. Is the Senator ready to face that? 

Mr. ODDIE. Mr. President, my understanding of the matter 
is that there is certain work that can be done by women, work 
that has been done by them heretofore, which is not in the line 
of combat work, but is clerical work, nursing, and other matters 
of that sort. But as this seems to be growing into a contro- 
versial matter, I am willing to let the amendment go, because 
the question has been raised by the chairman of the Military 
Affairs Committee, and if it is going to lead to debate, and pos- 
sibly to the defeat of the bill, I will withdraw the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator withdraw the 
amendment? 

Mr. ODDIE. I withdraw the amendment. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill 
to be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In view of the action just 
taken, by unanimous consent Senate bill 1807 will be indefi- 
nitely postponed. 


DAMAGES BY U. S. S. LAMBERTON ” 


Mr, WADSWORTH. Senate bill 708, for the relief of various 
owners of vessels and cargoes damaged by the U. S. S. Lam- 
berton, was reached upon the calendar a little time ago, when 
I was unavoidably detained from the Chamber. I dọ not know 
who raised objection to the consideration of the bill, but I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate return to its consideration 
in order that I may make a statement, which will take about 
one minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is informed that 
the objection to that bill was raised by the senior Senator from 
Montana [Mr. WAtsxH], who is now not in the Chamber. Does 
the Senator therefore wish to continue his request under those 
circumstances? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. 
Montana returns. 

Mr. WADSWORTH subsequently said: The senior Senator 
from Montana has returned to the Chamber, and I renew my 
request that the Senate return to the consideration of Senate 
bill 708, my information being that the Senator from Montana 
asked that this bill go over. I was out of the Chamber at the 
time, and I would like to have an opportunity to persuade him 
to permit the passage of the bill. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The objection really came from 
some one else. I called attention to a feature of the bill 
which I thought was objectionable, and, having done that, 
some one else asked that it go over. I will say to the Senator 
that the bill apparently acknowledges negligence, and simply 
reposes in the court the duty of determining the amount of 
the damages. If the case is to go to the court at all, why 
should not the court determine all the questions, and why con- 
fess to negligence and liability? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Undoubtedly the Senator refers to the 
amendment which was drawn and inserted by the Committee 
on Claims, and I assume that his criticism would go to the use 
of the word “ negligent,” at the end of line 16, on page 3. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. That is correct. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I am not a member of the Committee 
on Claims, but so far as I may do so, I would consent to the 
word “negligent” being stricken out, so that it would read 
“as a result of the operation of the destroyer Lamberton.” 

The Navy Department, through an official report made by 
the board which investigated this incident, did acknowledge, 
so far as the department could, that the damage done was the 


I will wait until the Senator from 


fault of the destroyer, but I can see the Senator's point that 
that should not be admitted in a statute which submits the 
matter of a Federal court. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. As far as I am concerned, it 
would be quite satisfactory to me to recur to'it. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. This merely submits the case to a 
Federal court sitting in admiralty. 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to 
consider the bill, which had been reported from the Committee 
on Claims with an amendment, to strike out all after the 
enacting clause and to insert the following: 


That the claims of various owners of vessels and cargoes damaged 
by the U. S. S. Lamberton, on account of damages sustained by 
them as a result of the negligent operation of the destroyer Lam- 
berton off Sea Breeze Point, between Great Bed Light and Wards 
Point, Staten Island Sound, on October 10, 1918, may be sued for by 
the various owners in the District Court of the United States for the 
Eastern District of New York sitting as a court of admiralty and 
acting under the rules governing such court, and said court shall have 
jurisdiction to hear and determine such suit and to enter jndgment or 
decree for the amount of such damages and costs, if any, as shall be 
found to be due against the United States in favor of the various 
owners, or against the various owners in favor of the United States, 
upon the same principles and measures of lability as in like cases in 
admiralty between private parties and with the same right of appeal: 
Provided, That such notice of the suit shall be given to the Attorney 
General of the United States as may be provided by order of the said 
court, and it shall be the duty of the Attorney General to cause the 
United States attorney in such district to appear and defend for the 
United States: Provided further, That said suit shall be brought and 
commenced within four months of the date of the passage of this act. 


Mr. WADSWORTH. I move as an amendment to the com- 
mittee amendment to strike out the word “negligent,” at the 
end of line 16, on page 3. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

Mr. KING. May I say to the Senator that I find on page 4 
of the report signed by Edwin Denby, Secretary, this lan- 
guage: 


Under the circumstances the Dill (S. 4348) proposing to appro- 
priate various sums of money to satisfy claims of owners of the 
damaged barge is disapproved. 


I would like to ask the Senator whether there was a dis- 
approval merely of the form, or a disapproval of the payment 
at all, upon the ground that there was no liability upon the 
part of the Government? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I did not catch the Senator's state- 
ment as to where in the report that is found. 

Mr. KING. The last paragraph of Secretary Denby’s report 
states that under the circumstances the Senate bill proposing 
to pay various sums to the owners of the damaged barge is 
disapproved. 

Does he disapprove of any payment upon the ground that 
there was no negligence upon the part of the Government, or 
does he merely disapprove of the method of paying directly 
without referring the matter to the Court of Claims? Because 
if the Seeretary of the Navy, after investigation’ was made, 
disapproves of if upon the ground that there was no negli- 
gence whatever I would have some hesitancy, without further 
information, in favoring the passage of the bill. : 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I understand that the Secretary of 
the Navy did disapprove the bill as originally introduced in 
that it appropriated specific sums for particular claims. The 
bill has been changed and leaves it to the court to determine 
whether or not the Government is liable, and if so, in what 
amount. 

Mr. FLETCHER. It appears that the Secretary of the 
Navy felt that the Lamberton was partly to blame, but not 
wholly to blame, The Lamberton was considered in part re- 
sponsible for the loss, and the tug Overbrook was also to 
blame. Settlement was offered on a half-damage basis. It 
was apparently the belief that the department was liable upon 
a half-damage basis only. The bill could be altered or 
amended so as not to confess full liability. That ought to be 
done, it seems to me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is upon agree- 
ing to the amendment as amended. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 
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BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill! (H. R. 9093) declaring pistols; revolvers, and other 


firearms capable of being concealed on the person nonmailable 
and providing penalty, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I cbject to the consideration of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 4448) authorizing the establishment of rural 
routes of from 36 to 75 miles in length was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. KING. Let that go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

JOHN A. BINGHAM 


The bill (H. R. 5808) for the relief of John A. Bingham was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. I object to the consideration of the bill. 

Mr. McKINLEY. Win the Senator withhold his objection 
for a moment? 

Mr. KING. I will say to the Senator that I have read the 
report very carefully, and there seems to have been negligence 
cn the part of the postmaster in that he did not lock the safe. 

Mr. McKINLEY. I know personally the postmaster for 
whose relief this bill was introduced, and I know the circum- 
stances surrounding the case. There had been a flood and 
an accident, and the conditions were very much upset. there, 
The man is an honest man and very much needs the money. I 
hope the Senator will not object. Only $500 is involved. 

Mr. KING, If it is only a small amount and is so important, 
we might make a contribution, but the principle is such 
that I do not think the Government ought to be held liable, 
and I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made, and the bill 
will be passed: over, 

ESTATE OF HALLER NUTT 


The bill (S. 2603) for the relief of the legal representative 
of the estate of Haller Nutt, deceased, was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. SMOOT. Let that go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


INCORPORATION OF AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION 


The bill (S: 292) to incorporate the American Bar Associa- 
tion was considered as in Committee of the Whole and was 
read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc.. That Robert ©. Lee Saner, of Texas; John W. 
Davis and Frederick E. Wadhams, of New York; W. Thomas Kemp, of 
Maryland; Thomas. W. Blackburn, of Nebraska; William Brosmith, 
of Connecticut; S. E. Ellsworth, of North Dakota; Thomas W. Shelton, 
of Virginia; A. T. Stovall; of Mississippi; Chester I. Long, of Kansas; 
Gurney E. Newlin, of California; Frederick A. Browg, of Illinois; 
Charles S. Whitman, of New York; Edgar B. Tolman, of Illinois ; Hon. 
William Howard Taft, Hon, Charles Evans Hughes, Hon. George Suther: 
land, Hon. Pierce Butler, Hon. Edward T.. Sanford, James M. Beck; 
J. M. Chamberlin, E. B. Parker, and Charles Henry Butler, of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia; Elihu Root, Alton B. Parker, Charles A. Boston, 
Henry W. Taft, Julius Henry Cohen; of New York; George T. Page, 
J. M. Dickinson, John T. Richards, Nathan W. MacChesney, Thomas 
Francis Howe, of Ilinois; Paul Howland, Province M. Pogue, John M. 
Garfield, F. M. Clevenger, of Ohio; Thad M. Talcott, jr., Charles Mar» 
tindale, C. C. Shirley, George H. Batchelor, Paul G. Davis, of Indlana; 
Thomas C. McClellan, E. H. Cabanies, J. K. Dixon, of Alabama; T. G. 
Norris, Cleon T. Knapp, of Arizona; Frank Pace, George B. Rose, J. H. 
Hamiter, of Arkansas; Charles S. Cushing, Bradner W. Lee, of Cali- 
fornia; T. J. O'Donnell, John A. Ewing, Fred W. Stow, of Colorado; 
George E. Beers, C. L. Avery, of Connecticut; W. O. Hart, of Louisi+ 
ane; Hollis Ri Bailey, Samuel Williston, of Massachusetts; Cordenio A. 
Severance, Prank B. Kellogg, and John Junell, of Minnesota; Thomas 
H. Reynolds, Selden P, Spencer, James H. Harkless, of Missouri; Josiah 
Marvel, of Delaware; Scott M. Loftin, George C. Gibbs, William Hunter, 
of Florida; P. W. Meldrim, J. H. Merrill, S. P. Gilbert, of Georgia; 
Jesse A. Miller, of Iowa; Edmund F. Trabue, William M. Bullitt, of 
Kentucky ; Harry L. Cram, Arthur Ritchie, of Maine; John P. Briscoe, 
of Maryland; John B. Corliss, George ©. Nichols, William W. Potter, 
Wade Millis, James O. Murfin, Henry M. Bates, of Michigan; Hugh II. 
Brown, of Nevada; James S. Secton, of Mississippi; James A. Walsh, 
of Montana; R. A. Van Orsdel, of Nebraska; Frank H. Norcross, of 
Nevada; Joseph Madden, of New Hampshire; Edward Q. Keasbey, 
of New Jersey; Harry S. Bowman, of New Mexico; William P. Bynum, 
R. L. Smith, of North Carolina; John H. Voorhees and U. S. G. Cherry, 
of South Dakota; Lee Combs, of North Dakota; James B. Kerr, of 
Oregon; Walter G. Smith, Hampton L.. Carson, and William Draper 
Lewis, of Pennsylvania; Thomas A. Jenckes, of Rhode Island; Jobn P. 
Thomas, Ir., of South Carolina; W. H. Washington, of Tennessee; 
W. H. Burges, Harry P. Lawther, of Texas; C. R. Hollingsworth, of 


Utah; George B: Young; of: Vermont; R. R: Prentis; of Virginin; 
Charles O. Bates, of Washington; J. W. Vandervort, ot West Virginia; 
W. F. Shea, of Wisconsin; William C. Kinkead, of Wyémingy and their 
associates, members of the unincorporated organization known as the 
American Bar Association, are hereby created a body corporate: and 
politie in the District of Columbia. 

Sec. 2. That the name of this corporation shall be the American Bar 
Association, and by that name it shall have perpetunl succession, with 
power to sue and be sued in all courts of competent jurisdiction, to 
hold such real and personal estate as shall be necessary for its cor- 
porate purposes, and to receive real and personal property by gift, 
devise, or bequest ; to give and dedicate such property to public agencies 


and purposes; to adopt a seal, and the same to alter at pleasure; to 


hold. its corporate meetings, maintain offices, and conduct its business 
affairs in any State, Territory, the District of Columbia, or any insular 
or other possession: of the United States and places over which the 
United States exercises extraterritorial jurisdiction as the executive 
committee of the corporation shall determine; to make and adopt a 
constitution, by-laws, rules, and regulations not inconsistent with the 
laws of the United States of America, or any State thereof, and gen- 
erally to do all such acts and things as may be necessary to carry into 
effect the provisions of this act and promote the purposes of said 
corporation. 

Sec. 3. That the purpose of this corporation shall be to advance the 
science of jurisprudence, to promote reform in the law, to facilitate and 
improve the administration of justice, to uphold: the integrity, honor, 
and courtesy of the members of the legal profession, to issue a journal 
and such other publications as it may deem proper, and to provide for 
the government of the American Bar Association. 

Sec, 4. That the affairs and property of, and membership in, said 
corporation shall be governed by the constitution and the by-laws. of 
the present. unincorporated association known. as the American Bar 
Association, it being the intention ot this act to perpetuate said asso» 
ciation) and to clothe it with proper power to perpetuate its purposes 
in accordance with said constitution and by-laws, with power to alter, 
amend, or repeal the same in accordance with the terms thereof. 

Suc, 5. That said corporation shall have no power to issue certifi- 
cates of stock or to declare or pay dividends, but it is organized and 
shall be operated exclusively for the purposes set forth therein, and no 
part of its earnings, income, or funds will inure to the benefit of any 
member or individual thereof. 

Suc. 6. That Congress shall have the right to repeal, alter, or amend 
this act at any time, 


Mr. KING. I am advised that the incorporation here is 
not an act of Congress, per se, but the bill merely provides 
that the American Bar Association may be incorporated under 
the laws of the District’ of Columbia. 

Mr. SPENCER. The incorporation is to be a District of 
Columbia corperation, not a national one. 

Mr. KING. T see no reason why tlie corporation should 
not be formed by the association availing itself of the law 
now in force; without a special act of Congress. 

Mr. SPENCER. There is no adequate provision for doing 
that in the District now. The Committee on the Judiciary, 
through its chairman, has had in preparation such a bill for 
a year or two, but it is not yet ready. 

Mr. KING. The District incorporation law is not broad 
enough? 

Mr. SPENCER. It is not broad enough to accomplish this. 
This is merely one of many such cases, 

Mr. ROBINSON. What is the primary purpose of incor- 
porating the Bar Association? 

Mr. SPENCER. The primary purpose is that there are 
about 25,000 members of the association, they publish a journal, 
they handle about a hundred thousand dollars in money, and 
have to have a plant for the publishing of that journal. Of 
course, with all those activities the association needs some 
corporate entity to act for it, rather than a large, indiscrimi- 
nate association. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. i 

BILLS PASSED. OVER 


The bill (S. 1931) amending the Army appropriation act 
approved July 9, 1918, providing for appointment and retire- 
ment of officers of the Medical Reserve Corps, or contract 
surgeons, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let that go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, Fess in the chair), The 
bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 3772) to authorize the reduction: of and to fix 
the rate of interest to be paid by carriers upon notes or 
other evidences. of indebtedness. heretofore issued under the 
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provisions of section 207 of the transportation: act, 1920, or sec- 
tion 210 of said act, as amended by an act approved June 5, 
1920, was announced as next. in order. 

Mr. BURSUM. Let that go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 3682) for the relief of M. Barde & Sons (Inc.), 
Portland, Oreg., was announced as next in order. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

MILITIA TARGET RANGE: AT AUBURN, ME. 


The bill (S. 3400) for the purchase of the tract of land 
adjoining the militia target range at Auburn, Me., was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. May the Chair inquire if this 
is not an item that was contained in the War Department 
appropriation. bill? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. It failed of passage. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Military 
Affairs with amendments, on page 1, line 7, after the word 
„hereby,“ to insert the words authorized to be“; and in line 
8, to strike out “out of any moneys in the Treasury not other- 
wise appropriated,” so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, 
authorized to purchase the tract of land adjoining the militia target. 
range at Auburn, Me., comprising 84 acres, more or less, the property 
of John Baron, for the purpose of adding to said rifle range, and there 
is hereby authorized to be appropriated a sum not to exceed $3,000 
to purchase the above-described property. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


F BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 3314) granting pensions and increase of pen- 
sions to certain soldiers and sailors of the Civil and Mexican 
Wars and to certain widows, former widows, minor children, 
and helpless children of said soldiers and sailors, and to 
widows of the War of 1812, and to certain Indian war veterans 
and widows, and to certain Spanish war soldiers and widows, 
and certain maimed soldiers, and for other purposes, was an- 
nounced as next in order, 

Mr. KING. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 11354) granting pensions and increase of 
pensions to certain soldiers and sailors of the Civil War and 
certain widows and dependent children of soldiers and sailors 
of said war was announced as next in order, 

Mr. DIAL. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over: 

The bill (S. 3017) to establish a board of public welfare in 
and for the District of Columbia, to determine its functions, 
and for other purposes, was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. This bill is on the agenda of 
the unanimous-consent program for this evening, and for that 
reason will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 3933) for the purchase of the Cape Cod Canal 
property, and for other purposes, was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. HOWELL. Let the bill go over. j 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Dill will be passed over. 

PERMISSION TO ACCEPT CERTAIN VENEZUELAN DECORATIONS 


The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 125) granting permission to 
Fred F. Rogers, commander, United States Navy, to accept 
decorations bestowed upon him by the Venezuelan Government, 
was. considered as in Committee of the Whole and read, as 
follows: 

Resolved, ete., That Fred F. Rogers, commander, United States 
Navy, be authorized to accept diploma and decoration of the Order 
of the Bust of Bolivar conferred upon him by the Venezuelan Gov- 
ernment, on the occasion of the visit of the American Ambassador 
Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary Buchanan, who was sent 
to Venezuela in the Dolphin in 1908 to negotiate the settlement of 
Venezuela's foreign loans; said decoration issued to “Ensign Fred F. 
Rogers, United States Navy, U. S. S. Dolphin.” 


The joint resolution was reported to the Senate without 


amendment, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


RUSSELL WILMER JOHNSON 

The bill (H. R. 5061) for the relief of Russell Wilmer John- 
son was considered as in Committee of the Whole and was 
read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That in the administration of the pension laws 
Russell Wilmer Johnson, late a landsman-seaman in the United 
States Navy, shall hereafter be held and considered to have been 
honorably discharged from the naval service of the United States: 
Provided, That the said Russen Wilmer Johnson shall not, by the 
passage of this act, be entitled to any back pay or allowances, 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
HENRY F. MULLOY 
The bill (H. R. 9308) to authorize the appointment of Ma- 
chinist Henry F. Mulloy, United States Navy, as an ensign in 
the regular Navy, was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole and was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the President of the United States be, 
and he is hereby, authorized to appoint, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate, and without regard to age, Machinist Henry 
E. Mulloy, United States Navy, to the grade of ensign in the regular 
Navy, to take rank from February 9, 1924, next after Ensign William. 
A. Graham, United States. Nayy. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


FLORA M. HERRICK 


The bill (H. R. 8741) for the relief of Flora M. Herrick 
fae rove as in Committee of the Whole and was read, 
as follows: j 


Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the Treasury is hereby 
authorized and directed to pay, out of any moneys, in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, to Flora M. Herrick, of Turners Falls, 
Mass., mother of Edward T. Herrick, late radioman, second class, United 
States Navy, who lost his life in line of duty from the U. S. S. Tacoma on 
January 21, 1924, while engaged in a gallant attempt to maintain radio. 
connections, the sum of $432,, the same being the amount. of six months’ 
gratuity pay due her as the dependent mother of the said Edward T, 
Herrick, deceased: Provided, That the said Flora M. Herrick shall 
establish to the satisfaction of the Secretary of the Treasury the fact 
that she was actually dependent upon her late son for support at the 
time of his death. _ 


The. bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


SALE OF APPRAISERS’ STORES PROPERTY AT PROVIDENCE, R. I. 


The bill (H. R. 7911) to authorize the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury to sell the appraisers’ stores property in Providence, R. I., 
yon considered as in Committee of the Whole and was read, as 

lows: | > 


Be it enacted, cte., That the Secretary of, the. Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized, In his discretion, after advertising, to sell at public 
auction the property at the southeast corner of South Main Street and. 
Custom Avenue, in the city of Providence, R. I., known as the appraisers‘ 
stores property, in such manner and upon such terms as he may deem 
to be to the best interests of the United States; and to convey such 
property to the purchasers thereof by the usual guitclaim deed; the 
proceeds of such sale to be deposited in the Treasury as a miscellaneous 
receipt. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 

dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
ORDER OF BUSINESS: 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour set aside by the 
unanimous-consent agreement for consideration of unobjected 
bills upon the calendar having expired, the calendar will be 
laid aside. 

Mr. McKELLAR obtained the floor. 

Mr. SMITH. Will the Senator yield a moment to allow me 
to make an mquiry? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Certainly. 

Mr. SMITH. If we have a morning hour to-morrow, is it 
the intention of the leader of the majority to start the call of 
the ealendar where we left off to-day? 

Mr. CURTIS. After the disposition of the resolution of the 
Senator from Florida [Mr. TRAMMELL] L shall ask unanimous 
consent to begin where we left off this morning in the call of 
the calendar. Whether that consent will be granted, of course, 
I do not, know. 

Mr. SMITH. That will be sufficient. I just wanted to know 
if the request would be made. 

WITHDRAWAL OF WATERS FROM LAKE MICHIGAN 

Mr. McKHLLAR. Mr. President, I am going to detain the 
Senate but a few minutes to call the attention of the Senate to 
a quite remarkable statement issued by the Seeretary of War a 
few days ago in reference to the use of the waters of Lake 
Michigan at Chicago, 
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Under an act of 1899 a permit for the diversion of waters at 
Chicago has to be granted by the Secretary of War; that is, the 
act of March 8, 1899, and I read a part of that act, as follows: 


That the creation of any obstruction not affirmatively authorized by 
Congress to the navigable capacity of any of the waters of the United 
States is hereby prohibited; * * and it shall not be lawful to 
excavate or fill, or in any manner to alter or modify the course, location, 
condition, or capacity of any port, roadstead, haven, harbor, canal, 
lake, harbor of refuge, or inclosure within the limits of any breakwater 
or of the channel of any navigable water of the United States, unless 
the work has been recommended by the Chief of Engineers and author- 
ized by the Secretary of War prior to beginning the same. 


A few days ago the Secretary of War announced a hearing in 
reference to the sanitary district at Chicago concerning a permit 
for the further dtyersion of water. In that statement the Sec- 
retary said: 


1. The Sanitary District of Chicago shall submit for approyal and 
carry out a program of sewage treatment by artificial processes which 
will provide the equivalent of the complete (100 per cent) treatment of 
the sewage of a human population of 1,200,000 before the expiration of 
the permit, proper credit to be given for all completed portions of proj- 
ects which are a part of its sewage-treatment program, 

2, The sanitary district shall pay its share of the cost of such regu- 
lating or compensating works to restore the levels or compensate for the 
lowering of the Great Lakes, if and when constructed and post a guar- 
anty in the way of a bond or certified check in the amount of $1,000,000 
as an evidence of Its good faith in this matter, 

3. The execution of the sewage-treatment program and the diversion 
of water from Lake Michigan shall be under the supervision of the 
United States district engineer at Chicago, and the diversion of water 
‘from Lake Michigan shall be under his direct control in times of flood 
on the Illinois and Des Plaines Rivers. 

4. If within six months after the issuance of this permit the city of 
Chicago does not adopt a program for metering at least 90 per cent of 
its water service and provide for the execution of said program at the 
average rate of 10 per cent per annum thereafter, this permit may be 
revoked without notice, 


I served in both Houses with the present Secretary of War 
and I have the highest respect for him. I have very high re- 
spect for his ability and for him as a man. Unless it were a 
matter of serious moment I would not call attention to any in- 
terview given out in the papers by him. But this is a matter 
of such consequence that it seems to me I ought to call the 
attention of the Senate to it, because if the program of the Sec- 
retary of War is carried out the jurisdiction of Congress is 
clearly invaded. Not only that, but it is clearly invaded as 
decided by the Supreme Court of the United States. 

I call the attention of the Senate to a recent opinion of the 
Supreme Court of the United States in the sanitary district 
case, in which it was said: 

The interest that the river States have in increasing the artificial 
flow from Lake Michigan is not a right, but merely a consideration 
that they may address to Congress, if they see fit, to induce a modifica- 
tion of the Jaw that now forbids that increase unless approved as pre- 
scribed, 

And again: 

But we repeat that the Secretary by his actlon took no rights of any 
kind. He simply refused an application of the sanitary board to re- 
move a prohibition that Congress imposed. It is doubtful at least 
whether the Secretary was authorized to consider the remote interests 
of the Mississippi States or the sanitary needs of Chicago. 


Mr. SMITH. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Fess in the chair). Does 
the Senator from Tennessee yield to the Senator from South 
Carolina? iF 

Mr. McKELLAR. I will yield in just a moment. Let me 
finish the thought I have in mind. It will take but a moment, 
and I will then yield to the Senator from South Carolina. 

If the Secretary of War carries out his plan as published he 
will clearly be doing what only the Congress has the power and 
jurisdiction to do under the Constitution, He will be legislating 
not only for the United States itself but he will be legislating 
for the city of Chicago. What right has he to say what kind of 
sewage treatment the city of Chicago shall have? Further than 
that, he requires that the city of Chicago shall pay for reducing 
the water level. He permits it to be done and then requires 
Chicago to pay for it. Clearly only the Congress has that 
right. 

I now yield to the Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. SMITH. The question I desired to ask the Senator was 
if we had not enacted some statute granting to the Secretary of 
War the right to pass upon the effect that any project may 
have upon the nayigability of a stream? 


Mr. McKELLAR. I have read the only act that I know of 
that Congress has passed on the subject, and that is the act of 
March 3, 1899, under which the permit to withdraw 4,100 cubic 
feet per second from Lake Michigan was granted. 

Mr. SMITH. The reason why I asked the question was that 
it was proposed in my State to cut a canal from one river to 
another, from the Santee to the Cooper, and a question involved 
was as to what effect the diversion of the water from one river 
to the other would have upon the navigability of the stream. 
I introduced a bill in the Senate to grant that permission, 
After certain procedure it was stated that the War Department, 
under an act passed by Congress, had the power to pass upon 
such matters, as well as bridge matters. It was asserted that 
it was a mere matter of form for us to be passing bridge bills; 
that we had delegated that power to the Secretary of War; 
and if, upon investigation through his Corps of Engineers, the 
construction of a bridge was found not to obstruct or interfere 
with navigation, he could grant the permit, 

Mr. McKELLAR. About a year and a half ago the Senate 
appointed a committee to examine into the deep waterway 
project from Chicago south to the Gulf, That committee has 
taken very elaborate proof and made a report to the Congress 
recommending a bill providing for the very things the Secretary 
of War has said he is going to take up and determine. If he 
does so, there is no use in Congress legislating about it at all. 
My judgment is that the Secretary of War has gone far beyond 
his powers as proyided in the acts of Congress. 

My purpose in discussing the matter to-day is in the hope 
that when it is called to the attention of the Secretary of War, 
3 that at is a 5 level-headed man, he will not 
unde e to legislate, but will only do that which 
permits him to do. . 3 


— POSTAL SALARIES AND POSTAL RATES 


Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Senate proceed to the consideration of the bill (H. R. 
11444) reclassifying the salaries of postmasters and employees 
of the Postal Service, readjusting their salaries and com- 
pensation on an equitable basis, increasing postal rates to 
provide for such readjustment, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the Senator from New Hampshire? : 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads with an 
amendment to strike out all after tħe enacting clause and 
to insert the following: 

Titty I.—RECLASSIFICATION OF SALARIES OF POSTAL EMPLOYEES 

Section 1. That on and after July 1, 1924, postmasters and employees 
of the Postal Service shall be reclassified and their salaries and 
compensation readjusted, except as otherwise provided, as follows: 

CLASSIFICATION OF POSTMASTERS 

That postmasters shall be divided into four classes, as follows: 

The first class shall embrace all those whose annual salaries are 
$8,200 or more. 

The second class shall embrace all those whose annual salaries are less 
than $3,200, but not less than $2,400, 

The third class shall embrace all those whose annual salaries are less 
than $2,400, but not less than $1,100. 

The fourth class sball embrace all postmasters whose annual com- 
pensation amounts to less than $1,100, exclusive of commissions on 
money orders issued. 

RECLASSIFICATION OF POSTAL SALARIES 

The respective compensation of postmasters of the first, second, and 
third classes shall be annual salaries, graded in even hundreds of 
dollars, and payable in semimonthly payments to be ascertained and 
fixed by the Postmaster General from their respective quarterly returns 
to the General Accounting Office, or copies of duplicates thereof to the 
First Assistant Postmaster General, for the calendar year immediately 
preceding the adjustment, based on gross postal receipts at the fol- 
lowing rates, namely: 

First class—$40,000, but less than $50,000, $3,200; $50,000, but less 
than $60,000, $3,300; $60,000, but less than $75,000, $3,400; $75,000, 
but less than $90,000, $3,500; $90,000, but less than $120,000, $3,600 ; 
$120,000, but less than $150,000, $3,700; $150,000, but less than 
$200,000, $3,800; $200,000, but less than $250,000, $3,900; $250,000, 
but less than $300,000, $4,000; $300,000, but less than $400,000, 
$4,200; $400,000, but less than $500,000, $4,500; $500,000, but less 
than $600,000, $5,000; $600,000, but less than $7,000,000, $6,000; 
$7,000,000 and upward, $8,000, 

Second class—$8,000, but less than $12,000, $2,400; $12,000, but 
less than $15,000, $2,500; $15,000, but less than $18,000, $2,600; 
$18,000, but less than $22,000, $2,700 ; $22,000, but less than $27,000, 
82,800; $27,000, but less than $33,000, $2,900; $33,000, but less than 
$40,000, $3,000, 
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Third class—$1,500, but less than $1,600, $1,100; $1,600, but less 
than $1,700, $1,200; $1,700, but less than $1,900, $1,300; $1,900, but 
less than $2,100, $1,400; $2,100, but less than $2,400, $1,500; $2,400, 
but less than $2,700, $1,600; $2,700, but less than $3,000, $1,700; 
$3,000, but less than $3,500, $1,800 ; $3,500, but less than $4,200, $1,900; 
$4,200, but less than $5,000, $2,000 ; $5,000, but less than $6,000, $2,100; 
$6,000, but less than §7,000, $2,200; $7,000, but less than $8,000, 
$2,300: Provided, That when the gross postal receipts of a post office 
of the third class for each of two consecutive calendar years are less 
than $1,500, or when in any calendar year the gross postal receipts 
are less than $1,400, it shall be relegated to the fourth class: Provided, 
That postmasters at offices of the third class shall be granted for clerk 
hire an allowance of $240 per annum where the salary of the post- 
master is $1,100 per annum; an allowance of $330 per annum where 
the salary of the postmaster is $1,200 per annum; an allowance of 

20 per annum where the salary of the postmaster is $1,300 per 
annum; an allowance of $510 per annum where the salary of the post- 
master is $1,400 per annum; an allowance of $600 per annum where 
the salary of the postmaster is $1,500 per annum; an allowance of 
$690 per annum where the salary of the postmaster is $1,600 per 
annum; an allowance of $780 per annum where the salary of the post- 
master Is $1,700 per annum; an allowance of $870 per annum where 
the salary of the postmaster is $1,800 per annum; an allowance of 
$960 per annum where the salary of the postmaster is $1,900 per 
annum; an allowance of $1,050 per annum where the salary of the 
postmaster is $2,000 per annum; an allowance of $1,140 per annum 
where the salary of the postmaster is $2,100 per annum; an allowance 
of $1,400 per annum where the salary of the postmaster is $2,200 per 
annum; an allowance of $1,600 per annum where the salary of the 
postmaster is $2,300 per annum: Provided further, That the Post- 
master General may modify these allowances for clerk hire to meet 
varying needs, but in no case shall they be reduced by such modification 
more than 25 per cent: Provided, however, That the aggregate of such 
allowances as modified shall not exceed in any fiscal year the aggre- 
gate of allowances herein prescribed for postmasters of the third class, 

The allowances for clerk hire made to postmasters of the first, 
second, and third class post offices by the Postmaster General out of 
the annual appropriations therefor shall cover the cost of clerical 
service of all kinds in such post offices, including the cost of clerical 
labor in the money-order business, and excepting allowances for sepa- 
rating mails at third-class post offices, as provided by law. 

Fourth class—The compensation of postmasters of the fourth class 
shall be fixed upon the basis of the whole of the box rents collected at 
their offices and commissions upon the amount of canceled postage-due 
stamps, and on postage stamps, stamped envelopes, and postal cards can- 
celed, on matter actually mailed at their offices, and on the amount of 
newspaper and periodical postage collected in money, and on the postage 
collected in money on identical pieces of third and fourth class matter 
mailed under the provisions of the act of April 28, 1904, without 
postage stamps affixed, and on postage collected in money on matter 
of the first class mailed under provisions of the act of April 24, 1920, 
without postage stamps affixed, and on amounts received from waste 
paper, dead newspapers, printed matter, and twine sold, at the follow- 
ing rates, namely: 

On the first $75 or less per quarter the postmaster shall be allowed 
160 per cent on the amount; on the next $100 or less per quarter, 85 
per cent; and on all the balance, 75 per cent, the same to be ascer- 
tained and allowed by the General Accounting Office in the settlement 
of the accounts of such postmasters upon their sworn quarterly returns: 
Provided, That when the total compensation of any postmaster at a 
post office of the fourth class for the calendar year shall amount to 
$1,100, exclusive of commissions on money orders issued, and the re- 
ceipts of such post office for the same period shall aggregate as much 
as $1,500, the office shali be assigned to its proper class on July 1 fol- 
lowing, and the salary of the postmaster fixed according to the re- 
ceipts: Provided further, That In no case shail there be allowed any 
postmaster of this class a compensation greater than $300 in any one 
of the first three quarters of the fiseal year, exclusive of money-order 
commissions, and in the last quarter of each fiscal year there shall be 
allowed such further sums as he may be entitled to under the provi- 
sions of this act, not exceeding for the whole fiscal year the sum of 
$1,100, exclusive of money-order commissions: And previded further, 
That whenever unusual conditions prevail the Postmaster General, in 
his discretion, may advance any post office from the fourth class to the 
appropriate class indicated by the receipts of the preceding quarter, 
notwithstanding the proviso which requires the compensation of fourth- 
class postmasters to reach $1,100 for the calendar year, exclusive of 
commissions on money-order business, and that the receipts of such 
post office for the same period shall aggregate as much as $1,500 
before such advancement is made: And provided further, That when 
the Postmaster General has exercised the authority herein granted, 
he shall, whenever the receipts are no longer suficient to justify re- 
taining such post office in the class to which it has been advanced, re- 
duce the grade of such office to the appropriate class indicated by its 
receipts for the last preceding quarter. 


Suc. 2. That post-office inspectors shall be divided into six grades, as 
follows: Grade 1, salary $2,800; grade 2, salary $3,000; grade 8, 
salary $3,200; grade 4, salary $8,500; grade 5, salary $3,800; grade 
6, salary $4,000, and there shall be 15 inspectors in charge at $4,500: 
Provided, That in the readjustment of grades for inspectors to con- 
form to the grades hereln provided, inspectors who are now in present 
grades 1 and 2 shall be included in grade 1; inspectors who are now in 
present grades shall be included in grade 2; inspectors who are now In 
present grade 4 shall be included in grade 8; inspectors who are now 
in present grade 5 shall be included in grade 4; inspectors who are 
now in present grade 6 shall be included in grade 5; nnd inspectors 
who are now in present grade 7 shall be included In erade 6: Provided 
further, That inspectors shall be promoted successively to grade 5 at 
the beginning of the quarter following a year's satisfactory service in 
the next lower grade, and not to exceed 85 per cent of the force to 
grade 6 for meritorious service after not less than one year's service 
in grade 5; and the time served by inspectors in their present grade 
shall be included in the year’s service required for promotion in the 
grades provided herein, except as to inspectors in present grade 1. 

Inspectors and supervisory employees of the Railway Mail Service 
and post offices shall be paid thelr actual expenses as fixed by law, 

That clerks at division headquarters of post-offlce inspectors shall 
be divided into six grades, as follows: 

Grade 1, salary $1,900; grade 2, salary $2,000; grade 3, salary 
$2,150; grade 4, salary $2,300; grade 5, salary $2,450; grade 6, 
salary $2,600; and there shall be one chief clerk at each division head- 
quarters at a salary of $3,000: Provided, That in the readjustment of 
grades for clerks at division headquarters to conform to the grades 
herein provided, clerks who are now in present grade 1 shall be in- 
cluded in grade 1; clerks who are now in present grade 2 shall be in- 
cluded in grade 2; clerks who are now in present grade 3 shall be in- 
cluded in grade 3; clerks who are now in present grade 4 shall be 
included in grade 4; clerks who are now in present grade 5 shall be 
included in grade 5; and clerks who are now in present grade 6 shall 
be included in grade 6: Provided further, That clerks at division head- 
quarters shall be promoted successively to grade 5 at the beginning of 
the quarter following a year's satisfactory service in the next lower 
grade and not to exceed 85 per cent of the force to grade 6 for 
meritorious service after not less than one year’s service in grade 5, 
and the time served by clerks in their present grades shall be included 
in the year’s service required ‘for promotion in the grades provided 
herein: And provided further, That whenever in the discretion of the 
Postmaster General the needs of the service require such action, he is 
authorized to transfer clerks or carriers in the city City Delivery Sery- 
ice from post offices at which division headquarters of post-office in- 
spectors are located to the position of clerk at such division head- 
quarters after passing a noncompetitive examination at n salary not 
to exceed $2,800. After such transfer is made effective clerks so trans- 
ferred shall be eligible for promotion to the grades of salary provided 
for clerks at division headquarters of post-office Inspectors. Hereafter 
when any clerk in the office of division headquarters in the post-office 
inspection service is absent from duty for any cause other than leave 
with pay allowed by law, the Postmaster General, under such regula- 
tions as he may prescribe, may authorize the employment of a sub- 
stitute for such work, and payment therefor from the lapsed salary 
of such absent clerk at a rate not to exceed the grade of pay of the 
clerk absent without pay. ; 

Sec. 3. That at offices of the second class the annual salaries of as- 
sistant postmasters shall be in even hundreds of dollars, based on the 
gross postal receipts for the preceding calendar year, as follows: $8,000, 
but less than $10,000, $2,200; $10,000, but less than $12,000, $2,200; 
$12,000, but less than $15,000, $2,200; $15,000, but less than $18,000, 
$2,300; $18,000, but less than $22,000, $2,300; $22,000, but less than 
$27,000, 82,400; $27,000, but less than $33,000, $2,400; $33,000, but 
less than $40,000, $2,500. 

That at offices of the first class the annual salaries of the employees, 
other than those in the automatic grades, shall be in even hundreds of 
dollars, based on the gross postal receipts for the preceding calendar 
year, as follows: 

Receipts, $40,000, but less than $50,000—assistant postmaster, 
$2,000; superintendent of mails, $2,400. Receipts, $50,000, but less 
than $60,000—assistant postmaster, $2,600; superintendent of mails, 
$2,400. Receipts 560,000, but less than 875,000 —assistant post- 
master, $2,600; superintendent of mails, $2,400. Recetpts $75,000, but 
less than $90,000—assistant postmaster, $2,700; superintendent of 
mails, $2,500. Receipts $90,000, but less than $120,000—assistant post- 
master, $2,700; superintendent of mails, $2,600; foremen, $2,500. Re- 
eeipts $120,000, but less than $150,000—assistant postmaster, $2,800; 
superintendent of mails, $2,700; foremen, $2,500. Receipts $150,000, 
but less than $200,000—assistant postmaster, $2,900; superintendent of 
mails, $2,800; foremen, $2,500. Receipts $200,000, but less than $250,- 
000—assistant postmaster, $3,000; superintendent of mails, $2,900; 
foremen, $2,500. Receipts $250,000, but less than $300,000—assist- 
ant postmaster, $3,100; superintendent of mails, $3,000; assistant 
superintendent of mails, $2,600; foremen, $2,500. Receipts $300,000, 
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but less than $400,000—assistant postmaster, $3,200; superintendent 
of mails, $3,100; assistant superintendent of mails, $2,600; foremen, 
$2,500. Receipts $400,000, but less than $500,000—assistant post- 
master, $3,300; superintendent of mails, $3,200; assistant superin- 
tendent of mails, $2,600; foremen, $2,500. Receipts $500,000, but less 
than $600,000—assistant postmaster, $3,500; superintendent of mails, 
$3,300; assistant superintendent of mails, $2,600; foremen, $2,500; 
postal cashier, $2,900; money-order cashier, $2,600. Receipts $600,- 
000, but less than $1,000,000—assistant postmaster, $3,700; superin- 
tendent of mails, $3,500; assistant superintendent of mails, $2,800; 
foremen, $2,500; postal cashier, $3,100; money-order cashier, $2,800. 
Receipts $1,000,000, but less than $2,000,000—assistant postmaster, 
$3,900; superintendent of mails, $3,700; assistant superintendent of 
mails, $2,700, $2,800, and $3,100; foremen, $2,500 and $2,600; postal 
cashier, $3,300; assistant cashiers, $2,600; money-order cashier, $3,000; 
bookkeepers, $2,400; station examiners, $2,400. Receipts $2,000,000, 
but less than 83,000,000 —asslstant postmaster, $4,000; superintendent 
of mails, $3,800; assistant superintendent of mails, $2,700, $2,800, 
$3,000, and $3,300; foremen, $2,500 and $2,600; postal cashier, $3,400; 
assistant cashiers, $2,600 and $2,900; money-order cashier, $3,100; 
bookkeepers, $2,400 and $2,500; station examiners, $2,600. Receipts 
$3,000,000, but less than $5,000,000—assistant postmaster, $4,100; 
superintendent of mails, $3,900; assistant superintendents of mails, 
$2,700, $2,800, $3,100, and $3,500; foremen, $2,500 and $2,600; postal 
cashier, $3,600; assistant cashiers, $2,600, $2,800, and $3,100; money- 
order cashier, $3,300; bookkeepers, $2,400 and $2,500 ; station examiners, 
$2,600 and $2,800. Receipts $5,000,000, but less than $7,000,000— 
assistant postmaster, 84,300; superintendent of mails, $4,100 assist- 
ant superintendents of mails, $2,700, $2,800, $3,100, $3,300, and $3,700; 
foremen, $2,500 and $2,600; postal cashier, $3,800; assistant cashiers, 
$2,600, $2,900, and $3,100; money-order cashier, $3,500; bookkeepers, 
$2,400, $2,500, and $2,600; station examiners, $2,600 and $2,800. 
Receipts $7,000,000, but less than $9,000,000—assistant postmaster, 
$4,600; superintendent of mails, $4,300; assistant superintendents of 
mails, $2,700, $2,800, $3,100, $3,500, and $3,900; foremen, $2,500 and 
$2,600; postal cashier, $4,000; assistant cashiers, $2,600, $2,800, 
$3,100, and $3,400; money-order cashier, $3,600; bookkeepers, $2,400; 
$2,500, and $2,600; station examiners, $2,600 and $2,800. Receipts 
$9,000,000, but less than $20,000,000—assistant postmasters, $4,700 and 
$4,800; superintendent of mails, $4,500; assistant superintendents of 
mails, $2,800, $2,900, $3,100, $3,500, .$3,700, and $4,100; foremen, 
$2,500, $2,600, and $2,700; postal cashier $4,100; assistant cashiers, 
$2,600, $2,800, $3,200, and $3,600; money-order cashier, $3,700; book- 
keepers, $2,400, $2,500, $2,600, and $2,800; station examiners, $2,600 
and $2,800. Receipts $20,000,000 and upward—assistant postmasters, 
$4,800 and $4,900; superintendent of mails, $4,700; assistant superin- 
tendents of mails, $2,800, $2,900, $3,100, $3,500, $3,900, and $4,100; 
superintendent of delivery, $4,700; assistant superintendents of de- 
livery, $2,800, $2,900, $3,100, $3,500, $3,900, and $4,100; foremen, 
$2,500, $2,600, and $2,700; superintendent of registry, $4,300; assist- 
ant superintendents of registry, $2,800, $2,900, $3,100, $3,500, and 
$4,100; superintendent of money order, $4,300; assistant superintendent 
of money order, $4,100; auditor, $4,000; postal cashier, $4,300; assist- 
ant cashiers, $2,600, $2,800, $3,100, 83,300, and $3,800; money-order 
cashier, $3,900; bookkeepers, $2,400, $2,600, $2,800, and $3,300; station 
examiners, $2,600, $2,800, and $3,000. 

The salary of superintendents of classified stations shall be based 
on the number of employees assigned thereto and the annual postal 
receipts. No allowance shall be made for sales of stamps to patrons 
residing outside of the territory of the stations. At classified stations 
each $25,000 of postal receipts shall be considered equal to one 
additional employee. 

At classified stations the salary of the superintendent shall be as 
follows: One and not exceeding 5 employees, $2,400; 6 and not ex- 
ceeding 18 employees, $2,500; 19 and not exceeding 32 employees, 
$2,600; 33 and not exceeding 44 employees, $2,700; 45 and not 
exceeding 64 employees, $2,800; 65 and not exceeding 90 employees, 
$2,900; 91 and not exceeding 126 employees, $3,000; 121 and not 
exceeding 150 employees, $3,100; 151 and not exceeding 350 employees, 
$3,300; 351 and not exceeding 500 employees, $3,500; 501 or more 
employees, $3,800. 

At classified stations having 45 or more employees there shall 
be assistant superintendents of stations with salaries as follows: 
Forty-five and not exceeding 64 employees, $2,400; 65 and not 
exceeding 90 employees, $2,500; 91 and not exceeding 120 employees, 
$2,600; 121 and not exceeding 150 employees, $2,700; 151 and not 
exceeding 350 employees, $2,900 ; 351 and not exceeding 500 employees, 
$3,100; 501 employees and upward, $3,400: Provided, That not more 
than two assistant postmasters shall be employed at offices where the 
receipts are $9,000,000 and upward: Provided further, That at post 
offices where the receipts are 814,000 but less than $20,000,000, there 
shall be a superintendent of delivery whose salary shall be the same 
as that provided for the superintendent of mails, and assistant superin- 
tendents of delivery at the salaries provided for assistant superintend- 
ents of mails: Provided further, That in fixing the salaries of the post- 


master and supervisory employees in the post office at Washington, 
D. C., the Postmaster General may, in his discretion, add not to 
exceed 75 per cent to the gross receipts of that office: Provided 
further, That not more than one assistant superintendent of mails, 
one assistant superintendent of delivery, one assistant superintendent 
of registry, and one assistant cashier shall be paid the maximum 
Salary provided for these positions, except where receipts are $9,000,- 
000 and less than $14,000,000 to which offices two assistant super- 
intendents of mails shall be assigned at the maximum salary, one to 
be in charge of city delivery; And provided further, That State de- 
positories for surplus postal funds and central accounting offices, 
where the gross receipts are less than $500,000, and no postal cashier 
is provided, the employee in charge of such records and adjustments 
of the accounts shall be allowed an increase of $200 per annum; if 
receipts are $500,000 and less than $5,000,000, the postal cashier shall 
be allowed an increase of $200 per annum: And provided further, 
That at all central accounting offices where the bookkeeper in charge 
performs the duties of auditor, he shall be designated chief book- 
keeper, at a salary equal to that of the assistant cashier of the highest 
grade at that office: And provided further, That when an office advances 
to a higher grade because of increased gross postal receipts for a 
calendar year, promotion of all supervisory employees shall be made 
to the corresponding grade at the higher salary provided for the samo 
titles or designations under the higher classification of the office 
based on its postal receipts: And provided further, That no employee 
in the supervisory grades shall receive a salary less than $100 more 
than that paid to the highest grade of clerk or special clerk: Provided 
further, That in the readjustment of salaries of all employees above 
the highest grade for special clerks, those at present designated by 
titles for which more than one grade- of salary is provided shall be 
placed in the same relative grade and designation and receive the 
increased salary provided in this title. 

Sec. 4. That clerks in first and second class post offices and letter 
carriers in the City Delivery Service shall be divided into five grades, 
as follows: First grade—salary $1,700; second grade—salary, $1,800; 
third grade—salary, $1,900; fourth grade—salary, $2,000; fifth grade— 
salary, $2,100; Provided, That in the readjustment of grades for clerks 
at first and second class post offices and letter carriers in the City 
Dellvery Service to conform to the grades herein provided, grade 1 
shall include present grade 1, grade 2 shall include present grade 2, 
grade 3 shall include present grade 3, grade 4 shall include present 
grade 4, and grade 5 shall include present grade 5: Provided further, 
That hereafter substitute clerks in first and second class post offices 
and substitute letter carriers in the City Delivery Service when 
appointed regular clerks or carriers shall have credit for actual time 
served on a basis of one year for each three hundred and six days 
of eight hours served as substitute, and appointed to the grade to 
which such clerk or carrier would have progressed had his original 
appointment as substitute been to grade 1: And provided further, 
That clerks in first and second class post offices and letter carriers 
in the City Delivery Service shall be promoted successively after one 
year’s satisfactory service in each grade to the next higher grade until 
they reach the fifth grade. All promotions shall be made at the 
beginning of the quarter following one year's satisfactory service in 
the grade: And provided further, That there shall be two grades of 
special clerks, as follows: First grade—salary, $2,200; second grade— 
salary, $2,300: Provided, That in the adjustment of grades for special 
clerks to conform to the grades herein provided special clerk grade 
1 shall include present grade 1, and special clerk grade 2 shall include 
present grade 2: Provided further, That in all special clerk promotions 
the senior competent employee shall have preference: Provided further, 
That printers, mechanics, and skilled laborers, employees of the United 
States Stamped Envelope Agency at Dayton, Ohio, shall for the 
purpose of promotion and compensation be deemed a part of the 
clerical force. 


That the pay of substitute, temporary, or auxiliary clerks at first 
and second class post offices and substitute letter carriers in the City 
Delivery Service shall be at the rate of 65 cents per hour: Provided, 
That marine carriers assigned to the Detroit River Marine Service shall 
be paid annual salary of $300 in excess of the highest salary paid 
carriers in the City Delivery Service: Provided further, That hereafter 
special clerks, clerks, and laborers, in the first and second class post 
offices and carriers in the City Delivery Service shall be required to work 
not more than eight hours a day: Provided further, That the eight 
hours of service shall not extend over a longer period than 10 consecu- 
tive hours, and the schedules of duty of the employees shall be regu- 
lated accordingly: Provided further, That in cases of emergency, or if 
the needs of the service require, and it is not practicable to employ sub- 
stitutes, special clerks, clerks, and laborers, in first and second class 
post offices and carriers in the City Delivery Service can be required 
to work in excess of eight hours per day, and for such overtime service 
they shall be paid on the basis of the annual pay received by such em- 
ployees : And provided further, That in computing the compensation for 
such overtime the annual salary or compensation for such employees 
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shall be divided by 306, the number of working days in the year less 
all Sundays and legal holidays enumerated in the act of July 28, 1916; 
the quotient thus obtained will be the daily compensation which divided 
by 8 will give the hourly compensation for such overtime service: And 
provided further, That when the needs of the service require the em- 
ployment on Sundays and holidays of foremen, special clerks, clerks, 
carriers, watchmen, messengers, or laborers, at first and second class 
post offices, they shall be allowed compensatory time on one day within 
six days next succeeding the Sunday, except the last three Sundays 
in the calendar year, and on one day within 30 days next succeeding 
the holiday and the last three Sundays in the year on which service is 
performed : Provided, however, That the Postmaster General may, if the 
exigencies of the service require it, authorize the payment of overtime 
for service on the last three Sundays in the calendar year or on Christ- 
mus Day in lieu of compensatory time. 

Sec, 5. That messengers, watchmen, and laborers in first and second 
class post offices shall be divided into two grades, as follows: First 
grade, salary $1,500; second grade, salary $1,600: Provided, That 
watchmen, messengers, and laborers shall be promoted to the second 
grade after one year’s satisfactory service in grade 1: Provided further, 
That the pay of substitute watchmen, messengers, and laborers shall be 
at the rate of 55 cents per hour. 

Sec. 6. That employees in the motor-vehicle service shall be classified 
as follows: Superintendents, $2,400, $2,600, $2,800, $3,000, $3,400, 
$3,600, $3,800, $4,000, and $5,000 per annum; assistant superintend- 
ents, $2,500, $2,600, and $2,800 per annum; chiefs of records, $2,200, 
$2,300, $2,400, $2,500 $2,600, $2,800, and $3,000; chiefs of supplies, 
$2,200, $2,300, and $2,400; chief dispatchers, $2,300 and $2,500; route 
supervisors, $2,400, $2,500, and $2,600; dispatchers, $2,100, $2,200, and 
$2,200; chief mechanics, $2,400, 82.500, $2,600, $2,800, and $3,000; 
mechanics in charge, $2,200, $2,300, and $2,400; and special mechanics, 
$2,100, $2,200, and $2,300: Provided, That assistant superintendents 
shall not be authorized at offices where the salary of the superintendent 
is less than $3,000 per annum, 

That general mechanics employed in the motor-vehicle service shall 
be divided into three grades: First grade, salary $1,900; second grade, 
salary $2,000; third grade, salary $2,100; and clerks employed in the 
motor-vehicle service shall be divided into five grades, as follows: 
First grade, salary $1,700; second grade, salary $1,800; third grade, 
salary $1,900; fourth grade, salary $2,000; fifth grade, salary $2,100: 
Provided, That in the readjustment of grades for clerks in the motor- 
vehicle service to conform to the grades above provided, grade 1 shall 
include present grade 1, grade 2 shall include present grade 2, grade 
8 shall include present grade 3, grade 4 shall include present grade 4, 
and grade 5 shall include present grade 5: Provided, That general me- 
chanics employed in the motor-vehicle service shall be promoted suc- 
eessively after one year's satisfactory service in each grade to the next 
higher grade until they reach the third*grade, and elerks employed in 
the motor-vehicle service shall be promoted successively after one 
year's satisfactory service in each grade to the next higher grade until 
they reach the fifth grade, at the respective offices where employed, and 
promotion shall be made at the beginning of the quarter following one 
year's satisfactory service in the grade: Provided further, That at first- 
class post offices there shall be two grades of special clerks in the 
motor-vehicle service—grade 1, salary $2,200; grade 2, salary $2,9 
Provided further, That in the readjustment of grades for special clerks 
to conform to the grades herein provided, special clerk, grade 1, shall 
include present special clerk, grade 1, and special clerk, grade 2, shall 
include present special clerk, grade 2. 

Mechanics’ helpers employed in the motor-vehicle service shall receive 
a salary of $1,600 per annum: Provided, That on satisfactory evidence 
of their qualifications after one year’s service mechanics’ helpers shail 
be promoted to the first grade of general mechanics as yacancies may 
occur. 

That driver-mechanics employed in the motor-vehicle service shall 
be divided into five grades: First grade, salary $1,600; second grade, 
salary $1,700; third grade, salary $1,800; fourth grade, salary $1,900; 
fifth grade, salary $2,000; and garagemen-drivers employed in the 
motor-vehicle service shall be divided into two grades: First grade, 
salary $1,550; second grade, salary $1,650: Provided, That in the 
readjustment of salaries provided for in this title all driver-mechanics 
shall be classified in the respective grades as follows: Those with less 
than one year’s service shall be placed in grade 1; those with more 
than one year’s service and less than two years’ service shall be placed 
in grade 2; those with more than two years’ service and less than 
three years’ service shall be placed in grade 3; those with more than 
three years’ service and less than four years’ service shall be placed 
in grade 4; those with more than four years’ service shall be placed in 
grade 5; Provided further, That driver-mechanics employed in the 
motor-vehicle service shall be promoted successively after one year's 
satisfactory service in each grade to the next higher grade until they 
reach the fifth grade at the respective offices where employed: Provided 
further, That garagemen-drivers in the motor-vehicle service shall be 
promoted after one year's satisfactory service in the first grade to the 
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second grade at the respective offices where employed, and promotion 
of driver-mechanics and garagemen-drivers shall be made at the begin- 
os of the quarter following one year's satisfactory service in the 
grade. 

That the pay of substitute, temporary, or auxillary employees in tho 
motor-vehicle service shall be as follows: Special mechanics at the rate 
of 75 cents per hour; general mechanics at the rate of 70 cents per 
hour; clerks and driver-mechanics at the rate of 65 cents per hour; 
and garagemen-drivers at the rate of 55 cents per hour. 

That special mechanics, general mechanics, mechanics’ helpers 
driver-mechanics, and garagemen-drivers in the motor-vehicle service 
shall be required to work not more than eight hours a day: Provided, 
That the eight hours of service shall not extend over a longer period 
than 10 consecutive hours, and the schedules of duties of the em- 
ployees shall be regulated accordingly : Provided further, That in cases 
of emergency, or if the needs of the service require, special clerks, 
clerks, special mechanics, general mechanics, mechanics’ helpers, driver- 
mechanics, and garagemen-drivers in the motor-vehicle service can be 
required to work in excess of eight hours per day, and for such over- 
time service they shall be paid on the basis of the annual pay received 
by such employees: Provided further, That in computing the com- 
pensation for such overtime the annual salary or compensation for 
such employees shall be divided by 306, the number of working days 
in the year less all Sundays and legal holidays enumerated in the 
act of July 28, 1916; the quotient thus obtained will be the daily 
compensation which divided by eight will give the hourly compensa- 
tion for such overtime service: Provided further, That when the needs 
of the service require the employment on Sundays and holidays of 
route supervisors, special clerks, clerks, dispatchers, mechanics in charge, 
special mechanics, general mechanics, mechanics’ helpers, driver- 
mechanics, and garagemen-drivers in the motor-vehicle service, they 
shall be allowed compensatory time on one day within six days next 
succeeding the Sunday, except the last three Sundays in the calendar 
year, and on one day within 30 days next succeeding the holiday and 
the last three Sundays in the year on which service is performed: 
Provided, however, That the Postmaster General may, if the exigencies 
of the service reqnire it, authorize the payment of overtime in lieu 
of compensatory time for service on Sundays and holidays. 

Suc. 7. That the annual salaries of employees of the Railway Mail 
Service shall be as follows: Division superintendents, $4,500; assistant 
division superintendents and assistant superintendents at large, $3,600; 
assistant superintendent in charge of car construction, $3,300; chief 
clerks, $3,500; assistant chief clerks, $2,800; Provided, That the clerks 
in charge of sections in the offices of the division superintendents shall 
be rated as assistant chief clerks at $2,800 salary. 

That railway postal clerks shall be divided into two classes, class 
A and class B, and into seven grades with annual salaries as follows: 
Grade 1, salary $1,900; grade 2, salary $2,000; grade 3, salary $2,150; 
grade 4, salary $2,300; grade 5, salary $2,450; grade 6, salary $2,600; 
grade 7, salary $2,700. 

Laborers in the Railway Mail Service shall be divided into two 
grades with annual salaries as follows: Grade 1, salary $1,500; 
grade 2, $1,600, 

Laborers shall be promoted to grade 2 after one year's satisfactory 
service in grade 1: Provided, That in the. readjustment of the service 
to conform to the grades herein provided for laborers, grade 1 shall 
include laborers in present grade 1, and grade 2 shall include laborers 
in present grade 2, 

Substitute railway postal clerks shall be paid for services actually 
performed at the rate of $1,850 per annum, the first year of service 
to constitute a probationary period, and when appointed regular clerks 
shall recelye credit on the basis of one year of actual service per- 
formed as a substitute and be appointed to the grade to which such 
clerk would have progressed had his original appointment as a sub- 
stitute been to grade 1. Any fractional part of a year’s substitute 
service will be included with his service as a regular clerk in deter- 
mining eligibility for promotion to the next higher grade following 
appointment to a regular position. 

All original appointments shall be made to the rank of substitute 
railway postal clerk, and promotions shall be made successively at the 
beginning of the quarter following a total satisfactory service of 306 
days in the next lower grade. 

In the readjustment of the service to conform to the grades herein 
provided, grade 1 shall include clerks in present grade 1, grade 2 shall 
Include clerks in present grade 2, grade 3 shall include clerks in 
present grade 3, grade 4 shall include clerks in present grade 4, 
grade 5 shall include clerks in present grade 5, and grade 6 shall 
include clerks in present grade 6. 

That hereafter, in addition to the salaries provided by law, the 
Postmaster General is hereby authorized to make travel allowances in 
lieu of actual expenses, at fixed rates per annum, not exceeding in the 
aggregate the sum annually appropriated, to railway postal clerks, 
acting railway postal clerks, and substitute rallway postal clerks, 
including substitute railway postal clerks for railway postal clerks 
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granted leave with pay om account of sickness, assigned to duty im 
railway post-office cars, while on duty, after 10 hours from the time 
of beginning their initial run, under such regulations as he may pre 
scribe, and in no case shall such an allowance exceed $3 per day. 

Substitute railway postal clerks shall be credited with full time 
while traveling under orders of the department to and from their 
designated headquarters to take up an assignment, together with 
actual and necessary travel expenses, not to exceed $3 per day, while 
on duty away from such headquarters. When a substitute clerk per- 
forms service in a railway post office starting from his official head- 
quarters he shall be. allowed travel expenses under the law applying 
to clerks regularly assigned to the run. 

Railway. post-office lines shall be divided into two classes, class A 
and class B, and clerks assigned to class A lines shall be promoted 
successively to grade 4 and clerks in charge to grade 5. Clerks 
assigned to class B lines shall be promoted successively to grade 5 
and clerks In charge to grade 6: Provided, That lines in present 
class A shall be continued in class A, and lines in present class B 
shall be continued in. class. B. 

Terminal railway post offices shall be divided into two classes, 
class A and class B; those having less than 20 employees shall be 
assigned to class A, and those having 20 or more employees shall be 
assigned to class B. Clerks in class A terminals shall be promoted 
successively to grade 4. and clerks in charge of tours to grade 5. 
Clerks in class B terminals shall be promoted successively to grade 5, 
and clerks in charge of tours to grade 6. 

Transfer offices shall be divided {nto two classes, class A and class 
B; those having less than five employees shall be assigned to class A, 
and those having five or more employees to class B. Clerks in class 
A shall be promoted successively to grade 4, and clerks in charge of 
tours to grade 5. Clerks in class B shall be promoted successively 
to grade 5, and elerks in charge of tours to grade 6. 

Clerks assigned to the office of division superintendent or chief clerk 
shall be promoted successively to grade 4, and in the office of division 
superintendent four clerks may be promoted to grade 5 and eight 
clerks to grade 6, and in the office of chief clerk one clerk may be 
promoted to grade. 5 and two clerks to grade 6. 

Examiners shail be promoted successively to grade 6 and assistant 
examiners to grade 5 whether assigned to the office of division super- 
intendent or chief clerk: Provided, That service of clerks shall be 
based on an average of not exceeding 8 hours daily for 306 days 
per annum, including proper allowances for all service required on 
lay-off periods. Clerks required to perform service in excess of 8 
hours daily, as herein provided, shall be paid in cash at the annual 
rate of pay or granted compensatory time at their option for such 
overtime, Railway postal clerks assigned to terminal railway post 
offices and transfer offices and laborers in the Railway Mail Service 
shall be required to work not more than 8 hours a day, and that 
the 8 hours of service shall not extend over a longer period than 
10 consecutive hours, and that in cases of emergency, or if the needs 
of the service require, they may be required to work in excess of 8 
hours a day, and for such additional service they shall be paid in 
proportion to their salaries as fixed by law. 

That clerks assigned to road duty shall be credited with full time 
for delay to trains equal to the period ef time between the scheduled 
arrival and actual arrival of the train at destination of run. 

That section 3 of the act approved June 19, 1922 (41 Stats. L. p. 
660), providing for leaves of absence of employees in the Postal Serv- 
ice, be amended by adding the following proviso: Provided, That here- 
after not exceeding 5 days of the 15 days’ annual leave with pay, 
exclusive of Sundays and holidays, granted to railway postal clerks 
assigned to road duty each fiscal year may be carried over to the 
succeeding fiscal year. 

RURAL MATL DELIVERY SERVICE 


Sec. 8. That the salary of carriers in the Rural Mail Delivery Service 
for serving a rural route of 24 miles 6 days im the week sball be 
$1,800; on routes 22 miles and less than 24 miles, $1,728; on routes 
20 miles and less than 22 miles, $1,620; on routes 18 miles and less 
than 20 miles, $1,440; on routes 16 miles and less than 18 miles, 
$1,260; on routes 14 miles and less than 16 miles, $1,080; on routes 
12 miles and less than 14 miles, $1,008; on routes 10 miles and less 
than 12 miles, $936; on routes 8 miles and Jess than 10 miles, $864; 
on routes 6 miles and less than 8 miles, $792; on routes 4 miles and 
less than 6 miles, $720. Each rural carrier assigned to a route on 
which daily service is performed shall receive $30 per mile per annum 
for each mile said route is in excess of 24 miles or major fraction 
thereof, based on actual mileage, and each rural carrier assigned to a 
route on which triweekly service is performed shall receive $15 per 
mile for each mile said route is in excess of 24 miles or major fraction 
thereof, based on actual mileage. 

Deductions for failure to perform service on a standard rural de- 
livery route for 24 miles and less shall not exceed the rate of pay per 
mile for service for 24 miles and less; and deductions for failure to 
perform service on mileage in excess of 24 miles shall not exceed the 
rate of compensation allowed for such excess mileage. 
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In addition to the salary herein provided, each carrier m Rural 
Mail Delivery Service shall be paid for equipment maintenance a sum 
egual to 4 cents per mile per day for each mile or major fraction of a 
mile scheduled. Payments for equipment maintenance as provided 
herein shall be at the same periods and in the same manner as pay- 
ments for regular compensation to rural carriers. 

A rural carrier serving one triweekly route shall be paid a salary 
and equipment allowance on the basis of a route one-half the length 
of the route served by him, A rural carrier serving two triweekly. 
routes shall be paid a salary and equipment allowance on the basis of 
@ route one-half of the combined length of the two routes. - 

Sec. 9. That the salary of requisition fillers and packers in the divi- 
sion of equipment and supplies shall be as follows: One foreman, 
$2,100 per annum; 10 requisition fillers and 9 packers at $1,800 each 
per annum. 

Sec. 10, That the pay of carriers in the village delivery service, 
under such rules and regulations as the Postmaster General may pre- 
seribe, shall be from 81.150 to $1,850 per annum. The pay of substi- 
tute letter carriers in the village delivery service shall be at the rate of 
50 cents per hour. 

Sec. 11. Employees in the Postal Service shall be granted 15 days’ 
leave of absence with pay, exclusive of Sundays and holidays, each 
fiscal year, and sick leaye with pay at the rate of 10 days a year, 
exclusive of Sundays and holidays, to be cumulative, but no sick leave 
with pay in excess of 30 days shall be granted during any one fiscal 
year. Sick leave shall be granted only upon satisfactory evidence of 
illness in aceordance with regulations to be preseribed by the Post- 
master General. 

The 15 days’ leave shall be credited at the rate of 154 days for each 
month of actual service. 

Whenever an employee herein provided for shall have been reduced 
in salary for any cause, he may be restored: to his former grade or 
advanced to an intermediate grade at the beginning of any quarter 
following the reduction, and a restoration to a former grade or ad- 
vancement to an intermediate grade shall not be construed as a promo- 
tion within the meaning of the law prohibiting advancement of more 
than one grade within ene year.. 

Whenever the promotion of an employee herein provided for is 
withheld: because of unsatisfactory service, such employee may be pro- 
moted at the beginning of the second quarter thereafter, or of any 
subsequent quarter, on evidence that his record has been satisfactory 
during the intervening period. 

Hereafter when the needs of the service require the employment on 
Sundays or holidays of laborers or railway postal clerks at terminal 
railway post offices and transfer offices, they shall be allowed compen- 
satory time on 1 day within 6 days next succeeding the Sunday. ex- 
cept the last 3 Sundays in the calendar year, and on 1 day within 30: 
days next succeeding the holiday and the last 3 Sundays in the year 
on which service is performed: Provided, however, That the Postmaster 
General may, if the exigencies of the service require it, authorize the 
payment of overtime for service on the last 3 Sundays in the calendar 
year or on Christmas Day in lieu of compensatory time. 

All employees herein provided for in automatie grades who have 
not reached the maximum grades to which they are entitled to 
progress automatically, shall be promoted at the beginning of the 
quarter following the completion of one year's satisfactory service 
since their last promotion, regardless of any increases in salaries 
granted them by the provisions of this title. 

The Postmaster General may, when the interest of the service 
requires, transfer any clerk to the position of carrier or any carrier 
to the position of clerk and interchange the clerical force between 
the post office and the motor-vehicle service, such transfer or inter- 
change to be made to the corresponding grade and salary of the clerk 
or carrier transferred or interchanged. 

Substitute clerks in first and second. class post offices and the Ran- 
way Mail Service and substitute letter carriers in the City Delivery 
Service when appointed regular clerks, railway postal clerks, or car- 
riers shall have credit for actual time served on a basis of one year 
for each 306 days of 8 hours served as substitute, and appointed to 
the građe to which such clerk or carrier would have progressed had 
his original appointment as substitute been to grade 1. 

Postal employees and substitute postal employees who served in 
the military, marine, or naval service of the United States during 
the World War and have not reached the maximum grade of salary 
shall receive credit for all time served in the military, marine, or 
naval service on the basis of one day’s credit of eight hours in the 
Postal Service for each day served in the military, marine, or naval 
service, and be promoted to the grade to which such postal employee 
or substitute postal employee would have progressed had his original. 
appointment as substitute been to grade 1. This provision shall 


apply to such postal employees and substitute postal employees who 
were in the Postal Service on October 1, 1920. 

No employee in the Postal Service shall be reduced in rank or salary 
as the result of the provisions of this title. 

Sec. 12, That the sums appropriated for salaries and compensation 
of postmasters and employees of the Postal Service in the act making 
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8 ounces the rates of postage prescribed for fourth-class matter 
shall be applicable thereto. 

Sec, 205. Where the total weight of any one edition or issue of 
any such publication mailed to any one zone does not exceed 1 
pound, the rate of postage shall be 1 cent. 

Sec. 206. The zone rates provided in section 203 of this title shall 
relate to the entire bulk mailed to any one zone and not to indi- 
vidually addressed packages. 


THIRD-CLASS MATTER 


Sec. 207. (a) Mail matter of the third class shall include books, 
circulars, and other matter wholly in print (except newspapers and 
other periodicals entered as second-class matter), proof sheets, cor- 
rected proof sheets, and manuscript copy accompanying same, mer- 
chandise (including farm and factory products), and all other mail- 
able matter not included in the first or second class, or in the fourth 
class as defined in section 208. 

(b) The rate of postage thereon shall be 1 cent for each ounce or 
fraction thereof, up to and including 4 ounces in weight, except 
that the rate of postage on books, catalogues, seeds, cuttings, bulbs, 
roots, scions, and plants, not exceeding 8 ounces in weight, shall be 
1 cent for each 2 ounces or fraction thereof. 

(c) The written additions permissible under existing law on mail 
matter of either the third or fourth class shall be permissible on 
either of these classes as herein defined without discrimination on 
account of classification, 


FOURTH-CLASS MATTER 


Sec. 208. (a) Mail matter of the fourth class shall weigh in excess 
of 4 ounces, and shall include books, circulars, and other matter 
wholly in print (except newspapers and other periodicals entered as 
second-class matter), proof sheets, corrected proof sheets, and manu- 
seript copy accompanying same, merchandise (including farm and fac- 
tory products), and all other mailable matter not included in the 
first or second class, or in the third class as defined in section 207. 

(b) That on fourth-class matter the rate of postage shall be by 
the pound as established by, and in conformity with, the act of August 
24, 1912, and in addition thereto there shall be a service charge of 
1 cent for each parcel, except upon parcels or packages collected on 
rural delivery routes, to be prepaid by postage stamps affixed thereto, 
or as otherwise prescribed by the regulations of the Postmaster 
General. 

Whenever, in addition to the postage as hereinbefore provided, there 
shall be affixed to any parcel of mail matter of the fourth-class post- 
age of the value of 25 cents with the words “Special handling” 
written or printed upon the wrapper, such parcel shall receive the 
same expeditious handling, transportation, and delivery accorded to 
mail matter of the first class. 

The classification of articles mailable, as well as the weight limit, 
the rates of postage, zone or zones, and other conditions of mall- 
ability under this section if the Postmaster General shall find on 
experience that they or any of them are such as to prevent the ship- 
ment of articles desirable, or to permanently render the cost of the 
service greater than the receipts of the revenue therefrom, he is 
hereby directed, subject to the consent of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission after investigation, to reform from time to time such 
classifications, weight lmit, rates, zone or zones or conditions, or 
either, in order to promote the service to the public or to insure the 
receipt of revenue from such service adequate to pay the cost thereof. 

(c) That during the 12 months next succeeding the approval of this 
act the Postmaster General be, and he is hereby, authorized to conduct 
experiments in the operation of not more than 50 rural routes, in 
localities to be selected by him; said experiments shall be designed 
primarily to develop and to encourage the transportation of food prod- 
ucts directly from producers to consumers or vendors, and, if the 
Postmaster General shall deem it necessary or advisable during the 
progress of said experiments, he is hereby authorized, in his discretion, 
on such number or all of said routes as he may desire, to reduce to such 
an extent as he may deem advisable the rate of postage on food prod- 
ucts mailed directly on such routes for delivery at the post offices from 
which such routes start, and to allow the rural carriers thereon a com- 
mission on the postage so received at such rate as the Postmaster 
General may prescribe, which commission shall be in addition to the 
carriers’ regular salaries. The amounts due the carriers for commis- 
sions shall be determined under rules and regulations to. be prescribed 
by the Postmaster General directly from the postal revenues: Prorided, 
That the amount so paid shall in no case exceed the actual amount of 
revenue derived from this experimental service. 

A report on the progress of this experiment shall be made to Con- 
gress at the next regular session. 

: MONEY ORDERS 


Sec. 209. Section 3 of the act entitled “An act to modify the postal 
money-order system, and for other purposes,“ approved March 3, 1883, 
as amended, is amended to read as follows: 

* Sec. 3. A money order shall not be issued for more than $100, and 
the fees for domestic orders shall be as follows 


appropriations for the fiscal year ending June 80, 1925, approved 
April 4, 1924, shall be available for the payment of salaries and com- 
pensation of postmasters and postal employees at the rates of pay 
herein provided; and such additional sums as may be necessary are 
hereby authorized to be appropriated to carry out the provisions of this 
title. 

INCONSISTENT ACTS REPEALED 


Sec. 13. All acts and parts of acts inconsistent or in conflict with 
this title are hereby amended or repealed. 


TITLE IL—POSTAL RATES 
FIRST-CLASS MATTER 
DROP LETTERS 


Sec, 201. The rate of postage on drop letters at post offices where 
free delivery by carrier is not established shall be 1 cent per ounce or 
fraction thereof. 

POSTAL CARDS 


Src. 202. (a) Postal cards authorized in section 3916 of the Revised 
Statutes shall be transmitted through the mails at a postage charge, 
including the cost of manufacture, of 1 cent each. 

(b) The double postal card authorized in section 32 of the act 
entitled “An act making appropriations for the services of the Post 
Office Department for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1880, and for 
other purposes,” approved March 8, 1879, shall be sold for 2 cents. 

(c) The rate of postage on private mailing cards described in the 
act entitled “An act to amend the postal laws relating to use of postal 
cards,” approved May 19, 1898, shall be 2 cents each. 


SECOND-CLASS MATTER 


Sec. 203. (a) In the case of publications entered as second-class 
matter (including sample copies to the extent of 10 per cent of the 
weight of copies mailed to subseribers during the calendar year) when 
sent by the publisher thereof from the post office of publication or 
other post office, or when sent by news agents to actual subscribers 
thereto, or to other news agents for the purpose of sale— 

(1) The rate of postage on that portion of any such publication 
devoted to matter other than advertisements shall be 1% cents per 
pound; 

(2) On that portion of any such publication devoted to advertise- 
ments the rates per pound or fraction thereof for delivery within the 
eight postal zones established for fourth-class matter shall be as 
follows : 

For thè first and second zones, 2 cents, and third zone, 3 cents. 

For the fourth, fifth, and sixth zones, 6 cents. 

For the seventh and eighth zones, and between the Philippine 
Islands and any portion of the United States, including the District of 
Columbia and the several Territories and possessions, 8 cents: Pro- 
vided, That the rate of postage on newspapers or periodicals main- 
tained by and in the interests of religious, educational, scientific, 
philanthropic, agricultural, labor, or fraternal organizationg or asso- 
ciations, not organized for profit and none of the net income of which 
Inures to the benefit of any private stockholder or individual, shall 
be 1½ cents per pound or fraction thereof, and the publisher of any 
such newspaper or periodical, before being entitled to such rate, shall 
furnish to the Postmaster General, at such times and under such con- 
ditions as the Postmaster General may prescribe, satisfactory evidence 
that none of the net income of such organization or association inures 
to the benefit of any private stockholder or individual. 

(b) Where the space devoted to advertisements does not exceed 5 
per cent of the total space, the rate of postage shall be the same 
as if the whole of such publication was devoted to matter other than 
advertisements. 

(c) The rate of postage on daily newspapers and on the periodicals 
and newspapers provided for in this section, when deposited in a 
letter-carrier office for delivery by its carriers, shall be the same as 
now provided by law, and nothing in this act shall affect existing 
law as to free circulation and existing rates on second-class mail 
matter within the county of publication. The Postmaster General 
may hereafter require publishers to separate or make up to zones, in 
such a mannér as he may direct, all mail matter of the second class 
when offered for mailing. 

(d) Any publisher or registered news agent may elect to mail a 
portion or all of the issues of any publications entered as second- 
class mail matter under the rates of postage prescribed for fourth- 
class mail matter, such postage to be applicable to each piece for 
each addressee, and to be prepaid by stamps affixed thereto or as 
otherwise prescribed by the Postmaster General, 

(e) With the first mailing of each issue of each such publication 
the publisher shall file with the postmaster a copy of such issue, to- 
gether with a statement containing such informution as the Post- 
master General may prescribe for determining the postage chargeable 
thereon. 

Src. 204. The rate of postage on publications entered as second- 
class matter, when sent by others than the publisher or news agent, 
shall be 2 cents for each 2 ounces or fraction thereof, for weights 
not exceeding 8 ounces, and for weights of such matter exceeding 
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For orders not exceeding $2.50, 5 cents. 

For orders exceeding $2.50 and not exceeding $5, 7 cents. 
For orders exceeding $5 and not exceeding $10, 10 cents. 
For orders exceeding $10 and not exceeding $20, 12 cents. 

“ For orders exceeding $20 and not exceeding $40, 15 cents. 
For orders exceeding $40. and not exceeding $60, 18 cents. 
For orders exceeding SO and not exceeding $80, 20 cents. 

“ For orders exceeding $80 and not exceeding $100, 22 cents.” 


REGISTERED 


Sec. 210. (a) The first sentence of section 3927 of the Revised Stat- 
utes is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec, 3927. Mail. matter shall be registered only on the application 
of the party posting the same, and the fees therefor shall not be less 
than 15 nor more than 20 cents in addition to the regular postage, to 
be, in all cases, prepaid; and all such fees shall be accounted for in such 
manner às the Postmaster General shall direct.” 

(b) Notwithstanding the provisions of such sections as amended, the 
Postmaster General may fix the fee for registered mail matter at any 
amount less than 20 cents. 

Spe. 211. Section 8928 of the Revised Statutes as amended Is 
amended to read as follows: : 

“See, 3928. Whenever the sender shall so request, and upon pay- 
ment of a fee of 3 cents, a receipt shall be taken on the delivery of any 
registered mail matter showing to whom and when the same was de- 
livered, which receipt shall be returned to the sender and be received 
in the courts as prima facie evidence of such delivery.” 


INSPRCTION AND COLLECT-ON-DELIVERY SERVICES 


Sec. 212. (a) The fee for Insurance shall be 5 cents for indemnifica- 
tion not to exceed $5; 8 cents for indemnification not to exceed $25; 
10 cents for indemnification not, to exceed $50; and 25 cents for in- 
demnification not to exceed $100. Whenever. the sender of an insured 
article of mail matter shall so request, and upon payment of a fee of 3 
cents, a receipt shall be taken on the delivery of such insured mall 
matter showing to whom and when the same was delivered, which 
receipt shall be returned to the sender and be received in the courts as 
prima facie evidence of such delivery. 

(b) Tue fee for collect-onsielivery service shall be 12 cents for col- 
lections not to exceed $10; 15 cents for collections not to exceed $50; 
and 25 cents for collections not to exceed 8100. 

(e) The provisions of the act entitled “An act to extend the Insurance 
and collect-on-delivery service to third-class mail, and for other pur- 
poses,” approved June 7, 1924, and of section 8 of the act entitled “An 
act making appropriations for the service of the Post Office Depart- 
ment for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1913, and for other purposes,” 
approved August 24, 1912, with respect to the insurance and collect-on- 
delivery services, are hereby continued in force. 


SPECIAL DELIVERY 


Sec. 213. (a) To procure the immediate delivery of mall ‘matter 
weighing more than 2 pounds and not more than 10 pounds, stamps of 
the value of 15 cents shall be affixed (in addition to the regular post- 
age), and for the special delivery thereof 11 cents may be paid to the 
messenger or other person making such. delivery. 

(b) To procure the immediate delivery of mail matter weighing more 
than 10 pounds, stamps of the value of 20 cents shall be affixed (in 
addition to the regular postage); and for the special delivery thereof 
15 cents may be paid to the messenger or other person making such 
delivery. 

(e) For the purposes of this section the Postmaster General is au- 
thorized to provide and issue special-delivery stamps of the denomina- 
tions of 15 and 20 cents, 

Suc, 214. The act entitled “An act making certain changes in the 
postal laws,“ approved March 2, 1907, is amended to read as follows: 

“That when, in addition to the stamps required to transmit any 
letter or package of mail matter through the mails, there shall be 
attached to the envelope or covering ordinary postage stamps of any 
denomination equivalent to the value fixed by law to procure the im- 
mediate delivery of any mail matter, with the words ‘ special delivery’ 
or their equivalent written or printed on the envelope or covering, 
under such regulations as the Postmaster General may prescribe, said 
letter or package shall be handled, transmitted, and delivered in all 
respects as though it bore a regulation special-delivery stamp.” 


REPHALS 


See, 215. The following acts and parts of acts are hereby repealed: 

(a) Sections 1101 to 1106, inclusive, of the revenue act of 1917: 

(b) The act entitled “An act fixing the rate of postage to be paid 
upon mall matter of the second class when sent by persons other than 
the publisher or news agent,” approved June 9, 1884; and 

(c) The act entitled “An act to amend an act entitled ‘An act 
making appropriations for the service of the Post Office Department for 
the fiscal year ending Juné 30, 1915, and for other purposes,’ approved 
March 9, 1914,” approved April 24, 1914. 


MAIL 


EFFECTIVE DATE 


Src. 216. This title, except section 217, shall become éffective on 
April 15, 1925; and the rates and fees herein provided shall not apply 
beyond February 15, 1926, at which date the rates aud fees in forca 
next prior to the passage of this act shall become again operative 
unless Congress in the meantime shall otherwise determine. 

Sec. 217. A special joint subcommittee is hereby created to consist 
of three members of the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads of 
the Senate and three members of the Committee on the Post Office and 
Post Roads of the House, to be appointed by the respective chairmen 
of said committees, The said special joint subcommittee is authorized 
and directed to hold hearings prior to the beginning of the first regular 
session of the Sixty-ninth Congress, to sit in Washington or at any 
other convenient place and to report during the first week of the first 
regular session of the Sixty-ninth Congress, by bill, its recommendations 
for a permanent schedule of postal rates. Said special joint subcom- 
mittee is hereby authorized to administer oaths, to send for persons or 
papers, to employ necessary clerks, accountants, experts, and stenog- 
raphers, the latter to be paid at a cost not exceeding 25 cents per 100 
words; and the expense attendant upon the work of said special joint 
subcommittee shall be paid one-half from the contingent fund of the 
Senate and one-half from the contingent fund of the House of Repre- 
sentatives upon voucher of Its chairman. This section shall become 
9 upon the enactment of this act. 


TITLE III FEDERAL CORRUPT PRACTICES ACT, 1925 


Sec. 301. This title may be cited as the Federal corrupt practices 
act, 1925.” 

Sec. 302. When used in this title 

(a) The term “election” ineludes a general or special election and, 
in the, case of a Resident Commissioner from the Philippine Islands, 
an election by the Philippine Legislature, but does not include a primary 
election or convention of a political party; 

(b) The term “candidate” means an individual whose name is pre- 
sented at an election for election as Senator or Representative in, or 
Delegate or Resident Commissioner to, the Congress of the United 
States, whether or not such individual is elected; 

(c) The term “political committee” includes any committee, asso- 
ciation, or organization which accepts contributions or makes expendi- 
tures for the purpose of influencing or attempting to infinence the elec- 
tion of candidates or presidential and yice-presidential electors (1) in 
two or more States, or (2) whether or not in more than one State if 
such committee, association, or organization (other than a duly organ- 
ized State or local committee of a political party) is a branch or sub- 
sidiary of a national committee, association, or organization ; 

(4) The term “contribution” includes a gift, subscription, loan, 
advance, or deposit of money or anything of value and includes u con- 
tract, promise, or agreement, whether or not legally enforceable, to” 
make a contribution ; 

(e) The erm “ expenditure” includes a payment, distribution, loan, 
advance, deposit, or gift of money or any thing of value, and includes 
a contract, promise, or agreement, whether or not legally enforceable, 
to make an expenditure; 

(1) The term “person” includes an individual, partnership, com- 
mittee, association, corporation, and any other organization or group 
of persons; 

(g) The term “Clerk” means the Clerk of the House of Repre- 
sentatives of the United States; 

(h) The term “Secretary” means the Secretary of the Senate of 
the United States; 

(i) The term “State” includes Territory and possession of the 
United States. 

Sec. 303. (a) Every political committee shall have a chairman and 
a treasurer. No contribution shall be accepted and no expenditure 
made by or on behalf of a political committee for the purpose of in- 
fluencing an election until such chairman and treasurer haye beon 
chosen, 

(b) It shall be the duty of the treasurer of a political committee to 
keep a detailed and exact account of— 

(1) All contributions made to or for such committee ; 

(2) The name and address of every person making any such contri- 
bution and the date thereof; 

(3) All expenditures made by or on behalf of such committee; and 

(4) The name and address of every person to whom any such ex- 
penditure is made and the date thereof. 

(e) It shall be the duty of the treasurer to obtain and keep a 
receipted bill, stating the particulars, for every expenditure by or on 
behalf of a political committee exceeding 810 in amount. The tres- 
urer shall preserve all receipted bills and accounts required to be kept 
by this section for a period of at least two years from the date of the 
filing of the statement containing such items. 

Src, 304. Every person who receives a contribution for a political 
committee shall, on demand of the treasurer, and in any event within 
five days after the receipt of such contribution, render to the treas- 
urer a detailed account thereof, including the name and address of 
the person making such contribution, and the date on which received. 
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Src. 305. (a) The treasurer of a political committee shall file with 
the Clerk between the Ist and 10th days of March, June, and Sep- 
tember, in each year, and also between the tenth and fifteenth days 
and on the fifth day next preceding the date on which a general elec- 
tion is to be held at which candidates are to be elected in two or more 
States and also on the ist day of January a statement containing, 
complete as of the day next preceding the date of fillng— 

(1) The name and address of each person who has made a contribu- 
tion to or for such committee in one or more items of the aggregate 
amount or value, within the calendar year, $100 or more, together 
with the amount and date of such contribution ; 

(2) The total sum of the contributions made to or for such com- 
mittee during the calendar year and not stated under paragraph (1); 

(3) The total sum of all contributions made to or for such com- 
mittee during the calendar year; 

(4) The name and address of each person to whom an expenditure 
in one or more items of the aggregate amount or value, within the 
calendar year, of $10 or more has been made by or on behalf of such 
committee, and the amount, date, and purpose of such expenditure ; 

(5) The total sum of all expenditures made by or on behalf of such 
committee during the calendar year and not stated under para- 
graph (4); 

(6) The total sum of expeditures made by or on behalf of such com- 
mittee during the calendar year. 

(b) The statements required to be filed by subdivision (a) shall be 
cumulative during the calendar year to which they relate, but where 
there has been no change in an item reported in a previous statement 
only the amount need be carried forward. 

(e) The statement filed on the Ist day of January shall cover the 
preceding calendar year. 

Src. 306. Every person (other than a political committee) who 
makes an expenditure in one or more items, other than by contribution 
to a political committee, aggregating $50 or more within a calendar 
year for the purpose of influencing in two or more States the election 
of candidates, shall file with the Clerk an itemized detailed statement 
of such expenditure in the same manner as required of the treasurer 
of a political committee by section 305. 

Spc. 307. (a) Every candidate for Senator shall file with the Secre- 
tary, and every candidate for Representative, Delegate, or Resident 
Commissioner shall file with the Clerk not less than 10 nor more than 
15 days before, and also within 30 days after, the date on which an 
election is to be held, a statement containing, complete as of the day 
next preceding the date of filing— 

(1) A correct and itemized account of each contribution received by 
him or by any person for him with his knowledge or consent, from 
any source, in aid or support of his candidacy for election, or for the 
purpose of influencing the result of the election, together with the 
name of the person who has made such contribution ; 

(2) A correct and itemized account of each expenditure made by him 
or by any person for him with his knowledge or consent, in aid or 
support of his candidacy for election, or for the purpose of influencing 
the result of the election, together with the name of the person to 
whom such expenditure was made, except that only the total sum of 
expenditures for items specified in subdivision (c) of section 109 need 
be stated; 

(3) A statement of every promise or pledge made by him or by any 
person for him with his consent, prior to the closing of the polls on 
the day of the election, relative to the appointment or recommendation 
for appointment of any person to any public or private position or em- 
ployment for the purpose of procuring support in his candidacy, and 
the name, address, and occupation of-every person to whom any such 
promise or pledge has been made, together with the description of any 
such position. If no such promise or pledge bas been made, that fact 
shall be specifically stated. 

(b) The statements required to be filed by subdivision (a) shall be 
cumulative, but where there has been no change in an item reported 
in a previous statement only the amount need be carried forward. 

(c) Every candidate shall inclose with his first statement a report, 
based upon the records of the proper State official, stating the total 
number of votes cast for all candidates for the office which the candi- 
date seeks, at the general election the next preceding the election at 
which he is a candidate. 

Sec. 308. A statement required by this title to be filed by a candidate 
or treasurer of a political committee or other person with the Clerk or 
Secretary, as the case may be— 

(a) Shall be verified by the eath or affirmation of the person fling 
such statement, taken before any officer authorized to administer oaths; 

(b) Shall be deemed properly filed when deposited in an established 
post office within the prescribed time, duly stamped, registered, and 
directed to the Clerk or Secretary at Washington, D. C., but in the 
event it is not received a duplicate of such statement shall be promptly 
fled upon notice by the Clerk or Secretary of its nonreceipt; 

(e) Shall be preserved by the Clerk or Secretary for a period of two 
years from the date of filing, shall constitute a part of the public rec- 
ords of his office, and shall be open to public inspection, 


Sxe. 509. (a) A candidate, in his campaign for election, shall not 
make expenditures in excess of the amount which he may lawfully make 
under the laws of the State in which he is a candidate, nor in excess 
of the amount which he may lawfuly make under the provisions of this 
title. 

(b) Unless the laws of his State prescribe a less amount as the maxi- 
mum limit of campalgn expenditures, a candidate may make expendi- 
tures up to— 

(1) The sum of $10,000 if a candidate for Senator, or the sum of 
$2,500 1f a candidate for Representative, Delegate, or Resident Com- 
missioner; or 

(2) An amount equal to the amount obtained by multiplying 3 cents 
by the total number of votes cast at the last general election for all can- 
didates for the office which the candidate seeks, but in no event exceeding 
$25,000 if a candidate for Senator or $5,000 if a candidate for Repre- 
sentative, Delegate, or Resident Commissioner. 

(c) Money expended by a candidate to meet and discharge any as- 
sessment, fee, or charge made or levied upon candidates by the laws of 
the State in which he resides, or expended for his necessary personal, 
traveling, or subsistence expenses, or for stationery, postage, writing, or 
printing (other than for use on billboards or in newspapers), for dis- 
tributing letters, circulars, or posters, or for telegraph or telephone 
service, shall not be included in determining whether bis expenditures 
have exceeded the sum fixed by paragraph (1) or (2) of subdivision 
(b) as the limit of campaign expenses of a candidate, 

Sxc. 310. It is unlawful for any candidate to directly or indirectly 
promise or pledge the appointment, or the use of his influence or sup- 
port for the appointment of any person to any public or private position 
or employment for the purpose of procuring support in his candidacy. 

Sec. 311. It is unlawful for any person to make or offer to make an 
expenditure, or to cause an expenditure to be made or offered, to any 
person, either to yote or withhold his vote, or to vote for or against 
any candidate, and it is unlawful for any person to solicit, accept, or 
receive any such expenditure in consideration of his vote or the with- 
holding of his vote. 

Sec. 312. Section 118 of the act entitled “An act to codify, revise, 
and amend the penal laws of the United States,” approved March 4, 
1909, is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 118. It is unlawful for any Senator or Representative in, or 
Delegate or Resident Commissioner to, Congress, or any candidate for, 
or individual elected as, Senator, Representative, Delegate, or Resident 
Commissioner, or any officer or employee of the United States or any 
person receiving any salary or compensation for services from money 
derived from the Treasury of the United States, to directly or indirectly 
solicit, receive, or be in any manner concerned in soliciting or receiving, 
any assessment, subscription, or contribution for any political purpose 
whatever, from any other such officer, employee, or person.” 

Sec, 313. It is unlawful for any national bank, or any corporation 
organized by authority of any law of Congress, to make a contribution 
in connection with any election to any political office, or for any cor- 
poration whatever to make a contribution in connection with any elec- 
tion at which presidential and vice presidential electors or a Senator 
or Representative in, or a Delegate or Resident Commissioner to, 
Congress are to be voted for, or for any candidate, political committee, 
or other person to accept or recelve any contribution prohibited by 
this section. Every corporation which makes any contribution in viola- 
tion ef this section shail be fined not more than $5,000; and every 
officer or director of any corporation who consents to any contribution 
by the corporation in violation of this section shall be fined not more 
than $1,000 or imprisoned not more than one year, or both. 

Sec. 314. (a) Any person who violates any of the foregoing provl- 
sions of this title, except those for which a specific penalty is imposed 
by sections 312 and 313, shall be fined not more than $1,000 or im- 
prisoned not more than one year, or both, 

(b) Any person who willfully violates any of the foregoing provisions 
of this title, except those for which a specific penalty is imposed by 
sections 312 and 313, shall be fined not more than $10,000 and impris- 
oned not more than two years. 

Suc. 315. This title shall not limit or affect the right of any person 
to make expenditures for proper legal. expenses in contesting the re- 
sults of an election. 

Szc. 316, This title shall not be construed to annul the laws of any 
State relating to the nomination or election of candidates, unless 
directly inconsistent with the provisions of this title, or to exempt any 
candidate from complying with such State laws. 

Sec. 317. If any provision of this title or the application thereof to 
any person or circumstance is held invalid, the validity of the remainder 
of the act and of the application of such provision to other persons and 
circumstances shall not be affected thereby. 

Sec. 318. The following acts and parts of acts are hereby repealed: 
The act entitled “An act providing for publicity of contributions made 
for the purpose of influencing elections at which Representatives in 
Congress are elected,” approved June 25, 1910 (chap. 392, 36 Stats. p. 
822), and the acts amendatory thereof, approved August 19, 1911 
(chap, 38, 87 Stats. p. 25), and August 23, 1912 (chap. 349. 37 Stats. 
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p: 360); the act entitled “An act to prevent corrupt practices in the 
election of, Senators, Representatives, or Delegates in Congress,” ap- 
proved October 16, 1918 (chap. 187, 40 Stats. p. 1013); and section 83 
of the Criminal Code of the United States, approved March 4, 1909 
(chap. 321, 35 Stats. p. 1088). 

Sec. 319. This title shall take effect 30 days after its enactment, 


Mr. MOSES. I ask unanimous consent that the formal read- 
ing of the committee amendment may be dispensed with. My 
reason for asking that is that the amendment which the com- 
mittee proposes is the entire bill, which was adopted by the 
Senate after eight days of close debate, and with all of the 
items which were then passed upon by the Senate. The provi- 
sions are so thoroughly familiar to the Members of the Senate 
I think the request may readily be acceded to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to dis- 
pensing with the formal reading of the amendment? 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, will the Senator from New 
Hampshire yield to me? 

Mr. MOSES. Yes. 

Mr. ASHURST. Do I understand that the amendment re- 
ported by the committee is the bill which was passed by the 
Senate about a fortnight ago? 

Mr. MOSES. Yes. 

Mr. ASHURST. I agree with the Senator that there is no 
necessity for haying the amendment read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to dis- 
pensing with the formal reading of the committee amendment? 
The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does tle Senator from New 
Hampshire yield to the Senator from Mississippi? 

Mr. MOSES. Yes. My understanding is, hating dispensed 
with the reading of the amendment, the amendment, like any 
other committee amendment, is open to amendment from the 
floor, and that the Senator from Mississippi wishes to offer an 
amendment to the committee amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair recognizes the Sena- 
tor from Mississippi. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I have no objection to the 
passage of the pending bill being expedited as much as possible. 
I wish, however, to offer an amendment to the committee 
amendment, and so I offer it at this time and will let it be 
pending, : 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Mississippi 
offers an amendment which will be stated. 

The Reaping CLERK. On page 88, after line 7, it is proposed 
to strike out the first paragraph of subsection (b) of section 
208 and to insert in lieu thereof the following: 


(b) That on fourth-class matter the rate of postage shall be by 
the pound, the postage in all cases to be prepaid by postage stamps 
affixed thereto, or as otherwise prescribed by the regulations of the 
Postmaster General. 


Mr. MOSES and Mr. SMITH addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis- 
sissippi yield, and, if so, to whom? 

Mr. HARRISON, I first yield to the Senator from South 
Carolina. 

Mr. SMITH. On what page dees the Senator propose this 
amendment? 

Mr. HARRISON. On page 88. 

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, in the interest of clarity, may 
I suggest to the Senator from Mississippi that if the amend- 
ment which he has offered should be adopted by the Senate in 
the form in which he proposes it, we would be left with no 
rates whatever on parcel post? 

Mr. HARRISON, This amendment is in the exact form in 
which it was previously prepared and offered. 

Mr. MOSES. No, Mr, President, If the Senator will permit 
me, I think what he wishes to accomplish is to strike out in line 
10, beginning with the words “and in addition thereto,” down 
to line 13, where the word “routes” should be stricken out: 
in otber words, my understanding of the Senator's amendment, 
it being the same amendment which was discussed in the Sen- 
ate, is to do away with any service charge whatever upon par- 
cel-post matter. 

Mr. HARRISON. 
exist. 

Mr. MOSES. Without any additional service charge. 
quite sure I am correct in stating the matter. 

Mr. HARRISON, The amendment which I offered, I think, 
accomplishes that. 

Mr. MOSES. It not only accomplishes that but it also, if 
adopted, will wipe out all rates whatever. 


I desire to leaye rates the same as now 


I am 
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Mr. HARRISON. Is it the Senator's opinion that the words 
€ 8 0 5 5 of August 24, 1912,” should be included in the amend- 
men 

Mr. MOSES. I did not hear the Senator’s question. 

Mr. HARRISON. In the bill as amended, the phrase, “the 
act of Angust 24, 1912,” is included. Does the Senator think 
those words should be in my amendment to the amendment? 

Mr. MOSES. Yes; I am quite sure they should be, for this 
reason: The Senator from Mississippi will recall 

Mr. HARRISON. Does the objection of the Senator from 
New Hampshire to the amendment which I have offered arise 
from the fact that those words are omitted from it? 

Mr. MOSES, No; my objection to the amendment is quite 
different from that, but I desire that the Senator's amendment 
shall state exactly what he has in mind. The act of August 24, 
1912, the Senator will recall, first of all, established rates, but 
with the provision that they might be changed by the Postinas- 
ter General. They have been changed; so that, unless the lan- 
guage which I have suggested is included in the Senator's 
amendment, T am sure we shall be left wholly without rates in 
the event that the amendment shall be adopted. 

Mr. HARRISON. I ask unanimous consent that my amend- 
ment be modified so as to include at the proper place the phrase, 
“ the act of August 24, 1912.” 

I may say to the Senator from New Hampshire that the 
amendment was drafted in the exact phraseology as the one 
that was previously offered, and that it was prepared by a 
legislative expert. So that is why it is drawn in the form in 
which it appears. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the Senator from Mississippi to modify his amendment 
in accordance with his suggestion? The Chair hears none. 

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, will the Senator from Mississippi 
yield for a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Missis- 
sippi yield to the Senator from New Jersey? 

Mr. HARRISON. I yield. 

Mr. EDGE. Has the Senator from Mississippi estimated the 
possible loss to the Government through the elimination of the 
provision which he proposes to strike out? 

Mr. HARRISON. I accept the figures which were suggested 
by the Senator in charge of the bill in the discussion on the 
previous occasion, that around $9,000,000 would be lost by 
virtue of the adoption of the amendment. The estimate of 
revenue from the 2-cent charge which was incorporated in the 
original bill was, I think, $18,000,000. 

Mr. MOSES. That is true. 

Mr. HARRISON. By some the amount is estimated at 
$20,000,000. The charge has now been reduced to 1 cent: and 
I am trying to eliminate that 1 cent; so that this amendment, 
if adopted, would reduce the reyenue about nine or ten million 
dollars. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the Senator from Missis- 
sippi state the proposed modification of his amendment? 

Mr. HARRISON, I desire that the Secretary again read the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will again read 
the amendment, 

The reading clerk read as follows: 


(b) That on fourth-class matter the rate of postage shall be by the 
pound 


Mr. HARRISON. Immediately after the word “pound,” I 
desire that there shall be inserted the words “as established 
by, and in conformity with, the act of August 24, 1912.” 

Mr. MOSES. That is right. 

Mr. HARRISON. That would cure the defect in the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. MOSES. Yes. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senater from Missis- 
sippi yield to the Senator from Missouri? 

Mr. HARRISON. I should like to have the amendment as 
modified read, so that we may make sure that it is in correct 
form. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
will be read. 

The Reapine Crerx. As modified it is proposed to insert 
on page 88, after line 7, the following: 

(b) That on fourth-class matter the rate of postage shall be by 
the pound as established by, and in conformity with, the act of 
August 24, 1912, the postage in all cases to be prepaid by postage 
stamps affixed thereto, or as otherwise prescribed by the regulations 
of the Postmaster General. 


The amendment as modified 


1925 
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Mr. MOSES. That is correct. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, I desire to ask the 
Senator in charge of the bill a question. I think perhaps he 
answered it a moment ago, but I am not certain. The amend- 
ment proposed by the committee is the same as the bill which 
the Senate finally passed some days ago, is it not? 

Mr. MOSES. Absolutely. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend- 
ment proposed by the Senator from Mississippi as modified. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, before action on the 
amendment, I wish to say that the bill as it is now before the 
Senate was reported by the unanimous action of the Committee 
on Post Offices and Post Roads of the Senate. 

Mr. MOSES. Yes. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I felt after probably a week or 10 days 
of wrangling that we had gotten about the best possible bill 
that could be obtained, so far as the Senate was concerned. 
The minority members of the committee felt that there was 
but one reasonable thing to do; that was to report the bill 
just exactly as it had been passed by the Senate after full 
and free debate, and then it could be sent to conference and 
the differences worked out there. I thought then and I think 
now that is the best thing we can do. I voted for the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Mississippi on a previous occasion. 
I do not want to put any additional burden on parcel post; 
but the revenue must come from somewhere. It will not be 
a large burden; and I want to say that if I happen to be 
on the conference committee I am going to do everything in 
my power not to permit any additional burden to be placed 
on the parcel post. This will just about make the parcel 
post pay for itself; there will be a leeway of some $2,000,000, 
us I understand the figures. Certainly it ought not to be 
operated to any greater extent, and I am frank to say that 
I wish to do everything in my power to prevent such a hap- 
pening; but, in the interest of the legislation at this session, 
it seemed to me that the proper thing to do was to report 
the bill out, let the Senate pass it, and send it to conference. 

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, will the Senator permit me 
to interrupt him? 

Mr. McKHLLAR. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. MOSES. I merely want to add to what the Senator 
from Tennessee has stated that in submitting the amendment 
of the committee we included also Title III of the bill which 
was the amendment proposed by the senior Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. WatsH]—the corrupt practices act. I 
was one of the three Senators who voted against that amend- 
ment when it was proposed here, because I do not think 
that it is good practice to attach riders to legislation, but, Mr. 
President, the Senate having overwhelmingly agreed to add 
that amendment te the bill, the House having stricken it out 
of the bill which they prepared, I felt that it was my duty 
as a member of the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads, 
and that it was especially my duty as the Senator in charge of 
this proposed legislation, to stand for that amendment; and I 
think, Mr. President, that I understand my duty as a con- 
feree, namely, to make the best struggle of which I am capable 
for the amendment in its entirety as proposed by the Senate. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. ASHURST. Since we have the assurance of the Senator 
from New Hampshire, which I am very glad to accept, that 
the bill as amended and reported by the committee is identical 
with the bill which the Senate passed a fortnight ago literatim 
et punctuatim, I call for the question. 

SEVERAL Senators, Vote! 

Mr. HARRISON. I desire to say something before the ques- 
tion is put. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President: 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis- 
sissippi yield to the Senator from New York? 

Mr. HARRISON. I yield to the Senator from New York. 

Mr. COPELAND. I merely wish to say that while this bill 
as originally passed by the Senate was far from satisfactory to 
me, I can see no reason for reopening the discussion; and with 
the assurance of the Senator from New Hampshire that he will 
do his best to gain the concessions necessary to put in opera- 
tion the will of the Senate as already expressed, 1 think it is 
the duty of the Senate to accept the bill as it has been reported 
and to let the conferees proceed with what probably will be a 
hard task. 

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, may I call the attention of the 
Senator from New York to the fact that there were many pro- 
visions in the bill which I reported to which I personally did 
not give adherence, but I think the Senator from New York 
will bear witness that I did as gallant battle for those provi- 


sions on the floor of the Senate as for the items of the bill to 
which personally I was firmly committed. 


Mr. COP I am well aware that whenever the bill 

Was amended in the least it was only over the dead body, so to 
speak, of the Senator from New Hampshire. He did his duty 
as the father and grandfather of the bill. We fought over it; 
it did not suit anybedy, but it is the best we could do. It is 
here now, and it seems to me to be wise that the conferees pro- 
ceed to take the bill as it is. 
Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, like the Senator from New 
Hampshire, I did not agree to all the provisions of this bill 
by any means. I did not indorse the provision affecting second- 
class matter in the first and second zones, and there are various 
other provisions that I did not indorse, but, as has been stated 
it is the best that we could work out; it has been worked out 
very carefully; and I think that the sooner we get it into con- 
ference so that it may be adjusted between the conferees of 
the two Houses the better it will be. We want to get legisla- 
tion on the subject at this session. 

Mr. FLETCHER, May I ask the Senator from Tennessee a 
question? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Certainly. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Do I understand the Senator from Tennes- 
see and also the Senator from New York to be opposed to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Mississippi? 

Mr. McKELLAR, No; I stated that I voted for it. 8 

Mr. FLETCHER. Is the Senator opposed to it now? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I voted for this amendment before, and 
if it is offered I shall have to vote for it again; but as a 
matter of fact I think the best that can be done is what the 
committee has done. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, as a member of the committee 
I agree very largely with what the Senater from Tennessee 
[Mr. McKerxiar] has said, There are some very objectionable 
features in this bill as it passed the Senate. I voted for the bill 
upon its final passage, but I opposed some of the provisions 
in it. It has been reoffered here, and I do not care to take 
up the time of the Senate in going over matters that the Senate 
has passed on heretofore; so I think the best step we can take 
is to send it te conference, and I am willing to have that course 
taken, 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, if all the Senators have 
expressed themselves, and are delighted with the bill, and 
want to hasten the legislation and get it to conference—— 

Mr. CARAWAY. No; they are all for the Senator's amend- 
ment, except that they do not want to vote for it. 

Mr. HARRISON. Yes; they are all for it, but do not want 
to vote for it; I shall express myself briefly. 

I want to see legislation to increase the salaries of these 
postal employees. I was voting for legislation for that pur- 
pose when many of those who are now trying to hasten this 
legislation were voting against it. If Senators will refer to 
the roll calls and the Recorn, they will see that I not only 
voted for the bill when it was here for passage but I voted 
to override the President's veto, while there are many Sena- 
tors who voted against overriding the President's veto, some 
of whom I think are now for this legislation, who voted 
against it when it was originally before the Senate. 

When we raise the salary of Government employees I am 
against, on principle, attempting in the same legislation to 
raise the revenue to pay them. It is unprecedented; it is 
wrong in principle, in my opinion. It is the first time that 
I recall in the history of the Congress when stich a procedure 
has been undertaken. I am against it in principle. I think 
we are establishing a bad precedent. I do not think we ought 
to place a postal employee receiving the small pittance that 
he will receive under this bill in a position to be confronted 
by a man out in the country or elsewhere who has to pay an 
additional charge on the parcel-post package that he receives, 
and having him look at the postal employee and say, “ Yes; 
you got your increased salary by placing the burden upon me.” 

It is wrong, and if I were a postal employee I would resent 
such procedure. I would not want to have my salary in- 
creased in any such manner as that. But certainly if you 
are going to establish the precedent, when you raise the salary 
of some governmental employee, of providing in that bill the 
revenue to raise it, this bill is inequitable and unjust in many 
other respects. 

We had a long fight here in order to establish a parcel-post 
system, It has worked very well. The system has developed 
and enlarged. I have been hopeful, as other men in public 
life haye been hopeful, that in time we would be able to 
reduce the rates on parcel-post packages; but now we find 
ourselves in this legislation, increasing the parcel-post rates. 
The House has increased them 2 cents on the smallest package. 
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The Senate 1 cent. In other words, we are discriminating 
against the farmers of this country, Of course they have no 
one here to speak for them. They appear now to be friend- 
less, and without representation, The postal employees have; 
the large newspapers and the great periodicals that carry 
big advertisements have, and they are powerful. Not a line 
is written in this bill that attempts to equalize the rates so 
that those who should pay the increase will be compelled to 
pay it. There is not a Senator within the sound of my voice 
but that knows that if we wanted to be fair and just we would 
put these rates, not on parcel post, but on some of the large 
periodicals that carry the big advertisements; but we do not 


do that, There is where the leak is. There is where the 
deficit is found. 
Why? My friend from New Hampshire [Mr. Moses] knows 


the reason why. There is no smarter man in publie life than he. 
There is none that knows the method of putting through legisla- 
tion better than he; and he knew, when he wrote into this bill 
an increased rate on advertising going through the mails, that 
he thereby incurred the hostility of the powerful press of the 
country against this legislation, and that it would fail. So 
he passes by that, and Senators within the sound of my voice 
who will be called on to vote applauded that. They approved 
that. They whisper not to speak now, to hold my peace. 
They say, “ Let us get this legislation to conference. Let us 
not discuss it. The Senate has already been heard. Its 
judgment is formed. It is past. Why rouse the thing by 
further discussion?” 

For my part, I shall express myself; and, while I oppose 
raising the revenue in this bill in order to increase salaries, if 
you wanted to raise it in this manner I say you should have 
placed the increase on those institutions in this country which 
can bear it. Then it probably would have been just so far as 
the rates were concerned; but you picked out the farmer. 
Why? Because you are against the parcel-post system? I can 
not believe that. I would rather believe that it was because 
you believed that they would not lift their voice against it. 
They are not so powerful as the newspapers and the periodi- 
cals and the magazines, and consequently you say that you 
will place on the parcel-post system a third of the revenue 
that should be raised to pay these employees. 

I can not criticize the House of Representatives. I would 
not if I could. I like the House. I had eight years of most 
pleasant association over there. I like the rules of the House, 
because they force legislation through speedily. I know that 
I can not criticize the House, but I can state what happened in 
the House. They brought in a rule over there that did not per- 
mit any amendment to this legislation, but limited discussion 
and debate, and said it should pass. The House was not per- 
mitted to express its choice with respect to this particular pro- 
vision, They had to vote for the whole bill or they had to 
vote against the whole bill, and so they have given it to us 
here. Are we going to say, „We will just pass it over again 
as the Senate passed it once before”? 

When this proposition was up before, I think, it was de- 
feated by only two votes. Senators, it is not right to place 
practically a third of this increase on parcel post. I under- 
stand that the department says that the Senate bill will raise 
$31,000,000 in revenue. The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
Moses], if I recall correctly, said it would raise about $46,000,- 
000 in revenue. It calls for an expenditure of some $68,000,- 
000, and so we ought to strike out this proyision as to parcel 
post. They will catch it on the increased rate provided on the 
insurance of these articles; they will cateh it on the increased 
registration fees that ave carried in this bill; but here we hand 
it to them in three ways—on the flat increase on parcel post, 
on the registration fees, and on the insurance charges. I sub- 
mit that it is unjust and unfair. 

I am not going to delay this legislation. 
filibuster. I want to see the bill get to conference and then 
let them agree on it. I have expressed myself. I am for this 
amendment. It leaves out the 1-cent flat rate that is placed 
on parcel post. It leaves the rates as they are. If you vote 
for this, you still hit the farmers out in the country and the 
shippers of parcel post by the insurance feature, as I say, and 
by the increased rate on registration. 

I have said my bit. Vote your conscientious convictions on 
it, and I shall be satisfied. 

I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the reading clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. JONES of Washington, 
lowing general pairs: 


I shall attempt no 


I desire to announce the fol- 


The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Erx1xs] with the 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. OWEN]; and 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. Frernatp] with the Senator 
from New Mexico [Mr. Jones]. 


The result was announced—yeas 42, nays 38, as follows: 


YEAS—42 
Ashurst George McKellar Sheppard 
Brookbart Glass Mayfield Shipstead 
Broussard Gooding Neely Simmons 
Bruce Harris Norbeck Smith 
Caraway Harrison Norris Stanfield 
Copeland Heflin Overman Stanley 
Dial Howell Pittman Swanson 
Edwards Johnson, Calif. Ralston Trammell 
Ferris Johnson, Minn. Ransdell Wheeler 
Fletcher Kendrick Reed, Mo. 
Frazier Ladd Robinson 
NAYS—38 

Ball Edge McNary Spencer 
Bayard Ernst Means Sterling 
Bingham Fess Metcalf Wadsworth 
Borah Hale Moses Walsh, Mass. 
Bursum Harreld Oddie Warren 
Butler Jones, Wash, Lepper Watson 
Cameron Keyes Phipps Weer 
Curtis Lenroot Reed, Pa. Willis 
Dale McKinley Shortridge 
Dill McLean Smoot 

NOT VOTING—16 
Capper Fernald Kin Shields 
Couzens Gerry La Follette Stephens 
Cummins Greene MeCormick Underwood 
Elkins Jones, N. Mex. Owen Walsh, Mont. 


So Mr. Harrison's amendment to the amendment was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment of the committee as amended. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The will was reported to the Senate as amended and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed, and the bill 
to be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. MOSES. I move that the Senate insist upon its amend- 
ment, ask for a conference with the House, and that the 
Chair appoint the conferees. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Presiding Officer ap- 
pointed Mr. Moses, Mr. Pures, and Mr. McKetrar conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 


DISPOSAL OF FORFEITED VESSELS OR VEHICLES 


Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I report favorably from the 
Committee on Finance the bill (S. 3406) relating to the use 
or disposal of vessels or vehicles forfeited to the United 
States for violation of the customs laws or the national pro- 
hibition act, and for other purposes, and I submit a report 
thereon (No. 1125). I ask for the immediate consideration of 
the bill. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The bill has been reported favorably by 
the committee? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; it is a favorable report. It simply gives 
the Secretary of the Treasury the right to use vessels or 
vehicles forfeited, in the enforcement of the customs laws or 
the prohibition act. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Under tlie bill, he would bave the power 
to use all such vessels coming into his possession? 

Mr. SMOOT. If this passes, he may use them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moss in the chair). 
there objection to the consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which was read, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That hereafter any vessel or vehicle summarily 
forfeited to the United States for violation of the customs laws may, 
in the discretion of the Secretary of the Treasury, under such regula- 
tions as he may prescribe, be taken and used for’ the enforcement of 
the customs laws or the national prohibition act, In lieu of the sale 
thereof under existing law. 

Src. 2. That upon application therefor by the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, any vessel or vehicle forfeited to the United States by a decree 
of any court for violation of the customs laws or the national prohibi- 
tion act may be ordered by the court to be delivered to the Treasury 
Department for use in the enforcement of the customs Jaws or the na- 
tional prohibition act, in lieu of the sale thereof under existing law, 

Sec. 3. That any vessel or vehicle acquired under the provisions of 
section 1 or 2 of this act shall be utilized only for official purposes in 
the enforcement of the customs laws or the national prohibition act, 


Is 
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The appropriations available for defraylug the expenses of collecting 
the revenue from customs or for enforcement of the national prohibition 
act shall hereafter be available for the payment of expenses of mainte- 
nance, repair, and operation of said vessels and vehicles, including 


motor-propelled passenger-carrying vehicles. Said appropriations shall 
also be ayailable for the payment of the actual costs incident to the 
seizure and forfeiture, and if the seizure is made under any section of 
law under which liens are recognized, for the payment of the amount 
of such lien allowed by the court: Prorided, hoierer, That a report 
shall be submitted to Congress each year in the Budget, setting forth 
in detall a description of the yessels or vehicles so acquired, the cost of 
acquiring, the appraised value thereof, the uses to which they have 
been put, the appraised value of seizures resulting from their use, and 
the expense of operating such vessels or vehicles: Provided further, 
That any vessel or vehicle so acquired when no longer needed for official 
use shall be disposed of in the same manner as other surplus property. 


The bill was reported to the Senate withont amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, 

INTERNAL-REVENUE TAXES 


Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, out of order, I ask 
unanimous consent for the present consideration of House bill 
2716, to amend paragraph 20 of section 24 of the Judicial Code 
as amended by act of November 23, 1921, entitled “An act to re- 
duce and equalize taxation, to provide reyenue, and for other 
purposes.” ` 

Let me state to the Senate what the bill provides. The law 
now provides that persons who have paid a tax may bring suit 
against the estate of a collector if he is dead, but it does not 
provide for suits if he is living. It is a manifest omission in 
the law, and the bill is intended to cure that defect. I ask for 
the immediate consideration of the bill. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which was read, as fol- 
lows: 


Re it enacted, etc., That paragraph 20 of section 24 of the Judicial 
Code as amended by the act of November 23, 1921, entitled “An act to 
reduce and equalize taxation, to provide revenue, and for other pur- 
poses,“ is amended to read as follows: 

“Concurrent with the Court of Claims of any suit or proceeding 
commenced after the passage of the revenue act of 1921, for the re- 
covery of any internal-reyenue tax alleged to have been erroneously or 
illegally assessed or collected, or of any penalty claimed to have been 
collected without authority, or any sum alleged to have been excessive 
or in any manner wrongfully collected under the internal revenue laws, 
even if the claim exceeds $10,000, if the colector of internal revenue by 
whom such tax, penalty, or sum was collected is dead or is not in office 
as collector of Internal revenue at the time such suit or procecding is 
commenced,” 


Mr. REED of Missouri. 
the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
amendment, 

The READING CLERK. The Senator from Missouri proposes, on 
page 1, beginning with line 3, to strike out lines 3 to 6, inclu- 
sive, and insert “ That the paragraph added by section 1310 of 
the revenue act of 1921, at the end of paragraph 20 of section 24 
of the Judicial Code, reenacted without change by section 1025 
of the revenue act of 1924, is amended to read as follows:” 

Mr. SMOOT. From what committee is the bill reported? 

Mr. REED of Missouri. From the Judiciary Committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. à 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill to 
be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time and passed. 

RENTAL OF POST-OFFICE PREMISES 

Mr. STERLING. T ask unanimous consent for the immedi- 
ate consideration of Senate bill 3162, authorizing the Postmas- 
ter General to make monthly payment of rental for post-office 
premises under lease. 

Mr. EDGE. Let the bill be reported. 

The Secretary will read the 


I move the following amendment to 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
bill. 

The reading clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Postmaster General is hereby authorized 
to make wonthly payment of rental for post-office premises under lease. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
ent consideration of the bill? 


Is there objection to the pres- 


There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

EMERGENCY MAIL SERVICE IN ALASKA 


Mr. STERLING. I ask unanimous consent for the immedi- 
ate consideration of House bill 6581, authorizing the Postmaster 
General to provide emergency mail service in Alaska. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. What does the bill provide? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be read to the 
Senate for information. 

The reading clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Postmaster General is authorized to 
provide difficult or emergency mail seryice in Alaska, including the 
eStablishment and equipment of relay stations, in such manner as he 
may think advisabie without advertising therefor. 


Mr. SMOOT, Will the Senator state in a word what the 
effect of the bill would be? 

Mr. STERLING. In answer to the Senator from Utah, Mr. 
President, I would say that the bill is intended to allow the 
Postmaster General to provide emergency mail service in 
Alaska, On account of weather conditions there it is neces- 
sary that emergencies be provided for. Heretofore they have 
been proyided for in different appropriation bills, and this is 
to make permanent law what is made law in every appropria- 
tion bill. The Postmaster General has strongly recommended 
the passage of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


AMENDMENT OF COTTON FUTURES ACT 


Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent for the 
immediate consideration of Senate bill 386, to amend section 5 
of the United States cotton futures act, approved August 11, 
1916, as amended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 

Mr. SMOOT. Let the bill be reported. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be read. 

The reading clerk proceeded to read the bill. 

Mr. BROUSSARD. Mr. President, I desire to make a par- 
liamentary inquiry. Has unanimeus consent been requested 
for the consideration of this bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It has. 

Mr. BROUSSARD. Has it been granted? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill is being read for the 
information of the Senate, but an objection may be entered at 
any stage of the proceedings. Does the Senator from Louisiana 
object? 

Mr. BROUSSARD. My colleague [Mr. RANspELL] wants to 
be present when this bill is considered. I have sent for him. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In any event, the Chair will 
say to the Senator from Louisiana and to the Senate generally 
that the hour of 5 o'clock haying arrived, the Senate will pro- 
ceed to carry ont the unanimous-consent agreement previously 
entered into, and the Senate will now proceed to the considera- 
tion of executive business. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Thereupon the Senate proceeded to the consideration of 
executive business, After 10 minutes spent in executive session 
the doors were reopened. 

APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, I wish to give notice that at 
the conclusion of the morning business to-morrow I will ask the 
Senate to take up the District of Columbia appropriation bill, 
being House bill 12033. 

EXTRADITION WITH FINLAND 

In executive session this day, the following treaty was rati- 
fied, and, on motion of Mr, Boran, the injunction of secrecy 
Was removed therefrom: 

To the Senate: 

With the view of receiving the advice and consent of the 
Senate to ratification, I transmit herewith a treaty for the ex- 
tradition of fugitives from justice concluded between the United 
States and Finland on August 1, 1924, 

CALVIN COOLIDGE. 

Tue WHITE HOUSE, 

Washington, February 3, 1925. 
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The PRESIDENT : 

The undersigned, the Secretary of State, has the honor to 
tay before the President, with a view to its transmission to 
the Senate to receive the advice and consent of that body to 
ratification, if his judgment approve thereof, a treaty for the 
extradition of fugitives from justice, concluded between the 
United States and Finland on August 1, 1924. 


Respectfully submitted. 
CHARIES E. HUGHES. 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 

Washington, January 31, 1925. 

The United States of America and Finland desiring to pro- 
mote the cause of justice, have resolved to conclude a treaty 
for the extradition of fugitives from justice between the two 
countries and have appointed for that purpose the following 
Plenipotentiaries : 

The President of the United States of America, Charles L, 
Kagey, Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary of 
the United States of America to Finland, and 

The President of the Republic of Finland, Hj. J. Procopé, 
Minister of Foreign Affairs of Finland. 

Who, after having communicated to each other their re- 
spective full powers, found to be in good and due form have 
agreed upon and concluded the following articles: 

ARTICLE I 


It is agreed that the Government of the United States and 
the Government of Finland shall, upon requisition duly made 
as herein provided, deliver up to justice any person, who may 
be charged with, or may have been convicted of, any of the 
crimes specified in Article II of the present Treaty committed 
within the jurisdiction of one of the High Contracting Parties, 
and who shall seek an asylum or shall be found within the 
territories of the other; provided that such surrender shall 
take place only upon such evidence of criminality, as accord- 
ing to the laws of the place where the fugitive or person so 
charged shall be found, would justify his apprehension and 
commitment for trial if the crime or offence had been there 
committed. 

ARTICLE 11 

Persons shall be delivered up according to the provisions of 
the present Treaty, who shall have been charged with or con- 
victed of any of the following crimes: 

1. Murder, comprehending the crimes designated by the 
terms parricide, assassination, manslaughter when voluntary, 
poisoning or infanticide. ~- 

2. The attempt to commit murder. 

8. Rape, abortion, and the carnal knowledge of a girl under 
the age of twelve years. 

4. Abduction or detention of women or girls for immoral 
purposes, 

5. Bigamy. 

6. Arson. 

7. Wilful and unlawful destruction or obstruction of rail- 
roads, which endangers human life. 

8. Crimes committed at sea: 

(a) Piracy, as commonly known and defined by the law of 
nations, or by statute; 

(b) Wrongfully sinking or destroying a vessel at sea or at- 
tempting to do so; 

(e) Mutiny or conspiracy by two or more members of the 
crew or other persons on board of a vessel on the high seas, 
for the purpose of rebelling against the authority of the 
Captain or Commander of such vessel, or by fraud or violence 
taking possession of such vessel; 

(d) Assault on board ship upon the high seas with intent 
to do actual bodily harm. 

9. Burglary, robbery with violence, and larceny when the 
amount stolen exceeds two hundred dollars or Finnish equiva- 
lent. 

10. Forgery or the utterance of forged papers and including 
the forgery or falsification of the official acts of the Govern- 
ment or publie authority, including Courts of Justice, or the 
uttering or fraudulent use of any of the same. 

11. The fabrication of counterfeit money, whether coin or 
paper, counterfeit titles or coupons of public debt, created by 
National, State, Provincial, Territorial, Local or Municipal 
Governments, bank notes or other instruments of public credit, 
counterfeit seals, stamps, dies and marks of State or public 
administrations, and the utterance, circulation or fraudulent 
use of the above mentioned objects. 

12. Embezzlement committed within the jurisdiction of one 
or the other party by public officers or depositaries, and em- 
bezzlement by auy person or persons hired, salaried or em- 


ployed, to the detriment of their employers or principals, 
where, in either case, the amount embezzled exceeds two hun- 
dred dollars or Finnish equivalent, 

18. Kidnapping of minors or adults, defined to be the abduc- 
tion or detention of a person or persons, in order to exact 
money from them, their families, or any other person or 
persons, or for any other unlawful end. 

14. Obtaining money, valuable securities or other property 
by false pretenses or receiving any money, valuable securities 
or other property knowing the same to have been unlawfully 
obtained through theft, robbery or extortion, where the amount 
of money or the value of the property so obtained or received 
exceeds two hundred dollars cr Finnish equivalent. 

15. Perjury or subornation of perjury. 

16. Crimes and offenses against the laws of both countries 
for the suppression of slavery and slave trading. 

17. Extradition shall also take place for participation in 
any of the crimes before mentioned as an accessory before the 
fact; provided such participation be punishable by the laws 
of both the High Contracting Parties. 

ARTICLE III 

The provisions of the present Treaty shall not import a 
claim of extradition for any crime or offense of a political 
character, nor for acts connected with such crimes or offenses; 
and no person surrendered by or to either of the High Con- 
tracting Parties in virtue of this Treaty shall be tried or pun- 
ished for a political crime or offense. When the offense 
charged comprises the act either of murder or assassination 
or of poisoning, either consummated or attempted, the fact 
that the offense was committed or attempted against the life 
of the Head of a foreign State or against the life of any mem- 
ber of his family, shall not be deemed sufficient to sustain that 
such crime or offense was of a political character; or was an 
act connected with crimes or offenses of a political character. 

ARTICLE IV 

No person shall be tried for any crime or offense other than 

that for which he was surrendered. 
ARTICLE V 

A fugitive criminal shall not be surrendered under the provi- 
sions hereof, when, from lapse of time or other lawful cause, 
according to the laws of the place within the jurisdiction of 
which the crime was committed, the criminal is exempt from 
prosecution or punishment for the offence for which the sur- 
render is asked. 

ARTICLE VI 


If a fugitive criminal whose surrender may be claimed pur- 
suant to the stipulations hereof, be actually under prosecution, 
out on bail or in custody, for a crime or offence committed in 
the country where he has sought asylum, or shall have been 
convicted thereof, his extradition may be deferred until such 
proceedings be determined, and until he shall have been set at 
liberty in due course of law. 

. ARTICLE VI 

If a fugitive criminal claimed by one of tbe parties hereto, 
shall be also claimed by one or more powers pursuant to treaty 
provisions, on account of crimes committed within their juris- 
diction, such criminal shall be delivered to that State whose 
demand is first received. 

ARTICLE VIII 

Under the stipulations of this Treaty, neither of the High 
Contracting Parties shall be bound to deliver up its own 
citizens, 

ARTICLE IX 

The expense of arrest, detention, examination and transporta- 
tion of the accused shall be paid by the Government which has 
preferred the demand for extradition. 

ARTICLE X 


Everything found in the possession of the fugitive criminal 
at the time of his arrest, whether being the proceeds of the 
crime or offense, or which may be material as evidence in mak- 
ing proof of the crime, shall so far as practicable, accerding to 
the laws of either of the High Contracting Parties, be delivered 
up with his person at the time of surrender. Nevertheless, the 
rights of a third party with regard to the articles referred to, 
shall be duly respected. 

ARTICLE XI 

The stipulations of the present Treaty shall be applicable to 
all territory wherever situated, belonging to either of the High 
Contracting Parties or in the occupancy and under the con- 
trol of either of them during such occupancy or control. 

Requisitions for the surrender of fugitives from justice shall 
be made by the respective diplomatic agents of the High 
Contracting Parties. In the event of the absence of such 
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agents from the country or its seat of Government, or where 
extradition is sought from territory included in the preceding 
paragraphs, other than the United States or Finland, requisi- 
tions may be made by superior consular officers. It shall be 
competent for such diplomatic or superior consular officers 
to ask and obtain a mandate or preliminary warrant of arrest 
for the person whose surrender is sought, whereupon the 
judges and magistrates of the two Governments shall respec- 
tively have power and authority, upon complaint made under 
oath, to issue a warrant for the apprehension of the person 
charged, in order that he or she may be brought before such 
judge or magistrate, that the evidence of criminality may be 
heard and considered and if; on such hearing, the evidence 
be deemed sufficient to sustain the charge, it shall be the duty 
of the examining judge or magistrate to certify it to the proper 
executive authority, that a warrant may issue for the sur- 
render of the fugitive. 

In case of urgency, the application for arrest and detention 
may be addressed directly to the competent magistrate in 
conformity to the statutes in force. 

The person provisionally arrested shall be released, unless 
within two months from the date of arrest in Finland, or from 
the date of commitment in the United States, the formal 
requisition for surrender with the documentary proofs herein- 
after prescribed be made as aforesaid by the diplomatic agent 
of the demanding Government, or, in his absence, by a con- 
sular officer thereof. 

If the fugitive criminal shall have been convicted of the 
crime for which his surrender is asked, a copy of the sentence 
of the court before which such conviction took place, duly 
authenticated, shall be produced. If, however, the fugitive is 
merely charged with crime, a duly authenticated copy of the 
warrant of arrest in the country where the crime was com- 
mitted, and of the depositions upon which such warrant may 
have been issued, shall be produced, with such other evidence 
or proof as may be deemed competent in the case. . 


ARTICLE XII 


In every case of a request made by either of the High Con- 
tracting Parties for the arrest, detention or extradition of 
fugitive criminals, the apprepriate legal officers of the country 
where the proceedings of extradition are had, shall assist the 
officers of the Government demanding the extradition before 
the respective judges and magistrates, by every legal means 
within their power; and no claim whatever for compensation 
for any of the services so rendered shall be made against the 
Government demanding the extradition; provided, however, that 
any officer or officers of the surrendering Government so giving 
assistance, who shall, in the usual course of their duty, receive 
no salary or compensation other than specific fees for services 
performed, shall be entitled to receive from the Government 
demanding the ‘extradition the customary fees for the acts or 
services performed by them, in the same mauner and to the 
same amount as though such acts or services had been per- 
formed in ordinary criminal proceedings under the laws of the 
country of which they are officers, 


ARTICLE XIII 


The present Treaty shall be ratified by the High Contracting 
Parties in accordance with their respective constitutional 
methods and shall take effect on the date of the exchange of 
ratifications which shall take place at Helsingfors as soon as 
possible, 

ARTICLE XIV 

The present Treaty shall remain in force for a period of ten 
years, and in case neither of the High Contracting Parties 
shall have given notice one year before the expiration of that 
period of its intention to terminate the Treaty, it shall continue 
in force until the expiration of one year from the date on 
which such notice of termination shall be given by either of 
the High Contracting Parties. 

In witness whereof the above-named Plenipotentiaries have 
signed the present Treaty and have hereunto affixed their 
senls, 

Done in duplicate at Helsingfors this 1st day of August nine- 
teen hundred and twenty-four, 

[seaL] 

[SEAL] 


CHARLES L. Kager 
Hy. J. Procorté 
RECESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair; at 5 
o'clock and 10 minutes p. m.). In accordance with the unani- 
mous-consent agreement, the Senate takes a recess until 8 
o'clock, r 


EVENING SESSION : 

The Senate reassembled at S o'clock p. m., on the expiration 
of the recess. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair). The 
period of recess having expired, the Chair lays before the Sen- 
ate the first of the bills on the calendar under the unanimous- 
consent agreement. 


TRAFFIC REGULATIONS AND ADDITIONAL OFFICERS 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (S. 4207) to provide for the regulation of 
motor-vehicle traffic in the District of Columbia, increase the 
number of judges of the police court, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The formal reading of the bill 
having already been had, the pending amendment is the amend- 
ment proposed by the Senator from Delaware IMr. BALL]. 

Mr. BALL. I would suggest that it might be better to read 
the bill section by section, as there are a number of amendments 
to be considered. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Can we not start with section 5, because 
there are no amendments until we reach that section? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. May the Chair suggest that 
inasmuch as the bill has been read in full it may not be neces- 
sary to read the sections, but simply to indicate them for 
purposes of amendment? 

Mr. BALL. Very well. I present several amendments to the 
bill and ask that they be considered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will report the 
first amendment. 

The Principat LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 7, line 9, after 
the word “prescribed,” insert the words “ within the limita- 
tions of this act.” 

Mr. McKELLAR. ‘That is the same amendment I have 
offered. It is entirely satisfactory to me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the amend- 
ment is agreed to. The next amendment will be reported. 

The PRINCIPAL LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 7, line 10, after 
the word “exceed,” strike out the words “one year” and in- 
sert in lieu thereof “10 days.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the amend- 
ment is agreed to. The next amendment will be reported. 

The PRINCIPAL LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 8, line 11, after 
the word “ who,” insert the words “ after examination is,” and, 
in line 12, after the word “ director,” strike out the word “is.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the amend- 
ment is agreed to. The next amendment will be reported. 

The PRINCIPAL LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 12, beginning 
in line 21, strike out all of paragraph (c) in the following 
words: 


(e) If the rate of speed of any motor vehicle operated upon any 
public highway in the District exceeds 20 miles per hour, such rate of 
speed shall be prima facie evidence that such vehicle is being operated 


in violation of subdivision (b), and the burden of proof shall be upon 


the operator to show that the motor vehicle was not being operated 
in violation of such subdivision. 


Mr. SMOOT. Is there any substitution for that language? 

Mr. BALL. No. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. What is the amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. To strike out paragraph (c) 
in section 8. 

Mr. MeKELLAR, It is exactly the same amendment that 
I have proposed and it is entirely satisfactory to me, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection the amend- 
ment is agreed to. The next admendment will be reported. 

The Paixcrysn LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 12, line 13, before 
the word miles“ strike out the numerals “25” and insert 
the numerals “30” and after the word “ hour” strike out the 
words under any circumstances,” so as to make the paragraph 
read: 


(a) No motor vehicle shall be operated upon any public highway 
in the District at a rate of speed greater than 30 miles per hour. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection the amend- 
ment is agreed to. The next amendment will be stated. 

The PRINCIPAL LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 14, in line 3, 
section 9, strike out the word “ operator” and insert in lieu 
thereof the words “person while operating a,“ so as to read, 
“No person while operating a motor vehicle in the District 
of Columbia,” ete. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection the amend- 
ment is agreed to. The next amendment will be reported. 
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The PRINCIPAL LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 16, line 14, after 
the word “ permit” add the words: 


The right to appeal to the municipal court is hereby given to any 
operator deprived of his license hereunder. 


Mr, SMOOT. Where is that amendment to be found? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Page 16, after line 14 May 
the Chair state for the information of the senior Senator from 
Utah that the Chair is informed that there are prints of the 
bill with most of these amendments set forth? 

Mr. SMOOT., I do not find such a print on my desk or in my 
file. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I have just learned that it is the 
supreme court to which appeals should be taken. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Dela- 
Ware wish to modify the language of the amendment? 

Mr, BALL. Yes; so as to make the appeal to the supreme 
court, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will report the 
amendment as modified. 

The PRINCIPAL LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 16, line 14, after 
the word “permit” add the words: 


The right to appeal to the supreme court is hereby given to any op- 
erator deprived of his license hereunder. 


Mr. PEPPER. I suggest that it should read “the Supreme 
Court of the District of Columbia.” 

Mr. BALL. Yes; that is better. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection the amend- 
ment as modified will be agreed to. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I want the question put to a 
vote. I want to vote against the amendment. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Let us understand what the effect of it is. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will report the 
amendment as finally modified. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I understand what the language is, but I 
am wondering whether it is sufficient to confer jurisdiction on 
the supreme court to hear and determine questions submitted 
in the matter of appeal. The mere granting of a right of appeal 
might not confer on the court the necessary jurisdiction to de- 
termine the issues in the appeal. Any lawyer would know, I 
think, I would not say that it would not, if any Senator has 
looked into the question and reached a conclusion concerning it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is it desired to have the amend- 
ment reported again? 

Mr. ROBINSON. I do not so desire. I understand the 
language. It simply gives a person who has been deprived 
of his permit the right to appeal to the Supreme Court of 
the District of Columbia. The question that arises in my 
mind is a legal question, whether the language is sufllelent 
to confer jurisdiction on the court, or whether existing law 
would enable the court to exercise the power to determine 
the issues involved in such an appeal. Ordinarily the juris- 
diction of the court is defined more specifically than that. 

Mr. BAYARD. Does not the District Code allow the right 
of appeal from the municipal court to the supreme court? 
If it does, I suggest to the Senator from Arkansas that it 
seems to me, the general right of appeal being given under 
the District Code, this is merely an added instance. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The jurisdiction of the Supreme Court of 
the District of Columbia is defined by statute. Does the Sena- 
tor, as a lawyer, think that this language is sufficient to extend 
its jurisdiction and say that the right of appeal shall be granted 
to a person who has been deprived of his permit? 

Mr. BAYARD. If there is a general right given to the 
supreme court to entertain appeals from the municipal court, 
then I would say this is merely an added instance, 

Mr. ROBINSON. That is what I am inquiring about. 

Mr. BAYARD. I confess I do not know. 

Mr. ROBINSON. If the question has been gone into by the 
committee and the committee has reached the conclusion that 
the language is broad enough to accomplish its purpose, I do 
not care to prolong the discussion, but it dees seem to me that 
some one ought to know. 

Mr. BAYARD. I will say to the Senator from Arkansas 
that it is not my amendment and as to its sufficiency or 
legality I can not express any opinion. I merely suggest that 
if general power be given under the District Code of an ap- 
peal to the supreme court, this is an added instance under 
this particular bill giving a further right. 

Mr. ASHURST. I think the doubt eould be removed by 
adding the words “and the Supreme Court of the District of 
Columbia shall have power to hear and determine the same.” 
I offer that amendment to the amendment, 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Arizona 
offers an amendment to the amendment, which will be stated. 

Mr. ASHURST. Add the words “and the Supreme Court 
of the District of Columbia shall have the power to hear and 
determine such appeals.” 

Mr. COPELAND. Use the word “ jurisdiction” instead of 
power. 

2 ASHURST. Yes; I think “jurisdiction” is the better 
word. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let the amendment be reported as pro- 
posed to be amended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It will be read. 

The PRINCIPAL Leorsiative Crerk. On page 16, line 14, 
after the word “ permit,” add the words: 


The right to appeal to the Supreme Court of the District of Colum- 
bla is hereby given to any operator deprived of his license hereunder, 
and the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia shall have juris- 
diction to hear and determine such appeals. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend- 
ment proposed by the Senator from Arizona to the amendment 
of the Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Delaware state why he substitutes the Supreme Court of the 
District of Columbia for the municipal court? 

Mr. BALL. The municipal court is a civil court, I under- 
stand, and this section provides a penalty. I am not as fa- 
miliar with the courts as some of the lawyers here. The 
Senator himself should know the difference. 

Mr. ASHURST. The municipal court might or might not 
be a court of record, whereas the supreme court is a court of 
record. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I do not object to the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend- 
ment proposed by the Senater from Arizona to the amendment 
of the Senator from Delaware. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question now is on agree- 
ing to the amendment of the Senator from Delaware as 
amended. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, I am not advised 
as to the parliamentary situation, but I desire to call atten- 
tion to the langnage in line 10, page 16. It is the same section 
we are now considering except we are now acting on an 
amendment. The language is: 


The director may also for such cause as he deems advisable— 


And so forth. 

I think that language ought to be modified. “Such cause 
as he deems advisable” makes him—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the Senator from Mis- 
souri permit the Chair to observe that the Senate is now acting 
on amendments submitted by the committee? There will be 
ample opportunity to consider amendments submitted by in- 
dividual Senators. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I stated that I arrived late and did 
not know the parliamentary situation. I accept the sugges- 
tion of the Chair, but while I am on my feet I will just con- 
clude the sentence I was about to utter. To put the power in 
any man to revoke a license for such cause as he deems advis- 
able is to lodge in him absolutely arbitrary power, and to pro- 
vide for an appeal from an exercise of an arbitrary and 
unlimited power gives us nothing, because the power is vested 
absolutely in the officer originally, and an appellate court 
would not interfere with the exercise of the power, It must be 
for “reasonable cause” or “good cause,” or some qualifying 
phrase placed in the text, in order to make the appeal itself 
amount to anything. I am not objecting to the amendment 
that has been offered. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, there is a practical difi- 
culty which inheres in the amendment and which I think ought 
to be pointed out, If this section is given application and the 
director revokes a large number of permits, it will result in a 
great many cases in the supreme court and seriously embar- 
rass the court in the consideration of other and more impor- 
tant cases. I think the language ought to be modified some- 
what, as suggested by the Senator from Missouri, and if that 
is done I myself would be content to vest in the director of 
traffic the power to determine the question as to when a permit 
should be revoked, and let his decision be final. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, will the Senator from Missouri 
present his amendment, so that we may understand it? 

Mr. REED of Missouri, I am trying to think what langnage 
to employ. s 
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Mr. ROBINSON. I suggest to the Senator that the language 
which precedes that would be adequate, to the effect that for 
any violation of the traffic laws or regulations the director 
may be empowered to revoke a permit. I do not know why. the 
director should be giyen arbitrary power; why he should be 
authorized to revoke the permit of a driver for some secret 
reason that may exist only in his own mind. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, it was intended by the 
committee, I am sure, that this clause to which attention has 
been called by the Senator from Missouri [Mr. Rxro] should be 
read in connection with section (b), which is found on page 7, 
where the director is authorized “to make reasonable regula- 
tions,” It was the feeling of the committee that the bill should 
not be loaded with all the regulations necessary for the control 
of traffic, but that the director, who was under the direction 
of the commissioners, should promulgate rules and regulations, 
It was intended that this particular power should be read in 
connection with that clause. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, then let me make a sug- 
gestion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
York yield to the Senator from Arkansas? 

Mr, COPELAND. I yield. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I think that is a yery reasonable proposi- 
tion, and the thought of the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Reno] could very easily be carried out by providing “the di- 
rector may, for any violation of this act or for any violation 
of any regulation made pursuant thereto, revoke the permit 
of a driver.“ 

Mr. COPELAND. Yes, Mr. President, that would exactly 
carry out what the committee had in mind. The language here 
in the bill is unfortunate. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
York yield to the Senator from Tennessee? i 

Mr. COPELAND. I do. i 

Mr. McKELLAR. I call the Senator's attention to sub- 
section (b) on page 16, which reads: 


(b) In case the operator's permit of any individual is reyoked -no 
new permit shall be issued to such individual for at least six months 
after the revocation nor thereafter except in the discretion of the 
director. 


Under those circumstances, regardless of ‘what might be 
the rules and regulations, if the director was of a mind to 
prevent anyone from securing a license he could keep him 
from doing it. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President 

Mr. McKELLAR. I think the last phrase, “nor thereafter 
except in the discretion of the director,” should be stricken out. 

Mr. COPELAND, I fully agree with the Senator from Ten- 
nessee that the amendment suggested to strike out those words 
should be agreed to. . 

Mr. McKELLAR, I shall offer that amendment at the proper 
time. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
York yield to the Senator from Missouri? 

Mr. COPELAND. I yield the floor to the Senator from Mis- 
souri. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Just a moment, please. The 
Chair put the request to the Senator from New York in that 
form because the Senate is operating under a unanimous-con- 
sent agreement which permits no Senator to speak more than 
once or longer than 15 minutes upon any amendment or upon 
the bill. The Senator from Missouri was recognized at 8.12 
o'clock and he concluded in three minutes. He is not again 
entitled to the floor except by the yielding of the Senator from 
New York. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I forgot about the rule and rose 
merely to make a suggestion. I hope I may be permitted to 
do S0. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from New York 
has yielded to the Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. COPELAND, I yield to the Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, I do not want to 
be understood as being captious about this bill, If I may 
have the attention of the Senate just for a moment, I desire 
to say it seems to me that the whole of paragraph (a) of sec- 
tion 12, on page 16, ought to go out. It reads: 


The director may, in his discretion— 


Now— 


(except where for any violation of this net revocation of the operator's 
permit is mandatory), revoke or suspend the operator’s permit of any 
individual convicted of a violation of any of the provisions of this 
net. 


We should stop right there; it seems to me that is as far as 
we ought to go. i 
Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator from Mis- 
souri yield to a suggestion? : 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Yes. 

Mr. ROBINSON, The thought of the committee and of the 
Senator from New York [Mr. Coretanp], which seems to me 
to be reasonable, could be carried out by adding the words 
“or of any regulation made in pursuance of this act.” 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Yes. 

Mr. ROBINSON. And then strike out the remainder of the 
gia I do not believe the committee would object to 

a f 

Mr, REED of Missouri, If that shall be done, it will have 
a very distinct bearing on the right of appeal, which is included 
in that section. 

Mr, ROBINSON. Yes. If that change shall be made, I 
myself would not favor the right of appeal, as I have already 
indicated, 

Mr. COPELAND. Where would the words which the Sen- 
ator suggests come in? Í 
Mr. ROBINSON. After the word “ act,” in line 9, page 16, I 

propose to insert the following: 

Or of any regulation made in pursuance of, this act. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, will the Senator from New York 
yield to me? ` 
Mr. COPELAND. I yield. i 

Mr. BALL. On page 2, iù defining the term “this act,” the 
bill provides that it“ includes all lawful, regulations issued 
thereunder by the commissioners.” 

So it seems to me the term “this act” covers exactly what 
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Rostnson] proposes now. to 


add to the provision. 
No; I think it would be better and 


Mr. REED of Missouri. 
would make it clearer to insert the words suggested by the 
Senator from Arkansas—“ or of any regulation made in pur- 
suance of this act.” 

Mr. ASHURST. I rise to a point of order, Mr. President. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. ‘The Senator will state the 


point of order. 
Mr. ASHURST. Is it in order to amend the text of the bill 
until the committee amendments shall have been disposed of? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair has suggested that 


if Senators who desire to offer individual amendments would ` 


await the disposition of the committee amendments there would 

be ample opportunity to consider individual amendments. The 

question now is upon agreeing to the amendment of the com- 

mittee as amended. 

X Mr, REED of, Missouri. Mr. President, if I still have the 
oor—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
York yield to the Senator from Missouri? 

Mr, COPELAND. I yield, 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I suggest that I think we ought 
to dispose of the committee amendment by defeating it, and 
then we ought to amend the text in the manner which has 
been suggested. I am afraid the unanimous-consent agreement 
is going to put us in a position where we can not arrange 


matters as we should. I was afraid of that when the request 


was made. However, I thank the Senator from New York 
for yielding to me. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr, President, I suggest that the chairman 
of the committee accept the language proposed by the Senator 
from Arkansas, adding after the word “act” in section 12 


the words suggested, Then the whole matter will be covered. 


Mr. REED of Missouri. 
made in pursuance thereof.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair wishes to under- 
stand the attitude of the chairman of the committee. 

Mr, BALL. The chairman of the committee accepts the 
amendment suggested by the Senator from Missouri to strike 
out the portion of the paragraph after the werd “act” and 
to add the amendment proposed by the Senator from Arkansas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Delaware 
withdraws the amendment now pending and accepts the amend- 
ment proposed by the Senator from Arkansas and the Senator 
from Missouri. 


So as to read “or any regulation 
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Mr. BALL. That is right. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Let the amendment be stated. 

The PRINCIPAL LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 16, line 10, after 
the word “act” it is proposed to insert the words “or of any 
regulation made in pursuance thereof” and to strike out the 
remainder of the paragraph. 


Mr. ROBINSON, That language ought to be changed 
slightly. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. It should read, “made pursuant 
thereto.” 


Mr. ROBINSON. It should be amended so as to read, as 
follows: 


* * + evoke or suspend the operator's permit of any individ- 
ual convicted of a violation of any of the provisions of this act or 
of a violation of any regulation made under the provisions of this act. 


The effect of the last clause will be to avoid the necessity of 
convicting a driver in a court of violation of the regulations, 
which would be anomalous if not impracticable. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I understand that the com- 
mittee accepts the suggested amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is the understanding of 
the Chair. The amendment will now be stated before being 
voted upon. 

The PRINCIPAL LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 16, line 9, after 
the word “act” it is proposed to insert the words “ or of any 
regulation made in pursuance thereof.” 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, let the clerk take the 
amendment as I dictate it. It should read: 


Or for the violation of any regulation made under the provisions of 
this act. 


The PRINCIPAL LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is proposed to insert. 


the words “or for the violation of any regulation made under 
the provisions of this act.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is upon agreeing 
to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, may I ask the chairman of 
the committee if he will not accept an amendment to subdi- 
vision (b) striking out the words, “nor thereafter except in 
the discretion of the director.” 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Before the Senator moves that 
55 let us dispose of the question we have been con- 

dering. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I thought that had been disposed of. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. It is understood now that there is 
stricken out the language: 


The director may also, for such cause as he deems advisable, revoke 
or suspend the operator’s permit of any individual upon hearing before 
the director or his representative after notice in writing of the pro- 
posed action and the grounds therefor have been mailed to the in- 
dividual at the address given in his application for the permit. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is upon the 
amendment to strike out beginning with the words “The di- 
rector may also” down to the end of the paragraph. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I call attention to the fact, if I 
may, that the clause we are about to strike out, or are talking 
about striking out, provides for a notice before there is a 
revocation. If it all goes out and we adopt the language 
which is suggested, a revocation might occur without notice, 
and there ought to be a notice. 

Mr. ROBINSON. We could amend by unanimous consent 
the amendment which has already been agreed to by inserting 
at the proper place the words “ after notice and upon hearing.” 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Upon hearing and notice in writ- 
ing.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will report the 
amendment now offered by the Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr, REED of Missouri. Let us amend the amendment just 
adopted in that respect, and that will do away with any 
difficulty. 

The PRINCIPAL LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 16, line 8, after 
the word “individual,” it is proposed to insert the words “ after 
notice.” 

Mr. ROBINSON. No. I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi- 
dent, to reconsider the vote by which the amendment immedi- 
ntely heretofore was agreed to. 

. The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and the vote by which the amendment was agreed 
to is reconsidered. 


Mr. ROBINSON. Now, Mr. President, I submit the follow- 


ing amendment, on page 16, line 9, after the word “act,” to 
insert the words “or, after notice and upon hearing, for the 


violation of any regulation made under the authority of this 
act.’ 

Mr. CARAWAY. May I ask the Senator a question? 

Mr. ROBINSON. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I wonder if that language will not prevent 
the cancellation of a permit for violation of anything but a 
regulation. It is necessary to consider not only the regula- 
tions but the act itself. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The provision in regard to violations of 
the act is left in. The amendment merely adds to the power to 
cancel the permit for yiolation of the act, by giving the power 
to cancel the permit for violation of the regulations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is upon agree- 
ing to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Arkansas. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question now is upon the 
amendment proposed by the Senator from Delaware to strike 
out, on page 16, beginning in line 9. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, there is an amendment, I think, 
to that effect presented by the chairman of the committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes; the question is upon that 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
next amendment. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, let me understand the 
situation now. The amendment takes out the language from 
line 9, beginning with the word “ the,” to the end of line 14? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair so ufderstands. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Very well. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There being no further com- 
mittee amendments, the bill is before the Senate as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole and open to amendment. „ 

1 Mr. President, I offer an amendment on 
page 18. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Of which bill? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I shall have to use the original bill. It is 
on page 17, I suppose. 

Mr. COPELAND. What section? 

Mr. McKELLAR. It is the same section, subdivision (b), 
just underneath where we were. I will get it in just a moment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Page 16, line 15. 

Mr. McKELLAR. On page 16, lines 17 and 18, I move to 
strike out the words “nor thereafter except in the discretion 
of the director.” Then it will read: 


In case the operator's permit of any individual is revoked no new 
permit shall be issued to such individual for six months after the 
revocation. 


Mr. BALL. That amendment has already been adopted. 

Mr. McKELLAR. No; it has not. I am glad it meets with 
the Senator's approval. 

Mr. COPELAND. It is all right. 

Mr. BALL. It was adopted. 

Mr. McKELLAR, No; it has not been adopted. 

Mr. BALL, It was one of the amendments of the chairman 
of the committee. 

Mr. COPELAND. I understand that the committee is glad 
to accept this amendment. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, I can not consent 
to that amendment. That would leave the situation in this 
way—that if an operator's permit is revoked no new permit 
could be issued for six months, no matter what the circum- 
stances might be. By the amendment just adopted we have 
given to the director the right to revoke a license for a 
mere violation of a regulation. Certainly if we are vesting 
this large discretion in the director we ought to permit him, 
for what he considers good cause, to set aside a revocation. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Yes. 

Mr. McKHLLAR. I think the Senator is entirely right, and 
I was in error: I think the striking ont of the words “nor 
thereafter” would effect the entire thing—just the two words 
“nor thereafter.” 

Mr. REED of Missouri. That would read, then: 


In case the operator's permit of any individual is revoked no new 
permit shall be issued te such individual for at least six months after 
the revocation, except in the discretion of the director. 


Mr. McCKELLAR. I desire to modify the amendment which I 
offered in that respect. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is upon agreeing 
to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Tennessee as 
modified. 


The Secretary will state the 
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Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I was not here the other 
evening, and I am rather glad I was not. The attempt is ap- 
parent to whittle, whittle, whittle away on this bill until these 
wild-eyed automobilists can continue to slay our fellow citizens. 
We have been striking them with the velvet hand. Now is the 
time to strike them with the mailed hand, 

I am in favor of making this law so rigid that men will re- 
spect it rather than setting up a lot of technicalities so that a 
man who goes and slays his fellow citizen may go to a com- 
plaisant official and obtain a permit. A man who has misused 
his automobile ought to have no permit thereafter. A man 
who misuses a reyolver and slays his fellow citizen ought not 
to be permitted within a few weeks to go to a complaisant official 
and obtain a permit to carry a revolver. 

We are dealing with a set of men who are almost insane. 
The man or the woman who has the speed-bug mania is not to 
be treated as an ordinary person. 

No law of humanity, no law of decency, not even the safety 
of their own families, will restrain these speed-mad bugs. Let 
us, instead of whittling away the bill and whittling it away, 
let us see how severe we can make this bill. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Well, Mr. President 

Mr. ASHURST. I had not finished, but I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I thought I had the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Missouri has 
the floor. 

Mr. ASHURST. Oh! I thought I had the floor. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I will get it again on some pretext. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Arizona is 
now recognized in his own right if he wishes to continue. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I just want to make a statement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Arizona 
yield to the Senator from Delaware? 

Mr. ASHURST. Of course, I yield to the Senator from Dela- 
ware. I am not going to see any undue advantage taken of 
that warm-hearted, large-minded Senator. With little help 
he has made a valiant struggle to try to save the lives of the 
children and the people of the District of Columbia. I yield 
to him, and as long as I am here I am going to stand by him; 
and I hope he will strike in the Senate with mailed fist at those 
who are trying to pare away this bill so that it will amount to 
nothing in trying to save the lives of people. 

The time has come when soft words will no longer do. Are 
we in a criminal court, seeking to avail ourselves of all possi- 
ble technicalities to save a criminal, or are we trying to set 
up a law of safety for the people? The so-called right to run 
an automobile is not a right; it is a privilege. It shonld be 
granted only to those who know how to employ it. Remember 
the fate of the saloon. It misused itself. The speed-bug 
maniacs will find that if they misuse their autos, they will not 
be allowed to have autos. 

You can not make this bill too severe to suit me. Lou can 
not make the penalties too severe upon those who, with a 
reckless and a relentless disregard of the lives of their fellow 
citizens, speed along the main streets of the Capital of this 
country. Had I the power, I would require them to operate 
their machines at a speed not to exceed 15 miles per hour. 
Now, this very evening, cars are running upon the streets of 
this city at 20 and 30 miles an hour, and Senators sit here as 
if they were technical lawyers, defending a guilty man, trying 
to find some way to allow the man to escape. They ought to 
rush forward with amendments tending to strengthen the bill, 
tending to make it an efficient guard for the innocent and de- 
fenseless people of this District. 

This city is in some particulars the poorest governed city 
in the world. It has the poorest lights. It has not the police 
force it ought to have. It ought to have 300 more policemen. 
It is almost a dangerous thing for a citizen at night to go out 
into the streets of the Capital. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ari- 
zona yield to the Senator from Missouri? í 

Mr, ASHURST. Of course, I yield to the Senator from Mis- 
souri, Mr. President. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ari- 
zona yield to the Senator from Delaware? 

Mr. REED of Missouri, Will the Senator just let me finish 
the sentence? 

Mr. ASHURST. I think the Senator from Missouri ought to 
be allowed to finish his sentence. Every man should be al- 
lowed to finish his sentence, 

Mr. BALL. I want the Senator to be clear on this matter. 
The director issues those orders after they have been approved 
by the Commissioners of the District. 


Mr. REED of Missouri. Very well. To all intents and pur- 
poses, he makes the orders. The commissioners will approve 

em. 

Mr. BALL, They have to be adopted by the commissioners 
before they are promulgated by them. 

Mr. REND of Missouri, Very well. Now, let us see what we 
are dealing with. 

For the slightest violation of any order issued by the director 
he may revoke your license, 

Among those orders will be a rule that you can not park 
your car in a certain place; that if you leave it there five 
minutes overtime you violate the orders, if you go to a place 
where you are allowed to park; that if you drive in any way 
contrary to these specific rules you are in violation. Now, 
somebody inadvertently violates that law. 

Mr, ASHURST. Mr. President, these people who leave their 
cars inadvertently longer than they should have cultivated that 
habit. They are trespassing upon the time of other people 
when they do that. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. To say that if the director revoked 
a license for a cause of that kind he could not restore it in his 
discretion is a very unwise thing. It is not a case of running 
down people. We hear about that all the time. I am ready 
to send to the penitentiary any man who recklessly runs down 
a human being. $ 
„ As indicated by the Senator's assaults on 

e ` 

Mr. REED of Missouri. My assaults on the bill have been 
assaults against its monstrous provisions, and not against any 
proper provision in it. If the bill had been passed as it was 
presented here the other night, it would have been so full of 
unconstitutional provisions that it would not haye stood the 
test of any court. 

There is reason in everything, and there were extreme provi- 
sions in the bill, and unconstitutional provisions in it. Per- 
haps I attacked the bill somewhat savagely. I said then, and 
I say now, that I am willing to make all reasonable regulations 
for the purpose of preserving the life and limb and the property 
of the citizen against any recklessness or misconduct on the 
part of automobile drivers, and I helped frame the amendments 
which are going to make this bill a decent bill. 

This is not dealing with these gross offenses. It is the right 
of the director to restore a license when he believes it ought 
to be restored, and I take it he would never do it except in a 
case where there is good reason to restore it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment of the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Mo- 
KELLAR]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr, President, I offer an 
amendment. On page 6, line 18, I move to strike out the words 
“a director of trafic, who,” and to insert in place thereof the 
words “an assistant chief of police to be known as a director 
of traffic, who, under the direction of the chief of police of the 
District of Columbia,” and so forth. 

This bill seeks to establish another bureau in the seat of 
government here in the District of Columbia. It proposes the 
creation of a separate office and a separate department under 
a director of traffic. It is my conviction that business of regu- 
lating the traffic of 2 city is police business, and that the regu- 
lating of the traffic of vehicles should not be separated from 
the regulating of the traffic of pedestrians; that you should 
not have one department regulating vehicles going through the 
street and another department regulating the manner in which 
pedestrians use the streets. So my amendment proposes that 
there shall be a director of traffic, just as the bill provides; 
that he shall have all the duties the bill provides, but that he 
shall be subject to the authority of the chief of police: that he 
shall be an assistant chief of police, having all the powers and 
duties defined in this bill, and shall be named, not by the chief 
of police but, as provided in this bill, by the commissioners. 

What is this position of director of traffic? One would think 
we were creating an office of very great magnitude and impor- 
tance. The director would have only three duties to perform; 
first, to make regulations with respect to the speed and park- 
ing of vehicles. Who better can ake such regulations than 
a man who is connected with the police force, a man who has 
had experience with the police force, or at least can consult 
with the police force and be in touch with them? His second 
duty is the registration of motor vehicles, merely a clerical 
job. The third duty is the issuance and revocation of oper- 
ators’ permits. 

Those are practically all the duties of a director of traffic, 
but it is proposed here to fasten upon the city a new director of 
traffic, with probably a large salary, with additional clerks, and 
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absolutely removed from the body which must enforce these 
rules, who must see that the rules are lived up to, namely, the 
police force of the city. 

I have made some inquiry and I do not know of a city in this 
country where this department is separated from the police 
force. The matter of the registration of the operators’ licenses 
is separated in many of the cities, but the making of the regu- 
lations and the performance of the other duties provided here 
constitute a police duty, in my opinion, and it is the practice 
in the other cities of the country with which I am familiar to 
go regard them. 

Whether this plan is to be a success or not does not depend 
upon the title of the man at the head or on whether it is an 
individual department or not. It depends upon the person 
who is named, and a man who has had experience, for illustra- 
tion, as a naval officer, or an Army officer, or a marine officer, 
in my opinion would make an ideal director of traffic. It is 
not necessary to get a lawyer, it is not necessary to have a 
judge, it is not necessary to get some highly educated college 
graduate to take this office. A practical man in touch with 
police duties and powers and the regulation of traffic in the 
city is just the man for this job, in my opinion, and I have no 
doubt that there are dozens of ex-Army officers or ex-marine 
officers in this city who would fill the position admirably and 
perfectly. 

I haye not had a chance, unfortunately, to talk with the 
chairman of the committee about this amendment, and discuss 
with him this phase of the bill, but all that it seeks to do 
is to put this bureau in the police department, in the depart- 
ment that must have sympathy with the regulations made, and 
an intelligent appreciation of the regulations; to provide for 
a Separate official, not named by the police, but named by the 
commissioners, in that department and under the chief of 
police. Any man who is assistant chief of police can perform 
the duties admirably and well, and the corps of assistants who 
are to perform the clerical duties can be made up of disabled 
policemen, and at the time when the operators’ licenses are 
being issued, men can be taken from the police force tem- 
porarily, to be put back at police work when that duty is 
finished. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts yield to the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I yield. 

Mr. FESS. I did not catch the Senator's amendment. I 
notice it is to strike out the words “director of traffic,” but I 
did not get the rest of the amendment. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Instead of a director of 
traffic, to provide an assistant chief of police, to be known as 
director of traftic. That would carry out the spirit of the bill. 
Then I propose to add the words, “who, under the direction 
of the chief of police, shall perform the duties,” ete.; the 
whole idea being that we should not have a separate bureau, 
© separate department, with more officials, but that in the 
Jaw enforcing department of this city should be lodged the 
performance of this police function. It requires a man of 
police experience, of some judgment in police matters, in my 
opinion, to make proper rules and regulations for the regula- 
tion of traffic. 

Mr, BALL. Mr, President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, I yield. 

Mr. BALL. I agree thoroughly with the Senator from Mas- 
sachusetts so far as the character of the man is concerned, 
but I do not agree that we could get that character of man as 
an assistant chief of police. There is one additional duty 
which the director of traffic will have which the Senator did 
not mention, which is of very great importance; that is, if we 
are to expedite motor traffic in the District of Columbia, it will 
be necessary to lay out and establish the arterial highways or 
houlevards, That will be one of the important additional 
duties of the director of traffic. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. That is not as important 
as the other duties, 

Mr. BALL. The idea of the committee was, first, to put this 

whole proposition under the Engineer Commissioner of the 
District, but after discussion with the engineer commissioner 
himself, it was deemed wise to create a separate and distinct 
trafic bureau, with a director. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I do not think the difficulty 
the Senator suggests because of the provision to which he has 
referred would prevent an officer from being appointed as an 
assistant to the chief of police of the District. 

Mr. BALL. The idea was to have some central power upon 
which the responsibility could be fixed. Unless yon centralize 
thut power 


Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The commissioners would 
name the man; therefore theirs would be the responsibility. 
They could remove him. 

Mr. BALL, That is true, but he would be a part of the 
police force, just as we have now in the traffic bureau. 

Mr, REED of Missouri. Mr. President, will the Senator 
from Massachusetts allow me to make a statement to the 
Senator from Delaware? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, I yield to the Senator from 
Missouri. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. One of the most dangerous things in 
the enforcement of any law is division of power. The Senator 
has that idea in his mind in drawing this amendment. Let me 
suggest that if you have a director of traffic separate from the 
police force you leave it open for him to blame any failure on 
the police and the police to blame it on him, when, if you put 
the two departments together in the police force, then the 
responsibility is centralized, it seems to me. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. That is just the idea I had 
in offering the amendment. The Senator has stated it better 
than I myself could have done. There would be constant fric- 
tion. There would be an overlapping of authority. It would 
be bound to be disastrous, in my opinion, if there were a 
separate department. 

Mr. BALL, Mr. President, as far as the committee were 
concerned, they were thoroughly satisfied, after going over this 
matter very carefully with the commissioners, especially the 
engineer commissioner, that there were duties in connection 
with this position which would require probably a man of some 
engineering experience. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Why can not the commis- 
sioners name a man with engineering experience? 

Mr. BALL. Probably a man with experience along that line 
would make a typical director, but such a man would not take 
a position as assistant chief of police. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. He would be assistant only 
in the sense that he would be in the police department, under 
the jurisdiction of the chief of police. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is upon agreeing 
to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Massachusetts. 

On a division, the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, on page 13, line 6, after 
“$100,” I move to strike out the word “and” and to insert 
in lieu thereof the word “or.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BINGHAM. On page 13, line 9, after the numerals 
“$1,000” I move to strike out the word “and” and insert 
the word “ or.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment is to strike 
out the word “and” and insert the word “ or“ so the punish- 
ment shall not be both fine and imprisonment? 

Mr. BINGHAM. That is my idea. 

Mr. CARAWAY obtained the floor. 

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ar- 
kansas yield to the Senator from New Jersey? 

Mr. CARAWAY. Certainly. 

Mr. EDGE. Let me ask the Senator from Connecticut a 
question that I may see if I correctly understand the effect of 
his amendment. Is it his intention to strike out the provision 
for a jail sentence for a second offense? 

Mr. BINGHAM, I am not striking it out. In line 9, page 
13, I haye moved to strike out the word “and” and insert the 
word “or.” The next amendment will be, at the end of the 
clause, in line 11, after the word “year,” to insert the words 
“or both.” In other words, I would give the judge discretion- 
ary power as to whether to make it a fine and imprisonment 
or a fine or imprisonment, or both, in the discretion of the 
udge. 

4 Mr. EDGE. I think perhaps it is quite all right to strike 
out “and” and to insert “or” for the first offense; but when 
a man is so reckless that after haying been given a fine rather 
than a jail sentence for one offense, and then repeats his offense 
and is deliberately guilty of reckless driving, if there is any 
discretion at all, it seems to me it is more or less an en- 
couragement of reckless driving and the commission of a second 
or third offense. Any driver in any city should face the cer- 
tainty and positiveness of a jail sentence for a second or a 
third offense. I think the amendment giving discretion is in 
error. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President 

Mr. CARAWAY. I yield to the Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. BALL. The reason why the committee provided the jail 
sentence and made it compulsory was because the courts decide 
what constitutes reckless driving. I understand that in some 
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States it is defined in the law, but generally it is left to the 
court to decide what constitutes reckless driving. 

It seems to me it makes very little difference whether the 
judges have discretion as to what constitutes reckless driving 
or discretion as to whether they shall impose a fine or im- 
prisonment. It is up to their discretion either way. Deciding 
what coustitutes reckless driving is like deciding a case of 
insanity in court. It is a very difficult matter to decide. When 
we leave it to the court, it seems to me, it makes very little 
difference whether we make it compulsory imprisonment or 
not. I think the very fact that we do make it compulsory im- 
prisonment for the second offense will have a tendency to 
make the drivers of automobiles very much more careful. 

Mr. CARAWAY, Mr. President, that is what I rose to 
suggest. It strikes me that it would be very unfortunate 
indeed to permit one to be convicted of reckless driving one 
time and then be subject possibly to only a fine for a second 
offense. We all know that it is simply a question of influence. 
If those with influence were convicted twice, there would a 
tremendous pressure brought to bear upon the judge to escape 
imprisonment. I have thought it quite a helpful thing that 
the governor’s son in the State of Ohio is now spending a little 
time in jail for reckless driving. His father thought so well 
of the law that he would not ask for a commutation of sentence 
and would not extend the boy a pardon. 

The reckless man is the man who has killed two people since 
we tried to pass the bill the other night and who hit three 
others and ran away without leaving his address. There would 
be nothing quite so helpful to restrain the man who kills and 
a man who wants to be a reckless driver as to have him 
realize that he is surely going to jail. The reckless driver is 
the man who is going to kill people in the District as he kills 
them everywhere else, and it is so much better to prevent that 
instead of doing as my friend from Missouri suggests, to hang 
him after he has done it rather than restrain him from doing it 

I sincerely hope that the amendment of the Senator from 
Connecticut will not prevail. I may be one of those people 
who have not a proper regard for the personal liberty of the 
fellow who is drunk and recklessly driving. We have heard 
ourselves denounced here to-night as those who want to make 
the bill too severe. I think it ought to be severe. The sol- 
diers who went to France from the District of Columbia did 
not incur the danger of those who stayed at home and tried 
to dodge somebody driving a Ford. The drivers of automo- 
biles got a good many more of them than the Germans were 
able to kill. I dislike very much to see a tendency to weaken 
the bill. Of all the unfortunate amendments that could be 
proposed, this would be the most unfortunate, it seems to me. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, in reply to the Senator 
from Arkansas, if I may have the benefit of his attention for 
a moment, I would like to say that the amendment in no way 
weakens the penalty which the judge may impose. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Does not the Senator know that if some 
influential person violates the law there will be a tremendous 
pressure brought upon the judge to give him a fine and not 
imprisonment? The law ought to say, so emphatically that 
nobody could misunderstand it, “If you do this thing the 
judge can not prevent your going to jail. He will have to 
do It.“ 

Mr. BINGHAM. Do I understand the Senator to say that 
a judge is pledged to convict? 

Mr. CARAWAY. Oh, no. 

Mr. BINGHAM. If a tremendous pressure is brought upon 
the judge, as the Senator has intimated, and the judge, be- 
cause the sentence must be so great, declines to convict, what 
then? 

Mr. CARAWAY. That is unfortunate, indeed. 

Mr. BINGHAM. My attempt is to avoid that unfortunate 
circumstance and to permit the judge to exercise his dis- 
cretion. 

Mr. CARAWAY. T would not be willing to say to the judge, 
“I will let you disobey what your conscience tells you your 
duty is by permitting you to give a sentence that ought not 
to be imposed.” 

Mr. BALL and Mr, BAYARD addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Con- 
necticut yield? And if so, to whom? 

Mr. BINGHAM. I yield first to the senior Senator from 
Delaware. 

Mr. BALL. This is to be a matter of jury trial. The jury 
will decide the case. It seems to me that unless we are going 
to provide sufficient penalties in the law, we might as well 
have none. If for the second offense or conviction we are 


not going to have a penalty that wili bring the results we 
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must bring about here in Washington if we expect to have 
safe and sane use of the automobile, we might as well haye no 
law at all. 

The number of automobiles that we have in the District is 
increasing at the rate of 25,000 a year. Five years ago we had 
only 25,000 and now we have 125,000. 

Mr. BINGHAM. I offered the amendment because such lit- 
tle experience as I have had led me to believe that where a 
forced penalty is too severe it inclines to make people lenient in 
finding convictions. The amendment in no way reduces the 
amount of penalty which a jury can suggest or a judge can in- 
flict. It merely is the old-fashioned method in most of our 
1 or. giving the judge the right to decide what the penalty 
sha É 

Mr. EDGE. As I understand such legislation, it is for the 
purpose of endeavoring to prevent accidents as far as such a 
thing is possible through laws that willåmpose heavy sentences, 
It is not so much what the judge will do after the accident has 
occurred. After the accident has occurred and a man is 
maimed or killed, of course the judge under the amendment 
suggested can impose a jail sentence. There is no question 
about that proposition. But the real object of legislation, in 
my judgment, and of all such legislation, would be to try to put 
the fear of the Lord in these men driving machines before they 
come to court or are haled before the judge; and it, perhaps, 
may have some effect in that direction. I am not sure, but cer- 
tainly it will not have as much effect in the ordinary analysis 
of the law if this discretion is placed in the judge. If a man 
has once been brought before the court and fined because of 
reckless driving, he certainly must have that on his mind. If 
he knows that a second offense means a jail sentence it may—I 
am not sure, but it may—have some deterrent effect. For that 
purpose and with that object in view we should at least con- 
tinne that provision in the law. 

So far as a judge's discretion is concerned afterwards, 
Whether in the experience of those who practice before police 
courts, a judge will or will not impose the full penalty; I do 
not knew and I do not care, I think the object of the legisla- 
tion or at least the hope of the accomplishment of the legisla- 
tion is to discourage to some extent and to deter to some extent 
this reckless driving. I hope it will have that effect. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for a 


question? 
Mr. EDGE. Certainly. 
Mr. FESS. I have not ascertained by reading the bill who 


wonld be the criminal. Suppose there is a high-powered car 
running through the city at break-neck speed and the owner 
of the car is in it and there is a different driver from the 
owner. Suppose the chauffeur is driving and an accident 
oecurs, who is guilty? 

Mr. EDGE. I am not a lawyer, but—— 

Mr. FESS. I am not facetious about it. I am trying to get 
at whether the bill, as it is written, catches the party who 
probably is guilty. 

Mr. EDGE. It seems to me as a matter of common sense, 
without attempting to interpret the law, that on the question 
of reckless driving the man at the wheel must be the person 
guilty of reckless driving. I can not interpret it in any other 
way, although that is merely my personal opinion. 

Mr. FESS, It makes some difference about the penitentiary 
sentence as to the ability of the man financially to pay the 
fine. 

Mr. BAYARD. Mr. President, I want to suggest to the 
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BINGHAM], in reply to some- 
thing he said a moment ago, that the bill as considered up to 
this time contains two provisions, one for a first offense and the 
second for a second and subsequent offénse. The theory of 
the law is prevention. The first offense will be punished by 
fine or imprisonment, as the Senators amendment now pro- 
vides, but the second operation is a further preventive opera- 
tion, not a punitive operation. In the event that the first 
offense and punishment are not sufficient to deter such a man, 
then something other and different and stronger will be used to 
prevent it. 

One other thought. It is not at all unusual in our statutory 
provisions in the different States throughout the United States 
to haye both fine and imprisonment imposed in the event of a 
breach of the law without the discretion of the court at all. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, in view of a provision of the 
law of the District of Columbia with which I was not familiar 
regarding jury trial and which has just been brought to my 
attention, I desire to withdraw the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment proposed by 
the Senator from Connecticut is withdrawn, 
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Mr, REED of Missouri. 


Mr. President, I am unwilling that 
the amendment should be withdrawn. Of course the Senator 
from Connecticut can withdraw it. If he Insists upon doing so, 


I shall offer it. 
fore offered. 

I would like to appeal to the judgment of the Senate on this 
matter. Under the provisions of the bill, as I construe them, 
as they now stand, driving in excess of 20 miles an hour is to 
constitute reckless driving. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, will the Senator from Mis- 
souri yield? 

Mr. RIED of Missouri, I yield. 

Mr. BINGHAM. I think before the Senator came into the 
Chamber subsection (e) was stricken out of the bill. 

Mr. REED of Missouri, Was it entirely stricken out? 

Mr. BINGHAM. Les, sir; the entire section was stricken 
out. 4 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Is there any definition of reckless 
driving left? 5 

Mr. BINGHAM. There is not. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Then we shall have this situation, 
which is even worse, that whatsoever rate of speed the man 
who happens to be the judge or the jury that chances to try 
the case shall conclude was not reasonable would be reckless. 
So a man might be driving along the street here at a rate of 
speed which he might think was reasonable and which one 
jury might think was reasonable and another jury might think 
unreasonable. He is brought to trial. In the practical operation 
of this character of cases, where there are a great many in- 
fractions or claimed infractions, it gets down to this, in nearly 
every case the policeman’s word is taken against the word of 
the driver or the passenger. I think that is nearly a uniform 
experience. 

The policeman comes into court and says that the car was 
running too fast. There is no rule which is laid down in the 
law to judge by. The judge fines the woman or the male driver 
who may have been proceeding with reasonable care. Again 
the same person is brought up and again there may be a con- 
vietlon under exactly similar circumstances to the one I have 
just outlined. : 

Mr. BALL rose, 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Now, just let me conclude. 

I will assume there has been some degree of carelessness, 
Now, if we say to the judge, “Xou must send this person to 
jail,” or if we say to a jury that a conviction of a second 
offense means jail, the jury will hesitate a long time before 
they will convict. 

I wish to see a law enacted that will be effective. I am in 
earnest about that. If, on the other hand, we say to a jury 
to whom the case is presented, The judge will fix the penalty,” 
then the judge, if he finds a driver has been really and truly 
reckless, if he has been speeding through the streets at 40 
miles an hour, if be has been disregarding human life and 
human limb, and has been previously before the judge, the 
judge wili impose the jail penalty, if he is the right kind of a 
judge; but if he finds there are mitigating circumstances, that 
there is doubt as to the degree of carelessness, he will levy a 
fine, We shall get a better result by leaving the discretion to 
the judge. We must trust somebody. It will not do to say we 
can trust a director of traffic, and that his judgment will always 
be right, but that we can not trust a judge of the court to 
impose a proper penaly. We do trust our judges in all classes 
of cases; we make no ironclad rule by which they shall be 
governed, 

Even in cases of homicide, except in cases of murder in the 
first degree, the judge has a discretion and the jury has a dis- 
cretion ; and even in cases of murder in the first degree in some 
of the States a jury or the judge have a discretion as between 
the death penalty and life imprisonment. That is not done out 
of tenderness for the murderer so much as it is done out of a 
desire to have a law that can be enforced. . 

Mr. BROOKHART rose. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis- 
souri yield to the Senator from Iowa? 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I will yield in one moment. Make 
a law too rigid, make it inflexible, and it will be found that 
jurors and judges will lean on the side of declaring a defendant 
innocent because they are unwilling to impose a barbarous 
penalty. Now, I yield to the Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. BROOKHART. In my State it is improper to present to 
the jury the matter of punishment, either in argument or 
otherwise, and they will not recognize or consider that question 
At all. If that is not the rule in the District of Columbia, it 
could be easily so provided. 


I do offer it in the manner and form hereto- 


Mr. REND of Missouri. But in the State of the Senator 
from Iowa the judge has a discretion in every case between a 
maximum and a minimum penalty, unless the State of Iowa 
has changed its laws since I used to live there. 

Mr. BROOKHART. It has changed its laws. The judge has 
no discretion now, but he imposes the maximum penalty. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. The judge imposes the maximum 
penalty? 

Mr. BROOKHART. He imposes the maximum penalty. 
Then the board of parole has a discretion. y 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Then in the Senator's State they 
haye the strangest law I have ever known, if it proyides that 
the judge may impose only one penalty and that is the maxi- 
mum. A maximum penalty implies there is a minimum penalty. 

Mr. BROOKHART. The court imposes the maximum pen- 
alty. Then the defendant may go to the board of parole. 

Mr. REND of Missouri. I do not wish to question the 
Senator's judgment, but he must be in error, because there 
can not be a maximum penalty unless there is a minimum 
penalty. There is a discretion. 

Now, Mr. President, I am appealing for a law that can be 
enforced. Suppose some lady is driving down the street. She 
may he the wife of one of the Senators or the wife of a 
Representative, or the wife of a Cabinet officer or the wife of 
any good citizen, for we are no better than any other class of 
good citizens. ; 

Mr. BROOKHART rose, 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I will yield in just one moment. 
Suppose this lady shall be arrested and the judge finds that 
she has violated the law; suppose a little later, without any 
intention of violating the law at all, she is accused of doing 
so, and a judge or a jury says, “ Yes; you were driving a little 
too fast; you were driving at a speed of 21 miles an hour 
instead of 20 miles, or at a speed of 16 miles instead of 15 
miles.” That woman must go to jail for six months. She has 
hurt nobody; she has done no damage. 

5. — BALL. The proposed law permits a speed of 80 miles 
an hour. 

Mr, CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 
question? 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, there are three Sena- 
tors on their feet, and I can not yield to all of them. 

Mr. BROOKHART, I desire to correct the statement I 
made in regard to maximum sentences under the Towa law. 
In that State the iden of the indeterminate sentence is carried 
out, but the judge gives convicted persons the limit all the time, 
: 75 REED of Missouri. He does not have to give them the 
imit. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Yes. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. He sentences the offender, we will 
say, for from 1 year to 10 years, 

Mr. BROOKHART. Yes; from 1 year to 10 years. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Exactly. Then there is a board 
with a discretion to discharge the person so sentenced long be- 
fore his term expires. 

Mr. BROOKHART, But under the law if the board does 
not interfere the convicted person must serve the maximum 


term. 

Mr, REED of Missouri. Very well; but there is still discre- 
tion vested in a tribunal, 

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis- 
souri yield to the Senator from New Jersey? 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I have not much time left, but I 
will yield to the Senator. 

Mr. EDGE. I merely wish to draw attention to the fact 
that in the case of the lady of which he speaks the Senator's 
appeal is not for the first offender but for the second offender. 
We must not lose sight of that fact. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I tried to cover that in my argu- 
ment. It is very easily understandable that after a person 
has been fined for an offense, as to the second case there may 
be graye doubt, and if a judge is compelled to impose a six- 
months’ sentence he may perpetrate a terrible outrage upon 
some good person. Being confronted with that situation, he 
would be very greatly tempted to find the person not guilty or 
to set aside the verdict of the jury. This is not wise legisla- 
tion, and wili not bring good results. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, I should like to ask the 
formulators of this bill if passing a crossing against a stop 
sign would constitute reckless driving? 

Mr. BALL. I did not understand the Senator's question. 

Mr. PITTMAN. I am trying to ascertain what is the defini- 


tion of reckless driving. If the, definition of reckless driving 
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could be readily ascertained, I would not be afraid of any 
good citizen violating it three times. 

Mr. BALL. There is no definition of reckless driving in this 
bill. Personally, I do not believe speed constitutes reckless 
driving, provided the street is clear and wide, although in a 
crowded street a speed of 10 miles an hour might be reckless 
driving. That is for the discretion of those who are called 


upon to decide the guilt‘ of the individual. It makes very 
little difference to me in this matter whether we leave the 
discretion in the court or not, because we have that uncertain 
factor as to what constitutes reckless driving. 

Mr. PITTMAN. How do I know if I am driving down the 
street what constitutes reckless driving unless there is some 
definition to guide me? 

Mr. BALL. I am satisfied the Senator knows what con- 
stitutes reckless driving. 

Mr. PITTMAN. I am perfectly confident how I would de- 
scribe it. 

Mr. BALL. Yes. 

Mr. PITTMAN. But there are other Senators here who 
might describe it as driving 5 miles an hour. 

Mr. BALL. After the Senator had been arrested and fined 
once, but not imprisoned, he would know the next time what 
constituted reckless driving. 

Mr. PITTMAN. That is what I am trying to get at, Mr. 
President. There is a regulation against crossing a street 
when there is a stop sign up. I inadvertently pass that sign; 
I am guilty, and am fined $5. That is perfectly right; it is a 
good lesson to me for having inadvertently passed that sign. 
Five years later, after long years of watching the sign, I 
again go by one 10 feet. I am fined $100 for my carelessness, 

Mr. BALL. Just one moment, 

Mr. PITTMAN. Wait a second; I am not through with the 
analogy. 

Mr. BALL. It is only when—— 

Mr. PITTMAN. I decline to yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Senator from Nevada de- 
clines to yield. 

Mr. PITTMAN. So far, it has been all right. Five years 
after having made the first mistake, I am fined a hundred dol- 
lars, and 10 years after that, when my memory is getting as 
bad as the memories of some of the Senators in the rear who 
interrogate me, I am not only fined $100, but put in jail for six 
months. There is exactly the trouble. The Senator says after 
I am fined once I will know what the definition is. In other 
words, the precedent that the court sets in giving the definition 
to the act is the definition that must be followed. I do not 
mind the punishment if the offense be described, but I will not 
vote for any measure which does not give any description of 
the offense which it is intended to punish. 

Mr. BALL. Now will the Senator yield? 

Mr. PITTMAN. I yield the floor. 

Mr. BALL. I do not want the floor; I only wish to state that 
a driver's permit is for one year, and if the driver is arrested 
the fact is entered on that permit. So that the fact of convic- 
tion is carried on the permit for that one year only. 

Mr. PITTMAN. The bill does not say that. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Oh, no, Mr. President; the Senator 
from Delaware is mistaken. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Just a moment, please. The 
Senate is proceeding under a unanimous-consent agreement, and 
if. the Senator from Nevada is retsining the floor the Chair 
wishes he would indicate it by standing up. 

Mr. PITTMAN. I will hold the floor under the circum- 
stances. I have merely a few words more to say and then I 
will yield to the Senator from Missouri, 

I have no doubt the Senator has in mind the idea that the 
permit has something to do with this matter; in fact, there are 
a great many things in his mind that are not in the bill. There 
is nothing in the bill that says the second offense must be 
within one year and the third offense must be in one year. It 
may be noted on the docket or the policeman may keep it in his 
mind, or the judge may keep it in his mind; but the language 
of the bill does not say anything about the offense being com- 
mitted in one year or two years or three years. : 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I will merely reply to the asser- 
tion by saying that if the driver of a car is fined $5 that 
would be entered on the permit as one offense, and, of course, 
after the year he would have a new permit. When it comes 
to a prison offense, of course, that is a different proposition. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, with the indulgence 
of the Senator from Nevada 

Mr. PITTMAN. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. He has already said what I in- 
tended to say. Perhaps I can state it in a little different way. 


The Senator from Delaware [Mr. BALL] has the idea that 
these two offenses must occur under one permit, which lasts 
for a year. Of course, there is nothing of that kind in the 
bill, and not being in the bill, the law would stand that if 
a man committed these two offenses, no matter in how many 
years—— 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne- 
vada yield; and if so, to whom? 

Mr. PITTMAN. I yield to both of the Senators, 

Mr. BALL. That was in the original bill, but it was 
stricken out. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. But it being now stricken out, we 
are confronted with this language. What does the Senator say 
since he has discovered that the limitation of a year is not in 
the bill? 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, even though the limitation of 
those minor offenses were in the bill it would not, of course, 
affect serious prison offenses, because there would be a record 
in court. I was referring to the $5 fine proposition. The 
original bill contained such a provision as they have in Mary- 
land to-day, that if for speeding or for any minor offense a 
motorist is arrested that is noted on his permit, and in the case 
of a second offense, of course, the fine is that much greater for 
that reason; but it was not left in this bill at the end. It was 
stricken out. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment proposed by the Senator from Missouri Mr. 
Reen). [Putting the question.] By the sound the “ noes ” seem 
to have it. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I ask for a division. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A division is demanded. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Let the amendment be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be stated. 

The PRINCIPAL LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 13, line 9, after 
the figures “$1,000,” it is proposed to strike out the word 
“and” and to insert the word “or”; and on line 11, after the 
Pora aar ” and the comma, it is proposed to insert the words 
‘or — 

Mr. REED of Missouri. So that it would read how? 

The PRINCIPAL LEGISLATIVE CLERK. So that, if amended, 
it would read: 


Nor more than $1,000, or shall be imprisoned not less than 30 
days nor more than one year, or both; and the clerk of the court 
shall certify— 


And so forth. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Missouri. 

On a division, the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President, I send to the desk an 
amendment to section 9, which I ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Kentucky 
proposes an amendment, which will be stated. 

The PRINCIPAL LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On pages 14 and 15, it 
is proposed to strike out all of-section 9, and to insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 


Sec, 9. Every operator of a motor vehicle in the District of 
Columbia, upon knowingly striking any person or vehicle, and before 
leaving the place of such striking or collision, shall inform the 
operator of such vehicle of his name, street address, and the number 
of his operator's permit. > 

Each operator or person so struck shall, unless physically unable, 
report such striking or collision to a police station within 24 hours. 

Persons convicted of the violation of the provisions of this section 
shall be subject to a fine not exceeding $500 or imprisonment not 
exceeding 6 months, or by both such fine and imprisonment: Pro- 
vided, That whenever it appears that such striking or collision is 
unintentional and the injured party makes no complaint, the provi- 
sions of this section shall not apply. : 

(a) Any operator who, as a result of gross carelessnes or negli- 
gence, or of driving at an illegal rate of speed, shall strike any 
vehicle inflicting injury upon it and shall fail or refuse at once to 
notify the person operating such vehicle as in this section provided, 
or shall flee from the place of such accident or collision, shall, upon 
conviction, be punished by a fine of not exceeding $5,000 or imprison- 
ment for not exceeding one year, or by both such fine and imprison- 
ment. 

Any operator who, as a result of gross carelessness or negligence, 
or of driving at an illegal rate of speed, shall strike and injure any 
person, and shall fail or refuse at once to notify such person as in 
this section provided, or shall fiee from the place of such accident or 
collision, shall, upon conviction, be punished by a fine of not less 
than $100 nor more than $500 and imprisoned for not less than 60 
days or more than one year, or by both such fine and imprisonment, 
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(b) No individual shall, while under the influence of any intoxti- 
eating liquor or narcotic drug, operate any motor vehicle in the 
District of Columbia, 

Any individual violating the provisions of paragraph “ b“ of this 
ection shall, upon conviction for the first. offense, be punished by a 
fine of not less than $100 nor more than $500 or Imprisoned not less 
thun 60 days nor more than six months, or by both such fine and im- 
prisonment; and, upon copyiction for the second or any subsequent 
offense, be fined not less than $200 nor more than $1,000 and im- 
prisoned not less than six months nor more than one year, or by 

| both such fine and imprisonment, And upon conviction of the viola- 
tion of either paragraph (a) or (b) of tbis section the court shall 
further adjudge the operator's license or permit revoked. The clerk 
of the court shall certify the final judgment of revocation to the di- 
| rector, who shall duly record the same, and no new permit shall issue 
until after 12 months from the date the revocation became effective. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment proposed by the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
STANLEY |. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I hope the Senate will not adopt 
that amendment. There are two provisions in this bill as to 
which unless we keep them prison offenses the bill will not 
bring the results hoped for. One is operating an automobile 
while under the influence of liquor or drugs; the other is 
striking a machine or an individual and running away. The 
latter, which is referred to in the substitute offered by the 
Senator from Kentucky, is to me probably the most offensive 
lof all, because it has caused almost twice as many deaths as 
even the drunken driver. 

The proposition as offered divides the case of the man 
striking and running away into two penalties—one if a person 
is injured, the other if a slight injury is done to the automo- 
bile—but it is the offense of running away for which we try to 
fix the penalty in this bill. If the operator kills a person, he 
is tried by a different court and in a different manner, and 
sentenced. If he strikes an automobile and does injury to it 
and nothing further, it is a civil suit; but this is a penalty to 
stop this striking and running away. 

Yesterday there were three of those accidents in Washington. 
On a street right near my home a motorist struck a man walk- 
ing along the street, saw that he had knocked him unconscious, 
and drove on as he saw other people approaching. The man 
was picked up unconscious and taken to. the hospital. Had no- 
body come along shortly he undoubtedly would have died there 
on the road. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Dela- 
ware yield to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. BALL. I do. $ t 

Mr. KING. The Senator knows that under the present 
statute regarding assault and battery, or assault with intent to 
do bodily harm, or assault with intent to kill, either of those 
persons committing the assault would be subject to arrest and 
imprisonment, and perhaps the maximum imprisonment might 
be 20 years. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I want this to be a penalty for 
running away, not a penalty for the injury either to the ma- 
chine or to the person. The man who runs away to avoid recog- 
nition does not know, he does not stop to see, what damage he 
has done, whether he has probably committed an act of murder 
or whether he has demolished a machine or left persons pinned 
under that machine; but he rushes away to avold recognition, 
and that is the offense for which we want to fix a penalty in this 
bill. It is not a penalty for crime, so far as the results of that 
accident are concerned, but it is a penalty to prevent his run- 
ning away before he finds out what damage he has done. All 
he has to do is to stop and see if he has injured anybody; if he 
has, to help take care of them, and report it within 24 hours. 

Mr. SMOOT, Mr. President, I want to ask the Senator from 
Delaware a question. I want to learn from the Senator just 
what he would consider striking an automobile. If the Sena- 
tor had his car parked in a lawful position and he came out 
of the theater, perhaps, or any other place, the office of an 
individual, say, and got into his car, and in order to get out 
had to back his car, and in backing it so that he could get out 
he struck the automobile back of his car, does the amendment 
affect a case like that? 

Mr. BALL. It certainly does not. 

Mr. SMOOT. Will the Senator explain why? 

Mr. BALL. This is where the person tries to escape recogni- 
tion without stopping to see what damage he has done. 

Mr. SMOOT. I never drive an automobile, so this would not 
apply to me; but if I did I would not want to be haled into 
court, nor would I want, if I had not done any damage, to 
allow a judge to decide the question. 


Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, will the Senator from Dela- 
ware allow me to auswer this question? 

Mr. SMOOT. I want the Senator from Delaware to an- 
swer it. 

Mr. BALL. I should like to answer it. 

Mr. ASHURST. I should like to answer that question, Mr. 
President. 2 

Mr. BALL. If you, in backing your car, damage the man 
next to you even very slightly I think it is proper that you 
should report to that man that you did it. 

Mr. SMOOT. But perhaps I would not damage the car at 
all. There is not anything in the bill to prevent a man from 
belag compelled to make a report even if he committed no 

mage, 

Mr. BALL. If you construe it in that far-fetched way, of 
course, if you tried to pass another machine on the road and 
grazed it slightiy, not injuring the machine in any way or 
injuring any person, it might be said that you were running 
away. 

Mr. SMOOT. I want at least to have the Record show that 
in a case of that kind the driver would not be compelled to stop 
there until he could see the owner of the other automobile, and 
make a report within 24 hours. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President 

Mr. SMOOT., I will ask the Senator from Arkansas if that 
is his idea? 

Mr. CARAWAY. Ido not think so. I do not think that was 
meant to be included in it; but may I just make one sugges- 
tion to the Senator? 

58 ASHURST. I should like to answer the Senator from 

Mr. SMOOT. I have asked the Senator from Arkansas a 
question. ` 

Mr. ASHURST, The Senator will get the answer in a 
minute. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I will just say this to the Senator from 
Utah: If you permit a man who commits a trespass to be his 
own judge of whether the accident is of such importance that 
he ought to report it, it would introduce into our practice a 
very novel idea—that the man who does the wrong shall be 
himself the judge of whether he shall be punished for it. 

Mr. SMOOT. I recognize that, Mr. President. 

Mr. CARAWAY. And may I just say this to the Senator: 
This thing of requiring people to report both to the man injured 
and to the police might become wonderfully helpful in deter- 
mining the kind of a driver a man is. If he is always report- 
ing that he had this little accident and that little accident, 
they might very readily decide that he was not a safe driver. 

Mr. SMOOT. Does the Senator contend that if the bill 
should pass in the form in which it fs now, and a Senator 
should back his car into another, it would be his duty to wait 
at the place until the owner of the other car arrived on the 
scene? 

Mr. CARAWAY. I would not say that if there were nobody 
there who had anything to do with the other car he would 
have to wait there for hours until somebody came, I hardly 
think that is within the purview of the bill I take it for 
granted that any judge would understand that it is the things 
which endanger life or wreck property we are trying to pre- 
vent. I do not think a case where one might touch somebody 
else’s car would be the kind of an offense a man would be ex- 
pected to report. 

Mr. SMOOT. I do not think the Judge would hold him guilty, 
but the question is, if a man wants to avoid breuking the law, 
is it his duty to make that report? 

Mr. CARAWAY. It is now, under the regulations at present 
in force. 

Mr. SMOOT. Even if one backs his car against another car? 

Mr. CARAWAY., Oh, yes; if he wrecks somebody else's 
car 

Mr. SMOOT. I do not mean that; I do not mean where he 
absolutely wrecks a car. 

Mr. CARAWAY. If a man damages somebody's property, it 
is his duty to report it. That is the present regulatfon. 

Mr. SMOOT. But suppose the property is not damaged? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I hope the reporter is get- 
ting this very fuformal colloquy. 

Mr. SMOOT. I have no doubt the reporter has taken it 
down all right. 

Mr. ASHURST rose. 

Mr. SMOOT. If the Senator from Arizona wants to speak 
in his own time or to answer my question, I have no objection, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Utah can 


not yield time to the Senator from Arizona. 
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Mr. SMOOT. Iam not yiclding time.. I said that if the Sen- 
ator wanted to answer my question, I had no objection. If he 
Wants to take the floor in his own time, he may do so. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Arizona is 
recognized. 

Mr. ASHURST. My friend the Senator from Utah very 
properly asked a question about a man who is emerging from 
the theater and whose limousine unfortunately backs up against 
somebody else's car. The Senator manifests some concern 
about that situation. The Senator from Delaware is not so 
mich concerned about facilitating men in getting into their 
limousines after the theater as he is concerned with protect- 
ing the liyes of working girls who, with thelr dinner buckets 
in their hands, are going home about 5 o'clock after a hurd 
day's work, That is the dUference, The Senator from Utah 
is very much concerned about those who can not get home from 
the theater, The Senator from Delaware wants to help the 
common people, 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield 

The PRESEDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Arizona 
yleld to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. ASHURST. Certninly. 

Mr. SMOOT. Task the Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, If the Senator from Arizona 
yields the floor 

Mr, ASHUnST. I yield to the Senator from Utah, of course. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair wants to get this 
straightened out, so thut the Senate will understand it. We 
are necting under a ununſmons-consent agreement. The Senf- 
tor from Utah has alrendy spoken once. The Senator from 
Arizona can not yield the floor to the Senator from Utah. 

Mr. ASHURST. Then T yield him some time, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator enn not yield his 
time. The Senator may carry on a colloquy with the Senator 
from Utah, 

Mr. ASHURST. 1 win do that. 

Mr. SMOOT, I wanted to say to the Senator from Arizona 
that the Senator from Utah has no interest whatever about 
going to a theater, and I did not have that in mind at all, but 
I did feel that if my son or my chauffeur were driving my car, 
and it backed Into another car, I being a law-abiding citizen, 
would want to know whether it was my duty to step there, 
because we bad struck the other car, until the owner came, and 
whether we should report that matter to the officials within 
24 hours. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Arizona 
yield to the Senator from Delaware? 

Mr. ASHURST. No; not for the moment, 1 know what the 
Senator from Utah would do. He is a gentleman. Upon his 
brow is written modesty and honesty. But we nre not dealing 
to-night, in considering this bill, with a man of that kind. We 
are trying to deal with men who are reckless in their disre- 
gard of human life, A gentleman who has the instincts of a 
man will always slop and ascertain what damage he bas done. 
The Senator from Utah would never be arrested under such a 
statute, because. be would stop and offer ausistince aud help 
and sid all he could. But I repeat, the speed-bug maniac goes 
on in reckiess disregard of human life. 

Whilst I may have appenred to-night to have some heat, it 
is not that I have any interest in the matter. No Senator is 
going to be arrested. No member of a Senators family will 
be arrested, or convicted if be is arrested, because those subtle 
and potent influences which control this District will see that 
he and ench member of his family goes free, of course. But 
we want to try, at least, to put the fear of God, as the Senator 
from New Jersey said, into the heurts of those who have no 
regard for public propriety and no regard for the lives of 
their fellow citizens. Lam quite sure that Senators daye forgot- 
teu their arithmetic. Thirty-seven persons every day are in- 
stanly killed by reckless driving, Iam not counting, now, those 
who are injured and die within a few hours. Every day in the 
United States 37 persous are instantly killed, and the experts 
say that 35 ont of the 37 deaths are unnecessary. Yet the 
Senate of the United States whittles away on a bill which the 
Senator from Delaware is trying to have passed so that we 
might remedy a situation here in the Nation’s Capital. 

I have no heat. I had a colloquy with my learned friend 
from Missouri [Mr. Res»n]. He can take care of himself in any 
colloquy where the English language is spoken. Nothing 1 
said must be deemed as ‘a reflection on him. I oniy regretted 
that lawyers of his outstanding capacity, who baye won a 
national reputation in the law courts, and honestly won it, 
employ technicalities in an attempt to weaken a bill of this 


kind rather than employ their majesty of intelleet in pro- 
moting it. 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President, the amendment proposed to 
section 9 does not weaken the section. I do not interpret the 
language of the Senator from Arizona as indicating that, but 
I call the attention of the Senate to the fact that the amend- 
ment to section 9 imposes infinitely more severe punishment 
upon those who commit a serious offense than does this sec- 
tion. For tustance, section 9 as now drawn. imposes a fine of 
a thousand dollars or imprisonment of a year upon the reck- 
less driver who injures the person or the vehicle of another, 
This amendment imposes a fine of $5,000 and imprisonment 
for not exceeding a year for the same offense. The only difer- 
ence between the umendment offered by the Senator from 
Kentucky and the section in the bill at present is that tho 
amendment of the Senator from Kentucky separates the triyial 
offense from the serions offense and linposes a heavy pounlty 
upon the man who recklessly drives his car or who while 
drunk drives his car or who driving at an excersive rate of 
speed strikes another. That man suffers the severest penalty. 

But if one inadvertently bumps Into the car of his neighbor, 
if there is no injury inflicted, if it is a casual collision, then 
he would simply be required, under the penalty of n smilil fine 
or a slight imprisonment, to instantly stop and advise his 
neighbor, or to advise the person he has struck, of his name, 
his residence, ond his license number, and it compels the per- 
aon who is struck in that way, however slightly, to report to 
u pollee officer the fuct of the colliston. In the ense of a 
sHgut injury ft does not require that the person guilty of the 
offense shall report the details of the offense, und I say to 
the Senator from Arizona, and I wish to call to the attention 
of the Imwyers of the Senate, that the clision of the man 
striking from this obligation is not done out of tenderness for, 
the person who strikes, but in order that the bill may he of 
some value and muy stand the test of the courts, 

I will say to the Senator from Arizona that, under the bill 
as drawn, whenever one car strikes another, no matter how, 
negligently or otherwise, whether injury is inflicted or not, 
the person who collidés with another must wait until the 
owner appears, give him his mme, and so forth, which is all 
right, and then he must report the details of the accident to 
a police officer. 

The Senator from Arizona is n good lawyer. I remember 
his able argument on the question of search and se'zure nud 
his learned review of the Anglo-Saxon decisions. There is 
not n mun more deeply grounded in the fundamental prin- 
ciples of the English common law than the Senator from Ari- 
zona, aud 1 do not believe that he will say to me that In the 
tooth of the fifth amendment anybody can be required to rè- 
port to a police officer the details of a transaction that is pun- 
ishable by fine and imprisonment. Whenever n man is nr- 
rested in any English-speaking country the officer arresting 
must instantly advise the prisoner that what be says may be 
used against him, which is another way of Saying that you 
can not compel him to give such evidence. The sume precau- 
tion is taken in any grand jury room, or it acts as an immu⸗ 
nity, This would act as an immunity. 

Mr. President, I have given this question some care. T have 
examined the decisions in the various States. The State of 
New York and the State of Callfornin drastically punish the 
man who strikes and runs away, but neither of those States 
has ever stood for a provision requiring the person charged 
with the offense to give the detalis to n police ofticer. 

This question has been decided time nud again In the courts. 
In the case recently decided of People v. Rosenheimer (209 
N. Y.) the court simply deelnred a rule that is well known, a 
principle so simple and elementary that T hesitate to argue ft 
to the Senate. Suld the court in that case: 


The statute does not require the operator of the motor vehicle to 
state the circumstances tending to show his responsibility, but merely 
to stop and identify himself. Undonbtedly it does not require him 
to make known n fact that will be a link in the chain of evidence and 
convict him of a crime, if In fact he has been gulity of It. Whethor 
the compulsory furnishing of such a Hok is a coustitutional violation 
may well be questioned. 


There is no doubt but what such a provision would utterly 
invalidate this law. There is not a State in the Union that, 
requires it, and wherever there has been anything that winks 
at such a thing, the courts have held that it is in violation not 
only of the prhiciples of the common law but of the plain letter 
of the fifth amendment of the Constitution of the United States. 

I will say to the Senator from Utah that under this amend- 
ment wherever there is a collision between two ears there is 
no question of negligence, there is no question of speeding, no 
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question of violating the laws or the rights of anybody. If it 
is purely an accident, it requires the party who causes the 
collision to stop and instantly advise the person he has struck 
of his name, his residence, und his number, and unless he and 
tle person struck agree, it is the duty of the person who suffers 
the injury, if he feels that anybody is at all to blame, instantly 
to report the occurrence. The other man can not be made to 
instantly report the circumstances, because that would be 
violating his constitutional rights. 

Suppose one is guilty of fast driving. Suppose he is guilty 
of negligence and recklessness and inflicts injury. If he in- 
flicts an injury upon a car, he is punishable by a fine of $5,000, 
or a year's imprisonment. If he inflicts an injury upon a per- 
son, he is punishable by both fine and imprisonment not to 
exceed a year and not to exceed $1,000. Could anything be 
more severe than that? 

Mr. ASHURST, Mr. President, will the Senator yield at 
that point? 

Mr. STANLEY. Certainly, 

Mr. ASHURST. Turning to page 14 of the bill, would not 
all the Senator seeks to accomplish be accomplished by striking 
out in line 10, commencing with the word “each,” the re- 
mainder of the paragraph? Would not that accomplish what 
the Senator seeks? 

Mr. STANLEY. No; the vice of the bill is that it has the 
same penalty for these petty offenses that it has for drunken- 
ness and for reckless driving. 

Mr. ASHURST. I want to argue that a moment, with the 
Senator's permission. 

Mr. STANLEY. Reckless driving is covered in another sec- 
tion, however. 

__ Mr. ASHURST. Should there not be a very severe penalty? 
Assuming, for the sake of the argument, that we are constitu- 
tionally able to require a man to do this, should there not be 
un extremely heavy penalty upon a person who, having mani- 
festly injured some one, accidentally or otherwise, would refuse 
to give his name, the number of the case, and the street 
address? 

| Mr. STANLBY. Certainly, and the bill so provides. It pro- 
‘ylides for any injury Whatever to either car or persou. If 
he strikes and inflicts a severe injury upon a car, whether it is 
accidentally done or not, under the amendment he is bound to 
make a report, and he is punishable by a fine of $5,000 or a 
year’s imprisonment if he does not. It is much more severe in 
the amendment than is provided in the bill as a penalty for 
things that are really more offensive. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I wish to ask the Senator from 
Kentucky a question. His amendment provides in line 15, 
page 2, that the party inflicting the injury shall be punished by 
a fine not exceeding $5,000 or imprisonment not exceeding one 
‘year, Of course a man might get off with a $5 fine or even a 
$100 fine. Does not the Senator think it would be better to say 
he should be fined not less than $1,000 or more than $5,0007 

Mr. STANLHY. I have no objection to putting it at not 
less than $100 or $200. 

Mr, CURTIS. I really think that would be better. 

Mr. STANLEY. I really doubt the propriety of not leaving 
these matters to the discretion of the court. It has a provision 
for both fine and imprisonment where a person is injured. 

Mr. CURTIS. It is discretionary. 

Mr. STANLEY. Wherever a person, is injured it provides 
both fine and imprisonment. I have redrawn the amendment 
that has been offered. The amendment us I haye actually 
offered it provides for both fine and Imprisonment where a 
person is injured. That is not in the printed amendment that 
the Senator from Kansas has, 

Mr. CURTIS. No; evidently I have not the amendment as 
the Senator has offered it. 

Mr. STANLEY. I wish to call the attention of the Senate 
to another matter, and then I am through. The bill provides 
that wherever a conviction is und the decree of the court shall 
automatically act as a forfeiture of the license. The license is 
forfeited by the court who hears the case, and if he finds the 
man guilty his license is forfeited at the same time that the 
decree is entered and no new license can issue for one year. 
That stops this reckless driving. The amendment in a word 

vos the constitutionality of the measure. It adjusts the 
punishment to the degree of the offense, and it provides much 
more severe penalties for running away or for serious injury 
than are provided in the original bill itself. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment proposed by the Senator from Kentucky 
(Mr. STANLEY]. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I hope the Senate will not accept 
fhe amendment, 


On a division Mr. SraNey’s amendment was rejected. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I am going to offer an 
amendment and I am going to take just a moment to tell 
the purpose of it, If Senators will look at section 9 they 
will see that it provides that where a car has struck another 
ear or has struck an individual and the operator runs away 
without giving the detnils of the accident, then the judge has 
no discretion, but must fine and must imprison the person 
who leaves without giving the details of the accldent. Sena- 
tors, suppose that the cars of the two Senators are down here 
on Delaware Avente and one Senator in moving away in 
his car strikes the car of the other Senator but does not 
injure it. Suppose that the other Senator is In disagreement 
with the first Senator or for some other reason desires to 
prosecute him aud does prosecute bim under the provisions 
of this bill. The judge has no discretion. If that Senator 
goes away under the circumstances, the offense committed 
is that he struck another man's car and left without reporting 
the details of the accident. 

Of course, Senators, to leave no discretion in the judge in 
such a case is all wrong. It is putting an injury to property 
on the same plane as we have put an injury to a person. Mani- 
festly if a man runs over or injures in the slightest degree a 
person, the penalty ought to he applied. I think there is a very 
great difference between an injury where one runs over a per- 
son and an injury where one strikes a car. Therefore, in the 
amendment that has been prepared by another Senator and 
myself, and which I am going to offer in a moment, we leave 
the definition of the offense substantially as it is and simply 
apply a different remedy. In other words, where a car strikes 
an individual, then there is both fine and imprisonment. Where 
a car strikes another car the judge is given discretion as to 
whether there shall be fine or imprisonment, or both. That is 
so reasonable, it seems to me, and so fair and so just that I 
have offered an amendment to that effect. s 

Mr, BALL and Mr. TRAMMELL addressed the Chair, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ten- 
nessee yield, and if so, to whom? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I will yield first to the chairman of the 
committee, the Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. BALL. I think if the Senator from Tennessee will read 
section 9 as submitted in the bill he will find that the tenor of 
the section is that if there is a collision by a machine in opera- 
tion the driver of that machine must report to the driver of 
the other machine, which implies, of course, that the other 
machine is manned. 

Mr. McKWLLAR. In order that we may have it right, I will 
read the language. I believe I understand the meaning of lan- 
guage, and here it is: 


No person while operating a motor vehicle In the District, knowing 
that such motor vehicle hus struck any individual or any vehicle, or 
that such vehicle has been struck by any other vehicle, shall leave the 
place where the collision or injury occurred without stopping and 
giving hia name, place of residence, Including street and number, and 
registration and operator's permit numbers to the Individual so struck 
or the operator of the other vehicle or to bystanders. Each such 
operator shall in addition, unless physically unable, cause the accident 
to be reported to a police station within 24 hours after the occurrence 
of the collision or injury. 


The penalty is fine and imprisonment if a car strikes another 
ear. The judge is deprived of any discretion in the matter. 
He must not only fine, but he must imprison. I say that is 
wholly unwarranted and unfair. The judges are not going to 
do it. They are not going to obey the law themselves, so why 
should we put an impossible provision like that in the law? 

Following those words I have submitted an amendment which 
I believe clarifies the provision. I haye divided the punish- 
ment in the natural and orderly way in which it should be 
divided, fixing a different punishment for the man who goes 
away after injuring a person than is fixed for the man who 
goes away after injuring merely a vehicle. This is the punish- 
ment provided and Senators will see for themselves that it is 
strong enough. 


Any operator whose vehicle strikes or causes personal injury to an 
individual and who fails to conform to the requirements of this para- 
graph shall, upon conviction of the first offense be fined not less than 
$100, nor nrore than $500, and shall be imprisoned for a term not less 
than 60 days and not more than six months; and upon the conviction 
of a second or subsequent offense shall be fined not less than $500 nor 
more than $1,000, and shall be imprisoned for a term of not less than 
six months nor more than one year. 


That is the second offense. That is so far as the individual 


is concerned who is struck, But when merely a car is struck 
this is the punishment, 
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And any operator whose vehicle strikes or causes damage to any 
other vehicle and who. fails to conform to the requirements of this 
paragraph shall upon conyiction. of the first offense be. fined) not less 
than $100 nor more than $500 or imprisoned not less than 60 days 
nor more than six months; and for the second or any other subsequent 
offense be fincd not less than $200 nor more than $1,000 and impris- 
oned for not loss thau six months nor more than one year. 


That is reasonable. It is certainly punishment enough. It 
is a rensonable division and a reasonable discrimination be- 
tween the rights of a person and the rights of property.. Are 
we going to put an injury to an automobile on the same plane 
with an injury to a human being? I think it is unfair and 
unjust. I think the amendment will strengthen the Senator’s 
bill. I think it will make it good legislation, and I hope it 
will be adopted. 

I bave no special interest in the world in this matter. I am 
very much In favor of the bill. I think we ought to take 
every precaution to save human life in the District, and I am 
very anxious to have the bill passed; but let us pass a bill with 
some reason in it. This bill is not a reasonable proposition. 
The discrimination is not made that ought to be made, and I 
have simply proposed it as it ought to read. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President—— 

Mr: McKELLAR. F yield to the Senator from Connecticut. 

Mr. BINGHAM. I desire to ask the Senator from Tennessee 
how his amendment affects the punishment for a violation of 
section (b) on page 14, namely, the punishment in regard to 
operating a motor vehicle while under the influence of intoxl- 
cating liquor? 

Mr. McKELLAR, That definition ts left exactly as it is in 
the bill, and I will read it. I am glad the Senator called my 
attention to it. It reads as follows: 


(b) No individual shall while under the influence of any intoxicating 
liquor or narcotic drug operate any motor vehicle in the District. 


That is the wording of the bill, and that is the way the 
amendment ought to read if it is adopted. Then the punish- 
ment provided is as follows: 


Any person convicted of any breach, of this parsgraph shall be 
fined not less than $500 nor more than $1,000 and shall be impris- 
oned for not less than six months nor more than one year. 


It is the same penalty that is provided for in the bill. I 
have simply separated them and tried to make a logical, 
reasonable, common-sense division of the punishment in the 
way it should be included in such a measure, 

Mr. TRAMMELL and Mr, BALL addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Florida is 
recognized. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I heartily agree with the 
views of the Senator from Tennessee [Mr, McKetrar] with 
regard to modifying the particular feature or section of the bill 
in question. I think there Is no reason why any Senator 
sliould accuse another Senator of not beng fully in sympathy 
and accord with the idea of punishing most severely reckless 
disregard of human life because he wants to try to modify this 
proposed law and make it reasonable. So far as I am con- 
cerned I am sure that I believe we should haye for the District 
of Columbia stringent traffic regulations and that we should 
have an effective enforcement of those traffic regulations. As. 
a matter of fact it is largely a question of enforcement, even 
‘under the present regulations governing traffic in the District 
of Columbia, 

If, however, we are going to attempt to prescribe new regu- 
lations, we should protect human life, we should protect the 
{innocent against the reckless, aud we should also protect 
human. liberty and the freedom of the American citizen to 
‘enjoy his rights as a citizen, If we shall hedge this proposed 
law about with such unreasonable minimum penalties. we are 
\liable to jeopardize the liberty and the freedom of the citizen 
by doing so. 

Referring to the provision which has been discussed by the 
Senator from Tennessee, I know of a very glaring instance in 
this city involving a minor collision between two cars. No 
one was hurt; one of the parties, according to the testimony 
|as I bad it from two or more witnesses, drove some 40 or 50 
feet beyond the scene of the collision, stopped at the curb, 
aud thought the other party lad gone away from the scene 
of the accident. The parties were en route to their work, with 
u very limited amount of time to reach the office at a cer- 
| tain hour. J 

Thinking the other person had not stopped, the person who 
had at first stopped then continued. The other person stopped | 
down the street, so he claimed, probably 75 or 100 feet behind | 


an. obstructive building. There bad been no damage of any 
consequence done. The person who hud actually struck the 
rear fender of the other called up over the phone later and 
said, “You have got to pay for the repair of my cur.’ He 
was given the reply, Why, you ran into my car; 1 did not 
run into your car.” And then he said, “ Well, that is all right, 
but you remember this was a ‘hit-and-run’ proposition, It 
was explained thut no one had run away, but regurdless he 
demanded pay for the repairs of his car, which he claimed 
would amount to seventy-odd dollars. 

If we should have upon the statute books such a luv as is 
how proposed, with such arbitrary penalty, under which the 
court could impose a penalty of $100 and imprisonment for 00 
days, we might compel a law-abiding person to go ahead und 
pay for the repairs of u car whether he was at fault or not. 
Yet some Senators favor putting that kind of a weapon into 
the hands of an unscrupulous person who would exact damages 
from an innocent person; and it is done. In the case to which 
I made reference the person to whom I referred said, “ You 
hit my car; I did not run away: I pulled up to the curb and 
thought you had disappeared. I did not run into your car; 
you ran into my car,” and I think all the facts would sustain 
his position, and yet the party on the other side reports the 
matter to the court, and the person against whom the charge 
is, laid is notified to appear at the corporation counsel's office 
the next morning, where matters are supposed to be arbi- 
trated. The parties go to the corporation counsel's office, I 
am now stating a case which actually took place under the 
present regulations. The person whose car had been run into 
did not take with him any witnesses; he thought the matter 
could be arbitrated. 

There had been no intimation that the case would go to the 
police court, yet a warrant was issued. In a few moments he 
was railroaded into the police court and tried. He asked for 
a continuance and time to get an attorney and have his wit- 
nesses, but was denied by the Judge. Under conditions of that 
character where. would that young man haye been with such 
a law as this on the statute books, with a penalty of $100 and 
a jail sentence of 60 days against him as a minimum? 

That is a case which took place here. Do not let us so frame 
the law that such abuses may be continued and the rights of 
persons, may be even further abused and jeopardized by a harsh, 
unfair, and unjust judge. We can protect the people against 
reckloss driving and against the heartless and the specd maniac 
without at the same time taking away the liberties and the 
rights of the American citizen. Why not handle the entire 
subject in a fair and just way? 

If the Senate can not write a law of that kind, one that 
covers both sides of the case and does justice by all, and yet 
provides proper traffic regulations and safeguards the citizen 
against an infringement of his rights, I think it is rather a 
reflection upon this body. If we can not write a law of that. 
character that takes care of both sitiations, it is a signal con- 
fession of incompetency on our part. 

In the case which I have cited the defendant was carried 
before the court and tried within but very few moments after 
information was filed against him. It was an outrageous pro- 
eeeding, The judge refused to allow the accused to have his 
ease continued so that he could obtain his witnesses, and he 
fined him $40, but gave him the option to pay for the repnirs 
of the car of the man who actually was guilty of the colliding. 

If we shall put a weapon into the hands of some unscrupulous 
person, who has no regard for other people’s rights, he will 
take the advantage of the situation in many instances to exact 
damages he is not entitled to. The law-abiding would not re- 
sort to such tactics, but some would be found saying: “ You 
know if you do not come across, I shall go down to the court, 
and you will have a fine of $100 imposed upon you and you 
are in addition going to get 60 days’ imprisonment.” 

The average citizen does not like to get into court; he does 
not care to be dragged down to a police court where there is 
the slum of the earth and often such hard-boiled justice. 

In the case I have cited the defendant did not care to take 
an appeal, so he had to have that injustice heaped upon him 
and to pay the scoundrel who demanded payment for the re- 
pairs to his cur when the evidence unquestionably proved that 
the one who received the payment for the repairs was more at 
fault than the individual who had to pay for the damage alleged, 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr: President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Florida 
yield to the Senator from Missouri? 

Mr: TRAMMELL. I yield. 

Mr. REED of Missouri: Do E understand the Senator to 
say thut the judge gave the defendant the option to pay a fine 
or pay for the damage to the car? 
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Mr. TRAMMELL, To pay for the repairs. Of course, he 
had no right to do that, but he did it, and the case was ad- 
justed accordingly. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. He had no legal right to do that, 

Mr. TRAMMELL. He had no legal right to do it, but he 
did it. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. And the Senator says that the man 
was brought to trial in 15 minutes? 

Mr, TRAMMELL. I say within a few moments. 

Mr. REED of Missouri, If the Senator will pardon me, that 
illustrates another vice of this bill. We are conferring upon 
a police court the jurisdiction to impose a fine as high as 
$1,000 and penalties as high as six months in jail. I question 
whether there is a police court in the world that has a juris- 
diction of that kind. The Senator has illustrated in one case 
how such laws are administered, 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, my idea is that we have 
to place some discretion in the court, and we ought to discrimi- 
nate between minor and serious offenses and in the grade of 
the penalty which shall be imposed. There is no use for Sena- 
tors to sit here as though they did not know that in the Dis- 
trict and throughout the country there are at least some ofii- 
cers who hound people with the traffic regulations and accuse 
them of offenses of which they are not guilty. For instance, 
they charge drivers sometimes with running 25 or 30 miles an 
hour when they are only running 18 or 20 miles an hour. 
Yet there are some who would impose a minimum penalty 
so high as to rob citizens of their liberty and their freedom for 
merely minor offenses. 

I think that there. shonld be a reasonable discretion left in 
the court. That is the only way such matters can be handled 
with fairness in all cases. Then, of course, if there be sitting 
on the trial bench an honest, upright, fair, decent judge, he 
will take into consideration the circumstances, while, on the 
other hand, if he is one of the hard-boiled, heartless, mean, 
tyrannical so-called judges who will employ any method to 
assist some man who is trying to rob another person under 
the guise of un accident, he will go ahead and probably work 
great injustice. At any rate, however, that is a matter of 
enforcement, but do not let us provide that when a person 
gets into this kind of a situation where he gets injustice 
instead of justice he is bound to receive a sentence of $100 
fine and at least 60 days’ imprisonment. 

I had a policeman—but not in the District of Columbia— 
accuse me of running 86 miles an hour, perhaps where the 
speed limit was 15 or 20 miles, although I did not know I was 
within the city limits. I answered him by saying, “I will tell 
you, my friend, if I said I was only running 15 miles an hour 
I would be telling as big a lie as you are telling when you say 
I was running at 36 miles an hour.” Let us enact a law that, 
while imposing severe penalties and punishment upon the reck- 
less and major offenses, will not enable some heartless, un- 
scrupulous police officer or police-court judge to inflict an in- 
justice upon an innocent person who intended to do no wrong. 
That is my idea of dealing with the traffic situation. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I wish to know if the Senator 
| from Tennessee will yield for just a moment? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; I yield. 

,. Mr. CURTIS, In connection with the matter which has 
Just been discussed by the Senator from Florida, on page 15, 
|I find this provision: 


And any operator whose vehicle strikes or causes damage to any 
other vehicle and who fails to conform to the requirements of this 
| Paragraph shall upon conviction of the first offense be fined not less 
ee $100 nor more than $500 or imprisoned not less than 60 days 
nor more than six months. 


I wonder if the Senator does not think that the penalty 
in that case is a little too severe? I suggest, therefore, in 
line 20, to strike out “$100” and insert “$10,” and in line 21, 
to strike out “60 days” and insert “10 days.” 

Mr, ROBINSON. Where is the proyision in the bill to which 
| the Senator refers? 

Mr. CURTIS. On page 15, lines 20 and 21. 

Mr. McKELLAR, It is in the amendment on that page. 
,. Mr, President, I will be glad to explain to the Senator just 

‘how this amendment was prepared. It was prepared in an 
endeavor to compromise the differences. I agree with the Sena- 
tor from Kansas entirely that where a car strikes another the 
penalty proposed is entirely too severe. So, if I may, I ask 
unanimous consent to perfect my amendment by striking out 
In line 20 the figures “ 8100“ and inserting “$10”; in Hne 21, to 
strike out “60 days” and inserting 10 days”; and in line 23, 
after the figures “ $1,000," to strike out the word “and” and 
| to insert the word “or,” 


Mr. CURTIS. I think that will improve the provision. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Tennessee 
modifies his amendment as suggested by him, 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, frankly, I feel that some 
of the Senators have missed the point that the committee had 
in mind. There was no thought on the part of the committee to 
measure the damage, or to fix a difference between damage to 
human beings and damage to property. We assumed that the 
ay that now exists would take care of that side of this ques- 
tion. 

Mr. MeKhLLAR. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
York yield to the Senator from Tennessee? 

Mr. COPELAND. I do. 

Mr. MeKELLAR. That is just exactly what I desired to eall 
out by this amendment—that the committee did not consider 
the punishment for the offense. For running away there is a 
difference in punishment between the offense of striking a car 
and striking a person. 

Mr. COPELAND. That is where I disagree with my friend 
from Tennessee. I do not care what punishment you fix; but 
we are not determining in this traffic law what the punishment 
is for the operator who has killed a man, or who has taken off 
his leg, or who has smashed a radiator, or completely demol- 
ished a car. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Of course not. 

Mr. COPELAND. What we are trying to do is to make it 
clear to everybody who operates a car in the District of Colum- 
bia that he must do it in a decent way, and that if he does 
strike somebody or something, he must stop and make clear te 
the police that an accident has happened. 

That is what we are trying to do. It is not to fix the 
measure of damages, but ft Is to stop this dreadful thing that 
has happened, as the Senator from Delaware has said, three 
times in the last 24 hours, where damage has been done and the 
operator of the car has hastened away. That is what we 
want to stop. We want to make it clear to everybody operat- 
ing u car in this District that he can not operate it in that 
reckless manner. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 

Mr. BALL. Just to make clear the position of the commit- 
tee, in certain States there is a jail penalty for carrying a 
concealed deadly weapon. The penalty is for carrying that 
deadly weapon. If the man shoots Into a crowd and creates a 
disturbance, then the penalty is for that disturbance. If he 
shoots a man, he is tried for murder. In this case, the penalty 
is for running away, to stop that reckless practice. If the 
motorist destroys a machine, then he answers in court in a 
civil suit for that. If he kills an individual, that Is a different 
proposition, Therefore I can not see how you can divide thut 
responsibility and prescribe one penalty for running away 
from a certain kind of injury and another penalty for running 
away from another kind of Injury, because the man who causes 
the injury does not know when he leaves that car what damage 
is done, If he has upset the car and caused it probably to skid 
over a bank, he does not know whether the occupants are 
pinned under that car or not. He does not know the condition 
in which they are left. It is to stop that practice, which has 
caused 90 per cent of the fatal accidents In the District of 
Columbia, that this is designed. It has caused many times 
more fatal accidents than the drunken driver. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Does the Senator say that the run- 
ning away has caused 90 per cent of the accidents? 

Mr. BALL. They have the accidents, and run away instead 
of stopping and finding out what injury has been done. I just 
wanted to draw that distinction; that is all. This penalty is 
for running away, the same as the penalty for carrying a con- 
cealed deadly weapon. They are parallel cases, to my mind. 

Mr, TRAMMELL. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for 
a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from New York 
has the floor. 

Mr, COPELAND. I yield. 

Mr. TRAMMELL, I do not think any of us disagree with 
the Senator from Delaware that the running away should be 
punished; but we say that a minor offense should not be pun- 
ished as a reckless, vicious, major offense should be punished. 
That is where we differ. In other words, you should have some 
grade in your offense. If a person goes against the fender of 
somebody else’s car, and he happens to report it to the court, 
do you think that person ought to be sentenced to $100 fine and 
80 days in jail? How would the Senator like to have such a 
sentence meted out to him in a case of that character? 

Mr, BALL. Mr. President—— 


/ 
| 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
York yield to the Senator from Delaware? 

Mr. COPELAND. I do. 

Mr. BALL. If I had an accident and ran away from that 
accident, I should expect to go to jail, and I should deserve to 
go to jail. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. I am speaking of a case of that char- 
acter. The Senator puts a case of that character in this bill 
under the same conditions and circumstances as the case of a 
man driving down the road at the rate of 30 or 40 miles an 
hour and colliding with some other car. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Or killing a man. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. We are all in favor of punishing him if 
he goes away, but we say we ought to have some degree or 
grade of the offense. That is the position I take. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I know that since the 
Senator from Florida has not grasped the idea we have in 
mind it is because we have not made it clear. We had no 
thought Whatever of attempting to measure the degree of 
damages. We want to make it a misdemeanor in this com- 
munity to run away from the scene of an accident; it does not 
make any difference what the accident is. When the drivers 
of this community know that they are going to have trouble 
and may go to jail if they run away from an accident, they 
are going to stay on the job. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 

Mr. KING. The Senator, of course, must be aware of the 
fact that it is already a misdemeanor in the District to do 
what the Senator is describing. For instance, subdivision (i) 
of one of the regulations provides that in case of any collision 
or any accident of the character we have been describing it 
shall be the duty of either of the parties to stop, and to render 
assistance, and to give the license number, and so forth. 

Mr. COPELAND. If the Senator will pardon me, that is 
merely a regulation. 

Mr. KING. No; it is more than a regulation; it is a crime. 
It is provided that any person violating any of the provisions 
of this paragraph shall be punished by a fine of not more 
than $500. 

Mr. COPELAND, That is what the commissioners regulate. 

Mr. KING. It is an offense. It is a misdemeanor. Any man 
who runs away from a little accident or from a big accident 
is liable now to a fine of $500 in a court. 

Mr. COPELAND. Then the Senator from Utah can have no 
objection to writing it into this traffic law. 

Mr. KING. I am expressing no opinion one way or the other. 
I am merely challenging the statement which the Senator 
impliedly made, that there is no punishment now, when, as 
a matter of fact, there is. 

Mr. COPELAND. On the contrary, Mr. President, I have 
time and time again said that I have no doubt the present 
laws would estimate and measure the damages and inflict 
punishment accordingly. We are trying to write a code which 
will cover the whole problem of traflic control. That is what 
we have in mind, and not to measure the damages, whether 
to property or to person. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Sena- 
tor? 

Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 

Mr. SIMMONS. I simply want to interrupt the Senator 
from New York a moment. I fully realize the truth of what 
the Senator from New York has said. It is clear that this 
part of the bill simply proposes to deal with the offense of 
running away without giving the proper information with ref- 
‘erence to the identity of the operator and that of his car. I 
‘have no complaint of that. I do not see the exact force of 
the distinction made by the Senator from Tennessee. The 
Injury done to the ear is another matter. That can be dealt 
with in another forum. The injury done to the person is 
another matter. That can be dealt with in another forum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Has the Senator from New 
‘York yielded the floor? 

Mr. COPELAND. I yield the floor to the Senator from 

‘North Carolina. 
Mx. SIMMONS. If a murder results, of course, the operator 
lcan be indicted and punished for that. If serious damage to 
the car results, the owner can be sued and he can recover his 
damage. That has nothing to do with it. The thing you are 
driving at here is to punish the operator for leaving the scene 
of the accident without giving sufficient notice to enable it to 
be known who is responsible for the accident in case there is 
‘any disregard of law. 

It is not that part of the section that troubles me at all. It 
15 the part of the section which makes it an offense to leave 


without giving the name of the operator and the number of the 
car, and so on, in case a motor vehicle has struck any indi- 
vidual or any vehicle. The mere striking, Mr. President, the 
mere collision, the mere contact, ought not, in my mind, to 
entail upon the operator of the car this inconvenience. I think 
it ought to go a little further. If the Senator in charge of the 
bill would add after “any vehicle” the words “thereby in- 
fiicting injury to such individual or vehicle,“ so far as I am 
concerned, the trouble about that part of the section would be 
obviated. } 

Mr. BINGHAM. How about saying “serious injury“? 

Mr. SIMMONS. I think if there is injury it ought to apply. 

In addition to that, Mr, President, I have no complaint to 
make of the provision imposing a penalty, except that it does 
51 allow what I regard as proper discretion in the court trying 

e case. 

If that were changed so as to provide for the first offense 
a fine of not more than $500 or imprisonment for not more than 
six months, so as to allow the court discretion within those 
limits, or to impose such penalty as he thinks is proper under 
the circumstances, I should have no objection to that; but I 
do think that the punishment in the form in which it is now 
provided is entirely too rigid.. It lacks the elasticity that is 
necessary to enable the court to exercise a discretion based 
upon the circumstances and conditions under which the act 
occurs, 

8 those changes, I should be perfectly satisfied with the 

Mr, CURTIS. Mr. President, it is perfectly apparent that 
the traffic bill can not be passed before 11 o'clock; and I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be laid aside, so that the 
Senator from Delaware may proceed with some of the other 
bills that we may pass before 11 o'clock. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. The Chair lays before the 
Senate the second bill on the calendar. 

Mr. BALL. Is it necessary to take them up in order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair so understood the 
unanimous-consent agreement. 


CLOSING OF PART OF THIRTY-FOURTH PLACE 


Mr. BALL. I do not think we would have time to take up 
the next bill to-night. I ask unanimous consent to take up 
Senate bill 2264, Order of Business 1066. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Before the consent is given, let me 
ask what the bill is about? 

Mr. KING. What is the bill? 

Mr. BALL. It provides for the closing of part of Thirty- 
fourth Place NW. In December, 1924, it was desired to widen 
Woodley Road, and in exchange a certain strip of land was 
dedicated. 

Mr. McKELLAR, I have no objection, as far as I am con- 
cerned. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the Senator from Delaware? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, preceeded to consider the bill (S. 2264) to authorize the 
closing of a part of Thirty-fourth Place NW. and to change 
the permanent system of highways plan of the District of Co- 
lumbia, and for other purposes, which was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ctc., That the Commissioners of the District of Co- 
lumbia are hereby authorized to close Thirty-fourth Place NW. north 
of Garfield Street, and upon the closing of said place the land em- 
braced therein shall revert to the Protestant Episcopal Cathedral 
Foundation of the District of Columbia, the owners of all the abutting 
property. That the Commissioners of the District of Columbia be, 
and they are hereby, authorized and directed to eliminate the Prot- 
estant Episcopal Cathedral Foundation of the District of Columbia 
property which is contained within the area bounded as follows: 
Commencing at the intersection of Wisconsin Avenue and Woodley 
Road, and running thence along said Woodley Road in an easterly 
direction to Thirty-fourth Street; thence south along said Thirty- 
fourth Street to Garfield Street; thence west along said Garfield Street 
to Massachusetts Avenue; then northwesterly along said Massachu- 
setts Avenue to Wisconsin Avenue; thence north along said Wisconsin 
Avenue to Woodley Road, from the permanent system of highways plan 
for the District of Columbia adopted in accordance with the provision 
contained in the act of Congress approved March 2, 1893, entitled 
“An act to provide a permanent system of highways in that part of 
the District of Columbia lying outside the cities,“ and an amendment 
to said act approved June 28, 1898, and a further amendment to said 
act as contained in “An act making appropriations to provide for the 
expenses of the government of the District of Columbia for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1914, and for other purposes,” approved March 
4, 1913. 
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The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

BOARD OF PUBLIC WELFARE 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that we 
take up Senate bill 3017, to establish a board of public welfare 
in and for the District of Columbia, to determine its functions, 
and for other purposes. 

Mr. McKELLAR. What is the bill? 

Mr. BALL. It is to establish a board of public welfare. I 
intend to ask to have the Honse bill substituted, with no amend- 
ment. The only thing the bill would do would be to abolish all 
the different boards and establish one board controlling all wel- 
fare matters. It is in the interest of economy. 

Mr. KING. I ask the Senator, unless the agenda requires 
that that shall be considered, that some other bill be taken up, 
for the reason that this will provoke some little discussion. 

Mr. BALL. I should not think it would. 

Mr. KING. The Senator did not think the traffic regulation 
bill would provoke any discussion, but it did. I am quite sure 
that the public welfare bill could not be passed in 15 minutes. 

Mr. BALL, Will the Senator object to our proceeding with 
the bill providing for a five-year school program? 

Mr. KING. I have no objection to that. 

Mr. BALL. Does the Senator object to the public welfare 
bill? 

Mr. KING. I have made no objection. I suggested that we 
proceed with some other bill if the agenda does not require 
that we shall proceed with the consideration of the board of 
public welfare bill immediately. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Let us take up the school bill. 

Mr. BALL. I should think the public welfare bill would 
cause less discussion than any other bill on the list. 

Mr. KING. I do not think so. 

PUBLIC-SCHOOL BUILDINGS 

Mr. BALL. I ask that the Senate proceed to the considera- 
tion of Senate bill 3765, to authorize a five-year building pro- 
gtam for the public-school system of the District of Columbia, 
which shall provide school buildings adequate in size and 
facility to make possible an efficient system of public education 
in the District of Columbia, 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which had been reported 
from the Committee on the District of Columbia with amend- 
ments. 

The first amendment was, on page 12, after line 23, to insert: 


For the construction of an eight-room addition to the Burrville 
School, including a combination gymnasium and assembly hall and the 
necessary remodeling of the present building. 


The amendment was agreed to, 
The next amendment was, on page 13, after line 2, to insert: 


For the purchase of land in the vicinity of the Deanwood School for 
the construction of an addition and for playground purposes. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 17, after line 15, to insert: 


SEVENTH DIVISION 


For the construction of an eight-room addition to the Hine Junior 
High School. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The nest amendment wis, on page 18, to strike out lines 6 to 
9, inclusive, in the following words: 


For the construction of an eight-room addition to the Cardozo 
School, on land already owned by the District of Columbia, including a 
combination gymnasium and assembly hall, for the Randall Junior 
High School. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 18, after line 17, to insert: 
THIRTEENTH DIVISION 

For the construction of an eight-room addition to the Cardozo 
School, on land already owned by the District of Columbia, including a 
combination gymnasium and assembly hall, for the Randall Junior 
High School. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 19, after line 19, to insert: 

For the purchase of additional land adjoining the Dunbar High 
School to complete the original plan for an athletic field. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 19, after line 22, to in- 
sert: 
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For proper grading, for seating, and for fitting up for athletic pur- 
poses in general the ground adjoining the Dunbar High School for 
the use of pupils at Dunbar and Armstrong High Schools and the 


pupils of other schools in the immediate vicinity, 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment Was, on page 20, after line 2, to insert: 


For proper grading, for seating, and for fitting up for athletic pur- 
poses in general, the ground for which an appropriation has already 
been made, for an athletic fleld for the Western High School. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 20, after line 6, to insert: 


For proper grading, for seating, and for fitting up for athletic pur- 
Poses in general, the ground purchased as a site for the McKinley 


Manual Training School, including the purchase of additional ground 
if necessary, 


The amendment was agreed to, 


The next amendment was to insert the following additional 
section: 


Sec.5. The Board of Education is hereby authorized to use the 
remaining four classrooms and accessory facilities of the Franklin 
School building for office purposes as it may be found possible to 
transfer the classes now occupying said four rooms to adjoining 
schools. 


The amendment was agreed to. 


The next amendment was, to insert the following additional 
section: 


Sec. 6. The phrase used in this act “for the purchase of jand 
adjoining" a given school shall be construed as making possible the 
purchase of land “in the immediate vicinity of” said school, pro- 
vided the land now available adjoining a given school shall not be 
equally available at the time the estimates are made for such pur- 
chase, 


The amendment was agreed to. 
58 next amendment was to insert the following additional 
section; 


Sec. T. Whenever at the time of appropriation it appears more eco- 
nomical to construct a combined gymnasium and assembly hall with 
the first unit of an extensible elementary-school buliding the provisions 
of this act shall be construed as authorizing such construetion. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was to insert the following additional 
section: 


Sec. 8. Nothing in this act shall be construed as precluding the 
possibility of the Board of Education submitting, the commissioners 
and the Bureau of the Budget approving and forwarding, or of Congress 
appropriating money for, an item or items for the purchase of land or 
for the construction of buildings thereon made necessary in the future 
by the development of conditions which were not foreseen when this 
act was passed. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, to insert the following additional 
section: 

Suc, 9. This act shall become effective on the ist day of July, 1925, 
and that estimates of expenditures for bulldings and grounds for the 
public schools of the District of Columbia shall hereafter be prepared 
in accordance with the provisions of this act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. KING. I suggest that the report accompanying the bill 
be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the report was ordered to be 
printed in the Rxconb, as follows: 


[Senate Report No. 987, Sixty-eighth Coyzress, second session] 
FIVE-YEAR SCHOOL BUILDING PROGRAM FOR- THE DISTRICT or COLUMBIA 


Mr. CAPPER, from the Committee on the Distriet of Columbia, sub- 
mitted the following report to accompany 8. 3765: 

The Committee on the District of Columbia, to whom was referred 
the bill (S. 8765) to authorize a five-year building program for the 
public-school system of the District of Columbia, whieh shall provide 
schoo] buildings adequate in size and facilities to make possible an 
efficient system of public education in the District of Columbia, huving 
considered the same, report thereon with a recommendation that the 
bill do pass with the following amendments: N 

Page 12, after line 23, insert the following paragraphs : 

For the construction of an eight-room addition to the Burrville 
School, including a combination gymnasium and assembly hall and the 
necessary remodeling of the present building. 
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„For the purchase of land in the vicinity of the Deanwood School 
for the construction of an addition and for playground purposes.“ 
Page 17, after line 9, insert the following paragraph; 


“ SEVENTH DIVISION 


For the construction of an eight-room addition to the Hine Junior 
High School.” 

Tage 17, strike out lines 22 and 23. 

Page 18, strike out lines 1 and 2. 

Page 18, after line 10, insert the following paragraph: 


“ THIRTEENTH DIVISION 

“For the construction of an eight-room addition to the Cardozo 
School on land already owned by the District of Columbia, including a 
combination gymnasium and assembly hall for the Randall Junior High 
School.” 

Page 19, after line 7, insert the following paragraphs : 

“For the purchase of additional land adjoining the Dunbar High 
School to complete the original plan for an athletic field. 

“For proper grading, for seating, and for fitting up for athletic pur- 
poses in general the ground adjoining the Dunbar High School for the 
use of pupils at Dunbar and Armstrong High Schools and the pupils of 
other schools in the immediate vicinity. 

For proper grading, for seating, and for fitting up for athletic pur- 
Poses in general the ground for which an appropriation has already 
been made for an athletic field for the Western High School. 

“For proper grading, for seating, and for fitting up for athletic pur- 
poses in general the ground purchased as a site for the McKinley 
Manual Training School, including the purchase of additional ground 
if necessary. 

“Sec. 5. The Board of Education is hereby authorized to use the re- 
maining four classrooms and accessory facilities of the Franklin School 
building for office purposes as it may be found possible to transfer the 
classes now occupying said four rooms to adjoining schools. 

“Sec, 6. That the phrase used in this act for the purchase of land 
adjoining’ a given school shall be construed as making possible the 
purchase of land ‘in the immediate vicinity of’ said school, provided 
the land now available adjoining a given school shall not be equally 
available at the time the estimates are made for such purchase, 

“Sec. 7. That whenever at the time of appropriation it appears more 
economical to construct a combined gymnasium and assembly hall with 
the first unit of an extensible elementary-school building, the pro- 
visions of this act shall be construed as authorizing such construction. 

“Sec. 8. That nothing in this act shall be construed as precluding 
the possibility of the Board of Education submitting, the commissioners 
and the Bureau of the Budget approving and forwarding, or of Congress 
appropriating money for an item or items for the purchase of land or 
for the construction of buildings thereon made necessary in the future 
by the development of conditions which were not foreseen when this 
act was passed. 

“Sec. 9. That this act shall become effective on the Ist day of July, 
1925, and that estimates of expenditures for buildings and grounds for 
the public schools of the District of Columbia shall hereafter be pre- 
pared in accordance with the provisions of this act,” 


WHAT THIS BILL WILL ACCOMPLISH 


This bill gives legislative authorization for a program of school- 
house construction which, if carried out, will provide in the District of 
Columbia by June 30, 1926, as indicated in the title 
“a sufficient number of school buildings to make it possible to abandon 
ali portables; to eliminate the use of rented buildings; to abandon the 
use of undesirable rooms; to reduce elementary-school classes to a 
standard of not more than 40 pupils per class; to provide a five-hour 
day of instruction for elementary-school pupils, thereby eliminating 
part-time classes; to abandon all school buildings recommended for im- 
mediate or early abandonment in 1908; to abandon other school build- 
ings which have become unfit for further use since 1908; to provide a 
full day of instruction for high-school pupils, thereby eliminating the 
„double shift’ program in the high schools; to provide for the annual 
increase in enrollment of pupils during said five-year period: and in 
general to provide in the District of Columbia a program of schoolhouse 
construction which shall exemplify the best in schoolhouse planning, 
schoolhouse construction, and educational accommodations.” 

The committees of the Senate and House on the District of Columbia 
have given consideration for a number of years to the necessity for 
-additional schoolhouse accommodations in the District of Columbia. 
The mass of evidence which has been accumulated by the committee 
convinces the committee that this legislation giving legal authorization 
for a five-year building program is of outstanding importance and 
should be passed at once, 2 


The committee asks that the report printed by the Senate com- 


mittee covering the fact basis of the five-year -school-building pro- 
gram be considered as a part of this report. 
A DEFINITE POLICY AND COMPREHENSIVE BUILDING PROGRAM 
The five-year school buliding program proposed in S. 8675 is the 
result of three years of inquiry and study of schoolhouse accommoda- 
tions in Washington by the subcommittees on schools of the House and 


Senate Committees on the District of Columbia and similar study by 
the school authorities. To indicate the significance of this proposed 
school-building program it is necessary to review what has been done 
and to indicate the basis on which this bill was prepared. 

The subcommittee on schools and playgrounds of the Committee on 
the District of Columbia of the Senate held hearings on “ the building 
program” of the public schools of Washington on May 5, 6, and 7, 
1921. The superintendent of schools, the engineer commissioner, vari- 
ous contractors, and representative citizens testified before the com- 
mittee on the needs of additional schoolhouses and the alleged high 
cost of construction in Washington. 

These hearings gave extended consideration to the need of additional 
schoolhouse accommodations as indicated in the “Special report on 
schoolhouse accommodations,” made by the superintendent of schools 
to the Board of Education on December 1, 1920. : 

Joint hearings on schools and playgrounds were resumed on Decem- 
ber 16, 1921, and continued through January 9, 19, 27, February 10 
and 17, and June 22, 1922. The committee took the testimony of 
local school officials, representative citizens, and officers from various 
civic associations. 

The committee also heard some of the leading educators of the 
country who were invited to discuss local conditions and general 
educational policies with the committee. The committee heard Dr. 
Thomas E. Finegan, then State commissioner of education for Penn- 
sylvania; Dr. Randall J. Condon, superintendent of schools in Cin- 
einnati; Dr. Harris Hart, State superintendent of schools for Vir- 
ginia; Dr. W, S. Deffenbaugh, specialist on city schools of the United 
States Bureau of Education; and Hor. John J. Tigert, United States 
Commissioner of Education. 

This joint committee gave extended consideration to many different 
phases of the school system of Washington and the printed hearings 
cover 100 pages. 

On February 26, 1923, the report of the subcommittee on “ Re- 
organization of the schools of the District of Columbia” (S. Doe. 
No. 315, 67th Cong., 4th sess.) was submitted to the Committees of 
the Senate and the House of Representatives on the District of 
Columbia. The first part of this report is the statement of the com- 
mittee and the latter part consists of a report prepared at the request 
of the committee by Dr. Thomas E. Finegan, who had appeared before 
the committee on two different occasions. 

Among other topics this report of the subcommittee deals with the 
school building program and the educational policies relating thereto. 
It is on the basis of this report and the testimony obtained by the 
committee, together with information collected by the school officials, 
that this bill on the five-year school building program has been pre- 
pared. 

STUDIES BY SCHOOL OFFICIALS 


On December 1, 1920, the superintendent of schools prepared and 
submitted to the Board of Education “A special report on schoolhouse 
accommodations" on the urgent need of additional schoolhouse ac- 
commodations. This report was based on a detailed study of those 
conditions in the schools which result from the lack of proper school 
facilities. That report was the basis of the discussion before the sub- 
committee of the Senate Committee on the District of Columbia at 
its hearings in May, 1921. 

A similar but more detailed study of congestion in the schools has 
been made by the superintendent of schools and his associates on 
November 1 of each year. That study includes consideration of the 
portables in use, the rented quarters, undesirable rooms used for 
classes, oversize classes, and classes which are on part time in the 
elementary schools, It covers also part time and crowded conditions 
in high and junior high schools, 

The results of the study of congestion in the schools due to the lack 
of adequate schoolhouse accommodations as of November 1, 1924, 
was contained in a report submitted to the Senate Committee on the 
District of Columbia by the superintendent of schools in explanation 
of the five-year school building program and printed for the use of the 
committee. Since the detailed facts on which the five-year school 
building program is based are contained in this printed report of 28 
pages already available for use, it is unnecessary to present those same 
facts in this report. 

Instead this report will deal with the testimony developed in hear- 
ings before congressional committees as that testimony relates to the 
need of a school building program, the desirable size of school build- 
ings, the necessity for assembly halls and gymnasiums in elementary 
schools, the need of special rooms for manual training, domestic science, 
and domestic art in the larger buildings, and provisions for play and 
recreation. (S. Doc. No. 315, G7th Cong., 4th sess., “ Reorganization 
of the schools of the District of Columbia,” pp. 6-7.) 

The need of a definite policy for a school building program is stated 
in the following language of the report of the subcommittee: 

“The construction of school buildings in the District of Columbia 
was practically suspended during the period of the war. Even though 
building costs have not yet returned to pre-war standards, the com- 
mittee believes that further delay in providing schoolhouse accommo- 
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dations is unwarranted. The edueation of the next generation now 
in our public schools must not be jeopardized through any failure on 
the part of those who appropriate school moneys to provide adequately 
for their proper instruction and training. The committee recommends 
that a definite policy be adopted which shall provide from year to 
year sufficient schoolhouse accommodations, in order that it make it 
possible for the Board of Education to eliminate part-time instruc- 
tion, the use of portable schoolhouses, the use of undesirable school 
buildings now accommodating classes, and the reduction of the size 
of classes in both elementary and high schools to the standard 
generally accepted as desirable.“ (P. 6, S. Doc. No. 315, 67th Cong., 
4th sess.) 

The preamble of the five-year school building program bill goes 80 
far even as to incorporate some of the very language of this paragraph 
in its preamble. 

This bill has been prepared with a view of accomplishing by June 
80, 1930, those purposes stated in the preamble. 

Each year for a period of five years estimates for school buildings 
and grounds will cover such portions of the items contained in this 
bill as to insure the accomplishment of its purpose by June 30, 1930. 

The question of the size of the school buildings was raised at the 
various hearings and much information is to be found in the printed 
hearings relating to the proper size of elementary school buildings. 

It has been the policy of the Board of Education for a number of 
years to increase the size of elementary school buildings by construct- 
ing additions to eight-room buildings and by joining for administrative 
purposes two eight-room buildings located near one another. On this 
particular subject the committee report contains the following state- 
ment: 

The committee indorses the policy of establishing larger units of 
administration in the elementary schools. Economy of administration 
and educational advantages of great value will be obtained by creating 
school units of considerable size. These units should be sufficiently 
large to justify the employment of an independent principal, who 
should be responsible for the direction of the school unit. This 
principal should be a person with the gifts and the training to assume 
real educational leadership of the school unit intrusted to his direction. 
The committee believes that the buildings hereafter erected should 
have at least 16 classrooms when erected, or should be so planned 
that their extension into large unit is easily possible (p. 6, ibid.). 

The five-year school building program follows this general recom- 
mendation. For the most part the items of schoolhouse construction 
are for such additions to present buildings as will result in buildings 
of 16 rooms or more. 

In some of the suburban sections a school building is needed, but 
16 rooms are not needed at the present time. In such cases requests 
are made for an extensible building of four or eight rooms, with the 
clear intention of enlarging such buildings when the need arises. 

On the subject of assembly halls and gymnasiums for elementary 
schools the report says: k 

“The committee further believes that in each such unit (that is, a 
16-room building) there should be an assembly hall and gymnasium, 
together with adequate play space.” 

Following the report of the schoolhouse commission appointed in 
1906, which report recommended gymnasiums and assembly halls for 
elementary school buildings, the policy of providing assembly halls for 
elementary school buildings of 12 rooms or more was generally fol- 
lowed until 1919. The following buildings were enlarged or newly 
constructed during that period, with assembly halls: 

“ Ketcham: Eight-room building with assembly hall. Opened in 1909, 

“H. D. Cooke: Sixteen rooms and assembly hall. Opened 1909, 

“Bryan: Twelve rooms and assembly hall. Opened 1909. 

“Mott: Sixteen rooms and assembly hall. Opened 1909. 

“Garfield; Twelve rooms and assembly hall. Opened 1910. 

Thomson: Twelve rooms and assembly hall, Opened 1911. 

“Cleveland: Twelve rooms and assembly hall. Opened 1912. 

Fark View: Sixteen rooms and assembly hall. Opened 1916. 

“ Powell: Eight rooms and assembly hall added to eight-room build- 
ing. Opened 1916, 

“E. V. Brown: Eight rooms and assembly hall added to eight-room 
Dnilding. Opened 1919.“ 

During the period of the war all schoolhouse construction in Wash- 
ington ceased. Following the war the school system of Washington, 
like the school systems in all other American cities, found itself with 
an accumulated shortage of schoolhouse facilities. Likewise the cost 
of construction reached the highest point in history. Accordingly, no 
appropriations have been made for assembly halls during that period. 

Since 1920 the following buildings have been constructed in accord- 
ance with plans which contemplate the continuance of the policy of 
providing assembles in elementary-school buildings with 16 or more 
classrooms : 

Eaton: Eight-room addition opened November 15, 1022. 

“ Petworth: Eight-reom addition opened September, 1921, 

“Takoma: Eight-room addition opened September, 1921. 

“West: Eight-room addition opened September, 1921, 


“ Wheatley: Twelve-room addition opened October, 1922, 

“Buchanan: Eight-room addition opened November, 1922. 

“ Deanwood: Eight-room addition completed September, 1922. 

“Lovejoy: Elght-room addition opened October, 1923. 

“Garrison: Eight-raom addition opened January, 1924.” 

This bil gives legislative authorization for the construction of the 
assembly halls for the above buildings and for constructing a combined 
assembly hall and gymnasium in each new building of 16 rooms or 
more carrled in this bill, 

Attention is invited to two important considerations. In the first 
place there is no request for an assembly hall for an elementary school 
of less than 16 rooms, or that will not in the immediate future be 
enlarged to 16 rooms. Requests are made for the construction of 
S-room buildings and assembly halls because of greater economy of 
building the first unit of a 16-room building in that manner. 

In the second place, the request is uniformly for a combined 
assembly-gymnasium. The superintendent of schools of the District of 
Columbia testified before the joint committee as follows : 

This Is not Ideal. It requires a level surface in that portion of the 
assembly hall which is used for gymnasium purposes, It means that 
when the assembly hall is in use pupils may not use the gymnasium. 
The provision for a combined assembly hall and gymnasium Is solely 
in the interests of economy. Most elementary schools in other cities 
are constructed with separate assembly halls and gymnasiums.” 

The testimony on the need of these facilities is of sufficient impor- 
tunce to quote some of it here, in order that Congress may have before 
it the testimony of those educators from outside of Washington. 


[Testimony of Dr. Harris Hart, State superintendent of public instruc- 
tion, Virginia. Hearings on the Reorganization of public schools of 
the District of Columbia,” p. 46] 

Senator Kixc. Coming back to the buildings, you would think the 
buildings from the first to the sixth grade should not exceed 18 rooms? 

Mr. Hart. Should not exceed 16 classrooms, with assembly hails large 
enough at least to seat the school; that is, 600 seats. Now, personally 
I feel that every school building ought to have, in addition to an 
assembly hall, adequate study balis, but I think that the assembly hall 
itself ought to be equipped as a study hall. In other words, for your 
elementary schools, instead of having the slanting floors with a pitched 
stage, as is frequently set up, I would prefer a flat floor and at least 
haif filled up with school desks for students, for the reason that unless 
you have ample classroom facilities you do not always get the best 
results. 

{Testimony of Dr. Randall J. Condon, superintendent of schools, Cin- 

cinnati, Ohio, p. 31, ibid.] 

Mr. Coxnox. 1 should also want a gymnasium in every 
schoolhouse, and in a good many I should want plunge and shower 
baths, full and complete provision for health education. 

Senator Kixc. In every schoolhouse? 

Mr. Coxpox. In every large schoolhouse; not in the smaller school- 
houses. I should also want an assembly hall, a place where the school 
can be brought together. Then I should want to make, as I presume 
you are making here, large provision or opportunity for the entire 
community to get together for community-center work. I think the 
schoolhouses are the natural places for the development of democracy, 
by bringing all the people together and making a large use of the 
facilities, 

[Testimony of Dr. Thomas E. Finegan, State commissioner of education 

for Pennsylyania, p. 21, ibid.] 

Mr. KELLAR. In preparing plans, the question of cost and what we 
can do each year will enter very largely into our plans. Is it abso- 
lutely necessary to have auditoriums in all these schools? 

Mr. Finecan. It is not absolutely necessary, but it is a great mis- 
take not to put them in. 

Mr. KELAR. Which is the most necessary, an auditorium or gym- 
nasium? I ask that because in making up our plans we haye to con- 
sider the demand for each year, and if we have to eliminale something 
temporarily, which could be better eliminated? 

Mr, Frxecan. If I were to eliminate either, I would eliminate the 
auditorium. I would put in the gymnasium for the physical train- 
ing and recreation it would afford. A gymnasium may be utilized 
for general meetings, but it is not well adapted to such purposes, 

Senator KıxG. Do you think an auditorium is necessary in every 
school building? I mean in the lower grades. : Rs 

Mr. Frnecan. I think it is advisable. I think it would be a good 
thing to have every school operated so that the children could be 
convened in one room and so that the fathers and mothers of the 
children could be brought Into the school frequently. 

Mr. KELLER. Community work? 

Mr. FINEGAN. Yes. 

Senator Kine. Where you have a school of six or seven or eight 
hundred an ‘auditorium costs a good deal of money. 

Mr. FINEGAN. Yes. 

Senator Kine. And it takes a good deal of space? 

Mr. FINEGAN. Yes. 
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Senator Kixa. Notwithstanding that fact, you feel we ought to have 
an auditorium in every public-school building? 

Mr. FINNEGAN, Yes. 

Mr. HAMMER. You would not advise having a building constructed 
with sliding partitions so as to make four recitation rooms into an 
auditorium ? 

Mr. FINEGAN. No. I have seen that tried often, and it is not 
practical and does not give satisfaction. 


(Extracts from the statement of Dr. Thomas E. Finegan, incorporated 
in the report on “ Reorganization of the public schools of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia "] 


8. The elementary buildings should not have fewer than 16 rooms 
nor more than 30. Not over 30 pupils should be allotted to one room. 
The buildings should not be more than two stories high and should be 
fireproof construction. Hach one should be provided with a gymnasium 
and assembly hall (p. 23). 

In addition to the shortage in schoolroom accommodations there is 
at the present time a conspicuous deficiency in the provisions of gym- 
nasiums and playgrounds in both elementary and high schools. Pres- 
ent-day standards require every school to be provided with adequate 
gymnasium and playground. The standard of size for playground 
area is 100 square feet for each pupil, using the average number be- 
longing to the school as the basis of computation (p. 23). 

The present situation in the District of Columbia, with respect to 
schoolroom, gymnasium, end playground facilities, demands well- 
planned action, Congress should Immediately take steps looking to the 
adoption of a constructivé program of school legislation. Liberal ap- 
propriations, sufficient to remedy the results of past neglect on the 
part of Congress, as well as to permit of constructive development 
of a modern school system in the District, must be one of the first 
steps in this constructive program (p. 24). 

| SPECIAL ROOMS FOR MANUAL TRAINING, DOMESTIC ART, AND DOMESTIC 
SCIENCE 


The schoolhouse construction proposed in this bill contemplates pro- 
yiding instruction in manual training for boys, domestic art and do- 
mestie science for girls in each 16-room building, thereby making it 
unnecessary for pupils im such buildings to go to another building for 
such instruction. 

This is In accordance with the policy of the board of education, 
which was indorsed in the committee report in the following language: 

“In addition, the committee indorses the policy of providing for 
manual training, domestic science, and domestic art, as an integral 
part of such school facilities, wherever classes in grades 7 and 8 are to 
be instructed” (p. 7). 

Moreover, the facilities provided will make it possible to extend such 
instructon to grades below the seventh and eighth in a larger number 
of schools, 

PLAYGROENDS 


Much consideration has been given to the subject of adequate play- 
grounds, The committee report contains the following statement : 

“The committee recognizes that play is an indispensable part of 
the life of all children, Play and recreation are coming to play a 
larger and larger part not only in the school life of pupila but among 
adults. Every community that undertakes to meet satisfactorily the 
demands upon it must provide opportunity for play and recreation. 
Every system of efficient education looks upon playgrounds as an 
indispensable part of the school program. Modern schoolhouse con- 
struction not only provides for gymnasiums for indoor physical train- 
ing but playgrounds for outdoor exercise and training whenever 
weather conditions permit, The committee believes that the play- 
ground facilities should be greatly increased” (p. 7). ng 

In accordance with the above statement and continuing the policy 
of the Board of Education to provide appropriate instruction and 
training in physical education, the five-year school building program 
contains: 

1. A limited number of items seeking to enlarge certain school 
playgrounds. 

2. Provision in the combined assembly hall and gymnasium for 
indoor physical training during those days and months of the year 
when weather conditions do not permit outdoor play. 

JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS 


Those testifying at the hearings before the several committees of 
Congress indorse the policy of establishing junior high schools, The 
committee report contains the following statement: 

“The committee believes that the junior high schogls have passed 
beyond the experimental stage. From evidence submitted the committee 
believes that the organization of public education into 6 years of 
primary work, 8 years of junior high-school work, and 3 years of senior 
high-school work has received the approval of the leading educators of 
the country. The committee believes that this organization of the 
schools should be indorsed for the District of Columbia and should be 
extended throughout the school system as opportunities arise. Such 
extensions should provide not only the customary academle and scho- 


lastie training but should include an increased amount of vocational 
and preyocational work for both boys and girls who leave school before 
completing their senior high-school course.” 

The first junior high school in Washington was established in 1919. 
Since that time seven additional junior high schools have been estab- 
lished, making a total of eight such schools. This bill continues the 
policy of establishing junior high schools in those sections of the city: 
where congestion in elementary schools can be relieved most economi- 
cally by the erection of one junior high school rather than by enlarge- 
ments of several elemertary school buildings. 

The quotations made from the testimony from hearings and from 
the report of the joint committee which studied school conditions in 
Washington clearly indicate that the five-year school program bill is 
in accordance with the judgment of those who testified before the 
subcommittee and in harmony with the policies of the Board of Edu- 
cation which received the indorsement of those educators who were 
inyited to appear before the committee. 


TYPES OF SCHOOLHOUSE CONSTRUCTION 


All school buildings erected in Washington are of first-class fireproof 
construction. In his testimony before the joint committee, the super- 
intendent of schools furnished the following information concerning 
the standardizing of schoolhouse construction : 

The John F. Cook Building, now in the process of construction, is 
typical of the 16-room building with combined gymnasium-assembly 
hall carried in this bill. A 16-room building includes 16 classrooms 
with the necessary cloakrooms adjoining them and other necessary 
accommodations. In addition to classrooms, each 16-room building 
will contain a manual training room, a domestic art room, a domestic 
science room, at least two tollet rooms, one for the boys and one for 
the girls, a janitor's room, storeroom, and store for educational sup- 
plies, teachers’ retiring room, and principal's office. In comparing the 
cost of a 16-room building in Washington with the cost of 16-room 
buildings in other cities, these necessary accommodations, other than 
classrooms, are frequently left out of consideration. 

The Janney School, now nearing completion in Tenleytown, is typical 
of the 8-room extensible building with gymnasium-assembly hall, This 
building contemplates an 8-room addition, thereby making the unit a 
16-room building with gymnasium-assembly hall. The joint committee 
was informed that, in the judgment of the municipal architect, 
it was more economical to construct the gymnasium-assembly hall with 
the first 8 rooms of an extensible building than with the second 8- 
room unit, If the gymnaslum-assembly hall is constructed with the 
first unit of 8 rooms, the heating plant, toilet facilities, plumbing, and 
Many of the special rooms can be constructed permanently, thereby 
eliminating the high cost of moving such fixtures when the second unit 
of 8 rooms is constructed. 

Accordingly, the bill provides for the construction of the gymnasium- 
assembly hall with the first unit of each 8-room extensible building. 

The size of classroom, the type of special rooms have been standard- 
ized by the municipal architect and the school authorities in these 
types of 8-room extensible buildings and 16-room buildings. Further- 
more, such buildings are constructed with the basement above the 
ground, with two additional stories in the construction in order that 
all rooms shall have an abundance of light and air. 


JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS 


The bill carried legislative authorization for the erection of a num- 
ber of junior high schools, each one to be constructed “in accord- 
ance with the plans of the Macfarland Junior High School.” The 
Macfarland Junior High School plans contemplate the erection as a 
first unit of 24 rooms with combined gymnasium-assembly hall. This 
complete unit will accommodate 700 or 750 pupils. 

The complete plans of the building contemplate the addition of 
two wings and the construction of additional shops. The total unit 
when complete will accommodate 1,200 or 1,300 pupils. The plans of 
the Macfarland Junior High School will be followed in the construc- 
tion of new junior high school buildings in so far as the conditions 
of the site will permit. 

SENIOR HIGH SCHOOLS 


By the purchase of a site and an appropriation for the preparation 
of plans which have been drawn, the beginning of a new building 
for the McKinley Manual Training School has been initiated. 

The bill also carries provision for the erection of a new building 
for the Business High School. 

The plans for these buildings are being developed in accordance 
with the respective needs of the two institutions and in accordance 
with the plans of Central, Dunbar, and Eastern High Schools, each 
of which is a modern high-school building. 

Amendments have been recommended by the committee relating 
to athletic fields at the Dunbar, Western, and McKinley High Schools. 
These amendments are included here as a matter of form. Purehases 
have been made of a considerable part of the land necessary for the 
athletic field at Dunbar and an appropriation has been made for the 
purchase of an athletic field for the Western High School, and the 
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site already purchased will provide a considerable part of, if not all, 
the ground necessary for. an athletic field at the new McKinley Manual 


Training School. The amendments authorize appropriations for put- 
ting these athletic fields in condition for use. 


WHAT SOME OTHER CITIES ARE DOING 


In his testimony before the joint committee the superintendent of 
schools of Washington called attention to the fact that other cities 
of the country are undertaking to make up the shortage of school- 
house accommodations by Issuing of school bonds. As typical of 
what other cities are doing, the superintendent called attention to the 
following cities and the amount of money being raised by the issuance 
of bonds for the construction of schoolhouses: Boston, Mass., $14,- 
500,000 ; Baltimore, Ma., $15,000,000, as part of a total bond issue of 
$23,000,000; Oakland, Calif., $9,600,000; San Francisco, Calif., $12,- 
000,000 ; Minneapolis, Minn., $9,500,000 ; Philadelphia, Pa., $32,000,000. 

The most outstanding city in the matter of bond issues is Los 
Angeles, Calif., which has issued bonds during the last 10 years as 
follows: 


Date election held dain 


AA 


7 to 1 
f e ae il 
Jone oak 20 to 1 


June 3, 1924.. 


It indicates that the pro- 
posed legislation authorizing the five-year building program is consist- 
ent with the procedure followed in other cities looking toward the re- 
habilitation of schoolhouse accommodations throughout the country. 


The above list of cities is only suggestive. 


THE COST OF THIS FIVE-YEAR PROGRAM 


The following letter from the superintendent of schools contains in- 
formation regarding the cost of the five-year school-building program: 
JANUARY 20, 1925. 
Hon, ARTHUR CAPPER, 
Chairman Joint Senate-Tlouse Committee on the 
District of Columbia, United Statea Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Senator CAPPER: In response to your suggestion over the 
telephone I submit the following statement relative to the cost of the 
bill carrying the five-year school-building program. At our request the 
municipal architect furnished a general statement giving the estimated 


cost of the various types of school buildings carried in the bill. His 
estimates are as follows: 
Elementary schools: 
Four-room cxtensible building $75, 000 
Four-room addition (to four-room building 75, 000 
Eight-room extensible bulldiu gz 150, 000 
Eight-room addition (to eight-room building .-_.....-_ 125, 000 
Eight-room addition and combination assembly- gymnasium 
(to eight-room building 244 200, 000 
Sixteen-room building with combination assembly-gym- 
NASM oe . ⁵ũ K — ——2— 325. 000 
Assembly- gymnasium (addition to 16-room building)... 75, 000 
Junior high schools (Macfarland type): 
24 rooms, assembly hall, and gymnasium 475, 000 
44 rooms, assembly hall, aud gymnasium 650, 000 


I have consulted with the assistant to the engineer commissioner 
who is in charge of the purchase of land concerning certain land Items 
now in the bill, On the basis of knowledge of recent land purchases 
for school sites we have made a rough estimate of the cost of the land 
which is carried in the five-year school building program. 

As a result, I estimate the total cost for land and buildings in 
8. 3765 as it now stands to be approximately $19,000,000. 

Certain facts should be noted regarding this total cost. 

1. Between $300,000 and $400,000 of this amount is for sites for use 
beyond the five-year period. This amount should really be charged 
to the future and not the five-year period. 

2. Several of the items carried in this bill are carried in the Dis- 
trict appropriation bill for 1926 now before Congress. Those items 
amount to $845,000, which amount, of course, should be deducted from 
the total cost of this bill. 

3. S. 3765 provides for abandoning the future use of 18 buildings, 
as follows: 

Conduit Road School, Conduit Road. 

Threlkeld School, Thirty-sixth and Prospect Streets NW. 

Abbot School, Sixth Street and New York Avenue NW. 

Adams School, R Street, between Seventeenth Street and New 


Hampshire Avenue NW. 
Berret School, Fourteenth and Q Streets NW, 
Bradley School, Linworth Place SW. 


Force School, Massachusetts Avenue, between Seventeenth 
Eighteenth Streets NW. 

Jefferson School, Sixth and D Streets SW. 

Lincoln School, Second and C Streets SE. 

Webster School, Tenth and H Streets NW. 

Bell School, First Street, between B and C Streets SW. 

Tenley School, Wisconsin Avenue and Yuma Street NW, 

Hamilton School, Bladensburg Road NE. 

Arthur School, Arthur Place NW. 

Brightwood School, Georgia Avenue, Brightwood. 

Garnet School, Tenth and U Streets NW. 

Langdon School, Franklin and Twentieth Streets NE. 

Patterson School, Vermont Avenue near U Street NW. 

Most of these buildings and much of the land will be of no future use 
to the public schools. Much of the land is highly valuable. No esti- 
mate has been made of the probable value of this property. Obviously, 
if it is no longer used for public-school purposes, and is sold or devoted 
to other public uses, the public schools should receive appropriate finan- 
cial credit for the value of these items. 

If there is anything further that I can furnish you regarding the cost 
of this bill, I shall be glad to undertake to do so. 

Very sincerely yours, 


and 


Frank W. BALLOU, 
Superintendent of Schools, 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

ADJOURN MENT 
Mr. CURTIS. I move that the Senate adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; and the Senate (at 10 o’clock and 


50 minutes p. m.) adjourned until to-morrow, Tuesday, Feb- 
ruary 17, 1925, at 12 o’clock meridian. 


NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the Senate February 16, 1925 
SECRETARY oF STATE 
Frank B. Kellogg, of Minnesota, to be Secretary of State, 
vice Charles E. Hughes, resigned, effective March 4, 1925. 
SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE 
William M. Jardine, of Kansas, to be Secretary of Agricul- 
ture, vice Howard M. Gore, resigned, effective March 4, 1925. 
GovERNOR OF ALASKA 


George Alexander Parks, of Alaska, to be governor of Alaska. 
PURCHASING AGENT FoR Post OFFICE DEPARTMENT 

Thomas L. Degnan, of Pennsylvania, to be purchasing agent 
for the Post Office Department. (A reappointment, his term 
expiring June 9, 1925.) 

UNITED States DISTRICT JUDGE 
- Adolphus Frederick St. Sure, of California, to be United 
States district judge, Northern District of California, vice 
M. T. Dooling, deceased. 
i UNITED STATES ATTORNEY 

John B. Wright, of Arizona, to be United States attorney for 
the District of Arizona, vice Frederic H. Bernard, resigned. 

Albert Ward, of Indiana, to be United States attorney, Dis- 
trict of Indiana, vice Alexander G. Cavins, appointed by the 
court. 

APPOINTMENTS, BY TRANSFER, IN THE REGULAR ARMY 
SIGNAL CORPS 

Second Lieut. James Edwards Poore, jr., Air Service, with 
rank from June 12, 1924. 

Second Lieut. Harry William Coon, Air Service, with rank 
from June 15, 1924. 

PROMOTIONS IN THE REGULAR ARMY 
CHAPLAIN 
To be chaplain with the rank of captain 
Chaplain Paul Bertram Rupp, from February 5, 1925. 
PROMOTION BRANCHES 
J To be captain 

First Lieut. Albert William Stevens, Air Service, from Feb- 

ruary 6, 1925, subject to examination required by law. 
To be first lieutenants 

Second Lieut. Harold Gaslin Sydenham, Infantry, from Feb- 
ruary 5, 1925. 

Second Lieut. Hugh Cromer Minter, Air Service, from Feb- 
ruary 6, 1925. 
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PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY 


Lieut. Commander George W. Simpson to be a commander in 
the Navy from the 5th day of June, 1924. 

Lieut. Commander Alexander M. Chariton to be a commander 
in the Navy from the 5th day of January, 1925. 

Lieut. George B. Wilson to be a lieutenant commander in the 
Navy from the 4th day of November, 1924. 

Lieut. Charles ©. Rosendahl to be a lieutenant commander 
in the Navy from the 8th day of January, 1925. 

Chief Gunner Frank Stinchcomb to be a lieutenant in the 
Navy from the 3d day of February, 1925. 

Lieut. (Junior Grade) Robert S, Savin to be a lieutenant in 
the Navy from the 18th day of September, 1923. 

Lieut. (Junior Grade) Willlam E. Smith to be a lieutenant 
in the Navy from the 30th day of August, 1923. 

Lieut. (Junior Grade) Frederick Strohte to be a lieutenant 
in the Navy from the 14th day of September, 1923. 

Lieut. (Junior Grade) Frank Leghorn to be a lieutenant 
in the Navy from the Ist day of December, 1923. 

Lieut. (Junior Grade) Andrew M. Parks to be a lieutenant 
in the Navy from the 31st day of January, 1925. 

Lieut. (Junior Grade) Claude Farmer to be a lieutenant in 
the Navy from the Ist day of January, 1924. 

Lieut. (Junior Grade) Leon W. Mills to be a lieutenant in 
the Navy from the 2d day of January, 1924. 

Lieut. (Junior Grade) Frank W. Rasch to be a lieutenant 
in the Navy from the 25th day of January, 1924. 

Lieut. (Junior Grade) Edward G. Evans to be a lieutenant 
in the Navy from the 5th day of February, 1924. 

Lieut. (Junior Grade) Thomas T. Hassell to be a lieutenant 
in the Navy from the 26th day of March, 1924. 

Ensign Jefferson D. Beard to be a Heutenant (junior grade) 
in the Navy from the 3d day of June, 1924. 

Carl M. Dumbauld, a citizen of Ohio, to be an assistant 
surgeon in the Navy with the rank of lieutenant (junior grade) 
from the 2d day of February, 1925. 

Pay Inspector McGill R. Goldsborough to be a pay director in 
the Navy with the rank of captain, from the 14th day of Janu- 
ary. 1925. 

Boatswain Wiliam F. Ahrens to be a chief boatswain in the 
Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 20th day of Sep- 
tember, 1924. 

Boatswain Edwin J. Hill to be a chief boatswain in the Navy, 
to rank with but after ensign, from the 2ist day of October, 
1924. 

The following-named gunners to be chief gunners in the Navy, 
to rank with but after ensign, from the 21st day of October, 
1924: 

William H. Moore. 

Edward J. Kreuger. 

The following-named gunners to be chief gunners in the Navy, 
to rank with but after ensign, from the 20th day of November, 
1924: 

Walter J. Love. 

Herman Vollmer, 

The following-named machinists to be chief machinists in 
the Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 23d day of 
January, 1924: 

Stephen D. Thornton. 

Alfred Ward, 

The following-named machinists to be chief machinists in the 
Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 20th day of Au- 
gust, 1924: 

Frank P. Moore. 

Asa M. Gainer. 

Machinist Wililam J. Brennan to be a chief machinist in the 
aia to rank with but after ensign, from the 2ist day of Octo- 
ber, 1924. 

Machinist George Rahm to be a chief machinist in the Navy, 
to rank with but after ensign, from the 20th day of November, 
1924, 

Carpenter William H. Buchanan to be a chief carpenter in 
the Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 24th day of 
September, 1923. 

Carpenter Garrett P. N to be a chief carpenter in 
the Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 20th day of 
February, 1924. 

The following-named carpenters to be chief carpenters in the 
Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 20th day of 
September, 1924: 

William F. Leahy. 

Benjamin Meyer. 

Carpenter Daniel McLeod to be a chief carpenter in the 
Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 21st day of 
October, 1924. 


Carpenter Harold E. Landre to be chief carpenter in the 
Navy, to rank with but after Ensign, from the 20th day of 
November, 1924. 

Pay Clerk Murray D. King to be a chief pay clerk in the 
Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 20th day of 
May, 1924. 

The following-named lieutenants to be lieutenants in the 
Navy from the 8th day of June, 1923, to correct the date from 
which they take rank as previously nominated and confirmed: 

John O. Jenkins, 

Earle ©. Peterson. 

The following-named lieutenants to be lieutenants in the 
Navy from the 13th day of June, 1923, to correct the date from 
which they take rank as previously nominated and confirmed: 

Francis E. Matthews. 

Joseph W. McColl, jr. 

The following-named lieutenants to be lieutenants in the 
Navy from the 16th day of June, 1923, to correct the date from 
which they take rank as previously nominated and confirmed: 

Ira D. Spoonemore. 

Charles R. Hoffecker. 

Lieut. Henry L. Burmann to be a lieutenant in the Navy 
from the 20th day of June, 1923, to correct the date from which 
he takes rank as previously nominated and confirmed. 

Lieut. Arthur P. Spencer to be a lientenant in the Navy from 
the 23d day of June, 1923, to correct the date from which he 
takes rank as previously nominated and confirmed. 

Lieut. John S. Hawkins to be a lieutenant in the Navy from 
the 29th day of June, 1923, to correct the date from which he 
takes rank as previously nominated and confirmed. 

Lieut. Charlie S. East to be a lieutenant in the Navy from the 
80th day of June, 1923, to correct the date from which he takes 
rank as previously nominated and confirmed. 

The following-named lieutenants to be lieutenants in the 
Navy from the 7th day of July, 1923, to correct the date from 
which they take rank as previously nominated and confirmed: 

Reuben F. Davis. 

William C. Betzer. 

Lieut. Richard E. Byrd, jr., to be a lieutenant commander in 
the Nayy on the retired list from the 10th day of February, 
1925, in accordance with a provision contained in an act of 
Congress approved February 10, 1925. 


POSTMASTERS 
ALABAMA 


Allie O. York to be postmaster at Midland City, Ala., in place 
of J. B. Hamrie. Incumbent's commission expired June 4, 
1924. 


CALIFORNIA 


Lillie A. Mideiros to be postmaster at Morro Bay, Calif., in 
piece of L. A. Mideiros. Office became third class October 1, 
1924. 

COLORADO 


Patrick H. Gallagher to be postmaster at Windsor, Colo., in 
place of H. V. Teller, resigned. 


IDAHO 


| Edgar H. Taylor to be postmaster at Juliaetta, Idaho, in 
place of R. F. Pepple, resigned. 


INDIANA 


Elmer S. Applegate to be postmaster at Paragon, Ind., in 
place of J. O. Hawley, deceased. 

Roy R. Berlin to be postmaster at Nappanee, Ind., in place 
of G. N. Murray. Incumbent's commission expired September 
5, 1922. 

Orville E. Steward to be postmaster at Rossville, Ind., in 
place of O. E. Steward. Incumbent’s commission expired May 
6, 1924. 


IOWA 

Arthur M. Burnside to be postmaster at Boone, Iowa, in 
place of J. R. Herron, Incumbent’s commission expired June 
5, 1924. 

Albert L. Meredith to be postmaster at Lynnville, Iowa, in 
place of Cynthia Schock. Office became third class October 1, 
1924, 

KANSAS 

Clyde O. Brown, jr., to be postmaster at Centralia, Kans., 

in place of E. M. Brown, resigned. 


KENTUCKY 


William G. Morgan to be postmaster at Stanford, Ky., in 
place of E. H. Hays. Incumbent's commission expired April 1, 
1924. 
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John E, Barnes to be postmaster at Ramer, Tenn., in place of 


Carolyn M. Stuart to be postmaster at Brentwood, Md., in S. R. Chambers, Office became third class October 1, 1924. 


place of J. P. Gooch, resigned. 
MICHIGAN 

Charles J. Larson to be postmaster at Ironwood, Mich., in 
place of A. W. Peterson. Incumbent's commission expired 
September 13, 1922. 

MINNESOTA 

Lesley S. Whitcomb to be postmaster at Albert Lea, Minn., 
In place of ©. H. Day. Incumbent's commission expired June 5, 
1924. 

MISSISSIPPI 

Mary B. Smith to be postmaster at Charleston, Miss., in place 
of J. W. Ashcraft. Incumbent's commission expired November 
19, 1923. 

Bettie D. Robertson to be postmaster at Collins, Miss., in 
place of W. R. Flanagan, Incumbent’s commission expired 
August 5, 1923. 

Finley B. Hewes to be postmaster at Gulfport, Miss., in place 
of F. B. Hewes. Incumbent's commission expired August 20, 
1923. 

Jack F. Ellard to be postmaster at Leland, Miss., in place of 
D. H. Landrum. Incumbent's commission expired August 5, 
1923. 

Malcom E. Wilson to be postmaster at Marks, M'ss., in place 
of T, I. Clarke. Incumbent's commission expired June 4, 1924. 

Minnie S. Suddeth to be postmaster at Mount Olive, Miss., in 
place of M. S. Suddeth. Incumbent's commission expired 
July 28, 1923. 

Ben Linn to be postmaster at Pickens, Miss., in place of 
S. V. Clements. Incumbent’s commission expired January 28, 
1924. 

Levi J. Jones to be postmaster at Richton, Miss., in place of 
W. R. Smith, resigned. 

Aden N, Utsey to be postmaster at Vosburg, Miss., in place 
of J. S. Andrews, resigned. 

James Chamberlain to be postmaster at Wiggins, Miss., in 
place of C. W. Boen, resigned. 

Ethan A, Wood to be postmaster at Woodville, Miss., in place 
of E. A. Wood. Incumbent’s commission expired May 6, 1024. 
MISSOURI 

Minnie Rice to be postmaster at Irondale, Mo., in place of 
Alma Brennecke, declined, 

NEW JERSEY 

Fred P. Crater to be postmaster at Gladstone, N. J., in place 
of F. P. Crater. Incumbent’s commission expired September 
10, 1923. 

Sealah P. Clark to be postmaster at Pitman, N. J., in place 
of D. S. Pancoast. Incumbent's commission expired June 5, 
1924. 

NEW YORK 

Morgan C. Harris to be postmaster at Newport, N. V., in 
place of J. C. F. Walker. Incumbent's commission expired 
May 6, 1924. 

NORTH CAROLINA 

Cephus Futrell to be postmaster at Murfreesboro, N. C., in 

place of C. H. Chamberlain, resigned. 
OHTO 

William E. Pangburn to be postmaster at Felicity, Ohio, in 

place of S. S. Bagby. Office became third class January 1, 1922. 
OKLAHOMA 

Belle Moulton to be postmaster at Earlshoro, Okla., in place 

of G. D, Reavis. Office became third cluss October 1, 1924. 
PENNSYLVANIA 

Sharp A. Caylor to be postmaster at Punxsutawney, Pa., in 
place of W. M. Carter, Incumbent’s commission expired June 
4, 1924. 

Daniel F. Pomeroy to be postmaster at Troy, Pa., in place of 
M. J. McNulty. Incumbent’s commission expired June 5, 1924. 

PORTO RICO s 

Josefina C. Silva to be postmaster at Hato Rey, P. R., in place 

of J. C. Silya. Office became third Glass January 1, 1923. 
SOUTH CAROLINA 

Ellen M. Williamson to be postmaster at Norway, S. C., in 
place of E. M. Williamson, Incumbent's commission expired 
June 4, 1924. 

TENNESSEE 

Homer W. Black, to be postmaster at Bolivar, Tenn., in place 

of S. A. Wheeler, removed. 


Florie W. Landress to be 
Tenn., in place of F, W. 
pired September 5, 1923. 


postmaster at Signal Mountain, 
Landress, Incumbent’s commission ex- 


VIRGINIA 


Robert N. Goodloe to be postmaster at Afton, Va., in place of 
R. N. Goodloe. Office became third class January 1, 1925. 


WASHINGTON 


Herbert A. Miller to be postmaster at Stevenson, Wash., in 
place of A. C. Sly, resigned. 


WISCONSIN 


Earle R. Adamson to be postmaster at Belleville, Wis., in 
place of Robert Luchsinger, resigned. 

Arthur G. Besse to be postmaster at Butternut, Wis., in place 
22 7 B. Anderson. Incumbent's commission expired March 22, 

Thomas D. Morris to be postmaster at Cambria, Wis., in place 
15 C. Schliesman. Incumbent's commission expired June 3, 

Thomas D. Smith to be postmaster at Fairchild, Wis., in place 
of T. D. Smith. Incumbent's commission expired June 5, 1924. 

Robert W. Brown to be postmaster at Lakemills, Wis., in 
place of Alexander Buchanan. Incumbent's commission expired 
August 29, 1923. 

Dorothea Devlin to be postmaster at Loyal, Wis., in place of 
3 Devlin. Incumbent's commission expired August 29, 

23. 

Leo E. Butenhoſt to be postmaster at Markesan, Wis., in place 
wee E. Butenhoff. Ineumbent’s commission expired May 28, 
1924. 

Carl C. Martin to be postmaster at New Lisbon, Wis., in place 
of ©. H. Farley. Incumbent’s commission expired June 5, 1924. 

Giles H. Putnam to be postmaster at New London, Wis., in 
place of Henry Knapstein. Incumbent’s commission expired 
June 5, 1924. 

Edward B. Shanks to be postmaster at Portage, Wis., in 
place of E. B. Shanks. Incumbent's commission expired March 
22, 1924. 

Herbert Hopkins to be postmaster at Randolph, Wis., in 
place of Herbert Hopkins. Incumbent's commission expired 
August 29, 1923. 

Arthur V. DeWitt to be postmaster at Sayner, Wis., in place 
of O. W. Sayner. Office became third class October 1, 1922. 
` Jessie M. McGeorge to be postmaster at Stone Lake, Wis., in 
place of M. R. Gross, resigned. 

Arthur Heins to be postmaster at Tigertc , Wis., in place of 
F. Y. King. Incumbent’s commission expired June 5, 1924. 

August J. Christianson to be postmaster at Webster, Wis., 
in place of J. A. Corcoran. Incumbent’s commission expired 
March 22, 1924. 

WYOMING 


Harry J. Thompson to be postmaster at Parco, Wyo., in place 
of James King. Office became third class July 1, 1924. 


CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate February 
16, 1925 
Frank B. Kellogg to be Secretary of State, effective March 
4, 1925. 
COLLECTOR or Customs 
Miner G. Norton to be collector of customs for customs col- 
lection district No. 41, with headquarters at Cleveland, Ohio. 
UNITED STATES ATTORNEY 
John B. Wright to be United States attorney for the district 
of Arizona, 
Unitrep Srates MARSHALS 
Palmer E. Anderson to be United States marshal, northern 
district of Illinois, . 
Millard M. Owens to be United States marshal, northern 
district of Florida. 
POSTMASTERS 


GEORGIA 
Glossie A. Dunford, Helena. 
> TOWA 
Samuel A. McCreery, Clarion. 


Clara PDentzinger, Donnellson. 
Martin T. Jensen, Grandmound. 


LOUISIANA 


Lola M. Hutchings, Bossier. 
Edward J. Templet, Pharr. 
MISSISSIPPI 
Reid R. Williams, Arcola. 
James W. Gresham, Ashland. 
Victor B. Garraway, Bassfield. 
Albert S. Johnston, Carthage. 
James G. Carr, Centerville. 
Harry L. Callicott, Coldwater. 
Clarence L. Fleming, Crandall. 
Robert F. McMullan, Decatur. - 
Joseph M. Scrivner, Derma. 
Mellon E. Daniel, Dlo, 
Minnie Davis, Duncan. 
John R. Terry, Dundee. 
Bessie H. Ballard, Edwards. 
Aaron B. Johnston, Enid. 
Bennett A. Truly, Fayette. 
William B. Stone, Fuiton. 
Sara B. Townes, Glendora. 
Jefferson D. Fogg, Hernando. 
Sarah L. Townsend, Holcomb. 
Isaac N. Joyner, Houlka. 
Dan Cohn, Lorman, 
Wiley S. Davis, Lyman. 
Walter W. Holmes, McComb, 
Emmett L. VanLandingham, McCool. 
Thomas C. Moore, Macon. 
Albert S. Russell, Magee. 
Maude Barton, Mathiston. 
Maggie E. Sullivan, Meadville. 
Willis L. Malley, Merigold. 
Josephine J. Dent; Morgan City. 
Fred H. Laseter, Morton. 
Allie B. Terry, New Angusta. 
Pearl Young, Noxapater. 
Carson Hughes, Oakland. 
John P. Edwards, Ocean Springs. 
Minnie T. Brown, Ovett. 
Elma M. Lindinger, Pascagoula. 
Robert J. Delpit, Pass Christian. 
Elisha E. Petty, Pheba. 
Johnnie L. Posey, Philadelphia. 
Fred W. Whitfield, Picayune. 
Virginia B. Duckworth, Prentiss. 
Thomas W. Cooper, Purvis. 
Katherine M. Alvis, Rienzi. 
Mary S. Graves, Roxie. 
Sarah M. Gryder, Shannon. 
David W. Gillis, Sledge. 
Tommie A. Hamill, Sturgis. 
William P. Jones, Terry. 
John R. Trimm, Tishomingo. 
James W. Bell, jr., University. 
Frances E. Clay, Vance. 
Andrew V. Lamar, Vardaman. 
Katie Starling, Walnut Grove. 
OKLAHOMA 

Bert E. Irby, Haworth. 

_ SOUTH CAROLINA 
James M. Byrd, Branchville. 

SOUTH DAKOTA 


Thomas R. Worsley, Witten. 
VERMONT 
Walter H. Akin, Beebe Plain. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monpay, February 16, 1925 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rey. James Shera Montgomery, D, D., offered 
the following prayer: 


Our Heayenly Father, we thank Thee more than words can 
express for Thy love and mercy. Behind the poorest mortal 
that trembles on the verge of destruction is the heart of Al- 
mighty God. To all our lives so give us Thy wisdom that there 
may be diminishing evil and growing goodness. Nourish and 
care for every institution of this broad land that gives encour- 
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agement and strength to the poor and unfortunate. Let Thy 
truth burn through our lips and Thy holy precepts speak 
through our conduct and always direct the desires of our 
hearts, through Christ. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of Saturday, February 14, 
and Sunday, February 15, was read and approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. Craven, its Chief Clerk, 
announced that the Senate had agreed to the reports of the 
committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendments of the House of Representatives 
to bills of the following titles: 

S. 365. An act for the relief of Ellen B. Walker; and 

S. 1765. An act for the relief of the heirs of Agnes Ingels, 
deceased. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed with 
amendments the bill (H. R. 11505) making appropriations for 
the Executive Office and sundry independent executive bureaus, 
boards, commissions, and offices for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1926, and for other purposes, in which the concurrence of 
the House of Representatives was requested. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed the 
following order: 


Ordered, That Mr. ASHURST be excused as conferee on the part of 
the Senate on the bill (H. R. 9393) entitled “An act authorizing the 
adjudication of claims of the Chippewa Indians of Minnesota, and that 
Mr. Kexprick be appointed in his stead. 


The message also announced that the Senate had passed the 
following resolution: 


Resolved, That the report of the Committee of Conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendment of the Senate 
to the bill (H. R. 10020) entitled “An act making appropriations for 
the Department of the Interior for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, 
and for other purposes,“ be recommitted to the Committee of Confer- 
ence, 


+ The message also announced that the Senate had passed a bill 
of the following title, in which the concurrence of the House 
of Representatives was requested: 

S. 4087. An act to revive and reenact the act entitled“ An act 
to authorize the construction of a bridge across the Sabine 
River at or near Orange, Tex.” 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed with- 
out amendment bills and joint resolution of the following titles: 

H. R. 11474. An act to fix the time for holding the terms of 
the United States District Court for the Eastern District of 
Virginia at Alexandria; 

H. R.2656. An act to permit the correction of the general 
account of Robert G. Hilton, former Assistant Treasurer of 
the United States; 

H. R. 2745. An act for the relief of J. M. Farrell; and 

H. J. Res. 325. Joint resolution extending the time during 
which certain domestic animals which have crossed the bound- 
ary line into foreign countries may be returned duty free. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed bill 
of the following title, in which the concurrence of the House 
of Representatives was requested : < 

S. 2424. An act to reduce the fees for grazing livestock on 
national forests. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


Mr. ROSENBLOOM, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 
reported that they had examined and found truly enrolled bills 
of the following titles, when the Speaker signed the same: 

S. 4056. An act to provide for an additional district judge 
for the western district of Michigan ; 

S. 4162. An act to establish home ports of vessels of the 
United States, to validate documents relating to such yessels, 
and for other purposes; 

S. 365. An act for the relief of Ellen B. Walker; 

S. 1768. An act for the relief of the heirs of Agnes Ingels, 
deceased ; 

H. R. 103. An act for the inclusion of certain lands in the 
Plumas National Forest, Calif., and for other purposes; 

II. R. 4441. An act to amend section 4044 of the Revised 
Statutes, as amended; 

II. R. 8090. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury 
to remove the quarantine station now situated at Fort Morgan, 
Ala., to Sand Island, near the entrance of the port of Mobile, 


Ala., and to construct thereon a new quarantine station; and 


H. R. 9765. An act granting to certain claimants the prefer- 
ence right to purchase unappropriated public lands. 
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THE HOWELL-BARKLEY BILL 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 15 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kentucky asks unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 15 minutes, Is there 
objection? 

Mr. SNELL. Reserving the right to object, and I do not 
intend to object, I trust that the gentleman from Kentucky will 
not use more than 15 minutes. We have a very long Consent 
Calendar and Members are desirous of getting as far as possible 
before we adjourn. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I have used much less time this session 
than I was expected to use when it began. [Laughter.] 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. Speaker, in view of the fact that this 
is perhaps the last day of this session on which it may be 
appropriate to consider or discuss the railroad labor bill, which 
has become known as the Howell-Barkley bill, I desire to make 
a brief statement with reference to the measure, its inception, 
progress, and present status. 

When the transportation act was passed, it was felt by many 
impartial friends of the railroads and their employees that the 
labor sections of the act, creating the Railroad Labor Board, 
were at best experimental, and they entertained fears that the 
board thus created would not prove to be the solution of the 
railroad labor problem. 

These fears have been abundantly justified by the events 
which followed the enactment of the law. The railroad em- 
ployees have never had much confidence in the board, and the 
railroad executives have repudiated it time and again, and 
many of them would be glad to see it abolished. 

Subsequent to the enactment of the present law, and con- 
tinuing until the beginning of the Sixty-eighth Congress, efforts 
were made by representatives of the employees to bring about 
conferences with the railway executives, in an effort to work 
out a plan that might be agreeable to both sides, and that 
might operate as a more or less permanent settlement of this 
troublesome question. 

The efforts to bring about these conferences failed. Con- 
ferences were had frequently with public men of all parties, 
and with men in private life whose opinions might contribute 
to a wise solution. Conferences were held with Secretary of 
Commerce Hoover and with Secretary of Labor Davis, and with 
many Members of both branches of Congress. All this was 
done in an effort to bring about and perfect legislation that 
might meet the situation, and at the same time prove beneficial 
and satisfactory to the public. 

As a result of these efforts, on February 28, 1924, a bill was 
presented to the House and Senate, which was called the 
railway labor act, with which my name has become associated 
in this branch of Congress. a 

Efforts were made to secure hearings on the bill in the 
House Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. These 
efforts failed, aud the bill was taken from the committee and 
placed on the calendar of the House by a majority vote of the 
House. The bill in the meantime was given hearings before 
the Senate Committee on Interstate Commerce, and later, with 
a few amendments, it was reported favorably to the Senate 
by a vote of 9 to 3. 

The bill was considered in the House on two or three differ- 
ent days, on all of which the opponents of the measure re- 
fused to discuss its merits, but resorted to a filibuster to pre- 
vent its consideration, after pretending to be anxious for its 
consideration in the committee as well as in the House. Dur- 
ing these days when the measure was before the House there 
were 24 roll calls and on every one of them the friends of 
the bill had a substantial majority. 

But on account of the filibuster Congress adjourned on 
June 7 with the measure on the calendar of both the House 
and the Senate. 

During the last session, after the introduction of the meas- 
ure and during the recess from June to December and up to 
the present moment, this measure has been the subject of more 
misinformation and more deliberate misrepresentation than 
any bill which has been before Congress in a generation. 
Those who have opposed it have systematically misrepresented 
it, either through ignorance or design, by claiming that it left 
the public entirely out of consideration in the formation of 


the boards to decide on questions of wages, when as a matter 


of fact the only board created by the bill to deal with wages 
in any respect is made up wholly from the public, and all men 


who have any interest on either side are thereby disqualified 
from membership. 

Between the adjournment of the last session of Congress 
and the beginning of the present session political parties met, 
nominated candidates for President and Vice President, and 
promulgated their platforms. 
or the Republican platform we find the following declara- 

on: 

The Labor Board provisions of the present law should be amended 
whenever it appears necessary to meet changed conditions. Collective 
bargaining, mediation, and voluntary arbitration are the most impor- 
tant steps in maintaining peaceful labor relations and should be 
encouraged. We do not believe in compulsory action at any time in 
the settlement of labor disputes. 

Public opinion must ba the final arbiter in any crisis which so 
vitally affects public welfare as the suspension of transportation. 
Therefore the interests of the public require the maintenance of an 
impartial tribunal which can in an emergency make an investigation 
of the facts and publish its conclusions, This is essential as a basis 
for popular judgment, 


In the Democratic platform we find this announcement: 


The labor provisions of the act (transportation act) have proven 
unsatisfactory in settling differences between employer and em- 
ployees. * * > It (the transportation act) must therefore be so 
rewritten that the high purposes which the public welfare demands 
may be accomplished. 


In his Labor Day speech at Wheeling John W. Davis, Demo- 
cratic candidate for President, declared himself unequivocally 
in favor of the abolishment of the Railroad Labor Board, and 
while he did not mention the Howell-Barkley bill by name, 
he declared himself in favor of principles which are set forth 
in that measure. 

If the Republican platform had been trying to describe the 
bill without naming it, it could not have done so more com- 
pletely than by the use of the language in its platform above 
quoted. 

The Progressive platform contained the following plank: 


We pledge ourselves to the speedy enactment of the Howell-Barkley 
bill for the adjustment of controversies between railroads and their 
employees. 


Hence, it is seen that all three of the leading candidates for 
President in the last election were committed to the amend- 
ment of the present law and that public opinion, as expressed 
through political parties and their candidates, demanded its 
prompt amendment. 

Subsequent to all this, on November 19, 1924, the Association 
of Railway Executives met and declared their opposition to 
any amendment of the present law in the following language: 


There is no condition existing to-day that calls for any urgent legis- 
lative action by Congress with respect to the railroads, either as to 
rates, labor relationship, or valuation. 


On December 3, 1924, President Coolidge delivered his mes- 
Sage to Congress, in which we find the following language: 


Another matter before Congress is legislation affecting the labor 
sections of the transportation act. Much criticism has been directed 
at the workings of this section, and experience has shown that some 
useful amendment could be made to these provisions. 

It would be helpful if a plan could be adopted which, while retaining 
the practice of systematic collective bargaining with conciliation and 
voluntary arbitration of labor differences, could also provide simplicity 
in relations and more direct local responsibility of employees and 
managers, But such legislation will not meet the requirements of 
the situation unless it recognizes the principle that the public has a 
right to the uninterrupted service of transportation, and therefore a 
right to be heard when there is danger that the Nation may suffer 
great injury through the interruption of operations because of labor 
disputes, If these elements are not comprehended In proposed legisla- 
tion it would be better to gain further experience with the present 
organization dealing with these questions before undertaking a change. 


Although I can not claim that the above language as used 
by the President could be construed as a specific indorsement 
of the Howell-Barkley bill, it is obyious that he indorsed legis- 
lation based on the principles of that bill, which provides for 
what the President desires— 

Systematic collective bargaining with conciliation and voluntary 
arbitration of labor differences— 


And also— 


simplicity in relations and more direct local responsibility of employees 
and managers. 
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The bill also 


recognizes the principle that the public has a right to the uninter- 
rupted service of transportation and therefore a right to be heard 
when there is danger that the Nation may suffer a great injury 
through the interruption of operations because of labor disputes. 


Acting upon the political pronouncements of the three parties 
in the last campaign, and upon the suggestions of the Presi- 
dent, the friends of the Howell-Barkley bill sought the co- 
operation of the administration in the further consideration 
of the bill in this session of Congress. Numerous conferences 
were had with Senator Cummins, the coauthor of the present 
transportation act, and with Secretary of Commerce Hooyer, 
and they had many conferences with the President upon the 
subject. In the course of these conferences special efforts were 
made to secure the cooperation of the railway presidents in 
the preparation and consideration of what all parties agreed 
to be a necessary change in and amendment of the present 
law. 

The efforts to secure the desired conferences with the rail- 
way executives has thus far failed. It was admitted by repre- 
sentatives of the administration that the employees had done 
what they could to make such conferences possible. President 
Coolidge had himself on a previous occasion said that it 
was desirable that the two sides get together and come to an 
agreement over labor legislation. 

In all fairness, I wish to say that some of the railroad 
presidents were anxious to cooperate, and did their best to 
make these conferences possible and of such extent as to 
represent the railroad executives generally. But a majority 
of their colleagues rejected the idea, and up to the present 
there have been no conferences between the executives and 
the representatives of the employees on the subject. 

When Congress met in December, the efforts to bring about 
the conferences to which I have referred, and thus obtain legis- 
lation that might be acceptable to all interests concerned, were 
in progress, and it seemed then that they might succeed. These 
efforts have continued practically all during the present ses- 
sion. Under these circumstances, the friends of the measure 
did not feel that it was wise to push the bill now before Con- 
gress on such days as might be allowed to it, because we 
greatly desired that acceptable legislation might come forth 
from the efforts already alluded to, and we did not desire to 
consume the time of the House in attempting to combat an- 
other fillibuster and thus prevent the consideration of other 
legislation that ought to be passed. 

For the reasons which I have suggested we have not sought 
to bring the bill before the House for consideration at this 
session. It is manifest that to do so now would be both futile 
and unwise. We regret that it was made impossible to pass 
the measure in the last session. We regret that the efforts to 
bring about desired legislation at this session, with justice 
to the railroads, their employees, and the public, have not been 
successful. But the friends of this legislation feel that they 
have shown no arbitrary disposition at any stage of the pro- 
ceedings, and they have at all times been and are now will- 
ing to discuss with every sincere friend of the roads and 
their employees and with the public every provision of the bill 
which has been presented and every amendment that may be 
suggested in good faith in the hope that ultimately we may 
secure the passage of a measure that will adequately meet the 
needs of the situation and do justice te every interest that has 
a right to be consulted. : 

In conclusion I may say that efforts to bring about the 
conferences which were sought in vain during the present ses- 
sion will continue during the congressional recess, and I in- 
dulge the hope that at the next session of Congress we may 
succeed in passing a law that will cure the manifest and glar- 
ing inequalities contained in the present law and which will 
recognize and protect the legitimate interests of the roads, the 
men, and the public. 

Mr. COOPER of Ohio. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I will. 

Mr. COOPER of Ohio. Is not this a fact: There were a 
great many Members of the House who took the position that 
the Railroad Labor Board had not functioned, and they were 
in favor of changing the present law in so far as it relates 
to railroad labor disputes. The officials of the railroad labor 
organizations refused to consider any important change, but 
insisted that the principal provisions of the bill must be 
accepted as passed just as it had been drafted by them. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That statement is absolutely incorrect. 

Mr, COOPER of Ohio. I would like 

Mr. BARKLEY. I have stated on the floor repeatedly that 
I myself have prepared amendments to be offered to this bill 


Will the gentleman yield? 


in collaboration with Members of the Senate and the House 
and with representatives of the labor organizations, so it is 
not true that they refused to consider any other legislation or 
suggestions concerning this question. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. COOPER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the gentleman may have one more minute so I may 
ask another question. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
Chair hears none. 

Mr. COOPER of Ohio. In reply to the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky I want to say this: That I myself had a conference 
with some of the labor brotherhood officials and asked them if 
they would agree to support a bill to abolish the Railroad 
Labor Board and reestablish the provision for mediation and 
conciliation and arbitration that was provided for under the 
Newlands Act, and they said they would consider no change at 
all, that the Howell-Barkley bill must go through with the 
provision for the four national boards of adjustment and board 
of mediation and conciliation, upon which there were 45 mem- 
bers, who were to receive salaries ranging from $7,000 up to 
$12,000 a year. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not know anything about any propo- 
sition the gentleman from Ohio may have made to the railroad 
brotherhoods. It may have been that they looked with sus- 
picion upon the proposition coming from him. I am not able 
to say as to that, however. But I can say in response to the 
gentleman's question to me that there has never been a moment 
since the introduction of this bill when the railroad employees 
and representatives of the brotherhoods have been unwilling 
to consider any suggestion or amendment from anybody who 
was sincere and earnest in desiring to bring about legislation 
for the solution of this problem. [Applause.] 

oe SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has again ex- 
pired. 

Mr. WINSLOW. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed out of order for three or four minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. 

Mr. WINSLOW. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, 
we did have at the last session of the Congress a little by-play 
in respect to the Howell-Barkley bill, and it was virtually 
withdrawn from our consideration. We have gone through 
this session of Congress without any reference to it as far as 
I remember, save by the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
Barxiey] to-day. It is not my purpose to get into a dis- 
cussion of the merits of the bill as to who were its backers or 
opponents, but Iam very much pleased to have the opportunity to 
compliment my associate on the committee [Mr. BARKLEY] in 
respect of his proposition as laid before the House this morn- 
ing. Recrimination rarely breeds good results, and I am sure 
we do not want to get this House in any sort of row about a 
thing that is dead. [Applause.] I am referring not to the 
merits of the bill but to the discussion of the problem, my 
friends. I say more power to the arm of the railroad em- 
ployees and to friends like Mr. BARKLEY in their efforts to do 
anything that will bring about a real proper determination of 
misunderstandings between employees and employers. We 
need such consideration as much as any one thing in our 
economic structure, and I hope that the proposition stated 
by Mr. BARKLEY will come to pass, that in-the next session of 
Congress you will have submitted to you a bill which does 
fairly represent the interests of everybody concerned, includ- 
ing the people of the country, regardless of their association 
with their employees or employers. I do wish to say one 
more thing, and that is this, and I can not lay too great em- 
phasis upon it: There is no problem affecting the transporta- 
tion system of this country so insignificant as to be properly 
considered off the reel. The problem is big, it is tremendously 
and wonderfully ramified, one consideration as compared with 
another. Let me tell you, my friends, that I have no ax to 
grind as to future legislation. 

You can not take up a transportation bill in this House 
with any degree of intelligence, with any degree of certainty 
as to what you are talking about or doing without real study. 
No bill should ever be considered here for transportation, 
which is so tremendously complicated, without a careful re- 
view by the proper committee, whatever that committee may 
be. It is a bad policy, and I hope that this House will realize 
that in respect to transportation problems, involving not only 
large sums of money but more particularly the well-being of 
the people from an economic and domestic point of view. If 
brought before the House, it should be well fortified with 
hearings and report, and I trust that will always be the 
method of the House. [Applause.] 


[After a pause.] The 


ese 
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NIGHT SESSION 


Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the House shall stand in recess this evening from 5.30 to 8 
p. m, and that between 8 p. m. and 11 p. m. it shall be in 
order to consider business on the Consent Calendar. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks unani- 
mous consent that the House stand in recess this evening from 
5.30 to 8 p. m., and that between 8 p. m. and 11 p. m. it shall 
be in order to consider business on the Consent Calendar. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Does that mean merely 
unanimous-consent bills and not suspensions? 

Mr. SNELL. I did not have suspensions in mind, 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state that he will not 
recognize requests for suspensions. 

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, in order that there may be 
no misunderstanding, is it the intention of the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SNELL] that bills on the Consent Calendar 
shall be considered under the rules relating to that calendar? 

Mr. SNELL. Only bills unobjected to. 

Mr. CRAMTON. That is, if a bill has been up once and 
knocked off the calendar with one objection—— 

Mr. SNELL. It has to be objected to by three objections. 

Mr. CRAMTON. The bills will be considered under the 
ordinary rules applying to the Consent Calendar? 

Mr. SNELL. I think under the ordinary rules governing 
the Consent Calendar. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Will anybody be recognized to move 
a suspension of the rules? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair does not expect to recognize 
anybody to moye a suspension of the rules. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. My position on the matter is depend- 
ent on whether or not we shall have a chance to vote on unani- 
mous-consent bills or some other matter. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair has notified all Members who 
have appealed to him to recognize a motion to suspend the 
rules that he felt the Consent Calendar should be completed, 
and he has denied all requests to entertain motions to suspend 
the rules. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, the House has now finished 
every one of our supply bills, and we have our actual cal- 
endar, that we must pass, finished. What is the use of night 
sessions when we have all of next week and all of the week 
following and three days of the following week with nothing 
else to do? 

Mr, SNELL. There are a great many individual bills that 
Members are desirous of sending over to the Senate. 

Mr. BLANTON. I am not going to object to sitting to- 
night, but I will object to sitting other nights. 

Mr. BUTLER. Can the gentleman from New York tell 
whether in his lifetime, or that of any of the Members, there 
will come a time when we can consider these calendars in 
the regular way? 

Mr. SNELL. I hope that time will come soon. 

Mr. BUTLER. Is my hope in vain if I hope that this 
thing will come about when I am still alive? 

Mr. SNELL. I hope not. [Laughter.] 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
‘gentleman from New York [Mr. SNELL]? 

There was no objection, 

INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATION BILL 

Mr. WOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the independent offices appropriation bill be taken from the 
Speaker's table, that we disagree to all the Senate amend- 
ments, and ask for a conference. 

The SPEAKER. The gentieman from Indiana asks unani- 
mous consent to take from the Speaker’s table the independ- 
ent offices appropriation bill, disagree to all the Senate amend- 
ments, and ask for a conference. The Clerk will report the 
bill by title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (H. R. 11505) making appropriations for the Executive Office 
and sundry independent executive bureaus, boards, commissions, and 
offices, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, and for other purposes. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the gentleman's 
request? 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Reserving the right to object, Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to ask the gentleman from Indiana a 
couple of questions. There are a number of Members on this 
side of the House who are very much in favor of two amend- 
ments placed on the bill by the Senate. One was in regard 
to the Tariff Commission. Personally I am very much inter- 
ested in that amendment. It was stricken out, as the gen- 


tleman will remember, on a point of order here, and they 
placed it back in the law with a limitation; and I would like 
to know if the House will have an opportunity to vote on 
that amendment. 

Mr. WOOD. So far as I am concerned, they will have an 
opportunity. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Now, another amendment, the Pullman 
surcharge amendment. Will we have an opportunity to vote 
on that amendment? 

Mr. WOOD. I will state to the gentleman that while I am 
entirely in favor of the abolition of the Pullman surcharge, in- 
dividually I think it is a bad piece of legislation; we would 
not do a thing of that kind on this side, because it would be 
subject to a point of order. But I will say that I can not 
agree to it when we get over to that side, and I will bring it 
back to you. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman can not agree, of course. 
He would have to bring it back. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Woop]? 

There was no objection; and the Speaker appointed as con- 
ferees on the part of the House Mr. Woop, Mr. WaAson, and 
Mr. SANDLIN. 

CONSENT CALENDAR 


The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the first bill on the 
Consent Calendar. 


OFFICERS IN CHARGE OF PUBLIO BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS 


The first business on the Consent Calendar was the Dill 
(S. 1918) relative to officers in charge of public buildings and 
grounds in the District of Columbia. 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid- 
eration of this bill? 

Mr. BLANTON, Reserving the right to object, Mr, Speaker, 
as I understand it, in case this bill is called up, the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. Cramton] proposes to offer a substitute 
for it, a substitute that will coordinate the work being done 
by two officers and leave only one to do the work. 

Mr. CRAMTON. It will be the coordination of two offices 
and will save $50,000 a year. 

Mr. BLANTON. His proposition will not promote a colonel 
to a major general? 

Mr. CRAMTON. It will make no change in the status or 
Salary or rank of Colonel Sherrill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etoc., That the commission known as the commission 
in charge of the State, War, and Navy Department Buildings shall 
hereafter be known as the commission in charge of public buildings 
in the District of Columbia, 

See. 3. That the office of the Superintendent State, War, and Navy 
Department Buildings shall hereafter be known as the office of publie 
buildings in the District of Columbia, and the Superintendent of the 
State, War, and Navy Department Buildings shall hereafter be known 
as the director of public buildings in the District of Columbia. 

Sec. 3. The office heretofore known as the office of public buildings 
and grounds shall hereafter be designated as the office of public parks 
in the District of Columbia, and the officer in charge of public build- 
ings and grounds shall hereafter be known as the director of public 
parks in the District of Columbla. 

Sec. 4. Nothing in this act shall be held to modify existing law 
with respect to the assignment of space in the publie buildings in the 
District of Columbia by the Public Buildings Commission. 


Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, I offer an amendment as a 
substitute. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman offers as a substitute the 
bill H. R. 11029, which is on the Consent Calendar. 

Mr. CRAMTON. I am offering the substitute in the form 
as amended by the Committee on Publie Buildings and Grounds. 

The SPEAKER, The Clerk will report the substitute. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, cte., That the office of Public Buildings and Grounds 
under the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, and the office of 
superintendent of the State, War, and Navy Department Buildings 
are hereby consolidated into a single office and shall hereafter be desig- 
nated as the office of Public Buildings and Public Parks of the National 
Capital, The superintendent of the State, War, and Navy Department 
Buildings and the officer in charge of Public Buildings and Grounds 
shall hereafter be designated as the Director of Public Buildings and 
Public Parks of the National Capital, and shall be assigned by the 
President from the officers of the Corps of Engineers for duty in this 
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position as now provided by law for the officer in charge of Public 
Buildings and Grounds and the superintendent of the State, War, and 
Navy Department Buildings. 

Src, 2. The commission in charge of the State, War, and Navy De- 
partment Building, established by the act approved March 3, 1883, is 
hereby abolished and all powers and duties conferred. and imposed by 
law upon such commission and the superintendent of the State, War, 
and Navy Department Buildings shall hereafter be exercised and per- 
formed by such director, under the general direction of the President of 
the United States. 

Sac. 3. The office of Public Buildings and Grounds, under the direc- 
tion and control of the Chief of Engineers of the United States Army, 
is hereby abolished, and all authority, powers, and duties conferred and 
imposed by law upon the Secretary of War or upon the Chief of Engi- 
neers of the United States Army in relation to the construction, main- 
tenance, care, custody, policing, upkeep, or repair of public buildings, 
grounds, parks, monuments, er memorials in the District of Columbia, 
together with the authority, powers, and all duties and powers con- 
ferred and imposed by law upon the officer in charge of publie buildings 
and grounds, shall be held, exercised, and performed by the Director 
of Public Buildings and Public Parks of the National Capital, under 
the general direction of the President of the United States. 

Suc. 4. The officers and employees in the offices hereby consolidated 
shall become officers and employees of the office of Public Buildings 
and Public Parks of the National Capital without reappointment, and 
all official records, papers, files, furniture, supplies, and other property 
in use in or in the possession of the offices so consolidated are hereby 
transferred to the office hereby created. The director is authorized to 
appoint, in accordance with existing law, such officers and employees, 
and to incur such expenses, as may be necessary for the proper admin- 
istration of his office within the limits of the appropriations from time 
to time granted therefor. There may be detailed to assist the director 
not to exceed two qualified officers of the United States Army not above 
the rank of major. 

Sec, 5. All unexpended balances of appropriations made for either 
of the activities hereby consolidated shall be available for expenditure 
by the office hereby established to the same extent and under the same 
conditions as such appropriations are available for the offices hereby 
consolidated, 

Sec. 6. Nothing contained in this act shall be held to modify existing 
law with respect to the assignment of space in the public buildings in 
the District of Columbia by the Public Buildings Commission or to 
modify sections 4 to 10, inclusive, of the act approved May 27, 1924, 
relating to the United States park police, except as provided in section 
8 of this act. 


The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. BEGG. Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the gentleman 
from Michigan a question as to section 5. What is the inten- 
tion of the superintendent as to number of employees? Will 
he need as many with a consolidated office as he would with 
two offices? 

Mr. CRAMTON. No; he will not need as many, and we have 
his pledge that he will reorganize, with a resultant saving, as 
I have stated, of probably $50,000 a year. 

Mr. BEGG. The gentleman told me that in private, but I 
want to call the gentleman's attention to the language of the 
bill and ask whether he does not think the superintendent is 
liable to run into trouble. This bill specifically hires all the 
employees of both departments right now; and if the superin- 
tendent wants to let one of them out next month or in six 
months, can he do it? 

Mr. CRAMTON. Oh, certainly. 

Mr. BEGG. How does the gentleman explain the language? 

Mr. CRAMTON. He can turn loose anyone to-day in either 
organization. There are two organizations, each under Colonel 
Sherrill, and he can to-day let anyone out that is in either 
organization. Now, in this consolidation we provide that they 
are all brought into the new organization, and Colonel Sherrill 
tells us that if this consolidation is brought about he will have 
one administrative office instead of two; he will have one 
chief clerk instead of two; there will be one bookkeeping and 
disbursing office instead of two; there will be one cost section 
instead of two, and in addition 

Mr. BEGG. As far as that is concerned, the gentleman does 
not need to enumerate them; but I understand the language in 
the bill, where it says, shall become officers and employees“ 
Jin the offices consolidated, to mean that they shall become 
officers, 

Mr. CRAMTON. Yes; they will when the consolidation takes 
effect, and just as soon as Colonel Sherrill works out his re- 
organization some of them will be let out. I have his assur- 
ance to that effect, and I can assure the gentleman that this 
has been gone over, It was not a matter personal to myself, 
but it was brought to my attention because of my experience 


three: or four years ago, when we asked Colonel Sherrill to 
make a survey, as a result of which we turned over to his care 
the Interior Department buildings, at a saving immediately of 
$125,000 a year, and that saving has been increasing, until now 
it is $175,000 a year below what it formerly cost. Other build- 
ings have been put in his care, and that poliey, I believe, is 
a very wise one, and it might be still further extended. Pre- 
liminary to that it is desirable to have his force consolidated. 

Mr. BEGG. I will say to the gentleman that I have no 
opposition to the proposition. 

Mr. CRAMTON. I will say to the gentleman from Ohio that 
the language carried here is necessary, and it will not handicap 
his efforts to bring about economy. 

Mr. BEGG. If the gentleman were on the pay roll and we 
should pass this law, and week after next you should be 
notified by Colonel Sherrill that your services were no longer 
needed, do you not think you would contend that you were 
being hired by Congress? 

Mr. CRAMTON. Oh, no. The employment is authorized 
and the continued employment is authorized, just the same as 
it is authorized now, and it could be discontinued any day by 
Colonel Sherrill, just as it can be discontinued to-day. 

Mr. BEGG. Would not the word “may” be better than 
the word “shall”? 

Mr. CRAMTON. Oh, no. That would raise a question as 
to whether Colonel Sherrill should continue them on the 
pay roll or not. 

Mr. BEGG. I do not think so at all. 

Bisse HILL of Maryland. Will the gentleman from Michigan 
a? 

Mr. CRAMTON. Certainly. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. I would like to refer to section 3 
of the House bill which the gentleman has introduced, and 
particularly to the following words: 


And all authority, powers, and duties conferred and imposed by law 
upon the Secretary of War or upon the Chief of Engineers of the 
United States Army in relation to the construction, maintenance, 
care, custody, policing, upkeep, or repair of public buildings, grounds, 
parks, monuments, or memorials in the District of Columbia, 


And so forth. And I would like to ask the gentleman 
whether this bill confers any additional powers over public 
buildings on the consolidated office? As I understand it it con- 
fers no additional duty but simply brings about coordination 
and consolidation. 

Mr. CRAMTON. ` At the present time there is a commission 
in charge of the State, War, and Navy Building; that was its 
original duty; the duties of that commission have been ex- 
tended to take in the Interior Department buildings, some of 
the Treasury Department buildings, and others. That is one 
organization under Colonel Sherrill as executive officer. Then 
there is an officer in charge of public buildings and grounds; 
he has charge of the parks, Potomac Park, the Lincoln Me- 
morial, the Washington Monument, and all of those activities. 
That is another organization with Colonel Sherrill again as 
the executive officer. Now, this bill consolidates the activities 
under each of those organizations into one organization with 
no added duties. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. And with a saving of about $50,000. 

Mr. CRAMTON. With a saving of $50,000 immediately 
and with better administration possible. 


Mr. LANHAM. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CRAMTON. Yes. 2 
Mr. LANHAM. Is not this also a fact? That under the 


two organizations which now exist seasonal work is done by 
certain employees, and during other seasons of the year there 
is nothing for those employees to do, and they are necessarily 
east aside? 

Under this consolidation of the two offices, is it not true that 
the consolidation will result in economy by the elimination of a 
number of employees and at the same time will have the inci- 
dental advantage of giving to those employees who are re- 
tained constant employment throughout the year? 

Mr. CRAMTON. And permit much better administration. 
For instance, the employees in the parks are not needed in the 
winter, but they could be very well used in connection with the 
public buildings. 

Mr. LANHAM. That is the idea I have in mind, and under 
the consolidation that is possible. 

Mr. CRAMTON. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. I would like to ask the gentleman a ques- 
tion. We are following the gentleman on this substitute and 
he is promising to effect a saving of $50,000 a year. Is the 
gentleman going to follow that up after we pass the bill and 
see that it is effected or is the gentleman just going to take 
chances on it? 
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Mr. CRAMTON. I will say to the gentleman I took up, 
three or four years ago, with Colonel Sherrill the matter of a 
saving in connection with the care of the Interior Department 
buildings. He made an estimate then of a saving of $125,000 
a year. 

Mr. BLANTON. I know about that. 

Mr. CRAMTON. Just a moment. He promised greater sav- 
ing later, and I checked up this year and I find it has been 
reduced $50,000 more and the amount of the saving is now 
$175,000. So my experience with Colonel Sherrill is such that 
when he says he is going to make this saving I am sure he 
will do it. A 

Mr. BLANTON. Is the gentleman going to check it up after- 
wards? 

Mr. CRAMTON. I haye a habit of checking up for myself, 
also. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 

A similar House bill was laid on the table. 


GENERAL SUPPLY COMMITTEE 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 8711) to authorize the consolidation and coordination 
of Government purchases, to enlarge the functions of the Gen- 
eral Supply Committee, and for other purposes, 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr. BLANTON. I object, Mr. Speaker. 


DESIGNATION OF CROATAN INDIANS AS CHEROKEE INDIANS 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the Dill 
(H. R. 8083) to designate the Croatan Indians of Robeson and 
adjoining counties in North Carolina as Cherokee Indians, 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPRAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
this bill be referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs, and 
I do this with the permission of the author of the bill, I 
may say. i 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


BOARD OF GENERAL APPRAISERS 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 11638) to amend the tariff act of 1922, and other acts, 
and to change the official title of the Board of United States 
General Appraisers and members thereof to that of the United 
States Customs Court, presiding judge, and judges thereof. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr, BEGG, Mr. DICKINSON of Missouri, and Mr. BLANTON 
objected, 


DEPUTY MARSHALS OF THE DISTRICT COURT FOR THE WESTERN 
DISTRICT OF ARKANSAS 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(II. R. 9364) granting a pension to deputy United States mar- 
shals of the United States District Court of the Western Dis- 
trict of Arkansas who rendered special service prior to the 
admission of the State of Oklahoma into the Union. : 

The Clerk read the title of the bill, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, I object. . 

Mr. TILLMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman from Utah 
withhold his objection for an explanation? 

Mr. COLTON. Yes; I withhold it. 

Mr. TILLMAN. I want to say to the membership of this 
House if there ever was a meritorious bill brought before this 
body, this is the bill. 

Mr, COLTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TILLMAN. Yes; I shall be glad to yield. 

Mr. COLTON. I would like to know why this bill comes 
from the Judiciary Committee. I have read the report and it 


seems to me it is a bill that properly belongs to the Pension 
Committee. There are a great many other meritorious pension 
measures that are now being considered by the Pension Com- 
mittee, and while I have no objection on account of the merits 
of the bill, it seems to me it ought to take the same course 
and be considered in the same way as other pension bills. 


Mr. TILLMAN. The reason this bill was sent to the 
Judiciary Committee is because the services of these men to 
whom we seek to grant a pension grew out of their connection 
with the Federal court at Fort Smith, and hence the Judiciary 
Committee was the proper committee to which the bill should 
be referred. A subcommittee was appointed to examine into 
the merits of the measure and to hold hearings. 

Considerable time was consumed in taking testimony on the 
bill, and the subcommittee reported the same back to the full 
committee and they unanimously reported it to the House. The 
bill provides that these deputy marshals over 65 years of age, 
who served more than two years under Judge Parker shortly 
after the War between the States shall be placed on the pension 
roll and paid $30 a month from this time on. It is not re- 
troactive, and there are only about 30 of these men living. 
Judge Parker was once a citizen of the State of Ohio, and was 
appointed by General Grant district judge at Fort Smith, and 
had jurisdiction of a large portion of Arkansas and the Five 
Civilized Tribes in the Indian Territory. He held the greatest 
court in the world, and was respected by everybody, especially 
the bar, irrespective of party. These deputy marshals per- 
formed military service. Just after the War between the 
States the Indian Territory was full of robbers, thieves, cut- 
throats, and murderers, and these men went down and did 
what the United States Army could not do, and did not do. 
They pacified that country and rendered it habitable. This 
bill proposes to pension these men at the rate of $30 a month, 
We pass bills here week after week granting large pensions to 
men who really performed less service to the Government dur- 
ing the war. These people took their lives in their hands, 
made this section of the country safe, pacified it, and we are 
asking for only a pittance for them. There are only a few of 
them living, and most of them are in wretched circumstances, 

Mr. COLTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TILLMAN. Yes. 

Mr. COLTON. The gentleman realizes that we would be 
creating a precedent—making a departure from the policy in 
granting pensions before they have been carefully considered 
by the Pension Committee. There are pending now before that 
committee a great many bills that are seeking to pension non- 
military organizations who rendered great service on the fron- 
tier. In fact, they rendered real military service, though not 
regularly enrolled. 

Mr. TILLMAN. These people did perform military service, 
just as much as those who were in the military service. 

Mr. Speaker, I submit in detail a history of work performed 
by ex-United States deputy marshals from 1872 to 1877. 

During Judge Parker's administration 65 deputy marshals 
were killed and nearly as many wounded, some of them crip- 
pled for life. 

The law-abiding citizens were afraid to let a deputy marshal 
stay over night—afraid the outlaws would do them harm after 
the marshals left. So, finally, the marshals had te provide 
their own transportation, with camping outfits, to transport 
their prisoners and witnesses to Fort Smith, sometimes two or 
three hundred miles. After leaving Fort Smith west on their 
trips they were at war until they returned. They had to guard 
their camps just like soldiers at war. Just as soon as a deputy 
got into his saddle and turned his face to the west he was in 
the enemy's country. Many of the boys never returned; some 
killed in a fight with the outlaws and some bushwhacked. No 
soldier in time of war went through more hardships than the 
deputy marshals did from 1872 to Oklahoma statehood. 

I read a partial list of deputy marshals that were killed by 
the outlaws of the western district: James Ward, by Proctor 
gang; Floyd Wilson, by H. Star gang; Robert Alexander, by 
Magee gang; Willard Ayers, by Creek Indians; Sam Sixkeller, 
at Muskogee; Billy Fields, by Creek Indians; Dave Maples, by 
Ned Christy; Ed Stokey, by Z. Zoury; Frank Dalton, by Z. 
Zoury; Bill Moody, by Proctor gang; John Field and two 
guards, near Eufaula; Jack Richardson, by Bill Pigin; Bill 
Irwin, by Jack Spaniard; Carlton John McAlester, by negroes, 
near Purcell; Jim Gary, by Lee Boyd; H. Beck, by John Bark; 
Barney Connelly, by Shephard Busby; Dave Layman, by 
Osage Indians; Charley Downs, by Proctor gang; Bob Ducley, 
by Henry Stewarts; Duval, by Choctaw Bill; Weir and Gil- 
strap, by Wickliff gang; Ben Simpson, in fight east of String- 
town; Lawrence Keating, by Cherokee Bill, in Fort Smith jail; 
George Williams, by Gene Lewis. 

From the hearings (p. 20) it appears that there are but 
few of these deputy marshals alive to-day and that most of 
them are in destitute circumstances, and the granting of this 
pension at this time will prove a fitting tribute for their 
extraordinary services as well as provide them with some small 
means of livelihood. 

Mr. COLTON. I regret that I will have to object. 
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FIXING SALARIES OF OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES OF THE COURT OF 
APPEALS, ETC. 

The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 8210) to fix the salaries of officers and employees of the 
Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia, the Supreme 
Court of the District of Columbia, the United States Court of 
Claims, and the United States Court of Customs Appeals. 

The Clerk read the title to the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. LOZIER. I object. 

RELINQUISH MENT OF CERTAIN LANDS IN THE STATE OF IDAHO 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 11067) to provide for the relinquishment by. the United 
States of certain lands to the county of Kootenai, in the State 
of Idaho, 

The Clerk read the title to the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the United States relinquish unto the county 
of Kootenal, in the State of Idaho, all of its right, claim, or title to or 
the possession of that certain piece or parcel of land situated in 
Kootenai County, in the State of Idaho, and described as follows: 
„Beginning at a point 1.332 feet north and 332 feet west of a stone 
monument at or about high-water mark on the enst boundary of Fort 
Sherman Military Reserve (abandoned), said point being on the north 
line and 332 feet west of the northeast corner of lot 49 of said military 
reserve (abandoned) ; running thence west along the north line of said 
lot 49, 18 feet; running thence south at right angles 302 feet; running 
thence east 350 feet to the intersection with the east Une of said lot 
49; running thence north along the east line of said lot 49 for a dis- 
tance of 50 feet to the southeast corner of the Kootenai County court- 
house property; running thence west along the south line of said prop- 
erty for a distance of 252 feet to the southwest corner of said Kootenai 
County courthouse property; running thence northwesterly along the 
west line of said property for a distance of 264 feet, more or less, to the 
place of beginning; to have and to hold forever as a part of the public 
lands belonging to the said county of Kootenai. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read the third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. FrencH, a motion to reconsider the vote by 
which the bill was passed was laid on the table. 

STATUS OF RETIRED OFFICERS OF THE REGULAR ARMY DETAILED AS 
PROFESSORS, ETC. 

The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 11546) to define the status of retired officers of the 
Regular Army who have been or may be detailed as professors 
and assistant professors of military science and tactics at edu- 
cational institutions, 

The Clerk read the title of the bill, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. BLANTON. I object. 

Mr. VESTAL. Will not the gentleman withhold it? 

Mr. BLANTON. I will withhold it. 

Mr. VESTAL. I would like to have the gentleman in charge 
of the bill [Mr. Waianr] make a statement in regard to the bill. 

Mr. BLANTON. I understand that there are objections other 
than my own. Several Members object to it. 

Mr. VESTAL. I do not know of anyone else. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair would suggest that if the gen- 
tleman is going to object it is hardly worth while wasting the 
time of the House to discuss it. 

Mr. BLANTON. If the gentleman in charge wishes to make 
an explanation I have no objection. 

Mr. WRIGHT. ‘This bill undertakes to correct a ruling by 
the Comptroller General under a section of the national de- 
fense act. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WRIGHT. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Is the gentleman in favor of doing away 
with the office of Comptroller General? 

Mr. WRIGHT. Oh, no. 

Mr. BLANTON. We are clipping his wings every day with 
bills like this, and every time he makes a ruling some one brings 
in a bill to do away with it. We either ought to vote to up- 
hold the Comptroller General or do away with the office. 

Mr. WRIGHT. But it often happens that the ruling is made 
= wes conflict with what we intended when we passed the 

Mr. BLANTON. As to all Members I doubt that. I am back- 
ing him up 100 per cent. 

Mr. WRIGHT. This is a bill that has economy ir view. 
The retired officers have been detailed as instructors in colleges 


and universities, and they all draw three-quarters pay, and by’ 
putting them on duty and paying them one-quarter more we 
get all of their service. The Comptroller General ruled that 
while engaged in this service they could not be construed as on 
active duty. That is all there is to it. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr. BLANTON. I object. 


OATHS OF BANK DIRECTORS 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill (S. 
2209) to amend section 5147 of the Revised Statutes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera-. 
tion of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That section 5147 of the Revised Statutes is 
amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 5147. Each director, when appointed or elected, shall take an+ 
oath that he will, so far as the duty devolves on him, diligently and bon- 
estly administer the affairs of such association, and will not knowingly 
violate or willingly permit to be violated, any of the provisions of this 
title, and that he is the owner in good faith, and in his own right, of the 
number of shares of stock required by this title, subscribed by him, or 
standing in his name on the books of the association, and that the same 
is not bypothecated, or In any way pledged, as security for any loan or 
debt. The oath shall be taken before a notary public, properly authorized 
and commissioned by the State in which he resides, or before any other 
officer having an official seal and authorized by the State to administer 
oaths, except that the oath shall not be taken before any such notary 
public or other officer who is an officer of the director's bank. The 
oath, subscribed by the director making It, and certified by the notary 
public or other officer before whom it is taken, shall be immediately 
transmitted to the Comptroller of the Currency and shall be filed and 
preserved in his office for a period of 10 years,” 


The bill was ordered to be r2ad a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 


TRANSPORTATION OF BLACK BASS 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the Dill 
(H. R. 10690) to regulate the interstate transportation of black 
bass, and for other purposes, 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. Speaker, I object. 


CASS LAKE, MINN, 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the Dill 
(H. R. 11928) to promote and preserve the navigability of 
Cass Lake, in the State of Minnesota. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr. HASTINGS. I object. 


MUNICIPAL PARK, PHOENIX, ARIZ. 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the Dill 
(H. R. 11644) granting certain public lands to the city of 
Phoenix, Ariz., for municipal park and other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That lots 1 and 2, northeast quarter northwest 
quarter, and northwest quarter northeast quarter, section 7, township 
1 south, range 4 cast, Gila and Salt River meridian, Arizona, be, and 
the same are hereby granted to the city of Phoenix, Ariz., for munici- 
pal park, recreation, playground, or public convenience purposes, upon 
the condition that the city shall make payment for such land at the 
rate of $1.25 per acre to the receiver of the United States land office, 
Phoenix, Ariz, within six months after the approval of this act: 
Provided, That there shall be reserved to the United States all oil, 
coal, or other mineral deposits found at any time in the land, and the 
right to prospect for, mine, and remove the same: Provided further, 
That the grant herein is made subject to any valid existing claim or 
easement, and that the lands hereby granted shall be nsed by the city 
of Phoenix, Ariz., only for the purposes herein indicated, and if the 
said land, or any part thereof, shall be abandoned for such use, said 
land, or such part, shail revert to the United States; and the Secre- 
tary of the Interior is hereby authorized and empowered to declare 
such a forfeiture of the grant and restore said premises fo the public 
domain if at any time be shall determine thet the city has for more 
than one year abandoned the land for the uses herein indicated, aud 
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guch order of the Secretary shall be final and conclusive, and thereupon 
and thereby said premises shall be restored to the public domain and 
freed from the operation of this grant. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. . 


PROTECTION “OF WATERSHEDS OF NAVIGABLE STREAMS 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 11886) to amend section 7 of an act entitled “An act to 
enable any State to cooperate with any other State or States, 
or with the United States, for the protection of the watersheds 
of navigable streams, and to appoint a commission for the 
acquisition of lands for the purpose of conserving the naviga- 
bility of navigable rivers,” approved March 1, 1911 (36 Stat. L. 

„ 961). 

p The Clerk read the title of the bill, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr. BEGG. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, I 
would like to have some information from the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. HAWLEY]. 

Mr. HAWLEY. The purpose of this bill is to enable the 
Government to exchange lands acquired under the Weeks Act 
for lands that are contiguous to it and within the boundaries 
of the national forest in which such lands are located. 

Mr. BEGG. I have two questions which I desire to have 
answered: First, it is not contemplated to take land segregated 
entirely away from the forest? In other words, does this 
straighten the boundary of the forest? 

Mr. HAWLEY. It might in the case of an irregular bound- 
ary. It might occasionally involve a piece of land that would 
go out to the exterior boundary, to straighten it out, but the 
bill especialiy provides that it must be within the boundaries 
of the national forest. 

Mr. BEGG. Another thing I can not quite understand from 
my own hasty study of the bill is what effect and how will we 
operate with a railroad incorporated within a national forest 
reserve, and how is that going to affect the value of the stump- 
age so as to increase it from a dollar and a quarter an acre to 
$3 an acre. 

Mr. HAWLEY. The bill itself does not contain any provision 
relating to such a railroad, although the report makes such 
reference. How railroad construction can increase the value 
of stumpage can be shown by illustration. In the southwestern 
part of my State the United States has a large area in national 
forests, and I use that as an illustration because it is not con- 
nected with the particular section affected by this bill. The 
private company built a logging railroad about 46 miles long, 
which made accessible for market all of the Government's 
holdings along that line. The stumpage on the Government 
holdings had been, prior to the construction of the railroad, a 
dollar and a half per thousand, but by reason of the accessibil- 
ity, because the railroad is accessible to logs on the Govern- 
ment's holdings as well as to those on private holdings, the 
price of stumpage went up to about $3 to $3.50 per thousand. 

Mr. BEGG. I grant that if a new railroad is run into the 
territory that might happen, but the railroad is already there 
now. 

Mr. HAWLEY. There is nothing in the bill relative to such 
railroad construction, nor do I know of any that is contem- 
plated in any part of the areas affected. z 

Mr. BEGG. I would like to get some information from 
somebody who knows about it. Is it proposed that we are 
going to buy the railroad? 

Mr. HAWLEY. No. 

Mr. BEGG. Are we going to build one? 

Mr. HAWLEY. No. 

Mr. BEGG. How can this railroad that is already there 
increase the price of the Government stumpage if we buy some 
of their cut-over land? 

Mr. HAWLEY. Unless we by our exchange acquire lands 
more accessible to the railroads than were the lands exchanged 
for them. 

Mr. BEGG. Does the gentleman expect that some private 
interest is going to exchange lands contiguous to a railroad 
for lands away off that are inaccessible? Does he think that 
is liable to happen? 

Mr. HAWLEY. An operating company in a certain place 
might have a railroad of its own, and it might want to block 
in its own area for more convenient purposes of handling its 
logs, so that it would not have to build over areas on which 
they owned no timber, and would be willing to exchange that 
land for other lands with timber on them of equal value and 
quality. It would be to the advantage of the Government to 


obtain them if it blocked up its own lands in the process and 
obtained in the exchange property of equal value. It reduces 
the cost of administration. 

Mr. BEGG, I am frank to say I can not see anything at all 
in this bill that is of advantage to the Government. : 

Mr. HAWLEY. The bill was introduced beeause it was to 
the advantage of the Goyernment. In many areas the land is 
checkerboarded. $ f 

Mr. BEGG. I understand that; but how does that increase 
the value of the stumpage? Now, the timber is worth so much 
and it depends upon the proximity to a railroad, and one of 
the inducements for passing this bill is that it gives encourage- 
ment to railroads to enter the reserve, thereby increasing the 
stumpage value from a dollar and a half to $3. 

Mr. HAWLEY. I do not think the gentleman is correct. 

Mr. BEGG. I know I am correct; I have seen the report. 

Mr. HAWLEY. The gentleman is reading from the report, 
not from the provisions of the bill. The statement in the 
report was probably taken from an incidental statement made 
in the hearings, upon the effect of improving the facilities for 
handling logs and blocking in holdings. 

Mr. BUTLER. Will the gentleman permit a question? 

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes. 

Mr. BUTLER. Is there some man in the State of Oregon 
who is willing to give the Government something that is worth 
anything for nothing? 

Mr. HAWLEY, This does not apply to Oregon, only to the 
Atlantic States. 

Mr. BUTLER. It applies to our part of it. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid- 
eration of the bill? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That section 7 of an act entitled “An act to 
enable any State to cooperate with any other State or States, or with 
the United States, for the protection of the watersheds of navigable 
streams, and to appoint a commission for the acquisition of lands 
for the purpose of conserving the navigability of navigable rivers," 
approved March 1, 1911, be, and the same is hereby, amended by 
adding the following proviso thereto: 

“ Provided further, That with the approval of the National Forest 
Reservation Commission as provided by sections 6 and 7 of this 
act, and when the public interests will be benefited thereby, the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture be, and hereby is, authorized, in his discretion, to 
accept on behalf of the United States title to any lands within the 
exterior boundaries of national forests acquired under this act which, 
in his opinion, are chiefiy valuable for the purposes of this act, and 
In exchange therefor to convey by deed not to exceed an equal value 
of such national forest land in the same State, or he may authorize 
the grantor to cut and remove an equal value of timber within such 
national forests in the same State, the values in each case to be de- 
termined by him: And provided further, That before any such ex- 
change is effected notice of the contemplated exchange reciting the 
lands involved shall be published once each week for four successive 
weeks in some newspaper of general circulation In the county or 
counties in which may be situated the lands to be accepted, and in 
some like newspaper published in any county in which may be situ- 
ated any lands or timber to be given in such exchange. Timber given 
in such exchanges shall be cut and removed under the laws and regu- 
lations relating to such national forests, and under the direction and 
supervision and in accordance with the requirements of the Secretary 
of Agriculture. Lands so accepted by the Secretary of Agriculture 
shall, upon acceptance, become parts of the national forests within 
whose exterior boundaries they are-located, and be subject to all the 
provisions of this act.” 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Hawtey, a motion to reconsider the vote 
by which the bill was passed was laid on the table. 


UPPER MISSISSIPPI WILD-LIFE AND FISH REFUGE 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was H. J. Res. 
335, to amend section 10 of the act entitled “An act to estab- 
lish the upper Mississippi River wild-life and fish refuge.” 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I object. 


PUBLIC BUILDING, DECATUR, ALA. 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 374) to increase the limit of cost of the public building 
at Decatur, Ala. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr. LEHLBACH. Mr. Speaker, I object. 
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RESTORATION OF FORT M’HENRY, IN BALTIMORE, MD, 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 5261) to repeal and reenact chapter 100, 1914, public, 
No. 108, to provide for the restoration of Fort McHenry, 
in the State of Maryland, and its permanent preservation as 
a national park and perpetual national memorial shrine as the 
birthplace of the immortal Star-Spangled Banner, written 
by Francis Scott Key, for the appropriation of the necessary 
funds, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of this bill? 

Mr, BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
how much is this going to cost? 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, the authorization 
contained in here by the committee amendment is for $50,000. 
It is expected to cost less, but the old fort where was recently 
erected the Francis Scott Key monument is in a dreadful 
condition and ought to be preserved and be consecrated to the 
memory of the Star-Spangled Banner, 

Mr. BLANTON. How far off the National Old Trail is that? 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. It is only about a mile off I think. 
It is down in that general region on the waterfront, and I 
should say it is about a mile off that trail, and it is a place 
which would be visited a great deal. There is the Key High- 
way and the city of Baltimore has spent a large sum of money. 
in order to make it available. 

Mr. BLANTON. I do not like to object, but it occurs to 
me somebody cught to object. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland, I am obliged to the gentleman for 
not objecting to the consideration of this bill and I hope no 
one will object. 

I shall take but a moment to explain this bill, since it is not 
necessary for me to enlarge upon the historic significance of 
Fort McHenry, nor is it necessary to deal at length with the 
immediate necessity of restoring to its original condition, as 
far as possible, and of preserving in perpetuity that historie 
spot where the “Star-Spangled Banner” had its origin. 

The Committee on Military Affairs held full hearings upon 
the pending bill, which was introduced by our colleague, the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. LinrHicum]. At this hearing 
were present the Hon. Charles P. Coady, formerly a Repre- 
sentative from Maryland, and a number of representatives of 
patriotic societies of national importance, and others interested 
in the preservation of historie shrines dedicated to American 
history. It appeared in the hearings that President Harding 
had dedicated at Fort McHenry the Key Monument, the preser- 
vation of which is in danger by the present condition of Fort 
McHenry. 

I recall with great pleasure the address made on that oc- 
casion by the then Assistant Secretary of War, our present 
colleague, the gentleman from New York, Colonel WAINWRIGHT, 
and, with your permission, I will here insert this address for 
your information. . 

Colonel Warnwricut, at Fort McHenry on June 14, 1922, 
when presenting the Key Monument on behalf of the War 
Department to President Harding, on behalf of the Nation, 
made the following remarks: 


Mr. President, fellow Americans, and distinguished guests, it is most 
appropriate that on Flag Day at this point in Maryland we should 
dedicate a monument to Franncis Seott Key, the author of the Star- 
Spangled Banner, and to the soldiers and the sailors who fought to 
preserve our liberties in the battle of North Point and the attack on 
Fort McHenry. For here occurred the stirring event that inspired 
Key's poetic gift and patriotic soul to pen those immortal lines which 
constitute our national anthem. Stirred by the noble memories re- 
vived by the centennial of the repulse of the attack on Fort McHenry 
the Congress of the United States in 1914 made suitable provision 
out of the public funds to erect a monument to Key and the other 
patriots I have named. It confided to the Secretary of War the duty to 
arrange for and supervise the execution of the work. An admirable and 
fair program of competition, as well as the moving and inspiring nature 
of the task,- invoked the earnest efforts of many of our most talented 
and famous sculptors, The design finally selected, that of the sculptor 
Niehaus and the architect Warren, reflects as high and noble a product 
oi the sculptor’s art as has yet adorned this or any other land. The 
bronze heroic figure, that of the god Orpheus, playing on a primitive 
harp made from a ram's horn and a turtle shell, portrays with appro- 
priate allegory “ The Spirit of Music.“ Its rare beauty, life, and grace 
must impress the gaze of all. The statue stands 25 feet 3 inches tall. 
The medallion portrait which adorns the marble base beneath the 
statue is that of Key. The flanking figures symbolize the two great 
arms of the Nation's strength, the Army and the Navy. Tue proces- 
sion of other figures circling the base personifies the classic graces— 


music, the dance, literature, and religion. The base is 10 feet 7 
inches high, the entire monument 42 feet 7 inches high. The statue 
is the largest single cast of bronze yet made. The somewhat un- 
sightly character of the surroundings need give us no concern, since 
this memorial will ultimately have an appropriate setting in what will 
be known as Fort McHenry Park. The Secretary of War has had the 
cooperation of many distinguished officials, citizens, and authorities 
on art in this city of Baltimore. To all these and to others who have 
contributed to the realization of this work he bids me express his 
deep appreciation for their counsel and assistance. The Secretary of 
War trusts that you, sir, the Congress, and all our people will be 
well satisfied with what has been accomplished. This monument is 
the tribute of all the people and of all the States to a high-souled 
patriot who rendered a great service to his country and to the valor 
of the noble men who preserved this portion of our soil inviolate. 

Mr. President, on behalf of the War Department, I haye the honor 
and the high privilege to present through you to the Nation this 
monument, to stand for all time to inspire devotion to our beloved 
country and to her starry flag. 


Fort McHenry will always stand in the hearts of the Ameri- 
can people as a great shrine of our history and liberties. 
There can be no hesitation in the minds of this House that the 
spot which is sacred to the origin of the Star-Spangled Ban- 
ner should be preserved in perpetuity. No man who has 
heard the Star-Spangled Banner ring across the battle fields 
where America has stood for her freedom can fail to respond 
to the demand of patriotic men and women that Fort McHenry 
be thus perpetuated, I hope the bill will pass. [Applause] 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Speaker, by virtue of an act passed 
by Congress in 1914 now known as chapter 100, 1914, Publie 
No. 108, Fort McHenry was transferred to the city of Baltimore 
for park purposes, with the understanding that in the event the 
National Government should need it for war purposes it should 
have the right to repossess it at any time. It was not thought 
then nor could anyone realize that this old property would ever 
be needed again for war purposes, it being located now within 
the city of Baltimore and absolutely useless as a defense. 

The unexpected, however, happened. War was declared by 
our Government against the German Empire and subsequently 
against the Austrian Empire, and the old fort took its position, 
not as a defense to the great city of Baltimore, which is now 
built up to its very gates, but as a great hospital for the care 
of the sick and wounded. The model immigration station con- 
structed within the fort grounds, having a large administration 
building, receiving station and pier, a hospital, power plant, 
and all the requisites for an immigration plant, became the 
nucleus of the various hospital buildings which eventually 
covered almost the entire 48 or more acres of the fort ground. 

The War Department, having completed its use of the fort 
and its buildings, is now ready to turn it over as a memorial 
for the immortal Francis Scott Key, who, on the Minden, 
anchored in the harbor, wrote the Star-Spangled Banner in 
1814, and for whom the Government has erected a monument 
costing more than $100,000, facing the harbor of Baltimore, 
and the scene of the battle between the British squadron in 
their attack upon the fort. 

This bill provides for the removal and sale of the temporary 
buildings erected for hospital purposes and all other material 
of no further use to the Government, and out of the money 
received for such buildings and material authorization is made 
for the appropriation of $50,000 to place the old fort in its 
original condition and to make it a place worthy of its historic 
and sentimental history. 

It is estimated that these repairs and restorations can be 
made for that sum, as shown by the following statement: 


Star fort: 
Painting new roofs and miscellancous repairs to six bulld- 

Tipe: "at STOO! Cac . ee $4, 200 
Sodding, stone coping, roads, and walks 2,000 
Repairs to outside brick wall 1, 000 

7, 200 
Detached emplacement opposite sally port: 
Pointing up brickwork, sodding, steps, eta 600 
Upper water battery: 
Sodding, grading, repairing walls and magazine doors 3, 000 
posan: 3.380X14 
New macadam — p 5,256 square yards, at 83 15, 768 
Removing 3,600 yards of cinder road, at 40 cents 1, 440 
Straightening roads and removing portions not used 1, 792 
19, 000 
Entrance: 
Ney approach and iron gates 1, 800 
Grading: 
Regrading and landscape gardening, 36 acres, at $400 per 
fe OS — ty eae ͤ——— 14, 400 
Miscellaneous: : 
Procuring and setting up old guns, placing tablets, etc__... 4, 000 
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SUMMARY 
Star Fort. 
Detached emplacement ~---.--.---_______.-..-___.----.-- 
Upper water battery 
Roads 
Entrance. 


If this bill is enacted into law, then Fort McHenry becomes 
a national park and a perpetual national memorial, which 
seems but fitting when we realize the importance of this 
hallowed ground in the history of the Nation. 

From a London newspaper of June 17, 1814: 


It is understood that the grand expedition preparing at Bordeaux 
for America under the gallant Lord Hill, is destined for the Chesa- 
peake direct. Our little army in Canada will at the same time be 
directed to make a movement in the direction of the Susquehanna 
and both armies will, therefore in all probability, meet at Washing- 
ton, Philadelphia, or Baltimore. The seat of the American Govern- 
ment, but more particularly Baltimore, is to be the main object of 
attack. In the diplomatic circles it is also rumored that our naval 
and military commanders on the American station have no power to 
conclude any armistice or suspension of arms. They carry with them 
certain terms, which will be offered to the American Government at 
the point of the bayonet. The terms are not made public; but there 
is reason to believe that America will be left in a much worse situa- 
tion as a naval and commercial power than she was at the commence- 
ment of the war. 


From this it appears it was the intention of the British that 
they would endeavor to effect a junction at some point in the 
interior of the United States, and that it was the purpose of 
the southern expedition to occupy an Atlantic coast port as a 
base of operation. In the South the British land and naval 
forces mobilized at Bermuda, and on August 3, 1814, set sail 
for the Chesapeake Bay, the troops under command of Maj. 
Gen. Robert Ross, veterans of the European campaigns and 
Wellington's tried troops, and the navy under Admiral Coch- 
rane. Sir George Prevost on September 5, 1814, advanced to 
capture Plattsburg with four brigades, which had crossed the 
Canadian border, numbering 11,000 men, not including the 
Canadian militia. It was purposed to capture Plattsburg and 
open the way down Lake Champlain for its juncture and co- 
operation with the forces of the South. 

History tells us how Washington was captured, public build- 
ings destroyed, and consternation spread throughout the States 
of the American Republic. The Capitol, the White House, and 
department buildings remained but charred ruins. Without 
orders from his Government, Ross converted his campaign, 
which fill then had been creditable to himself and flattering to 
British pride, into a marauding raid and of which no English- 
man spoke without mortification. With hatred in their hearts, 
they embarked in their vessels, returned to the Chesapeake, and 
made for the mouth of the Patapsco. Inspired by his success, 
Ross boasted he would make his winter quarters in the town 
commonly designated by the British as a “nest of pirates.” 
“Tt is a doomed town,” declared Vice Admiral Warren, both 
referring to Baltimore. “The American Navy must be anni- 
hilated,” said a London paper. The ships numbered around 50. 
Some entered the river while others proceeded to North Point, 
at the mouth of the river and 12 miles from Baltimore. The 
force landed consisted of about 9,000 men, viz, 5,000 soldiers, 
2,000 marines, and 2,000 sailors; the first under Major General 
Ross and the latter under Admiral Cochrane. Works were 
erected at North Point to arrest their progress. General Ross 
met his fate early in the engagement, shot by two young Mary- 
landers, Daniel Wells and Henry McComas, members of 
Aisquith’s Rifle Corps, and to them a monument is now erected 
in Baltimore. 

Suffice it to say the British were driven back at North Point, 
entered their ships, and departed, while Admiral Cochrane, 
after bombarding Fort McHenry, was finally driven off, and 
the city of Baltimore saved from capture and, possibly, de- 
struction. It was during this engagement at Fort McHenry 
that Francis Scott Key came to Baltimore to secure the re- 
lease of his brother-in-law, Doctor Beanes, a physician of 
Upper Marlboro. He had gone on board in the cartel ship 
Minden in company with Colonel Skinner under protection of 
a flag of truce and was himself detained during the expedi- 
tion. They were placed on board the Surprise and courteously 
treated and finally transferred to their own vessel, the Minden, 
anchored in sight of the fort. 

Of vivid and poetic temperament, he felt deeply the danger 
and the long and terrible hours which he passed in sight of the 
conflict, the result of which he could not know. It was under 


these circumstances that he composed The Star-Spangled 
Banner, descriptive of the scenes of that doubtful night and 
of his own excited feelings. Upon the coming morn, uncertain 
of its results, his eyes sought for the flag of his country and he 
asked in doubt: 


Oh, say can you see by the dawn’s early light, 
What so proudly we hailed at the twilight’s last gleaming, 
Whose broad stripes and bright stars thru the perilous fight 
O'er the ramparts we wateh'd, were so gallantly streaming? 
And the rockets’ red glare—the bombs bursting in air, 
Gave proof through the night that our fag was still there, 
Oh say does that Star-Spangled Banner yet wave, 
O'er the land of the free and the home of the brave? 


and then as through “the mists of the deep“ dimly loomed that 
gorgeous banner fluttering in the first rays of the morning's 
sun, he exclaims triumphantly— 


"Tis the Star-Spangled Banner, oh long may it wave, 
O'er the land of the free and the home of the brave. 


This outburst of the patriot and the poet's heart thrilled 
through the souls of his brethren; they took it up; it swelled 
from millions of voices, and the Star-Spangled Banner became 
the national anthem. It was worth more than thousands of 
swords, in that it consolidated the country and made it one 
solid fighting unit. The conflict of Fort McHenry became the 
last battle of the War of 1812. While not great in numbers, it 
was certainly one of the decisive battles of the world, in that it 
forever established the absolute independence of the States 
commercially and otherwise. 


The result— 
HEADQUARTERS, HAMPSTEAD HILL, 


Baltimore, September 14, 1814—10 a. m, 
Hon. JAMES MONROE, 
Acting Secretary o] War. 

Sin: I have the bonor of informing you that the enemy, after an nn- 
successful attempt, both by land and water on this place, appear to be 
retiring. 

We have a force hanging on their rear. 

I have the honor to be your obedient servant, 
(Signed) 8. SMITH, 
Major General Commanding. 

P. S.: The enemy’s vessels in the Patapsco are all under way going 
down the river. I have good reason to believe that General Ross is 
mortally wounded— 


as per the concise message sent by courier to Washington 
from General Smith. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
Chair hears none. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That an act authorizing the Secretary of War to 
grant the use of the Fort McHenry Military Reservation in the State of 
Maryland to the mayor and city council of Baltimore, a municipal 
corporation of the State of Maryland, making certain provisions in 
connection therewith, providing access to and from the site of the new 
immigration station heretofore set aside be, and hereby is, repealed 
and reenacted to read as follows: 

“That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, authorized and di- 
rected so soon as it may no longer be needed for uses and needs grow- 
ing out of the late war, to begin the restoration of Fort McHenry, in 
the State of Maryland, now occupied and used as a military reserva- 
tion, including the restoration of the old Fort McHenry proper to the 
condition in which it was on the Ist of September, 1814, and to place 
the whole of said military reservation in such a condition as would 
make it suitable for preservation permanently as a national park and 
perpetual national memorial shrine as the birthplace of the immortal 
Star-Spangled Banner, written by Francis Scott Key, and that the 
Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, further authorized and directed, 
as are his successors, to hold the said Fort McHenry tn perpetuity as a 
military reservation, national park, and memorial, and to maintain it 
as such, except that part mentioned in section 3 hereof, and that part 
now in use by the Department of Commerce for a light and fog-signal 
station under revokable license from the War Department with the 
maintenance of the electric lights thereto, the said reservation to be 
maintained as a national public park, subject to such regulations as may 
from time to time be issued by the Secretary of War: Provided, That 
the citizens of Baltimore city and of the State of Maryland shall be 
given as free and full access to and use of said national park as they 
would enjoy If this were a part of the park system of Baltimore ‘city. 

“ That any and all repairs, improvements, changes, and «iterations in 
the grounds, buildings, and other appurtenances to the reservation shall 
be made only according to detailed plans which shall be approved by 
the Secretary of War, and all such repairs, improvements, or alterations 
shall be made at the expense of the United States, and all sech im- 
provements, together with the reservation itself, shall become and re- 


[After a pause.] The 
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main permanently the property of the United States: Provided, That 
permission is hereby granted the Secretary of the Treasury to use 
permanently a strip of land 60 feet wide belonging to said fort grounds, 
beginning at the north corner of the present grounds of the fort and 
extending south 63° 30’ east, 650 feet to the south corner of the site 
set aside for the immigration station at Baltimore, said strip of land 
being located along the northwest boundary of the land ceded to the 
Baltimore Dry Dock Co. and the land of the said immigration station, 
the same to be used, if so desired, in lieu of acquiring, by purchase or 
condemnation, any of the lands of the dry dock company so that the 
Secretary of the Treasury may, in connection with land acquired from 
the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Co., haye access to and from said im- 
migration station and grounds over the right of way so acquired to the 
city streets and railroads beyond, the Secretary of the Treasury to 
have the same power to construct, contract for, and arrange for rail- 
road and other facilities upon said outlet as fully as provided in the 
act approved March 4, 1913, setting aside a site for an immigration 
station and providing for an outlet therefrom: Provided, however, 
That if the Secretary of the Treasury accepts and makes use of said 
strip of land for the purposes aforesaid the War Department shall have 
equal use of the railroad track and other roads constructed over which 
to reach the city streets and railroads beyond from the other parts of 
the fort grounds: Provided further, That the Secretary of War may, in 
case of a national emergency or war temporarily, and only for the 
period of such war, close the said military reservation and use it, if he 
shall deem it to be necessary, for military purposes. 

“ That there is hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of any funds 
in the Treasury of the United States not heretofore appropriated, the 
sum of $100,000, or so much thereof as may be necessary, for use by 
the Secretary of War in the restoration of said military reservation and 
for other purposes consistent with this act, and the further sum of 
$10,000 annually for the maintenance and care of the reservation.” 


The committee amendments were read as follows: 


Page 2, line 11, strike out The condition in which it was on the 
Ist of September, 1814, and to place the whole of said military reser- 
vation in.” 

Page 2, line 24, strike out the word “lights” and insert the word 
“lines,” and after line 24 insert: and such portions of the reser- 
vation, including improvement, as may be reserved by the Secretary 
of War for the use of the Chief of Engineers.” 

Page 3, strike out lines 5, 6, 7, and 8. 

Page 4, after the word “ further,” in line 18, strike out “ That the 
Secretary of War may, in case of a national emergency or war, tempo- 
rarily, and only for the period of such war, close the said military 
reservation and use it, if he shall deem it to be necessary, for mili- 
tary purposes, and insert: “That the Secretary of War may, in case 
of a national emergency, close the said military reservation and use it 
for any and all military purposes during the period of the emergency, 
and for such period of time thereafter as the public needs may re- 
quire: And provided further, That the Secretary of War is hereby 
authorized and directed to dispose of the useless temporary build- 
ings and contents constructed during the recent war, and from the 
proceeds thereof there is hereby authorized to be appropriated such 
sum as may be necessary, not exceeding $50,000, for use by the Secre- 
tary of War in the restoration of said Fort McHenry Reservation 
and for other purposes consistent with this act.” 

Page 5, strike out all of lines 9 to 16, inclusive. 


The question was taken, and the amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read 
the third time, was read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Hitt of Maryland, a motion to reconsider 
the vote by which the bill was passed was laid on the table. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the 588 bill. 

LIVESTOCK EXPERIMENT STATION AT MANDAN, N. DAK. 

The next business on the Consent Calendar was 92 — bill (H. 
R. 4495) to provide for the establishment of a dairying and 
livestock experiment station at Mandan, N. Dak. 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of this bill? 

Mr. BEGG. Mr. Speaker, I think I shall object to that. 

The SPEAKER, Objection is made, The Clerk will report 
the next bill. 

Mr. ALMON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the bill H. R. 374 may remain on the calendar. I think it 
was objected to under a misapprehension. 

Mr. BLANTON. It remains anyhow. 

The SPEAKER. It can be an on the calendar again by 
the gentleman. 

ADDITIONAL JUDGE, DISTRICT OF MARYLAND 

The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 5083) to create | an additional judge in the district of 
Maryland. 


The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid- 
eration of this bill? 

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Speaker, I think I will object to that. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman. from Oklahoma objects. 
The Clerk will report the next bill. 


APPRAISER OF MERCHANDISE AT PORTLAND, OREG. 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(S. 3352) to provide for the appointment of an appraiser of 
merchandise at Portland, Oreg. 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid- 
eration of this bill? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That on and after the passage of this act the 
Secretary of the Treasury is authorized and directed to appoint, 
pursuant to the civil service laws and regulations, an appraiser of 
merchandise at Portland, Oreg., prescribe his duties when not other- 
wise defined by law, and fix his compensation. 

Sec. 2, So much of paragraph 3 of section 2587 of the Revised 
Statutes as provides for the appointment of an appraiser of mer- 
chandise at Portland, Oreg., is hereby repealed. 


The SPEAKER. The question is on the third reading of 
the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read 
a third time, and passed. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next bill. 


YUMA RESERVATION PROJECT, ARIZ, 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 10279) for the completion of first Mesa division of the 
Yuma auxiliary reclamation project, * and for other 


ur poses 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of this bill? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
substitute Senate Joint Resolution 172 for this bill. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Arizona asks unani- 
mous consent to substitute the resolution S. J. Res. 172 for the 
House bill. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the Senate joint 
resolution. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Joint resolution (S. J. Res. 172) to appropriate certain amounts for 
the Yuma irrigation project, Arizona, and for other purposes 


Resolved, etc., That there is hereby appropriated, out of any money 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $200,000, to 
be paid out of the reclamation fund established by the act of June 
17, 1902 (32 Stat. p. 388), for operation and maintenance and com- 
pletion of construction of the irrigation system required to furnish 
water to all of the irrigable lands in part 1 of the Mesa division, 
otherwise known as the first Mesa unit of the Yuma auxiliary project, 
authorized by the act of January 25, 1917 (39 Stat. p. 868), as 
amended by the act of February 11, 1918 (40 Stat. p. 437): Pro- 
vided, That all moneys received by the United States in payment of 
land and water rights in said part 1 of the Mesa division, beginning 
one year from the date this act becomes effective, shall be covered 
into the reclamation fund until the sum advanced from said fund 
hereunder is fully paid: Provided further, That the purchase price of 
land and water rights hereafter sold in said part 1 of the Mesa 
division shall be paid to the United States in 10 equal installments, 
the first of which sball be due and payable at the date of the pur- 
chase, and the remaining installments annually thereafter, with in- 
terest on deferred installments at the rate of 6 per cent per annum, 
payable annually; and the Secretary of the Interior is authorized, 
at any time within one year from the date this act becomes effective, 
to amend any existing uncompleted contract for the purchase of land 
and water rights, so that the aggregate amount of principal and 
interest remaining unpaid under such contract may be paid in 10 
equal installments in accordance with the conditions of this proviso, 
beginning with the date of amendatory contract: And provided fur- 
ther, That land and water rights in said part 1 of the Mesa division 
heretofore or hereafter offered at public sale under said act of 
January 25, 1917, and not disposed of at such public sale may be 
sold later at private sale at not less than $25 per acre for the land 
and at $200 per acre for the water right, and a corporation may 
purchase land and water rights at any such sale, either public or 
private, and receive patent therefor. 
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Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. Speaker, I move to strike out at the 
end of the resolution the words “and a corporation may pur- 
chase land and water rights at any such sale, either public or 
private, and retain patent therefor.” 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, may I ask the gentleman from 
Arizona whether this first division of the Yuma Mesa is what 
is called the “ Beloved Mesa”? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes; that is the “ Beloved Mesa.” 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the third reading of 
the Senate joint resolution. 

The Senate joint resolution, as amended, was ordered to be 
read a third time, was read the third time, and passed. 

The SPEAKER. ‘The similar House bill will, without objec- 
tion, be laid on the table. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next bill. 

OLD FORT VANCOUVER STOCKADE 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 10472) to provide for restoration of the old Fort Van- 
couver stockade. 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of this bill? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of War is authorized and 
directed to restore or rebuild, in a manner historically accurate as to 
dimension and architecture, the building known as the Old Fort 
Vancouver Stockade. Such restoration or rebuilding shall be in close 
proximity to the site of the stockade structure originally built by 
the Hudson's Bay Co., within the present limits of the United States 
Military Reservation at Vancouver Barracks, in the State of Wash- 
ington, and shall be completed on or before July 1, 1925. 

Sec, 2. The sum of $60,000, or so much thereof as may be neces- 
sary, is hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of any money in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the purpose of carrying 
out the provisions of section 1 of this act. 


With committee amendments as follows: 


Page 1, line 3, strike out the words “and directed to restore or 
rebuild ” and insert in lieu thereof the words to permit and cooperate 
in the restoration or rebuilding”; and on page 2, strike out all of 
lines 3 to 7, inclusive. 


The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ments. a 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

The SPEAKER, The Clerk will report the next bill. 


LOPEZ AND SHAW ISLANDS, WASH. 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 10687) granting to the county authorities of San Juan 
County, State of Washington, certain described tracts of land 
on the abandoned military reservations on Lopez and Shaw 
Islands as a right of way for county roads, and for other 
purposes. 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of this bill? 

Mr. BLANTON. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
what is the necessity of this bill? What interest have the 
people in it? 

Mr. HADLEY. I will say to the gentleman that these aban- 
doned military reservations are being sold under the act of 
1884, under which they are disposed of in pursuance of an 
Executive order made about two years ago. The county of 
San Juan, in the State of Washington, is interested in getting 
a right of way for county roads on these two military reserva- 
tions on Lopez and Shaw Islands, 

Mr. BLANTON. This is a military reservation? 

Mr. HADLEY. Yes, sir. 

Mr. BLANTON. Why does not the gentleman get a report 
from the Secretary of War on it and not a report from the 
Secretary of the Interior? 

Mr. HADLEY. I will state, Mr. Speaker, that these aban- 
doned military reservations were transferred under an Ex- 
ecutive order in 1923 from the War Department to the Depart- 
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ment of the Interior. The War Department has no more juris- 
diction over these particular reservations. The Department 
of the Interior has jurisdiction, and under the act of 1884 has 
power to dispose of and sell those properties. 

Mr. BLANTON. What are we to get from that act? 

Mr. HADLEY. That act of 1884 provides that this land 
shall be sold after appraisal for not less than $1.25 per acre, 
This bill is to give to the county the right of maintaining a 
roadway over the reservations. 

Mr. BLANTON. This is not an attempt to have the property 
itself turned over. 

Mr. HADLEY. Oh, no. 

Mr. BLANTON. This merely provides a right of way through 
the property. 

Mr. HADLEY. That is all. It merely provides for a right 
of way for the construction of highways for public use before 
the land is sold. 

Mr. BLANTON. Are the Government's interests properly 
protected if it should ever want this easement back again? 

Mr. HADLEY. I think there is a general law which applies 
to such rights of way. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HADLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to sub- 
stitute Senate bill 3648, 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, an identical Senate bill 
will be substituted. 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That a right of way for the construction of 
highways over the following-described tracts of land on the abandoned 
military reservation on Lopez and Shaw Islands, county of San Juan, 
State of Washington, is hereby granted: 

Beginning at a point on the military reservation on north end of 
Lopez Island five hundred and sixty-six and fifty-two one-hundredths 
feet north of corner to sections 1, 2, 11, and 12, township 35 north 
of range 2, west Willamette meridian, being the south boundary of 
reserve; thence north three thousand three hundred and fifty-five and 
eighty-five one-hundredths feet; thence north twenty-eight degrees 
twenty-five minutes east three hundred and forty-six and three-tenths 
feet; thence north thirty-nine degrees fifty-one minutes east four hun- 
dred and ninety-nine and three-tenths feet; thence north twenty de- 
grees five minutes west four hundred and thirty-four feet; thence north 
naught degrees nineteen minutes east two hundred and forty-four and 
four-tenths feet; thence north twenty-six degrees forty-one minutes east 
eight hundred and sixty-two feet; thence north twenty-nine degrees 
fifteen minutes east two hundred and thirteen and five-tenths feet; 
thence north fourteen degrees twenty-three minutes east two hundred 
and forty-one feet; thence north twenty-nine degrees thirty-four min- 
utes east four hundred and sixty-six and five-tenths feet; thence north 
thirteen degrees forty-nine minutes east one hundred and thirty-three 
and nine-tenths feet; thence north six degrees fifty-five minutes east 
one hundred and sixteen and seven-tenths feet; thence north twenty- 
four degrees twenty minutes west fifty-nine feet; thence north five 
degrees twelve minutes west one hundred and eighty-seven feet; thence 
north fifty-three degrees thirty minutes east twenty-three and five- 
tenths feet; thence south sixty-three degrees fifty-nine minutes east 
sixty-five feet to the approach to ferry landing. 

Also beginning at a point one thousand and forty-five and nine one- 
hundredths feet north of south boundary of reserve on section line be- 
tween sections 1 and 2; thence north fifty-seven degrees twenty-one 
minutes west eight hundred and six and four-tenths feet; thence north 
four degrees thirty minutes east two hundred and sixty-five and five- 
tenths feet to a point on the shore of Mails Bay. 

Also beginning at a point on the west one-sixteenth line of section 
84, township 36 north of range 2 west, Willamette meridian, nine hun- 
dred and seventy feet south of west one-sixteenth corner at intersection 
of the north boundary of the military reservation on Shaw Island; 
thence south two thousand six hundred and fifteen feet; thence south 
thirty degrees fifty minutes west four hundred and thirty-six and 
seventy-seven one-hundredths feet; thence west on the south one-six- 
teenth line one thousand five hundred and fifty feet to the west bound- 
ary of the military reservation, 


The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the title will be amended 
and a similar House bill will be laid on the table. 

There was no objection. 


SITE OF THE BATTLE OF FRANKLIN, TENN. 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 10771) authorizing the acquisition of iand and suitably 
marking the site of the Battle of Franklin, Tenn. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, 
authorized and directed to acquire, by putchase when purchasable at 
prices deemed by him reasonable, otherwise by condemnation under the 
procedure prescribed by the laws of Tennessee, such tracts of land as 
are deemed by him necessary and desirable for suitable designation of 
the site of the Battle of Franklin, Tenn., and to obtain and place on 
said tracts appropriate markers: Provided, That the entire cost of 
acquiring and marking said tracts, including cost of condemnation pro- 
ceedings, if any, ascertainment of title, surveys, and compensation for 
the land, shall not exceed the sum of $20,000. And the sum of $20,000, 
or so much thereof as may be necessary, is hereby appropriated, out 
of any moneys in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to be ex- 
pended for the purposes of this act. 


With the following committee amendments: 


Page 1, line 6, strike out the words “ under the procedure prescribed 
by the laws of Tennessee.” 

Page 2, line 4, after the word “hereby,” insert the words “ author- 
ized to be.“ 


The committee amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 


CLAIM OF THE §TATB OF RHODE ISLAND 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(S. 3252) referring the claim of the State of Rhode Island 
for expenses during the war with Spain to the Court of Claims 
for adjudication. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the items of the claim of the State of Rhode 
Island against the United States for expenses incurred and paid in 
alding the United States to raise its Volunteer Army in the war with 
Spain, which items, either in whole or in part, were rejected by the 
accounting officers of the Treasury Department, be, and the same are 
hereby, referred to the Court of Claims for adjudication and report to 
Congress, 


The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, j 


REFUNDS TO VETERANS OF THE WORLD WAR 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill (S. 
2397) to provide for refunds to veterans of the World War of 
certain amounts paid by them under Federal irrigation projects, 

The Clerk read the title of the bilL 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be tt enacted, ete., That as used in this act— 

(a) The term “ veteran includes any Individual a member of the 
military or naval forces of the United States at any time after 
April 5, 1917, and before November 12, 1918; but does not include 
(1) any individual at any time during such period or thereafter sepa- 
rated from such forces under other than henorable conditions, (2) 
any conscientious objector who performed no military duty whatever 
or refused to wear the uniform, or (3) any alten at any time during 
such period or thereafter discharged from the military or naval forces 
on account of his alienage; and 

(b) The term “reclamation law" means the act entitled “An act 
appropriating the receipts from the sale and disposal of public lamis 
in certain States and Territories to the construction of irrigation works 
for the reclamation of arid lands,” approved June 17, 1902, and all 
acts amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto. 

Sec. 2. (a) Any veteran—who at any time since April 6, 1917, has 
made entry upon a farm unit within a Federal irrigation project under 
the reclamation law and (1) who no longer retains such entry be- 
cause of cancellation by, or relinquishment to, the United States after 
or (2) who, prior to receipt by him of a final certificate in respect 
of such entry, but in no case more than one year after the date of 
“passage of this act, desires to relinquish such entry—may, in accord- 
ance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Interior, 
file application for the refund provided in subdivision (b). A veteran 
who has been compensated, in cash or otherwise, for any such re- 
linquishment shall not be entitled to the benefits of this act, and before 
payment of such refund the Secretary of the Interior, under such 
regulations as he may prescribe, shall require proof that the veteran 
has not been so compensated, 


(b) Upon receipt of such application the Secretary of the Interior 
is authorized to investigate the facts and, in his discretion, to pay 
as a refund to any such veteran entitled thereto, a sum equal to 
all amounts paid to the United States by such veteran, or for his ac 
count, as construction charges and as interest and penalties on such 


charges in respect of such unit. Every such refund so approved by 
the Secretary of the Interior shall be paid from the appropriation for 
the project on which the entry in question was made. 

Sec, 3. (a) The estate of a veteran shall be entitled to the benefits 
of this act in any case where the veteran, if living, could have availed 
himself of such benefits. Application for such benefits shall be made 
by, and payments thereof shall be made to, the executor or adminis- 
trator of such estate. 

(b) A veteran (or his estate) accepting in respect of any farm 
unit the benefits of this act, shall be deemed thereby to have relin- 
quished, in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of 
the Interior, all right, title, or interest of such veteran (or estate) 
in such farm unit and any improvements thereon. 

Sec. 4. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to cancel any 
application for permanent water right for any farm unit in respect 
of which a veteran (or his estate) has received the benefits of this 
act, and to terminate all rights and liabilities of such veteran (or 
estate) in respect of such application. 

Sec. 5. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to make such 
regulations as he deems necessary to execute the functions imposed 
upon him by this act. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 


ISSUANCE OF PATENTS IN THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 11077) authorizing the issuance of patents to the State 
of South Dakota for park purposes of certain lands within the 
Custer State Park, now claimed under the United States gen- 
eral mining laws, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid- 
eration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and is 
hereby, authorized and directed to issue to the State of South Dakota 
patents conveying title to any unpatented lands of the United States 
now held or claimed by virtue of locations made under the United 
States general mining laws, within the Custer State Park, not exceed- 
ing a total of 2,000 acres, upon evidence being furnished that all 
claim, right, title, and interest of such claimants have been transferred 
to the State. Patents so issued to the State of South Dakota shall be 
conditioned upon the lands being used for park purposes, and provide 
for the reversion of the lands of the United States in the event of 
failure to so hold and use: Provided, That the provisions of this act 
are limited to lands lying within the limits of the Custer State Park, 
within townships 3 and 4 south, range 6 east, and the east one-third 
of townships 3 and 4 south, range 5 east, Black Hills meridian. 


With the following committee amendments: 


Page 1, line 5, after the word “title,” insert the words “but re- 
serving the minerals therein.” 

Page 1, line 9, after the word “acres,” insert the words upon 
payment to the United States of $1.25 per acre therefor, and.” r 

Page 2, line 4, after the word “State,” insert the words “or have 
been abandoned.” 

Page 2, line 8, insert: “The United States reserves all coal, oil, 
gas, or other minerals in the lands patented under this act with the 
right, in case any of said patented lands are found by the Secretary 
of the Interior to be more valuable for the minerals therein than for 
park purposes, to provide, by special legislation, having due regard for 
the rights of the State of South Dakota, for the disposition and ex- 
traction of the coal, oil, gas, or other minerals therein: Provided, 
That the provisions gas, or other minerals therein.” 


Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Speaker, I move to amend the last 
committee amendment by striking out, on page 2, in lines 15 
and 16, the following language: 

Provided, That the provisions gas, or other minerals therein. 


That is evidently a mistake on the part of the printer. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. LEHLBACH). The gentle- 
man from Oregon offers an amendment to the committee amend- 
ment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment to the committee amendment offered by Mr. SINNOTT: 
Page 2, line 15, after the word “ therein,” strike out the words “ Pro- 
vided, That the provisions, gas, or other minerals therein.” 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment to the committee amendment. 


3866 


The amendment to the committee amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to 
the committee amendments. 

The committee amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE ACT 

The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(8. 3760) to amend in certain particulars the national defense 
act of June 3, 1916, as amended, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

Mr. BLAND. Mr. Speaker, representing the Members of the 
Virginia delegation, we will object to the consideration of this 
bill unless there is an agreement to strike ont section 2 of the 
bill, which inserts section 7744, a new section, in the national 
defense act. We are acting at the request of the adjutant 
general of Virginia. 

Mr. FROTHINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, of course, if there is 
any objection the bill can not come up, and the only thing for 
me to do, in charge of the bill, is to assent and then leave the 
matter to conference. As a matter of fact, this section is an 
amendment of the present section 77 of the national defense 
act, and under that each State can now appoint one of these 
boards and remove an unfit officer. The only thing this does is 
to give that same power to the National Government; but, as I 
say, if objection is made the bill can not come up at all and 
the only thing to be done, I presume, is to save the rest of the 
bill, which has matters of great importance to the National 
Guard, and this bill is the only thing the National Guard has 
requested at this session of Congress. 

Mr. BLAND. I will say this is the only objection we have to 
the bill, and in justification of that objection I call attention to 
correspondence with the adjutant general of Virginia, who 
says he thinks it would be very unwise to permit the Secretary 
of War to go over the heads of the governor and all other mili- 
tary authorities and to take from these State National Guard 
officers their power to render service by withdrawing Federal 
recognition. The delegation from Virginia objects to that pro- 
vision of the bill, and upon an agreement to strike that out, we 
have no further objection. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to 
object, this bill seems to cover a rather comprehensive scope. 
Will the gentleman tell the House briefly just what the bill is 
intended to accomplish? I have not had the time to read it 
carefully. f 

Mr. FROTHINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, while it looks as 
though the bill contained a great deal, as a matter of fact the 
gentleman will see by looking at the report that most of it 
covers law already on the statute books. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Will the gentleman briefly state 
what changes are made? 

Mr. FROTHINGHAM. The only new part is what is in 
italics here. The first section of this bill relates to reenlist- 
ment of men over 45 years of age. At present the National 
Guard can only have men up to 45 years of age. This allows 
them to reenlist men after they are 45, and thus enables them 
to retain a great many men who are over 45, but who are very 
useful as armorers and in other positions, not in the active 
service. It also takes care of warrant officers in the same way 
when they get to be over 45. 

The second section has been stricken out. 

The third section relates to the militia burean and changes 
the name from the militia division to the militia bureau. It 
also provides that the head of that bureau must be an active 
officer in the National Guard, and can not be, as under the 
present law, a man who was once in the National Guard. It 
also provides that the retirement age shall be 64 years of age 
for the head of that bureau, but that this shall not apply to 
the present head, who is over that age. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Will the gentleman yield on that 
particular point? Under the present law does the National 
Guard oflicer have any retirement privileges? 

Mr. FROTHINGHAM,. The law is not changed in that re- 
spect. All this has been agreed to by the National Guard and 
the Regular Army. 

Mr, BLACK of Texas. Is this bill unanimously concurred 
in by the Military Affairs Committee? 

Mr. FROTHINGHAM. Absolutely. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. I will say to the gentleman that if 
the bill has had a unanimous report from the Committee on 
Military Affairs I shall not interpose an objection. 

Mr. McKENZIB. May I say just one word to the gentle- 


man from Texas and to the Members of the House? This legis- 
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lation does not impose any additional expense on the Govern- 
ment. It simply corrects a few things in the present law. 
Mr. BLACK of Texas. I shall not object and withdraw my 
reservation of objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
ent consideration of the bill? 
There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill. 


Be it enacted, etc., That section 58 of the national defense act of 
June 3, 1916, as amended, be, and the same is hereby, amended to 
read as follows: 

“Sec. 58. Composition of the National Guard: The National Guard 
shall consist of regularly enlisted men who upon original enlist- 
ment shall be not less than 18 nor more than 45 years of age, or 
who in subsequent enlistments shall not be more than 64 years of age, 
organized, armed, and equipped as hereinafter provided, and of com- 
missioned officers and warrant officers between the ages of 21 and 64 
years: Provided, That in cases of appointments of warrant officers or 
enlistments made in accordance with National Guard regulations, no 
payments heretofore made to such warrant officers and enlisted men 
for participating in exercises or performing the duties described in 
sections 92, 94, 97, and 99 of the national defense act of June 3, 
1916, as amended, or any bona fide claim therefor, shall be held or 
considered invalid because such warrant officer or enlisted man was 
of an age greater than 45 years at the time of his appointment or 
enlistment or at the time of the performance of such duties,” 

Spc. 2. That sald national defense act, as amended, be, and the 
same is hereby, further amended by inserting therein, immediately 
after section 77 thereof, a new section to be known as section 7734, 
and to read as follows: 

“Sec. 7744. Withdrawal of Federal recognition: At any time the 
moral character, capacity, and general fitness for the service of any 
National Guard officer may be determined by an efficiency board of 
three commissioned officers senior in rank to the officer whose fitness 
for service shall be under investigation, appointed from the Regular 
Army or the National Guard or both, under such rules and regula- 
tions as may be prescribed by the Secretary of War; and if the board 
shall recommend the withdrawal of Federal recognition of such officer, 
the Secretary of War may, in his discretion, withdraw recognition 
accordingly.” 


Mr. BLAND. Mr. Speaker, I offer an amendment in accord- 
ance with the agreement. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Virginia 
offers an amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. BLAND: Page 2, line 13, strike out section 
2, beginning with line 13, on page 2, and extending to and including 
line 2 on page 8. 


_ Mr. BLAND. Mr. Speaker, I do not care to discuss the 
amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Virginia. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 3. That section 78 of the national defense act of June 3, 1916, 
as amended, be, and the same is hereby, amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 78. Men duly qualified for enlistment in the active National 
Guard may enlist in the National Guard Reserve for a period of one 
or three years, under such regulations as the Secretary of War shall 
prescribe, and on so enlisting they shall subscribe to the following 
enlistment contract and take the oaths therein specified: ‘I do hereby 
acknowledge to have voluntarily enlisted this day of s 
19—, as a soldier in the National Guard of the United States and of 
the State of , to serve in the reserve thereof, or in the active 
National Guard of the United States and said State if transferred 
theyeto, for a period of one (or three) year—, unless sooner discharged 
by proper authority, and I do solemnly swear that I will bear true 
faith and allegiance to the United States of America and to the State 
of , and that I will serve them honestly and faithfully against 
all their enemies whomsoever and that I will obey the orders of the 
President of the United States and the Governor of the State of 
„and of the officers appointed over me according to law and 
the rules and Articles of War.“ Under such regulations as the Secre- 
tary of War may prescribe, enlisted men of the active National 
Guard may be transferred to the National Guard Reserve; likewise, en- 
listed men hereafter enlisted in or transferred to the National Guard 
Reserve may be transferred to the active National Guard: Provided, 
That no enlisted man shall be required to serve under any enlistment 
for a longer time than the period for which he enlisted in the active 
National Guard or National Guard Reserve as the case may be, 
Members of said reserve, officers and enlisted men, when engaged in 
field or coast defense training with the active National Guard, shall 
receive the same Federal pay and allowances as those occupying 


Is there objection to the pres- 


1925 


like grades on the active list of said guard when likewise engaged: 
Provided further, That except as otherwise specifically provided in 
this act, no commissioned or enlisted reservist shall receive any pay 
or allowances out of any appropriation made by Congress for National 
Guard purposes.” 

Sec, 4. That section 81 of the national defense act of June 3, 1916, 
as amended, be, and the same is hereby, amended to read as follows: 

„ Sec. 81. Militia Bureau of the War Department: The Militia Di- 
vision of the War Department shall hereafter be known as the Militia 
Bureau of the War Department. The Chief of the Militia Bureau shall 
be appointed by the President, by and with the advice and consent of 
the Senate, by selection from lists of active federally recognized 
National Guard officers, recommended by the governors of the several 
States and Territories as suitable for such appointment, who have 
had 10 or more years’ commissioned service in the active National 
Guard, at least five of which have been in the line, and who have 
attained at least the grade of major. The Chief of the Militia Bureau 
shall hold office for four years unless sooner removed for cause, shall 
be eligible to succeed himself and when he is 64 years of age he shall 
cease to hold such office. Upon accepting his office the Chief of the 
Militia Bureau shall also be appointed a major general in the Officers’ 
Reserve Corps and shall be commissioned in the Army of the United 
States, which appointment and commission shall terminate when he 
ceases to hold such office. The Chief of the Militia Bureau shall have 
the rank, pay, and allowances of a major general provided in section 
8 of the pay readjustment act of June 10, 1922, during his tenure of 
office, but shall not be entitled to retirement or retired pay. For duty 
in the Militia Bureau and for instruction of the National Guard, the 
President shall assign such number of officers and enlisted men of the 
Regular Army as he may deem necessary. The President may also 
assign, with their consent, to duty in the Militia Bureau three officers 
who, at the time of their initial assignment, are active federally recog- 
nized National Guard officers and who are reserve officers, and any 
such officer while so assigned shall receive the pay and allowances 
provided in the pay readjustment act of June 10, 1922, as amended, 
for officers of the National Guard when authorized by law to receive 
Federal pay. The President may also assign, with their consent and 
within the limits of the appropriations previously made for this specific 
purpose, not exceeding 500 officers of the active federally recognized 
National Guard, and who are reserve officers, to duty with the Regular 
Army, in addition to those attending service schools, and while so as- 
signed they shall receive the pay and allowances authorized in the 
preceding sentence. In case the office of Chief of the Militia Bureau 
becomes vacant or the incumbent, because of disability, is unable to 
discharge the powers and duties of the office, the reserve officer, 
senior in rank on duty in the Militia Bureau, appointed from the 
National Guard, shall act as chief of said bureau until the incumbent 
is able to resume his duties, or the vacancy in the office is regularly 
filled. The pay and allowances provided in this section for the Chief 
of the Militia Bureau and for the reserve officers assigned to duty 
from the National Guard shall be paid out of the whole fund appro- 
priated for the support of the National Guard. The age limitations 
herein prescribed shall not apply to the existing Chief of the Militia 
Bureau during his present term of office.” 

Sec. 5, That section 87 of the national defense act of June 3, 1916, 
as umended, be, and the same is hereby, amended to read as follows: 

“Src. 87. Disposition and replacement of damaged property, ete.: 
All military property issued to the National Guard as herein provided 
shall remain the property of the United States. Whenever any such 
property Issued to the National Guard in any State or Territory or 
the District of Columbia shall have been lost, damaged, or destroyed, 
or become unserviceable or unsuitable by use in service or from any 
other cause, it shall be examined by a disinterested surveying officer 
of the Regular Army or the National Guard, detailed by the Secretary 
of War, and the report of such surveying officer shall be forwarded to 
the Seeretary of War, or to such officer as he shall designate to receive 
such reports; and it it shall appear to the Secretary of War from the 
record of survey that the property was lost, damaged, or destroyed 
through unavoidable causes, he is hereby authorized to relieve the 
State or Territory or the District of Columbia from further accounta- 
bility therefor, If It shall appear that the loss, damage, or destruction 
of property was due to carelessness or neglect, or that its loss, damage, 
or destruction could have been avoided by thé exercise of reasonable 
care, the money value of such property shall be charged to the account- 
able State, Territory, or District of Columbia, to be paid from State, 
Territory, or District funds, or any funds other than Federal. If the 
articles so surveyed are found to be unserviceable or unsuitable, the 
Secretary of War shall direct what disposition by sale or otherwise 
shall be made of them; and if sold, the proceeds of such sale, as well 
as stoppages against officers and enlisted men, and the net proceeds of 
collections made from any person or from any State, Territory, or 
District to reimburse the Goyernment for the loss, damage, or destruc- 
tion of any property, shall be deposited in the Treasury of the United 
States as a crodit to said State, Territory, or the District of Columbia, 
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accountable for said property, and shall remain available throughout 
the then current fisca} year and throughout the fiscal year following 
that in which the sales, stoppages, and collections were effected, for 
the purposes provided for in that portion of its allotment set aside for 
the purchase of similar supplies, stores, or material of war: Provided, 
That if any State, Territory, or the District of Columbia shall neglect 
or refuse to pay, or to cause to be paid, the money equivalent of any 
loss, damage, or destruction of property charged against such State, 
Territory, or the District of Columbia by the Secretary of War after 
survey by a disinterested officer appointed as hereinbefore provided, 
the Secretary of War is hereby authorized to debar such State, 
Territory, or the District of Columbia from further participa- 
tion in any and all appropriations for the National Guard until 
such payment shall haye been made: Provided further, That prop- 
erty issued to the National Guard and which has become unserviceable 
through fair wear and tear in service, may, after inspection thereof 
and finding to that effect made by an officer of the Regular Army 
designated by the Secretary of War, be sold or otherwise disposed of, 
and the State, Territory, or District of Columbia accountable shall be 
relieved from further accountability therefor; such inspection, and sale 
or other disposition, to be made under regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary of War, and to constitute as to-such property a discretional 
substitute for the examination, report, and disposition provided for 
elsewhere in this section.” 

Sec. 6. That the eighth paragraph of section 127a of the national 
defense act of June 3, 1916, as amended, be, and the same is hereby, 
amended to read as follows: 

“Unless special assignment is made by the President under the pro- 
visions of the one hundred and nineteenth article of war, all officers in 
the active service of the United States in any grade shall take rank 
according to date, which, in the case of an officer of the Regular 
Army, is that stated in his commission or letter of appointment, and, 
in the case of a reserve officer or an officer of the National Guard 
called into the service of the United States, shall precede that on 
which he is placed on active duty by a period equal to the total 
length of active Federal service and service under the provisions of 
sections 94, 97, and 99 of this act which he may have performed 
in the grade in which called or any higher grade. When dates of 
rank are the same, precedence shall be determined by length of active 
commissioned service in the Army, When length of such service is 
the same, officers of the Regular Army shall take rank among them- 
selves according to their places on the promotion list, preceding 
reserve and National Guard officers of the same date of rank and 
length of service, who shall take rank among themselves according 
to age.” 

Sxc. 7. That the Secretary of War be, and he hereby is, authorized, 
in his discretion, to reconvey to the Monroe Water Supply Co. that 
portion of the lands In the State of Pennsylvania conveyed by the 
said company to the United States under its deed of June 12, 1915, 
and described in said deed as follows: 

“No. 38. All that part of the warrantee tract in the name of 
William Sproat, situate in said township of Coolbaugh, Monroe 
County, bounded and deseribed as follows: Beginning at a point in 
the north line of the William Sproat warrantee tract, said point being 
south 45 degrees 30 minutes west, 56 perches from a stone mound 
which marks the southeast corner of track of land in the war- 
rantee name of James Hollingshead, now owned by the Pocono Moun- 
tain Ice Co.; thence by land in the warrantee names of James 
Hollingshead and Jacob Postens north 45 degrees 30 minutes east, 
121 perches, more or less, to the northwest corner of the William 
Sproat tract; thence south 44 degrees 30 minutes east, along the 
south line of the Nathan Levering warrantee tract 30 perches to a 
point; thence south 45 degrees 30 minutes west, 133 perches to a 
point; thence north 44 degrees 80 minutes west, 30 perches to the 
point, the place of beginning, containing 22 acres, more or less. 
Courses as of meridian May 12, 1902.“ 

It being the intent to convey that portion of the tract north of the 
public road leading from Tobyhanna to Sterling. adjacent to the tract 
of land in the warrantee name of Jacob Postens, upon the conveyance 
by the said Monroe Water Supply Co. to the United States of a tract 
of land of approximately equal area to that named in the above 
description and lying within the adjoining Nathan Levering warrantee 
tract, at such location within the said tract as may be agreed upon 
by the Secretary of War with said company. 


Mr. FROTHINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the bill be amended by renumbering the sections to 
take care of section 2, which was stricken out. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without objection, ite will be 
so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr, FrorHincHam, a motion to reconsider the 
vote by which the bill was passed was laid on the table. 
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HOMESTEAD ENTRIES, FORT PECK INDIAN RESERVATION 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 11752) to provide for extension of payment on home- 
stead entries on ceded lands of the Fort Peck Indian Reserva- 
tion, State of Montana, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob- 
ject—— 

Mr. HOWARD of Oklahoma. I object, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. LEAVITT. Will the gentleman withhold his objection? 

Mr. HOWARD of Oklahoma. Yes; I withhold it if the gen- 
tleman wants to make an explanation of the bill. 

Mr. LEAVITT. Mr. Speaker, this is a bill that puts into 
effect an agreement between the Indians on the Fort Peck In- 
dian Reservation and the settlers with regard to a definite 
plan for the payment of money owing the Indians for their 
land. I am sure that the gentleman from Oklahoma will 
realize that an objection would do an injustice to the Indians 
on the reservation. 

Mr. HOWARD of Oklahoma. Well, there have been a great 
many injustices done the Indians in this Congress, and I 
object. 


ACQUISITION OF LANDS IN THE SOUTHERN APPALACHIAN MOUN- 
TAINS FOR PARK PURPOSES + 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 11980) to provide for the securing of lands in the 
southern Appalachian Mountains for perpetual preservation as 
national parks. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

Mr. TEMPLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
S. 4109 be substituted for the House bill. They are identical 
in every particular. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania asks unanimous consent to substitute the Senate bill 
S. 4109. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as follows: 


An act (S. 4109) to provide for the securing of lands in the southern 
Appalachian Mountains and in the Mammoth Cave regions of Ken- 
tucky for perpetual preservation as national parks. 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby au- 
thorized and directed to determine the boundaries and area of such 
portion of the Blue Ridge Mountains of Virginia lying east of the South 
Fork of the Shenandoah River and between Front Royal on the north 
and Waynesboro on the south as may be recommended by him to be 
acquired and administered as a national park, to be known as the 
Shenandoah National Park, and such portion of the Smoky Mountains 
lying in Tennessee and North Carolina as may be recommended by him 
to be acquired and administered as a national park, to be known as the 
Smoky Mountains National Park, and in the Mammoth Cave regions of 
Kentucky and also such other lands in the southern Appalachian 
Mountains as in his judgment should be acquired and administered as 
national parks, and to receive definite offers of donations of lands and 
moneys, and to secure such options as in his Judgment may be consid- 
ered reasonable and just for the purchase of lands within said bound- 
aries, and to report to Congress thereon: Provided, That the Secretary 
of the Interior may, for the purpose of carrying out the provisions of 
this act, appoint a commission of five members, composed of a repre- 
sentative of the Interior Department and four national park experts, 
said four members to serye without compensation. 

Sec, 2. A sum sufficient to secure options and to pay the necessary 
expenses of the commission in carrying out the provisions of this act, 
Including the salary of one clerk to the commission at a rate not to 
exceed $2,000 per annum, necessary traveling expenses of the members 
of the commission, and $10 per diem in lieu of actual cost of sub- 
sistence; in all, not to exceed $20,000 is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated. 


Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. Speaker, I move to strike out the 
last word. I could not hear the reading of the bill in full, but 
I caught the words in reference to mountains and lands in 
North Carolina. I want to be sure that it does not take any- 
thing ont of South Carolina. I have a very earnest communi- 
eation from a Daughter of the American Revolution in my 
State calling attention to the fact that, following the example 
of the distinguished gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
ABERNETHY] a year ago, a distinguished Senator, Mr. HEFLIN, 
of Alabama, in discussing the Battle of Kings Mountain, again 
moved the battle ground out of South Carolina into North 
Carolina, and they are objecting. If the bill is going to do 
scmething of that kind, I want to know it. 


Mr. ABERNETHY. This does not refer to Andrew Jackson. 

Mr. STEVENSON. We want to put up a notice that Kings 
Mountain is in South Carolina, because the Daughters of the 
American Reyolution object to its being moved into North 
Carolina. 

Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Speaker, this bill confers authority upon 
the Secretary of the Interior to take preliminary steps toward 
the selection of one or more national parks in the eastern Ap- 
palachians. The bill itself does not establish or create such 
national parks, but provides that the Secretary of the Interior 
may appoint a commission of five members, composed of a rep- 
resentative from the Interior Department and four national 
parks experts, who shall serve without compensation, to exam- 
ine the Shenandoah Valley area of the Appalachian Mountains 
in Virginia and the Great Smoky Mountain area in North 
Carolina and Tennessee, and such other Appalachian areas as 
me commission may determine upon in North Carolina and else- 
where. 

The Secretary of the Interior through this commission may 
investigate suitable areas, receive definite offers of donations of 
areas of lands, secure options, and determine the boundaries of 
an’ which he may recommend for the purposes of national 
parks. 

I have introduced H. R. 10893, which embraces the Smoky 
Mountain area. Representatives DoucHTon and BULWINKLE, of 
North Carolina, have introduced bills presenting the Linville 
Gorge and Grandfather and Roan Mountain areas. The pres- 
ent bill provides an appropriation of $20,000 for the purpose of 
investigating all these areas by the Secretary of the Interior 
with a view to determine more exactly the necessary boundaries 
and lands which may be recommended, and all other data and 
information relative to the establishment of these great parks. 

North Carolina has a number of areas that are well worthy 
of consideration in this respect. The great Grandfather and 
Roan Mountain area, including the Linville Gorge, would un- 
doubtedly meet the requirements of a national park. The 
Great Smoky Mountain area is the most primitive of all the 
vast range of mountains in the Appalachians. It has now be- 
come accessible through the construction of highways by the 
State of North Carolina and the State of Tennessee. It is the 
greatest mountain mass east of the Rockies. The eastern 
United States has no national parks. To visit any great na- 
tional park one must now aimost cross the continent, It would 
seem but wise and just that the National Government should 
now undertake the project of establishing for the health and 
recreation of the people some great parks in the congested areas 
of the East. 

The project of establishing these parks was initiated by 
Dr. Hubert Work, the present Secretary of the Interior. He is 
to be commended for his foresight in this respect. In his re- 
port to the Committee on Public Lands in regard to the Smoky 
area he says: 


The Great Smokies area easily stands first, because of the height of 


the mountains, depth of valleys, ruggedness of area, and the unex- 
ampled variety of trees, shrubs, and plants. 


For the purpose of bringing to the attention of the country 
the superb character of this area as a prospective national park 
I beg to submit herewith a statement contained in a letter to 
me from Mr. Horace Kephart, a noted author and in particular 
the author of that splendid book Our Southern Highlanders. 

Mr. Kephart is familiar with all the vast and remote stretches 
of the Smokies, and he has spent many years of his life among 
them and speaks from first-hand information, 

I include the statement, as follows: 


Dear Mr. Weaver: I thank you for sending me a copy of your bill 
(H. R. 10893) to provide for a national park in the Great Smoky 
Mountains on the border of North Carolina and Tennessee. 

As I am informed that several other locations will be considered in 
this connection—all of them, I believe, quite worthy of such atten- 
tion—and since the Great Smoky region is the least known to the 
country at large, may 1 briefly state some reasons for thinking that 
this segment of the Appalachians is best suited for an eastern national 
park? 

First let me clear up a misapprehension that is rather widespread 
as to the features and relative importance of the Great Smoky Range. 
I am sorry to find that serious error in this respect is being taught ih 
our schools, even here in our own State. Just a day or two ago I 
picked up a new textbook of advanced geography that is prescribed for 
the high schools of North Carolina, and in it I found this statement: 

“In the Southern States the highest part of the Appalachians 
is the Blue Ridge. It crosses Maryland and Virginia, and in 
North Carolina grows higher and broadens into a great series of 
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ridges and peaks, known generally on the eastern side as the 
Blue Ridge, but often in Tennessee as the Great Smoky Moun- 
tains.” (Brigham and McFarlane: Essentials of Gedgraphy, sec- 
ond book, revised edition, New York, 1920, p. 36.) 

There could scarcely be a more complete blunder. The Blue Ridge 
is far from being the highest part of the Appalachians, and the Great 
Smoky Mountains are not a part of the Blue Ridge, but are, in fact, 
the dominant range or the whole Appalachian system, as was stated 
by the geologist, Guyot, fully 50 years ago and has been repeated 
by scientists ever since, 

The Appalachian Mountain system extends as a zone, 100 to 300 
miles wide, from Newfoundland and New Brunswick, 1,500 miles south- 
westward to Alabama, In its whole area north of North Carolina 
it has only one peak, Mount Washington in New Hampshire, that 
reaches an altitude of 5,000 feet above sea level. 

The Blue Ridge, which forms the easterly rampart of this system 
from Pennsylvania to northern Georgia, has no peak that rises as 
high as 6,000 feet. 

The Great Smoky Mountains, a segment of the westerly rampart, 
have 18 summits of 6,000 feet and upward, including a few in spurs 
of the Smokies north of the Soco Gap, and Mount Le Conte on the 
Tennessee side. Twelve of these giants are yet unnamed, but anyone 
ean pick them out on the Mount Guyot, Cowee, and Knoxville sheets 
of the topographic atlas of the United States Geological Survey, which 
show contours, 

The only part of the Appalachians that compares with the Smokies 
in elevations is that of the Black and Great Craggy ranges northeast 
of Asheville. Together they have 14 peaks of the 6,000-foot class; 
but they cover an area of only about 85 square miles, whereas the 
Smokies cover more than 700 square miles, 

In the Black Mountains is Mount Mitchell (6,711 feet), the highest 
points of land east of the Black Hills of Dakota. However, Cling- 
man Dome, of the Great Smoky Range, is 6,680 feet (latest figures of 
the United States Geological Survey), and what is a difference of 31 
feet on such a mountain top? Guyot and Le Conte, of the same range, 
are almost as high as Clingman, 

‘Another, but quite pardonable, popular error regarding the Smokies 
is the idea that they are too inaccessible for a popular resert. So 
they were until within the past year. And to that very isolation they 
owe what they have left of arboreal beauty and the charm of the 
unknown. But the admirable new system of State highways in North 
Carolina is now linking this region up with the outer world. Highway 
No. 10, which Josephus Daniels aptly calls our Main Street,” since 
it runs the whole length of North Carolina, 555 miles from Beau- 
‘fort on the coast to Murphy on the Hiwassee, is, at Bryson City, only 
10 miles in an air line from the summit of Clingman Dome. This 
road, with its connections, gives access by automobiles from anywhere 
in the North, East, or South, and the Southern Railway does the same 
by train. 

A good road for motoring runs through the Cherokee Indian Reserya- 
tion to Smokemont, 9 miles from the crest of the Smoky Divide at 
the Indian or Collins Gap. It can easily be continued to the summit, 
and our State highway commission has already provided for such ex- 
tension as soon as Tennessee agrees to meet us there. Another graded 
highway is now building to the top of the Smokies farther west slong 
or near the Little Tennessee River, and. it will be completed under a 
similar agreement. 

When these two extensions are finished to the State line it will be a 
comparatively simple matter to run a scenic highway of easy grades 
40 miles along the crest of the divide itself connecting the two roads 
mentioned. Such a sky-line road would be a mile or more above sea 
level, and from it one could look out clear across the great Appalachian 
Valley to the Cumberland Mountains, nearly a hundred miles away, and 
similarly in other directions. It could cross the summits of Clingman 
Dome, Silers Bald, Thunderhead, and other notable peaks of the 
Smoky Range. This project is no more difficult to carry out than was 
the construction of the highway from Bryson City to Franklin, which, 
as you know, was a small affair, a minor project, for our engineers. I 
do not know any other location in eastern America that offers such an 
opportunity for continuous outlooks from motor cars along the very top 
of a majestic mountain range. The wonderful invigoration and spiritual 
uplift of such a trip can now be enjoyed by none but those hardy 
mountaineers, who go afoot, packing their supplies for days on their 
own backs. They could just as well be experienced by women, chil- 
dren, invalids, and aged persons, if this simple engineering task were 
accomplished, 

For wild beauty and grandeur I bave seen nothing in eastern America 
that equals the Smoky Divide and its outlooks. Over a good part of 
this range the primitive forest still stands, and it is the most varied 
forest in the world to-day. It should be realized that in climbing 
from a river valley to one of these Smoky Mountain summits, a matter 
of a few miles, one ascends through different floral zones, correspond- 
ing to the climatic zones, and so sees as great a variety of wild vegeta- 
tion as if he made a lowlands trip from mid-Georgia to southern Can- 
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ada. Long ago, when Asa Gray, the botanist of Harvard, was in 
western North Carolina he said that in a 31-mile jaunt he identified 
a greater variety of native forest trees than could be found in crossing 
Europe from England to Turkey, or going across our continent from 
Boston to the Rocky Mountains Plateau. If he had come a little farther 
west, in to the Smokies, he would have found still more. Ayres and 
Ashe, in their 1905 report on the Southern Appalachian forests, cata- 
logued 156 species of native trees and 174 species of wild shrubs, 
nearly all of which are found in the Great Smoky section. The under- 
growth, largely composed of species that can not survive if the original 
tree growth is cut off, is so varied that this is one of the richest 
collecting grounds for botanists in the United States. 

The Great Smoky Mountains are drained by hundreds of miles of 
streams that are crystal clear, and that dash down numberless water- 
falls. All of them are fed by unfailing springs of the purest and 
coldest freestone water. They contain both the native brook trout 
and the introduced rainbow trout. The near-by rivers into which the 
mountain creeks flow have the small-mouth bass and the muskellunge. 
It is a singular fact, apparentiy unknown to ichthyologists and 
sporting writers, that this giant of the pike family which we call 
the muskellunge is a native to the Little Tennessee and Tuckasegee 
Rivers, although it is found nowhere else south of the St. Lawrence, 
the Great Lakes, and the headwaters of the Mississippi. It has not 
been introduced here in the western North Carolina waters, but bas 
been caught in them since aboriginal times. 

There is no part of our country that Is better adapted by nature 
for a great game preserve and restocking station. Originally the 
elk and buffalo were native here. Deer multiply rapidly wherever 
protected, and the black bear sturdily holds his own without pro- 
tection, though he deserves it. The wild turkey, America's noblest 
game bird, would soon reestablish itself here in large flocks if let 
alone. 

In the Great Smoky Mountains one can find almost any climate 
that he wants; it is simply a matter of elevation. From 5,000 feet 
upwards there is a sub-Arctic zone in which one keeps a fire going 
through July and August, and sleeps under blankets. There are no 
mosquitoes in the Smokies; they do not breed there, owing to absence 
of swamps and stagnant water. 

There is no danger that this region may ever become over- 
civilized to such a degree that those who enjoy the hardy sports of 
mountaineering and adventurous exploration will shun it. I have 
mentioned the Indian Gap as the eastern terminus of a projected 
sky-line road for tourists who wish to travel comfortably in their 
ears. They would turn to the left. But to the right of this same 
gap, going necessarily afoot, one soon comes to one of the most 
rugged and difficult mountain ranges of our continent. Along the 
divide eastward and northeastward toward Mount Guyot the Smokies 
are exceedingly sharp-edged and steep. Here is a country for moun- 
taineering enthusiasts who glory in matching their own wits and 
muscle against wild nature and fighting her almost to the limit of 
human endurance. 

It will test their skill and stamina, and no chance will there be of 
their being overcrowded by touring folk, Here is a wild Eden that 
will always remain wild, unpeopled, and unspoiled. It is to-day, as 
it has always been, an unknown land to all but a few athletic and 
daring adventurers who yearn for the explorer’s thrill. I consider this 
“saw-tooth range“ one of the most singular and impressive advantages 
of the Smoky Mountain region. There is nothing like it east of the 
Rockies, 

Ages ago the capital of the great Cherokee Nation stoed on the 
southern slope of the Smokies, near the present Bryson City, A few 
miles back in the mountains we enter to-day the lands of the Eastern 
Band of Cherokees, who are descendants of those refugees who hid out 
in the mountains at the time that most of the tribes were removed 
to the West, and who were finally allowed to remain in their ancestral 
home. It was here, in 1821, that an illiterate and pagan Indian, 
Sequoya, accomplished at one stroke for his people an advance in 
civilization which, for swiftness and perfection of achievement, bas no 
parallel in the history of the human race. 

Sequoya knew that the whites had a way of talking on paper,“ but 
he had no conception of how the thing was done, except that they used 
signs. He never learned the meaning and powers of an alphabet rep- 
resenting sounds that have no value in themselves. But after years 
of unaided effort, ridiculed as a fool or an idle dreamer by whites and 
Indians alike, he devised a system of writing with characters repre- 
senting syllables of the Cherokee language. This was so perfectly 
adapted to the purpose that any Indian, as soon as he had memorized 
the 84 characters of the syllabary, could read and write his own lan- 
guage without any error of spelling or pronunciation, Instead of hav- 
ing to spend several years in learning to spell and read, as our children 
do, a Cherokee child, or even an aged person, could read and write per- 
fectly within a few weeks. And so thousands of hitherto illiterate 
Indians did learn to read and write when Sequoya gave them his inven- 
tion, It was done without hiring a single teacher, but by merely pass- 
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ing the new knowledge on from one Indian to another. This system of 
Writing is still in use among the Cherokees, and no one has ever been 
able to Improve upon it. 

In the Capitol at Washington there is now a statue of Sequoya which 
the sculptor modeled after the figure of a young Indian who is living on 
the reservation here in the Great Smoky Mountains. 

It is a curious error to regard the Smokies as remote from the masses 
of our people. If one will take a map of the United States and a pair 
ef dividers he can see in a moment that this is not so. The center 
of population of the United States is near Bloomington, Ind., and 
the Great Smoky Range is closer to that point than any other mountains 
except those of eastern Kentucky. 


Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, this bill under considera- 
tion is of vital importance to the entire eastern section of the 
United States. 

The present national-park system comprises 19 national 
parks, 18 of these, including 1 in Hawaii and 1 in Alaska, are 
located west of the Mississippi River, while only 1, the La- 
fayette National Park in Maine, is located in the East. These 
national parks are areas which Congress has set apart because 
of supreme scenic beauty and special phenomena and other 
unusual qualifications for the perpetual use and enjoyment of 
the American people. 

The Interior Department, recognizing the need of national 
parks in the East, recommended to this session of Congress 
appropriate legislation, and Secretary Work says: 

East of the Mississippi no Government-owned lands, aside from those 
acquired under the provisions of the so-called Weeks Act for forest 
purpeses, are available and such national parks as would be created 
by Congress in the Bast would have to be acquired by purchase with 
Federal funds or through donation. Lafayette National Park presents 
an interesting example, as all its area is comprised of lands donated, 
or lauds purchased from donated funds, contributed by public-spirited 
citizens of the United States. 

Lafayette is the only national park in the East. Yet east of the 
Mississippi we have a dense population containing 70 per cent of the 
inhabitants of the entire country. 

Recognizing the tremendous popularity and value of the national 
park system in its service to our people, it is my opinion that a 
definite policy should be adopted by the Government for the creation of 
additional national parks in the eastern section for the public use and 
general welfare of its millions of inhabitants. Most of these live in 
densely populated communities and can not afford the time or the 
money required to visit the western national parks. The East con- 
tributes its share to the upkeep and maintenance of the existing 
national park system, and for that reason, too, should be entitled to 
recognition. 


The Interior Department recognizing the tremendous popu- 
larity of the national park system to the people, have adopted a 
definite policy for the creation of additional parks in the eastern 
section for the benefit of the millions of this section. 

It is pointed out by the Interior Department that the East 
contributes its share to the upkeep and maintenance of the na- 
tional-park system, and for that reason, too, should be entitled 
to recognition. Having this in mind, the Secretary of the In- 
terior in the selection of this commission selected outstanding 
experts on parks and students of out-door life. This commis- 
sion included the Hon, H. W. TEMPLE, Member of the House of 
Representatives from Pennsylvania, who was formerly profes- 
sor of history and political science in Washington and Jeffer- 
son College, located at Washington, Pa., and has long been in- 
terested in out-door recreational advancement; Maj. W. A. 
Welch, chief engineer and general manager of the Palisades 
Interstate Park of New York and New Jersey; Mr. Harlan P. 
Kelsey, former president of the Appalachian Mountain Club. 
of Boston, and a well-known landscape architect; and Mr. 
William C. Gregg, a prime mover of the National Arts Club, of 
New York, and a student of recreational development through 
parks, and a director of the National Park Association; Col. 
Glenn S. Smith, acting chief topographic engineer of the Geo- 
logical Survey, and representing the Secretary of the Interior 
on the committee. 

The bill authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to appoint 
a commission of five members, composed of a representative 
from the Interior Department and four national-park experts. 

- This commission will study the Shenandoah Valley section of 
Virginia, the Smoky Mountain area of North Carolina and Ten- 
nessee, the Linville Gorge, Grandfather Mountain, and Roan 
Mountain area of North Carolina, and the Mammoth Cave 
area of Kentucky. This commission will report to Secretary 
Work, who in turn will report to the next Congress. 

This is important legislation and will be of great benefit to 
the people, and will preserve for the present and future gen- 


erations these great wild areas in their pristine beauty and 
grandeur. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. Speaker, west of the Mississippi 
River there are 18 national parks. On the east side of the 
Mississippi River there is but one small park, which is in Maine, 
and is but little known nationally and serves but a local pur- 
pose. A number of the parks west of the Mississippi River 
are noted the world over for their beauty or for some physical 
characteristic. But the parks west of the Mississippi River 
are to a great extent located beyond the reach of the masses 
of the population of the United States. They are playgrounds 
of the highest type and they lack but one thing, and that is 
people to play therein. For many years it has been considered 
a national policy to provide the places of recreation. Some of 
the States, too, have made it a part of their State policy to 
provide parks for the use of their tired citizens. It occurred 
to the ed Secretary of the Interior. Doctor Work, 
that it would be a wise policy on the part of the Government 
to provide a series of parks in the eastern portion of the 
United States within easy reach of millions of Americans. To 
this end he appointed a commission, of which the distinguished 
member from Pennsylvania, Representative HENRY WIILSON 
TEMPLE, was made chairman. The commission consisted of 
five members, all of whom have national reputations in con- 
nection with the park system. Maj. William A. Welsh, gen- 
eral manager Palisades Interstate Park, New York; Mr. Wil- 
liam C. Gregg, of Hackensack, N. J.; Mr. Harlan P. Kelsey, 
of Salem, Mass., a landscape architect of repute and a botanist 
of distinction; Col. Glenn S. Smith, who heads the Topographi- 
cal Map Service of the United States. All of these gentle- 
men were men peculiarly fitted for the work for which they 
were selected. A number of them have been familiar with the 
parks in the United States which are reached not only by 
automobile, but those which must be reached by pack train. 
This commission served without compensation, and even with- 
out having their expenses paid. It was a work purely of love 
on their part. The one direction given by Doctor Work was 
that the park selected should be east of the Mississippi and 
south of the Mason and Dixon Line. After a long considera- 
tion and after visiting many areas to which their attention had 
been directed, the commission finally reported to Secretary 
Work, and I here insert their report: 


The members of the committee appointed by you and designated as 
the Southern Appalachian National Park Committee, in accordance 
with your instructions, have spent the past eight months investigating 
the southern Appalachian Mountain region with a view of determining 
whether areas exist of sufficient size, containing scenery of such 
grandeur, and at the same time typical of the region, which are suit- 
able to be considered as a site for a national park. 

Nature calls us all, and the response of the American people has 
been expressed in the creation so far of 19 national parks. All but 
one are west of the Mississippi River. Two-thirds of our population 
living east of the Mississippi has contented itself with a few State 
parks, not knowing that in the southern Appalachian Ranges there are 
several areas which fill the definition of a national park because of 
beauty and grandeur of scenery, presence of a wonderful variety of 
trees and plant life, and possibilities of harboring and developing the 
animal life common in the preculonial days but now nearly extinct. 

It has not been generally known that eastern parks of national size 
might still be acquired by our Government. The committee has been 
impressed with the amount of interest manifested in all sections of the 
East in the proposed establishment of a national park in the southern 
Appalachian region, and this interest has resulted in numerous re- 
quests that the committee inspect various areas. Many of these 
requests pertained to localities that have abundant scenic features 
but which are not of sufficient size to warrant their being considered 
for a national park. Every effort has been made to consider care- 
fully the merits of the various proposed sites, and wherever there was 
evidence that an area seemed to justify the committee in making a 
personal inspection, visits have been made either by the committee as 
a whole or by a delegation from it. Many of the areas in these moun- 
tains having unquestionable national-park features are now in the 
national forests under Government control and so available for recrea- 
tional use. “The committee is not disposed to suggest a change in 
their present status. 

We inspected the northern part of Georgia, whose fine mountains 
blend with the highland region of southern North Carolina. We 
ascended Mount Mitchell and viewed the splendid Black Mountain 
Range north of Asheville. We went over carefully the Grandfather 
Mountain region, which for our study included the beautiful country 
from Blowing Rock to remarkable Linville Gorge. We responded to 
the call of the poet—to see Roan Mountain if we would really see 
the southern Appalachians. We went to Knoxville and from there to 
the tops of the Big Smokies,” which carry on their crest the boun- 
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dary line between North Carolina and Tennessee. We went into Vir- 
ginia to inspect that portion of the Blue Ridge on the east side of 
the Shenandoah Valley which extends from Front Royal to Waynesboro. 
Some members of the committee also visited Cumberland Gap, southern 
West Virginia, northern Alabama, and eastern Kentucky. Several 
areas were found that contained topographic features of great scenic 
value, where waterfalls, cascades, cliffs, and mountain peaks with 
beautiful valleys lying in their midst gave ample assurance that any 
or all of these areas were possible for development into a national 
park which would compare favorably with any of the existing national 
parks in the West. All that has saved these near-by regions from 
spollation for so long a time has been their inaccessibility and the 
difficulty of profitably exploiting the timber wealth that mantles the 
steep mountain slopes. With rapidly increasing shortage and mount- 
ing values of forest products, however, we face the immediate danger 
that the last remnants of our primeval forests will be destroyed, how- 
ever remote on steep mountain side or hidden away in deep, lonely 
cove they may be. 

The conditions in the East, where all land is held in private owner- 
ship, as compared with those existing in the West when national 
parks were created from Government-owned lands, has made our 
problem a difficult one. The density of population, together with the 
commercial development in progress or in prospect, often practically 
prohibited the selection of areas of great natural beauty which, if 
located remote from such development would have been seriously con- 
sidered. 

It is the opinion of the committee that a park in the East should 
be located, if possible, where it will benefit the greatest number, and 
it should be of sufficient size to meet the needs as a recreational 
ground for the people not only of to-day, but of the coming genera- 
tions. The committee therefore decided that no site covering less 
than 500 square miles would be considered. This eliminated a large 
number of proposed areas and allowed the committee to concentrate 
its efforts on a few that appeared to be possible sites on account of 
their size, location, and favorable scenic features, These sites have 
therefore been thoroughly examined. 

The committee laid down a few simple requirements for its guid- 
ance in seeking an area which could be favorably reported to you for 
the possible consideration of Congress: 

1. Mountain scenery with inspiring perspectives and delightful 
details. 

2. Areas sufficiently extensive and adaptable so that annually mil- 
lions of visitors might enjoy the benefits of outdoor life and com- 
munion with nature without the confusion of overcrowding. 

8. A substantial part to contain forests, shrubs, and flowers, and 
mountain streams, with picturesque cascades and waterfalls overhung 
with foliage, all untouched by the hand of man. 

4. Abundant springs and streams available for camps and fishing. 

5. Opportunities for protecting and developing the wild life of the 
area and the whole to be a natural museum, preserving outstanding 
features of the southern Appalachians as they appeared in the early 
pioneer days. 

6. Accessibility by rail and road. 

We have found many areas which could well be chosen, but the com- 
mittee was charged with the responsibility of selecting the best, all 
things considered. Of these several possible sites the Great Smoky 
Mountains easily stand first, because of the height of mountains, depths 
of valleys, ruggedness of the area, and the unexampled variety of trees, 
shrubs, and plants. The region includes Mount Guyot, Mount Le 
Conte, Clingmans Dome, and Gregory Bald and may be extended in 
several directions to include other splendid mountain regions adjacent 
thereto. 

The Great Smokies have some handicaps which will make the de- 
yelopment of them into a national park a matter of delay; their very 
ruggedness and height make road and other park development a serious 
undertaking as to time and expense, The excessive rainfall also (not 
yet accurately determined) is an element for future study and investi- 
gation in relation both to the development work, subsequent administra- 
tion, and recreational use as a national park. 

The Blue Ridge of Virginia, one of the sections which had your 
committee’s careful study, while secondary to the Great Smokies in alti- 
tnde and some other features, constitute, in our judgment, the out- 
standing and logical place for the creation of the first national park 
in the southern Appalachians. We hope it will be made Into a national 
park and that its success will encourage the Congress to create a 
second park in the Great Smoky Mountains, which lie some 300 miles 
distant southwest. 

It will surprise the American people to learn that a national park 
site with fine scenic and recreational qualities can be found within a 
three-hour ride of our National Capital and within a day’s ride of 
40,000,000 of our inhabitants, It has many canyons and gorges, with 
beautiful cascading streams. It has some splendid primeval forests, 
and the opportunity is there to develop an animal refuge of national 
importance. Along with the whole southern Appalachians, this area 
is full of historie interest, the mountains looking down on valleys with 


their many battle fields of Revolutionary and Civil War periods, and 
the birthplaces of many of the Presidents of the United States. Within 
easy access are the famous caverns of the Shenandoah Valley. 

The greatest single feature, however, is a possible sky-line drive 
along the mountain top following a continuous ridge and looking 
down westerly on the Shenandoah Valley from 2,500 to 3,500 feet 
below, and also commanding a view of the Piedmont Plain stretching 
easterly to the Washington Monument, which landmark of onr Na- 
tional Capital may be seen on a.clear day. Few scenic drives in the 
world could surpass it. 

We therefore recommend the creation of a national park in the part 
of the Blue Ridge Mountains of Virginia above described and shown 
approximately on the accompanying map. 

We have not attempted to estimate the cost of acquiring this area, 
as wo are not sure that it falls within the scope of our committee's 
work. We suggest, however, that a spirit of constructive cooperation 
on the part of the State of Virginia and among some of the large Jand- 
owners of this region with whom we have been in touch promises 
reasonable prices and perbaps a number of donations. 

We suggest that, if Congress thinks favorably of this proposed park 
site, a commission be appointed to handle the purchase and to solicit 
contributions and to arrange condemnation proceedings if the State of 
Virginia deems it wise. The creation of such a park may well be mado 
contingent on a limited total land cost. 

Respectfully submitted. 

H, W. TEMPLE, Chairman. 
GLEN 8. SMITH, Secretary, 
W. A. W8LcH. 

HURLAN P. KELSEY, 
WILLIAM C, GREGG, 

Approved : 

Tiverrr WORK, 
Secretary of the Interior, 
DECEMBER 12, 1924. 


Mr. Speaker, I am familiar with this area. It has never 
been my good fortune to visit the Great Smoky Range of Ten- 
nessee, but the Shenandoah National Park is on the Lee High- 
way, which extends south to Knoxville, and there comes within 
close range with the Great Smoky area. This Lee Highway 
is practically fully constructed as far as Knoxville. There 
may be a few miles of broken links in this highway that 
have not as yet been fully completed, but in a year perhaps 
the road will be in its entirety a great improved highway pass- 
ing through the two proposed areas for the national parks. 

Referring now to the Shenandoah National Park, allow 
me to call attention to the fact which I consider of very 
great importance, and that is it lies within a few hours’ ride 
of Washington over improved highways. About two hours 
of easy driving in an automobile and the turist will enter the 
Shenandoah National Park area, and for 68 miles his path 
will lie through a territory continuously marked by beautiful 
scenic effects. I do not believe that I can give a better de- 
scription than that contained in the issue of December 25, 
1924, of the National Park Bulletin, and which was written 
by one who had personally inspected the area: 

Tun SHENANDOAH NATIONAL PARK 


The proposed Shenandoah National Park consists of an Irregular 
sirip of virgin forest 6G miles long and from 8 to 18 miles wide, 
stretched along the summit of the main range of the Blue Ridge 
where it parallels the famous Shenandoah Valley In northern Vir- 
ginia, of which it forms the southeastern wall. 

Its northern point is Front Royal, 20 miles south of the Winchester 
of Sheridan's famous ride, where the mountains rise with considerably 
greater abruptness to altitudes over 3,000 feet. This is historic 
ground. 

Southwesterly to its end at Jarman Gap, near Waynesboro, 30 miles 
due west of Charlottesville, seat of the University of Virginia, and 
east of Staunton, Woodrow Wilson's birthplace, the range increases in 
altitude to well above 4,000 feet, gaining in steepness of slope and 
roughness of contour. Here summits crowd summits, fretted ridges 
drop hundreds and often, in consecutive precipices, thousands of feet, 
and innumerable little rivers cascade from both sides of the divide 
into innumerable pools which shelter speckled trout. 


REMARKABLE FOREST EXHIBIT 


Though crossed by several roads, two of them famous in American 
history, the preeipitousness of the range, forbidding profitable exploita- 
tion, has saved for us through centuries of civilization more than 600 
square miles of almost untouched native forest within 90 miles of the 
Nation’s Capital and 300 miles of its metropolis. Even Virginians have 
not realized their possession of a natural treasure so extraordinary. 

Near Skyland, 25 miles south of the area’s northern point and 5 
miles helow the crossing of the Lee Highway at Thornton Gap, there 
is a narrow saddle from which the larger softwoods have been lum- 
bered during the last quarter century, and there are several lesser 
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areas similarly lumbered along old highways farther south. Bpt these 
forest spots remain, nevertheless, beautiful, and all together the partly 
cut areas are trifling compared with the great body of the untouched 
forest, which constitutes an invaluable exhibit of the wilderness that 
covered eastern North America from the St. Lawrence to the Gulf 
when our forefathers settied at Jamestown and Plymouth. 


IN SILHOUBTTS 


In silhouette this proposed national park is best seen from the Shen- 
andoah Valley, which itself, with its parallel rivers separated by 
abrupt and picturesque Massanutten Mountain, its northern walls of 
paralleling ranges culminating in the Alleghenies of West Virginia, its 
broad cultivated levels dotted with historic villages, and its remarkable 
series of limestone caverns, is one of the most beautiful and interesting 
in the United States. From its excellent highways and from the 
railroad which follows the south fork of the Shenandoah but short 
cuts its innumerable bends, the mountain range which soon, we hope, 
will add still a new variety to our national parks system is imposing 
and altogether lovely. Dark and solid against the rising sun, or de- 
fined in the revealing relief of late afternoon, it impresses its per- 
sonality deeply on the traveler. 


CONCERNING ALTITUDES 
It is important to realize that far too much is made of altitude in 
comparing our eastern and western mountains. The Rockies, rising 
to 12,000 feet from valleys 9,000 feet in altitude, or the Blue Ridge, 
rising to 4,000 feet from valleys less than a thousand feet in alti- 
tude—what difference in size to the observer? Stony Man in the Blue 


Ridge towers above Shenandoah as high as El Capitan above Yosemite. | 


It is when mountains rising from higher bases are pushed above 
timber line that erosion produces bald and splintered summits, while 
the more gracious configuration of equally lofty eastern summits with 
lesser underpinning are protected from disfiguration by blankets of 
forest. 
owr admirable and different way. 

And if, to our unaccustomed eastern eyes, the bare crags and snow 
fields of the higher western mountains provoke the greater thrill, to 
many this advantage will be far more than offset by the superior 
richness of form and color in our eastern forests over the stately, 
somber repetitions ef the ranked conifers of the western altitudes. 
More than a bundred tree species glorify the Appalachians, few more 
than a dozen the Sierra. 

Let us now glimpse our coming Virginia national park from within. 


‘GORGHOUSLY BEAUTIFUL MOUNTAIN WILDERNESS 


Its northern third, less in altitude and less varied in configuration, 
is more heavlly forested. From the Lee Highway crossing the surface 
southward becomes increasingly rugged, the summit groupings bolder, 
the streams larger, the canyons more deeply cut, the falls and cas- 
cades more numerous and wilder, the precipices decper and more 
picturesque. 

Entering conveniently by the Lee Highway, 90 miles from Wash- 
ington, the comfortable public camp at Skyland is a convenient point 
of departure. It is a camp of the popular western type, its many 
cabins roughly bark covered but concealing such luxuries within as 
electric lights and modern bathrooms. Its proprietor, G. Freeman Pol- 
lock, needed 20 years to develop it from its original canvas tent. 
From here our journey southward is on horseback along the divide, 
with many side excursions afoot into extravagantly beautiful cascaded 
canyons slanting sharply for several miles through heavy forests of 
virgin spruce, hemlock, and balsam, up the edges of precipices over- 
looking the enormous Shenandoah valleys and range after range of 
distant mountains, and to the craggy summits of peaks overlooking 
oceans of tumbled wilderness. 

At Skyland, before we start, we encounter Stony Man, one of the 
most striking mountain personalities of the range, a pyramid 4,081 
feet in altitude. 

SUMMITS AND PRECIPICES 


From the rough lookout on its summit we gaze steeply down 3,000 
feet, much of it appearing perpendicular. We overlook the broad 
valley of the South Fork of the Shenandoah, the river winding in 
snakelike curves. Luray, famous for its cavern is seen threaded on 
the railroad. Beyond rises the wild, rangelike Massanutten Mountain, 
2,500 feet in altitude and 30 miles in length, concealing behind it the 
still broader valley of the North Fork. And beyond Massanutten rises 
another elongated complicated towering ridge, the North Mountain, 
and beyond that still others, till the Alleghenies of West Virginia merge 
with the sky. 

One of the most inspiring views in America, this from the summit 
of Stony Man. And as we journey southward we bave it again from 
the Crescent Rock Cliffs, which drop nearly 3,000 feet, and again and 
again for many miles from innumerable cliffs, for the steep side of 
the Blue Ridge is the Shenandoah Valley side. 

White Rock ‘Cliffs, encountered early on our journey, suggests a 
thrilling human phase of these mountains, for here was fought the 
finish of a celebrated feud in which three men were shot to death. 
The nelghborhood has been famous for its moonshine for many years. 


No comparison of splendor holds, for each is beautiful in its | 
| forest-bordered, wild-fiowered little meadows occur again and again on 


Many years ago the Blue Ridge was the haven of refuge for bandits 
and desperadoes who preyed upon the neighborhood settlements, and 
its fastuesses are so sought occasionally yet. 


WHITE OAK CANYON AN APPALACHIAN TYPE 


Near by also is White Oak Canyon, a sample of scores of canyons, 
and Itself one of the most exguisite in America. The lusty stream, a 
continuous succession of rushes, leaps, and falls, drops 2,500 feet in 
4 miles. Its gorge is hollowed in green epidote schist streaked with 
white quartz, a setting of striking beauty. On its right Ragged Moun- 
tain, “Old Rag” for short, towers above slopes of virgin forest. On 
its left is a high, abrupt escarpment of gray limestone, hung from 
top to bottom with ferns and vines, and shaded from far above with 
white oak, dogwood, ash, maples, chestnut, beech, pines, birches, 
azalen, and scores of tangled shrubs, 

At any point in White Oak Canyon, standing on some rock jutting 
above the stream, one glances upstream at a dozen gleaming bits of 
foaming water, one balanced above the other in sharp perspective, and 
far downward at many successive brinks of little falls, till all is lost 
in foliage. Looking downstream, above the descending forest and be- 
tween converging mountain slopes, one sees tumbled foothills, far 
distant farms, and the roofs and steeples of a valley town. 

Hawks Bill, 4,066 feet in altitude is the next outstanding peak, 
ramparted among dense forests. Its summit, like most of the summits, 
is clothed heavily with stunted, twisted oaks, poplars, and chestnuts, 
interspersed with gnarled pines, cedars, and others, and these persist 
in more stalwart stature down its eastward slopes; its westward 
slopes glow with sweeping groves of silver fir. 


ANCESTRAL BLUE GRASS 


Here we see the first of the mountain meadows of blue grass, not 
the carefully cultivated famous blue grass of the central south, but 
its ancestor, the wild blue grass that the settlers of Kentucky prized 
so highly and developed to the prosperity of their State. These rich 


the summits and steep western slopes of the reglon, becoming larger 
and more plentiful as we journey south, serving to distinguish the 
landscape west of the divide from the close forests and rock forma- 
tions east of it. 

In the rich meadows of these mountain fastnesses the horses of the 
Confederacy were hidden in periods of danger. 

Through Fisher’s Gap, south of Hawks Bill, crosses the old military 
road built in the Civil War for the passage of armies, and used by 
both sides in turn. It has been impassable for many years, but may be 
made a scenic road of rare beauty. In this isolated, utterly lonesome 
neighborhood, commanding a gorgeous view of mountains and distant 
valley, a shrewd land owner has built a charming cottage for exclusive 
rental to newly weds. It is known as “ Honeymoon bungalow.“ 

RICH DIVERSITY OF FORM AND COLOR 


At intervals on the western slopes, but especially among the splendid 
forests of the eastern heart of the range, occur heavy groves of mag- 
nificent hemlock, trees of girth, and dark, massed, feathery foliage. 
In the higher altitudes are also occasional groves of spruce, bunched 
like wheat, whose intertwined tops shut the sunlight from thick 
brown carpets of needles - in which for lack of light no shrubs nor 
wild flowers grow. 

Black, white, red, scarlet, pin, and chestnut oaks grow in profusion 
in the glorious forests of this mountain-top country; also sycamore, 
gum, poplar, ash, hickory, beech; black, white, and yellow birch, white 
pine in small original stands, long-leafed loblolly and other pines, yel- 
low locust, tulip, wiid cherry, dogwood, azalea, laurel everywhere, 
rhodedendron in a few thickets of very large size. These are very few 
of the trees and shrubs here found, 

The glory of this diversified forest, tilted at all angles, ascending 
peaks to gray ragged crests, dropping into countless ravines and 
watered by a thousand streams can only be suggested in this brief 
survey. 

But we must mention one other of the numerous mountain person- 
alities, Great Fort Mountain, about midway of the park. It is the 
commanding elevation of the range, rising probably to 4,500 feet. On 
its north slope are thousands of fine hemlocks, and ancient white pines 
grow plentifully on all sides to its summit of gray elongated crags 
which stand upright together like giant organ pipes. 

A SPECTACLE OF SPECTACLES 


Great Fork Mountain is a spectacle from every summit for miles 
around, and its higher slopes command an extraordinary range of 
views. Westward, over the crest of the divide and across the broad 
intervening hidden abyss, are seen ranges many miles away. Hastward, 
across the deep forested gorge of the young Rapidan River, emerge the 
ramparts and crags of Double Top Mountain, while down the Rapidan 
Valley is disclosed an unforgettable vista of the distant Piedmont 
Valley with Criglersyille among the foothills. And southward down 
the range are innumerable peaks. 

The southern half of the proposed park is rich in rugged scenery. 
From Elkton in the Shenandoah Valley crosses the ancient and famous 
Spottswood Trail, built through Swift Run Gap to open the western 
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wilderness which Governor Spottswood first discovered by crossing the 


Blue Ridge. It is now an excellent motor road, and a monument to 
him and his Knights of the Horseshoe stands on the crest. 

The wilderness reaches its climax at Black Rock, near its southern 
end. 


While the beauty of the park is thus so faithfully described, 
it would be a mistake to overlook the peculiar historic and 
beautiful setting which surrounds and encompasses the park 
on every side. Standing on one of the lofty peaks of the 
mountain range one can look down upon gorgeous beauty of 
the Shenandoah Valley for many miles, and then turning him- 
self, he will look down on the broad plateau of Piedmont, Va. 
Both of these sections of Virginia are rich in history. The 
Valley of Virginia is famous in Civil War history and is rich 
with its legends of the Revolutionary War and colonial days. 
Piedmont, Va., too, has historic shrines and is covered with 
the battle fields of the Civil War. Along the base of this 
park Mount Vernon may be claimed and at the further end 
we have Monticello, the home of Thomas Jefferson. Monroe, 
too, had his colonial home upon the Piedmont side of the 
mountain slope, and Madison had his home not far from one 
of the entrances to the park. From Washington to Charlottes- 
ville one travels through the battle fields of the Civil War 
which are resplendent with the heroism of American valor, 
whether clothed in the blue or the gray. At Charlottesville we 
have the great University of Virginia, the leading educational 
institution of the South. In its architecture is seen the won- 
derful genius of Jefferson and the best ideals of Stanford 
White in his work of restoration. Some of the great rivers 
either rise in this mountain area or flow along its foot—the 
Rappahannock, the Rapidan, and the Rivenna. On the valley 
side we go back to early colonial history. Here were the 
early scenes of George Washington's life. Lord Fairfax, who 
held the grant from the English King of all the territory be- 
tween the headwaters of the Potomac and the Rappahannock, 
had his home at the base of this mountain. Here Washington 
served him faithfully, and nearly every holding in the North- 
ern Neck goes back to a grant from Lord Fairfax and a sur- 
vey made by George Washington. To Winchester Washington 
retired after the disastrous defeat of General Braddock. Here 
he built his fort to protect the inhabitants against the in- 
vasions of the victorious savages, and here to-day is found 
the headquarters which he establisted at that time. It was 
during this period that Washington was elected to represent 
Frederick County and the city of Winchester in the House of 
Burgesses. It may be worthy of passing note to remind the 
students of our early political history that Washington ran 
for the House of Burgesses twice and on the first occasion he 
was ignominiously defeated, but he had no expense account. 

On the second trial, however, he was triumphantly elected. 
His expense account tells how. Although there was a law 
against the use of liquor at elections in Virginia, we find the 
following expense account: 


2 * . 

40 gallons of Rum Punch 3/6. pr. Galt noi ao Tie BB 
15 gallons of Wine @ 10 2 ene mete SPL n 
Dinner for your Friends Se OO 
134 gallons of Wine @ 10/__ OV l +0 
34 pts. of Brandy @ 1/3 4 4h 
13 Galls. Beer 4 tL A SS Sa 16 3 
T. O 12 0 
OLIN PONTREN IUE ES SA S TEn A L N 3 9 
30 gailns. of strong beer @ 8d pr. gal 10 
1 hha & 1 Barrell of Punch, consisting of 26 gals. best 10 8 
is 9 

3 9 

5 0 

9 half pints of rum 5 74 
E LAE S Wiech eA EE NEE ne ee 1. 6 


Oh, Volstead! The tavern where Washington held his revel- 
ries has long since disappeared, but the site of its location is 
still pointed out to the tourist. 

In the cemetery at Winchester is the neglected grave of 
General Morgan, the hero of Cowpens. If we travel along 
the slope of the park mountain where the beautiful Shenan- 
doah River traces its way to join the Potomac River we come 
to Woodstock. At Woodstock the church still stands in which 
General Muhlenberg delivered his famous sermon. Clad in 
the priestly vestments, which are still shown at the church, 
he preached from the text: “A time to keep silence and a time 
to speak, a time to love and a time to hate, and a time of war 
and a time of peace.” He clearly showed that the time of war 
had come. 

At the conclusion of the sermon he threw aside the priestly 
robes and disclosed himself arrayed in the military uniform 
of the Continental Army. He recruited the leading members 
of his congregation and marched off to join Washington in his 
struggle for American liberty. General Muhlenberg in after 
years represented a Pennsylyania district in Congress and be- 


came the Speaker of the House. Across this park passes the 
old Spottswood Trail. Governor Spottswood, calling on all 
young Virginians of his day, crossed the mountain where 
Stanardsville is now located and was the first white man to 
look on the far side of the Blue Ridge Mountain. From the 
point where he crossed, the valley in all its glory and beauty for 
miles and miles lay at his feet. To each of his companions 
Governor Spottswood gave a golden horseshoe with the motto 
engraved thereon: “Sic juvat transcendere montes” in com- 
memoration of the event. Thus originated the Knights of the 
Golden Horseshoe, and many proud families trace their gene- 
eN back to a golden horseshoe knight. We still sing in 
a: 
But, aye, the “Golden Horseshoe” knights 
Their old Dominion keep, 
Whose foes have found enchanted ground, 
But not a knight asleep! 


I can not in the brief space of these remarks undertake to 
dwell at any great length upon the colonial history of the valley 
and of Piedmont, Va. 

The history of the Civil War would be barren indeed if the 
history of this Piedmont section and the valley were omitted. 
The great battles fought in Piedmont are too familiar even to 
mention, and in the valley we haye the fame of Jackson on 
the Confederate side commemorated and of Sheridan and his 
20-mile ride on the Union side. Here we have the battle field 
of New Market, where the cadets of the Virginia Military 
Institute won undying fame. 

The valley campaign of Jackson, the valley campaign of 
Sheridan, and the New Market Battle give as great historical 
value to the valley side as do the battles of Bull Run, of Fred- 
ericksburg, and the Wilderness to the plains of Piedmont. But 
this territory does not depend upon its historic fame. Thou- 
sands and thousands of tourists traverse the valley, not only 
because of its scenic beauty but also because of some of the 
most wonderful natural phenomena on this continent. The 
Shenandoah Caverns, the Luray Caverns, the Endless Caverns, 
the Grottoes, and the Natural Bridge, which each year attract 
more and more the tourists because of their wonderful and 
peculiar formations. 

This section on either side of the mountain, too, is as highly 
developed as any section in the State. Here are the great col- 
leges, the University of Virginia, Washington and Lee, the 
Virginia Military Institute, and the State normal schools. In 
the chapel at Washington and Lee under the beautiful recum- 
bent statue, a work of art by Valentine, sleeps Gen. Robert E. 
Lee: One traveling along the Lee Highway, passing through 
the Shenandoah National Park on the road to the Great 
Smoky, will never lack for want of interest either in landscape 
beauty, in historical points of interest, or in the present de- 
velopment of the country, or in great natural phenomena. 

The present legisiation is but the initiatory step toward 
securing this great playground for the millions of people who 
live within easy reach of the parks. Great highways are now 
being constructed passing by the entrances of these parks 
and leading to the far West. Other great highways have been 
constructed leading to the densely populated centers of the 
East. This proposed park, within a few hours’ drive of the 
great National Capital over splendid highways, will be the 
recreation ground annually of millions of tired Americans. 
The selection of the Shenandoah National Park by the com- 
mission bears testimony of the distinguished character of the 
personnel of that commission. From every quarter of the 
State come assurances that Virginia indorses this project. 
Virginia knows no sectionalism, and though the northern sec- 
tion of Virginia may be said to be the more closely identified 
with this park proposition, yet every section of the State has 
shown that the State is fully aware throughout its entire 
border of the importance of this park to the State as a whole. 

The State of Virginia will cooperate with the National Gov- 
ernment to the fullest extent of her power to make this park 
a source of pride to the entire Nation. 

Mr. THATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I simply wish to make a brief 
statement coneerning Senate bill 4109, which has passed the 
Senate and House and has become a law. It provides for the 
making of official surveys of the three great national park 
projects east of the Mississippi, now engaging official considera- 
tion and public attention, namely, the Blue Ridge Mountains, 
the Smoky Mountains, and the Mammoth Caye projects. 

The act is as follows: 

An act to provide for the securing ot lands in the southern Appalachian 
Mountains and in the Mammoth Cave regions of Kentucky for per- 
petual preservation as national parks 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the 

United States of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary 
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of the Interior is hereby authorized and directed to determine the 
boundaries and area of such portion of the Blue Rridge Mountains of 
Virginia lying east of the South Fork of the Shenandoah River and 
between Front Royal on the north and Waynesboro on the south as 
may be recommended by him to be acquired and administered as a 
national park, to be known as the Shenandoah National Park, and such 
portion of the Smoky Mountains lying in Tennessee and North Carolina 
as may be recommended by him to be acquired and administered as a 
national park, to be known as the Smoky Mountains National Park, 
and in the Mammoth Cave regions of Kentucky and also such other 
lands in the southern Appalachian Mountains as in his Judgment should 
be acquired and administered as national parks, and to receive definite 
offers of donations of lands and moneys, and to secure such options 
as in his judgment may be considered reasonable and just for the pur- 
chase of lands within said boundaries, and to report to Congress 
thereon: Provided, That the Secretary of the Interior may, for the 
purpose of carrying out the provisions of this act, appoint a commis- 
sion of five members, composed of a representative of the Interior 
Department and four national park experts, said four members to 
serve without compensation. 

Sec. 2. A sum sufficient to secure options and to pay the necessary 
expenses of the commission in carrying out the provisions of this act, 
including the salary of one clerk to the commission at a rate not to 
exceed $2,000 per annum, necessary traveling expenses of the members 
of the commission, and $10 per diem in lieu of actual cost of sub- 
sistence, in all, not to exceed $20,000 is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated. 


I earnestly supported and aided in securing the committee 
amendment of the House bill (H. R. 11980) providing for the 
survey of the Mammoth Cave regions in Kentucky, in conjunc- 
tion with the surveys of the Blue Ridge and Smoky Mountains 
projects, and the President's approval of the Mammoth Cave 
survey; and later aided in securing the substitution of the House 
bill, as thus amended, for the original Senate bill 4109, and its 
enactment. There are various other Members of the House 
and Senate who have worked for the enactment of this meas- 
ure and for these surveys, and there has been involved a 
community of interest entirely proper and most effective; and 
I trust that this community of interest will continue until all 
three of these great projects materialize into national parks— 
great recreation places and playgrounds—for all our people, 
and especially for the teeming millions east of the Mississippi, 
who have nothing in the way of national parks provided in their 
sections. 

There should be no jealousy between the respective advo- 
cacies inyolved. I am sure that those who, like myself, from 
intimate contact and knowledge, are the especial champions of 
the Mammoth Cave project, feel nothing but good will for the 
other two projects. All three are needed. Each is greatly 
interesting and unique; they are widely separated; yet all are 
in old and populous communities and can be readily reached 
from every section of the country by road and rail, and Mam- 
moth Cave by boat, as well. Each will greatly serve our people. 
The three projects, with good roads linked up between, as 
soon will be the case, will constitute a great playground 
triangle. 

Certainly if the Nation can afford so large a number of 
national parks in the far-away West, with their vast areas 
involved and sparse populations affected, it can afford to ac- 
quire and maintain these three projects east of the Mississippi 
River, for park purposes. The Mammoth Cave region is near 
the center of population of the United States, and is in every 
way readily accessible. Its marvels are so well and fayorably 
known that it is not neeessary to describe them to any intelli- 
gent audience in the civilized world. Long has Mammoth Cave 
been known as one of the “seven wonders of the world,” and 
such it continues to be. It is located in a section where the 
whole country is cavernous beneath the surface, and the whole 
surface itself is very beautiful. That surface traversed to the 
mouth of the cave by Green River, a navigable stream and 
one of the deepest rivers in the world, possesses a beauty and 
charm of great hills, lovely valleys, and magnificent forests 
that would entitle it to be favorably considered for national 
park purposes, even though beneath that surface there did not 
lie the greatest underground wonderland in all the world. 
New caves from time to time are being discovered there, and 
the half of the beauty and vastness of this underground region, 
in what is certainly one of the loveliest States of the Union, 
has never been told, and can never be told. 

No wonder that the spirit of adventure has lured such brave 
and splendid spirits as Floyd Collins to accept the call and 
challenge of this hidden realm, and to assume all the hazards 
Involved in the exploration of the undiscovered sections of 
that realm, in order to experience the joy and thrill of being 


the first to see and chart these hidden recesses of the earth, 
so vast and far reaching in their extent, so marvelously beauti- 
ful in their adornment, as to beggar description. The tragedy 
of Sand Cave, while it snuffs out the candle of this brave fel- 
low’s life, but emphasizes and calls attention to this great 
region, which is now to be surveyed under the provisions of this 
bill. It is the old, old story. He dies that he may live. His 
death will bear rich and precious fruit for those who survive or 
come after him. 

Because of legal involvements affecting the title and owner- 
ship of the original Mammoth Cave property, the time has 
come for action. To delay may mean to lose. To permit the 
loss of the Mammoth Cave region as a national park, would 
mean to commit a national crime. Every instinct of conserva- 
tion and patriotism cries out against such neglect. Onyx Cave, 
Crystal Cave, and Collossal Cavern are of more recent dis- 
covery than Mammoth Cave, but they are all a part of this 
wonderful underground world, and all will be embraced in the 
impending survey. Something like 18,000 acres are now avail- 
able—that is to say, are now in shape for acquirement—for 
Mammoth Cave national park purposes; and fully as much 
more can be satisfactorily acquired if needed. We trust, and 
have every reason to hope, that the survey will result in a 
favorable finding and report. In any event, the full power and 
final responsibility lie with Congress, 

The Mammoth Cave National Park Association, with head- 
quarters at Bowling Green, Ky., has been organized for the 
specific purpose of aiding in the great work of making this re- 
gion into a national park. The association has rendered, and is 
rendering, invaluable service. Its chief officers are: Mills M. 
Logan, president; J. L. Harman, vice president; Sterrett 
Cuthbertson, treasurer ; and Robert M. Coleman, jr., secretary— 
all of Bowling Green. All of them are men of ability and wide 
experience; and all of them, together with the association's di- 
rectors, are performing a fine and unselfish work. 

Let us act together—both those within and those without this 
Chamber who believe in great national playgrounds for the 
people—to bring about the speedy conversion of all these 
greatly needed, advantageously located, and highly desirable 
projects into such playgrounds. We owe this service to the 
vast population living east of the Mississippi, and we owe it 
to the country at large. Let us perform it. 

The Senate bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Rxrex, a motion to reconsider the vote 
whereby the bill was passed was laid on the table. 


ONE HUNDRED AND FIFTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF THE BATTLE OF 
BUNKER HILL 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was H. J. Res. 
318, establishing a commission for the participation of the 
United States in the observance of the one hundred and fifti- 
eth anniversary of the Battle of Bunker Hill, authorizing an 
appropriation to be utilized in connection with such observ- 
ance, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title to the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Reserving the right to object, I 
would like to ask the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
TacuE] a question. I notice that it is recommended that sec- 
tions 5 and 6 go out of the bill. Is the gentleman willing to 
agree to that? 

Mr. TAGUE. Yes. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. With the understanding that sec- 
tions 5 and 6 shall be stricken from the bill I shall not ob- 
ject. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 

There was no objection: 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Resolved, etc., That there is hereby established a commission to be 
known as the United States Bunker Hill Sesquicentennial Commission 
(hereinafter referred to as the commission) and to be composed of 
41 commissioners, as follows: Three persons to be appointed by the 
President of the United States, four Senators by the President of the 
Senate, and four Members of the House of Representatives by the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. The commission shall serve 
without compensation and shall select a chairman from among their 
number, 


Is there objection? 


Sec. 2. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated out of any ` 


money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated the sum of $5,000 
to be expended by the commission for actual and necessary traveling 
expenses and subsistence while discharging its official duties outside 
the District of Columbia. 
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Suc. 3. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of any 
money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $10,000 
to be utilized in the discretion of the commission for the appropriate 
participation on the part of the United States in the celebration and 
observance of the one hundred and fiftieth anniversary of the Battle 
of Bunker Hill to be commemorated on or about June 17, 1925. 

Snc. 4. The Postmaster General is hereby authorized and directed 
to issue a special series of postage stamps, in such denominations 
and of such designs as he may determine, commemorative of the one 
hundred and fiftieth anniversary of the Battle of Bunker Hill and 
of the one hundred and fiftieth anniversary of such other major 
events of the Revolutionary War as he may deem appropriate. 

Sec, 5. In commemoration of the one hundred and fiftieth annt- 
versary of the Battle of Bunker Hill there shall be coined at the 
mints of the United States silver 50-cent pieces to the number of 
800,000, such 50-cent pieces to be of the standard troy weight, com- 
position, diameter, device, and design as shall be fixed by the Director 
of the Mint, with the approval of the Secretary of the Treasury, 
which said 50-cent pieces shall be legal tender in any payment to the 
amount of their face value. 

Sec. 6. All laws now in force relating to the subsidiary silver 
coins of the United States and the coining or striking of the same, 
regulating and guarding the process of coinage, providing for the pur- 
chase of material, and for the transportation, distribution, and re- 
demption of the coins, for the prevention of debasement or counter- 
felting, for security of the coin, or for any other purposes, whether 
said laws are penal or otherwise, shall, so far as applicable, apply 
to the coinage herein authorized: Provided, That the United States 
shall not be subject to the expense of making the necessary dies 
and other preparations for this coinage. 


Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I move to strike out 
section 5 from the bill. 

The Clerk read the amendment, as follows: 

Amendment by Mr. BLACK of Texas: Beginning on page 2, line 24, 
strike out section 5. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr, LUCE. Mr, Speaker, there is a report accompanying 
the bill recommending the striking out of sections 5 and 6, but 
through some inadvertence the lines were not drawn through 
the text. I move that section 6 be stricken out. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 3, beginning on line 8, strike out all of section 6. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read the third 
time, was read the third time, and passed. 
HOUDON'S BUST OF WASHINGTON 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 11799) to secure a replica of the Houdon bust of 
Washington for lodgment in the Pan American Building. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

Mr, HUDDLESTON. Mr. Speaker, I do not feel that art 
objects ought to be acquired in this way. I object. 

TEMPORARY BUILDINGS OF RED CROSS 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was S. J. Res. 95, 
to authorize the American National Red Cross to continue the 
use of temporary buildings now erected on square No. 172, 
Washington, D. ©. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the joint resolution? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the joint resolution, as follows: 


Whereas by joint resolution of Congress approved the 22d day of 
May, 1917, authority was granted to the American National Red Cross 
to erect temporary structures upon square No. 172, in the city of 
Washington, D. C., for use in connection with its work in cooperation 
with the United States Government, provided said buildings erected 
under said authority should be removed and the site or sites thereof 
placed in good condition within such time as may hereafter be pro- 
vided by Congress; and 

Whereas the buildings erected pursuant to said resolution are still 
needed for use in connection with its work in cooperation with the 
United States Government: Therefore be it j 

Resolved, etc., That authority be, and is hereby, given to the central 
committee of the American National Red Cross to continue the use of 
such temporary bulldings as are now erected upon square No. 172, in 
the city of Washington, for the use of the American Red Cross tn con- 
nection with its work in cooperation with the Government of the United 


States: Provided, That any building or buildings the use of which Is ex- 
tended under this authority shall be removed and the site or sites thereof 
placed in good condition within such time as may hereafter be provided 
by Congress: Provided further, That the United States shall be put to 
no expense of any kind by reason of the exercise of the authority hereby 
conferred, 


With the following committee amendments: 


Page 1, strike out the preamble. 

Page 2, line 11, strike out the words “ within such time as may here- 
after be provided by Congress," and insert “not Jater than December 
31, 1926.” 


The committee amendments were agreed to and the joint reso- 
lution as amended was ordered to be read the third time, was 
read the third time, and passed. 


PURCHASE OF PAINTING ENTITLED “ PEACE” 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
4848) to purchase a painting of the several ships of the United 
States Navy in 1891, and entitled “ Peace.” 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

Mr. LOZIER. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

Mr. ANDREW. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman withhold 
his objection for a moment? 

Mr. LOZIER. Certainly. 

Mr. ANDREW. This is a picture that has hung in the 
Naval Affairs Committee room for 30 years. It is an im- 
portant historical picture and represents the beginning of the 
modern American Navy. It is a picture of great artistic 
value. The artist died many years ago, and it has only been 
brought to our attention lately that the picture which the 
committee and the public have enjoyed for 30 years has never 
been paid for. 

Mr. LOZIER. As I understand the gentleman, and as I 
understand the report, this picture some 25 or 30 years ago 
was placed by the artist in the room of the Committee on 
Naval Affairs. 

Mr. ANDREW. Yes. fe 

Mr. LOZIER. And it has been there for 25 years, and not 
until after the death of the artist has any suggestion ever 
been made for its purchase. ; 

Mr. ANDREW. Some 20 years ago, before the artist died, 
a bill was introduced for this purpose and was favorably re- 
ported by the committee but never came up for consideration 
by the House. The artist died and his wife died and he 
had two daughters who brought this thing to our attention 
about a year ago. The chairman of the committee, the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Born], knows more about 
the picture than I do, and I wish the gentleman would listen 
to him for a moment. 

Mr. LOZIER. Did I understand the gentleman to say that 
it represented the beginning of the American Nayy? 

Mr. ANDREW. Of the modern Navy. 

Mr. LOZIER. It is a picture of four or five commonplace 
vessels, probably our best ships at that time. Are there not 
hundreds of similar paintings all over the United States? 

Mr. ANDREW. Not of this character. This picture was 
exhibited in the Columbian Exhibition, the World's Fair at 
Chicago, and attracted a great deal of attention at that time. 
It traveled around the country and finally was sent here by 
the artist, supposing the Capitol to be the appropriate place 
for it, and that the Government would purchase it. He died 
and his wife died, and the two daughters, I imagine, forgot 
all about it until about a year or two ago when it was 
brought to our attention that it had never been paid for. 
I would like to have the chairman of the committee say 
a word. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Speaker, if I had the money I would 
buy the picture and hang it in this Hall. 

Mr. LOZIER. That would be a very commendable thing 
to do. 

Mr. BUTLER. Because it is labeled “Peace.” It is the only 
picture that has hung in that committee sinee I have been a 
member of it that does not point blazing guns in our faces, 
There is a sentiment in it that touches us all alike, and it is 
looked at every day by all of us. It is the sign of peace. It 
is the emblem of peace. I know nothing of artistic works, 


I know the effect that painting has. It is something that 
touches the souls of men, and it has gotten into the lives of 
all of us who sit there. I ask the gentleman not to object, 
As I say, if I had the means I would buy the picture and 
let it hang there, but I have not. I understand they first asked 
$25,000 for it. It can be bought for a very small sum now, 
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and some day it will be one of the great historical pictures of 


the Capitol. 

Mr. LOZIER. I find it exceedingly difficult to resist the 
earnest appeal of the distinguished gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr. Butter], chairman of the Committee on Naval Af- 
fairs, whose splendid ability, patriotic service, and admirable 
qualities of mind and heart have endeared him to the entire 
membership of this House, But notwithstanding his persua- 
sive appeal I still feel it my duty to object to the considera- 
tion of this bill. . 

While I am not a connoisseur of painting or a competent or 
critical judge of art, still I am not a vandal. I admire the 
artistic, the grand, and the beautiful. I am not ignorant of 
the important part played by painting and the other fine arts 
in the development of our intricate and complex civilization. 
I am not insensible to the influence a taste for the sublime 
and beautiful has had on mankind. I do not undervalue paint- 
ing as an ennobling art. I appreciate the animating, inspiring, 
uplifting, and cultural effects of the superb paintings of the 
great masters, which charm the senses, intoxicate the imagina- 
tion, and exalt the esthetic emotions of men. 

But, Mr. Speaker and gentlemen, we as Representatives are 
not free at all times to express our appreciation of the fine arts. 
We should not be swayed from the path of duty and common 
sense, We have no moral right to appropriate $5,000 of the 
people's money to purchase the painting mentioned in this bill, 
We have received no commission or instructions from our 
constituents to use Government funds to purchase oil paint- 
ings, although perchance such paintings may have been the 
product of outstanding genius and been executed with pure and 
faultiess taste and harmonious proportions, 

I have vigorously opposed the appropriation of $14,750,000 
to build a bridge across the Potomac River at Washington, be- 
cause the bridge is not demanded by existing conditions, the 
three bridges we now have being suflicient to satisfy all traffic 
demands. On the same principle I am opposed to appropriating 
$5,000 to buy this picture. Either expenditure would be ex- 
ceedingly extravagant. I am opposed to every needless or 
extravagant expenditure of public funds, whether it be $5,000 
for an oil painting or $14,750,000 for a granite and marble 
monument in the form of a bridge. 

Let us not lose this golden opportunity and honor of serving 
the cause of economy in the administration of the financial 
affairs of this Nation. By traveling at all times in the path 
of economy we will contribute to governmental efficiency and 
thereby promote the felicity of our people. Reduced to the 
last analysis, this bill is an attack on the United States Treas- 
ury through the avenne of our sensibilities and appreciation of 
the esthetic and artistic. You asked me to withdraw my ob- 
jections to this bill, and if I accede to your request the bill 
will be immediately considered and passed. This will take 
$5,000 out of the United States Treasury. By holding to my 
objection I will prevent consideration of this bill at this time, 
and by delaying consideration I hope to ultimately defeat the 
bill. I would like to be gracious and generous to my colleagues, 
I hate to oppose their wishes and object to bilis in which they 
are so deeply interested, but I consider this a bad measure 
and believe that its enactment would establish a bad precedent, 
as well as violate the first principle of economy. I must, 
therefore, object to the consideration of this bill. 

This bill seeks to appropriate $5,000 collected from the Ameri- 
can people by taxation for the purchase of a painting that has 
hung for 25 years on the walls of the room occupied by the 
Committee on Naval Affairs. We are told that the artist merely 
loaned the painting to the committee or the Government. If 
80, it should be returned like any other borrowed property. 
There is no obligation on the part of the United States Goy- 
ernment to buy it and pay $5,000 to the daughters of the artist 
who produced this picture. 

But some one may say, “It is only $5,000.” But I am con- 
tending for a principle, the principle of economy in the ex- 
penditure of public funds, and this principle should be rigidly 
applied at all times and on every proposition which involves 
the expenditure of public funds, no matter whether the amount 
involved be great or small. If we can appropriate $5,000 to 
buy a picture, then on the same principle we can expend 
$500,000 or $5,000,000 for paintings, statues, and other works of 
art. I am not willing to establish this precedent. The way to 
economize is to economize. I am getting tired of hearing the 
present administration and its leaders in Congress “rant” 
about economy when millions of dollars are being needlessly 
appropriated and extravagance and prodigality permeates every 
department of our Government. We get nowhere by forever 
talking about economy while we vote extravagant appropria- 
tion at every turn of the road, 


Mr. BUTLER. Does the gentleman object to allowing this 
to stay on the calendar? 

Mr. LOZIER. If the gentleman brings the matter up again, 
I will object to it again. I regret I can not yield to the 
request of the distinguished gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. BUTLER. Does the gentleman object to its remaining 
on the calendar? 

Mr. LOZIER. I object to the legislation, and I want it to 
go off the calendar under the rule. Mr. Speaker, I object. 


OPERATION OF GOVERNMENT RADIO STATIONS FOR PRESS MESSAGES 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was H. J. Res. 
834, to amend section 2 of the public resolution entitled “ Joint 
resolution to authorize the operation of Government-owned 
radio stations for the use of the general public, and for other 
purposes,” approved April 14, 1922. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the joint resolution? [After a pause.] 
The Chair hears none, 

Mr. FREE. Mr. Speaker, I ask to substitute S. J. Res. 177, 
which is identical with this bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? [After a 
pause.] The Chair hears none. The Clerk will report the joint 
resolution. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Joint resolution (S. J. Res. 177) to amend section 2 of the public reso- 
lution entitled “Joint resolution to authorize the operation of 
Government-owned radio stations for the use of the general public, 
and for other purposes,” approved April 14, 1922 


Resolved, eto., That section 2 of Public Resolution No. 48, Sixty- 
seventh Congress, approved April 14, 1922, is amended to read as 
follows: 

“Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Navy is hereby authorized, under the 
terms and conditions and at rates prescribed by him, which rates shall 
be just and reasonable, and which, upon complaint, shall be subject to 
review and revision by the Interstate Commerce Commission, to use all 
radio stations and apparatus, wherever located, owned by the United 
States and under the control of the Navy Department (a) for the 
reception and transmission of press messages offered by any newspaper 
published in the United States, its Territories or possessions, or pub- 
lished by citizens of the United States in foreign countries, or by any 
press association of the United States, and (b) for the reception and 
transmission of private commercial messages between ships and be- 
tween ship and shore: Provided, That the rates fixed for the reception 
and transmission of all such messages, other than press messages 
between the Pacific coast of the United States, Hawaii, Alaska, the 
Philippine Islands, the Virgin Islands, and the Orient, shall not be less 
than the rates charged by privately owned and operated stations for 
like messages and service: Provided further, That the right to use such 
stations for any of the purposes named in this section shall terminate 
and cease as between any countries or localities or between any locality 
and privately operated ships whenever privately owned and operated 
stations are capable of meeting the normal communication requirements 
between such countries or localities or between any locality and pri- 
vately operated ships, and the Secretary of Commerce shall have noti- 
fied the Secretary of the Navy thereof, and in any event all rights 
conferred by this section shall terminate and cease on June 30, 1927, 
except that all such rights conferred by this section in the Republic of 
China shall terminate and cease on January 1, 1924.” 


The Senate joint resolution was ordered to be read the third 
time, was read the third time, and passed. 

The House joint resolution was laid on the table. 

On motion of Mr. Free, a motion to reconsider the vote by 
which the joint resolution was passed was laid on the table. 

Mr. FREE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to extend 
my remarks in the Recorp on this resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? [After a 
pause.] The Chair hears none. 

Mr. FRED. Mr. Speaker, by joint resolution Congress passed 
an act which was approved June 5, 1920, authorizing the Navy 
Department for two years on the Pacifice Ocean to transmit 
commercial messages at full commercial rates and news mes- 
sages at a lower rate wherever privately operated stations were 
not prepared to give the necessary service. That authority was 
extended by joint resolution approved April 14, 1922, to June 
30, 1925. 

The present resolution (H. J. Res. 334) extends to June 30, 
1927, the right of the Navy radio to send commercial messages 
from ship to ship and from ship to shore and extends the right 
as to news messages between the Pacific coast of the United 
States, Hawaii, Alaska, the Philippine Islands, the Virgin 
Islands, and the Orient until such time as privately owned and 
operated stations are capable of meeting the normal communi- 
cation requirements, 
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That it is necessary to maintain an adequate news service at 
a reasonable rate in the Pacific can not be gainsaid. 

The Pacific Commercial Cable Co., the majority of whose 
stockholders are British, owns and operates the only cable 
which connects the United States with the Far East. That 
cable extends from San Francisco to Shanghai, via Honolulu, 
Guam, and Manila, with a Japanese connection to Tokyo 
through Bonin Island, north of Guam. 

This cable has been out of commission for months at a time 
between Manila and Guam. It is frequently congested with 
business. Communication with Japan is rendered difficult by 
lack of facilities on the connecting Japanese lines. 

During the Arms Limitation Conference in Washington some 
of the Japanese newspapers attempted to get news through to 
Tokyo without the delay, due to cable conditions, and they were 
forced to pay therefor the urgent rate of $3 per word. 

By the Pacific Commercial Cable the rate charged for news 
transmission between San Francisco and Manila, 6,935 miles, 
subject to delay, is 27 cents per word, against, say, 6 cents 
which is charged for very much better service over the Im- 
perial Cable between Sydney and Vancouver, approximately 
the same distance, and against about 13 cents which is charged 
for news messages between London and Sydney, over twice the 
distance. 

The Japanese wireless and cable lines are not efficiently 
operated. 

The Chicago Tribune finds the model line of communication 
on the Pacific to be the British Imperial Cable, from Vancouver 
to Sydney, via Fanning Island and Suva, with connections for 
the mainland of Asia. Service, it says, is snappy and accurate, 
much superior in both respects to any other cable on the 
Pacific; and the rate, although the distance is twice as far, is 
half the rate to Japan. 

It must never be forgotten that communication by cable at 
press rate between the United States and the countries of the 
Far East, including the Philippines, via the Pacific, is in an 
extremely bad condition. While it is possible for news serv- 
ices to communicate with their offices in Paris and get a reply 
inside of four minutes, and have direct news communication 
with their representatives in London in less than a minute, 
and to communicate with South America at Buenos Aires and 
receive a reply within 45 minutes, communication between New 
York, San Francisco, and Tokyo, Manila, Hongkong, or Shang- 
hai by cable is a matter of from 3, 6, to 12 hours, and at times 
even worse than that. Cable communication on a day-to-day 
basis is so poor between the United States and Japan and the 
Far East that in order to take care of the news needs in 
Peking, Shanghai, and Tokyo, news services have found it nec- 
essary to cable the news from New York to London and from 
London via the Great Northern Telegraph Co.'s system, which 
passes through Copenhagen, Moscow, Chita, Harbin, Peking, 
hence to Shanghai, and then by cable to Nagasaki and Tokyo. 
Although this method of communication is infinitely longer 
than the direct San Francisco to Tokyo route, yet it is found 
that on the average it is speedier and more efficient. Such a 
routing, however, would be impossible were it not for the abil- 
ity of the important Japanese newspapers to pay the cost of 
such a service. Manila papers could never pay the tolls. 

The Radio Corporation of America maintains a radio serv- 
ice between San Francisco, Honolulu, and Tokyo, but this 
service is not sufficiently extensive to cover the news needs of 
the Pacific. 

It was undoubtedly a knowledge of these conditions and an 
appreciation of the necessity for adequate news communica- 
tion with the outlying possessions of the United States which 
induced Congress in 1920 to authorize for two years the use 
of the radio facilities of the Navy Department on the Pacific 
Ocean for transmission of commercial messages at full com- 
mercial rates and of news messages at a low rate wherever 
privately operated stations were not prepared to give the 
necessary service. That authority was extended in 1922 up to 
July 1, 1925. 

Under that authorization the director of nayal communica- 
tion established a news rate of 6 cents a word between Manila 
and San Francisco or Honolulu, and 3 cents between Honolulu 
and San Francisco. 

Under encouragement of this rate, where there bad been no 
news report before, a regular daily report of the news associa- 
tions was established and has developed, the present sending 
pa 1,100 words a day to Honolulu and 800 words a day to 
Manila. » . 

This service, unsatisfactory at first, has gradually improved 
with improved installation and personnel. It is subject to 
certain handicaps in operation as compared with that of a 


privately operated cireuit, because of precedence demanded at 
times for Government messages and reports, but its possibili- 
ties are indicated by this statement of fact: Manila is now 
transmitting news to San Francisco by Navy radio direct, a 
distance of 6,221 miles, believed to be the longest one-way cir- 
cuit in the world actually handling traffic. This circuit can 
not be worked satisfactorily for westbound messages at pres- 
ent, due to static conditions, and relay is had for such mes- 
Sages at either Honolulu or Guam, or both. On Angust 24, 
1923, a message was sent by Navy radio from San Francisco at 
3.30 p. m. and relayed by Honolulu to Cavite, near Manila, and 
the answer came direct to San Francisco from Cavite, being 
receiyed at 3.54, an interval of 24 minutes. 

There are between 6 and 10 newspapers published in Manila. 
The newspapers of Manila are the principal newspapers of 
the Philippine Islands. There are a few provincial newspapers 
printed outside of Manila, but they are of slight importance 
compared to the Manila press. The three big English-language 
papers in the Philippine Islands are the Manila Times, Manila 
Bulletin, and Manila Herald. The principal Spanish-language 
papers are the El Debate, Vanguardia, and La Defensa. Van- 
guardia also publishes a widely read edition in the Tagalog 
dialect, and the Spanish and Tagalog press have a very great 
infiuence. Compared to the circulations of American news- 


-papers in towns of the size of Manila, the circulation of the 


Manila papers is distinctly small. None of these papers can 
possibly afford cable services of an expensive nature. There 
are but two channels whereby the newspapers and the people 
of the Philippine Islands can receive their information direct 
from the United States. These two channels are the naval 
radio service and the cable service of the Pacific Cable Co. 
The press rate of the Pacific Cable Co. is 27 cents a word. 
Twenty-seven cents a word is a prohibitory rate. In my judg- 
ment, to serve any one of the newspapers mentioned a report 
that is fairly comprehensive and world-wide in its scope at 
least 500 words per day would have to be filed to Manila. 
There is no newspaper in Manila that could afford to pay 
$135 per day for its news service from the United States. 
Realizing the situation and appreciating the extreme im- 
portance of having the newspapers of Manila, the capital of 
America’s greatest and most important dependency, in direct 
daily contact with the people of this country, Congress per- 
mitted the naval radio to carry press messages to the news- 
papers of the Philippine Islands at a nominal rate of 6 cents 
per word. Six cents per word is as high a rate as the news- 
papers of the Philippine Islands can pay under the present 
circumstances. On the basis of that rate the two leading 
American press associations are carrying services into the 
Philippine Islands, taking care of the news needs of these 
newspapers. Both associations are losing money doing it. 
The law which permits the Navy to carry press messages 
over the naval radio between San Francisco and the Philip- 
pines expires on June 30, 1925. Unless this privilege is ex- 
tended under the provisions of your new bill the newspapers 
of Manila will be practically separated from the people of the 
United States after the 30th of next June. 

The newspapers of Manila in order to secure any cable news 
whatsoever will be compelled to take recourse to either a 
Japanese service, which is supplied by an English news asso- 
ciation, semiofficial in its nature and practically subsidized 
by the Japanese Government, or the Havas service, subsidized 
by the French Government, or a German propaganda wireless 
service that is distributed at a very low cost throughout the Far 
East by German wireless stations. Except for the American 
news services brought into the Far East and delivered to the 
newspapers of Manila via the naval radio and the service of the 
United Press carried into China, where it serves some 30 
Chinese and English language papers, there is no American 
news service in the Far East, 

The news of the Far East is dominated by Japanese, Ger- 
man, French, and British services, all more or less subject to 
control by their respective foreign offices, and almost all of 
them openly subsidized by their home governments. The voice 
of America in the Far East is, therefore, very largely depend- 
ent upon the naval radio service to Manila. In fact, in my 
judgment, I believe that the most important and vital work 
he American Navy is now doing in the Far East, in represent- 
ing the United States and upholding its dignity and strength, 
is being performed by the naval radio. We can never win 
the respect and confidence of the people of the Far East by 
nayal guns or military demonstrations. If we are going to 
win the Far East at all, we must win it through a growing 
understanding of America and an appreciation of what our 
real attitude toward the Far East is. This can only be ob- 
tained through their receiving fair and impartial news ac- 
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counts of events occurring in this country and elsewhere 
around the world. 

In regard to the Virgin Islands: While the Virgin Islands 
are much closer to the United States than Manila, they are in 
even a worse condition as far as communication with the 
people of the United States is concerned. There are only two 
possible channels of communication between the outside world 
and the people of the Virgin Islands, and both of these are 
indirect. One is by French cable or the All-American Cable 
Co. from New York to San Juan, P. R., and from San Juan, 
P. R., to the Virgin Islands by the West Indian Cable Co., an 
old British line, that has a very small carrying capacity, and 
is often out of commission. The other way is via the West- 
ern Union to Cuba, and from Cuba to the Virgin Islands 
by this same British West Indian Cable Co. The French 
Cable Co. has a station on the Virgin Islands, but maintains 
it only as a relay point, and does not attempt to serve any 
of the Virgin Islands. 

There is no regular press rate between the United States 
and the Virgin Islands, and the lowest obtainable rate quoted 
is 25 cents a word, which is prohibitive. There are three 
newspapers in the Virgin Islands, none of them having a cir- 
culation of over a thousand daily. The only other way that it 
would be possible for an American news service to get to the 
Virgin Islands would be by cable to San Juan and hence by 
radio. If this method of communication is possible, and there 
Seems to be some question as to whether it is or not, the rate 
would be the combination of the local rate between New York 
and San Juan and San Juan and the Virgin Islands, which 
would be approximately 20 cents per word. In any case, the 
rate would be prohibitive. Our duty toward the people of the 
Virgin Islands is as keen and pressing as our duty to the 
people of the Philippines, and if the naval radio can offer a 
direct channel of communication between the United States 
and the Virgin Islands, this channel should be opened for a 
low-rate press service, so that the people of the Virgin Islands 
could get some news from the United States and not receive 
it from some European agency, with no interest in the de- 
velopment of a cordial feeling of good will between the people 
of the Virgin Islands and the United States. 

Great Britain, in arranging for communication for her dif- 
ferent dominions with each other and with the mother country, 
has borne striking witness to her appreciation of news com- 
munication as an invaluable factor in maintaining trade and 
close imperial relations, and’ also to her realization of the 
necessity for a low-word rate for news reports, in order that 
such reports may be constant and reliable. She has promoted 
the inauguration and operation by a private company—the 
Eastern Cable Co.—of a cable system connecting the home 
country with all the dominions, and extending from England 
to Spain, thence down the west coast of Africa and up the 
east coast of that continent, thence across the Indian Ocean 
and along the coast of India to Eastern Asia, to Hongkong 
and Shanghai, with extensions to Australia and New Zealand. 

In collaboration with Australia and Canada, she has laid a 
Government cable from Sydney to Vancouver, via Fanning 
Isiand. 

Over this cable system news is transmitted between London 
and Australia, 15,000 miles, at 7½ pence per word—a small 
fraction of the commercial rate. 

Between Australia and Canada, 6,930 miles, the news rate 
is 3½ pence per word—equivalent to about 6 cents—while the 
commercial rate is 2 shillings 6 pence—or over ten times as 
great as the news rate. 

Notwithstanding these favorable conditions for the trans- 
mission of news by cable, the Australian section of the Empire 
Press Union at its convention in 1922 called attention to the 
great necessity, in the interests of the Empire, of even lower 
rates. In accordance with the policy thus indicated, Australia 
has taken over the private radio stations in that country and 
is erecting now a high-power station which will give direct 
communication with London and Vancouver, and which is to 
provide special facilities for news communication at a rate 
of about two-thirds of the low rate now charged by cable. 

New Zealand receives her news from Australia over 1,400 
miles of cable—at an expense of 8 shillings per 100 words 
less than three-fourths of a cent per word. 

The continuation of this service by our naval radio has been 
very strongly urged by General Wood, Governor General of 
the Philippines, and by Gov. W. R. Farrington, of Hawaii, and 
by the newspapers and chambers of commerce about the Pacific. 


EXCHANGE OF LANDS IN ROCKY MOUNTAIN NATIONAL PARK 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 11952) to authorize the exchange of certain patented 


lands in the Rocky Mountain National Park for Government 
lands in the park. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the owner of the northeast quarter south- 
east quarter section 22; northwest quarter southwest quarter, east half 
southeast quarter section 23; and northeast quarter northeast quarter 
section 28, township 4 north, range 74 west, sixth principal meridian, 
Colorado, within the Rocky Mountain National Park, is hereby per- 
mitted and authorized to conyey the fee-simple title thereto to the 
United States, and select in lieu thereof the south half southeast quar- 
ter, south half northeast quarter southeast quarter, south half south- 
east quarter southwest quarter, south half south half northwest quarter 
southeast quarter, south half north half southeast quarter southwest 
quarter, section 7, township 4 north, range 73 west, and the north 
half north half northwest quarter northeast quarter, north half north 
half northeast quarter northwest quarter, section 18, township 4 north, 
range 73 west of said meridian; and the Secretary of the Interior is 
hereby authorized and empowered to accept such conveyance and there- 
after cause a patent for the lands so selected to be issued to such 
owner, reserving to the United States, however, such rights of way as 
may be needed for the construction and maintenance of roads in the 
park: Provided, That the lands so conveyed shall become and be a 
part of said park and be subject to all laws and regulations relating to 
other lands tberein. - 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 


COINAGE OF 60-CENT PIECES FOR ANNIVERSARY OF BATTLE OF 
BENNINGTON 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(S. 8895) to authorize the coinage of silver 60-cent pieces in 
commemoration of the one hundred and fiftieth anniversary of 
the Battle of n and the independence of Vermont. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none. 

The Olerk read as follows: 


Be it onacted, etc., That in commemoration of the one hundred and 
fiftieth anniversary of the Battle of Bennington and the independence 
of Vermont there shall be coined in the mints of the United States 
silver 50-cent pieces to the number of 40,000, such 50-cent pieces to be 
of the standard troy weight, composition, diameter, device, and design 
as shall be fixed by the Director of the Mint, with the approval of the 
Secretary of the Treasury, which said 50-cent pleces shall be legal 
tender in any payment to the amount of their face value, 


Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker, I desire to offer the following 
amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the 
amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 1, at the end of line 12 add a new section, to be known as 
section 2, as follows: 

“Sec. 2. That in commemoration of the seventy-fifth anniversary 
of the admission of the State of California into the Union there shall 
be coined at the mints of the United States silver 50-cent pieces to 
the number of not more than 300,000, such 50-cent pieces to be of the 
standard troy weight, composition, diameter, device, and design as 
shall be fixed by the Director of the Mint, with the approval of the 
Secretary of the Treasury, which said 50-cent pieces shall be legal 
tender in any payment to the amount of their face value, 

“The coins herein authorized by section 2 hereof shall be issued 
only upon the request of the San Francisco Clearing House Association 
and the Los Angeles Clearing House Association, or either of them, 
and upon payment by such associations, or either of them, to the United 
States of the par value of such coins,” 


Mr, RAKER. Mr. Speaker, this amendment is the same as 
the bill which passed the Senate in identically the same lan- 
guage. The gentleman from Texas made no objection to the 
bill, and I call attention to this, that this will be the last one 
we will get through. The Senate bill (S. 4024) is in identi- 
cally the same language. Senator SnHorremer got the bill 
through the Senate. This gives an opportunity to represent 
the diamond anniversary of the admission of California into 
the Union. The Senator is exceptionally anxious that it should 
go through. * 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, Is that a good reason? 

Mr. RAKER. A California Senator, yes; under the cir- 
cumstances, 
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Mr. VESTAL, Mr. Speaker, I desire to be heard on the bill. 
Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, I hope this amend- 
ment will not be adopted. Of course, we must stop somewhere 
in legislating in reference to these special coins to commemorate 
every little event that occurs in the United States. 

Mr. RAKER. Will my friend yield there? 

Mr. VESTAL. In just a minute, after I make my statement, 
I know that it is awfully hard for a committee before whom 
these bills are presented to draw the line, because we all have 
friends. Hearings were had on the bill and no objection was 
made to the reporting of the Bennington coins. Before the 
committee the Treasury Department had its representatives, 
and the Director of the Mint was present, and the department 
opposed the coining of these special coins. It cheapens the 
coin of the country. There is no question about it. The com- 
mittee reported favorably upon this particular bill and then 
passed a rule that they would not report any more of these 
special coin bills for any State. 

There was pending then before the committee one other Dill 
for special coins, the bill having been introduced by the gentle- 
man from the State of Washington, Mr. Jounson. He was 
notified of the action of the committee and immediately changed 
the bill and presented one to the committee asking that a medal 
be made instead of a coin. The Treasury Department has no 
objection to making medals to celebrate these different events, 
but they are opposed to the issuing of special coins. 

Mr. RAKER. Will the gentleman yield right there? 

Mr. VESTAL. In just one moment. The committee reported 
one bill authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury to prepare 
a medal with appropriate emblems and inscriptions commemo- 
rative of the Norse-American centennial, and that bill is now 
on the Consent Calendar. We must stop somewhere, and so 
the committee passed the rule not to report out any more bills 
authorizing special coins. 

Mr. MacLAFFERTY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VESTAL. I promised to yield to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. RaK ER]. 

Mr. MacLAFFERTY. If the gentleman must stop some- 
where, might I ask him to stop after California, and not before? 

Mr. VESTAL. I can understand the gentleman's feelings 
about it, but I feel we ought to stop sometime, and now is just 
as good a time as any. 

Mr. RAKER. If the gentleman will yield, the gentleman has 
been exceptionally courteous to me in this matter; and since I 
talked with him a little while ago I called up the Senator, and 
he said the Senate understood they would let these bills go 
through. The other bill went through. He says to me, “John, 
it is your duty to plead to the House to-day to let California 
in on this to represent the diamond anniversary of her admis- 
sion into the United States.” I hope my friends will let it go on. 

Mr. VESTAL. I am simply presenting my side to the House. 
I do not believe this amendment ought to be passed. I hope, 
gentlemen of the House, that you will vote down this amend- 
ment, 

Mr. BLANTON. Why not let us vote down both proposi- 
tions. One is East, and one is West. 

Mr. VESTAL. I know; but the committee has reported the 
other bill. After reporting the bill the committee passed a 
rule that they would not report any more of these bills, I want 
to put that before the House. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Why did not the committee 
pass the rule before it reported this bill? 

Mr. VESTAL. It is pretty hard to answer why it did not; 
but the committee did do it, and it had to stop somewhere, and 
after reporting this bill we adopted the rule not to report any 
more bills of this character. = 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I move to fur- 
ther amend the bill by adding, after the word “ California,” in 
the amendment just adopted, the words “and Vancouver, 
Wash.” That is all there is to it. [Applause.] 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Washington. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Jonxsox of Washington to the amendment 
offered by Mr. Rakpr: After the word “ California” insert “and Van- 
couver, Wash.” 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment offered by the gentleman from Washington. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will proceed with 
the reading of the bill for amendment. 


The Clerk resumed and completed the reading of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the third 
reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be read the third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Raker, a motion to reconsider the vote 
whereby the bill was passed was laid on the table. 

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker, I ask that the title be amended 
to conform with the text. 
4 The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without objection, that will be 

one. 

There was no objection. 


HOUDON BUST OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. LUCE. Mr. Speaker, when objection was made to the 
bill H. R. 11799, No. 627 on the calendar, it was not under- 
stood that this was in response to the request by the Secretary 
of State, transmitted by the President. In view of the present 
understanding in the matter, I ask unanimous consent to re- 
turn to Calendar No. 627. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts asks unanimous consent to return to Calendar No. 
627. Is there objection? 

Mr. BLANTON. We would like to have it reported first, so 
that we will know what is in it. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without objection, the bill 
will be reported. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (H. R. 11799) to secure a replica of the Houdon bust of Wash- 
ington for lodgment in the Pan American Bullding. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of this bill? 

There was no objection. 

1 SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of State be, and he is hereby, 
authorized and directed to secure a replica of the Houdon bust of 
Washington, in white marble with suitable pedestal, for lodgwent in 
the Hall of Americas of the Pan American Building at Washington, 
in accordance with the plan contemplated at the time of the comple- 
tion of the Pan American Building, not to exceed in cost the sum of 
$1,000, which amount is hereby appropriated out of any money in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the en- 
grossment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the next 
bill. 
CLAIM OF RHODE ISLAND FOR EXPENSES DURING THE WAR WITH 

SPAIN 

The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 913) referring the claim of the State of Rhode Island 
for expenses during the war with Spain to the Court of Claims 


for adjudication. 


The title of the bill was read. 

Mr. WINTER. Mr. Speaker, this bill is similar to another 
bill that we have passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without objection, the bill 
will be laid on the table. 

There was no objection. 


BURIAL PLACE OF ZACHARY TAYLOR 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 9724) to authorize an appropriation for the care, main- 
tenance, and improvement of the burial grounds containing the 
remains of Zachary Taylor, former President of the United 
States, and of the memorial shaft erected to his memory, 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. STEPHENS. I object. 

Mr. THATCHER. Will the gentleman withhold his objec- 
tion for a moment? 

Mr. STEPHENS. I will reserve it. 

Mr. THATCHER. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, 
this bill simply authorizes an appropriation for the care and 
improvement of the burial grounds of Zachary Taylor, “Old 
Rough and Ready,” the twelfth President of the United States. 
The burial grounds are in bad condition and the burial vault 
needs reconstruction. It ought to be put in good condition. 
The purpose of this bill is to give authorization for an appro- 
priation, and when that is done the Government is authorized 
to take over the grounds and maintain them as a national 
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cemetery, just as the burial grounds of Andrew Johnson were 
taken over in 1906 by the United States Government, and have 
since been maintained as a national cemetery. The Zachary 
Taylor burial grounds are located near Louisville, Ky. I hope 
the gentleman will withdraw his objection. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill, known as House bill 9724, as amended, 
is designed to cure the long neglect of the Federal Government 
to care for the burial spot of one of the greatest soldiers and 
most patriotic citizens the Republic has produced, the twelfth 
President of the United States, and in his day lovingly known 
as “Old Rough and Ready.” Upon his death in the White 
House in July, 1851, his remains were first interred in a ceme- 
tery at Washington; but later, because of a request made by 
him before his death, they were removed to the old Zachary 
Taylor homestead in Jefferson County, Ky., near Louisville, 
and there consigned to a burial vault. The burial plot con- 
tains approximately 5 acres. During the many years that 
have elapsed since General Taylor’s remains were removed to 
Kentucky, the Federal Government has never expended a dol- 
lar for the care, maintenance, or improvement of these grounds 
or the buriai vault. The Taylor homestead has long since 
passed into hands not of the Taylor blood. Some years ago 
the State of Kentucky acquired this burial tract, or a portion 
of it, and erected thereon an appropriate granite shaft or 
monument in commemoration of the life and deeds of this 
distinguished soldier President. The State took this step 
because of the long failure of the National Government to take 
any such action. No funds for the care of the grounds, monu- 
ment, and vault have, however, been provided, except such as 
have been furnished by the publie spirited and patriotic citizens 
of the Louisville community. 

The feeling has always prevailed that the duty to provide 
such funds was that of the Government for which General 
Taylor had given 40 years of his life as a soldier. Now, the 
burial vault has fallen into decay and should be recon- 
structed; the grounds should be put in adequate condition 
and thus maintained; the fence or walls inclosing the grounds 
Should be repaired or improved, and an appropriate entrance 
or gateway should be provided. These are pressing needs that 
require immediate attention. The appropriation of $10,000, 
authorized in the bill, will take care of these matters. Then 
the grounds, vault, and shaft should be permanently main- 
tained in a way appropriate and in keeping with what is due 
an ex-President and distinguished soldier of the Republic. 
All should be maintained as a patriotic shrine. For the pur- 
pose of enabling the National Government to meet its obliga- 
tions on the score of care and maintenance, the bill provides 
that when the grounds shall be conveyed by good and perfect 
title to the United States Government, and without charge or 
cost to the United States Government, the Secretary of War 
shall establish thereon a national cemetery. When the grounds 
become a national cemetery they will be maintained by the 
National Government, under the supervision of the Secretary 
of War, as such. The annual expense of maintenance, after the 
needed improvements already mentioned haye been made, will 
be small. 

The Governor of Kentucky has already stated that if this 
bill becomes a law he will take the necessary steps to cause the 
conveyance by the State to the United States Government of 
ifs title; and Congress may rest assured that if this bill be- 
comes a law, the conveyance of these grounds will be promptly 
made, 

The grounds are situated near the Brownsboro Road, one of 
the most important thoroughfares in Jefferson County. A road- 
way, less than a half mile in length, leads from the Brownsboro 
Road to the burial grounds. Recently the State of Kentucky, 
which held the title to this roadway, which was practically un- 
improved, arranged for its conveyance to Jefferson County, and 
the Jefferson County Fiscal Court has reconstructed the road- 
way. If this bill passes, we have the assurance that this road- 
way will be widened, and that private and patriotic enterprise 
will thereupon convert it into a “memorial lane,” planted on 
both sides with trees, to be thus maintained without expense to 
the United States Government, in commemoration not only of 
the great soldier who sleeps the eternal sleep in these grounds, 
but in general commemoration, also, of the service and sacrifice 
of our American soldiers and sailors. Already activities to 
this effect have been commenced under the leadership of the 
“Zachary Taylor Memorial Lane Committee” of the Louisville 
Outdoor Art League. Three splendid women of Louisville, officers 
of this memorial lane committee—Mrs. Charles D. Greer, Miss 
Fannie Figg, and Miss Amelia Layer—at their own expense 
came to Washington, and, upon the hearing on this bill, ap- 
peared before the House Library Committee in behalf of the 
bill. They gave further assurance as to what will be done 


and will be 


any complete list would 


about the conversion of this roadway into a beautiful memorial 
lane if Congress enacts the pending measure, 

There are many precedents for the action now asked at the 
hands of Congress. The acts providing for the erection of the 
Washington Monument and Lincoln Memorial are, of course, 
notable examples. In 1906, by an act of Congress, the Andrew 
Johnson burial grounds in Greene County, Tenn., about 15 
acres in extent, were taken over by the United States Govern- 
ment, and, as already indicated, have since been maintained, 
permanently maintained, as a national cemetery, 
Surely as much should be done to preserve properly the burial 
grounds of one who, as a soldier of his country, did so much to 
protect its citizens and to extend its boundaries. 

In numerous cases Congress has appropriated money for the 
construction of monuments and memorials to soldiers and 
other distinguished citizens who never reached the Presidency. 

There follows a list of some of the acts of Congress providing 
for the construction and maintenance, at Federal expense, of 
memorials to deceased presidents, soldiers, and others of the 
United States. It is practically impossible to make a complete 
list of such acts of Congress for the reason that there is no 
complete subject index of the early laws, and because, to make 
require, in the absence of full indices, 
a very long and laborious search. However, some the acts 
have been examined and this is a statement of them— 

ANDREW JACKSON RQUESTRIAN STATUE IN LAFAYETTE PARK, WASHING- 
TON, b. c. 


Act of August 31, 1852 (10 Stat. 95), appropriating $5,000 for 
the erection of a pedestal in Lafayette Square, in Washington, 
for the equestrian statue of Andrew Jackson. 

Act of March 3, 1853 (10 Stat. 185), appropriating $3,000 for 
completing the pedestal of this statue. 

Act of March 3, 1853 (10 Stat: 214), providing $20,000 to 
compensate Clark Mills for execution of this statue. 

Act of May 31, 1854 (10 Stat. 293), appropriating $500 for 
completing the pedestal and inclosure of this statue. 

ABRAHAM LINCOLN MEMORIALS 


/ 


Joint resolution of July 28, 1866 (14 Stat. 870), providing for 
life size model and statue to be executed at a price not to ex- 
ceed $10,000. 

Act of February 9, 1911 (86 Stat. 898), creating Lincoln Me- 
morial Commission, and providing for construction of the 
Lincoln Memorial at a total cost not exceeding $2,957,000, with 
an immediate appropriation of $50,000 for immediate expenses 
of the commission. Various appropriations have been made by 
Congress for this work agreeably to the provisions of this act. 
The total cost of the Lincoln Memorial to date has been 


$2,558,720, : 
WASHINGTON MONUMENT 


Act of August 2, 1876 (19 Stat. 123), providing for the com- 
pletion of the Washington Monument, the sum of $200,000 being 
made available for this purpose. 

MONUMENT OVER THE GRAVE OF THOMAS JEFFERSON 

Joint resolution of May 3, 1878 (20 Stat. 250), providing 
$5,000 for the erection of a monument over the grave of Thomas 
Jefferson. 

STATUE OF GEN. ULYSSES S. GRANT, WASHINGTON, D. C. 

Act of February 23, 1901 (31 Stat. 803), creating a commis- 
sion to select a site and secure plans and designs for a statue 
or memorial of Gen. Ulysses S. Grant, said statue not to cost 
in excess of the sum of $250,000. A sum of $10,000 appro- 
priated for expenses incident to selecting site and formulating 
plans and designs. 

MONUMENT TO GEN. HUGH MERCER, FREDERICKSBURG, YA. 

‘Act of June 28, 1902 (32 Stat. 491), appropriating $25,000 
for the erection of a monument at Fredericksburg, Va., to Gen, 
Hugh Mercer, 


MONUMENTS TO MEMORY OF BRIG. GENS. FRANCIS NASH AND WILLIAM 
LEE DAVIDSON 


Joint resolution of January 30, 1903 (82 Stat. 1229), appro- 
priating $5,000 for the erection of a monument in honor of the 
memory of Brig. Gen. Francis Nash. 

Joint resolution of January 30, 1903 (32 Stat. 1229), appro- 
priating $5,000 for the erection of a monument in honor of the 
memory of Brig. Gen. William Lee Davidson. 

MONUMENT TO COMMODORE JOHN BARRY, WASHINGTON, b. C. 

Act of June 8, 1906 (34 Stat. 223), appropriating $50,000 for 
the erection of a statue to the memory of Commodore John 
Barry in Washington, D. C. 

MONUMENT TO THE MEMORY OF JOHN PAUL JONES, WASHINGTON, D. c. 

Act of June 8,1906 (34 Stat. 224), appropriating $50,000 for 
7 erection of a statue, with suitable pedestal, of John Paul 

ones, 
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MONUMENT TO BRIG. GEN. JAMES SHIELDS, CARROLLTON, MO. 

Act of. March 15, 1910 (36 Stat. 1597), appropriating $3,000 
Lor the erection of a monument over the grave of Brig. Gen. 
James Shields in St. Mary's Cemetery at Carrollton, Mo 

MONUMENT OVER GRAVE OF JOHN TYLER, RICHMOND, VA. 

Act of March 4, 1911 (36 Stat. 1345), appropriating the sum 
of $10,000 for the erection of a suitable monument over the 

ave of the late John Tyler, former President of the United 

tates, in Hollywood Cemetery, Richmond, Va. 
JOINT MONUMENT TO GEN. JAMES SCREVEN AND GEN, DANIEL STEWART AT 
MIDWAY, LIBERTY COUNTY, GA. 


Act of March 4, 1911 (86 Stat. 1352), appropriating $10,000 for 
the erection of a joint monument in memory of the lives and 
public services of Gen. James Screven and Gen. Daniel Stewart. 

ANDREW JOHNSON NATIONAL CEMETERY, NEBAR GREENEVILLE, TENN. 


Andrew Johnson burial grounds, containing 15 acres, created 
national cemetery under act of Congress, approved «June 12, 
1906 (34 Stat. 259). The cost of care and maintenance of this 
cemetery averages from $1,200 to $1,500 annually. 

REVIEW OF THE LIFE OF ZACHARY TAYLOR 

In this connection, “lest we forget,” it might be well to 
briefly review the life of Zachary Taylor. 

He was born in Orange County, Va., on September 24, 1784. 
He was of colonial and Revolutionary stock. His father was 
a Virginia colonel in the Revolutionary War. In one of his 
lines he was a descendant of Elder William Brewster, the in- 
trepid spiritual leader of the Mayflower, Plymouth colony. 
The Taylor family removed from Virginia to Kentucky in 1785, 
and settled on a homestead or farm near Louisville, in what 
is now Jefferson County. He grew to manhood in Kentucky, 
and in 1808, at the age of 24, he was appointed a lieutenant 
of Infantry in the United States Army. From the beginning 
of his Army service he demonstrated his courage and aptitude 
for military affairs, and was successively promoted during his 
40 years of service as a soldier of his country and reached the 
highest rank. 

In 1810 he was promoted from his lieutenancy to a captaincy. 
In 1812 he was given command of Fort n, near the 
present city of Terre Haute, Ind., and here achieved distinc- 
tion by defending, with a small number of American soldiers, 
the fort against a large force of Indians. For this service he 
was breveted major. He also served with success in the Black 
Hawk War of 1832, and in 1837 was given full command of 
the American forces in Florida, where, in the decisive battle 
of Okeechobee in the same year, he defeated the Indians and 
terminated the Seminole War, then raging. For this service 
he received the brevet rank of brigadier general. 

In 1840 he was given command in the Southwest, and re- 
moved his home to Baton Rouge, La. In 1846, upon the out- 
break of hostilities between the United States and Mexico, he 
was ordered to the Rio Grande. Thereupon, on two successive 
days, he fought and won the battles of Palo Alto and Resaca 
de la Palma, and cleared the lower valley of the Rio Grande. 
Next he marched to Nueve Leon and fought a series of battles 
ending, in the same year, with the capture of Monterey. Not- 
withstanding the fact that, under orders from his Government, 
he had sent his best troops to reinforce General Scott, who 
was invading Mexico by the way of Vera Cruz, he pursued 
Santa Ana and, with a much inferior force, defeated that 
Mexican commander at the Battle of Buena Vista on May 23, 
1847. This important victory was followed by the Mexican 
campaign of General Scott, which ended with the capture of 
the “ity of Mexico on September 14, 1847. This capture vir- 
tually ended the war. Peace between the two countries was 
declared February 2, 1848. This war fully confirmed the an- 
nexation of Texas, and also brought into the United States that 
other vast domain now constituting California, Utah, and 
Nevada, and the greater portions of Colorado, New Mexico, and 
Arizona. 

General Taylor’s unflinching courage and his readiness to 
fight under any and all circumstances won for him in the 
Mexican War the nickname of “Old Rough and Ready.” 
These qualities, together with his record of brilliant military 
service in that war, made him a popular hero among the 
American people. In 1848 he became the Whig candidate for 
the presidency and was triumphantly elected. He assumed 
office on March 4, 1849, and served until his death, which oc- 
curred on July 9, 1850. His death was universally mourned. 
He had given the best years of his life to the service of his 
country as a soldier, and had won place among the ablest sol- 
diers of the Republic. His sturdy Americanism; his common 
Sense, and his unwavering patriotism, together with his long 
and brilliant military career, earned for him not only the 
Jove and admiration of his countrymen of his own generation 
but of every succeeding generation. Yet thus far, and we must 


admit the fact with shame,- the National Government has 
shown itself to be singularly indifferent and neglectful of his 
memory. The purpose of the present bill is to atone in some 
small measure for that neglect by providing for the improve- 
ment and permanent care of the small burial plot which holds 
his sacred dust. The National Government has never erected 
a statue to his memory, but has erected statues and memorials 
to many soldiers and citizens of lesser worth. 

Mr. Speaker and gentleman, I respectfully submit that the 
National Government should now discharge a duty long de- 
ferred. The passage of this bill will constitute a discharge 
of that duty and a long-belated recognition of the distin- 
guished services of one of its bravest and most skillful soldiers, 
of one of its sturdiest and most patriotic citizens. 

Mr. STEPHENS. I object to this bill on the ground that 
if our Government takes over one burial place of a former 
President of the United States it will be under obligation to 
take in every one of them. Where I live William Henry Har- 
rison, a President of the United States, is buried. We had a 
bill pending in the House similar to this, in order to have the 
Government take charge of about 4 or 5 acres of land, and 
have it become a part of the Government property as a park, 
or whatever you might call it, and look after this monument 
or burial place. 

Mr. BLANTON. Was the gentleman in favor of that bill? 

Mr. STEPHENS. I was at the time. 

Mr. BLANTON. Then the gentleman ought to be in favor 
of this one. 

Mr. STHPHENS. At that time I thought it was the province 
of Congress to look after these burial places, but I found that 
it was not the opinion of Congress that it was its duty or that 
of the Federal Government, but the duty of the States. 

Mr. BLANTON. But this is a different Congress. 

Mr. STEPHEN. We took it to the Legislature of Ohio, 
and the State legislature appropriated $10,000. We got the 
deed to the property and turned it over to the State of Ohio, 
and appropriated $20,000 more. So the State of Ohio is taking 
care of the last resting place of William Henry Harrison. If 
they can do that in Ohio they can do that in every State in the 
Union. 

Mr. BEGG. Unfortunately we have done this in other cases, 
and I would let this go by. I think we should take care of 
the last burial place of every President, I believe the Presi- 
dents belong to the whole people and not to any State, and 
for that reason I would let this go by and let in others, I 
think my colleague will feel better if he does not insist on 
his position. 

Mr. STEPHENS. I agree with the gentleman, or did agree 
with him, and felt the same way when we had up for consid- 
eration a bill of the same character to take care of the remains 
of Gen. William Henry Harrison. But that was turned down, 
and I am standing upon the proposition that everyone ought 
to be turned down, and if I had been present when these others 
were passed I should have objected to them. 

Mr. DENISON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEPHENS. Yes. 1 

Mr. DENISON. Was that action taken by the House or was 
it taken on the objection of one individual Member? 

Mr. STEPHENS. In the case of General Harrisom as I un- 
derstand it, the bill was never reported out by the committee. 

Mr. DENISON. Then I do not think the gentleman should 
take that as the action of the House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Olerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That there is hereby authorized to be appropri- 
ated each year, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appro- 
priated, not to exceed the sum of $1,000, for the care, maintenance, and 
improvement of the burial grounds, comprising approximately 5 acres, 
containing the remains of Zachary Taylor, former President of the 
United States, and of the memorial shaft erected to his memory, located 
on the Brownsboro Road in Jefferson County, Ky. 

The appropriation berein authorized shall be expended by and under 
the supervision of the Secretary of War. 


With the following committee amendments: 


Page 1, line 3, after the word “ appropriated,” strike out the words 
“each year." 

Page 1, line 5, strike out the words not to exceed“: also the figures 
“ $1,000," and insert in lieu thereof the figures 510,000.“ 

Page 2, after line 4, insert: 

“Sec. 2. That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, authorized 
to accept, free of cost to the United States Government, from the State 
of Kentucky and from any others having authority to convey same, the 
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land comprising the aforesaid burial grounds; and upon the presentation 
of good and perfect title to said land the Secretary of War is author- 
ized and directed to establish thereon a national cemetery.” 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing 
to the committee amendments. 

The committee amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without objection the title 
will be amended. 

There was no objection. 

On motion of Mr. THATCHER, a motion to reconsider the 
yote whereby the bill was passed was laid on the table. 

FLOOD WATERS OF THE MISSISSIPPI BIVER 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 12004) authorizing an investigation, examination, and 
survey for the control of excess flood waters of the Mississippi 
River below Red River Landing in Louisiana and on the At- 
chafalaya outlet by the construction and maintenance of con- 
trolled and regulated spillway or spillways, and for other 


purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

Mr. BEGG. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, will 
the gentleman from Louisiana read the amendments he is go- 
ing to offer? 

Mr. WILSON of Louisiana. The first amendment I shall 
offer will be one to strike out the words “an investigation, 
examination, and,” and insert the word “survey,” because the 
Chief of Engineers says he has the data and that we can limit 
it to a survey. The next amendment is to make the authorized 
appropriation—— 

Mr. BEGG. Let me ask the gentleman a question. Sup- 
pose we should strike out section 2 entirely, the bill would not 
be damaged, would it? If we authorized a survey, there 
would be no damage done? 

Mr. WILSON of Louisiana. I am going to do this on the 
suggestion of the Chief of Engineers, write section 2 so as to 
authorize the Secretary of War to use that much of the money 
already appropriated and allotted to those projects in Louisi- 
ana, so that it will not make any draft on the Treasury, 

Mr. BEGG. Would not the Chief of Engineers have that 
authority if we should strike out section 2? 

Mr. WILSON of Louisiana. There is some doubt about that, 
and even with the new section I intend to propose there will 
be no additional appropriation required. 

Mr. BEGG. Then the gentleman will have to change the 
wording of section 2? 

Mr. WILSON of Louisiana. Yes; I propose to offer a new 
section 2, to authorize the Secretary of War to use these 
funds from appropriations already made and allotted to proj- 
ects in Louisiana. 

Mr. BEGG. The gentleman, of course, will get his col- 
leagues to put that amendment in? 

Mr. WILSON of Louisiana. Yes; I have it ready. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, 
authorized and directed to cause an investigation, examination, and 
survey to be made, and estimates of the costs of such controlled and 
regulated spillway or spillways as may be necessary for the diversion 
and control of a sufficient volume of the excess flood waters of the 
Mississippi River between Red River Landing and Fort Jackson in 
Louisiana, in order to prevent the waters of said river exceeding 
stages of approximately 16, 17, 18, 19, and 20 feet on the Carrollton 
gauge at New Orleans, and of approximately 46, 47, and 48 feet on 
the gauge at Simmesport on the Atchafalaya outlet. 

Src, 2. The sum of $25,000, or so much thereof as may be neces- 
sary, be, and the same is hereby, authorized to be appropriated to be 
expended under the direction of the Secretary of War and the super- 
yision of the Chief of Engineers to carry out the objects and purposes 
of this act. 


Mr. WILSON of Louisiana. Mr. Speaker, I offer three 
amendments. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Louisiana 
offers amendments which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendments offered by Mr. Wiso of Loulsiana: Page 1, line 4, 
after the word “ cause" strike out the words “an investigation, exami- 
nation, and,” and insert “a,” 


Page 


2, line 7, strike out all of section 2 and insert in lien thereof: 
“Sec. 2. The Secretary of War is authorized to use $25,000, or so 


much thereof as may be necessary, from funds heretofore appro- 
priated for flood control, Mississippi River, and allotted to projects 
in the State of Louisiana, to be expended under the supervision of 
the Chief of Engineers, to carry out the objects and purposes of this 
act.” 


Amend the title of the bill to read as follows: “Authorizing 
a suryey for the control of excess flood waters of the Missis- 
sippi River below Red River Landing in Louisiana and on the 
Atchafalaya outlet by the construction and maintenance of 
controlled and regulated spillway or spillways, and for other 
purposes.” 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendments offered by the gentleman from Louisiana. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Wiisos of Louisiana, a motion to re- 
ar the vote whereby the bill was passed was laid on the 
table. 


COINAGE OF 50-CENT PIECES FOR ANNIVERSARY OF BATTLE OF 
BENNINGTON 


Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. -Mr. Speaker, inasmuch as 
the House a few minutes ago added Vancouver, Wash., to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from California [Mr. 
Raker], providing for the coinage of 50-cent pieces in com- 
memoration of the admission of the State of California into 
the Union, which amendment was to S. 3895, the Bennington 
coinage bill, I ask unanimous consent to return to that bill 
and reconsider it, for the purpose of changing the amendment 
adopted, so it will read in the same form as the one applying 
to the coins for California. The amendment proposes to apply 
also to coins for the celebration of the one hundredth anni- 
versary of the settlement of Vancouver. I ask unanimous 
consent also to change section 2 in the original bill to section 
4 as follows: 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. A motion has been made to 
reconsider the vote by which the bill was passed, and that 
motion was laid on the table, and I do not think the request of 
the gentleman from Washington is in order. 

Mr. BEGG. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman can present a unani- 
mous-consent request to vacate the proceedings. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Washing- 
ton asks unanimous consent to vacate the proceedings whereby 
the motion to reconsider the bill S. 3895 was laid on the table, 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, reserving the 
right to object, for what purpose? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. The point is that, believing 
a point of order would be made against the first amendment to 
the Bennington bill, I did not stand by with an amendment in 
form for coins for the Vancouver centennial. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. The gentleman has one amend- 
ment in; does the gentleman want another? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Yes; that is just the point 
In getting that first amendment in I attached the words “ Van- 
couver, Wash.,” to the California amendment, so it does not 
convey the meaning it is intended to mean, 

Mr. BLANTON. You can get that fixed in conference. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. It will save labor to make 
the amendment satisfactory and in correct order now. I simply 
provide for another identical paragraph, except the event and 
the place. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. BLANTON. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
the gentleman from California [Mr. Raker] made a motion to 
reconsider and lay on the table, and he is not here. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. I am asking unanimous con- 
sent now to vacate that action. 

Mr. BEGG. The gentleman from California [Mr. Raker] is 
here now. 

Mr. RAKER. Does the gentleman want to strike out my 
provision? 

Mr, GARRETT of Tennessee. I understand the gentleman 
wants to dissever Vancouver from California. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. In addition to my desire, the 
bill is further not in good form because the Raker amendment 
is section 2, and, in addition to that, the original bill has a 
section 2, which was not changed when the amendment was 
adopted. 

Mr. RAKER. That does not make any difference. The Clerk 
ean correct that. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. That could be corrected in 
the Senate, but we can correct it here now. 
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Mr, RAKER. Let it go to conference. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. It will only take a minute to 
add a paragraph following the Raker amendment. 

Mr. RAKER. I am willing. I have no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPHAKER pro tempore. The question is, Shall the vote 
by which the bill S. 3895 was passed be reconsidered? 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPRAKER pro tempore. Without objection, the third 
reading will be vacated and the bill will be open for amend- 
ment. 

There was no objection. 

Mr, JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to withdraw the Vancouver amendment which 
was adopted and in lieu thereof I offer an amendment which I 
send to the Clerk's desk. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Wash- 
ington asks unanimous consent that the vote by which his 
amendment was agreed to be reconsidered and offers an amend- 
ment which he sends to the Clerk's desk in lieu thereof. Is 
there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 
The Clerk will report the amendment of the gentleman from 
Washington: 

The Clerk read as follows; 


Add on page 2: 

“Sec, 3. That in commemoration of the one hundredth anniversary 
of the founding of Fort Vancouver by the Hudson Bay Co., State of 
Washington, there shall be coined at the mints of the United States 
silver 50-cent pieces to the number of not more than 300,000, such 
50-cent pieces to be of the standard troy weight, composition, diameter, 
device, and design as shail be fixed by the Director of the Mint, with 
the approval of the Secretary of the Treasury, which said 50-cent 
pieces shall be Icgal tender in any payment to the amount of their 
face value. 

“That the coin herein authorized shall be issued only upon the 
request of the executive committee of the Fort Vancouver Centennial 
Corporation, of Vancouver, Wash., and upon payment by such executive 
committee for and on behalf of the Fort Vancouver Centennial Cor- 
poration of the par value of such coins, and it shall be permissible 
for the said Fort Vancouver Centennial Corporation to obtain said 
coins upon said payment, all at one time or at separate times, and in 
separate amounts, as it may determine.” 


Mr. VESTAL. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question 
on the amendment. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Washington. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. VESTAL. Mr. Speaker, I move to recommit the bill 
to the Committee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures, and on 
that motion I move the previous question. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Raker) there were—ayes 31, noes none, 

So the previous question was ‘ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the motion 
to recommit. 

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker, is it in order to move to lay 
that on the table? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It is not. There is a motion 
to recommit, and the previous question has been ordered. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. VESTAL) there were—ayes 24, nges 67. 

Mr. VESTAL. Mr. Speaker, I object to the vote 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Will the gentleman withhold 
that a moment? j 

Mr. VESTAL. I am objecting to the vote. 

Mr. BLANTON. And making a point of no quorum. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. The gentleman will lose no 
rights. The gentleman could have protected his bill by making 
a point of order and he did not do it. 

Mr. VESTAL. I should have done that, it is true, 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. This sharp practice is not 
going to accomplish anything. 

Mr. VESTAL. There is not any sharp practice about this, 
I wil] withdraw the point. 

Mr. BLANTON. I object. 

The SPEAKER pro tompore. The gentleman from Indiana 


objected to the vote by which the motion to recommit was lost. 


and made the point 

Mr. VESTAL. No; I withdraw that. 

Mr. BLANTON. But I am making the point of no quorum, 
Mr. Speaker, and objecting to the vote. 


The SPHAKER pro tempore. The gentleman can not object 
to the yote because the vote has been taken and announced 
and discussion has intervened. If the gentleman desires to 
meke a point of no quorum, he can do so. The Ghair will 
coun 

Mr. BLANTON. I made my objection to the vote at the 
same time the gentleman made his and I have been on my 
feet all the time. 

Mr. BEGG. Mr. Speaker I hope the gentleman from Texas 
will not insist on his point. 

Mr. BLANTON. I want the Chair to give me a ruling as to 
whether or not I have a right to object to the vote when I am 
on my feet, 

The SPHAKER pro tempore. The gentleman first objected 
to the vote on the ground that there was no quorum present 
after the gentleman from Indiana had made the point and 
after it had been discussed by the gentleman from Tennessee. 

Mr. BLANTON. The other gentleman had made it too. 

7 5 SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair is addressing the 
ouse, 

Mr. BLANTON. And the gentleman is addressing the Chair. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair is addressing the 
House and the gentleman will take his seat. 

ae BLANTON. I was addressing the Chair on a point of 
order. } 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. If the discussion which took 
place between the gentleman from Indiana and the gentleman 
from Tennessee took place nnder the reservation of the point 
of order made by the gentleman from Indiana, the point of 
order may be renewed by the gentleman from Texas, other- 
wise not. The Chair will ask the gentleman from Indiana if 
he was holding the point of order in reservation? 
„ I made the point of order and then I with- 

ew 

Mr. BLANTON. And I renewed it. When the Chair wants 
to bullyrag somebody I am not going to be bullyragged by 
the Chair. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman has the point 
of order pending. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I did request 
the gentleman from Indiana to withhold his demand stating 
that no rights would be iost, and I would regret extremely if 
that should be regarded as discussion so as to prevent the 
point of order by the gentleman from Texas. I hope the gen- 
tleman from Texas will not make the point of order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair will state to the 
House the parliamentary situation, If the gentleman from 
Indiana, previous tọ the discussion, withdrew his point of or- 
der, then the point of order made by the gentleman from 
Texas comes too late. If the gentleman from Tennessee was 
discussing the situation under the reservation of the point of 
order it is entirely within the province of the gentleman from 
Texas to renew it. The Chair understands that the gentle- 
man from Texas claims that the point of order was under 
reservation and that he renewed it when withdrawn? . 

Mr. BLANTON. Since the Chair has withdrawn his bully- 
ragging I withdraw the point of order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the third 
reading of the bill. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that section 2 be made section 4, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without objection that will 
be done. 

There was no objection. 

The bill was ordered to be read the third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Raker, a motion to reconsider the vote by 
which the bill was passed was laid on the table. 


BRIDGES ACROSS THE MISSISSIPPI AND OHIO RIVERS NEAR CAIRO, ILL. 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
11668) granting consent of Congress to the States of Missouri, 
Illinois, and Kentucky to construct, maintain, and operate 
bridges over the Mississippi and Ohio e at or near Cairo, 
III., and for other purposes 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the consent of Congress is hereby granted 
to the States of Missouri, Minois, and Kentucky to construct, maintain, 
and operate bridges and approaches thereto across the Mississippi and 
Ohio Rivers at or near Cairo, III., as a link in existing or projected 
interstate highways built under and part of the Vederal-aid highway 
systems of these States, 
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The following committee amendments were read: 


Line 5, page 1, after the word “ operate,” insert the word “ two.” 

Line 5, page 1, after the word “ thereto,” insert a comma and the 
following: “ one of said bridges to cross the Mississippi River and the 
other of said bridges to cross the Ohio River“; strike out the last two 
words in the line. 

Line 6, page 1, strike out the first four words in the line and insert 
in iieu thereof the following: “at points suitable to the interests or 
navigation.” 

Line 8, page 1, change the period at the end of the line to a comma 
and add the following: “and in accordance with the provisions of an 
act entitled ‘An act to regulate the construction of bridges over navi- 
gable waters,’ approved March 23, 1906.” 

Add another section to the bill, reading as follows: 

“Sec. 2. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 
expressly reserved.” 


The committee amendments were agreed to. 
The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read 
the third time, was read the third time, and passed. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. LINEBERGER. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order 
that there is no quorum present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from California 
makes the point of order that there is no quorum present. 
Obviously there is no quorum present. 

Mr. BEGG. Mr. Speaker, I move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

Accordingly the doors were closed, the Sergeant at Arms 
ordered to bring in absentees, the Clerk called the roll, and the 
following Members failed to answer to their names: 

[Roll No. 70] 


Bacharach Evans, Iowa McNulty Rogers, Mass. 
Bankhead Fairchild Mapes Rogers, N. H. 
Barkley Faust Miller, III. Rosenbloom 
Berger Fenn 111725 Wash. Rouse 

Bixler Fish Rubey 

Bloom Fitzgerald Tien Gigs Sabath 
Boylan Fredericks Moore, III. Sanders, Ind, 
Brand, Obio Fulbright Morin Schall 
Britten Funk Nelson, Wis. Schneider 
Browning Garber Nolan Seger 
Buckley Griffin O'Brien Rhallonberger 
Byrnes, S. C. Holaday oO Connell, N . Sullivan 
Carew Hudson O'Connor, iai, Tague 

Casey Hull, William E. O'Connor, N. Y. Taylor, Colo, 
Celler Johnson, W. Va. O'Sullivan Tincher 
Clark, Fla. Paige Underhill 
Cole, Ohio Kendall Parker Upshaw 
Collins Kent Perkins Vare 
Connery Kerr Perlman Voigt 
Corning Kindred Phillips Ward, N. Y. 
Croll Kunz Porter Ward, N.C 
Cullen Lampert Pou Weller 
Cummings Langley Prall Wilson, Miss, 
Curry Larson, Minn, Purnell Wolff 

Deal Lee, Ga. Quayle Woodruff 
Dominick Lilly Rainey Wurzbach 
Doyle Lindsay Need, N Yates 
Drewry Logan W. Va. Zihiman 
Dyer Longworth Richards 

Edmonis Lyon Roach 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. On this call 312 Members have 
answered to their names, a quorum. 

Mr. BEGG. Mr. Speaker, I move to dispense with further 
proceedings under the call. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The doors were opened. 


RETIREMENT OF CERTAIN EX-SERVICE OFFICERS 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 6484) making eligible for retirement under certain 
conditions, officers and former officers of the World War, other 
than officers of the Regular Army, who incurred physical dis- 
ability in line of duty while in the service of the United States 
during the World War. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. JAMES, Mr. MCKENZIE, and Mr. BLANTON objected. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Three gentlemen having ob- 
jected, the bill is stricken from the calendar. 

OIL POLLUTION OF NAVIGABLE RIVERS 

The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(II. R. 9199) to prevent the pollution by oil of navigable 
rivers of the United States. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That when used in this act— 

(a) The term “oil” means oil of any kind or in any form, includ- 
ing emulsion, waste, bottom settlings, and salt water; 

(by The term “ United States“ means the several States, Territories, 
and possessions, the District of Columbia, and the Canal Zone; 

(e) The term “ person“ means an individual, partnership, corpora- 
tion, or association ; 

(d) The term “ navigable river“ means any river or stream within 
the United States navigable in its natural or improved condition, and 
includes any nonnavigable river or stream flowing into, and any other 
tributary of, any such navigable river; and 

(e) The term “ Secretary“ means the Secretary of War. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary is hereby authorized and directed to prescribe 
regulations to prevent the pollution by oil of any navigable river within 
the United States by any person discharging or draining oil, or per- 
mitting oil to be discharged, or to flow or drain from any oil well, 
terminal, refinery, tank, or place of storage into a navigable river. 

Sec, 3. Any person who violates any of the regulations prescribed by 
the Secretary under this act shall, upon conyiction thereof, be punished 
by a fine of not less than $50 nor more than $2,500, or imprisonment 
for not more than one year, except that no person shall be punished 
for any such violation occurring within three months after the pro- 
mulgation of the regulations authorized by this act. Each day during 
any part of which a violation oceurs shall be deemed a separate offense, 

Sec. 4. The Secretary shall make such inspections as may be neces- 
sary in order to detect or prevent violations of the regulations pre- 
scribed under this act, and shall report to the proper district attorney 
of the United States any such violation or threatened violation. It 
shall be the duty of such district attorney to take such steps as may 
be necessary to prevent or to enforce the penalties for such violation. 


Mr. HOWARD of Oklahoma (when the Clerk had read to 
section 2). Mr. Speaker, I offer the following amendment, 
which I send to the desk and ask to have read, 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Howard of Oklahoma: Page 2, line 4, 
after the word “into,” strike out “and any other tributary of." 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

Mr. HOWARD of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, I want to call 
the attention of the House to this amendment for a moment. 
I realize that there is some necessity perhaps for this regula- 
tion, owing to the fact that the States do not cooperate, but the 
bill as written is certainly too strong. It defines “navigable 
river” by saying that it means any river or stream within the 
United States navigable in its natural or improved condition, 
and includes any nonnavigable river or stream flowing into, 
and any other tributary of any such navigable river. Unless 
my amendment be adopted, it means that away out in the arid 
West we may start to drill an oil well on a little creek whose 
water might be claimed to sometime reach a navigable river 
but which, as a matter of fact, never would do so, with the 
result that if this bill is passed as agreed it would be neces- 
sary for the man on the plains, if there happened to be a little 
creek alongside of the work that he was starting, to take the 
matter up with the Secretary of War and comply with all his 
regulations, and if he did not do so he would be subject to 
punishment for contempt of the laws of the United States and 
subject also to embarrassment that might arise in any subse- 
quent legal proceedings in respect to his development work. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOWARD of Oklahoma. Yes. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Does not the gentleman think that the oil 
companies Ought not to pollute the smallest streams as well 
as the other streams, that they ought to keep this oll out of 
them as well? 

Mr. HOWARD of Oklahoma. I think that, and they do it; 
but there are occasions when a big well is brought in where 
temporarily it is impossible to control it, but what I am ob- 
jecting to is that, as a matter of fact, pollution from these 
streams could never reach a navigable stream, and yet under 
this definition we will be responsible, and it would create a 
great expense and nothing would be gained. I hope for the 
purpose of passing this bill and protecting navigable streams 
and unnavigable streams directly emptying into navigable 
streams that the House will agree to the amendment which 
I haye proposed. 

Mr. STENGLE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOWARD of Oklahoma. Yes. 

Mr. STENGLE. If we adopt this amendment and nam them 
permission to pollute the tributaries, how does the gentleman 
propose to protect the stream below from that? 

Mr. HOWARD of Oklahoma. Oh, we do not give them per- 


mission, and besides that, a stream a thousand miles from a 
navigable stream, as is the case in my country, would never 
reach the navigable stream. 


* 


Mr. STENGLE. Then why worry about the amendment? 

Mr. HOWARD of Oklahoma. For the reason that if this 
definition is allowed to stand as it is, every time we come to 
drill a well in the State of Oklahoma we will have to take up 
the matter with the Secretary of War and comply with the 
requirements that have no bearing upon the matter at all. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
STENGLE) there were—ayes 28, noes 19. 

The Clerk concluded the reading of the bill. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read 

a third time, was read the third time, and passed. 


OVERPAYMENT IN THE MILITARY SERVICE 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 11923) to relieve persons in the military service of the 
United States during the war emergency period from claims 
for overpayment at that time not involving fraud. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. LINEBERGER. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

Mr. ANDREW. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman withhold 
his objection for a moment? 

Mr, LINEBERGER. I shall withhold the objection, but 
eventually I shall object. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Is the gentleman well fixed in his deter- 
mination about the point of no quorum. 

Mr. LINERERGER. I am. 

Mr. McSWAIN. This is for the benefit of the emergency 
officers and enlisted men as well. 

Mr. LINERERGER. Mr. Speaker, until important legislation 
affecting officers and ex-officers of the Army is enacted on the 
floor of this House, or at least until an opportunity is given 
to the membership of the House to express their views, I 


shall object. 
Mr. BEGG. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LINEBERGER. Yes. 
Mr. BEGG. The gentleman, I am sure, does not want to do 


what he is going to do by objection. They overpaid some 
soldiers, and, of course, that money was spent. Some of them 
are wounded and are dependent absolutely upon the com- 
pensation they are receiving from the Government at the 
present time. 

Mr. BLANTON, Mr. Speaker, I ask for the regular order, 

Mr. BEGG. If this refund is not allowed 

The SPHAKDER. The regular order is demanded, 

Mr, BEGG. Give me a half minute. 

The SPEPAKDR. Is there objection? 

Mr. LINEBERGER. I object. 


EXTENSION OF TIME, GOVERNMENT LANDS, HAWAII 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the Dill 
(H. R. 11410) to extend the time for the exchange of Gov- 
ernment lands for privately owned lands in the Territory of 
Hawaii. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the time for the exchange by the President 
of Government-owned land in the Territory of Hawaii for privately 
owned land or land owned by the Territory of Hawaii, as authorized 
by act of Congress approved January 81, 1922, is hereby extended 
until January 31, 1926. 


Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker, I move to strike out the last 
word. May I ask the gentleman in charge of the bill [Mr. 
WAINWRIGHT] a question? This law has expired. You extend 
it here. I would like to call the gentleman's attention to the 
language of tke bill, line 6, where if you add the words “and 
the previsions of said act are hereby extended” it will cure 
any possible defects in what the gentleman is trying to do. 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. I have not a copy of the bill here. 

Mr. RAKER. Let a page get a copy. 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. I am trying to get it now. 

Mr. RAKER. This law has expired, and this only extends 
the time, and I suggest that if you put the provision in here 
“and the provisions of said act are hereby extended” you 
will get the same relief which you desire. 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. I will accept the amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 
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Line 6, after the word “ twenty-two,” insert “and the provisions of 
said act are hereby extended and strike out the words “is hereby 
extended“ in line 7. 


Mr. WAINWRIGHT. I believe the proposed amendment will 
strengthen the act, and I accept it. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed. 


CONVEYING LAND IN SAN JUAN, P. R., TO FEDERAL LAND BANK OF 
BALTIMORE 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 10535) authorizing the Secretary of War to convey to 
the Federal Land Bank, of Baltimore, Md., the tract of land 
situated in the city of San Juan, island of Porto Rico, 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid- 
eration of the bill. [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to substitute the bill S. 3630, an identical bill, for the 
House bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. The Clerk will report the Senate bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


An act (8. 3630) authorizing the Secretary of War to convey to the 
Federal Land Bank of Baltimore certain land in the city of San Juan, 
P. R. 


Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, 
authorized to convey by appropriate quitclaim deed to the Federal 
Land Bank of Baltimore, of Baltimore, Mä., for the sum of $6,000, 
which is hereby made available for the construction of a double set of 
noncommissioned officers’ quarters on the main reservation of San 
Juan, P. R., which will replace the double set of noncommissioned 
officers’ quarters on the land to be conyeyed, the tract of land situated 
in the city of San Juan, in the island of Porto Rico, and described as 
follows: 

Being the easterly part of La Palma Bastion Military Reservation, 
San Juan, P. R., located and described as follows: Beginning at the 
northwesterly cornor of this parcel located at the southerly side of 
Tetuan Street, in line with the north wall of a masonry building on 
this parcel and distance 5.61 meters from the northwest corner of same 
building; thence bounding with La Palma Bastion bearing south 12° 
49’ east, a distance of 20.74 meters to the city wall; thence along the 
inside of this wall north 83° 88’ east, a distance of 24.04 meters; thence 
north 5° 26’ west, a distance of ninety-four one-hundredths meters; 
thence north 83° 38’ east, a distance of 5.91 meters; thence north 127 
24’ east, a distance of 10.06 meters to the Recinto Sur Street; thence 
along the westerly side of the Recinto Sur Street north 25° one one-hun- 
dredths minute west, a distance of 11.81 meters; thence along a curve 
radius about 10 feet to its intersection with Tetuan Street, bounding 
with a small parcel conveyed to the people of Porto Rico; thence along 
the south line of Tetuan Street south 77° 11’ west, a distance of 28.10 
meters to the point of beginning. ‘The above-described parcel contains 
an area of 719.68 square meters. 


The bill was ordered to be read the third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 

A similar House bill was ordered to lie upon the table. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr, Speaker and gentlemen of the 
House, on December 9, 1924, I introduced H. R. 10535, and on 
January 20, 1925, by direction of the Committee on Military 
Affairs, I reported this bill favorably. Thereafter my bill with 
the committee amendments passed the Senate (S. 3630). A 
few minutes ago the House passed the Senate bill which the 
House Military Affairs Committee also directed me to report 
favorably, 

When our former colleague in the House, Governor Towner, 
of Porto Rico, was in Washington he expressed especial inter- 
est in this matter, and I am glad that it has now passed both 
the House and the Senate. 

I think that the following two letters will be of interest to 
the House in connection with the bill: 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
Washington, January 13, 1925, 


Hon. Joun C. MekKxxzrn, 
Chairman Military Affairs Committee, ? 
House of Representatives. 

Sin: In considering II. R. 10535, introduced by Congressman Hill 
and providing for the Secretary of War to make a deed to the Federal 
Land Bank of Baltimore of a certain lot in the city of San Juan, 
P, R., for the purpose of erecting thereon a building suitable for 
the branch bank doing business in Porto Rico, I wish to call your 
attention to several phases of this subject, so that you and the Military 
Affairs Committee may fully understand the situation, 
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Congress amended the farm loan act so as to extend the provisions of 
this act to the island of Porto Rico, the amendment providing that the 
Farm Loan Board should designate one of the Federal land banks to 
undertake this work in Porto Rico. Pursuant to that mandate from 
Congress, the board directed the Federal Land Bank of Baltimore to 
establish this branch in Porto Rico. 

The Federal Land Bank of Baltimore, or any other of the Federal 
lands banks, would never have gone to Porto Rico as a business propo- 
sition had it not been for the action of Congress directing that this be 
done. From a business point of view, no bank would have undertaken 
it, because it meant undertaking work which for several years at least 
would be done at a loss. This has proven to be the case and the 
Federal Land Bank of Baltimore the past three years has been operat- 
ing this brancii in Porto Rico without profit. 

I trust you and the committee will remember this in considering 
the bill and that the Federal Government, in our opinion, should make 
this work as easy as possible by cooperating with this board and the 
Federal Land Bank of Baltimore in providing suitable quarters in 
which to conduct the business of the branch bank. 

In the beginning the insular government agreed to furnish offices, 
and did so by providing two small rooms in one of the government 
buildings. In those rooms were no suitable vaults for caring for the 
mortgages and other papers which must necessarily be protected from 
fire. A small brick vault was made in one corner of one of these small 
reoms. The business of the branch bank has grown to approximately 
$5,000,000 in loans in Porto Rico, and the rooms provided by the in- 
sular government are entirely inadequate as a working space for the 
employees and no suitable protection from fire is provided, and it is 
absolutely necessary for something to be done, and that at once, to 
properly house this branch bank. 

For more than a year efforts have been made to have the insular 
government provide better quarters. They say they are unable to do 
60, and really need the rooms now occupied by the branch bank, and 
there seems to be only two courses for the bank to take—one to rent 
rooms for their purposes and the other to construct a building of their 
own. In San Juan it is not easy to rent suitable rooms which would 
provide vault space for the safe storing of their notes and mortgages 
and other papers, and even if it were possible to rent such quarters 
such rental would be in excess of the charges represented as interest 
on the kind of a building which they would be able to construct on this 
piece of ground in question. As you perhaps know, such locations in 
the city of San Juan are difficult to find, and in view of the fact that 
the farm loan system is an agency of the Federal Government, estab- 
lished by the Government to provide credit for the farmers of our 
Nation, we feel that we should have the cooperation of any other 
branch of the Federal Government in carrying on the work which 
Congress has imposed by legislation. 

In this connection I wish to say that the operations of this branch 
bank and the service it has so gratuitously rendered the people of Porto 
Rico is one of the outstanding agencies of the Federal Government to 
have brought about a better understanding and feeling of the people 
of Porte Rico and the United States Government, and the whole work 
of this branch has been one of service and not profit. This has been 
the view taken by this board, the Federal Land Bank of Baltimore, and 
the officers of the branch in Porto Rico, the insular government of 
Porto Rico, the governor general of the Island, H. M. Towner, the Sec- 
retary of War, and everyone else familiar with the situation. 

Unless this bill passes Congress this session the people in charge of 
the branch in Porto Rico will be most seriously handicapped in their 
operation and the valuable records in danger of loss and destruction 
by fire, as they are inadequately protected at present. All efforts for 
the past year in trylng to provide for better working quarters in San 
Juan have failed, and this is the best arrangement which our manager, 
Mr. Thomas, and the authorities in Porto Rico have been able to work 
out. 

I trust that you will very promptly give this bill your serious con- 
sideration and report the same favorably to the House, so that it may 
certainly pass before the expiration of this Congress. * 

Very truly yours, 
Ð. E. Joxxs, 
Member Farm Loan Beard. 


JANUARY 12, 1925. 
Hon, Jons C. McKenzin, 
Acting Ohairman Committee on Military Affairs, 
House of Representatives. 

My Dear Mr. McKenzrm: Reference is made to the letter from the 
chairman Committee on Military Affairs, House of Representatives, 
dated December 13, 1924, requesting a report on H. R. 10535, a bill to 
authorize the Secretary of War to convey by quitclaim deed to the Fed- 
eral Land Bank of Baltimore, Baltimore, Md., upon such terms as he 
may consider advisable, the tract of land situated in the city of San 
Juan, in the island of Porto Rico, on Tetuan Street, upon which is now 
located a small brick and mortar building known as Army Building 
No. 108, 


I am pleased to inform you that in view of the promise that funds 
will be secured by the Federal Land Bank of Baltimore with which to 
construct a double set of noncommissioned officers’ quarters on the 
main reservation at San Juan in exchange for the property referred to, 
the War Department will interpose no objection to the passage of the 
bill, provided the bill is amended so that the War Department will be 
authorized to accept and use the funds turned over to it by the Fed- 
eral Land Bank of Baltimore for the construction of the set of non- 
commissioned officers’ quarters referred to. In this connection it is 
suggested that the bill be amended so as to strike out the words upon 
such terms as he may consider advisable” in lines 5 and 6, page 1, 
and insert instead the words for the sum of $6,000, which is hereby 
made avallable for the construction of a double set of noncommissioned. 
officers’ quarters on the main reservation of San Juan, P. R., which 
wiil replace the double set of noncommissioned officers’ quarters on the 
land to be conveyed.” 

The true metes and bounds of this tract of land should also be set 
out in the bill. For this purpose it is suggested that the bill be 
further amended so ag to strike out lines 9 and 10 on page 1, and all 
of the balance of sald bill on page 2, and insert instead the following: 

“Being the easterly part of La Palma Bastion Military Res- 
ervation, San Juan, P. R., located and described as follows: 
Beginning at the northwesterly corner of this parcel located at 
the southerly side of Tetuan Street, in line with the north wall of 
a masonry building on this parcel and distance of 5.61 meters from 
the northwest corner of same building; thence bounding with La 


Palma Bastion bearing south 12 degrees 49 minutes east a dis- 


tance of 20.74 meters to the city wall; thence along the inside of 
this wall north 83 degrees 38 minutes east, a distance of 24.04 
meters; thence north 5 degrees 26 minutes west, a distance of 0.94 
meter; thence north 83 degrees 38 minutes east, a distance of 5.91 
meters; thence north 12 degrees 24 minutes east, a distance of 
10.06 meters to the Recinto Sur Street; thence along the westerly 
side of the Recinto Sur Street north 25 degrees 0.1 minute west, 
a distance of 11.80 meters; thence along a curve radius about 10 
feet to its intersection with Tetuan Street, bounding with a small 
parcel conveyed to the people of Porto Rico; thence along the 
south line of Tetuan Street south 77 degrees 28.10 minutes to the 
point of beginning. The above-described parcel contains an area 
of 719.68 square meters.” 
Sincerely yours, 
Joun W. Wes, 
Secretary of War. 


INCORPORATING AMERICAN WAR MOTHERS 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 9085) to incorporate the American War Mothers. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of this bill? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the following-named persons, namely: 

Alice M. French, founder, Indianapolis, Ind.; Mable C. Digney, State 
War Mother, White Plains, N. T.: Mrs. George Gordon Seibold, Wash- 
ington, D. C.; Mary I. Huntington, State War Mother, Bloomington, 
Ind.; Edna C. Wilson, State War Mother, Warrensburg, Mo.; Libbie 
Thomas, State War Mother, Racine, Wis.; Virginia Heaen, State War 
Mother, Frankfort, Ky.; A. Shanahan, State War Mother, Jersey City, 
N. J.; Blanche A. Bellak, State War Mother, Philadelphia, Pa.; Lydia 
Burby, State War Mother, Butte, Mont.; Estelle T. Wilcox, State War 
Mother, Omaha, Nebr.; Emile Hendricks, State War Mother, Salem, 
Oreg. ; Grace R. Montgomery, State War Mother, Charlotte, N. C.: Kate 
C. DeKay, State War Mother, Blackfoot, Idaho; Elizabeth Allen, State 
War Mother, Loveland, Colo.; Ida McCullough, State War Mother, Ot- 
tawa, III.; Rose 8. Sargent, State War Mother, San Francisco, Calif.; 
Jessie Monahan, State War Mother, Edmond, Okla.; Margaret N. Mc- 
Cluer, Kansas City, Mo.; Carrie R. Root, Gardner, III.; Mary E. Spence, 
Milwaukee, Wis.; Alice Bronson Oldham, Lexington, Ky,; Florence A. 
Latham, Kansas City, Mo.; Mahala M. Boyd, New Castle, Ind.; Carrie 
White Avery, Washington, D. C.; H. C. Morrison, Shelbyville, Ind.; 
Jeanette Boone, Kansas City, Mo.; Gertrude R. Cary, Joliet, III.; Mrs, 
R. E. Little, Wadesboro, N. C.; Mrs. Isabelle Clements, Sacramento, 
Calif.: Mrs. Alice B. Evans, Pueblo, Colo.; Mrs. Mary Dawson, Idaho 
Falls, Idaho; Mrs. Jessie T. Lesh, Chicago, III.; Mrs. Harry C. Morri- 
son, Shelbyville, Ind.; Mrs. Jessie E. Moody, Carterville, Mo.; Mrs. 
J. L. Roddy, North Platte, Nebr.; Mrs. Catherine H. Connelly, Newark, 
N. J.; Mrs. Ella O'Gorman Stanton, Bronx, New York City, N. V.; 
Mrs. R. C. Warren, Gastonia, N. C.; Mrs, Hattie V. Selkin, Oklahoma 
City, Okla.; Mrs. Ida Boxwell, Middletown, Ohio; Mrs. Charles S. Fohl, 
Harrisburg, Pa.; Mrs. E. L. Phillip, Milwaukee, Wis.; Mrs. Julia A. 
Wilkinson, Portland, Me.; and their assoclates and successors duly 
chosen are hereby incorporated and declared to be a body corporate of 
the District of Columbia by the name of American War Mothers, and 
by such name shall be known and have perpetual succession with the 
powers, limitations, and restrictions herein contained, 
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Sec. 2. That the persons named in section 1 hereof and such other 
persons as may be selected from among the membership of American 
War Mothers, an association of women whose sons and daughters 
served the allied cause in the great World War between the dates of 
April 6, 1917, and November 11, 1918, are hereby authorized to meet 
to complete the organization of said corporation by the selection of 
officers, the adoption of a constitution and by-laws, and to do all 
other things necessary to carry into effect the provisions of this act, 
at which meeting any person duly accredited as a delegate from any 
local or State organization of the existing organization known as 
American War Mothers shall be permitted to participate in the pro- 
ceedings thereof. 

Sec. 3. That the object of the corporation shall be to keep alive and 
develop the spirit that prompted world service ; to maintain the ties of 
fellowship born of that service and to assist and further any patriotic 
work; to inculeate a sense of individual obligation to the com- 
munity, State, and Nation; to work for the welfare of the Army and 
Navy; to assist in any way in their power men and women who 
served and were wounded or incapacitated In the World War; to foster 
and promote friendship and understanding between America and the 
Allies in the World War. 

Sec. 4. That sald corporation shall hold its meetings in such place 
as the incorporators or their successors shall determine. 

Sec, 5. That the corporation created by this act shall have the 
following powers: To have succession until the membership as here- 
inafter provided for shall become extinct, with power to sue and 
be sued in courts of law and equity; to receive, hold, own, use, and 
dispose of such real estate and personal property as shall be necessary 
for its corporate purposes; to ađopt a corporate seal and alter the 
same at pleasure; to adopt a constitution, by-laws, and regulations to 
carry out its purposes, not inconsistent with the laws of the United 
States or of any State; to use in carrying out the purposes of the 
corporation such emblems and badges as it may adopt; to establish 
and maintain offices for the conduct of its business; to establish 
State, Territorial, and local subdivisions; to publish a magazine or 
other publications, and generally to do any and all such acts and 
things as may be necessary and proper to carry into effect the pur- 
poses of the corporation. 

Sec. 6. That all of the personal property and funds of the corpora- 
tion held or used for the purposes hereof, pursuant to the provisions 
of this act, whether of principal or income, shall, so long as the same 
shall be so used, be exempt from taxes by the United States or any 
Territory or District thereof: Provided, That said corporation shall 
not accept, own, or hold directly or indirectly any property, real or 
personal, except such as may be reasonably necessary to carry out the 
purposes of its creation as defined in this act, 

Sec. 7. That membership is limited to women, and no woman shall 
be a member of this corporation unless she is a citizen of the United 
States and unless her son or sons or daughter or daughters of her 
blood served in the Army or Navy of the United States or in the 
military or naval service of its allies in the great World War at some 
time during the period between April 6, 1917, and November 11, 
1918, both dates inclusive, having an honorable discharge or still in 
the service. 

Sec. 8. That this organization shall be nonpolitical, and as an 
organization shall not promote the candidacy of any person secking 
public office. . 

Src, 9. That said corporation may acquire any or all of the assets 
of the existing organization known as American War Mothers upon dis- 
charging or satisfactorily providing for the payment and discharge of 
all its liabilities. 

Sec, 10. That said corporation and its State, Territorial, and local 
subdivisions shall haye the sole and exclusive right to have and to 
use in carrying out its business purposes the name of American War 
Mothers. 

Sec. 11. That said corporation shall, on or before the Ist day of 
January in each year, make and transmit to the Congress a report of 
its proceedings for the preceding calendar year, including a full and 
complete report of its receipts and expenditures: Provided, however, 
That said report shall not be printed as a public document. 

Sec, 12. That as a condition precedent to the exercise of any power 
or privilege herein granted or conferred this corporation shall file in 
the office of the secretary of each State the name and post-office ad- 
dress of an authorized agent in such State upon whom local process or 
demands against American War Mothers may be served, 

Sec. 13. That this charter shall take effect upon its being accepted 
by a majority vote of the incorporators named herein who shall be 
present at the first meeting of the corporation, due notice of which 
meeting shall be given to each of the incorporators named herein, and 
a notice of such acceptance shall be given by said corporation, causing 
a certificate to that effect, signed by its president and secretary, to be 
filed in the office of the recorder of deeds of the District of Columbia. 

Src, 14. That Congress may from time to time alter, repeal, or 
modify this act of incorporation, but no contract or individual right 
made or acquired shall hereby be divested or impaired. 


Sec. 15. That the management and direction of the affairs of the 
corporation and the controlling and disposing of its property and funds 
shall be vested in the persons duly elected at the last annual conyen- 
tion held in Kansas City, Mo., who shall be the officers of the Ameri- 
can War Mothers for the year beginning October, 1923, to serve until 
the next annual convention to be held at Philadelphia, Pa., on October 
8, 1925, or until their successors are duly appointed, and who are the 
following : * 

Margaret N. McCluer, Nationad War Mother, Kansas City, Mo.; 
Carrie L. Root, first vice National War Mother, Gardner, III.; Blanche 
A. Bellak, second vice National War Mother, Philadelphia, Pa.; Mary 
E. Spence, third vice National War Mother, Milwaukee, Wis.; Rose 8. 
Sargent, fourth vice National War Mother, San Francisco, Calif.; 
Alice Bronson Oldham, national recording secretary, Lexington, Ky.; 
Florence A. Latham, national corresponding secretary, Kansas City, 
Mo.; Mabala M. Boyd, national treasurer, Newcastle, Ind.; Kate C. 
De Kay, national historian, Blackfoot, Idaho; Carrie White Avery, 
national custodian of records, Washington, D. C.; Estelle T. Wilcox, 
national auditor, Omaha, Nebr, 


Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary 
inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

a SUMNERS of Texas. For how long a time am I recog- 
n ? 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule the gentleman will be recog- 
nized for an hour. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Gentlemen, those of you who have 
bills on this calendar do not become apprehensive that I will 
take up the hour. I merely want to direct attention of the 
House to what I believe is a bad system. The Committee on 
the Judiciary is a victim of precedents. Now, here we have a 
congested calendar and the Congress of the United States 
must act upon an application for a Federal charter, which 
requires all the formalities of any other law. I do not believe 
we ought to incorporate these bodies in any such way as this. 
I assume that these are the most worthy sort of women seeking 
to have themselves incorporated; I certainly know nothing to 
the contrary; and I do not question the worthiness of their 
cause. We are giving to them the right, and their successors 
in perpetuity, to call themselves National War Mothers. Now, 
I hope what I say will not be offensive to anybody. This is 
entirely an impersonal statement. 

Mr. GRAHAM. If the gentleman will yield, it is not in per- 
petuity. That was corrected after discussion in committee, 
and the incorporation of War Mothers will become extinct with 
the last of the living war mothers. There is no perpetuity 
contained in the bill. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I thank the gentleman for that 
correction. It is not perpetuity, of course, but it is a self- 
perpetuating body, with the exclusive right to use that term 
as long as there are any war mothers living who are keeping 
this organization going. But that is not the point. 

Mr. JOST. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. JOST. Does the gentleman have in mind the fact that 
this very Congress has passed an act incorporating the Grand 
Army of the Republic on the same terms virtually as are 
contained in this present bill, and also a previous Congress 
has given a corporate status to the American Legion and 
various other organizations of similar character. I want to 
inquire if the gentleman, in view of the previous action of 
Congress along that line, believes that Congress should now 
discriminate against the incorporation of the war mothers? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. No. The enumerations of my 
friend gives force to what I am saying. When the Congress 
of the United States incorporated each of, these bodies it had 
to turn aside from its general legislative duties. Each incor- 
poration establishes precedents for others. 

I think, Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, we should 
work out some general bill under which these organizations 
ought to be and have a right to be incorporated and get their 
charters without taking the time of the National Congress, 
which is now crowded beyond human capacity apparently with 
these matters which only Congress can deal with. 

I am not going to ask anybody to vote against this bill. 
That is not the purpose for which I arose. I am just taking 
a few minutes to point out what I believe to be the duty 
of Congress—to work out a general plan instead of having 
people come to Congress, however deserving they may be, from 
time to time and occupying the attention of Congress when 
it is already overburdened with business of a legislative nature. 
We ought to have a general law under which charters of this 
sort may be granted. I am merely directing attention to 
that need. 


3888 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


FEBRUARY 16 


The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 


Mr. BEGG. I object. 
The SPEAKER. Objection is made. The Clerk will report 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, | the next bill, 


was read the third time, and passed. 
The SPHAKER. The Clerk will report the next bill. 


TERMS OF DISTRICT COURT AT DENTON, MD. 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 3842) to provide for terms of the United States Cir- 
cuit and District Court at Denton, Md. 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of this bill? 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
is there any amendment on this bill creating a new judge? 

Mr. GRAHAM. No. 

Mr. BLANTON. And there will not be in the Senate bill, 
that will be substituted, which will carry that provision? 

Mr. GRAHAM. None whatever. This bill is owing to the 
geographical situation of Maryland. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of this bill? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill. 


Be it enacted, etc., That hereafter and until otherwise provided by 
Jaw there shall be held annually on the third Monday in January and 
the first Monday in July terms of the circuit and district courts of 
the United States for the district of Maryland, at the town of Denton, 
in said district, said terms to be in addition to the terms now required 
to be held in the city of Baltimore and the city of Cumberland in said 
district. 

Sec. 2. That the marshal and the clerk of said district shall each, 
respectively, appoint at least one deputy to reside in said town of 
Denton, unless he shall reside there himself, and also maintain an 
office at that place of holding court. 

Amend the title so as to read: “A bill to provide for terms of the 
United States district court at Denton, Md.” 


With committee amendments, as follows: 


On page 1, line 5, strike out the words “circuit and,” and in line 6 
strike out the word “courts” and insert in lieu thereof the word 
“court.” 

On page 1, line 9, strike out the period after the word “ district,” 
and insert a comma and the following language: Provided, That 
suitable accommodations for holding court at Denton are furnished 
free of expense to the United States.” 

Strike out section 2 of the bill. 


The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ments. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. GoLpssporover, a motion to reconsider the 
vote whereby the bill was passed was laid on the table. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next bill. 


WARRANT OFFICERS OF THE ARMY MINE PLANTER SERVICE 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 204) to authorize the Secretary of War to reappoint 
and immediately discharge or retire certain warrant officers 
of the Army Mine Planter Service. 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of this bill? 

Mr. LINEBERGER. I object. 

Mr. BLAND. Will the gentleman reserve his objection? 

Mr. LINEBERGER. Yes; I will reserve it, but I expect 
to make it. Ñ 

Mr. BLAND. Then there is no use in taking time to 
explain it. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill which has just been reported? 

Mr. LINEBERGER. I object. 

The SPEAKER. Objection is made. The Clerk will report 
the next bill. 

LIVESTOCK EXPERIMENT STATION AT COLUMBIA, 8. C. 

The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 9398) to provide for the establishment of a dairying 
and livestock experiment station at Columbia, S. C. 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid- 
eration of this bill? 


DISCONTINUANCE OF CERTAIN GOVERNMENT PUBLICATIONS 

The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(S. 8633) to amend the printing act approved January 12; 
1895, by discontinuing the printing of certain Government 
publications, and for other purposes. 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid- 
eration of this bill? 

Mr. McKHOWN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. Kress], in charge of the bill, agree to strike 
out section 6? If he will, I will have no objection. 

Mr. KIESS. I will say to the gentleman that I am very 
anxious to have the bill passed. The gentleman says he will 
not object to it if we cut out section 6. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. I object, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. KIESS. Will the gentleman withhold his objection for 
a moment? 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. My objection to this bill is 
founded on the fact that about two weeks ago I received a 
pamphlet, as no doubt every other Member of the House did, 
entitled,“ Niagara Falls, Its Power Possibilities and Preserva- 
tion.” Its author is said to be Samuel F. Wyer, and his 
official title is “Associate in mineral technology, Smithsonian 
Institution.” The merits, or alleged merits, I ought to say, 
of that publication were vouched for by Dr. Charles D. Wal- 
cott, the head of the Smithsonian Institution. 

I read that pamphlet, and, having no doubt at all about its 
character, I wrote upon it immediately after reading it, “ Propa- 
ganda misrepresenting the facts.” In that pamphlet, which 
by its title was ostensibly devoted to Niagara Falls and the 
hydroelectric power possibilities of that great cataract, the 
author proceeded to condemn very directly, certainly very 
strongly by innuendo, the way, among other things, In which 
the accounts of the Hydroelectric Power Commission of On- 
tario are kept. I thought then that the pamphlet would bring 
a reply, as for some years I have been reading the oficial 
reports of that commission, and I was not surprised when 
this morning I received what I doubt not each Member of the 
House received, a printed copy of a pamphlet written by Sir 
Adam Beck, the head of the Ontario commission. He is a man 
who for his services at the head of the Ontario commission 
was knighted by the King of England and made Sir Adam 
Beck. It was, I believe, chiefly his services in that behalf 
which led to his recognition by the Government of Great 
Britain. The copy of the pamphlet which I received this 
morning and now hold in my hand bears this title on the 
cover: 


Misstatements and misrepresentations derogatory to the Hydro- 
electric Commission of Ontario contained in a report published by 
the Smithsonian Institution entitled, Niagara Falls, Its Power Possi- 
bilities and Preservation,” under the authorship of Samuel F, Wyer, 
examined and refuted by Sir Adam Beck. 


I do not wish this bill to be considered at this time, for, in 
my judgment, the Wyer pamphlet contains a number of delib- 
erate, willful misrepresentations of facts. 

It was issued and circulated just about the time the Congress 
was expected to take final action on the Muscle Shoals bin, and 
is very confusing to the average uninformed reader who is in- 
telligent and honest. 

By the bill before us you would take off the restriction of 
law which now limits them to the printing of 1,000 copies, and 
so permit the printing of an indefinite number. 

I read from page 7 of Sir Adam Beck’s pamphlet: 

In his report Mr. Wyer, seeking to explain why in Ontario the rates 
are— 


And this is quoted from Wyer— 
considerably below those prevailing in the United States, asserts— 
And this is what Wyer said in explanation— 
the “ governmentally owned hydroelectric system in Ontario is not 
taxed.” 
He further states: 


This means a gain of about 10 per cent to electric consumers, with 
corresponding loss to taxpayers, as compared with conditions in the 
United States. 


Then, answering Wyer, Sir Adam Beck says: 


The “governmentally owned hydroelectric system,” to which Mr, 
Wyer refers, is, of course, the Hydroelectric Power Commission of On- 
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tario, and when he states that this organization “is not taxed,” Mr. 
Wyer affirms what is absolutely false. The Hydroelectric Power Com- 
mission of Ontario pays taxes, both to municipalities and to the Pro- 
vinclal Government, to the extent of hundreds of thousands of dollars 
annually, not only on land which it occupies, but in connection with 
other properties which it operates. In addition, the commission has 
paid millions of dollars in customs duties to the Government of 
Canada, directly and indirectly, on materials and equipment which 
must be imported from the United States and other countries, a charge 
for which there is no similar expense of comparable magnitude in the 
construction and operation of the United States utilities. 


On page 3 Sir Adam Beck declares, and I put it up to the 
judgment and conscience of every man here— 


There is, however, a special reason for dealing with this attack 
made to the Smithsonian Institution because it is laid down in the 
articles governing the work of the institution that copies of its pub- 
lished volumes are to be given to every first-class library on the face 
of the earth.” What can be said in support of public-trust funds of 
the United States being employed to present to “ every first-class library 
on the face of the earth,” a printed statement containing misrepre- 
sentations and false information designed to be injurious to the general 
welfare of the people of a friendly nation? 


Smithson declared that his great institution was to be estab- 
lished “for the dissemination of useful information among 
men.” This Wyer pamphiet is denounced as deliberate and 
wicked propaganda against the people of a friendly country, 
and I do not propose that, under a unanimous-consent agree- 
ment, any bill shall have an opportunity to pass, which 
proposes to strike out the restriction of the act of 1895 limiting 
them to 1,000 copies of the pamphlet and to permit its printing 
and circulation without limit. I do not propose that statements 
of this kind, so strongly denounced, shall go out to the people of 
this country in an official document as the unquestioned truth. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. If the gentleman will yield, 
the publication in question is a publication of the Smithsonian 
Institution concerning which I received only yesterday, as well 
as my colleague, who is a member of the board of regents of 
the Smithsonian Institution, à letter from Doctor Walcott ex- 
plaining that many such documents are not printed at the 
expense of the Government at the Government Printing Office, 
if printed there at all. It is a matter that is entirely outside 
the matter referred to in this bill, and I hope the gentleman 
from Wisconsin will not’ insist on his objection. The pending 
bill proposes to enlarge the number to be printed over the 
present number of 1,000, and that is made necessary because of 
the growth of the Government. One thousand copies will not 
go around any many of the publications are very necessary. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. I have reason to think, as other 
Members have, I believe, who have inspected many of the doeu- 
ments published by the various bureaus of this Government, 
that some of them are deliberately used for propaganda 


Pur. KIESS. Mr. Speaker, I want to state that for a long 
time I did not know the gentleman from Wisconsin was refer- 
ring to our bill at all, because I did not know anything about 
the publication referred to, and I have not seen it. The object 
of this bill is purely to save money for the Government, and it 
changes the law which now permits departments to print only 
1,000 copies of a document. In view of the fact that the Budget 
Bureau now carefully scrutinizes all appropriations and that 
we recently passed a bill requiring all appropriations for print- 
ing and binding to be placed in one item, the committee felt it 
was perfectly safe to leave the matter in the discretion of a 
head of a department as to how many copies of a publication 
should be printed. It is true, as every Member of Congress is 
aware, that 1,000 copies of some meritorious publication are 
not enough to go around. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Will the gentleman agree to 
strike out that provision of the bill which repeals the restrictive 
clause of the previous act? 

Mr. KIESS. There are some other very important matters 
which we are particularly anxions to get through in order to 
save about $40,000 a year; and if the gentleman from Wisconsin 
feels that way about it, I would be willing to agree to strike 
that out in order to have the bill passed to-day. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
DEMPSEY]. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen, I have the 
honor to represent the Niagara Falls district and I am very 
greatly interested in the subject matter of the talk of the gen- 
tileman from Wisconsin [Mr. COOPER]. 

There is a never-ending controversy on the two sides of the 
river as to which produces the cheaper power, and it seems that 
one of the great institutions of the Government, one which from 


the day it was founded down to date has had the undiminished 
and unbounded confidence of everybody in the United States, 
has issued a pamphlet showing that we in the United States 
have done better than they have done in Canada. This is an- 
swered by Sir Adam Beck, a man who has been knighted by the 
King, as the gentleman from Wisconsin says. I did not know 
that that would commend him to the gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin. I supposed that that would be some reason for detracting 
from rather than adding to his reputation and strength with 
the gentleman, but a man who has been knighted by the King, 
a man who resides in a foreign country, contests the statement 
advocated and put out by this bureau, as reliable a bureau as 
we have ever had in the United States, and one which for 100 
5 has shown that it is entitled to the confidence of the 
people. 

The gentleman gives one illustration which he says discredits 
America, discredits our institutions, and tends to support the 
statements of Sir Adam Beck. The gentleman reads a state- 
ment which says that the Canadian companies pay certain taxes, 
and I call the gentleman's attention to the fact that Sir Adam 
Beek is far from stating that the Canadian companies pay all 
taxes as our companies do in the United States. He states, 
and states in a very guarded and a very limited way, that. the 
Canadian companies pay certain taxes. Perhaps they do; but a 
very limited number of taxes. As compared with what is paid 
in the United States the amount they pay is infinitesimal. It 
is practically nothing. It does not weigh at all as against the 
full burden of taxation borne by our companies. If you go 
over to the region where this power is used, if you inquire of 
the consumers, if you go about among them where they know, 
they will tell you that the statements of the Smithsonian Insti- 
tute are based upon careful investigation and are based upon 
facts, and that they are meeting, and meeting again and again 
and day by day the controversy of Sir Adam Beck; that he is 
doing as well under government operation as we are doing here 
under private operation; and that they are able to meet him 
and able to show just what is shown by the Smithsonian Insti- 
tute—that they are utterly unable in Canada under govern- 
ment operation to compete or do anything like as well as we 
do here under private energy, enterprise, and initiative. They 
lack all that there. We have all of it here. 

The Smithsonian article is well founded and well based. It 
is simply a statement of the facts as they are. It is not in 
the slightest a misrepresentation or a misconception of the 
facts. 

Mr, NEWTON of Minnesota. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEMPSEY. Yes. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. It is my understanding that 
this report is issued by and is the report of the individual 
making it, and all the Smithsonian Institution did was to do 
what it has done in other cases—merely use private funds that 
are available for the purpose of giving this information out 
for whatever it may be worth. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. Yes. 

Pare NEWTON of Minnesota. That is my understanding 
0 

Mr. DEMPSEY. I have no doubt the gentleman is correct, 
and I have no doubt also that the Smithsonian Institution is 
issuing it for two reasons: First, because the question of the 
conservation of coal and the question of the utilization of 
water for power purposes is as important and as big and as 
great a question as confronts the American people, and in the 
interests of the American people they want them honestly to 
have all the scientific knowledge and experience available upon 
the subject. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. 
from each side at least. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. Yes. 

The article criticized by the gentleman from Wisconsin was 
prepared by Samuel S. Wyer, associate in mineral technology 
of the National Museum, mechanical engineer, and conserva- 
tionist. Mr. Wyer was in the service of the Government as a 
dollar-a-year man during the period of the World War. He is 
the author of many important treatises, such as Manufactured 
Gas in the Home, The Smithsonian Institution’s Study of 
Natural Resources, Analysis of Electrice Service for Rural 
Homes, The Limitations of Superpower and Giant Power, 
and the Power Situation in the United States. Mr. Wyer 
is a writer of great ability. He covers a wide range of topics 
of the greatest interest with painstaking care. 

This article was published under the auspices of the Smith- 
sonian Institution, as other of the articles of Mr. Wyer have 
been, no doubt, in the belief that the study would be useful in 
the development of the enormous water-power resources of this 


country. The United States has adopted its own policy of 


We ought to have something 
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water-power development, and the law is being administered 
with very great success—large units of power are being de- 
veloped and at the highest efficiency. Even though we have 
adopted our own system it is interesting to examine other sys- 
tems and to satisfy ourselves that our own system is best for 
our own country and our conditions. 

The article was one prepared by a scientist and student to 
lend additional light on one of the most important questions 
of the day and age. It was not prepared with any idea of 
simply attacking another system or its distinguished head, 
Sir Adam Beck. It was intended simply as a study of water- 
power development, and it concludes that our own system is 
better for us than that which is being carried on in Ontario. 
Neither the Smithsonian Institution nor Mr. Wyer, I am sure, 
had any intention of going out of the way to attack the system 
in Ontario or Sir Adam Beck. It was simply believed that the 
study which was made would be helpful to our own people. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. DALLINGER. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
until I read the committee report on this bill, I had wondered 
why the Official Register had not been published during the 
last few years. When I first came to Congress 10 years ago, 
I found the Official Register one of the most useful documents 
published by the Government, In fact next to the Congressional 
Directory and the CONGRESSIONAL Recorp I had more occasion 
to consult it than any other Government document. Only 
to-day, at a committee meeting which I attended the members 
of a certain committee of this House desired some information 
about the salaries of Government employees, and the last 
Official Register we could get was published in 1921. I was 
wondering why it had not been kept up to date, and I had 
supposed that possibly the Government Printing Office was 
behind in its work. 

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that the Members of Congress 
ought to have the Official Register, giving a list of the Govern- 
ment employees and their salaries, because such information 
is the kind of information that the Representatives of the 
people, having the power to make appropriations, ought to 
possess in a convenient form. Scarcely a week passes but what 
I have some inquiry as to the salary received by some Govern- 
ment employee. 

The objection to continuing the printing of the Official Regis- 
ter that is made in this report is that the Official Register 
was never completely up to date. Why, of course that is true; 
but the great bulk of it was up to date. It is true that the 
names of some employees would not be in this year’s Official 
Register and some salaries might be changed by the Classifica- 
tion Board, but it seems to me that on the whole the publica- 
tion of the Official Register seryes a useful purpose and 
furnishes information that Congress and the people ought to 
have. 

I may add that when I first came here the Congressional 
Directory contained the salaries of the assistant secretaries 
and the members of the different independent boards and com- 
missions, but that information is now omitted so that there 
is now no way in which you can find—a Member of Congress or 
any other citizen—can find out the salaries of the members of 
the Federal Trade Commission, for instance, or of any other 
commission, except by calling up the office of the commission 
or by searching through the statutes, 

I am convinced, therefore, that the printing of the Official 
Register should not be discontinued, and I shall certainly 
object to the consideration of this bill unless section 2 is 
eliminated. 

Mr. KIESS. If there is much more to be stricken out we 
will not have anything left. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. DALLINGER. I object. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
speak for two minutes. 

Mr, LINEBERGER. I object. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Mr. Speaker, in view of the 
discussion in reference to the Smithsonian bill that has just 
been objected to, it seems to me that a fair proposition for 
the information of the House that there should be printed the 
letter that the Regents of the Smithsonian received from Mr. 
Walcott, the executive secretary, either this morning or yes- 
terday, in reference to the very proposition that was discussed 
by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Cooper]. I ask unani- 


mous consent that Mr. Walcott’s communication be printed in 
the Recorp with these remarks, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. RAKER. And I ask unanimous consent that I may 
insert in the same proposition 
I object. 


Mr. McKEOWN., 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
there be printed in connection with the remarks of the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin two reports by two.distinguished Ameri- 
can engineers agreeing emphatically with the report against 
that of Adam Beck. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. McKEOWN. I object to that, too. 


USE OF PRECANCELED STAMPED ENVELOPES 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 10471) authorizing the Postmaster General to permit 
the use of precanceled stamped envelopes. 

The Clerk read the title to the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Reserving the right to object, and I have 
no idea of objecting—never have objected up to this good hour 
I want to ask the gentleman from Illinois a question. I want 
a little light. Does this permit the use of stencils in adver- 
tising State fairs, which was at one time permitted by the 
Postmaster General? It was permitted for many years, but 
has recently been discontinued. 

Mr. SPROUL of Illinois. That is another bill which I have 
introduced and will come up later. N 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I am glad to hear it and I have no objec- 
tion to this bill. 

Mr. BLANTON. 
necessity of this? 
time. 

Mr. SPROUL of Illinois. Well, we are doing new things all 
of the time. This will save the department $52,000. 

Mr. BLANTON. And it can cost a good deal more. 

Mr. SPROUL of Illinois. It will not cost the Government a 
dollar more, and, as I say, we will save the Government $52,000, 

Mr. BLANTON. If you permit the precancellation of stamps, 
they are permitted to be used once, and why can not they be 
used twice? The only purpose of the cancellation of stamps is 
to prevent people using them twice. If you cancel them before 
they are used, they can be used two or three times. 

Mr. SPROUL of Illinois. I will say that the Postmaster 
General has recommended the passage of this bill. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Let me say that these precanceled 
stamped envelopes have the date on them. 

Mr. SPROUL of Illinois. Yes; these stamps have the date 
on them, and I trust that the gentleman from Texas will 
not object—I know he stands for economy—and this, as I say, 
will save the Government $52,000 a year. 

Mr. BLANTON. But the gentleman can not answer my 
question. Why can not they be used again and again? 

Mr. SPROUL of Illinois. Because they are dated. 

Mr. TEMPLE. Let me say that the Post Office Department 
now has the privilege of using precanceled postage stamps, but 
this is to permit it to use precanceled stamped envelopes. 
Here is a firm that wishes to send out circulars, and haying 
given bonds, and purehased stamps already canceled they 
do not have to go through the electric cancelling machine. The 
name of the post office is printed in black on the postage 
stamps. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman state—— 

Mr. TEMPLE. If the gentleman will wait until I make 
my statement. 

Mr. BLANTON. I do not want to hear any statement, 
except to answer my question, What is to prevent these stamps 
being used again? 

Mr. TEMPLE. Exactly; that is what I was going to state. 
The firm that uses the stamps bas to give bond. This will 
give the same privilege in using stamped envelopes that the 
department already has in using precanceled stamps. 

Mr. WATKINS. And it has this additional virtue of being 
in the interest of conservation. It takes pulp to make enve- 
lopes, and if you can use them over and over again so much 
is saved. 

Mr. BLANTON. Well, Mr. Speaker, the obtuse explanations 
have convinced me, and I withdraw my objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Postmaster General is authorized, 
under such regulations as he may prescribe, to issue a permit to per- 
sons using Government stamped envelopes to deface the postage stamps 
thereon in connection with the placing on the envelopes of the namo 
of the post office and State of mailing, together with such other 
indicia as may be prescribed. 5 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed. 


Reserving the right to object, what is the 
We have gotten along without it for a long 
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Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, I desire to sub- 
mit an amendment in form of a new section to the bill. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. But the bill has been passed. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Then, Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to vacate the proceedings by which the 
bill was engrossed and read a third time, read a third time, 
and passed, for the purpose of offering an amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Okla- 
homa asks unanimous consent to vacate the proceedings by 
which the bill was ordered to be engrossed, read a third time, 
read the third time, and passed. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, I offer the fol- 
lowing amendment, which I send to the desk and ask to have 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 1, after line 8, insert a new section to read as follows: 

“Sec, 2. That section 169 of chapter 335, Seventeenth Statute 
Laws, is amended to read as follows: 

“* See. 169. The Postmaster General shall provide suitabie letter and 
newspaper envelopes, with such watermarks or other guards against 
counterfeits as he may deem expedient, and with postage stamps with 
such device and of such suitable denominations as he may direct, im- 
pressed thereon, and such envelopes shall be known as ‘stamped 
envelopes,’ and shall be sold at a reasonable price to be fixed by the 
Postmaster General; such price to cover all costs in connection with 
and ineident to procuring such envelopes and all prices charged for 
stock and printing shall be in harmony with prevailing prices charged 
for similar stock and printing by reputable institutions for Hke quan- 
tities and all prices so fixed shall embrace and cover in addition to 
the price for stock and printing, the value of the postage stamps im- 
pressed thereon, but no stamped envelopes furnished by the Govern- 
ment shall contain any lithographing or engraving, nor any printing 
except a printed request to return the letter to the writer. Letters 
and papers inclosed in such stamped envelopes shall, if the postage 
stamp is of a denomination sufficient to cover the postage properly 
chargeable thereon, pass in the mail as prepaid matter.“ 


Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr, Speaker, I-reserve the point of order 
upon the amendment. 

Mr. BEGG. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order. 

Mr, LAGUARDIA. Because the matter is before our commit- 
tee now, and it is not germane to this bill. 

The SPHAKER pro tempore. Does the gentleman from Okla- 
homa desire to be heard upon the point of order? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, the bill to which 
I seek to make this an amendment provides, so the author says, 
a Saving to the Government of something like $75,000. It has 
te do with stamped envelopes and stamps. The amendment 
that I propose likewise has to do with stamped envelopes and 
stamps. It adds or seeks to add a proposed section to the bill 
relating to stamped envelopes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, The Chair is ready to rule. 
The bill under consideration provides: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Postmaster General is authorized, under 
such regulations as he may prescribe, to issue a permit to persons using 
Government stamped envelopes to deface the postage stamps thereon 
in connection with the placing on the envelopes of the name of the 
post office and State of mailing, together with such other indicia as may 
be prescribed, 


The sole purpose of the bill is to grant permission to people 
to precancel their stamps before depositing them in the mail. 
The amendment offered to the bill in the form of a new section 
provides for the manufacture and sale at certain charges, and 
other provisions with respeet to furnishing material to be sent 
through the mail to prospective customers in the mail, which is 
entirely beyond the scope of the original bill and consequently 
not germane. The Chair sustains the point of order. 

The question is on the engrossment and third reading of the 
bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

PROBATION SYSTEM IN UNITED STATES COURTS 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(S. 1042) to provide for the establishment of a probation sys- 
tem in the United States courts, except in the District of 
Columbia. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman withhold 
his objection for a moment? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 


Mr. GRAHAM. This measure has been up a number of 
times. There is a crying need for it. 

Mr. BLANTON. Would the gentleman like to know why I 
object to it? I have two very good reasons. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Every State in the Union has passed a simi- 
lar law. The District of Columbia has one which has been 
passed by Congress. Requests for it from courts, from lawyers, 
and the other bodies which have indorsed it are innumerable 
and are spread out in the report. This House passed the bill 
in 1917. It was reported favorably to the House in 1920, but 
not reached, and now it is again reported favorably by the 
Committee on the Judiciary. I hope the gentleman will not 
press his objection to this measure. 

Mr. BLANTON. Would the gentleman be willing to except 
bootleggers from the bill? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I wish to say to the gentleman that boot- 
leggers are not included in the bill. 

Mr. BLANTON. Here is my objection: In the States of 
New Jersey, Maryland, and New York most of the judges do 
not believe in the prohibition laws, and you give them the 
right by this bill to put culprits on probation. Would not they 
ean practically every bootlegger who is convicted on pro- 

tion? 

Mr. GRAHAM, No. I think this would help the enforcement 
of the prohibition law. In my judgment if the courts were 
given this power where there is no power to suspend a sen- 
tence a man that was put on probation would be covered with a 
sentence that would make it a deterrent and affect his conduct 
in the future. 

Mr. BLANTON. If all of the judges in the United States in 
all of the States were in favor of enforcing all of the laws, I 
would be in favor of the gentleman’s bill. 

Mr. GRAHAM. The gentleman will pardon me for saying 
that I think the judges of the United States courts are in favor 
of enforcing the law, and I will add also that this would aid in 
the enforcement of the law. Does the gentleman think it is 
fair, because of some exceptional instances which occur to him 
are urged, that the whole country should be deprived of this 
most beneficent regulation for the administration of the crim- 
inal law? It is the purpose of society to return back the man 
convicted, especially in the first instance, with as little stigma 
upon him and as nearly fitted to become a good citizen again 
as possible. 

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes. : 

Mr. RAKER. Let me add, in addition to what the gentleman 
has said, that from personal observation and experience, to my 
mind there is no one act that could be put upon the statute 
books that will enforce the law better and protect the young 
man and put him upon his feet so much as will this legisla- 
tion, if it be passed. 

I hope the gentleman from Texas will allow this splendid 
piece of legislation to pass. 

Mr. BLANTON. Is the gentleman from California in favor 
of the judges in Baltimore turning every bootlegger loose? 

Mr. RAKER. I will answer the gentleman by saying that 
while one judge may make a mistake in a case where a young 
man commits a crime and there is no chance to protect him, 
while under this system of probation the court can put him out 
and make him a good citizen and earn a living for himself and 
his family and be respectable. I have seen it by the hundreds, 
and there is no more beneficial law than this. 

Mr. BLANTON. Well, I object, Mr. Speaker, 


COINAGE OF WEIGHTS AND MEASURES—FLOURS, HOMINY, GRITS, ETC. 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
3241) to establish the standard of weights and measures for 
the following wheat-mill, rye-mill, and corn-mill products, 
namely, flours, hominy, grits, and meals, and all commercial 
feeding stuffs, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. ABERNETHY, Mr. DOUGHTON, and Mr. BLANTON 
objected. 

Fhe SPEAKER pro tempore. Three objections are heard. 
PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION AND SURVEY OF SUNDRY RIVERS WITH 
A VIEW TO CONTROL OF THEIR FLOODS 

The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
11787) authorizing preliminary examinations and surveys of 
sundry rivers with a view to control of their floods. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of this bill? 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to 


object, I would like to ask the gentleman a question. I see 
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this bill provides a suryey of the Skykomish River, the Sno- 
qualmie River, the Snohomish River, and the Stillaguamish 
River, all in Snohomish County, State of Washington. About 
how far apart are these rivers? 

Mr. HADLEY. The Snohomish and Stillaguamish Rivers 
are the two basic rivers. One of them, the Snohomish, has two 
tribuatries, and the bill covers those two tributaries which are 
recited. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Does the gentleman contemplate that 
the Federal Government will do this reclamation work under 
the surveys intended? 

Mr. HADLEY. The bill merely contemplates the usual pre- 
liminary examination and reports through the usual channels 
so as to advise the Congress what in the judgment of the War 
Department the means and method of flood control upon ex- 
amination should be. These rivers tumble down from the 
steep slopes of the western side of the Cascades flowing to the 
sea through the broad alluvial valleys of western Washington 
and cut precipitously and in flood periods in a terrific way 
through the heart of that section of the country, and there 
these river floods annually or biennially or triennially do a 
great deal of damage which local interests can not reasonably 
sustain, and proper protection is important not only there but 
to the interest of the entire country. There is one river em- 
braced in this bill remote from these others, some 70 miles, 
which is ennumerated in the amendment, and I hope the gentle- 
man will see his way clear to allow this bill to be passed. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Reserving the right to object, and I 
shall not object in this instance, but the objection I emphasize 
is that the Committee on Flood Control is bringing in at every 
session of Congress these survey bills, and certainly gentle- 
men do not really contemplate that Congress is going to take 
up all of these different projects, and it occurs to me it is a 
waste of money, and I serye notice now—I am not going to 
object to this bill—but I serve notice now I am going to object 
to bills of this nature in the future. 

Every session of Congress we have these survey bills brought 
forward; and, of course, after the surveys are made that is the 
last of it. It costs quite a good deal of money in the aggre- 
gate to make these surveys, and we should stop the waste. 

Mr. LOZIBR. If the gentleman will yield, I would like to 
inquire if he considers it wise for the Government to make 
preliminary surveys of small streams which have only a local 
importance, when we have scores of important harbors and a 
great system of inland waterways that should be developed 
without delay? The Government has been unable to develop 
our harbors and great inland waterways, because it has never 
felt able to appropriate sufficient funds to accomplish this 
yery commendable purpose. 

Now, I consider it yery poor policy for the Government to 
spend money surveying small rivers when our great waterways 
which are of so much more importance are undeveloped. The 
American people are vitally interested in the improvement of 
our inland waterways. Our great rivers are probably the most 
valuable gift of an all-wise Providence to our Nation, and when 
they are developed and utilized, they will add immensly to the 
wealth of our people. Their improvement means lower freight 
rates to the farmers and to all those engaged in commercial 
and industrial pursuits. Moreover, these benefits would ulti- 
mately be enjoyed by all classes. 

Our commerce is increasing by leaps and bounds and it is 
outrunning our railroad facilities. The improvement of our 
rivers and harbors is a matter of such outstanding importance 
that it should not be delayed, and the present projects that 
have already been approved by the War Department and by 
Congress should be completed before we take on any new 
projects. 

Why should we spread out over so much territory? Wiry 
not complete the projects of major importance and which have 
had governmental approval for many years? To be effective 
and efficient, this work should not be done by piecemeal. We 
should first complete the improvement of the Ohio, Missouri, 
and Mississippi Rivers and our great harbors on the Lakes and 
seacoasts. Until these improvements are completed, the people 
can not hope to get substantial benefits from these projects. 

Mr. HADLEY. These surveys are without the jurisdiction 
of the inland waterways development of our rivers and harbors, 
and the policy of Congress has been established to operate 
through another jurisdiction, namely, through the flood control 
system. And I say in answer to the gentleman that it is 
highly important to the commercial and economic interests of 
the country that our waterways be improved under the river 
and harbor act and also that those that can be protected in the 
interest of the country by flood control should be so protected, all 
going on in a companion way. Otherwise none of this work 
could be done on the Sacramento or the Mississippi River, 


Mr. LOZIER. Flood control in the valleys of our great in- 
land waterways is of first importance and should be consum- 
mated before we attempt new fiood-control projects along 
small rivers. Flood control along the great rivers is being 
delayed because of lack of funds, and yet we are spending 
hundreds of thousands of dollars—yes, millions of dollars, on 
small projects, scattered all over the country, and where the 
needs are not nearly so urgent as in the valleys of the great 
rivers. We are seattering our appropriations over too much 
territory, Wisdom and common sense suggest that we should 
complete the projects which have a national importance be- 
fore we attempt flood control along rivers which have only a 
local importance, 

Mr. HADLEY. Of course that is a broad field and we could 
not enter upon a discussion of that here, because we could not 
take the time under the circumstances of to-day’s program, but 
I certainly hope the gentleman will not object to the bill which 
merely calls for a preliminary examination with a view to 
controlling floods which affect many people and interests most 
adversely. It would be a very great hardship, I assure the 
gentleman, and I hope he will not object. : 

Mr. LOZIER. I think it bad policy to attempt to improve 
the small streams which can never be important factors in our 
transportation systems, at least until the great national rivers 
are improved and made serviceable to our people. We should 
concentrate our efforts and complete the projects that have 
already been approved before we attempt to control flood con- 
ditions in short, comparatively small, and less important 
streams. But as this bill only contemplates a préliminary sur- 
yey, with a view to ascertaining what, if anything, should be 
done on these particular rivers, I will not object to the consid- 
eration of this bill, but I shall consistently oppose the improve- 
ment of the small streams until our great rivers have been har- 
nessed and made useful to our people. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Not all of us live on the Missouri River 
system, and some of us want a little money squandered around 
on the inland channels, [Laughter.] 

Mr. LOZIER. But the gentleman comes from a State that 
has a seacoast and many harbors that should be improved he- 
fore the small streams mentioned in this bill are given consid- 
eration. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. After you have this preliminary work 
done by the War Department, then how does the gentleman 
propose to control the floods? 

Mr. HADLEY. That is a matter, of course, for experts to 
determine, whether by dikes or impounding the waters and 
regulating the flow, or otherwise. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. By Government expense or private ex- 
pense? 

Mr. HADLEY. That is to be determined by the engineers 
and the Government itself, ultimately through Congress. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Does the gentleman object to including 
the Rio Grande? We have the same conditions there. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr, LEHLBACH), Is there ob- 
jection to the present consideration of this bill? 

There was no objection, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, 
authorized and directed to cause preliminary examinations and surveys 
to be made of the following rivers, with a view to the control of their 
noods, iu accordance with the provisions of section 8 of “An act to 
provide for the control of the floods of the Mississippi River and of 
the Sacramento River, Calif., and for other purposes,” approved 
March 1, 1917: 

Skykomish River, Snoqualmie River, Snohomish River, and Stilla- 
guamish River, all in Snohomish County, State of Washington. 


With a committee amendment, as follows: 


Page 1, line 4, strike ont the words “and survey.“ and on page 2, 
line 1, after the word “ Washington” insert “and the Nooksak River 
in Whatcom County, State of Washington. 

“Sec. 2. That the sum of $2,000, or so much thereof as may bo 
necessary, be, and is hereby, authorized to be appropriated to be ex- 
pended under the direction of the Secretary of War and the supervision 
of the Chief of Engineers to carry out the objects and purposes of 
this act.” 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
to the committee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the engross- 
ment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed, 


The question is on agreeing 
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INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATION BILL 

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
withdraw the report of the committee of conference on the In- 
terior Department appropriation bill, H. R. 10020, the report 
having been rejected in the Senate. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Michi- 
gan asks unanimous consent to withdraw the conference re- 
port on the appropriation bill for the Department of the In- 
terior. Is there objection? 

Mr. CARTER. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
I did not understand what the gentleman from Michigan said. 

Mr. CRAMTON, The report having been rejected by the 
Senate, I asked leave to withdraw the report in the House, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

THE EASTERN SHORE OF MARYLAND TO HAVE TERMS OF THE DISTRICT 
COURT AT DENTON, MD. 


Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to extend in the Reconp my remarks on the bill H. R. 
8842, which has just been passed by the House. 

„ Reserving the right to object, what is this 
about? 3 

Mr. HILL of Maryland, I ask unanimous consent to extend 
my remarks on the bill H. R. 3842. 

Mr. WINGO. There is nothing contained in it relating to 
cider? I[Laughter.] 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Nothing whatever. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Maryland? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the 
House, by the passage to-day of H. R. 8842, introduced by our 
colleague, the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH], 
the House has done its part in a very excellent reform of 
judicial procedure in the Federal district of Maryland. 

The United States district court sits primarily at Balti- 
more, but a number of years ago Congress provided for terms 
of court in western Maryland, and since that day the people of 
that part of Maryland have been able to attend the Federal 
court at Cumberland. 

The bill which we have just passed extends the same ‘con- 
veniences to the people of the great and historie Eastern Shore 
of Maryland. It is not proper that persons interested in civil 
eases or persons required to appear in Federal criminal courts 
be forced to go to a court located at any considerable distance. 
I think that the holding of the Federal district court on the 
Eastern Shore of Maryland will greatly facilitate Federal 
judicial business, and I was glad to appear before the Judiciary 
Committee to second the efforts of Mr. GoLpsBorovesm for this 
legislation. It is also to be noted that suitable accommoda- 
tions for holding court at Denton are to be furnished free of 
expense to the United States, and that thus the people of the 
Eastern Shore will have sessions of the court without any 
considerable addition of expense to the Federal Government. 


THE BATTLE OF BENNINTON 


Mr. GIBSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
tend my remarks on Senate bill 3895. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Vermont? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GIBSON. Mr. Speaker, a century and a half ago there 
was in the hearts of the American colonists an ever-increasing 
desire for freedom from British control. Important events 
were shaping for the greatest contest ever experienced by 
human progress. 

Seventeen hundred and seventy-three saw, in the then frontier 
town of Westminster in my native county, the first armed 
resistance to British authority. Two years later the embattled 
farmer fired at Concord the shot that was heard around the 
world. Ethan Allen stormed Ticonderoga in the name of the 
Great Jehovah and the Continental Congress. Bunker Hill gave 
the soldiers of the King a touch of the valor of the sons of 
America and strengthened their determination for resistance, 
The great Virginian penned the Declaration of Independence 
and it was boldly adopted. It spread before the world a new 
principle of government—that all of its powers are derived 
from the consent of the governed. The Colonies were in open 
revolt. The struggle, destined to drag over seven long years, 
was on. The mother country, with her German King, girded 


herself for the conflict. 

Before the ink was dry on the charter of American freedom 
England's plans were formulated to separate New England 
from the rest of the Colonies. The strategy called for an ad- 


vance down Lake Champlain with a formidable fleet, a march 
across to Albany, then down the Hudson, and then make all 
the territory to the east securely a part of England forever. 

To consummate this plan a fleet was sent under able com- 
manders, manned by the pick of British seamen. In the face 
of this potential danger, did the colonists flinch? They went 
into the virgin forests bordering the lake, felled trees, fashioned 
them into rnde boats, manned them with green landsmen, and 
at Valeour Bay gave battle to a fleet superior in boats, equip- 
ment, and man power. For hours one of the most remarkable 
battles in all our naval history raged. Darkness fell without 
result, though the American fleet was crippled, some of the 
boats sunk, and many of the brave men killed. Escaping at 
night by a strategic maneuver skillfully executed, the remnant 
of the fleet sought the protection of a fort at the southern 
end of the lake, but, being overtaken, was compelled to engage 
in a running fight for hours. It sueceeded in inflicting great 
damage on the enemy. Did these brave men surrender? No. 
When they could resist no longer the commander ran his boats 
ashore, set fire to them, and with the flames encircling the flag 
at the masthead, dropped over the rail, the last to leave the 
ship, and marched his men off into the forest. 

Of this remarkable battle Captain Mahan has said, 

That the Americans were strong enough to impose capitulation at 
Saratoga in 1777 was due to the invaluable year of delay secured 
by them in 1776 by their little Navy on Lake Champlain. 


Owing to the injuries inflicted by the American fleet, the 
British gave up the campaign for that year. Captain Mahan, 
in further comment, has this to say: : 

The little American Navy was wiped out, but never had any force, 
big or small, lived to better purpose, or died more gloriously, for it 
saved the lake for that year, 


But the original plan was not given up. The next year a 
formidable army was gathered on the Canadian frontier. One 
of England's ablest generals, Sir John Burgoyne, was put in 
command. He had won his laurels in Portugal, an author of 
recognized ability, a polished gentleman, and a respected mem- 
ber of Parliament. He had under his command 4,000 seasoned 
British and 3,000 German veterans. His brigade commanders 
were General Fraser, who had served under Wolfe at Quebec 
and Louisburg; General Phillips, who had won fame in the 
German wars; and Lord Balcaras, who had served his king 
in the armies for 20 years. 

Burgoyne came down the lake in triumph, capturing Ti- 
conderoga, Crown Point, and other strongholds, defeating the 
American Army decisively at Hubbardton and spreading his 
sphere of activity and bringing into subjection the people of 
both sides of the lake. The Americans were in despair. The 
prospect of an early termination of the contest was seemingly 
apparent. 

But Burgoyne by the time he had advanced to the heights of 
Saratoga found himself in need of supplies. The Americans 
had collected 1,000 barrels of wheat flour, 2,000 oxen, 300 
horses, and other supplies at Bennington, a few miles away. 
Colonel Baume and his veteran German troops, aided by some 
English troops and American loyalists, were sent to capture 
the supplies and advance into the interior. ; 

New England was astir. The militiamen of Vermont, New 
Hampshire, and Massachusetts rallied as if by magic and 
consolidated under General Stark, the able and gallant soldier of 
New Hampshire. They met the Hessians and the Brunswickers 
near Bennington, captured or killed most of them, saved the 
stores, and spread doubt and dismay in Burgoyne's camp. 
These green militiamen met the best troops of Germany and 
defeated them. 

This was the first time Germans met Americans on the field 
of battle. One hundred and forty-one years later they met 
again, but this time on the soil of the sister Republic of 
France, when the citizen troops of New England helped to 
stop the German advance and save the civilization of the 
world. 

At Bennington there came together the citizen soldiers of 
many States united in a common cause, and out of its unity 
and purpose was born the real American spirit—that spirit 
that has ever been the common heritage and inspiration of 
our soldiers on the field of battle. That same spirit was with 
the boys in khaki at Belleau Woods, at Apremont, and up in 
the Argonne, where the boys from off the farms and out of 
our stores and factories met the best troops of the greatest 
military power of the world and sent them back in defeat. 
So it is not alone because of the fact that an American battle 
was fought at Bennington that this concession is asked. It 
would be fitting in commemoration of the birth of our splendid 
American spirit, 
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The inevitable result followed. The Americans took renewed 
courage. They went at the task with confidence, Burgoyne's 


army was hemmed in. Supplies were cut off and in October 
he surrendered making Saratoga one of the decisive battles of 
the world’s history. The plan to cut off New England was 
abandoned. Our struggling armies were filled with confidence. 
France came to the resuce. Finally, after heart-rending 
suffering and sacrifice the British armies laid down their arms. 
When Lord Cornwallis proffered his sword to Washington at 
Yorktown a new country took her place in the councils of 
nations. But if Baume had won at Bennington and the stores 
had been captured he would have marched to Albany, effected 
a union with Howe down the Hudson, and a far different story 
would run through the pages of our history. Bennington 
marked, in the opinion of the greatest historians of two con- 
tinents, expressed in the words of George Otto Trevelyan, 
nephew of Lord Macaulay, ‘The turning point of the Revolu- 
tion.” The new principle of government found its place in the 
affairs of men. It has changed the political map of the world. 
Republics have replaced monarchies. Peoples of all nations 
have accepted it as the true rule and guide. Now, men, not 
kings, direct the governments of the millions of human souls, 
and shape the political destiny of the world. 

So it is not alone the fact that a decisive battle was fought 
at Bennington, not alone the fact that our American spirit 
there had its birth, but in addition the fact that the victory 
there made possible the blessings of political liberty, 
not only for the generations that have enjoyed it during the 
past century and a half of our existence, but for countless 
generations yet unborn. That should justify us in granting 
this request. 

And there is yet another reason. This bill states that it is 
the proposal also to commemorate the independence of Vermont. 

It is a wonderful story, this history of my native State. Her 
territory was claimed by New Hampshire and Massachusetts, 
New York was bitterly hostile: Canada was threatening on 
the North. Continental Congress turned her down. In. this 
situation she declared her independence, not only of England, 
but of Continental Congress and all the world and maintained 
that independence for 13 years. In the crisis of her affairs 
her great leader was led to. declare: 


I am as resolutely determined to defend the independence of 
Vermont as Congress is that of the United States and rather than 
fail will retire with the hardy Green Mountain Boys into the desolate 
cavern of the mountains and wage war with huntam nature at large. 


But finally Vermont entered the Union, the first after the 
original thirteen. Since then she has done her part. Her sons 
have been at the crucial points of every conflict. They led the 
charge up the heights of Chapultepee on the plains of Mexico. 
They stood as the rock at Gettysburg against which the brave 
sons of the South broke in their magnificent charge. Her 
Dewey struck the shackles of 300 years of misrule from the 
Filipinos and opened wide the gates of those oriental islands 
to the civilization of the West. Her Clark brought the Oregon 
across the Tropics and around the Horn, 5,000 miles, to Santi- 
ago, ready to whip the whole Spanish Navy. In the late war 
she sent 1 in 20 of her population into the service, 75 per 
cent of whom were volunteers. Her Collamer and Foote, Ed- 
munds; Morrill, Proctor, and Dillingham have stood as giants 
in these halls of legislation. Her artists, educators, and in- 
ventors have given a wealth unmeasured to the Nation. Out 
from among her people have come the direct forbears of three 
Vice Presidents and four Presidents of the Republic. 

She has been a leader in great movements. She was the first 
State to declare that human slavery should not exist. In 1799, 
when the well-defined movement to break up this Union was 
under way, it was the Legislature of Vermont that bollly 
declared for one indissoluble Union, now and forever, adopting 
a principle that 65 years later became the guiding idea and the 
uniting bond of the sisterhood. 

Ah, yes! Men who are gathered here as the Representatives 
of the peoples of this great country, Vermont has won her right 
to celebrate the one hundred and fiftieth anniversary of her 
independence and to have the help of the Nation to the extent 
asked in the bill. 

— 1571 SPHAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the next 


STUDY OF THD CONSTITUTION OF THE UNITED STATES 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the resolu- 
tion (H. Res. 416) expressing a desire that every educational 
institution provide a course for the study of the Constitution 
of the United States. 

The title of the resolution was read. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of this resolution? 

Mr, LAGUARDIA. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
who is sponsoring this resolution? I would like to know how 
we can study the Constitution by violating the Constitution 
and proceeding in other matters that are entirely within State 
jurisdiction? I suppose some little pupil will say to some 
professor, if this course of study is taken up, Does Congress 
now regulate our States?” What will the teacher say? 
[Laughter,] 

Mr. WINSLOW. I can not tell what the teacher would say, 
but I can tell you what he may properly say. 

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker, I would like to call the gentle- 
man’s attention to page 2, lines 9 and 10. There I find this 
language: 

To this end the cooperation of all commissioners, secretaries, and 
boards of education, whether Federal or State, of all patriotic or 
educational societies and associations, as well as of the governors 
and legislatures of the several States, is earnestly invited and 
solicited, 


It would seem that it would be sufficient to this end to have 
the cooperation of all patriotic or educational societies and 
associations. Why not strike out those other organizations? 

Why not strike out those other organizations and simply 
appeal to the legally constituted bodies? Does not the gen- 
tleman think that would be better? 

Mr. WINSLOW. Of course, you will realize that I am not 
trying to precipitate any discussion, but my belief is that 
the more general we make this the more attention we will 
attract to it, and the less formal it is perhaps the more we 
will get an interpretation of the intention and, I hope, more 
response. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WINSLOW. Yes. 

Mr. McKHOWN. I wish to say to the gentleman that the 
Legislature of Oklahoma in the last few days has passed a 
bill making it compulsory to teach the Constitution in its public 
schools. [Applause.] 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. Speaker, I intend to object to 
the resolution. I do not want to take the gentleman off of his 
feet, but I want to reserve the right to object. 

Mr. WINSLOW. I do not want to have any discussion 
with the gentleman about the matter, but I would like to 
say this much: That there is no joker in this resolution; there 
is no politics; there is no religion; there Is nothing in it except 
what appears on the surface, and it is an endeavor to have 
a more educated and better conception of citizenship in this 
country. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. Speaker, I object. 


APPOINTMENT OF STENOGRAPHERS IN THE COURTS OF THE UNITED 
STATES 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the Dill 
(H. R. 5265) to authorize the appointment of stenographers 
in the courts of the United States, and to fix their duties and 
compensation. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPHAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the district court of the United States in 
each district shall, for the purpose of perpetuating the testimony and 
proceedings therein, appoint one or more competent stenographic re- 
porters, as the business to be done may require, who sball be known 
as the official reporters of said courts and who sball hold office 
during the pleasure of the judges appointing them, or of the suc- 
cessors of said judges. Such reporters as may be appointed from 
time to time shall attend all sessions of or bearings before the said 
district courts, and shall upon the direction of the court im any civil 
or criminal action or proceedings take in shorthand the testimony 
and all proceedings had upon the trial or hearing, except the argu- 
ments of counsel, and shall, when directed by the court or a party 
to the proceedings, transcribe the same within such time as the court 
may designate and preserve the original stenographie notes for a 
period of not less than five years. 

Sec. 2. Such reporters before entering upon the duties of the office 
shall be sworn to the faithful performance thereof. 

Suc. 3. The transcript of the testimony and proceedings in any 
case when duly certified by such reporters shall be deemed prima facie 
a correct statement of such testimony and proceedings. 

Sec. 4. The compensation of such stenographers for services and 
transcripts and their duties, and the rules and regulations relating 
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thereto, shall be prescribed by rules to be adopted by the district 
court in each district. The compensation shall not exceed such as is 
now or may be hereafter provided by law in the State courts in the 
State in which such district court is held, if such law there be. 
Such compensation for services shall be paid to the stenographers 
herein authorized in the same manner as the salaries of the judicial 
office are paid. The fees to be paid to such stenographers by the 
parties to actions or proceedings in said courts shall be prescribed 
by rules to be adopted by said court in each district, They shall not 
exceed such as are now or may be hereafter required to be paid to 
the State stenographers in the respective States in which said district 
courts are held, if any such there be. 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I offer an amendment. 
Where it provides for one or more stenographers strike out 
the words “or more.” Also strike out the’ letter “s” in the 
word “ reporters.” 

The SPHAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Texas 
offers an amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. BLANTON : Page 1, line 5, strike out the 
words “or more” and the letter “s” in the word “reporters” in 
line 6. 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I want to call the gentle- 
man’s attention to the fact that I do not believe any court 
of the United States needs more than one reporter. They do 
not hold long sessions. They meet, usually, at half past 9 
or 10 o'clock; they sit until about 12 or 1 o'clock, and then 
they adjourn for two hours for lunch; they meet again at about 
2 o'clock and then adjourn at about 5. It is very unusual 
for them to hold night sessions, 

Mr. WATKINS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. WATKINS. In Chicago they have 10 or 12 judges in 
one court, and in Oregon we have 2. What are you going to 
do when both judges are sitting? 

Mr. BLANTON. You can have but one reporter when a 
eourt is go ng on. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. In my State, the State of 
Minnesota, we have one court for the entire State, but three 
judges, and they sit at the same time. 

Mr. BLANTON. Each one would have authority to ap- 
point a reporter. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. No; not under the gentle- 
man’s amendment. The gentleman's amendment would re- 
strict it to one stenographer for the entire court, regardless 
of the number of judges. 

Mr. BLANTON. If it is understood in passing this bill 
that no judge shall have more than one reporter it is all 
right, but I did not want the bill to go by and haye it con- 
strued that they could have two, three, four, or five reporters. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw the amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without objection, the amend- 
ment will be withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 


APPOINTMENT OF A LEADER OF THE ARMY BAND | 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 11253) to provide for the appointment of a leader of the 
Army Band. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. LINEBERGDR. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Will the gentleman withhold his objec- 
tion for a moment? 

Mr. LINEBERGER. Yes; I will reserve my objection. 

Mr. SUTHERLAND. The gentleman, I am sure, under- 
stands the purpose of this bill. The leader of the Navy Band 
has the rating or the rank of a lieutenant. The leader of the 
Marine Corps Band has the rank and rating of a captain, but 
the leader of the Army Band is on a salary of from $148 to a 
possible $185 a month. The present condition with regard to 
the salaries of the band leaders discriminates against the 
leader of the Army Band. 

My interest in this bill arises from the fact that the present 
leader of this band was in Alaska for a number of years, and 
the gentleman will understand that by reason of my peculiar 
position in the House I could not very well introduce a bill 
that did not apply in any way to my district, and therefore 
the chairman of the committee, the gentleman from Illinois, 


introduced the bill. I appeared before the committee and 
called it up, and it was reported out by the gentleman from 
Alabama. 

Mr. McKENZIE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Yes. 

Mr. McKENZIE. The only purpose of this bill is to put the 
band leader of the American Army on the same plane as the 
band leader of the Navy? 


Mr. SUTHERLAND. And of the Marine Corps; yes. 

Mr. WINGO. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Yes. 

Mr. WINGO. How long did this gentleman stay in Alaska? 
Mr. SUTHERLAND. He was in Alaska almost six years. 
Mr. WINGO. Then I withdraw my objection, Mr. Speaker. 


. SUTHERLAND. Will the gentleman from California 
withdraw his objection on the same grounds? 

Mr. LINEBERGER. Mr. Speaker, I realize an attempt is 
being made here to remedy a discrimination, and I sympathize 
very deeply with the gentleman, because I have been attempt- 
ing to do the same thing for about four years for the emer- 
gency Army officers. I object. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, in view of the fact we are 
to have a night session, I think we ought to have a quorum 
now, and I make the point of no quorum. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Texas 
make the point of order there is no quorum present. The 
Chair will count. 


RECESS 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House now 
stand in recess until 8 o'clock to-night. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o'clock p. m.) in 


accordance with its previous order, the House stood in recess 
until 8 o'clock p. m. 


EVENING SESSION 


The recess having expired, at 8 o'clock p. m., the House was 
called to order by the Speaker. 


SUFFERERS FROM CYCLONE AT LAGRANGE AND WEST POINT, GA. 


The first business on the Consent Calendar was House Joint 
Resolution 115, approving the action of the Secretary of War 
in directing the issuance of quartermaster stores for the relief 
of sufferers from the cyclone at Lagrange and West Point, Ga., 
and vicinity, March, 1920. 

The Clerk read the title to the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? — 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
this bill be passed without prejudice. 

Mr. WRIGHT. I object to its being passed. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA and Mr. BLANTON objected. 

The SPEAKER. Two gentlemen object, not a sufficient num- 
ber, and the Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Resolved, cto., That the action of the Secretary of War in directing 
the issue, and the issuance of quartermaster stores out of the reserve 
stores in the field service of the Army, of the value of $7,563.15, and in 
directing the payment of $085.12 from “General appropriations, 
Quartermaster Corps, 1920,“ for transportation of such stores, for the 
relief of sufferers from the cyclone at Lagrange and at West Point, Ga., 
and vicinity, in March, 1920, is approved; and credit for all such sup- 
plies issued, and funds so disbursed, shall be allowed in the settlement 
of the accounts of the officers of the Army. 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I move to strike out the last 
word. I do not know whether Congress wants to embark or 
not on the policy of letting any Cabinet officer take such action 
as was taken here without the authority of Congress. Of 
course, Congress has the right to grant relief to cyclone suf- 
ferers or when any special calamity befalls the people, but for 
any Cabinet officer, without authority, to do it I do not know 
where it would lead to. 

Mr. McKENZIE. I would agree with the gentleman from 
Texas if it were anything in the ordinary life of the country. 
But when a calamity occurs and the supplies are furnished 
and suffering is relieved, every one of these cases should stand 
on its own merit. It seemed to the Committee on Military 
Affairs that the War Department not only did an act of mercy 
but what the people of the United States would approve of. 

Mr. BLANTON, Congress would have directed it to be done, 
probably, but it ought to rest with Congress when it is done, 
and the War Department ought not to take upon itself to do 
such things when it has no authority. 

Mr. McKENZIE. I know that the gentleman from Texas 
means to be kind and generous. 
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Mr. BLANTON. I do; and I would have voted for extend- 
ing this help if it was a matter up before Congress. The only 


protest I am making is against this as a policy. I protest 
against a Cabinet officer doing something he has no authority 
Whatever to do and then coming to Congress and trying to 
get the approval for it, I merely register my protest, I do 
not care to take up any further time, but I want to protest 
against all such unauthorized action. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 


APPROACH ROADS TO NATIONAL CEMETERIES AND NATIONAL MILI- 
TARY PARKS 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill (S. 
2745) to authorize the Secretary of War to convey to the 
States in which located Government owned or controlled ap- 
proach roads to national cemeteries and national military 
parks, and for other purposes. 
A The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. I object. 


i FOR THE RELIEF OF SUFFERERS FROM EARTHQUAKE IN JAPAN 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill (S. 
8171) for the relief of sufferers from earthquake in Japan. 

The Clerk read the title to the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. BLANTON. I object. 

Mr. HULL of Iowa. Will the gentleman reserve his objec- 
tion? 

Mr. BLANTON. I will. 

Mr. HULL of Iowa. I want to say that I do not see why 
anyone should object to this bill. The act has been carried out 
and supplies have been furnished. It was an act of mercy 
dictated by the President. This bill simply permits the Presi- 
dent to straighten out the accounts. 

Mr. BLANTON. Was net Congress in session at that time? 

Mr. HULL of Iowa. I do not think it was; no, sir, it was 
not. If they had been, they could not have acted quick enough 
to take care of the situation caused by the earthquake. 

Mr. BLANTON. Well, Mr. Speaker, I can not find it in my 
heart to object ff the gentleman presses the matter. 

The Clerk read the ‘bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the action of the Executive in directing 
the issue, and the issuance of Army supplies out of the current and 
reserve stock for use of the Army, and in directing payment for sup- 
plies and for services rendered in connection with the shipment and 
transfer of such supplies, including all other extra expenditures, of a 
value not exceeding $6,017,069.03 for the relief of sufferers from the 
earthquake in Japan on September 1, 1923, is approved. Credit for 
all such supplies so issued and funds so disbursed in connection there- 
with and with relief tendered by the Army shall be allowed in the 
settlement of the accounts of the officers of the Army. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 


MILLERSYLYANIA STATE PARK, WASH. 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 11210) to grant certain public lands to the State of 
Washington for park and other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title to the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That lot 5 of section 2, township 16 north, 
range 2 west, Willamette meridian, be, and the same is hereby, granted 
to the State of Washington for park, recreation, playground, or public 
convenience purposes, upon the condition that the State shall make 
payment for such land at the rate of $1.25 per acre to the receiver 
of the United States land office, Seattle, Wash., within six months 
after the approval of this act: Provided, That there shall be reserved 
to the United States all oll, coal, or other mineral deposits found 
at any time in the land, and the right to prospect for, mine, and 
remove the same: Provided further, That the grant herein is made 
subject to any valid existing claim or easements, and that the lands 
hereby granted shall be used by the State of Washington only for the 
purposes herein indicated, and if the said land, or any part thereof, 
shall) be abandoned for such use, said land or such part shall revert 
to the United States; and the Secretary of the Interior is hereby 
authorized and empowered to declare such a forfeiture of the grant 
and to restore said premises to the public domain, if at any time he 
shall determine that the State has, for more than one year, abandoned 
the land for the uses herein indicated, and such order of the Secre 


tary shall be final and conclusive, and thereupon and thereby sald 
premises shall be restored to the public domain and freed from the 
operation of this grant. 


The following committee amendment was read: 


Page 1, line 6, after the word “ purposes,” strike out the remainder 
of the sentence down to and including the word “act,” In line 10. 


The committee amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read the third 
time, was read the third time, and passed. 


UINTAH AND WHITE RIVER TRIBES OF UTE INDIANS OF UTAH 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(S. 3080) for the relief of the Uintah and White River Tribes 
of the Ute Indians, of Utah. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr. TILLMAN. I object. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, I hope the gentleman will 
withhold his objection for a moment. 

Mr. TILLMAN. I reserve the objection for a moment. 

Mr. KNUTSON. There are two bands of Indians in the State 
of Utah that this bill affects, and both of them have what the 
Committee on Indian Affairs considers to be valid claims against 
the Government, that should go to the Court of Claims for 
adjudication. I am sure that my friend from Arkansas, having 
served on the committee with him, as I have, does not want 
to work an injustice to these poor people by withholding an 
opportunity to go into the Court of Claims and present their 
case against the Government. They have been trying for years 
to get this legislation through, and it has been so situated on 
the calendar that Congress has adjourned before action could 
be taken. 

Mr. TILLMAN. I have read the bill, and I have read the 
report. It is one of those stale claims. I do not know just 
how old it is. Will the gentleman tell me how old the claim is? 

Mr. KNUTSON. It runs back a number of years. 

Mr. TILLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I object. 


ADDITIONAL JUDGESHIP IN OKLAHOMA 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 9188) to amend section 101 of an act entitled “An act 
to codify, revise, and amend the laws relating to the judi- 
ciary,” approved March 3, 1911. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, this bill was added as an 
amendment to H. R. 64, which was passed by the House. I 
therefore ask unanimous consent that the bill lie on the table. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the bill will lie on the 
table. 

There was no objection. 


NORWEGIAN STEAMSHIP “ HASSEL ” 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(S. 2718) to authorize the payment of an indemnity to the 
Government of Norway on account of losses sustained by the 
owners of the Norwegian steamship Hassel as the result of 
a collision between that steamship end the American steamship 
Ausable. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the right to 
object. Is the gentleman from Pennsylvania on the floor who 
is in charge of this bill? 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman will permit, 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. TEMPLE], who has 
this bill in charge, stated that this is a compromise payment 
that will pay considerably less than if it were left to arbitra- 
tion. This settlement has been recommended by President 
Coolidge, and it is a settlement that will save the Government 
much money. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. I see from the report that the cost 
of the repairs to the ship amounted to $46,000 and that 
$118,000 is awarded for demurrage. The inquiry I make is 
this: Most all of these claims of a similar nature we send to 
the United States district courts sitting as an admiralty 
court to be decided in that court, according to admiralty law. 
I am wondering why this case should not take the same 
course. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. They would be allowed demurrage in the 
admiralty court. That is one of the elements of damage. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas, That is very true, 
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Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I happen to be on 
that committee. Doctor TemrLe is not here to-night. The 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Moores] was expected to say 
something about the claim. The difficulty about prosecuting 
the claim in an admiralty court is that the claimants are 
Norwegians, and they would be forced to come to the admiralty 
court in this country in order to contest the claim, which 
would be a very expensive matter. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. The last time we considered bills 
on the Private Calendar I recall that there were two such 
cases where a Japanese shipping concern was interested. Both 
of those bills provided that the suits be tried in the United 
States district court sitting as an admiralty court, with the 
district attorney defending for the Government. 

Mr. McKEOWN. This is a country—the Norwegian Govern- 
ment. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. But the ship was owned by private 
individuals, citizens of Norway 

Mr. LaGUARDIA. In this case we admit liability. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. But the question of damages would 
have to be decided. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Doctor Temple assured me this afternoon 
that this would be a saving of an enormous sum of money 
to the Government. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. 
these cases, but it does not convince me at this time. I would 
have no objection at all to the bill being amended so that the 
case would be tried in the United States district court sitting 
as an admiralty court. 

Mr. LaGUARDIA. If the gentleman will yield, we passed 
a bill only a few days ago which would permit these cases to 
go to the admiralty court, but that is not a law as yet. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. They have been in the admiralty 
court once in Norfolk and that court determined that it had 
no jurisdiction. Then it came to the State Department. The 
State. Department examined the facts carefully and made a 
recommendation which, as has been stated, cuts the amount 
below the amount which might be expected to be recovered. 
Here is another fact which perhaps might appeal to my friend 
from Texas. The Bureau of the Budget has examined the 
case, and has come to the conclusion that the allowance is 
moderate and ought to be made, and is less than we should 
expect to escape with if the matter were finally adjudicated 
in an admiralty court. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Well, I will say to my friend from 
Virginia I read the statement from the Bureau of the Budget 
and I conclude that it was largely predicated upon the recom- 
mendation of the President. I shall have to object at this 
time until I can have more time to look into the case. 


ADJUDICATION OF CLAIMS OF CERTAIN BANDS OF INDIANS 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(S. 3346) to provide that jurisdiction shall be conferred upon 
the Court of Claims, notwithstanding the lapse of time or 
statutes of limitation, to hear, examine, and adjudicate and 
render judgment in any and all legal and equitable claims aris- 
ing under or growing out of any treaty or agreement between 
the United States and certain bands of Indians, and for other 
purposes, 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. BLANTON. Reserving the right to object. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
inquire with reference to just what particular point is involved 
za cne 3 us to the precedent that may be established in 
this case 

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. I can explain the situation, which 
is just this: A jurisdiction bill authorized the Indians involved 
to prosecute a suit against the Government for the settlement 
of their claims. The suit was prosecuted, a judgment was 
rendered, and it seems that there was no notice received by the 
attorneys living in North Dakota; and the time within which 
the appeal could be perfected expired before they received any 
notice. They filed a motion to have the court reopen the case, 
but under the law it could not be done. Now, this bill as 
amended merely gives them what they lost—a right of appeal 
from the judgment of the court. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. As I understand it, then, Congress 
conferred jurisdiction so that a suit could be heard originally? 

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. In the first instance; yes, 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. There was a decision against 
the Indians; they intended to appeal, but through an oversight 
or negligence they did not perfect the appeal? 


That is the usual argument made in | 


Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. The evidence indicated that the 
notice to the attorneys miscarried or was lost in the mail. 
Satisfactory proof was offered to the committee that the attor- 
heys did not receive any notice, did not have any knowledge 
whatever of the decision of the Court of Claims upon the merits 
of the case, and so no appeal could be taken. This simply gives 
them the right which was lost by a possible miscarriage of the 
mail. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to objeet, 
I take it the title of this bill is misleading as it would indi- 
cate in all controversies between the Government and Indians 
any tribe could take their case to the Court of Claims. That 
is certainly an error, is it not? This bill permits only one 
tribe of Indians with respect to one controversy to take their 
claim to the Court of Claims. 

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. That is correct. 

Mr. BLANTON, With that understanding, I shall not object. 

Mr. NEWTON.of Minnesota. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw the 
reservation of the right to object. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill. 

Mr. RAKER, Mr. Speaker, the bill contains five pages, and 
all is stricken out except the enacting clause and an amend- 
ment of a few lines inserted at the end of the bill. I would 
ask that the amendment be read. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the amendment will be 
read. [After a pause.] The Chair hears none, 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the plaintifs or complainants in suit No, 
83731 in the Court of Claims of the United States be, and they are 
hereby, granted the regular statutory period of time within which to 
appeal from any or all orders, judgments, or decrees rendered against 
them in the trial of sald action heretofore had: Provided, That the 
time within which said appeal may be taken shall begin to run with the 
date of the approval of this act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. i 

The title was amended so as to read: “An act to grant the 
right and time for appeal to plaintiffs in suit No. 33731 in the 
Court of Claims of the United States.” 


AMENDING ACT RELATIVE TO PER CAPITA COST OF INDIAN SCHOOLS 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(S. 4014) to amend the act of June 80, 1919, relative to per 
capita cost of Indian schools, 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 


| tion of the bill? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 


The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the second paragraph of the act of June 
80, 1919, page 6 (41 Stat. L. p. 6), entitled “Per capita cost,” be, 
and the same is hereby, amended by inserting in the third line thereof 
the amount “ $270” in lieu of “ $225" and in the eighth line thereof 
the amount $300" in lien of “ $250,” so that the same shall read: 

That hereafter, except for pay of superintendents and for trans- 
portation of goods and supplies and transportation of pupils, not 
more than $270 shall be expended from. appropriations made in this 
act, or any other act, for the annual support and education of 
any one pupil in any Indian school, unless the attendance in any 
school shall be less than 200 pupils, in which case the Secretary 
of the Interior may authorize a per capita expenditure of not to ex- 
ceed $300. 3 


The bill was ordered to be read the third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 

ADJUDICATING CLAIMS OF KANSAS OR KAW TRIBE OF INDIANS 

The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 9062) conferring jurisdiction upon the Court of Claims 
to hear, examine, adjudicate, and enter judgment in any and 
all claims, of whatever nature, which the Kansas or Kaw 
Tribe of Indians may have, or claim to have, against the 
United States, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to 
object, I would like to ask the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
Hupson] to give some reason why we should refer this case 
to the Court of Claims when the act of 1902, passed by Oon- 
gress, provided that a commission should review the whole 
matter and that the settlement arrived at should be a final 
settlement of everything owed by the Government, and $155,000 
was, in fact, paid by the Government under this settlement, and 
these Indians executed an agreement that it should be a full 
and final settlement of all claims. Now, why should we send 
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anything more to the Court of Claims in view of that situation? 
It seems to me the whole matter should be considered as 
closed, 

Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Speaker, replying to the gentleman from 
Texas, it is true under the act of Congress cited by the gentle- 
man a commission was appointed which did make a settlement 
with the Indians upon that treaty, but there was a surplus- 
age of acreage which they claim consisted of 1,283,200 acres 
which was not properly adjudicated in that settlement. 

Mr, BLACK of Texas. The commission found that this land 
claim was entirely unfounded, did it not? 

Mr. HUDSON. Well, I think, generally yes; but this is 
simply to allow every man his day in court. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr, Speaker, in view of the fact 
that Congress passed a definite law on this subject—— 

Mr. HUDSON. If the gentleman will withhold for a moment 
I would like to say that every right of the Government is safe- 
guarded in this bill. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. That is true; but when is there going 
to be an end of matters like this when we pass a bill and get 
a full and final settlement? 

Mr. HUDSON. There never can be one until the matter is 
settled in court. 

Mr. HASTINGS. If the gentleman will yield further, these 
gentlemen claim that the commission that has been referred 
to misconstrued the law, and this requires simply a legal con- 
struction and settlement under the treaty. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. In view of this last statement I will 
withdraw my objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPHAKHR. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That jurisdiction be, and is hereby, conferred 
upon the Court of Claims, notwithstanding the lapse of time or statutes 
of limitation, to hear, examine, and adjudicate and render judgment in 
any and all legal and equitable claims which said Kansas or Kaw Tribe 
of Indians may have or claim to have against the United States, grow- 
ing out of or arising under any treaty or agreement between the United 
States and the Kansas or Kaw Tribe of Indians, or arising under or 
growing out of any act of Congress in relation to Indian affairs, which 
claims have not heretofore been determined and adjudicated on their 
merits by the Court of Claims or the Supreme Court of the United 
States: Provided, however, That the provision of this act shall not be 
construed to confer jurisdiction upon the court to hear, consider, and 
adjudicate any claim presented to and considered by the Kaw Commis- 
sion under the provisions of section 12 of the act of Congress of July 
1, 1902 (32 Stat. p. 636), saving and excepting the claim known as the 
surplus-land claim of the Kansas or Kaw Tribe of Indians, which said 
claim is expressly included in this act, and jurisdiction to consider the 
same is hereby conferred. 

Sec. 2. Any and all claims against the United States within the 
purview of this act shall be forever barred unless suit be instituted or 
petition filed, as herein provided, in the Court of Claims within five 
years from the date of approval of this act, and such suit shall make 
the Kansas or Kaw Tribe of Indians party plaintiff, and the United 
States party defendant. The petition shall be verified by the attorney 
or attorneys employed to prosecute such claim or claims under con- 
tract with the Kansas or Kaw Tribe of Indians approved by the 
Commissioner of Indian Affairs and the Secretary of the Interior; 
and said contract shall be executed in their behalf by a committee 
chosen by them under the direction and approval of the Commissioner 
of Indian Affairs and the Secretary of the Interior. Official letters, 
papers, documents, and records, or certified copies thereof, may be 
used in evidence, and the departments of the Government shall give 
access to the attorney or attorneys of said Kansas or Kaw Tribe 
of Indians to such treaties, papers, correspondence, or records as 
may be needed by the attorney or attorneys of the Kansas or Kaw 
Tribe of Indians. 

Sec. 3. In said suit the court shall also hear, examine, consider, 
and adjudicate any claims which the United States may have against 
said Kansas or Kaw Tribe of Indians, but any payment which may 
have been made by the United States upon any claims against the 
United States shall not operate as an estoppel, but may be pleaded 
as an offset in such suit. 

See, 4. That from the decision of the Court of Claims in any sult 
prosecuted under the authority of this act, an appeal may be taken 
by either party as In other cases to the Supreme Court of the United 
States. 

Sec. 5. That upon the final determination of any suit instituted 
under this act, the Court of Claims shall decree such amount or 
amounts as it may find reasonable to be paid the attorney or attor- 
neys so employed by said Kansas or Kaw Tribe of Indians for the 
services and expenses of said attorneys rendered or incurred prior or 


subsequent to the date of approval of this act: Provided, That in no 
ease shall the aggregate amounts decreed by said Court of Claims for 
fees be in excess of the amount or amounts stipulated in the contract 
of employment, or in excess of a sum equal to 10 per cent of the 
amount of recovery against the United States. 

Sec. 6. The Court of Claims shall have full authority by proper 
orders and process to bring in and make parties to such suit any or 
all persons deemed by it necessary or proper to the final determination 
of the matters in controversy. 

Sec. 7. A copy of the petition shall, in such case, be served upon 
the Attorney General of the United States, and he, or some attorney 
from the Department of Justice to be designated by him, is hereby 
directed to appear and defend the interests of the United States in 
such case. 


With committee amendments, as follows: 


Page 3, line 4, after the word“ Interior“ insert“ and such contract 
shall be executed and approved as required by section 2103-5 of the 
Revised Statutes of the United States.” 

Page 4, line 6, strike out the words “prior to.“ 

Page 4, line 12, strike out the period and insert “and in no event 
shall such fees exceed the sum of $25,000." 

Page 4, line 15, after the word “ persons insert or tribes or bands 
of Indians.” 


The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the com- 
mittee amendments. 

The committee amendments were agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill, 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next bill. i 


REWARDING THE ACCOMPLISHMENT OF THE WORLD FLYERS 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 12064) to recognize and reward the . 
of the world flyers. 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consideras 
tion of this bill? 

Mr. BLANTON. I object. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
withhold his objection for a moment? 

Mr. BLANTON. Certainly. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, this bill is a bill that 
was introduced because of what the President said in his mes- 
sage on December 3 last. The President said: 


Progress is constantly being made in air navigation and requires 
encouragement and development. Army aviators have made a successe 
ful trip around the world, for which I recommend suitable recogni- 
tion through provisions for promotion, compensation, and retirement, 


Mr, BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? | 

Mr, HILL of Maryland. Yes. A 

Mr. BLANTON. The President can do all that without a 
bill; every bit of it. Rather his officers do that every day. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. The Secretary of War thinks it 
can not be done. This is only a moderate recognition of the 
splendid services of these world fiyers. I hope the gentleman 
from Texas will withdraw his objection. 

Mr. BLANTON. Well, they already have the thanks of this 
Republic. z 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? í 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Yes. 

Mr. WINGO. If what the gentleman from Texas says is true, 
this would be a mere surplusage, but it would be at least a small 
expression on the part of Congress. If this bill does not give 
them anything that they are not entitled to already by law, 
what harm will be done by giving some recognition to these 
men? 

Mr. McSWAIN. This bill does not give them something they 
are entitled to by law, but it undertakes to give the President 
power to do something that he is not already authorized to do. 

Mr. BLANTON. If the gentleman will accept an amendment, 
I will not object. Will those in charge of the bill permit the 
bill to be voted on by the House? 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Of course, we will permit it to be 
yoted on. 

Mr. BLANTON. I withdraw my objection. 

The SPEAKER, The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the President is hereby authorized to ad- 
vance Capt. Lowell Herbert Smith, Air Service, United States Army, 
1,000 files on the promotion list; First Lieut. Leigh Wade, First Lieut. 
Leslie Philip Arnold, and First Lieut. Erick Henning Nelson, all of 
the Air Service, United States Army, 500 files each on the promotion 
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list: Provided, That the officers hereinbefore named be, and remain, 
extra numbers in their grade to be carried as extra numbers up to and 
including the grade of colonel: Provided further, That nothing in this 
act shall operate to interfere with or retard the promotion to which 
any other officer on the promotion list would be entitled under exist- 
ing law. 

Sec. 2. The President is hereby authorized, by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate, to commission Technical Sergt. Henry 


Herbert Ogden, Alr Service, United States Army (second lieutenant, 


Air Service, Officers’ Reserve Corps), and John Harding, jr., second 
lieutenant, Air Service, Officers’ Reserve Corps, as second lieutenants, 
Air Service, United States Army, to be placed on the promotion list 
next after the second lieutenant who immediately precedes them on 
the date of the approval of this act: Provided, That nothing con- 
tained In this act shall operate to increase the total number of com- 
anissioned officers of the Regular Army of the United States now au- 
thorized by law. 

Suc. 8. The President is hereby authorized to present to each of the 
officers of the Regular Army and Officers’ Reserve Corps hereinbefore 
named, a distinguished-service medal, and each of them is hereby au- 
thorized to accept any medals, or decorations tendered to or bestowed 
upon them by foreign governments. 


Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Speaker, I offer a substitute. 

Mr. BLAND. Mr. Speaker, I have an amendment to section 
8 which I wish to offer. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks he ought to recognize the 
gentleman from South Carolina. 

Mr. BLAND. I understand his amendment is a substitute 
for the whole bill. Mine is an amendment to section 3. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Virginia. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. BLAND: Page 2, line 17, after the word 
present,“ insert the following words: “To Maj. Frank L. Martin, 
Air Service, United States Army, and to Frederick Alva L. Harvey, 
Air Service, United States Army, and.” 


Mr. BLAND. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen, I desire to 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, I make a point of 
order against that amendment. 

Mr. BLAND, And I make a point of order that the gentle- 
man’s point comes too late. I had commenced my discussion. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair never means to be very techni- 
cal as to the exact time when a point of order can be made, 
but if the gentleman from Virginia says that he thinks the 
time the gentleman from Maryland was on his feet he was 
discussing the bill, the gentleman from Maryland was, there- 
fore, too late, but if the gentleman from Maryland contends 
that he was on his feet—— 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. I wanted to make a point of order. 

The SPEAKER. The same rule governs it. 

Mr. BLAND. I will discuss it under the reservation, and 
then I am ready to meet the point of order. 

This amendment is intended to confer recognition on Maj. 
Frederick L. Martin and his assistant, Sergt. Alva L. Harvey. 
Major Martin was in command of this expedition. He organ- 
ized and planned the details of the world flight. The person- 
nel had to be assembled, problems had to be considered, solu- 
tions of those problems had to be thought ont, and adequate 
training had to be provided. 

Major Martin personally directed the physical training of 
the men. He arranged for special instruction in meteorology 
and navigation. He assisted in the preparation of maps for 
the flight, and saw to it that they were accurately checked. 
This work was most laborious and important. The flight 
route was divided into six divisions. Maps of suitable scale, 
aggregating apparently a couple of tons, had to be studied, 
eut up, pasted together, marked with the necessary navigating 
directions, and rolled for readiness for use on each lap of the 
flight. This work required the closest attention of the world 
flyers. 

The maps for the different divisions were segregated, and 
those for the second, third, fourth, fifth, and sixth divisions 
were shipped to designated places in various countries where 
the world fliers later picked them up. The maps for one divi- 
sion would ordinarily fill a box equal in size to that of a 
medium-sized office safe of dimensions of about 2 by 2 by 8 feet. 

Hach of the pilots had to familiarize himself with the ex- 
perimental type of Douglas world cruiser then on hand at 
Langley Field. Some of the officers had never flown such a 
heavy type of ship. They had not been trained to fly such a 
heavy type with pontoons. A five course of training 
became necessary. The officers were trained to fly the planes 
with the maximum load of gasoline. 


Upon Major Martin rested the responsibility of approving 
the selection of mechanics made by his assistants from the 
11 mechanics from whom the choice had to be made. 

After leaving Langley Field the world fliers went to Wash- 
ington, where they met the Secretary of War and were pre- 


sented to the President. They then proceeded to Los Angeles; 
where they had to await the completion of the world cruisers 
and to undertake the many details of flight testing and of 
adjusting equipment, such as compasses, 

The time allowed for this purpose was short, for they left 
Los Angeles on March 17 and proceeded to Seattle, where the 
land undercarriages were exchanged for pontoons prior to the 
commencement of the flight over the first division. During 
this period, in addition to his.own training and the responsi- 
bility for insuring the successful handling of all details by his 
associates, Major Martin was called upon to make addresses 
3 5 spend a part of his time in meeting the demands of the 
p 3 

Trouble began when in the afternoon of April 15 motor 
trouble foreed the flagship Seattle down in Portage Bay. 
After a night spent in the plane Major Martin and Sergeant 
Harvey were rescued by the U. S. destroyer Hull and towed to 
Kanatak to await the coming of a new motor from the base at 
Dutch Harbor. 

At Kanatak the Seattle was whipped and beaten by storms. 
At night, by gasoline lanterns, Sergeant Harvey changed 
motors, while Major Martin fought off a threatened attack of 
pneumonia. Working barechanded in the bitter cold, Sergeant 
Harvey completed his work of changing motors. 

After a tractor had dragged and pushed the plane down 
into the harbor, Major Martin and Sergeant Harvey finally 
took off in the teeth of a gale, as they dared not remain any 
longer. They flew 250 miles to cover 110, because in the blind- 
ing snowstorm there was nothing to do but to zigzag in and ont 
of the serrated coast, keeping in sight of land at dreadful risk, 
and executing turns and banks which they ordinarily would 
never have attempted. 

They arrived in Chignik April 24. Here they were held by 
storms, ice forming in such quantities that 400 pounds had to 
be removed from the struts, fuselage, underwings, and various 
parts of the ship. 

On April 30 the storm had abated and the flight was re- 
sumed. They followed the course which Smith, Nelson, and 
Wade were said to have taken successfully, but mountains 
intervened. Mirages of the sea appeared through the fog. 
The fog settled near the ground, and safety lay in surmounting 
the mist. This was attempted, but soon the ship struck. Ex- 
amination disclosed that the plane had barely escaped the 
brink of a cliff. If the plane had been 10 feet lower, collision 
with the cliff would have been inevitable and the death of both 
Major Martin and Sergeant Harvey would have been certain. 

A vacuum bottle containing coffee had been smashed when 
the plane was wrecked. The remaining food consisted of con- 
centrated rations in two food bottles, which had escaped de- 
struction. 

The fog covered everything. Major Martin and Sergeant 
Harvey immediately started to find the Pacific coast, where 
alone succor might be expected. The fog and the snow were 
so blended that the air and earth were indistinguishable. 
Constant checking with the compass was necessary to keep 
them from walking in a circle. From 2 p. m. to 4 they trudged 
up the mountain side, which sloped about 30°. No wood or 
shelter could be found, and they were compelled to return to 
the plane. 

The continuing fog forced them to spend that night and the 
next at the plane. Fearing the fog would never clear, they 
decided to retrace their old course to the top of the mountain. 
On one occasion they stopped for a brief rest, and were about 
to proceed when the fog lifted momentarily. A dozen steps 
would have carried them over the brink of a canyon 1,500 
feet deep. 

For 10 days Major Martin and Sergeant Harvey fought 
their way from the wilds of Alaska to the sea shore. At times 
they sank in snow to their waists. They subsisted on the con- 
centrated rations which they carried and some game which 
they killed. They found a deserted cabin where there was 


‘some food, and for two days they were protected from a fierce 


storm of snow and wind and rain which would have meant 
certain death had it broken upon them before the cabin was 
reached. 

How they subsisted partly on food found in the cabin and 
partly on the game they killed, how they fought their way 
back to civilization and to life, is a story which Major Mar- 
tin and Sergeant Harvey alone can tell. 
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The indomitable courage, the intrepid will, the stubborn en- 
durance, the determined conquest of difficulties, the unfalter- 
ing spirit of these men deserve recognition. It is the same 
spirit which has carried this country to victory on many a 
hard-fought field and has made America a synonym of glori- 
ous achievement. 

Representative Hox stated in the hearings that Captain 
Smith had said at a luncheon in Paris that the most dangerous 
place the world flyers experienced “was along the Alaska 
coast because of the jagged rocks and all that sort of thing.” 

I have met Major Martin, but only for a few moments. He 
is not a resident of my district, except in so far as he may 
have a temporary residence at Langley Field, I do not know 
the State in which he was born or where his permanent resi- 
dence may be claimed. I have never met Sergeant Harvey. 
I am in entire accord with the proposal to recognize these 
world flyers, but I do feel that the services of Major Martin 
and Sergeant Harvey should be recognized by a grateful 
people. 

When the Secretary of War was before the committee he 
had this to say: 


Now these flyers were selected because of their fitness and their 
records. Of the seven or eight hundred officers in the Flying Service, 
General Patrick went over the list and he selected men whose records 
were good and who were fit physically, which was absolutely neces- 
sary. I recall when they were brought to my office to give me a 
chance to talk with them I remarked on the fine physical quality 
which they evidenced, and it seemed to me that they were of 
sufficient physical stamina and strength to go through the hardships 
they would have to endure. This was particularly true of the com- 
manding officer, who was a fine man not only personally but physically. 
He met with misfortune, so that he does not get anything out of 
this, 

Mr. Quin, That was Martin? 

Secretary Wrens. That was Martin, I might say for him there 
was some difference in the opinion of the department whether Martin, 
when he got back here, ought to be sent to Europe as the head of the 
squadron. I did not think myself that should be done. Martin 
himself settled it. When he got back to the United States he said 
he did not think he ought to be sent back there; that the men who 
had made the trip without him, after his fall, should have the benefit 
of the service, and he expressed the hope he would not be sent over 
there for that reason, I say that because I think it shows the 
quality of the man. A 

Mr. SPEAKS. A fine spirit. 

Secretary Wunks. Yes. 


Mr. HILL of Maryland. In view of the remarks of the 
gentleman from Virginia I will withdraw my reservation of 
the point of order and agree to the amendment. [Applause.] 

Mr. BLANTON. Is there any reason why these two names 
should not be included? 

Mr. BLAND. Absolutely none, and all I am asking is that 
they should be given a distinguished service medal. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. I will say to the gentleman that I 
will agree to the amendment, 

Mr. MoSWAIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. We must stop the rule of making flesh of one 
and fowl of another. The other day the gentleman from 
Utah, with the ex-Governor of Utah, appeared before us in 
favor of a bill advancing 500 files a lieutenant by the name 
of Maughan, who made the nonstop flight from dawn to dusk 
from New York to San Francisco, a most heroic and most 
praiseworthy achieyement, but the War Department disap- 
proved the bill. The War Department recommends that these 
men named in this bill—who took over 200 days to circum- 
nayigate the globe, which is an average of just about 200 
miles a day, and which a man can make in a Ford car—the 
War Department recommends that the men mentioned in this 
bill be increased in their files, that the first lieutenant in 
command be raised 1,000 files above his brother lieutenants, 
the others 500 files, and the sergeants be made second lieu- 
tenants. It is true, as has been said, that the Secretary of 
War can make the sergeants second lieutenants to-day if he 
wants to, and Congress does not have to authorize it. There 
are over 200 vacancies in the grade of second lieutenant in 
the Flying Corps of the Army to-day, 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McSWAIN, Yes. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. The gentleman will recollect that 
the Secretary of War said there were no vacancies in the 
grade of second lieutenant, but plenty of vacancies in all the 
grades above that. 

Mr, McSWAIN. My friend is seriously mistaken. It was 
testified the other day before the committee that there are 


200 vacancies in the grade of second lleutenant right now in 
oan Army of the United States. They keep the upper grades 
ull. 

When this bill came before us it appeared that there were 
five or six others who had done wonderful service in aviation, 
yet the War Department recommended that they should not 
be recognized, and that this Lieutenant Maughan, who had 
rendered this most commendable service, be not recognized by 
any advancement. 
` Mr. WINGO. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McSWAIN. Yes. A 

Mr. WINGO. As I understand, the gentleman protests 
against justice being done to one group and not done to 
another? 

Mr. MoSWAIN. Exactly. x 

Mr. WINGO. Let me suggest this to the gentleman: Instead 
of denying justice to one group because they have not given it 
to another, why does not the gentleman offer an amendment 
to take care of all? 

Mr. McSWAIN. I am going to offer a substitute for the 
whole thing, which, I think, will do justice to all concerned. 
I want to give these men, who have first circumnayigated the 
globe, the Magellans of the air, a recognition by this Congress 
that will outweigh anything that this bill proposes. If the 
children and grandchildren of these men, who are to receive 
promotion over their brother officers, should ever read this bill 
they would not know for what cause or purpose their ancestors 
have been promoted. The bill does not say what these men 
have done, and I propose that the Congress, representing the 
sovereign Nation, shall thank them in the name of the people 
for having first circumnavigated the globe. Thanks is all 
France gave to Foch and Clemenceau. I want them to have 
the same thanks which were given to Henry M, Stanley, the 
same thanks that were given Cyrus W. Field for laying the 
trans-Atlantic cable, and the same reward that has been given 
to a number of men who have accomplished things of distinc- 
tion and who have made themselves eminently historic. 

Now, gentlemen, these men did not volunteer. They were 
willing to volunteer, but it is in evidence that every man in 
the Aviation Service was willing and anxious to go, but these 
men were picked out and ordered to go; they did not volunteer. 
As I say, all of the men in the Aviation Service volunteered 
to go, but these men were picked out above their brother officers 
who wanted to go, and if you raise them 1,000 files and 500 
files above their brother officers, their brother officers are going 
to be jealous, just like Major Martin, who demands recognition. 
He has said: “I started, but I did not finish, yet I want it.” 
And these other fellows say, “We did not get started, but we 
wanted to go, and we want it.” 

Now, gentlemen, we have got to stop this discrimination, and 
I think you will agree with me that what was good for Henry 
M. Stanley and that what was good for Cyrus W. Field and Rob- 
ert E. Peary is good enough for these men. I do not disparage 
the great services they rendered, and believe they should be rec- 
ognized, but I want the services recommended by these men rec- 
ognized, and recognized now by this Congress, and that is why 
I did not object to the consideration of this bill. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from South 
Carolina has expired. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Virginia. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Speaker, I offer a substitute. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from South Carolina offers 
a substitute, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Substitute offered by Mr. McSwary: Strike out all after the enacting 
clause and insert the following: 

“That the President is hereby authorized to award a distinguished- 
service medal to each: Capt. Lowell Herbert Smith, Air Service, United 
States Army; First Lieut. Leigh Wade, First Lieut. Leslie Philip 
Arnold, and First Lieut. Erick Henning Nelson, all of the Air Service, 
United States Army; Technical Sergt. Henry Herbert Ogden, Air 
Service, United States Army (second lieutenant, Air Service, Officers’ 
Reserve Corps) ; and John Harding, jr., second lieutenant, Air Service, 
Officers’ Reserve Corps "— 

Mr. BLAND. Mr. Speaker, I offer as an amendment to the 
first section, after the word “to,” insert “Major Frederick L. 
Martin.” j 

Mr. McSWALN. I have no objection to the amendment, Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr, Speaker, has the entire amendment been 
presented? 

The SPEAKER. No; the entire amendment has not been re- 
ported. The gentleman can offer his amendment then, 
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Mr. BLAND. My amendment is to the first section, 

The SPEAKER. But the gentleman can offer his amend- 
ment after the amendment of the gentleman from South Caro- 
lina has been reported. 

The Clerk continued the reading of the amendment, as 
follows: 

Sec. 2. That the thanks of the Congress are hereby tendered to each 
of said persons for notable and courageous service in first circum- 
navigating the globe by air, 


Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I reserve a point of order against 
this whole amendment. In the first place, I do not believe the 
gentleman intends to give these men individually the rights to 
the floor of Congress, but as long as their names are mentioned 
in the bill and we render them the thanks of Congress, would 
not that give them the privileges of the floor of Congress? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is of the opinion that anybody 
who is given the thanks of Congress by name is entitled to the 
privileges of the floor. 

Mr. MoSWAIN. We have the right to do it, and I am sure 
the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. III] would not object to 
granting them that honor. 

Mr. SNELL. I do not think it would be good policy to begin 
recognizing the services of officers of the Army in that way— 
giving them the privileges of the floor. 

The SPHAKHR. Does the Chair understand the gentleman 
to raise a point of order? 

Mr. SNELL. I raised a point of order to get the parlia- 
mentary situation before the House to be sure the gentleman 
knew the effect of the amendment, 

The SPEAKER, The Chair is inclined to think at first 
blush the point of order is good. 

Mr. SNELL. I make a point of order against the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, we had a kind of understand- 
ing here that we would get a vote on the amendment, 

Mr. SNELL. But I am making a point of order against the 
amendment as it stands. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Speaker, I desire to be heard on the 
point of order, 

The SPHAKWR, The Chair is not sure on the point of order 
and will be glad to hear the gentleman, 

Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Speaker, it seems to me the statement 
of the gentleman would not be proper on the point of order, but 
would be proper in opposition to the merits. The gentleman 
admits that if we enact this legislation—I do not say it would 
or would not give the privilege of the floor, because I am no 
profound or expert parliamentarian, but the gentleman admits 
that if we enact the legislation it would have that effect. If 
we can exercise a power, it is no argument on a point of order 
against an amendment that says .we shall exercise the power. 
It is only a question of whether or not we wish to exercise the 


power. 

The SPEAKER. Rule XXXIII reads: 

The persons hereinafter named, and none other, shall be admitted to 
the Hall of the House or rooms leading thereto * * such per- 
sous as have, by name, received the thanks of Congress, 


The gentleman from New York [Mr. SNELL] makes the point 
of order that the language is not in order on this bill. The 
Chair is inclined to think it would not be in order. This is a 
bill recognizing these services in a particular way, and the 
Chair does not think after consent has been giyen to consider 
the bill that then it would be in the power of the House to 
recognize their services in every other way the House might 
desire. It would be very dangerous if that were in order, be- 
cause consent could be given to a bill and then it could be 
entirely changed in its purpose. The Chair sustains the point 
of order that it is not germane. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Would it be in order for me to ask consent 
to amend that paragraph by inserting the word “ commenda- 
tion s: instead of “thanks,” so as to avoid the difficulty of the 
rule? 

Mr. SNELL. That means the same thing. 

Mr. MeSWAIN. While it means the same thing, it would 
not give them the privileges of the floor. 

The SPEAKER. It seems to the Chair that would be subject 
to a point of order that it was not germane just the same, 
although no one might care to make it. It seems to the Chair 
the House would be adopting a different method of rewarding 
them from the method in the original bill. 

Mr. McSWAIN. As I understand it, Mr. Speaker, the point 
of order goes to the second section of the proposed amendment, 


LXVI——247 


and that still leaves the proposition before the House to award 
each of these gentlemen a distinguished service medal. a 

The SPEAKER. Certainly. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of 
order that the bill already provides for that, and therefore the 
amendment does not add anything to the bill. 

The SPEAKER. That is a matter for the House to consider, 
but does not make it out of order. 

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, I offer an amendment to the 
last paragraph of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. The last paragraph of the bill or of the 
amendment of the gentleman from South Carolina? 

Mr. COLTON. To the bill. 

The SPEAKER, There is now pending an amendment. 

Mr. COLTON. Then I offer it as an amendment to the 
amendment. I offer the amendment I have sent to the desk. 

555 McKEOWN. Has the Chair ruled upon the point of 
order? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair sustains the point of order. 

Mr. McKEHOWN. A parliamentary inquiry. Is it not a fact 
that the provision granting a medal is the part that gives the 
recipient the right to the floor? 

The SPEAKER. No; it is the one giving the thanks of 
Congress. The gentleman could have made a point of order 
against the whole amendment. 0 

Mr. WINGO. I understood that the amendment was of- 
fered to the whole, and some of us around here did not know 
what the effect of the Speaker's ruling was when a part of 
it was ruled out of order. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair understood the gentleman from 
New York to make a point of order against that part of it, 
and that would not make the entire amendment invalid. 

Mr. SNELL. I only had in mind that part of it which re- 
lates to the thanks of Congress, 

The SPEAKER. That is the way the Chair understood it. 

Mr. SNELL. I think the rest of it is out of order, but 
I did not make the point of order against it. 

The SPEAKER. The amendment before the House is the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from South Carolina, 
and modified by the point of order, and then the gentleman 
from Utah offers an amendment. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. May we have the amendment again 
reported? 

The SPEAKER, The Clerk will report the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from South Carolina. 

The amendment wus again reported. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, I make the point 
of order against that for the reason that here are two mechan- 
ical sergeants who by the bill are made second lieutenants, 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order 
that the point of order made by the gentleman from Maryland 
comes too late. There has been argument and an amend- 
ment offered. 5 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks the point of order comes 
too late. 

Mr. BLAND. Mr. Speaker, this amendment is offered on 
the assumption that my amendments have been agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The House should understand the parlia- 
mentary situation. The amendments of the gentleman from 
Virginia were offered and were adopted. Now, if the amend- 
ment of the gentleman from South Carolina should be voted 
down the amendments of the gentleman from Virginia would 
be a part of the bill. If this amendment is adopted, it is a 
substitute for the bill as amended by the gentleman from 
Virginia. 

Mr. BLAND. I want to save myself both ways. I want 
to amend the substitute. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will have that opportunity 
after the amendment of the gentleman from Utah has been 
disposed of, 

Mr. COLTON, Will I be permitted to offer my amendment 
if the substitute offered by the gentleman from South Caro- 
lina is voted down? 

The SPEAKER. Certainly. The bill would then be before 
the House for amendment. 

Mr. COLTON. Then I am willing to withhold my amend- 
ment until that is disposed of. 

Mr. BLAND. Mr. Speaker, I offer the following amendment 
to the substitute. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment by Mr. BLAND to the substitute offered by Mr. McSwatn: 
After the word “two,” page 1, line 3, insert“ Maj. Frederick L. Mar- 
tin, United States Army Air Service, and to,” 
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Mr. JEFFERS. May I make an inquiry? Is the gentleman 
from Virginia going to offer another amendment? 

Mr. BLAND. I am going to offer one for the sergeant next. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Virginia. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BLAND. Now I offer another amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Blaxp to the substitute offered by Mr. 
McSwain: Page 2, line 6, before the words technical sergeant,” insert 
“and to Sergt. Alva L. Harvey, United States Army Atr Service.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, I now offer the amendment 
which I send to the Clerk’s desk. + 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Cotton: After the word Harvey” 
in the Bland amendment insert: “and that the President is hereby 
authorized to advance First Lieut. Russell L. Maughan, Air Service, 
United States Army, 500 files on the lineal list for promotion: Provided, 
That the officer hereinbefore named be and remain extra number in 
his grade, to be carried as extra number up to and including the 
grade of colonel: Provided further, That nothing in this act shall 
operate to interfere with or retard the promotion to which any other 
officer on the promotion list would be entitled under existing law. 

The President is hereby authorized to present to the said Russell 
L. Maughan hereinbefore named a distinguished-service medal.” 


Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
modify my amendment by just inserting the name. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Utah asks unanimous 
consent to modify his amendment by inserting the name fol- 
lowing the other name, Is there objection? 

Mr. BLAND. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
the gentleman inserted that immediately after the word “ Har- 
vey.” There were certain descriptive words after the word 
“Harvey,” so that it should come after the word “ service.” 

Mr. COLTON. I ask unanimous consent that it may be 
inserted after the word “ service,” 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the amendment will be 
withdrawn and will be inserted as suggested, Is there ob- 
jection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, HILL of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, may we now have 
the amendment reported? 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows 


Amendment offered by Mr. Covron: After the word “Army” in the 
Bland amendment insert the words “ Lieut. Russell L. Maughan, Air 
Service, United States Army.” 


The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. SWING. Mr. Speaker, I desire te oppose the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. COLTON, Mr. Speaker, if there is to be debate I would 
like to speak in favor of the amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will be recognized after the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. SWING. Mr. Speaker, let us see just where we are 
going to arrive with this bill “to recognize and reward the ac- 
complishments of the world fiyers” if we start adopting these 
amendments. If the House agrees to this amendment I am 
going to offer an amendment to add the names of Lieut. John 
A. Macready and Lieut. Oakley G. Kelly, who flew from New 
York to San Diego without stopping in 21 hours. I would like 
also to add the names of the Navy lieutenants who flew across 
the Atlantic Ocean. Each of these was in its time and day, and 
still is for that matter, outstanding accomplishments worthy 
of commendation. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SWING. In a moment. I shall support the proposal 
contained in this amendment if it is brought in separately, but 
I do not think that we ought to make a catch basket out of this 
bill, which makes recognition of the act of circumnavigating the 
globe through the air with which there is nothing to compare 
except Magellan’s trip around the world in the early days. 

Mr. BROWNING. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SWING. Just as soon as I get through with my state- 
ment. This bill is one of the most popular proposals ever made 
in this House. I received many letters asking me to introduce 
a similar bill before this came up. It is not only sentiment, but 
it is in accord with good national policy. Aviation to-day is in 
the throes of development and it is entirley appropriate to rec- 
ognize these outstanding accomplishments in some way as a 
stimulus to greater accomplishment. This has the approval of 


the public, it has the approval of the War Department, and it 
is in accord with best public policy to encourage by snitable 
reward daring and spectacular acts of this kind. But I do not 
want to see a hodgepodge made of it with a dozen different items 
included: Let us take care of these world flyers now and take 
care of those other men in an orderly way when their cases are 
brought up. I shall then be very glad to support each of those 
mentioned on the floor here to-night. 

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen, the bill under 
consideration is intended to reward the world flyers. At the 
outset I want it understood that I am heartily in favor of this 
measure. It will, at least, offer some real constructive evi- 
dence of our appreciation of the work done by these wonderful 
venturesome spirits who carry on in the great field of navigat- 
ing the air. I believe we ought to reward at this time the men 
named in this bill, and who are unquestionably outstanding 
figures in the great science of air navigation. Indeed, I believe 
the exploits of these men are much ahead of their time. The 
records that haye been made will stand for a long time as 
outstanding accomplishments to their credit. More than any- 
thing else it has taught us what can be done. 

I want to-night to speak of the accomplishments and plead 
for the reward of a man who, up until that time at least, 
performed the greatest outstanding feat of air navigation. I 
believe we ought to reward him and do it now. I speak of 
Lieut. Russell L. Maughan. 

Mr. WATKINS. And if we do not do it to-night the 
chances are that we will not do it at all. Is not that correct? 

Mr. COLTON. Yes; it will at least be too long delayed. 

Mr. BROWNING. Does the gentleman realize that the 
amendment as drawn now gives this man credit for circum- 
navigating the globe? 

Mr. COLTON. No; the amendment when completed will not 
do that. 

Mr. BLANTON. But the gentleman ought to amend his 
amendment to show what this man did. 

Mr. COLTON. I shall do that. 

It has been called to my attention that American aviators 
lend all countries in the possession of world aviation records. 
They have more than half of such records to their credit. 
These records cover all ranges of activities, including speed, 
duration, and altitude flights. We want them to continue to 
hold these records and to demonstrate the position of the 
United States by feats of courage and skill such as have marked 
the careers of the men whose names appear in this bill. Great. 
Britain and other countries follow a policy of rewarding their 
flyers of outstanding ability, and these men by their great ac- 
complishments haye demonstrated their courage and ability. It 
is therefore only fitting tribute that the thanks of this Republic 
should go out to them in the form of this pending measure. 

In offering the amendment just sent to the Clerk’s desk I 
have no thought of entering the gates of renown by the light of 
another’s glory. The record of Lieut. Russell L. Maughan 
needs no such embellishment. You can not add luster to a 
star. My sole purpose is to have all of these heroic figures 
recognized before the closing of this session. Unless this is 
done they will at least be delayed, and possibly barred al- 
together from receiving the reward they so richly merit. 

To get the proper perspective view before you please go with 
me to the early days of the World War; in fact, to the day of 
its declaration. You will find this young lieutenant resigning a 
commission in the Infantry to take up the more hazardous 
tasks of the air. Air navigation is only a few years old, but 
this untrained youth, with a spirit of service which has char- 
acterized his whole career, was soon found in the battle fronts 
in France. He came of pioneer stock. There was in his blood 
the spirit of adventure and undaunted courage. Failure was 
not in his vocabulary. He was soon able to fly every known 
kind of airship available to the Air Service, Plane after plane 
of the enemy aircraft went down before the unerring skill of 
this daring pilot. 

May I call your special attention to a daring feat performed 
one bleak day in October, 1918? This Yankee pilot rode high 
in the heavens over the battle fields at Sommerance, France. 
His accomplishments are told in a few sentences in a book 
issued by the War Department giving the names of the men 
who have received the congressional medal of honor, the dis- 
tinguished-service cross, and the distinguished-seryice medal: 


Accompanied by two other planes, Lieutenant Maughan was patrol- 
ling our lines when he saw slightly below him an enemy plane 
(Fokker type). When he started an attack upon it he was attacked 
from behind by four more of the enemy. By several well-directed shots 
he sent one of his opponents to the earth, and, although the forces 
of the enemy were again increased by seven planes, he so skillfully 
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maneuvered that he was able to escape toward his lines. While 
returning he attacked and brought down an enemy plane which was 
diving on our trenches. 


Lieutenant Maughan has been decorated by the Government 
of France with the croix de guerre. 

After peace was declared we find this daring aviator seeking 
new opportunities for service in his country. When the United 
States Government, in 1919, essayed to cross the continent by 
airplane, Lieutenant Maughan was selected to try the then 
questionable feat in what is known as a “spad.” That it took 
these pioneers of the air a good many days to complete the 
trip, many falling by the wayside, is of little consequence at 
this time. The outstanding point is they succeeded. Maughan's 
next notable achievement was when he was selected to repre- 
sent the United States Army in the world’s speed contest, and 
was returned the winner of the Pulitzer race held in Detroit, 
Mich., with an average speed of 205.8 miles per hour. Lieu- 
tenant Maughan has held four official world speed records, 
namely, 100 kilometers, 200 kilometers, 250 kilometers, and 1 
kilometer straightaway. In making this last record he aver- 
aged 236.5 miles per hour, bringing back to the United States 
the world speed record. 

Gentlemen, why are mien selected for these Herculean 
tasks? Surely it is not due entirely to chance. It is done 
because of their eminent fitness. Lieutenant Maughan brought 
to the United States the world speed record by traveling in a 
new type of plane, flying at the rate of 236.5 miles per hour. 
I would have you know that this almost unbelievable speed 
of over 400 feet a second is twice the speed a cannon ball 
traveled from the best guns used during the Civil War. 

With that insatiable yearning for more fields to conquer 
Lieutenant Maughan in 1922 began laying plans to span the 
continent by the light of a single day. Two previous efforts 
failed, but not until the doughty lieutenant had put up a 
fight against overwhelming odds. It was thought until this 
time an impossibility to perfect a machine that would stand 
up under the terrific punishment of crossing the continent in a 
single day, but on June 23, 1924, Lieutenant Maughan saw his 
dream come true when he flew within the daylight hours be- 
tween New York and San Francisco. The world stood aghast 
at the boldness of the plan and its successful termination. 
Lieutenant Maughan made that wonderful flight from dawn to 
dusk under very adverse circumstances. He ‘braved the dan- 
gers of that day without food. He was unable to retain food 
during the entire trip. At times he was compelled to fly as low 
‘as 30 feet over the ground. Passing over the Great Salt Lake 
in my State he went even as low as 10 feet above the water. 
Secretary Weeks said that this performance was up to that 
time undoubtedly the world’s greatest flying achievement. 
It was filled with danger, and it took strength almost super- 
human. I believe if we do not recognize and reward him now, 
as has been suggested, we may not do it at all, I am in favor 
of rewarding all our heroes. If, as the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia suggests, there are others, let us reward them. Other 
nations do it, and why should America be so slow and so par- 
simonious in bestowing favors upon men who have estab- 
lished world-wide records and reputations? [Applause.] 

The pages of American history will never be so full but that 
there will be room for a chapter on this marvelous accomplish- 
ment. When you contemplate that only a few years ago it 
was lauded as a great accomplishment when Wright suc- 
ceeded in staying in the air one minute, and this daring 
American, sitting at the throttle of a powerful motor for 21 
hours, actually crossed the continent in one day, it is little 
short of marvelous. Why should we not reward these heroic 
men who have made these things possible? The gruelling de- 
tails of that flight will never be fully understood. Lieutenant 
Maughan, with the inherent modesty and humility which has 
always characterized his life, and which characterizes the 
lives of so many of these heroes, quietly went back to his work 
at Kelly Field, Tex., teaching young men to fly. The plaudits 
of the multitude were scarcely noted by him; in fact we are 
living in an age when men soon forget great deeds. Gentle- 
men, let us not fall into that habit altogether. We whose 
solemn duty and high privilege it is to speak for the American 
people should listen to the voice of the Nation and provide 
some recognition for these men now. The whole people of the 
United States will applaud if we do so. If we pass this bill 
the people will not forget the invaluable services these men 
have rendered in pioneering the way for this new and great 
arm for the national defense of our Government. Great not 
only as a means of defense but great also in times of peace. 

May I call your attention for a moment to the scene on that 
June day in 1924? I would take your mind especially to that 
early morning at Mitchel Field on Long Island, N. Y., when 


a lone pilot climbed into the cockpit of his ship which was 
lightly constructed and easily tossed by varying winds and air 
currents. His ship carried nothing but a New York news- 
paper with a message addressed to the mayor of San Fran- 
cisco ; 167 gallons of gasoline and this intrepid pilot. No more 
heroic figure ever took to the air than this lone man, silhouetted 
against the sky line of New York, circling the city, turned 
westward to begin a battle with the rain, fog, winds, fatigue, 
and the setting sun. He was starting out on a scientific mis- 
sion for the United States Government. It was no stunt 
flight. It was an effort to determine just how much a man 
and a machine could endure, and in case of war to find out 
just how quickly aircraft could be shifted from coast to coast. 
The battle was on from the moment he hove in sight of the 
mist-covered crest of the Alleghanies. It never ended during 
all the succeeding 21 hours until he shot down through the 
dense fog at San Francisco. 

Breakfast time finds him having covered the first lap of 580 
miles, Landing at Dayton, Ohio, for another 167 gallons of 
gasoline, there was nourishment for the pulsing motor but 
none for its daring driver, The merciless winds which buffeted 
his light craft had taken as toll all appetite for food. Added 
to this was the deplorable bungling of a mechanic who at- 
tempted to tighten a small nut with a large wrench and twisted 
off a portion of the ship’s frame. During the one hour of 
precious time required to repair this break, Lieutenant 
Maughan, with customary patience, stood by. When finally 
he took off again it was with clock-like precision that this 
human meteor sped past the cities and the towns of Ohio, 
Indiana, Illinois, and Missouri, landing at lunch time at St. 
Joseph, Mo. Taking the air again, he started out on the next 
hop to Cheyenne, Wyo. 

The motor had been fed, but again nature rebelled at the 
thought of nourishment for the pilot. ‘Terrific head winds 
slowed him down, until he made a forced landing at North 
Platte, Nebr., for more gas. A 15-minute stop and he is again 
in the air, crowding his motor to make up lost time. At 
Cheyenne, Wyo., telegraph wires flashed to a waiting world 
the information that he had made a graceful landing and ship 
and man were holding up. Had that press correspondent been 
able to penetrate behind the mask of this iron man he would 
have seen the conflict that was going on inside of a body racked 
with the nausea of sea-sickness ; nerves tortured with the cease- 
less roar of a 400-horsepower Liberty motor, with its exhausts 
pounding wide open in his ears; aching limbs that had for 2,000 
miles held. taut to the sensitive controls of the ship. Seated 
erect on the hard and comfortless pack of the parachute, this 
determined man waved a farewell to the assembled throng and 
headed again westward to scale the crags and canyons of the 
Rocky Mountains. Tail winds, head winds, cross winds com- 
bined to wreck the fortunes of this pioneer. But with the sa- 
gacity and prudence which has made him a world figure in 
aviation, he changed his course and, following down a moun- 
tain canyon, lowered his ship to within 20 to 80 feet of the 
ground and held it there at the terrific speed of nearly 200 
miles per hour. 

The waiting throngs in Utah, who for hours had gazed sky- 
ward to welcome their favorite son, were rewarded by seeing 
a speck shoot from the canyon to the eastward and be lost 
in the red glare of the setting sun over Great Salt Lake. This 
glowing orb was the enemy he had fought all day. From it 
he had wrested three hours of time, and now with a last stop 
for fuel at Salduro, Utah, he takes off on the last lap of bis 
long journey. The shades of night are setting before he 
crosses the treacherous Sierra Nevada Mountains. With nerves 
like the steel in his throbbing motor and with nothing to guide 
him but the compass he urges the ship on for its last test. 
It was little more than intuition which finally told him he 
must be hovering over San Francisco. The fog was so dense 
that the seven and one-half billion candlepower light at Crissy 
Field was not discernible. Finally a faint glimpse of the re- 
volving light on the prison wall of Alcatraz Island is seen, and 
Maughan shoots down through the fog to be greeted by one 
of the most enthusiastic gatherings of Americans ever 
assembled. The work was over—the undertaking was a suc- 
cess, and the whole world paid homage to the daring and 
skill of American aviation. Only the tired man in the cockpit 
knew the price that had been paid for these fresh laurels for 
the American Army. Outwardly smiling and serene, he was 
led away by Colonel Gilmore, and with the roar of the motor 
and the cheers of the throngs still in his ears, he thought of 
the message in his hand from President Coolidge reading: 


In the name of the American people I thank you. We are proud 
of you, 
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He demonstrated that American manhood put to the test 


never fails. Let us not be ungrateful to-night, nor slow in 

rewarding this great achievement. [Applause.] 

ue SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Utah has 
red. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I desire to move to strike out 
the last word. Mr. Speaker, I have no objection to recogniz- 
ing some of these men whose cases have been considered by 
the Committee on Military Affairs. But with the condition in 
which this bill is here presented no man in this House knows 
what it does, and I do not think we ought to pass legislation 
in that way. I think this bill should be recommitted te the 
committee and let them fix it and bring it in here, but in 
the way in which it is now there is no man on the floor of 
the House who can tell what this bill does, and I doubt 
whether the reading clerks can tell. It has -been amended in 
so many ways I do not think this bill ought to be passed in 
this shape. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNELL, I do. 

Mr. McSWAIN. I want to assure the gentleman from New 
York that I was entirely sincere in what I Said 

Mr. SNELL. I am sure the gentleman was. 

Mr. McSWAIN. I think this Congress ought to make recog- 
nition, and if it goes back—I am sure my friend from Mary- 
land will bear me out in this—that I cooperated in bringing 
this bill out. I have not objected, and I do not object, and I 
think we will be back in three days with a bill, 

Mr. SNELL. The way the bill is now, I do not think the 
gentleman or any other man on this floor knows what it 
means. 

Mr. McSWAIN. I want to say I think the gentleman is 
right. 

Sir. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, I ask recognition in 
opposition to the pro forma amendment of the gentleman from 
New York. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen, the situation is this: 
We had great difficulty in the Committee on Military Affairs 
in attempting to find some suitable reward for these men. 
There is nobody on the Committee on Military Affairs who 
wishes in auy way to take away or derogate the splendid 
work done by the men whose names have been perpetuated 
in the various amendments to the McSwain amendment. But, 
gentlemen, if you propose to recognize the world flyers in 
this session of Congress there is only one way to do it. If 
you recommit this bill, you will not get any chance in this 
Congress, because I know the difficulties of preparing a bill 
which will meet with the report of the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

The President recommended the men who made this world 
flight for award. On behalf of the committee I have accepted 
the amendment of the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. BLAND] 
to recognize Major Martin. Now, gentlemen, if you adopt the 
substitute which has been offered by Mr. Meswalx, who is sin- 
cerely in favor of recognition of the world flyers—if you adopt 
that amendment, you may reward very worthy men, but you 
will not carry out the purpose of the President as recom- 
mended by the Military Affairs Committee. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. In just a minute—so therefore when 
you come to yote, vote down the McSwain amendment and vote 
for the bill as reported. 

Mr. BLANTON. I want to say to the gentleman from Balti- 
more that if you pass this bill I was going to offer an amend- 
ment to recognize the rider of the great white charger of 
Baltimore. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. I thank the gentleman, but I would 
make that the subject of a special bill. 

Mr. JEFFERS. Did I understand the gentleman to say that 
he is willing to accept the Colton amendment? 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. I said the amendment of the gentle- 
man from Virginia [Mr. BLAND]. 

Mr. JEFFERS. How about McCready and his associates? 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. I will say to the gentleman from 
Alabama that the committee did not consider anyone except 
those mentioned in the bill and Major Martin. So I ask, 
gentlemen, to vote down the McSwain amendment and at least 
give some recognition to those men who have been so well 
termed the Magellans of the air. [Cries of Vote! “] > 


The SPEAKER. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Utah. 

The question was taken, and the Speaker announced the noes 
seemed to have it. 

On a division (demanded by Mr. Corron) there were 
ayes 17, noes 43. 

So the amendment was rejected. 


Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Speaker, I offer an amendment, 
The SPHAKHR. The Clerk will report the amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. McKeown. Page 1, line 7, after the word 
“Nelson” insert “In recognition of their accomplishment in the 
circumnavigation of the globe by airplane.” 


The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER, The question now comes upon the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
MoSwarn] in the nature of a substitute. 

The question was taken, and the Speaker announced the noes 
seemed to have it. 

On a division (demanded by Mr. McSwarn) there were 
ayes 26, noes 29. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third 
time, and it was read the third time. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I move to recommit the bill 
to the committee. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas moves to re- 
commit the bill to the committee. ‘The question is on agreeing 
to that motion. 

The question was taken, and the Speaker announced that 
the noes seemed to have it. 

Mr. BLANTON. A division, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas demands a 
division. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 24, noes 46. 

So the motion to recommit was rejected. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken, and the bill was passed. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next bill. 

RELIEF OF HOMELESS INDIANS IN OALIFORNIA 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(8. 4015) to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to sell 
to the city of Los Angeles certain lands in California hereto- 
fore purchased by the Government for the relief of homeless 
Indians. 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid- 
tration of this bill? 

Mr. SWING. Mr. Speaker, this land is in my district, and 
I ask unanimous consent that the bill be passed over without 
prejudice until I can have opportunity to look into it. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from California asks unani- 
mous consent that the bill be passed over without prejudice. 
Is there objection? : 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next bill. 


BRIDGE ACROSS THE WHITE RIVER, ARK, 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill (H. 
R. 11703) granting the consent of Congress to G. B. Deane, of 
St. Charles, Ark., to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge 
across the White River, at or near the city of St. Charles, in 
the County of Arkansas, in the State of Arkansas, 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the consent of Congress is hereby granted 
to G. B. Deane, of St. Charles, Ark., and his successors and assigus, 
to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge and approaches thereto 
across the White River at a point snitable to the interests of naviga- 
tion at or near the city of St. Charles, in the county of Arkansas, 
in the State of Arkansas, in accordance with the provisions of the act 
entitled “An act to regulate the construction of bridges over navigable 
waters,” approved March 23, 1906. 

Sec. 2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby ex- 
pressly reserved. 


With committee amendments, as follows: 


After line 2, page 2, insert: 

“Sec. 2. That the State of Arkansas, or any political subdivision 
or division thereof, within or adjoining which said bridge is located, 
may at any time, by agreement or by condemnation In accordance 
with -the laws of said State, acquire all right, title, and interest in 
said bridge and the approaches thereto constricted under authority 
of this act, for the purpose of maintaining and »perating such bridge 
as a free bridge by the payment to the owners o? the reasonable value 
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thereof, not to exceed in any event the construction cost thereof: 
Provided, That the said State or political subdivision or division 
thereof may operate such bridge as a toll bridge not to exceed five 
years from date of acquisition thereof.” < 

Page 2, line 15, strike out the figure “2” and insert the figure “3.” 


The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the com- 
mittee amendments, 

The committee amendments were agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and 

The SPHAKER. The Clerk will report the next bill. 


CLAIMS OF SIOUX INDIANS FOR LOST HORSES 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 12005) authorizing an appropriation for the payment of 
certain claims due certain members of the Sioux Nation for 
damages occasioned by the destruction of their horses. 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of this bill? 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I think we ought to have a little 
information in regard to this. 

Mr, WILLIAMSON. Mr. Speaker, I desire to say to the 
gentleman that this bill embraces a lot of old Indian claims, 
During 1895, 1896, and 1897 there was.a large number of In- 
dian horses killed on the Cheyenne and Standing Rock Indian 
Reservations in the belief that they had glanders, Afterwards 
the Secretary of Agriculture and the War Department sent 
out veterinarians to examine these horses. They found that 
none of the horses killed were afflicted with glanders. There 
were killed, all told, 460 horses. Those suffering the heaviest 
losses were given permission to sue in the Court of Claims 
and have proven up their claims and have been paid, but there 
fre a large number of Indians who lost two or three ponies 


each who have never been paid. We passed a law on June 7, 


1924, authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to investigate 
these small claims and report to Congress. This report sets out 
all the facts necessary to a clear und of the issues 
involved with respect to these claims and is an effort to finally 
dispose of these old claims by a fair and reasonable settlement. 

Mr. SNELL. And each man’s name is contained in the re- 
port? 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Les; and this bill authorizes the pay- 
ment of these claims to the people enumerated in the report 
2575 for the amounts found to be due by the Secretary of the 

nterior. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. What is the amount involved in the bill? 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Some $15,345. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. If the géntleman wishes to pass his bill 
this evening, he should permit some gentleman on this side to 
ask him some questions. .1 suppose the gentleman is still in 
haste to pass this bill? 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. ‘There was.a long discussion of the mat- 
ter the gentleman refers to, and the bill discussed was passed. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. But.a very short discussion when gen- 
tlemen have been seeking information in regard to the matter; 
but I shall not object. 

Mr. McSWAEN. Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask by what 
means were these horses of these Indians destroyed? 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. They were destroyed at the instance of 
the Department of the Interior on the theory that they had 
glanders. They were shot and killed. Afterwards they were 
reexamined by the experts of the Department of Agriculture 
and the War Department and it was found that none of them 
had glanders. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. How was the price determined? 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Agents from the Department of the 
Indian Bureau were sent out to investigate and determine the 

rice. None of the horses were valued at more than $15 to 

20, I believe. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. How long ago was this? 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. About 30 years ago. These Indians 
have been pressing these claims ever since. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. You may be legislating them out 
of a job. [Laughter.] 

‘Mr. BLANTON. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
would the gentleman mind giving a little further explanation 
of this bill? These horses that the gentleman is having the 
Government pay for were lost long ago, were they not? 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Yes; about 30 years ago. 

Mr. BLANTON. Why were they not paid for? 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Because they were owned by Indians 
who had no means of securing redress except through Con- 
gress. There was not enough involved for each Indian to 


justify his going to the Court of Claims. The claims of one of 
the largest owners were settled some years ago for $29,500, 
but those Indians who lost two or three ponies each have never 
received any payment for them. Direct action by Congress is 
the only means available to them. They are the helpless rem- 
nant who had their horses wrongfully killed by the Govern- 
ment. I submit that in all fairness they ought to be paid. 
The proof is conclusive, as established by the Department of 
the Interior, that the horses killed never were affiicted with 
glanders and the Government had no more right to kill them 
than the ‘uninfected stock of a white man. I hope the gentle- 
man will not object. š 

Mr. BLANTON. I will state to the gentleman that I have 
white men all over my district who lost horses 30 years ago, 
fe they have never been paid for them. Mr. Speaker, I ob- 

A 

MEASUREMENT OF VESSELS USING THE PANAMA CANAL 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R..7762) to provide for the method of measurement of ves- 
seis using the Panama Canal. 

The Olerk read the title of the bill. 

‘The SPEAKER, Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of this bill? 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Speaker, I would like to have some one 
explain the necessity of this bill. 

Mr. HOCH. This bill grows out of an interpretation of the 
Panama Canal act which was never intended by the framers 
of the act and which has caused continued inconvenience and 
expense to the Government since the Panama Canal was opened 
for traffic. I will be glad to make a rather full explanation of 
the bill if the gentleman wants it. 

Mr. WINGO. No; that is not necessary. All I want to 
know is the necessity for the bill. What are you trying to do 
by this bill? 

Mr. HOCH. On account of a certain interpretation of the 
original Panama Canal act it was. found necessary to measure 
ships under two different sets of rules. ‘That was never in- 
tended, and the situation has been ever since the canal was 
opened that they started in to measure ships seeking passage 
through the canal for the purpose of figuring’ the tolls under 
what is known as the Panama Canal rules. 

Mr. WINGO. Just answer this: This will make it simpler 
for the Government in the administration of the canal? 

Mr. HOCH. Absolutely. 

Mr. WINGO. And will cause no loss in revenue! 

Mr. HOCH. No; and it has been urged by every governor 
and every President since the canal was. opened. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 


ition of the bill? 


There was no objection, 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the sentence of section 5 of the Panama 
Canal act, as amended, which reads “If the tolls shall not be based 
upon net registered tonnage, they shall not exceed the equivalent of 
$1.25 per net registered ton as nearly as the same may be determined, 
nor be less than the equivalent of 75 cents per net registered ton” ig 


‘amended to read as follows: If the tolls are not based upon net reg- 


istered tonnage, they shall not exceed the equivalent, as nearly as may 
be determined, of $1.25 per net ton (determined in accordance with the 
Rules for the Measurement of Vessels for the Panama Canal,’ pre- 
scribed by a proclamation by the President, November 21, 1913, as 
amended from time to time), nor be less than the equivalent, as nearly 


as may be determined, (a) of 75 cents per net ton (determined in ac- 


cordance with such rules, as amended from time to time) in the case 
of vessels not in ballast, or (b) of 60 cents per net ton (determined 
in accordance with such rules, as amended from time to time) in the 
case of vessels in ballast.” 

Snc. 2. In the determination of tonnage in connection with the pre- 
scribing of tolls under section 5 of the Panama Canal act, as amended, 
space upon an open deck not permanently covered or closed in (de- 
termined in accordance with such rules, as amended from time to 
time) and space exempted under either paragraph (a) or (b) of sec- 
tion 1 of Article IV of such rules shall not be included, even though 
any such space is occupied. 

Sxc.,3. This act shall take effect on the first day of the eighth month 
following the month in which it is enacted. 


With the following committee amendments: 

Page 1, line 8, strike out the figures 75 and insert the words 
“one dollar and twenty-five cents.” 

Page 1, line 8, strike out the figures “75” and insert the words 
“ seventy-five.” ` 

The committee amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read a third time, and passed. 
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RETIREMENT OF CAPTAINS IN THE NAVY 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the Dill 
(H. R. 11755) limiting the provisions of the act of August 29, 
1916, relating to the retirement of captains in the Navy. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the provisions of the act of August 29, 1916, 
which forbid promotion of a captain in the United States Navy who is 
more than 56 years of age and compel his retirement at that age shall 
not apply prior to December 31, 1928, in the case of any captain who 
was commended by the Navy Department for efficient and courageous 
performance of duty in conrbat with the enemy during the World War. 


With the following committee amendment: 


Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert: 

“That in recognition of his gallant and conspicuous service in bring- 
ing the United States ship Mount Vernon safely into port after that ves- 
sel was torpedoed on September 5, 1918, Capt. Douglas B. Dismukes, 
United States Navy, when retired in accordance with the provisions of 
existing law, shall be placed upon the retired list with the rank of rear 
admiral and with the retired pay of the lower half of that rank.” 


The committee amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. ; 

The title was amended. 


SPECIAL CANCELING STAMPS 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 11636) authorizing and directing the Postmaster Gen- 
eral to grant permission to use special canceling stamps or post- 
marking dies in the Chicago post office. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of this bill? 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, I 
want to ask the gentleman from Illinois a question. I want to 
state to the gentleman from Illinois that until recently, when 
counties or subdivisions of States, even a whole half of a State, 
have had a fair the Postmaster General has been permitting 
them to have canceling stamps for their fairs. 

Mr. SPROUL of Illinois. He has that authority now. 

Mr. BLANTON. But he does not affirmatively exercise it. 

Mr. SPROUL of Illinois. No. 

Mr. BLANTON. He has stopped them from using such 
canceling stamps to advertise these fairs. 

Mr. SPROUL of Illinois. The first time was last year. 

Mr. BLANTON. I know he stopped them last year and 
some year before last. If Chicago can have a special stamp, 
why can not the West Texas Fair at Abilene have one? 

Mr. SPROUL of Illinois. Will the gentleman yield right 
there? 

Mr. BLANTON. Certainly. 

Mr. SPROUL of Illinois. This is not for Chicago; it is for 
the entire country; it is international in scope; it takes in 
Canada and all of Europe and every State in the Union. 

Mr. BLANTON, But it is in and for Chicago, after all, is 
it not? 

Mr. SPROUL of Illinois. No; it is not. It is for the inter- 
national livestock organization that has officers all over the 
country. 

. BLANTON. Bnt it is handled in Chicago, is it not? 

. SPROUL of Illinois. Yes; it is handled in Chicago. 

. BLANTON. West Texas holds a great fair at Abilene, 
every year and several other counties in Texas hold 
and when they seek the little privilege of having just 
such a stamp for their fairs it is denied, when they should 
have that privilege, because their fairs are just as important 
to the individuals there as this fair is important to the indi- 
viduals in Chicago. The men all over west Texas ship their 
cattle to Chicago, and they have made Chicago by sending 
their cattle there. 

Mr. SPROUL of Illinois. I will say to the gentleman that if 
he will introduce a bill giving west Texas, or any other State 
in the Union, the same privilege I am asking for in this bill, 
it will be sent to the Committee on the Post Offices and Post 
Roads and I will try to see that it is reported. 

Mr. BLANTON, If I were to offer an amendment permitting 
these fairs over Texas to have these canceling stamps the gen- 
tleman would be the first man on the floor to make a point of 
order against it. 


Mr. SPROUL of Illinois. No; I certainly would not, I will 
Say to my friend. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman help us to get that 
kind of an amendment adopted? 

Mr. SPROUL of Illinois. No; I do not think this bill should 
be amended, but I say to the gentleman from Texas that if he 
will introduce such a bill it will no doubt be referred to the 
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads, of which I am 
a member, and I will try to bring it out. 

Mr. BLANTON. When is this celebration? 

Mr. SPROUL of Illinois, In November of every year; from 
the 28th of November to the 5th of December. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman knows he is a personal 
friend of mine and I am in a position where I can not object, 
but somebody ought to object. 

apn SPROUL of Illinois. I do not think any man ought to 
object. 

Mr. WATKINS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPROUL of Illinois. Yes. 

Mr. WATKINS. As a matter of fact, the Postmaster Gen- 
eral now has this authority, and the object of this bill is to 
direct him to use it. 

Mr. SPROUL of Minois. Yes; direct him to use that au- 
thority which he refused to do last year. 

Mr. WATKINS. And which he has refused t6 do all over 
the country. f 

Mr. SPROUL of Ilinois. I presume so. 

Mr. WATKINS. And this bill is simply to direct him to use 
that authority because heretofore he has not done so. 

Mr. SPROUL of Illinois. That is all. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to 
object—and I shall not object, because I do not want to inter- 
fere with the gentleman's bill—we have an international fair 
at my home city; would the gentleman object to a little inno- 
cent amendment—— 

Mr. SPROUL of Mlinois, I do not think this bill should be 
amended, but I am very willing, if the gentleman desires—— 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Would the gentleman object to including 
the international exposition held at my home city, which is an 
international fair of the United States and Mexico? 

I want to state candidly to the gentleman I do not see very 
much opportunity at this late date of getting a bill through 
in any other way. Heretofore the Postmaster General has 
exercised his authority and has permitted these stencils to be 
used, but in the last few months he has refrained from doing 
so. Does the gentleman think a bill could be introduced at 
this late date and be acted upon by his committee? 

Mr. SPROUL of Illinois, I rather think it could. ‘ 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I shall not play the dog in the manger 
and object to the gentleman’s bill. 

Mr. SPROUL of Illinois. An identical bill to this has already 
been passed by the Senate. I think it was passed by the Senate 
to-day. I am not a stockman, but I believe giving them the 
privilege of using these cancellation stamps advertises the inter- 
national livestock show better than anything eke could. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. There is not any question about this 
being a very fine show, where the fine blooded stock of the 
United States and Canada is exhibited. I have attended the 
show myself. Why should not this same privilege be extended 
to all international exhibits or State fairs? 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LaGUARDIA. Why not let the gentleman offer the 
amendment? 

Mr. SPROUL of Illinois. Of course, it is up to the member- 
ship of the House. If the gentleman wants to offer his amend- 
ment, I shall not object. f 

Mr. RAGON. Regular order, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. BLANTON. If we let this bill pass we can make it 
miserable for the Postmaster General if he does not grant the 
balance of us the like privilege of using these stencils. 

The SPEAKER. Regular order is demanded. Is there ob- 
jection? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Postmaster General be, and he is hereby, 
authorized and directed to permit the use in the Chicago post office 
of special canceling stamps or postmarking dies bearing the follow- 
ing words and figures: “ International Livestock Exposition, Union 
Stock Yards, Chicago, November to December, 1925.” 


With the following committee amendment: 


On page 1, line 7, after the word “ November,” insert the figures 
28%; and on the same page, after the word “ December,” insert the 
figure 5.“ 
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The committee amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Speaker, I offer an amendment which 
I send to the Clerk's desk. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas offers an amend- 
ment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. HUDSPErH: Page 1, line 4, after word 
„mee“ at the end of line 4, insert the following: “and the Hl Paso 
post office“; and add after the figures “1925” at the end of line 8, 
the words “and the El Paso Midwinter Fair, where sunshine spends 
the winter, November, 1925.” 


[Laughter.] 

Mr. MOORES of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I submit a point of 
order on the amendment. s 

Mr. SPROUL of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I am not going to 
object to the amendment, 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana submits a 
point of order against the amendment, 

Mr, HUDSPETH. I would like to know what the gentle 
man bases it upon. 

Mr. MOORES of Indiana, The point of order is simply this: 
This is a bill making provision for one post office. If it were 
a provision for three or four post offices, you could add to it, 
but as it is simply for one post office, you can not add to it, 
under the rules of the House. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Let me call the Speaker’s attention to 
the fact that this afternoon we had a bill before us that 
authorized the coinage of certain coins for a certain exposi- 
tion at Bennington, Vt., and the gentleman from California 
[Mr. Ran] added California, and another gentleman added 
some other State. 

Mr. MOORES of Indiana. But no point of order was made. 

The SPEAKER. If anybody had made a point of order, it 
would haye been sustained, 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I do not know about a point of order 
being made. 

The SPEAKER. The rule is well established that when 
there is a bill which refers to one only, it can not be amended. 
If there were several it could be amended, 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I regret the gentleman did not include 
another one, Mr. Speaker. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 


UNITED STATES WEATHER BUREAU, EAST LANSING, MICH. 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 12086) to authorize the transfer of the United States 
Weather Bureau site and buildings at East Lansing, Mich., 
to the State of Michigan in exchange for another Weather 
Bureau site on the grounds of the Michigan State Board of 
Agriculture and other considerations, 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

‘There was no objection, 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be tt enacted, eto., That the Secretary of Agriculture be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to transfer and convey to the State 
of Michigan all the right and title of the United States in and to all 
that piece and parcel of land situate in the city of East Lansing, 
county of Ingham, State of Michigan, now occupied and used by 
the Weather Bureau of the United States Department of Agriculture, 
more particularly described as follows: Beginning at a point in the 
south boundary of the Lansing and Howell plank road 40 feet westerly 
from the intersection of south line of said road with the township line 
between town 4 north, range 1 west, and town 4 north, range 2 west; 
thence north, 70° 3’ west, 188 feat; thence south, 7° 21° east, 220.68 
feet; thence south, 65° 43’ east, 77.78 feet; thence north, 8° 33’ east, 
206 feet to the point of beginning; the tract of land so described con- 
taining 0.49 of an acre, more or less; including all the buildings and 
improvements thereon and all rights, easements, and appurtenances 
thereunto appertaining, and to execute and deliver in the name of the 
United States and in its behalf any and all conveyances or other 
instruments necessary to effectuate such transfer, upon the conditions 
(a) that the State of Michigan shall, in consideration thereof, transfer 
and convey to the United States a good title in fee simple to a parcel 
of ground located on the lands of the Michigan State Board of Agri- 
culture at Kast Lansing, Mich., approximately equal in area to that 
hereinbefore described, which shall be acceptable to the Secretary of 
Agriculture as a site suitable for the erection and maintenance thereon 
of buildings and other structures for Weather Bureau purposes, and 
(b) that said State of Michigan shall, in addition, pay to the United 
States the sum of $25,000. After deducting from said amount the 


necessary expenses of making such transfers the balance thereof shall 
be deposited by the Secretary of Agriculture in the Treasury of the 
United States as miscellaneous receipts. 

The Secretary of Agriculture is further authorized to erect on the 
site so acquired a building for the use of the Weather Bureau and to 
pay for all necessary labor, materials, and expenses, plans and specin- 
cations to be prepared by the Secretary of Agriculture, and the work 
to be done under the supervision of the Chief of the Weather Bureau, 
at a cost not to exceed $38,000, from funds to be appropriated. 


Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Speaker, I desire to offer an amend- 
ment, On page 2, line 10, after the word “and,” strike out the 
word “seventy” and substitute “sixty.” This is to correct a 
typographical error in the description of the land. It should 
read “sixty-eight” instead of “ seventy-eight.” 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Michigan offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment by Mr. Hupson: Page 2, line 10, strike out the word 
“seventy” and insert in Meu thereof the word “ sixty,“ so that it 
will read “ sixty-eight one-hundredths feet.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 


ADDITIONAL DISTRICT JUDGE, MIDDLE DISTRICT, PENNSYLVANIA 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 3251) to provide for the appointment of an additional 
district judge for thé middle district, Pennsylvania, and fixing 
his salary. 

The Clerk read the title to the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. BLANTON. I object. 

Mr. McKEOWN and Mr. BLACK of Texas also objected. 


RECOVERY OF ALLOTMENTS 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 7845) regulating the recovery of allotments and allow- 
ances heretofore paid to designated beneficiaries, 

The Clerk read the title to the bill, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Reserving the right to object, 
I would like to ascertain from some one how much this is 
going to cost the Government. 

Mr. BLANTON. I ask unanimous consent that the bill be 
passed without prejudice. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Yes. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. If the gentleman will read the report, 
he will find that it covers a few cases in class E allotment, 
where allotments have been paid in small sums of $1 a month, 
and the Secretary of War states that if he can recover any 
8 the cost of collection will be more than the amount re- 
ceived. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. I have been unable to find any 
estimate as to the amount of money. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. The Secretary of War has not made 
any estimates. 

Mr. VINCENT of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, the officers be- 
fore the subcommittee, who had charge of class E allotments, 
testified that during the war the amount of money that passed 
through the office was one hundred and fifty million seven hun- 
dred and forty-six thousand and some odd dollars. 

Now, there were errors made in paying the allotments due 
to the loss of discontinuance papers, and they made an esti- 
mate now outstanding of one million eight hundred and forty- 
three thousand and some odd dollars which is owed to the 
Government by such a number of people that the average single 
individual claim would be $30.77. It is estimated by the 
Secretary of War and all the officers before the committee 
that the amount of money required now to collect these claims 
in expenses on the part of the Government is becoming greater 
than the amount of the collection. They testified that no longer 
was there any profit to the Government in attempting to make 
recollections, because the cost was greater than the amount 
received. 

Mr. BLANTON. I withdraw my request. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. And I withdraw my réserva- 
tion. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill. 

Mr. VINCENT of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate bill be substituted for the House bill. 
The language is identical. The title of the Senate bill is not 
exactly the same as the title of the House bill, but the language 
in the body of the bill is the same. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as follows: 


A bill (S. 2746) regulating the recovery of allotments and allowances 
heretofore paid to designated beneficiaries 


Be it enacted, ete, That so much of section 210 of the war risk 
insurance act, as amended by the act of August 9, 1921 (42 Stat. 
p. 153), as precludes the recovery of an award of allotment, or allow- 
ance, or both, paid to, or on behalf of a person designated as bene- 
ficlary of an allotment under the war risk insurance act prior to 
August 9, 1921, shall hereafter be applicable to allotments paid prior 
to August 9, 1921, to beneficiaries designated under the Army allotment 
system by any person who served in the Army. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 
The House bill was laid on the table. 
THE LEXINGTON-CONCORD COMMISSION 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was (H. J. Res. 
842) a joint resolution to authorize the appointment of an ad- 
ditional commissioner on the United States Lexington-Concord 
Sesquicentennial Commission. 

The Clerk read the title to the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


A bill (H. J. Res. 342) to authorize the appointment of an additional 
commissioner on the United States Lexington-Concord Sesquicenten- 
nial Commission 


Resolved, etc., That the Speaker of the House of Representatives is 
authorized to appoint a Member of the House of Representatives as 
an additional commissioner on the United States Lexington-Concord 
Sosquicentennial Commission established under Public Resolution No. 
43, Sixty-eighth Congress, second session, approved January 14, 1925. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 


ADDITIONAL JUDGE FOR DISTRICT COURT FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT 
OF NEW YORK 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
6491) to provide for the appointment of an additional judge of 
the District Court of the United States for the Western District 
of New York. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. BLANTON and Mr. SUMNERS of Texas objected. 


ELIMINATION OF LAMOND GRADE CROSSING AND EXTENSION OF VAN 
BUREN STREET 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
12001) to provide for the elimination of Lamond grade crossing 
in the District of Columbia, and for the extension of Van Buren 
Street. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, étc., That the Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia are hereby authorized and directed to construct a subway 
and approaches to carry Van Buren Street under the tracks and 
right of way of the Metropolitan branch of the Baltimore & Ohio 
Railroad Co., in accordance with plans and profiles of said works to 
be approved by the said commissioners: Provided, That one-half of 
the total cost of constructing said subway and approaches shall be 
borne and paid by the said railroad company, its successors and 
assigns, to the collector of taxes of tlie District of Columbia, to the 
credit of the District of Columbia, and the same shall be a valid and 
subsisting lien against the franchises and property of the said rail- 
road company and shall constitute a legal indebtedness of said com- 
pany in favor of the District of Columbia, and the said lien may be 
enforced in the name of the District of Columbia by a bill in equity 
brought by the, said commissioners in the Supreme Court of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia or by any other lawful proceeding against the said 
railroad company: Provided further, That the said rallromu company 
shall pay to the District of Columbia for the lighting of the subway 
over which the tracks of the said railroad company will pass, in 
accordance with the provisions of existing law: Provided further, 
That no street railway company shall use said subway or any approach 
herein authorized for its tracks until said company shall have paid to 
the collector of taxes of the District of Columbia a sum equal to one- 
fourth of the total cost of said subway and approaches, to be applied 
to the credit of the District of Columbia, 


Src, 2. For the purpose of carrying into effect the foregoing pro- 
visions the sum of $71,500 Is hereby authorized to be appropriated, 
payable in like manner as other appropriations for the expenses of 
the government of the District of Columbia, and the said commis- 
sioners are authorized to expend such sum as may be necessary for 
personal services and engineering and incidental expenses, and no 
part of the same shall be applied toward the purchase of any land 
for the aforesaid extension of Van Buren Street, but such extension 
shall be made within the area in which the District of Columbia already 
possesses the right to extend said Van Buren Street under the afore- 
said tracks and right of way, 

Sec. 3. From and after the completion of the said subway and 
approaches to carry Van Buren Street under the tracks and right of 
way of the Metropolitan branch of the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad 
Co. aforesaid the highway grade crossing over the tracks and right 
of way of the said Metropolitan branch of the Baltimore & Ohio Rail- 
road Co, at Lamond, in the District of Columbia, shall be forever 
closed against further traffic of any kind. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 
AUTHORIZING CERTAIN INDIAN TRIBES TO SUBMIT CLAIMS TO THE 
COURT OF CLAIMS 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 9160) authorizing certain Indian tribes and bands, or 
any of them, residing in the State of Washington to submit ta 
the Court of Claims certain claims growing out of treaties 
and otherwise. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to the present consid- 
eration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows; 


Be it enacted, etc., That all claims of whatsoever nature, both legal 
and equitable, of the several Okanogan and Colville Tribes and Bands 
of Indians as now known and designated, or any of them, either grow- 
ing out of any treaties or agreements made by such tribes or bands of 
Indians, or any of them, with the United States or growing out of the 
original Indian title of said tribes, or any of them, to lands and to 
hunting, fishing, and grazing rights alleged to have been taken away 
from said tribes and bands, or any of them, by the United States, and 
all claims of whatever nature, both legal and equitable, which the 
several Okanogan and Colville Tribes or Bands of Indians as now 
known and designated, or any of them (with whom no treaty has been 
made), may have against the United States shall be submitted to the 
Court of Claims, with the right of appeal by either party to the 
Supreme Court of the United States for determination; and jurisdic- 
tion is hereby conferred upon the Court of Claims to hear and deter- 
mine any and all such claims and to render final Judgment thereon. 

The Court of Claims shall advance the cause or causes upon its 
docket for hearing and shall have authority to determine and adjudge 
the rights, both legal and equitable, of the said tribes or bands of In- 
dians and of the United States in the premises, notwithstanding lapse 
of time or statutes of limitation; and any payment, including gratuities, 
which the United States may haye made to the said tribes or bands 
shall not be pleaded as an estoppel but may be pleaded as an offset in 
any suit or action, and the United States shall be allowed credit for all 
sums, if any, paid or expended for the said tribes or bands. Any other 
band or tribes of Indians the court may deem necessary to a final deter- 
mination of any suit or suits brought hereunder may be joined therein 
as the court may order. The suit or suits instituted hereunder shall 
be begun within five years after the date of the passage of this act by 
such several tribes or bands of Indians os parties plaintif and the 
United States as the party defendant. The petition or petitions may be 
verified by the attorney or attorneys employed in sald claims by such 
tribes or bands of Indians upon information and belief as to the facts 
therein alleged, and no other verification shall be necessary: Provided, 
That upon final determination of such suit or suits the Court of Claims 
shall have jurisdiction to fx and determine a reasonable fee, not to 
exceed 10 per cent of the recovery, and in no event shall such fee 
amount in the aggregate under one attorneyship for each tribe or band 
to more than $25,000, together with all necessary and proper expenses 
incurred in preparation and prosecution of the suit, to be paid to the 
attorneys employed by the said tribes or bands of Indians, or any of 
them, and the same shall be included in the decree and shall be paid 
out of any sum or sums found to be due said tribes, 


With the following committee amendments: 


Page 2, line 3, insert“ In no event to exceed $1.25 per acre.” 

Page 3, line 3, after the word “by,” strike out “such several tribes 
or bands of Indians as parties plaintiff and the United States as the 
party defendant, The petition or petitions may be verified by the attor- 
ney or attorneys employed in said claims by such tribes or bands of 
Indians upon information and belief as to the facts therein alleged, and 
no other verification shall be necessary,” and insert: 
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“ Petition, subject to amendment, to be filed in the Court of Clalms 
by the attorney or attorneys employed by said Indians under contract 
approved as required by existing law; and such petition shall set forth 
all the facts upon which the claims for recovery are based and sball 
make the Indians parties plaintiff and the United States party defend- 
ant, and shall be verified by the attorney or attorneys upon information 
and belief as to the facts therein alleged, and no other verification shall 
be necessary. 

“ Official papers, letters, documents, and public records, or certified 
copies thereof, may be used in evidence; the departments of the Gov- 
ernment shall give the attorney or attorneys so employed access to all 
papers, documents, and correspondence or records that may be needed 
in such suit or suits by such attorney or attorneys.” 

Page 4, line 6, after the word “employed,” insert the words “as 
herein provided.” 

Page 4, line 9, after the word “ tribes,” Insert: “and the balance of 
stich sum or sums shall be placed in the Treasury of the United States, 
where it shall draw interest at the rate of 4 per centum per annum,” 


The committee amendments were agreed to. 
The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read 
a third time, was read the third time, and passed. 


AMENDING THE FEDERAL INTERPLEADER ACT 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(S. 2835) to amend an act entitled “An act authorizing in- 
surance companies or associations and fraternal beneficiary 
societies to file bills of interpleader,” approved February 22, 
1917. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the bill? 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Mr. Speaker, reserving the 
right to object, will the chairman of the Committee on the 
Judiciary kindly state the occasion for the passage of this 
legislation? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, this bill was introduced to 
correct certain defects in the interpleader act of 1917. The 
interpleader act of 1917 referred to insurance companies, fra- 
ternal and beneficial societies, and the bill is intended to cover 
by a single word associations also, as not being specifically 
named. It is also intended to cover indemnities where a bond 
of indemnity is given and there are two or more adverse 
claimants for the funds, that they may be bronght in under 
interpleader. Then it specifies what is left unspecified in the 
existing law. Where a benefit is payable to an estate and a 
death occurs suit must be brought at the place of residence 
of the legal representatives, wherever they reside. Likewise, 
in the case of the assignment of benefits the same ruling ap- 
plies. If the assignee dies, the legal representatives shall be 
sued at their domicile. 

Mr. McKEOWN, Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
I want to ask the gentleman about the amendment as to the 
right of injunction. You use the words “permanent injune- 
tion,” which are not in the other law. Whether or not under 
this bill, if the policy of insurance be assigned to the insurance 
company, they could go into the court of their residence and 
interplead rather than go where the beneficiary lives. 

Mr. GRAHAM, Oh, I would say not. If it is assigned to 
them there would be no adverse claimant. It would be sur- 
rendered to the company. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Well, assigned to the company to secure 
premiums. Sometimes they are assigned to cover that. I want 
to be certain about it. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I do not think this bill will affect a case like 
that. They will have their lien on the policy, and that is all. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, cto., That an act approved February 22, 1917, au- 
thorizing insurance companies and fraternal societies to file bills of 
interpleader, be amended to read as follows: 

“Section 1. That the district courts of the United States shall have 
original jurisdiction to entertain and determine suits in equity begun 
by bills of interpleader, duly verified, filed by any insurance company 
or association or fraternal or beneficial society, and averring that one 
or more persons who are bona fide claimants against such company, 
association, or society resides or reside within the territorial jurisdic- 
tion of said court; that such company, association, or society has 
issued a policy of Insurance or certificate of membership providing 
for the payment of $500 or more as insurance, indemnity, or benefits 
to a beneficiary, beneficiaries, or the heirs, next of kin, legal representa- 
tives, or assignee of the person insured or member; that two or more 
adverse claimants, citizens of different States, are claiming to be 


entitled to such insurance, indemnity, or benefits; that such company, 
association, or society has paid the amount thereof into the registry of 
the court, there to abide the judgment of the court. 

“Spe. 2. In all such cases if the policy or certificate is drawn pay- 
able to the estate of the insured and has not been assigned in accord- 
ance with the terms of the policy or certificate the district court of 
the district of the residence of the personal representative of the in- 
sured shall have jurisdiction of such suit. In cage the policy or cer- 
tificate has been assigned during the life of the insured in accordance 
with the terms of the policy or certificate, the district court of the 
district of the residence of the assignee or of his personal representa- 
tive shall have jurisdiction. In case the policy or certificate is drawn 
payable to a beneficiary or beneficiaries and there has been no such 
assignment as aforesaid, the jurisdiction shall be in the district court 
of the district in which the beneficiary or beneficaries or their personal 
representatives reside. In case there are beneficiaries resident in more 
districts than one, then jurisdiction shall be in the district court in 
any district in which a beneficiary or the personal representative of a 
deceased beneficiary resides. 

“Sec. 3. Said court shall hear and determine the cause and shall 
discharge the complainant from further liability, and shall make the 
injunction permanent and enter all such other orders and decrees as 
may be suitable and proper, and issue all such customary writs as may 
be necessary or convenient to carry out and enforce the same.” 


The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 


AMENDING PENAL CODE IN RELATION TO MAIL BOXES 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill (S. 
5 to amend section 194 of the Penal Code of the United 
States. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There was no objection, 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That section 194 of the penal laws of the United 
States be amended so that it shall read as follows: 

“Sec, 194. Whoever shall steal, take, or abstract, or by fraud or 
deception obtain, from or out of any mail, post office, or station thereof, 
or other authorized depository for mail matter, or from a letter or 
mail carrier, any letter, postal card, package, bag, or mail, or shall 
abstract or remove from any such letter, package, bag, or mail, any 
article or thing contained therein, or shall secrete, embezzle, or destroy 
any such letter, postal card, package, bag, or mail, or any article or 
thing contained therein; or whoever shall steal, take, or abstract, or 
by fraud or deception obtain any letter, postal card, package, bag, or 
mail, which has been left for collection upon or adjacent to a collec- 
tion box or other authorized depository of mail matter; or whoever 
shall buy, receive, or conceal, or aid in buying, receiving, or concealing, 
or shall unlawfully have in his possession, any letter, postal card, 
package, bag, or mail, or any article or thing contained therein, which 
has been so stolen, taken, embezzled, or abstracted, as herein described, 
knowing the same to have been so stolen, taken, embezzled, or ab- 
stracted ; or whoever shall take any letter, postal card, or package out 
of any post office or station thereof, or out of any authorized de- 
pository for mail matter, or from any letter or mail carrier, or which 
has been in any post office or station thereof, or other authorized de- 
pository, or in the custody of any letter or mail carrier, before it has 
been delivered to the person to whom it was directed, with a design to 
obstruct the correspondence, or to pry into the business or secrets of 
another, or shall open, secrete, embezzle, or destroy the same, shall be 
fined not more than $2,000 or imprisoned not more than fiye years, 
or both.” 


The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 


EXTENDING WAR-FRAUD CASES 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill (S. 
3913) to extend for an additional period of three years the 
effective period of the act entitled “An act to amend section 51 
of chapter 4 of the Judicial Code,” approved September 19, 
1922, and an act entitled “An act to amend section 876 of the 
Revised Statutes,” approved September 19, 1922. J 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of tbe bill? : 

Mr. WINGO. Mr, Speaker, reserying the right to object, 
what is the specific reason for this? 

Mr. GRAHAM. The Department of Justice has urgently 
asked for the passage of this law. The act which is being 
extended is one that was passed to enable the department to 
handle the many cases that arose after the war. This exten- 
sion simply permits services on defendants and the running of 
the subpena beyond the time limited by section 54 of the act. 
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Mr. WINGO. The gentleman failed to notice my question. 


Mr. WINGO. The gentleman is very courteous; I have that 


I am familiar with the act; in fact, I am the author of the right without the concession of the gentleman. The trouble is 
compromise now represented by the law. What I want to know | they had a barn full of lawyers here for seven years and we 


is what is the necessity for this extension? 

Mr. GRAHAM. These cases are still pending, and there are 
additional ones being brought. It is absolutely essential to a 
fair and thorough administration of the department. I ask the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. SNELL] to read a letter which 
he has received on the subject. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to have 
read at the Clerk's desk the memorandum that came from the 
Department of Justice to-day relative to the extension of this 
law. I think that gives a full explanation. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman is familiar with 
the trouble we had about this matter before. 

Mr. SNELL. I am not. 

Mr. WINGO. Let it go over until some other day when we 
can look into the matter. I ask unanimous consent that the 
bill may be passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, this is probably the last time 
we will have a chance at this. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I hope the gentleman will withdraw that 
request, because this bill must be passed if it is going to be 
done at all at this session. The limitation of three years 
expires within a few months. 

Mr. WINGO. They have had seven years to bring these 
suits, and the House is familiar with the history of this. 
When the matter came up three years ago it was evident when 
the House adjourned one afternoon that the bill could not 
pass. 

The Department of Justice sent Mr. Reavis, of Nebraska 
who has been a Member of the House—up to a conference in 
my office. It was finally agreed that there should be a limit of 
time. It was not contended that it would take over two years 
to bring these suits, but in order to be sure about it I myself 
insisted that they have three years. It was admitted—and I 
think it will be admitted by every lawyer familiar with the 
facts—that they had ample time to bring every suit, and if 
they did not bring a suit the failure to pass this act will only 
bar them from having special jurisdiction in the District of 
Columbia. 

Mr. SNELL. Let the letter be read, and that will explain 
that some suits are in process at the present time and it is 
necessary. 

Mr. WINGO. If they are in process, the suit has been 


already brought. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. SNELL. I ask unanimous consent that the letter be 
read. 

Mr. GRAHAM. It is not a limitation, it is not an extend- 
ing of the statute of limitations. 

Mr. WINGO. I know 

Mr. GRAHAM. The gentleman is speaking as if a suit 
already brought is already settled. There are subpœnas to be 
served, and under the old statute they can only run within 
100 miles of the courthouse. 

Mr. WINGO. You can certainly get a judge to give per- 
mission. The law specifically provides it. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I beg the gentleman's pardon. 

Mr. WINGO. That is the law. I will read the law. 


Provided, That in civil cases no writ of subpæna shall issue for 
witnesses living out of the district in which the court is held at a 
greater distance than 100 miles from the place of holding the same 
without the permission of the court being first had upon proper appli- 
cation and cause shown. 


That is in civil cases, 

Mr. GRAHAM. That is what we are trying to extend; that 
is not in section 51. 

Mr. WINGO. That is part of the law. 

AS GRAHAM. If this extension expires by virtue of that 
very law—— 

Mr. WINGO. If the gentleman will permit 

Mr. GRAHAM. Pardon me a minute, if the gentleman wants 
to understand it. If this extension expires, then the old sec- 
tion, by virtue of the language of the law, comes back into 
force, and then the limitation of 100 miles operates. Now if 
you want to give the department jurisdiction and an oppor- 
tunity to extend their subpœnas by this amendment which was 
put on, then adopt this bill. I have no interest in it except to 
extend and promote the execution of justice by the Department 
of Justice. The gentleman may object and vote it either up 
or vote it down, so far as that is concerned, 


| would have been unable to bring suits at all. 
| amended the Government brought certain actions which are still pend- 


gave them one year more than the department demanded, mak- 
ing it three years, and they come now and ask for this extraor- 
dinury remedy. This bill will authorize a sult to be brought 
and maintained against a man not in the District of Columbia, 
who has not been in the District of Columbia, has no prop- 
erty here 

Mr. GRAHAM. There is nothing of the kind in the bill. 

Mr. WINGO. I know—— 

Mr. GRAHAM. The gentleman has not read it. 

8 WINGO. I am more familiar with it than the gentle- 
man is. 

Mr. GRAHAM. The gentleman knows the old saying, as- 
sume a virtue if you have it not. 

Mr. WINGO. The gentleman’s age and the occasion permits 
him to take greater liberties than the gentleman ought to take. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle- 
man from Arkansas yield? 

Mr. WINGO, I yield. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota, There is a communication from 
the Department of Justice in reference to this matter, stress- 
ing the necessity of passing the legislation. Now, ıt seems to 
me that the gentleman ought to be willing to have the views 
of the Department of Justice discussed here. 

Mr. WINGO. Does it name a specific reason, or does it deal 
with generalities? 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. It goes into specific reasons 
why this amendment is necessary. 

Mr. WINGO. All right, read it. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
War Transactions SECTION, 
Washington, D. C., February 16, 1925. 


This bill passed the Senate on February 3. It was favorably reported 


| to the House (Rept. No, 1430) by the Committee on the Judiciary on 


February 10, A copy of the report is attached hereto. 

It is urgently necessary that this bill become a law prior to the ad- 
journment of the present Congress unless the Government is to be 
seriously impeded and hampered in its prosecution of cases arising out 
of war transactions. The purpose of the bill is to extend for a further 
period of three years two acts which would otherwise become inop- 
erative on September 19, 1925. Those acts were originally passed to 
enable this department more effectively to prosecute war frauds. As 
the law stood prior to the passage of those acts sults at law and in 
equity had to be brought in the district In which the defendant resided, 
and witnesses who lived more than 100 miles from the place of holding 
court could not be summoned to appear in court except in cases under 
the antitrust act and similar statutes: 

Many cases arising out of war frauds involve a number of de- 
fendants living in different judicial districts. The law was amended 
so as to make it possible to sue all of these defendants in any one 
district. If this had not been done, the Government in many cases 
After the law was 


ing. Unless the present bill (S. 3913) becomes a law the defendants 


| in these pending cases may contend that the court has lost jurisdiction 


over those of them who do not reside in the districts where the suits 
have been brought, Furthermore, it will be difficult, if not impossible, 
for the Government to bring certain other actions in which a number 
of defendants residing m different judicial districts are involved. In 
many cases, such as actions against partnerships and actions for an 
accounting, it is absolutely necessary to make all of the defendants 
parties, and their interests may be such that unless they can all be 
brought before the court the court on recognized principles of equity 
jurisdiction will not be able to decide the matter. 

Witnesses may be summoned in criminal cases to appear in any 
United States court which has jurisdiction of the case if the witness 
can be served anywhere in the United States, and, as I have said, 
this is also possible under the antitrust act and similar statutes. 
There seems to be no good reason why the Government should be em- 
barrassed in the prosecution of litigation to enforce its rights in cases 
involving war frauds by such restrictions upon the power of its courts 
to summon witnesses to appear before them. 

At the time that the law was originally amended there were, as I 
understand it, full hearings before the Judiciary Committees, and it 
was decided the law should be amended, but that the amendment 
should cease to be operative after September 19, 1925. The present 
bill merely extends the operative period of the amendment for an 
additional period of three years. - 

Respectfully yours, Innoun MICHAEL, Director. 
(For the directors of the war transactions section.) 
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Mr. WINGO. Now, Mr. Speaker, the best answer to that 
letter is the statute— 


Provided, howecer, That any civil suit, action, or proceeding brought 
by or on behalf of the United States, or by or on behalf of any officer 
of the United States authorized by law to sue, may be brought in any 
district whereof the defendant is an inhabitant, or where there be 
more than one defendant in any district whereof any one of the 
defendants, being a necessary party, or being jointly, or jointly and 
severally, liable, is an inhabitant, or in any district wherein the cause 
of action or any part thereof arose; and in any such suit, action, or 
proceeding process, summons, or subpmna against any defendant issued 
from the district court of the district wherein such suit is brought 
shall run in any other district, and service thereof upon any defendant 
may be made in any district within the United States or the Territorial 
or insular possessions tnereof in which any such defendant may be 
found with the same force and effect as if the same had been served 
within the district in which said suit, action, or proceeding is brought. 
The word “district” and the words “ district court” as used herein 
shall be construed to include the District of Columbia and the Supreme 
Court of the District of Columbia. 


In other words, there is not a bit of doubt that any question 
will be raised about the trial of the cases where a suit has been 
brought, and they haye got until next fall to bring these cases 
and get their service: and I reiterate it, upon rereading the law 
and upon the frank statement which was made in 1922, in these 
cases where there are several or more defendants and it is pro- 
vided by law that the United States could maintain a fraud 
action, a civil action, against a man who lived in California, 
who had never been in the District of Columbia—and I use the 
word “ California“ advisedly, because that is a case which was 
cited. 

Now this statute that we put on here was an old statute. It 
proved to be a harsh statute. It was in violation of the spirit 
of the law. But when they came here in 1922, even then they 
had several years in which to bring these suits, but they said, 
If you give us two more years we can bring all these suits.” 

Then the House in generosity gaye them three years, and they 
now have several months in which they may file these suits 
and get their service; and I, for one, am not willing to extend 
the period unless some specific reason is given to show that 
otherwise the public interests will suffer, and to show that 
the United States can not get justice in a proceeding, but must 
come here to the District of Columbia and maintain a ciyil 
action charging a citizen with fraud. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. How about the witnesses required at the 
trial of these cases that have already been instituted, where the 
witnesses have been scattered all over the country? 

Mr. WINGO. Let them try the cases between now and 
September. When in the name of Heaven are they going to 
try these cases? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I have looked into these cases, and in 
almost every one of them there have been demurrers, and the 
demurrers have been overruled, and they are back to the issues 
on trial. I have in mind the Dayton case, which is to be tried 
in Cincinnati. The demurrer was overruled just a few days 
ago, and they moved to take it to the equity side of the court. 

Mr. WINGO. That is irrelevant. Why does not the Goy- 
ernment try the cases? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. ‘They are ready to try. 

Mr. WINGO. Why do they not try? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I, too, have a desire to protect the Goy- 
ernment. I think the Government can try some of these cases 
somewhere else than in the District of Columbia. I have looked 
into these cases—one in Milwaukee and some in Cincinnati 
and some in New York. The Government is anxious to try, but 
the defendants wish to get all the time they can. 

Mr. WINGO. Is it not going to hurt the Government of the 
United States, with all the money it has and with all the 
power it has, to go and resort to some expedient that an humble 
citizen of the land resorts to when he goes into an action? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. The Government will have to go out and 
get the witnesses. 

Mr. WINGO. Let them get them. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. There has been a great deal of laxity on 
the part of the Government, but they are getting ready to try 
them now. 

Mr. WINGO. I object. 

The SPEAKER. Objection is made. The Clerk will report 
the next bill. 


PIER AND WITARF AT GLOUCESTER POINT, VA. 

The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(A. R. 11725) to legalize a pier and wharf in York River at 
Gloucester Banks, near Gloucester Point, Va. 

The title of the bill was read. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of this bill? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the pier and wharf built by Robert IH. 
Talley, trustee, in the York River, State of Virginia, at Gloucester 
Banks, which is about 1 mile east of Gloucester Point, Gloucester 
County, Va., and about one-half mile west of Sarah Creek, Va. be, 
and the same is hereby, legalized to the same extent and with like 
effect as to all existing or future laws and regulations of the United 
States as if the permit required by the existing laws of the United 
States in such cases made and provided had been regularly obtained 
prior to the erection of said pier and wharf. 

Sec, 2. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 
expressly reserved. 


With a committee amendment, as follows: 


Page 2, line 2, after the word“ Wharf“ change the period to a colon 
and add the following: “Provided, That any changes in said pier, 
which the Secretary of War may deem necessary and order in the 
interest of navigation, shall be promptly made by the owner thereof.” 


The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the com- 
mittee amendment, 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

The SPEAKER, The Clerk will report the next bill. 


BRIDGE ACROSS NIAGARA RIVER, N. Y. 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill (H, 
R. 11977) to extend the time for the commencement and com- 
pletion of the bridge of the American Niagara Railroad Cor 
poration across the Niagara River in the State of New York. 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid- 
eration of this bill? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, cto., That the times for commencing and completing 
the construction of the bridge of the American Niagara Railroad Cor- 
poration authorized by act of Congress, approved February 27, 1923, 
to be built across the Niagara River at a point suitable to the interests 
of navigation, are hereby extended one and three years, respectively, 
from the date hereof. 

Sue, 2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby ex- 
Pressly reserved. 


The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next bill. 


BRIDGE ACROSS THE ALLEGHENY RIVER 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 11978) granting the consent of Congress to the Commis- 
sioners of McKean County, Pa., to construct a bridge across the 
Allegheny River. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of this bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the consent of Congress is hereby granted 
to the Commissioners of McKean County, Pa., and their successors and 
assigns, to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge and approaches 
thereto across the Allegheny River at a point suitable to the interests 
of navigation, and where a highway now known as State Highway 
Route No. 211 crosses said river at a location approximately 1 mile 
south of Larabee, in the county of McKean, in the State of Pennsyl- 
vania, in accordance with the provisions of the act entitled “An act 
to regulate the construction of bridges over navigable waters,” ap- 
proved March 23, 1906. 

Sud. 2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby ex- 
pressly reserved. 


With the following committee amendment: 


On page 1, line 7, after the word “navigation” strike out the 
words and where a highway now known as State highway route 
numbered 211 crosses said river.“ 


The committee amendment was agreed to. 
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The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 
DAM AND BRIDGE IN LAFAYETTE RIVER, NORFOLK, VA. 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(S. 8398) to authorize the city of Norfolk, Va., to construct a 
combined dam and bridge in Lafayette River at or near Granby 
Street, Norfolk, Va. ‘ 

The Clerk read ‘the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of this bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the consent of Congress is hereby granted to 
the city of Norfolk, a municipal corporation, situated in Norfolk 
County, State of Virginia, to construct, maintain, and operate a com- 
bined dam and bridge in Lafayette River, at a point suitable to the 
interests of navigation, at or near Granby Street, Norfolk, Va.: 
Provided, That the work shall not be commenced until the plans there- 
for have been submitted to and approved by the Chief of Engineers, 
United States Army, and by the Secretary of War: Provided further, 
That this act shall not be construed to authorize the use of such dam 
to develop water power or generate hydroelectric energy. 

Spc, 2. That the authority granted by this act shall cease and be 
null and void unless the actual construction of the dam ‘hereby author- 
ized is commenced within one year and completed within three years 
from the date of approval of this act: Provided, That from and after 
80 days’ notice from the Federal Power Commission, or other author- 
ized agency of the United States, to sald city, that desirable water- 
power development will be interfered with by the existence of said 
dam, the authority hereby granted to construct, maintain, and operate 
said dam shall terminate and be at an end; and any grantee or licensee 
of the United States proposing to develop a power project at or near 
said dam shall have authority to remove, submerge, or utilize said dam 
under such conditions as said commission or other agency may de- 
termine, but such conditions shall not include compensation for the 
removal, submergence, or utilization of said dam. 

Sxc. 3. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 
expressely reserved. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 

MEMORIAL IN THE HARNEY NATIONAL FOREST 


The next business on the Consent ‘Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 11726) to authorize the creation of a national memorial 
in the Harney National Forest. 

The Clerk rend the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. ‘Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
and I do not think I shall, this memorial is to commemorate 
certain events in our national history. What events? 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. The memorial, as contemplated by Gut- 
son Borglum, will be in commemoration of Washington and 
Lincoln. 

Mr. BLANTON. There will be no controversial events in 
national history? 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Nothing at all like that. 

Mr. BLANTON. Nothing that any American would object to? 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Washington and Lincoln are the only 
characters involved. 

Mr. BLANTON. There will be nothing objectionable at all? 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Not that I know of. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the Mount Harney Memorial Association 
hereafter to be created by the Legislature of South Dakota is hereby 
authorized to carve a memoria} in heroic figures commemorative of 
our national history and -progress upon a suitable exposure of the 
Harney Mountain Range, lecated within the boundaries of the Harney 
National Forest, in the State of South Dakota. Such association is 
further authorized to select the name, location, and design of such 
memorial : Provided, That the United States shall be put to no expense 
in respect of such memorial. 

With the following committee amendment: 

Page 2, line 1, after the word “ memorial,” insert the words “ and 
that the Secretary of Agriculture finds that the location of the site 
will not interfere with the administration of the Harney National 
Forest.” 


The committee amendment was agreed to. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 


BAILROAD RIGHT OVER A PORTION OF THE MILITARY RESERVATION 
ON ANASTASIA ISLAND, FLA. 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the Dill 
(H. R. 12063) to authorize the Secretary of War to grant a 
perpetual easement for railroad right of way over and upon 
a portion of the military reservation on Anastasia Island, 
in the State of Florida. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of this bill? 

There was no objection. - : 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that an identical Senate bill (S, 4152) be considered 
instead of the House bill. 

The SPHAKER. The gentleman from Florida asks unani- 
moust consent that an identical Senate bill (S. 4152) be con- 
sidered instead of the House bill. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, 
authorized and directed to grant and convey to the St. Johns 
Electric Co., an electric power and railroad corporation, organized 
and existing under and by virtue of the laws of the State of Florida, 
its successors and assigns, a perpetual easement, subject to the proviso 
in section 2 herein, for electric railroad purposes over and upon the 
following-described property, being a part of the military reservation 
on Anastasia Island, in the State of Florida, to wit: 

Beginning at a point in old right of way of the St. Johns Electric 
Co. in the northeast quarter of the northeast quarter of section 28, 
township 7 south, range 80 east, eaid point of beginning being 125 
feet from the north line and 572 feet from the west line of the north- 
east quarter of the northeast quarter of ‘section 28, township 7 south, 
renge 30 east, running thence generally in a southerly direction to a 
point in the half-section line of section 27, township 7 south, range 
30 east, said point being 181 feet east of the section Hne between sec- 
tions 27 and 28, township 7 south, range 80 east; thence in a south- 
easterly direction to a point in the south line of lot 10 of section 27, 
township 7 south, range 80 east, said point being 326 feet east of the 
southwest corner of said lot 10; sald perpetual easement ‘to be 100 
feet on each side of the center of the track of railroad company and 
6,188 feet in length; with full power to locate and construct railroad 
tracks, sidings, switches, stations, and other appurtenances thereon 
and ‘to nse said property for any and all purposes appurtenant to 
its business: Provided, That no part of the property hereby granted 
shall be used for any other than railroad purposes, and that when the 
property above described shall cease to be so used it shall revert to 
the United States of America. 

Suc. 2. The said conveyance shall be subject to the conditions and 
reversion hereinbefore provided for, and shall be used for the purposes 
hereinbefore described only, and shall be subject to the right of the 
United States in case of an emergency to assume control of, hold, 
use, and occupy, temporarily or otherwise, without license, consent, 
or leave from said corporation, any or all of said land for any and 
all military, naval, or lighthouse purposes, free from any conveyance, 
charges, encumbrances, or liens made, created, permitted, or sanctioned 
thereon by said corporation: Provided, That the United States shall 
not be or become Mable for any damages or compensation whatever to 
the said corporation for any future use by the Government of any or 
all of the above-described land for any of the above-mentioued pur- 
poses, 


The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a similar House bill will 
be laid on the table. 

There was no objection. 


GAME REFUGES ON THE OZARK NATIONAL FOREST, ARK. 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(B. R. 12192) to authorize the creation of game refuges on the 
Ozark National Forest, in the State of Arkansas. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of this bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the President of the United States is hereby 
authorized to designate such national forest lands within the Ozark 
National Forest, within the State of Arkansas, as should, in his dis- 
cretion, be set aside for the protection of game animals, birds, or fish ; 
and whoever shall hunt, catch, trap, willfully disturb, or kill any kind 
of game animal, game or nongame, bird, or fish, or take the eggs of 
any such bird on any lands so set aside, or in or on the waters thereof, 
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except under such general rules and regulations as the Secretary of 
Agriculture may from time to time prescribe, shall be fined not more 
than $500 or imprisoned not more than six months, or both. 


Mr. WINGO. Mr. Speaker, I offer an amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Arkansas offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Wixco: On page 2, line 3, after the 
word “both” insert: “ Provided, That no lands within the present 
limits of the Fourth Congressional District shall be included in such 
designations.” 


Mr. RAGON. Mr. Speaker, I accept that amendment. 

Mr. WINGO. The probabilities are that the lands to be 
affected are in the district of the gentleman from Arkansas 
[Mr. Racon] and in the district of the gentleman from 
Arkansas [Mr. OLDFIELD], but in view of the provision affect- 
ing the fish and game laws I want to be sure that no lands 
in my district shall be affected. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Arkansas. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 


MEMORIAL TO THOSE WHO GAVE THEIR LIVES IN THE AVIATION 
SERVICE 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was Senate Joint 
Resolution 167, authorizing the erection on public grounds in 
the city of Washington, D. C., of a memorial to those who 
gave their lives to their country in the Aviation Service of the 
Army, Navy, and Marine Corps in the World War. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolution. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr, LOZIER. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

Mr. MORTON D. HULL. May I ask the gentleman to with- 
hold his objection and ask the reason why the gentleman ob- 
jects? 

Mr. LOZIER. This bill, S. J. Res. 167, is not what it. pur- 
ports to be. The title is misleading in that it does not indicate 
the real purpose of the bill. This is not a bill having for its 
primary object the erection of a public monument on public 
ground in honor of those who lost their lives in the Aviation 
Service in the World War. If that were the object of the 
bill, I should not oppose it, because I believe this Nation should 
at all times hold in loving remembrance those who sacrificed 
their lives in order that our institutions and civilization might 
be preserved. 

But this is a bill the primary purpose of which is to permit 
Mrs. Louis Bennett, a private person, to erect a private monu- 
ment on the public grounds in the city of Washington, for the 
primary purpose of honoring her son who lost his life in the 
Aviation Service in the late war. While others who lost their 
lives in the Aviation Service in the World War might inciden- 
tally be honored by the passage of this bill and the construction 
of this monument, still this is in essence a private bill, per- 
mitting the erection of a private monument on the public 
grounds of the National Capital. 

The report on this bill shows that Mrs. Bennett has already 
erected similar monuments in England and France in honor 
of her son, from which we are justified in assuming that 
she is a woman of wealth, and desires to expend a dignified 
sum for a monument in honor of her son, and this bill, in its 
last analysis, permits her to use the public grounds of the 
National Capital as a site for the private monument. The 
bill provides that the site shall be determined by the Govern- 
ment authorities, 

In opposing this measure I do not want to be understood as 
reflecting on the motives of Mrs. Bennett. Undoubtedly she is 
actuated by a worthy and exalted desire to commemorate the 
heroic sacrifice of her son. In desiring to thus honor her son, 
she merits the commendation of all right-thinking men and 
women. 

But, Mr. Chairman, this bill will permit her to erect a pri- 
vate monument on the public grounds in our Capital City. If 
this permission is granted, we will thereby establish a bad 
precedent that will cause us no end of trouble in the future. 
If we grant Mrs. Bennett permission to erect a monument on 
public grounds in honor of her deceased son, you can not con- 
sistently refuse to let other fathers and mothers erect monu- 
ments on these public grounds in honor of their sons, who, in 
like manner, lost their lives in the service of their country. 
Every father and mother, especially those having great wealth, 
would have an equal right to erect monuments to their sons, 


and in time these public grounds would be filled with private 
monuments. 

If this precedent is established, the wealthy classes would 
cover our publie grounds with private monuments of this char- 
acter, and this would mean the turning of the public grounds 
in our National Capital into a private cemetery for the rich of 
our land. If this privilege is granted to the rich, it should not 
be denied to the poor. It is easy to begin a practice of this 
kind, but where is it going to end? Where are you going to 
draw the line? These public grounds belong to the Nation and 
to all the people of this great Republic. They should be kept 
free from private invasion, no matter how worthy may be the 
motive or purpose of those who ask this permission. We 
should not permit the use of these publie grounds by any pri- 
vate persons for any private purpose. There is but one safe 
rule, and that requires that these public grounds be not used 
for the private purpose mentioned in this bill, or for any other 
private purpose. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask for the regular order. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas demands the 
regular order. Is there objection? 

Mr. LOZIER. I object, Mr. Speaker. 


ASSISTANT ASSESSORS FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill (S. 
1786) to amend sections 5, 6, and 7 of the act of Congress mak- 
ing appropriations to provide for the expenses of the govern- 
ment of the District of Columbia for the fiscal year ending 
June 80, 1903, approved July 1, 1902, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. s 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr. BLANTON, Mr. McKEOWN, and Mr. NEWTON of 
Minnesota objected. 


TO AMEND THE NATIONAL DEFENSE ACT 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 11445) to amend the national defense act. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. J 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

The SPEAKER. Three objections are required. The Clerk 
will read the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the 
United States of America in Congress assembled —— 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I regret I am forced to 
make a point of no quorum at this time. This bill ought not 
to pass here to-night under such circumstances. The bill 
ought to be withdrawn. It is too important a bill to come 
up here, with just a handful of Members present, at 10.80 
o'clock at night. 

Mr. McKENZIE. Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman from 
Texas will permit, I can explain the bill in two minutes. 

Mr. BLANTON. I know all about the bill. The gentle- 
man’s explanation would probably help somebody else, but I 
know about it and I am not in favor of it, and I am not in 
favor of it coming up here with Members not knowing any- 
thing in the world about it. 

Mr. McKENZIE. It has been on the calendar. 

Mr. BLANTON. I know, and I knocked it off once before; 
but, unfortunately, I can not knock it off to-night. 

Mr. MCKENZIE. It seems to me that those of us who have 
been here looking after this legislation 

Mr. BLANTON. If we had an opportunity to debate the 
matter before our colleagues and get a record vote, I would 
have no objection, but we can not get a record vote to-night, 
The membership is not here, and we can not call them out of 
their beds at this time, and the gentleman ought not to force 
this bill up here to-night. 

Mr, McKENZIE. Mr. Speaker, I would ask unanimous con- 
sent that the gentleman be given five minutes to debate the bill 
if he wants to. 

Mr. BLANTON. Let us pass it over to-night. 

Mr. DENISON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 

Mr. McKENZIE. One moment. Mr. Speaker, we all under- 
stand the situation. This is the last unanimous-consent day we 
will have. 

Mr. WATKINS. No; we are going to have another one. 

Mr. McKENZIE. As a matter of fact, I do not think I 
would have any right to consent to passing this bill over. If 
the gentlemen want to object to it, I can not help that. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman will yield, 
my objection was not to the merits of the bill. My objection 
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was to the matter of priority, another very important bill 
having been objected to to-day. I refer to the emergency 
officers’ pension bill. We feel that the committee ought to take 
up the bills in the order of their importance, and that is why 
I objected to this bill. Were it not for the strategic purpose, 
I assure the gentleman I would not object. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will not the gentleman agree to let the bill 
go over? The Speaker will probably recognize the gentleman 
to bring the bill up under suspension of the rules, and we will 
have a number of suspension days. 

Mr. MeKENZ IE. The gentleman knows I can not comply 
with his request. 

Mr. BLANTON. We will have no chance to debate this bill 
to-night and we could not have a record vote on it at all, be- 
cause we could not call the Members here. 

Mr. McKENZIN. I will consent that the vote may go over 
until to-morrow, so far as I am concerned. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman will consent that the vote 
may go over until to-morrow morning, if there is a roll call de- 
manded on it? 8 

Mr. MeKENZ IH. That would knock out all the balance of 
the bills. 

Mr. BLANTON. Not necessarily. Would the gentleman 
mind moving the previous question, and then let the vote go 
over until to-morrow? 

Mr. MeKENZ IE. I will say to the gentleman, I think this is 
a bill that ought to pass. I feel that way about it, and if the 
gentleman insists we should have a record vote on it, I have no 
objection to a record vote on the biil, and I have no objection 
to agreeing to a unanimous-consent request that a vote be taken 
to-morrow morning immediately after the reading of the Jour- 
nal. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the vote on this bill be not taken until to-morrow. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas asks unanimous 
consent that the previous question be considered ordered and 
then the bill will be taken up to-morrow. Is there objection? 
[After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 

Mr. McKENZI®. Mr. Speaker, we had better read the bill 
and agree to the committee amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Chief of Finance and the Chief of the 
Chemical Warfare Service of the Army shall hereafter have the rank, 
pay, and allowances of a major general: Provided, That the President 
is hereby authorized to place on the retired list of the Army as a 
major general, with the retired pay of that grade, the officer who was 
the first Chief of Finance of the Army and who was placed on the re- 
tired list as a brigadier general while holding that office. 


The committee amendment was read, as follows: 
Line 5, change the colon to a period, and strike out all after the 
word “ general" down to and including line 10. 


Mr. McKENZIE. The committee amendment should be 
agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. No; the previous question has been ordered, 
and the vote will be taken to-morrow. 

TO AUTHORIZE THE PERMANENT APPOINTMENT OF ANY ACTING 
CHAPLAIN IN THE NAVY TO THE TEMPORARY GRADE AND RANK 
HELD BY HIM DURING THE WORLD WAR 
The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 

(H. R. 11921) to authorize the permanent appointment of any 

acting chaplain in the Navy to the temporary grade and rank 

held by him during the World War. 
The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That any officer now serving as an acting 
chaplain in the Navy shall, subject to all statutory requirements other 
than age, be eligible for permanent appointment in the grade and rank 
which he creditably held under a temporary appointment during the 
World War: Provided, That any officer appointed in accordance with 
the provisions of this act shali be entitled to no additional back pay 
or allowances by reason of such appointment. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read the third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 


EXCHANGES OF LANDS IN THE WALAPAI INDIAN RESERVATION, ARIZ. 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill (S. 
877) to provide for exchanges of Government and privately 
owned lands in the Walapai Indian Reservation, Ariz. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 


Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Reserving the right to object, 
I would like to have a brief statement as to the occasion of 
this legislation. 

Mr. RAKER. The gentleman from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN], 
has just stepped out temporarily. There is no question about 
the propriety of the bill; it is to consolidate these lands, the 
Government-owned sections and Indian lands. They will both 
be more valuable. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. What is the necessity of it? 

Mr. RAKER. Well, here is a tract, say 20 miles long, and 
every alternate section is owned by Indians and the other alter- 
nate sections by the railroad company. If you can consolidate 
these lands they will be five times as valuable as they are as 
now situated. I hope the gentleman will not object. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby au- 
thorized, in his discretion, under rules and regulations to be prescribed 
by him, to accept reconveyanees to the Government of privately owned 
and State school lands and relinquishments of any valid filings, under 
the homestead laws, or of other valid claims within the Walapai Indian 
Reservation in Mohave and Coconino Counties, Ariz., and to permit lieu 
selections within the boundaries of the said reservation by those sur- 
rendering their rights so that the lands retained for Indian purposes 
may be consolidated and held in a solid area so far as may be possible: 
Provided, That the title or claim of any person or company who refuses 
to reconvey to the Government sball not be hereby affected. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 


COMMISSION TO PRESCRIBE THE POWERS AND COMPENSATION OF 
THE COURT OF CLAIMS 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(S. 8793) to authorize the appointment of commissioners by the 
or of Claims, and to prescribe their powers and compensa- 

on. 

The Clerk read the title to the bill. 

The SPHAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. BLANTON, Reserving the right to object, this is to 
permit the appointment of seven commissioners? 

Mr. GRAHAM. For the information of the House I would 
state that there was a bill introduced for the appointment of 
four judges. Hearings were had on that. It became evident 
that that could not be finished in time to present to the House 
and the Senate and have it pass. At the instance of Senator 
Cummins, in the other Chamber, the Court of Claims was 
asked to get up a bill that would relieve this situation. The 
chief justice in a letter to the chairman of this committee 
stresses the importance of this bill. 

Before that I will say that the bill was introduced and re- 
ported out of the Judiciary Committee of the Senate, passed 
the Senate, came to the Judiciary Committee of the House, 
and has been reported back by that committee and is on the 
calendar. Now, with reference to the merits of the bill, the 
Chief Justice says: 


I know it is late in the session, but I take the liberty of saying 
that relief such as provided in this bill is of the utmost importance. 
Large claims against the Government are bearing interest, and they 
are not being brought to the attention of the court as rapidly as they 
can be brought if we have the facilities asked for in this bill. And 
not only will the case be prepared sooner but they can be heard and 
disposed of with more facility if we can adopt the system of report 
of masters such as this bill authorizes, 


In the hearings it was brought out that in one case one 
judgment was entered for over $200,000 of interest. The 
amount of interest paid by the appointment of these commis- 
sioners would in a single year save ten times the salaries of 


| these commissioners, 


Mr. BLANTON. Suppose the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
had a case, would he like to have it heard by a master? 

Mr. GRAHAM. These cases are not tried by the master. 

Mr. BLANTON. It provides for certain issues to be settled 
by the master. That will be done, the master will do the 
detailed work for the court. I would rather have the court 
try my case. 

Mr. GRAHAM. It is practically the same as you have in 
every court of equity. 

Mr. BLANTON. These courts ought to go to work. There 
is the great trouble. They are not doing enough work. 

Mr. FOSTER. May I say this, Mr. Speaker, with the per- 
mission of the gentleman from Pennsylvania: I attended the 
hearings before the House Committee on the Judiciary when 
the bill was up for four additional judges. The members of 
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that court of both political faiths came and testified, having 
the data, and showed that it would save twenty times the 
salary of those four judges, because there were 1,800 cases 
accumulated and they were just reaching the peak of their war 
work. That testimony showed that it would save twenty times 
per annum the expense of that court, and while this does not 
provide for the four additional judges, there is a three-year 
limitation on these seven commissioners, and I think from the 
standpoint of economy alone, as well as getting the cases heard, 
that the bill ought to be passed. 

Mr. BLANTON. Does the limitation limit them to three 
years? 

Mr. FOSTER. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. And they can not continue on except by act 
of Congress. 

Mr. FOSTER. The bill provides that automatically they 
stop. 

Mr. BLANTON. Under the circumstances I shall not object. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That to afford the Court of Claims needed 
facilities for the disposition of suits brought therein said court is 
hereby authorized and empowered to appoint seven competent persons, 
to be known as commissioners, who shall attend the taking of or 
take evidence in cases that may be assigned to thenr severally by 
the court and make report of the facts in the case to the court. 
Any commissioner shall proceed under such rules and regulations 
as may be promulgated by the court and such orders as the court 
may make in the particular case, and may have and perform the 
general duties that pertain to special masters in suits in equity. He 
may fix the times for hearings, administer oaths, examine witnesses, 
and receive evidence. Parties to the suit may appear before the 
commissioner in person or by attorney, produce evidence, and examine 
witnesses. Subpenas for witnesses or for the production of testimony 
before the commissioner may issue out of the court by the clerk 
thereof and shall be served by a United States marshal in any judicial 
district to whom they are directed. The rules of the court shall 
provide for a finding and report of facts by a commissioner, to be 
filed in court with the testimony upon which the same is based, and for 
exceptions thereto, in whole or in part, by the parties to the suit, and 
a hearing thereon within such reasonable time as the court’s rules 
or order may prescribe. Nothing in this section shall be so construed 
as to prevent the court from passing upon all questions and findings 
without regard to whether exceptions were or were not taken at the 
hearings before the commissioner. Any person appointed as com- 
missioner may be removed at the pleasure of the court, 

Sec, 2. Each of said commissioners shall devote all of his time to the 
duties of his office and receive a salary of $5,000 per annum, payable 
monthly out of the Treasury. The commissioners and stenographers 
authorized by the court shall also receive their necessary traveling 
expenses and their actual expenses incurred for subsistence while travel- 
ing on duty and away from Washington in an amount not to exceed $7 
per day in the case of commissioners and $5 per day in the case of 
Stenographers. The expenses of travel and subsistence herein author- 
ized shall be paid upon the order of the court. 

Src. 3. This act and all appointments made thereunder shall cease 
and determine three years after the date of its approval by the 
President. X 


The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 
LIBRARY OF CONGRESS TRUST-FUND BOARD 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
12125) to create a Library of Congress trust-fund board, and 
for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr. BLANTON. I object. 


CONSTRUCTION OF A BRIDGE OVER THE OHIO RIVER, STEUBENVILLE, 
OHIO 

The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
11825) to extend the time for the construction of a bridge over 
the Ohio River near Steubenville, Ohio. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill, 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Bo it enacted, eto., That the times for commencing and completing 
the construction of a bridge authorized by act of Congress approved 
June 8, 1922, to be built by the Steubenville & Pittsburgh Bridge Co. 


across the Ohio River at or near the north city limits of Steubenville, 
Ohio, are hereby extended each three years from the approval hereof. 

Sec. 2. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is expressly 
reserved. 


With the following committee amendments: 


Line 5, strike out the figure “8” and insert the figures 21.“ 

Line 8, strike out the word “each” and insert the words “one and,” 
and after the word“ years” insert the word “respectively,” and in lina 
9, at the beginning of the line, insert the words “ date of.” 


The amendments were agreed to, and the bill as amended 
was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed. 


BRIDGE ACROSS GRAND CALUMET RIVER, LAKE COUNTY, IND. 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 11953) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Grand Calumet River on the north and south center line 
of section 33, township 87 north, and range 9 west of the second 
principal meridian in Lake County, Ind., where said river is 
crossed by what is known as Kennedy Avenue. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the board of commissioners of the county 
of Lake, State of Indiana, be, and is hereby, authorized to construct 
and maintain and operate a bridge across the Grand Calumet River on 
the north and south center line of section 33, township 37 north, range 
9 west of the second principal meridian in Lake County, Ind., where 
said river is crossed by what is known as Kennedy Avenue, in North 
Township, being on the city boundary line between Hammond and East 
Chicago, in accordance with the acts of Congress entitled “An act to 
regulate the construction of bridges across navigable waters,“ ap- 
proved March 23, 1906. 

Sec, 2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby ex- 
pressly reserved. ` 


With the following committee amendments: 


Page 1, line 5, strike out the words “ be, and is hereby, authorized.” 
Line 6, after the word “ river,” insert the words “ at a point suitable 
to the interests of navigation.” 


The amendments were agreed to; and the bill as amended 
was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended to read as follows: “A bill granting 
the consent of Congress for the construction of a bridge across 
the Grand Calumet River on the north and south center line of 
section 33, township 87 north, and range 9 west of the second 
principal meridian in Lake County, Ind., where said river is 
crossed by what is known as Kennedy Avenue.” 


BRIDGE ACROSS GRAND CALUMET RIVER AT GARY, IND. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 11954) to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Grand Calumet River at Gary, Ind. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Board of Commissioners of the County 
of Lake, State of Indiana, be, and is hereby, authorized to construct 
and maintain and operate a bridge across the Grand Calumet River 
on the east line of section 1, township 86 north, range 9 west of the 
second principal meridian, where said river is crossed by what is 
commonly known as the Clark Road, in the city of Gary, Lake County, 
Ind., in accordance with the acts of Congress entitled “An act to 
regulate the construction of bridges across navigable waters,” ap- 
proved March 23, 1906. $ 

Sec. 2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby ex- 
pressly reserved. 

With the following committee amendments: 

Line 5, page 1, strike out the words “be, and is hereby authorized.” 


Line 7, insert the words “at a point suitable to the interests of 
navigation.” 


The amendments were agreed to, and the bill as amended 
Was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended to read as follows: “A bill granting 
the consent of Congress for the construction of a bridge across 
the Grand Calumet River at Gary, Ind.” 
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BEIMBURSEMENT OF CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES AT TORPEDO STATION, 
NEWPORT 


The next bill on the Consent Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
6723) to provide for reimbursement of certain civilian em- 
ployees at the naval torpedo station, Newport, R. I., for the 
value of personal effects lost, damaged, or destroyed by fire. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Mr. Speaker, reserving the 
right to object, I would like to know what precedent there is 
for this sort of legislation, If there is anybody here from the 
committee who can tell us I wish he would do so. Mr. Speaker, 
there does not seem to be anyone here and I ask unanimous 
consent that the bill may be passed over without prejudice, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


ADDITIONAL LAND, BUREAU OF STANDARDS, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 4548) authorizing the Secretary of Commerce to acquire, 
by condemnation or otherwise, a certain tract of land in the 
District of Columbia for the enlargement of the present site of 
the Bureau of Standards. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of Commerce be, and he is 
hereby, authorized to acquire, by condemnation or otherwise, that cer- 
tain parcel of land hereinafter more fully described, aggregating 
approximately 346,234 square feet, for the enlargement of the present 
site of the Bureau of Standards, at a price or cost not to exceed 
$173,117, the said land being that lying to the east of the main site 
of the Bureau of Standards, in the city of Washington, D. C., including 
the land situated and lying between Tilden and Van Ness Streets, and 
extending along Connecticut Avenue, bounded and described approxi- 
mately as follows: 

Beginning at the southwest corner of Van Ness Street, 60 feet wide, 
and Connecticut Avenue, 130 feet wide, south 24° 26’ east, 845.82 
feet to the center line of Tilden Street, 120 feet wide, as proposed by 
District of Columbia highway plan; thence with the are of a circle 
whose radius is 1,226.6 feet, a distance of 386.37 feet, deflecting to 
the left; thence with the are of a circle whose radius is 1,900 feet, 
a distance of 217.19 feet, deflecting to the right, to the southeast corner 
of the land of the Bureau of Standards; thence with the east line of 
the Bureau of Standards’ land north 4“ east, 890.77 feet to the south 
line of Van Ness Street, 60 feet wide; thence with the south line of 
Van Ness Street, south 89° 56’ east, 238.06 feet to the point of begin- 
ning, containing approximately 346,234 square feet, or 7.9484 acres. 


Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker, may I ask the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SNELL] a question? There are only three pages 
yet and it is only a few moments before adjournment. Could 
not the gentleman have to-morrow night or the next night, so 
as to finish up the calendar? 

Mr. SNELL. Well, I can not promise ioh night, but I 
think, however, we will have another night before the end of 
the week to finish up if we do not have time to take up the 
calendar during the day. It is the intention, however, to com- 
plete the calendar. 

Mr. BLANTON. I want to put the distinguished gentleman 
from New York on notice that if they do have another night 
Session this week it will be by a rule. We are worked down. 
We are working day and night on committees. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 


AMENDING CERTAIN SECTIONS OF UNITED STATES STATUTES 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 4202) to amend section 5908, United States Compiled 
Statutes, 1916 (R. S., sec. 3186, as amended ya act of March 1, 
1879, ch. 125, sec. 3, and act of March 4, 1913, ch. 166). 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPDAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, ctc., That if any person Hable to pay any tax neglects 
or refuses to pay the same after demand, the amount shall be a lien 
in fayor of the United States from the time when the assessment list 
was received by the collector, except when otherwise provided, until 
paid, with the interest, penalties, and costs that may accrue in addi- 
tion thereto upon all property and rights to property belonging to 
such person: Provided, however, That such lien shall not be valid 
as against any mortgagee, purchaser, or judgment creditor until no- 


tice of such lien shall be filed by the collector in the office of the 
clerk of the district court of the district within which the property 
subject to such lien is situated: Provided further, That whenever any 
State by appropriate legislation authorizes the filing of such notice 
in the office of the registrar or recorder of deeds of the counties of 
that State, and in the State of Louisiana in the parishes thereof, and 
in the States of Connecticut, Rhode Island, and Vermont in the office 
of the registrar or recorder of deeds or town or city clerk having cus- 
tody of the land records of the towns and cities, then such lien shall 
not be valid in that State against any mortgagee, purchaser, or 
judgment creditor until such notice shall be filed in the office of the 
registrar or recorder of deeds of the county or counties, or parish 
or parishes in the State of Louisiana, or in the office of the registrar 
or recorder of deeds or town or city clerk haying custody of the land 
records in the States of Connecticut, Rhode Island, and Vermont of 
the towns or cities within which the property subject to the lien is 
situated. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read the third time, 
was read the third time, and passed, 


DECORATIONS TO PERSONS WHO SERVED IN THE UNITED STATES 
ARMY DURING THE WORLD WAR 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill (H. 
R. 10526) to extend the limitations of time upon the issuance 
of medals of honor, distinguished-service crosses, and distin- 
guished-service medals to persons who served in the Army of 
the United States during the World War. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask that this bill be 
passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. DYER. We will never get it through. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks that 
the bill be passed over without prejudice. Is there objection. 
[After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 


SPRINGFIELD MILITARY ARMORY RESERVATION, MASS, 


The next business on the Consent Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 11355) authorizing the Secretary of War to convey by 
revocable lease to the city of Springfield, Mass., a certain 
parcel of land within the Springfield Military Armory Reserva- 
tion, Mass. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr, BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
was that revocable or irrevocable? 

The SPEAKER, Revocable. 

Mr. BLANTON. I withdraw the objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enactcd, etc., That the Secretary of War be, and hereby is, 
authorized and empowered to convey by a proper revocable lease to 
the city of Springfield, Mass., for public highway purposes, and for 
no other purpose, a strip of land within the Springfield Military 
Armory Reservation, Mass., 55 feet wide lying southerly of and 
adjacent to the southerly line of Pearl Street, as established by a 
deed of the Secretary of War bearing date December 1, 1922, and 
extending easterly from Byers Street to Federal Street, as shown on 
four sheets of blue prints bearing the inscription “ Springfield, Mass., 
department of streets and engineering plan showing proposed widening 
Pearl Street from Byers Street to Federal Street, Scale, 1 inch equals 
20 feet; February, 1924,“ and filed in the office of the Secretary of 
War: Provided, That the conveyance herein authorized shall be upon 
the condition that the said city of Springfield shall within a reason- 
able time lay out and improve and thereafter maintain upon said 
land a public street with roadway, tree belts, and sidewalks substan- 
tially as shown upon said blue prints, or with such variations there- 
from as may be directed by the Secretary of War; sball preserve all 
trees now standing upon said land, except such as stand within said 
new roadway; shall set the fron fence now standing within said land 
over to the southerly line thereof; shall construct upon the adjacent 
portion of said reservation a new drainage system to take the place 
of that now existing upon said land; all of said things to be done by 
said city at its own expense and without cost to the United States 
and to the satisfaction of the Secretary of War: Provided further, 
That there shall be reserved in the conveyance herein authorized the 
right to construct and maintain over, under, and across said new 
street water, gas, and sewer mains, electric light and power, and 
telephone wires and cables, and any other utility which the operation 
and use by the United States of the said armory may require: Pro- 
vided further, That the said city shall not sell or assign the right 
and interest herein authorized to be conveyed or devote said premises 
to any other purpose than street purposes: And provided further, 
That in the event that said premises shall be used for any other 
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purpose or shall not be cared for and maintained as are other public 
streets of the said city, or that any of the foregoing conditions shall be 
violated by the said city, said right and interest shall cease and said 
lease shall thereby be terminated. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read the third 
time, was read the third time, and passed. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a motion to reconsider 
and lay on the table will be ordered on all bills which have 
been passed to-night. 

There was no objection. 


THE NORWEGIAN STEAMSHIP “ HASSEL” 


Mr. MOORES of Indiana. Mr, Speaker, when the Calendar 
No. 666 (S. 2718) was called earlier in the evening it was 
objected to by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Brack]. If 
he were not here I would not ask that it be restored to its place 
on the calendar. He has consented that I make that request. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I have conferred 
with the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Moores] and he brings 
to my attention that this claim has been gone over by the War 
Department and a satisfactory compromise has been arrived at 
which in all probability represents a very considerably less sum 
than the Government would have to pay if it sued in a court of 
admiralty, so I withdraw my objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the bill being restored 
to its place on the calendar? 

Mr. BLANTON. Let us pass it to-night. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 

Mr. MOORES of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that the bili be placed npon its passage. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to its consideration 
now? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none, 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (S, 2718) to authorize the payment of an indemnity to the 
Government of Norway on account of losses sustained by the owners 
of the Norwegian steamship Hassel as the result of a collision be 
tween that steamship and the American steamship Ausable 
Be it enacted, etc., That there is hereby authorized to be paid to the 

Government of Norway, out of any money in the Treasury not other- 

wise appropriated, as a matter of grace and without reference to the 

question of liability therefor, as full indemnity for the losses sustained 
by the owners of the Norwegian steamship Hassel, or any other parties 

pecuniarily interested, as the result of a collision on August 24, 1918, 

between that steamship and the American steamship Ausable, operated 

by the War Department, the sum of $164,169.23, as recommended by 
the President in his message to Congress of February 25, 1924, printed 
as Senate Document No. 52, Sixty-eighth Congress, first session. 


The SPEAKER. The question is on the third reading of 
the Senate bill. 

The Senate bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed. 

Mr. ANDREW. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 


take np—— 
Mr. BLANTON, It can not be done. It is now 11 o'clock. 


FOREIGN LOANS AND DOMESTIC INTEREST RATES 


Mr. LOZIER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
tend in the Record my remarks on S. J. Res. 167 and also to 
extend my remarks on the domestic interest rates and foreign 
loans. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LOZIER. Mr. Speaker, I have on two occasions within 
the last few days called attention to the fact that the American 
banks, trust companies, and capitalists are lending entirely too 
much money abroad for the financial welfare and economie 
well-being of the American people. I have shown that since the 
World War ended—yes, since January 1, 1919—approximately 
$4,000,000,000 of American money has been sent abroad and 
loaned to foreign governments, foreign provinces, foreign rail- 
roads, and foreign corporations. This is an average of about 
$700,000,000 annually for the last six years. I have also shown 
that the net amount of American money loaned abroad in the 
year 1924 was $973,011,500, or practically 51,000,000, 000. 

I have also demonstrated that the investment of these tre- 
mendous sums abroad has materially reduced the money avail- 
able for domestic loans and productive purposes, resulting in a 
much higher rate of interest and consequently heavier over- 
head expense and less profits for the American farmers, manu- 
facturers, and other classes, who, in whole or in part, use 
borrowed capital to carry on their business affairs. I have 
called particular attention to the fact that the farmer is espe- 
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cially interested in low interest rates, and that he is staggering 
under a tremendous load that obviously would be lightened by 
lending less American money abroad. 

These foreign loans, ever increasing in number and amounts, 
are drying up the fountains of surplus capital from which the 
farmers and other borrowers must look for funds to finance 
their vocational activities. I am convinced that the average 
interest rate all over the United States is at least 2 per cent 
higher than it would be if we bad not so lavishly loaned our 
millions and billions of dollars abroad. 

American farmers, merchants, manufacturers, railroads, and 
corporations, even with first-class security, often find it ex- 
tremely difficult to get loans at a reasonable rate of interest 
because the surplus money of the American people is being 
loaned to foreign governments, foreign provinces, foreign man- 
ufacturers, foreign railroads, and foreign corporations. I 
admit that domestic loans bottomed on good security can be 
obtained, but the rate is unreasonably high—so high, in fact, 
that the borrower can not as a rule handle the borrowed funds 
so as to make interest, much less a profit. 

Now, interest and credits are commodities just as wheat and 
corn are commodities. Interest rates, like the price of wheat 
and corn, depend very largely on supply and demand. The 
foreign demand and the American demand combined very 
rapidly reduces the supply, which inevitably means higher 
interest rates. Every new demand tends to reduce the supply 
and advance the interest rate. 

The United States emerged from the World War a great 
creditor nation. Our financial resources were almost bound- 
less. We had the major portion of the world’s gold. Our 
banks and trust companies were filled with surplus wealth. If 
this surplus capital could haye been kept in the United States, 
it would have been available for loans and for productive busi- 
ness purposes. This would have meant a radical reduction in 
interest rates, the beneficial effects of which would have been 
reflected in the prosperity of all lines of business. 

But the international bankers were not willing to allow the 
American people to have a low interest rate or to enjoy the 
benefit of our great national wealth. These bankers were 
greedy for higher interest rates and for enormous commissions 
and underwriting profits obtainable on foreign loans. So they 
began to lend American money abroad, to the disadvantage of 
American industry. All who were engaged in agricultural, 
manufacturing, and commercial pursuits, who desired loans or 
credit for their vocational activities, were compelled to borrow 
in a market where foreign governments, foreign provinces, for- 
eign railroads, foreign corporations, and foreign industrial 
organizations were bidding for loans and offering excessive 
interest and commission rates. These foreign securities bear 
a high rate of interest and this attracts capital that would 
otherwise be available for domestice loans. 

Every well-informed person knows that ultimately the inter- 
est rates that prevail in New York City and other great centers 
of wealth regulate automatically the interest rate throughout 
the Nation. When choice, conservative, and well-secured for- 
eign loans can be made at rates that will return 7, 8, or even a 
higher per cent interest, with attractive commissions and 
underwriting profits, obviously these high interest rates will 
powerfully stimulate and advance the interest rates on all other 
kinds of loans throughout the Nation. 

Now, I have not taken the position that no American money 
should be invested in foreign securities. I believe I under- 
stand and appreciate, not only the importance, but the neces- 
sity of contributing, along reasonable and conservative lines, 
to the reconstruction of Europe. But I do say we have gone 
entirely too far and have loaned entirely too much money to 
foreign nations for our own good. 

I submit that by contributing too freely to the economie re- 
construction of Europe, we are delaying our own economic re- 
construction. By advancing so much money to increase the 
productive capacity of Europe and other foreign lands, may we 
not materially impair our own productive capacity? 

Now, after lending nearly one billion dollars abroad last year, 
it is not unreasonable to suppose that our internationul money 
changers would be disposed to “slow up” on foreign loans in 
1925, but from present indications they will continue the 
policy of absorbing American surplus capital by investments in 
foreign securities. 

Large new issues of foreign securities are being extensively 
advertised in the metropolitan and financial papers. On Feb- 
runry 1 the New York papers featured the following foreign 
loans: (1) $35,000,000 to Canadian National Railways and (2) 
$20,000,000 to Compagnie des Chemins de Fed de PEst (Est 
Railway Co. of France), priced to yield 81 per cent. The 
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proceeds of this loan are to be used to construct new lines of 
railroad and for repairs and improvements and for the pur- 
chase of rolling stock. The Est Railroad connects the city of 
Paris with Belgium, Luxembourg, Alsace-Lorraine, and Swit- 
zerland. Much of the territory in which this railroad operates 


Was overrun and devastated during the World War. It is 
claimed that this loan is guaranteed by the French Govern- 
ment, but in view of the disposition of France to repudiate 
her debt to the United States this guaranty is of questionable 
value. (3) $25,000,000 to Akteengesellschaft Sachsische Werke 
(Saxon Public Iron Works (Inc.), of the State of Saxony, 


Germany. The proceeds of this loan are to be used to erect a` 


power plant and transmission lines and for the development of 
coal fields in Saxony. This loan will yield practically 8 per 
cent interest net. (4) $4,000,000 to British Columbia, at 414 
per cent interest. (5) $3,000,000 to Rimamurany-Salgotarjan 
Iron Works (Ltd.) (Rima Steel Corporation) of Hungary, 
yielding 8 per cent interest; proceeds to be used to enlarge 
steel plant and for other corporate purposes. (6) $50,000,000 
to French cities, French railroads, and French industrial con- 
cerns, including $30,000,000 to the city of Paris. (7) $7,500,000 
to the French Steamship Co. 

Now, these advertisements of new issues of foreign loans 
were clipped from one paper, the New York Journal of Com- 
merce. Doubtless many similar new issues of foreign loans 
are now being marketed in the United States, but the seven 
issues enumerated above aggregate $134,500,000. This means 
that in a few weeks these foreign securities will absorb $134,- 
500,000 of American money that would be available for domes- 
tic loans if it had not been loaned abroad. 

The Washington Post of February 2 contained the follow- 
ing news item under a New York date line: 


$20,000,000 FRENCH RAILROAD BONDS GO ON SALB 


New Yorn, February 1—The American investment market, which 
has been virtually closed to new French financing pending clarifica- 
tion of the French debt situation, will be reopened to-morrow through 
flotation of a $20,000,000 loan for the Est Railroad Co. of France. 

Public offering ot 30-year 7 per cent bonds, guaranteed by the 
French Government, will be made through a syndicate of New York 
and Cleveland bankers, headed by Dillon, Read & Co. The issue will 
be sold at 87% to yield more than 8 per cent to investors. 

The removal of restrictions on private French loans will enable 
bankers to close pending negotiations for other rail, industrial, and 
municipal bond issues, aggregating more than $50,000,000. The city 
of Paris is expected to be one of the borrowers. * * * The Cana- 
dian National Railway is expected to place part of a $35,000,000 loan 
in New York. 


Considering the attitude of France toward her indebtedness 
to the United States, I am wondering how much real value is 
added to these bonds by the guaranty of the French Govern- 
ment. George Rothwell Brown, in his “ Postscripts” in the 
Washington Post, in discussing this guaranty, said: 


A $20,000,000 loan for a French railroad will be offered to-day, 
guaranteed by the French Government. What d’ye mean, guaranteed? 
Does Wall Street enjoy any special privileges over Uncle Sam? 


It is as easy for France to repudiate her guaranty on these 
private loans as it is to repudiate the debt she owes the United 
States for money loaned her in her fight for existence in the 
recent World War. 

The following is from the New York Herald and Tribune, 
issue of February 1: 

ALSACE-LORRAIND RAIL LOAN 

It was learned yesterday that Dillon, Read & Co. are negotiating with 
representatives of the Est Railway, of France, on a piece of finance 
ranging from $10,000,000 to $20,000,000 in amount. This is one of the 
loans which were said to have been held up pending the formulation by 
the French Government of an orderly schedale of borrowings by corpo- 
rations and municipalities whose obligations carry a Government sanc- 
tion and guaranty. It is understood that the State Department in 
Washington has interposed no objections to the Est loan. This rail- 
way operates in Alsace-Lorraine, being fed by the industrial and mining 
centers of that Province, 

The other big issues are $35,000,000 for the Canadian National Rail- 
ways, $20,000,000 for the East Railway of Alsace-Lorraine, upward of 
$30,000,000 for the city of Paris, and $7,500,000 for the French Steam- 
ship Co, 

It will be observed that the State Department at Washington 
has interposed no objection to this $20,000,000 loan to the 
French railroad which operates principally in Alsace-Lorraine 
territory, which in the event of another conflict between Ger- 
many and France will be in the heart of the military opera- 
tions. Many of these foreign loans have been negotiated with 


the express approval of the State Department. That is, the 
Government of the United States has approved and encouraged 
the lending of many hundred millions of dollars abroad, thereby 
substantially reducing the supply of money in America avail- 
able for domestic loans and productive business activities. 

The $20,000,000 bonds of the Est Railroad of France were 
sold in two days, the demand being so great that the subserip- 
tions reached $40,000,000, or double the issue. The $35,000,000 
Canadian National Railway bonds were quickly sold. I quote 
from the New York World of February 3: 


Foreign bonds were firm to strong. French issues improved bacause 
of the oversubscription accorded to the $20,000,000 Est Railroad loan. 

Reception of the $20,000,000 Est Railroad 7 per cent loan offered 
by a Dillon-Read syndicate was the outstanding feature of the day. 
Subscriptions exceeded 840,000,000. 

Quick sale of the issue proved that French credit had not been 
hampered by the war-debt controversy and the temporary ban on 
French financing in Wall Street. Set-up of the loan was attractive, 
the price of 87% to yleld more than 8.15 per cent met with approval, 
and dealers worked with a will. It was the first foreign flotation ever 
contracted by the Est Railroad and was guaranteed by the French 
Government. 


The foregoing illustrates how these foreign bonds, bearing a 
high rate of interest, compete with American securities for 
American money in American markets. This means that 
farmers, manufacturers, railroads, States, counties, cities, 
school districts, and drainage and levee districts can not float 
their loans unless the interest rates thereon are materially ad- 
vanced to or near the interest level on foreign loans. Ob- 
viously this is not a wholesome condition in the fiscal affairs of 
our Nation. 

ADJOURN MENT 


The SPEAKER. Under the order of the House, the House 
adjourns until 12 o’clock to-morrow. 

Thereupon (at 11 o’clock p. m.) the House adjourned until 
to-morrow, Tuesday, February 17, 1925, at 12 o'clock noon. 


EXECUTIVH COMMUNICATIONS, ETO. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications were 
taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

882. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting schedules of claims, amounting to $577,- 
808.15, allowed by various divisions of the General Accounting 
Office (H. Doc. No. 631); to the Committee on Appropriations 
and ordered to be printed. 

883. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting records of judgments rendered against the 
Goyernment by the United States district courts, as follows: 
Under War Department, $5,389.89; under Navy Department, 
$10,160.70; total, $15,550.59 (H. Doc. No. 632); to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

884. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a list of judgments rendered by the Court 
of Claims which have been submitted by the Attorney Gen- 
eral through the Secretary of the Treasury and require an ap- 
propriation for their payment (H. Doc. No. 633); to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

885. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a list of judgments rendered against the 
Government by the district courts of the United States, as 
submitted by the Attorney General through the Secretary of 
the Treasury, which require an appropriation for their pay- 
ment (H. Doc. No. 634); to the Committee on Appropriations 
and ordered to be printed. . 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota: Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. H. R. 12025. A bill to authorize the con- 
struction, maintenance, and operation of a bridge across the 
St. Louis River between the cities of Superior, Wis., and Du- 
luth, Minn.; with amendments (Rept. No. 1496). Referred to 
the House Calendar. 

Mr. BUTLER: Committee on Naval Affairs. H. Res. 434. 
A resolution directing the Secretary of the Navy to inform 
the House of Representatives, if not Incompatible with public 
interest, of the number or designation of United States vessels 
that have run aground since January 1, 1923, and for other 
purposes; without amendment (Rept. No. 1497). Referred to 
the House Calendar. 

Mr. RATHBONE: Committee on the District of Columbia. 
H. R. 12126. A bill to provide for the regulation of motor- 


1925 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


3919 


vehicle traffic in the District of Columbia, increase the number 
of judges of the police court, and for other purposes; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1498). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN : Committee on the District of Columbia. H. R. 
12223. A bill to create the Federal City planning commission; 
with an amendment (Rept. No. 1499). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memo- 
rials were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. VESTAL: A bill (H. R. 12306) to copyright regis- 
tration of designs; to the Committee on Patents. 

By Mr. PATTERSON: A bill (H. R. 12307) extending the 
appreciation of Congress and providing an appropriate medal 
to governors, adjutant generals, members of local and district 
boards and medical and legal advisory boards, and Government 
appeal agents who served as members of the selective service 
system during the World War in the building of the Nation’s 

- armies; fo the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota: A bill (H. R. 12308) 
to amend the World War veterans’ act, 1924; to the Committee 
on World War Veterans’ Legislation. 

By Mr. STEPHENS: A biil (H. R. 12309) to authorize an 
appropriation for the care, maintenance, and improvement of 
the burial grounds containing the remains of William Henry 
Harrison, former President of the United States, and of the 
memorial shaft erected to his memory; to the Committee on 
the Library. 

By Mr. BACON: A bill (H. R. 12310) to supplement the 
naturalization laws; to the Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization. 

By Mr. LOWREY: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 356) making 
an appropriation for the arrest and eradication of anthrax; to 
the Committee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. DARROW: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 357) provid- 
ing for the cooperation of the United States in the sesquicenten- 
nial exhibition commemorating the signing of the Declaration 
of Independence, and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Industrial Arts and Expositions. 

By Mr. BACON: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 358) providing 
for the preparation of certain statistics relating to immigration 
and naturalization; to the Committee on Immigration and Nat- 
uralization. 

By Mr. DALLINGER: Resolution (H. Res. 443) directing 
the Commissioners of the District of Columbia to inform the 
House of Representatives as to what steps they have taken to 
prevent the staging of improper plays in the District of Colum- 
bia; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. FAIRFIELD: Resolution (H. Res. 444) to provide 
for the printing of the hearings on the joint resolution (H. J. 
Res. 131) to enable the people of the Philippine Islands to form 
a constitution and national government and to provide for 
the recognition of their independence; to the Committee on 
Printing. 

Also, resolution (H. Res. 445) to provide for the printing of 
the hearings on the bill (H. R. 8856) to enable the people of 
the Philippine Islands to adopt a constitution and form a 
government for the Philippine Islands and to provide for the 
future political status of the same; to the Committee on 
Printing. 

By Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska: Memorial of the Legisla- 
ture of the State of Nebraska, urging early improvement of 
the St. Lawrence River to permit ocean-going vessels to enter 
the Great Lakes, and also favoring deepening the Missouri 
River between Kansas City, Kans., and Sioux City, Iowa; to 
the Committee on Rivers aud Harbors. . 

By the SPEAKER (by request): Memorial of the Legis- 
lature of the State of Idaho, favoring legislation that will 
protect depositors from loss by reason of bank failures by a 
proper utilization of surplus in Federal reserve banks; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. SWEET: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of New York, opposing the enactment into law of Senate bill 
4428 and an amendment to House bill 3933; to the Committee 
on Rivers and Harbors, 

By Mr. HUDSON: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Michigan, urging the provision of funds necessary for the 
immediate improving of Selfridge Field and to make it one 
of the leading units in an up-to-date national air service; to 
the Committee on Military Affairs, 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. COLE of Iowa: A bill (H. R. 12311) granting an 
increase of pension to Mary E. Clough; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. EVANS of Montana: A bill (H. R. 12312) granting a 
pension to Eugene C. Burris; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. GARDNER of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 12313) grant- 
ing a pension to Mahalia A. Roberson; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska: A bill (H. R. 12314) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Harriet Best; to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 12315) granting an increase of pension to 
Edward A. Dewey; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. LEACH: A bill (H. R. 12316) granting an increase 
of pension to Helen O. Monroe; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. McLEOD: A bill (H. R. 12317) granting a pension to 
Fannie M. Buell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 12318) granting a pension to Joseph 
Childs Petres; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. MOORES of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 12219) granting 
an increase of pension to Mary A. Miller; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 12320) granting a pension to Sarah Mil- 
ler; to the Committee on Pensions. ~ 

Also, a bill (H. R. 12321) granting an increase of pension to 
Mary Northcutt; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 12322) granting an increase of pension to 
Susan M. Stevenson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. ROBINSON of Iowa: A bill (H. R. 12323) granting 
a pension to Nora Corcoran Flynn; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SCHNEIDER: A bill (H. R. 12324) to authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to pay the claim of Mitchell Osh- 
kenaniew, a member of the Menominee Tribe of Ind ans; to 
the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. WILLIAMS of Michigan: A bill (H. R. 12325) to 
provide for the payment, under certain conditions, to Lester P. 
Barlow of royalties accruing to him by reason of the use of 
certain inventions by the United States; to the Committee on 
War Claims. 

By Mr. WILSON of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 12326) granting 
a pension to Orra M. Barnes; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. WYANT: A bill (H. R. 12327) granting a pension to 
Hannah E. Kunkle; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 


PETITIONS, ETG. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 

3802. By Mr. McFADDEN: Petition of sundry citizens of 
Beaumont, Pa., and vicinity, opposing S. 3218; to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

3803. By Mr. McSWEENEY: Petition of sundry citizens of 
New Philadelphia, Ohio, protesting against the enactment of 
S. 3218 or any similar legislation; to the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

3804. By Mr. MORROW: Petition of the Woman’s Club of 
Carlsbad, N. Mex., concerning United States adherence to the 
World Court; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

3805. By Mr. RAKER: Petition of the Pacific Novelty Co., 
of San Francisco, Calif., relative to the postal salary and rate 
ae bill; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post 

oads. 

3806. Also, petition of the Los Angeles Railway, Los Angeles, 
Calif., urging passage of the reorganization bili (H. R. 9629) ; 
to the Joint Committee on Reorganization of Executive Depart- 
ments. 

3807. Also, petition of 45 residents of Eldorado County, Calif., 
protesting against the passage of the compulsory Sunday ob- 
seryance bill (S. 3218) or any other religious legislation; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

3808. Also, petition of the United Veterans’ Council, San Fran- 
cisco, Calif., indorsing H. R. 11798 and S. 3920, in the interest 
of Indian war veterans, widows, and dependent children; to 
the Committee on Pensions. 

3809. By Mr. SHREVE (by request): Petition of sundry citi- 
zens of North East, Pa., opposed to compulsory Sunday ob- 
servance bill (S. 3218); to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia, 
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8810. Also, petition of sundry residents of Erie, Pa., opposed 
to compulsory Sunday observance bill (S. 3218); to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

8811. Also, petition of 255 citizens of the State of Pennsyl- 
vania protesting against the of Senate bill 3218, the 
compulsory Sunday observance bill, and all other religious 
legislation ; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

$812. By Mr. SMITH: Petition of 61 citizens of Boise, Idaho, 
against the passage of compulsory Sunday observance bill; to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

3813. By Mr. SWING: Petition of sundry citizens of San 
Diego, Calif., protesting against compulsory Sunday observance 
laws; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 


SENATE 
Torsbax, February 17, 1925 


The Chaplain, Rev. J. J. Muir, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


O God, Thou hast been our dwelling place in all genera- 
tions, Thou art the same yesterday, to-day, and forever, 50 
full of grace and ever remembering our needs. We come this 
morning into Thy presence asking for the guidance of Thy 
Spirit. Lead us in paths of truth and of righteousness. May 
there be no hesitancy. on our part but rather a glad surrender 
of our will to do Thy will. We humbly ask in Jesus’ name. 
Amen. 

NAMING A PRESIDING OFFICER 


The Secretary, George A. Sanderson, read the following com- 

munication : 
UNITED STATES SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
p Washington, D. C., February 17, 1925. 
To the Senate: 

Boing temporarliy absent from the Senate, I appoint Hon. GRORGE H. 
Moses, a Senator from the State of New Hampshire, to perform the 
duties of the Chair this legislative day. 

ALBERT B. CUMMINS, 
President pro tempore. 


Mr. MOSES thereupon took the chair as Presiding Officer. 
THE JOURNAL 


The reading clerk proceeded to read the Journal of yester- 
day’s proceedings, when, on request of Mr. Curtis and by 
unnnimous consent, the further reading was dispensed with and 
the Journal was approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Representatives by Mr. Farrell, 
its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had passed with- 
out amendment the following bills of the Senate: 

S. 877. An act to provide for exchanges of Government and 
privately owned lands in the Walapai Indian Reservation, Ariz. ; 

S. 2209. An act to amend section 5147 of the Revised 
Statutes; 

S. 2397. An act to provide for refunds to veterans of the 
World War of certain amounts paid by them under Federal 
irrigation projects; 

S. 2718. An act to authorize the payment of an indemnity to 
the Government of Norway on account of losses sustained by 
the owners of the Norwegian steamship Hassel as the result of 
a collision between that steamship and the American steamship 
Ausable; 

S. 2746. An act regulating the recovery of allotments and 
allowances heretofore paid to designated beneficiaries ; 

S. 2835. An act to amend an act entitled “An act authorizing 
insurance companies or associations and fraternal beneficiary 
societies to file bills of interpleader,” approved February 22, 
1917; 

S 3171. An act for the relief of sufferers from earthquake in 
Japan ; 

8. 3180. An act to amend section 194 of the Penal Code of the 
United States; 

8. 3252. An act referring the claim of the State of Rhode 
Island for expenses during the war with Spain to the Court of 
Claims for adjudication ; 


S. 3352. An act to provide for the appointment of an ar | 


praiser of merchandise at Portland, Oreg. ; 


S. 3808. An act to authorize the city of Norfolk, Va., to con- 


struct a combined dam and bridge in Lafayette River at or near 
Granby Street, Norfolk, Va.; 
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S. 3793. An act to authorize the appointment of commis- 
sioners by the Court of Claims and to prescribe their powers 
and compensation ; 

S. 3630. An act authorizing the Secretary of War to convey 
to the Federal Land Bank of Baltimore certain land in the 
city of San Juan, P. R.; 

S. 4014. An act to amend the act of June 30, 1919, relative 
to per capita cost of Indian schools; 

S. 4109. An act to provide for the securing of lands in the 
southern Appalachian Mountains and in the Mammoth Cave 
regions of Kentucky for perpetual preservation as national 


S. 4152. An act to authorize the Secretary of War to grant 
a perpetual easement for railroad right of way over and upon a 
portion of the military reservation on Anastasia Island, in the 
State of Florida; and 

S. J. Res. 177. Joint resolution to amend section 2 of the 
public resolution entitled “Joint resolution to authorize the 
operation of Government-owned radio stations for the use of 
ee public, and for other purposes,” approved April 14, 

The message also announced that the House had passed the 
following bill and joint resolution of the Senate, eacli with an 
5 in which it requested the concurrence of the 

ate: 

S. 3648. An act granting to the county authorities of San 
Juan County, State of Washington, certain described tracts of 
land on the abandoned military reservations on Lopez and 
Shaw Islands as a right of way for county roads, and for other 
purposes; and 

S. J. Res. 172. Joint resolution to authorize the appropriation 
of certain amounts for the Yuma irrigation projects, Arizona, 
and for other purposes. 

The message further announced that the House had passed 
the following bills and joint resolution of the Senate, severally 
with amendments, in which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

S. 1918. An act relative to officers in charge of public build- 
ings and grounds in the District of Columbia; 

8.3346. An act to provide that jurisdiction shall be com- 
ferred upon the Court of Claims, notwithstanding the lapse 
of time or statutes of limitation, to hear, examine, and ad- 
judicate and render judgment in any and all legal and equi- 
table claims arising under or growing out of any treaty or 
agreement between the United States and certain bands of 
Indians, and for other purposes ; 

S. 8760. An act to amend in certain particulars the national 
defense act of June 3, 1916, as amended, and for other pur- 


poses ; 

S. 3895. An act to authorize the coinage of silver 50-cent 
pieces in commemoration of the one hundred and fiftieth anni- 
versary of the Battle of Bennington and the independence of 
Vermont; and 

S. J. Res. 95. Joint resolution to authorize the American Na- 
tional Red Cross to continue the use of temporary buildings 
now erected on square No. 172, Washington, D. C. 

The message also announced that the House had passed the 
following bills and joint resolutions, in which it requested the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H. R. 3842. An act to provide for terms of the United States 

district court at Denton, Md. ; 
- H. R.4202. An act to amend section 5908, United States 
Compiled Statutes, 1916 (R. S., sec. 3186, as amended by act 
oes March 1, 1879, ch. 125, sec. 8, and act of March 4, 1913, ch. 
168) ; 

H. R. 4548. An act authorizing the Secretary of Commerce 
to acquire, by condemnation or otherwise, a certain tract of 
land in the District of Columbia for the enlargement of the 
present site of the Bureau of Standards; 

H. R. 5261. An act to repeal and reenact chapter 100, 1914, 
Public, No. 108, to provide for the restoration of Fort McHenry, 
in the State of Maryland, and its permanent preservation as a 
national park and perpetual national memorial shrine as the 
birthplace of the immortal Star-Spangled Banner, written 
by Francis Scott Key, for the appropriation of the necessary 
funds, and for other purposes ; 

H. R. 5265. An act to authorize the appointment of stenog- 
raphers in the courts of the United States and to fix their 
duties and compensation ; 

H. R. 7762. An act to provide for the method of measure- 
ment of vessels using the Panama Canal; 

II. R. 9062. An act conferring jurisdiction upon the Court of 
Claims to hear, examine, adjudicate, and enter judgment in 
any and all claims, of whatever nature, which the Kansas or 
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Kaw Tribe of Indians may have or claim to have, against the 
United States, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 9095. An act to incorporate the American War Mothers; 

H. R. 9160. An act authorizing certain Indian tribes and 
bands, or any of them, residing in the State of Washington to 
submit to the Court of Claims certain claims growing out of 
treaties and otherwise; 

H. R. 9199. An act to prevent the pollution by oil of navigable 
rivers of the United States; 

H. R. 9724. An act to authorize an appropriation for the 
care, maintenance, and improvement of the burial grounds con- 
taining the remains of Zachary Taylor, former President of the 
United States, and of the memorial shaft erected to his memory, 
and for other purposes; 

H.R.10471. An act authorizing the Postmaster Gencral to 
permit the use of precanceled stamped envelopes; 

H. R. 10472. An act to provide for restoration of the old Fort 
Vancouver stockade; 

II. R. 10771. An act authorizing the acquisition of land and 
suitably marking the site of the Battle of Franklin, Tenn.; 

H. R. 11067. An act to provide for the relinquishment by the 
United States of certain lands to the county of Kootenai, in 
the State of Idaho; j 

II. R. 11077. An act authorizing the issuance of patents to 
the State of South Dakota for park purposes of certain lands 
within the Custer State Park, now claimed under the United 
States general mining laws, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 11210. An act to grant certain public lands to the 
State of Washington for park and other purposes; 

II. R. 11355. An act authorizing the Secretary of War to 
convey by revocable lease to the city of Springfield, Mass., a 
certain parcel of land within the Springfield Military Armory 
Reservation, Mass.; 

II. R. 11410. An act to extend the time for the exchange of 
Government lands for privately owned lands in the Territory 
of Hawaii; 

H. R. 11636. An act authorizing and directing the Postmaster 
General to grant permission to use special canceling stamps or 
postmarking dies in the Chicago post office; 

H. R. 11644. An act granting certain public lands to the city 
of Phoenix, Ariz., for municipal park and other purposes; 

H. R. 11668. An act granting consent of Congress to the 
States of Missouri, Illinois, and Kentucky to construct, main- 
tain, and operate bridges over the Mississippi and Ohio Rivers 
at or near Cairo, III., and for other purposes; 

II. R. 11703. An act granting the consent of Congress to 
G. B. Deane, of St. Charles, Ark., to construct, maintain, and 
operate a bridge across the White River, at or near the city 
of St. Charles, in the county of Arkansas, in the State of 
Arkansas; 

H. R. 11725. An act to legalize a pier and wharf in York 
River at Gloucester Banks, near Gloucester Point, Va.; 

II. R. 11726. An act to authorize the creation of a national 
memorial in the Harney National. Forest; 

II. R. 11737. An act authorizing preliminary examinations 
and surveys of sundry rivers with a view to the control of 
their floods ; 

II. R. 11755. An act for the relief of Capt. Douglas E. Dis- 
mukes, United States Navy; 

H. R. 11799. An act to secure a replica of the Houdon bust 
of Washington for lodgment in the Pan American Building; 

EL R. 11825. An act to extend the time for the construction 
of a bridge over the Ohio River near Steubenville, Ohio; 

II. R. 11886. An act to amend section 7 of an act entitled “An 
act to enable any State to cooperate with any other State or 
States, or with the United States, for the protection of the 
- watersheds of navigable streams, and to appoint a commission 
for the acquisition of lands for the purpose of conserving the 
navigability of navigable rivers,” approved March 1, 1911 (36 
Stat. L. p. 961); 

II. R. 11921. An act to authorize the permanent appointment 
of any acting chaplain in the Navy to the temporary grade and 
rank in the Navy held by him during the World War; 

H. R. 11952. An act to authorize the exchange of certain 
patented lands in the Rocky Mountain National Park for Goy- 
ernment lands in the park; 

H. R. 11953. An act granting the consent of Congress for the 
construction of a bridge across the Grand Calumet River on 
the north and south center line of section 33, township 37 
north, and range 9 west of the second principal meridian in 
Lake County, Ind., where said river is crossed by what is 
known as Kennedy Avenue; 

H. R. 11954. An act granting the consent of Congress for the 
construction of a bridge across the Grand Calumet River at 
Gary, Ind.; 


H. R. 11977. An act to extend the time for the commence- 
ment and completion of the bridge of the American Niagara 
Railroad Corporation across the Niagara River in the State of 
New York; ; 

H. R. 11978. An act granting the consent of Congress to. the 
commissioners of McKean County, Pa., to construct a bridge 
across the Allegheny River; 

H. R. 12001. An act to provide for the elimination of Lamond 
grade crossing in the District of Columbia, and for the exten- 
sion of Van Buren Street; 

H. R. 12004. An act authorizing a survey for the control of 
excess flood waters of the Mississippi River below Red River 
Landing in Louisiana and on the Atchafalaya outlet by the 
construction and maintenance of controlled and regulated spill- 
way or spillways, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 12064. An act to recognize and reward the accomplish- 
ment of the world flyers; 

H. R. 12086. An act to authorize the transfer of the United 
States Weather Bureau site and buildings at East Lansing, 
Mich., to the State of Michigan in exchange for another 
Weather Bureau site on the grounds of the Michigan State 
Board of Agriculture and other considerations; 

H. R. 12192, An act to authorize the creation of game refuges 
on the Ozark National Forest in the State of Arkansas; 

II. J. Res. 115. Joint resolution approving the action of the 
Secretary of War in directing the issuance of quartermaster 
stores for the relief of sufferers from the cyclone at Lagrange 
and at West Point, Ga., and vicinity, March, 1920; 

II. J. Res. 318. Joint resolution establishing a commission for 
the participation of the United States in the observance of the 
one hundred and fiftieth anniversary of the Battle of Bunker 
Hill, authorizing an appropriation to be utilized in connection 
with such observance, and for other purposes; and 

H. J. Res. 342. Joint resolution to authorize the appointment 
of an additional commissioner on the United States Lexington- 
Concord Sesquicentennial Commission. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


The message also further announced that the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives had affixed his signature to the fol- 
lowing enrolled bills, and they were thereupon signed by the 
Presiding Officer (Mr. Moses) as Acting President pro tempore: 

H. R. 103. An act for the inclusion of certain lands in the 
Plumas National Forest, Calif., and for other purposes ; 

H. R. 4441. An act to amend section 4044 of the Revised Stat- 
utes, as amended; 

H. R. 8090. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury 
to remove the quarantine station now situated at Fort Morgan, 
Ala., to Sand Island, near the entrance of the port of Mobile, 
Ala., and to construct thereon a new quarantine station; and 

H. R. 9765. An act granting to certain claimants the prefer- 
ence right to purchase unappropriated publie lands. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate a me- 
morial adopted by the Legislature of the State of Arizona, 
praying that Congress, coincidently with any Federal move- 
ment to regulate the grazing of livestock on the public domain 
within the State of Arizona, grant an additional endowment 
to that State of 5,000,000 acres of land for the construction of 
highways and for the support of its educational and other pub- 
lic institutions, which was referred to the Committee on Public 
Lands and Surveys. (See duplicate memorial when presented 
yesterday by Mr. AsHursT and printed in full, page 3785, 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.) 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore also laid before the Senate a 
joint memorial adopted by the Legislature of the State of New 
Mexico, requesting Congress to extend the authority of the 
Secretary of Agriculture under Senate Joint Resolution 52, so 
that advances or loans may be made to farmers in the drought- 
stricken areas of New Mexico for planting and raising crops 
during 1925, which was referred to the Committee on Agricul- 
ture and Forestry, as follows: 

Strate oF New Maxico, 
OFFICE oy THE SECRETARY OF STATE. 


Certificate 


I, Soledad C. Chacon, Secretary of State of the State of New Mexico, 
do hereby certify that there was filed for record in this ofice at 3.25 
p. m. on the 12th day of February, A. D. 1925, senate joint memorial 
No. 8. Joint memorial of the Senate and House of Representatives of 
the State of New Mexico to the Congress of the United States, re- 
questing the Congress to extend the authority of the Secretary of Agri- 
culture under Senate Joint Resolution 52, so that advances or loans 
may be made te farmers in the drought-stricken areas of New Mexico 
for planting or raising crops during 1925, as passed by the Seventh 
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the Congress of the United States and have secured the enactment of 
bills providing for the appropriation of large sums of money from the 
Federal Treasury to be furnished and appropriated by the Federal 
Government to the various States as Federal ald to be used in the 
financing of certain and sundry projects proposed and authorized by 
the legislatures of the several States for the carrying out of the pro- 
gram of government as organized and established; and 

Whereas to secure the Federal aid appropriated by the Congress of 
the United States it is necessary that the legislatures of the several 
States appropriate from their respective State treasuries a propor- 
tlonate or equal contribution to be used for the purpose specified in the 
Federal appropriation; and 

Whereas, even though the various States of the Union, through their 
legislatures, may not approve of the project or purposes of the sald 
Federal appropriation, still the legislatures are in a measure com- 
pelled and forced to accept the said Federal aid and appropriate a 
like or proportionate amount from the State treasury, for the reason 
that the said Federal appropriation is raised by the taxation of all the 
people of the several States and from revenue derived from other 
sources, and that for each State to receive its pro rata part of the 
funds so appropriated to it it is necessary that the State make the 
appropriation from its treasury, otherwise the pro rata share to which 
the State would be entitled would be lost; and 

Whereas as a result of this practice the legislatures of the States 
are required to appropriate funds which would not otherwise be ap- 
propriated, thereby greatly increasing the expenses of operation and 


State Legislature of the State of New Mexico and approved by the 
Governor of the State of New Mexico February 12, 1925; and also, 
that I have compared the following copy of the same with the original 
thereof on file and declare it to be a correct transcript therefrom and 
of the whole thereof. ? 

Given under my hand and the great seal of the State of New 
Mexico, at the city of Santa Fe, the capital, on this 13th day of 
February, A. D. 1925, 

[ssar] BSorspap C. CHACON, 

Secretary of State, 


Senate joint memorial No. 3 (introduced by Mr. Lucero) of the Sen- 
ate and House of Representatives of the State of New Mexico to 
the Congress of the United States, requesting the Congress to ex- 
tend the authority of the Secretary of Agriculture under Senate 
Joint Resolution 52 so that advances or loans may be made to 
farmers in the drought-stricken areas of New Mexico for planting 
and raising crops during 1925. 

Whereas the funds appropriated by Senate Joint Resolution 52 passed 
by the Sixty-elghth Congress, first session, authorizing the Secretary 
of Agriculture to make advances or loans to farmers in the drought- 
stricken areas of New Mexico for the spring and fall planting of 1924 
became available too late to enable many farmers to take advantage 
of it and only $400,000 of the $1,000,000 appropriated was used for 
such loans; and 7 

Whereas the conditions of drought in some of said areas continued 


during most of the season of 1924, and many farmers therein had to 
abandon their farms and seek employment elsewhere in order to sup- 
port their families, and some farmers who recelyed loans out of said 
fund did not realize enough out of their crops to repay the same; and 
Whereas conditions of moisture throughout said areas are now such 
as to promise good crops for those who shall be able to plant, culti- 
vate, and harvest them during the season of 1925, and, if loans can 
be made to them in the manner provided in said resolution, many 
farmers will be enabled to return and till their farms: Now, therefore, 
be it 
Resolved, That the Legislature of the State of New Mexico respect- 
fully and earnestly memorializes and requests the Congress of the 
United States to pass a like joint resolution at its present session 
continuing the authotity of the Secretary of Agriculture and make 
an appropriation of $500,000 so that advances or loans may be made 
thereunder for the spring and fall planting of 1925; and be it further 
Resolved, That two copies of this joint memorial be forwarded to 
the President of the Senate and Speaker of the House of Representa- 
tives of the United States and to the Hon. A. A. Jones and H. O. 
Bursum, Senators, and the Hon. JoHN Morrow, Member of Congress 
from the State of New Mexico. 
EDWARD SARGÐNT, 
President of the Senate. 
Attest: 
A. J. FIscHer, 
Chief Clerk of the Senate. 
D. W. SMITH, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
Attest: 
J. O. Morms, 
Chief Olerk of the House of Representatives. 
Approved by me this 12th day of February, 1925. 
A. T. HANNETT, 
Governor of New Merico. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER also laid before the Senate a 
resolution adopted by the Senate of the State of Iowa, favoring 
the repeal of the acts of Congress authorizing the appropriation 
of funds for the purpose of Federal aid, which was referred 
to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 

Senate resolution memorializing the Congress of the United States to 
discontinue the appropriation of funds from the Federal Treasury 
for use in any State-ald purpose 
Whereas in times past the people of the United States have believed 

that the power to provide ways and means of meeting local conditions 
should be vested in the people of the several States, and such condi- 
tions have been met and solved by the representatives of the people 
of the several States according to the needs and provisions of each 
community and State; and 

Whereas since the admission of this State to the Union this method 
of solving local problems has proven to be economical and expeditious 
for the establishment and maintenance of the local government; and 

Whereas there has lately grown up among us a number of organized 
minorities who have sought to engage the Federal Government in 
problems of local finance and administration among the several States, 
contrary to the expressed and established customs and purposes of our 
National Government, and to furnish finances to further the under- 
takings of the Federal Government these minorities have influenced 


the taxes of the State government, to the demoralization of the pro- 
gram of economy of the Several States: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the senate, That the acts of Congress authorizing the 
appropriation of funds for purposes of Federal aid be repealed. 

That if such acts were repealed, the taxes of the Federal Government 
could be reduced. 

That the secretary of the Senate of Iowa be directed to send a copy 
of this resolution to the President of the United States and to the 
President of the United States Senate and to the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives of the United States at Washington, D. C. 

CLEM. F. KIMBALL, 
President of the Senate, 

Warrer H. Beam, 
Secretary of the Senata 


Mr. ROBINSON presented a letter in the nature of a me- 
morial from John Schaap & Sons Drug Co., of Fort Smith, 
Ark., remonstrating against the passage of the bill (H. R. 
6645) to amend the national prohibition act, to provide for a 
bureau of prohibition in the Treasury Department, to define 
its powers and duties, and to place its personnel under the 
civil service act, which was referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

He also presented the petition of R. C. Wills, teacher, and 
sundry students of the Alcorn School, of Humphrey, Ark., 
praying for the passage of legislation for the creation of a 
secretaryship of education in the President’s Cabinet, which 
was referred to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

He also presented memorials of sundry citizens of Decatur 
and Gentry, all in the State of Arkansas, remonstrating 
against the passage of the so-called compulsory Sundry ob- 
servance bill for the District, which were referred to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. SHEPPARD presented the petition of the Dallas 
(Tex.) College Club, praying for American membership in the 
World Court, which was referred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania presented a memorial signed by 
approximately 150 citizens of Wilkes-Barre and yicinity, in 
the State of Pennsylvania, remonstrating against the passage 
of the so-called compulsory Sunday obseryance bill for the 
District of Columbia, which was referred to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

Mr. COPELAND presented memorials signed by approxi- 
mately 107 citizens of New York City and of sundry citizens of 
Broome County, all in the State of New York, remonstrating 
against the passage of the so-called compulsory Sunday obsery- 
ance bill for the District, which were referred to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. FRAZIER presented the memorials of Mrs. Florence 
Bresce and 24 other citizens of Devils Lake, and of W. D. Bruing- 
ton and 17 other citizens of Billings County, all in the State of 
North Dakota, remonstrating against the passage of the so- 
called compulsory Sunday observance bill for the District, 
which were referred to the Committee on the District of Co- 
lumbia. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Minnesota presented the petitions of A. J. 
Haysmer and 528 other citizens of Minneapolis, of 160 citizens 
of Chisholm, of 115 citizens of Pelican Rapids, of 37 citizens of 
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Todd County, of 48 citizens of Robbinsdale, of 31 citizens of 
Stillwater, of 31 citizens of Good Thunder, of 21 citizens of 
Detroit, of 21 citizens of Norman and vicinity, and 74 citizens 
of Hennepin County, of 33 citizens of Roseau County, and of 
41 citizens of Mineral Center and Princeton, all in the State 
of Minnesota, remonstrating against the passage of the so- 
called compulsory Sunday observance bill for the District, 
3 were referred to the Committe on the Distriet of Co- 
umita. 
REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


Mr. KENDRICK, from the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry, to which was referred the bill (S. 4158) to authorize 
the establishment and maintenance of a forest experiment sta- 
tion in California and the surrounding States, reported it with- 
out amendment. 

Mr. COPELAND, from the Committee on the District of 
Columbia, submitted a report (No. 1135) to accompany the 
bill (S. 4227) to extend the provisions of Title II of the 
food-control and District of Columbia rents act, as amended; 
to prevent fraudulent transactions respecting real estate; to 
create a real-estate commission for the District of Columbia; 
to define, regulate, and license real-estate brokers and real- 
estate salesmen; to provide a penalty for a violation of the 
provisions hereof; and for other purposes, heretofore reported 
by him from that committee. 

Mr. FESS, from the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds, to which was referred the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 
186) authorizing the sale of the old Federal building at To- 
ledo, Ohio, reported it without amendment. 

Mr. HARRELD, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, to 
which were referred the following bills, reported them each 
without amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 4042) to authorize the Secretary of the Interior 
to purchase certain land in California to be added to the 
Cahuilla Indian Reservation, and authorizing an appropriation 
of funds therefor (Rept. No. 1136) ; and 

A bill (S. 4243) for the relief of the Milwaukee Journal, of 
Milwaukee, Wis. (Rept. No. 1137). 

Mr. HARRELD also, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, 
to which was referred the bill (S. 4025) to reimburse the 
Truckee-Carson irrigation district, State of Nevada, for cer- 
tain expenditures for the operation and maintenance of drains 
for lands within the Paiute Indian Reservation, Nev., re- 
ported it with an amendment and submitted a report (No. 
1138) thereon, 

Mr. LADD, from the Committee on Commerce, to which 
were referred the following bills, reported them each without 
amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 4229) granting the consent of Congress to the State 
Highway Commission of North Carolina to construct a bridge 
across the Chowan River at or near the city of Edenton, N. ©. 
(Rept. No. 1189) ; and 

A bill (S. 4289) authorizing the construction of a bridge 
across the Colorado River near Blythe, Calif. (Rept. No. 1140). 

Mr. WILLIS, from the Committee on Foreign Relations, to 
which was referred the bill (H. R. 9700) to authorize the Sec- 
retary of State to enlarge the site and erect buildings thereon 
for the use of the diplomatic and consular establishments of 
the United States in Tokyo, Japan, reported it without amend- 
ment and submitted a report (No. 1141) thereon. 

Mr. GOODING, from the Committee on Agriculture and For- 
estry, to which was referred the bill (S. 4224) to amend 
section 2 of the act of June 7, 1924 (Public, 270), entitled 
“An aet to provide for the protection of forest lands, for the 
reforestation of denuded areas, for the extension of national 
forests, and for other purposes,” in order to promote the con- 
tinuous production of timber on lands chiefly suitable therefor, 
reported it without amendment. 

Mr. SMOOT, from the Committee on Finance, reported an 
amendment relative to a proposed increase in the salaries of 
Cabinet officers, Members of Congress, etc., intended to be 
proposed to House bill 12101, the legislative appropriation bill, 
which was referred to the Committee on Appropriations. 


PIER AND WHARF IN YORK RIVER, VA. 


Mr. SHEPPARD. From the Committee on Commerce I re- 


rt back favorably without amendment the bill (S. 4305) to 
egalize a pier and wharf in York River at Gloucester Banks, 
near Gloucester Point, Va., and I submit a report (No, 1134) 
thereon. I ask unanimous consent for the immediate consid- 
eration of the bill. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of 
the While, proceeded to consider the bill, and it was read, 8s 
follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the pier and wharf built by Robert H. 
Talley, trustee, in the York River, State of Virginia, at Gloucester 
Banks, which is about 1 mile east of Gloucester Point, Gloucester 
County, Va., and about one-half mile west of Sarah Creek, Va., be, and 
the same is hereby, legalized to the same extent and with like effect 
as to all existing or future laws and regulations of the United States 
as if the permit required by the existing laws of the United States n 
such cases made and provided had been regularly obtained prior to the 
erection of said pler and wharf: Provided, That any change in said 
pier, which the Secretary of War may deem necessary and order in the 
interest of navigation, shall be promptly made by the owner thereof. 

Sec. 2, The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby ex- 
pressly reserved. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. i: 


ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 


Mr. WATSON, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 
ported that on February 16, 1925, that committee presented to 
the President of the United States the following enrolled bills: 

8. 365. An act for the relief of Ellen B. Walker; 

S. 1765. An act for the relief of the heirs of Agnes Ingels, 
deceased ; 

S. 4056. An act to provide for an additional district judge 
for the western district of Michigan; and 

S. 4162. An act to establish home ports of vessels of the 
United States, to validate documents relating to such vessels, 
and for other purposes. 


BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED 


Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred 
as follows: 

By Mr. McNARY: 

A.bill (S. 4327) granting a pension to Fred Breyman; to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. SPENCER: 

A bill (S. 4328) granting an increase of pension to Artamissa 
Bonney ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. SMOOT: 

A bill (S. 4329) for the relief of John A. Fox: to the Com- 
mittee on Claims. 

By Mr. NEELY: 

A bill (S. 4330) granting an increase of pension to Victoria 
Coffman ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. BORAH: 

A bill (S. 4331) to regulate the practice and fix the fees of 
agents, attorneys, and other persons representing claimants 
under the act of October 6, 1917; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. BALL: 

A bill (S. 4332) to amend an act entitled “An act making it 
a misdemeanor in the District of Columbia to abandon or 
willfully neglect to provide for the support and maintenance by 
any person of his wife or her minor children in destitute or 
necessitous circumstances,” approved March 28, 1906; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. HARRIS: 

A bill (S. 4333) to provide for the establishment in the State 
of Georgia of a subsidiary fish-cultural station to the Warm 
Springs, Ga., fisheries station, to be under the direction of the 
Bureau of Fisheries of the Department of Commerce: to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. STANLEY: 

A bill (S. 4334) to authorize the coinage of 50-cent pieces in 
commemoration of the one hundred and fiftieth anniversary of 
the founding of the State of Kentucky and of the first perma- 
nent English settlement west of the Alleghenies at Harrods- 
burg, Ky., on June 16, 1774; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. FESS: 

A bill (S. 4335) to extend the time for the construction of 
a bridge over the Ohio River near Steubenville, Ohio; to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. NEELY: 

A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 188) declaring December 28 
a legal public holiday to be known as Woodrow Wilson’s 
birthday ; to the Committee on the Judiciary, 


AMENDMENT TO DEFICIENCY APPROPRIATION BILL 


Mr. BURSUM submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the second deficiency appropriation bill, which 
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was referred to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered 
to be printed, as follows: 


At the proper place in the bill insert the following: 

“That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and is hereby, authorized 
to pay to Mary McConnell, of Santa Fe, N. Mex., out of the special 
fund in the Treasury of the United States created by the act of June 
17, 1902 (32 Stats. p. 388), and therein designated ‘the reclamation 
fund,’ the sum of $289 for services rendered to the United States in 
compiling data in the matter of the adjudication of water rights upon 
the Pecos River, N. Mex.“ 


AMENDMENTS TO THE CAPE COD CANAL BILL 


Mr. FLETCHER submitted an amendment in the nature of 
a substitute intended to be proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 
3933) for the purchase of the Cape Cod Canal property, and 
for other purposes, which was ordered to lie on the table and 
to be printed. x 

Mr. GOODING submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill (H. R. 3933) for the purchase of the 
Cape Cod Canal property, and for other purposes, which was 
ordered to lie on the table and to be printed. 


EXPENDITURES OF INDIAN TRIBAL FUNDS 


Mr. DILL. I ask unanimous consent that the bill (H. R. 
7888) to provide for expenditures of tribal funds of Indians 
for construction, repair, and rental of agency buildings, and 
related purposes, be recommitted to the Committee on Indian 
Affairs. It is identical with a Senate bill that was passed by 
the Senate and was recommitted on the motion of the Senator 
from Utah [Mr. Kına]. The identical House bill came over 
to the Senate and was taken up with a majority of the com- 
mittee not being present. I therefore should like to have the 
bill recommitted to the committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection’ to the re- 
quest submitted by the Senator from Washington? The Chair 
hears none, and the biil is recommitted to the Committee on 
Indian Affairs. 


THE AMERICAN FARMER AND THE TARIFF 


Mr. LADD. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the Recorp an article from the Annals of the Ameri- 
can Academy of Political and Social Science for the month of 
January, entitled “The American farmer and the tariff.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection. The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

The article is as follows: 


[Reprinted from the Annals of the American Academy of Political and 
Social Science, Philadelphia, January, 1925. Publication No. 1866] 


THe AMERICAN FARMER AND THE TARIFF 


(By Charles W. Holman, secretary, the National Cooperative Milk 
Producers Federation) 


This paper will undertake to show the changed relation of the 
‘American farmer to the American tariff. It will also show the extent 
to which a protective tarif on agricultural products is an integral 
part of a national agrarian policy. 

Party conflicts over the tariff are historically grounded in the 
economic conflict between agricultural producers and industrial pro- 
ducers. In the early days of the Republic the Democratic Party more 
nearly represented the agricultural groups, while the Republican Party 
had its roots in the industrial communities. ‘The agricultural South, 
having been accustomed since colonial days to importing its require- 
ments, did not look with great enthusiasm to the prospect of paying 
higher prices for such requirements in order to permit the development 
of the industrial North. ‘The industrial North, on the other hand, 
very quickly adopted a policy of protection for manufactured products 
and free trade on the raw materials needed by such manufacturers. 
Organized labor has usually accommodated Itself to this view of the 
manufacturer with respect to commodities produced by organized labor. 
In its effort, however; to establish “real wages,” it has tended to 
oppose duties on certain products in which its consumptive interest 
would be greater than its wage interest. These commodities are 
notably the products of the farm. For a similar reason, manufac- 
turers, anxious that their laborers shall get “real wages” without 
themselves having to increase their wage bills, haye usually desired 
free trade in agricultural products. 

As the Nation developed and the tariff became an accepted part of 
the national policy, conflicts between the urban and rural sections 
of the communities lessened in severity. The Democratic Party changed 
its slogan to “A tariff for revenue only.” The Republican Party 
maintained its historic position. Tarif contests in the Congress, 
therefore, reduced themselves to questions that involved not so much 
whether there should be rates, but the nature of the rates themselves 
and the relation of the various items in a tariff act to each other and 
the effect upon the varlous groups of such rates. 


Equitable distribution of benefits among the people, smoothing out 
of glaring inequalities in the bills, became the chief Issues in the 
intervals between the passage of each succeeding tarif act. No tariff 
act has ever satisfied all of the people and each succeeding tariff act 
has tended to increase many duties. 

GENERAL PRE-WAR AGRICULTURAL CONDITIONS 


It is pertinent to inquire into the causes of the changed attitude of 
farmers toward tariff and their demand for protective duties on agri- 
cultural commodities. This involves a study which will only be 
briefly treated here—the declining curve of our agricultural exports 
and the rising curve of our manufactured exports. In the expanding 
years of our agriculture—the developing seventies, eighties, and nine- 
ties—Europe afforded a market for most of our surplus farm products, 
Those were the expanding years of European manufacturing; those 
were also the years when the farm products of newer lands, such as 
Argentina, Australia, New Zealand, Canada, and Siberia, were not 
competing seriously with ours in the world trade. Those were years 
when our abundant crops from the virgin lands of the Mississippi 
Valley and the western plateaus produced enormous export surpluses, 
which were sold at any price, to Europe’s satisfaction and our dis- 
couragement. 

From 1900 to 1914, however, American farm production tended to 
become static while domestic consumption, due to the great accession 
of the industrial population, tended to absorb our production. Cotton 
was about the only export crop which maintained the volume of its 
outward movement, exports of fresh beef fell down to nothing, and 
export of pork products were declining. Wheat had fallen from one- 
half billion bushels of export of a few decades before to an average of 
less than 100,000,000 bushels. But the condition of American 
agriculture was sound and farmers were more generally prosperous 
than at any time since the beginning of the Civil War. Few people 
had analyzed the silent changes which were taking place in Europe's 
buying policies or recognized that this American farm prosperity in 
1914 was largely the result of the force of domestic production and 
consumption being more nearly balanced. But even then there were 
indications that certain agricultural products from other nations would 
be placed upon the domestic market in competition with our own 
farm producers. 

The World War temporarily upset this slowing down process of 
American agriculture which had been accompanied by quiet changes in 
farming programs. The impulse of high prices and Government propa- 
ganda revealed an undreamt capacity of American agriculture to 
expand production. For a time this expansion worked to our ad- 
vantage, since the war curtailed Europe's production and a shortage of 
shipping prevented material expansion in South American, Australasia, 
and the new lands of the Orient. 

Our expansion program continued well into 1920, and was accom- 
panied by material rises in costs. Then came the world release of 
surpluses and precipitous price declines in raw commodities. Ameri- 
ean farming immediately dived from the plateau of prosperity into 
the slough of disaster. 

LESSON OF THE DUMPING EVIL 


The first task of the surplus-producing nations was to dispose of 
their surplus. That led to indiscriminate dumping wherever markets 
would absorb commodities, and the United States for a time was the 
most attractive dumping ground for other nations. Their money being 
worth little and in some cases nothing, our money looked good to 
them no matter what price was paid for their commodities. The rural 
districts were the first to feel the evil effects of dumping and a clamor 
arose for the Government to put an end to it. Through the efforts 
of certain farm organizations at Washington Congress responded to 
the farmers’ cry for help, and in the spring of 1921 passed a special 
emergency tariff act which gave a modicum of protection to a number 
of agricultural commodities. The effect of the emergency tariff act 
was immediately discernible. For a time it checked the dumping evil 
and tended to stabilize farm prices. Experlence with the act, how- 
ever, convinced many leaders of farm organizations that the rates in 
it were not high enongh to be incorporated in a permanent tariff 
act and that many other commodities should be included. 

Out of this experience there developed a settled conviction that 
American farmers would always in the future take a keener interest 
in tariff making because of the changes which have occurred in the 
latter-day world. These changes include: 

(1) The development of newer countries and cheaper lands produc- 
ing export surpluses which must find a market irrespective of price. 

(2) Realization of discrimination against agriculture in ‘former 
tariff bills. This discrimination has never been as severe as many 
advocates would have the public believe. For if one will examine the 
various tariff acts he will find that a consistent policy has been pur- 
sued of putting on the free list many of the important articles which 
farmers buy, There have been deviations from this policy, but in the 
main it has been pursued consistently by both parties. 

(3) The realization by farmers of the unique position of America 
as an exporting nation of both raw and manufactured products. This 
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situation complicates the problems of both farmers and manufactur- 
ers. It Jy a relatively simple matter for a country like England, where 
industry is the dominant source of revenue, to adopt trade policies 
that will benefit the nation as a whole. England ean well afford to 
purchase the raw products of the colonies and of the Orient when 
there is a chance of selling back her manufactured articles. But the 
farmers of the United States are competing with the farmers of the 
newer countries where manufacturing has not yet developed. At the 
same time American manufacturers are competing with European 
manufacturers. In consequence our trade position is isolated and 
there is bound to ensue a struggle between American farmers and 
American exporters on any question where international trade pos- 
sibilities are involved. This finds expression in conflicts over tariff 
legislation. 

The farmer has good reason to believe that the future will witness 
this urban versus rural conflict grow into an even fiercer struggle. 
The relative increase of urban population over rural population will 
make it more difficult as time goes on for farmers to secure their 
tariff demands. A tariff on agricultural products is an integral part 
of a national policy for the perpetuating of a self-sufficing farm 
population. 

(4) The ability of science to substitute one article for another in 
the manufacture of products. This has produced a new form of com- 
petition which is best illustrated in the case of the fat supply. 
American farmers produce certain vegetable oll materials, the most 
important of which are cottonseed, flaxseed, peanut, and soya bean. 
They are also producers of all of the animal fats. American fisher- 
men are producers of important fish oils such as the menhaden and 
the cod liver oils, and some fishermen bring in whale oil. 

In normal times we produce annually from 4,000,000,000 to 5,000,- 
000,000 pounds of animal, fish, and vegetable fats and over 1,600,000,000 
pounds of fat in butter. This alone would leave us an exportable sur- 
plus of about 700,000,000 pounds of fat, but owing to the inter- 
changeability of oils, American manufacturers annually import about 
300,000,000 pounds of fats, principally vegetable oils, which displace in 
industry the home-produced oils and fats. That increases our export- 
able surplus to nearly 1,000,000,000 pounds. 

Not only are most of these vegetable oils interchangeable among 
themselves but they are also interchangeable with fish and animal 
oils. The margarine industry, for example, uses nearly a score of 
different types of fats as its ingredients. 

Another illustration may be serviceable. In Europe soya bean oil 
is frequently used in the making of margarine. In this country soya 
bean oil competes primarily with cottonseed oil in the manufacture of 
Jard substitutes. Soya bean oil also can enter into paint up to 30 per 
cent of the oil in the mix and thus competes with linseed oil. Soya 
bean oil competes with cottonseed oil as an important ingredient in 
the making of oleomargarine, but of late years imported coconut oil 
has become the most important vegetable fat used in this industry. 
Coconut ofl also directly competes with butter in the confectionery 
and baking trades. Palm kernel oil bids fair to become the great com- 
petitor of coconut oil, since it can be used for anything for which 
coconut oil is now used. Peanut oil, cottonseed oil, and olive oll are 
important competitors in salad dressing. There are hosts of other oils 
such as sunflower, hemp, rape, sesame, and perilla seed. These in 
time will find important uses in competition with the major vegetable 
oils already being utilized. 

Most of these competitive vegetable oils come from the Tropics of 
Asia and Africa with great possibilities of production in Australia 
and South America. In 1920, over 10,000,000,000 pounds of vegetable 
oil materials went into international export trade. The potential supply 
of these oils is unlimited. On the other hand, the animal oil supply 
is relatively limited and the fish oil supply varies with the catch. The 
European program with respect to fats is fairly definite. England, 
France, Holland, Germany, and Denmark are the chief manufacturers 
and the tendency of the Europeans is to bring to their plants the 
raw materials direct from these countries. Such a program gives 
them employments for their labor, manufacturers’ conversion profits 
and the cattle feeds which are by-products of most oil seeds. Japan 
is a large converter of oils; but the large Japanese firms which operate 
in these fats can easily shift their programs to exporting all raw 
materials should conyerting the oils prove to be less profitable than the 
other trade. This is made possible by their far-flung networks of 
trading organizations which collect the raw materials and bring them 
to ports, 

Certain American manufacturers of fats would like to have the privi- 
lege of purchasing vegetable-oll materials and oils duty free. That 
would enable them to displace large quantities of American-produced 
oils, which in turn would be forced upon the European markets in 
competition with additional quantities of Orient oils already going 
there. The interest, therefore, of the American farmer in a tariff 
on oils lles in protecting his domestic market on oil seeds which has 
been threatened by the former huge imports from the Orient. It would 
be easy to trace the direct relationship of the price of cottonseed 
to the market price of cottonseed oil, and the relationship of the market 


price of cottonseed oil to the other major oils. Likewise it can be 
shown that there is a direct connection between the market price of 
coconut oil and the market price of butter and margarine. 

Out of this situation we find the need of tariff protection to the pro- 
ducer of some commodities which already are exported in Jarge quanti- 
ties and whose prices are determined by international forces. 


THE FORDNEY TARIFF BILL 


The growing need for farm representation in tariff making was re- 
flected in the activities of certain farm organizations while the Ford- 
ney-McCumber Tariff Act of September, 1922, was in the making. By 
that time many farm groups were agreed upon the need of duties being 
placed upon imported oils and fats. The dairy farmers had worked out 
a well-defined program with regard to dairy products. The wool pro- 
ducers and the egg and poultry men, the citrus and deciduous fruit 
growers had arrived at the duties they desired and the growers of 
cereal crops had given expressions. This made it possible for the per- 
manent and temporary representatives of farm groups who were sta- 
tioned in Washington to form a working committee among themselves 
and to make agreements. Those agreements were reflected in combina- 
tions which took place within the Congress. Most of the agricultural 
activity occurred after the House had passed the Fordney tariff bill. 
Grave inequalities in the bill caused the farm representatives to ask 
the Senate Committee on Finance to make needed changes. Very little 
difficulty was experienced in securing these changes with the exception 
of the paragraphs relating to vegetable oils. Here was staged a bitter 
contest with the Senate Finance Committee in the main being against 
the farmers and the Senate as a committee of the whole sustaining the 
position of its Finance Committee. When the matter came to final 
passage, however, the duties requested by the farm organizations on 
yegetable oils went through with the exception of the duty on copra, 
which largely neutralized the effectiveness of the duty on Its deriva- 
tive, coconut oil. This battle had many sensational features. While 
it was going on the oil markets of the United States reflected in a 
speculative way the varying fortunes of the contestants. 

This tariff act gave more prominence to farm duties than any other 


act. It gave higher protective rates to organized industry than any 
other act. It also has produced more Federal revenue than any other 
act. Much criticism has been made of the act on the grounds that 


the protection given agriculture is outweighed by the protection given 
other industries. Intricate calculations have been made te sustain 
such criticisms, The writer does not purpose to deal with this phase 
of the subject beyond pointing out that most of these calculations have 
been theoretical and without enough fact basis to make them trust- 
worthy. The important thing for farmers to remember in connection 
with this act is that they made great headway in establishing the prin- 
ciple of protection for agricultural products and secured a greater 
equalization of benefits than came from any previous tariff act. 


FATAL “ FLEXIBLE TARIFF PROVISION ” 


But there was a “fly in the ointment.” The tariff act of 1922 
contained a section which was destined to sow discord and perpetuate 
strife. It was section 315, popularly known as the “ flexible tariff 
provision.” _ Within five months after the passage of the act, certain 
industrial interests were invoking this provision in efforts to take away 
from farmers some of the benefits the latter had wrung out of Con- 
gress. And so the scene of conflict has shifted from the Halls of 
Congress to the home of the United States Tariff Commission, and 
the conflict itself has become continuous, expensive, and wasteful. 

To understand this provision it may be well to recall the object 
of a tariff. The Goyernment has one viewpoint. The industry con- 
cerned has its own viewpoint. The Government lays a tariff to secure 
revenue and bring about national economic sufficiency; but in doing 
so it must always consider the effect of such tariffs upon its friendly 
relations with other countries. The special industry seeks a tariff, 
usually, (1) to equalize costs of production plus a fair profit for 
most of the American producers, (2) to secure domestic price stabiliza- 
tion by preventing seasonal dumping, and (3) sometimes to obtain 
exorbitant profits at the expense of the consuming public. Other 
reasons May govern either the Government or the industry, but the 
problem of determining a rate is usually the result of a compromise 
between these views; and the compromise represents the judgment of 
common sense. The basic reason for one rate may be to protect 
against trade discrimination, another may be to develop needed indus- 
tries, a third may be to prevent dumping, but no single reason can 
underlie the making of all of the tariff rates. It would therefore 
follow that no single rule can be workable in making changes in the 
rates which were fixed by Congress. 

In making a tariff, Congress also recognizes a relationship which 
certain commodities have to each other and the rates on these com- 
modities are scaled. Consequently, to change the rate on one com- 
modity without taking into consideration its relation to some others 
can have very serious effects upon an industry. Notwithstanding this 
well-known principle in tariff making, Congress made a notable 
departure in the act of 1922 by including section 315. This depar- 
ture was in part a compromise with critics who demanded that the 
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tariff be taken out of politics. In part it was a compromise with 
enthusiasts who desired to have the duties laid on the basis of their 
wholesale market value in America instead of in the country where 
they were produced. 

The flexible tariff provision gives the President the right to make 
changes in the tariff to the extent of either raising or lowering the 
duties by 50 per cent. It provides that the necessary facts governing 
a change in the duties shall be ascertained by the United States Tariff 
Commission and the President shall make his decision only after the 
commission has reported the results of its fact finding. In ascertain- 
ing its facts, the commission is limited to a single rule, namely, the 
differences in cost of production in the United States and in some 
country which the commission may designate as the “ principal country 
of competition.” In exercising his judgment, the President is per- 
mitted slightly broader discretionary powers. The extent of these 
powers, however, have not been adequately determined and are hardly 
known to the general public. The commission may initiate inquiries. 
The President may also order the commission to initiate inquiries. 

The flexible provision is of such a character that its operation 1s 
inevitably doomed to failure, for the rule by which investigations can 
be made is only one of the rules by which Congress determines a duty. 
Congress was evidently unwilling to give either the President or the 
commission as broad a grant of. power in rate changing as it possesses 
in rate making. To have done so would undoubtedly have been uncon- 
stitutional, Even the power already granted is held by some constitu- 
tional authorities to be a direct violation of the Constitution itself. 
Yet it must be clear to anyone that the power to change, if this power 
is to be effective, must be as broad as the power to levy duties. 

Agricultural organizations have had an unusual amount of contact 
with the operation of the fiexible tariff provision. (On December 1, 
1924, about two years and two months after the passage of the flexible 
tariff provision, the United States Tariff Commission had started 40 
investigations, but abandoned 8. Of the remaining 82 the commodities 
affected are not of great importance except those affecting agriculture; 
1. e., butter, sugar, casein, Swiss cheese, wheat and wheat products, 
linseed oil, cottonseed oll, peanut oil, soya bean oil, coconut oil, and 
fish oils. Decisions had been reached in only 8 out of the 32 cases. 
One of these decisions concerned wheat and wheat products. The 
commission recommended and the President ordered the duty to be 
raised on wheat and lowered on wheat-milled feeds. The result was 
a lessening of spring wheat imports from Canada and an increase in 
imports of milled feeds.) A large amount of the commission's activi- 
ties during the past two years has been devoted to investigations of 
the fairness of rates in commodities affected with an agricultural 
interest. In fact, so much time has been given by the commission 
to studies of this character that it may be reasonable to say that the 
opponents of duties on raw products are seeking to utilize this new 
machinery to carry out their ends. So far, the experience of farmers 
with the commission has been sufficiently unsatisfactory to cause some 
important groups to ask for the repeal of the flexible tariff provision. 
Here are some of the reasons why they seek a return to the old practice 
of congressional tariff making: 

The act creating the Tariff Commission conceived of a research body 
without quasi-judicial functions. The Tariff Commission was to make 
continuous studies of tariff facts and report its findings to Congress 
from time to time. A commission of this character could very easily 
do its duty on a bipartisan basis, and the law provided that not more 
than three members should belong to a single political party. 
when the flexible tariff provision became a part of the law the com- 
misston’s functions automatically changed. While it is true that the 
Attorney General has held that it is still a fact-finding body, it is also 
true that its methods of working resemble that of an economic court. 
It sits as a body in public hearings, collects facts, and passes its 
judgments on to the President for a final decision. Under conditions 
of this character, a bipartisan commission can hardly hope to arrive 
at unanimous conclusions, and its members are very likely to carry into 
practical operation the traditions of their respective parties with 
regard to conclusions. It is doubtful whether any bipartisan com- 
mission could be selected that would be unanimous. It is also doubt- 
ful whether any commission, even ff it were unanimous, could apply 
satisfactorily the cost-of-production rule in making tariff changes. 

The above criticism applies to the general workings of the law. 
The following criticisms will apply to the procedure adopted by the 
present commission which has made its activities so obnoxious to 
agricultural producers. 

WHEREIN THES COMMISSION HAS FAILED 


(1) The commission has the right to determine what is the prin- 
cipal country of competition. It has established no set rule for de- 
termining this question, but has generally been guided by volume of 
exports. Potential competition has not been given its proper place in 
the commission's consideration. This is illustrated by the commission's 
Investigation of the butter tariff rates. Without consulting the or- 
ganized dairy interests, the commission took upon itself the task of 
determining the principal country of competition and decided it to be 
Denmark. Now, it happens that Denmark is a country which has 


But 


about reached the peak of its possible exports. It is also a country 
which produces butter at very high costs and trusts to improved 
marketing machinery and the production of a high class of product 
to offset the disadvantage of high production costs. Denmark also 
has the practice of so distributing her butter exports that her prin- 
cipal markets will never be excessively crowded. It sometimes happens 
that heavy receipts in the British market from New Zealand, Argen- 
tina, and Australia make it necessary for Denmark to shift a part of 
her butter to other markets. Should the exchange rates be satisfactory, 
she will move certain cargoes to the port of New York; but her ship- 
ments to the United States are usually only for this purpose, or when 
the exchange would permit a profitable movement. Argentina, New 
Zealand, and Australia, on the other hand, are countries of very large 
production possibilities and their production curves haye been ascend- 
ing rapidly since the close of the World War. These countries have 
not bullt for themselves, as yet, the markets which the Danish people 
have worked up, and they are seeking to put their butter wherever 
there may be a demand. This situation has caused Denmark to view 
with some concern the competition of the Southern Hemisphere and 
to send investigators there to study production trends. The known 
lower costs in these countries, combined with their rapid increases in 
production, make them more formidable potential competitors for the 
American domestic market than Denmark eyer can be, Yet the com- 
mission injudiciously chose Denmark, and the results of that choice 
may prove detrimental and eyen disastrous to the American dairy 
farmers. If a comparison of the costs of production in Denmark and 
the United States should reveal only slight differences, it would be 
very difficult for the President to avoid lowering the butter tariff rate, 
even though the effect of this lowering would be greatly to accelerate 
the movement into the United States of butter from the Southern 
Hemisphere. It may therefore happen that a strict application of the 
cost of production theory will intensify the dumping evil. 

(2) One theory upon which the flexible tariff provision rested was 
the necessity of making rapid adjustments in tariff rates to equalize 
changing conditions of competition: The procedure of the Tariff Com- 
mission has not justified such expectations. Its investigations have 
been long drawn out and characterized by a lack of decision. Only 
one or two Investigations have been concluded. This slowness of 
action clearly frustrates the design of Congress; for it may result in 
decisions to change rates based upon evidence taken at cut-off periods 
of from one to two years prior to a decision. For example, the investi- 
gation of casein began in the early spring of 1923. That investigation 
has not yet produced a decision. But uncertainty as to the result of 
the investigation was no doubt a contributing factor to the crash in 
market prices of casein which occurred shortly after the investigation 
began. 

(8) In some very important cases where the producers haye main- 
tained that the competition was between agricultural producers of 
competing nations, the commission has insisted upon deciding the 
competition to be between the manufacturers or converters of the raw 
materials: In those cases It bas failed to utilize evidence of agricul- 
tural costs; it has taken manufacturers’ converting costs and the 
prices paid by manufacturers for raw materials. ‘The two most 
notable instances of this attitude have to do with the investigations 
ef sugar and of vegetable oils. In the sugar case, however, the Presi- 
dent recognized the justice of the American sugar planter’s plea, which 
was sustained by most of the farm organizations and ordered the 
commission to report upon farm costs, The vegetable oil cases are still 
pending, but it is known that the investigators are not studying the 
agricultural costs In these instances. 

(4) The flexible tarif provision instructs the commission to give 
notice of hearings so that interested parties “shall be given an oppor- 
tunity to be present, to produce evidence, and to be heard": But in 
its procedure the commission appears to consider these bearings as 
mere window dressing affairs. It sits patiently through the hear- 
ings but refuses the interested parties permission to make direct 
inquiries of the investigators of the commission itself. In consequence 
it is often impossible to get at the fact basis of the commission's 
private investigations. The commission receives evidence from (a) 
witnesses at public hearings, (b) investigators employed by it, and 
(e) confidential evidence voluntarily furnished to it. The interested 
parties are not in a position to refute evidence of which they have 
no knowledge and hence this phase of the commission's procedure is 
yery unpopular with farm producers. 

(5) It is doubtful whether it has ever succeeded In getting exactly 
comparable cost data: It is well known that investigations In foreign 
countries have been unsatisfactory and have produced very little 
information exactly comparable with investigations in this country. 
The commission's investigators have been furnished with certain types 
of information, but they have rarely been given an opportunity to 
make really adequate checks of the accuracy of such information. 

(6) The bipartisan character of the commission and its new re- 
sponsibilities bave laid it open to the just charge that the flexible 
tariff provision has plunged the tariff further into politics than it 
ever was before: This bipartisan character results in destroying the 
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reputation of the commission for fair-minded, disinterested, scientific 
investigations. It is destroying the confidence of the public in the 
commission itself. 

The above criticisms, in the judgment of this writer, would be 
inevitably true, no matter whom the President might appoint on the 
Tarif Commission. It is the logical result of the transference by 
Congress of a power which should have remained vested in Congress 
itself. 

While the flexible tariff provision should be repealed, there remains 
an important function for the commission to perform, This function 
is the one for which it was originally created. It should be adequately 
financed to carry on studies of the effects of each tariff upon the 
public and the industries concerned and to make its reports to Con- 
gress, But tariff-making by commission or Executive order is to-day 
highly repugnant to the agricultural groups who have had experience 
with this unfortunate practice. As between tariff making by Congress 
and tariff changing by Executive order, there is no doubt where agri- 
culture should stand. It can adjust itself to almost any tariff; but it 
can not adjust itself easily to the uncertainty which prevails under the 
flexible tarif provision, This uncertainty is aggravated by speculators 
who take advantage of the possibilities of change. 


PRICE-MAKING ELEMENT IN TARIFF 


One phase of this situation deserves some consideration. It is 
claimed that a tariff unsupported by price-making machinery can have 
little influence upon domestic prices of agricultural commodities when 
those commodities are internationally produced and subject to inter- 
national trade influences, Wheat is taken as the principal illustration 
of this contention. It has been held that the tariff on wheat has had 
little to do with the price of wheat. Undoubtedly that is true with 
the exception of spring wheat, but considerable evidence exists to 

. show that the grower of spring wheat has nraterially benefited by 
the existence of a duty. Great benefits have come to the Northwest 
from the duties on flaxseed and linseed oil and the remarkable acreage 
increases in flaxseed which has been marketed at a fair range of prices 
attest this fact. 

This wheat situation, however, led to a movement to bring about 
Government interference with market prices in such a way as to stabi- 
lize domestic prices of certain agricultural products behind a high 
tariff wall, This movement culminated in the attempt to pass the 
well-known McNary-Haugen bill. That bill rested upon a further ex- 
tension of the flexible tarif powers so that imports of commodities 
could be completely shut off and a governmental corporation could 
name a price on domestic sales which would return to farmers a ratio 
price slightly under the buying power of these agricultural commodi- 
ties for the period 1909-19138. It was then proposed that this corpora- 
tion should sell the surplus products upon the world market and spread 
the losses on export sales among the producers by a plan which would 
resemble a governmentally operated pool. 

This movement fell short of attainment in the last session of Con- 
gress; but it has many strong advocates who will make another at- 
tempt to enact the McNary-Haugen bill. It is mentioned here primarily 
to show the growing importance of tariff-making in the minds of 
‘American farmers, It also shows in a vivid way a groping toward 
forms of organization that will be effective in domestic marketing and 
comparable with the price-making powers of great industrial organiza- 
tions. 


BATHING BEACH FOR COLORED RESIDENTS 


Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I desire to address 
an inquiry to the Senator from Delaware [Mr. BALL], chair- 
man of the Committee on the District of Columbia. I in- 
quire of the Senator if he is able to advise us what the work 
of construction is that is being carried on within and just 
outside of the Tidal Basin at the foot of Seventeenth Street? 

Mr. BALL. I am not. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Is the Senator unaware of the 
work? 

Mr. BALL. That is a matter which comes before the sub- 
committee of the Committee on Appropriations on the District 
of Columbia appropriation bill, of which the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. Purers] is chairman, 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Can the Senator from Colorado 
advise us? I am desirous of learning what the work of con- 
struction is that is being carried on at the foot of Seventeenth 
Street, just inside and outside the Tidal Basin. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I am not sure. I would hesitate to answer 
the Senator offhand, but an inquiry of the engineer commis- 
sioner would certainly bring forth the necessary information. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I am informed that the work is 
for the construction of a bathing beach for the colored popula- 
tion of the city of Washington. 

Mr. PHIPPS. That man be. The authority to find a suit- 
able location for that purpose rests with the Secretary of War. 
As the Senator may be aware, there was some difference of 
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opinion and a great deal of difficulty experienced in finding a 
suitable and proper location. One site which had been selected 
was at the farther end of the Key Bridge on property belonging 
to the District. That was given up on account of objection on 
the part of residents of the near-by section of the city there. 

The site which the Secretary of War has now recommended, 
as I understand it, is on the westerly side of the Tidal Basin, 
across the stretch of water from the beach now being occupied 
for the purposes of bathing by white residents, and is so sit- 
uated that it is already partially screened, and can be properly 
and absolutely screened from the public view of those driving 
through the park on the established roads and driveways. The 
location there was decided upon, I am informed, as being less 
objectionable than any other that was possible of development 
for that purpose. It was Geemed essential to provide facilities 
for the colored residents of the District, as otherwise they 
would demand their full and equal right to use the bathing 
beach which is now established and in use. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. It may be recalled that when an 
appropriation for this purpose was under consideration some 
two or three years ago it was maintained on the floor of the 
Senate by those who were resisting the appropriation that it 
was the purpose to establish a bathing beach on the west side 
of the Tidal Basin, and it was opposed for that reason. The 
most solemn kind of assurances were given on the floor of the 
Senate that nothing of the kind was contemplated at all, and 
relying upon those assurances I yoted in favor of the appropria- 
tion, as, I dare say, others did. Now, I am astonished to 
learn that the Tidal Basin is to be desecrated—no other word 
will characterize it—desecrated by the establishment in the 
most conspicuous place about the entire Basin of a bathing 
beach for the colored population of the city of Washington. 

When the bathing beach for the white people of the District 
was established within the Basin it was regarded as an un- 
warrantable intrusion, but it was put in an inconspicuous place. 
Practically every person going for a ride or a drive or a walk 
about the Mall goes down Seventeenth Street past the beauti- 
ful buildings which line that street—the D. A. R. Hall, the 
Red Cross Building, and the Pan-American Building—and on 
down to the foot of Seventeenth Street, and there strikes a 
batang beach for the colored population of the city of Wash- 

gton. 

In addition to that, I am advised, and I have no doubt it is 
the case, that the health of the city is imperiled by devoting 
that comparatively still, if not stagnant, water to bathing pur- 
poses, even for the white population, not to speak of the col- 
ored population that are now going to use it. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield again? 

97 55 WALSH of Montana. I yield to the Senator from Colo- 
rado. 

Mr. PHIPPS. When the matter was under discussion two 
or three years ago I have no recollection of the west side of 
the Tidal Basin having been considered. The proposed loca- 
tion was brought to my attention just about a year ago this 
month, I believe, by Colonel Sherrill, who is in charge of the 
parks. That was the first time I had been informed that the 
Secretary of War had decided upon that location for the estab- 
lishment of a bathing beach for the colored population. 

Colonel Sherrill pointed out the ground, called attention to 
the trees and the shrubbery that were already installed there, 
gave me information as to the carrying out of the plan that 
they had in mind for perfecting the scheme, and I am frank 
to say that my personal judgment on it was that it would not 
be objectionable to the general public who use that section of 
the park. I do not see that it would be more objectionable 
than the establishment that is now on the east side, which is 
used by white people. 

I think the designation “Tidal Basin” is incorrect. My 
understanding is that that water does not come direct from 
the river, but is pumped in; that it is chemically treated with 
chlorine or other chemical substances; that the health and 
welfare of those who use the present bathing facilities is well 
and thoroughly looked after; and that the same provision 
would be made for the use of the so-called west beach by the 
colored residents. The bill which we intend to bring up to- 
day making appropriations for the District of Columbia car- 
ries an item for the purification of the water. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Then I understand the Senator 
to say that the location was selected by the Secretary of War? 

Mr. PHIPPS. That is my understanding. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. And by what authority? 

Mr. PHIPPS. He was given authority. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. By what act? 

Mr. PHIPPS. I can not at this time direct the Senator’s 
attention to the particular legislative enactment, but I have 
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reason to believe that authority to select the site was conferred 
upon the Secretary of War. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Nothing in the appropriation 
would suggest that. 

Mr. PHIPPS. The original appropriation, as I recall it, was 
made some three years ago, and there was a modification in a 
later act. Of course, I did not know the Senator was going to 
bring up the subject this morning, or I should have taken pains 
to inform myself as to the history of the proposed establish- 
ment. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I have looked at it only in the 
most cursory way, but I was unable to see in what I found any 
reference to the Secretary of War or any grant of authority 
to him in the premises. However, of course, I take the Sen- 
ator’s word that he is the officer who made the selection; but 

I do not hesitate to say that the matter ought to have the 
attention of the Senate, and I think that whatever power has 
been granted to select that place ought promptly to be revoked. 

AMERICAN WAR MOTHERS 


Mr. SPENCER. Mr. President, the House of Representatives 
has just sent over a bill (H. R. 9095) to incorporate the Amer- 
ican War Mothers. It is the same as Calendar No. 1054, being 
Senate bill 3213, which was reported unanimously by the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, and merely proposes to incorporate the 
organization under the laws of the District of Columbia. I 
ask unanimous consent that the House bill may be substituted 
for the Senate bill and immediately considered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 

Mr. ROBINSON. What is the object of incorporating the 
War Mothers? ` 

Mr. SPENCER. The American War Mothers is an organiza- 
tion of mothers who had sons who served in the late war. It 
is a national organization, which intends to publish a maga- 
zine and secure members in the States and to cease when the 
war mothers have all gone. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the Senator from Missouri? 

Mr. OVERMAN, Is this a District bill or is it a general 
bill? 

Mr. SPENCER. It merely provides for a District of Co- 
lumbia corporation. 

There being no objection, the bill was read twice by its title 
and considered as in Committee of the Whole, and it was read 
at length, as follows: 


Be 4t enacted, etc., That the following-named persons, namely: 

Alice M. French, founder, Indianapolis, Ind.; Mable C. Digney, State 
war mother, White Plains, N. Y.; Mrs. George Gordon Seibold, Wash- 
ington, D. C.; Mary I. Huntington, State war mother, Bloomington, 
Ind.; Edna C. Wilson, State war mother, Warrensburg, Mo.; Libbie 
Thomas, State war mother, Racine, Wis.; Virginia Heaen, State war 
mother, Frankfort, Ky.; A. Shanahan, State war mother, Jersey City, 
N. J.; Blanche A. Bellak, State war mother, Philadelphia, Pa.; Lydia 
Burby, State war mother, Butte, Mont.; Estelle T. Wilcox, State war 
mother, Omaha, Nebr.; Emile Hendricks, State war mother, Salem, 
Oreg.; Grace R. Montgomery, State war mother, Charlotte, N. C.; 
Kate C. DeKay, State war mother, Blackfoot, Idaho; Elizabeth Alien, 
State war mother, Loveland, Colo.; Ida McCullough, State war mother, 
Ottawa, III.; Rose S. Sargent, State war mother, San Francisco, Calif. ; 
Jessie Monahan, State war mother, Edmond, Okla.; Margaret N. 
McCluer, Kansas City, Mo.; Carrie R. Root, Gardner, III.; Mary B. 
Spence, Milwaukee, Wis.; Alice Bronson Oldham, Lexington, Ky.; 
Florence A. Latham, Kansas City, Mo.; Mahala M. Boyd, New Castle, 
Ind.: Carrie White Avery, Washington, D. C.: H. C. Morrison, Shelby- 
ville, Ind.; Jeanette Boone, Kansas City, Mo.; Gertrude R. Cary, 
Joliet, III.; Mrs. R. E. Little, Wadesboro, N. C.; Mrs. Isabelle Clements, 
Sacramento, Calif.; Mrs. Alice E. Evans, Pueblo, Colo.; Mrs. Mary 
Dawson, Idaho Falls, Idaho; Mrs. Jessie T. Lesh, Chicago, III.; Mrs. 
Harry C. Morrison, Shelbyville, Ind.; Mrs. Jessie E. Moody, Carter- 
ville, Mo.; Mrs. J. L. Roddy, North Platte, Nebr.; Mrs. Catherine H. 
Connelly, Newark, N. J.; Mrs. Ella O'Gorman Stanton, Bronx, New 
York City, N. T.; Mrs. R. C. Warren, Gastonia, N. C.; Mrs. Hattie V, 
Belkin, Oklahoma City, Okla.; Mrs. Ida Boxwell, Middletown, Ohio; 
Mrs. Charles S. Fohl, Harrisburg, Pa.; Mrs. E. L. Phillip, Milwaukee, 
Wis.; Mrs. Julia A. Wilkinson, Portland, Me.; and their associates 
and successors duly chosen are hereby incorporated and declared to 
be a body corporate of the District of Columbia by the name of 
American War Mothers, and by such name shall be known and have 
perpetual succession with the powers, limitations, and restrictions 
herein contained. 

Sec. 2, That the persons named in seetion 1 hereof and such other 
persons as may be selected from among the membership of American 
War Mothers, an association of women whose sons aud daughters 
served the allied cause in the great World War between the dates of 
April d, 1917, and November 11, 1918, are hereby authorized to meet 


to complete the organization of said corporation by the selection of 
officers, the adoption of a constitution and by-laws, and to do all other 
things necessary to carry into effect the provisions of this act, at 
which meeting any person duly accredited as a delegate from any 
local or State organization of the existing organization known as 
American War Mothers shall be permitted to participate in the pro- 
ceedings thereof, 

Sec. 8. That the object of the corporation shall be to keep alive and 
develop the spirit that prompted world service; to maintain the ties 
of fellowship born of that service and to assist and further any 
patriotic work; to inculeate a sense of individual obligation to the 
community, State, and Nation;.to work for the welfare of the Army 
and Navy; to assist in any way in their power men and women who 
served and were wounded or incapacitated in the World War; to 
foster and promote friendship and understanding between America 
and the Allies in the World War. 

Sec. 4. That said corporation shall hold its meetings in such place 
as the incorporators or their successors shall determine. 

Suc. 5. That the corporation created by this act shall have the fol- 
lowing powers: To have succession until the membership as herein- 
after provided for shall become extinct, with power to sue and be 
sued in courts of law and equity; to receive, hold, own, use, and 
dispose of such real estate and personal property as shall be necessary 
for its corporate purposes; to adopt a corporate seal and alter the 
Same at pleasure; to adopt a constitution, by-laws, and regulations to 
carry out its purposes, not inconsistent with the laws of the United 
States or of any State; to use in carrying out the purposes of the 
corporation such emblems and badges as it may adopt; to establish 
and maintain offices for the conduct of its business ; to establish State, 
Territorial, and local subdivisions; to publish a magazine or other 
publications, and generally to do any and all such acts and things as 
may be necessary and proper to carry into effect the purposes of the 
corporation. 

Sec. 6. That all of the personal property and funds of the corpora- 
tion held or used for the purposes hereof, pursuant to the provisions of 
this act, whether of principal or income, shall, so long as the same 
shall be so used, be exempt from taxes by the United States or any 
Territory or District thereof: Provided, That said corporation shall 
not accept, own, or hold directly or indirectly any property, real or 
personal, except such as may be reasonably necessary to carry out the 
purposes of its creation as defined in this act. 

Sec, 7. That membership is limited to women, and no woman shall 
be a member of this corporation unless she is a citizen of the United 
States and unless her son or sons or daughter. or daughters of her 
blood served in the Army or Navy of the United States or in the 
military or nayal service of its allies in the great World War at some 
time during the period between April 6, 1917, and November 11, 1918, 
both dates inclusive, having an honorable discharge or still in the 
service. 


BEC. 8. That this organization shall be nonpolitical, and as an 
organization shall not promote the candidacy of any person secking 
public office, 

Sec. 9. That said corporation may acquire any or all of the assets 
of the existing organization known as American War Mothers upon 
discharging or satisfactorily providing for the payment and discharge 
of all its Habilities. 

Sec. 10. That said corporation and its State, Territorial, and local 
subdivisions shall have the sole and exclusive right to have and to use 
in carrying out its business purposes the name of American War 
Mothers, 

Suc. 11. That said corporation shall, on or before the Ist day of 
January in each year, make and transmit to the Congress a report of 
its proceedings for the preceding calendar year, including a full and 
complete report of its receipts and expenditures: Provided, however, 
That said report shall not be printed as a public document. 

Sec. 12. That as a condition precedent to the exercise of any power 
or privilege herein granted or conferred this corporation shall file in 
the office of the secretary of each State the name and post-office ad- 
dress of an authorized agent in such State upon whom local process or 
demands against American War Mothers may be served. 

Sec. 13. That this charter shall take effect upon its being accepted 
by a majority vote of the incorporators named herein who shall be 
present at the first meeting of the corporation, due notice of which 
meeting shall be given to each of the incorporators named herein, and 
a notice of such acceptance shall be given by said corperation, causing 
a certificate to that effect, signed by its president and secretary, to be 
filed in the office of the recorder of deeds of the District of Columbia, 

Sec. 14. That Congress may from time to time alter, repeal, or 
modify this act of incorporation, but no contract or individual right 
made er acquired shall hereby be divested or impaired, 

Sec. 15. That the management and direction of the affairs of the 
corporation and the controlling and disposing of its property and 
funds shall be vested in the persons duly elected at the last annual 
convention held in Kausas City, Mo., who shall be the officers of the 
American War Mothers for the year beginning October, 1923, to serve 
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until the next annual convention to be held at Philadelphia, Pa., on 
October 8, 1925, or until their successors are duly appointed, and who 
are the following: 

Margaret N. McCluer, national war mother, Kansas City, Mo.; Carrie 
L. Root, first vice national war mother, Cirdner, III.; Bianche A, Bellak, 
second vice national war mother, Philadelphia, Pa.; Mary E. Spence, 
third vice national war mother, Milwaukee, Wis.; Rose S. Sargent, 
fourth vice national war mother, San Francisco, Calif.; Alice Bronson 
Oldham, national recording secretary, Lexington, Ky.; Florence A. 
Latham, national corresponding secretary, Kansas City, Mo.; Mahala M. 
Boyd, national treasurer, Newcastle, Ind.; Kate C. De Kay, national 
historian, Blackfoot, Idaho; Carrie White Avery, national custodian 
of records, Washington, D. C.; Estelle T. Wilcox, national auditor, 
Omaha, Nebr. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there be no objection, the 
bill (S. 3213) to incorporate the American War Mothers will 
be indefinitely postponed. 


HOUSE BILLS AND JOINT BESOLUTIONS REFERRED 


The following bills and joint resolutions were severally read 
twice by title and referred as indicated below: 

H. R. 7762. An act to provide for the method of measurement 
of vessels using the Panama Canal; to the Committee on Inter- 
oceanic Canals, 

EL R. 3842. An act to provide for terms of the United States 
district court at Denton, Md.; and 

II. R. 5265. An act to authorize the appointment of stenog- 
raphers in the courts of the United States and to fix their 
duties and compensation; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

II. R. 11410. An act to extend the time for the exchange of 
Government lands for privately owned lands in the Territory 
of Hawaii; to the Committee on Territories and Insular Pos- 
sessions. ` 

H. R. 11636. An act authorizing and directing the Postmaster 
General to grant permission to use special canceling stamps or 
postmarking dies in the Chicago post office; to the Committee 
on Post Offices and Post Roads. 

II. R. 12001. An act to provide for the elimination of Lamond 
grade crossing in the District of Columbia, and for the exten- 
sion of Van Buren Street; to the Committee on the District of 

‘Columbia. 

H. R. 9062. An act conferring jurisdiction upon the Court of 
Claims to hear, examine, adjudicate, and enter judgment in any 
and all claims, of whatever nature, which the Kansas or Kaw 
Tribe of Indians may have or claim to have against the United 
States, and for other purposes; and 

H. R. 9100. An act authorizing certain Indian tribes and 
bands, or any of them, residing in the State of Washington to 
submit to the Court of Claims certain claims growing out of 
treaties and otherwise; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

II. R. 11755. An act for the relief of Capt. Douglas E. Dis- 
mukes, United States Navy; and 

H. R. 11921, An act to authorize the permanent appointment 
of any acting chaplain in the Navy to the temporary grade and 
rank in the Navy held by him during the World War; to the 
Committee on Naval Affairs, 

H. R. 9724. An act to authorize an appropriation for the care, 
maintenance, and improvement of the burial grounds containing 
the remains of Zachary Taylor, former President of the United 
States, and of the memorial shaft erected to his memory, and 
for other purposes; 

H. R. 11799. An act to secure a replica of the Houdon bust 
of Washington for lodgment in the Pan American Building; 

H. J. Res. 318, Joint resolution establishing a commission for 
the participation of the United States in the observance of the 
one hundred and fiftieth anniversary of the Battle of Bunker 
Hill, authorizing an appropriation to be utilized in connection 
with such observance, and for other purposes; and 

H. J. Res. 342. Joint resolution to authorize the appointment 
of an additional commissioner on the United States Lexington- 
Concord Sesquicentennial Commission; to the Committee on the 
Library. 

H. R. 12086. An act to authorize the transfer of the United 
States Weather Bureau site and buildings at East Lansing, 
Mich., to the State of Michigan in exchange for another 
Weather Bureau site on the grounds of the Michigan State 
Board of Agriculture and other considerations; and 

H. R. 12192. An act to authorize the creation of game refuges 
on the Ozark National Forest in the State of Arkansas; to the 
Committee on Agricuiture and Forestry. 

II. R. 11067. An act to provide for the relinguishment by the 
United States of certain lands to the county of Kootenai, in 
the State of Idaho; 


H. R. 11077. An act authorizing the issuance of patents to the 
State of South Dakota for park purposes of certain lands within 
the Custer State Park, now claimed under the United States 
general mining laws, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 11210. An act to grant certain public lands to the State 
of Washington for park and other purposes; 

H. R. 11644. An act granting certain public lands to the city 
of Phoenix, Ariz., for municipal park and other purposes; 

H. R. 11726. An act to authorize the creation of a national 
memorial in the Harney National Forest; and 

H. R. 11952. An act to authorize the exchange of certain 
patented lands in the Rocky Mountain National Park for Gov- 
ernment lands in the park; to the Committee on Public Lands 
and Surveys. 

H. R. 5261. An act to repeal and reenact chapter 100, 1914, 
(Public, No. 108), to provide for the restoration of Fort Mc- 
Henry, in the State of Maryland, and its permanent preserva- 
tion as a national park and perpetual national memorial shrine 
as the birthplace of the immortal Star-Spangled Banner, 
written by Francis Scott Key, for the appropriation of the 
necessary funds, and for other purposes ; 

H. R. 10472. An act to provide for restoration of the old 
Fort Vancouver stockade; 

H.R. 10771. An act authorizing the acquisition of land and 
suitably marking the site of the Battle of Franklin, Tenn. ; 

H. R. 11855. An act authorizing the Secretary of War to con- 
vey by revocable lease to the city of Springfield, Mass., a cer- 
tain parcel of land within the Springfield Military Armory 
Reservation, Mass, ; 

H. R. 12064. An act to recognize and reward the accomplish- 
ment of the world fiyerse and 

H. J. Res. 115. Joint resolution approving the action of the 
Secretary of War in directing the issuance of quartermaster 
stores for the relief of sufferers from the cyclone at Lagrange 
and at West Point, Ga., and vicinity, March, 1920; to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 

H. R. 9199. An act to prevent the pollution by oil of navigable 
rivers of the United States; 

H. R. 11668. An act granting consent of Congress to the States 
of Missouri, Illinois, and Kentucky to construct, maintain, and 
operate bridges over the Mississippi and Ohio Rivers at or near 
Cairo, IIL, and for other purposes ; 

H. R. 11708. An act granting the consent of Congress to G. B. 
Deane, of St. Charles, Ark., to construct, maintain, and operate 
a bridge across the White River, at or near the city of St. 
Charles, in the county of Arkansas, in the State of Arkansas; 

H. R. 11737. An act authorizing preliminary examinations and 
porri of sundry rivers with a view to the control of their 


oods ; 

H. R. 11825. An act to extend the time for the construction 
of a bridge over the Ohio River near Steubenville, Ohio; 

H. R. 11953. An act granting the consent of Congress for the 
construction of a bridge across the Grand Calumet River on the 
north and south center line of section 33, township 37 north, 
and range 9 west of the second principal meridian in Lake 
County, Ind., where said river is crossed by what is known as 
Kennedy Avenue; 

H. R. 11954. An act granting the consent of Congress for the 
construction of a bridge across the Grand Calumet River at 
Gary, Ind.; 

H. R. 11977. An act to extend the time for the commencement 
and completion of the bridge of the American Niagara Railroad 
Corporation across the Niagara River in the State of New 
York; and 

H. R. 11978. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
Commissioners of McKean County, Pa., to construct a bridge 
across the Allegheny River; to the Committee on Commerce. 

ORDER FOR EVENING SESSIONS 


Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I desire to present requests for 
two unanimous-consent agreements, and I ask the attention of 
the leader on the other side of the Chamber, the Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. ROBINSON]. 

I ask unanimous consent that to-day at 5 o'clock the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of executive business, and that at 
the conclusion of executive business the Senate take a recess 
until 8 o’clock to-night for a night session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
unanimous-consent agreement proposed by the Senator from 
Kansas? 

Mr. ROBINSON. May I ask the Senator what measures it 
is proposed that the Senate shall consider at the night session? 

Mr. CURTIS. I hope to have the appropriation bills taken 
up. The District of Columbia appropriation bill, I understand, 
will be called up at 2 o'clock to-day, and if that shall not have 
been concluded before the beginning of the evening session we 
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hope then to proceed with its consideration. If it shall be com- 
pleted, we hope to go on with the legislative appropriation bill. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I haye no objection to the request, Mr. 
President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the Senator from Kansas? The Chair hears none, and 
the unanimous-consent agreement is entered into. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I now submit a unanimous- 
consent agreement for to-morrow. I ask unanimous consent 
that to-morrow at 5 o'clock the Senate shall proceed to the 
consideration of executive business; that at the conclusion of 
the executive business it shall take a recess until 8 o'clock; and 
that at the night session, which shall not run beyond 11 o'clock, 
unobjected bills on the calendar shall be taken up at the point 
on the calendar where we left off on yesterday. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair suggests to the 
Senator from Kansas that the calendar will be considered 
to-day. 

Mr. CURTIS. I amend my request and ask that the con- 
sideration of the calendar shall begin at the evening session 
to-morrow where we leave off if we consider the calendar 
to-day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 

Mr. ROBINSON. Does the Senator from Kansas mean that 
we shall consider only unobjected bills? 

Mr. CURTIS. That only unobjected bills shall be considered. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I have no objection, Mr. President. 

Mr. NORRIS. I think the Senator ought to include in his 
unanimous-consent request that the evening session shall be 
for the purpose of considering only unobjected bills. 

Mr. CURTIS. I thought I had inchided that. 

Mr. ROBINSON, That is the way I ulfderstood the Senator 
from Kansas to state his request. 

Mr. CURTIS. I had intended to do so, and I thought that 
was the way I had stated it. I now ask that only unobjected 
bills shall be considered at the evening session to-morrow and 
that debate be limited to five minutes on each bill and amend- 
ment, 

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, before the question is put and 
the result announced on the request of the Senator from Kansas 
for unanimous consent, I wish to reserve the right to object. 
What I am concerned with individually is not so much unob- 
jected bills but bills which are objected to. I think some of 
them are bills which should not be objected to, and I ask for 
nothing except an opportunity to present reasons why the bills 
should be passed. 

Mr. CURTIS. At a night session it would hardly be possible 
to dispose of a bill to which objection should be made. In such 
a case all the time would be taken up in debate. I might state 
to the Senator from Maryland, however, that the bill in which 
he is so deeply interested, as are some of the other Senators, 
is second or third on the list of the bills listed for considera- 
tion, and it ought to be reached within the next few days. 

Mr. BRUCE. Very well. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
unanimous-consent agreement proposed by the Senator from 
Kansas? The Chair hears none, and the unanimous-consent 
agreement is entered into. 

ONE HUNDRED AND FIFTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF BATTLE OF BEN- 
NINGTON AND INDEPENDENCE OF VERMONT 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the 
amendments of the House of Representatives to the bill (S, 
$895) to authorize the coinage of silver 50-cent pieces in com- 
memoration of the one hundred and fiftieth anniversary of the 
Battle of Bennington and the independence of Vermont, which 
were, on page 2, after line 2, to insert the following: 


Suc, 2. That in commemoration of the seventy-fifth anniversary of 
the admission of the State of California into the Union there shall be 
coined at the mints of the United States silver 50-cent pieces to the 
number of not more than 300,000, such 50-cent pieces to be of the 
standard troy weight, composition, diameter, device, and design as 
shall be fixed by the Director of the Mint, with the approval of the 
Secretary of the Treasury, which said 50-cent pieces shall be legal 
tender in any payment to the amount of their face value. 

The coins herein authorized by section 2 hereof shall be issued only 
upon the request of the San Francisco Clearing House Association and 
the Los Angeles Clearing House Association, or either of them, and 
upon payment by such associations, or either of them, to the United 
States of the par valne of such coins. 

Suc. 3. That in commemoration of the one hundredth anniversary of 
the founding of Fort Vancouver by the Hudson Bay Co., State of 
Washington, there shali be coined at the mints of the United States 
silver 50-cent pieces to the number of not more than 300,000, such 
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50-cent pieces to be of the standard troy weight, composition, diameter, 
device, and design as shall be fixed by the Director of the Mint, with 
the approval of the Secretary of the Treasury, which said 50-cent pieces 
shall be legal tender in any payment to the amount of their face value, 

That the coin herein authorized shall be issued only upon the request 
of the executive committee of the Fort Vancouver Centennial Corpora- 
tion, of Vancouver, Wash., and upon payment by such executive com- 
mittee for and on behalf of the Fort Vancouver Centennial Corporation 
of the par value of such coins, and it shall be permissible for the said 
Fort Vancouver Centennial Corporation to obtain said coins upon 
said payment, all at one time or at Separate times, and in separate 
amounts, as it may determine. 


On page 2, line 3, to strike out “2” and insert “4”; and to 
amend the title so as to read: “An act to authorize the coinage 
of silver 50-cent pieces in commemoration of the one hundred 
and fiftieth anniversary of the Battle of Bennington and the 
independence of Vermont, in commemoration of the seventy- 
fifth anniversary of the admission of California into the Union, 
and in commemoration of the one hundredth anniversary of the 
founding of Fort Vancouver, State of Washington.” 

Mr. CURTIS. On behalf of the senior Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. Green] I move that the Senate concur in the amend- 
ments of the House of Representatives, 

The motion was agreed to, 


AMENDMENT OF NATIONAL DEFENSE ACT 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the 
amendments of the House to the bill (S. 8760) to amend in cer- 
tain particulars the national defense act of June 3, 1916, as 
amended, and for other purposes, which were, on page 2, to 
strike out lines 13 to 25, inclusive; on page 3, to strike out lines 
1 and 2; on page 3, line 3, to strike out “3” and insert “2”; 
on page 4, line 17, to strike out “4” and insert “8”; on page 
7, line 1, to strike out “5" and insert “4”; on page 9, line 
16, to strike out “6” and insert “5”; and on page 10, line 15, 
to strike out “7” and insert “6.” 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, this bill might be de- 
scribed as the omnibus National Guard measure which passed 
the Senate some two or three weeks ago, containing a number 
of corrections of the national defense act, upon which there was 
general and unanimous agreement. The House has passed the 
Senate bill and sent it back, after having amended it by striking 
out one of the sections. That section relates to the machinery 
which was to be erected to eliminate from Federal recognition 
incompetent National Guard officers. The House apparently 
thought that provision required more and better study. That 
is the only amendment to the text of the bill, save renumber- 
ing the sections. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator proposes to concur in the 
House amendments, 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I move that the Senate concur in the 
House amendments, 

The motion was agreed to. 


MISSISSIPPI RIVER FLOOD CONTROL 


Mr. RANSDELL. Out of order I ask the Chair to lay be- 
fore the Senate House bill 12004, which has just been sent 
over here and is identical with a bill passed by the Senate on 
yesterday. Identical bills were introduced by me in the Senate 
and by my colleague [Mr. Witson] in the other House. The 
bill passed the respective bodies yesterday. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair lays before the 
Senate a bill from the House of Representatives, the title of 
which will be stated. 

The bill (H. R. 12004) authorizing an investigation, examina- 
tion, and survey for the control of excess floor waters of the 
Mississippi River below Red River Landing in Louisiana and 
on the Atchafalaya outlet by the construction and maintenance 
of controlled and regulated spillway or spillways, and for other 
purposes, was read twice by its title. 

Mr. RANSDELL, I ask unanimous consent for the imme- 
diate consideration of the House bill. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, reserving the right to ob- 
ject, I ask the Senator for an explanation of the bill. 

Mr. RANSDELL. The bill authorizes the Secretary of War 
to make a survey with a view of recommending spillways on 
the lower Mississippi south of the mouth of the Red River. 

Mr. HARRISON. On the west side of the river? 

Mr. RANSDELL. It could only be on the left-hand s‘de, I 
imagine, though below New Orleans it might also affect the 
right-hand side. I do not know as to that, however. The bill 
simply authorizes a survey, and, of course, that will be re- 
ported back to Congress. Nothing in the world can be done 
until a survey is made, 
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Mr. HARRISON. I will look into the bill and will have no 
objection, of course, if I find it to be all right; but it is a 
matter in which my people are very much interested, and I 
should like at least an opportunity to examine the measure, 

Mr. RANSDELL. I have no objection, of course, to that 
action being taken, The Senate bill passed this body yester- 
day, and I am simply asking now that the Senate act on the 
House bill, which is identical with the bill which passed the 
Senate. 

Mr. HARRISON. I will have to object for the present, be- 
cause I was temporarily out of the Chamber on yesterday, if 
such a bill was passed. It is the first knowledge I have of 
the matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICDR. Objection is made. 


THE PRICE OF GASOLINE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair lays before the 
Senate a resolution coming over from a previous day, which 
will be read. 

The reading clerk read Senate Resolution 337, submitted by 
Mr. TRAMMELL on the 12th instant, as follows: 


Whereas during the past two weeks there have throughout the 
United States been advances in the wholesale and retail price of 
gasoline, amounting in some of the States to as much as 6 cents a 
gallon; and 

Whereas such enormous increase in the price of this quite generally 
used product apparently is arbitrarily made and is unwarranted ; and 

Whereas it is desirable that an inquiry be made to ascertain the 
cause for such apparently arbitrary and unwarranted increase in the 
price of gasoline: Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Federal Trade Commission be, and it is hereby, 
directed to investigate the action of the producers and the whole- 
salers of gasoline, and the retailers thereof, in making such enormous 
increase in the price of this product; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Federal Trade Commission make investigation 
and inquiry to ascertain if the producers and wholesalers of gasoline 
maintain a monopoly or combination in restraint of trade or com- 
merce and in violation of law; be it further 

Resolved, That the said commission shall make such investigation 
hereby directed with reasonable dispatch and report to the Senate the 
results of such investigation ; and be it further 

Resolved, That should it be determined that the producers and 
sellers maintain a monopoly or combine in violation of law, that the 
commission shall proceed forthwith by appropriate action for the 
punishment of such monopoly or trust and the dissolution thereof. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is upon agreeing 
to the resolution, : 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, has the Senator from Florida 
anything to say for his resolution? I expect to oppose the 
resolution, or ask that it go to a committee. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Yes, Mr. President; I have something to 
say in behalf of the resolution. 

Mr. CURTIS. I would rather hear the Senator’s side of it 
first. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Florida is 
recognized. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. I thought perhaps the Senator from Kan- 
sas was going to proceed, and I would hear him first. 

Mr. President, during the past 10 days or 2 weeks the 
press has been full of information as to advances in the price 
of gasoline throughout the entire United States. The advances 
in some localities have amounted to a gross of 4 cents per gal- 
lon, and in some other localities to as much as 6 cents per gallon. 
In the District of Columbia it is my understanding that the 
advance has amounted to 5 cents per gallon. In my home 
State, gathering my information from the press, the advance 
within the last two weeks has amounted to 6 cents per gallon, 

There is nothing new or startling on the part of the oil com- 
panies of the country making arbitrary and unwarranted ad- 
vances in the price of gasoline. 

This is an old practice of those who are engaged in the oil 
industry. We witnessed a similar occurrence last year about 
this season. It seems, as a rule, that just abont the time 
the consumption of gasoline is to be on the increase, which is 
in the spring of the year, the consumption reaching its height 
in the late spring months and during the summer months, the 
companies, not content with the exorbitant profits which they 
have been making, subject the American people to an increased 
toll ranging in price adyance from 2 to 6 cents. Such advance 
means probably hundreds of millions of dollars to the operators. 

Of course, those who are not connected with the companies, 
and do not have access to the records of these concerns, can 
not give in detail the state of the finances of the various opera- 
tors throughout the country; but in retrospection, Mr. Presi- 


dent, we can gather some idea as to the justifiableness of the 
present conduct of this industry in making these advances, aud 
pyramiding prices. 

A committee of this body was directed a few years ago to 
investigate the oil situation and advances that had been pre- 
viously made, this committee making its report to the Senate 
in 1923. That report contained some very startling informa- 
tion as to the exorbitant profits which had been made by the 
oil companies and refineries throughout this country for the 
past decade. I am going to bring to the attention of the 
3 and the country some of the data contained in that 
repor 

We find in this report, which was made on March 3, 1923, 
data relative to a number of the leading ofl companies and re- 
fineries. I will first note some information relative to the 
Atlantic Refining Co. 

We find that the Atlantic Refining Co. during the year 1920 
paid two semiannual cash dividends, one of 20 per cent and one 
of T per cent, making total dividends for the year 1920 of 
27 per cent. 

In 1921 we find two semiannual dividends, one of 20 per cent 
and one of 7 per cent, making total cash dividends for the 
year of 27 per cent. 

In 1922 we find that a similar cash dividend of 27 per cent 
was paid by this company. 

But, Mr. President, that does not tell the story in full. We 
find that in 1922 this company declared stock dividends of 900 
per cent, or $45,000,000, in addition to the cash dividends of 
27 per cent for 1920, 1921, and 1922; and, as is well known 
throughout the country, there is no particular economy prac- 
ticed by the management of this company in regard to salaries 
or otherwise, We find that the president of the company drew 
a salary of 366,666 in 1922; we find that the general manager 
drew a salary of $30,000; and there were a great many other 
salaries of $20,000 and $15,000. 

Passing from the record in regard to the Atlantic Refining 
Co, to the Gulf Oil Corporation, the Gulf Oil Corporation seems 
to have had rather a uniform policy of declaring only a divi- 
dend in cash of 6 per cent; but we find that in 1922 this com- 
pany declared a stock dividend of 200 per cent, amounting to 
$72,479,600, which, added to the cash dividend, gave this 
company enormous earnings, and earnings which to the aver- 
age man seem to be exorbitant and staggering. The officers 
and directors of this company also enjoyed very large and 
extravagant salaries. I have not the compensation of the 
directors, but I find that practically all of the officers drew 
$40,000 a year salaries, $36,000 a year salaries, and so on. 

Passing to the Ohio Oil Co., we find that the Ohio Oil Co. 
from 1912 to 1922, covering a period of 10 years, in no single 
year paid a cash dividend of less than 20 per cent, and this 
minimum dividend applied only to one year. In 1913 the cash 
dividend was 57 per cent; in 1914, 29 per cent; in 1916, 50 
per cent; in 1917, 92 per cent; in 1918, 96 per cent; in 1919, 
88 per cent; in 1920, 80 per cent; in 1921, 43 per cent; and in 
1922, 40 per cent. In addition to these cash dividends we find 
that in 1922 the company declared a stock dividend of 300 per 
cent, amounting to a total of $45,000,000. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Wiis in the chair), 
aches Senator from Florida yield to the Senator from New 

or 

Mr. TRAMMELL, Certainly. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Has the Senator any information on 
that company or any of the other companies with respect to 
what has happened since 19227 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I have no definite infor- 
mation with regard to what might have happened since 1922, 
but in a general way I know that the companies are still 
prospering ; they are still making very large earnings out of the 
American people; and this late advance in price is but a repe- 
tition of their former practice in exacting a toll from the 
American people that they may continue to pile up their large 
cash dividends and their unreasonable stock dividends. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. One purpose of my asking the question 
of the Senator was to find out if my recollection is correct in 
that respect. As I recollect, the report from which the Senator 
is reading, or the report of the Senate committee which in- 
vestigated this matter a couple of years ago, stated it to be 
the opinion of the committee, or at least of its chairman, the 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La ForLerre], that the price of 
gasoline was going to a dollar a gallon, whereas ever since 
then it has been in the neighborhood of 20 or 15 cents. 

Mr. TRAMMELL, The Senator from Wisconsin made that 
prediction upon the practice and the disposition of the com- 
panies, I judge; not upon the condition of the industry, 
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There must have been some miscalcu- 


Mr. WADSWORTH. 
lation somewhere. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Not upon the condition of the industry, 
but upon what the Senator conceived to be the trend of 
events among the operators, to exact the pound of flesh from 
the American people at every turn of the road. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. And it has not happened? 

Mr. TRAMMELL. No; it has not happened; but they are 
raising the price now, abnormally so, and the condition of the 
industry does not justify the advances which have been made. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I would like to ask the Senator an- 
other question. Is it not a fact that in 1923 there was a tre- 
mendous increase in the production of crude oil, notably from 
the California fields, and that all over the country the price 
not only of crude oil, but of gasoline, dropped as a result to 
such an extent that many oil companies could not pay diyi- 
dends? 

Mr. TRAMMELL, Of course; they all have such experiences 
to contend with, more or less. In any large commercial indus- 
try some of the smaller concerns can not survive, and in the oil 
industry it is not only a question of production but it is a ques- 
tion of the monopolistic crushing out of small companies, so 
that the bigger companies may continue their cruel disregard 
for those who purchase their products. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The Senator in that statement is as- 
suming a great deal. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. 
edge. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Is it not a matter of common knowl- 
edge that many of the largest companies were severely strained 
in the general nation-wide reduction in the price of gasoline 
and oil? 

Mr. TRAMMELL. I do not think so. I think the American 
people were severely taxed to make up for any possibility of the 
oil companies not being able to declare dividends of 25, 50, or 
100 per cent. The American people always have to bear the 
burden of contributing big earnings to the oil industry. If any- 
thing seems to indicate that the big companies possibly may 
not make these exorbitant profits, it is just a question of an 
increase in the prices, and the American people have to pay the 
bill. just as in the present instance. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Florida 
yield to the Senator from Iowa? 

Mr. TRAMMELL. In just one moment. As to the question 
of the prosperity of the industry, I just read an article in the 
Wall Street Journal of yesterday which stated: 


The quarterly dividend of 25 cents by Continental Oil was generally 
expected, two shares of Mutual, paying 12% cents quarterly, having 
been exchanged for one of Continental. Continental Oil earned more 
than double dividend requirements last year, and it is because of this 
that larger disbursements to shareholders are looked for before the 
close of 1925, 


That is one company which seems to be rather prosperous, 
paying a quarterly dividend of 25 per cent. This information 
appeared in the Wall Street Journal of Monday. 

I yield now to the Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, in reference to that 
statement about a dollar a gallon in the report of the Commit- 
tee on Manufactures, as I recollect, the import of it was that 
the large oil companies had such a monopoly over the business 
that they could raise the price to a dollar a gallon if they 
wanted to. Notwithstanding the overproduction right now, 
they are raising the price again at this time, and I think they 
would raise it to a dollar a gallon now if they thought it was 
safe, 

Mr. WADSWORTH. May I ask the Senator from Iowa a 
question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Florida 
yield further to the Senator from New York? 

Mr. TRAMMELL. I yield. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I am somewhat puzzled about this 
powerful monopoly. If there is a monopoly which is all pow- 
erful to do anything it wants to do with the price of oil and 
gasoline, why did that monopoly permit the price of gasoline 
to fall from 27 or 28 cents a gallon down to 12 or 13 cents? 

Mr. BROOKHART. It occurs to me that they did it in order 
to break up the smailer companies and establish the monopoly 

~more firmly. E 

Mr. HARRELD. Did I understand the Senator to say that 
production was now exceeding the consumption? 

Mr. BROOKHART. I judge so from the latest reports I 
have scen. 


I am just talking from common knowl- 


Mr. HARRELD. The figures show that on December 1 there 
Were 359,658,000 barrels of crude oil in stock, and on January 
1 there were only 352,896,000 barrels on hand, showing a de- 
crease of 7,000,000 barrels in one month. 

Mr. BROOKHART. That would be a very small depletion 
with a stock of 359,000,000 barrels. 

Mr, WADSWORTH. In one month? 

Mr. BROOKHART. In one month. It would be only one 
of those little up-and-down changes. It might change the next 
month. That would not be an indication of the general trend. 
of the oil production at all. Of course, an incident like that 
might be picked out to prove anything in the world. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, the demand fluctuates, up 
and down. Sometimes the production is greater and sometimes 
less, Just as the demand is. There is no material lessening of 
production, and there are some new processes being utilized 
for the refining of gasoline which will far overcome any de- 
ercase in production. I believe one of the mefhods being used 
now, which has been referred to, is the “cracking” process. 
Not being technically familiar with the industry I do not know 
exactly what that means, but I read an article only a day 
or two ago on this subject which stated that this process, which 
is being utilized by a number of the refiners, makes it possible 
for them to produce about 26 per cent of gasoline from the 
crude oil, whereas under the old processes they could produce 
only 13 to 15 per cent. So that would far more than take cure 
of any slight diminution of production, if there is any. 

I desire further to read from the committee report relative to 
the incomes of the oil and refining companies. 

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Flor- 
ida yield to the Senator from New Jersey? 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Certainly. 

Mr. EDGE. As I follow the Senator, he seems to feel that 
an investigation would disclose that the so-called big fellows, 
the larger combinations, had raised their prices without war- 
rant. I am sure he understands that so far as prices to the 
public are concerned the oil business is one which is to a great 
extent affected by the price of the crude product. In other 
words, such an investigation would necessarily go into the 
prices being received by the thousands of small operators and 
so-called wild cat drillers of wells in Texas, in Oklahoma, in 
Louisiana, and in many other States of the Union, who are 
producers of ernde. 

As I recall, the price of crude oil was gradually reduced a 
few years ago to a price that would not permit these hundreds 
and thousands of well diggers even to profitably continue in 
business. Naturally, if the refiners, the larger corporations 
engaged in the refining of the oil, pay more for their crude, as 
they have recently been required to do, the public will pay 
more for the refined products—the gasoline, the kerosene, or 
any other product produced from crude oil. In other words, 
the price of gasoline will always be regulated by the price of 
crude. 

There is a great deal of talk about the “big fellows.” I am 
one of those who think that a business is not necessarily dis- 
honest because it is big. I have heard it generally asserted— 
and I think correctly—that there are more independent pro- 
ducers and refiners in the oil business than in any other of the 
large industries of this country. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I do not think that be- 
cause business is big business it is necessarily dishonest. A 
great many of the biggest institutions of the country show due 
consideration for the public, from whom they obtain their 
earnings and their dividends. I appreciate those who are 
thrifty and who at the same time do business on the square 
and are content with reasonable prices, but I believe that the 
record and the story of the oil industry of this country is cer- 
tainly enough to impress the average person, at least, with tne 
fact that they have not been quite fair with the American 
publie in the fixing of prices and in the impositions of the 
burdens which they have imposed upon the people. Of course, 
the price of petroleum has its bearing upon the price of gaso- 
line, and necessarily so, but the organizations dealing in gaso- 
line and petroleum and crude oil are very largely interwoven, 
and very largely operated by the same capital and the same 


ople. 

I shall read from the report as to the earnings of the 
Prairie Oil & Gas Co. Beginning in 1916 the cash dividends 
of this company were from 18 to 32 per cent annually, the 
lowest being 18, and the highest being 32 per cent, annual 
eash dividends. In addition to an annual cash dividend of 
28 per cent in 1922, this company issued stock dividends of 
200 per cent, amounting to a total of $36,000,000. Some idea 
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of what that means, and the percentage this company was 
making covering that period of seven or eight years, can be 
gotten if to the cash dividends, running from a minimum of 18 
per cent up to a maximum of 32 per cent, are added the stock 
dividends of 200 per cent. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Does the Senator from Florida 
yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. TRAMMELL. In just a moment; I want to finish this 
schedule. We find that the manager of this company was 
receiving a salary of $50,000 per annum. ‘The assistant manager 
was receiving a salary of $30,000 per annum. Others were 
receiving $20,000 per annum. Now, I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. NORRIS. I was moved to interrupt the Senator at 
that point because of the question asked by the Senator from 
New York, as to whether the Senator from Florida had any 
information about dividends paid by these companies since 
1922. I want to call the Senator's attention to the fact that 
if, after n company had issued a stock dividend of 200 per 
eent, having an original capital that was more than doubled, 
was quadrupled, in fact, they paid a dividend of only 6 per 
cent, it would mean in reality a dividend of 24 per cent, 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Certainly. 

Mr. NORRIS. So that information of dividends coming 
after always ought to be considered in connection with the fact 
that they had, prior to the declaring of the dividends, issued 
an enormous stock dividend upon which dividends are com- 
puted. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. That is very true, and I will say to the 
Senator that I have not given the statisties as to stock dividends 
prior to 1922. Many of these companies declared stock divi- 
dends prior to 1922, running into the millions and millions of 
dollars, so the stock dividends have been pyramided covering 
a period, as a rule, throughout the life of the particular corpora- 
tion. I have been reading of some of the independent com- 
panies. Now, I will give some information relative to the 
operations of the Standard Oil Co. 

I notice that there has been an enormous advance in the 
price of gasoline in California. The Standard Oil Co. of 
California in 1920 declared a cash dividend of 14 per cent, in 
1921 a cash dividend of 15.5 per cent, and in 1922 a cash divi- 
dend of 16 per cent. In addition to the cash dividend we find 
that in 1922 the company declared a stock dividend of 100 per 
cent amounting to $102,000,000. The salaries paid by this 
company were as follows: President, $75,000 a year, vice 
president $65,000 a year, two other vice presidents $60,000 a 
year each, another one at $40,000, a director at $30,000, 
another director at $25,000, and the salaries grade on down 
20,000, $18,000, and so on. 

The Standard Oil Co, of Indiana in 1917 declared a cash 
dividend of 24 per cent, in 1918 a cash dividend of 24 per cent, 
in 1919 a cash dividend of 24 per cent, in 1920 a cash dividend 
of 28 per cent, in 1921 a cash dividend of 16 per cent, and in 
1922 a cash dividend of 16 per cent. In 1920 the company 
declared a stock dividend of 150 per cent, amounting to 
$45,000,000. 

Following on the heels of that stock dividend, two years 
later, in 1922, the same company declared a stock dividend of 
100 per cent, amounting to $110,090,819. With cash dividends 
and stock dividends, though I have not made the calculation, 
the percentage of earnings of that company, I dare say, ran to 
100 per cent per annum or more during a period of 10 years. 1 
find that the president of this company is paid a salary of 
$100,000 a year, the chairman of the board of directors $100,000, 
a vice president and director $40,000, and on down the list we 
find fancy salsries paid to all the officials of the company. 

The Standard Oil Co. of New Jersey in 1919 declared a cash 
dividend of 27 per cent, in 1920 a cash dividend of 27 per cent, 
in 1921 a cash dividend of 27 per cent, and in 1922 a cash 
dividend of 27 per cent. In 1922 the company issued stock 
dividends at two different periods amounting to 400 per cent, 
a total of $398,869,700. It does not look as though a company 
that was making such earnings and that had such accumula- 
tions as that would be bordering upon bankruptey and poverty. 
We find that the officers of the company received the following 
salaries: Chairman of the board of directors, $125,000 a year; 
president, $125,000; vice president, $100,000; two more vice 
presidents at $100,000 each; one of the directors, $85,000; five 
other directors $50,000 a year, and so on. 

Now we come to the Standard Oil Co. of New York. Let us 
see what kind of toll the people of New York are having to 
contribute to the Standard Oil Co. and other companies. The 
Senator from New York seems inclined to want to defend the 
operations of the oil companies. 


LXVI— 249 


Mr. COPELAND, Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Florida 
yield to the Senator from New York? 

Mr. TRAMMELL. I yield. : 

Mr. COPELAND, Did the Senator from Florida refer to the 
Senator from New York defending the Standard Oil Co.? 

Mr, TRAMMELL. I referred to the senior Senator from 
New York [Mr. Wapsworrn]. 

Mr. COPELAND. I accept the Scnator’s apology. j 

Mr. TRAMMELL, I am in hopes the junior Senator from 
New York is not guilty. 

The Standard Oil Co. of New York in 1918 declared a cash 
dividend of 12 per cent, in 1919 a cash dividend of 16 per cent, 
in 1920 a cash dividend of 16 per cent, in 1921 a cash dividend 
of 16 per cent, and in 1922 a cash dividend of 16 per cent. In 
addition to the cash dividend, which represented pretty fair 
earnings, it declared stock dividends. I dare say that a very 
large majority of the people engaged in commercial and agri- 
cultural enterprises in the State of New York did not make 8 
per cent, taking business as a whole. Yet this company was 
making front 12 to 16 per cent in cash dividend, and in addition 
to the cash dividend we find that in 1922 a stock dividend of 
200 per cent was declared, amounting to $150,000,000, paid by 
the Standard Oil Co. of New York. 

The officers of this company received salaries as follows: 
President, $100,000 a year; one vice president, $60,000, and 
another vice president, $50,000; other officers received $47,500, 
$40,000, $27,000, and so on down the Line, 

Now, let us see what toll the people of Obio have been re- 
quired to contribute to oil companies and refineries. In 192 
the Standard Oil Co. of Ohio declared dividends in cash 
amounting to 23 per cent, in 1921 cash dividends of 23 per 
cent, and in 1923 cash dividends amounting to 23 per cent. In 
addition to these cash dividends the company issued stock divi- 
dends in 1922 of 100 per cent, amounting to $7,000,000. 

Mr. President, I know that it would weary the Senate, and 
there is no necessity or reason why I should attempt to give 
ali the statistics embraced within the report regarding the 
earnings and the profits of the oil companies and refineries 
throughout the country. This is the latest information in 
detail that is available, and there is nothing to indicate any 
sudden collapse of the oil industry that would cause me to 
believe that they are not prosperous and still making fabu- 
lous earnings, just as they have done through the years of 
the past. 2 

Mr. HARRELD. Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Flor- 
ida yield to the Senator from Oklahoma? 

Mr. TRAMMELL, I yield. 

Mr. HARRELD. I would like to ask the Senator if he has 
seen the report of the Cosden Refining Co,? 

Mr. TRAMMELL. I do not recall. 

Mr. HARRELD, I will say that at the time this report 
wis made it was one of the largest and most thriving refining 
companies of the United States. Since that time it has been 
on the verge of bankruptcy. That shows how valuable the 
figures are which the Senator has been giving. 

Mr. TRAMMELL, That constantly happens in every in- 
dustry and to every enterprise throughout the country. They 
do not, of course, all haye smooth sailing. Different enter- 
prises have their reverses. But here we are having to deal 
with the industry as an entirety. Does the Senator on account 
of the probable failure of the one company to which he makes 
reference defend these fabulous and exorbitant prices, and 
does he defend the increase of 6 cents per gallon being made 
throughout the Nation by the industry at the present time? 

Mr. HARRELD. I simply point out that the Senator is 
relying on figures of several years ago to show that these com- 
panied were miking excessive profits, but since that time there 
has been a decided change in that respect. 

Mr. TRAMMELL, And the Senator from Oklahoma is rely- 
ing on his figures to try to defend the industry for pyramiding 
its prices and profits. 

Mr. HARRELD. I simply say that since those figures were 
found a different condition has existed in the oil industry which 
has made it almost impossible for those various companies to 
exist at all. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. In the Senator's own time, as I see he 
is going to come to the rescue and defensé of these companies 
and try to justify the exorbitant profits they have been mak- 
ing running into the hundreds of per cent, I would like to have 
him explain how he justifies it. 

Mr. HARRELD. That is not my purpose at all. I say that 
the oil industry has gone through a depression since that in- 
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vestigation which makes it all quite different and makes those 
figures of no practical value. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Two or three years ago Senators stood 
on the floor of the Senate and pleaded pitifully for the 
terribly abused oil companies and refining companies. They 
said we ought not to investigate their business or go into the 
question of their profits or anything of that character. 

Certain Senators are here defending these companies, but I 
have not heard one of them utter a word of protest against the 
exorbitant profits which they have made in the past. I have 
not heard one of them utter a protest or a word of condemna- 
tion against the companies for exacting from the American 
people profits that seem almost beyond the ability of the human 
mind to grasp. Yet these Senators seek to defend them. 
Those who desire to take that course may do so, but as for 
myself I believe that the American people are entitled to some 
representation, that they are entitled to fair treatment even at 
the hands of the oil monopolies of the country. Whether they 
technically under the law are monopolies or trusts, in practice 
the oil industry is absolutely monopolistic. 

Mr. President, I know of no way through which the Ameri- 
can people may have a subject of this character investigated 
and thoroughly gone into, except by an investigation instituted 
by Congress. Of course, some one may say that such an in- 
vestigation may not do any good, but that statement might be 
made in reference to any investigation which may be instituted. 
If there has ever been an industry which should be inquired 
into and whose methods should be investigated it is the oil 
industry of the country. The searchlight should be turned on. 

Mr. HARRELD. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair). 
Does the Senator from Florida yield to the Senator from 
Oklahoma? 

Mr. TRAMMELL. I gladly yield. 

Mr. HARRELD. At that point I should like to ask the 
Senator from Florida if he does not know it to be a fact that 
there have been 13 investigations of the oil industry in the 
past eight years, and four of them, I think, are now in progress? 

Mr. TRAMMELL. But those investigations are getting no 
results. I desire an investigation to be instituted which will 
bring about results and bring about a report. Some people 
seem afraid of the big oil interest, but I do not propose to go 
under the table and bow in submission and tell the oil industry 
that we are poor, helpless babes when we come to deal with a 
great financial industry such as theirs. They have been im- 
posing upon the American people. This can not be successfully 
contradicted. Of course, the man who feels otherwise has a 
perfect right to his view, but I do not belieye in surrendering 
to them. I believe that where any industry gets to a point 
where the American people have to surrender to it and allow 
it to run pell-mell roughshod over them, as the oil industry is 
doing to-day, then Congress has very largely lost its useful- 
ness if it does not come to the rescue. 

Mr. CURTIS rose. 

Mr. TRAMMELL, Does the Senator from Kansas wish me 
to yield to him? 

Mr. CURTIS. I want the floor when the Senator gets 
through; that is all. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. I have proposed this investigation and 
have offered the resolution for that purpose, hoping that it 
would be adopted. I know of no instrumentality through which 
we may carry on the investigation more thoroughly than 
through the Federal Trade Commission. I know that other 
resolutions some time ago were passed instructing the Federal 
Trade Commission to make such investigations, but up to the 
present we have received no reports on the subjects inves- 
tigated. 

I know also that something will be said in reference,to the 
subject being referred to the Attorney General. It has been 
referred to the Attorney General, but nothing has been done 
by the Attorney General, and we have no intimation that any- 
thing will be done—none whatever. So, rather than be delayed 
and brushed aside on all kinds of excuses, I think that we 
should adopt a resolution covering the scope presented in the 
resolution which I have offered. I care nothing about the 
phraseology or the verbiage of the resolution, but I am after 
accomplishing a purpose. I have offered the resolution hoping 
for its adoption. Vigorous, persistent, and courageous action 
is essential if the “American people are ever to break the 
shackles of the oil monopoly. 

Mr. CURTIS obtained the floor. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Kan- 
sas yield to the Senator from Washington? 


Mr. CURTIS. I yield for that purpose. ‘ 
855 PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will call the 


The roll was called, and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


8 Fernald ee 88 
ess Kinle, ort rid 
Bayard Fletcher McNa Simmons 
Bingham Frazier Mayfield Smith 
orah George Means Smoot 
Brookhart Glass Metcalf Spencer 
roussard Gooding Moses Stanfield 
Bruce Hale Neely Sterling 
Bursum Harreld Norbeck Swanson 
Butler Harris Norris Trammell 
Cameron Harrison die Underwood 
Capper Heflin Overman Wadsworth 
Caraway Howell Pepper Walsh, Mass. 
Copeland Johnson, Calif, Phipps Walsh, Mont, 
Couzens Johnson, Minn, Pittman Warren 
Curtis Jones, N. Mex, Ralston Watson 
Dale Jones, Wash, Ransdell Weller 
Dial Kendrick Reed, Mo, Wheeler 
Ede meen een Pa. Willis 
obinson 
Edwards Ladd Sheppard 


Mr. HARRISON. I desire to announce that the senior Sena- 
tor from Rhode Island [Mr. Gerry] is detained from the Sen- 
ate on account of illness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty-two Senators having 
answered to their names, a quorum is present. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I haye no desire at this time to 
discuss the merits of the resolution submitted by the Senator 
from Florida. I believe that the Department of Justice and 
the Congress should be fully advised in relation to all the 
questions of this character. However, I wish to state the facts, 
because I think under the circumstances the resolution should 
go to one of the standing committees of the Senate to deter- 
mine whether or not a further investigation is deemed neces? 


sary. 

In 1923, as has been stated by the Senator from Florida, 
there was a very thorough and exhaustive investigation made 
and much valuable data were gathered. That investigation 
cost the Senate contingent fund some $23,000. The report of 
that investigation was taken under advisement by the Depart- 
ment of Justice, and since that time that derartment has been 
investigating the cases referred to, and in running down all 
the facts cited in the report of the investigation. Further- 
more, last year the Federal Trade Commission made an investi- 
gation. Their report was turned over to the Department of 
of Justice, and that department, as a result of its investiga- 
tions—and that department after considering the report of the 
Senate committee and the report of the Federal Trade Com- 
mission brought an action. I am sorry that the Senator from 
Florida said nothing had been done, for the department has 
commenced proceedings against the Standard Oil Co. of New 
Jersey, the Standard Oil Co. of Indiana, and the Gulf Oil 
& Refining Co., charging that there was a monopoly, and 
charging that they had an understanding and an agree- 
ment concerning the use of the cracking process, to which 
the Senator from Florida referred. That case was recently 
filed and is now pending in the courts. I am advised by 
the Department of Justice that they now have men looking 
up the cases referred to by the Federal Trade Commission in 
its report, with a view to bringing further action against the 
various companies if the facts warrant. 

In view of these circumstances, I think the resolution should 
go to the Committee on Interstate Commerce, to enable that 
committee to investigate and call before it officials of the De- 
partment of Justice and members of the Federal Trade Com- 
mission to enable it to ascertain what has been done and to 
determine whether or not a further investigation is necessary. 

I was told only yesterday that the Department of Justice 
had agents now out in different sections of the country further 
investigating the subject. The Federal Trade Commission 
made a report last June, as I was advised this morning by the 
Federal Trade Commission. If the Department of Justice is 
running down that report, why is it necessary to have another 
investigation at this time? 

I intend to move to refer the resolution to the Committee on 
Interstate Commerce, so that they may determine whether in 
their opinion another investigation is necessary at this time, 
I now make that motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the motion of the Senator from Kansas, 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Kansas 
| yield to the Senator from Florida? 
Mr. CURTIS, I yield. 
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Mr. TRAMMELL. Will the Senator yield for a question in 
regard to this prosecution instituted by the Attorney General? 
Does that prosecution charge the company with monopoly and 
violation of the antitrust law? 

Mr. CURTIS. It charges them with monopoly, and also 
charges them 

Mr. TRAMMELL, Does not that prosecution arise out of 
the question of patent rights and not out of the question of 
the operation of the trade? My understanding was that there 
had been some suits instituted, based upon the question of the 
use of this patented process, the cracking process; but if that 
is true, if the suit is restricted to that, it does not reach at all 
the greater problem involved in this controversy. 

Mr. CURTIS. A suit in equity was filed against these com- 
panies and their licensees, charging that agreements were 
entered into in violation of the antitrust act; and the depart- 
ment advised me that they are investigating all the questions 
raised in the report of 1923 and those contained in the Federal 
Trade Commission’s report of 1924 with a view of bringing 
prosecutions in every case where the facts warrant 1 
was so advised yesterday by the attorney in charge of the 
prosecutions, 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, my understanding is that 
this suit involves questions of combination relative to the use 
of patent rights, but that it does not involve at all the question 
of any practice with regard to price fixing, or anything of that 
character. 

Mr. CURTIS. That could be ascertained by the committee, 
if that is so. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. That question is not involved in the Hti- 
gation to which reference has been made. 

Mr. President, I hope the Senate will not see fit to refer this 
resolution to the committee. It is a plain open-and-shut propo- 
sition providing for an investigation. The question of referring 
it to a committee involves merely the matter of sending it to 
the committee. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I should like to ask the 
Senator from Kansas, Why refer the resolution to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce? If it goes to any 
committee at all—and I am not saying that I would favor 
that—why should it not go to the committee that handled the 
subject in 1923? 

Mr. CURTIS. I had thought of that; but the chairman of 
that committee is sick, and one of the members of that commit- 
tee is the chairman of the committee on Interstate Commerce, 
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Smiru]; and I selected 
that committee because I believed it would look into the matter 
and make a fair report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the resolution offered by the Senator from Florida. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. On that question, I call for the yeas 
and nays. 

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, I merely desire to say that I 
heartily second the motion made by the Senator from Kansas 
[Mr. Curtis]. I confess that I, for one, am beginning to be 
just a little restive in relation to these proposed investigations 
which have been coming along with increasing frequency, it 
seems to me, in the closing stages of the present session. 

I do not know an easier way to acquire the reputation of 
being a tribune of the people than to offer a resolution of this 
sort. In my judgment, in every sense it is the cheapest way 
I know to acquire that reputation. On the other hand, but 
for the popular disrepute into which these suggested investiga- 
tions have fallen, and which render them more or less in- 
notuous, they would serve practically no purpose except that 
of harassing the great business interests of the country. 

So far as I am concerned, I propose to lay down for myself 
a law of almost unvarying uniformity in cases of this kind, and 
to adhere to it except where some conditions of a distinctly 
special and extraordinary nature are brought to my attention; 
that is to say, I shall insist that every proposition of this 
nature shall be referred to a committee, and be deliberately 
and duly weighed by that committee, and that before any sort 
of serious heed shall be given to it by this body, testimony— 
substantial, material testimony—shall be presented to that 
committee making out a prima facie case justifying the in- 
vestigation. 

Therefore I trust that the motion of the Senator from Kansas 
[Mr. Curtis] will prevail. I have no doubt that the operations 
of the Standard Oil Co. in the past have been attended by 
abuses to no small degree. Oil is a thing that very readily 
becomes rancid. More than once in the history of Congress 
it has become rancid. That company, however, is one of the 
great business corporations of this country. Certainly, as a 
rule, its transactions are legitimate transactions. It is entitled 


to the protection of the law and the proper consideration of 
Congress. I think, therefore, that when grave charges affect- 
ing its management and conduct are made, the matter is of 
sufficient importance to be referred to a committee and to be 
made the subject of definite material, if such is available, 
testimony tending to establish the fact that there are real 
abuses to be redressed. 

Mr. HARRELD. Mr. President, I have not any brief for 
the refining interests. I am with them when they are right, 
and against them when they are wrong; but I do want to 
speak in opposition to this resolution of investigation from the 
standpoint of the independent producer of crude oil. 

I will read a telegram which I received yesterday from the 
National Association of Independent Oil Producers, having a 
membership in every oil-producing State. It is the organiza- 
tion of independent crude petroleum producers of the United 
States. It reads thus: 

TULSA, OKLA., February 15, 1925. 
Senator J. W. HARRELD, 
Washington, D. C. 

The National Association of Independent Oil Producers, with a 
membership in every State in the Union which produces oll, wishes to 
indorse your position in opposing resolution by Senator TRAMMELL of 
Florida proposing investigations of the increase in price of gasoline 
for two reasons, the first one being that the increases are justified by 
the law of supply and demand. For three years the small independent 
producer has been compelled to operate at prices below cost of produc- 
tion, which has bankrupted many of them and brought the balance of 
them perilously near destruction. Present rises in the price of crude 
are necessary to his existence, and refined prices must be raised ac- 
cordingly. 

The second reason why this resolution should not be adopted is that 
the Senate Committee on Manufactures only recently completed an in- 
vestigation of the subject, which was followed by an investigation of 
the industry by the Federal Trade Commission and by the Department 
of Justice, which investigations are still under way. Various inyesti- 
gations have become burdensome to the industry, taking up much time 
and expense and duplication of effort. 

We appeal to every Member of the Senate for a square deal, and make 
a special appeal to those Senators from oil-producing States to give 
you their hearty support. 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF INDEPENDENT OIL PRODUCERS, 
By W. H. Gray, President. 


an headquarters of this association are located at Tulsa, 

It will be obseryed that Mr. Gray calls attention to the fact 
that this increase in the price of gasoline is necessary to the 
welfare of the producer of crude oil. Last October an analysis 
of the price of gasoline in five cities by the department showed 
that gasoline was then selling in those five cities for only 8914 
per cent of the average price of gasoline in 1913. ‘There is 
not a single commodity of the more than 500 commodities that 
the people of the United States have and use and enjoy that is 
not selling from 20 to 200 per cent above the average price 
charged for that commodity in 1913 except gasoline. In October 
the department reports that it was selling for 1044 per cent 
less than the average price for 1913. 

The increase that has been made in the price of gasoline in 
the last month or two is absolutely necessary to the welfare 
of the producers of crude petroleum. The figures which the 
Senator from Florida has read may be true, and they do 
show that some companies are paying excessive dividends. 
That report, however, is over a year old. Since that time 
conditions in the oil industry have changed. Those figures 
and statements do not hold good at all at this time. The prices 
of gasoline haye increased recently because there is a gradual 
fall-off in the production of oil for one reason, As I showed 
here a while ago, in the month of December there was a fall-off 
in the production of crude petroleum of over 7,000,000 barrels, 
That in itself would justify an increase in the price of gasoline, 
and I say that I do not believe the recent increase in the price 
of gasoline is the result of anything other than the direct opera- 
tion of the law of supply and demand. I believe the figures will 
warrant me in making that assertion; and, if that is the case, 
what is the use of any investigation? 

Mr. SMITH and Mr. BROOKHART addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Okla- 
homa yield; and if so, to whom? 

Mr. HARRELD. I yield to the Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, has the Senator any figures to 
show to what extent the wells now in existence are running at 
eapacity? In the investigation we had, which was the basis 
of the report to which the Senator from Kansas [Mr. Curtis] 
has referred, it was developed that the output, even after the 
well has been brought in, is capable of being controlled. They 
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can reduce the flow and control the supply even when the oil 
is brought into sight and made available. I wonder if the 
Senator has any figures to show what would be the supply of 
crude oil if the wells now in existence were at full 
capacity? 

Mr. HARRELD. I do not know who gave such testimony 
before that committee; but as a practical producer of five or 
six years’ experience, I want to say to you that I have never 
known a man to cut in or curb or control the output of a well 
except because of lack of storage facilities, In the first place, 
he can not do it, because it destroys the well. You may shut 
in a well to-day for 30 days, but it will not flow a bit at the end 
of 30 days; so there is not anything to that testimony. I do 
not know who gave it. Production is always at the full capac- 
ity of the well, and I do not believe a single instance can be 
shown where what the Senator refers to has been done except 
as above stated. 

Mr. SMITH. Of course, I have had no practical experience 
in the production of crude oil; but I think if the Senator will 
take the pains to. read the testimony taken before our committee 
he will find that that question was asked more than once, and 
was answered in the affirmative more than once—that they 
could reduce the flow of a well aud in a manner control the 
flow of a well. 

Mr. HARRELD.. Of course, they can do that; yes, but prac- 
tical experience has shown that it destroys the capacity of the 
well. It is done in instances where they have not storage 
capacity prepared to receive it. They go on the idea that it is 
the lesser of the two evils; but where there is storage capacity, 
or where there are pipe-line facilities for receiving the oil, I do 
not know of a single instance where a well has. been curbed 
for the purpose of reducing the output. 

Mr. SMITH. That is practicaily admitting the testimony 
thut was given before our committee. I think the technical 
term that was used was “ pinching” the well, so as to reduce 
the flow. A layman would naturally infer that if the oil were 
needed, there would not be “ pinching.” Of course, the capacity 
for storage is an important incident, but the great question 
would be the supply of oil. The committee was informed that 
the process was pretty generally used where conditions indi- 
cated that it ought to be used. I believe one of those conditions 
would be necessity for controlling the output, controlling the 
supply. I think that if the members of the conunittee would 
take the pains to inform themselves as to the testimony given 
by those engaged in the business, they would find that not only 
the refining process is in the hands of the vendors, the owners, 
but that the supply of crude oil is, as well. 

Mr. HARRELD. I will say to the Senator that T have no 
figures as to that, specifically answering his question. I pre- 
sume “pinching” is done in instances where there is no stor- 
age capacity, but the oil industry as a whole tries to procure 
the storage capacity, and only stops the flow of the wells when 
it is impossible to get such storage capacity. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, may I inquire of the Sena- 
tor whether he means to say that the only way of increasing 
the supply of crude petroleum is the sinking of more wells? 

Mr. HARRELD. Except as I modified my answer to the 
question of the Senator from South Carolina. It may be that 
it could be increased. Of course, vacuum pumps could be put 
in. By the use of vacuum pumps the flow of the wells couid 
be increased, but in most States their use has been outlawed, 
because they give to the man who uses them an undue propor- 
tion of the oil in the field, and it is taken away from those who 
are not able to use the vacuum pumps. Therefore their use 
has been outinwed. There are methods by which the production 
could be speeded up, in some such way as that. But I do not 
think that is being resorted to, to any great extent. I do not 
think that affects the output materially. I do not believe the 
fact that wells have been “pinched” has very materially 
affected the output of crude either. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, the Senator says that the 
increase in the price of gasoline is necessary for the benefit of 
the oil producer. What has been the increase to the producer? 

Mr. HARRELD. There has been a steady increase in the 
price of the crude during the same interval during which the 
increase complained of in the price of gasoline has been going 
on, I do not know the prevailing prices, but I should say that 
prices of some grades of oil have been raised from $1.10 to 
$2.35 a barrel. 

Mr. BROOKHART. And the price of gasoline has been raised 
how much? f 

Mr. HARRELD. Two and three cents, as I understand it, 

Mr. BROOGKHART. That would be $1.50 a barrel. 


Mr. HARRELD. There are many elements that enter into 
that. Some oil produces only from 8 to 10 gallons per barrel, 
Other oils produce more than 30 gallons per barrel. 

Mr, BROOKHART. Other products are produced, however, 
that is of yalue. 

Mr. HARRELD. Yes. 
question. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Most of this increase will not go to the 
producer; it will go to the profiteers, will it not? 

Mr. HARRELD. It has in a measure reduced the embarrass- 
ments that were confronting the production end, There is no 
question that for more than a year the producing end of the 
industry has been in close straits. There have been many 
bankruptcies. Only the fellow who strikes a big flow of oll 
has been prospering, The man who is producing from a small 
well has not been- prospering. The truth is that within the 
last 12 months a great many wells that were producing only a 
barrel or two a day have been abandoned, and that is directly 
due to the fact that the prices of crude have been so low that 
the owners could not afford to run the wells. Thousands of 
wells have been: abandoned that would have kept going and 
would have been producing to-day if it had not been for 
the depression that existed in the production end of the 
business. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, may I suggest to the Senator 
that he is controverting his position and argnment; that the 
scarcity of crude oil has resulted in a rise in the price of 
gasoline. Now he is arguing that the reduction in the price 
of gasoline caused a reduction in the price of the crude oil, 

Mr. HARRELD. Mr. President, the point I am making is 
this: The fact that gasoline prices were so low last year, as 
I have said, 10% per cent below the average for 1913, caused 
the abandonment of a great many of the small wells. That in 
turn may have produced the shortage now existing in the sup- 
ply of crude. I do not know about that. There is, however, a 
shortage In the supply of crude at this time. What caused it 
is immaterial. I have giyen the figures to show thet in the 
month of December there was a decrease in the amount of 
stored crude petroleum of over 7,000,000 barrels within one 
month. I do not know what. caused that, whether it was 
caused by the closing down of the small wells, or what. 

The price of crude and the price of gasoline are interde- 
pendent upon each other. When the price of crude increases, 
that naturally results in an increase in the price of gasoline, 
and an increase in the price of the crude naturally encourages 
and gives stimulation to the production of crude, and soon the 
supply increases and overcomes that condition and the. produc- 
tion of crude becomes greater than the consumption again, 
Those conditions will follow each other. 

Mr. President, another reason why I do not believe this 
investigation should be conducted is the fact that within the 
last 8 years there have been 13 different investigations of the 
oil industry, one phase of it or another. In that connection I 
want to file as a part of my remarks—but I will not take the 
time to read it—a list showing the various investigations of 
the oil industry that have taken place covering the period of 
the last eight years. There have been 12 Government investi- 
gations of the oil industry in that time, not including the in- 
vestigation now being made by the Federal Trade Commission, 

Such things as that affect an industry. Too much investiga- 
tion hus a bad effect upon any industry, and the oil industry 
generally feels that there have been so many investigations 
that they should be let alone a while, that the law of supply 
and demand ought to have a chance to operate once in a 
while in their behalf. i 

I have said that three of those investigations are still under 
way, and that is true. The Federal Trade Commission is still 
continuing its investigation, the Department of Justice is still 
continuing its investigation, and last December the President 
appointed a Federal Oil Conservation Board, consisting of the 
Secretary of War, the Secretary of the Navy, the Secretary of 
the Interior, and the Secretary of Commerce, to formulate a 
policy for conserving the national oll and gas resources, and the 
Attorney General tells me that it is his understanding that as 
a part of its work the board will make a detailed study of 
the oil industry in all of its branches. That investigation is 
pending, to be made by that board of Cabinet officials. What 
is the necessity for another investigation? 

I want to call attention to what conditions the Investigation 
by the Department of Justice disclosed. Bear in mind that 


Of course that is a complicated 


investigation is still going on. The Attorney General tells me 
that the investigation has disclosed “that the Standard Oil Co. 
of Indiana, the Standard Oil Co. of New Jersey, the Texas 
Co., and the Gasoline Products Co. had interchanged licenses 
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based on patents for ‘craking’ gasoline containing numerous 
conditions and -covenants im restraint of trade and commerce 
in gasoline. A suit in equity was filed against these companies 
and their licenses:charging that the agreements are violatlve of 
the antitrust act.“ 

If thut is true, that, in a measure, will remedy the very 
thing the Senator from Florida is complaining about. If 
these companies are making ‘excessive profits, if they ‘were 
paying excessive dividends, as the so-called La Follette eom- 
mittee found they were paying, maybe it was because they 
were using this patented cracking process. I remember being 
before that committee one day when it was brought out that 
by the use of this cracking process those who used it were 
enabled to get just twice as much gasoline out of the crude 
as those who did not use it. Perhaps the large dividends the 
Senator has been telling about were due to that fact. Even 
if they were, the Department of Justice is trying to correct 
that evil, and why start another investigation? 

I want to call attention to the fact that recently the attor- 
neys general of the various States met and had a.conference 
regarding the gasoline situation, and each of them in his State 
is making the very same kind of an investigation that is sought 
here. 

There is a general misconception on the part of the public 
concerning the oil business, and sometime or other I shall take 
occasion to make a speech in which I shall have some other 
things to say dbout these misconceptions which the public 
have of the oil business. 

In the first place, the public has this misconception of the 
oil business—it still believes it is controlled by a monopoly. 
There was a time when the oil industry was controlled by a 
monopoly. There has been a great change in the handling and 
management of that industry in the last few years, until, I am 
convinced, it is no longer controlled by monopoly, notwith- 
standing the fact that my friend the Senator from Florida 
still asserts that it is. In every branch of the oil business 
there is the keenest kind of competition. 

Another point on which the public has a misconception of 
the oil industry is this, that it believes that there are fabulous 
profits being made out of the business. That has not been 
proven by any investigation which has been conducted; that is, 
so far as'the producers are concerned. 

In the oil business occasionally a company makes a big sum 
of money, but in doing so it very frequently takes it away from 
some other company. If a balance were struck I doubt whether 
it would be found that excessive profits are made in the oil busi- 
ness, generally speaking, for it is more a matter of the transfer 
of wealth from one person to another. There is not so much 
profit in it as an industry. It is because the publie sees only 
the man or the company which makes a new discovery and thus 
makes a “killing.” The public bas no knowledge, no informa- 
tion, about the thousand and one who lose every dollar they 
put into it. 

I ask permission to have printed in the Rxconp the list of in- 
vestigations to which I referred earlier in my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the list was ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 


1. There have been 12 Government investigations of the oll industry 
in the last eight years, not including the investigation now being con- 
ducted by the Federal Oil Conservation Board, viz: 

(a) By the Federal Trade Commission : 

“ Pipe-line transportation of petroleum.” (Report dated February 28, 
1916, made in response to Senate resolution.) 

Price of gasoline in 1915." (Report dated April 11, 1917, sub- 
mitted in response to Senate resolution.) 

“ Profiteering.”” (Report dated June 29, 1918, submitted in response 
to Senate resolution.) 

“ Advance in price of petroleum products.” (Report dated June 1, 
1920, submitted in response to House resolution.) 

“Petroleum industry in Wyoming.” (Report dated January 3, 1921, 
‘made under authority of section 6, Federal Trade Commission act.) 

“Pacific coast petroleum industry.“ (Part 1, report dated April 7, 
1921, submitted in response to Senate resolution.) 

Facile coast petroleum industry.“ (Part 2, report dated November 
28, 1921, submitted In response to Senate resolution.) 

Petroleum trade in Wyoming and Montana.“ (Report dated July 
18, 1922, bringing to the attention of Congress “a situation developed 
iin the usual course of administration.”) 

Foreign ownership in the petroleum industry.” (Report dated Feb- 
ruary 18, 1923, made in response to Senate resolution.) 

“Investigation of 1924" (at the request of the President; not made 
public). é 


(b) By the Senate: 

Conditions of the crude and gasoline markets during the years. 1920, 
1921, and the first six months of 1922. (So-caHed La Follette investi- 
gation ; report in 1923.) 

LEASING OF NAVAL ‘RESERVES 

(e) ‘By ‘the Attorney General. 


RETIREMENT OF WORLD WAR OFFICERS 

The PRESIDING: OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair). The 
hour of 2 o'clock having arrived, the resolution will go to 
the Calendar, The Chair lays before the Senate the unfinished 
business, which will be stated. 

The READING CLERK. A bill (S. 83) making -eligible for re- 
tirement under certain conditions officers of the Army of the 
United States, other than officers of the Regular Army, who 
incurred physical disability in line of duty while in the service 
of the United States during the World War. 

YUMA IRRIGATION PROJECT, ARIZONA 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the 
amendment of the House of Representatives to the joint resolu- 
tion (S. J. Res. 172) to authorize the appropriation of certain 
amounts for the Yuma irrigation project, Arizona, and for 
other purposes, which was on page 3, line 8, after the werd 
“right” to strike out the remainder of the paragraph and 
insert .a period. 

Mr. CAMERON. I moye that the Senate concur in the 
amendment of the House. 

The motion was agreed to. 


LANDS IN SAN JUAN COUNTY, WASH. 


The PRESIDING ‘OFFICER laid before the Senate fhe 
amendment of the House of Representatives to the bill (8. 
3648) grunting to the county authorities of San Juan County, 
State of Washington, certain described tracts of land on the 
abandoned military reservations on Lopez and Shaw Islands as 
a right of way for county roads, and for other purposes, which 
was, to amend the title so as to read: 


An act granting to the county authorities of San Juan County, 
State of Washington, a right of way for county roads over certain 
described tracts of land on the abandoned military reservations on 
Lopez and Shaw Islands, and for other purposes. 


Mr. JONES of Washington. I move that the Senate concur 
in the amendment of the House. 
The motion was agreed to. 


TEMPORARY BUILDINGS USED BY THE RED CROSS 


Mr. SPENCER. Mr. President, the House has sent over 
amendments to Senate Joint Resolution 95, which continues 
the time for the Red Cross to occupy the property immediately 
adjacent to the building which they ecenpy over on the 
Avenue. The amendments limit the time to December 31. 1926, 
and strike out the preamble. I move that the Senate concur in 
the amendments of the House. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the 
amendments of the House of Representatives to the joint reso- 
lution (S. J. Res, 95) to authorize the American National Red 
Oross to continue the use of temporary buildings now erected 
on square No. 172, Washington, D. C., which were to strike out 
the preamble; and on page 2, line 9, to strike out all after 
“condition” down to and including “Congress” in line 10, 
and insert “not later than December 31, 1026.“ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Senator from Missouri 
moves to concur in the amendments of the House. The gues- 
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the Senator from Missouri. 

The motion was agreed to. 

OFFICE OF PUBLIO BUILDINGS AND PUBLIC PARKS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the 
amendments of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
1918) relative to officers in charge of public buildings and 
grounds in the District of Columbia, which were to strike out 
all after the enacting clause and insert: 

That the Office of Public Buildings and Grounds under the Chief 
of Engineers, United States Army, and the office of Superintendent of 
the State, War, and Navy Department Buildings are hereby consoli- 
dated into a single office.and shall hereafter be designated as the office 
of public buildings and public parks of the National Capital. ‘The 
Superintendent of the State, War, and Navy Department Buildings 
and the officer In charge of public buildings and grounds shall here- 
after be designated as the director of public buildings and public 
parks of the National Capital, and shall be assigned by the President 
from the officers of the Corps of Engineers for duty in this position 
as now provided by law for the officer in charge of public bulidings 
and grounds and the Superintendent of the State, War, and Nayy De- 
partment Buildings, 
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Sec. 2. The commission in charge of the State, War, and Navy 
Department Building, established by the act approved March 3, 1883, 
is hereby abolished and all powers and duties conferred and imposed 
by law upon such commission and the Superintendent of the State, 
War, and Navy Department Buildings shall hereafter be exercised 
and performed by such director, under the general direction of the 
President of the United States. 

Sec. 3. The Office of Public Buildings and Grounds, under the direc- 
tion and control of the Chief of Engineers of the United States Army, 
is hereby abolished, and all authority, powers, and duties conferred 
and imposed by law upon the Secretary of War or upon the Chief 
of Engincers of the United States Army in relation to the construc- 
tion, maintenance, care, custody, policing, upkeep, or repair of public 
buildings, grounds, parks, monuments, or memorials in the District 
of Columbia, together with the authority, powers, and all duties and 
powers conferred and imposed by law upon the officer in charge of 
public buildings and grounds, shall be held, exercised, and performed 
by the director of public buildings and public parks of the National 
Capital, under the general direction of the President of the United 
States. 

Sec, 4. The officers and employees in the offices hereby consoli- 
dated shall become officers and employees of the office of pubiic build- 
ings and public parks of the National Capital without reappointment, 
and all official records, papers, files, furniture, supplies, and other 
property in use in or in the possession of the offices so consolidated 
are hereby transferred to the office hereby created. The director is 
authorized to appoint, in accordance with existing law, such officers 
and employees, and to incur such expenses as may be necessary for 
the proper administration of his office within the limits of the appro- 
priations from time to time granted therefor, There may be detailed 
to assist the director not to exceed two qualified officers of the United 
States Army not above the rank of major. 

Sec. 5. All unexpended balances of appropriations made for either 
of the activities hereby consolidated shall be available for expenditure 
by the office hereby established to the same extent and under the same 
conditions as such appropriations are available for the offices hereby 
consolidated. 

Sec. 6. Nothing contained in this act shall be held to modify existing 
law with respect to the assignment of space in the public buildings 
in the District of Columbia by the Public Buildings Commission or 
to modify sections 4 to 10, inclusive, of the act approved May 27, 
1924, relating to the United States park police, except as provided in 
section 3 of this act. 


Amend the title so as to read: “An act to consolidate the 
Office of Public Buildings and Grounds under the Chief of 
Engineers, United States Army, and the office of Superintend- 
ent of the State, War, and Navy Department buildings.” 

Mr. FERNALD. I move that the Senate concur in the 
amendments of the House. 

The motion was agreed to. 


ENLARGEMENT OF SITE OF BUREAU OF STANDARDS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair lays before the 
Senate a bill from the House of Representatives. 

The bill (H. R. 4548) authorizing the Secretary of Commerce 
to acquire, by condemnation or otherwise, a certain tract of 
land in the District of Columbia for the enlargement of the 
present site of the Bureau of Standards, was read twice by 
its title. ‘ 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, there is an identical bill on the 
calendar, Calendar No. 1175, Senate bill 3391. I ask that the 
House bill be considered and passed, and I shall then move to 
indefinitely postpone the Senate bill. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I understand that an identical bill has 
been reported by the Senate Committee on Public Building 
and Grounds and is now on the calendar? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; word for word. y 

Mr. ROBINSON. It merely authorizes the acquisition of an 
additional tract for the use of the Bureau of Standards? 

Mr. SMOOT. That is true. There is not a word of differ- 
ence between the House bill and the Senate bill. 

8 ROBINSON. I have no objection to the passage of the 

II. 

There being no objection, the bill was considered as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole and was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of Commerce be, and he is 
hereby, authorized to acquire, by condemnation or otherwise, that cer- 
tain parcel of land hereinafter more fully described, aggregating ap- 
proximately 346,234 square feet, for the enlargement of the present 
site of the Bureau of Standards, at a price or cost not to exceed 
$173,117, the said land being that lying to the east of the main site 
of the Bureau of Standards, in the city of Washington, D. C., includ- 
ing the land situated and lying between Tilden and Van Ness Streets, 
and extending along Connecticut Avenue, bounded and described ap- 
proximately as follows: 


Beginning at the southwest corner of Van Ness Street, 60 feet wide, 
and Connecticut Avenue, 130 feet wide, south 24 degrees 26 minutes 
east, 845.82 feet to the center line of Tilden Street, 120 feet wide, as 
proposed by District of Columbia highway plan; thence with the are of 
a circle whose radius is 1,226.6 feet, a distance of 386.37 feet, deflecting 
to the left; thence with the arc of a circle whose radius is 1,900 fect, a 
distance of 217.19 feet, deflecting to the right, to the southeast corner 
of the land of the Bureau of Standards; thence with the east line of 
the Bureau of Standards’ land north 4 minutes east, 890.77 feet to 
the south line of Van Ness Street, 60 feet wide; thence with the south 
line of Van Ness Street, south 89 degrees 56 minutes east, 238.06 feet 
to the point of beginning, containing approximately 846,234 square feet, 
or 7.9484 acres. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Smoor the bill (S. 3391) authorizing the 
Secretary of Commerce to acquire, by condemnation or other- 
wise, a certain tract of land in the District of Columbia for 
the enlargement of the present site of the Bureau of Stand- 
ards, was indefinitely postponed. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President, I suggest the lack of a 
quorum. 
8 PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will call the 

The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Ashurst ‘ernald Lenroot Shortridge 
Ball ress McKinley Simmons 
Bayard Fletcher cLean Smith 
Bingham Frazier MeNar, Smoot 
ruh rge Mayfield Spencer 

Brookhart Glass eans Stanfield 
Broussard Gooding Metcalf Stanley 
Bruce ale Loses Sterling 
Bursum Harreld Neel, Swanson 
Butler Harris Norr Trammell 
Cameron Harrison Oddie Underwood 
Capper Heflin Overman Wadsworth 
Caraway Howell Pepper Walsh, Mass, 
Copeland Johnson, Calif, Phipps Waish, Mont. 

ouzens Johuson, Minn. Pittman Warren 
Curtis Jones, N. Mex, Ralston Watson 
Dale Jones, Wash, Ransdell Weller 
Dial Kendrick Reed, Pa. Wheeler 
DIN Keyes Robinson Willis 
Edge King Sheppard 
Edwards Ladd Shipstead 


Mr. HARRISON. I desire to announce that the senior Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island [Mr. Gerry] is detained from the Sen- 
ate owing to illness, 

The PRESIDINGG OFFICER. Eighty-two Senators having 
answered to their names, a quorum is present. 

PURCHASE OF CAPE COD CANAL PROPERTY 


Mr. FERNALD, Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
for the present consideration of the bill (H. R. 3933) for the 
purchase of the Cape Cod Canal property, and for other pur- 


poses, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the Senator from Maine? 

Mr. PITTMAN. I object. i 

Mr. FERNALD. I move that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of the bill. : 

Mr. FLETCHER. If the motion is agreed to, it displaces 
the unfinished business, I understand. 

Mr. CURTIS. The motion, as I understand it, is debatable? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is. 

Mr. CURTIS. There will probably be a good deal of debate 
upon the motion; so I hope the Senator will withdraw his 
motion ard let us proceed to the consideration of the bill 
making appropriations for the District of Columbia. ‘That bill 
has been ready for several days, and notice was given yester- 
day that it would be called up to-day. I hope the Senator from 
Maine will let us proceed with the District appropriation bill. 

Mr. FERNALD. Just as soon as I am able to get a vote on 
my motion, if it is agreed to, I shall be very glad to give way 
for the consideration of the appropriation bill. The Cape 
Cod Canal bill has been on the calendar for some time, and I 
have been trying to bring it before the Senate. It seems only 
fair to me that we should now have a vote as to whether 
we are to consider it or not. I will then very gladly yield 
for the consideration of the District appropriation bill. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr: President, what would be the effect of 
this motion, if agreed to, upon the unfinished business before 
the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The unfinished business would 
be displaced, but the unfinished business, as the Chair under- 
stands it, is governed chiefly by the unanimous-consent agree- 
ment which was entered into yesterday to the effect that the 
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unfinished business is to be veted upon and finally disposed of 
on Friday next. N 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, under the circumstances I 
will be compelled to make the senior motion, and that is to 
take up the District of Columbia appropriation bill, which, 
under our rules, is a privileged motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is a privileged motion 
if the Senator from Wyoming makes it. 

Mr. WARREN. I do make it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the motion made by the Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. BURSUM. What will be the effect of that motion on 
the unfinished business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It will be exactly the same as 
if the motion of the Senator from Maine had prevailed. 

Mr. SMITH Mr, President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from South 
Carolina will state the inquiry. 

Mr. SMITH. If the Senate were to vote to take up the 
District appropriation bill, would that affect the status of the 
unfinished business under the unanimous-consent agreement 
effective on Friday, February 20? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair's understanding is 
that the adoption of the motion proposed by the Senator from 
Wyoming will be to displace the unfinished business and it 
can not be replaced as the unfinished business except by further 
action of the Senate. But the unfinished business having a 
status under the unanimous-consent agreement for disposition 
on Friday, February 20, that position can not be interfered 
with. 

Mr, SMITH. Therefore, on Friday it would come up and 
be disposed of under the unanimous-consent agreement? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is the understanding of 
the Chair. The question is upon agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from Wyoming that the Senate proceed to the eon- 
sideration of the District appropriation bill. 

Mr. WARREN. In making the motion I did what I am 
entitied to do, but I am entirely willing to consent to an 
agreement to take up the appropriation bill and later let the 
Senator from Maine [Mr. Fernao] take up his matter. If 
his motion were made and agreed to now, it would, of course, 
displace the appropriation bill entirely. 

Mr. FERNALD. As I stated, I shall be very glad to with- 
draw my measure or haye it laid aside temporarily at any time 
for the consideration of any appropriation bill that is entitled 
to the right of way, but I would like to have a vote on my 
motion. 

Mr. WARREN. The motion throws everything out of gear 
entirely, as the Chair has stated. When an appropriation bill 
has the right of way, a motion to take up another bill would 
supersede. I can not consent now to the Senator from Maine 
proceeding with his bill. If we can get an agreement with ref- 
erence to taking up the appropriation bill, that will be all 
right; otherwise I shall have to insist upon my motion to 
take up the appropriation bill. I insist upon my motion now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is upon agreeing 
to the motion of the Senator from Wyoming that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of the District of Columbia ap- 
propriation bill. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I do not know that I have any 
preference between the two motions, but I wish the Chair or 
the Senator from Wyoming would call attention to the par- 
ticular rule involved. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Rule IX. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, what kind of an arrange- 
ment is the Senator from Wyoming willing to make? 

Mr. WARREN. I am willing to make any arrangement that 
does not interfere with the consideration of the District ap- 
propriation bill. 

Mr. WATSON. The Senator said unless some kind of an 
arrangement was made he could not consent to the considera- 
tion of the bill of the Senator from Maine. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, I call for the regular order. 
There is a motion before the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The regular order is the 
privileged motion made by the Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, in view of 
the situation that has arisen, I ask unanimous consent that 
immediately following the disposition of Senate bill 33, the 
so-called Bursum bill, the Cape Cod Canal bill be made the 
unfinished business. 

Mr. PITTMAN. I object. 

Mr. WARREN. I will have to object to that request, and I 
will say to the Senator that I would find it necessary to have 
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an exception made with reference to an appropriation bill 
which I expect will immediately follow the District appropria- 
tion bill; that is, the legislative appropriation bill. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATIONS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The queston is on agreeing to 
the motion of the Senator from Wyoming to proceed to the 
consideration of House bill 12033, the District of Columbia ap- 
propriation bill. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate, as in Committee 
of the Whole, proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 12033) mak- 
ing appropriations for the government of the District of Co- 
lumbia and other activities chargeable in whale or in part 
against the revennes of such District for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1926, and for other purposes, which had been re- 
2 from the Committee on Appropriations with amend- 
men 3 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, I ask unanimons consent to 
dispense with the formal reading of the bill, that the bill be 
read for amendment, and that the committee amendments be 
first considered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Colorado 
asks unanimous consent to dispense with the formal reading 
of the bill, that the bill be read for amendment, and that the 
committee amendments be first considered. Is there objection? 
The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. The Secretary will 
state the first amendment of the Committee on Appropriations. 

The first amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 
was, on page 2, at the beginning of line 3, to strike out 
“ $9,000,000 " and insert $11,000,000,” so as to read: 


That in order to defray the expenses of the District of Columbia 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, any revenue (not including 
the proportionate share of the United States in any revenue arising as 
the result of the expenditure of appropriations made for the fiscal year 
1924 and prior fiscal years) now required by law to be credited to the 
District of Columbia and the United States in the same proportion that 
each contributed to the activity or source from whence such revenue 
was derived shall be credited wholly to the District of Columbia, and 
in addition, $11,000,000 is appropriated, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, and all the remainder out of 
the combined revenues of the District of Columbia and such advances 
from the Federal Treasury as are authorized in the District of Colum- 
bia appropriation act for the fiscal year 1923, namely: 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Office of 
Superintendent of Weights, Measures, and Markets,” on page 
5, line 24, after the word “markets” to strike out “$8,000” 
and insert “including salary of engineer for refrigerating plant 
at not exceeding $1,200 per annum, $9,000,” so as to read: 


For maintenance and repairs to markets, including salary of engi- 
neer for refrigerating plant at not exceeding $1,200 per annum, 
$9.000. 


Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I desire to avail myself of the 
privilege of debating the particular amendment which has been 
stated to call the attention of the Senate, and particularly the 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. WaRREN I, of the Chair, and of 
other Senaters to what has just occurred, not because I have 
any particular interest in the matter more than has any other 
Senator nor because I object to the taking up of the appro- 
priation bill. I think we have adopted the right course in that 
respect, but I have doubt as to the correctness of the pro- 
cedure. It being after 2 o'clock and the morning hour being 
over—I desire Senators shall remember that all the way 
through—the Senator from Maine [Mr. FERNALD] made his mo- 
tion to take up a bill on the calendar. While that motion was 
pending, the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. Warren] made a 
motion to take up another bill on the calendar, and because the 
bill he moved to take up was an appropriation bill it was held 
that it took precedence and was a privileged motion. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, will the Senator from Ne- 
braska permit me to interrupt him? 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes. 

Mr. WARREN. The Senator from Maine [Mr. FERNALD] 
was on his feet, but the Senator from Colorado [Mr. Pers! 
was also on his feet, and at 2 o'clock was entitled to make the 
motion. That has been done time and time again in the 
Senate. There is no doubt about that. 

Mr. NORRIS. Of conrse the Senator from Wyoming is yery 
positive; undoubtedly the Senate will follow him, and ordi- 
narily I should do so; but I have seen the Senator positive be- 
fore when it has subsequently turned out that he was mistaken. 

Mr. WARREN. I am simply stating what has heretofore 
happened. 

Mr. NORRIS. I understand that. 
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Mr. WARREN. And the practice has been as I have stated. 

Mr. NORRIS. I am simply contending that I am right; I 
do not care so far as the particular question is concerned; I 
would not turn my hand over for it; but we are establishing a 
precedent, and all I am solicitous about is to have it apply to 
all alike. I shall endeayor to make my position clear. 

The Senator from Wyoming said there is no doubt about it and 
there may be no doubt about it; I may be entirely wrong about it. 

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator from Nebraska is right 
about it. 

Mr. NORRIS. I think I am, but when Senators have been 
here so long that “the memory of man runneth not to the con- 
trary,” and get up here and say, This is all over with; this 
is the case; it has always been the case; it is right and nobody 
must dispute it,” of course, modest as I am, I am always afraid 
to dispute it, and I have to approach the subject with apology, 
and all that. 

Now, I wish to read the rule which has been invoked for the 
defense of the ruling. Remember these things: The morning 
hour was over; 2 o'clock had passed, and the Senator from 
Maine made a motion to take up a certain bill on the calendar. 
That motion was pending and had been stated from the Pre- 
siding Officer's desk. Now comes the Senator from Wyoming, 
and he said, I move to take up another bill, which is an appro- 
priation bill.” Because that was an appropriation bill, it is 
claimed, and the Chair has ruled, that it had precedence. 
Rule IX is cited in support of that position. Here is what 
Rule IX provides: 


Immediately after the consideration of cases not objected to upon 
the calendar is completed, and not later than 2 o’clock— 


Remember that— 


if there shall be no special orders for that time, the calendar of general 
orders shall be taken up and proceeded with in its order, beginning 
with the first subject on the calendar next after the last subject dis- 
posed of in proceeding with the calendar; and in such case— 


Now, remember— 
and in such case— 


First, it is before 2 o’clock; it is when we are calling the 
calendar; when we are on the calendar of special orders. None 
of those conditions existed when the proceeding to which I am 
referring took place— 


and in such case the following motions shall be in order at any time 
as privileged motions, save as against a motion to adjourn, or to pro- 
ceed to the consideration of executive business, or questions of 
privilege, to wit: 

First. A motion to proceed to the consideration of an appropriation 
or revenue bill. 

Second. A motion to proceed to the consideration of any other bill on 
the calendar, which motion shall not be open to amendment, 

Third, A motion to pass over the pending subject, which if carried 
shall have the effect to leave such subject without prejudice in its place 
on the calendar, 

Fourth. A motion to place such subject at the foot of the calendar. 

Bach of the foregoing motions shall be decided without debate and 
shall haye precedence in the order above named, and may be sub- 
mitted as in the nature and with all the rights of questions of order. 


That is all of Rule IX. 

Now, bear in mind, Mr. President, that rule presupposes 
several things: That it is in the morning hour, to begin with— 
and we were not in the morning hour—that it is before 2 
o'clock, when, under the rule, the calendar is being called; or, 
as the rule provides: 

Immediately after the consideration of cases not objected to on the 
calendar is completed, and not later than 2 o’clock, if there shall be no 
special orders for that time, the calendar of general orders shall be 
taken up. 


Now, when we take up the calendar of general orders that is 
the time when such motions as those in this instance are in 
order. 

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. Frss] calls my attention to a 
decision in Gilfry’s Precedents found on page 196: 

Fifty-seventh Congress, Ist session. 

The eight hour bill was before the Senate, 

The Presiding Officer (Mr. Pasco) decided that after 2 o'cloex 


Remember after 2 o’clock— 


a motion to take up an appropriation bill did not take precedence 
over a motion to take up any other bill on the calendar. 


That, it seems to me, is the correct ruling. 
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I was almost afraid I lacked the courage to make the 
objection because of the decisiveness with which the Chair and 
the Senator from Wyoming held—and cut everything off—that 
the motion was in order. I could not understand how it could 
be in order, I asked for the authority for it, and was referred 
to Rule IX. I have read Rule IX, but it does not make the 
motion in order at all. Of course the motion has been agreed to 
now, so far as that is concerned, and I have no objection to 
it. If the Senator from Maine does not want to stand on his 
rights, it is perfectly satisfactory to me to take up the appro- 
priation bill; but I do not want the ruling to stand in the face 
of the Senate without having the record made, and when it is 
made it can be decided in any way desired, as is often done. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Spencer in the chair). 
The question is on the amendment reported by the committee. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, the Senate has had under con- 
sideration for some time a bill regulating motor-vehicle traffic 
within the District of Columbia. Owing to the opposition to 
many of its features, it has made slow progress toward the 
goal of approval. This measure has attracted a great deal of 
attention and there has been some criticism because the Senate 
did not promptly pass the measure. In my opinion the Dill is 
defective and has provisions which are objectionable. More- 
over, in some particulars, it duplicates existing laws of Con- 
gress and covers some of the ground which has been traversed 
by regulations adopted by the Commissioners of the District 
and now in force. 

I am afraid the public are laboring under a misapprehension 
as to the question of traffic regulation. The impression has 
been given, not only by speeches in the Senate but by the press, 
that the District is absolutely without law or regulation re- 
lating to the use of motor vehicles within the District. And 
certainly the view obtains in many quarters that the com- 
missioners and the police department of the city are powerless 
to arrest those who operate vehicles within the District in an 
improper, negligent, or dangerous manner. 

The fact is, Mr. President, that there are a number of con- 
gressional enactments dealings with the subject of motor 
vehicles within the District, under which provisions many of 
the evils complained of could be dealt with in an effective 
manner if the commissioners and the police department would 
enforce the law. There are courts properly organized and 
fully competent to deal with offenses growing out of violation 
of traffic regulations. On January 26, 1887, Congress passed a 
comprehensive statute giving plenary power to the District 
Commissioners to deal with the entire question of vehicular 
traffic, as well as to ordain such police regulations as they 
deem necessary for the welfare of the District. 

Among the provisions of the act of Congress just referred to 
are the following: 


The District Commissioners are empowered to make needful regula- 
tions for the orderly disposition of carriages or other vehicles assem- 
bled on streets or public places and to require vehicles upon such 
streets and avenues as they deem necessary to pass along on the right 
side thereof. 


Then there are provisions as to hack charges and respecting 
the owners of vehicles. 
Another provision gives the commissioners power— 


To regulate the movements of vehicles on the public streets and 
avenues for the preservation of order and protection of life and 
HODATE ELR 

Eleventh. To prescribe reasonable penalties for the violation of any 
of the regulations in this act mentioned, and said penalties may be 
enforced in any court of the District of Columbia having jurisdiction of 
minor offenses, and in the same manner that such minor offenses are 
now by law prosecuted and punished. 


Under this authority it is clear the commissioners have 
broad powers in dealing with the traffic problem. They may 
pass such ordinances and regulations as they see proper—of 
course they must be reasonable—in relation to the use of the 
streets of the District. They have the unquestioned power to 
license those who drive vehicles of every kind and character 
and prescribe the manner in which the streets may be used, 
and provide every proper and necessary regulation to protect 
the lives, limbs, and property of the public. 

Mr. President, I regret that the press of the District as well 
as some public officials and perhaps many private persons have 
disseminated the view that the commissioners were powerless 
to deal with the traffic situation and that there was no way 
to punish individuais who were using the streets in a manner 
to cause collisions and to endanger life and property. As I 
have stated, the District Commissioners, possessing full power, 
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have ordained a very comprehensive code of ordinances and 
regclations which, if enforced, would prevent the collisions, 
accidents, and complaints which are so frequent and give no 
occasion for the agitation which now exists for action by 
Congress. 

Mr. President, one of the characteristics of the American 
people is to demand legislation whenever an evil, real or fancied, 
is found to exist. And public opinion is often whipped into a 
perfect frenzy and public officials often driven from safe and 
proper grounds when no reason exists therefor. It is not in- 
frequent after hasty legislation has been enacted, because of 
the hysterical demands of active and organized minorities, to 
find that it is wholly unnecessary because adequate measures 
already exist, or it is so impertinent and so confusing as to be 
unenforceable. Oftentimes negligence and incompetent officials 
shield their inefficiency behind the plea that they haye no au- 
thority, but if given authority they will quickly cure the evils 
complained of. There is no more frequent alibi by public 
officials than the one just referred to. The result is that the 
statutes of the Government and of the States of the Union are 
filled with duplication, and the ordinances of many of our 
cities and municipalities are duplicated. It is not infrequent 
to hare laws and regulations passed to meet a supposed con- 
tingency that are far less intelligent and rational and effective 
than those already existing. I submit, with all due deference 
to the views of others, that a study of the statutes of Congress 
and the regulations adopted by the Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict, in so far as they relate to traffic conditions within the 
District, would have prevented the introduction into the Senate 
of the bill which has been under discussion for several nights 
and which came from the District Committee with its approval. 

In 1892 Congress by statute gave the Commissioners of the 
District full power— 


to make and enforce all such reasonable and usual police regulations 
in addition to those already made under the act of January 26, 1887, 
as they may deem necessary for the protection of lives, limbs, health, 
comfort, and quiet of all persons and the protection of all property 
within the District of Columbia. 


Mr. President, I sincerely hope that the newspapers of this 
city will call attention to the fact that Congress has given 
to the District Commissioners the fullest authority to deal with 
this question. Nothing could be broader than the language 
contained in the law I have just read: 


The Commissioners of the District of Columbia are hereby authorized 
and empowered to make and enforce all such reasonable and usual 
police regulations, in addition to those already made under the act of 
January 26, 1887, as they may deem necessary for the protection of 
lives, limbs, health, comfort, and quiet of all persons and the protection 
of all property within the District of Columbia. 


Mr. President, with this vast amount of propaganda about 
the violation of law by the operators of motor vehicles, about 
the injury to life and limb upon the streets—and there has 
been, undoubtedly, reekless driving for which those who are 
guilty shouid be punished—the commissioners have not deemed 
it necessary to supplement the laws of Congress dealing with 
the traffic question, and the regulations which they passed 
or adopted some time ago. If the residents of the District 
need, of it they feel that they need, additional regulations and 
additional laws and ordinances, ali that is required is to bring 
to the attention of the District Commissioners their views, and 
I am sure that if reasonable they will be regarded and appro- 
priate measures ordained. The plenary power of the com- 
missioners will enable them to deal with this subject and 
other subjects relating to the protection and the welfare of the 
people within the District of Columbia. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from New York? 

Mr. KING. I yield. 

Mr. COPELAND. Because of the conviction the Senator 
has, and which seems to be well founded, as regards the laws, 
may I ask whether he disapproves of passing any further 
traffic regulation at this time? 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I do not approve of some of the 
provisions of the bill before us. The commissioners have full 
authority to meet the situation, to deal comprehensively with 
the traffic question, aid they know more about this subject 
than we do. They know the evils which exist and how best to 
deal with them. They are dealing with District matters and 
know to what extent traffic regulations are needed. The three 
commissioners. with the corporation counsel of the District, 
who are familiar with the needs of the city, and the head of 
the police department, who is familiar with traffic conditions, 
could sit down and draw an ordinance which I think would be 


far better than any statute which Congress and Senators might 
prepare. The two nights of discussion of the subject show the 
difficulty of dealing with the question, when so many Senators 
have local views and do not know the conditions here as well 
as do the commissioners and the officers to whom I have just 
referred. Another reason why I am not in favor of the bill 
in its present form is that the commissioners, pursuant to the 
authority conferred upon them by Congress, have ordained 
regulations which are very complete and provide punishments 
for the acts and omissions which have been so fiercely denounced 
by Senators and which seem to have been the cause of the 
bill offered by the Senator from Delaware [Mr. Batt]. I have 
examined them with some little care, and, in my judgment, 
taking them as a whole, they are infinitely better than the bill 
before us. I think that some of the penalties should be in- 
creased and perhaps some supplemental regulations or ordi- 
nances might with propriety be passed, and perhaps an as- 
sistant to the superintendent of police should be provided, and 
50 or 75 additional policemen. But, broadly speaking—and I 
submit this with due deference to my good friend from New 
York, Whose interest in the District and in its welfare com- 
mends him to the confidence and esteem not only of Congress 
but of the people of the District—in my judgment, the regula- 
tions referred to and the laws of Congress now in force, if 
supplemented by a few regulations which I am sure the District 
Commissioners would promptly enact if their attention were 
called to the matter, would be better than the legislation which 
has been projected. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President 

Mr, KING. I yield. : 

Mr. COPELAND. I am very much obliged to the Senator 
from Utah for his kind words. The committee had in mind 
avoiding, so far as possible, the Writing, of detailed regulations 
into the bill. Really, the essential features of the bill are, 
first, the power of the commissioners to appoint a director— 
of course they have not that power now, as I am sure the 
Senator from Utah will concede—and then, in the next place, 
it is proposed that additional policemen shall be appointed. 

Mr. KING. If the Senator will wait a few moments, I 
stated that perhaps some legislation would be needed. I have 
stated that Congress perhaps should provide a traffic director, 
who would be an assistant of the superintendent of police, and 
increase the number of policemen. I think it is far better 
to concentrate the enforcement of the ordinances of the city 
or of the laws of Congress applicable to the District under 
one head than to have a divided responsibility. Therefore 
I was in favor of the amendment which was offered last night 
for the creation of an assistant to the superintendent of police, 
with the title of traffic commissioner. 

Mr. President, I am making a plea here for home rule. I 
believe in the extension of home rule. About 18 months ago, 
in the District Committee, I offered a motion that the commis- 
sioners recommend to Congress legislation conferring upon 
them additional powers to deal with all matters which ought 
to be committed to a municipal council, if I may be permitted 
that expression, in the District of Columbia. I felt that there 
were many matters that could with prepriety be delegated to 
the commissioners to handle, and thus relieve Congress of the 
responsibility. 

I believe that the commissioners could deal with many 
questions relating to the District far better than they could 
be handled by Congress. Unfortunately, the commissioners, as 
I am advised, after having studied the matter and having pre- 
pared a report, encountered opposition from various organiza- 
tions within the city, and possibly some opposition from ofti- 
cials of the District; but I know that the District Committee 
of the Senate has no pride in this matter, and is anxious to 
delegate to the Commissioners of the District as ample and 
complete powers as possible to deal with most of the affairs 
of the District. If the present laws and regulations in regard 
to traffic are not broad enough, the remedy lies with the Dis- 
trict Commissioners, because they have the power to pass any 
laws or ordinances they please touching this important ques- 
tion. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from New York? 

Mr. KING. I yield; yes. 

Mr. COPELAND. I should like to suggest to the Senator 
that it would simplify the work of the committee and of the 
Senate, too, if the Senator would formulate exactly what he 
has in mind. I can see that he has presented a strong argu- 
ment that the commissioners now have the necessary power, 
and yet there are certain things which are lacking, and it is 
too bad to let the session adjourn without having taken some 
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action; and that is our difficulty, as I see it, in our last two 
night sessions. We have had criticisms to offer, and often 
progress 


very proper criticisms, but we do not make toward 
the formulation of a bill which may be presented in such form 
as to be passed by the Senate. 

Mr. KING. I thank the Senator for inviting my view to 
this matter. As I listened to the debates, may I say to the 
Senator, the thought occurred to me that the bill before the 
Senate ought to be taken up immediately by the District Com- 
missioners, the corporation counsel, the Superintendent of 
Police, and two or three Senators, members of the District 
Committee, including the Senator from Delaware [Mr. BALL], 
whose heart is set upon this measure, and who has been one 
of the best chairmen the District Committee has ever had, 
with a view to reporting a measure that would supplement 
existing law—and deal only with matters that are necessary. 
May I interpolate at this time, as the Senator from Dela- 
ware will soon leave this body, my appreciation of his splendid 
services here, and the great work which he has done in behalf 
of the District, I would suggest having the chairman and the 
Senator from New York [Mr. Coretanp] and one or two other 
Senators, members of the committee, go over this bill, taking 
into account the regulations which have been passed and 
which are comprised within the 87 printed pages which I hold 
in my hand, and taking into account the laws which Congress 
passed and then see what legislation, if any, is needed to 
effectuate the desire that all Senators have, and, if any legisla- 
tion is necessary, agree upon a measure covering the matters 
called for. Congress would pass such a bill within a short 
time. 

I make that suggestion without any desire to divert Senators 
from their purpose to continue the discussion of the bill before 
us, if they feel such course*to be necessary. 

I stated a moment ago that there are 87 pages of regulations. 
Let me briefly call attention to some of them. The first two 
subdivisions I will not call attention to, although they are 
important. They refer to parking, and so on. Subdivision (c) 
of the regulations provides: a 


Drivers shall comply at all times with any direction by voice, hand, 
or whistle made by any member of the Metropolitan police department 
as to parking, slowing down, stopping, backing, approaching, or de- 
parting from any place, the manner of taking up or setting down 
passengers, and loading or unloading. 


Penalties are prescribed for violations of these provisions. 
When it is provided: 


(d) The driver of a vehicle shall be constantly on the lookout, and 
shall remain upon the seat while the vehicle is in motion; or, in the 
case of animal-drawn vehicles, shall continuously hold the reins in 
his hands while driving, riding, or leading a horse, and shall guard 
against its running away. 

(e) No operator or driver shall carelessly or willfully cause or allow 
his vehicle, animal, street car, or bicycle to collide with any person, 
vehicle, animal, street car, or bicycle, nor to injure any person or 
property. 

That is more comprehensive in its terms than some of the 
provisions of the bill which we have been considering here 
for two nights. 

The question of accidents and the reporting of the accidents 
was one which provoked a great deal of controversy. Let me 
call attention to the comprehensive provisions of the regula- 
tions dealing with that: 

(f) In case of any accident, such as collision with a person, vehicle, 
animal, bicycle, or street car, the operator or driver of any vehicle, 
bicycle, street car, or animal involved in such collision shall imme- 
ditely stop and render such assistance within his power as may be 
reasonable or necessary. He shall also give his name and residence 
and, if the driver of a motor vehicle; the license number thereof and 
the name and address of the owner to the person struck or whose 
property has been struck or to a police officer, if present, and If 
neither of these can be done then he shall immediately report the 
accident and the full details thereof to the nearest police station. 
Any person violating any of the provisions of this paragraph shall 
be punished by a fine of not more than $500. 


This provision allows full latitude upon the part of the judge 
to differentiate between the willful violator of the law and the 
person who accidentally causes a collision. It gives ample 
authority to the judge to deal with the two classes of colli- 
sions, and it has the same requirements which some of the 
Senators insisted were necessary in order to protect life and 
property. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from New York? 


Mr. KING. I yield. 

Mr. COPELAND. Does the Senator think that under the 
present laws the commissioners have power to determine what 
fines or punishments shall be inflicted? Of course, the Senator 
is reading from the regulations, but is there foundation of law 
to justify the commissioners in promulgating the regulations 
imposing the punishments that have been recited? 

Mr. KING. Undoubtedly; and they could go further. I 
think the commissioners have authority to pass ordinances 
imposing more severe penalties than those to which reference 
has been made. Section 2 of the act of 1892 provides: 


That the Commissioners of the District are hereby authorized and 
empowered to make and enforce— 


Of course, that would mean by penal provisions— 
all such reasonable and usual police regulations— 


In addition to those that were prescribed in the other law 
to which I have called attention— 


as they may deem necessary for the protection of lives, limbs, health, 
comfort, and quiet of all persons and the protection of all property 
within the District of Columbia. 


Mr. COPELAND. Is the Senator quite confident that that 
law is in force, that it has not been superseded by any other? 

Mr. KING. I can only say that I have caused an examina- 
tion to be made of the laws in force giving this authority to 
the commissioners, and I am adyised by those who have made 
the search for me that these statutes are still in force. 

Mr. COPELAND. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I am not complaining about any 
effort made to punish those who injure persons or property 
upon the streets of the city. I am trying to impress upon 
Senators that we have now an excellent code of regulations, 
with penal provisions, which, if supplemented, perhaps, by one 
or two other provisions, would be adequate, and would measure 
up to the standard of any proper exaction or desire upon the 
part of any Senator. 

I am further trying to impress upon the Senate the fact 
that Congress has given to the District Commissioners full 
and compiete power to deal with this entire subject, power to 
impose such penalties as they may see proper, and I have 
argued, and I think it is sound, that these commissioners can 
deal with the situation better than Congress can. Who would 
think that the Legislature of Massachusetts, mecting in the 
capital city of that State, could deal with the question of 
automobile traffic in the city of Boston as well as the Common 
Council of the City of Boston could? So as to the great city: 
of Chicago. Can the legislature which convenes at Spring- 
field, the majority of the members of which come from various 
parts of the State of Illinois, deal with the traffic regulations 
of Chicago as well as can the members of the City Council of 
the City of Chicago? Obviously, not. 

Mr. President, the question of home rule ought to be em- 
phasized more and more, the right of lecal self-government, 
the power of the people to determine their own needs and to 
determine how they shall govern themselves. ‘The school of 
democracy, if it shall serve its purpose, demands that the 
people themselves shall be taught how to govern themselves, 
and we can not teach them how to govern themselves if we 
transfer the power from them to some autocratic body, or to 
some legislative body remote from the people. 

I want the people of the District to have greater power to 
govern themselves. I want the Commissioners of the District 
to have additional authority to deal with the multitude of 
questions inyolved in the protection of the lives and limbs, the 
health and welfare, of the people of the District. 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from Kentucky? 

Mr. KING. I yield. 

Mr. STANLEY. I am glad to know that the diligent and 
capable Senator from Utah has gone with characteristic thor- 
oughness into this question, and I hope that he shares the opin- 
ion which I expressed on the floor of the Senate on yesterday, 
that a study of the rules and regulations now prescribed by 
the constituted authorities indicates that they have been pre- 
pared with care, and with a rather marked degree of practi- 
cability, which indicates to my mind that these regulations are 
the result of experience on the part of those regulating traffic 
in the District of Columbia. 

I wish to call the Senator's attention to regulation (f), which 
I think he has read. It is to be found on page 4: 


In case of any accident, such as collision with a person, vehicle, 
animal, bicycle, or street car— 
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Which covers every conveyance— 


the operator or driver of any vehicle, bicycle, street car, or animal 
involved in such collision shall immediately stop and render such as- 
sistance within his power as may be reasonable or necessary. He 
shall also give his name and residence, and if the driver of a motor 
vehicle, the license number thereof. 


I call the attention of the Senator from New York to this 
also. I am reading regulation (f). This existing regulation 
provides that in case of collision the driver of the vehicle shall 
immediately stop, and when he stops he must render “ such 
assistance within his power as may be reasonable and neces- 
sary ” to the person he struck. 


He shall also give his name and residence, and if the driver of a 
motor vehicle, the license number thereof and the name and address 
of the owner, to the person struck or whose property has been struck, 
or to a police officer if present, and if neither of these can be done— 


If there is no person in the car who is injured, if the owner 
can not be ascertained, if there is no police officer to notify, 
then— 


he shall immediately report the accident and the full details thereof 
to the nearest police station. 


Is there anything else a man could do under the circum- 
stances? 

Mr, COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator from Utah 
yield? 

Mr. KING. I yield. 

Mr. COPELAND. I confess that I am somewhat surprised 
to learn of the complete regulations which have been promul- 
gated in times past. That calis the attention of the Senate to 
a thing which has been emphasized this afternoon by the 
Senator from Utah, that the largest possible measure of home 
rule should be given to the people of the District. 

Mr. KING. Just as the people of New York want home rule. 

Mr. COPELAND. Just the same, exactly. 

Mr. KING. And the Republican Legislature in New York 
has too often tried to strip the people of New York City of the 
right of home rule. 

Mr. COPELAND. Of course, if New York City had been a 
Republican city, it would long since have had home rule, but 
since New York is a Democratic city, in a Republican State, it 
has been deprived of the privileges of home rule. I want the 
Presiding Officer to appreciate the fact that it was the com- 
ment of the Senator from Utah that led me to say that. I 
should never have thought of it myself. 

It is important that the people of the District should have 
the largest possible measure of home rule. I would go further 
in that matter than the Senator from Utah goes, because I 
would be willing to have the people of the District vote. I 
think they should have all the privileges of American citizens, 

Mr, STANLEY. The point to which I am adverting- 

Mr. KING. I do not want to be diverted from the question 
before us to-day. 

Mr. STANLEY. The point to which I wished to call the 

attention of the Senator from New York—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the Senator from New York 
referring to the pending amendment as the question before us? 

Mr. KING. The question before us is a bill dealing with the 
District of Columbia, and the Senate has seemed to think that 
the regulation of traffic in the District of Columbia is now the 
most important question, and I am dealing with a very im- 
portant question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is upon agree- 
ing to the amendment at the bottom of page 5. 

Mr. STANLEY. I do not care to consume further time of 
the Senator from Utah 

Mr. KING. I am perfectly willing to yield. 

Mr. STANLEY. I wanted to call to the attention of the 
Senator from Utah and of the Senator from New York the 
fact that here is admittedly a regulation with which the people 
are familiar, which is much more complete than any regulation 
offered either by myself or anybody else, in so far as it re- 
guires active assistance to be rendered to a person injured 
and immediate notice. It is true that the fine imposed here is 
very small and is inadequate, but I call the Senator's atten- 
tion to this fact, and I am through: This provision for a fine 
of a few dollars of course would not cause a person colliding 
with another car and demolishing it or running over a pedes- 
trian and killing him to stop. It would require a much heavier 
penalty than that to accomplish that result. 

As I see it, the purpose of those who are seeking the legisla- 
tion, as I understand the Senator from New York, is to impose 
such pains and penalties upon reckless drivers who inflict 


injury upon vehicles or upon persons that they will not leave 
the place of the accident without they are identified. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from New York? 

Mr. KING. I yield. 

Mr. COPELAND. That is exactly what we have in mind. 
The District Committee has not had in mind any attempt to 
fix the measure of damages, but to make clear to every driver 
in the District that if he strikes a person or another machine 
he must stop. The penalty is for running away, not for the 
accident. 

Mr. STANLEY. These severe penalties are inflicted to pre- 
vent a man from running away? 

Mr. COPELAND. Yes. 


Mr. STANLEY. And it is the desire to prevent him from 


running away, as I understand the Senator from New York, 
in order that he may be immediately identified by the police 
or by the person injured as soon as the offense is committed. 
Is not that it? 

Mr. COPELAND. That is it exactly. y 

Mr. STANLEY. Now, let us see. The bill is designed, as 
the Senator has said, to compel the person inflicting an injury 
upon a vehicle, or maiming or killing an individual, to stay 
where he is and furnish the constituted authority with the 
facts essential to his conviction. That is the purpose. If it 
were not for the Constitution of the United States, and if it 
were not for a certain amount of common sense on the part of 
drivers, the bill would work admirably. 

If we put a fine of $5,000 and imprisonment for 60 days 
upon any man who strikes a pedestrian and maims or kills him, 
and upon any man who strikes a car and demolishes it, then 
every individual who commits a slight injury upon a car or 
inflicts a slight injury upon an individual will be inclined to 
stop; but if a man is fleeing from an officer of the law, if he 
recklessly runs over an individual and leaves him dead on the 
street, if he is drunk and plows into a crowd and maims a 
half dozen people, he knows that the common law and the 
laws governing the District of Columbia will send him to the 
penitentiary or to the gallows. He has to choose between a 
peremptory 60-day jail sentence and the result of his criminal 
act. Which offense will he take? 

It can not stop any man who has committed an offense 
punishable with more than 60 days in jail, because to stop after 
he has committed the offense is to turn himself over to the 
authorities. In other words, I would say to the Senator, the 
bill is designed to compel persons committing an offense to 
supply the venue of the crime to the constituted authorities, 
and that is so clearly in contravention both of the philosophy 
of the law and of the letter of the. Constitution that I am 
amazed that an attempt is made at this late date to enact it 
into law. No man can commit an offense, I will say to the 
Senator from Utah, without being conscious of it. For that 
reason for more than a thousand years of our civilization. 

Mr. KING. Except in cases of malum prohibitum. In cases 
of malum in se I agree with the Senator, because there are 
many such cases. 

Mr. STANLEY. Oh, yes. He is not conscious of the char- 
acter of the offense, but he is conscious of haying done some- 
thing. He must be conscious of the nature of the act before 
he is guilty of willful wrongdoing. That has occurred in every 
uncivilized country in the world. It occurred to every potentate 
in the church, to every officer of law; and for weary centuries 
we attempted to expedite matters by bringing the accused 
before us and making him walk on hot plowshares or twisting 
him a little in a rack to make him furnish the evidence that 
we could not otherwise get. The offense of standing mute is 
an old and ancient offense. Very foolishly, we will admit for 
the sake of argument, several hundred years ago men like 
Littleton and Pope and Blackstone concluded and learned judges 
of England thought it was a dismal mistake to force a man 
to incriminate himself, and it at last became incorporated into 
the unwritten constitution of England. It was incorporated in 
the Constitution of the United States and of every State in 
the United States, so that we can no longer force a man to 
“incriminate himself. But, as the Senator from New York 
said, the sole purpose of the bill is to force a man to furnish 
the essential facts necessary to his conviction, which is admit- 
tedly the forcing of a thing contrary to the principle and the 
philosophy of the law. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, with much of what the Senator 
has said I am in entire accord. I am addressing myself more 
particularly now to the proposition that we have upon the 
ordinance book of tue city of Washington a very comprehen- 
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sive system or code dealing with the transgressions concerning 
which there has been so much talk. I wish Senators would 
take the trouble to read this comprehensive code. I have 
called attention to a number of the provisions. On the same 
page from which I was reading a moment ago there is this 
comprehensive provision: 


(g) No vehicle or street car shall be operated upon any of the public 
highways of the District of Columbia in such manner or condition as 
to endanger the life or Hmb of any person or the safety of property. 
Any person who shall violate any of the provisions of this paragraph 
shall, upon conviction thereof, be punished by fine of not more than 
$300. 


There are a multituđe of other penalties provided. Under 
that provision any person who operated his motor car upon the 
streets in any way that endangered life or property would be 
guilty of an offense. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President 

Mr. KING. I yield to the Senator from New York. 

Mr. COPELAND. I do not think I have observed that any- 
where the Senator has called attention to a jail punishment. 
I suspect that the regulations which ean be made by the com- 
missioners relate only to fines. I do not think imprisonment 
is involved. Of course, unless we have something more than 
a fine, we are not going to stop these people from running 
away from the scene of an accident. I may be wrong about 
it, but that is the impression I had from what the Senator 
from Utah said. 

Mr. KING. I think the Senator is in error. There is al- 
ready an act of Congress which was passed on June 29, 1906, 
which provides for imprisonment in the workhouse for not 
less than 30 days nor more than 60 days for many of the 
offenses which are enumerated in the bill which is now under 
discussion. I have not the time to read it. Here is an act 
entitled “An act to regulate the speed of automobiles in the 
District of Columbia, and for other purposes, a comprehensive 
statute enacted by Congress in 1906 and providing for six 
months’ imprisonment in the workhouse for violation of the 
act. In addition to that I find another act of Congress deal- 
ing with trafie conditions. So it seems we are duplicating 
laws already enacted by Congress as well as regulations enacted 
by the District commissioners. 

Let me call the attention of the Senate to the act of Con- 
gress just mentioned. It is chapter 3615, an act to regulate 
the speed of automobiles in the District of Columbia, and for 
other purposes, passed June 29, 1906, and it provides: 


That no person shall drive or propel, or cause to be driven or 
propelled, any automobile, horseless or motor vehicle, bicycle, or horse- 
drawn vehicle within the fire limits of the District of Columbia, as 
said fire mits are now defined or may hereafter be defined from time 
to time in and by the building reguiations of said District, upon any 
street, avenue, alley, or public highway at a greater rate of speed than 
12 miles an hour between intersecting streets and avenues. 


I submit that it contains better regulations than are found 
in the bill which I am discussing. This bill does not zone the 
city. The act from which I am reading provides that in con- 
gested districts within the fire limits as they may be de- 
limited the rate of speed at whieh motor vehicles may be oper- 
ated must be less than in what might be denominated the 
suburban parts of the city. That is a wise regulation, far 
wiser than the regulation in the bill under consideration. 


Nor at a greater rate of speed than 15 miles an hour through any of 
the parks within said District. 


There is nothing in the bill I am considering which regulates 
the speed of motor vehicles within the parks; that is, one may 
operate within the parks as existing law prescribes. But the 
bill does not attempt to deal with that situation, but here is a 
weli-drawn statute, comprehensive and fair, regulating the 
rate of speed within the fire limits and congested sections; 
within the parks and other parts of the city. The act then 
proceeds: 
mor across streets at a gretaer speed than 8 miles an hour; nor at a 
greater rate of speed than 6 miles an hour around the corners of any 
street or avenne; nor at a greater rate of speed than 4 miles an hour 
on the east side of Fifteenth Street NW. between the south building 
line of G Street and the south curb line of New York Avenue; nor 
on the west side of Fifteenth Street NW. between the line which would 
be the south building Hne of G street if extended to the west side of 
Fifteenth Street and from said extended line north to the north curb 
line of Pennsylvania Avenue; nor at the intersection of Ninth and 
F Streets NW. between the bullding lines of the said streets; nor at the 
intersection of Ninth and G Streets NW. between the building lines of 
said streets; nor at the intersection of Eleventh and F Streets NW. 
between the building lines of the said streets; nor at the intersection 


of Eleventh and G Streets NW. between the building lines of the said 
streets; nor on any public roadway, street, avenue, or alley within 
sald District outside of said fire limits at a greater rate of speed than 
20 miles an hour. 


Now, that is more severe as to the limitation of speed than is 
provided in the bill offered by the committee. Here we have it 
written by Congress in 1906, and yet the impression goes out 


‘that we have no laws in the District of Columbia or regulations 


dealing with the question of traffic upon the streets of the city. 
I submit that the statute I am reading from now is more com- 
prehensive, more rational, and will bring better results than 
the bill under consideration. 


And when meeting or passing any other vehicle the speed shail not 
exceed 12 miles an hour 


That is a very rational provision— 


and any automobile shall be brought to a full stop whenever the driver 
of a horse-drawn vehicle shall signal by raising the hand, and sald 
vehicles shall at all times be under the control of the driver or operator. 


That is not in the bill which has been submitted by the com- 
mittee, and it is one of the wisest provisions found in the most 
up-to-date ordinances and provisions dealing with motor ve- 
hicles, that at all times the vehicle must be under the control of 
the driver. That means that he may not operate at a high rate 
of speed in congested sections, because then it would not be 
under the control of the driver sufficientiy to obviate accidents— 


and the driver or operator and the owner or proprietor riding thereon 
or therein violating any of the provisions bereof shall. upon conviction 
for the first offense, be fined not less than $5 nor more than $50, and 
shall, upon conviction for the second offense within one year from the 
commission of the first offense, be fined not less than 810 nor more 
than 3100, or imprisoned for not less than 5 days nor more than 30 
days, at the discretion of the court; and shall, upon conviction for the 
third offense within one year from the commission of the first offense, 
and for any and all subsequent offenses, be fined not less than $50 nor 
more than $250, and be imprisoned in the workhouse for not less than 
30 days nor more than 6 months, 

Sec. 2. That prosecutions for violation of the provisions of this act 
shall be on information filed in the police court of the District of Co- 
lumbia by the corporation counsel or any of his assistants, 

Sxc, 3. That this act shall not be held to take away the authority 
of the Commissioners of the District of Columbia to make police regula- 
tions not inconsistent herewith. 


So, Mr. President, this statute and the other one to which I 
called attention, and the law conferring plenary power upon 
the District Commissioners, deals with this entire subject. 
In addition, we have the regulations from which I was reading 
a moment ago, which deal with the subject in a general as well 
as in a detailed: way. 

Now, I come back to the regulations to show the completeness 
with which this entire subject has been dealt with. There are 
found, on page 4, definitions which are very aecurate and 
easily understood. Then comes a definition of the congested 
section of the city, and regulations are prescribed for the con- 
gested section somewhat different from those for the non- 
congested section—a very wise and sensible provision which is 
not found in the bill which has been reported by the committee. 

Then there is a provision about the safety zone; another 
about center parking; then there are incorporated within the 
regulations various acts of Congress dealing with the subject. 
Then we come to the question of tags and operators’ permits, 
and the regulations as to issuing them. In the same paragraph 
these words are found: 

Any person desiring a permit to operate motor vehicles shall make 
application to the traffic bureau of the police department on the pre- 
scribed form: Provided, That no permit shall be issued to operate any 
of the above-mentioned vehicles to any person whose physical defects, 
such as blindness, deafness, or other disabilities, would make the opera- 
tion of a motor vehicle by such person a menace to the public safety. 


Then— 


No person under 18 years of age shall be permitted to operate any 
such vehicle except a pleasure vehicle belonging to his or her parett 
or guardian, and permit in such case shall be issued only when the 
officer in charge of the trafic bureau of the Metropolitan police depart- 
ment is satisfied that he is qualified te operate such vehicle, and in 
all such cases the applicant shall be required to give a practical demon- 
stration of his ability to operate motor vehicles. 


That provision is broader, Mr. President, more comprehensive 
than the traffic bill before the Senate. Then there are pro- 


visions about permits which are wise and comprehensive. 
Then the regulations provide for the forfeiture, the taking 
away of permits. A fee is required; identification numbers 
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upon all motor vehicles is provided for. The provisions are 
broad and also explicit and detailed. Provision is made for the 
transfer of licenses and tags in the case of a bona fide sale or 
transaction between persons. Then there are requirements ap- 
plicable to motor vehicles. That matter is dealt with in section 
5, with a large number of subdivisions, It makes provision as 
to the smoke emitted from vehicles, and also regulations as to 
mufflers and brakes. 

Indeed, Mr. President, I can not conceive of better and more 
detailed provisions than can be found in this code. There are 
regulations relative to signal devices and lights and the speed 
of motor vehicles. Provision for trucks is made, how they 
shall be dealt with, and the speed at crossings and in passing 
over bridges. 

May I cay to my friend from New York IMr. Coplaxp] that 
many of the punishments provided for in the acts of Congress 
are carried into this code, and imprisonment follows infractions 
of the law as to many of these offenses. Then may I say this 
general provision is found concerning punishment for violation 
of the provisions of the section: 


Upon conyiction for the first offense, a fine not less than $5 nor more 
than $50; upon conviction for the second offense within one year from 
the commission of the first offense, a fine not less than $10 nor more 
than $100 or imprisonment for not less than 5 days nor more than 80 
days at the discretion of the court; and upon conviction of the third 
offense within one year from the commission of the first offense, and 
for any aud alt subsequent offenses, a fine not less than $50 nor more 

_than $250 and imprisonment in the workhouse for not less than 80 
days nor more than 6 months. 


Mr. COPELAND rose. 

Mr. KING. I yield to the Senator from New York. 

Mr. COPIMLAND. Mr. President, I simply want to comment 
to this extent: I assume from the evidence brought forward by 
the Senator from Utah that the traffic bill can be very much 
simplified and cover the appointment of a director—althongh 
the Senator has said he does not believe in, some others of us 
do- provision for the additional policemen, provision for arte- 
rial boulevards, and the other features. As I understand the 
matter, the Senator from Utah feels that there is now all the 
law that is necessary and even the regulations have been so 
amplified that nothing more is required? 

Mr. KING. No; I do not say that, but I say that from a 
rather hasty reading of these regulations and some detailed 
examination of the laws of Congress I think we now have a 
better code than we would have if the bill which has been 
under consideration were passed. 

Moreover, if that bill were passed, I think we should thereby 
repeal by implication'a number of existing regulations and laws 
which are better than some of the provisions of the bill. In 
any event we would have confusion, because I am not clear 
under the bill which is before us, if it were passed, how many 
of the present regulations would be repealed. I think there 
would be “confusion worse confounded” in trying to determine 
what the law was. 

Mr. President, my opinion is—and I repeat it—that the 
committee having this bill in charge should immediately con- 
fer with the District Commissioners, the corporation counsel, 
and the head of the police department, and take up all these 
regulations, as well as the laws of Congress dealing with these 
matters, go over them carefully; and if it shall be deemed that 
they are not sufficient to meet the situation, to then submit a 
bill covering the points not sufficiently provided for under 
existing laws or regulations. 

J shali not take the time to examine other regulations which 
deal with almost every conceivable question connected with 
street traffic and the operation of motor vehicles within the 
District of Columbia. I congratulate the commissioners upon 
having so comprehensive a code as they have provided. It may 
need emendation, because, as we know, the traffic situation has 
been made more acute on account of the large number of motor 
vehicles brought into the District; but a little study of the 
question, in my opinion, and an examination of existing laws 
and regulations. will enable us in a very short time to enact 
any further legislation required. 

Just a few words more, Mr. President, and I am through. I 
think that if the police of the District of Columbia, and perhaps 
the commissioners, were a little more alert we would not have 
this situation so acutely brought to our attention. 

Only recently we increased the police force of the District 
and gaye the members increased salaries. It was believed 
that the police force would be more efficient and that its esprit 
de corps would bring it to a higher standard. I have felt that 
the promises made by the department have not been carried 
out, and I have felt greatly disappointed with the work of the 


police department. Many complaints have been made to me 
because of its alleged inefficiency and the incompetency of 
some members of the force. It is not infrequent to hear of 
charges being preferred against members of the police force, 
and I think there have been a number of cases come to light 
which show gross inefficiency and inexcusable negligence upon 
the part of some of the force. I have sometimes felt 
that those in charge of the police department have not been 
as vigorous and efficient as the situation required. A police 
department must maintain a high state of discipline, and every 
member of the force must be vigilant and alert. In my opinion, 
neither the commissioners nor the police department can plead 
an alibi against the charges that violations of traffic regula- 
tions are not punished and that the regulations are not 
enforced, 

Mr. President, we have sufficient regulations and laws which, 
if they were enforced, would prevent the accidents, collisions, 
and injuries which are becoming too numerous upon the streets 
of the District. I believe that the violations of the regulations 
and laws relating to traffic and motor vehicles are largely due 
to the inefficiency and indifference of the police department. 
There should be an awakening in that department and the 
superintendent of police should inaugurate reforms that will 
bring the police department to a higher state of efficiency, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Wirus in the chair). The 
question is on agreeing to the amendment reported by the 
committee. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania obtained the floor. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Penn- 
Sylvania yield to the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I yield. 3 

Mr. FESS. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The absence of a quorum 
being suggested, the Secretary will call the roll. 

The roll was called, and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


Ashurst Edge Kin Robinson 
Ball Edwards Ladd Sheppard 
Bayard Ernst McKinley Shipstead 
Bingham Fess McLean Shortridge 
Borah Fletcher McNa Simmons 
Brookhart Frazier Mayfield Smith 
Broussard. George Metcalf Spencer 
Bruce Glass Moses Stanley 
Bursum Gooding Neely Sterling 
Butler Hale Norbeck ‘Trammell 
Cameron Harrison Norris Underwood 
Capper Heflin Oddie Wadsworth 
Caraway Howell Overman Walsh, Mont, 
Copeland Johnson, Calif. Pepper Watson 
Curtis Johnson, Minn, 8 5 Wilis 
Dale Jones, Wash. Ralston 

Dial Kendrick Ransdell 

Dill Keyes Reed, Pa. 


Mr. JONES of Wasbington. I desire to announce that the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNary], the Senator from Okin- 
homa [Mr. Hannzrpl, the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Jones], and the Senator from Arizona [Mr. Asnunsr] are 
detained on official business. 

Mr. HARRISON. I wish to announce that owing to illness 
the senior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. GERRY] is detained 
from the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixty-nine Senators have an- 
swered to their names. There is a quorum present. 


OPERATION OF IMMIGRATION LAW OF 1924 


Mr. RHED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, I want to make 
a brief statement about the workings of the immigration law 
which was passed by the Congress last June. My purpose in 
making it at this time is to correct, if I can, some of the mis- 
statements that are in circulation regarding the working of 
that law and to forestall, if I can, some of the mistaken amend- 
ments to it that are now being agitated. 

We have just received the statistics which show the opera- 
tion of the law for its first six months. We know now how 
the new policy is working out in actual practice; and I want, 
just as briefly as I can, to explain to the Senate what is hap- 
pening to the United States under its present immigration 
policy. 

Senators will recall that the three main objects in the 
passage of the law were as follows: 

First, to secure a more uniform distribution of the arriving 
immigrants through the year. You will remember that before 
this they were all bunched in about four months and one 
week at the beginning of each fiscal year, and that their ar- 
rival in large numbers at the beginning of each of the first 
five months of the fiscal year swamped Ellis Island and re- 
sulted in great distress to the immigrants themselyes, 
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You will remember also that the second purpose in passing 
that law was to proportion our quotas more in accordance 
with the composition of the American Nation at this time, and 
not allow the racial composition of the Nation to be changed, 
as it rapidly was being changed, by extensive immigration 
from new sources. 

We remember, lastly, that the third reason, and the most 
important of all, was the determination of the country and 
of Congress that the number of arrivals shouid be drasti- 
cally reduced. 

I want to report now on how those objects are being attained. 

First, then, the question of distributing arrivals more uni- 
formly, and of arranging the law more humanely, so that the 
application of the quota would not result in heart-breaking 
scenes at Ellis Island. 

Under the old law the quota of practically every country 
was exhausted by November 5 of each year. Under the old law 
it was a race between steamships to get to New York Harbor 
ahead of one another; and without any fault on the part of 
thousands of immigrants, but merely because their ship was 
the slower, they have been turned away at Ellis Island and 
sent back to their countries penniless, with no chance of get- 
ting into the United States . 

Under the old law, in the last fiscal year—the one ending 
June 30 last—there were 10,114 rejections because of “excess 
quota,” and most of them were at Ellis Island, and most of them 
were of people who could not afford to pay even their fare back 
to the homes from which they had come. We were determined 
to stop that. I am glad to be able to say, Mr. President, that in 
the first six months of the present fiscal year that number has 
dropped to 1,107, and most of those are alien seamen who were 
unqualified for admission to the United States, and the balance 
seems to have been largely due to mistakes on the part of our 
consuls which will not be repeated. But we have made a reduc- 
tion already of 80 per cent in the number of the heart-breaking 
eases at Ellis Island which were shocking all of us who had 
given attention to that phase of immigration. 

In July, when the law was new, the percentage of rejections 
for all causes was 8 per cent of those arriving at Ellis Island. 
The consuls have learned their work, the immigration law is 
functioning more smoothly, and at the present time that figure 
has dropped to about 2 per cent. I think we can say that we 
have reduced that type of distressing cases quite as much as 
Congress hoped to reduce it at the time it passed the law. 

There were, in addition, during the last six months, 8,561 per- 
sons turned back from our land ports for want of proper immi- 
gration visas; but those were immigrants, mostly on the Cana- 
dian border, who had not undertaken any long journey to get to 
the United States, but had merely made casual application for 
admission without stopping to go through the necessary for- 
malities. : 

The outstanding fact is, however, that the number of re- 
jections for this reason at Ellis Island and at our other sea- 
ports has been reduced by the new law by more than 80 per 
cent; and it ought to be very encouraging to those of us who 
have the welfare of the immigrant at heart to note that that 
has been so. 

In another way the law has worked great improvement—in 
providing that the immigrant, when his visé is granted abroad, 
knows that he is within the quota. The uncertainty that 
attended the old system has entirely disappeared, and now 
every man who is accepted on a steamship abroad, with the 
proper visé, knows that he will be within the quota when he 
gets here. In that respect the law has come up fully to our 
expectations. 

The second object in enacting this law was a better distribu- 
tion among the various nationalities, a distribution more in 
accordance with the composition of our own people who are 
already here. While it was self-evident from the new quotas 
that that would be the case, it is pleasant to see, by the testi- 
mony of those who are receiving the immigrants, that the im- 
provement we hoped for is actually being attained. 

In an article printed in the Saturday Evening Post on Jan- 
uary 31, Commissioner Curran has given this testimony: 

As an affirmative performance, the immigration act of 1924 has 
already done great good to our country, and it gives promise of doing 
more. The immigrants who come to us now are fewer and better. 
Arriving at the rate of a thousand a day— 

And I will explain that number later— 
their quality, at least thus far, is as much finer than that of the old 
immigrant as their quantity is smaller. At Ellis Island this is a thing 


that we see with our own eyes, a thing that we know. We hope it will 
continue. 


And this last law has done even more for the immigrant himself. 
Just because he comes in smaller numbers, and is more like the rest of 
us to start with than the mass of his predecessors, we are able to take 
better care of him after he comes in. For the first time in our history 
we are enjoying a partial respite from the insoluble social and civic 
problems that followed the hordes of strangers whom we used to let 
settle among us without any numerical control whatever. 


Furthermore, it is a pleasure to testify from my own personal 
experience that the State Department is applying this law in 
absolute fairness, without discrimination. Visés are granted 
in the order of application to persons who are fully qualified to 
come in. That is to say, no person, whatever may be his polit- 
ical influence, is able to have himself advanced on the list, on 
which the visés are granted by the various consuls, over any 
other entirely suitable immigrant who has applied. I know 
that, Mr. President, because, partly out of a desire to test it, I 
tried not long ago to secure such a preference from the State 
Department and was absolutely unsuccessful, although I took 
it clear to Secretary Hughes himself. 

I might say in passing that I did it for my most influential 
constituent, because it was a servant that had been engaged 
to work in my own home, and I tried very hard to get a visé 
out of turn for that servant, and although I went clear to the 
Secretary of State himself I could not get it; and I am de- 
lighted to testify to the fairness and firmness with which he 
is applying that rule. 

Finally, as for the numerical limitation we were so anxious 
to accomplish, I saw in the newspapers a day or two ago a 
statement that 231,000 immigrants had come to the United 
States during the first six months of this fiscal year. That 
is true, but utterly misleading. Two hundred and thirty-one 
thousand aliens came, it is true, but 31,000 of them were peo- 
ple who had gone abroad within the previous six months. It 
was not any more an immigration matter than if those people 
had gone to Coney Island and came back again to New York 
City. It had nothing to do with immigration. In the next 
place, it included all the Government officials who came here, 
and all the persons who came as tourists to visit the country, 
and they were a very considerable number, many thousand. 
It included all those who came on business, without the slight- 
est intention of staying. It included, moreover, all those who 
passed through any part of American territory on a con- 
tinuous trip to some foreign land. For instance, an alien 
coming from Bermuda to Montreal, landing in New York City, 
in the United States less than 24 hours, was included in that 
figure. 

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, what was the net immigra- 
tion in the six months? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. That is just what I want to 
come to. Let me just state the problem we were trying to 
correct. 

In 1914, the last year of unrestricted immigration, we 
gained 915,000 immigrants, net, and about 85 per cent of that 
number came from Europe. The gain in immigrants from 
Europe in 1914 was 801,000 persons, nearly 1 per cent of the 
population of the United States, and about one-fourth of that 
number came from Italy, about one-fourth came from Poland, 
about one-fourth came from Austria-Hungary. Only about 
one-fifteenth were English-speaking immigrants. That was the 
problem we were facing when the temporary quota law was to 
expire on the Ist of last July, a migration of at least 900,000 
a year, and probably much greater because of the increased 
economic pressure. 

The immigration law that was temporarily adopted in 1921, 
the temporary quota law, fixed quotas at 357,000, but it left 
so many loopholes that the actual arrivals were twice that 
many, and our net gain, therefore, in the year 1924, the last 
year before this new law went into effect, was 630,000 persons, 
and about two-thirds of them came from Europe. 

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I yield. 

Mr. STERLING. Was there that net gain after all depar- 
tures for that year? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. That is the net gain. In 1914 
the immigrant aliens coming for permanent residence numbered 
1,218,000, and the emigrant aliens numbered 303,000, The net 
gain was 915,000 persons, Last year, 1924, the immigrant 
aliens amounted to 706,000, while the emigrant aliens were 
only 76,000, showing a net gain of 630,000. It was a Buropean 
problem, and a problem of southeast Europe. Most all of that 
immigration came from southern and eastern Burope. 

Let us see what these six months have done. From July 1 
to December 31, 1924, the gross arrivals of immigrant aliens 
from Europe amounted to 67,303, the departures of emigrant 
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aliens going abroad to stay amounted to 48,120, so the net 
gain from Europe was only 19,203. The departures of south- 
east and eastern Wuropeans far exceeded the arrivals. Our 


net loss to Italy was nearly 20,000. Our net loss to Poland 
was very considerable. We lost to all these countries that had 
sent us this great unassimilable body of immigration before, 
and the only reason there is a net gain of 19,000 from Europé 
is that from Germany, from France, from Sweden, from Great 
Britain, came much larger numbers than went away. 

I think we can fairly say, for the first time in T5 years, that 
the problem of European immigration to America has been set- 
tled, with a net gain at the rate of less than 40,000 annually, and 
all of that net gain coming from northern and western Europe, 
mostly people who speak our language before they get here, 
mostly people who have inherited from their forbears a capacity 
for self-government. I think we can say that for once and all 
the problem of European immigration is settled. 

In what I have been saying, I have not meant to make any 
comparison of peoples. I do not mean to say that the American 
is a finer man than the inhabitant of this or that European 
country. In many ways there is much we ought to learn from 
them. But I do say this: That they are unlike us; that they 
have not learned by 10 centuries of struggle how to govern them- 
selves by our methods; and I say that that type of immigration 
does not mix in America, and that was the reason why we had 
an immigration problem. Those people came here with alien 
customs, alien language, alien habits of government, and they 
were increasingly unassimilable. I hail with great joy the fact 
that that problem is at an end. 

The net gain, for example, so that I may give the figures 
exactly, the net gain from Germany during those six months 
was 19,466; from Great Britain and Ireland, 19,028. On the 
other hand, the net loss to southern and eastern Europe ex- 
ceeded 20,000. 

Now we turn to the other continents, and we need not dwell 
long upon immigration from them. It is enough to say that 
Asiatic immigration no longer is a question. We lost to Asia 
more immigrants than came in, and the number is only a few 
hundred either way. The same is true of Africa. The total 
immigration from the continent of Africa was only 218 persons. 
The net gain was less than 100. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield at that 
point? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Certainly. 

Mr. KING. Has there been any migration from the Carib- 
bean Islands, where the African inhabitants are quite numer- 
ous? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I will come to the nonquota 
countries later. There is no Asiatic problem, because there we 
find a net loss. There is no African problem, because there the 
gain is less than 100 in the last six months. Australia and the 
Pacific Islands show a net loss of 50. Those problems no longer 
exist. 

Then we come to the countries of the Western Hemisphere, 
and it is to those to which I want to call the particular atten- 
tion of the Senate, because throughout this coming summer I 
know Senators will be besieged with a lot of circulars and let- 
ters urging methods of coping with what is called the problem 
of immigration from those countries. I myself have already 
had many letters wanting to know why I did not take some 
steps to put under a quota those countries of South and Central 
America and the West Indies that were “deluging us with un- 
assimilable immigration,” and I want to show the Senate what 
the facts are, 

From Cuba, from the West Indies, from all of Central and 
all of South America, from the whole Western Hemisphere 
except Canada and Mexico—of which I will speak later—our 
immigration was less than the emigration; and our net loss was 
529 persons. From all those regions only 2,800 immigrants 
came; and 3,300 emigrants, mostly natives of those countries, 
went back to those countries for permanent residence. There 
is certainly no problem there that deserves or justifies the agita- 
tion we have been witnessing. 

Now, I want to come to Canada and Newfoundland. The law 
provides that a native-born citizen of Canada or Newfoundland 
may come in outside of the quota. In the last year—that is, 
the year ending June 30, last—under the old law, under which 
they were outside of the quota, we got in 200,000 and we lost 
only 2,600, showing a net gain of 198,000 Canadians. That has 
fallen off, through causes which I do not wholly understand, hav- 
ing nothing whatever to do with the immigration law, because 
they are still free to come; that has fallen off, so that in the 
first six months under the new law our gain was only 61,000. 
I do not regard that as a problem. Even if they do come in at 
the rate of 122,000 Canadians a year, that means native-born 


Canadians, and it means people who in almost every respect 
are indistinguishable from ourselves. 

As we look at the figures over the last 25 years we find that 
the same phenomenon has occurred before. Great numbers of 
them come in for two or three years, usually years of prosperity 
here, and then the tide ebbs and the balance is the other way, 
more Americans going to Canada. So that that does not seem 
to me to be a problem in any sense. 

On the other hand, in return for this neighborly attitude wa 
show to Canada, Canada allows us to place at her ports, like 
Halifax, Montreal, and Vancouver, our immigration inspectors; 
and the immigrants who come in through those Canadian ports 
are examined by American officials as to their suitability for 
coming into the United States. It is an entirely satisfactory 
arrangement. It works very well, and the examination is very 
rigid. I find that about 5,600 immigrants coming to the United 
States were examined in those six months in Canadian ports 
instead of in American ports. As a matter of fact, it is prac- 
tically impossible to prevent their coming across the border if 
they get into Canada, even if we try to do it. We have a 
long land border which is difficult to guard, and it is much 
better, from our standpoint, to examine the immigrants before 
they get into Canada and let them cross at will that imaginary 
line than it is to provide a Canadian quota, which is an 
unneighborly thing anyway and is practically impossible to 
apply. We have too many laws in this country now that look 
all right on the statute books, but which can not be enforced 
in practice. 

At all events, whatever the cause, Canadian immigration has 
fallen off in the current year by about one-third as against 
last year. 

Turning to Mexico, there, again, we are told that America 
“is being swamped by hordes of illiterate Mexicans coming 
across the border in great numbers.” That is not true. Last 
year, the year that ended June 30 last, under the old law, we 
did gain 87,410 Mexicans; 89,000 came in; 1,900 only went out. 
That was under the old law. 

For some reason which I do not understand, but which I 
think is partly due to an increased zeal in enforcing the 
literacy test, the number has been very much reduced in the 
present year, so that in the first six months of the current fiscal 
year we took in only 11,701 Mexicans and we sent out 1,432, a 
net gain of 10,269. That is a reduction of 75 per cent in immi- 
gration from Mexico, although there is no check on it by 
the quota law. A more practical check, it seems to me, is the 
application of the literacy test and the head tax which every 
immigrant has to pay. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for a sug- 
gestion at that point? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Penn- 
sylvania yield to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I yield with pleasure. 

Mr. KING. In speaking recently with a Mexican of some 
prominence I was told that with the opening up of some of 
the mines and smelters in Mexico, with the distribution of some 
of the large landed estates to the peons, as he called them, 
many Mexicans who formerly came to the United States had 
returned, had gone back from the United States; so that with 
the increased prosperity of Mexico, as he put it, the Mexican 
problem would disappear, and we would have very few coming 
to the United States. 

Mr. RØED of Pennsylvania. I feel sure that is quite true. 
The times when we have had the greatest immigration from 
Mexico have been times of internal disorder in Mexico, accom- 
panied with the shutting down of their mines and smelters. 
Their people naturally came here because they were safe and 
because they could get work here; but as Mexico remains stable 
and as her industries stay active I think we will not have any 
appreciable number coming across the line. 

To sum it up it means that what was a distinct menace 
before, of a million Huropeans a year, has now dwindled down 
to an immigration problem of about 20,000 Mexicans each year. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair). Does 
the Senator from Pennsylvania yield to the Senator from 
Ohio? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. 
Senator. 

Mr. WILLIS. The Senator knows there has been consider- 
able agitation in the country for some amendment of the immi- 
gration law that would be applicable to the potential immi- 
grants who are at foreign ports with visés under the old law. 
What does the Senator think about the desirability or neces- 
sity for such legislation? 


I am glad to yield to the 
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Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I am glad the Senator asked 
about that, because I have no doubt we have all received a 
similar quantity of mail on the subject. 

There are about 10,000 persons, mostly Russian and Polish 
Hebrews, in various ports along the Atlantic coast of Europe. 
They bear Russian or Polish passports with American consular 
visés on them, and the representation has been made to us 
repeatedly that those consular visés are certificates given them 
by Governnient officials of the United States which we ought 
now to honor by admitting those persons. I ask Senators to 
remember that those were not in any sense certificates. The 
practice has been, and the law has been, that any person 
from a friendly country entering a consul’s office might stick 
out his passport and it was the consul’s duty to stamp upon 
it a rubber stamp that said “visé,” meaning just exactly what 
it said, “seen” by that particular consul. It was nothing 
more than proof that a man bearing that paper had been 
present at that consul's office, He might have been a pauper, 
he might have been amlicted with a loathsome and contagious 
disease, he might have been guilty of all the moral turpitude 
on earth, and yet it was the consul's duty to put that rubber 
stamp on the paper, although the consul would know the man 
would not be admitted if he got to the United States. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Penn- 
sylvania yield further to the Senator from New York? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I yield, 

Mr. COPELAND. Is it not true that many of our consular 
officers have also taken $10 from the man who has had his 
papers viséed? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. It is perfectly true that in 
every case the consul takes the visé fee that we have fixed 
by law. 

Mr. COPELAND. What does the Senator have to say about 
the 10,000 or 12,000 persons in the ports of Europe now who 
have paid $10 to consular officers for having their passports 
viséed? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I say that while I would 
gladly vote for a bill which would authorize the refund of 
that visé fee to-day, while I would not want to keep the 
money of those immigrants who paid it thinking they could 
get into America; yet, their mistake was not our fault, and 
the way to rectify a $10 mistake is not to admit a lot of 
undesirable immigrants to the United States. 

Let me say one thing more. The State Department is very 
properly giving preference to that group of immigrants who 
are stranded there in European ports, picking them out accord- 
ing to their entire acceptability under our immigration laws. 
The hardest cases have been relieved; the cases for which 
the greatest sympathy is felt; the cases of the greatest hard- 
ship have already been admitted to the United States lawfully 
within the quotas established by the new law. It is quite right 
and proper that they should be, but for us to do as we have 
been asked to do by various societies, pass a general amnesty 
suspending the quota for all persons there in those European 
ports, would, in my judgment, be a wicked departure from 
the principle which Congress has established. 

Let me tell Senators one thing more. I was in Cherbourg 
last summer where there are a very large number of these 
immigrants stranded. They gave them work there. The mu- 
nicipality of Cherbourg went out of its way to find work for 
those stranded immigrants. They created jobs for them. They 
had not been there more than three months until they organ- 
ized their own little soviet. They struck and refused to take 
the jobs furnished them, and they had the town of Cherbourg 
terrorized for a considerable time. That is the kind of immi- 
grants they are, and I say that is all the more reason for 
not wanting them here. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Penn- 
sylvania yield further to the Senator from New York? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I yield. 

Mr. COPELAND. I have known towns in America that were 
terrorized by Americans. I am sure the Senator does not 
want to give the impression that all immigrants stranded 
in the ports of Europe are of the kind he has described? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Not at all. I do not think 
they are. 

Mr. COPELAND. Then let me ask the Senator why could 
not our Government in all decency and with perfectly proper 
consideration for the best interests of our people now select 
from those persons stranded in the ports of Europe such indi- 
viduals as are qualified to receive our citizenship? Why not 
do that outside of the quota and end this intolerable situation? 
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Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Because the moment we do 
that we set up a precedent and we will have another group 
coming along. There is a great group of them down in Cuba, 
people who did not come to the United States because the 
quota was exhausted. They went to Cuba, and now we are 
asked to take them in from Cuba because they can not find 
satisfactory work there and they are lonely for their Ameri- 
can relatives. The trouble with all this is that when they 
talk about uniting families they always want to unite them 
here. A cousin will come over here and then he wants about 
seven cous’ps to come over to reunite the family group on 
the East Side of New York instead of his going back to Europe 
with them. I remember two years ago we had a bill fathered 
by that distinguished former Senator from Mississippi, Mr. 
Williams, who wanted to admit 25,000 Armenian refugees over 
and above the quota. The heart of Congress for a moment 
seemed about to soften. It was not so long after we had 
fought that bill and had killed it, I am glad to say, that we 
began to get reports from the 25,000 Armenian refugees. We 
discovered that 80 per cent of them had either tuberculosis or 
syphilis, or some other communicable disease, that would have 
made them absolutely ineligible if we brought them here. 

We would have done a fine piece of charity to those 25,000 
Armenians to give them a trip across the ocean and then turn 
them away and send them back to Armenia. That is the trouble 
with these suggestions. It sounds fine when the application is 
made, but I beg of Senators to be on their guard against that 
type of charity relief which consists in giving admission to 
America and ultimate citizenship here to people merely because 
they are in distress somewhere else. If we want to be char- 
itable let us do it with money and not with citizenship. 

I have almost finished. I want to say another word about 
statements made with regard to immigrant smuggling. There 
are not ships enough crossing the ocean to bring the immi- 
grants who are said to be smuggled into the United States in 
these days. We know what the human freight is on the boats 
coming to Mexico and to Canada, 

There are not enough of them coming to bring the numbers 
that are said to be smuggling themselves in. ‘There is some 
smuggling from this precious crowd of lawbreakers that hovers 
outside of New York, the rum fleet. They do smuggle in a few 
immigrants, I believe, aloug with their liquors. There are a 
few smuggled across the Canadian border. It is very easy to 
come across on the Detroit Ferry, for instance, if one speaks 
English and looks like an American, The inspectors do not have 
the time to examine them very carefully. There is some smug- 
gling there, but it is comparatively little. 

We are guarding against it, as I tried to explain before, by 
locating our inspectors in Canadian seaports and Mexican sea- 
ports, infinitely better than we could by trying to police the 
border, We have receutly established a police force of about 
250 border police, but if we allow them half of the 24 hours 
for sleep and rest, it therefore follows that only half of them 
are on duty at one time, which means that they have about 40 
miles per man to guard and one man has a lot of difficulty 
guarding 40 miles of river which can be waded at any point. 

The Canadian boundary is 3,980 miles long, measured by all 
of its windings, The Mexican boundary is 1,744 miles long, 
and it is very easy to cross at any place. The coast lines of our 
States immediately adjacent to the boundaries furnish very 
easy methods of access. The St. Lawrence River and the Great 
Lakes coast line and the Washington and Maine coast lines 
add 6,000 miles of accessible frontier in addition to the land 
boundary. Down in the Gulf of Mexico our Gulf States add 
7,600 miles more of frontier, which is comparatively easy for 
an alien to cross in safety. But there is encouragement, so 
far as that goes, in the figures regarding deportations. They 
have yery much inereased because of the increased vigilance 
of our immigration authorities. In the last six months the de- 
portations amounted to 4,448, an increase of about one-third 
over any similar period in our history. 

It is practically impossible for an immigrant to smuggle him- 
self in and stay hidden. It is not always that our inspectors 
get him, but somebody whose job he has taken, or somebody 
who has a personal reason for telling on him, always informs 
the immigration authorities, and in the end they get him. 

We have picked up a surprising number by their applications 
for citizenship. A good many of them think that their offense 
is forgotten; after a few years they apply for citizenship, and 
then to their astonishment they are arrested and deported. 
All I mean to say as the sum of it all is, when we are urged, 
as we all will be during the coming months, to take some steps 
against this terrible menace of smuggling, let us be a littlo 
critical in finding how terrible it is. In my judgment it is 
comparatively insignificant. 
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I have finished my message; I beg the Senate to scrutinize 
critically the pleas for amendment of this law which will come 
to Senators in the course of the next six or eight months; 
indeed, they haye already begun to appear. I assure Senators 
that so far as our present experience shows the law is working 
well; it is carrying out the intentions that Congress had when 
it was passed last spring, and it is to the everlasting interest 
of America that we should stand rigidly by the policy which 
Congress has adopted. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Far- 
rell, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had dis- 
agreed to the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
9634) to provide for the creation, organization, administra- 
tion, and maintenance of a nayal reserve and a Marine Corps 
reserve, requested a conference with the Senate on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr. 
Britren, Mr. Darrow, Mr. StepHens, Mr. Vinson of Georgia, 
and Mr. McCurntio were appointed managers on the part of 
the House at the conference. 


ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED 


The message also announcéd that the Speaker of the House 
had affixed his signature to the following enrolled bills and a 
joint resolution, and they were thereupon signed by the 
Presiding Officer [Mr. Moses] as Acting President pro tempore: 

H. R. 2656. An act to permit the correction of the general 
account of Robert G. Hilton, former Assistant Treasurer of the 
United States; 

II. R. 2745. An act for the relief of J. M. Farrell; 

H. R. 11474. An act to fix the time for holding the terms of 
the United States District Court for the Eastern District of 
Virginia at Alexandria; and 

H. J, Res. 325. Joint Resolution extending the time during 
which certain domestic animals which have crossed the bound- 
ary line into foreign countries may be returned duty free, 


THE FERTILIZER AND AGRICULTURAL SITUATION 


Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, we have an agreement that, 
on a certain day, we shall take up and consider conference re- 
port on the much-discussed Muscle Shoals bill. I am not going 
to take the time of the Senate this afternoon to discuss that 
measure or its merits or demerits as it now appears as a re- 
sult of the deliberations of the conference committee; but 
some of us haye taken occasion to call the attention of the 
Senate to the necessity of something being done looking toward 
the relief of the agricultural interests of the country from the 
intolerable burden imposed by the present method of obtaining 
fertilizer and the prices which farmers are compelled to pay 
for it. í 

Of course, Senators from the West can not appreciate what 
that means, and some few of the States in the cotton belt can 
not appreciate it; but the farmers on the Atlantic coast from 
Maine to Florida know what it means. It is only a question 
of a few years, however, before every field in America will 
know what it means artificially to fertilize the soil in order to 
maintain production. As matters now stand, the Atlantic sea- 
board farmers are absolutely at the mercy of the fertilizing 
industry of the country. It is idle to speak about diversified 
farming being practiced for the purpose of renewing the fer- 
tility of the soil and also producing a sufficient quantity of 
agricultural commodities to meet the needs of our people, It 
is absolutely essential that the Government. shall find means 
by which those who engage in farming will have relief from 
that feature of their great and complex burden which has to 
do with fertilizer. Otherwise, they are not now and perhaps 
will not for a number of years be in a position where they can 
meet that problem. 

I have in my hand a letter which I may read in full, to some 
of the main features of which I wish to inyite the attention 
of those Senators who really have the welfare of the agricul- 
tural interests at heart. The President of the United States 
has spoken of his interest in the farmer and has gone so far 
as to intimate that before we adjourn something must be done 
for his relief. I do not think, Mr. President, that had we had 
infinitely more experience than we have had, and more wisdom 
than we appear to have, we could in the short time that is now 
left of this session even approximate anything like the solution 
‘of the farmer’s problem; but we could, at least, mitigate the 
situation in some of its more approachable forms. We have 
had the report of the commission on agricultural inquiry before 
the Agricultural Committee and there seem to be a theoretical 
disposition to help, but nothing very practicable has, up to the 
present time, been suggested that might really relieve some of 
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the difficulties that are facing the farmer now and really are 
to a degree that but very few people realize, destroying the 
agricultural products of the country. 

The falling off in the number of cultivated farms in the 
South Atlantic States is appalling, The problem to which I 
now call attention is a practical one that could be solved in a 


‘practical way, 


In 1918, when the price of nitrogen advanced to $100 a ton 
or more, I secured from the Congress a revolving fund of 
$20,000,000, had the Government send its ships to Chile, there 
purchase the nitrates, bring them to America, and sell them at 
a price merely sufficient to cover the cost of purchase and 
transportation. That measure resulted to the practical benefit 
of those who use fertilizer along the entire Atlantic seaboard. 

The situation that confronts the people in my State and 
other States of the South is set forth in the letter which I hold 
in my hand from the president of the American Cotton Associa- 
tion, in which he says: 


Dear SENATOR SMITH : I note the fertilizer companies in South Caro- 
lina and, in fact, I think the entire South Atlantic States have an 
agreed price, There is no competition. Is this permissible under the 
law? 


The farmers are forced to sell on the open market, in fact, 
to compete against each other in the sale of their products, 
and yet in buying they buy on a restricted market with price 
agreement, 

Fertilizer prices are much higher than last year. 
the financial condition of our farmer. 
for him in this line? 


Then, in addition to this, there is another important matter. 
fertilizer materials— 


Not the mixed goods, but, as he says, fertilizer materials— 


Is being sold artificial ammonia, some made from garbage, tankage, 
various waste products, including the remnants of wool, peat, and 
peaty stuff. Also there are artificial tankages as follows: Alpha tank- 
age, kanona tankage, and nitrogenous materials, ete. It is claimed 
by those who are supposed to protect the farmers that this stuff be- 
comes available for plant food by chemical treatment and that it is 
the part of wisdom to permit the sale of it, as it furnishes an ontlet- 
for waste products. In other words, it furnishes a sale for the waste 
products in St. Louis and other northern and western cities. 

It would be cheaper for the farmer to make a regular appropriation 
to these various factories instead of buying their waste products under 
the delusion he is getting value received for them. 

There is also a form of acid being sold on the market that does 
not come up to standard. This commercial acid phosphate consists 
of a mixture of calcium acid phosphate and calcium sulphate, com- 
monly called gypsum, and it being similar to acid phosphate in appear- 
ance would remain in the soll in the same condition after a lapse of 
one year. ‘The calcium acid phosphate, which is available, would 
probably haye been leached out, and the calcium sulphate, which is 
insoluble, would remain behind. 

Realizing the deep interest you take in all that concerns agricule 
ture, I am writing you concerning the above. I feel it is worthy of 
the most serious consideration, and I would suggest that you take the 
necessary steps for having investigations made as to the agreement 
concerning price of fertilizer. 


I ask, Mr. President, the privilege of incorporating the entire 
letter in the RECORD, 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, permis- 
sion is granted. 
The letter is as follows: 
NATIONAL HEADQUARTERS, AMERICAN COTTON ASSOCIATION, 
St. Matthews, S. C., February , 1925, 


You know 
Is there no protection 


In 


Senator E. D. STH, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Senator SmrrH; I note the fertilizer companies in South Caro- 
lina, and, in fact, I think in the entire South Atlantic States, have an 
agreed price, There Is no competition. Is this permissible under the 
law? 

The farmers are forced to sell on an open market, in fact, to com- 
pete against each other, in the sale of their products, and yet in 
buying, they buy on a restricted market with price agreement, 

Fertilizer prices are much higher than last year. You know the 
financial condition of the farmer. Is there no protection for him in 
this line? 

Then, in addition to this, there is another important matter. In 
fertilizer materials is being sold artificial ammonia, some made from 
garbage tankage, various waste products, including the remnants of 
wool, peat, and peaty stuff. Also, there are artificial tankages as 
follows: Alpha tankage, kanona tankage, and nitrogenous materials, 


3950 JONGA 


etc. It is claimed by those who are supposed to protect the farmers 
that this stuff becomes avallable for plant food by chemical treatment, 
and that it is the part of wisdom to permit the sale of it, as it fur- 
nishes an outlet for waste products, In other words, it furnishes a 
sale for the waste products of St. Louis and other northern and 
western cities. > 

It would be cheaper for the farmer to make a regular appropriation 
to these various factories instead of buying their waste products under 
the delusion he is getting value received for them. 

There is also a form of acid being sold on the market that does 
not come up to standard. This commercial acid phosphate consists 
of a mixture of calcium acid prosphate and calcium sulphate, com- 
monly called gypsum, and it being simflar to acid phosphate in appear- 
ance would remain in the soil in the same condition after a lapse of 
one year. 

The calcium acid phosphate which is available would probably have 
been leached out and the calcium sulphate which is insoluble would 
remain behind. 

Realizing the deep interest you take in all that concerns agriculture, 
I am writing you concerning the above. I feel it is worthy of the 
most serious consideration and I would suggest that you take necessary 
steps for haying investigations made as to the agreement concerning 
price of fertilizer; also the various materials from which fertilizer is 
made and their yalue as plant food. You, of course, realize the im- 
portance of nitrogen or ammonia to plant life. 

We should keep in mind the fact that there are three sources of 
ammonia, or rather three forms of ammonia—anitric nitrogen, ammonia- 
cal nitrogen, and total nitrogen, the organic nitrogen being ascertained 
by deducting the sum of the first two from the latter. 

I do not charge that all of the manufacturers use artificial am- 
monia, still they are using it very extensively in the mixing of fertilizer, 
although they are not sold as raw material. 

The use of mineral ammoniates nitrate and sulphate of ammonia, 
as the entire source of ammonia is indeed hazardous if it is applied 
all under the crop. In a wet season the farmer gets only a small 
per cent of benefit. Mineral ammoniates are valuable as side dressers. 
Organic ammonia should be applied under the crops te produce a suc- 
cessful crop of cotton. 

Is it permissible to haye an agreed price in the sale of fertilizer 
and to use these various materials? A consultation with the Senators 
from the other sections of the Cotton Belt where fertilizer materials 
are being extensively used will, I feel sure, bring to the realization of 
all of you the fact that these conditions exist in each of their States 
and should be immediately remedied. 

The farmer to become prosperous must add all costs to his products, 
He is already taxed to death. His production per acre has a marked 
bearing upon the cost of production. The smaller the yield the greater 
the cost, and hence you can readily see his predicament. 

The eastern belt is to-day at great disadvantage raising cotton in 
competing against the Western States. In fact they are in the same 
condition as the northern manufacturers are in the North and South; 
therefore every effort possible should be used to protect the farmer and 
to enable him to produce cotton so as to receive from it cost plus a 
reasonable profit. If this is not done not only agricultural interests in 
each of these States but every line of business will pay the penalty, 

Another matter worthy of consideration is this: The fertilizer mix- 
ing plants use fillers in their fertilizers; that Is, dirt or other material 
for the purpose of mixing various plant elements, including acid, 
nitrate or ammonia, and potash. Dirt is, of course, worthless except 
as a filler. Should this not be taken into consideration in transporta- 
tion rates and the rate on fertilizer be made especially low? 

In other words, why should the farmer be penalized with payments 
of freight at a high rate on dirt or fillers, these worthless materials? 
Of course, fertilizer companies do not claim these fillers are of any 
value. They frankly state it is used for the purpose of enabling them 
to mix the other fertilizers or materials. Still, it takes up a large 
proportion of the tonnage, and the farmer, as usual, pays the freight.“ 

Beg to remain, 

Very respectfully, 
AMERICAN COTTON ASSOCIATION, 
By J. S. WANNAMAKER, President. 

P. S.: Concerning my reference to acid in letter of yesterday and 
today, there seems to be considerable confusion concerning this, and 
it may be the Information given is not correct as to acid. It is abso- 
lately correct as to the other material. 

I am now making a thorough research so as to verify the informa- 
thon about the acid. 

The mixture known as acid phosphate, as I understand its chemical 
composition, is about as follows: 

Monocalcium phosphate, 1 Mme; dicalcium phosphate, 2 Mme; tri- 
calcium phosphate, 8 lime; calcium sulphate—gypsum, silicates, 

The mono and the dl, I believe, represent the so-called available phos- 
phoric acid. The tri is the insoluble phosphoric acid. Then there is 
usually a small percentage of free phosphoric acid. ‘The silicates come 
from the sand that may be in the phosphate rock. I think the acid 
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phosphate generally would test, say, 58 per cent to 60 per cent calcium 
sulphate; available and soluble phosphoric acid, say, 18 per cent, and 
the balance silico and sundry. As in cottonseed meal, you have, maybe, 
of 7 per cent ammonia and the balance is foreign matter; so in acid 
phosphate you have, say, 18 per cent phosphoric acid and the greater 
part of the balance is calcium sulphate, or so-called gypsum. 


Mr, SMITH. Mr. President, I call attention to the conclud- 
ing words of the writer of this letter. After showing how much 
of this ingredient is not available for fertilizer purposes he 
says; 

Another matter worthy of consideration is this: The fertilizer-mixing 
plants use fillers in their fertilizers; that is, dirt or other material 
for the purpese of mixing various plant elements, including acid, 
nitrate or ammonia, and potash. Dirt is, of course, worthless except 
as a filler. Should this not be taken into consideration in transpor- 
tation rates and the rate on fertilizer be made especially low? 


The fact is that seven-eighths of the tonnage is pure dirt, from 
which the farmer gets no use, but upon which the manufacturer 
makes a big profit and the railroad gets the maximum freight. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from South 
Carolina yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield. 

Mr. NORRIS. My attention was diverted. From what letter 
is the Senator reading? 

Mr. SMITH, I am reading from a letter from the president 
of the American Cotten Association, calling attention to the 
fact that all forms of fertilizer in the South have been raised 
horizontally and equally by all the companies $6 a ton, amount- 
ing in my State to $6,000,000 that the farmers will have to pay 
in excess of what they paid last year; and in addition to that 
they will not be allowed the privilege of making notes to be 
paid out of the crop when produced, but must make arrange- 
ments to pay cash, and the local banks are in no condition to 
carry these notes. The result will be either no crop, or that 
the money will have to be borrowed and cash paid and mort- 
gages given not on the crop but on such property as the farmers 
may be able to put up as collateral in order to secure the notes. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I should like to ask another 
question. The one I asked was simply leading up to it. 

The Senator is chairman of the Committee on Interstate 
Commerce, and is the author of a joint resolution in which 
Congress expresses the opinion that in fixing freight rates the 
Interstate Commerce Commission ought to take agriculture 
into consideration as one of the basic things in our civilization ; 
and the Senator was reading in regard to freight rates. I think 
the Senator is very well posted on the freight-rate question as 
applied to fertilizer, and I want to ask him about the increase 
in freight rates on fertilizer and how much it has been reduced, 
if any, since the war. 

Mr. SMITH. There has been practically no reduction, as 
far as I know, in the freight rates since the war. There is 
now going on a hearing in the southeastern tariff territory 
looking to a readjustment of the commodity rates; but there 
has been no reduction as far as I am advised. 

Mr. NORRIS. Of course the Senator, being a member also 
of the Agricultural Committee, is very familiar with the 
very extensive hearings we have had at various times in the 
last three years on the fertilizer question; and he knows that 
one of the very big items in the fertilizer bill is freight, brought 
about for the very reason stated in the letter the Senator 
has read, that about 80 per cent of the product is nothing but 
dirt that does not do any good except that it must be put into 
the fertilizer as a carrier, as the specialists say. If we could 
eliminate this worthless and useless material that constitutes 80 
per cent of the freight that must be paid, it would very ma- 
terially reduce the price of fertilizer if the farmer got the 
benefit of it. It would be about between a third and a half, 
would it not? 

Mr. SMITH. It would reduce the price about one-third. 

Mr. NORRIS. I think a little more than a third, because 
it would not only figure in the freight. This material that is 
in the fertilizer costs something to put it in, although it is 
worthless and nothing but dirt; it costs something to get it, 
and it costs something to mix it; it takes more labor to handle 
it; it takes more sacks to pack it in and ship it; it costs the 
farmer mere to haul it out when he gets it; it takes more 
time to put it on the land. 

Mr. SMITH. I rather think that the Senator from Ne- 
braska is right, that this would approximate 50 per cent of 
the cost if it could be eliminated. If we could eliminate the 
extra cost of hauling that dirt it would amount in my State 
alone to more than $1,750,000; and it is impossible to impress 
upon this body, interested as they are in other problems that 
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are nearer to them and more intimate, the far-reaching signifi- 
eance of this very impoverishing process that is going on from 
all directions upon the head of the defenseless farmer in our 
fields. 

You must remember, Mr. President and Members of the 
Senate, that we pay no concern to the personnel of agriculture. 
We simply are satisfied with the aggregate, the number of 
millions of bushels of wheat pouring in each year. We do not 
reckon the number engaged in its production, or the suffering, 
or the sacrifice that they make, so long as we get enough 
millions of bushels to satisfy the needs of this country. We 
get the aggregate of the cotton crop of the South, spelling 
millions of bales. We seemingly have no concern with the 
condition of the millions engaged in its production, so long as 
the aggregate of their sacrifice and suffering spells cotton 
enough for the spindles of this country; and it is the same 
way with all of our agricultural production. We take no 


concern as to the welfare of the people engaged in it. We are 
simply looking toward the volume. 
Take the activities of the Agricultural Department. Have 


you ever heard of their issuing bulletins and memorializing 
the country as to how to get a better price for the farmer? 
The slogan of it all has been to teach the farmer how to make 
more and take less for the more, while having to pay exorbitant 
prices in every direction, with the farmer unable to organize 
in a way by which he can pass back to the man who charges 
him extra for the fertilizer the amount he has to pay in an 
extra price for the thing that the fertilizer produced, until he 
is discouraged; he is tired of gestures being made, as they 
are being made now, and of hollow words that signify nothing. 

We had an example just the other day. A Senator intro- 
duced in this body an amendment to a bill which was referred 
to the committee of which I am chairman, proposing, in order 
to help the railroads of this country, to reduce the interest 
on the money due by those railroads to the Government from 
6 per cent to 444 per cent, and the bill was approved in the 
committee, and recommended for passage to this body; and 
yet in the intermediate credits act we have provided that 
through a grapevine, roundabout, indirect method the Govern- 
ment will allow money at the rate of 7 per cent per annum 
to the men that feed and clothe this country. There is no 
attempt to diminish the burden of interest on sufficient capital 
for the farmer to meet the obligations he must necessarily incur 
to make the clothes we wear and the food we eat. So far as 
I know not a bill has been seriously considered in this body 
looking toward immediate financial relief. 

Some one has said that the farmer has more credit now. Of 
course he has, when he has not any means by which he can 
make his weight felt in the markets of the world. What he 
needs and what he must have is capital enough, when his 
crop is made, to hold it from the market until he can name a 
price sufficient to absorb the burden that he has to bear. 

It is idle to talk about anything else. If the producers of 
wheat can not get sufficient capital to meet the obligations in- 
curred in its production and hold it from the market until 
such time as they can name the price, it is idle to talk about 
the tariff; it is idle to talk about cooperation; it is idle to 
talk about marketing. The farmer's business is that upon 
which our entire financial and banking system is founded and 
must live; and not a single word is said here looking toward 
granting him the volume of currency necessary each fall for 
him to hold his stuff, as the organized businesses of this 
country hold theirs, until such time as he can, by the price he 
fixes, absorb some of the burden that he bears. 

We have an opportunity now, in place of this piecemeal 
business, of saying, indirectly, that he may have sufficient 
credit. No, Mr. President; when we speak abont the farmer 
having more credit now than he really needs, the philosophy 
of our argument is like that when Pat was riding the old 
horse, so poor that every time he took a step he reeled; and 
somebody said: “Pat, why in the name of God don't you 
put more flesh on that horse’s bones?” “The devil!“ he said; 
“he can hardly walk with what he has got. What in the 
dickens would he do with any more?“ [Laughter.] 

That is the philisophy of those who are saying now that the 
farmer is getting too much credit. What we need to do is to 
take this problem as a common-sense one, and provide a yolume 
of credit sufficient for the wheat man to hold his wheat off 
the market until he can raise his price to a point where it is 
pari passu with the price of the things he has to buy. He is 
not in a position to take care of himself. He furnishes the 
raw material upon which all of the superstructure of our or- 
ganized society rests. He is the ward of this Nation, less in 
education, less in resources than others, and yet the aggregate 
of his pittance spells the tremendous abundance in our markets, 


At the proper time before the end of this session, Mr. Presi- 
dent, I am going to reoffer the bill that I introduced heretofore, 
calling upon the Government to go to the foreign country which 
has an abundance of this fertilizing material and buy it and 
sell it at cost to those that need it, so that we may be relieved 
from this arbitrary imposition of six to seven dollars a ton 
at the sweet will of those who can get money—aye, get it from 
the Government—cheaper than the man who transforms it into 
the necessities of life. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from South 
Carolina yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield. 

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator has just stated that he proposes 
to have the Government go and buy this fertilizer and bring 
it over here and sell it at cost. Does not the Senator know 
that that would put the Government into business? He would 
have to go into the ranks of the fellows over here who are in 
favor of having the Government operate the Cape Cod Canal. 
He would not want to do-that, would he? 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I do not want to commit the 
unpardonable sin unless the circumstances justify it. 

Mr. NORRIS. It would be an unpardonable sin. We must 
not put the Government into business. I must say to the Sena- 
tor that he will commit an unpardonable sin if he puts the 
Government into business, unless he can first demonstrate that 
private parties have been in the business and can not handle it; 
and then he will get into the Cape Cod Canal class. He will be 
all right then. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, what I want is to have us rec- 
ognize the emergency that is on us. I have no fear about this 
question of the Government going into business when I realize 
that the Government is the people of America. It is not a little 
coterie in Washington. We are beginning to associate our ideas 
of the Government with some superthing here in which we have 
no part or parcel. 

This is a Government of us all, and, therefore, when necessary 
it should come to the relief of all. I have no hesitancy in 
voting at any time for the Government engaging in those things 
which are essential for the relief of the people. 


NAVAL RESERVE AND MARINE CORPS RESERVE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the action 
of the House of Representatives disagreeing to the amendments 
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 9634) to provide for the crea- 
tion, organization, administration, and maintenance of a naval 
reserve and a Marine Corps reserve, and requesting a confer- 
ence with the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon. 

Mr. ODDIE. I move that the Senate insist on its amend- 
ments, agree to the conference asked by the House, and that the 
Chair appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Presiding Officer ap- 
pointed Mr. Oppre, Mr. WELLER, and Mr. Swanson conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 


AMENDMENT TO LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATION BILL—SALARIES OF 
CABINET OFFICERS, MEMBERS OF CONGKESS, ETC, 


Mr. WARREN. I report back from the Committee on Ap- 
propriations favorably the amendment indorsed by the Com- 
mittee on Finance, which forms an amendment to House bill 
12101, the legislative appropriation bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
printed and lie on the table. 


ST. LOUIS RIVER BRIDGE, WIS. 


Mr. LADD. From the Committee on Commerce I report 
back favorably without amendment the bill (S. 4325) author- 
izing the construction, maintenance, and operation of a bridge 
across the St. Louis River between the cities of Superior, Wis., 
and Duluth, Minn., and I submit a report (No. 1142) thereon. 
The Senator from -Wisconsin [Mr. Lenroor] is very anxious 
to have this bill passed immediately, and I ask for its present 
consideration. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, and it was read, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the consent of Congress is hereby granted 
to the Twin Ports Bridge Co., a Wisconsin corporation, its successors 
and assigns, to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge and ap- 
proaches thereto across the St. Louis River at a point suitable to the 
interests of navigation, from Belknap Street, or within one-half mile 
north or south thereof, In the city of Superior, Wis., to Le Seur Street, 
or the vicinity thereof, in the city of Duluth, Minn., in accordance 
with the provisions of the act entitled “An act to regulate the con- 
struction of bridges over navigable waters,” approved March 23, 1906. 
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Spc. 2. The cities of Duluth, Minn., and Superior, Wis., may jointly, 
or either may, with the consent of the other, at any time after 10 
years after the completion of said bridge, purchase the same. The 
purchase price shall be the reasonable value of said bridge, including 
approaches, right of way, and accessory works. In such value the 
bridge shall be considered as having the license to continue, but such 
license or franchise right shall not be considered to have a value of 
exceeding $1,000, and nothing shall be allowed for going concern value. 
The item of cost of financing the construction shall be considered, but 
it is not intended that any specific sum of money therein expended 
must be added to the purchase price otherwise determined. Such 
value shall be determined by such board of arbitration as may be 
selected by the corporation and sald cities, and in the event of dis- 
agreement then upon request of either the bridge company or the cities 
by the Secretary of War. When such determination is made it shall 
be filed with the city clerks of the respective cities of Duluth, Minn., 
and Superior, Wis, The sald bridge company shal! file with the Sec- 
retary of War and the city clerks of the cities of Duluth and Superior 
within six months after the completion of said bridge and works an 
accurate report, verified by its treasurer, of the expenditures made by 
the company in such construction and purchase of right of way and 
accessories and cost of financing construction, and likewise shall file 
with the Secretary of War and the city clerks of such cities within 
said time after the expenditure thereof verified report of any addi- 
tional improvements afterwards made thereon. The books of said com- 
pany shall be open to audit by either city at any time, upon demand 
of proper officials, 

In the event of any Incumbrances upon said bridge property, the 
amount thereof, with accrued interest, but not to exceed the purchase 
price, shall be first paid direct to the owners or holders thereof and 
applied upon the purchase price: Provided, That if the amount of such 
incumbrances exceeds the purchase price, then the payment of such 
purchase price to the owners or holders of such incumbrances shall 
fully extinguish the same, and same shall be paid in order of their 
priority of lien, 

Upon payment of said purchase price, within four months after the 
filing with sald city clerks of the determination thereof, the said Twin 
Ports Bridge Co., its successors and assigns, shall execute and deliver 
a conveyance of said bridge to the purchaser or purchasers and assign 
all rights and grants hereunder. The limitation herein as to the four 
months shall not bar subsequent purchase under the provisions of this 
act, 

Sec. 3. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby ex- 
pressly reserved. 


The bill was reported to the Senate withont amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

USE OF PRECANCELED STAMPED ENVELOPES 

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, I ask the Chair to lay before 
the Senate House bill 10471, authorizing the Postmaster Gen- 
eral to permit the use of precanceled stamped enyelopes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair lays before the 
Senate a bill from the House of Representatives. 

The bill (H. R. 10471) authorizing the Postmaster General 
to permit the use of precanceled stamped envelopes was read 
the first time by its title and the second time at length, as fol- 
lows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Postmaster General is authorized, under 
such regulations as he may prescribe, to issue a permit to persons 
using Government stamped envelopes to deface the postage stamps 
thereon in connection with the placing on the envelopes of the name 
of the post office and State of mailing, together with such other indicia 
as may be prescribed. 


Mr. NORRIS. I did not hear the statement of the Senator. 
What was his request? 

Mr. STERLING. I just stated that a short post-office bill 
had been sent over from the House of Representatives to-day. 
It is identical with a Senate bill of the same title, and I am 
asking that the House bill be substituted for the Senate bill. 

Mr, NORRIS. Has the Senate bill been reported from the 
committee? 

Mr. STERLING. Oh, yes; it has been reported from the 
committee. 

Mr. NORRIS. Is it on the calendar? 

Mr. STERLING. It is on the calendar, I ask for the 
immediate consideration of the House bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
request preferred by the Senator from South Dakota? 

There being no objection, the bill was considered as in 
committee of the whole, 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senate bill 3789, the bill of 
like character, will be indefinitely postponed. 
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MISSISSIPPI RIVER FLOOD CONTROL 


Mr. HARRISON. I enter a motion to reconsider the vote 
whereby the Senate passed the bill (S. 4130) authorizing an 
investigation, examination, and survey for the control of excess 
flood waters of the Mississippi River below Red River Landing 
in Louisiana and on the Atchafalaya outlet by the construction 
and maintenance of controlled and regulated spillway or 
spillways, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The motion to reconsider 
will be entered. 

PIER AND WHARF IN YORK RIVER, VA. 

Mr. SWANSON. I ask that the Presiding Officer lay before 
the Senate House bill 11725. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair lays the bill before 
the Senate, and it will be read. 

The bill (H. R. 11725) to legalize a pier and wharf in York 
River at Gloucester Banks, near Gloucester Point, Va., was 
read the first time by its title, and the second time at length, 
as follows: r 

Be it enacted, eto., That the pier and wharf built by Robert H. Talley, 
trustee, in the York River, State of Virginia, at Gloucester Banks, 
which is about 1 mile east of Gloucester Point, Gloucester County, Va., 
and about one-half mile west of Sarah Creek, Va., be, and the same is 
hereby, legalized to the same extent and with like effect as to all 
existing or future laws and regulations of the United States as if the 
permit required by the existing laws of the United States in such cases 
made and provided had been regularly obtained prior te the erection of 
said pier and wharf; Provided, That any changes in said pier which 
the Secretary of War may deem necessary and order in the interest of 
navigation shall be promptly made by the owner thereof, 

Sec. 2. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 
expressly reserved. 


Mr. SWANSON. ‘This morning the Senate passed a Senate 
bill similar to this bili, and I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of the bill from the House. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. NORRIS. Should we not ask the House to return the 
bill we passed on that subject? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Nof necessarily. As a matter 
of politeness, it might be well. 

Mr. NORRIS. It is hardly treating the House right to send 
a bill to them 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is informed by 
the clerks at the desk that the bill has not yet been messaged 
to the House, Therefore a motion to reconsider and indefi- 
nitely postpone it will be in order. 

Mr. NORRIS. I am not familiar with the bill 

Mr. SWANSON. The House and Senate bills are identical. 
I ask unanimous consent for the reconsideration of the vote 
by which Senate bill 4305 was passed, and that the bill be 
indefinitely postponed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATIONS 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 12033) making appropriations 
for the government of the District of Columbia and other 
activities chargeable in whole or in part against the revenues 
of such District for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, and 
for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is upon agree- 
ing to the amendment proposed by the committee. 

Mr. COPELAND obtained the floor. 

ae PHIPPS. May we not have a vote on this one amend- 
ment 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
York yield to the Senator from Colorado? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Unless the Senator desires to discuss the 
pending amendment, I suggest we have a vote on it and pass on 
to the next amendment. 

Mr. COPELAND. I am very happy to yield to the Senator 
for that purpose. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment of the committee found at the bottom of page 
5, beginning with line 24, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
next amendment. 

The Reaptne CLERK. On page 6, after line 12, the committee 
proposed to insert the words For the replacement of one 
144-ton truck, $2,400.” 
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OPERATION OF IMMIGRATION LAW OF 1924 


Mr, NORRIS. A parliamentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state his 


inquiry. 

Mr. NORRIS. Has the Senate agreed to go into executive 
session at 5 o'clock? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It has. 

Mr. NORRIS. I have been trying for several hours to get 
the floor, but I will not be able to say in 10 minutes what I 
have to say, so I do not care to proceed at this time. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I was very much interested 
in the comments of the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. REED] 
on the immigration law and its operations. I did not care to 
interrupt his remarks, but I do wish to have in the same issue 
of the Recoxp where his address appears some criticism of the 
failure of our Government to give consideration to the aliens 
who are in ports of Europe waiting to come to America. 

I am in harmony with the general principles laid down in the 
last immigration law. I felt when the bill was passed that the 
percentage restriction was too great, and I feel so now. I 
think we could assimilate a larger number than is permitted to 
enter. I am more than ever convinced of that fact when I 
find how smoothly and successfully the work at Bilis Island is 
proceeding under the present law. 

The thing I want to present particularly to the Senate 
is a thing which every Senator must know, but I doubt if 
every Senator has given to it the serious thought which its 
importance deserves. 

There are in the yarious ports of Europe now 12,000 persons 
who have received passports to the United States, each person 
having paid $10 to our Government for the visé, many of them 
started for this country before the bill went into effect which 
restricts their admission, and they are detained on the other 
side of the Atlantic because of the inability of our Govern- 
ment to receive them under the operation of the present law. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
York yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 

Mr. NORRIS. I want to ask the Senator a question for 
information. As I understand it, the cost of these visés is 
$10 each. Is that correct? 

Mr. COPELAND. ‘That is correct. 

Mr. NORRIS. Is that fixed by law, or departmental regula- 
tion? 

Mr. COPELAND. I think, by law. 

Mr. NORRIS. Do we collect it from these people and then 
refuse them admission? 

Mr. COPELAND. Yes; we do. 

Mr. NORRIS. Do we not return the money? 

Mr. COPELAND. We do not. 

Mr. NORRIS. I am not trying to intimate or say that they 
should be entitled to come in on that account, but certainly 
we should not take their money and keep it, and then keep 
them ont. We should return to every one the $10. 

Mr. COPELAND. We should return the $10. We have up- 
ward of $100,000 collected in that way. 

Mr. NORRIS. Gathered from people practically all of 
whom are very poor? 

Mr. COPELAND. I may say to the Senator that if we 
should convert $10 into the depreciated currency of the coun- 
tries from which they come, it would be necessary to have a 
sailing vessel to contain the money. They are poor. They 
are not only poor but they are without homes. The homes of 
many of them were destroyed during the war. These persons 
have sold all of their effects, and have traveled to the various 
ports expecting to come to the United States. 

I agree with the Senator from Pennsylvania that some of 
these persons are not worthy of admission to our county, but 
in my judgment, the great majority of them are worthy of our 
citizenship, and, I think, we might well find some way to 
search ont from those waiting persons aliens who are en- 
titled to come here and are worthy of our citizenship, and in 
the name of humanity and in the name of the boasted freedom 
and liberty of America, permit them to enter the United States. 

I do not ask the Senator from Pennsylvania, or anyone else 
interested in the operation of this particular law, to set it 
aside, but I do ask that some plan be worked out by which 
there may be brought from those shores persons who are 
worthy to receive the citizenship of America. cd 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour of 5 o'clock having 
arrived, under the unanimous-consent agreement previously 
entered into the Senate will proceed to the consideration of 


executive business. The Sergeant at Arms will clear the gal- 
leries and close the doors. 

The Senate thereupon proceeded to the consideration of 
executive business. After five minutes spent in executive ses- 
sion the doors were reopened and (at 5 o'clock and 10 minutes 
p. m.), under the order previously entered, the Senate took a 


recess until 8 o’clock p. m. 


EVENING SESSION 


The Senate reassembled at 8 o’clock p. m., on the expiration 
of the recess. - 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair). The 
Senate resumes the consideration of the District of Columbia 
appropriation bill. 

APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 12033) making appropriations for 
the government of the District of Columbia and other activities 
chargeable in whole or in part against the revenues of such 
District for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, and for other 
purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Clerk will state the next 
amendment, 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 
was, under the subhead “ Municipal architect's office,” on page 
6, after line 12, to insert: For the replacement of one 144-ton 
truck, $2,400.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the heading “Contingent 
and miscellaneous expenses,” on page 11, line 4, after the word 
“departments,” to insert “and the office of public buildings 
and grounds,” so as to make the proviso read: 


Provided, That with the exception of motor vehicles for the police 
and fire departments and the office of public buildings and grounds, 
no autemobile shall be acquired under any provision of this act, by 
purchase or exchange at a cost, including the value of a vehicle ex- 
changed, exceeding $650, except as may be herein specifically author- 
ized. No motor vehicles shall be transferred from the police or fire 
departments to any other branch of the government of the District of 
Columbia. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Employment 
service,” on page 14, at the end of line 6, to increase the ap- 
propriation for personal scryices and miscellaneous and con- 
tingent expenses required for maintaining a public employ- 
ment service for the District of Columbia, from “$9,340” 
to “$9,400.” 

The amendment was agree” to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Street im- 
provements,” on page 16, line 10, after the word “ to,” to strike 
out “Thirty-fifth Street, 30 feet wide, $7,920," and insert 
“Wisconsin Avenue, 30 feet wide, $21,920,” so as to read: 


Northwest: For paving Ordway Street, Thirty-fourth Street to Wis- 
consin Avenue, 30 feet wide, $21,920. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 16, after line 17, to insert: 


Northwest: For paving Thirty-fifth Street, Quebec Street to Rodman 
Street, 30 feet wide, $4,500. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, ou page 16, after line 19, to insert: 


Northwest: For paving Macomb Street, Wisconsin Avenue to Idaho 
Avenue, 50 feet wide, $12,000, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 19, line 20, after the words 
“Tn all,“ to strike out “ $369,250” and insert “ $399,750” so as 
to read: 

In all, $899,750; to be disbursed and accounted for as “Street im- 
provements,” and for that purpose shall constitute one fund, and shall 
be available immediately: Provided, That no part of such fund shall be 
used for the improvement of any street or section thereof not herein 
specified. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 25, line 12, after the word 
“ shall,” to insert “as far as practicable,” so as to read: 

In all, $812,000; to be disbursed and accounted for as ‘‘ Gasoline 
tax, road and street improvements,“ and for that purpose shall constl- 
tute one fund and be available immediately: Provided, That no part 
of such fund shall be used for the improvement of any street or section 
thereof not herein specified: Provided further, That assessments in 
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accordance with existing law shall be made for paving and repaving 
roadways where such roadways are paved or repaved with funds 
derived from the collection of the tax on motor-vehicle fuels: Provided 
further, That any projects or portions of projects chargeable to the 
fund during the fiscal year 1925 and subsequent fiscal years and un- 
completed at the close of these years shall be a continuing charge upon 
the fund until completed and shall, as far as practicable, be given 
priority over projects subsequently made a charge upon such fund, 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Street repair, 


grading, and extension,” on page 26, line 15, after the word 
“work,” to strike out “$600,000 and insert $800,000,” so as 
to read: 


Repairs: For current work of repairs of streets, avenues, and alleys, 
including resurfacing and repairs to asphalt pavements with the same 
or other not inferior material, and including the maintenance of non- 
passenger-carrying motor vehicles used in this work, $800,000, to be 
immediately available. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the heading “ Sewers,” on 
page 29, after line 21, to insert “ For continuing the construc- 
tion of the upper Potomac main interceptor, $50,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the heading “ Collection and 
disposal of refuse,” on page 30, line 25, before the words 
“District of Columbia,” to strike out “ United States and the,” 
so as to make the proviso read: 


Provided, That any proceeds received from the disposal of city refuse 
or garbage shall be paid into the Treasury of the United States to 
the credit of the District of Columbia in the manner provided by law. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 31, line 8, after the word 
“located,” to strike out “ $31,000: Provided, That the purchase 
price shall not exceed the latest full value assessment of such 
property and insert “ $40,000," so as to make the paragraph 
read: 

For the acquisition by purchase or condemnation of square 739, 
on which the present garbage transfer statlon is located, $40,000, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the heading “Publie play- 
grounds,” on page 32, line 6, after the word “For” to strike 
out “personal services in accordance with the classification act 
of 1923, $1,320" and insert “superintendence, $600," and at 
the end of line 10, to strike out “$7,600” and insert $6,880,” 
so as to read: 


Bathing beach: For superintendence, $600; for temporary services, 
supplies, and maintenance, $4,500; for repairs to buildings, pools, and 
upkeep of grounds, $1,780; in all, $6,880. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 32, line 11, to reduce the 
total appropriation for playgrounds from ‘ $147,600” to 
“ $146,880.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

he next amendment was, under the heading “ Public schools,” 
on page 35, line 3, to increase the appropriation for personal 
services of clerks and other employees, office of superintendent 
of schools, in accordance with the classification aet of 1923, 
from “$90,880” to “ $102,760." 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 35, line 6, after the figures 
“1924,” to strike ont “$16,500” and insert “and the act ap- 
proved February 5, 1925, $28,100,” so as to read: 

For personal services in the department of school attendance and work 
permits in accordance with the act approved June 4, 1924, and the act 
approved February 5, 1925, $28,100. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead Community 
center department,” on page 87, at the end of line 18, to strike 
out “$33,300” and insert “$38,000,” so as to read: 

For personal services of the director, general secretaries, and com- 
munity secretaries in accordance with the act approved June 4, 1924; 
part-time employees, including janitors, and contingent expenses, equip- 
ment, supplies, and lighting fixtures, $38,000, 

The amendment was agreed to, 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Furniture,” 
on page 40, line 5, after the word “ periodicals,” to strike out 
“ $77,000” and insert “$80,000: Provided, That a bond shall 
not be required on account of military supplies or equipment 
issued by the War Department for military instruction and 
practice by the students of high schools in the District of 
Columbia,” so as to make the paragraph read: 


For contingent expenses, including furniture and repairs of same, 
pay of cabinetmaker, stationery, printing, ice, and other necessary 
items not otherwise provided for, and including not exceeding $3,000 
for books of reference and periodicals, $80,000: Provided, That a bond 
shall not be required, ete. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Buildings 
and grounds,” on page 41, line 23, after the name “John R. 
Francis,” to strike out “senior,” so as to read: 


For the purchase of additional land adjoining the site provided 
for the John R. Francis Junior High School, $50,000, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 41, line 25, after the 
words “of the,” to strike out “John R. Francis, sr., Junior 
High School for colored pupils” and insert “John R. Francis 
Junior High School,” so as to read: 


For beginning the construction of the John R. Francis Junior High 
School, on a site already provided for at Twenty-fourth and N Streets 
NW., $175,000, and the commissioners are hereby authorized to enter 
into contract or contracts, as in this act provided, for such building 
at a cost not to exceed $475,000, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 42, after line 12, to strike 
out “For beginning the construction of a junior high schcol 
with a combined assembly hall and gymnasium on the site 
provided for said building, $175,000, and the commissioners are 
hereby authorized to enter into contract, or contracts, as in this 
act provided, for such building at a cost not to exceed $475,- 
000” and to insert: 


For the construction of the Stuart Junior High School with a com- 
bined assembly hall and gymnasium on the site provided for said build- 
ing at Fourth and E Streets NE., $475,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 43, line 14, to increase the 
total appropriation to be disbursed and accounted for as 
“Buildings and grounds, public schools,” from ‘ $1,245,000” 
to “ $1,545,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 45, line 16, after the word 
“commissioners” to strike out “without reference to or ap- 
proval by the Commission of Fine Arts,” so as to make the 
paragraph read: 


The plans and specifications for all buildings provided for in this 
act under appropriations administered by the Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia shall be prepared under the supervision of the 
municipal architect, and those for school buildings after consultation 
with the Board of Education, and shall be approved by the commis- 
sioners, and shall be constructed in conformity thereto. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the heading “Fire Depart- 
ment, Salaries,” on page 49, line 4, to increase the appropria- 
tion for personal services in accordance with the classification 
act of 1923, from “ $9,300" to “ $9,360.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Police court,” 
on page 55, line 17, after the figures “1923,” to strike out 
“ $90,774, including compensation in accordance with the classi- 
fication act of 1923 for two additional judges and such other 
court employees, within the limit of ayailable funds, as the 
court may determine to be necessary, and of said sum $6,530 
shall be available immediately: Provided, That in addition to 
the sums hereinafter appropriated for the expenses of said 
court and for any of said purposes there is further appropriated 
the sum of $22,800, of which $12,600 shall be available imme- 
diately: Provided further, That section 42 of the Code of Law 
of the District of Columbia hereby is amended so as to provide 
that the police court in the District shall consist of four 
judges, and the provisions of other sections of such code as 
relate to the powers and duties of employees of said court shall 
apply to such employments as the court may authorize in pur- 
suance hereof, and the said court, sitting in banc, shall have 
power to make rules affecting the business of the court not 
inconsistent with law, including the selection of a presiding 
judge: Provided further, That the second paragraph of section 
44 of the Code of Law for the District of Columbia hereby is 
amended to read as follows: ‘In all cases where the accused 


would not by force of the Constitution of the United States be 
entitled to a trial by jury, the trial shall be by the court with- 
out a jury, unless in such. of said last-named cases wherein 
the fine or penalty may be more than $300, or imprisonment as 
punishment for the offense may be more than 90 days, the 
accused shall demand a trial by jury, in which case the trial 
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shall be by jury. In all cases where the said court shall im- No. 87, Sixty-eighth Congress, first session, $170,000, of which amount 


pose a fine it may, in default of the payment of the fine im- 
posed, commit the defendant for such a term as the court 
thinks right and proper, not to exceed one year,’” so as to 
read: a 


Salaries: For pergonal services in accordance with the classification 
act of 1923, $58,124. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Court of ap- 
peals,” on page 59, line 21, after the word “service,” to strike 
out 520,190“ and insert “ $21,050,” and at the beginning of 
line 24 to strike out “$47,140” and insert “$48,000,” so as 
to read: 


Salaries: Chicf justice, $9,000; two associate justices, at $8,500 
each; all other officers and employees of the court, including report- 
ing service, $21,050; necessary expenditures in the conduct of the 
clerk’s office, $950; in all, $48,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the heading “ Charities and 
corrections,” on page 61, line 22, after the word “ devices,” to 
strike out “ $95,840" and insert “$95,480,” so as to make the 
paragraph read: 


Support of prisoners: For maintenance of prisoners of the District 
of Columbia at the jail, including pay of guards and all other neces- 
sary personal services, and for support of prisoners therein, expenses 
incurred in identifying and pursuing escaped prisoners, and rewards 
for their recapture, repair and improvements to buildings, cells, and 
locking devices, $95,480. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Workhouse,” 
on page 62, line 3, to strike out the colon and the proviso in 
the following words: 


Provided, That bricks manufactured at the workhouse may be issued 
without charge for authorized construction work on account of the 
National School for Girls and the District Training School (Home and 
School for Feeble-Minded). 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 63, line 15, to reduce the 
total appropriation for the Reformatory from “ $246,840” to 
“ $169,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ District 
Training School,” on page 68, line 2, after the figures $1,500” 
to insert “amd the purchase and maintenance of horses and 
wagons, $18,300," so as to make the paragraph read: 


For continuing construction of the home and school for feeble-minded 
persons, as authorized by the District of Columbia appropriation act ap- 
proved February 28, 1923, by day labor or otherwise as the commis- 
sioners may consider to be most advantageous to the District of Colum- 
bia, $170,000; for maintenance, salaries, and other necessary expenses, 
including the maintenance of a nonpassenger-carrying motor vehicle, 
and the purchase of a 1-ton motor truck at not to exceed $1,500, and 
the purchase and maintenance of horses and wagons, $18,300; in all, 
$188,300. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead Industrial 
Home School for Colored Children,” on page 68, line 16, before 
the name “ District of Columbia,” to strike out “ United States 
and to the credit of the,” so as to make the paragraph read: 


All moneys received at said school as income from sale of products 
and from payment of board or of instruction or otherwise shall be 
paid into the Treasury of the United States to the credit of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia in the manner provided by law. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Industrial 
Home School,“ on page 68, at the end of line 24, to reduce the 
appropriation for maintenance, including care of horses, pur- 
chase and care of wagon and harness, from $27,000 to $22,100, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 68, line 26, to increase 
the appropriation for repairs and improvement to buildings 
and grounds from $3,000 to $8,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the heading “Anacostia 
River and Flats,” on page 73, line 23, after the word “ amount,” 
to strike out “$145,000 shall be available for expenditure 
below Benning Bridge and”; and at the end of line 26 to 
insert “or otherwise,” so as to make the paragraph read: 

For continuing the reclamation and development of Anacostia Park, 
in accordance with the reyised plan as set forth in Senate Document 


not more than $25,000 may be expended above Benning Bridge in the 
acquirement of necessary land or otherwise, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the heading “Public build- 
ings and grounds,” on page 74, line 3, after the word “ services“ 
to strike out “in accordance with the classification act of 1923, 


823,480“ and insert $61,540,” so as to read: “For 
services, $61,540.” : more 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Improvement 
and care of public grounds,” on page 74, line 26, after the word 
including” to strike out “foremen, gardeners, mechanics, la- 
borers,” and insert “ personal services”; and on page 75, at the 
end of line 6, to strike out“ $404,160” and insert $442,830,” 
So as to make the paragraph read: 


For improvement and care of public grounds in the District of 
Columbia, including personal services, maintenance, repair, exchange, 
and operation of not to exceed four motor-propelled passenger-carrying 
vehicles, the purchase of one motor-propelled passenger-carrying vehicle 
to cost not exceeding $700, and the maintenance, repair, exchange, and 
operation of motor cycles and bicycles for division foremen, $442,830. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 75, after line 17, to insert: 
For purification of waters of the beach and improvement, mainte- 


nance, and operation of the bathhouse and beach on the west shore of 
the Tidal Basin, $6,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 75, after line 20, to insert: 


For expenses incident to the conducting of band concerts in the 
public parks, $3,000, 


The amendment was agreed to. ; 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Water depart- 
ment,” on page 79, at the end of line 19, to strike out “ $122,- 
000.” and insert “ $129,710,” so as to read: 

For revenue and inspection and distribution branches: For personal 
services in accordance with the classification act of 1923, $129,710. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 87, after line 8, to strike 
out section 7 in the following words: 

Suc. 7. The estimates of appropriations in the District of Columbia 
chapter of the Budget for the fiscal year 1927 shall be submitted on 
the same basis of contribution by the United States which this act 
provides. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. This concludes the committee 
amendments, 

Mr. PHIPPS. I have no further amendments to offer on 
behalf of the committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill is in Committee of 
the Whole and open to amendment. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, there are a number of Sena- 
tors who this afternoon expressed an interest in the item in 
lines 18 to 20, inclusive, on page 75 I understand that the 
amendment has been agreed to. I ask unanimous consent that 
me vote by which the amendment was agreed to may be recon- 

dered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the Senator from Arkansas? 

Mr. PHIPPS. I make no objection, but I call the Senator's 
attention to the fact that there is another item in the bill just 
preceding the one to which he has called attention. It is on 
page 75, line 15: 

For purification of waters of the Tidal Basin, and care, maintenance, 
and operation of the bathhouse and beach, $12,300. 


That is the present establishment, the one that has been in 
use for a term of years. The other item of $6,000, to which 
the Senator has called attention, is for the new bathing beach 
which is now under construction. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I would like those items to go over until 
Senators who are absent and interested in them can take up 
the matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. May the Chair suggest to the 
Senator from Arkansas that if we can get the bill out of the 
Committee of the Whole and into the Senate we can then lay 
it aside. 

Mr. ROBINSON. It makes no difference to me. All I want 
to do is to reserve a vote on the amendment to which I have 
referred. In all probability an amendment will be offered to 
strike out the provision of the bill in lines 15 to 17. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. May the Chair suggest that 
the bill be reported to the Senate, and that in the Senate 
we concur to all amendments with the exception of the one 
to which the Senator from Arkansas has referred, and then the 
bill can be laid aside? 


Mr. PHIP?PS. I make no objection to that course. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I move that the Senate concur in all the 
amendments made as in Committee of the Whole, except the 
amendment on page 75, embraced in lines 18 to 20, inclusive. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Colorado 
moves that the Senate concur in all the amendments made as 
in Committee of the Whole, except the amendment on page 75, 
embraced in lines 18 to 20, inclusive. 

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, at this point I want to ask the 
Senator from Colorado a question. I have had no objection 
to the bill being reported to the Senate. On page 33, under 
the subhead “ Electrical department,” under the item of “ Light- 
ing,” the bill provides for an appropriation of $590,000 and 
there follows an additional appropriation of $35,000. In this 
connection I want to make a very brief observation. 

We have discussed here on two evenings and at other times 
during to-day’s session the question of traffic regulations. I 
want to draw the attention of the chairman of the subcom- 
mittee and of the Senate to a situation which appeals to me 
very strongly for future consideration. Whether it can be 
remedied in the pending bill under the subhead to which I 
have called attention I do not know. In my judgment, traffic 
reguiations in the city of Washington, whatever bill may be 
passed, will never reach the stage of perfection that the Senate 
unquestionably hopes may be reached in lessening accidents, 
unless the provision for street lighting is substantially in- 
creased. I think this is the proper time to draw attention to 
it, and I am only going to do so for two or three minutes. 

I do not know of any city in the country, so far as my per- 
sonal experience is concerned, where the lighting is as ineffec- 
tive as it is in the city of Washington. At this time on most 
of the residential streets old-fashioned incandescent gas lights 
are used exclusively. There will be found in the business see- 
tions of the city electric lights, and in some parts of the resi- 
dential sections there are electric lights. If we are to have 
any successful results under the traffic legislation that we are 
endeavoring to pass, we must have better lighting in the city. 
Riding down the streets of Washington after dark one can not 
help realizing that at every intersecting street there is the 
same type of light that is to be found between the intersections, 
making it practically impossible, unless one happens to be in- 
timately acquainted with the topography of the city, to realize 
when he is at or approaching a street intersection. The lights 
are dim; the globes in most cases are coated globes, I am sure 
that every Member of the Senate will recognize the fact that 
casualties through motor accidents occur to some extent or are 
attributable to the yery ineffective lighting system in vogue 
in the city. 

There is not any large city, certainly in the congested sec- 
tions of a city, where a street intersection does not haye some 
different type of light, a red globe, perhaps, or something out 
of the ordinary to indicate that it is a street intersection. In 
this city the street intersections are lighted just the same as the 
middle of the blocks, All the lights taken together furnish 
very poor light. 

When we are considering the very vital question of traffic 
regulations we should seriously consider as well the lighting 
system. I am simply taking this occasion to draw the atten- 
tion of the Committee on Appropriations particularly and of 
the Senate generally to the fact that until a proper lighting 
system is installed or the present one materially improved and 
some effort made to designate street intersections to enable 
drivers to know that cross streets are being approached and the 
lighting system made somewhat in conformity with the traffic 
congestion of a city of this size, we shall never haye in the 
city of Washington properly enforced traffic regulations. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, if I may answer the Senator 
briefly, the committee dealing with the District appropriation 
bill in its hearings year by year has discussed that very 
subject with representatives of the city. We have endeavored 
to secure larger appropriations by raising the amounts that 
have been approved by the House committee and have been 
contained in the House bills as they have come to us. We 
have found great difficulty in convincing the Representatives of 
the other House that the expenditures for this purpose should 
go forward more generously and that we should more quickly 
bring the lighting system of this city up to date. 

For the Senator's information I call attention to the fact 
that, going back to the year 1915, we were appropriating for 
general lighting purposes a little under $400,000. In 1918 


we raised that to $415,000; then in 1922 the appropriation 
was increased to $430)000. The following year an increase of 
$15,000 was made; in 1924 the sum of $472,000 was appro- 
priated; and last year for the present fiscal year $525,000 was 
appropriated. In the pending bill. we propose to increase the 
appropriation to $590,000. 

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator 
right there? 

Mr. PHIPPS. I gladly yield to the Senator. 

Mr. EDGE. With all of these increased appropriations, 
which would seem to be along the line of proper increases 
for a growing city, why is it that generally speaking—I have 
not the actual facts at hand—a large proportion, certainly the 
larger proportion, of the residential sections of the city of 
Washington to-day is lighted with the old-fashioned incan- 
descent gas lamps? 

Mr. PHIPPS. I will say to the Senator from New Jersey 
that that is where the committee has experienced the greatest 
difficulty in conferring with the Members of the other House. 
There is another item of the bill to which the Senator called 
attention—that of $35,000 for improving and changing the 
type of Jamps which are already installed. Those are on the 
older highways, the older streets. We had been expending 
at the rate of $20,000 a year only for making necessary modi- 
fications and to bring those up to modern requirements. This 
year we provide for that purpose an appropriation of $35,000, 
which is the full amount that the Budget Bureau recommended. 
I believe this is the first year when we have had the full 
amount recommended by the Budget Bureau for that particular 
purpose. Usually the other House has sheared down the 
Budget estimate figures on that particular item. 

As to the character of lamps I may say to the Senator from 
New Jersey that experimentation with various systems of light- 
ing and the experience of other cities have shown that the 
clear globe gives a light that is apt to confuse or to blind 
pedestrians or motorists and that the cloudy or frosted globe 
is in general use, having been found to be a better lamp 
for the diffusion of light. 

Mr. EDGE. Does not the Senator feel that with the addi- 
tional appropriation of $35,000 for this particular purpose it 
would be helpful and beneficial if the illuminating power of 
the intersecting lights was in some way increased or such 
lights were designated so that one could realize in going through 
the city that he was reaching an intersection instead of having 
the same type of lights all the way down a public thoroughfare? 

Mr. PHIPPS. The Senator’s suggestion appeals to me as 
being well worthy of consideration, and I shall be glad to take 
note of it. 

Mr. EDGE. I have only brought the matter to the attention 
of the committee at this time, recognizing that I am not pre- 
pared to offer an amendment to the bill, but believing that it is 
one of the matters to which the committee and the District 
Commissioners may well pay attention. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I thank the Senator for his observations. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Colo- 
rado yield to the Senator from Florida? 

Mr. PHIPPS. I yield. 

Mr. FLETCHER. If I may, I desire to ask the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. Epox] a question before he takes his seat. I 
have been trying to get his attention for a few moments. I 
agree with a good deal of what the Senator has said, but he 
mentioned the avoidance of accidents if the street lights were 
improved. I wish to inquire whether the Senator knows it to 
be a fact that most of the accidents, most of the casualties, 
anyway, occur in the daytime; and if the Senator has any infor- 
mation as to what proportion of the accidents occur at night 
and what preportion occur in the daytime? 

Mr. EDGE. No, Mr. President; I have not investigated the 
proportion of accidents during the day and during the night, 
respectively, but it simply appealed to me as a matter of 
ordinary personal observation, driving to and fro on the streets 
of Washington at night, that a very decided modern improve- 
ment could be made to the lighting system, which, in the very 
order of things, would contribute to safety within the city 
limits. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the motion of the Senator from Colorado [Mr. Pirters!, 
which is that, the bill under consideration haying been re- 
ported from the Committee of the Whole to the Senate, and the 
main question being upon concurring in the amendments made 
to the bill as in Committee of the Whole, all the amendments 
shall be concurred in in the Senate except the amendment on 
page 75, relating to lines 18, 19, and 20. [Putting the ques- 
tion.] The ayes bave it, and the motion is agreed to. 
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Mr. PHIPPS. I ask that the bill now under consideration | enter into a contract or contracts or otherwise incur obligations 


may be temporarily laid aside. c 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the bill will 
be temporarily laid aside. 
REPORT OF THE ALIEN PROPERTY CUSTODIAN 


Mr. PEPPER, from the Committee on Printing, reported the 
following resolution (S. Res. 340), which was considered by 
unanimous consent and agreed to: 


Resolved, That the annual report of the Alien Property Custodian 
for the year ending December 31, 1924, be printed as a Senate docu- 
ment, 

LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATIONS 


Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Senate proceed to the consideration of House biil 12101, 
being the legislative appropriation bill. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 12101) making 
appropriations for the legislative branch of the Government for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, and for other purposes, 
which had been reported from the Committee on Appropria- 
tions with amendments. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, it is not a very long bill and 
there are but few amendments to it. I will ask that the formal 
reading of the bill may be dispensed with and that it be read 
for amendments, the committee amendments to be first con- 
sidered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none. The Secretary will state the first amendment. 

The first amendment of the committee was, under the head- 
ing “ Senate, office of the Secretary,” on page 2, line 15, before 
the words “financial clerk,” to strike out “reading clerk, 
$4,500” and insert “chief clerk, who shall perform the duties 
of reading clerk, $4,500"; in the same line, before the word 
“ clerk,” where it occurs the second time, to strike out “ chief” 
and insert “principal”; and in line 17, before the word 
“clerk,” where it occurs the second time, to strike out “ prin- 
cipal” and insert “legislative,” so as to read: 


Salaries: Secretary of the Senate, including compensation as disburs- 
ing officer of salaries of Senators and of contingent fund of the Senate, 
$6,500; assistant secretary, Henry M. Rose, $5,500; chief clerk, who 
shall perform the duties of reading clerk, $4,500; financial clerk, 
$4,500; principal clerk, 33.420; assistant financial clerk, $38,600; 
minute and Journal clerk, $3,600; legislative clerk, $3,150, ete. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WARREN. On behalf of the committee, I offer the 
amendment, which I send to the desk, to come in on page 5. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be stated. 

The Reaping CLERK. On page 5, line 13, after the numeral 
“$2,590,” it is proposed to insert “ assistant clerk, $1,940,” and 
on page 6, line 10, to correct the total by striking out “ $368,- 
170” and inserting “ $370,110.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 
was, under the subhead “Clerical assistance to Senators,“ on 
page 6, line 22, after the figures “$106,400” to strike out “in 
all, $601,300” and insert “messenger, $1,520; in all, $602,820"; 
50 as to read: 


Seventy additional clerks at $1,520 each, one for each Senator hay- 
ing no more than one clerk and two assistant clerks for himself or for 
the committee of which he is chairman, $106,400; messenger, $1,520; 
in all, $602,820, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Contingent 
expenses of the Senate,” on page 9, line 7, to increase the 
appropriation for rent of warehouse for storage of publie docu- 
ments, from $1,800 to $2,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Capitol Build- 
ings and Grounds,” on page 23, after line 18, to insert: 


For surgical treatment of trees on the Capitol Grounds, $5,000, 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 24, after line 2, to insert: 


For extension and changing of electric wiring of the attic floor to 
provide necessary electric lighting for the storage rooms, $1,000; for 
concrete floor for the attic story, $15,750; for new revolving door 
for ground floor, southwest corner, Senate Office Building, $1,750; in 
all, $18,500. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 27, line 12, after the 
figures “ $745,000,” to insert “and authority is hereby given to 


not in excess of this sum,” so as to make the paragraph read: 


Toward the construction of new bookstacks in the northeast court 
of the Library of Congress, $345,000: Provided, That the total cost 
of such stacks shall not exceed $745,000 and authority is hereby given 
to enter into a contract or contracts or otherwise incur obligations not 
in excess of this sum. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “Library 
Building,” on page 31, line 19, to reduce the appropriation for 
Salaries, for the administrative assistant and disbursing officer 
and other personal services in accordance with “the classifica- 
tion act of 1923,” from $106,498 to $104,398. 

The amendment was agreed to. g 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I desire to offer an amend- 
ment which has been considered by the Committee on Finance 
and reported favorably by them and which also has been con- 
sidered by the Committee on Appropriations. I send the amend- 
ment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be stated. 

The Reaping Crerk. On page 39, after line 9, it is proposed 
to insert the following: 


Sec, 4. That section 4 of the legislative, executive, and judicial ap- 
propriation act, approved February 26, 1907, as amended, is amended 
to read as follows: 

“That on and after March 4, 1925, the compensation of the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, the Vice President of the 
United States, and the heads of executive departments who are mem- 
bers of the President's Cabinet shall be at the rate of $15,000 per 
annum each, and the compensation of Senators, Representatives in 
Congress, Delegates from Territories, Resident Commissioner from 
Porto Rico, and Resident Commissioners from the Philippine Islands 
shall be at the rate of $10,000 per annum each.” 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Wyoming in 
behalf of the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Dill is still before the 
Senate as in Committee of the Whole and open to amendment. 
fi — 75 SMOOT. Mr. President, I send an amendment to the 

esk. 

FE PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
stated. 

The Reaptine CLERK. On page 22, it is proposed to strike 
out lines 1 to 3, inclusive, and to insert in lien thereof the 
following: 


1924, $45,000, of which $25,000 shall be disbursed by the Secretary 
of the Senate and $20,000 by the Clerk of the House of Representatives, 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Utah. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair will ask the Sena- 
tor from Wyoming if there are further committee amendments? 

Mr. WARREN. That is the end of the committee amend- 


ments. 

Mr, WATSON. I offer the amendment which I send to the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
stated. 

The RAIN CLERK. On page 7, in lines 8, 9, and 10, it is 
proposed to strike out “upholsterer and locksmith, $1,770; 
cabinetmaker, $1,520; three carpenters, at $1,390 each; and 
to insert in lieu thereof “foreman cabinetmaker, $2,400; up- 
holsterer, $2,100; locksmith, hardwood finisher, and carpenter, 
at $2,100 each.” 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, the amendment would open 
up à matter that it is not the intention of the committee to 
open in connection with this bill. I know the case very well, 
and it is a case which I expect to bring to the attention of the 
House committee in the next appropriation bill—the deficiency 
bill. However, the salary classifications were made in agree- 
ment between this body and the House of Representatives, and 
the salaries provided what might be called statutory salaries. 
There are three or four amendments of a similar kind. One, I 
understand, is to be offered by the Senator on my right [Mr. 
EpcE]. I shall be glad to present that when the proper occa- 
sion comes; but I can not consent to such amendments going 
on the pending bill, because they open up in a measure the 
understanding which the committee had with the committee 
on the House side as to this line of salaries. 

Mr. WATSON. Very well, with that understanding I am 
quite content to Jet the matter rest. 
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Mr. WARREN. It would have to go to the House in any 
event, being an amendment; but I may say that the other 
body has not added a single amendment of that kind to the 
entire bill. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, I have no desire, as the Sen- 
ator knows, to break into the regular order of things. The 
employees covered by the amendment I have submitted are 
wonderfully well qualified and render excellent service, but 
are underpaid. However, with the understanding that the 
Senator will call the matter to the attention of the House 
next time I am quite content. 

Mr. WARREN. I shall certainly do so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Chair understand 
the Senator from Indiana to withdraw his amendment? 

Mr. WATSON. No. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Then does the Senator con- 
sent to it being disagreed to? 

Mr. WATSON. Yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Indiana. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, I offer the amendment which I 
send to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be stated. 

The Reaptina CLERK. On page 3, line 1, it is proposed to 
strike out “three” and insert in lieu thereof “four”; and in 
line 2 it is proposed to strike out “three” and insert in lieu 
thereof “ two,” so that if amended it will read: 


Laborers—four at $1,140 each, two at $1,010 each. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from New Jersey. 

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, that amendment is perhaps in 
the same class as the one the Senator from Wyoming has just 
discussed; but it refers to a laborer in the document room 
who has been in the employ of the Senate of the United States 
for twenty-odd years, and is receiving the munificent salary of 
$1,010 a year. This amendment simply places him in the class 
above, in which class he would receive a salary of $1,140 a 
year, an increase of $130. I think after 20 years’ service in 
the document room a man is entitled to have his class advanced 
to the extent of $130 a year. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, do I understand that the 
Senator is willing te withdraw his amendment? 

Mr. EDGE. If I have the same assurance from the chair- 
— that he will press it in the ordinary way, I will not insist 
on it. 

Mr. WARREN. All I can assure the Senator is that we 
certainly will take it up with House committee and give it 
serious consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
be the amendment offered by the Senate from New Jersey [Mr. 

DGE]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. WARREN. I ask unanimous consent that the clerks at 
the desk be authorized to correct all totals, 

iano tupac! OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
orde: ; 

The bill is still before the Senate as in Committee of the 
Whole and open to amendment, If there be no further amend- 
ment to be proposed, the bill will be reported to the Senate. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill 
to be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 

i RECESS 

Mr. CURTIS. I move that the Senate take a recess until 12 
o'clock to-morrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 8 o’clock and 82 minutes 
D. m.) the Senate took a recess until to-morrow, Wednesday, 
February 18, 1925, at 12 o’clock meridian. 


CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations ed by the Senate February 17, 
1 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 
Thomas W. Slick to be United States district judge, distriet 
of Indiana. 
PROMOTIONS IN THE REGULAR ARMY 
> To be captains 
Edward Oscar Schairer, Quartermaster Corps. 
Charley Muller, Infantry. 
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Alfred Henry Thiessen, Signal Corps. 

Horace Nevil Heisen, Air Seryice. 

Aubrey Irl Eagle, Air Service. 

Jacob J. Van Putten, jr., Finance Department. 
Harvey Weir Cook, Air Service. 

Charles Summer Reed, Ordnance Department. 
Raymond Clair Hildreth, Signal Corps. 

David Emery Washburn, Signal Corps. 

Bernard Edward McKeever, Quartermaster Corps. 
Michael James Byrne, Infantry. 

William George Muller, Infantry. 

William Vincent Randall, Ordnance Department, 
Will Vermilya Parker, Signal Corps. 

Floyd Newman Shumaker, Air Service. 

Lowell Herbert Smith, Air Service. 

Albert Edward Higgins, Field Artillery. 

Ethel Alyin Robbins, Quartermaster Corps. 
Walter Harold Sutherland, Finance Department. 
Michael Nolan Greeley, Quartermaster Corps. 
Richard Allen, Quartermaster Corps. 

Christopher William Ford, Air Service. 

Biglow Beaver Barbee, Finance Department. 


To be colonel 
William Richie Gibson, Quartermaster Corps. 
To be lieutenant colonel 
Ned Bernard Rehkopf, Field Artillery. 
To be majors 
Stuart Clarence MacDonald, Infantry. 
Metcalfe Reed, Infantry. 
To be captains 
Edward Bates Blanchard, Chemical Warfare Service. 
Thomas Banbury, Quartermaster Corps. 
William Edward Cashman, Quartermaster Corps. 
William Sawtelle Kilmer, Corps of Engineers. 
To be first lieutenants 
Fred Pierce Van Duzee, Infantry. 
Arthur Gillette Watson, Air Service. 
Burns Beall, Infantry. 
John Bartlett Hess, Infantry. 
Allen Francis Haynes, Infantry. 
CHAPLAIN 
To ve chaplain with the rank of captain 
Paul Bertram Rupp. 
PROMOTION BRANCHES 
To be captain 
Albert William Stevens, Air Service. 
To be first lieutenants 
Harold Gaslin Sydenham, Infantry. 
Hugh Cromer Minter, Air Service. 
APPOINTMENTS BY TRANSFER IN THE REGULAR ARMY 
QUARTERMASTER CORPS 
Philip Mapes Shockley, Field Artillery. 
SIGNAL CORPS 
Edgar Lewis Clewell, Infantry (detailed in Signal Corps). 
Second Lieut. James Edward Poore, jr. 
Second Lient. Harry William Coon. 
POSTMASTERS 
CALIFORNIA 
John A. Thompson, Cloverdale. 
Robert C. Ross, Cotati. 
William A. Murphy, Montague. 
Floyd E. Kidd, Williams. 
John J. West, Willows. 
GEORGIA 
Robert H. Manson, Darien. 
Tilden A. Adkins, Vienna. 
INDIANA 
Fred D. Huff, Mellott. 
Minard A. Schutt, Michigan City. 
MASSACHUSETTS 
Charles W. Cole, Dighton. 
Clarence J. Conyers, Seekonk. 
MINNESOTA 
George H. Hopkins, Battle Lake. 
Theodore Thoennes, Ogema. 
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MISSISSIPPI 
James J. Hiller, Calhoun City. 
Bettie D. Robertson, Collins, 
Finley B. Hewes, Gulfport. 
Jack F. Ellard, Leland. 
Malcolm E. Wilson, Marks. 
Minnie S. Suddeth, Mount Olive. 
Ben Linn, Pickens. 
Levi J. Jones, Richton. 
Aden N. Utsey, Vosburg. 
Ethan A. Wood, Woodyille. 

MISSOURI 
Ernest Young, Verona. 

NEBRASKA 
Ernest E. Goding, Dix. 
Cyril Svoboda, Prague. 
John R. Bolte, Snyder. 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 


Blanche W. Drew, Intervale. 
OKLAHOMA 

James M. Baggett, Tuskahoma. 

TEXAS 

Floyd W. Holder, Breckenridge. 

John T. Hall, jr., Hacienda. 

Otto Pfefferkorn, Maxwell. 

Raymond Mullen, Taft. 

Eimer L. McFarland, Wingate. 
WISCONSIN 


Leroy G. Waite, Dousman. 
Hjalmar M. Johnson, Hau Claire. 
Clem G. Walter, Kendall. 
John J. Kocian, Milladore. 
Libbie M. Bennett, Pewaukee. 
Jessie Loescher, Salem. 

William H. Call, Strum. 

James E. Robar, Walworth. 
Albert J. Topp, Waterford. 
Lizzie J. Riley, Wilson. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Turspay, February 17, 1925 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
te following prayer: 


Throughout this day, O Lord, may our obligations to Thee, 
to our country, and to ourselves be administered with en- 
lightened understanding and with intelligent conviction. 
Heavenly Father, infinite in love and mercy, marvelous in 
good works, be with us in our human limitations and earthly 
infirmities. Teach us how to use this old world and how to 
convert things and circumstances to the help and honor of our 
fellow men. Reach through every loss and touch it with Thy 
sympathy; put forth Thy hand on every gain and bless it for 
Thy use. Temper our minds to do Thy will and touch our 
hearts that they may love the good, the beautiful, and the 
pure. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 
ADDITIONAL JUDGE, DISTRICT OF MARYLAND 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I did not catch what the 
Journal showed about the bill (H. R. 5083) to create an addi- 
tional judge for the District of Maryland. That bill was ob- 
jected to and was not passed. The press this morning states 
that that bill was passed, and if the Journal so states it is in 
error. It was objected to and did not pass. 

The SPEAKER. The Journal shows that the bill was ob- 
jected to. 

UNITED STATES ARMY BAND 


Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Recorp by inserting an article on 
the United States Army Band. 

The SPEAKER. An article by the gentleman himself? 

Mr. WOODRUM. Yes. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Virginia asks unani- 
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Record by inserting 
an article on the United States Army Band. Is there objection? 

There wes no objection. 


Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, 
with your indulgence it is my purpose from time to time to 
insert in the Recorp some facts and observations with refer- 
ence to the various splendid musical organizations of the 
United States Government. At the present I want to speak 
of the Army Band. 

Our Government is unusually fortunate in that it can boast 
of musical organizations second to none in the world. It 
could, indeed, make no better investment than to give its 
liberal support to these worthy organizations. I wish it were 
possible that some plan might be worked out whereby these 
bands and orchestras might be given an opportunity to person- 
ally visit the various cities of the Nation and thus give the 
citizens an opportunity to receive the great inspiration that 
would come from listening to their concerts. The advent of 
the radio has, of course, made it possible for the Nation to 
enjoy, at least to some extent, these organizations. 

As a result of close observation of the European military 
bands during the World War, General Pershing realized the 
need of a representative band in our own Army, capable of 
holding its own with the best bands to be found in any country 
in the world. Accordingly, upon becoming Chief of Staff of the 
Army of the United States, General Pershing gave orders for 
the formation of such a band. Ninety musicians were therefore 
selected from the different service bands of the Army and 
were gathered in Washington. In the spring of 1922 these 
musicians were organized into the Army Band at Fort Hunt, 
Va. First Lieut. P. W. Lewis was selected as commanding officer 
and remained with the band until 1924, when Capt. R. G. Sher- 
man assumed command. Captain Sherman is the present com- 
commanding officer, and to his already enviable record in the 
World War he has added a most creditable record as organizer 
disciplinarian. At the Army Band's recent dinner, at Washing- 
ton Barracks, Gen. Hanson E. Ely complimented the command- 
ing general of the district of Washington upon having selected so 
able an officer as Captain Sherman to command the Army Band. 

For drum major General Pershing selected Sergt. Willis 8. 
Ross, who had been drum major of the General Headquarters 
Band (otherwise known as Pershing’s Band) in France. He is 
one of the most efficient drum majors in the United States Army. 

In September, 1922, the Army Band was ordered to Washing- 
ton Barracks, D. C., where it immediately plunged into the 
many duties of the city. The need then became apparent to 
select a capable leader who must necessarily possess more than 
average ability as a band leader. Accordingly, a board of 
officers and warrant officers was appointed to report upon the 
efficiency of the applicants for the position. The board, having 
gone over the matter very carefully, selected Warrant Officer 
W. J. Stannard as the band leader and he was accordingly 
detailed for that duty, where he has continued to the present. 

Largely through Mr. Stannard’s efforts the Army Band has 
taken its place in the very forefront of musical organizations 
and he has placed the Army Band on an equality with the best 
there is. 

Mr. Stannard entered the Army when 18 years of age. He 
has studied under ©. L. Staats, of the Boston Symphony; Mr. 
Norrito, clarinet soloist with Sousa’s Band for many years; 
Mr. Leroy, of the Garde Republique Band, France; and Mr. 
Levy, of the Russian Symphony Orehestra. In 1911 he won a 

| scholarship to the Institute of Musical Art, under the direc- 
| tion of Dr. Frank Damrosch, and graduated after having com- 
| pleted a four years’ course in two years. Ile was appointed 
| band leader in June, 1913, and was immediately assigned to the 
| Thirtieth Infantry in Alaska, which he reorganized and brought 
to such a high state of efficiency that he was complimented 
by Capt. D. E. Nolan, now Gen. D. E. Nolan. From here he 
went to the Thirteenth Infantry, and under his baton the 
Thirteenth made an enviable reputation. While in the Philip- 
pines Mr. Stannard had the honor of directing the Constabu- 
lary Band, a world-famous musical organization. On his re- 
turn to the United States Mr. Stannard, as ranking band 
leader at Camp Fremont, Calif., directed the consolidated band 
concerts given at the camp and also those within a 100-mile 
radius. He directed a most impressive concert at the Audi- 
torium, San Francisco, accompanying Madame Schumann- 
Heink. Upon being ordered to Camp Merritt, N. J., with the 
Thirteenth, he was placed in charge of all the music in the 
camp, and was selected to direct the composite band of the First 
Division for the reception tendered to General Pershing upon his 
return from France; also directed the band upon the occasions 
of President Wilson's departure for and return from France. 

In December, 1919, Mr. Stannard was detailed as instructor 
at the Army Music School, Washington Barracks, D. C., but 
was requested to return to the Thirteenth Infantry by its com- 
manding officer, which he did, remaining with the Thirteenth 
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for a period of one year, when he again took up his duties as 
instructor at the Army Music School. 
his able leadership very soon manifested itself. One of his first 
Upon receiving his assignment as leader of the Army band, 
acts was the organizing of an orchestra, which proved its worth 
in a series of concerts during the winter of 1924. Two of these 
concerts were given at the House Office Building, which brought 
forth many commendatory letters from Members of the House. 
The Army Band has been in the forefront at the more im- 
portant affairs in the National Capital, having led the funeral 
procession of the late President Harding; led the Defense Day 
parade, and shared honors with the Marine Band and the Navy 
Band in the park concerts during the summer and other events 
where military bands participated. Among its proudest posses- 
‘sions are letters of commendation from the Secretary of War, 
General Pershing, the late President Harding, the ambassador 
from Mexico, and Doctor Rowe, director of the Pan American 
Uhion. The Pan American Union has selected the Army Band 
as its official band for the introduction of South American 
music into the United States. In this direction a great measure 
öf success has crowned the Army Band's efforts. Through con- 
certs at the Pan American Building, and more especially through 
radio broadcasting, the American people have come to enjoy 
and appreciate the music of our neighbors in South America. 
Taken all in all, the Army Band has become indispensable in 
the many and varied ceremonies and events of Washington. 
Good and efficient leadership is, of course, indispensable in 
such an organization. However, one must not forget the rank 
and file. The splendid work of the Army Band would not have 
been possible without the faithful and loyal support given its 
leaders by the members of the band, who have shown the very 
highest ability as musicians, both individually and collectively. 
Herewith is a list of the personnel of the band as of this date: 


Leo F. J. Arnold, Wallace Appleton, Emil 0. Bandel, Reinier 
Bandel, John Bauman, Clarence E. Beatty, Tim Banko, Theodore 
Bingert, Thomas L. Blunt, Tom Bogie, William J. Borland, Clyde 
J. Bowman, Edward J. Burke, Amiel Bushkovski, John Chipurn, 
Hrynko Choptowy, Ernest Clapp, John B. Clemmons, Joseph Dufresne, 
Orville E. Ditto, Rudolph M. Eckman, Gustay Ey, Frans 0. Felt, 
Curt H. Fisher, August Garezorz, Charles J. Garrity, Orville M. 
Gold, Alfred P. Gsell, Jerome Hajek, John D. Henning, Sharon G. 
Highsmith, Leonard Hollars, John T. Hook, Carl Hubner, William H. 
Hummel, Willis Hutton, Lawrence Hostetter, Prank J. Jakubec, 
Samuel L. Johnson, James G. Keller, Ira Kiger, Henry J. King, 
Nicholas L. King, Wallace M. Kirsch, Charles R. Kline, Fred C. 
Krapp, Harry Kravetz, William Krushinski, John J. Latwas, Charles 
Lucom, Alexander Lutklewita, Alfred P. Luedtke, Benjamin Mark, 
Adam Madey, Bdgar W. McKean, Jacob M. Millet, George W. Mitchel, 
Milton W. Nation, Victor T. Nixon, Olaf M. Nord, Charles Novvotny, 
Hugh Peaslack, Harry W. Phillips, William F. Raymond, Samuel 
Rotstein, Louis Saidenberg, Thomas A. Shannon, Lester J. Shafer, 
Otto Siebencichen, Fred L. Smith, George Six, Fred Sonderman, David 
L. Sylvan, Fredrich Tovornick, William Verhey, Wilfred E. Vincent, 
Fred Voll, Keneth B. Watts, William H. Walker, Whit O. Whatley, 
Blair Yon, Joseph L. Young, Stewart Young, Arthur J. Zeccola. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. Craven, its Chief Clerk, 
announced that ‘the Senate had passed without amendment 
bills of the following titles: 

H. R. 5061. An act for the relief of Russell Wilmer Johnson; 

H. R. 6581. An act authorizing the Postmaster General to 
provide emergency mall service in Alaska; 

H. R. 7911. An act to authorize the Secretary of the Treasury 
to sell the appraisers’ stores property in Providence, R. I.; and 

H. R. 8741. An act for the relief of Flora M. Herrick. . 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed 
with amendments bills of the following titles, in which the 
concurrence of the House of Representatives was requested: 

II. R. 9634. An act to provide for the creation, organization, 
administration, and maintenance of a Naval Reserve and a 
Marine Corps Reserve ; 

H. R. 2716 An act to amend paragraph 20 of section 24 of 
‘the Judicial Code as amended by the act of November 23, 
1921, entitled “An act to reduce and equalize taxation, to pro- 
vide revenue, and for other purposes”; and 

H. R. 9308. An act to authorize the appointment of Machinist 
Henry F. Mulloy, United States Navy, as an ensign in the 
regular Navy. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed 
bills and joint resolutions of the following titles, in which the 
concurrence of the House of Representatives was requested: 

S. 292. An act to incorporate the American Bar Association ; 

S. 300. An act to provide for election contests in the Senate 
of the United States; 


S. 708. An act for the relief of various owners of vessels and 
cargoes damaged by the U. S. S. Lamberton; 

S. 1649. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to estab- 
lish a uniform system of bankruptcy throughout the United 
States,” approved July 1, 1898, and acts amendatory thereof 
and supplementary thereto; 

S. 2264. An act to authorize the closing of a part of Thirty- 
fourth Place NW. and to ange the permanent system 
of highways plan of the District of Columbia, and for other 


Ses; 

S. 2586. An act for the relief of Robert June; 

S. 3050. An act for the relief of the Turner Construction 
Co., of New York City; 

S. 3162. An act authorizing the Postmaster General to make 
Sar payment of rental for post-office premises under 
ease ; 

S. 3400. An act for the purchase of a tract of land adjoining 
the militia target range at Auburn, Me.; 

S. 3406. An act relating to the use or disposal of vessels 
or vehicles forfeited to the United States for violation of the 
customs Jaws or the national prohibition act, and for other 
purposes ; 

S. 8408. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to give in- 
demnity for damages caused by American forces abroad,” ap- 
proved April 18, 1918, and for other purposes; 

S. 3765. An act to authorize a five-year building program 
for the public-school system of the District of Columbia, 
which shall provide school buildings adequate in size and 
facilities to make possible an efficient system of publie educa- 
tion in the District of Columbia; 

S. J. Res. 125. Joint resolution granting permission to Fred F. 
Rogers, commander, United States Navy, to accept certain 
decorations bestowed upon him by the Venezuelan Government ; 

S. J. Res. 141. Joint resolution providing for the appointment 
of a commission to consolidate, codify, revise, and reenact the 
general and permanent laws of the United States in force De- 
cember 2, 1923; and 

S. J. Res. 185. Joint resolution making an appropriation for 
the arrest and eradication of anthrax. 

The message also announced that the Senate had insisted 
upon its amendments to the bill (H. R. 8522) granting to cer- 
tain claimants the preference right to purchase unappropriated 
public lands disagreed to by the House of Representatives, had 
agreed to the conference asked by the House on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses thereon, and had appointed Mr. Srax- 
FIELD, Mr. Norpeck, and Mr. Prrraan as the confereees on the 
part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the Senate had insisted 
upon its amendments to the bill (H. R. 11505) making appro- 
priations for the Executive Office and sundry independent ex- 
ecutive bureaus, boards, commissions, and offices for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1926, and for other purposes disagreed to 
by the House of Representatives, had agreed to the conference 
asked by the House on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and had appointed Mr. Warren, Mr. Smoor, Mr. 
Jones of Washington, Mr. Overman, and Mr. Grass as the con- 
ferees on the part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the Senate had insisted 
upon its amendments to the bill (H. R. 11444) reclassifying the 
salaries of postmasters and employees of the Postal Service, 
readjusting their salaries and compensation on an equitable 
basis, increasing postal rates to provide for such readjustment, 
and for other purposes, and had requested a conference with 
the House thereon, and had appointed Mr. Moses, Mr. Puipps, 
and Mr. McKertxar as the conferees on the part of the Senate. 


WRITS OF ERROR 


Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
vacate the proceedings by which S. 2693, in reference to writs 


-| of error, was passed by the House. That is a bill, as you may 


remember, abolishing writs of error. It was passed on the 
same day that the general procedure bill was passed. After- 
wards the House, in order to correct some omissions in the 
second section, ordered the return of the bill from the Senate, 
and the bill is now on the Speaker's table. I do this for the 

purpose of offering a substitute prepared by the committee of 
judges, which will harmonize this bill with the general pro- 
cedure bill. This section made no provision for assignments 
of error and would leave the record so that the appellant could 
roam in every direction. This second section authorizes the 
court to prepare rules governing the appeal and the act abol- 
ishes the writ of error. 


Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Has the substitute which the 


gentleman proposes to offer been considered by the Committee 
on the Judiciary? 
Mr. GRAHAM. It has not. 
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Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Does not the gentleman think 
it should be submitted to the committee? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I would think not. The gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Sumners] has gone over it and approves of it. 
He is the ranking Democratic member of the . 
thought that as the matter was on the Speaker's table and 
we had recalled it, this amendment, which was prepared 
by the committee of judges, might be considered at this time. 
I will add that the proposed amendment makes no change in 
the objects of the bill. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I have no objection to it, but 
as we got tangled up on the other matter it occurred to me it 
would be a good idea for the committee to pass on it. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I will say to the gentleman that this is per- 
fectly proper. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. The vote by which the bill was read a 
third time and passed is vacated, and the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania submits an amendment, which the Clerk will 
report. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman ought to give 
us an opportunity to look this bill over before he calls it up. 
If the committee could make a mistake in one instance, it 
could make it in another. 

Mr. GRAHAM. The committee made no mistake in the 
other instance at all, ö 

Mr. WINGO. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes. 

Mr. WINGO, As I understand it, the proposal which the 
gentleman now offers is one that was prepared by the commit- 


tee of judges? 
Mr. GRAHAM. Les. 
Mr. BLANTON. Will not the gentleman have it read before 


we give consent? 
The SPHAKER.. The Clerk will report the amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment to Senate bill 2693, in reference to writs of error: 
Strike out section 2 and insert the following: 

“Spc, 2. That the appeal hereby substituted for a writ of error 
shall be taken and perfected in the mode prescribed for taking and per- 
fecting appeals from decrees in equity in the district courts of the 
United States and shall have the same effect that such an appeal in 
equity would have; but the review on the substituted appeal sball 
be limited to the questions which would be open to consideration on a 
writ of error. The record to be used on a substituted appeal when 
taken from a Federal court shall be made up and prepared in the 
manner prescribed by the rules of the Supreme Court relating to the 
record on appeals in equity. 

“Sec. 8. That this act shall take effect. three months after its 
approval; but it shall not affect the review under any writ of error 
pending at that time.” 


Mr. WINGO. Will the gentleman explain the effect of that, 
or possibly I can state it in a question. As I gather from what 
the gentleman has said this is proposed in order to conform to 
the provisions of the other bill that was passed, and it is in- 
tended that an appeal, in the manner provided by the law as 
changed, shall be used instead of the customary writ of error 
proceeding, but that in considering: cases which come up in 
that way the court shall be restricted to the consideration of 
those questions which they would have been restricted to had 
the writ of error proceeding been continued? That is praz- 
tically the effect of this proposal? 

Mr. GRAHAM. That is practically all there is in it. I will 
say to the gentleman that the original resolution left the ques- 
tion of assignments in the air, and while the Supreme Court 
might have made rules governing that, the record going up 
without such rules could be roamed over in every direction 
and there would be nothing to guide the court as to what 
questions were certified to be settled. } 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. GraHam, a motion to reconsider the vote by 
which the bill was passed was laid on the table. 

A similar House bill was laid on the ‘table. 


TO AMEND SECTION 281 OF THE REVENUE ACT OF 1924 


“Mr. GRUEN, from the Committee on Ways and Means, sub- 
mitted a privileged report on the bill (H. R. 12800) te amend 
section 281 of the revenue act of 1924, which was referred to 
the Union Calendar, 


NAVAL AND MARINE CORPS | RESERVE 


Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker's table the bill (H. R 9634) to provide 
for the creation, organization, administration, and maintenance 
of a Naval Reserve and a Marine Corps Reserve, with Senate 
amendments thereto, disagree to all the Senate amendments, 
and ask for a conference. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER appointed the following conferees: Mr. Bnrr- 
TEN, Mr. Darrow,’ Mr. STEPHENS, Mr. Vinson of Georgia, and 
Mr. McCurntio. 


TO AMEND THE NATIONAL DEFENSE ACT 


The SPEAKER. The unfinished business is the bill (H. R. 
11445) to amend the national defense act, which was passed last 
night under an agreement that the previous question should be 
considered as ordered on the passage of the bill and amendmen 
The Clerk will report the bill with the amendment. r 

The Clerk again reported the bill with an amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time. 

‘Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I move to recommit the bill 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

The motion to recommit was not agreed to. 

The SPHAKER. The question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
Branton) there were—ayes 91, noes 4. 

So the bill was passed. 

Mr, BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I do not feel I should put the 
House to the trouble of a roll call, and this is intended as a 
mild protest against making a man a major general over the 
rules of the Army and the Navy. 


GENERAL FRIES AND THE CHEMICAL WARFARE SERVICE 


Mr. CABLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
tend my remarks in the Recorp on the chemical warfare bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CABLE. Mr. Speaker, the Chemical Warfare Service, 
American Expeditionary Forces, on August 19, 1917, consisted 
of just one man, That man, however, possessed great energy, 
sound judgment, keen foresight, and leadership far above the 
average. After graduating from the United States Military 
Academy he served with engineer troops during the Spanish- 
American War and in the Philippine insurrection. Later he 
had charge of river and harbor work in several engineering 
districts, as well as highway construction in national parks. 
He helped win the fight for the city of Los Angeles in con- 
structing its harbor, one of the finest in the world. 

The man is Amos A. Fries. Early in his career, he was 
brought into contact with Gen. John J. Pershing. On one 
e tion in the hostile Moro country, Capt. John J. Pershing, 
United States Cavalry, who commanded the expedition, had 
First Lient. Amos A. Fries with him as his chief engineer 
officer. No doubt the energetic way in which he performed 
his duties as engineer officer of this expedition had much to do 
with the choice made by the commander in chief of the United 
States Expeditionary Forces when, in France, he looked around 
for a man of sufficient initiative and capability to head a new 
department of his army. 

At the time of his appointment the American Army. had 
practically no knowledge of gas warfare, either offensive or 

| defensive—no gas or chemically trained officer personnel. The 
American Army was not equipped with one single gas mask or 
any other protective. appliance. Probably not 1 per cent of 
its personnel knew how to put a gas mask on or when it 
should be worn. With his appointment General Fries went 
| to work upon the gigantic task and the gas service began to 
‘grow. It was reorganized and on August 16, 1918, the Chemi- 
eal Warfare Service was created and General Fries commis- 
sioned brigadier general, United States Army, and placed in 
| charge as chief. He built up the service until on the day of 


the Armistice the overseas service consisted of more than 600 
| officers and 3,000 men. From apathy toward offensive use of 
gas, the Army had been converted to its extensive use. The 
shell program on the day of the Armistice provided for 25 
„per cent ges shells and also for the use with the Army of 
more than three times the first authorized number of special 
s troops. 
} E enen Fries has been awarded the Distinguished Service 
Medal (United States); the commander of the Legion of 
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Honor (France); and the Companion of the Order of St. 


Michael and St. George (England). His Distinguished Serv- 


ice Medal citation is as follows: 


For exceptionally meritorious and distinguished services. As Chief 
of the Chemical Warfare Service, he was charged with the important 
task of training and equipping our troops for a form of warfare in 
which the American Army had had no experience prior to the present 
war. Both in securing proper defensive measures against gas and in 
developing new methods for its use as an offensive agency, he per- 
formed his arduous duties with marked success, thereby rendering 
valuable services to the American Expeditionary Forces. 


The researches of the Chemical Warfare Service since the 
war under the leadership of General Fries, and aided by such 
men as Col. ©. E. Brigham, Col. H. L. Gilchrist, and Maj. 
C. R. Alley, Maj. L. F. J. Zerbee, Maj. A. L. Rockwood, Maj. 
E. C. Wallington, and Maj. William N. Porter, have resulted in 
a great many important discoveries which are of value not 
only in warfare but also in peace-time activities. 

The most important development has been the new Army 
gas mask, which is the most highly efficient gas mask in the 
world. In conjunction with the Public Health Service a 
method for the fumigation of ships have been developed which 
eliminates the danger formerly experienced with hydrocyanic 
acid. In cooperation with the Department of Agriculture a 
new process of eliminating the boll weevil has been developed. 
Another contribution to grain and orchard interests is the devel- 
opment of a means of spraying liquids from airplanes. The 
Chemical Warfare Service found that by using compressed air or 
carbon dioxide to build up the proper pressure in the tank of 
liquid the liquid instead of staying suspended in the air drops 
almost straight down, permitting the spraying of orchards of 
large extent, as well as cotton, grain fields, or even forests. 

Carbon monoxide is often encountered industrially, es- 
pecially in mines, and an officer of the Chemical Warfare 
Service had invented a protection against its injurious re- 
sults. The service has perfected a means, also, for protecting 
marine piling from the attack of marine borers, as well as de- 
veloped an antifouling paint for ship bottoms. 

One of the greatest uses of warfare gas that is just begin- 
ning to be understood is the use of tear gases for preventing 
the robbery of banks, for driving desperadoes out of barri- 
caded buildings, and for controlling unruly mobs. 

The House to-day in passing the bill giving General Fries 
the rank of major general is paying a just tribute to him for 
his loyal service to the United States. 


HOBOKEN SHORE LINE 


Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union for the further consideration of the bill 
(S. 2287) to permit the Secretary of War to dispose of and 
the Port of New York Authority to acquire the Hoboken Manu- 
facturers’ Railroad. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con- 
sideration of the bill S. 2287, with Mr. Trison in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. When the committee rose at its last ses- 
sion all general debate had been completed. The Clerk will 
read the bill for amendment. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, 
authorized, for such sum and on such terms and conditions as he may 
deem best, to sell to and dispose of, and the Port of New York Author- 
ity is authorized to acquire from the Secretary of War, the stock of the 
Hoboken Manufacturers’ Railroad Co., said corporation being the lessee 
of the line known as the Hoboken Shore Road now constituting part 
of Belt Line No. 13 in the comprehensive plan for the development of 
the port of New York, adopted by the States of New York and New 
Jersey, under chapter 43, Laws of New York, 1922, and chapter 9, 
Laws of New Jersey, 1922, and ratified and confirmed by the Congress 
of the United States by Public Resolution 66, Sixty-seventh Congress; 
and the Secretary is authorized and empowered to take and accept in 
lieu of cash the bonds of the said Port of New York Authority, secured 
by such lien as the Secretary in his discretion may determine is proper 
and sufficient; and upon such acquisition the said railroad shall continue 
to be operated in intrastate, interstate, and foreign commerce and in 
accordance with the provisions of the said comprebensive plan for the 
development of the port and the improvement of commerce and navi- 
gation: Provided, That the operation of said railroad in intrastate, 
interstate, and foreign commerce shall be subject to the jurisdiction of 
the Interstate Commerce Commission in the same manner and to the 
Same extent as would be the case if this act had not been passed: 
„Provided further, That the Secretary shail attach such conditions to 


such transfer as shall insure the use of such railroad facility by the 
United States in the event of war or other national emergency: Provided 
further, That in order to facilitate the interchange of freight between rail 
and water facilities, such railroad if acquired by the Port of New York 
Authority hereunder shall be operated in coordination with the piers 
and docks adjacent thereto so long as said piers and docks are owned 
and operated by the United States Government or by any agency 
thereof, or by any corporation a majority of whose stock Is owned by 
the United States: Provided further, That if the Port of New York - 
Authority fails to agree upon terms and conditions of sale which are 
considered satisfactory by the Secretary of War, he is hereby author- 
ized to sell and dispose of the stock of the Hoboken Manufacturers’ 
Railroad Co. or all or any part of the real and personal property of the 
Hoboken Manufacturers’ Railroad Co. to any purchaser or purchasers 
upon such terms and conditions as he may deem best subject, never- 
theless, to the provisos herein above stated: Provided further, That if 
the Secretary of War shall deem it to be in the public interest that any 
real or personal property owned by the said Hoboken Manufacturers’ 
Railroad Co. not connected with the railroad itself should be separately 
disposed of or held for later disposition, he is hereby authorized to 
cause such property to be transferred from the said Hoboken Manu- 
facturers’ Railroad Co. to the United States, and thereafter to sell the 
same upon such terms as he deems best, or if more expedient, he is 
hereby authorized to form a corporation to acquire such property, and 
is authorized to cause such property, or any part thereof, to be trans- 
ferred from the said Hoboken Manufacturers’ Railroad Co. to such new 
corporations so organized and to accept in place thereof the stock of 
such new corporation, and to hold the same until such time as he 
secures what he shall deem to be a fair and reasonable price for such 
property, at which time he is authorized to sell said property, in whole 
or in part or the stock in the said new corporation to which such prop- 
erty is transferred on such terms and conditions as in his judgment will 
best promote the public interest, and the Secretary of War is further 
authorized to make and impose any terms, conditions, or reservations 
necessary to effectuate the purpose hereof, and to enter into such con- 
tracts as will effectuate the same: And provided further, That noth- 
ing in this act shall be construed as relieving or exempting the property 
acquired hereunder by the Port of New York Authority from any 
municipal taxes or assessments for public improvements, and nothing 
herein contained shall be construed as an expression on the part of 
the Congress as to whether the States of New York and New Jersey, or 
either of them, should relieve or exempt the sald Port of New York 
Authority from taxation or subject the said port of New York or any 
of said property to taxation, 


Mr, PEAVEY and Mr, LAGUARDIA rose. 


PUNISHING PROGRESSIVES FOR STRAYING FROM PATH OF P 
REGULARITY . 

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman 
from Wisconsin rise? 

Mr. PEAVEY. Mr. Chairman, I want to ask the privilege 
of extending my remarks in the Recorp and also ask for in- 
8 leave of absence on account of serious illness in the 
‘amily. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman should file a written appli- 
cation for leave of absence. Is there objection to the request 
of the gentleman from Wisconsin to extend his remarks in the 
Rxconb? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PEAVEY. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, 
I wish to address the Members for a few moments upon the 
subject of party regularity. 

Some days ago on the floor of this House the illustrious 
gentleman from Ohio, leader on the Republican side, with a 
few suave words and a well-directed kick, landed myself 
and a dozen or so other Republican Members across the aisle 
into the waiting arms of the able and distinguished leader on 
the Democratic side, the gentleman from Tennessee, who, 
thereupon, under the rules of college football, immediately 
signaled the House for a field goal and yery deftly caught 
the basket of progressive political heretics as it sailed across 
the aisle, forthwith unburdened himself of a few kind remarks, 
and with an equally blunt toe deliberately kicked us right 
back again, 

It appears that the distinguished gentlemen occupying the 
position of Republican leaders in this House hold the opinion 
and maintain the belief that the whole responsibility of this 
Government rests squarely upon the shoulders of the Repub- 
lican and Democratic Parties. But an examination of the 
Constitution and even the rules of this House fails to disclose 
the words “ Republican” or “ Democrat” and I do not believe 
it was ever contemplated that the majority would be permitted 
to do more than direct the course of legislation. Any further 
power than that of facilitating and directing legislation by 
either the majority or minority party in Congress is usurped, 
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Especially do I believe this to be true of any power to promote, wed the Republican leaders in this House nor in the National 


punish, or-expel any Member of either side for his political opin- 
ions. Let me say to those whose theory is to place party before 
country and to compel Members to subscribe to party dictates 
to which the party itself does not dare to publicly subscribe, 
that in my opinion the present controyersy on this side of the 
House could not have arisen had the accepted theories of the 
most sincere advocates of Government by party been adhered 
to. I submit that the Democrats as the minority party in this 
House have not functioned as the minority party is supposed 
and expected to under the theory of party Government of 
checks and balances; that it has in fact operated more often 
as an auxiliary to rather than an opposing party or critic of 
the Republican Party in this House. I quote you the rule as 
laid down by that nationally known advocate of party govern- 
ment in America and then I submit to you that the self-styled 
ardent and simon-pure advocates of party government in the 
Congress and Nation have not adhered to or operated in con- 
formity with the principles which form the basis of their 
position on this question. It is significant that this question 
is dealt with by statute in several States and has come within 
the review of the courts. Merriam, in his book on “The 
American Party System,” page 77, has this to say about party 
regularity and the right to enforce it: 


In recent years the party committee has become a subject of legal 
regulation and many of its features are now determined by statute. 
This process began with the passage of the Australian ballot laws, 
when it became necessary to define “party” in order to determine 
what groups were entitled to a place on the ballot. With the process 
of legal regulation, and particularly with the advent of the direct 
primary, the number, terms, and to some extent the powers of the 
party committees have been defined by statute and are no longer left 
to the option of the party. This legislation was due to the desire 
of the rank and file of the party voters to control the organization by 
choosing the officers directly. The exercise of these powers by the 
legislatures has been sustained by the courts in repeated instances, 
and there remains no doubt as to the power of the State to outline 
and regulate the party organization. In New York the court has held 
that the Democratic committee could not expel from its membership 
a committeeman who had been elected by the party voters but no longer 
adhered to the party's principles (People v. Democratic Committee, 58 
N. E. 124, 1900). In Wisconsin it was held that the decision of the 
Republican National Committee regarding the regularity of contesting 
delegations was not binding as against the State law covering such 
cases. ‘The La Follette delegation to the national convention was 
ousted in favor of the Stalwart delegation, but in the State courts the 
regularity of the La Follette convention's nominations was upheld 
(State v. Houser, 122 Wis. 534, 619, 1904). 

The right of the State to regulate the organization and powers of the 
party agencies has been strongly upheld by the judiciary. (See 
State central committees,” Pol. Sc. Quar. XIX, 224; also Noel Sargent, 
Minnesota Law Review, II, 97, 192.) 


Not to be offensive but to make my meaning clear beyond 
question, I will, in the language of the layman, assert that 
“They are not playing square with themselves.” It is not my 
desire to appear to criticize the party of Jefferson, and I only 
do so because, in my judgment, their failure to accept in full 
the party responsibility assigned them under the theory of 
party government furnishes the existing cause or public neces- 
sity for the progressive deflection in the Republican Party that 
has occurred. 

Had the minority party acted on all measures before this 
House in the last two Congresses as the zealous defenders of 
the rights of all the people as contemplated in all the accepted 
theories of party government, there would have been no need or 
justification for opposition within the Republican Party itself 
and the people not approving the majority party’s stand or 
action on any given issue of legislation would have had the 
opportunity to give their support to the party holding opposing 
opinions and acting as a party of opposition. Facilitation of 
Congressional business by the orderly and decorous under- 
standing between the leaders of the two controlling groups in 
the present House is a desirable thing, but when carried to the 
point of friendly agreement in securing the passage of the most 
important legislation to come before Congress, such course im- 
mediately and for all time precludes the relation of opposing 
political parties under the party government idea and becomes 
simply the relation existing between two major groups in Con- 

ogress, one acting aS an auxiliary to the other and both holding 
and believing in the same economic and political theories. The 
fact that differences in procedure and methods do occasionally 
arise only seryes to preserve the pretense of government by 
opposing political parties before the people of the Nation. 

That my position may be made clear to the Members of this 
House and to the country, I desire to say that I do not recog- 


ublican Party organization as having any authority, moral 
or otherwise, to punish or expel me because of my political 
opinions. I maintain that the only existing power vested in 
anyone to punish me for my political actions is vested solely in 
the hands of the Republican voters of the Hleyenth Congres- 
sional District of the State of Wisconsin, which I have the 
honor to represent in this House. I recognize my first alle- 
giance to them, and further, any action by the Republican leaders 
or of the majority of the Members to humiliate me politically 
or to diminish or destroy my effectiveness as a duly elected Re- 
publican Representative in Congress is an affront to the voters 
of my district and though it may injure them temporarily, it 
must cause a lasting and irreparable injury to the Republican 
Party itself. As for my own personal political future or for- 
tunes, I am not concerned. I feel certain that my people will 
not desert me or even punish me for remaining loyal to them. 

But are the Republican Members of this House and of the 
Nation going to punish me for remaining faithful to the 
people who elected me? To do so is in fact to deny repre- 
sentation to those who elected me. There was no duplicity 
or misrepresentation in my election to Congress in 1922 or 
again in 1924. The people of my district elected me because 
of my known opposition to such measures as the Esch-Cum- 
mins railroad law, the Mellon tax-reduction scheme for re- 
lieving the rich at the expense of the poor, to the ship sub- 
sidy proposal to give $300,000,000 to the shipping interests, to 
the tariff bill that added $3,000,000,000 to the cost of living 
in this country, and to all similar schemes. In both of these 
elections the people of my district had an opportunity to 
vote for a candidate in the Republican primary who was 
pledged to support measures like the above, and had he been 
elected in either case he would undoubtedly have been recog- 
nized and accepted by the National Republican Party and the 
leaders of the majority in this House as a good Republican. 

It has been intimated that myself and other Republican 
Members of this House are to be deprived of our committee 
assignments, In reply to that I can only say this, speaking 
for myself alone, as one Member of Congress, that in my opin- 
ion such action will not injure me but in effect will punish 
the district which I have the honor to represent. Such a 
policy, if adopted by the Republican leadership in this House, 
strikes directly at the constitutional right of equal representa- 
tion. As to myself and other progressive Members it will 
immediately cause this question to arise: To whom do we 
owe our first allegiance? To the national party whose name 
appears upon the ballot by which we were chosen, or to the 
people of our several districts with whom, by platform, 
through the press, and by verbal utterance we made a valid 
contract? As for myself, I do not hesitate to say that I in- 
tend to keep my word and my platform pledges to the people 
I represent, be the consequences what they may. For this 
reason I could not sit in any caucus or meeting which by mo- 
tion or resolution determines upon a legislative program for 
the express purpose of binding its Members. Such a course 
might, and doubtless would in this case, require me to repudi- 
ate some of the pledges made to the people in my district. 

I am, therefore, not concerned with the Republican caucus 
called for February 27. The people of my State and my dis- 
trict repudiated the idea of party caucuses many years ago, 
and I am in full.accord with them on this subject. I could 
not, and would not, attend a Republican caucus, whether invited 
or not. Therefore, in fairness to the party issuing the call and 
to keep faith with the people I represent, I respectfully decline 
such invitation, though it has still to be issued. Every Mem- 
ber knows that when he participates in this caucus he consents 
to be bound by whatever the majority or two-thirds of that body 
decides to do, regardless of his promises to constituents or 
platform pledges, As for myself, I can not serve two masters; 
I can not keep faith with the people of my district and at the 
same time obey the will of those elected from Cincinnati, Ohio; 
Lafayette, Ind.; Philadelphia; and some districts of the State 
of New York. 

In connection with this subject of party loyalty, I read with 
much interest the statements appearing in the RECORD, made 
by the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Woop], the keeper of the 
seals, records, rituals, and catechism of the simon-pure Repub- 
licans of this House, in his official capacity. as chairman of 
the Republican congressional committee of the House of Rep- 
resentatives. I can truly say that in the light of bis record I 
am not at all surprised at the arbitrary proposal to kick the 
Progressive element out of the Republican Party as emanating 
from the distinguished gentleman from Indiana. 

T belieye this would be true of any fair-minded Member of 
this side of the House, especially In the light of the facts 
that I shall hereinafter set forth, to wit: I was nominated and 
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elected as a Republican Representative to Congress in 1922, 
and as such duly elected Republican Representative I was, 
following my election, immediately denied all rights in the 
matter of Federal appointments, and my recommendations 
made in 1922 remain unanswered, and for the most part un- 
acknowledged to this day. I was not even accorded the cour- 
tesy of an acknowledgement in the form of the customary 
stereotyped letter usually sent the humblest citizen. 

As late as July 10, 1924, it appeared that my candidacy for 
the Republican nomination at the primary election to be held 
September 5, 1924, would be unopposed, but on or about July 
12 a nationally known political leader from Wisconsin is re- 
ported by the press to have met in conference with Chairman 
Bortter, of the National Republican Committee, on matters per- 
taining to the national campaign and the conditions then pre- 
vailing in Wisconsin, and within a week following this alleged 
conference at Chicago political opponents against myself and 
at least four other Republican Congressmen from Wisconsin 
were brought into the field. The man brought out against me 
in the primary, after his defeat by over 8,000 votes on Sep- 
tember 5, canvassed the district, working in conjunction with 
the Coolidge and Dawes organization, asking Republican sup- 
port for my Democratic opponent in the general election 
November 4. A certified copy of his financial statement filed 
with the secretary of state of Wisconsin, pursuant to State 
law, under date of August 30, 1924, six days before the primary 
election on September 5, contains the following item: Under 
the head of “receipts” appears the following: Republican 
congressional committee,” and “For what purpose used” 
appears “Organization and educational work,” and in the 
column headed “Amount” appear the figures 5750.“ The 
above is taken from the original statement certified and sworn 
to by Ray J. Nye, my Republican opponent in the primary 
election. Its significance is apparent to the novice in politics. 
I feel certain it will be of interest to other Members of this 
House who may be made to suffer in a like manner in some 
succeeding election to hear from the gentleman from Indiana 
as to what explanation or defense he has to make for the 
donation by the Republican congressional committee of which 
he admits himself to be not only the official head but the 
keeper of the party's purity and loyalty, in thus donating 
money in the amount of $750 for the support of my Republican 
opponent in the last primary election. 

I would like to know by what stretch of imagination, in 
the light of these facts, he considers himself in a position to 
read me or any other member out of the Republican Party, 
after having through his official party organization con- 
tributed $750 to the support of my opponent who, after his 
defeat for the Republican nomination on September 5, 1924, 
actively canvassed the district asking Republican leaders and 
voters who supported him in the primary to vote for my reac- 
tionary Democratic opponent in the general election on No- 
vember 4. While on the subject of explanations it would be 
interesting to know from what source these funds were made 
available to the Republican congressional committee for the 
purpose of helping to defeat the reelection of Republican Mem- 
bers of this House. What boulder gushed forth with streams 
of cash when the gentleman from Indiana tapped it with his 

- staff? This congressional committee has no visible means of 
making money; it neither buys, sells, nor manufactures prod- 
ucts of any kind so far as I am aware, nor do I know of any 
business that it engages in outside of politics whereby it could 
acquire funds. Apparently it files no income-tax return. It 
goes without saying that this committee does not waste its 
money knowingly, nor can it be supposed that those who fur- 
nished it to the committee believed that they were wasting 
their money. I, for one, am interested in knowing who the 
people were that generously supplied the gentleman from 
Indiana and the other members of his committee with these 
funds, part of which were to be.expended in an effort to help 
defeat me, under the mistaken impression that money is the 
deciding factor in the elections in the eleventh Wisconsin con- 
gressional district. Knowing as I do that the regular, stand 
pat, orthodox Republican organization in my district did its 
level best to defeat me in the primary and later in the general 
election; aided and abetted by the regular, orthodox, stand 
pat, Republican congressional committee, of which the gentle- 
man from Indiana is spokesman and the guiding genius, and by 
every Coolidge and Dawes Club, both State and county, work- 
ing in my district; in the light of these facts I do not believe 
any sane man will contend that I was bound to stump the 
United States with peons of praise for them. 

And now let me present to these self-constituted exponents 
and disciples of party regularity the finish of this political 
episode. In January, 1925, my Republican opponent of the 


primary, who is himself a personal acquaintance of long 
standing and a fine gentleman, and who for years was, with 
myself, a staunch supporter of Senator La Foiterre and the 
progressive cause in Wisconsin, was appointed by the present 
administration to the office of prohibition-enforcement officer 
for the State of Wisconsin. Many Republican yoters in my 
district believe that Mr. Nye was given this recognition at 
the hands of the present Republican administration at Wash- 
ington because of his work and activity in behalf of my Demo- 
cratic opponent in the general election last fall. I will leave 
this to speak for itself. This question is bound to intrude it- 
self and is being discussed openly by the Republicans of my 
district. “Just what service did Mr. Nye render to the Re- 
publican Party that earned for him this recognition and ap- 
pointment at the hands of the Coolidge administration?” Was 
it when he ran against me in the primary on funds partially 
furnished, according to his own sworn statement, by the or- 
ganization controlled by the gentleman from Indiana, Mr. 
Woop, or was he rewarded for his service in supporting my 
Democratic opponent in the general election? 

I do not condemn the Republican leaders for this effort to 
purge the party of its progressive elements. On the contrary, 
I compliment them on their action in thus making clear to the 
people of America that the Republican Party represents only 
those who subscribe to and believe in reaction, and that it has 
no desire or intention of allowing within its ranks representa- 
tives holding any other political views. How much franker it 
would have been for the Republican leadership to have made 
that announcement in advance of the last election. Such eva- 
sion and subterfuge can only be found in the party's attitude 
toward the Mellon tax plan in the last Congress when the 
party leaders openly championed this measure in the House, 
then accepted the“ Progressive,“ renamed “ Longworth compro- 
mise,” bill, evaded the issue at the national convention, lauded 
it as an administration achievement during the campaign, and 
now seek to finish and destroy the legislative effectiveness of 
the progressive members of the party that made the legisla- 
tion possible. I will frankly confess myself too old-fashioned 
morally and mentally to follow the Republican leadership 
when engaged in such political gymnastics. 

The yoters of the United States, and most of the civilized 
world, tired of the war and continued threats of turmoil and 
trouble, in the elections last year voted into positions of power 
the party that seemed to offer them the greatest hope for pub- 
lic rest and peace. It would appear that the Republican leader- 
ship in the House and in the Nation has misconstrued this vote. 
They appear to construe the action on the part of the people of 
the United States as an expression of popular approval of all 
the reactionary elements and principles within the party, and 
that they alone under its mandates would grant further exten- 
sions of special privilege and monopoly. In short, they feel 
possessed of a mandate to further exploit and economically 
oppress those whose confidence they then inspired. 

As for myself, I do not so construe the results of that elec- 
tion. I can not help recalling the controlling factors and in- 
fluences that prevailed during the last few days preceding the 
November election. When the political threats of “Coolidge 
or starve” were whispered along the streets, while the farmers 
were being told to “ Vote as I tell you, or I foreclose,” and the 
laboring man was given written notice to “ Vote right” or be 
without a job; while “ Coolidge or chaos” was being thundered 
from the platforms, pulpits, and the press, I can not see how 
the result of an election held under such conditions can give 
rise to but one thought on the part of Republicans or other 
citizens of America, and that is, the determination to see that 
it never happens again. Now that the heat of the campaign 
is over, I submit to the Republican Party leaders and Members 
of this House that those responsible for that part of the last 
national campaign, to the extent that they were successful 
and in the manner and methods used, violated the very spirit 
of the Constitution and defied every supporter of the cause of 
free Government in America. The very audacity of the move, 
organized and financed as it was, insured its success to a more 
or less degree. I can not conceiye how any man or group of 
men can, if they love the United States, its free institutions, 
and its people, initiate or tolerate such a European scheme as 
to attempt to deprive the people of this country, through co- 
ercion and force, of the free exercise of the most precious right 
any free citizen can have, “the power to choose his or her 
government and its officers by the ballot.” Every believer in 
human liberty and every exponent of the rights of individuals, 
regardless of party, should join me in thus condemning the 
attempt of any man or group of men to thus destroy this 
heritage. I do not decry this because of the part or factional 
advantage it may have given in deciding the election, but be- 
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cause I believe it constitutes a real danger and actual menace 
to the well-being and future security of the whole Nation. 

The history of the Republican Party shows that it came into 
prominence and secured dominance as the champion of human 
liberty for the black man. Under Lincoln it earned further re- 
spect and support as the defender of the Union. Had its great 
leader lived, the ill-advised measures imposed upon the stricken 
South and its defenders doubtless never would have been, and 
reconstruction and complete reconciliation would have been ad- 
vanced many years. The party’s course during the greenback 
days was sound, and it remained firm and fair in its support 
of the Grand Army of the Republic, whose membership fur- 
nished its backbone for 40 years. Again, in 1896, the party 
leaders acted wisely and their action preserved the gold stand- 
ard to the country. People in the North and in the whole 
country supported the Republican Party and its principles be- 
cause they were the soundest and best for the whole country. 
It was not until 1908, under the leadership of the eminent 
William Howard Taft, that the influence of the would-be aris- 
tocrats began to show itself in legislation and in the adminis- 
tration weaknesses of the country. Hence came the Bull Moose 
episode of 1912, and the selfish greed of the Republican capi- 
talist and special-privilege seekers lost their influence. Then 
came the World War. History seems not to record another 
such era of profiteering and plundering of the people's credit 
and cash in all the world as took place during the four years 
1917 to 1921. It is openly stated by eminent leaders that it was 
the desire to protect the European plunder already secured by 
American financiers and international bankers that caused our 
entry into the war. However that may be, it must be plain 
that America and its people has been greatly influenced by 
the associations made as a result of the war. 

Party government, national legislation even to the several 
States shows effects of that association. The Republican Party 
through the infiuence of these newly made rich of the war, as 
in winning some races, seems to have absorbed all that was 
bad from its association with Europe and none of the good. 
Royal princes, titled personages, and aristocrats of Europe are 
being welcomed in America with open arms. It appears that 
this country is to be the last haven of rest and security to those 
who live in wealth and splendor off the labors of their fellow 
men. Why, only the other day the press of the entire United 
States vied with itself in doing honor to Grand Duchess Vic- 
toria Feodorovna, of Russia, vain, selfish old woman, who in 
her own country was known to be one of the people's most 
autocratic oppressors. Many of America’s best known political 
and social leaders feted and dined her and all social climbers 
aped their actions. 

Official Washington welcomed her as royal blood expects 
itself to be recognized though her government in Russia has 
disappeared. Under the true American spirit and code she 
ought to have been received as any other foreign immigrant or 
citizen. Think of the Republican Party stooping to sponsor 
such spectacles! I say shame when I think that the party 
Lincoln made great and whose ideals the spirited Roosevelt 
helped to preserve should be reduced to the position of being 
the political chariot or reception committee for the aristocratic 
and titled rich who come to America. 

Charge me with disloyalty, I ask you how I can be disloyal 
to that to which I never subscribed? I detest the very idea of 
silk-robed royalty and titled personages with a hatred born 
of the blood of generations who lived and endured in the days 
of 1776. It is not the individuals, it is their system that I 
abhor; their claiming to inherit through divine right; their 
conceited ideas that because it is themselves they can do no 
wrong. With every voter in the eleventh Wisconsin district 
I am sure I can say we do not want any royalty or any titles, 
nor do we need any blooded aristocrats in America. 

I offer no appeal for myself; no, not even for my friends and 
associates, but I do make an appeal for the salvation of the 
Republican Party; to save it from those who would make it 
but a political agency to further enhance the swollen fortunes 
of the profiteer and as a consequence further burden and op- 
press those already poor and in debt. 

Make it conservative if you will, but let it adhere to American 
ideals, to the American good sense and love of justice. Punish 
not those who would preserve to the organization and party 
loyalty all semblance of those party attributes which in the 
past have won to it general support of all classes under all 
conditions and without which principles it must inevitably sink 
into oblivion. 

Like three-fourths of the native Americans, I was born of 
humble parents, raised in a shanty on a homestead, where we 
lived in close association with poverty and its resulting priva- 
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tions and hardships. I believe I can safely assure our Repub- 
lican leaders that regardless of the results shown in the last 
election and any construction they may be inclined to put upon 
that result, that the people who cast those Republican votes do 
not want, nor will they support, a Republican or any other kind 
of aristocracy in America. Cotton shirt sleeves and overalls, 
a reputation for Yankee shrewdness, an inherent love of free- 
dom and its institutions, a willingness to vote and of necessity 
fight for what they believe to be fair and right, these homely 
ideas and the principles upon which they are based will con- 
tinue to rule in America, and the Republican Party leaders will 
do well to adjust their political horoscope to fit the scenery. I 
hold great respect for the real aristocrat, especially the Ameri- 
can kind, for just to the extent that their good breeding and 
refined tastes and education make them aristocrats, just to that 
same extent are they able leaders and good citizens, regardless 
of their condition of birth. But, gentlemen, that is not the kind 
of aristocracy which influence appears to dominate the Repub- 
lican Party to-day, nor is it the class against which I would 
warn anyone. It is those whose greed and desire for wealth 
and station has so beclouded their reason and judgment that 
they are no longer able to distinguish between being rich and 
that of being aristocratic; they believe that the two terms are 
synonymous, and that to be the first entitled them to be both. 
All of which would appear to be, and would be, ridiculous were 
they not able through the powers of their great accumulations 
of wealth to exert their influence over the party and, conse- 
quently, the Government to their own advantage and the injury 
of our rights as citizens. 

A few more words and I am through. I want the Members 
of the House to understand that I am speaking for no one but 
myself when I say that the Republican caucus for February 
27 will sit until the crack of doom if they wait for me to 
plead for entrance to their meeting. In reply to the charges 
made against me as to what I did in support of Senators La 
Follette and Wheeler in the last campaign, I will say that I 
have no apologies to make; I am not at all penitent. I did 
what I thought was right and just and I intend to keep on doing 
so until the end. If what I did in the last campaign was right, 
then it matters little whether the Republican leaders approve or 
disapprove my actions; if my course in the campaign was 
wrong, then Lincoln's 10,000 angels plus a Republican cer- 
tificate of meritorious service would not make it right. 

In all that I have said it is not my intention to add to or 
detract from the individual prestige and high personal char- 
acter of the men who it appeared to me necessary to mention 
by name. I wish to assure everyone that it is my earnest de- 
sire to be ever courteous, fair, and, when possible, friendly, 
with my colleagues on both sides of the House. 


HOBOKEN SHORE LINE 


The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman 
from New York rise? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. To make a preferential motion to strike 
out the enacting clause. 

Mr. EAGAN, Mr. Chairman-—— 

The CHAIRMAN, For what purpose does the gentleman 
from New Jersey rise? . 

Mr. EAGAN. I have an amendment which I send to the 
Clerk’s desk. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
LaGUanbia] moves to strike out the enacting clause. The gen- 
tleman from New York is recognized. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, the point 
was stressed last Saturday by the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. Murs], who introduced the bill now under consideration, 
that the necessity of conditions in and around the port of New 
York requires that this railroad should be operated by a public 
agency. I want to call the attention of the House to the fact 
that the railroad is now being operated by a public agency. 
The United States Government owns all of the stock of the 
operating company, and the operation of this railroad is now 
in the hands of the United States Government. 

Permit me to call your attention to the fact that the railroad 
operating revenue for 1924 was $256,542; that the nonoperating 
income—interest on the bonds I was talking about, interest on 
first mortgages, and so forth—was $78,055. The railroad oper- 
ating expense was $256,731, the railroad taxes $44,878, and the 
rental for the lease of the railroad—this railroad is under a 
99-year lease—was $31,368. The miscellaneous taxes paid to 
the various municipalities about which the gentleman from 
822 Jersey [Mr. Eacan] is naturally anxious amounted to 
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Only yesterday the officers of this company were before the 
Interstate Commerce Commission on an application for a re- 
arrangement of their rates. 

I am sure that there will be an order of the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission rearranging these rates, and that the rail- 
road can be operated by the present company owned by the 
United States Government without any loss. Now, gentlemen, 
if there is a spark of good faith in the belief that this railroad 
ought to be operated by a public agency, permit me to say that 
it is now in the hands of a public agency; that it is now suc- 
cessfully operated by men who have the required experience, 
and that it is well managed and economically operated. The 
railroad carried 300,487 tons of freight in 1924. The rates are 
soon to be raised by the Interstate Commerce Commission, and 
the belt line will then be operated at a profit. Such operation 
by the United States Government will fully protect every ship- 
ping interest, and surely should allay the fears expressed by 
the gentleman from New York. 

In the meantime the city of Hoboken has seriously decided to 
apply to take this property over, because it involves so much 
water-front property which is vital to the city of Hoboken. 
So I believe that if you will strike out the enacting clause and 
give the Secretary of War an opportunity to continue opera- 
tions, give the city of Hobo’-en an opportunity to obtain the 
necessary legislation to take over the property, I believe it will 
be a prudent thing todo. We would then be sure of proper and 
unselfish operation. 

Now, permit me to mention a side issue, and that is with 
reference to this same port authority. Day before yesterday, 
if you will look at the New York papers, you will see that this 
port authority issued an order to the New York, New Haven 
& Hartford Railroad, and to the Pennsylvania Railroad, com- 
pelling those two lines to open the Hell Gate Bridge and tracks 
to the New York Central. That has only happened within 48 
hours. Of course, it is very doubtful whether the Port of New 
York Authority has the power to make any such order, but do 
you not see how that dovetails in with this whole scheme 
of giving special consideration to the New York Central? 

I pointed out on Saturday that the purpose of this whole 
thing was to prevent a competing railroad from getting control 
of the property, that the New York Central and Erie were 
opposing. Therefore, the port authority should take over this 
Shore Line property. Within 24 hours the port author- 
ity issued an order to the New York, New Haven & Hartford 
Railroad and to the Pennsylvania Railroad that the Hell Gate 
Bridge, which cost several million dollars, one of the greatest 
engineering projects of the whole world, should be opened to the 
New York Central. All of this clearly points out the great 
influence which these railroad companies seem to have over 
the port authority and we hear talk of “public agency and 
the public good.” Gentlemen, I assure you the public will get 
very little good out of this proposition. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from New 
York has expired. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I ask for five minutes more. 

Mr. SNELL. On a motion to strike out the enacting clause 
there is only one speech in favor and one against. 

The CHAIRMAN. That is true, unless by unanimous con- 
sent. Is there objection to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I pointed out on Saturday how the whole 
idea was in keeping with the best interests of the big railroads 
in my State. 

Mr. MILLS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes. 

Mr. MILLS. Why does not the gentleman inform the House 
that the port of authority is opposed to the city administration 
plan to turn over the West Side to the New York Central? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. When the port of authority will oppose 
something the New York Central really wants, I will build a 
monument to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. MILLS. Does not the gentleman know that a brief has 
been filed and that they are opposing it? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. If the gentleman wants to go into the 
whole West Side story I am ready to go into it. Permit me to 
remind the gentleman that when he was in the State senate 
on the question of abolishing the tracks on the West Side I do 
not know of any record which the gentleman from New York 
established to help the city of New York in its fight against the 
New York Central. 

Mr. MILLS. Will the gentleman answer this question, Is 
he for or against the New York Central on the West Side 
proposition? 


Mr. LaGUARDIA. The gentleman knows how I stand on 
that; my record in the city government was displeasing to the 
gentleman and to the New York Central. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. There are some of us who are not from 
New York who would like to know where the gentleman stands. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. LaGUARDIA. I will say, and repeat, what I said Sat- 
urday that the New York Central is absolutely back of this 
proposition. Now, responding to the passionate appeal made 
by the gentleman from New York [Mr. Mxs] for Government 
operation on this road, why not leave it in the hands of the 
Government operation, leave it in the hands of the Secretary 
of War where it is now? Permit him to get increased rates 
which will be granted, and permit him to operate it in the 
interest of the public, and let the eity of Hoboken have an 
opportunity to protect its water front. It is the very life of 
Hoboken. Let the matter stand as it is by striking out the 
enacting clause, 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON, Is it not unusual to find the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Mitts] advocating Government owner- 
ship and operation? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes. I pointed that out on Saturday, 
There is nothing mysterious about this. I can not make it any 
clearer; that it is now in the hands of a Government agency; 
that it is in the hands of men who have had railroad experience, 
is being successfully operated, and let them continue to success- 
fully operate it. Strike out the enacting clause, and by the 
time we return here you will see that the question will take 
care of itself. Let us show the big railroads that they can 
not write legislation and expect us to be mere rubber stamps 
for them. 

Gentlemen, I realize exactly what I am up against. I fuily 
understand how many of my colleagues viewing this matter 
from a distant perspective are inclined to believe that the port 
authority is a good thing and a proper agency to take over this 
belt line. With the limited time allowed by the rule under 
which we are considering this bill it was impossible perhaps 
to review all of the history and the local political atmosphere 
surrounding the port authority. You are not familiar and 
can not be expected under the stress of the last few days of a 
session and in the consideration of a bill limited to one-hour 
debate to acquaint yourselves with the many selfish interests 
railroad, trucking, real estate; yes, real estate promotions— 
and many others that are back of this port authority. Yon 
ean not grasp under these conditions the local significance of 
this port authority. It has been intimated that the city ad- 
ministration of New York City is opposed to the port authority. 
No doubt it is now. It was during my time as president of the 
Board of Aldermen of New York City. Every man here who 
would have been in my place would likewise have been opposed 
to it. I will not bore you now with our local troubles in New 
York City in opposing the port authority and protecting hun- 
dreds of millions of dollars worth of valuable dock property. 
Suffice to say that if the city administration had not been on 
the alert by insisting and fighting for the city property we 
would not have succeeded in writing into the very law that 
created this port authority that it could not take city property 
and that it could not pledge the credit of the city of New York 
or of the State. Gentlemen, to-day when you vote for this bill 
you will be giving to the port authority the first piece of prop- 
erty it has ever had. It has tried time and time again to beg 
or borrow property—it never had money to buy it—from mu- 
nicipalities, from the States, from private sources, no one, no- 
where could it get a piece of ground, a railroad tie or a dol- 
lar’s credit. Do not believe for a moment gentlemen that I 
alone am opposing this proposition. Why the leading Repub- 
lican newspaper of the State of New York, the Brooklyn Stand- 
ard Union, has fought it from the very beginning, and is fight- 
ing it to-day. Many prominent Republicans and Democrats 
have fought it and are fighting it to-day. The gentleman from 
New York, Mr. Boyan, who was in the State senate at the 
time the first port authority bill was passed, and who knows all 
about it, has taken a courageous stand and is openly fighting 
this bill to-day. My colleague from New York, Mr. O'CONNELL, 
who is a business man of many years’ experience, who under- 
stands conditions in New York City, who has made a study 
of municipal affairs, is opposed to this bill, and fighting it. I 
referred the other day to the telling statement made on the 
floor in opposition to this bill by an expert on traffic conditions 
in New York, my colleague, Mr. Creary. Gentlemen, I have 
had sufficient legislative experience to realize that I am fight- 
ing against odds. I have given you the information and as 
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much of it as the limited time would permit. I deem it my 
duty to do so. If this bill passes I predict, gentlemen, that you 
will hear from the port authority again. You have adopted a 
child here that is going to be troublesome. It will soon come 
back to us, and at that time I reserve the right now to remind 
you that I did everything within my power to prevent the 
United States Government from going into partnership or 
rather to be the angel for this agency created by two States 
without property, without credit in its own home, and for years 
being unable to obtain credit or property from the people who 
know them so well. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the mo- 
tion. If there is anything that is discouraging in legislative 
debate it is to see a Member continually wandering from the 
subject, attempting to inject matters which have nothing to 
do with the pending issue, and when short of argument and 
facts indulge in personalities and abuse. I did not answer 
the personal.ties indulged in by the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. LaGuarpra] on Saturday last, because I believed that 
when he had a chance to correct the Record, good sense and 
taste would induce him to correct some of the remarks he 
made. But evidently I overestimated the good taste and sense 
of the gentlemen. He did not correct it. As to what he may 
say about me and my motives, I am not interested. My public 
record is sufficiently well established so that anything that the 
gentleman from New York can do or say will not affect it 
one way or the other, particularly among those who know 
the gentleman from New York and who know me. But he 
did refer to an honorable gentleman, an honorable and high- 
standing member of the bar, Mr. Julius Henry Cohen, in inde- 
fensible terms, all the more indefensible because Mr. Cohen 
was not here to protect himself and had no means of protect- 
ing himself. He referred to him as a shyster lawyer. The 
members of the bar of the city of New York know that that 
is untrue, that it is unfair; but for the benefit of the record 
and for the benefit of Members who do not know Mr. Cohen, 
I say that Mr. Cohen is a man of recognized character, ability, 
and standing in the city of New York, and of very high stand- 
ing indeed at the bar of the State. I can not attribute any 
reason for the remarks of the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
LAGUARDIA], Save that the one thing that galls and irritates 
mediocre and little men above all else is ability and character 
in others. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. I can not yield. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I yielded to the gentleman. 

Mr. MILLS. The gentleman from New York says that this 
road is being operated by a public agency, and why change? 
The port authority says, “We are quite satisfied to have this 
road operated by the Secretary of War or the Shipping Board.” 
The port authority urged the Government of the United States 
to turn this railroad over to the Shipping Board for operation 
in connection with the piers. The port authority, as I shall 
make clear later, is willing to-day to withdraw its offer in 
favor of the city of Hoboken, But the trouble is that the 
Federal administration says that it wants to dispose of this 
property and that it does not propose to continue the Secre- 
tary of War in the railroad business, operating a mile and a 
quarter of tracks. For reasons best known to itself the Fed- 
eral administration does not see fit to adopt the suggestion 
of the port authority that the railroad be turned over to the 
Shipping Board, so that the question arises, since the Federal 
Government is going to dispose of this property, to whom is 
it going to dispose of it? 

The position which I take, the position which the port 
authority takes, the position which the advocates of this bill 
take is, turn it over to any public authority, whether it be 
the State of New Jersey, the city of Hoboken, or the port 
authority. The trouble to-day is that the city of Hoboken 
has not the legislative authority necessary to permit it to take 
the railroad over, and that of course is true of the State of 
New Jersey. 

Mr. EAGAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. Yes, 

Mr. PAGAN. The gentléman knows I take it that legislation 
is pending to give us that authority. 

Mr. MILLS. I was about to state that legislation is at 
present pending in the Legislature of the State of New Jersey 
authorizing the city of Hoboken to acquire this property, and 
I am authorized on behalf of the port authority to state—and 
I have a telegram from the chairman giving me that au- 
thority—that if this bill passes the port authority will leave 
its offer to the Secretary of War open, subject to the ability of 
the city of Hoboken to make a satisfactory offer to the Secre- 
tary of War. 


The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
York has expired. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for three minutes more, 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DENISON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. Yes. 

Mr. DENISON. Will the gentleman then be willing to have 
the bill so amended as to leave that discretion in the Secre- 
tary of War? 

Mr. MILLS. I looked into that question very closely yester- 
day, with a view to preparing such an amendment, and it is 
very clear to me that no such amendment is needed. In other 
words, this is the situation. The Secretary of War to-day, 
and certainly under the terms of this bill that will be true, has au- 
thority to sell to the city of Hoboken. The port authority says— 
and I shall put the telegram in the Recorp, and in any event 
I state it in their behalf for the Recorp—that it will withdraw 
its offer to purchase the day the Secretary of War reaches a 
satisfactory agreement with the city of Hoboken to acquire 
this property. So that our position is just this. We insist 
that the good of the people of the city of New York and of 
the Nation demands that this little railroad remain in public 
hands, and that it not be sold to any railroad, whether the 
Lackawanna, the New York Central, or the Erie. 

Mr, LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. I can not yield just now. The gentleman from 
New York [Mr. LaGuarpra] in an effort to cover up his 
advocacy of the sale to the Lackawanna Railroad has dragged 
in two other railroads. No one has ever heard of them in 
connection with this proposition until the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. LaGuardia] attempted to draw a red herring 
across the trail. I have never heard that the New York Cen- 
tral Railroad was interested in this proposition. I have never 
heard that the Erie was interested in it; I have never heard 
that the Lehigh Valley was interested in it, nor haye I ever 
heard of a single railroad that objected to the Lackawanna 
acquiring this road until the gentleman from New York, in 
order to confuse the issue, tried to change what is an issue 
between publie control of this utility and private control into 
a quarrel between railroads, without submitting to the House 
one bit of evidence to sustain his position. 

Mr. LaGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman now 
yield. 

Mr. MILLS. Yes. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. The gentleman made reference to what 
I stated about the counsel of this port authortiy. The gentle- 
man knows that before the committees of the legislatures and 
before the city government: 

Mr. MILLS. Oh, I yielded for a question and not for a 
speech. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. That this gentleman made absolute as- 
surance that the State of New York would not be called upon 
to meet any deficit of the port authority, and I call the gen- 
tleman’s attention to the testimony of Mr. Cohen before the 
House committee, on page 17 of the hearings, in which this 
same gentleman, whom the gentleman from New York is now 
protecting, speaks as follows: i 


In addition to that we must not forget that the port authority is 
the official governmental representative of the States of New York 
and New Jersey, and a deficit of $1,000,000 in any year is not enough 
to break the States of New York and New Jersey. They would have 
to meet the problem as to whether or not the port authority should 
have an appropriation to make up that deficit. We do not like to 
talk about that. 


Is that an honorable position to take? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, I ask that the gentleman’s time 
be extended for five minutes, if he desires it. 

Mr. MILLS. I thank the gentleman from Georgia; I do 
not think that that question requires an answer. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Will the gentleman yield for a 
question 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Georgia? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. As I understand from the gentle- 
man, the port authority does not involve any private interests 
whatever? ¢ 

Mr. MILLS. No. The port authority is a creation of the 
States of New York and New Jersey and consists of a com- 
mission of six members appointed by the goyernors of the 
two States to cooperate in the development of the port of 
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AH York under a treaty ratified by the Congress of the United 
tates. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Does not the gentleman think that 
the acquisition of this so-called belt line by the port authority 
would be preferable to the acquisition by any private interests 
or by the city of Hoboken? 

Mr. MILLS. I am inclined to believe that that is so, but it 
seems to me that if the city of Hoboken requires this little 
stretch of railroad, and then in addition to that is in a position 
to negotiate with the United States Government for the pur- 
chase of the old German pier, a very satisfactory solution will 
have been reached, because the city of Hoboken will then be in 
a position to operate the railroad in connection with those 
piers, and that is the best form of operation from the stand- 
point of operating efficiency. 

Mr. EAGAN. I would like to say that is the main purpose 
of the city of Hoboken in acquiring the shore road or seeking 
to acquire it—the question of taxes and the getting of the pier 
properties as well as this little connecting railroad. 

Mr, BOYLAN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. I will. 

Mr. BOYLAN. For a question. Is it not a fact that in the 
appointment of the three commissioners from the State of New 
York that the city of New York, owning all the water front, 
has nothing to say about the designation or appointment of any 
of the commission? 

Mr. MILLS. I would say to the gentleman what I have 
already said, fhat the commissioners are-appointed by the 
governors of the States, and the city of New York to-day has no 
particular kick, because one of its most distinguished sons 
happens to be goyernor. 

Mr. BOYLAN. That does not happen to answer the ques- 
tion, The gentleman does not answer the question. The city 
has absolutely no voice in the appointment or designation of 
any of the commissioners. 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman 
rise? 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. In opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. There is no further debate in order ex- 
cept by unanimous consent. 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. I ask unanimous consent to proceed 
for two minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 
The Chair hears none. 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, the only question in 
the mind of the Committee on Military Affairs, to which this 
bill was referred, was the one of public policy, whether it 
was preferable that the War Department should continue to 
hold and operate this road which it did not need or should 
turn it over to another public agency for operation in the 
general public interest, and the Port of New York Authority 
appeared to the committee to be the appropriate public agency, 
not only from the standpoint of the shippers of New York, but 
the shippers of all the country for the handling of this road 
in the interest of all the commerce of that port and all the 
commerce of the country. That is all there is to this proposi- 
tion. The Shipping Board has been referred to here. The 
Shipping Board heartily indorses the proposal to turn this 
over to the Port of New York Authority. Further, I submit, 
gentlemen, with all due deference to the gentleman from New 
Jersey, who speaks here for the city of Hoboken, that the Port 
of New York Authority, representing all the municipalities 
and all the interests that go to make up the port of New York, 
is a more appropriate public agency to operate this road than 
the city of Hoboken, which is but one of the municipalities 
concerned. = 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the mo- 
tion of the gentleman from New York to strike out the enacting 
clause. 

The question was taken, and the motion was rejected. 

Mr. FAGAN. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer the following 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New Jersey offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

On page 1, line 5, after the words “sell to,” strike ont the balance 
of tle line and all of line 6 and the words “of War,“ at the begin- 
ning of line 7, and insert in lieu thereof the words “the city of 
Hoboken.” 

On page 1, line 9, after the word “ Road,” strike out balance of 
the line and all of lines 10 and 11 on page 1. 

On page 2 strike out all of lines 1, 2, 3, and 4 and the word 
“ Congress at the beginning of line 5. 


[After a pause.] 


On page 2, lines 6 and 7, strike out the words Port of New York 
Authority“ and Insert the words “city of Hoboken.” 

On page 2, lines 23 and 24, strike out the words “Port of New 
York Authority” and insert the words “ city of Hoboken.” 

On page 3, lines 4 and 5, strike out the words “ Port of New York 
Authority” and insert the words “ city of Hoboken.” 

On page 4, line 12, after the word “same,” strike out the colon, 
insert a period, and strike out the balance of the line and all of lines 
13 to 21, inclusive, so it will read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, 
authorized, for such sum and on such terms and conditions as he may 
deem best, to sell to the city of Hoboken the stock of the Hoboken 
Manufacturers’ Railroad Co., said corporation being the lessee of the 
line known as the Hoboken Shore Road; and the Secretary is au- 
thorized and empowered to take and accept In lieu of cash the bonds of 
the sald city of Hoboken, secured by such lien as the Secretary in his 
discretion may determine is proper and sufficient; and upon such ac- 
quisition the said railroad shall continue to be operated In intrastate, 
interstate, and foreign commerce and in accordance with the provisions 
of the said comprehensive plan for the development of the port and 
the improvement of commerce and navigation: Provided, That the 
operation of said railroad in intrastate, interstate, and foreign com- 
merce shall be subject to the jurisdiction of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission in the same manner and to the same extent as would be 
the case if this act had not been passed: Provided further, That the 
Secretary shall attach such conditions to such transfer as shall insure 
the use of such railroad facility by the United States in the event of 
war or other national emergency: Provided further, That in order to 
facilitate the interchange of freight between rail and water facilities, 
such railroad, if acquired by the city of Hoboken hereunder shall be 
operated in coordination with the pliers and docks adjacent thereto so 
long as sald piers and docks are owned and operated by the United 
States Government or by any agency thereof, or by any corporation a 
majority of whose stock is owned by the United States: Provided jur- 
ther, That ff the city of Hoboken fails to agree npon terms and condi- 
tions of sale which are considered satisfactory by the Secretary of War, 
he is hereby authorized to sell and dispose cf the stock of the Hoboken 
Manufacturers’ Raflroad Co. or all or any part of the real and personal 
property of the Hoboken Manufacturers’ Railroad Co. to any purchaser 
er purchasers upon such terms and conditions as he may deem best, 
subject, nevertheless, to the provisos herein above stated: Provided 
further, That if the Secretary of War shall deem it to be in the public 
interest that any real or personal property owned by the said Hoboken 
Manufacturers’ Railroad Co. not connected with the railroad itself 
should be separately disposed of or held for later disposition, he is 
hereby authorized to cause such property to be transferred from the 
said Hoboken Manufacturers“ Railroad Co. to the United States, and 
thereafter to sell the same upon such terms as he deems best, or if 
more expedient, he is hereby authorized to form a corporation to ac- 
quire such property, and is authorized to cause such property, or any 
part thereof, to be transferred from the sald Hoboken Manufacturers’ 
Railroad Co. to such new corporations so organized and to accept in 
place thereof the stock of such new corporation, and to hold the same 
until such time as he secures what he shall deem to be a fair and 
reasonable price for such property, at which time he is authorized to 
sell said property in whole er in part or the stock in thé said new 
corporation to which such property is transferred on such terms and 
conditions as in his judgment will best promote the public interest, and 
the Secretary of War is further authorized to make and impose any 
terms, conditions, or reservations necessary to effectuate the purpose 
hereof, and to enter into such contracts as will effectuate the same.“ 


Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order against 
the amendment on the ground that it is not germane under 
Rule XVI, where it is provided that an individual proposition 
may not be substituted for another individual proposition, even 
though they may belong to the same class. The object of the 
amendment is to substitute the city of Hoboken for the New 
York Port Authority. 

Mr. EAGAN. Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this bill is to 
authorize the Secretary of War to dispose of the stock of the 
Hoboken Manufacturers Railroad Co. There are other propo- 
sitions in the bill—propositions affecting taxes and propositions 
affecting other property—which is not to be turned over to 
the Port of New York Authority. 

It seems to me, Mr, Chairman, that it is in order to offer 
an amendment to the effect that this property should go to 
the city of Hoboken, and particularly since the gentleman from 
New York has already stated that the Port Authority of New 
York would withdraw its offer, and in that way permit the 
city of Hoboken, if it can secure the necessary legislation 
from the New Jersey Legislature—and I believe it can—to 
acquire the property. I think this technical objection ought 
not to be raised, Mr. Chairman, and I think the point of order 
should be overruled. 
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Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I would like to be heard 
on the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear the gentleman. 

Mr. LaGUARDIA. The purpose and intent of the bill is 
not to dispose of this property, because the Secretary of War 
has authority to dispose of this property under existing law. 
The sole purpose of the bill is to authorize the Secretary of 
War to accept bonds instead of cash. 

Now, if there were any amendment that would change that 
intent, clearly it would not be germane under the rules of the 
House. But the amendment of the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. Eagan] does not disturb the real purpose of the bill, to 
wit, to so change existing law as to permit the Secretary of 
War to accept bonds instead of cash, but simply substitutes 
the agency that is to issue the bonds for the property in 
question. I submit that does not change the purpose of the 
bill by substituting the city of Hoboken for the New York Port 
Authority. It permits the property to be disposed of. It 
does not change the property of the Hoboken Railroad“ and 
put in “the ferry from Norfolk.“ If it were to authorize 
paper money of a foreign country, it would be different. But 
it leaves undisturbed the very purpose of the bill, and that 
is to permit the Secretary of War to accept bonds, which he 
has not power to do under existing law, and it permits him 
simply to aecept the bonds of the city of Hoboken instead of 
those of the Port Authority of New York. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair must admit that the question 
raised here is not as clear or as free from doubt as he would 
like to have it. It is the general rule and well established 
that to one specific proposition another may not be added by 
way of amendment, because it would not be germane to the 
original specific proposition. The rule as to germane amend- 
ments is that no proposition on a subject different from that 
under consideration shall be admitted under color of an amend- 
ment.“ The question always arises as to what is the subject 
under consideration,” as these terms are used under the rule. 
The case in hand is not clear, because there are a number of 
substantive elements entering into it. After such casual ex- 
amination as the Chair has been able to give to the question 
it would seem that the subject matter under consideration in 
the bill is the disposition of certain property and the accept- 
ance therefor of bonds instead of cash. The proposed- amend- 
ment makes no substantial change in this regard. It there- 
fore seems to the Chair that this is not a new proposition ou 
a different subject, since it only substitutes one proposed re- 
cipient of the property for another. In effect, it is the striking 
out of one person or one entity and inserting in place of ‘it 
another. 

The subject matter of the bill being to dispose of certain 
property and ito authorize the Secretary of War to accept a 
certain kind or character of security ‘for the property, the 
amendment would strike out the port of New York as the 
recipient and insert the eity of Hoboken. The subject under 
consideration remains the same, and even the manner of its 
disposition remains substantially the same, except as to the 
one to whom the disposition is made. It seems to the Chair 
that this alone is not sufficient to bring the amendment under 
the prohibition of the rule. The Chair, therefore, overrules the 
point of order. 

Mr. EAGAN. Mr. Chairman, the purpose of the amendment 
is to permit the city of Hoboken to acquire the stock of the 
Hoboken Manufacturers’ Railroad Co., the corporation which 
owns the lease of the Hoboken Shore Road. 

Now, gentlemen of the committee, one of the reasons why 
Hoboken is so vitally interested in this proposition, as I stated 
on Saturday when the bill was up under general debate, is 
that loboken has lost upward of 83,000,000 in taxes on the 
pier properties, which adjoin the rrilroad property. It is gen- 
erally agreed, and in the report of the port authority dated 
January 24, 1925, it is asserted repeatedly that the railroad 
property and the pier properties should be in one undivided 
ownership. That is an additional and a very important reason. 

The purpose of my amendment is to get for the city of 
Hoboken the shore railroad property. The chief purpose 
which Hoboken has in mind in acquiring this sLore railroad 
is that it hopes ulti -ately to alsó acquire the pier properties. 

Mr. BRIGGS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EAGAN. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. BRIGGS. Your amendment does not contemplate any 
acquisition of the pier property at this time? 

Mr. BAGAN. No. 

Mr. BRIGGS. It is now owned by the United States, is it 
not, and operated by the Shipping Board? 

Mr. BACAN. The pier properties are operated by the Ship- 
ping Board, but the title is vested in the United States; and 


that is the reason why we have not been getting our taxes on 
the piers for six years. 

Mr. BRIGGS. Why -did the Shipping Board take this over? 

Mr. EAGAN. It was provided under the merchant marine 
act that the Shipping Board, as the proper commercial agency 
of the Government, should operate the piers. 

Mr. BRIGGS. Why did it not acquire the railroad? 

Mr. EAGAN. I do not know. The War Department, of 
course, has the railroad now. 

Mr. BRIGGS. I thought it was stated cn the floor of the 
House that the War Department did not favor turning it over 
to the Shipping Board, and that the Shipping Board wanted 
some other municipality or the port authority to acquire it. 

Mr. HAGAN. The port authority is willing, and the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. Mitts] will bear me out, that the 
property be given to the city of Hoboken, and that is the sole 
purpose of my amendment. 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Will the gentleman give way for one 
question? 

Mr. EAGAN. Yes; a brief question. 

Mr. ‘WAINWRIGHT. I am sure the gentleman does not 
wish to mislead the committee. Is it not a fact that all of the 
municipal taxes which have been levied on this railroad have 
been paid to the city of Hoboken and that what the gentleman 
was referring to as a loss of taxes was on the piers? 

Mr. BAGAN. Yes. ‘That has been stated repeatedly and I 
thought I had made that clear. 

Gentlemen, I hope this amendment will prevail. I want to 
call attention to the specific commitment of the port authority 
as to this question of Hoboken acquiring the Hoboken Shore 
Line Railroad—and ultimately the piers. In its report, dated 
January 24, 1925, which I have here in my hand, on page 26, 
the port authority says: 


The United States Shipping Board has requested that the Hoboken 
Shore Line Rallroad be transferred to its possession. The port au- 
thority is in hearty accord with this request; it suggests, as alterna- 
tives, the acquirement of the terminal railroad and piers by the city 
of Hoboken, by the State of New Jersey, or by the port authority in 
its bi-State and Federal capacity, in order to develop a modern com- 
bined ocean and rall steamship terminus, under public control, and to 
prevent the development at this point of a private and exclusive ter- 
minal which would add to the mounting costs of doing business at 
New York. 


Then on page 24 of the report I find this language: 
This railroad at Hoboken— 


That is, the Hoboken Shore Line— 


together with the piers formerly owned by the Hamburg-Ameriean and 
North German Lloyd Companies, now held by the Shipping Board, 
forms the most important direct rail to steamship communication 
at the port of New York now in public hands. The port authority 
maintains that it should be kept in public hands; it does not insist that 
the port authority become the owner. 


Now, I can not understand, in view of this language, why 
there has been all of this agitation and all of this pressure 
about getting this bill through in this particular form. I 
submit that the proper thing to do is to adopt the amendment 
I have proposed, in order that the city of Hoboken may ‘get 
the property. 

Mr. McKHOWN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EAGAN. Nes. 

Mr. McKEOWN. The proposition here is ‘to acquire the 
stock of this railroad? 

Mr. BAGAN. Yes. 

Mr. McCKEOWN. Does that railroad own, control, or have 
anything to do with these piers? 

Mr. EAGAN. No; it has nothing directly to do with the 
piers, but the railroad connects with the pier properties, and 
the ownership of the two properties ought to be in one hand. 

Mr. MeKEOWN. ‘The gentleman’s idea is that Hoboken 
ought to own the stock of the railroad company? 

Mr. BAGAN. Yes. And legislation to that end is pending 
now; that is, giving Hoboken authority to issue bonds without 
respect to the debt limit. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EAGAN. Yes. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Suppose the city of Hoboken does not 
purchase this property, under the gentleman's amendment 
would the port authority have the right to purchase it? 

Mr. HAGAN. Not under my amendment, but if my amend- 
ment is adopted, the proponents of the bill can offer an amend- 
ment authorizing the Secretary of War, if Hoboken does not 
purchase the property, to sell it to the port authority. If the 
port authority could sell its bonds and offer cash for the prop- 
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erty the Secretary of War, under existing law, could sell the 
Hoboken Manufacturers’ Railroad Co, to the port authority, 
or to anyone else who offers cash for the property. I want 
to say, in answer to the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
LrytHicum] that Hoboken is willing to lease the railroad, after 
it acquires it, to the port authority. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. But they might not be able to agree 
wa terms with the War Department; they might not come to- 
gether on terms. 

Mr. EAGAN. I think they will be able to do that. Let 
me say that the city of Hoboken is ready to match the offer 
made by the port authority and is willing to go further. The 
city of Hoboken is ready to sell its own bonds and turn over 
the cash to the War Department, and to that extent, I submit, 
its offer is much better than the offer of the port authority 
to give its 4 per cent bonds. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EAGAN. Yes. 

Mr. McSWAIN. I am very much in sympathy with the 
amendment the gentleman has offered. i 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
Jersey has expired. 

Mr. McSWAIN, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 

hat the tleman have three minutes more. 

3 rhe CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from South Carolina asks 
unanimous consent that the gentleman from New Jersey may 
proceed for three additional minutes. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Would it not be fair to put a time limit 
in the bill within which the city of Hoboken might deal with 
the War Department as to this property, so that at the end 
of that time if another act of Congress should be necessary 
to enable the port authority to acquire it we might go ahead 

ss another act? 
ant HAGAN. What is the gentleman’s thought about the 
me limit? 
5 Mr. McSWAIN. I should say December 1, 1925. I should 
think that would be sufficient time. 

Mr. EAGAN. I should think they ought to have a longer 
time than that. Probably one year’s time should be sufficient. 

Mr. FAIRCHILD. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EAGAN. Yes. x 

Mr. FAIRCHILD, Why should not the gentleman from New 
Jersey bring in an amendment in alternative form, providing 
for negotiations on the part of either the port authority or the 
city of Hoboken, so that if the city of Hoboken fails to get 
the power which it does not have at the present time it will still 
be possible for the port authority to purchase the property. 

Mr. EAGAN. I think the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Milrs!] answered that question, and if my amendment is agreed 
to, the gentleman, or any other gentleman interested, can move 
as an alternative proposition to amend the bill so that the 
port authority may acquire it if the Secretary of War and the 
city of Hoboken do not » gree as to terms. 

Mr. FAIRCHILD. Is it not true, if the gentleman’s amend- 
ment is agreed to and the State of New Jersey fails to give the 
necessary power to the city of Hoboken, that then the only 
alternative would be to sell to the Lackawanna Railroad? 

Mr. EAGAN. I do not think so, and I am sure we can trust 
the Secretary of War. If these great results are going to 
flow to all of the country I do not think the Secretary of War 
would sell to any railroad corporation if by so doing he would 
defeat the plans of the port authority. 

Mr. FAIRCHILD. But the door would be closed both to the 
port authority and to the city of Hoboken. 

Mr. EAGAN, Is not the gentleman willing to trust the 
Secretary of War? 

Mr. FAIRCHILD. Yes. But my question is: Why not 
have your amendment include both the port authority and the 
city of Hoboken? 

Mr. EAGAN, I would suggest that the gentleman vote for 
my amendment and then offer the other amendment he is 
talking about, and I will support it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
Jersey has again expired. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Will the gentleman yield be- 
fore he begins his statement? 

Mr. MILLS. Very gladly. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Will the gentleman explain 
how this proposition can be carried out in view of public reso- 
lution 66 of the Sixty-seventh Congress, which approved the 
comprehensive plan wherein route 13, this specific railroad, is 
included within the port authority development? How can 
Congress now take it out of that development by means of the 
amendment to the bill which is now offered? 


Mr. MILLS. I will answer that in this way. Very obvi- 
cusly, if the port authority can not acquire it by reason of the 
fact that the Secretary of War sells to some other party, it is 
not in a position to carry out the comprehensive plan; but, as 
a matter of fact, I also want to point out to the committee if 
enis se ae is adopted for all practical purposes this bill 
s dead. 

The gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. HAcan] has not con- 
fined himself to suggesting that the Secretary of War may sell 
to the city of Hoboken or the port authority. The gentleman 
has taken out the words “ port authority” entirely and substi- 
tuted the words “city of Hoboken.” It so happens the city of 
Hoboken to-day has not the legal authority to buy this prop- 
erty. If the legislature of New Jersey refuses to grant the 
authority, the city of Heboken can not buy, irrespective of 
what we write in this bill, 

Mr. FAIRCHILD. Will my colleague allow an interruption? 

Mr. MILLS. Let me finish this statement first. On the other 
hand, if we strike out the words “ port authority” the Secre- 
tary of War will not have the authority to sell to the Port of 
New York Authority of the States of New York and New 
Jersey. The result will be Hoboken can not buy under her 
own law, the port authority can not buy under the laws of the 
United States because we have refused the authority to the 
Secretary of War. Whom can he sell to therefore—some pri- 


vate corporation? 
Mr. McSWAIN, Will the gentleman yield? 
Yes. 


Mr. MILLS. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Did the gentleman know when he was mak- 
ing his remarks a few moments ago that the city of Hoboken 
had no authority under her charter to buy? 

Mr. MILLS. Yes; but I want to say to the gentleman—— 

Mr. McSWAIN. Would it not be fair then, in conformity 
with the previous remarks of the gentleman, to offer an amend- 
ment to the amendment of the gentleman from New Jersey 
putting it in the alternative? 

Mr. MILLS. I want to say to the gentleman, yery frankly, 
that I worked yesterday on that very proposition and I am 
absolutely satisfied it is not necessary. In other words, I am 
absolutely satisfied that as this bill is drawn to-day the Sec- 
retary of War, if the port authority withdraws, may sell to the 
city of Hoboken. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. Yes. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Is it not also a fact that if 
this bill were passed, the Secretary of War could also sell to 
the city of Hoboken? 

Mr. MILLS. Unquestionably, and the city of Hoboken is 
amply protected because I have here a telegram from the 
chairman of the port authority stating that if the city of 
Hoboken gets authority from the Legislature of the State of 
New Jersey, it will withdraw its offer in favor of the city of 
Hoboken, and it seems to me, in view of that statement, the 
wise thing for my friend, the gentleman from New Jersey, to 
do is to withdraw his amendment, rather than insist on an 
amendment which will destroy the bill and which two or three 
months from now may result in compelling the Secretary of 
War to sell to a private corporation, for which situation my 
friend from New Jersey would find himself entirely responsible. 

Mr. BOYLAN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. I yield to my colleague from New York. ; 

Mr. BOYLAN. Is it not a fact that at the present time the 
Secretary of War could sell this railroad to the port authority 
for cash? 

Mr. MILLS. Yes; I think that is true, but the Secretary 
of War does not believe he is justified in accepting the only 
offer that has been made by the port authority, and that is to 
sell for bonds. 

Mr. McKEOWN. 

Mr. MILLS. Yes. 

Mr. MeKEOWN. In selling the stock of this railroad, will 
the Secretary of War hold a lien on that stock or will he just 
take the bonds of the port authority? 

Mr. MILLS. I assume, of course, that in order to amply 
protect the United States Government, the Secretary of War 
will take all of the stock as collateral security. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
York has expired. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the gentleman may have one additional minute, 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McSWAIN. I would like to ask the gentleman this 
question. If the gentleman from New Jersey [Nr. Haasan] 


Will the gentleman yield there? 


should withdraw the amendment now pending, would the gentle- 
man from New York oppose a proviso at the end of the bill 
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as it is now printed to this effect: Provided, That the Secre- 
tary of War is hereby authorized to sell to the city of Hoboken 
within the period of one year from the passage of this act 
upon the terms herein before authorized to be sold to the New 
York Port Authority. 

Mr. MILLS. I want to say to the gentleman I do not oppose 
it in principle; I am in favor of it. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Exactly. 

Mr. MILLS. But I am very reluctant to see any bill amended 
in a haphazard way on the floor of the House because we are 
never in a position to know whether we are amending it cor- 
rectly or what new situations we are creating. 

In principle I agree with the gentleman. I spent a large 
part of yesterday considering that same proposition, and I 
want to say to the gentleman I concluded that that is not 
necessary, because the Secretary of War to-day has authority 
to sell to the city of Hoboken. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Exactly; but what assurance have we 
if this bill passes; the port authority will stand aside and 
let the Secretary of War sell to the city of Hoboken? 

Mr. MILLS. I want to say to the gentleman that I have a 
telegram here from the chairman of the port authority agree- 
ing to stand aside. 

Mr. McSWAIN. For how long? 

Mr. MILLS. They will wait, I assume, until the Legislature 
of the State of New Jersey adjourns. 

Mr. McSWAIN. I just wanted it to be definite. 

Mr. MILLS. It is absolutely definite. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Is that telegram in the RECORD? 

Mr. MILLS. I will put it in the Recorp at this point. 

The telegram referred to follows: 


New Tonk, N. Y., February 16, 1925. 
Congressman OGDEN L. MILLS, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 

You may say in connection with your bill that port authority re 
gards its bonds as better than present stock ownership by Government 
in railroad. If it were not for paramount public interest port author- 
ity withdraw its bid. If New Jersey or Hoboken wants to buy the 
property, port authority will withdraw. Your bill will permit this 
even if passed. Why is not our assurance accepted in good faith, 
that if we acquire the property we shall pay local taxes. Efforts to 
throw discredit upon port authority should be interpreted in the 
light of prior opposition to its creation by certain individuals who 
could now seek justify that earlier opposition. 

Jovian A, GREGORY, Chairman, 


THE SENATE 


The committee informally rose; and Mr. Srynorr haying 
taken the chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message from the 
Senate by Mr. Craven, its Chief Clerk, announced that the 
Senate had passed without amendment bills of the following 
titles: 

H. R. 4548. An act authorizing the Secretary of Commerce 
to acquire by condemnation or otherwise a certain tract of 
land in the District of Columbia for enlargement of the present 
site of the Bureau of Standards; and 

H. R. 9095. An act to incorporate the American War Mothers. 

The message also announced that the Senate had agreed to 
the amendments of the House of Representatives to bills of the 
following titles: 

S. 1918, An act relative to’officers in charge of publie build- 
ings and grounds in the District of Columbia: 

8. 3648. An act granting to the county authorities of San 
Juan County, State of Washington, a right of way for county 
roads over certain described tracts of land on the abandoned 
military reservations on Lopez and Shaw Islands, and for 
other purposes ; 

8. 3895. An act to authorize the coinage of silver 50-cent 
pieces in commemoration of the one hundred and fiftieth anni- 
versary of the Battle of Bennington and the independence of 
Vermont, in commemoration of the seventy-fifth anniversary of 
the udmission of California into the Union, and in commemora- 
tion of the one hundredth anniversary of the founding of Fort 
paara er, State of Washington; 

S. 3760. An act to amend in certain particulars the national 
defense act of June 8, 1916, as amended, and for other pur- 
poses; 

S. J. Res. 95. Joint resolution to authorize the American Na- 
tional Red Cross to continue the use of temporary buildings 
now erected on square No. 172, Washington, D. C.; and 

S. J. Res. 172. Joint resolution to authorize the appropriation 
of certain amonnts for the Yuma irrigation project, Arizona, 
and for other purposes. 


MESSAGE FROM 


HOBOKEN SHORE LINE 


The committee resumed its session. 
Mr. WELLER. Mr, Chairman, the proposition which is now 


before the Congress and before this committee is the proposi- 


tion that was inaugurated in the Sixty-sixth Congress at the 
time the Port of New York Authority was created. At that 


time the bill specifically provided for a comprehensive scheme 


of transit and freight development of the entire port of New 
York, taking into consideration the city of New York and its 
neighbors, and the two rivers, the bay, Staten Island, Long 
Island, and New Jersey as a part of that development, This 
scheme was what was known as Belt No. 13, or Schedule 13, in 
the bill that was passed. Schedule 13 is the Hoboken Railroad. 
I have great sympathy with the distinguished gentleman from 
New Jersey. I think his position is one that requires considera- 
tion, But, gentlemen of the committee, we in New York have 
been considering this matter for the last four years, and 


| this amendment at this time may be ill considered. I have 


not had an opportunity to examine the language of the amend- 
ment. I see that no harm can come to the gentleman from New 
Jersey and his constituents, and especially the city of Hoboken, 
because the bill is not mandatory on the Secretary of War 
to recognize the port authority. It is not mandatory on him 
to sell it to the port authority, but the port authority is in a 
position net only by reason of study and experience but by 
the agencies at its demand now to go ahead one step in the com- 
prehensive scheme of four years ago and operate Belt 13. 

This is the first step and the amendment that is offered at 
this time, if I can listen to its reading correctly, is not elaborat- 
ing this bill in any iota, except that it is intended to insert 
in the bill the city of Hoboken. We have no assurance, gentle- 
men, that the Legislature of the State of New Jersey will in its 
wisdom see fit to authorize the city of Hoboken to acquire this 
property. 

Mr. EAGAN. Legislation was passed several years ago 
authorizing the city to take over the Shore Road and pier prop- 
erty, and additional legislation is needed now because they have 
reached the debt limit. 

Mr, O'CONNOR of New York. What has the city of Hoboken 
been doing all these years before the time that the port 
authority acquired the property? 

Mr. EAGAN. Knocking at the doors of Congress. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Did the city of Hoboken have 
to come to Congress to authorize the Secretary of War to sell 
the property to it? 

Mr. EAGAN. The other question, a very much bigger ques- 
tion was that of the piers. 

Mr. WELLER. I can not allow gentlemen to take any 
more of my time. Gentlemen, I sympathize in the position of 
the gentleman from New Jersey, but I think at this time this 
bill ought not to be interfered with in any way, but passed in 
conformity with what the committee has already done. 

Mr. BOYLAN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WELLER. I will. 

Mr. BOYLAN. I want to ask the gentleman if he has. read 
this comprehensive plan? 

Mr. WELLER. Yes; I have. 

Mr, BOYLAN. Whether or not the gentleman thinks the 
comprehensive plan should be carried out within a period of 
the next 300 years? 

Mr. WELLER. Yes; I am satisfied the plan which has been 
inaugurated by the engineers and counsel and members of the 
commission, with the help of Congress, can be carried out 
within the next 10 years, and this is the first step. 

Now, with reference to the position of the Secretary of War: 
The Secretary of War, if you sell this property to the port 
authority, has jurisdiction to come in and take over the prop- 
erty and operate the railroad in the event of a war. That is 
specifically reserved, and also the port authority must recog- 
nize the jurisdiction of the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

Mr. FAIRCHILD. Will the gentieman yield? 

Mr. WELLER. Yes, 

Mr. FAIRCHILD. The amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from New Jersey strikes out the public agency that has 
the right to buy and substitutes a public agency that has no 
right to buy and may never acquire the right to purchase? 

Mr. WELLER. Certainly; and I want to say a word in 
reference to the gentleman from New York, my colleague, who 
refers to the man who represents as counsel the port authority. 
Julius Henry Cohen is a lawyer of experience in the city of 
New York, selected by the Governor of New York, a lawyer of 
standing in the community, a lawyer who appeared before the 
Committee on Military Affairs in this matter, and who has 
been recognized as a lawyer of repute in our city. He is a 
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member of the Supreme Court bar, and the reflection that was 
cast on him by the gentleman from New York should be with- 
drawn, in spite of the attempt that he is making to justify 
himself, 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Has the gentleman read page 27? 

Mr. WELLER. I heard what the gentleman read and an- 
ticipated that that is what he calls his justification. I say he 
is not justified in any particular. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
York has expired. 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate 
on this amendment be now closed. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York moves 
that all debate on the pending amendment be now closed. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. BAGAN]. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
HadAN) there were 23 ayes and 67 noes. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. McSwain: Page 4, line 21, after the 
word “taxation,” strike out the period, insert a comma, and add the 
following: “Provided, That for one year after the approval of this act 
the Secretary of War is authorized to sell the same property to the city 
of Hoboken, N. J., on the same terms herein authorized as relate to the 
sale to the Port of New York Authority.” 


Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, I did not vote for the amendment of the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. Eacan] for the reason that if his amendment 
had been adopted, and if the city of Hoboken should not have 
been able to purchase, either for lack of funds or lack of au- 
thority, it would then be necessary to accomplish the purpose 
we all have in mind, to wit, to hold this property in the hands 
of some public authority rather than to let it get into the hands 
of a selfish private interest, to come back to Congress and have 
another bill passed authorizing the sale to the Port of New 
York Authority. The only result of my amendment is to give 
the city of Hoboken virtually an option, a prior right of nego- 
tiation for a period of one year, so that if she has not the 
money she can try to borrow it, and if she has not the authority 
she can appeal to the Legislature of the State of New Jerscy. 
The gentleman from New York [Mr. Murs] was entirely fair 
in his remarks, and as he was making them I said to the gen- 
tleman sitting beside me, Why, the fight is over; there is no 
controversy between the Port of New York Authority and the 
city of Hoboken. The lion and the lamb have lain down to- 
gether.” Now, in order to make it sure that there will be no 
slip as to the rights of the city of Hoboken, I appeal to both 
sides to come in and let Hoboken have a year. The Port of 
New York Authority says that if Hoboken will only buy it they 
are satisfied. We all want to keep it out of the hands of some 
private interest. Give the city of Hoboken the right to have 
the railroad, and from the profit she will get from running it 
she may be able to recoup herself for the loss of taxes that 
she has suffered by reason of its passing into the Governments 
hands. I ask you gentlemen to support the amendment in the 
interest of fairness, and I hope the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. Mitts] will not oppose it. If it is not correct in form, if 
it is inartistic, I would be very glad to have the gentleman 
amend it. 

Mr. MILLS. As far as I am concerned, I shall be willing 
to accept it with one or two amendments. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Yes. 

Mr. MILLS. It does not seem to me that the time should 
extend for so long a period as a year, but for a reasonable 
time after the probable adjournment of the New Jersey Legis- 
lature. I see no sense in tying up the property for a year. 
I would suggest June 1. 

Mr. McSWAIN. When will the Legislature of New Jersey 
probably adjourn? 

Mr. EAGAN. I think the legislature will probably adjourn 
abont the Ist of May. 

Mr. McSWAIN. They ought to have more time than June 1. 
It would take some time to issue the bonds. 

Mr. MOREHEAD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McSWAIN. Yes. 

Mr. MOREHEAD. Is not the principal contention here in 
this matter as to whether the port authority acquires title by 
paying cash or giving questionable securities? It would seem 
to me that the Government is without representation here in 
this matter. 


Mr. McSWAIN. Oh, we are representing the whole Ameri- 
ean people in trying to get this thing out of the hands of the 
Delaware & Lackawanna Railroad. I believe we are repre- 
senting the interest of the people whose crops, cotton and 
wheat and corn and other products, go through that port. 

Mr. MOREHEAD. Is not the port authority largely a 
myth, without any financial responsibility? Many times it has 
been stated here that they expect to acquire $500,000,000 or 
$600,000,000 worth of property, and yet they come to the Gov- 
ernment to acquire a million dollars’ worth of property by 
giving some questionable securities. 

Mr. McSWAIN, I believe the gentleman is surely willing 
to let this property pass to the city of Hoboken dollar for 
dollar and bond for bond on the same terms as to the Port of 
New York Authority, and that is all there is to the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McSWAIN. Yes. 

Mr. SCHAFER. The gentleman is interested in keeping this 
railroad from the railroad corporations, to protect all of the 
public, not only in the city of New York but throughout the 
country. ; 

Mr. McSWAIN. Yes. 

Mr. SCHAFER. Would not the best way of giving protec- 
tion be to have the Federal Government operate that railroad? 

Mr. McSWAIN. I am not an engineer, and I can not tell 
whether the Federal Government can operate a locomotive 
or not. 

The CHAIRMAN. 
Carolina has expired. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman's time be extended for a minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

5 WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. McSWAIN. Tes. 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. What would prevent the city of 
Hoboken immediately after it acquired this railroad from 
making a 99-year lease of it to the Delaware, Lackawanna & 
Western, or one of the railroads in Hoboken, or of selling it 
to one of these railroads? 

Mr. McSWAIN. Nothing that I know of. 

Mr. FAGAN. ‘The city of Hoboken officials assure me abso- 
lutely that they will ledse the property to the Port of New 
York Authority if they acquire it. 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. It seems to me that that is hardly 
the kind of assurance on which Congress should rely in an 
important matter of this kind. 

Mr. LaGUARDIA. And what is to prevent the Port of 
New York Authority from selling it or leasing it? 

Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
to modify the amendment in the form in which I sent it to 
the desk. 

The CHAIRMAN, 
fied amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Modified amendment of Mr. McSwain: Page 4, line 21, after the 
word taxation,“ strike out the period, insert a comma, and add the 
following: “ Provided, That to and including August 1, 1925, the 
Secretary of War is authorized and empowered to sell to the city of 
Hoboken, N. J., on the same terms herein authorized as relate to a 
sale to the Port of New York Authority.” 


The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the original amend- 
ment will be withdrawn. Is there objection? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, reserving the 
right to object, I will ask the gentleman from South Carolina, 
Does this amendment provide that he shall give a preferential 
right? Of course, if it does not, probably the same pressure 
might be brought to bear on the Secretary of War as seems 
here to go ahead and sell to the port authority. He ought to 
have a preferential right if the amendment is to be made 
effective. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the substitution will 
be made, and the gentleman from Texas offers an amendment, 
which the Clerk will report. > 

Mr. HOLADAY. Mr. Chairman—— : 
cine CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman 

se 

Mr. HOLADAY. To oppose the amendment. I ask consent 
to address the House for one minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will recognize the gentleman 
in a minute, as soon as the parliamentary situation is cleared. 
1 Clerk will report the amendment of the gentleman from 

exas. 


The time of the gentleman from South 


The Clerk will report the proposed modi- 
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The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment to the amendment offered by Mr. McSwarx: After the 
word “authority” in the last line of the amendment insert, “And 
antil such time the city of Hoboken, N. J., shall have a preferential 
right to purchase the said property.” 


Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, 
I only offer this amendment to effectuate what I thought was 
the intent of the gentleman from South Carolina. I recognize 
his service on the Committee on Military Affairs entitled him 
to his views, which have very mueh weight, and I am frank 
to say that I shall be influenced by the gentleman's views on 
this measure, and under the terms of the amendment as origi- 
nally drawn the power conferred would be to give the Secre- 
tary of War the power to sell either to the port authority or 
to the city of Hoboken. Now, if it is desired that the city of 
Hoboken shall have a prior right to purchase it must be writ- 
ten into this act. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. I do not think the Clerk read the amend- 
ment as the gentleman intended it. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Now, I will frankly say I was 
somewhat impressed by the argument of the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Mrs] the other day when he said that the 
issue here is whether or not this property shall be turned over 
to private operation or whether it should be vested in some 
governmental agency, to be administered in the general wel- 
fare. I agree with that as a basic proposition, but this prop- 
erty, as I understand it, is located within the city of Hoboken, 
and Hoboken’s prosperity depends in a large way upon the 
operation of these docks and facilities, and is it not reasonable 
and is it not logical to believe that Hoboken’s own self-interest 
if no other reason, would impel Heboken to administer this 
property in such a way as to give equal facilities and equal 
opportunities for its use to all the railway companies entering 
that port? The city of Hoboken is a public municipal cor- 
poration, and it seems to me that the thing for this House 
to do is to adopt the amendment of the gentleman from South 
Carolina. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment to the amendment. I hope that the gentleman 
from Texas can be persuaded to withdraw his amendment, 
This illustrates to me very forcibly the danger of beginning to 
make concessions. The amendment offered by the gentleman 
from South Carolina, In my judgment, is not necessary at all, 
but in order to make it entirely clear I was willing to accept 
it, but when you go on to write in the word “preferential” 
and tie the hands of the Secretary of War, I do not know 

Zere it does leaye us, particularly when you find that the 
city of Hoboken to-day has no legal authority to purchase. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. What would be the situation 
if, after this bill passed, the Secretary of War sells to the 
Lackawanna? If he is mixed between two things, is not that 
about what he may do? 

Mr. MILLS. I think it may drive him to a position where 
he will have to in self-defense. If we.take the amendment 
proposed by the gentleman from South Carolina, then we have 
a bill authorizing the Secretary of War to sell either to the 
port authority or to the city of Hoboken on the same terms, 
and we have a definite statement from the port authority that 
if New Jersey gives the necessary legislation they will not 
stand in the way of the city of Hoboken. Now, are not all the 
rights and privileges protected under those circumstances? - 


Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Who gives that assurance? 
Mr. MILLS. The chairman of the port authority. 


. CONNALLY of Texas. 

. MILLS. In the record. 
CONNALLY of Texas. Is there anything binding about 
Is there anything requiring that as part of this act? 

Mr. MILLS. It is not a part of this act, but as a practical 
proposition, with the record as it stands, with that statement 
having been read into the Record by me, with the authority 
of the port authority, is not the city of Hoboken as amply 

rotected as it can be? And is it not foolish to write into the 
aw that the city of Hoboken shall have a preferential right 
when under the law the city of Hoboken has no right to pur- 
chase at all? 

I do hope the gentleman will not insist on his amendment. 

. What we want to do is to get the road either into the hands 
of the port authority or the city of Hoboken, and, as between 
the two, the port authority says to the city of Hoboken, “If 
you insist, we will step aside.” 

But let those two agencies agree as between themselves 
and not have the Congress of the United States say it is to 
be to the city of Hoboken when the city of Hoboken has not 
the necessary authority. While I am willing to accept the 


Where is that? 


amendment of the gentleman from South Carolina, yet if the 
amendment to the amendment carries, I shall be relieved of 
the obligation to accept it, and I hope that the original amend- 
ment will be voted down. [Applause.] 

Mr. CAREW. Does not the gentleman think that unger the 
circumstances it would be better to give it to the port au- 
thority and not to the city of Hoboken? 

Mr. MILLS. I do. 

Mr. CAREW. The port authority has the interest of the 
whole port at heart, whereas 

Mr. MILLS. That is my opinion, but we wanted to be 
entirely fair to the city of Hoboken. 

Mr. BOYLAN. Is it not a fact that the port authority's 
whole plan springs from hope and hope springs everlastingly 
in the breast of the port authority? [Laughter.] 

Mr. HOLADAY. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I suppose 
I approach this question from the same viewpoint as the 
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. McSwarn]. The question 
that is in my mind is, What is the best thing to do with this 
railroad, not from the standpoint alone of the Port of New 
York Authority or of the city of Hoboken, but what is best for 
the producer of cotton in South Carolina and for the producer 
of livestock and grain throughout the great Middle West? 
This property now belongs to the Government. In the course 
of events the Government will divest itself of this property. 
It appears to me that it is a better proposition for the interest 
of the United States generally that this propery be turned over 
to the port authority, which is the representative of two 
States, rather than to the authority of one city. [Applause.] 
For that reason I am opposed to all of the amendments. 

Mr. CONNOR of New York, Mr. Chairman, some one has 
aptly said that this is a question between trying to make a 
triangle with three sides or one with only one side. The port 
of New York is something like a triangle. Is it to be developed 
by the city of New York, or by the city of Heboken, or by the 
Federal Government, or by all three combined? ‘The coopera- 
tion of the States of New York and New Jersey and the Federal 
Government are indispensable. Some people in New York 
City and others in Hoboken have stated they could develop a 
port of their own, If they are sincere and not facetious, that 
is absolutely impossible; New York City could only develop 
the port on its side. The situation is such that the oppor- 
tunities for development are greater on the Jersey side, the 
gateway to the West. I very much regret that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Mrs] eyen conceded the amendment of 
the gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. McSwaurx], for the 
reason that this authorization to the city of Hoboken is not 
necessary. If this bill were passed in its original form the 
Secretary of War could still sell to the city of Hoboken in 
preference to the port authority. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Les. 

Mr, BARKLEY. Under the language of the amendment of- 
fered by our friend from South Carolina, if the bill should 
pass.in that form, giving the Secretary of War the authority 
to sell either to the Port Authority of New York or to the city 
of Hoboken, and the city of Hoboken has no authority, how 
uE would he have to wait before they would get that author- 
ty? 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. The city of Hoboken has 
had years in which to acquire this property from the Secretary 
of War, but not until the Port Authority of New York has 
come forward with a proposition, does the city of Hoboken 
make any determined effort to acquire the property. 

When you put in “preferential” rights you so confuse the 
authorization that the Secretary of War is faced with the 
dilemma where he may say, “ Something is said about ‘ prefer- 
ential’ rights; a preferential right to the city of Hoboken, or 
to this, or to that, or to the other.” Under the circumstances 
the Secretary of War may well say, “I will wash my hands of 
this mix up. I can sell it to the Lackawanna and get it off 
my hands, and I shall do so.” 

Mr. MOREHEAD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Yes. 

Mr. MOREHEAD. I am not clear as to the legal phase. 
Providing the port authority acquires title, will they also 
acquire title to the Government bonds and cash on hand? 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. I do not understand the port 
authority will obtain the Liberty bonds, but as to the $43,000 
of cash, I understand they will issue their bonds in addition 
to the $1,000,000 offered for the railroad. 

Mr. MOREHEAD. Would the gentleman assent to an 


amendment to permit the bonds to be sold? 
Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. I would oppose that on the 
ground—with all due respect to the gentleman—that it is 
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picaynne compared with the general proposition before us. 
Reduced to its final analysis, you have now the opportunity of 
authorizing the Secretary of War to dispose of this railroad 
to a public agency, the Port Authority of New York, or you 
deny that authorization which must inevitably have only one 
result—the acquisition of this key to the development of the 
port of New York by a private interest, the Lackawanna Rail- 
road. No one interested in the development of the port of 
New York or of this country’s commerce should desire the 
latter result, but I submit you will make it possible if you 
adopt any of the amendments offered. 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I agree with the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. O'Connor] that the original 
amendment should not have been adopted; but I now rise to 
move that all debate on this amendment and all amendments 
thereto do close, and I hope that this amendment may not: be 
favorably acted upon by the committee. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas: Mr, Chairman, I want to with- 
draw my amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Texas desires to 
withdraw his amendment. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. I ask unanimous consent to 
withdraw my amendment, because the gentleman from South 
Carolina [Mr. McSwaty] makes that request, and I have no 
disposition to oppose that issue. 

Phe CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks unani- 
mons consent to withdraw his amendment. Is there objection? 

Mr. SCHAFER. I object. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment to the amendment, 

The amendment to the amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is now on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. McSwain]. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA and Mr. McSWAIN demanded a division. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 33, noes 78. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. DENISON rose. 

The CHAIRMAN, For what purpose does the gentleman 
from Illinois rise? 

Mr. DENISON: Mr. Chairman, I rise to offer an amend- 
ment to the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Illinois offers an 
amendment which the Clerk will report, 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Dxxisox: Page 2, after the word “ Con- 
gress,” in line 5, strike ont all of line 5, all of lines 6 and 7, and all 
of line 8 to the word “and.” 


Mr, DENISON. Mr. Chairman, the substance of the amend- 
ment I have offered is this: It strikes out of the bill this 
phrase: 


and the Secretary is authorized and empowered to take and accept in 
lieu of cash the bonds of the said Port of New York Authority, se- 
cured by such Hen as the Secretary in his discretion may determine 
ig proper and sufficient. 


Now, I take it, gentlemen, that this phrase in the bill is a 
direction to the Secretary of War to accept the bonds of the 
port authority, but even if it is not a direction it is an expres- 
sion of the views of Congress as authorizing him to accept the 
bonds in lieu of cash. I think that is the most important 
question in this bill and I have offered this amendment to 
present It for the decision of the committee and afterwards for 
the decision of the House, as to whether or not Congress wants 
to say to the Secretary that he is authorized to accept the 
bonds of the port authority in payment for this property. That 
amounts to what? If this bill goes through and he is author- 
ized to accept the bonds, it means that the United States Gov- 
ernment is loaning the port authority $1,000,000, when there 
is no necessity for it; and, speaking for myself, I am not ready 
yet for the Government to go into that sort of business and 
make this advance of $1,000,000 to the port authority, when 
there is no emergency and no necessity for it. 

Mr, BARKLEY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DENISON. Tes. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Suppose it transpires that the port author- 
ity can not pay cash and the Secretary can not accept bonds 
in lieu of cash, would not the result of that be that the Secre- 
tary would be forced to sell the property to a private agency 
2 might have the cash and thus defeat the object of this 

Mr. DENISON. It would not result that way at all, because 
he is not forced to sell it. I think that when we sell the 


property of the Government we ought to recelve cash to put 
into the Treasury. 


Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DENISON. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Is not the moral responsibility of both the 
State of New Jersey and the State of New York behind this 
institution in securing the payment of these bonds? 

Mr. DENISON. Those States are not behind the port an- 
thority and that is provided by the very acts creating the port 
authority. 

Mr. BLANTON. But there is a moral responsibility. 

Mr. DENISON. What good is moral responsibility going to 
do the Treasury of the United States? 

Mr. BLANTON. We do business every day on moral re- 
sponsibility. 

Mr. DENISON. Mr. Chairman, I can not yield any further. 
I think the Government ought to sell this property and get out 
of the business, and I think that if we are going to sell the 
property it would be better to dispose of it to the port authority 
rather than to a private concern. We all agree on those things, 
but it does not follow that we ought to loan them $1,000,000. 
It seems to me, gentlemen, that in a great money market like 
New York this corporate body, the port authority, ought to be 
able somewhere to raise $1,000,000 instead of through the 
Treasury of the United States. [Applause.] It seems to me 
that the State of New Jersey, the State of New York, or both 
of them, or the municipality of New York, or some of the finan- 
cial interests in New York, ought to be willing to advance to 
this important corporate organization $1,000,000 to buy this 
railroad if they need it; let the United States Government have 
its money and get out of the business. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Illinois 
has expired. 

Mr. DENISON. Mr. Chairman, I ask for two minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois asks unani- 
mous consent to proceed for two additional minutes, Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DENISON. This amendment simply presents the con- 
crete question, whether or not the Federal Government shall 
loan the port authority $1,000,000 for 30 years. We are selling 
them the railroad on 30 years’ time. We do not know what 
it will be worth at the end of the 30 years; we do not know 
what the security will be worth, and I think we had better 
take what we can get now in cash. I would rather sell the 
property for less and get cash than to take $1,000,000 worth of 
their bonds,. especially since the States have refused to be re- 
sponsible for their bonds. Both States have expressly refused 
to be responsible for their bonds. 

Now, the argument has been advanced here that because 

| Congress some years ago consented to this compact between the 

two States, it is now obligated to loan the port authority 
$1,000,000 out of the Treasury. That argument has been made 
to-day, and it was made by one gentleman from New York. 
Such an argument is wholly unsound. Article I of the Con- 
stitution of the United States forbids any State from entering 
into any agreement or compact with another State without the 
consent of Congress. New York and New Jersey entered into 
an agreement by which the so-called port authority was created 
for the purpose of improving the port of New York. Such an 
agreement, of course, could not be lawfully made without the 
consent of Congress. Such consent was granted, but in grant- 
ing it Congress in no way commiited the Federal Government 
to any financial or moral obligation to aid the port authority 
in carrying out the purposes for which it was created. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I can not explain to my con- 
stituents any sufficient reason why I should vote for this meas- 
ure to authorize the Secretary of War to sell this yaluable 
property of the Government for $1,000,000 in bonds of the port 
authority which are now practically worthless in the New York 
market, when the Secretary of War has an opportunity to sell 
it to others for $1,000,000 in cash. If it is not wise to sell it to 
private concerns for cash, the Government may well keep it 
until the port authority can raise the cash from other sources 
and pay the cash to the Government for it. So I can not sup- 
port this bill unless the amendment I have offered is approved 
by the House. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Illinois 
has again expired. x 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate 
on this amendment close in six minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York moves that 
all debate on this section and all amendments thereto close 
in six minutes. 

Mr, LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I amend that by making 
it eight minutes. I think I ought to have two minutes. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York moves to 
amend by making it eight minutes. The question is on agree- 
ing to the amendment to the motion made by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. WAINWRIGHT]. 

The amendment to the motion was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question now is on agreeing to the 
motion of the gentleman from New York [Mr. WAINWRIGHT] 
that debate close in six minutes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
McSwain] will be recognized for three minutes and the gentle- 
man from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY] will be recognized for 
three minutes. 4 

Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, I want to congratulate the gentleman from Ilinois 
[Mr. Denson] in finding the heart of this bill, and if his motion 
prevails the rest of the bill is dead language, That is the only 
reason we are here. I submit that the bill is here properly upon 
the proposition contained in those lines he seeks to strike out, 
because it is in harmony with the policy of this Government 
with regard to surplus war property. It has been the policy of 
the Government in disposing of surplus war property to give 
the option or the prior right of purchase to municipalities, 
and they have sold such property to municipalities upon easier 
terms than they have sold to private individuals, and in many 
instances they have given thousands and thousands of acres 
of land—absolutely given it—to cities and to counties for pub- 
lic use. The philosophy back of this is that this is virtually 
a public use, to wit, it is preserving in the hands of one public 
agency that which is now in the hands of the agency of the 
whole people, and therefore, though it be not exactly good, 
clear, sharp, Shylock business, it is in conformity with the 
fixed policy of the Government. 

Furthermore, suppose 30 years from now these bonds are 
not worth $1,000,000, and suppose on the other hand we should 
never sell the road. We will then be in the same fix, because 
if the bonds are not worth that amount, then we will get our 
railroad back, and if we never sell it—and some say we should 
not—we would have our railroad at the end of 30 years. 
Therefore by passing this bill we take no chances except upon the 
proposition that we would rather have $1,000,000 cash from 
the Delaware, Lackawanna & Western Railroad, a private cor- 
poration, than to have $1,000,000 worth of reasonably good 
bonds of a public enterprise that proposes to serve the com- 
mercial interests of the whole Nation. [Applause.] 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. Chairman, I am sure the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. Denison] did not intend it, but if this 
amendment should be adopted, it would be equivalent to 
striking out the enacting clause of this bill. 

I am informed, and I suppose nobody will dispute it, that 
the Port Authority of New York have not the cash to pay for 
this railroad, and yet if we require them to pay cash and 
they have not the cash and can not obtain it, as I am informed 
they have it not and can not obtain it at present, it will result 
in the sale of this railroad to some private corporation or to 
some railroad company that is now in existence. 

The Secretary of War advertised this property for sale 
last August, and it would haye been sold then except that the 
President, by reason of the popular clamor against its sale at 
that time, stopped the sale of it. That is why the bill is 
here now—to enable the Secretary of War to sell it to the 
Port Authority of New York and to accept its bonds in lieu 
of cash. 

The city of New York is not the only part of our country 
that is interested in this matter. The port of New York is 
the neck of the great bottle out of which our commerce flows 
to the markets of the world. The South and the West, every 
farmer and every manufacturer, is interested in securing as 
low rates as possible into and through the port of New York, 
and permission to accept these 30-year bonds in payment for 
this railroad is one way to secure a reduction of the rates that 
will be charged on our commerce into the port and ont into 
the markets of the world, and I therefore hope this amend- 
ment will be defeated. I hope that all amendments that 
handicap the Secretary of War in selling this property to 
the Port Authority of New York will be voted down and the 
bill passed. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. All-time has expired. The question is 
on agreeing to the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. Denison}. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. LaGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from New York offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 


The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. LAGUARDIA: Page 3, line 13, after the 
word “ further,” strike out the balance of line 13, lines 14, 15, 16, 17, 
18, 19, and the words “railroad company to the United States,’ on 
line 20, and insert in lieu thereof the following: “That before the 
sale or transfer of the said stock of the Hoboken Manufacturers’ Rall- 
road Co., the Secretary of War shall cause to be transferred to the 
United States all securities, bonds, mortgages, and cash owned by the 
said Hoboken Manufacturers’ Railroad Co.“ 


Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. All debate has been closed. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I beg the Chairman's pardon. 
bate was closed on the amendment then pending. 

The CHAIRMAN. As the Chair recalls, the Chair put the 
question on the section and all amendments thereto. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. That is not my understanding, Mr. 
Chairman. I ask unanimous consent to proceed for five min- 
utes in order to explain my amendment. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman be allowed to proceed for five minutes. 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I concur in that re- 
quest. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. Chairman, I object. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I move that the com- 
mittee do now rise and report the bill back to the House with 
the recommendation that it do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re- 
sumed the chair, Mr. TSsox, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that 
committee, having had under consideration the bill S. 2287, 
had directed him to report the same back to the House with 
the recommendation that it do pass. 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous 
question 

The SPEAKER. The rule provides that the previous ques- 
tion shall be considered as ordered. The question is on the 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, and was read 
the third time, 

Mr. DENISON. 
recommit. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from IIIinois offers a 
motion to recommit, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A motion to recommit by Mr. Dentson: Mr. DENISON moves to re- 
commit the bill to the committee with instruction to that committee to 
report the same back forthwith with the following amendment: Strike 
out all of line 5, page 2, after the word“ Congress,” and all of lines 
6 and 7 and all of line 8 to the word “ and.” 


Mr. DENISON. Mr. Speaker, I would like to have read the 
words proposed to be stricken out, so the House may nnder- 
stand it. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection the Clerk will read the 
words proposed to be stricken out. 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 2, line 5, after the word “Congress” strike out, “and the 
Secretary is authorized and empowered to take and accept in lieu of 
cash the bonds of the said Port of New York Authority, secured by 
such lien as the Secretary in his discretion may determine is proper 
and sufficient.” 


Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I 
question on the motion to recommit. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion to recommit, 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Dentson) there were 27 ayes and 156 noes. 

Mr. DENISON. Mr. Speaker, I object to the vote on the 
ground that there is no quorum present, 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois makes tho 
point that there is no quorum present. The Chair will count. 
{After counting.] A quorum is present. 

So the motion to recommit was rejected, 

The SPEAKER. The question now is on the passage of the 
bill. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. LAGUARDIA) there were 198 ayes and 28 noes, 


All de- 


Mr. Speaker, I desire to offer a motion to 


moye the previous 
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Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, I demand the yeas and nays. 

The question of ordering the yeas and nays was taken; and 
only 17 Members rising, the yeas and nays were refused. So 
the bill was passed. 

On motion of Mr. WaNWRIeHT, a motion to reconsider the 
vote by which the bill was passed was laid on the table. 


MODIFY VISE FEES IN CERTAIN CASES 


Mr. BURTON. Mr. Speaker, I present a privileged resolu- 
tion from the Committee on Rules. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


House Resolution 486 


Resolved, That upon the adoption of this resolution it shall be in 
order to move that the House resolve itself into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for the consideration of H. R. 
11957, to authorize the President in certain cases to modify visé fees. 
That after general debate, which shall be confined to the bill and shall 
continue not to exceed one hour, to be equally divided and controlled 
between those for and those against the bill, the bill shall be read for 
amendment under the five-minute rule. At the conclusion of the read- 
ing of the bill for amendment the committee shall rise and report the 
pill to the House, with such amendments as may have been adopted, 
and the previous question shall be considered as ordered on the bill 
and the amendments thereto to final passage. 


Mr. BURTON. Mr. Speaker, I will briefly explain this bill. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Before the gentleman begins 
will he not arrange for the control of the time on the rule? 

Mr. BURTON. Is there anyone opposed to the rule? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Yes; the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. O'Connor], a member of the Committee on Rules, 
is opposed to the rule. 

Mr. BURTON. ‘Then I will ask unanimous consent that 
one-half of the time be controlled by the gentleman from New 
York. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Ohio has an hour, and 
he can yield one-half of his time to the gentleman from New 
York. 

Mr. BURTON. I will do that. 

Mr, Speaker and gentlemen, under the present regulation 
there is a charge of $10 imposed by the Government of the 
United States to be collected by our consular officials for the 
giving of a visé on a passport of an alien proposing to enter 
the United States. ‘There was no provision for any charge 
for a visé on a passport of an alien until the late war, and this 
amount is altogether out of keeping with the figures which we 
have charged for passports and for visés. 

The original section pertaining to charge for passports for 
citizens of the United States is in the Revised Statutes, section 
475, the act of May 30, 1866, providing for the issuance of 
passports. In the year 1874 an act was passed on June 20 
imposing a fee of $5 for each citizen’s passport. This amount 
seemed very large, and 14 years later, on the 23d of March, 
1888, the law was changed, and a fee of $1 was imposed. After 
the beginning of the late war, and especially after our partici- 
pation in it, it was found necessary to make regulations in regard 
to the entry of foreigners into the country, and to the going 
ont of our own citizens and others in this country. So on 
July 26, 1917, the Acting Secretary of State, Mr. Polk, and 
the Secretary of Labor issued a joint instruction to diplomatic 
and consular officers relating to the entry of aliens into the 
United States. This regulation required a passport and a visé. 
This order was issued for a proper defense of the United States 
in the late war and provided regulations. At that time, how- 
ever, no proyision was made for fees. 

The act of Congress approved May 22, 1918, confirmed, for 
every alien entering the United States, to be issued by one of 
our consular officers, those regulations issued jointly by the 
Secretary of State and the Secretary of Labor, and authorized 
the President by proclamation and regulations to ‘fix the cir- 
cumstances under which our own citizens, or those in this 
country, might go out and aliens might come in. In pursuance 
of that authority the President, by regulation, issued August 8, 
1918, fixed a fee of $1 on an application for a visé and another 
dollar for the visé. 

On June 4, 1920, as a part of the Diplomatic and Consular 
appropriation bil, the fees were fixed at $1 for executing the 
application and $9 for each passport issued to a citizen of the 
United States going abroad, and also the same amount—$1 for 
the application and $9 for the issuance of the visé—for an alien 
coming into the United States. 

This amount is altogether larger than has been levied at any 
previous time and larger than levied theretofore by other 
countries. It works very decidedly to the disadvantage of citi- 
zens of the United States, because those of our nationals who 


travel in Europe must pass from State to State—Hngland, 
France, Switzerland, Italy, and numerous other countries—and 
these foreign countries in retaliation for the fees we levy for 
the visé have imposed the same amount upon our American 
citizens, and that must be paid at each border. The estimate 
has been made that these visés cost citizens of the United 
States $3,365,880. It is a very decided handicap and hardship 
to American travelers going abroad. 

It has been alleged that this measure is merely supported by 
commercial organizations, by traveling salesmen, but I have 
with me two petitions for it, very extensively signed, one by 
passengers on the steamboat America on her return to this 
country, and another from American citizens of diverse occu- 
pations and classes, notably instructors in colleges and uni- 
versities, The revenue that we derive from tle visés on pass- 
ports of aliens coming into this country—that is, I mean exclu- 
siye of the visés for immigrants—is estimated by the State 
Department at $687,850. Thus the revenue to our Treasury is 
somewhat over $600,000 because of our collections made on 
passports of aliens, while our citizens pay over $3,300,000 for 
visés executed by foreign consular officers upon the passports 
of American citizens. 

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON. Yes. 

Mr. RAKER. How much does a citizens of Italy have to pay 
for a passport to visit Switzerland? 

Mr. BURTON. Nothing. 

Mr. RAKER. And France and Italy the same? 

Mr. BURTON. Switzerland and Belgium do not require 
passports at all, or rather charge nothing for visés. 

Mr. RAKER. Say, from France to Italy? 

Mr. BURTON. From France to Italy it is a comparatively 
nominal sum, and I am not sure that there is any amount col- 
lected now. I may say that in six trips that I made prior 
to 1903 I never got ont a passport at all except that in travel- 
ing in Russia, Rumania, and Turkey I found it necessary to 
y= a passport, but the fees were very slight; only a dollar 
or two. 

Mr. LOZIER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON. Yes. 

Mr. LOZIPR. Reduced to its last analysis, this bill pro- 
poses to reduce the expenses of Americans traveling abroad at 
the expense of the Treasury of the United States? 

ae PORNON, You may call it so, in about the proportion 
0 to 1. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON. Yes. , 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. The passport fee was fixed 
a = appropriation act of June 4, 1920. Was that act modified 

p 

Mr. BURTON. It was confirmed by a later act. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Is it possible for an Ameri- 
ean citizen to travel out of the United States withont taking 
out a passport? 

Mr. BURTON. He can go to Belgium and Switzerland with- 
out any passport, or at least without a visé. Other countries 
require a passport and a visé. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. The point is this: The 
United States does not require an outgoing citizen to have a 
passport, but when he starts to travel he finds that he needs a 
passport. 

Mr. BURTON. He has to have a passport. The regulation 
requiring permission to leave the country is not now in force, 
That was suspended with the war. As far as any passport is 
concerned, for the right to leave the country, he does not 
require one, but he must have one to enter all of these coun- 
tries in Burope. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Where does the reciprocity 
come in as proposed in this bill? Theoretically our nationals 
may go anywhere without a passport, but practically he can 
not go anywhere without one. 

Mr. BURTON. Yes. It is not proposed to abolish the visés 
entirely, but let me read briefly from the bill: 


That notwithstanding existing law fixing the fees to be collected for 
visés of passports of aliens and for executing applications for such 
visés, the President be, and he is hereby, authorized, to the extent con- 
sistent with the public interest, to reduce such fees or to abolish them 
altogether, in the case of any class of aliens desiring to visit the United 
States who are not “immigrants,” 


It is not proposed at all to remove the visé fees for immi- 
e remain as now, $1 and $9. Let me read the rest 
of the — 
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as defined in the immigration act ef 1924, and who are citizens or sub- 
jects of countries which grant similar privileges to citizens of the 
United States of a similar class visiting such countries. 


That is, it is proposed that we shall reduce the fee for visés 
upon the passports of citizens of, say, Great Britain coming 
to this country, if they reduce reciprocally the fees for our 
citizens there. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Will not that result in pass- 
port fees of very different amounts? A man starts from the 
United States and wants to go to several countries; say, to 
Belgium, He finds there that the fee is the equivalent of only 
$2, we will say. If the gentleman were to travel to a variety 
of countries it would not amount to very much, would it? This 
attempt at legislation will not reduce the expense of those 
who travel abroad. 

Mr. BURTON. The average number of countries visited 
is certainly not less than three or four. It would mean a re- 
duction of thirty or forty dollars if the traveler went to three 
or four countries if the fee were abolished entirely, and if it 
were reduced to $2 or $1, then of $24 or $27. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Suppose we make the fee 
for a passport issued to a man here in the United States, $1 
for registration and $1 for the passport. A man has got 
that and he can then travel where he pleases. 

Mr. BLANTON. Except when the gentleman from Wash- 
ington goes to Canada he has to buy an automobile. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. I will say $2 is paid. 
England charges a certain fee for a visé; say $2, Belgium $3, 
or whatever they choose to make it. Very well, I have paid $2 
for something I can not use. The United States does not 
make me take it, but I have paid the United States $2, or what- 
aver the charge may be. 

Mr. BURTON. The gentleman must have a passport and a 
risé to travel unless it is in Belgium or Switzerland. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. But the point is the United 
States does not make me have it. 

Mr. BLOOM. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON. I Will. 

Mr. BLOOM, The gentleman stated before that they did not 
require a passport in Belgium. It is the visé to which the 
gentleman referred. The passport is required before they 
leave this country, and the price is on that. 

Mr. BURTON.. A person has to have a passport when travel- 
ing in the countries of Europe. 

Mr. BLOOM. The passport is required, but the visé is not 
required for Switzerland and Belgium, 

Mr. McSWEENEY. Will the gentleman yield? Is not there 
a greater burden laid upon the American traveler than upon 
a corresponding foreign traveler coming to America because 
of the fact the American goes abroad to visit two or three 
or more countries whereas the foreigner comes to America to 
visit one country? 

Mr. BURTON. Yes. That is really the substance of what 
is to be accomplished by this bill, and the large number of 
eountries which the American tourists visit imposes a burden 
upon them, while foreign travel only comes to visit one country. 

Mr. LAZARO. Will the gentleman yield for one question? 

Mr. BURTON. I will. 

Mr, LAZARO. Suppose we pass this bill and reduce this 
charge. What assurance have we that the other countries 

Mr. BURTON. Oh, it is to be reciprocal absolutely. There 
is no reduction on our part unless it is reciprocal, and that is 
one reason for the form of this bill. Probably a different 
arrangement will be made with different countries. Some, 
perhaps, may fix it at $1, some at $2, and some may remove it 
entirely. The desire to haye Americans visit their countries 
will, no doubt, aid in negotiations for lower fees. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON. I will. 

Mr. BLANTON. There is an old adage about letting the 
ones who dance pay for the fiddler. Does not that apply in the 
case of travelers and tourists? 

Mr. BURTON. I trust the gentleman does not have any 
prejudice against these American citizens who travel abroad? 

Mr. BLANTON. None in the world. 

Mr. BURTON. Teachers more than any others who seek 
to broaden their vision by visiting foreign lands. It would 
do the gentleman from Texas an infinite benefit if he could 
see some other country besides his own Texas and district. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. BLANTON. I think I have seen as much of the United 
States as the gentleman from Ohio probably has, and at my 
own expense. 

Mr. RAKER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON. I will 


Mr. RAKER. Will the gentleman advise the House whether 
or not there are any European countries you can visit now 
without a passport? 

Mr. BURTON. I think not. Although I believe I said pass- 


port, I meant visé—but Belgium and Switzerland. 

Mr. RAKER. You can not visit Switzerland without a 
passport. 

Mr. BURTON. They are not very particular about it 
anyway. 


Mr. RAKER. No man can go into Italy to-day without a 
passport. 

Mr. BURTON. A visé? 

Mr. RAKER, I am talking about a passport. 

Mr. BURTON. If there are no further questions, I think 
I shall reserve the balance of my time. However, I want to 
say this one thing further to the Honse, that in international 
comity, in promoting good will, the adoption of this bill giving 
the President this authority is very desirable, It is not a 
mere matter of saving money to our commercial travelers or 
saving money to our teachers. It is an expression of a desire 
for closer intercourse among countries as well. It is not 
merely, I may add, in the line of an expense which is trouble- 
some, but there is the difficulty of hunting up a consul of a 
foreign nation whose hours are often limited from 12 to 3, 
and in a great many instances when a person desires to leave 
the same evening he has found it necessary to remain until 
the following day or the second day because it-was impossible 
to find the consul and obtain the visé. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON. I will. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. I understand this bill does pro- 
vide for the abolition of the visé. 

Mr. BURTON. No; that is not intended. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. The last consideration the gen- 
boing urged does not apply that he has to wait for a man 
o get it. 

Mr. BURTON. In a measure it does. I reserve the re- 
mainder of my time. How much time does the gentleman from 
New York desire? 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. I will need about 30 minutes, 
as I have a number of requests. 

Mr. BURTON. Is it in order for me to yield time, and then 
the gentleman from New York to parcel it out as he desires? 

The SPEAKER. By unanimous consent that can be doné. 

Mr, CONNALLY of Texas. I thought the time had already 
been divided. 

Mr. BURTON. Win 30 minutes be satisfactory to the gen- 
tleman from Texas; if so, I yield 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from New York Mr. O'CONNOR]. 

Mr. CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen, 
I am not opposed to reducing the burden of the visé fees which 
are now imposed upon residents of the United States traveling 
abroad. I realize that they have become a burden on the great 
mass of traveling men and on the teachers and students who 
annually visit the Continent, requiring them to pay three or 
four times as much in fees as the continental coming to our 
shores must pay, and I am ready to vote for a measure which 
will reduce those fees. But I am opposed to this rule and 
the so-called bill which it brings up for consideration, for this 
reason: This bill proposes to inyest the Chief Executive of this 
Nation with legislative power. I shall continue to oppose such 
usurpation or such transfer of our legislative power to the 
Executive. [Applause.] ; 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. In a moment. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. I am very anxious to take 
that up. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. There are laws now on the 
statute- books which fix the visé fees, and the way to reduce 
the fee is to go right to that law and change it. The gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. Broom] has gone right to that law 
and introduced a bill here changing the fees. t 

Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Yes. 

Mr. McSWAIN. But if we by statute lowered ours, that 
would not lower the fees exacted by foreign countries, 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Very well. The bill I re- 
ferred to does just that. We can lower our fees by legislative 
enactment, and at the same time provide that they are con- 
tingent upon reciprocal fees. It is fundamentally wrong to 
invest the President with the power to change existing law 
as he shall see fit. It is, to my mind, unconstitutional. I 
believe it to be in direct violation of section 1 of Article I 
of the Constitution, which says, “All legislative powers herein 
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granted shall be vested in a Congress,” and violative of section 
1 of Article II, which provides The executive power shall be 
vested in a President.” I believe it is fundamentally wrong 
to attempt to lodge legislative power in the Chief Executive 
and to give to the President the power to enforce the law or 
not as he will, or to modify it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. As I remember, the passport 
requirement is a hang-over of our war legislation, and the 
right to acquire a passport was vested at that time in the 
President, and Congress fixed the fee. The right to do away 
with the passport or to make the rate reciprocal now lies with 
the President. 3 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. We did that as it should have 
been done, and put it in the law, and vested its exercise in 
the President. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. In the appropriation for the 
Diplomatie and Consular Service for the year 1921 we fixed 
the visé fee, and that still stands, and I maintain the only 
way to vary those fees, even taking into consideration recipro- 
cal relations with other countries, is to go right to that bill, 
and not say “Here, Mr. President, take our legislative powers 
and enferce the law as you see fit.” Gentlemen, we have seen 
a number of instances up to this date of this relinquishment 
of our powers, and we shall probably be confronted with more 
under this administration, but I for one do not propose to go 
any further in yielding any of the rights of this House to 
another branch of this Government. [Applause.] 

Mr, Speaker, I reserve the balance of my time. How much 
time have I used? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has used five minutes. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. RAKER]. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from California is recog- 
nized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, 
there are two fundamental objections to this bill, and there- 
fore they go to the resolution. I can not believe that anybody 
can answer the two objections that go to the very life of 
this resolution. 5 

In the first place, it seeks to delegate the power of Congress 
to an executive department. There has been a long line of 
decisions, and universally, not only in our Supreme Court 
but in the State courts, it has been held that the legislative 
power can not be delegated to the executive power or the 
judicial power. 

Second, on the bill is the intention to waive from $690,000 
to $1,000,000 to those who are able to pay this fee. As to 
the question of the foreign countries, they have fixed their 
passport regulations and their fees, and there is no possibility 
for that being changed for many years to come, as will be 
demonstrated by anybody traveling in those countries. It costs 
more now and will cost more for the next 40 years than ever 
before. 

Mr. FISH. The gentleman is mistaken about that. 

Mr. RAKER. No; I am not mistaken. Nobody can enter 
a foreign country to-day without a passport. There is an 
examination at the border when you enter, and there is an 
examination when you cross the border on the other side, and 
the foreign countries use this passport and the visé for the 
purpose of deriving revenue. 

In the first section of Article I of the Constitution it is 
provided that— 


All legislative power herein created shall be vested in Congress of 
the United States, which shall consist of a Senate and House of Repre- 
sentatives. 


Congress can not delegate its power to make laws to an ex- 
ecutive department or to an administrative officer, nor does the 
power delegated to such department or officer carry with it 
the authority to repeal, extend, or modify an act of Congress. 
(Morrill v. Jones, 106 U. S. 466.) 

Encroachment by legislative and judiciary or legislative 
power by one of the separate departments of the,Government 
may not usurp power committed by the Constitution to an- 
other department. The President has no constitutional power 
to repeal an act of Congress. (Mugler v. Kansas, 123 U. S. 
623; Whitney v. Robertson, 124 U. S. 190; Chinese Exclusion 
Case, 130 U. S. 581; Norther Securities Co. v. United States, 
193 U. S. 197.) 

A legislative body may delegate to an executive or ad- 
ministrative officer the power to find some fact or situation 
on which the operation of a law is conditioned, or to make 
and enforce legislations for the execution of a statute accord- 
ing to its terms. (St. Louis Merchants Bridge T. Ry. Co. v. 


United States, 188 Fed. 191, 195, and cases cited.) 


Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, may I interrupt the 
gentleman right there? 

Mr. RAKER, I hope the gentleman will not interrupt me 
now. I want to finish this statement. 


Constitutional law. Delegation of legislative power, 


But it can not delegate its legislative power, its power to 
exercise the indispensable discretion to make, to add to, to take 
from, or to modify the law. 


The true distinction— 


Said Judge Ranney for the Supreme Court of Ohio in Cin- 
cinnati, Wilmington & Zanesville Railroad Co. v. Commissioners 
(1 Ohio State, 77, 88), in a declaration which has been repeat- 
edly approved by the Supreme Court— 


is between the delegation of power to make the law, which necessarily 
involves a discretion as to what it shall be, and conferring authority 
or discretion as to its execution, to be exercised under and in pursuance 
of the law. The first can not be done. To the latter no valid objec- 
tion can be made. (St. Louis Merchants Bridge T. Ry. Co. v. United 
States, 188 Fed., p. 195.) 


A legislative body can not, however, delegate its law-making 
power, its power to exercise the indispensable discretion to 
5 to add to, to take from, or to modify a statute. (Id. 

up. 

The provision of the sundry civil appropriation act of June 
4, 1897 (30 Stat. 11), making it a crime to violate any rule 
or regulation thereafter to be made by the Secretary of the 
Interior for the protection of forest reservations, is void, as in 
substance and effect a delegation of legislative power to an 
administrative officer. (U. S. v. Blasingame, 116 Fed. Rep. 


654.) 
Judge Wellborn, in rendering the decision in this case, said: 


I am of the opinion that the act entitled “An act making appro- 
priations for sundry civil expenses of the Government for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1898, and for other purposes” (act June 4, 
1897; 80 Stat. 11), in so far as it declares to be a crime any viola- 
tion of the rules and regulations thereafter to be made by the Secretary 
of the Interior for the protection of forest reservations is, in substance 
and effect, a delegation of legislative power to an administrative 
officer. While the Supreme Court of the United States in Field v. 
Clark (143 U. S. 649; 12 Sup. Ct. 495; 36 L. Ed. 294) and also in re 
Kollock (165 U. S. 526; 17 Sup. Ct. 444; 41 L. Ed, 813) held that there 
was no unconstitutional delegation of power in either case; yet, apply- 
ing and observing here the principles and distinctions there enun- 
ciated and recognized, it is impossible to escape the conclusion which 
I have announced. U. S. v. Eaton (144 U. S. 677; 12 Sup. Ct. 764; 
86 L. Ed. 591), although not precisely like the case at bar, may also be 
aptly cited in support of said conclusion, Clear statements and per- 
tinent applications of the doctrine announced by the Supreme Court 
of the United States in the two cases first above cited, that legislative 
power can be exercised only by that branch of the Government to 
which the Constitution commits it, will be found in People v. Parks 
(58 Cal. 624; Ex parte Cox, 63; Cal. 21) and Board of Harbor Com- 
missioners, Excelsior Redwood Co. (88 Cal. 491; 26 Pac. 375; 22 Am. 
St. Rep. 321). 


Now, with that point in view—and I can not believe anybody 
will be able to dispute those authorities—we find this provision 
in the bill: 

That notwithstanding existing law fixing the fees to be collected for 
visés of passports of aliens and for executing applications for such 


visés, the President be, and he is hereby, authorized, to the extent con- 
sistent with the public interest— 


No finding of fact— 
to reduce such fees— 


How much—$1, $2, $3, $5, or $7? He will make the law 
under this bill— 


or to abolish them altogether. 


Then in the coneluding part, which they say is reciprocal, is 
this language: 

And who are citizens or subjects of countries which grant similar 
privileges. 


What privileges? No privileges in regard to the passports 
and visés. So, turning to the passport act, on which we have 
had hearings, we find that this is a mandatory statute, the 
original act as passed in regard to it, Then the act of the 
Sixty-fifth Congress; then the act approved on May 22, 1918; 
the act approved on October 29, 1919; the act of June 4, 1920; 
and then the act of March 2, 1921, which reads as follows: 
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For expenses of regulating entry into the United States, in accord- 
ance with the provisions of the act approved May 22, 1918, and of 
this act, to be immediately available, $600,000: Provided, That the 
provisions of the act approved May 22, 1918, shall, in so far as they 
relate to requiring passports and visés from aliens seeking to come to 
the United States, continue in force and effect until otherwise provided 
by law. 


Then we have the same thing in the act of June 2, 1921. So 
we have a mandatory statute fixing the cost of the certificate 
and a passport to the American going abroad; we have a manda- 
tory statute fixing the fee of the visé for an alien coming to the 
United States, and here is a resolution by Congress—and Con- 
gress alone can fix it—delegating its legislative power to an 
executive officer; not to fing a fact or to enforce the law, but 
to raise or lower the fee, as it may be determined by the execu- 
tive officer, or to abolish it entirely ; in other words, repeal the 
entire law. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from California 
has expired. 

Mr. RAKER. May I bave five minutes more? 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. I yield the gentleman five 
additional minutes. 

Mr. RAKER. I want to call attention to the hearings, which 
I have read. There were hearings of a day and a half and they 
started off with a request from the United States Chamber of 
of Commerce and others that the passport be done away with 
entirely. They said a man could not get his visé and could 
not get his passport. But their attention was called to the 
fact that before a man steps on board a vessel to leave the 
United States he can go to the consular offices in San Francisco, 
St. Louis, Chicago, Philadelphia, or New York and get his pass- 
port viséed for every country in the old world, so that he knows 
exactly where he is going when he goes there. He knows he 
can not travel from one country to another without a passport. 
He knows that if there is any valuable paper given to an Ameri- 
can citizen that he prizes higher than anything else when he 
is abroad it is that viséed passport. You see a woman in a 
foreign city and you will see her holding her purse, her pass- 
port and her visé in her hand. She prizes it more than any- 
thing else. 

Now, the point is that they found ont that it was too much 
trouble to get a visé. They said you would be held up, that 
you would be held up at the station. These men did not 
know, or if they did know they did not give the facts to the 
committee, that when you enter Italy the train stops and 
every mother’s son on the train has to show his or her pass- 
port and certificate. They did not tell those facts. They did 
not tell that when they crossed the line to the other side the 
train stops again, everybody gets out and everybody must 
show their passport. That is done in every country. Under 
the conditions existing in the old world, anybody who has been 
over there knows it will be 50 years if not 100 years before 
they will do away with the passport and the visé, because of 
the necessity and importance of it. 

The only objection presented to the committee was that 
school-teachers have to pay this passport fee. Bless your souls, 
it is a hard time if these men who are globe-trotters can not 
pay this fee, men who are going abroad with goods manufac- 
tured in America and selling them cheaper abroad than they 
sell them here. It seems strange they are not willing to pay 
the passport fee and the visé fee to the United States and to 
the foreign country for the protection they get from them. 
They want these offices maintained abroad for their benefit 
and their good and they want to get out of paying for them. 
They want to go down into the people’s pocketbooks and compel 
the people to pay from $600,000 to $1,000,000 to maintain these 
offices abroad. That is all it is for. 

Mr. McSWEENEY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAKER. Yes. 

Mr. McSWEENBY. How does the legislative power dele- 
gated to an Executive differ in this bill from the power dele- 
gated in the tariff bill? 

Mr. RAKER. It is entirely different, because there the power 
is given to inerease a rate in regard to commerce, but here 
you have a statute fixing the fee cf the passport and the visé; 
it fixes the exact amount of the passport and the visé abroad. 
Now, this bill proposes to delegate to the President the power 
to raise or lower or to do away with the fee altogether. And 
that is for the benefit of only a few. You take the immigrant 
who comes to this country as a prospective citizen, with all his 
money spent. What do you do to him? You are going to make 
a citizen out of him, but what do you do to him? You make 
him pay it. 

But the globe trotter, the fellow who goes abroad on the 
Berengaria, with a half million dollars or a million dollars 


behind him, wants to get out of paying a decent United States 
fee for the protection of his Government abroad. That is te 
proposition. 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAKER. Yes. 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. It is not the purpose of this bill to do 
away with the little pieces of paper which the gentleman valued 
so 2 but simply to reduce the charge for them. 

. RAKER. All right. Let me tell you gentlemen of the 
8 that those who came before the committee and had 
hearings for a day and a half plead with the committee to do 
away with the whole thing. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from California 
has again expired. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker, I yield three 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON]. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, stripping this bill of all 
camoufiage, it is a measure to tax all of the people of the 
United States about a million dollars a year in order to reduce 
the expenses of traveling abroad for our annual tourists and 
globe-trotters. In other words, it is class legislation, to tax 
all for the benefit of the favored few. 

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Burton], and the other pro- 
ponents of this bill, will admit that at least 68,785 nonemigrant 
aliens annually come into the United States and pay $10 each 
for their visé, which sum of $687,850 goes into the United 
States Treasury every year as revenue to help pay the expenses 
of this Government. 

Now, these proponents of this bill would have Congress do 
away with this charge of $10, and stop this revenue of $687,850 
from going into the Treasury each year merely to save expenses 
for the Americans who trayel abroad. When we stop this 
revenue, they know that it must be replaced, and the only way 
it can be replaced is through taxation upon the people, and if. 
their proposition is passed into law, Congress will have to raise 
through additional taxes each year as much as $687,850 out 
of the pockets of the taxpayers of the United States. 

But I understand that our colleague from Texas [Mr. Box}, 
who is a member of this committee, will contend that instead of 
the number of nonemigrant aliens who annually come into this 
country being 68,785 as claimed by the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. Burron] that the correct number is 172,406, as shown by 
the department report, and at the $10 each would aggregate the 
sum of $1,724,060 that goes as revenue each year into the 
Public Treasury, and which sum, if we pass this bill, will have 
to be replaced through taxes levied upon all of the people of 
the United States. But our colleague [Mr. Box] wil! also 
contend that these nonemigrant aliens each pay $18 to our 
Government, instead of the $10, or, in other words, that they 
pay a head tax of $8 besides the $10 visé fee, and if he is 
correct in his position, the revenue amounts each year to 
$3,103,308 that is derived from this source that goes into the 
Treasury, and if we pass this bill, if he is correct, we would 
have to tax the whole people of the United States additionally 
to raise this sum of $3,103,308 to replace the revenue that this 
law will stop. 

Now, what benefit to the people will be derived by the pas- 
sage of this legislation? Will it in any way benefit the whole 
people? No; it will not. It will in no way benefit the 12,000,000 
farmers of the United States. It will in no way benefit the 
millions of laborers in the cities of the United States. It will 
in no way benefit the millions of clerical employees in the 
United States. 

WHO WILG BENEFIT BY IT? 


It will benefit only the comparatively few Americans who are 
privileged to go abroad each year. When compared with the 
whale 110,000,000 people of the United States, these tourists 
are few. 

Statistics show that American tourists traveling abroad spend 
$500,000,000 in foreign countries annually. Yet they are now 
kicking about the visé fees they are required to pay. The dis- 
tinguished gentleman from Ohio [Mr. BURTON] said: 


The estimate has been made that these visés cost citizens of the 
United States $3.365,880. It is a very decided handicap and hardship 
to American travelers going abroad. 


He complains about the three million they have to pay for 
visés, yet says nothing about the five hundred million they 
willingly pay to hotels, cafés, railroads, and entertainments they 
enjoy abroad. If they are willing to freely spend $500,000,000 
to foreign countries for their foreign travel, why are they not 
willing to spend three million additional for visés? They are 
held up abroad for high hotel charges. They do not ask the 
Government to tax its people to pay part of that. These Amer- 
ican tourists are held up abroad for high railroad fares, and 
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high taxi fares, and high café charges, and high entertainment 
charges, yet they do not ask their Government to tax its people 
to pay part of same. 

UNITED STATES PASSPORT VALUABLE 


Every American who travels abroad is proud of his American 
passport. It is a most valuable document. No traveler now 
would be without one. He rejoices in the protection with 
which it surrounds him, It is the protection of ‘The Stars and 
Stripes.” It is the protection of his own United States and his 
110,000,000 Americans back home. It is worth the price he 
pays. He does not begrudge 1 cent of the little fee required. If 
he does, he ought not to go abroad. He ought to stay at home. 

MUST RETAIN CHECKING SYSTEM 

We must retain a complete checking system. No person 
should ever be allowed to come into this country until he has 
been passed upon by our authorities. He should have a pass- 
port. And we should visé his passport. And it costs the Amer- 
ican people huge sums of money each year to maintain these 
checking agencies. It costs us huge sums of money each year 
to pass on these foreigners, both emigrants and nonemigrants, 
and they and not our taxpayers should have to pay such expense, 

And I do not blame other countries for keeping a checking 
system. And I do not blame them for insisting on viseing pass- 
ports. And I do not blame them for charging for it. And the 
people who get the service ought to pay the bill. The people 
who are able to travel ought to pay for their visés as an inci- 
dental expense to such travel. 


TRAVEL SHOULD NOT BEGET ARROGANCE 


I wish sincerely that every American could travel abroad. I 
wish that every American could visit every State in this Union. 
Everyone recognizes that travel is beneficial. But with it we 
should never become puffed up. It should make us broader and 

. more considerate for those of our fellow man less fortunate. 

I have never had the privilege of going abroad. Just as 
many of my colleagues have done, I could have gone abroad on 
a Government transport during the past eight years at very 
little personal expense, but I have never yet done so. I could 
have gone on several of the many congressional trips to Panama 
at Government expense, but I have never yet done so. I have 
always been too busy with my official duties here in Washing- 
ton, and I have never felt that I could spare the time. I 
know that it places me at a great disadvantage in not having 
the travel experience in foreign lands enjoyed by some of my 
colleagues, but I try to make up for it in increased energy and 
concentrated application to official duties. 

UNKIND REFERENCES 


With no provocation whatever, the distinguished gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. Burton] attempted to make sport of my lack 
of travel abroad, and indirectly tried to reflect upon my State. 
I did not ask him an impertinent question. I asked a very 
proper one, “If the ones who dance ought not to pay the 
fiddler?” And then he became unkind and said: 


It would do the gentleman from Texas an Infinite benefit if he could 
see some other country besides his own Texas and district. 


The distinguished gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Burton] makes 
us feel that when he speaks we ought to put him on a pedestal 
up above us because we have not been as privileged as he has 
in traveling abroad. In the many trips abroad which he has 
been privileged to make, in some, at least, he has traveled not 
altogether at his own expense, but at public expense, and prob- 
ably part of the time at the expense of certain institutions, 
and to that extent has been more privileged than we have 
been; but I want to say to my friend from Ohio, it would bene- 
fit even the gentleman if he could get out of his stateroom 
sometime or out of his palatial dining car on the train some- 
time and travel over the United States like I have in an auto- 
mobile and get down close to the heart of the American people 
and find out what they want with respect to their legislation. 
The gentleman would find that they want the men who travel 
abroad to pay the expense of their traveling, let them be 
teachers or preachers or of any other profession; let them pay. 
The old adage, “ Let the ones who dance pay the fiddler” ap- 
plies to the globe-trotter as well as anybody else. 

The gentleman from Ohio should not have reflected upon the 
great State of Texas. If he had traveled more in his own 
United States and less abroad, he would have known that for 
almost every sight he can see abroad there is one in Texas to 
match it. He would have known that from Texline on the 
north boundary of my State, it is 884 miles across the State 
north and south to Corpus Christi on its southern coast. He 
would have known that from Texarkana, Tex., on the east, 
it is 864 miles across the State east and west to the city of 
El Paso on the Rio Grande. He would have known that the 


wonderful scenery in the Fort Davis Mountains from Bal- 
morhea to Alpine and Marfa is hardly surpassed by any- 
thing he has ever witnessed abroad. He would have known 
that my old district ran from Mineral Wells 558 miles west 
to El Paso, and from Lubbock 400 miles to Rock Springs. If 
he had done what I have done, traveled over Texas in an 
automobile and acquainted himself with its many resources 
and fine people, he would still have more foreign knowledge than 
I have, and probably would have as much practical experience. 

Long before I came to Congress, at my own expense I 
traveled over much of the United States, and over some of 
Canada, and I am continuing to travel over the United States 
whenever the opportunity presents itself. And if the gentleman 
from Ohio will forgive me temporarily, I will promise him that 
as soon as I feel able to spare the time and money, I will make 
a trip abroad just in order that he will not feel so very much 
out of my class. 

But getting back to the bill, we are proposing to delegate 
to the President of the United States our privilege of legis- 
lating. We are proposing to let him abolish or lower at will 
these visé charges. Why don’t we do it, if it should be done? 

I am not yet willing to delegate the authority that is upon the 
shoulders of every Member of Congress to legislate; I am not 
willing to delegate it to the Chief Executive of this Nation. 

In some countries to-day, I will ask the members of his 
committee, if it is not a fact, for instance, in Holland, that the 
visé fee in Holland is just about one-half of what it is in 
France? It is a different amount in different countries. 

If we want to change the visé fee and the passport fee, why 
does not the Congress do it? I agree with my friend from New 
York [Mr. O’Connor] and I agree with the gentleman from 
California [Mr. Raker]. It is our duty to make the change 
and it is our duty to fix the price. 

Mr. BLOOM. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. I regret that my time is limited. It is 
not our duty to delegate that power to the Chief Executive 
and not know what his action is to be. I will now yield to 
the gentleman, 

Mr. BLOOM. This money that is paid to the foreign coun- 
tries for visés, how is that going to affect this country? The 
United States does not get that visé money. 

Mr. BLANTON. The money Americans pay for visés abroad, 
of course, is paid to foreign countries, but the $10 or $18 per 
head which the 68,785, or the 172,406, as the case may be, non- 
emigrant aliens pay to the United States for their visés, 
amounting at least to $687,850 annually, is paid as revenue 
into the Treasury of the United States. The gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. Lozrer] a short while ago struck the keynote 
when he asked his colleague from Ohio [Mr. Burton] if he 
was not taxing the taxpayers of the United States to benefit 
the globe trotters to the tune of at least $687,850 per annum. 
All admit that we take in at least $687,850 from visés annually 
that is public revenue. Why do we not put it in the Treasury 
and let these globe trotters pay out their $3,000,000 for visé 
fees abroad, if they want to travel abroad, especially when 
they willingly spend $500,000,000 annually in foreign countries? 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Texas has 
expired. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker, I yield five 
minutes to the gentleman from New York [Mr. CELLER]. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen, I am opposed to 
this rule, not on the ground that this particu’ jr bill is uncon- 
stitutional but on other grounds which I shall indicate briefly 
in a moment. 

In answer to the objections raised by the distinguished gen- 
tleman from California [Mr. Raker], I claim that the very 
case—Field v. Clark (143 U. S. 692)—that he read from in sup- 
port of his contention that this bill is unconstitutional is the 
best argument in the world for the constitutionality of the bill. 
His trouble is that he has read only part of the case and not 
all of it. He quoted a brief extract. He should in all fairness 
have read to the House more of the opinion of that famous 
decision. 

We are now discussing whether or not we shall consider a 
bill granting the power to the President consistent with the 
public interest to reduce visé fees or to abolish them altogether 
in the case of any class of aliens desiring to visit the United 
States who are not immigrants and who are nationals of 
countries which grant similar privileges to United States 
travelers abroad. The gentleman from California states that 
the bill is objectionable because it seeks to delegate legislative 
powers to the Chief Executive and that under the Constitution 
such power can not be delegated. . 

He grounds his argument on the case of Field against Clark; 
that case was the consideration of the authority conferred 
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upon the President by act of Congress to reduce the revenue 
and equalize duties on imports, to suspend by proclamation the 
free introduction of sugar, coffee, and other commodities when 
the President shall be satisfied that any country producing said 
goods imposes duties upon agricultural or other products of the 
United States which he, the President, may deem reciprocal, 
unequal, or unreasonable. The court held, Chief Justice Har- 
lan writing the opinion, that this was not a transfer of legis- 
lative power to the President. 


The true distinctlon— 


Said the Justice, citing the opinion of Judge Ranney (1 Ohio 
State 88)— 


is between the delegation of power to make the law, which necessarily 
involves a discretion as to what it shall be and conferring authority 
or discretion as to its execution, to be exercised under and in pur- 
suance of the law. The first can not be done; to the latter no valid 
objection can be made. 

Legislative power was exercised when Congress declared that the 
suspension should take effect upon a named contingency. What the 
President was required to do was simply in execution of the act of 
Congress. It was not the making of law. He was the mere agent of 
the lawmaking department to ascertain and declare the event upon 
which its expressed will was to take effect. It was a part of the law 
itself as it left the hands of Congress that the provisions, full and 
complete in themselves, permitting the free introduction of sugars, 
molasses, coffee, tea, And hides from particular countries should be 
suspended in a given contingency, and that in case of such suspensions 
certain duties should be imposed. 


In the case at hand all the President does is to act simply in 
execution of the resolution of Congress. He does not make the 
law, he simply finds out what foreign governments are doing or 
are willing to do in connection with the charges for visés for 
American travelers and then, if they are reducing their charges, 
he is authorized to reduce our charges. The President is thus 
a mere agent of Congress for the purpose of ascertaining and 
declaring the events upon which there shall be or shall not be 
a reduction in the visé charges. 

Judge Raxer and I are in accord in our opposition to this 
bill; he is in error, however, in offering the Field versus Clark 
ease as an argument, I demolish his argument in order that 
I might be fair to the gentlemen of this Honse. It is not to be 
supposed that I thus argue because I am in any way favoring 
this bill. 

I am opposed, also, to this bill because you reduce the ex- 
pense of American travelers and you put the entire burden 
upon immigrants. The hearings disclose that the total 1924 
revenue from visés of passports was $3,700,000, with a profit 
of $1,500,000. The profit came mostly from the immigrants, 
A fee of $10 placed upon a person who is to become a resident 
and a citizen of this country at the inception of his coming into 
this country, to my mind, is most oppressive ; it is irksome and 
it does not make a better immigrant. If it had the effect of 
giving a man a better character or of giving a man better abil- 
ity, mentally, physically, or morally, I would say make it 
$100; but you do not exercise any selection by merely charging 
$10, and when you put that burden upon him you do hinder 
and oppress him upon the very threshold of his career as an 
immigrant and future citizen. The burden is all the more in- 
tolerable when you realize that in addition to the $10 you 
charge also a head tax of $8, making a total of $18, which the 
immigrant can ill afford to pay. 

I say, furthermore, the purpose you have in mind will not 
be seryed; and why? If you will read on page 14 of the 
hearings, you will see that the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
ConNALLY] asked this very significant question: Would they 
not say, ‘We will not reduce our fees to visitors from the 
United States if you still charge Immigrants $10.” 

That is the crux of the situation, Germany, England, 
Sweden, and all the other continental nations of Europe are 
interested in their nationais, and if you are going to charge 
the immigrant, as you do in the 1924 law, $10 for a visé, those 
countries will say to the President—and you give him a sort 
of club over their heads by this bill Reduce the fees to our 
immigrants, otherwise we will not treat with you concerning 
reduction of visé fees to American travelers; we are mainly 
concerned with our nationals who go to the United States as 
immigrants. You do not propose to relieve them of any 
burdensome tax, why should we relieve your rich globe- 
trotters of any $10 visé fees?” 

For that reason you will not bring about the desired re- 
sults in this bill. To no avail, therefore, you give power to the 
President to reduce the visé fees after he may or may not be 


LXVI—252 


able to enter into reciprocal relations with foreign nations 
concerning travelers and temporary emigrants. Give the 
President full power to negotiate concerning travelers as well 
as immigrants, then the main purpose will be served and I 
shall then yote for this rule and the bill. In due course I 
shall offer suitable amendments to the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. BURTON. Mr, Speaker, I sympathize in some degree 
with the argument of the gentleman who has just preceded 
me. There is a hardship to some immigrants. But the man- 
agement of the immigrant service is extremely expensive and 
the aim is to make it, as far as possible, self-supporting. 
The Constitution of the United States recognizes the propriety 
of imposing a head tax upon immigrants, It is in an entirely 
different category and a different class from the ordinary 
visitor to this country. 

Mr. CELLER, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON. Ves. 

Mr. CELLER. I believe the gentleman stated that the Immi- 
gration Service was costly and expensive, but do we not know 
that it more than pays for itself? 

Mr. BURTON, Whether that be so or not, it is a very 
expensive service, 

Mr. CABLE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON. Ves. 

Mr. CABLE. In answer to the gentleman from New York, 
the figures show that under the act of 1924 the American con- 
suls are compelled to spend very much more time than they 
did prior to the passage of that act, 

Mr. CELLER, I took my figures from the report of Mr. 
Carr, in the Secretary of State's office. 

Mr. CABLE. But the act had been in force only about six 
months at that time. 

Mr. BURTON. As to the other argument, that this is an 
unlawful delegation of legislative power, I am surprised that 
it should be made seriously before this body. Why, my fellow 
Members, if Congress were to attempt to pass on every ques- 
tion which might be made a subject of legislation, it would 
cause such a crushing weight that we could not touch one side 
of the propositions presented to us. Every time a railroad 
rate is made between States by the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission it is a violation of the principle that the gentleman 
from California maintains that we were violating in this bill. 

In the act of 1897, in the very serious matter of the tariff, 
the President was allowed to make reciprocal trade treaties with 
other countries, thereby modifying the schedules provided for, 
in case equivalent concessions were granted by another coun- 
try. In the most recent tariff act the President can raise or 
lower the tariff! figures. It was the President who fixed the 
visé fee of $1 in 1918. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON. Yes. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. May I suggest that the propriety 
of delegated authority in this case, and in some other cases, 
has been tested by the fact that the bill fixes the standard 
governing the action of the President—that he is permitted to 
reciprocate with other nations as to the amount of visé fees. 

Mr. BURTON. Yes; that entirely takes this bill out of 
the cases referred to by the gentleman from California. The 
President is to act only when a certain condition arises, or 
when a certain agreement can be made. The gentleman from 
New York [Mr. CerLer] answered his argument in regard to 
that. 

Now, I do not wish to spend any great amount of time on it. 
I am not going to stand here and ridicule those who travel 
abroad ; closer touch with other nations is the one thing that 
the people of the United States very much need. It is not the 
millionaire, it is not those who travel on the Berengaria, or the 
highest grades of ships, it is that great multitude of teachers, 
and in the petition I have here the first signers are professors 
in the university, who desire to gain greater knowledge on sub- 
jects they teach, and recreation. It is helpful and an education 
to our own people, it promotes international good will. In 
1888 we did not claim to charge more than $1, but under the 
circumstances of the war this rate was raised—or, rather, after 
the war, in 1920—and upon conditions which do not now exist. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON. Certainly. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. I heard on yesterday from a reliable au- 
thoritw that already 30,000 American students were booked for 
a voyage across the Atlantic. 

Mr. BURTON. And the cost to them would be $40 or more 
apiece for visé fees. 
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Mr. COLE of Iowa. Is it not a fact that a great number of 
these students go in the steerage? 

Mr. BURTON. Yes. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. I might add that these students that I 
refer to are going at very low rates. 

Mr. RAKER. Will the gentleman yield? It is curious, but 
in the hearings the school-teachers were only referred to once, 
and then there was an effort to hide behind the school-teachers, 
but the effort was made by the chambers of commerce. 

Mr. BURTON. That argument can not weigh much. Of 
course, chambers of commerce are more active in propaganda. 
And I do not think we should treat with contempt chambers 
of commerce, whose salesmen go, abroad and increase the sale 
of our goods and add to the prosperity of our workmen and of 
our employers. I am not geing to see ridicule heaped upon 
them without answering it. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON. Yes. 

Mr. McSWAIN. I desire to testify in that direction to the 
effect that several college professors who are personal friends 
of mine have appealed to me by personal letter, not any part of 
a propaganda at all, to relieve them if I could. I think they 
are the prime movers in this matter, because a man who is a 
rich globe-trotter does not mind paying thirty or forty dollars. 
That is an insignificant sum to him. 

Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yicid? 

Mr. BURTON. Yes. 

Mr. SCHAFER. What precentage of those obtaining pass- 
ports are school teachers? 

Mr. BURTON. I shonld fancy a very large proportion, and 
that the number would be increased were it not for the bur- 
dens of the visé fees. Oftentimes that amount might even 
decide the question of whether a person would go abroad or 
not 


Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Does not the gentleman 
seriously believe that there is a great dealin the point made 
by the gentleman from New York [Mr. CELLER]? This bill 
authorizes a reciprocity. The other countries have to act 
first? 

Mr. BURTON. Yes. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. We will say that any other 
country is deeply concerned in its immigrants, who are re- 
quired by this law to pay a high visé to the United States con- 
sul. That couutry by the very nature of things will have to 
treat all of its nationals the same, whether they are travelers 
or are prospective migrants. I do not think they will come 
over with this reciprocity. 

Mr. BURTON. Maybe not, but there is every probability 
that they will, for this reason. Prior to the war they paid 
no such fees. Again they are anxious to have visits from 
Americans. I have paid visé fees myself, beginning as late 
as 1903, when they were altogether nominal. As I understand 
it the State Department already has had intimation that other 
countries will reciprocate. > 

Mr. Speaker, one attack was made upon me and some advice 
offered as to what I would better do. Oftentimes people are 
very generous in their advice to others, when they might well 
straighten their own paths. But I have no time to answer 
trivialities, and I am not going to take up the time of the 
House to answer the attack that was made upon me. 

Mr. FOSTER. Mr. Speaker, I might suggest that the gentle- 
man from Texas, at the time he made the remark, was not 
aware that the gentleman from Ohio is so near to his people 
at home, as is attested by his 60.000 majority in the last 
election. [Applause.] 

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question 
on the resolution, 

The previous question was ordered. 

A The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the resolu- 
on. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Branton) there were—yeas 78, noes 22. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order 
that there is no quorum present, and I object to the vote upon 
that ground. 

The SPEAKER, The gentleman from Texas makes the point 
of order that there is no quorum present. Evidently there is 
not. The Doorkeeper will close the doors, the Sergeant-at-Arms 
will bring in absent Members, and the Clerk will call the roll. 

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 250, nays 65, 
not voting 116, as follows: 


[Roll No. 71] 


YBAS—250 
Abernethy Aimon Arnold Bankhead 
Ackerman Andrew Bacharach Barbour 
Aldrich Anthony Bacon Barkley 
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er 
Chindblom 
Clague 
Clancy 
Cleary 
Cole, Iowa 
Cole, Ohio 
Iton 
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Pger 
Black, Tex. 


Faust 
Fitzgerald 
Fredericks 
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Fleetwood McDuffie Shreve 
Fre MeLaughlin, Mich Sinnott 
ar Lau 5 ch. Sinnott 
Frothingbam eee t 
s g eyna: 
Fuller McSwain Smithwick 
Gallivan McSweeney Snell 
Gambrill MacGregor Speaks | 
G Macia “ea Spearing 
Garrett, Tenn. Magee, N. Y. Spreul, IH. 
Gibson Magee, Pa. Stalker 
Gifford Major, IH. Stedman 
Graham Major, Mo. Steagle 
Greenwood Manlove Stephens 
Griest old Strong. Kaus. 
Griffin Mead Strong, Pa. 
Guyer Merritt Summers, Wash. 
Hadley Michaelson Sweet 
Han Michener Swing 
Hard Miller, Wash. Swoope 
Hastings Mills Taber 
Hawes Minahan Taylor, Colo. 
Hawley Montague Taylor, Tenn. 
Herse, Mooney Temple 
Hicke Moore, Ohio Thatcher 
Hill, Moore, Va. Thompson 
Hill, Md. Moores, Ind. Tillman 
Hoch Morgan Tilson 
Holaday Morin Timberlake 
Hooker Morris Tinkham 
Howard, Okla, Murphy Treadway 
Huddleston Nelson, Me, Tucker 
Hudson Newton, Mo. 8 
Hull, Iowa O'Brien Underhill 
Hull, Tenn, O'Connell, N.Y, Underwood 
Hull Morton D, O'Connell, R. I. Upshaw 
Hall, William 1. O'Connor, La. Valle 
Humphreys Oldfield Vare 
Jacobstein Oliver, N, Y. Vestal 
Johnson, Wash. rk, Ga. Vincent, Mich. 
Kearns Parker Vinson, Ga. 
Kelly Patterson Voigt 
Ketcham ry Wainwright 
Kiess Perlman Wal 
King Purnell Wefald 
Knutson Ra Welsh 
Kopp, Rainey ertz 
ur Ramseyer White, Kans, 
Kvale Ransley White, Me. 
LaGuardia Rathbone Williams, III. 
Lankford Reece Williams, Mich, 
Larsen, Ga, Reid, III. Williamson 
Lazaro Robinson, Iowa Wilson, Ind. 
Leach Robsion, Ky. Wingo 
Leatherwood Salmon Winter 
Leavitt Sanders, N. X. Woodruff 
Lehibach thafer Woodrum 
Lin T Schneider Wyant 
Linthicum Sears, Nebr. 
Luce Sherwood 
NAYS—65 
Dickinson, Mo, MeClintic Sandiin 
Doughton McKeown Sears, Ela. 
Fulmer Milligan Steagall 
Gardner, Ind. Moore, Ga. Stevenson 
Gasque Morehead Swank 
Gilbert orrow Taylor, W. Va, 
Goldsborough O'Connor, N. 1. Thomas, ae: 
Hammer Oliver, Ala. Thomas, 
Hill, Wash. Parks, Ark. Vinson, Ky. 
Howard, Nebr. Quin Watkins 
Hudspeth Raker Weaver 
Jeffers Weller 
Johnson, Tex. Rayburn Williams, Tex. 
Reed, Ark. Wilson, La. 
Kincheloe Romjue 
Lanham Rubey 
Lozier Sanders, Tex. 
NOT VOTING—116 
Free Lindsay Regers, N. H. 
French Logan Rogers, Mass. 
Fulbright Longworth Rosendloom 
Funk wrey Rouse 
Garner, Tex. Lyon Sabath 
Garrett, Tex, McKenzie Sanders, Ind. 
eran McLaughlin, Nebr.Schall 
Glatfelter MeNulty Scott 
Green Madden Seger 
Harrison apes Shailenberger 
Haugen Martin Sinclair 
Hayden Miller, III. Snyder 
James Moore, III. Sproul, Kans, 
Johnson, Ky. Nelson, Wis. Sullivan 
Johnson, 8. Dak. Newton, Minn, Sumners, Tex. 
Johnson, W. Va. Nolan Tague 
Jost O'Sullivan Tineher 
Keller Paige „ Ward, N. X. 
Kendall Peavey fard, N. C. 
Kent Perkins Wasen 
Kerr Phillips Watson 
Kindred Porter Wilson, Miss. 
Kunz ‘ou Winslow 
Lampert Prall Wolt 
Langley Qunyle Wood 
u, Minn. Reed, N. Y Wrigbt 
Lea, Calif, W. Va Wurzbach 
„Ga. Richards Yates 
Lilly Roach Zihiman 


So the resolution was agreed to, 
The Clerk announced the following pairs: 
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General pairs: 


Mr. Madden with Mr. Prall. 

Mr. Dallinger with Mr. Garner of Texas. 

Mr. Perkins with Mr. Rogers of New Hampshire. 
Mr. Faust with Mr. Cummings. 

Mr. Begg with Mr. Lindsay. 

Mr. Winslow with Mr. Croll. 

Mr. Anderson with Mr. Black of Texas. 

Mr. Mapes with Mr. Kindred. 

Mr. Connolly of Pennsylvania with Mr. Lilly. 

Mr. Nolan with Mr. Byrnes of South Carolina. 

Mr. Porter with Mr. gan, 

Mr. Fredericks with Mr. Pou. 

Mr. Sanders of Indiana with Mr. Garrett of Texas. 
Mr. Free with Mr. Johnson of Kentucky. 

Mr. Green with Mr. Tague. 

Mr. Sager with Mr. Jost. 

Mr. Kendall with Mr. Shallenberger. 

Mr. Longworth with Mr. Harrison. 

Mr. Johnson of South Dakota with Mr. Wilson of Mississippi. 
we Ee VAU ae 

Mr. Paige w r. Quayle. 

Mr. Newton of Minnesota with Mr. Dominick. 

Mr. Curry with Mr. Lyon. 

Mr. Butler with Mr. orang 

Mr. Yates with Mr, Lee of Georgia. 

Mr. Tincher with Mr. Buckley. 

Mr. Funk with Mr. . 

Mr. Phillips with Mr. Geran. 

Mr. Reed of New York with Mr. Hayden. 

Mr. Evans of Iowa with Mr. Sullivan. 

Mr. Wood with Mr. Kent. 

Mr. Christopherson with Mr. Ward of North Carolina, 
Mr. Wurzbach with Mr. Johnson of West Virginia. 
Mr. Zihlman with Mr, Doyle. 

Mr. Ward of New York with Mr. Sumners of Texas. 
Mr. McKenzie with Mr. Glatfelter, 

Mr. Clarke of New York with Mr. Richards. 

Mr. Wason with Mr. Martin. 

Mr. McLaughlin of Nebraska with Mr. Fulbright. 
Mr. Watson with Mr. O'Sullivan. 

Mr. Miller of Illinois with Mr, Clark of Florida. 
Mr. Edmonds with Mr. Lowrey. 

Mr. Moore of Ilinois with Mr. Carew. 

Mr. Fairfield with Mr. Lea of California. 

Mr. Scott with Mr. Aswell. 

Mr. Sproul of Kansas with Mr. Kerr. 

Mr. Haugen witb Mr. Ayres. 

Mr. Rogers of Massachusetts with Mr. Kunz. 

Mr. James with Mr, 8 

Mr. Fitzgerald with Mr. Sabath. 
Mr. Nelson of Wisconsin with Mr. McNulty, 
Mr. Sinclair with Mr. Dickstein. 
Mr. Lampert with Mr. Wolff. : 
Mr. Keller with Mr. Berger. 


The result of the vote was announced as above recorded, 
The SPEAKER. A quorum is present; the Doorkeeper will 
open the doors, 


AUTHORIZING THE PRESIDENT IN CERTAIN CASES TO MODIFY VISÉ 
FEES 


Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve 
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union for the consideration of the bill (H. R. 11957). 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the consid- 
eration of the bill H. R. 11957, with Mr. SNELL in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole 
Tiouse on the state of the Union for the consideration of the 
bill H. R. 11957, which the Clerk will report by title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bin (H. R. 11957) to authorize the President in certain cases to 
modify visé fees. 


Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimons consent to dis- 
pense with the first reading of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I would like to reach an agree- 
ment with the gentleman in charge of the bill on the other side. 

The CHAIRMAN, ‘The time for debate is fixed in the origi- 
nal rule. The gentleman from New York is entitled to a halt 
an hour and the gentleman from Texas a half an hour. 

Mr, FISH. I wanted to make sure the gentleman from 
Texas was in charge of the bill on the other side. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. I am not in charge of the bill, 
but in charge of the opposition. 

Mr. FISH. Is the gentleman in charge or Mr. LINTHICUM? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. LIN THIcUuxt does not claim it 
and I do. — 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York is recog- 
nized for half an hour and the gentleman from Texas for a 
half an hour. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, this bill simply authorizes the 
President to negotiate with foreign countries to reduce or 
waive the visé fees. It does not affect the issuance of pass- 
ports; it does not affect visé requirements. At the suggestion 


of the Chairman of the Committee on Immigration, who came 
before the Committee on Foreign Affairs, we agreed to change 
the bill so it would only affect visé fees. He pointed out that 
if we did away with the visé requirement that it would provide 
a loophole for nonimmigrant aliens coming into this country 
and the authorties would have no check over them while they 
were here. This bill is very simple in its nature. It simply 
empowers the President to negotiate with foreign governments 
to reach similar arrangements to reduce the visé fees. Now 
the question is, How much does this involve, how much in 
receipts will the Government lose if this bill goes into effect. 
The maximum that the Government could lose in receipts 
would be $680,000. 

There are 68,000 nonimmigrant aliens who come into the 
country each year. But it is generally understood that the 
President would not be able to negotiate with all these foreign 
Governments that charge visé fees and persuade them to reduce 
or waive the visé fee; but it is hoped that a large number of 
them will reduce or waive the visé fees, and further it is hoped 
that those countries that haye no such immigration policy or 
are confronted with such immigration problems as we have in 
this country will not only waive the fees but will do away with 
the necessity of getting visés. That is the hope and expectation 
of our State Department, and I make the statement on the 
authority of the State Department that they are hopeful that 
many nations which have not the immigration problems we 
have will do away not only with the fees but the entire visé 
requirements. 

Mr. TILSON. Will the gentleman yield right there? 

Mr. FISH. I will. 

Mr. TILSON. Could we do the same thing? Could we waive 
ourselves entirely the fees as to nonimmigrants? 

Mr. FISH, Certainly; the Congress of the United States has 
power to do away with the fees and the visé requirements, and 
the reason we are not abolishing the visé requirement is that 
the chairman of the Committee on Immigration has pointed ont 
that it would provide a loophole for nonimmigrant aliens to 
remain once they are here. 

Mr. TILSON. I mean, is it a practical proposition to yisé 
those who come as immigrants and not visé the others? 

Mr. FISH. Well, of course, this committee has no jurisdic- 
tion over the immigrants coming into this country. Now, an- 
other point that has been raised here is the question of what 
will it cost the Government if this bill is enacted into law? It 
costs our travelers and our commercial men who go abroad 
anywhere from three to four visés; and if the visé is $10 each, 
which is the normal sum in most countries, it amounts from 
$30 to $40, and add to that the passport of $10, making a total 
of about $5,000,000 to American citizens for passports and visés. 
This bill aims to do away with this unequal burden upon 
American citizens amounting to $5,000,000, when we get in 
return only $680,000 for the visés of nonimmigrant aliens. 

Mr. RAKER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FISH. I will. 

Mr. RAKER. The gentleman did not intend to make that 
statement that you have to pay $10 for a visé and $10 for a 
passport? 

Mr. FISH. Certainly. Every American citizen who leaves 
this conntry, and there are 121,000 who pay annually $10 
apiece for passports, and if the gentleman wants detailed in- 
formation, there are about 179,000 Americans who go abroad 
each year, but only 121,000 who pay for passports. The bal- 
ance travel on special or diplomatic passports. The consular 
and diplomatic agents receive diplomatic passports and Mem- 
bers of Congress special passports, both free of charge. Ameri- 
can citizens pay out $1,120,000 annually for passports alone. 

Mr. CELLER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FISH. I will. 

Mr. CELLER. Why did the committee or the gentleman 
limit the provision of his bill to travelers, and why did not 
they extend the proposition to immigrants? 

Mr. FISH. I will answer the gentleman. It costs a large 
sum of money to conduct our Consular Service, and the Con- 
sular Service is conducted largely for the purpose Of investi- 
gating the immigrants coming into this country and granting 
visés, and you will note that our travelers abroad do not 
go to our consular officers to get visés; they have to go to 
the foreign consulates to get visés. I think it is only fair that 
the aliens coming into this country to remain here and who 
get their visés in that way should pay $10. I think $10 is 
yery reasonable. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FISH. Les. 

Mr. CELLER. Does not the gentleman think that countries 
like Sweden and Germany and others that are interested in 
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their nationals, when the President says, “ Reduce the fee to 
travelers,” will say, “ We will also reduce our fees to travelers, 
as most of our people go as immigrants to America“? 

Mr. FISH. I do not think so, because the State Department 
has told our committee that they are of the opinion that these 
countries will reduce or waive the visé fee. Furthermore, I 
have just heard to-day that Germany reduced her visé fee 


down to $1. It is in to-night’s paper. The statement was that 
it was done in order to encourage American visitors to come 
into their country; a lot of students, teachers, Government 
employees, and men and women of moderate means are unable 
to afford paying for visés, as trayeling itself is expensive. 
The German Government reduced the fee to $1 voluntarily, 
according te te-day’s paper. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. That is on the six months’ 
permit? 

Mr. FISH. Yes; for travelers, for six months or a year. 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FISH. Les. 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Is it not a fact that when a country 
like Germany reduces her visé fees others will naturally do 
the same to encourage our tourists? 

Mr. FISH. Yes. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FISH. Yes. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Does not the gentleman estimate that too 
high as $5,000,000? I notice in the hearings it was said 
$2,000,000, and in another place it was said to be between 
$2,500,000 and $3,000,000. - 

Mr. FISH. The gentleman is correct, but the gentleman 
dees not include what was spent for passports. The amount 
paid by American citizens for visés is estimated at $8,363,000, 
and for passports at $1,121,000. Many of us believe that three 
countries visited is a low average, and that $30 would be a 
low average for the 112,000 American travelers. Our Consular 
Service shows a surplus of $1,500,000, or showed it at the end of 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924. If this bill goes through, 
there will still be a surplus of over $1,000,000 above the re- 
ceipts from our Consular Service. I maintain that this bill 
will not cost more than $400,000, and at the maximum not more 
than $600,000, as we will probably not be able to negotiate 
with certain countries, so that the cost will only be breught 
down to $400,000. 

Mr, CELLER. ‘These are for immigrant passports. You 
would simply use up that sum of $1,000,000. 

Mr. FISH. I am yielding to the gentleman from Maryland 
[Mr. Linruicem], a member of the committee. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. ‘The figures the gentleman gives are ap- 
proximated on the cost prior to the additional cost of the 
Rogers bill. The gentleman must not forget that. 

Mr. FISH. Even then it shows a surplus for the Consular 
Service of $1,000,000 after this bill passes. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from New York has 19 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 
15 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas is recognized 
for 15 minutes. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of 
the committee, in the discharge of my duty as a member of the 
committee, a duty which each member of a committee report- 
ing a bill owes to his colleagues, to endeavor to explain 
mensures that come from his committee—I say in discharge of 
that duty I want to try to outline what this bill proposes to do. 

Prior to the war the law provided that for each passport 
visé the Government would collect $1 for the application and 
$1 for the visé, making $2 collected by American consuls for 
viséing the passport of any foreigner presenting such a docu- 
ment. After the war there was pending in this House an an- 
nual State Department appropriation bill. Just prior to that 
time, in hearings before the Committee on Foreign Affairs, it 
had been developed that considerable revenue could be prop- 
erly raised by increasing the fee to $5; and so, that fact hay- 
ing been developed, when that bill. was on the floor I offered an 
amendment raising the visé fee from $2 to $5. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Porter], I think it was, made a point 
of order against it, and it went out. The bill then went to the 
Senate, and Senator Lodge, chairman of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations of the Senate, secured the adoption of an 
amendment raising the fee to $10, or $1 for the application 
and $9 for the visé, and the House concurred in that amend- 
ment. 

Now what was the effeet of that amendment? At that time 
large numbers of immigrants were coming to the United 


States, and for the first year of that law's operation it brought 
into the Treasury of the United States, as I now recall it, more 
than $5,000,000 that had never before been received from that 
source, At the present time, with the decreased volume of 
immigration, the visé law to-day brings in $3,700,000 annually. 

My duty will be discharged when I tell you the facts, and 
then it will be your duty to say whether or not you want to 
cut off some of that revenue and give it to those who are trayel- 
ing in Europe either for their pleasure or their profit. I re- 
peat, at the present time this bill is bringing in $3,700,000 an- 
nually. Why? Because it applies not only to aliens, but to all 
trayelers coming to the United States. 

The framers of this bill said to themselves: This House 
will never stand for removing the fee in the case of immigrants, 
This House would not stand for the loss of that money to the 
Treasury.” What do they propose to do? The commercial 
interests, represented by the United States Chamber of Com- 
merce, and other organizations want their representatives in 
Europe to be saved the payment of visé fees. 

So what do they propose to do? They propose to authorize 
the President to negotiate with foreign governments and say 
to foreign governments: “If you will reduce the visé fees of 
our travelers abroad, we in turn, shall reduce our fees,“ not 
on immigrants but on travelers for profit or pleasure to the 
United States. This bill’s effect is confined to the reduction 
of the revenue now derived from the viséing of passports of 
travelers for pleasure and profit, and that revenue is now 
putting into the Treasury of the United States the sum of 
$687,000 annually. 

There are 100,000,000 and more people residing in the United 
States who never go to Europe, and there are 121,000 people 
in the United States who do go to Europe each year, or did 
last year. What are you going to do about it? We are getting 
$687,000 each year. That is the amount those travelers are 
indirectly paying into the Treasury of the United States. Do 
you believe it is fairer for the 100,000,000 people who do not 
go to Europe to pay that $687,000, or do you believe that the 
121,000 people who do go to Europe should pay for the privi- 
leges of a passport visé? Do you believe that those who avail 
themselves of the privileges of a passport, who do take up 
the time of our consular offices in rendering them services, in 
facilitating their travel and in administering to their comforts, 
should pay for a part, at least, of the service which the 
Government is rendering them? I believe it is fairer for the 
traveler in Europe to pay that small part of the cost of main- 
taining our foreign service than I do that the people who 
remain at home and do not get the benefit of that service 
should pay it. 

That is the issue here. I am frankly basing my opposition 
to this measure largely on considerations of revenue. 

The gentleman from New York stood here and pretended to 
claim that the cry for this measure was coming from the school- 
teachers over the country. Of course, if a school-teacher goes 
to Europe he will have to pay a visé fee just like anybody 
else. I would be glad if they could go there without paying 
it if it did not cost some other taxpayer something to pay it 
for them. The gentleman from Ohio stood here and read a 
petition signed by the passengers on some ocean-going liner. 
Of course, they want to reduce the fee. Did yon ever know 
anybody who had to pay any kind of a fee, who if he could 
would not reduce it? Of course, they want to reduce it. They 
want to abolish it altegether. But when you reduce it you 
thereby increase the fees that the people who are at home 
are going to have to pay the taxgatherer on the 15th day of 
March when he collects their income tax. 

Now, let us see about this. We maintain our Consular 
Service abroad. What for, my friends? We maintain the Con- 
sular Service abroad for the convenience of our travelers and 
for the convenience of our citizens in foreign lands who may 
be doing business for profit or residing abroad fer pleasure. 
We maintain our embassies abroad and we pay for them out of 
the Treasury of the United States. For what? For your 
conyenience and mine when we are sitting by our firesides? No. 
We are paying those sums in order to protect the interests of 
our citizens abroad, to minister to their comforts and to their 
conveniences. Is it not, then, unreasonable that our citizens 
who go abroad, and for whom all of these services are provided, 
should complain? 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. That is not the only purpose for which 
we maintain consular offices and embassies. 

Mr, CONNALLY of Texas. No. 

Mr, COLE of Iowa. To represent the whole country. 
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Mr. CONNALLY of Texas, I did not say that was the only 
purpose and I do not think anybody concluded from what I 
said that we do not have them there for the purpose of main- 
taining our diplomatic relations with the world. But the gentle- 
man knows that those diplomatic relations Jargely arise from 
the contracts of our citizens in foreign lands. The gentleman 
knows that, and I will go further than I did and say that the 
primary purpose is for the protection of our people abroad 
and of their property interests abroad, and I will say that the 
major portion of their time and the major portion of their 
industry and activities is devoted to the interest of our citizens 
traveling or residing abroad or who are conducting business 
operations abroad. I stand by that statement. 

Now, let us see about this. That is not all. I believe in 
protecting American citizens abroad, and I believe in uphold- 
ing their rights. I voted in this Chamber, when I had been 
here only a few days, to plunge this country into war in order 
to protect American citizens abroad and American property 
abroad, and we spent from $20,000,000,000 to $40,000,000,000 to do 
it, and we poured out on the soil of France the blood of 100,000 
of the best manhood of the country. Then is it not unreason- 
able that people who travel abroad and that citizens for whom 
we make such sacrifices at home should complain at the Gov- 
ernment because it exacts a $10 fee for yis¢ing passports? 
That is the doctrine of these gentlemen. 

Mr. WEFALD. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. WEFALD. Does not the gentleman think we ought to 
make it as cheap as we can for the mothers, fathers, sisters, 
and brothers to go and view the graves over there? [Ap- 
plause.] 

Mr. RAKER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. In just a moment. Let me an- 
swer the gentleman. Does the gentleman know of a single 
father or mother that will be deterred from going to France 
to visit at the grave of her son by the $10 yisé fee which the 
French Government might exact? [Applause,] 

Mr. O'CONNELL of New York. Will the gentleman yield 
to me? i 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. I yield to the gentleman from 
New York. . 

Mr. O'CONNELL of New York. I will say to the gentleman 
that we have been trying for several months to get a bill 
through the committee and through the House to send them 
there at the expense of the Government, and that is the way 
they ought to go. 

Mr. RAKER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. RAKER. Is it not a fact that the law does not now 
require from the very ones named a fee for a passport to go 
to France, and the foreign countries do the same thing, so that 
there is no fee charged to the father, mother, brother, or sister 
to go over and visit the graves of their son or brother abroad? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. I thank the gentleman for that 
information, and I pass it on to the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. WEFALD. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Very briefly. 

Mr. WEFALD. Does not the gentleman know that a lot of 
very poor people go back to Europe to visit their fathers and 
mothers and to visit the home place? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. If they go often, they will con- 
tinue to be poor. 

Mr. WEFALD. Does not the gentleman think it is a good 
thing that they should see their mother country once in a 
while? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Because some poor people want 
to go to Europe to see their kinfolks constitutes no valid reason 
why the Government of the United States ought to tax other 
poor people who do not go to Europe in order to make it 
easier for those who do go. [Applause.] Let me say to the 
gentleman that if it is only worth $2 to visé the passport of a 
foreigner who is traveling in the United States for pleasure or 
in order to make money, why is it right for the Government of 
the United States to tax the kinsmen of some of those of whom 
he speaks who come to this country as immigrants? 

I voted for the immigration bill, and I am in fayor of re- 
stricting immigration, but when we by law admit people to 
come to the United States we are thereby saying to those 
people that we welcome them; that they are fit material to 
become American citizens, and we want them to become articu- 
lated into the life of this Republic, and we want them to 
become prosperous and to fird occupation in the economy of our 
system. Is it right to say to those immigrants, “We will 
charge you $10 a head for viseing your passports?” 


“Tt is true we are going to make citizens out of you, but in 
order to get the revenue—for the purpose of getting revenue 
we are going to close the door in your face unless you pay us 


$10 as a visé fee.” But to some foreigner who comes to 
America not for the purpose of becoming a citizen, but some 
foreigner who comes here for the purpose of traveling purely 
for his own pleasure or some foreigner who comes here to 
compete in business, we say to such a man, We shall not 
charge you anything for yisGing your passport. You never 
expect to become a citizen. You do not come here to help us, 
but you come here to help yourself and we will charge you 
nothing.” But the immigrant that we want, the immigrant 
that we expect to become a part of our people, who is worthy 
to partake of our liberty and our institutions, we do not want 
him badly enough to admit him unless we first make him pay 
$10. [Laughter and applause.] 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. In just a moment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 
three minutes more. 

I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr, BLANTON. Can you improve on the old-time system of 
letting the dancers pay the fiddler? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Abstractly that is a pretty sound 
maxim. I do not believe in making travelers abroad pay all 
the cost of all the services that we render them, but I do be- 
lieve that it is just and that it is fair to make them pay some- 
thing toward the maintenance of our foreign service abroad. 

Mr. BLOOM. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Let me first show the absurdity 
of the position of the gentleman from New York [Mr. Fisu]}. 
The gentleman says that if we simply reduce these fees to 
$2 we will thereby relieve our people of this great burden. 
The gentleman says we pay three times as much for traveling 
abroad as we get back, because he says American travelers 
will visit three countries and foreigners traveling in the 
United States will visit only one. However much the fee may 
be reduced, the ratio would remain the same. The traveler 
visiting three countries would pay three times as much as a 
yisitor to one. 

Mr. BLOOM. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. BLOOM. The gentleman does not mean to say three 
times as much, he means proportionately. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Proportionately, of course. 

Mr. BLOOM. Now, the gentleman brought me into this. 
{Laughter.] He says there are 110,000,000 people of the United 
States who do not receive any benefit of this passport visé 
proposition. Is it not a fact that every resident or citizen of 
the United States receives some benefit if they want to travel? 
It is not the same people that travel every day, it is something 
you mre 110,000,000 people that they may receive some benefit 

om it. 

The CHAIRMAN. 
has again expired. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. I yield myself two minutes more. 
Who are the interests pushing this bill? Whom did we have 
before us? The gentleman from Ohio says the school-teachers 
are crying for this measure, and the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. Friss], great strong man that he is, gets around behind a 
petticoat and says that the school-teachers want it. He says 
that the school-teachers are crying for it. Of course, any 


The time of the gentleman from Texas 


school-tencher that may travel in a foreign country wants the 


fee reduced. Who came before the committee? Why, the 
United States Chamber of Commerce and the Chamber of Com- 
merce of Portland, Oreg. 

Mr. WATKINS. That is good. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. If I thought the Chamber of 
Commerce of Portland was as good as the Representative from 
that city [Mr. Warxkixs] I would agree to that statement. I 
want to quote a witness who appeared before the committee. 
He said he was a traveling man, and he traveled in northern 
Europe. He said it was burdensome to pay the visé fees on 
account of the United States fixing them at $10. He suid he 
came into competition with the rest of Europe and that it was 
very harmful and very hurtful. I let some other gentleman 
examine him a while and then I asked him a few questions, 
and then I said, “ By the way, what line of goods do you handle 


in Europe? He said, “I sell textiles.” I said, Do you do 
any business?” He said, We do a very large business in 
Scandinavia.’ He was making money, doing a very large 


business, and yet he complains because he had to pay a $10 
visé fee to the country in which he does business. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


FEBRUARY 17 


The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has again expired. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. 
time. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. TEMPLE]. 

Mr. TEMPLE. Mr. Chairman, we have been interested, 
of course, in what has been said by the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. Connatty]. I am sure that the gentleman did not 
intend to convey the idea that the money paid by American 
travelers for visés goes into the United States Treasury. It 
does not, it goes into the treasuries of the foreign countries. 
are CONNALLY of Texas. The gentleman does not mean 

at? 

Mr. TEMPLE. That is exactly what I do mean. I said 
that I was sure that the gentleman from Texas did not mean 
that it went into the Treasury of the United States. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. I said that the money we got 
from the visé of passports of foreigners goes into the Treasury 
of the United States. 

Mr. TEMPLE. There is no dispute about that. The gentle- 
man did not hear what I said. I said that the gentleman did 
not mean to say that the money paid by American citizens for 
viseing American passports went into the Treasury of the 
United States. It does not. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Nobody ever said that it did. 

Mr. TEMPLE. The money that goes into the Treasury of 
the United States is money paid by foreigners for viséing pass- 
ports of other countries. Now, how much money does the 
Treasury receive for viséing passports? About 68,000 foreign 
tourists and other travelers, who might be affected by this bill, 
pay about $680,000 to American consuls, which goes into the 
Treasury of the United States. Now, in order to get that 
sum into the Treasury of the United States, 121,000 American 
citizens traveling abroad pay $10 each for the visé of his pass- 
port by each of several countries. If a man goes to England 
and has his passport visGed for England he pays $10 to a 
British consul. If he wants to go also to France he has to 
pay to France $10 more for that, and if he wants to go to 
Italy he has to pay $10 additional to Italy for his Italian 
visé. That amounts to a tax by foreign countries on Ameri- 
can citizens of $20 to $40 apiece, or perhaps as much as $100 
apiece if the traveler is going to as many as 10 countries. 
American citizens numbering 121,000 pay approximately $3,000,- 
000 to foreign countries in order that we may get $600,000 for 
visGing the passports of foreign tourists and commercial trav- 
elers coming to the United States. Is that a square deal? 
Are we dealing squarely with our own people? This bill 
would authorize the President to negotiate with foreign coun- 
tries with a view to reaching reciprocal arrangements so that 
we may reduce or abolish yisé fees on passports of nonimmi- 
grant travelers from countries which make like concessions 
to similar travelers from the United ‘States. 

Such arrangement would be reciprocal. It could not possibly 
injure any foreign country, because it can not be done without 
the consent of that country. More than that, even if the 
$687,000 estimated to come into the American Treasury from 
this source, which may not come in if the negotiations con- 
templated under this bill be successful in every case, were not 
received at all, the remaining fees received by the Consular 
Service would still pay all the expenses of the Consular Service 
and leave a surplus of about $1,000,000 a year. American trav- 
elers are asking for this. 

Mr. JACOBSTRIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TEMPLE. Tes. 

Mr. JACOB STEIN. Are these figures ones that will obtain 
under the new immigration bill and the increased cost of our 
Consular Service under the Rogers bill? Will we still have a 
surplus of a million dollars? 

Mr. TEMPLE. This estimate comes from the State Depart- 
ment, and is an estimate of the surplus during the past year. 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. That was as of July 1 of last year, 
before the Rogers bill took effect and before the new provisions 
of the new immigration law went into effect. 

Mr. TEMPLE. My understanding is that it was an estimate, 
and the figures were based upon past experience. 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Understand, I am for the bill, but I am 
afraid that if there is a deficit it will be charged up against the 
immigrant. 

Mr. TEMPLE. There can be no deficit because of this bill. 
The appropriations provided for in the diplomatic and consular 
bill come out of the Treasury and not out of this fund, 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
yania has expired. 


I reserve the balance of my 


Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield two minutes to the gentle- 
man from Michigan [Mr. CLANCY]. 

Mr. CLANOY. Mr. Chairman, as a member of the committee 
that reported out this bill, I am in favor of it. My good friend 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Connatty], I take it, en- 
deavored to argue that the 110,000,000 people do not properly 
share in the benefits which come to this country from the trayel 


abroad last year of some 112,000 American citizens. Let me 
take a concrete instance—my own city of Detroit. Many of 
the travelers of 1924 were drummers, commercial salesmen, 
who were combing the markets of Europe to sell our products. 
We lead the world in many commodities. The export trade 
gained by these men abroad has been one of the main con- 
tributing factors to make Detroit, per capita, the richest city 
in the world, a city which has risen in the last few years from 
sixteenth in population in the United States to the position of 
fourth. The constituents of the gentleman from Texas IMr. 
CoNNALLY] are familiar with the wealth of that city, if the 
gentleman is not. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Oh, we help make some of them. 

Mr. CLANCY. That is evidenced by the fact that many of 
his constituents have come to my city, and I have proof of that 
in the fact that I haye helped to get some of them out of jail. 
[Laughter.] 

These high fees are a war-time restriction on business, on 
education, on recreation, and absolutely unwarranted. They 
should be removed or curtailed. The bill merely gives power to 
the President to negotiate reciprocal arrangements along these 
lines. At the present time the countries of Europe retaliate 
against Americans who go abroad to visit there, and in the last 
analysis we lose. The Secretary of State has recommended 
that this bill be passed, as has the Secretary of Commerce, and 
I sincerely hope that we will pass the bill before we leave here 
to-night. 

Individual business men and associations of business men 
are against the present high fees. Complaints have multiplied 
until these exorbitant fees are a high point of irritation in 
American foreign commerce relations. The cost often runs 
from 850 to $100 for an American traveler. 

This bill provides for reduction of these passport visé fees 
to a reasonable charge. The President of the United States, 
the Secretary of State, and the Secretary of Commerce favor 
its passage. 

This measure provides for reciprocity in visé charges. The 
present system is one of retaliation. European countries retal- 
iate against the United States visé regulations by levying a 
$10 visé tax against our business men, teachers, and other 
American travelers in Europe. Americans get the worst of 
the deal. 

Gentlemen speaking against the adoption of this bill on the 
floor to-day have made a great point on the amount of revenue 
gained for the United States Government by the present visé 
charges and have referred to the cost of maintaining the Con- 
sular Service abroad. 

As a matter of fact, the total consular fees received during 
the year 1924 amounted to $6,700,000 and over. The cost of 
the Consular Service for 1924 was about $5,000,000. Therefore 
the Consular Service was not only self-sustaining, but the profit 
was approximately $1,700,000. 

These visé charges and profit represent a handicap and pen- 
alty against salesmen and business men who travel abroad to 
get export business for the United States. The same kind of 
a penalty or handicap is laid upon school-teachers, students, 
and others who travel abroad for educational purposes. There 
is eyen an undue hardship against those who travel for health 
and recreation. 

These odious fees could be greatly cut down by negotiations 
of our Government with other governments, and business educa- 
tion and recreation would be correspondingly stimulated. 

American. business particularly has such a terrific struggle 
to gain markets of the world in competition with England, Ger- 
many, and other countries, who leave no stone ‘unturned in the 
way of subsidies and favorable arrangements that Congress 
should be very careful to lend a helping hand to American 
business men whenever possible. It has been charged that the 
United States Chamber of Commerce sent its representatives 
to our committee and argued for the reduction or abolition of 
these visé fees. What of that? It merely proves that this 
organization is alert and patriotic in this instance. Whatever 
propaganda they have used in this case to get favorable action 
from Congress is for the benefit of the American workingman, 
manufacturer, and provider of raw materials. 

Summing up, a number of foreign governments already have 
reciprocal arrangements by which visées are abolished or visé 
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charges reduced to a minimum. The bill before us aims to aid 
the American by relieving him from an unnecessarily high tax; 
it authorizes the President to reciprocate with us if we reduce 
or abolish our own visé fees on nonimmigrant travelers, and 
they reduce or abolish their fees charged to Americans travel- 
ing in their territory. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Michigan 
has expired. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Moore]. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that 
every argument that has been made against the bill can be 
disregarded except the one argument advanced by my respected 
friend from Texas [Mr. Connatty]. And it strikes me that 
his argument ought not to weigh against the considerations 
that make in favor of the passage of the bill. The simple ques- 
tion the bill presents is whether we will relieve Americans who 
go abroad of a tax which now I think is properly characterized 
as unjust. Of course, the people who go abroad are of differ- 
ent classes. There are business people, like those described by 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Crancy], but there are a 
great many people who are not engaged in business who go 
abroad. I happen to represent a rural district, and I find there 
is a growing inclination and desire upon the part of the people 
of my district to visit Europe for recreational and educational 
purposes. It seems to me, if we can fairly do so, that we ought 
to unite in fostering that desire. Since the war, not before the 
war, any person of moderate means wishing to make a tour of 
Europe, not an extensive tour, and not covering a long period, 
is required to incur, in addition to the ordinary traveling ex- 
penses of the return trip, which haye increased, an expense of 
from $30 to $40 to $50 to $100 in the payment of visé fees. Is 
that a thing that ought to be longer tolerated? That tax makes 
against the number of those who go from this country to the 
old country. It does another thing. It makes against the 
travel which we are endeavoring to stimulate on vessels owned 
by the Government of the United States, which we ought to 
encourage if we can in any reasonable way. 

There would not be much in this question if there were a 
United States of America and at the same time a United States 
of Europe, but when the traveler reaches the other side, say he 
lands in England, he pays a visé fee there. He crosses the 
channel and he finds himself paying a fee in France. He 
goes into Italy and makes an additional payment there, into 
Germany and he makes another payment, and so on; and we re- 
member the fact that as a result of the war, portions of Europe 
have been divided into a number of new nationalities, very 
small nationalities, and the boundaries are very quickly 
crossed. Whenever a boundary is crossed an additional visé 
fee has to be paid. 

Thus it is stated in the hearings that the average amount 
paid by a traveler is from $40 to $50. Now, Mr. Chairman, it 
impresses me that the time has arrived when we ought 
to get rid of that condition, even if it involves a small amount 
in the loss of revenue to the Treasury, and even though, while 
it benefits the many people who are not active in the indus- 
trial business of the country, it happens also to benefit the 
people who are engaged in that business. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield three minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. WEFALD]. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Minnesota is recog- 
nized for three minutes. 

Mr. WEFALD. Mr. Chairman, I wish I had the composure 
and the stage presence and the golden voice of the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Connatty], who lectured me a little while 
ago when he spoke. I hope some day that I shail be able to 
aequire composure something like his, but I fear I shall never 
be able to acquire his stage presence nor his golden voice. 
[Laughter.] I want to apologize to him for not following his 
leadership here to-day. I have got into the habit here of fol- 
lowing the leadership of Texas, but I can not do it all the time, 
and when I do not follow his leadership all the time, I occa- 
sionally make a mistake, such as I possibly will make here 
to-day by voting for this measure. 

I want to say that I expect to make many mistakes during 
the time I am here, and I feel free to make them because I am 
an absolutely free man. I am the freest man in this House. I 
have no boss. 

This measure may benefit the rich people, but I know it will 
also benefit some poor people. 

Mr. CLAGUE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WEFALD. Yes. 

98 CLAGUE. Do I understand the gentleman is not mar- 
ried? 


Mr. WEFALD. I am married. 

Mr. CLAGUE. But the gentleman said he had no boss? 
(Laughter.] 

Mr. WEFALD. No political boss. I want to say that out 
where I live we are still not ashamed to remember that we 
have kin folks in Europe and in other parts of the world. I 
want to say that out there there are thousands of poor men and 
women who make pilgrimages to the old home from which they 
came, and I shall vote for the measure which is now before 
us because it will be one means of making such a trip cheaper 
for them. I shall vote for this measure because I want to 
make as free as possible the intercourse between the rest of 
the world and the United States. 

Mr, Chairman, among those who have had a considerable bit 
to do with the building up of this great country are the Ger- 
mans and the Scandinavians of the Northwest; withont them 
the Northwest would yet to-day be a wilderness, but they are, 
perhaps, recent arrivals in this country as compared with those 
whe live in Texas and other parts of the country and who 
imagine that upon their shoulders alone rests the troubles of a 
troubled world. Yet these people are as patriotic as are those 
who live in any other part of our country, including California 
and the Pacific coast. These Teutonic people I speak of, Mr. 
Chairman, may have ripened into good Americans more slowly 
than some of the rest of the racial strains here; but if so, they 
have ripened more thoroughly than many others; their vision is 
broader than is the vision of those who think that they alone 
are the keepers of the gates of America. In the Northwest we 
have not been ashamed to keep up spiritual communication 
with the rest of the world, for while we know that America is 
the finest, the best, part of the world, the land we love and the 
land that is ours, we know that it is not the whole world, nor 
has it a monopoly on' all the virtue in the world. We are not 
afraid of new ideas; we weleome them, and we believe yet 
that the Old World will be benefited by again coming in contact 
with the ideas of America. I resent the insinuation of the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ConNALLy] that I in voting for this 
bill have forgotten the immigrants. I have been an emigrant 
myself, and he has not; if he and other splendid gentlemen of 
his type had a clearer realization of what an emigrant is and 
how useful the average emigrant is here, we would get better 
immigration laws than we now have. I know of my own 
experience how when a person who had emigrated to America 
came back for a visit the news of it ran from one end of the 
yalley to the other like a prairie fire over our prairies out 
West, and I know what a splendid influence for good it was 
when a good, clean, moral person who had done well here came 
back and told the wonderful story of America. Up until the 
time of the war the intercourse was free and unrestricted 
between America and the northern countries of Europe; not 
even a passport was needed; I suppose it was the same in 
regard to most countries of Europe. I vote for this bill as a 
means of again opening up intellectual intercourse with the 
rest of the world, as a means of doing away with hatred and 
prejudice, as a means of again bringing the gospel of brotherly 
love from land to land. 

Mr. Chairman, it is this year a hundred years since the 
emigration from Norway to this country got its real start. In 
October, 1825, the small sloop Restaurationen landed the first 
small group of Norse emigrants that became the forerunners 
for men and women that should build a mighty empire, to- 
gether with other northern people, in that part of our country 
that has rightly been referred to as the “ bread basket of the 
world.” The American Norsemen are going to hold a cen- 
tennial celebration this year; they are going to take a few 
days off from their labors and take stock of themselves; they 
have invited their kinfolk across the sea to come and help 
them celebrate, have invited them to come and inspect the 
13,000,000 acres of fine farm lands that they own, and which 
the last census valued at about $880,000,000. Thousands of 
Norwegian-American pioneers of the Northwest are going to 
go back this year and take a last look at the old nest they once 
flew out from, and the passage of this bill will help realize 
a long-cherished dream. When these people came here there 
were no passports and no visés needed, neither here nor in 
Europe; then no man was considered a criminal until he 
was proven to be one. Many an old farmer has told me that 
he wished to go back to look at his birthplace and his father’s 
and mother’s grave, but that he was afraid to go under the 
new regulation, that imposes so much hardship and expense 
and that might even result in his being shut out from his own 
home that he has paid for with his sweat and his blood and 
from his own country. For the sake of these patient toilers 
that wish to take a holiday and that have so well earned ft 
I vote for this bill. It is not only the millionaires and the 
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sales drummers that go to Europe; if I by voting for this bill 
incidentally help the rich, I am sure I will be pardoned, for I 
have so seldom voted to help them since I came here. In that 
respect I will set my voting record up against that of any 
other Member. 

Mr. Chairman, we are often told that people should see this 
country first before they go to see any other part of the 
world. So they should, but I have observed that the person 
that talks that way is so often contented to sit still right at 
home and sees yery little of this country. By seeing other 
countries such a person will come back home with eyes to see 
his own country more beautiful than he ever saw it before. 
Let us again have the fullest and freest intercourse with the 
rest of the world; let us have exchange of ideas, that will 
again bring about the interchange of the products of industry 
to a better advantage. Much has been said about American 
school-teachers going to Burope for their vacation. Those who 
oppose the bill have made light of it. I say I wish that every 
school-teacher in America could go to Europe for a summer 
vacation. I would eyen vote to pay part of their fare. It 
would be the greatest insurance against war that we could 
eyer think of. We could soon begin to cut down the estimates 
for Army and Navy then. Hands across the sea! Let us 
throw away the swords of sarcasm and the bayonets of 
suspicion. 

The CHAIRMAN, 
sota has expired. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, how much time is remaining? 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from New 
York has expired and the gentleman from ‘Texas [Mr. 
CoNNALLY] has three minutes remaining. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I yield one min- 
ute to the gentleman from Missouri [Mr LOZIER]. 

Mr. LOZIER. Mr. Chairman, according to financial authori- 
ties, Americans who traveled abroad last year spent in their 
travels approximately $500,000,000.. This represented amounts 
paid by American tourists to European railroads, European 
steamship companies, European hotels, and for European 
amusements, This bill does not propose to reduce the fees for 
passports or visés issued by our Government to our citizens 
who trayel abroad, but by its terms it authorizes the President 
to reduce or abolish altogether the visé fees charged aliens 
who come to this country from foreign lands not as immigrants, 
but as tourists, travelers, students, or for business purposes. 

Under the present law these foreign aliens who visit the 
United States are paying into the United States Treasury 
annually about $700,000 for visés of passports of said aliens, 
Now, if this charge made against alien tourists and alien busi- 
ness men who come to the United States is abolished altogether 
the Government will lose in revenue about $700,000. If the 
Government loses that revenue it will have to be made up by 
taxing the American people in some other way. I, for one, 
prefer that we still continue to let the foreigners who visit the 
United States pay this $700,000 rather than saddle the tax on 
our own people. 

But those who favor this bill tell us that foreign Govern- 
ments last year charged American tourists approximately 
$3,000,000 for visés of passports, and if we will eliminate the 
charges we make for visés of passports other nations will do 
likewise. Now, what would be the result? Uncle Sam would 
lose $700,000 in revenue which would have to be made up by 
taxation, and the Americans traveling abroad would save the 
$3,000,000 they now pay foreign nations for having their pass- 
ports viséed. But do you think for one minute that these 
foreign nations will give up a system that now yields them 
$3,000,000 in order to save $700,000 to their citizens who travel 
in the United States? Certainly not, 

If American tourists abroad did pay $3,000,000 last year to 
foreign governments to haye their passports viséed, that was 
only three-fifths of 1 per cent of the $500,000,000 they spent 
abroad in 1924. 

Now, while I haye no desire to increase the expense of 
Americans traveling abroad, I do not want to reduce that ex- 
pense by imposing an additional tax on the American people 
who never trayel abroad. Most Americans who go abroad are 
persons who possess great wealth, although many are in mod- 
erate financial circumstances. The “ globe-trotters” as a rule 
are rich, The American who makes a trip to Europe ought 
not to expect any part of his expense to be borne by the people 
who stay at home. 

While here and there a few teachers and others in moderate 
financial circumstances would get the benefit of this law, the 
big benefits would acctue to the rich, who can well afford to 
bear the expense of having their passports yiséed. This bill, 


The time of the gentleman from Minne- 


in effect, taxes those who stay at home in order to reduce the 
expense of those who are able to make foreign tours. I do not 
think this is a well-balanced or equitable bill, and I am con- 
strained to vote against it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Missouri 
has expired. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I merely rise to 
very modestly and humbly repel some of the vicious assaults 
that have been made upon the gentleman from Texas while 
championing here on the floor what he deems to be the interests 
of the people. 

My good friend, the gentleman from Michigan, called the at- 
tention of the gentleman from Texas to the fact that he had 
been instrumental in getting some Texans out of jail in De- 
troit. That is very true, and I thank the gentleman, because 
one of the persons whom he got out of jail was a constituent 
of mine, but I will say to the gentleman from Michigan that 
his city of Detroit has sent certain instrumentalities of trans- 
portation into my district that have gotten many more people 
into jail in my district than ever wandered away and got into 
jail in his city, 

Now, as to the gentleman from Minnesota, my good friend 
Weratp. I am very greatly aggrieved that he should have 
taken affront at my remarks. But when I look on the gentle- 
man from Minnesota and survey the fine, upstanding man that 
he is, an excellent Representative, and recall that he was born 
in a foreign country and came here as an immigrant, and then 
when I look upon some of the titled snobs who visit America 
from foreign lands, and consider that immigrants coming to 
this country must pay a $10 fee while we propose by this bill 
to admit without cost such pleasure-seeking and work-dodging 
foreigners who want to come here merely to gratify their 
Senses and appetites, I can not reconcile the gentleman's views 
with his usual good judgment. i 

Mr. WEFALD. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. WEFALD. I vote for this measure because I want the 
whole world to come here and hear the gentleman from Texas. 

The CHAIRMAN. Ali time has expired. The Clerk will 
read the bill for amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, cte., That notwithstanding existing law fixing the 
fees to be collected for visés of passports of aliens and for executing 
applications for such visés, the President be, and he ts hereby, author- 
ized, to the extent consistent with the public interest, to reduce such 
fees or to abolish them altogether, in the case of any class of aliens 
desiring to visit the United States who are not “immigrants” as 
defined in the immigration act of 1924, and who are citizens or 
subjects of countries which grant similar privileges to citizens of the 
United States of a similar class visiting such countries, 


Mr. RAKER. Mr, Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, the testimony 
before the committee, except the testimony of the gentleman 
from Washington, was solely from men representing the cham- 
ber of commerce, and their whole purpose is stated in this 
statement, on page 22 of the hearings: 


We favor anything that will help to free commerce, make trade 
easier, and that will do away with irritations which this visé system 
imposes upon business. 


Then this gentleman went on to say that they wanted to do 
away with the visé entirely. That is their purpose, as shown 
by the record before the committee. They were unable to get 
that. 5 
Their idea was that they could save this amount of money in 
their business when their agents traveled abroad. They were 
doing a large business in textiles, as the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. Connatty] has stated, and as appears from the testi- 
mony, and yet they were demanding this protection by the 
Government and wanted to take ont of the Treasury from 
$600,000 to $2,000,000, notwithstanding the remarks of the gen- 
tleman that the amount was only $68,000. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Will the gentleman allow me to 
interrupt him? 

Mr. RAKER. Yes, 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Does not the gentleman recognize 
that officials of the Government, representing the public, ap- 
peared and stated the case in all of its fullness? 

Mr. RAKER. Yes; I will state just what they said. They 
did not go into this question at all. This is what they said, 
on page 35 of the hearings, and the statement was made by the 
only representative of the Government who appeared: 
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The statements that have come to the State Department have been 
mainly from traveling business men or tourists; particularly, however, 
from business men. 


Their whole complaint, as the record shows, was based on 
the fact they had to get up at night and get a visé, and when it 
was called to their attention that for every country they visited 

they could have their passport viséed before they stepped on 
the boat at New York-or Boston or any other place, they fell 
down on that, and then the committee said they would not do 
away with the visé because it was absolutely necessary. 

Mr. BOX. Will the gentleman from California yield? 

Mr. RAKER. Yes. 

Mr. BOX. Will the gentleman state whether or not the gen- 

tleman from Texas was correct that nonimmigrant aliens com- 
ing in from Mexico and other foreign countries paid $10 under 
the present law? s 

Mr. RAKER. I think there is no doubt about it. 

Mr. BOX. Was not the gentleman also correct when he said 
that the immigration problem is aggravated by the fact that 
a large number of nonimmigrant aliens are coming in 

Mr. RAKER. That is the point exactly, and there is a bill 
on that subject before the committee and we had it up this 
morning. We have been working on it for some time. There 
are people in the city of Washington that have come to my 
office and there are people who have appeared before the com- 
mittee who slipped into this country as nonimmigrants, and 
now they come to the chairman to find out how they can re- 
main here permanently. I suggested that they go down to the 
Department of Immigration, and they immediately said they 
would be deported. I said that was just what ought to be done 
as quick as they land. They will land here with a lie on their 
lips and then go to the department and commit rank perjury 
again in swearing that they are immigrants, and they think in 
swearing that they have thereby abjured and relieved them- 
selyes from all sovereignty, to a foreign potentate, which is 
rank perjury. They will file their application within two days’ 
after they land here. 

Mr. BOX. Will the gentleman yield? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia has expired. 

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for five minufes more and then I am through. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to object, 
I want to make the statement that this is the last time I will 
agree to any such request. 

Mr. RAKER. I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. BOX. I just want to ask the gentleman if it is not 
true that the evidence before the committee shows that some 
of them make a declaration of intention within a very few 
days after they arrive here? 

Mr. RAKER. Yes; and under the law, if they were prose- 
cuted for perjury they could be sent to jail because they haye 
sworn to material facts. They say they come here as visitors 
and then they want the law amended so they can remain here. 
The country is being flooded with such people in spite of the 
laws you have passed and which the people are in favor of 
being enforced, and now the question is whether these men shall 
be allowed to come here without the payment of any fee or upon 
the payment of a small fee of $2. Then they talk about school- 
teachers, 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAKER. Yes. - 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. The gentleman should 
state it all. Certain aliens come to this country as visitors 
and later they take out declaration of intentions, for which 
they pay the United States $1 each. The United States should 
not accept that money, and it is only a question of time when 
we will hear from the procedure. 

Mr. RAKER. This is a question of dollars above humanity. 
Nobody raised the question about school-teachers. These school- 
teachers who go abroad have not, I venture to say, visited 
three States in the Union. They say that it benefits people 
all over the country, but it is to the end that men doing 
business, making large sums of money, may make more. Why 
do not some of these teachers, some of these people who talk 
about their own country—why do they not visit other places 
in the United States, in their own country, before they go 
abroad? This is only for the benefit of certain globe-trotters, 
those who have the money to pay their expenses, with very few 
exceptions. When you read the Recorp from leaf to leaf you 
will find that it is only for the benefit of those who haye been 
ready and willing to do business. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Will the gentleman yield? 


Mr. RAKER. Yes; for a question. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I suppose the gentleman would advise 
them to go to California? [Laughter.] 

Mr. RAKER, O Lord, yes; everybody knows that. 
(Laughter. ] 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. What the gentleman says is the truth, 
but why does not he do something to keep these steamships 
from inducing these people to come in? 

Mr. RAKER. We can not get a resolution through the 
committee of the House so that we can go out and investigate. 
If we could do that, we could get some results. These steam- 
ship companies have thwarted the business of Congress; they 
have done it for 12 years. We could not get them before the 
committee; could not get their testimony. They induced the 
people to come across, robbed them, and when we want to in- 
vestigate they want a hearing, but we can not get them to 
appear before the committee. They telegraph when they want 
to be heard, they go to the chamber of commerce and say they 
want to be heard, and we telegraph when they can be heard, 
and then we find out that they never started. 

I can not see why we should break down the law, why we 
should give these men who have the opportunity to make 
money, why we should relieve them of the payment of these 
visé fees. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia has expired. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: “ That sections 1 and 2 of the act approved June 4, 1920, 
entitled ‘An act making appropriations for the Diplomatic and Consular 
Service for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1921, be, and the same is 
hereby, amended to read as follows: 

“Section 1. From and after the Ist day of July, 1928, there shall 
be collected and paid into the Treasury of the United States quarterly 
a fee of $1 for executing each application for a passport and $1 for 
each passport issued to a citizen or person owing allegiance to or 
entitled to the protection of the United States: Provided, That nothing 
herein contained shall be construed to limit the right of the Secretary 
of State by regulation to authorize the retention by State officials of 
the fee of $1 for executing an application for a passport: And pro- 
vided further, That no fee shall be collected for passports issued to 
officers or employees of the United States proceeding abroad in the dis- 
charge of their official duties, or to members of their immediate fami- 
lies, or to seamen, or to widows, children, parents, brothers, and sisters 
of American soldiers, sailors, or marines buried abroad whose journey 
is undertaken for the purpose and with the intent of visiting the graves 
of such soldiers, sailors, or marines, which facts shall be made a part 
of the application for the passport.” 


Mr. TEMPLE. Mr. Chairman, I think the amendment has 
been read far enough to show that it is subject to a point of 
order; that it is not germane. 


The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Pennsylvania makes 


the point of order that the amendment is not germane. Does 
the gentleman from New York desire to be heard? 

Mr. BLOOM. Will the gentleman from Pennsylvania state 
his point of order? I think it is germane; it is right to the 
point. 

Mr. GALLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, I do not understand that 
the amendment has been completely read yet. 

The CHAIRMAN. It has been read far enough, as the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania claims, to show that it is subject to 
a point of order. 

Mr. GALLIVAN. I understand that the amendment has a 
saving clause which-would bring it in order and eliminate the 
point of order of the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. TEMPLE. The point of order is that the amendment 
is not germane to the bill and deals with other subjects. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule. The original 
bill has to do with the authority of the President relative to 
making arrangements for viséing passports. That is the 
specific subject in the bill, The amendment as presented by 
the gentleman from New York has several additional sub- 
jects. It takes up the subject of passports and passports are 
not dealt with in the usual bill. The rule is that you can not 
amend a specific subject by adding another specific subject, and 
a specific subject can not be amended by a provision general 
in its nature. The Chair thinks the amendment is out of order 
and sustains the point of order. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment, which I send to the desk, 
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The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. BLOOM: Page 1, line 4, strike out the 
words “visés of” and the words “of aliens,” and in line 5 the 
word “such,” and in line 7 the word “in,” and lines 8 to 12, in- 
clusive, 


Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, on that I reserve the point of 
order, 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman can not 
reserve the point of order on such a valid amendment as that. 
If the gentleman desires to make the point of order, he should 
make it, 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to have 
the amendment again reported. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

Mr. BLACK of New York. Mr. Chairman, I object. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order that 
it is not germane to the bill. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, it is Just the same. It makes 
it absolutely necessary to do away with visés. That is what I 
am trying to do, Instead of making it a charge, I am trying 
to eliminate the visés entirely. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule. 

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, before the Chair rules, I would 
like to discuss the point of order, but I ean not until I can 
hear the Clerk report the amendment so that we can under- 
stand it. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection has been made to that. 

Mr. BLACK of New York. Mr, Chairman, I will withdraw 
the objection. 

Mr. CLAGUE. Mr. Chairman, I renew the objection. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary 
inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Is there any objection to the 
Chair himself in ruling on a point of order reciting the amend- 
ment? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks that for the information 
of the committee the amendment should again be reported, and 
the Chair directs the Clerk to report the amendment and the 
bill as it would be if the amendment were adopted. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 1, line 4, strike out the words “visés of and the words “of 
aliens,” and in line 5 the word “ such,” and in line 7 the word “ in,” 
and all of lines 8 to 12, inclusive, so that the bill will read: 

“Be tt enacted, ete., That notwithstanding existing law fixing the 
fees to be collected for passports and for executing applications for 
visés the President be, and he is hereby, authorized, to the extent 
consistent with the public interest, to reduce such fees or to abolish 
them altogether.” 


Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order that 
that is an entirely different subject from the subject submitted 
in the bill. The bill proposes to authorize the President to 
modify the visé fees in certain instances, and the amendment 
seeks to do away with the fees completely; and if adopted, it 
would make the bill refer only to passports, which is not the 
purpose of this bill. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, the bill itself provides for the 
same thing, to reduce the yisé fees or to abolish them alto- 
gether. My idea in doing this is on account of one thing which 
has not been mentioned on this floor to-day, and that is the 
trouble, inconvenience, and graft that have been going on to-day 
through every country in Europe on this visé proposition. My 
Iden is to do away with that system. The purpose of the 
. is to do away with visés so as to eliminate this 
graft. 

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, on the point of order, without 
respect to the merits of the bill, is it possible that a point of 
order that an amendment is not germane can be made to an 
amendment which seeks to strike out any part of a bill which 
might change the reading of it or give it a different status? 
Clearly no point of order can be made to an amendment 
striking out any part of a bill, because it is for the House to 
determine in its own judgment whether or not anything shall 
go out and what shall remain. The gentleman does not seek to 
add anything to the bill by his amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule. While the 
Chair appreciates the fact that in a general proposition it is 
always considered in order to strike out of a bill, still there is 
another question which arises if an attempt be made to strike 
out so much of the bill that it changes the intent and purpose 
and meaning of the bill. The Chair finds there have been 
some decisions that sustain points of order on that proposition 
when the amendment goes so far as to change the intent and 
meaning of the bill, As the Chair understands the amendment 


offered by the gentleman from New York [Mr. Broom] it 
would change the bill to apply entirely to passports, instead of 
the yiséing of passports. If that were permitted, it would con- 
travene the meaning of clause 7 of Rule XVI— 

and no motion or proposition on a subject different from that under 
consideration shall be admitted under color of amendment. 


In the note, paragraph 777, Manual and Digest, the Chair 
finds the following: $ 


While a committee may report a bill embracing diferent subjects, 


It is not in order during consideration in the House to introduce a new . 


subject by way of amendment, 


Further, it is held that specific subjects may not be amended 
by provisions general in nature. 

In the opinion of the Chair, this is subject to the point of 
order, and the Chair sustains the point of order. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, it is closing time, and I 
make the point of order there is no quorum present. It is 5.20, 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will count. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee do 
now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re- 
sumed the chair, Mr. SNELL, Chairman of the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that 
committee, having had under consideration the bill H. R. 11957, 
had come to no resolution thereon. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, Mr. Peavey was granted leave of ab- 
sence for an indefinite time on account of serious illness in 
family. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

Mr. ROSENBLOOM, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 
reported that they had examined and found truly enrolled bills 
of the following titles, when the Speaker signed the same: 

H. R. 2656. An act to permit the correction of the general 
account of Robert G. Hilton, former Assistant Treasurer of the 
United States; 

H. R. 2745. An act for the relief of J. M. Farrell; 

H. R. 11474. An act to fix the time for holding the terms of 
the United States District Court for the Eastern District of 
Virginia at Alexandria ; 

H. J. Res. 825. Joint resolution extending the time during 
which certain domestic animals which have crossed the bound- 
ary line into foreign countries may be returned duty free; 

II. R. 6581. An act authorizing the Postmaster General to 
provide emergency mail service in Alaska ; 

H. R. 5061. An act for the relief of Russell Wilmer Johnson; 

H. R. 9308. An act to authorize the appointment of Machinist 
Henry F. Mulloy, United States Navy, as an ensign in the 
regular Navy; 

H. R. 8741. An act for the relief of Flora M. Herrick; 

H. R. 7911. An act to authorize the Secretary of the Treasury 
to sell the appraisers’ stores property in Providence, R. I.; 

S. 877. An act to provide for exchanges of Government and 
privately owned lands in the Walapai Indian Reservation, 
Ariz. ; 

S. 2209. An act to amend section 5147 of the Revised Statutes; 

S. 2746. An act re the recovery of allotments and 
allowances heretofore paid to designated beneficiaries ; 

8. 3171. An act for the relief of sufferers from earthquake in 
Japan ; 

8. J. Res. 177. Joint resolution to amend section 2 of the 
public resolution entitled “Joint resolution to authorize the 
operation of Government-owned radio stations for the use of 
the general public, and for other purposes,” approved April 
14, 1922; 

8.3180. An act to amend section 194 of the Penal Code of 
the United States; 

8. 3252. An act referring the claim of the State of Rhode 
Island for expenses during the war with Spain to the Court 
of Claims for adjudication ; 

S. 3352. An act to provide for the appointment of an ap- 
praiser of merchandise at Portland, Oreg. ; 

8. 4014. An act to amend the act of June 30, 1919, relative 
to per capita cost of Indian schools; 

S. 3398. An act to authorize the city of Norfolk, Va., to con- 
struct a combined dam and bridge in Lafayette River at or 
near Granby Street, Norfolk, Va.; and 

S. 4109. An act to provide for the securing of lands in the 
southern Appalachian Mountains and in the Mammoth Cave 
regions of Kentucky for perpetual preservation as national 


parks. 


1925 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 3991 


SENATE BILLS REFERRED 


Under clause 2, Rule XXIV, Senate bills of the following 

-titles were taken from the Speaker's table and referred to their 
Ine committees as indicated below: : 

S. 300. An act to provide for election contests in the Senate 
of the United States; to the Committee on Election of Presi- 
dent and Vice President and Members of Congress. 

S. 708. An act for the relief of various owners of vessels 
and cargoes damaged by the U. S. S. Lamberton; to the Com- 
mittee on Claims. f 

S. 1649. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to estab- 
lish a uniform system of bankruptcy throughout the United 
States,” approved July 1, 1898, and acts amendatory thereof 
and supplementary thereto; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2586. An act for the relief of Robert June; to the Com- 
mittee on Claims. 

S. 3162. An act authorizing the Postmaster General to make 
monthly payment of rental for post-oflice premises under lease; 
to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

S. 3400. An act for the purchase of a tract of land adjoining 
the militia target range at Auburn, Me.; to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

S. 3406. An act relating to the use or disposal of vessels or 
vehicles forfeited to the United States for violation of the 
customs laws or the national prohibition act, and for other 
purposes ; to the Committee on the Judiciary. ; 

S. 3765. An act to authorize a five-year building program for 
the public-school system of the District of Columbia, which 
shall proyide school buildings adequate in size and facilities 
to make possible an efficient system of public education in the 
District of Columbia; to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia, 

S. J. Res. 141. Joint resolution providing for the appointment 
of a commission to consolidate, codify, revise, and reenact the 
general and permanent laws of the United States in force De- 
cember 2, 1923; to the Committee on Revision of the Laws. 

S. 3408. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to give in- 
demnity for damages caused by American forces abroad,” ap- 
proved April 18, 1918, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 

S. 3050. An act for the relief of the Turner Construction Co. 
of New York City; to the Committee on War Claims. 

S. 2264. An act to authorize the closing of a part of Thirty- 
fourth Place NW., and to change the permanent system of 
highways plan of the District of Columbia, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

S. 292. An act to incorporate the American Bar Association; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. J. Res. 185. Joint resolution making an appropriation for 
the arrest and eradication of anthrax; to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 


THE CHILD LABOR CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT 


Mr. FOSTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
tend my remarks on the child labor amendment. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none, 

Mr. FOSTER. Mr. Speaker, during the time since the joint 
resolution proposing to give to Congress the right to cooperate 
with the States in the eradication of child labor was adopted 
by both Houses of Congress and submitted to the States there 
has developed an organized propaganda against the amend- 
ment, which it seems to me should be brought to the attention 
of Congress and the public. 

The newspapers have given the impression that because 13 
States in one or both houses of their legislatures have refused 
to ratify the amendment it has been rejected and is no longer 
an issue. Neither the Constitution nor the statutes so provide. 

A study of the authorities indicates that there is complete 
agreement to the proposition that a State which has rejected a 
proposed amendment to the Constitution of the United States 
can later ratify it. (See 12 Corpus Juris, 681-682; Jameson, 
Consitutional Conventions, pp. 624-632; Ames, Proposed 
Amendments to the Constitution of the United States. During 
the first century of its history, pp. 299-300, Annual Report of 
the American Historical Association for 1896, Vol. II, H. Doe. 
No. 853, pt. 2, 54th Cong., 2d sess.) The examples usually 
cited are the change in the legislative decisions on the thir- 
teenth, fourteenth, and fifteenth amendments. For example, 
New Jersey rejected the thirteenth a ent and later rati- 
fied it. New Jersey, however, is not listed among the States 
given by the Secretary of State in his proclamation (13 Stat, 
L. 774) as ratifying, because the ratification occurred subse- 
quent to the proclamation. (Proclamation dated December 1$, 
1865; New Jersey ratified January 23, 1866.) 


The fourteenth amendment was rejected by the Legislatures 
of North Carolina, South Carolina, and Georgia when first pre- 
sented, but was later ratified by the reorganized governments 
of those States, and these ratifications were treated as authori- 
tative, both in the resolution passed by Congress after the 
“provisional” proclamation of the Secretary of State and in 
the final proclamation of the Secretary of State proclaiming 
the amendment ratified. (15 Stat. L. 708.) 

As to the fifteenth amendment, the State of Ohio rejected the 
amendment May 4, 1869, but ratified it on January 27, 1870, 
and was counted in the proclamation (16 Stat. L. 1131) of the 
Secretary of State, March 30, 1870, as among those ratifying. 
New Jersey also rejected and later ratified. > 

As to whether a State having ratified a constitutional amend- 
ment and certified its action to the Secretary of State can with- 
draw or rescind its ratification the precedents are against the 
legality of such action. 

When the fourteenth amendment was before the States for 
ratification the legislatures of two States, Ohio and New Jer- 
sey, after ratifying the amendment, passed resolutions rescind- 
ing the ratification. Ohio ratified January 17, 1867; attempted 
to rescind January 15, 1868. New Jersey ratified September 
11, 1866; attempted to rescind April, 1868. On July 20, 1868, 
the Secretary of State issued a proclamation stating that the 
amendment had been ratified by the legislatures of 29 States, 
among which he named Ohio and New Jersey, although the 
legislatures of New Jersey and Ohio had since passed resolu- 
tions withdrawing their consent to the amendment. After stat- 
ing that it was a matter of doubt whether these resolutions of 
withdrawal were not invalid, and that no statute authorized 
the Secretary of State to pass upon the question whether a 
State legislature had that power he certified that “if the reso- 
lutions: of the Legislatures of Ohio and New Jersey ratifying 
the aforesaid amendment are to be deemed as remaining of 
full force and effect, notwithstanding the subsequent resolu- 
tions of the legislatures of those States which purport to with- 
draw their consent, the amendment had been ratified and was 
in full force and effect. 

The next day (July 21, 1868) the Congress passed a concur- 
rent resolution declaring that whereas the legislatures of 29 
States (naming the States listed in the proclamation of the 
Secretary of State and including New Jersey and Ohio) had 
ratified the amendment, it was “hereby declared to be a part 
of the Constitution of the United States, and it shall be duly 
promulgated as such” by the Secretary of State. On the same 
day—July 21—the Legislature of Georgia, under the recon- 
structed government, ratified the amendment, having previously 
rejected it. On July 28 the Secretary of State issned a procla- 
mation quoting the resolution passed by Congress and certify- 
ing that the amendment had been ratified by the 29 States 
listed in his previous proclamation and also by the State of 
Georgia, and was therefore part of the Constitution. 

In the case of the fifteenth amendment, the Legislature of 
New York attempted to withdraw a previous ratification. 
(New York vote of ratification April 14, 1869, vote of with- 
drawal January 5, 1870.) The proclamation of the Secretary 
of State (16 Stat. L. 1181) issued March 30, 1870, stated 
that the amendment had been ratified by 29 States (28 were 
needed), listing New York among the 29; that New York had 
since passed resolutions “claiming to withdraw” its ratifi- 
cation; that, in addition, the Legislature of Georgia had rati- 
fied the amendment; and that therefore the amendment had 
become valid as part of the Constitution. While the vote of 
New York was not in fact necessary for the ratification, the 
proclamation included New York as among the States ratify- 
ing, and therefore did not admit the legality of a withdrawal 
of a ratification once given, p 

The child Inbor amendment is therefore still before the 
country and will be before the country until the Secretary of 
State reports its ratification. For this reason, it seems im- 
portant to discuss briefly the opposition which has appeared 
in practically all the States. Some of it is sincere opposition 
to an amendment to the Constitution in behalf of children. 
There are people who are patient as to the injustices to chil- 
dren and believe that eventually the States will act as to local 
problems and do not see the interstate aspects of child labor. 
They are impatient of all proposals to change the Constitution 
save only one which would make amendment so difficult as, in 
effect, to drop Article V from the Constitution. 

The State rights arguments of to-day are not unlike those 
of the Civil War period. In 1865, the Connecticut Democratic 
State Convention referred to the thirteenth omendment as 
“the recent so-called amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States,” and as “a covert attempt to overthrow and 
destroy the great.democratic idea of State rights.” (Thorpe, 
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Constitutional History of the United States, Vol. IIT, pp. 


195-196.) The second section of this amendment was espe- 
cially dangerous, it was said, since it gave Congress power to 
carry out section 1 with appropriate legislation. No more 
dangerous grant of power could be conceived, they said. Even 
if there were no danger then, the time might come when Con- 
gress would do, not knowing, that autocratic and foolish thing, 
The Legislature of Delaware not only refused to ratify the 
amendment, but declared that this abolition of human slavery 
was “contrary to the principles upon which this Government 
was formed.” (Thorpe, Constitutional History of the United 
States, Vol. III, p. 197.) 

All these arguments are advanced to-day against the child 
labor amendment, and most frequently by organizations whose 
membership includes those who are financially interested in 
the employment of children. State rights is for them a pre- 
text, not a reason. The National Manufacturers’ Association 
and its subsidiary organizations in the various States began 
last June an adroit campaign of misrepresentation as to what 
the amendment is and what its effect will be. More recently 
there has been organized in this city “ The National Committee 
for Rejection of the Twentieth Amendment,” which has 
offices in the Union Trust Building, where the local office of 
the National Manufacturers’ Association is located. The 
letterhead of this “ National Committee for Rejection of the 
Twentieth Amendment” lists the following members: 


Millard D. Brown, chairman, Continental Milis, Philadelphia, Pa, 

C. 8. Anderson, the Norton Co., Worcester, Mass. 

P. E. Glenn, Exposition Cotton Mills, Atlanta, Ga. 

W. A. B. Dalzell, Fostoria Glass Co., Moundsville, W. Va. 

R. E. Wood, Sears, Roebuck & Co., Chicago, III. 

W. H. Leonard, the Denver Rock Drill Manufacturing Co., Denver, 
Colo, 

W. Frank Carter, Carter, Nortoni & Jones, St. Louis, Mo. 

Frederic W. Keough, director, Washington, D. C. 

John C. Gall, secretary, Washington, D. C. 


There was also organized last July in Troy, N. C., a so-called 
Farmers’ State Rights League, under which innocent title the 
textile interests of the South hoped to and did reach the West 
and Pacific Coast States. This league has inserted columns 
of advertising in newspapers, particularly those serving the 
smaller towns and rural districts, which contain gross misstate- 
ments of facts and have spread fear as to what the effects of 
the amendment will be. ‘This league has been so widely used 
by the opposition that it seems to me important to place before 
you a full statement of an investigation recently made as to its 
originators and its present control. 

The Farmers’ State Rights League is disclosed as the tool 
of David Clark, publisher of the Southern Textile Bulletin, 
organ of the southern textile mill owners, of Charlotte, N. C. 
He was the instigator of the suits which resulted in the nullifi- 
cation of the two former Federal chitd labor laws. 

Labor, in its issue of January 20, prints the story of its in- 
vestigation, which runs in part as follows: 


Exposine COTTON MILLS Fars “ FARMERS” Leacun” 


The Farmers’ State Rights League (Inc.), of Troy, N. C., is the 
name of an organization which is flooding western papers, especially 
agricultural papers, with half-page advertisements denouncing the pro- 
posed child labor amendment to the Federal Constitution, 

It was hard to believe that the farmers of North Carolina were so 
opulent that they could afford to make these expenditures, or so bitterly 
opposed to the protection of the lives and happiness of their children 
that they wonld indulge in the misrepresentations with which the ad- 
vertisements were filled. 

So Labor decided to make an investigation. It sent a staff repre- 
sentative to North Carolina, who uncovered the following facts: 


A FAKA AND A FRAUD 


The Farmers’ State Rights League is not a farmers’ organization. 

Its president is the cashier of a cotton-mill bank. Its vice president 
is an employee of a cotton-mill store. Its chief agent—the man who 
writes the ads for agricultural papers—is listed in the Charlotte 
(N. C.) city directory as an employee of the Clark Publishing Co. 

The Clark Publishing Co. is owned by David Clark, editor of the 
Southern Textile Bulletin, organ of the cotton-mill owners of the South. 
Mr. Clark for many years has been head of the cotton-mill lobby, 
which has operated in Washington and elsewhere in opposition to 
child-labor legislation. 

All these cotton-mill farmers" who are officers of the league ad- 
mitted to the representative of Labor that the league does not attempt 
to collect dues from its members. They were unable to produce any 
membership roll, and they refused to tell where they got the money 
to pay for their advertisements. 


FARMERS’ CANDID STORIES 


Apparently the only farmers connected with the league were two 
men who had consented to permit their names to be used in connection 
with the incorporation of the organization. 

These farmers are apparently honest, straightforward citizens. They 
admitted to the representative of Labor that they knew nothing about 
the league. They had permitted the use of their names, they said, 
because they had been told that it was proposed to pass a law which 
would prevent their children from even doing the chores on the farm, 

They were assured that they would not be expected to make any 
financial contribution. 

It is perfectly clear from Labor's investigation that the Farmers’ 
State Rights League is a fake, organized and financed by the cotton- 
mill owners of the South. 


The report of Labor’s representative follows: 
(By Gilbert E. Hyatt) 


According to the records of the secretary of state of North Carolina 
the Farmers’ State Rights League was incorporated by the following: 
L. H. Hilton, Thomasville, N. C.; G. H. Greene, Yadkin College, 
N. C.; Ben T. Wade, Troy, N. C.; and N. H. Williams, Candor, 
Route 1, N. C.; date of incorporation, July 28, 1924. 

Troy is a “mill” town of about 1,100 Inhabitants, Cotton is the 
principal crop in that section of North Carolina, and cotton milling is 
Troy’s only industry. Three mills—the Smitherman, the Aileen, and 
the Rbyne-Anderson—are in the vicinity, one in the town itself. 

The headquarters of the Farmers’ State Rights League could not be 
located, but Ben T. Wade, one of the incorporators, was found to be 
the cashier of the Bank of Montgomery, a cotton-mill bank, located 
in the same building with the offices of the Rhyne-Anderson and 
Smitherman mills. 

Mr. Wade stated that he was the president of the league. When 
asked where the offices of this league were located he said: “ Right 
here” [indicating the bank]. So far as any visible evidence of equip- 
ment was concerned the office was under Mr. Wade's hat. 


MR. WADE OOZES INFORMATION 


“What is the membership of your organization?" he was asked. 

“It is large,“ was the response. 

“But how many?—ten, twenty, fifty thousand, or what? 

“I do not know. 

“In what States are they located? 

In a number of States. 

“Are these Southern States? 

“We have a large membership in the West. 

“But what States In the West? 

“I do not know.” 

President Wade was equally at sea as to the financial resources 
of the league, its expenditures, and other operations. s 

“What dues do you charge?” he was asked. 

No one bas been asked for any money,” he replied, 

“Tiow is your very extensive campaign of advertising sup- 
ported?” was the next question. 

“By volunteer subscriptions. 

“In that case some one must be putting up some very band- 
some sums of money. Who are these people? 

“I have no information to give out,” was his response to this 
and all further questions as to officers, place of business, author- 
ship of the advertising material, ete, 


ENTER “ JEFF” PALMER, 


On being pressed he finally referred me to the “secretary,” Mr. 
Jeff Palmer. Mr. Palmer was not a resident of Troy, he said. He 
was living “somewhere out of Charlotte, in the country.” 

Inquiry at the office of the Rhyne-Anderson cotton mills brought the 
information that “Jeff! Palmer was at Charlotte and working for 
Mr. David Clark.“ Mr. Clark for many years has been the head and 
front of the cotton-mill lobby fighting child-labor legislation. 

The next incorporator visited was Mr. M. H. Williams, of Candor. 
Mr. Williams was found to be a fine, honest-appearing Individual, but 
even more at sea as to the league than Mr. Wade. He stated that he 
was the vice president, but Inquiries similar to those addressed to Mr. 
Wade elicited the same response, “I don't know.” 

If he farms, however, it Is in the same vicarions manner as does 
Mr. Wade, as he is the storekeeper at the Rhyne-Anderson cotton mill, 


HILTON TELLS THE TRUTH 


The next incorporator visited was Mr. L. H. Hilton, of Thomasville. 

A trip over almost impassable country roads and lanes took us to 
the farm of Mr. Hilton. He was engaged in baling hay, with three 
boys helping him at the work. Mr. Hilton had been very highly 
spoken of by his neighbors as a thrifty, honest, and efficient farmer, 
and his reception of us and the appearance of his farm corroborated 
this statement, 
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“Can you give us any information as to the Farmers’ State 
Rights League? he was asked. 

“There are no farmers’ organizations of any consequence around 
here,” was bis reply. 

After some further questioning and thought on his part he finally 
recalled that, while attending court as a juror last summer he was 
approached by a person whom he had never seen before or since and 
urged to sign his name to a petition for the incorporation of an 
organization to fight the child-labor amendment. 


VAGUE ABOUT AMENDMENT 


“What did they tell you about the provisions of this amend- 
ment?“ he was asked. 

“I was told that it would forbid my own children to do work 
around the place,” he replied. “I am unable to recall what was 
the age limit prescribed or how it would work out, but that was 
the story, 

“ Have you paid any dues? 

No; it was emphatically understood that we were not to be 
required to pay any dues. All that was wanted was just our 
names. 

“Who are the officers of this organization? 

“I do not know. 

“ Where is its office? 

“I do not know. 

“Who pays for the advertisements and other expenses of its 
operation? 

“I do not know.“ 

Mr. Hilton stated that, while he was well acquainted with all the 
farmers in that vicinity he knew of ne other members nor had he 
eyen heard of any attempts to secure membership among the farmers. 

Mr. G. H. Greene, of Yadkin College, the fourth incorporator, was 
found in the office of Sheriff R. B. Talbert in Lexington, the county 
seat. Like Mr. Hilton, he was obviously a reai farmer, of the same 
straightforward and courteous type. Like Hilton, also, he expressed 
the utmost willingness to furnish information, but was absolutely with- 
out any knowledge whatever of the league. All he recalled was that 
his signature had been urgently solicited for an organization to fight 
a child labor “law” which would prevent children from Topeng 
around their own homes or on the home farm. 

“Was this a State or a National law?” he was asked. 

“I do not know but, under it, young people could not work.” 
As to the age limit provided he was equally uncertain. 


NO DUES REQUIRED 


“What dues do you pay?” was next asked. 
“We never paid any. It was made very clear that we placed 
ourselves under no obligation whatever beyond signing our names.” 
He did not know who the officers were, nor the place of business, 
or of any effort that bad eyer been made to secure the membership of 
farmers. He was not aware of the advertising campaign being put 
on nor of the source from which this was financed. He had never 
received any communications of any nature whatever from the organi- 

zation since signing the “ petition.” 


“ JEFF’ RUN TO EARTH 


Charlotte was the next point visited. The city directory, 1923-24 
edition, contains the notation, “Jeff Palmer, Tray. slsmn, Clark 
Pub. Co.” 

I was informed at the office of the Clark Publishing Co. that Mr. 
Palmer worked there and that he was out but would return shortly. 

In a few minutes he did appear and invited me to his desk, just 
outside the door of Mr. Clark's office. 

“You are the agent or secretary of the Farmers’ State Rights 
League?” he was asked. 

“ Yes. 

“What is the object of the organization? 

“To fight for State rights and against the childtabor amend- 
ment, 

“How extensive is the advertising campaign you are now con- 
ducting? 

“It is quite extensive; here [producing a copy of an ad which 
would occupy about half a page of Labor] is an advertisement 
which we are running in 21 papers. 

“This must cost you some money. How is it pald for? 

“Oh, our bills are all paid, as far as that is concerned. 

“But who pays for it? Your members pay no dues?” 


IRATE MR, CLARK APPRARS 


At this point Mr. Clark came out of his office and peremptorily 
ordered Mr. Palmer to say nothing more. 
“Tell him nothing. It is none of his business,” shonted Mr. 
Clark. 
“Mr. Palmer works for you, does he not?" was asked. 
“He does not. He has no connection with this office. 


“His name appears in the city directory as an employee of 
yours. 

He draws no salary from me. 

“Tf this is the case, why is he here and from what source is he 
paid ? * 

To this and all further questions Mr. Clark's only response was a 
repeated warning to Palmer to “tell him nothing. It's none of his 
business. He has nerve to come here and ask these questions.” 

He did, however, remark that my visits to Troy were known to him 
and that I would get no further information. 


In an interview in the News and Observer, of Raleigh, N. O., 
following publication of the above facts and an editorial criti- 
claing the use of such methods, Mr. David Clark said: 


Last June Mr. Palmer told us that he had arranged with an adver- 
tising agency to run a publicity campaign against the child labor 
amendment. 

Later he exhibited a Hst of 32 papers that had been selected by the 
agency, and we asked him how he was going to sign his advertisement. 

He said he had not thought of that, but as all farmers seemed to 
be bitterly opposed to the amendment, he wonld have no trouble in 
getting prominent farmers to put their names to the advertising. 

A few days later he said that the farmers did not object, but he 
thought it would be best to form an organization, and at his request 
we drew for him a charter for an organization to be known as the 
Farmers’ State Rights League (Inc.). with four original incor- 
porators. * * * 

Having his organization, Mr, Palmer went out and secured the 
funds necessary to pay for his publicity campaign. 

A committee opposed to the twentieth amendment was organized at 
Washington and began to send out well-prepared publicity and the 
national child labor committee and the American Federation of Labor 
immediately began a vicious attack upon such publicity, not by answer- 
ing the arguments but by calling attention to the fact that certain 
members of the committee were manufacturers, 

Realizing the effectiveness of that form of attack and desiring that 
our arguments be considered upon their merits, we secured from the 
Farmers’ State Rights League permission to distribute Hterature in 
their name, and under their name we sent fully 150,000 pieces, the 
most effective and widely distributed piece of such Mterature being a 
slip containing extracts from the child labor laws of the Southecn 
States. 


The following interesting communication appeared in the 
Roseburg (Oreg.) News-Review of January 5, 1925. Evidently 
that section had not been thoroughly covered by the propaganda 
of the Farmers’ State Rights League: 


GRANGE TAKES STAND ON CHILD LABOR AMENDMENT 


Ebiron News-Rnyisw: Apropos to your editorial in Tuesday's News- 
Review, you may be giving some people of Oregon the wrong view con- 
cerning the stand taken by the executive committee of the Oregon State 
Grange. 

The executive committee, made up of members representing every 
part of the State, unanimously indorsed the child labor amendment, 
and our delegates to the National Grange session, together with the 
delegates from the States of Washington, Idaho, and Missouri, all 
indorsed the amendment, being beaten on the final vote, however. 

The Douglas County Pomona Grange and a large majority of the 
subordinate granges of the State have indorsed the amendment. Out 
of the 230 granges in Oregon I can remember but half a dozen who 
have adversely acted upon this question. 

The seriousness of the issue does not lie in the terms and objects of 
the amendment itself. It is silly to talk of an army of Federal 
bureaucrats roaming over the land devouring the taxpayer's substance 
and setting his children against his authority. The Children’s Bureau, 
or whatever other organ of enforcement may be created, will have a 
perennial fight on its hands to secure appropriations sufficient for the 
enforcement of such laws as Congress may enact. The Appropriations 
Committee is not going to find funds for inspectors enough to look into 
every kitchen, field, or garden. Under the two child labor laws enacted 
by Congress, and later declared unconstitutional, there was close coop- 
eration between the Federal and State authorities. The State, retain- 
ing full control of the field of education, is too strongly entrenched 
to be thrust aside in the common enterprise of establishing the condi- 
tions under which children should live. 

The real issue is the old one of State rights, the most momentous 
domestic issue in our history. It has figured in innumerable cam- 
paigns and has cost us a Civil War. However, when the people of the 
United States, by due constitutional process, confer upon the Federal 
Government powers it has not hitherto possessed, there is no invasion 
of State rights, even though the States may incidentally be shorn of 
some of their powers. Under our system there are neither State nor 
National rights superior to the will of the pecple. 
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The following is an editorial taken from the last issue of the Oregon 
Grange Bulletin and shows why the Oregon State Grange, an organiza- 
tion composed of over 12,000 progressive men and women, stand com- 
mitted in favor of this amendment: 

“This is the third attempt by Congress to establish some mini- 
mum standard for child labor below which no State can fall. 
Honest argument against the amendment may be based on the con- 
tention that the question is not serious enough for Federal action. 
We believe that it is. In support of that belief we reprint the 
figures from the census of 1920—1,060,858 children between the 
ages of 10 and 16 were gainfully employed in that year; 1 child 
in every 12, and in some States 1 in 4. One glance at the civil 
codes of Mississippi, North Carolina, or Georgia ought to be con- 
vineing. As Father Ryan says in the Catholic World: ‘Only 13 
States have statutes which are in all respects as good as the laws 
enacted by Congress in 1916 and 1919; 9 States do not prohibit 
all children under 14 from working in factories and stores; 11 
States allow children under 16 to work from 9 to 11 hours a day, 
while 4 States permit children under 16 to work at night.“ Read 
the last few lines again; that is what is meant by child labor.“ 
When you hear those wonderful arguments about Bolshevist origin, 
administrative expense, State rights, violation of parental sover- 
eignty, remember the children working 11 hours a day, and often 
through the night. 

“Yours very truly, 

“C, H. Battery.” 


These organizations have been responsible for the widespread 
belief that if the amendment is adopted no girl under 18 can 
help her mother with the dishes and no boy under 18 can help 
his father with the chores; that it confers upon Congress a new 
power such as no State possesses and makes possible the “ com- 
plete nationalization of children,” whatever that may mean. 

In the February number of the Minnesota Law Review, 
Hon. Edward F. Waite, judge of the district court of Hennepin 
County, formerly juvenile court judge of Minneapolis, and 
chairman of the Child Welfare Commission of Minnesota, has 
contributed a dispassionate and exhaustive discussion of the 
amendment. I quote from him at some length because he has 
so admirably considered some of the objections that have 
been made to the amendment: 


Ignoring the vitally important factors of judicial interpretation 
and constitutional limitations, the claim is made that the amendment, 
if adopted, would enable Congress at will to limit, regulate, and 
prohibit all forms of labor on the part of all chidren up to the 
eighteenth birthday. (I use the expression “children up to the 
eighteenth birthday“ advisedly. Many States class as “children *’ 
in their labor legislation all persons under 18, and some carry their 
regulation In certain particulars to the twenty-first birthday, They do 
not, of course, undertake to prohibit all labor by minors of 18 and 
20, inclusive, but they prohibit their labor in certain occupations and 
under certain conditions—that is, as to such they “limit” and 
“regulate.” If the limitation and regulation are sound, the law is 
good, though no lawyer can doubt that a sweeping prohibition by 
a State, not based upon the reasonable considerations which must 
characterize the exercise of police power, would be summarily dis- 
posed of by the Supreme Court of the United States under the four- 
teenth amendment. Since 1912 the laws of Minnesota have contained 
the following provision: “No boy under the age of 18 years shall 
be employed or permitted to work as a messenger for a telegraph or 
messenger company in the distribution, transmission, or delivery of 
goods or messages before 5 o'clock in the morning or after 9 o'clock 
in the evening of any day; and no girl under the age of 21 years 
shall be thus employed at any time. Any person employing any child 
in violation of the provision of this section shall be guilty of a mis- 
demeanor.” (Minn., G. S. 1913, sec. 3849.) Another prohibition of 
certain employments to persons under the age of 18 is found in section 
8682, Many States (including Minnesota) class persons under 18 as 
“juveniles” and make them subject to the special consideration and 
protection of the State as parens patriw.) 

“If this interpretation,” Judge Waite says, “is correct; if 
Congress could, without check or hindrance other than such as 
it might place upon itself, establish and enforce any limitation, 
regulation, or prohibition, it might choose to pass with respect 
to the employment of children under 18 in work of any sort, no- 
body would tolerate the thought of adopting the amendment. But 
it could not. Every lawyer knows this, upon familiar principles 
of interpretation, and without regard to considerations involving 
the construction of the amendment in the light of other pro- 
visions of the Constitution. 

“One hesitates to suggest even the possibility of extreme folly 
in this feld on the part of Congress. Distrust of our institutions 
ought not lightly to be pushed to that extent. But let us give 
heed to warnings which, strange to say, have had currency over 
the signature of capable lawyers, Suppose Congress should pass 


a law framed on the theory that study in school is ‘labor’ 
within the meaning of the amendment, or forbidding farmer boys 
of 17 to do any work on the home place, or limiting to one hour 
per day the work of children whose labor is not wholly forbidden, 
or requiring all children in industry to be paid the current wages 
of adults, or expressly limiting the work of all persons under 18 
to occupations where they might not possibly come into competi- 
tion with adults, or discriminating in educational prerequisites 
between public and parochial schools; if the qnestion of the 
validity of such laws ever reached a Federal court, would they 
be sustained? To state these queries is to answer them. It is 
apparent that no such absurdities would be sanctioned, The 
courts do not reject the guidance of common sense when they 
interpret the language of legislation, statutory or constitutional, 
To cite authorities here would be to insult the intelligence of the 
reader, be he lawyer or layman. 

“But there is a ‘twilight zone.’ It is possible to imagine 
attempts to legislate under the amendment which would not 
amount to palpable absurdities and yet would be of such a sort 
that sensible and just people would regard them as unreasonable. 
Would there be no protection against these? Certainly there 
would be. Between all legislatures and the people in our balanced 
form of government stand the courts. When in any State the 
question arises whether a given law is authorized by the Con- 
stitution, the Constitution becomes the subject of judicial inter- 
pretation. If the language of the instrument is complete and 
unequivocal in respect to the subject matter, interpretation be- 
comes mere citation, and the point is settled. But experience 
has shown that constitutional grants of legislative power ought 
to be in general terms, expressive of a principle or policy and 
not attempting to cover the subject involved with the detail appro- 
priate to a legislative act, * + èr 

Down to the present moment all grants of general powers to Con- 
gress have been subject to judicial interpretation in the light of these 
principles. Can it be claimed that a different rule would be applied 
to any law passed under the authority of the proposed amendment? 
Thus interpreted the amendment can mean but one thing, the grant- 
ing of power to Congress to prohibit labor by persons under 18, at 
ages and in occupations, for hours and under conditions, which in its 
judgment are injurious to the children so employed and detrimental 
to the public welfare; that is, it is a grant of police power to Con- 
gress in the field of child labor.“ Much of the misconception which 
has been injected into the public discussion of the amendment has 
arisen through ascribing to the word “labor” a meaning which it 
does not have and has never had when used in legislation respecting 
the work of children, or in the advocacy of such legislation. The 
prohibition of injurious forms of work to children under 18 is, as we 
have seen, a familiar idea, and that is what “labor” means in the 
proposed amendment. The real question is whether we are willing 
to let Congress decide what forms of work are injurious, subject to 
judicial safeguards and without interference with more advanced 
standards set up by the States. 

In addition to general principles of interpretation, a barrier to the 
unreasonable exercise of congressional power under the proposed amend- 
ment would be found in the fifth amendment, providing that Congress 
shall not deprive any citizen of liberty or property “without due 
process of law.” A like restriction upon the power of the States, 
in the fourteenth amendment, has proven a sufficient protection against 
unwarranted exercise of the police power of the States. When cases 
involving this point have come up from the States to the Supreme 
Court that tribunal has applied a well-established test—whether the 
law in question is reasonably adapted to afford needed protection 
against danger to health, morals, or general well-being. (“ Police 
power is the power Inherent in a government to enact laws, within 
constitutional limits, to promote the order, safety, health, morals, and 
general welfare of society,” 12 C. J. 904.) It has recently applied 
this test to a law of Congress passed under its power of legislation 
for the District of Columbia. (Adkins v. Children's Hospital (1923), 
261 U. S. 525, 67 L. Ed. 785, 43 S. C. R. 394.) It seems to me as 
clear as any proposition of law can be which has not been specifically 
decided by a court of last resort, that any arbitrary and unreasonabla 
control over child labor would be held to be a deprivation of liberty 
and property without due process of law. * * * 

The question of legal reasonableness is always one for judicial de- 
termination, and it would seem quite certain that In construing a 
Federal law a Federal court would be no more reluctant to assert con- 
servative views than it has been when an adverse conclusion would 
sweep aside the legislative policy of a sovereign State. Certainly the 
tenth amendment would always be kept in mind. 

I have seen assertions that the fifth amendment would not be a bar 
to unrestricted legislation under the proposed twentieth, and very wide 
eurrency has been given to statements based upon this assumption, 
although not making the explicit claim. For example, James A. Emery, 
general counsel for the National Association of Manufacturers, in what 
seems to me a most adroit, uncandid, and misleading argument (an 
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examination of the proposed twentieth amendment to the Constitu- 
tion of the United States, being the so-called child labor amendment, 
circulated by the National Committee for the Rejection of the Twentieth 
Amendment, Union Trust Building, Washington, D. C.), says: 
“Neither is this grant of power confined to regulation, but It 
incindes the right to ‘prohibit’ the labor of any person under 18. 
It is commonly said by the proponents of the proposal that it is 
intended merely to give Congress the power which the States 
presently possess over the same subject. It is not open to dis- 
pute that no State possesses the power to prohibit the labor of 
all persons under 17, much less 18, years of age.” 

Mr. Emery knows, of course, that the reason the States do not pos- 
sehn the power referred to is because its exercise would be contrary 
to the due process“ clause of the fourteenth amendment. Therefore 
he means to state by implication that laws passed under the proposed 
amendment would not be subject to the “due process” clause of the 
fifth, The only argument I have seen in support of this position rests 
upon the general terms in which the proposed amendment is phrased, 
and the claim that, being subsequent in time, it repeals, pro tanto, 
the fifth amendment. I have looked in vain for the citation in the 
literature of the opposition of a single authority. 


Judge Waite calis attention to the fact that in Prout v. 
Starr, Mr. Justice Shiras said (1903, 188 U. S. 537, 543, 544; 
47 L. Ed. 584; 23 S. C. R. 398): 

The Constitution of the United States, with the several amendments 
thereof, must be regarded as one instrument, all of whose provisions 
are to be deemed of equal validity. 

And again— 

“It is one of the important functions of this court to so inter- 
pret the various provisions and limitations contained in the 
organic law of the Union that each and all of them shall be 
respected and observed.” 

In the case just cited, in Eisner v. Macomber (1920, 252 U. S. 189; 
64 L. Ed. 521; 40 S. C. R. 189) and in Evans v. Gore (1920, 253 
U. S. 245; 64 L. Ed. 887; 40 8. C. R. 550) it was held that the 
eleventh and sixteenth amendments should be so construed as not to 
interfere with certain prior constitutional provisions. The eighteenth 
amendment does not deprive the citizen of the rights safeguarded by 
the fifth in the matter of unreasonable searches and seizures. (United 
States v. Kelih (1921) 272 Fed. 484) or self-incrimination (Snyder v. 
United States (1922) 285 Fed. 1). In the opinion by Mr. Justice 
McKenna in the Cornell v. Moore (1921, 257 U. S. 491; 66 L. Ed. 
332; 42 8. C, R. 176) (the case Involving the Volstead Act) it is 
assumed that Rhode Island v. Palmer (1919, 253 U. S. 350; 64 L. Ed. 
946; 40 S. C. R. 518) establishes the proposition that the fifth amend- 
ment is not repealed by the eighteenth, 


Judge Waite closes his argument in these words: 


I revere the constitutional guaranties of private rights, and believe 
with all my heart that they can and will be fully and wisely guarded 
by the Supreme Court of the United States. f 

I am satisfied that child labor is still a menace to the Nation's chil- 
dren and therefore to the Nation, and that action by the several States 
will afford too slow and doubtful a remedy. 

I do not know how many children are to-day in harmful industry, 
and I do not need to know. There are thousands, and more will take 
their-places. I learned long ago that 12 inches make 1 foot; 3 feet 
make 1 yard; 56% yards made 1 rod; but I have never learned just how 
many stunted and ruined lives of children make a case for a constitu- 
tional amendment. I am inclined to think it is a variable number, 
according to one's estimates of social values. 

If child labor is a real and substantial evil, the most we can do to 
eure it Is none too much, and even some abatement of one’s theories as 
to appropriate boundary lines between State and National responsibility 
might not be too great a price to pay. 


Floyd Collins was imprisoned in Sand Cave, Ky. For two 
weeks the sympathy of our people went out to him. Money was 
spent lavishly—and properly—to rescue this one life. I dare 
say that any legislature would have willingly authorized a 
large appropriation if it would have secured his release from 
that bondage. Yet many of these same people, many of these 
same legislatures, may be quite forgetful of the bondage unwill- 
ingly endured by thousands of American children because of 
this child-labor problem which threatens their health, happiness, 
and eyen life itself. 

No question which involves the rights of children is ever set- 
tled until it is settled right. I had hoped that by this time na- 
tional help for the working child would be assured. The indi- 
cations are that the fight has only begun, but there is no break 
in the ranks of the proponents of the amendment. The great 
national women's organizations, the Federal Council of Churches, 
and many other organizations will keep up the struggle until 
the cause of the children triumphs. 


EXCESSIVE FOREIGN LOANS THREATEN OUR FINANCIAL STABILITY 


Mr. LOZIER. Mr. Speaker, three times recently, in the 
course of debate, I have emphasized the ill effects that must 
inevitably flow from lending in foreign lands an excessive or 
disproportionate part of our surplus funds. I have called at- 
tention of my colleagues to the fact that in the years 1919, 
1920, 1921, and 1922 $4,000,000,000 of American money has 
been withdrawn from domestic channels and sent overseas, an 
average of approximately %$700,000,000 annually, our foreign 
loans in 1924 aggregating $973,011,500. 

I have also shown that since January 1, 1925, the United 
States has absorbed foreign loans aggregating $184,500,000, 
and new foreign loans in great numbers and involving stagger- 
ing amounts are soon to be offered for American consumption. 

In view of the foregoing facts one would suppose that the 
appetite of American investors for foreign securities would be 
fully satisfied, but not so, as negotiations are now in progress 
for the following additional foreign loans: 

Thirty million dollars to two Japanese public utility cor- 
porations; $5,000,000 to the Government of Newfoundland; 
$50,000,000 to the Republic of Poland; $5,000,000 to the Mort- 
gage Bank of Denmark; $35,000,000 to the city of Sao Paulo, 
Brazil; $9,000,000 to the Province of Quebec; $5,000,000 to the 
Berlin Light & Power Co.; $2,500,000 to the city of Gratz, 
Austria ; $9,000,000 to the Kingdom of Hungary ; $10,000,000 to 
the Paris-Orleans Railway of France. ‘These new loans aggre- 
gate $160,500,000. This sum added to the $134,500,000 involved 
in the first seven loans I first mentioned will make a grand 
total of $295,000,000 new American capital invested and to be 
ee in foreign loans in the first few weeks of the year 

A leading New York financial journal on February 5 made 
reference to the floating of new loans to Newfoundland, Poland, 
and the Japanese utility corporation, as follows: s 


NEWFOUNDLAND SEEKS $6,000,000 TWENTY-YHAR LOAN 


The Government of Newfoundland is reported to be negotiating for a 
$5,000,000 loan with American bankers, This loan would be a Jong- 
term one running for 20 years. The financing would not be a funding 
operation, but, according to reports, the money would be used to finance 
improvements, 

In addition to this issue, there are two Japanese public utility issues 
pending. Each is for $15,000,000, and the negotiations are being con- 
ducted by two separate banking groups. One group has been worklug 
for some time on its issue and is nearly ready to offer the bonds, while 
the other has begun to plan the financing. 


$50,000,000 POLISH LOAN MAY BE OFFERED IN TWO WEEKS 


Negotiations for the $50,000,000 Polish loan which has been reported 
for some time in banking circles will be concluded within the next two 
weeks, according to latest advices, It is probable that the issue, which 
will be 20-year bonds bearing an 8 per cent coupon, will be offered in a 
fortnight. 

American bankers have taken an option on the financing, signed by 
the Polish minister at Washington, which expires February 15, accord- 
ing to dispatches from Warsaw. 


The same paper reported that Argentina is now or soon will 
be in the market for a new loan of $75,000,000, I quote: 


Furthermore, according to reports, it is planned to pay off the $25,- 
000,000 notes maturing February 25 in cash, thus clearing the way for 
the larger offering. This offering of $75,000,000, it is declared, would 
be long-term bonds and would serve to put the Government's finance 
in better shape, as then the country would have no important issues 
falling due for about two years, 


However, later news reports indicate that this loan may not 
be offered for sale until June, the object no doubt being to al- 
low banking circles sufficlent time to sell previous issues of 
foreign securities to the American investing public. 

Nor is this all. Very frequently lurge issues of foreign com- 
mercial and industrial bonds are bought by American bankers 
and held for a time before they are advertised or offered to the 
public, as the following news item in the New York Journal of 
Commerce indicates: 


GUEMAN CHAIN STOKES FLOAT SHORT-TERM LOAN 


Announcement was made yesterday that another German commercial 
organization has arranged to borrow funds in the local market. Nego- 
tiations have been completed between a local banking syndicate and the 
Leonard Tietze Aktien Gesellschaft, one of Germany's largest retail 
store chains, for the puechase of a short-term loan. 
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The New York banking group consists of Lehman Bros., Goldman, 
Sachs & Co., Hallgarten & Co., Halsey, Stuart & Co., and J. & W. 
Seligman & Co. It was understood that the bankers would make no 
public offering of the new securities at this time. 


It is the policy of the international bankers not to glut the 
market on foreign securities, but to offer them in an orderly 
manner so that each issue may be readily absorbed before simi- 
lar issues of foreign bonds are placed on the market. 

As additional proof of the ever-increasing demand of foreign 
nations for American money, I quote from the Wall Street 
News: 


That heavy offerings are to be made this year in addition to those 
already made is taken for granted. (Issue of February 12.) 

Comment in international investment circles indicates that both Eng- 
land and France are considering possible needs for additional loaning 
in the American money market. (Issue of February 11.) 


The dealing in foreign securities on the New York Stock Ex- 
change has increased so rapidly and attained such a tremendous 
volume that the exchange has recently formulated a special 
code of requirements in relation to the listing of foreign bonds. 
Commenting on these requirements, the Wall Street News on 
February 7 said: 


The exchange is preparing for the future, when, from present signs, 
a great variety of foreign government and municipal bonds will come 
upon the American market. From the “feelers” already put out, it 
is estimated that forelgn States and subdivisions would like to borrow 
around $2,000,000,000 here during the next six months. 


Now, in view of the fact that American banks engaged in in- 
ternational banking operation have invested these enormous 
sums abroad and sold these foreign securities here in the United 
States, is it strange that the supply of money available for 
loans is being constantly reduced and the interest rate on 
domestic loans maintained at the present high level? The im- 
mediate and direct result of this lavish lending of American 
money abroad is to increase, stimulate, and maintain high 
interest rates to the financial detriment of the agricultural, 
industrial, and commercial classes, who in whole or in part 
must depend on borrowed capital to carry on their vocational 
activities. 

Let us understand this situation. The too lavish invest- 
ment of American money abroad is retarding the economic 
reconstruction of America, preventing our industrial expansion, 
and delaying the rehabilitation of American agriculture. In 
my opinion we should call a halt and adopt a policy under 
which American money will be used, first to supply the needs 
and serve the purposes of the American people, and no foreign 
loans should be made as long as there is a substantial demand 
for loans for domestic purposes. 

The international bankers of New York City and else- 
where, who are negotiating these foreign loans and reaping 
therefrom enormous profits, are behind the propaganda for the 
cancellation of the indebtedness of foreign nations to the 
United States. Their motive is a supremely selfish one. If 
these foreign creditors can get rid of their obligations to 
“Unele Sam,” they will haye more money with which to dis- 
eharge their indebtedness to these international bankers. 
They are not concerned in our Government collecting the 
$11,000,000,000 due it from foreign nations, but they are very 
much concerned in the repayment to themselves of the loans 
they have made to these foreign nations, foreign cities, for- 
eign railroads, and foreign industrial and commercial concerns. 
I read from a bulletin issued by the National City Bank of 
New York City that has negotiated most of these foreign 
loans: 


It is improbable that the United States Government will ever take 
the position of insisting upon a preference in favor of its claims, or 
press its claims to the disadvantage of loans in this market by coun- 
tries indebted to the United States Government, particularly where 
such loans haye been made with the approval of the United States 
Government. 


In other words, these international bankers do not want the 

_ United States Government to press its claims against these 
foreign nations. They want the Government to waive or at 
least postpone indefinitely the collection of its claims against 
these foreign nations until these international bankers can col- 
lect the private loans they have made to these nations at high 
rates of interest and exorbitant underwriting or commission 
charges. They do not want “Uncle Sam” to insist on “a 
preference in favor of its claims,” or to “press its claims to 
the disadvantage” of the international bankers, who, with 
their eyes wide open have loaned these enormous sums abroad. 
In other words, these international bankers, enjoying princely 
profits from underwriting these foreign loans, in effect say to 


Uncle Sam, “ You step aside; let your claims ride; keep quiet; 
waive or postpone payment on the obligations you hold, so 
Europe, instead of paying its indebtedness to the United States, 
may be able to pay the private loans negotiated by the inter- 
national bankers.” 

I trust I may be pardoned for discussing so often and so 
persistently this foreign-loan problem. I consider it one of 
vital and outstanding importance. Undoubtedly we have gone 
entirely too far in investing American money in foreign securi- 
ties. I am trying to call attention to this reckless policy before 
it reacts disastrously. I am endeavoring to focus public atten- 
tion on this maladministration of American financial affairs, 
I am pointing out dangeis and abuses that threaten our pros- 
perity and financial stability. 


ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o'clock and 21 
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Wednes- 
day, February 18, 1925, at 12 o'clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications 
were taken from the Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

886. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting supplemental estimate of appropriation 
for the General Accounting Office for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1925, to remain available until June 3, 1926, amount- 
ing to $75,000 (H. Doc. No. 635) ; to the Committee on Appro- 
priations, and ordered to be printed. 

887. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a communication from the Director of the 
United States Veterans’ Bureau, submitting an estimate of ap- 
propriation in the sum of $558.75, to pay claims for damages 
to or loss of privately-owned property (H. Doc. No. 636); to 
the Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed. 

888. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting estimates of appropriations for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia for buildings and grounds, public schools, 
amounting to $2,631,500, payable from the special fund created 
by the act approved February 2, 1925 (H. Doc. No. 637); to 
the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

889. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a supplemental estimate of appropriation 
for the Department of State for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1925, amounting to $7,107.04 to pay the claim of the Govern- 
ment of Sweden (H. Doc. No. 638); to the Committee on Ap- 
propriations, and ordered to be printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. GREEN: Committee on Ways and Means. H. R. 12300. 
A bill to amend section 281 of the revenue act of 1924; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1500). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. LEATHERWOOD: Committee on Pensions. H. R. 11821. 
A bill to amend the second section of the act entitled “An act 
to pension the survivors of certain Indian wars from January 
1, 1859, to January, 1891, inclusive, and for other purposes,” 
approved March 4, 1917, as amended; with amendments (Rept. 
No. 1501). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union. 

Mr. LEAVITT: Committee on the Public Lands. S. 3666. 
An act for the exchange of lands in the Custer National For- 
est, Mont.; without amendment (Rept. No. 1505). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII. 

Mr. WINTER: Committee on War Claims. S. 2552. An 
act for the relief of Leslie Warnick Brennan; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1502). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. LEAVITT: Committee on the Publie Lands. S. 953. An 
act for the relief of William Kaup; without amendment (Rept. 
No, 1503). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. LEAVITT: Committee on the Public Lands. S. 2087. 
An act for the relief of Laura C., Ida E., Lulu P., and Esther 
Peterson; without amendment (Rept. No. 1504). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House. 
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PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS 
Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials 

were introduced and severally referred as follows : 

By Mr. SMITH: A bill (H. R. 12328) for extending the Fort 

Hall irrigation system in Idaho; to the Committee on Indian 
Affairs. 
' By Mr. GILBERT: A bill (H. R. 12329) to authorize the 
coinage of 50-cent pieces in commemoration of the one hundred 
and fiftieth anniversary of the founding of the State of Ken- 
tucky and of the first permanent English settlement west of 
the Alleghanies at Harrodsburg, Ky., on June 16, 1774; to the 
Committee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures. 

By Mr. KVALE: A bill (H. R. 12330) authorizing and direct- 
ing the Postmaster General to grant permission to use special 
canceling stamps or postmarking dies in the Minneapolis and 
St. Paul post offices; to the Committee on the Post Office and 
Post Roads. 

By Mr. REED of West Virginia: A bill (H. R, 12331) to 
amend an act entitled “An act making it a misdemeanor in the 
District of Columbia to abandon or willfully neglect to provide 
for the support and maintenance by any person of his wife or 
his or her minor children in destitute or necessitous circum- 
stances,” approved March 23, 1906; to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia, 

By Mr. FREDERIOKS: A bill (H. R. 12332) to amend sec- 
tion 2 of the act of June 7, 1924 (Public 270), entitled “An act 
to provide for the protection of forest lands, for the reforesta- 
tion of denuded areas, for the extension of national forests, 
and for other purposes,” in order to promote the continuous 
production of timber on lands chiefly suitable therefor; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. - 

By Mr. HUDSPETH: A bill (H. R. 12333) authorizing and 
directing the Postmaster General to grant permission to use 
special canceling stamps or postmarking dies in the San 
Angelo, Tex., post office; to the Committee on the Post Office 
and Post Roads. 

By Mr. MADDEN: A bill (H. R. 12334) to amend the act 
entitled “An act to provide for the classification of civilian 
positions within the District of Columbia and in the field 
services,“ approved March 4, 1923, and the act amendatory 
thereof and supplementary thereto; to the Committee on the 
Civil Service. 

By the SPEAKER (by request) : Memorial of the Legislature 
of the State of Iowa petitioning the Congress of the United 
States to discontinue the appropriation of funds from the 
Federal Treasury for use in any State-aid purpose; to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

Also (by request), memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Arizona, urging the endowment to the State by the Federal 
Government of 5,000,000 acres of land for the construction of 
highways and for the support of its educational and other 
public institutions; to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

Also (by request), memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Oregon, favoring the enactment of S. 3779, to provide for 
aided and directed settlement on Government land in irriga- 
tion projects; to the Committee on Irrigation and Reclama- 
ti 


on. 

By Mr. SMITH: Memorial adopted by the Legislature of the 
State of Idaho, February 10, 1925, urging the enactment of 
legislation to use the surplus in the various Federal reserve 
banks to protect depositors in such banks in the case of failure; 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. WILLIAMSON: Memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of South Dakota, urging Congress to place on the statute 
books such legislation as will give to agriculture the same 
protection as is afforded. to industry and labor; to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, 

By Mr. WARD of North Carolina: Memorial of the Legisla- 
ture of the State of North Carolina relative to retirement of 
disabled emergency officers of the Army during the World 
War; to the Committee on World War Veterans’ Legislation. 

By Mr. LEATHERWOOD: Memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Utah, favoring passage of S. 4060 and H. R. 11555, 
which provide for suitable recognition for the services of Lieu- 
tenant Maughan ; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. FAUST: A bill (H. R. 12335) authorizing the Comp- 
troller General of the United States to allow certain credits 
in the settlement of accounts of the United States marshal for 
the western district of Missouri; to the Committee on Claims, 
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By Mr. FOSTER: A bill (H. R. 12336) for the relief of 
James S. Black; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr, SIMMONS: A bill (H. R. 12337) granting a pension 
to Jacob Byers; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WILLIAMS of Michigan: A bill (H. R. 12338) for 
the relief of Hensler Bros.; to the Committee on War Claims, 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

8814. By Mr. CLARKE of New York: Petition of sundry 
citizens of Broome County, N. Y., asking Congress not to 
concur in the passage of S. 3218, compulsory Sunday observ- 
ance bill; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

3815. By Mr. DALLINGER: Petition of 70 citizens of Mel- 
rose, Mass., protesting against the passage of S. 3218, known 
as the compulsory Sunday observance bill; to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

3816. By Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota: Petition of sundry 
citizens of Stillwater, Minn., opposed to Sunday observance 
bill, S. 8218; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

8817. By Mr. FRENCH: Petition in protest against the com- 

pulsory Sunday observance bill, S. 3218; to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 
3818. By Mr. GALLIVAN: Petition of Hon. Edward W. 
Quinn, mayor of the city of Cambridge, Mass., urging early 
and favorable consideration of the game refuge bill, H. R. 745; 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

3819. Also, petition of Hon. Andrew J. Peters, Boston, Mass., 
urging early and favorable consideration of the game refuge 
bill, H. R. 745; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

3820. By Mr. GARBER: Resolution of Carter Club, No. 119, 
Izaak Walton League of America, Oilton, Okla., urging pas- 
sage of Federal migratory bird refuge and Federal shooting 
grounds bill; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

3821. By Mr. KING: Petition signed by W. M. Whitney, D. G. 
Nelson, and other citizens of Vermont, Ill., with reference to 
the game refuge bill; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

3822. By Mr. LEATHERWOOD: Petition of the Ladies 
Literary Club of Salt Lake City, Utah, favoring the entry of 
the United States into the World Court; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs, 

3823. By Mr. LINEBERGER: Petitions containing several 
thousand signatures opposing the passage of the compulsory 
Sunday observance bill (S. 3218) and the passage of any other 
national religious legislation which may be pending; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

3824. By Mr. MAJOR of Illinois: Petition of George Graham 
and other citizens of Springfield, III., opposing S. 3218; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

8825. By Mr. McREYNOLDS: Petition of sundry citizens of 
the State of Tennessee, protesting against the Sunday observance 
bill (S. 3218); to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

8826. By Mr. SMITH: Petition containing 64 signatures in 
protest against the compulsory Sunday observance bill (8. 
8218) and all other similar legislation; to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

8827. Also, resolutions of the Idaho Apple Growers’ Asso- 
ciation, indorsing the enactment of legislation providing for 
cooperative marketing; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

3828. By Mr. TUCKER: Resolution of the Virginia Farm 
Bureau Federation, Roanoke, Va., opposing H. R. 3923, pro- 
viding for the establishment of a department of education; to 
the Committee on Education. 

8829. By Mr. VINCENT of Michigan: Petition of sundry 
residents of St. Charles, Mich., and vicinity, protesting against 
the enactment of S. 3218 or any similar legislation; to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 


SENATE 
Wepnespay, February 18, 1925 
(Legislative day of Tuesday, February 17, 1925) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expiration of 


the recess. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair), The 


Senate will receive a message from the House of Representa- 
tives, 
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Representatives by Mr, Farrell, 
its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had passed with- 
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out amendment the bill (S. 2287) to permit the Secretary of 
War to dispose of and the Port of New York Authority to ac- 
quire the Hoboken Manufacturers’ Railroad. 

The message also announced that the House had passed the 
pill (S. 2693) in reference to writs of error, with an amend- 
ment, in which it requested the concurrence of the Senate. 

The message further announced that the House had passed 
a bill (H. R. 11445) to amend the national defense act, in 
which it requested the concurrence of the Senate. 

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED 


The message also announced that the Speaker of the House 
had affixed his signature to the following enrolled bilis and 
joint resolution, and they were thereupon signed by the Pre- 
siding Officer [Mr. Moses] as Acting President pro tempore: 

8. 3252. An act referring the claim of the State of Rhode 
Island for expenses during the war with Spain to the Court of 
Claims for adjudication ; 

S. 3352, An act to provide for the appointment of an ap- 
praiser of merchandise at Portland, Oreg. ; 

H. R. 5061. An act for the relief of Russell Wilmer Johnson; 

H. R. 8741. An act for the relief of Flora M. Herrick; 

H. R. 7911. An act to authorize the Secretary of the Treasury 
to sell the appraisers’ stores property in Providence, * 

H. R. 9308. An act to authorize the appointment of Machinist 
Henry F. Mulloy, United States Navy, as an ensign in the regu- 
lar Navy; 

H. R. 6581. An act authorizing the Postmaster General to 
provide emergency mail service in Alaska ; 

S. J. Res. 177. Joint resolution to amend section 2 of the pub- 
lie resolution entitled “Joint resolution to anthorize the op- 
eration of Government-owned radio stations for the use of the 
a. public, and for other purposes,” approved April 14, 
1922 

S. 877. An act to provide for exchanges of Government and 
privately owned lands in the Walapai Indian Reservation, 


Ariz. ; 

S. 2209. An act to amend section 5147 of the Revised Stat- 
utes; 

8. 2746. An act regulating the recovery of allotments and 
allowances heretofore paid te designated beneficiaries; 

S. 8171. An act for the relief of sufferers from earthquake 
in Japan; 

S. 8180. An act to amend section 194 of the Penal Code of 
the United States; 

8. 3398. An act to authorize the city of Norfolk, Va., to con- 
struct a combined dam and bridge in Lafayette River, at or 
near Granby Street, Norfolk, Va.; 

8. 4014. An act to amend the act of June 30, 1919, relative 
to per capita cost of Indian schools; 

S. 4109. An act to provide for the securing of lands in the 
southern Appalachian Mountains and in the Mammoth Cave 
regions of Kentucky for perpetual preservation as national 

rks; 
Per. R. 4548. An act authorizing the Secretary of Commerce 
to acquire, by condemnation or otherwise, a certain tract of 
Jand in the District of Columbia for the enlargement of the 
present site of the Bureau of Standards; and 

H. R.9095. An act to incorporate the American War Mothers. 

HOUSE BILL REFERRED 


The bill (H. R. 11445) to amend the national defense act 
was read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on 
Military Affairs, 

CORRECTION OF THE RECORD—PRICES OF OIL 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, in the Recorp of yester- 
day, February 17, in the colloquy with the Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. HARRELD] as to the prices of crude oil I am 
quoted as saying: 

I paid $1.50 a barrel. 


That statement is incorrect; I made no such statement. The 
Senator from Oklahoma also informs me that he has cor- 
rected the figures that were used at that time. The colloquy 
as it occurred should be as follows: 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, the Senator says that the increase 
in the price of gasoline is necessary for the benefit of the ofl 
producer. What has been the increase to the producer? 

Mr. HARRELD. There has been a steady increase in the price of the 
crude during the same interval during which the increase complained 
of in the price of gasoline has been going on. I do not know the 
prevailing prices, but I should say that prices of some grades of oil 
haye been raised from 25 cents to 50 cents a barrel. 


Those are the figures which were corrected by the Senator 
from Oklahoma. The colloquy continued as follows: 


—— BROOKHART. And the price of gasoline has been raised how 
much 

Mr. HARALD. Two and three cents, as I understand it. 

Mr. BROOKHART. That would make $1.50 a barrel. 

Mr. HARRELD. There are many elements that enter into that. Some 
ofl produces only from 8 to 10 gallons per barrel. Other -olls produce 
more than 30 gallons per barrel. 

Mr, BROOKHART, Other products are produced, however, that are 
of value. 


Mr. President, the point I was trying to make was as to 
the spread between the producer and the consumer, and that 
the producer had not received the benefit from the increased 
price which is charged to the consumer to-day after the end 
of the spread. Since the colloquy occurred I, myself, have 
obtained some quotations of oil prices from the Department of 
Commerce and I desire to put them into the Recorp now in 
connection with this statement. 

Up to February 12 the price of Pennsylvania grade oil was 
from $3.50 to $3.60 per barrel; of California oil from $1.25 
to $2.40 per barrel; of Mid-Continent, Oklahoma, Kansas, and 
North Texas from $1.15 to $2. 

On February 14 the Standard Oil Co., of California, ad- 
vanced the price of California crude from 25 cents to 50 cents 
per barrel. 

In the Texas field there has been an advance of 10 cents 
a barrel to $1.80, and there were two or three advances in 
mideontinent ofl. The Sinclair Oil Co. advanced the price 
for grade 41 and above 5 cents per barrel. 

The Prairie Oil & Texas Co. met the advance on their top 
grade, 42 degrees and above. 

Several other companies in the same field met the Sinclair 
advance of 5 cents in the midcontinent. These include all 
changes in the price of crude oil since the rise began up to 
February 12. 

This statement illustrates the fact that most of the ad- 
vances on oil have not accrued to the benefit of the producers 
of oil, I was a member of the subcommittee whieh previously 
investigated this question, and it seemed to me then that at 
all times the producer got but little of the great profits in the 
oll business. I think that situation is continuing right up to 
the present moment. 

Mr. HARRELD. Mr. President 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I hope the Senator will let the pending 
appropriation bill get through, if he can. 

Mr. HARRELD. I rise to a point of personal privilege on 
this matter. : 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Oklahoma 
rises to a question of personal privilege. 

Mr. HARRELD. In order to make the Rrconb correct, I 
wish to say that when I was asked the question by the Sena- 
tor from Iowa [Mr. Brooxnart] on yesterday I was not pre- 
pared to answer it very accurately, and the answer which I 
made on the floor at that time was not correct. So I wish 
merely to make a simple statement giving the information 
then asked for. > 

I have since learned that on December 81, generally speak- 
ing, the price of below 80-grayity crude oil was 75 cents per 
barrel. After the rise on February 12 the price was $1.35. j 

The price of 80-gravity oil to 32.9-gravity oil on December 
B1 was 90 cents, and after the rise on February 12 it was $1.55. 
Thirty-three to 85.9 gravity oil in the midcontinent field on 
December 31 was selling for $1.10, and after the last increase 
in price on February 12 it was selling for $1.80. 

Thirty-six and above gravity oil on December 31 was selling 
for $1.25 a barrel, and since the increase in price on February 
12 it has been selling for $2.85 per barrel. During that same 
time the price of Pennsylvania crude oil has increased from 
$2.75 to $3.75 per barrel. 


CHILD LABOR 


Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, I would like to have made a 
part of the Recorp a most interesting and instructive letter 
written by the senior Senator from Florida [Mr. FLETCHER] 
in regard to the proposed Twentieth Amendment to the Con- 
stitution. 

There being no objection, the letter was ordered to be printed 
in the Recoxrp, as follows: 

{From the Jasper (Fla.) News, February 13, 1925] 


SENATOR FLETCHER REPIARS TO WOMAN’S THREAT 


Wasnixdrox, February 7—A prominent Florida woman wrote re- 
cently to Senator Duncan U. Fumercuer threatening “ political annibila- 
tion” because of his opposition to ratification of the proposed twen- 
tieth amendment to the Constitution. In answer to that letter Sena- 
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‘tor FLETCHER wrote, calling attention to many facts and possibilities 
which advocates of ratification have not carefully considered. His 
letter follows: 
UNITED STATES SENATE, 
Washington, February 5, 1925. 

My DEAR MADAM : This will answer your criticism of my opposition 
to ratification of the proposed twentieth amendment to the Constitu- 
tion of the United States, which provides: 

“Secrton 1. The Congress shall have power to limit, regulate, 
and prohibit the labor of persons under 18 years of age. 

“Spc, 2. The power of the several States is unimpaired by this 
article, except that the operation of State laws shall be sus- 
pended to the extent necessary to give effect to legislation enacted 
by the Congress.” 

Those favoring ratification of the above speak and write of it as 
“the child labor amendment,” although the word “ child” is not men- 
tioned, and all persons under 18 years of age are not children. 

Your particular attention is invited to the fact that when the reso- 
lution proposing this amendment was before the Senate an amendment 
was offered under which section 1 would have read: 

“The Congress shall have power to limit, regulate, and pro- 
hibit the labor of persons under 18 years of age who are engaged 
in occupations other than agriculture and horticulture.” 

Another under which section 1 would have read: 

“The Congress shall have power reasonably to limit and regu- 
late the labor of persons under 18 years of age and to prohibit 
such labor in pursuits involving special hazard to health, life, or 
limb.” 

Another under which section 1 would have read: 

“The Congress shall have power to limit, regulate, and prohibit 
the labor of persons under 18 years of age, excepting those en- 
gaged in outdoor employment.” 

Another under which section 1 would have read: 

The Congress shall have power to limit and regulate the labor 
of persons under 18 years of age.” 


DRASTIC LEGISLATION 


It is well known that those persons who instigated and are re- 
sponsible for the adoption of the resolution exerted such influence 
over a majority of the Senate that all of the amendments offered were 
rejected, and by reason thereof “the intent and purpose of Con- 
gress" was definitely determined, of which judicial notice will be 
taken should Congress be granted the power to prohibit the labor of 
all persons under 18 years of age. ‘These same persons now, in their 
desperate efforts to defeat rejection, give “ assurance” that they have 
no intention, should the amendment be ratified, of demanding that 
Congress enact any drastic legislation. It would be well, however, 
to judge what the future may have in store by recalling their refusal 
to consent to the adoption of any one of the several amendments 
offered. 

The instigators of this proposed amendment also demanded the 
word “labor” for the obvious reason that it embraces every character 
of employment, 

SELFISH PURPOSE 


Many good-intentioned women have been imposed upon by those 
whose purpose is selfish or are parties to a deep-laid plot to “ nation- 
alize” all persons under 18 and, if successful, urge another amend- 
ment advancing the age to 21 years. 

Surely you do not favor granting Congress “the power to prohibit 
the labor of persons under 18 years of age” regardless of the varying 
economic and home conditions throughout the 48 States! 

Do you not believe that should Congress prohibit the labor of persons 
under 18 years of age there would be an increase far too great for 
the imagination to conceive, of idleness and immorality with their 
resulting effects upon society? 

Would not the minds of such persons become fertile fields for culti- 
yation by socialists and communists? 

What would the harvest be! 

What justification is there for assuming that a future Congress, once 
granted the power, could not be influenced to enact legislation prohibit- 
ing the labor of all persons under 18 years of age—bearing in mind 
that a majority of the present Congress voted in favor of submitting 
this proposed amendment to legislatures! i 

Do you not believe that parents would eventually lose control of 
their children should such legislation be enacted? 

Such legislation may be desirable under a socialistic form of govern- 
ment or if parental obligations to society are to be ignored. 

I have yet to find a father or mother who, with a full conception 
of all the possibilities under this proposed amendment, fayors its ratifi- 
cation, 

One of the “stock arguments" in favor of ratification is that all 
persons under 18 years of age should have an opportunity to attend 
school, yet there is no provision in this proposed amendment for the 
education of such persons; and, besides, every State maintains public 
schools, colleges, or universities, 


Another is that boys and girls 16 to 18 years of age should not be 
employed in competition with men and women, 


WHERE DANGER LIBS 


The average boy or girl who does not learn to work before attain- 
ing the age of 18 is more likely to become a criminal or public charge 
than a thrifty law-abiding citizen. 

Work under proper conditions never injuriously affected the morals 
of young persons. 

Are those who have no desire for an education and those who 
prefer work to idleness to be compelled by law to walk the streets and 
depend upon parents, relatives, or the State for food, clothing, and 
spending money? 

Would there not be greater temptations than now exist for idle 
boys and girls to frequent the devil's workshops? 

If there are isolated sections of the country where the labor of 
children is exploited or the school attendance laws not enforced, it is 
not necessary to ratify this proposed amendment in order to overcome 
conditions which should be rectified by citizens of the locality who 
have or can obtain full knowledge of the situation. 

I am as much opposed to the exploitation of the labor of children 
and as much in favor of every child having the advantage of an edu- 
cation as anyone; but I prefer that Congress be not granted the power 
to legislate on those subjects and thereby make it possible for laws to 
be dictated and administered by selfish persons or by sentimental 
theorists lacking conception of parental rights, duties, and responsi- 
bilities, 

OUTSTANDING QUESTIONS 


The outstanding questions are: 

What would be possible for the selfish propagandist and sentimental 
lobbyist to accomplish should this proposed amendment be ratified by 
the legislatures of 86 States? 

Would it be wise to vest such unlimited power in a future Congress 
with the childlike confidence that the socialistic legislation possible 
under the terms of this proposed amendment would not be enacted? 

Would it be prudent for the legislatures to ratify this proposed 
amendment based upon the mere “ assurance” that drastic legislation 
will not be demanded of or enacted by a future Congress? 

Why grant a power which it is claimed will not be exercised! 

Why favor ratification of this proposed amendment which would 
change our plan and form of government when there is no national 
demand or necessity for it? 

There is a great principle involved and its disregard would produce 
infinite harm. Let those who insist upon changing our form of gov- 
ernment seek their remedy in the States, 

Would it not be the height of folly and display lack of wisdom to 
ratify this proposed amendment and thereby make it possible for a 
future Congress to take from parents that Divine authority which has 
existed and been exercised from time immemorial over their children 
and vest it in a centralized bureau, located in Washington, to be ad- 
ministered in such a manner as could bring into disrepute the laws 
applicable to parent and child, break down respect for all law, and 
thereby destroy the morale of future generations? 

Would civilization advance under such conditions? 

I say to you, in all candor, that this proposed amendment is most 
revolutionary; and I feel confident that when you and others have a 
full understanding and conception of the object and purpose of those 
responsible for its introduction you will change your views as have 
thousands of others who, at first, enthusiastically favored ratification 
because of misleading propaganda and imaginary illustrations pictur- 
ing little tots forced by cruel parents, relatives, or the capitalists to 
work at hard labor, . 

Such propaganda and illustrations are for the purpose of arousing 
the sympathy and support of those not acquainted with all of the 
facts. 


URGES CAREFUL CONSIDERATION 


May I not express the hope that you will take tne time to carefully 
read and consider the literature submitted on this subject and reach 
the conclusion, as have thousands of others, that the instigators of 
this particular amendment have well-defined selfish or political ob- 
jects in view which, if realized, would eventually prove most detri- 
mental to the future welfare of parents, children, and the State. 

I always give careful consideration to public questions and express 
my views and vote according to the dictates of my conscience, with 
full knowledge of the fact that some of my constituents may feel dis- 
posed to hold me accountable for not agreeing with their views. 

Very truly, 
Duncan U. FLETCHER. 
RETIREMENT FOR DISABILITY IN THE LIGHTHOUSE SERVICE 


Mr. KING. I withdraw the motion heretofore made by me 
to reconsider the vote by which the bill (S. 3613) to provide 
for retirement for disability in the Lighthouse Service was 


passed, 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The motion to reconsider is 
withdrawn. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


Mr. McKINLEY presented a memorial numerously signed 
by sundry citizens of Chicago, III., remonstrating against the 
passage of the so-called compulsory Sunday observance bill 
for the District, which was referred to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

Mr. ROBINSON presented a memorial of sundry citizens in 
the State of Arkansas of Greek origin, remonstrating against 
the alleged mistreatment of Greeks by the Turks and the 
recent expulsion of the Greek patriarch from Constantinople 
and urging that all Christian nations use their influence in 
preventing further persecutions, which was referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. BRUCE presented a memorial signed by approximately 
995 citizens of Baltimore, in the State of Maryland, remon- 
strating against the passage of the so-called compulsory Sun- 
day observance bill for the District, which was referred to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. WATSON presented a memorial signed by approximately 
890 citizens of Indianapolis and vicinity, in the State of In- 
diana, remonstrating against the passage of the so-called com- 
pulsory Sunday observance bill for the District, which was 
referred to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. COPELAND presented a memorial numerously signed 
by sundry citizens of New York, N. Y., remonstrating against 
the passage of the so-called compulsory Sunday observance 
bill for the District, which was referred to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

Mr. NORBECK presented a commnnication in the nature of 
a petition of Mrs. J. W. Pay and 10 other members of the 
Women’s Foreign Missionary Society of the Methodist Mpisco- 
pal Church, of Milbank, S. Dak., praying a reconsideration and 
amendment of the recently enacted immigration law, etc., 
which was referred to the Committee on Immigration. 

He also presented the petition of Christian Thomson and 
sundry other citizens of Rapid City, Folsom, Sturgis, Winner, 
and Watertown, all in the State of North Dakota, praying for 
the passage of legislation in the interest of veterans, widows, 
and orphan children of the Indian wars, which was referred 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. SHEPPARD presented petitions of sundry citizens of the 
State of Texas, praying for the passage of the House bill 11798 
and Senate bill 3920, providing pensions for veterans of the 
Indian wars, their widows, and orphan children, which were 
referred to the Committee on Pensions, 

Mr. SWANSON, presented the following telegram, which was 
referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry and 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD : 


[Postal telegram] 
RICHMOND, VA., February 16, 1925, 
Hon. CLAUDE SWANSON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. O.: 

Our ninth annual meeting of Farmers’ Milk Producers Association, 
representing producers who ship annually over 5,000,000 gallons of 
milk into Richmond, have instructed us to protest against Congress 
passing any bill providing for Federal registration and auditing of 
cooperative marketing associations, and to protest against attempting 
to amend Capper-Volstead cooperative act in this session. We do not 
oppose Federal assistance, but we are vigorously opposed to any start 
by Government toward Federal control. 

W. M. CEASE, 

W. J. BURLEÐ, 

G. L. OLIVER, 
Committee. 


Mr. OVERMAN presented the following joint resolution of 
the Legislature of the State of North Carolina, which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary: 


Joint resolution 28 to reject the proposed amendment to the Con- 
stitution of the United States providing for the regulation by Congress 
of the labor of persons under 18 years of age. 

Whereas the Sixty-cighth Congress of the United States submitted 
to the several States for ratification, a proposed amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States, as follows: 

“ARTICLE — 

“ SECTION 1. The Congress shall have power to Iimit, regulate and 
prohibit the labor of persons under 18 years of age. 

“ Sec. 2. The power of the several States is unimpaired by this 
article except that the operation of State laws shall be suspended to 
the extent necessary to give effect to legislation enacted by the 
Congress”; and 


Whereas the people of North Carolina, firmly belleying in the 
preservation of the rights remaining in the several States, and entirely 
confident that they now have in force State laws providing fully for. 
the protection of the youth of the State, are unalterably opposed 
to this unnecessary surrender of the further power to the National 
Congress. Now, therefore, 

Be it resolved by the senate, the house of representatives concur- 
ring: 

Szcrion 1. The General Assembly of North Carolina does hereby 
reject and refuse to ratify the amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States proposed and submitted to the several States by the 
Sixty-eighth Congress of the United States as follows: 


“ARTICLE — 


“Section 1. The Congress shall have power to limit, regulate, and 
prohibit the labor of persons under 18 years of age. 

“Sec. 2. The power of the several States is unimpaired by this 
article except that the operation of State laws shall be suspended to 
the extent necessary to give effect to legislation enacted by the Con- 
gress.” 

Sec. 2. The secretary of state of North Carolina shall transmit, 
under the seal of his office, a certified copy of this resolution to the 
Secretary of State of the United States, as required by law. 

Sze. 3. This resolution shall be in effect from and after its ratifi- 
cation. 

In the general assembly read three times and ratified this the 23d 
day of August, 1924. 

W. B. COOPER, 
President of the Senate, 
Jno. G. Dawson, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

Examined and found correct: 

Joun W. Kia, 
For Committee. 
CE: 


State or NORTH CAROLINA, 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE. 


I, W. N. Everett, secretary of state of the State of North Carolina, 
do hereby certify the foregoing and attached (Two (2) sheets) to be a 
true copy from the records of this office. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed my 
official seal. 

Done in office at Raleigh, this 16th day of February in the year of 
our Lord 1925. 
[SpAL.] W. N. EVERETT, 
Secretary of State. 


Mr. KING presented the following memorial of the Legis- 
lature of the State of Utah, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency: 

STATER or UTAH, 


EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
SECRETARY OF STATE'S OFFICE, 

I, H. E Crockett, secretary of state of the State of Utah, do hereby 
certify that the attached is a full, true, and correct copy of H. C. M, 
No. 6, by Mr. Whittaker, memorlalizing Congress to pass the Pittman 
bill relating to the purchase of 14,437,000 ounces of American-pro- 
duced silver at $1 per ounce, as appears on file in my office, 

In witness whereof I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the 
great seal of the State of Utah this 6th day of February, 1925. 

[SEAL] H. E. CROCKETT, 

Secretary of State. 
H. C. M. No. 6 (by Mr. Whittaker), memorializing Congress to pass 
the Pittman bill relating to the purchase of 14,487,000 ounces of 

American-produced silver at $1 per ounce. 

Whereas the Secretary of the Treasury of the United States failed 
to fully carry out the provisions of the so-called Pittman Act by 
refusing to purchase what is reported approximately 14,437,000 
ounces of American-produced silver at $1 per ounce, thus depriving our 
Utah mines of the fullest benefit of the law: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the Legislature of the State of Utah, That the United 
States House of Representatives be, and is hereby, memorialized to 
pass the Pittman bill passed by the United States Senate at its last 
session, whereby the requirements of the original Pittman Silver 
Purchasing Act may be fully met, and that a copy of this memorial 
be sent to each individual member of the Utah congressional delegation, 

The foregoing H. C. M. No. 6 was publicly read by title and imme- 
diately thereafter signed by the president of the senate in the presence 
of the house over which be presides, and the fact of such signing duly 
entered upon the journal this 4th day of February, 1925. 

A. B. Invixn, 
President of the Senate. 

Attest: 

— H. L. CUMMINGS, 
Secretary of the Senate. 
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The foregoing H. C. M. No. 6 was publicly read by title and imme- 
diately thereafter signed by the speaker of the house in the presence 
of the house over which he presides, and the fact of such signing duly 
entered upon the journal this 4th day of February, 1925. 

WX. B. McKett, 
Speaker of the House. 

Attest: 

D. L. CROPPER, 
Chief Clerk of House. 


Received from the house of representatives this 4th day of February, 
1925. Approved February 5, 1925. 
Gro. H Dern, Governor. 
Received from governor and filed in the office of the secretary of 
state this 5th day of February, 1925. 
CHAS. HINER, 
Deputy Seorctary of State. 


Mr. KING also presented the following resolution of the 
Legislature of the State of Utah, which was referred to the 
Committee on Military Affairs: 

House joint resolution 8 {by Mr. Hunt), memorializing Congress to 
take favorable action on Senate bill 4060 and H. R. 11555, which 
provides for suitable reeognitien for the services of Lieutenant 
Maughan 
Whereas a native-born son of Utah, Lieut. Russell L. Maughan, 

during the World War, distinguished himself for valor in combat with 

enemy aircraft over the battle fields of France; and 

Whereas Lieutenant Maughan brought to the United States Air 
Service the world’s championship for speed by winning the Pulitzer 
alrplane speed contest; and 

Whereas Lieutenant Maughan has brought further renown to his 
State and his country by performing the marvelous feat of crossing 
the United States by the light of a single day, all of which redounds 
to the credit and well-being of the people of the United States as 
well as being a distinct contribution to the science of flying; and 

Whereas there has been introduced in the Senate of the United 
States by Senator Rasp Smoor and in the House of Representatives 
by Congressman Don B. Corrox, a hill that would offer suitable recog- 
nition for the services of Lieutenant Maughan: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Legislature of the State of Utah hereby memo- 
rlalize the Congress of the United States to take favorable action on 
the above-described Senate bill No. 4060 and H. R. 11555 with the 
full conviction that the record ef Lieutenant Maughan is a matter 
of national pride, and that his bravery, endurance, and successful 
navigation of the air should be thus fittingly recognized. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


Mr. JONES of Washington, from the Committee on Com- 
merce, to Which was referred the bill (H. R. 11472) authoriz 
ing the construction, repair, and preservation of certain public 
works on riyers and harbors, and for other purposes, reported 
it with amendments and submitted a report (No. 1143) 
thereon. 

Mr. SPENCER, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
were referred the following bills, reported them severally with 
an amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 1683) for the relief of James F. Jenkins (Rept. No. 
1144) ; 

A bill (S. 2630) for the relief of F. M. Gray, jr., Co. (Rept. 
No, 1145) ; and 

A bill (S. 2881) for the relief of the Mallory Steamship Co. 
(Rept. No. 1146). 

Mr. SPENCER, also from the Committee on Claims, to which 
was referred the bill (S. 4043) for the relief of Ida Fey, re- 
ported it with an amendment and submitted a report (No. 
1155) thereon. 

Mr. BAYARD, from the Committee on Claims, to which was 
referred the bill (H. R. 1076) for the relief of the State Bank 
& Trust Co., of Fayetteville, Tenn., submitted an adverse re- 
port (No. 1147) thereon. 

Mr. CAPPER, from the Committee on Claims, to which was 
referred the bill (H. R. 4913) to pay to Jere Austill fees 
earned as United States commissioner, reported it without 
amendment and submitted a report (No. 1148) thereon. 

Mr. SWANSON, from the Committee on Naval Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill (S. 4228) for the relief of Robert 
B. Sanford, reported it without amendment and submitted a 
report (No. 1149) thereon. 

Mr. MAYFINLD, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
was referred the bill (H. R. 5660) for the relief of Charles 
Spencer, reported it without amendment and submitted a re- 
port (No. 1150) thereon. 

Mr. BRUCH, from the Committee on Claims, te whieh was 
referred the bill (H. R. 8297) for the relief of the Canadian 


Pacifie Railway Co., reported it without amendment and sub- 
mitted a report (No. 1151) thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to which were referred 
the following bills, reported them each with an amendment 
and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 8231) for the relief of all owners of cargo laden 
aboard the U. S. transport Florence Luckenbach, on or about 
December 27, 1918 (Rept. No. 1152) ; and 

A bill (S. 3232) for the relief of the owners of the steamship 
Basse Indre and all owners of cargo laden aboard said vessel 
at the time of her collision with the steamship Housatonic 
(Rept. No. 1153). 

Mr. BRUCE, from the Committee on Claims, to which was 
referred the bill (S. 4050) for the relief of Herman Shulof, 
reported it with an amendment and submitted a report (No. 
1154) thereon. 

Mr. MAYFIELD, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
was referred the bill (S. 1502) for the relief of the widow and 
minor children of Ed Estes, d reported it without 
amendment and submitted a report (No. 1156) thereon. 

Mr. LADD, from the Committee on Agricniture and Forestry, 
to which was referred the bill (H. R. 157) to authorize the 
more complete endowment of agricultural experiment stations, 
and for other purposes, reported it without amendment. 

He also, from the Committee on Commerce, to which was 
referred the bill (H. R, 11825) to extend the time for the 
construction of a bridge over the Ohio River near Steubenville, 
Ohio, reported it without amendment and submitted a report 
(No. 1170) thereon. 

Mr. LADD also, from the Committee on Public Lands and 
Surveys, to which were referred the following bills, reported 
them severally without amendment and submitted reports 
thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 1948) for the relief of Samuel Friedman, as 
trustee for the heirs and devises of B. Friedman and Henry 
Mills, and as trustee for the heirs and devisees of Emanuel 
Loveman, deceased (Rept. No. 1157) ; 

A bill (H. R. 6044) authorizing the Secretary of the Interior 
to sell and patent certain lands to Lizzie M. Nickey, a resident 
of De Soto Parish, La. (Rept. No. 1158) ; 

A bill (H. R. 6045) authorizing the Secretary of the Interior 
to sell and patent certain lands to Flora Horton, a resident of 
De Soto Parish, La. (Rept. No. 1159) ; and 

A bill (H. R. 6710) te authorize the Secretary of the Interior 
to lease certain lands (Rept. No. 1160). 

Mr. CAMERON, from the Committee on Public Lands and 
Surveys, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 6713) to define 
trespass on coal land of the United States and to provide a 
penalty therefor, reported it without amendment and sub- 
mitted a report (No. 1161) thereon. 

Mr. PITTMAN, from the Committee on Public Lands and 
Surveys, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 2905) to au- 
thorize an exchange of lands with Ed Johnson, of Bagle, Colo., 
reported it without amendment and submitted a report (No. 
1162) thereon. 

Mr. KENDRICK, from the Committee on Public Lands and 
Surveys, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 11067) to pro- 
vide for the relinquishment by the United States of certain 
lands to the county of Kootenai, in the State of Idaho, re- 
ported it with an amendment and submitted a report (No. 
1163) thereon. 

Mr. DILL, from the Committee on Public Lands and Sur- 
veys, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 11210) to grant 
certain publie lands to the State of Washington for park and 
other purposes, reported it without amendment and submitted 
a report (No. 1164) thereon. 

Mr. COPELAND, from the Committee on Naval Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill (S. 4106) for the relief of Stephen 
A. Farrell, reported it with an amendment and submitted a re- 
port (No. 1165) thereon. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGH, from the Committee on Naval 
to which were referred the following bills, reported them each 
without amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 2016) for the relief of William M. Phillipson 
(Rept. No. 1166); and 

A bill (H. R. 8072) for the relief of Emma Zembsch (Rept. 
No. 1167). 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE, also from the Committee on Naval Af- 
fairs, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 5637) for the relief 
ef Edward R. Wilson, lieutenant commander Supply Corps, 
United States Navy, reported it with amendments and sub- 
mitted a report (No. 1168) thereon. 

Mr. STEPHENS, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
was referred the bill (H. R. 5236) for the relief of Mrs. M. J. 
Adams, reported it without amendment and submitted a report 
(No. 1169) thereon. 
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INVESTIGATION OF BUREAU OF INTERNAL REVENUE 


Mr. COUZENS, from the select committee on investigation of 
the Bureau of Internal Revenue, pursuant to Senate Resolution 
168, reported the testimony taken before that committee on 
January 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 27, 28, 30, and 31. 


BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS INTRODUCED 


Bills and joint resolutions were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred 
as follows: 

By Mr. STEPHENS: 

A bill (S. 4836) to provide for the payment of the amount 
of a war-risk insurance policy to the beneficiaries designated 
by Lieut. Lewis Wesley Kitchens, deceased ; to the Committee 
on Finance. i, 

A bill (S. 4337) for the relief of James T. Conner; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. McKINLEY: 

A bill (S. 4338) granting the consent of Congress to the 
Iowa Light & Power Co. to construct, maintain, and operate a 
dam across the Des Moines River; to the Committee on Com- 
merce. 

By Mr. RALSTON: 

A bill (S. 4339) granting a pension to Margaret Cody (with 
accompanying paper) ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. JONES of New Mexico: 

A bill (S. 4340) confirming in States and Territories title to 
lands granted by the United States in the aid of common or 
public schools; to the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys. 

By Mr. COPELAND: 

A bill (S. 4341) granting a pension to Chester R. Hopper; to 
the Committee on Pensions, 

A bill (S. 4342) authorizing the President to appoint Cecil 
Clinton Adell, formerly an ensign, United States Navy, to his 
former rank as ensign, United States Navy; to the Committee 
on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. LENROOT: 

A bill (S. 4848) authorizing the construction, maintenance, 
and operation of a bridge across the Mississippi River between 
the cities of Prairie Du Chien, Wis., and McGregor, Iowa; to 
the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of California: 

A bill (S. 4344) to amend an act entitled “An act to provide 
for a uniform rule for the naturalization of aliens throughout 
the United States and establishing the Bureau of Immigration 
and Naturalization,” approved June 29, 1906; to the Committee 
on Immigration. 

By Mr. HARRELD: 

A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 189) authorizing the enlarge- 
ment of the Federal Veterans’ Hospital, at Muskogee, Okla., 
by the purchase of an adjoining city hospital and authorizing 
the appropriation of $150,000 for that purpose; to the Com- 
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. WILLIS: 

A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 190) to provide for the ex- 
penses of delegates of the United States to the Pan American 
Congress of Highways; to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. WALSH of Montana: 

A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 191) to appropriate certain 
tribal funds of the Flathead and other Indian tribes in Mon- 
tana, to bring test suits in the United States District Court of 
Montana, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Public 
Lands and Surveys. 

HEARINGS BEFORE MILITARY AFFAIRS COMMITTEES 


Mr. WADSWORTH submitted the following concurrent reso- 
lution (S. Con. Res. 30), which was referred to the Committee 
to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate: 


Resolved by the Senate (the House of, Representatives concurring), 
That the Committee on Military Affairs of the Senate of the United 
States and the House of Representatives, or subcommittees thereof, be, 
and hereby are, authorized to sit jointly during the sessions or ad- 
journed intervals of the Sixty-eighth and Sixty-ninth Congresses, at 
such times and places as may seem advisable to the said committees or 
their subcommittees; to make investigations of the condition of Army 
posts and forts, and other properties maintained for the military arm of 
the Government; to employ such clerical or other assistance as may be 
required in the judgment of said committees, to send for persons, 
books and papers, to administer oaths, and to employ a stenographer 
or stenographers at a cost of not to exceed 25 cents per hundred words 
to report such hearings as may be had in furtherance of the purposes 
hereof; the expenses thereof to be paid one-half from the contingent 
fund of the Senate and one-half from the contingent fund of the House 
of Representatives upon vouchers certified to by the chairmen of the 
said committees or of their subcommittees and properly approved, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


FEBRUARY 18 
LL ———— ——ü—ʒ—4̃ i 


APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. At the period of taking the 
recess the District of Columbia appropriation bill had been re- 
ported from the Committee of the Whole to the Senate, and 
the question being upon concurring in the amendments made 
as in Committee of the Whole, all such amendments were con- 
curred in with the exception of the amendment on page 78, 
lines 18, 19, and 20. 

Mr. PHIPPS, Mr. President, there is one other matter 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will it not be necessary, may 
the Chair suggest to the Senator, in view of the fact that the 
Senate voted last night to proceed to the consideration of the 
legislative appropriation bill, that by motion this bill should be 
taken up now? 

Mr. PHIPPS. I move that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of the District of Columbia appropriation. 

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 12033) making appropriations for 
the government of the District of Columbia and other activi- 
ties chargeable in whole or in part against the revenues of 
such District for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, I desire to call attention to 
the fact that there is one other item of appropriation in the 
bill that has an effect upon the bathing-beach question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator refer to 
lines 15, 16, and 17, on page 75? 

Mr, PHIPPS. There is one preceding that. If Senators 
desire to address themselyes to the question at this time, I 
shall be glad to have them do so, 


SALE OF COTTON-OTL PRODUCTS 


Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
to haye read at the desk a telegram which I have received 
from the Governor of North Carolina which contains some 
amazing information, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? There 
being no objection, the clerk will read as requested. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 


RALEIGH, N. C., February E, 1925. 
Senator LER S. OVERMAN, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 

It has been brought to my attention that there is pending in tho 
Legislatures of Wisconsin, California, Idaho, Indlana, Missouri, Ne- 
braska, Ohio, Oregon, and Utah measures which would practically 
deny the sale of cotton-oll products in those States, I need not say 
to you that such legislation is likely to work serlous injury to a great 
product of North Carolina and other cotton States of the South. I 
am calling this matter to your attention, confident that you will de- 
sire to do whatever is possible to induce the Senators from these 
States to advise against such discriminatory legislation. It would 
seem to me that if western agricultural States enacted laws that are 
injurious to the interests of southern agricultural States, it would 
endanger that sympathetic spirit of cooperation and friendly solidarity 
that now exists and should continue to exist between these great 
agricultural sections, 

A. W. MCLEAN, Governor. 


Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, I can not believe that those 
great States would pass such legislation and bring abont a 
most intolerable condition in the country. Congress alone has 
the right to regulate commerce between the States; and if those 
States should place an embargo npon southern products, 
Southern States would have to place an embargo upon the 
manufactured products of Missouri, Indiana, Nebraska, aud 
the other States and prevent the sale of their shoes and other 
products. I trust Senators will call the attention of their 
States to the fact that this is a highly intolerable thing that 
ought not to be done, and that it is against the very spirit of 
our institutions for one State to lay an embargo against 
another State. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North 
Carolina yield to the Senator from South Carolina? 

Mr. OVERMAN. I yield. 

Mr. SMITH. Has the Senator any communication or in- 
formation relative to any of the bills contemplated to be en- 
acted into law? 

Mr. OVERMAN. The telegram is all the information 1 
have. The Governor of North Carolina wired me that certain 
legislation is pending and named the States in which it is pend- 
ing, the States proposing to legislate against the great soy- 
ereign States of the South which raise cotton. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California, Mr. President 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North 
Carolina yield to the Senator from California? 

Mr. OVERMAN. Certainly. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I would like to inquire of 

the Senator from North Carolina just what the contemplated 
legislation is? 
Mr. OVERMAN. I have no other information than that 
contained in the telegram. The governor of my State has the 
information and I have had his telegram read for the purpose 
of advising the Senators from those States in order that they 
may bring the matter to the attention of their legislatures. I 
can not believe that any great State would be guilty of initiat- 
ing such legislation because it would be unconstitutional and 
against the very spirit of our institutions. 

Mr. GOODING. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North 
Carolina yield to the Senator from Idaho? 

Mr. OVERMAN. I yield. 

Mr. GOODING. I want to say that I do not believe the 
Legislature of the State of Idaho is considering seriously any 
such legislation. 

Mr. OVERMAN. I am glad to hear the Senator say so. 

Mr. GOODING. I shall immediately wire the governor and 
find out. I agree with all that the Senator from North Caro- 
lina has said. Such legislation to my mind would be nothing 
less than an outrage and I shall oppose it with all the vigor 
that is in me. I shall immediately take steps to find out 
whether such legislation is being considered seriously or not. 

Mr. OVERMAN. I have no doubt other Senators from the 
States mentioned will feel the same way. 

Mr. SMITH. I would suggest to the Senator that the Sena- 
tors from the States mentioned in the telegram be asked to 
inquire of their respective governors whether or not any such 
legislation is contemplated so that we may deal intelligently 
with the matter and not do an injustice by implication because 
I do not think there ought to be even discussed here such a 
question as is involved in the telegram unless we have the 
facts before us. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Does not the Senator think 
we ought to know first at what the legislation is aimed? 

Mr. SMITH. That is exactly what I think. Senators rep- 
resenting those States should inquire of their legislatures or 
governors if there is any legislation pending looking toward 
discriminating against the products of other States. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from 
North Carolina to have the telegram read again. Several of 
us came in late and have not heard its contents. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, does not the whole thing rise 
out of the one circumstance that the State of Wisconsin is 
about to put a 10-cent tax on oleomargarine? 

Mr. OVERMAN. I do not know. I have had the telegram 
read for the benefit of the able and patriotic Senators in this 
body, who should if any such legislation is pending 
in their respective States and stop it if they can. I ask that 
the telegram be read again. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER., The Secretary will read as 
requested. 

The reading clerk again read the telegram. 

LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATION BILL 


Mr. NORRIS. I do not want to interfere with the pending 
appropriation bill, but I want to enter now, to be taken up 
later, a motion to reconsider the vote by which House bill 
12101, the legislative appropriation bill, was passed last 
night. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is informed that 
the bill has been messaged to the House. Will it not be nec- 
essary to enter a motion to recall the bill from the House? 

Mr. NORRIS. As I remember the rule, though I do not 
have it before me, that would follow naturally when a motion 
to reconsider is entered. If it is necessary, I also move that 
the House be requested to return the bill to the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the: Senator wish to 
enter that motion now? 

Mr. NORRIS. Tes; and I am willing to take it up now, but 
I did not want to interfere with the regular proceeding on the 
District of Columbia appropriation bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The District of Columbia 
appropriation bill is before the Senate, and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. Phrers!] is recognized. 


APPROPRIATIONS! FOR DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R. 
12033) making appropriations for the government of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia and other activities chargeable in whole or 
in part against the revenues of such District for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1926, and for other purposes. 


Mr. PHIPPS: Mr. President, I desire to say for the sub- 
committee that the question of bathing beaches is one that has 
given us a great deal of trouble. We have given it careful 
consideration. : 

The first item of appropriation for the purpose was contained 
in the District appropriation bill for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1923, for the construction of a bathing beach and bath- 
house for the colored population of the city, $25,000. The 
amount was not expended during that year on account of difi- 
culties in the way of determining which would be the most 
suitable site. It was attempted to locate it in the Anacostia 
River, but there was a claim that the waters were impure. 
An attempt to locate it at the end of the Georgetown bridge 
was made, and it was found that the cost of installation and 
arranging for proper transportation of the people who would 
patronize the beach was prohibitive. It then came up in the 
bill for the fiscal year 1924 and the appropriation was con- 
tinued. The next site that was recommended and practically 
agreed upon was that at the end of Key Bridge. When that 
fact became known there was a great deal of protest entered 
against it, particularly by the people of Georgetown, and no 
work was done. The item came up again in the bill approved 
December 5, 1924, which contained the following paragraph: 


For construction and development work in Potomac Park on the 
west shore of the Tidal Basin to provide publie bathing facilities, and 
for the maintenance thereof, $50,000, to remain available until June 30, 
1925: Provided, That the unexpended balance of the appropriation of 
$25,000 contained in the District of Columbia appropriation act for the 
fiscal year 1928 for the construction of a bathing beach and bathhouse 
for the colored population of the city, continued and made avaliable 
during the fiscal year 1924 by the District of Columbia appropriation 
act for the fiscal year 1924, is further continued and made available 
during the fiscal year 1925 for the construction and maintenance of 
said bathing beach and bathhouse, 


In pursuance of that act, Colonel Sherrill, who is in charge, 
in a communication to the Secretary of War under date of 
December 22, submitted a copy of a letter which had been re- 
ceived from the Commission of Fine Arts, in which they did not 
advise the acceptance of the proposed plan for the bathing 
beach. In answer to it he said: 


The commission discusses the matter under the following headings: 

1. The sanitary condition of the water at the site. 

2. Removal of the Japanese cherry trees, 

8. Congestion of traffic. 

4. Locker capacity of the proposed building. 

5. Removal of both bathing beaches to another site, 

6. Sterilization of bathing suits and interior arrangement of the 
building. 

The following remarks are pertinent in reference to the objections 
of the Commission of Fine Arts referring to the same number: 

1. The average volume of water passing into and out of the basin 
twice daily is 107,811,000 gallons, and the change of water at the site 
of the beach twice daily is 1,181,250 gallons. In view of the fact that 
the purity of the water In the immediate vicinity of each of the two 
bathing beaches is dependent on chlorination at each place, it is believed 
that the water at the site for the colored bathing beach will be quite as 
sanitary as that of the present beach. This volume of water is so 
great as to disprove any claim that “the flow of water on that side 
between the intake and the outlet produced a sufficient current to carry 
off impurities.” 

2. The bathhouse and bathing beach has been so located as to obviate 
the necessity of the remoyal of more than three or four cherry trees at 
the outside and probably will not involve the removal of a single one 
out of the large number surrounding the basin. 

8. The particular site selected for the bathing beach for colored 
people will be freer from the congestion of traffic than any place that I 
can think of in the parks, for the reason that the wide expanse of the 
old cinder speedway lying north of the main road will be available for 
parking all the cars that may come to the beach, 

4. Arrangements have been made for extending the number of lockers 
within the oval area surrounded by trees in case this should be neces- 
sary, but it is my fixed opinion that the building now planned will be 
quite sufficient for all the demands that may be made upon It. 

5. This recommendation is of such a general nature as to have no 
bearing. 


That was the removal of both beaches to another site. 


6. Sterilizing bathing suits is something that can be readily accom- 
plished within the building as designed. 

It will be observed from the above that the only question of art in- 
volved in this discussion is the effect on the Japanese cherry trees. 


As to the cherry trees, I learned this morning that only six 


of them had been trimmed and that it is not necessary to re- 
move any of them, 
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Colonel Sherrill at that time submitted a copy of a letter 
from the Commission of Fine Arts to which that is an answer, 
and had a memorandum delivered to him by the Secretary of 
War under date of December 26, 1924, reading as follows: 


WAR DEPARTMENT, 
Washington, December 26, 192}. 


(Memorandum for Colonel Sherrill) 


I have examined the memorandum received from you under date of 
December 22 relative to the erection of buildings on the west shore 
of the basin for a bathing beach for the colored people. After having 
examined every possible available location I have regretfully concluded 
that we can not in justice to the colored population of the District of 
Columbia take any other course than the one provided for by legis- 
lation. I have done this regretfully, because I do not think there 
should be bathing by any class of people In the basin. If I had the 
power to do it, when the Memorial Bridge is completed I would trans- 
fer both bathing beaches to Columbia Island, which, I think, would be 
a suitable place and not too conspicuous, 

In the meantime you may proceed with the plans which have been 
made for the rection of the building and other facilities for the pur- 
pose provided for by the act of Congress recently passed, using special 
care that the cherry trees, if any, which may be in the way of this 
development shall be removed to some other location, and so moved 
that there shall be the least possible chance of their loss. 

Jonx W. WEEKS, 
s Secretary of War. 


Mr. President, I do not think it necessary to read into the 
Recorp the hearings which the committee of the House and 
the committee of the Senate held on this subject on three dif- 
ferent occasions. It was gone into very thoroughly with 
Colonel Sherrill. The work bas been begun and has progressed 
to a point where it could be completed by June 30 next, the 
date set for completion. The amount of expenditure already 
made on the project is estimated to be $25,000, and by a per- 
sonal examination of the work made this morning I believe 
that those figures are approximately correct. 

Mr. KENDRICK, Mr. President, I wish te ask the Senator 
from Colorado as to the distance between these two proposed 
bathing beaches? 

Mr. PHIPPS. The beaches are approximately a half mile 
apart. The present beach is in use and is to be more thor- 
oughly screened than it is at the present time by the planting 
of additional trees, Nearly all of the trees there now are decid- 
nous trees, but it is proposed to plant evergreens and low 
bushes that will make a more effective screen. The proposed 
new beach on the west side, on which work is now progressing, 
will be in the same manner absolutely screened from view from 
the driveways. The people using both of these bathing 
beaches will go over the pathways to the bathhouses where 
they change their costumes and go directly into the water. 
They will not be permitted to go out from the shores to the 
driveways. The bathers are absolutely under control, so far as 
that is concerned. 

Mr. KENDRICK. Did I understand the Senator from Colo- 
rado to say that those in authority who were looking into this 
matter had failed to find any other satisfactory place where 
such a beach could be established which would not be subject 
to controversy? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Yes; I made that statement; and that is the 
opinion of all those who have had to do with the matter. The 
objection in the case of the Anacostia River frontage, where 
we have been reclaiming land, is that the sewage system can 
not be completed for a term of years so as adequately to take 
care of the sewage; and there is raw sewage in that stream 
to-day. We are trying to progress as rapidly as possible 
with the work on the Potomac and on Rock Creek, and to com- 
plete what is known as the main Potomac interceptor so to 
take care of the sewage and carry it all below the city of 
Washington to the sewage-disposal plant and absolutely keep 
it out of the Potomac River. At the present time, of course, 
some of the sewage is going into the river, but the water at 
the Tidal Basin is being frequently and regularly examined, I 
may say almost daily, and tested, and it is belieyed to be as 
pure as can be obtained from the Potomac River at this time. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, did we not get along with- 
out a bathing beach here for 100 years, and can we not wait a 
few more years until we can purify the water of the Anacostia 
River, instead of building bathing beaches at the foot of the 
Washington Monument and the Lincoln Memorial, and dese- 
crating the beautiful driveways which we have there at this 
time 

Mr. PHIPPS. Of course, that is a matter of personal 
opinion ; but it seems to me that, to be consistent, we must do 
one of two things: We must either continue this work and 


carry out the present program, looking upon it as a temporary 
matter, to last only for three or four years, perhaps, or we 
must close the beach that we now have. I think it would be 
very inconsistent if we were to stop the work on the bathing 
beach for the colored people and at the same time permit bath- 
ing by white people at the present bathing beach. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, the question be- 
fore the Senate is on the adoption of the following amendment 
recommended by the Senate committee, namely : 


For purification of waters of the beach and improvement, mainte- 
nance, and operation of the bathhouse and beach on the west shore of 
the Tidal Basin, $6,000. 


I hope, Mr. President, that the amendment will not be 
adopted, and if, upon a test of the sentiment of the Senate, it 
shall not be, I shall offer the amendment which I send to the 
desk and ask to have read for the information of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will read, as 
requested. 

The PRINCIPAL LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 75 it is proposed 
to strike out lines 15, 16, and 17 and to insert in lieu thereof 
the following: 


The unexpended balance of the sum of $50,000 and the appropriation 
of $25,000 provided in the second deficiency act, the fiscal year 1924, 
approved December 5, 1924, for the construction and maintenance of 
the bathing beach and bathhouse on the west shore of the Tidal Basin, 
in Potomac Park, is hereby directed to be covered into the Treasury to 
the eredit of the District of Columbia. 


Mr. WALSH of Montana, I desire, Mr. President, to dispel, 
if I can, any idea that in pressing this subject upon the atten- 
tion of the Senate again, as I did yesterday morning, I am 
actuated by the slightest hostility to or the slightest aversion 
for the colored people of Washington or anywhere. On the 
contrary, when this matter first came before the Senate of the 
United States I voted in favor of an appropriation to provide 
the colored people of the city of Washington with a bathing 
place. I insist that they are just as much entitled to a bathing 
place as are the white people of the city of Washington, and I 
believe that a bathing place ought to be provided for both the 
colored and the white population. But, Mr. President, as I 
stated on yesterday, when the matter first came before the 
Senate in 1923 the appropriation of $25,000 which we made at 
that time carried no intimation whatever that this bathing 
beach was to be located within the Tidal Basin. It read simply 
as follows: 


For the construction of a bathing beach and bathhouse for the 
colored population of the city, $25,000. 


Mr. President, at that time it was intimated about the Cham- 
ber and circulated quite generally that the purpose was to 
locate that bathing beach upon the west side of the Tidal Basin, 
but we were assured by some one who pretended to speak with 
authority that there was no such purpose in mind at all. Ac- 
cordingly the provision was adopted, by the help at least of my 
vote and, I think, the votes of others who would have voted 
against it at the time had it been frankly stated that it was the 
purpose to construct this bathing beach within the Tidal Basin, 

Now it appears, Mr. President, that in a subsequent appro- 
priation the same course was taken. In the appropriation act 
for 1924 the following language was contained: 

The appropriation of $25,000 contained in the District of Columbia 
appropriation act for the fiscal year 1923, for the construction of a 
bathing beach and bathhouse for the colored population of the city, is 
continued and made available during the fiscal year 1924 for the con- 
struction and maintenance of said bathing beach and bathhouse. 


Thus the Senate was, in a way, again assured by the lan- 
guage of the continuing appropriation that the bathing beach 
was not to be constructed within the Tidal Basin. However, 
it appears now that by the deficiency appropriation act, which 
was approved on the th of December last, it was therein 
recited that the bathing beach was to be constructed anil 
established within the Tidal Basin on the west side thereof. 
Accordingly, work is now in progress, and a site has been 
selected immediately to the west of the foot of Seventeenth 
Street where it meets the Tidal Basin, perhaps the most con- 
spicuous place anywhere about the basin. 

As I said, Mr. President, I am actuated in no wise what- 
ever by any aversion toward the colored people. I insist that 
that is an indefensible course to take, in the first place upon 
esthetic grounds, and in the second place upon sanitary 
grounds. The Tidal Basin is one of the most attractive fea- 
tures of the beautiful city of Washington. Few tourists come 
to the city who do not ride about that beautiful sheet of 
water. The walks about it are lovely, as many of the Sen- 
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ators will be able to attest. I undertake to say that prac- 
tically three-fourths of the automobiles entering Potomac 
Park enter immediately at this place where a bathing beach is 
to be established. It is bad enough to have one bathing beach 
within that beautiful area, but it would be, as I stated yes- 
terday, a disgrace to put another one there. The fact is that 
this is so indisputable that when the Commission of Fine 
Arts was apprised of the purpose to put it where it is, the 
chairman of that commission wrote a letter protesting against 
that course. I desire to read it. 

This letter is under date of December 22 last, by Charles 
Moore, the chairman of the Fine Arts Commission, directed 
to Lieut. Col. ©. O. Sherrill, officer in charge of publie build- 
ings and grounds, as follows: 


Tun COMMISSION OF FIXNE ARTS, 
Washington, December 22, 1924. 

Dran Str: The Commission of Fine Arts, to whom the studies for 
a proposed bathhouse on the Tidal Basin were referred during the 
meeting of the Commission of Fine Arts on December 5, 1924, have 
considered the plans, and report, as follows: 

1. The commission have been informed by physicians of standing 
and experience that the bathing beach already installed is a prolific 
source of ear trouble and other diseases; that the basin is too shallow 
and the flow of water through it is too limited to make it safe even 
for its present occupation. When the existing bathing beach was 
proposed it was with the understanding that the flow of water on 
that side betwen the intake and the outlet produced a sufficient cur- 
rent to carry off impurities. Such, however, has proved not to be 
the case, To place an additional beach on the opposite side of the 
basin where there is almost no change in the water, would be a 
menace to health and a continuing source of contagion. 

It was understood when the bathing beach was placed along the 
basin that immediate steps would be taken to provide bathing facilities 
in connection with the recreation features in East Potomac Park; 
also that provision would be made along the Anacostia and along 
Water Street. If facilities were provided in all the places named, the 
present inadequate bathing facilities would be better provided for. 
In none of the plans submitted to the commission thus far baye 
such facilities been shown. 

2. The location of a bathing beach at the point specified, namely, 
on the westerly side of the Tidal Basin, will necessitate the removal 
of such a number’of the Japanese cherry trees as virtually to destroy 
one of the most attractive features of Washington. These trees were 
a gift from the mayor of Tokyo to Mrs. Taft and from her to the 
Government. Those around the basin are perhaps the most attractive 
of the city, drawing many visitors to Washington at the time of 
their blossoming. 

3. The location of a bathing beach at this spot will increase the 
congestion at the most congested point at the entrance to Potomac 
Parks. The flow of traffic through this narrow neck is already much 
greater than can be accommodated on Sundays, and indeed on any 
fine day in summer, 

4. The plans as drawn provide for only 1,000 lockers and will 
very soon call for such enlargements as already haye been effected 
along the opposite beach, and should the entire area of the basin be 
taken up by both beaches the space would be all too small to provide 
adequate facilities for a population of 500,000 people. 

5. In place of so much expenditure to accomplish a result that 
must, from the nature of things, be merely temporary, the Commission 
of Fine Arts suggest that during the present session of Congress legis- 
lation be songht to remove the bathing beaches from the Tidal Basin 
to another site, in East Potomac Park or along the water front. 

6. The commission call attention to the fact that no facilities are 
provided for sterilizing bathing suits, a feature insisted upon and 
carefully watched over in other cities, 

The commission serlously question the advisability of adding a din- 
ing room and kitchen. The arrangement proposed in the building and 
its architecture are sneh as to require a restudy of the plans. 

For these several reasons the plans are returned to you herewith 
without the approval of the commission. . 

Very respectfully, 
CHARLES Moorr, Chairman, 

Lieut. Col. C. O. SHERRILL, 

Officer in Charge of Public Buildings and Grounds. 


This commission was created, Mr. President, in order that 
structures about the city that are not in keeping with the 
ideas of beauty that ought to obtain in public works should 
be banned, and certainly the recommendations of the com- 
mission with respect to this matter seem to be entirely well 
founded. 

Reference is made therein to the fact that not only would 
this be unsightly, not only would it contribute to the conges- 
tion from which the city is suffering at the present time in 
automobile traffic, but it would be a menace to the public 
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health. This, Mr. President, is the testimony of all physi- 
cians, I believe, who have given any attention to the subject. 
The Public Health Service was called upon some time ago 
to inquire into this matter, and the Surgeon General appre- 
ciated at once the likelihood of contagion and infection from 
waters in which sometimes as many as 10,000 people per day 


bathe during the summer. 


I havea letter from him, sent me 
this morning as follows: 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
BUREAU oF THR PURLIC HEALTH SERVICE, 
Washington, February 18, 1925. 
Hon. THOMAS J. WALSH, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dran Senator Wasn: In response to your inquiry regarding 
the Tidal Basin, I beg leave to inform you that on August 3, 1920, Major 
Ridley, the officer in charge of public buildings and grounds, re- 
quested the Public Health Service to make a sanitary survey of tho 
Tidal Basin Bathing Beach with a view to a possible enlargement and 
revision of the chlorine purifying apparatus. 

In accordance therewith an experienced sanitary engineer of this 
service, Mr. Crohurst, was detailed for this purpose, and as a result 
of his survey it was found that the conditions then existing in the 
basin were unsatisfactory from the standpoint of health. The water 
at that time was found to be rather highly contaminated with the 
colon bacillus, which is the usually accepted indicator of the presence 
of fecal contamination. Mr. Crohurst’s report suggested a change in 
the method of the treatment of the water with a view to making it 
less unsafe for bathers, . 

Since that time no request has been received from the officer in 
charge of public buildings and grounds for a reexamination, and hence 
I do not know the conditions which now exist in the summer time, 
when a large number of bathers are using the existing facilities. I 
have, however, heard several of the practicing physicians in this city 
attribute certain throat and ear troubles to the use of the bathing 
beach during the summer, 

It would appear desirable to have constant sanitary supervision 
over these waters in view of the large number of people of the Dis- 
trict who are using the beach. I may add that the city health officer 
informs me that he bas no jurisdiction over these waters and has 
made no examination of them. 

Sincerely yours, 
Huan S. COMMING, Surgeon General. 


In confirmation of the statement thus made by.the Surgeon 
General concerning the spread of diseases of the ear and 
throat occasioned by these waters I desire to read a letter 
from Dr. Charles W. Richardson, a well-known physician of 
this city and an expert in his line, of the same date, February 
18, 1925; 

1337 CONNECTICUT AVENUE, 
7 Washington, D. O., February 18, 1925. 
Senator WALST, 3 
Montana. 


My Dran MR. Warsi: I was asked to write a line certifying the 
fact that infectious diseases of the car, particularly of the external 
ear, is a common type of infection of those who bathe in the bathing 
beaches. It is so common that I have directed those coming to me 
to avoid these beaches. There can be no question that other in- 
fectious diseases, especially venereal diseases, oceur from this pro- 
misenous bathing of so many people, The flow in the basin of the 
bathing beach, tidal, is very low on account of it being at the end, 
acting as a sort of reservoir. That these Infections are recognized is 
evidenced by the fact that Congress has ordered or is about to appro- 
priate $6,000 for chlorine to disinfect this pool. Increasing the 
bathers twofold will necessitate the employment of chlorine in sufficient 
quantity to prevent infection, making bathing impossible on account 
of irritation from chlorine gas, 

Both bathing beaches should be placed where there is a distinctive 
tidal flow. 

Sincerely, CHARLES W. RICHARDSON, 


Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mon- 
tana yield to the Senator from Florida? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I do. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I will ask the Senator if he does not in- 
tend also, then, in connection with the amendment he has 
suggested, to move to strike out lines 15, 16, and 17 on page 75 
of the bill? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I have signified that I shall, and 
have sent the amendment to the desk. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I understood that amendment to refer to 
some other appropriation. x 

0. 


Mr. WALSH of Montana. 
Mr. FLETCHER. This is the item of $12,300, beginning in 


line 15? 
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Mr. WALSH of Montana. Yes. If the Senate shall reject 
the amendment offered by the committee, being lines 18, 19, 
and 20, on page 75, signifying its attitude with respect to that 
matter, I shall then offer an amendment to strike out lines 
15, 16, and 17, and to cover the amount unexpended into the 
Treasury. 1 

Mr. KENDRICK, Mr. PEPPER, and Mr. PHIPPS addressed 
the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Asuurst in the chair). 
To whom does the Senator yield at this juncture? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield to the Senator from 
Wyoming. 

Mr. KENDRICK. I desire to ask the Senator the purpose 
of that elimination. Is it the thought to eliminate both bath- 
ing beaches? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I hope that will result; yes. 

Mr. KENDRICK. The Senator does not object, in case 
the one is retained, to providing another bathing beach else- 
where? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Certainly not. I have, as I have 
signified, voted repeatedly for appropriations to provide the 
colored people of the city with a bathing beach. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mon- 
tana yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield to the Senator from Penn- 
Sylvania. 

Mr. PEPPER. I wish to be,sure just what the amendment 
to be proposed by the Senator is, in the event the Senate 
should reject the suggestion of the committee. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. If the Senate should reject the 
suggestion of the committee I shall propose to strike out lines 
15, 16, and 17, which make an appropriation for the operation 
of both bathing beaches, 

Mr. PEPPER. I wanted to make sure of that, Mr. Presi- 
dent, because it seems to me that two things are clear: First, 
that there should be equality of treatment of the two races; 
second, that any bathing beach in the Tidal Basin is little 
short of a disgrace to the community, both from the point of 
view of hygiene and from the point of view of desecrating 
a place that ought to be consecrated to beauty. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I am glad to find the Senator 
from Pennsylvania in entire accord with my own views on 
the subject. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield. 

Mr, PHIPPS. At this point I should like to inquire of 
the Senator if he also proposes to offer an amendment that 
will stop the work of improyement on the western beach, now 
in progress, and to have the unexpended money returned to the 
Treasury? : 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. My amendment so provides. 

Mr. PHIPPS. That was my understanding, as it was read 
from the desk. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr, President, reference has been 
made to the attitude of the health service of the city. I have 
here a letter under date of February. 16, from Doctor Fowler, 
the head of the health service of the District, which reads 
as follows: 


Referring to our conversation over the telephone this morning with 
respect to the bathing beach at the Tidal Basin, I beg to say that this 
basin is, I understand, under the exclusive control of the Federal 
authorities and the local health department has not undertaken an 
examination of the water in this basin or in any other way super- 
vised it. 


That seems a rather remarkable statement. Perhaps the 
Senator from Colorado will be able to advise us about it. The 
local health department declares it has no supervision over it. 
The Public Health Service declares it has no supervision over 
it. Who does exercise any supervision over the sanitary con- 
ditions there? 

Mr. PHIPPS. The War Department, in whose charge are 
the public parks and grounds. They have their experts, just 
as well qualified as the physicians under the Federal or the 
District Governments are to supervise. As I haye stated, they 
make regular eximinations of the water, and they have not 
found the water to be dangerous or polluted to the extent that 
it would be considered unfit for use. True, the water is not 
clear, it has not been filtered; but it is as pure as the water 
that flows in the Potomac. 

At this point I wish to interject a statement, with the Sen- 
ator’s permission. If we close both beaches, it will be at least 
four years before we can establish free bathing facilities any- 
where in the District. In the meantime the Potomac River 
and the Eastern Branch will undoubtedly be used promiseu- 
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ously by both white and colored people, just as they see fit. 
It will be almost impossible to keep them from bathing in 


‘those streams. Here they would be under control, and it is 


only now, when this proposed new bathing beach is under way, 
that a definite complaint is registered, and statements are 
made that the water in the Tidal Basin is so impure as to be 
unfit for bathing. I have been unable to find in the record 
any assurance, pledge, or promise that the western side of the 
Tidal Basin would not be adapted for the use of a bathing 
beach. The Senator has referred to that once or twice. I 
have been unable to find any such assurance given by any 
officials, and I know that it.is not in the records of the hear- 
ings that were taken by our committee. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I did not desire that I should 
be understood as asserting that any official of the Government 
who had any authority to give any assurance of that kind 
had given any such assurance.. I spoke of the assurance given 
on the floor of the Senate when the matter was under consid- 
eration. The idea that it was to be located within the Tidal 
Basin was simply scouted by those who were advocating the 
appropriation at that time. 

I continue reading the letter received from Doctor Fowler. 
He said: 


I might say that, during the past few years, this department has 
received telephone messages from citizens complaining that the water 
in this Tidal Basin was irritating the eyes and ears of some of the 
persons bathing therein. When these messages have been received at 
the health department, the complainants have been informed that the 
Tidal Basin is under the exclusive control of the Federal Government 
and that the local authorities have no jurisdiction over the place. 

I believe that a few years ago the United States Public Health 
Service made a survey of the basin and an analysis of the water 
therein for the purpose of determining whether the water in this 
basin was regarded as safe for bathing purposes, You might be able 
to obtain some information from the United States Public Health 
Service as to when this survey was made and the findings of the 
officers who made such survey. 

Very sincerely, 
W. C. Fowreg, M. D., 
Health Officer. 


Reference has been made by the Senator from Colorado to 
the relative purity of the water in the basin and the waters 
of the Potomac River. I think everyone must realize that 
whatever current there may be in the Tidal Basin is negligi- 
ble. It must of necessity be so, because there is but one orifice, 
so that the flow in and the flow out is through the opening 
under the bridge. It results, it seems to me, as a matter of 
course, that the water is to a very large extent stagnant. Not 
only that, Mr. President, but the orifice is itself guarded by a 
gate, so that the water does not even acquire the current 
which would ordinarily obtain if there were no obstruction 
to the flow. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield. 

Mr. PHIPPS. The figures giyen by the War Department as 
to the flow through the Tidal Basin I have read into the 
Record. I suggest this point to the Senator. Taking a given 
volume of water that is held under control, if the gates are 
opened and the water allowed to pass through, there will be 
a more rapid flow than if the same volume of water were 
passing through over a period of 24 hours. In other words, 
if a vessel is emptied in 6 hours instead of 24, the flow will 
be more rapid at the time the gateways are opened. One of 
the objects of having the gates there is to keep the tidal flow 
from coming up the stream into the Tidal Basin. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I find it difficult to understand 
that, except that the gates are opened when the tide is out, 
and the level of the water in the river is lower than the level 
of the water in the Tidal Basin. Then, of course, there would 
be a flow out. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, of course the committee de- 
sires to carry out the wishes of the Senate, and so soon as we 
can have a vote on the amendment we will obey the mandate 
of the Senate. I am not for a moment trying to take the 
Senator off the floor, or anything like that; but as I am on my 
feet, I wish to state that I do not think I have anything fur- 
ther to add. The decision will hinge on the vote on the pend- 
ing amendment, as I take it. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I think so. I am practically 
through, but I desire to submit a general review of this matter 
that was made for such aid as it may contribute: 

There is no flowage of water through the Tidal Basin. There is a 
water gate on the south side of the basin, where the small concrete 
bridge is arched over the one outlet to the Potomac River. How- 
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ever, this water gate Is kept closed to prevent the water from the 
river from entering the basin. 

In the summer time from 4,000 to 10,000 persons a day bathe 
in the Tidal Basin from the white beach already there. This in spite 
of the fact that the water is not cleansed or «purified by constant 
flowage. 

If the colored beach is allowed to be built, the number will be 
doubled—20,000 human bodies, and many of them diseased, in the one 
pond. 

Time and again the District health office has analyzed the Tidal 
Basin water and has found it impure. It has ordered that chemicals 
be placed in the water to avoid an epidemic of contagious diseases. 

The danger naturally will be doubled when the second bathing beach 
Is completed. 

In order to avoid this, the Committee of the Whole House, while 
considering the District appropriation bill, struck from the bill the 
appropriations for both the colored and white bathing beaches. The 
amendment contained a proviso that would have turned the money 
previously appropriated for a colored beach back into the Treasury. 

Although this amendment was adopted in the Committee of the 
Whole, it was put back on a roll call, which Mappegn, of Illinois, de- 
manded. I am certain that few of the Members knew exactly what 
they were voting on when they answered the roll call. They were 
told that the call was on “the colored bathing beach.” Even so, the 
items were restored by a small margin. 


It is regrettable, as a matter of course, that whatever money 
has thus far been expended on this work of construction 
should thus be lost; but as I understand the Senator from 
Colorado, the work would be only temporary anyway. It is 
not contemplated that the bathing beaches shall remain there 
more than a limited period of years. It is hoped, as I under- 
stand, that a bathing beach for both white and colored will 
eventually be established on the island in the Potomac River 
near where the Arlington Bridge is to cross. 

Mr. PHIPPS. That is the present recommendation of the 
War Department, under the present Secretary. The time of 
the completion of the Arlington bridge is problematical, of 
course. The Senate has approved the plan, but the House has 
not yet acted. It might be several years before that Columbia 
Island in the Potomac River could be made available for the 
erection of the Arlington Bridge. 5 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. That is the point I am making, 
that at best this is to be a temporary arrangement anyway. 
We are asked to spend $75,000 in this work of construction, to 
mar the beauty of the park, to occasion the congestion which 
will necessarily result at the foot of Seventeenth Street by the 
establishment of the beach there, and all this for a temporary 
purpose only, if the present plans are carried out, as they 
should be, which contemplate the establishment eventually of 
bathing beaches for both the colored and the white populations 
on the island in the river. Under these circumstances I think 
the wise course would be to arrest this work, as is proposed, 
and take chances upon the matter until we can arrive at some 
definite plan which is to be permanent in its character. 


APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE STATE AND OTHER DEPARTMENTS 


Mr. JONES of Washington. I desire to submit a conference 
report on House bill 11753, making appropriations for the 
Departments of State and Justice and for the judiciary, and 
for the Departments of Commerce and Labor for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1926, and for other purposes, and I ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Washington 
submits a conference report, which the Secretary will read. 

The report was read as follows: 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing yotes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
11753) making appropriations for the Departments of State 
and Justice and for the judiciary, and for the Departments 
of Commerce and Labor, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1926, and for other purposes, having met, after full and free 
conference have agreed to recommend and do recommend to 
their respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered 6, 
9, 13, and 21. 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ments of the Senate numbered 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 11, 12, 14, 15, 16, 
17, 18, 19, 20, 22, and 23, and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 10: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 10, 
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In 
lieu of the sum proposed insert: “ $447,600"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 


Amendment numbered 25: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 25, 
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: Restore 
the matter stricken out by said amendment, amended to read as 
follows; “ carrying into effect section 13 of the act of June 29, 
1906 (84 Stat. p. 600), as amended by the act approved June 25, 
1910 (36 Stat. p. 765), and in accordance with the provisions 
of the sundry civil act of June 12, 1917; and $20,000 of the 
appropriation contained in this paragraph shall be immedi- 
ately available for such of the purposes covered by the para- 
graph as the Secretary of Labor may determine”; and the 
Senate agree to the same, 

The committee of conference have not agreed on amend- 
ments numbered 1 and 24, > 

W. L. JONES, 
Reep Soor, 
SELDEN P. SPENCER, 
LEE S. OVERMAN, 
Wa. J. HARRIS, 

Managers on the part of the Senate. 
Micron W. SHREVE, 
ERNEST R. ACKERMAN, 
W. B. OLIVER, 

Managers on the part of the House. 


Mr. JONES of Washington. The Senate will notice that two 
items have been reported as in disagreement. We have in 
reality reached an agreement, but under the rules of tho 
House the House conferees have to take those two matters 
back to the House. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator is asking for the present 
consideration of the conference report? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I am. 

Mr. ROBINSON. What are the two items which will have 
to go back to the body at the other end of the Capitol? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. One is the item in the Depart- 
ment of State appropriation relating to the provision that 
vice consuls shall receive compensation equal to half the salary 
of the consul when they take his place and perform his duties. 
The other item is the immigration provision which was added 
to the bill in the Senate. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The House conferees have not agreed to 
those? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. The conferees have in fact 
agreed, but under the rules of the Honse the House conferees 
have to take the items back. 

Mr. ROBINSON. What Senate amendments will be elimi- 
nated from the bill if the conference report is agreed to? It 
is impossible to identify them by number. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I can not tell the Senator 
exactly all that have been eliminated. The Senate conferees 
have receded from items totaling $71,000, and the House con- 
ferees receded from items totaling $139,000 involving matter 
the Senate put on the bill. There are two items relating to 
domestic commerce as to which the Senate conferees receded, 
and the House conferees accepted two amendments the Sen- 
ate put on, and also accepted an amendment to another item 
inereasing the appropriation by $15,000. They aecepted the 
provision relating to New York, with a modification which 
seems to be satisfactory both to the House and to the Senate. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The agreement is unanimous? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. The agreement is unanimous, 

Mr. ROBINSON, I have no objection to the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the conference report. 

The report was agreed to. 


AFFAIRS OF CHIPPEWA INDIANS—OCONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. HARRELD. Mr. President, I submit a conference re- 
port on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the Sen- 
ate amendments to House bill 9343, and ask for the immediate 
consideration of the report. 

Mr. ROBINSON. What is the report? We could not hear 
the Senator. 

Mr. HARRELD. It relates to Chippewa Indian affairs. It 
is a bill to refer the matter to the Court of Claims. The 
conference report involves only one or two minor changes, the 
striking out of two or three words in one sentence. I move 
that the Senate agree to the conference report. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Let the report be read by the Secretary. 

Mr. HARRELD. The conference report deals only with one 
or two minor amendments of the Senate bill, and I ask unani- 
mous consent for its present consideration. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Oklahoma 
asks unanimous consent for the immediate consideration of 
the conference report. 

Mr. HARRELD. It pertains to referring certain Chippewa 
Indian affairs to the Court of Claims. The conference report 
inyolves only one or two minor changes and the striking out 
of two or three words and one sentence. I move the adoption 
of the report, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reception of the report 
is in order and it has been received. Is there objection to 
its present consideration? Senators are entitled to know what 
the report is and the Secretary will read the report. 

The reading clerk read the conference repost, as follows: 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 9343) to authorize the adjudication of claims of the 
Chippewa Indians of Minnesota, having met, after full and 
free conference haye agreed to recommend and do recommend 
to thelr respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate and agree to the same with amendments 
as follows: On page 2, in the fourth line of section 2, strike 
out the word “Lawfully”; on page 5, in the fourth line of 
section 6, after the word “annum” insert “for a period of 
not exceeding five years” ; on page 6, line 4, strike out “ includ- 
ing the salaries paid said attorneys or firms of attorneys”; 
on page 6, at the end of line 6, change the colon to a comma 
and add “and in no event shall such additional compensation 
for the two attorneys or firms of attorneys exceed $40,000”; 
and the Senate agree to same. 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate to the title and agree to the same. 

J. W. HARBELDÐ, 

Joun B. KENDRICK, 

Cuas. L. MONARY, 
Managers on the part of the Senate. 

H. P. SNYDER, 

Scorr LEAVITT, 

CARL HAYDEN, 
Managers on the part of the House. 


Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I inquire of the Senator 
from Oklahoma, presenting the conference report, whether it 
was agreed to unanimously by the conferees? 

Mr. HARRELD. Absolutely. 

ye ROBINSON. I have no objection to its present consid- 
eration. : 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I am interested in this matter for 
the reason that I offered a resolution to investigate alleged 
wrongs to which Indians had been subjected. I am not sure 
whether a thorough investigation was had. I understand that 
the legislation is for the purpose of seeking to carry out that 
which I had in view in the resolution which is before the com- 
mittee of which the Senator from Oklahoma is chairman. I 
want to ask the Senator, because I have not seen the report, 
whether it guards the interests of the Indians; whether it 
authorizes the Court of Claims to consider not only legislation 
which has been enacted, but whether that legislation has been 
in derogation of treaty rights and destructive of property rights 
on the part ef the Indians? 

Mr. HARRELD. Withont going into detail about it, I will 
say to the Senator that the chief controversy in the conference 
was whether the word “unlawful,” in seetion 1 of the bill, 
should be retained. The conference report does not include the 
word “unlawful,” and I understand that is in accordance with 
the Senator’s wishes in respect of that point. 

Mr. KING. I have been amazed at the hostility of the In- 
dian Bureau, particularly Commissioner Burke, to the investi- 
gation of the charges made by the Indians of wrongdoing by 
the Indian Bureau and by the Government, as a result of 
which it is claimed they have lost millions of dollars. I am 
told that the Indian Bureau has sought to circumscribe this 
legislation and to so limit it that the effect of the same would 
be to deny the Indians the relief which they claim they are 
entitled to. If the Senator can assure me that the efforts of 
the Indian Bureau have been abortive, I shall have no objection 
to the adoption of the conference report. 

Mr. HARRELD. Of course, there were differences of opin- 
ion between the department and others about the language in 
which the bill should be couched, but I think the bill is pretty 
satisfactory to both sides. I do not care to go into detail about 
it at this time. 


Mr. KING. Does the Senator think that under the provi- | 


sions of the bill the rights of the Indians will be preserved 


and the court will have full authority to determine what their 
rights are and to make awards consonant with justice? 

Mr. HARRELD. I think the bill is very liberal to the 
Indians. 

Mr. KING. I have no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is upon agreeing 
to the conference report. 

The report was agreed to. 


APPROPRIATIONS FOR DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


The Senate*resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R. 
12083) making appropriations for the government of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia and other activities chargeable in whole or 
in part against the revenues of such District for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1926, and for other purposes. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, I ask for a vote on the pending 
amendment. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

e PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will call the 


The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names; 


Ashurst Fletcher McLean Shipstead 
Ball Frazier McNa Shortridge 
Bayard George Mayfield Simmons 
Bingham Glass eans Smith 

rah G Metcalf Smoot 
Brookhart Hale Moses Spencer 
Broussard Harreld Neely Stanfield 
Bruce arris Norbeck Stanley 
Bursum Harrison Norris Stephens 
Butler eflin Oddie Sterling 
Cameron Howell Overman Swanson 
Capper Johnson, Calif. Owen Trammell 
Caraway Johnson, Minn Pepper Underwood 
Copeland Jones, N. Mex. Phipps Wadsworth 

ouzens Jones, Wash. Pittman Walsh, Mass. 

Curtis Kendrick Ralston Walsh, Mont, 
Dale es Ransdell Warren 
Dial 2 Mo. Watson 
Dill Lad Pa. Wheeler 
Edge Lenroot Robinson Willis 
Ernst McKellar Shep 
Fess cKinley Shiel 


Mr. HARRISON. I wish to announce that the senior Sena- 
tor from Rhode Island [Mr. Grery] is detained on account of 
ilness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty-six Senators having 
answered to their names, a quorum of the Senate is present. 
The question is on concurring in the amendment made as in 
Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from New York 
will state the inquiry. 

Mr. COPELAND. What is the pending amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pending amendment will 
be stated. J 

The READING CLERK. On page 75, after line 17, the Senate, 
as in Committee of the Whole, inserted the following amend- 
ment: 


For purification of waters of the beach and improvement, mainte- 
nance, and operation of the bathhouse and beach on the west shore of 
the Tidal Basin, $6,000, 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on concurring 
in the amendment, on which the yeas and nays have been 
ordered. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, I understand the yeas and 
nays have been ordered? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered. 

Mr. NORRIS. The question is still debatable, is it not, Mr. 
President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is debatable. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, the Congress of the United 
States is presenting to the country now the same exhibition 
of reckless consideration of measures and bills that it presents 
every two years just before the closing of the short session 
and the ending of a Congress. It is not the fault of Congress 
that we get into a legislative jam at the end of every. session, 
the limitation of which is definitely fixed. It is not becanse 
of the lack of wisdom or ability, either in the Senate or in 
the House of Representatives, that so many jokers creep into 
legislation and so much ill-considered legislation is placed on 
the statute books; but it is mainly because the limit of the 
last session of a Congress is fixed definitely. A short session 
can not commence before the first Monday in December and 
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must end on the 4th of March, so that a legislative jam neces- 
sarily must come and can not be avoided. 

The seriousness of the situation has been increasing year 
after year as the country has grown and legislation becomes 
more complex and important. We are called upon to consider, 
under such conditions that it is physically impossible for us 
to consider it properly within the short length of time allowed, 
legislation in which more than 100,000,000 people are directly 
more or less interested. It is the same old story. We read 
in the newspapers and we hear Senators talk about a filibuster 
here or a filibuster there, and yet there has been nothing of the 
kind. It is the same thing that always happens. As we ap- 
proach the 4th day of March, at the close of a Congress, the 
intensity increases and the jam and likewise the difficulties 
also increase. When we approach the end of the session we 
must legislate practically by unanimous consent because it is 
within the power of any Senator to hold up almost any meas- 
ure and in that way often to secure anything he may desire, 
Filibusters are invited from the very nature of the conditions. 

We had come over to us yesterday from the House of Repre- 
sentatives more than 60 bills. Just think of it, Senators! 
Members of the House of Representatives directly interested 
in those bills wish them referred promptly to various com- 
mittees, and they are so referred; they want them reported 
immediately, although everybody knows that, if fair and 
honest consideration is given to them, it will be a physical 
impossibility for them to be considered and passed by the 
Senate. The result is that a Senator almost takes his life 
in his hands if he undertakes to discuss at any length any 
legislation that may be pending, because other Senators hon- 
estly and conscientiously interested in other legislation know 
that every minute taken up in the consideration of one piece 
of legislation may make it impossible to consider, let alone 
pass, other legislative matters in which Senators are directly 
interested. 

At a session of the Senate last night, when there was less 
than a quorum present, we practically passed two of the great 
appropriation bills in about 32 minutes. I presume the Agri- 
cultural Committee is a fair sample of the other committees 
of the Senate. That committee has been in session every day 
for a long time past; it was in session last night until long 
after the Senate had adjourned; it commenced its evening ses- 
sion half an hour earlier than the Senate commenced its ses- 
sion, and the committee will be in session again to-night. It 
is known now that we will not be able to get through measures 
which we ought to get through, and which the Senate is de- 
manding shall be reported, For instance, the so-called Presi- 
dent’s conference made a recommendation in regard to farm 
legislation. Out of respect to the President and the confer- 
ence which he had called, everything about it being done hon- 
estly and conscientiously, I assume, all the way through, we 
thought it best to call the members of the conference at once 
and hear them. We were unable to get them for a week after we 
undertook to have a hearing for them, but ever since the time 
when we were able to secure their presence we have been in ses- 
sion. We discovered at once that from all over the country, com- 
ing from farm organizations, and others, and particularly from 
cooperative organizations, there was an avalanche of objections 
to the bill which had been introduced to carry out the recom- 
mendations of the President’s conference. In fairness to those 
men, in fairness to the President, in fairness to the men who rep- 
resent him and in fairness to the men who are earnestly and 
honestly and conscientiously opposed to the proposed legislation, 
the committee had to hear them. They have not been able to 
get through with the hearings as yet, although we have been 
running night and day, curtailing them and cutting them off 
all we could. It is a matter of vital importance; at least, these 
men think so and I agree with them. They are in dead earnest 
about it. There is a sharp line of demarcation between the 
men on each side, all of whom, no doubt, are able and con- 
scientious, and yet if we are to pass any such measure, we 
must consider and report it, and we must practically present 
it without amendment, else, as everybody knows, it can not 
get through both Houses. Yet the demand from the Senate 
itself to the Agricultural Committee: Why do you not act 
on the President's recommendation? His own commission took 
four times as long as the time left to us to consider their rec- 
ommendations. So we are confronted with a physical impossi- 
bility. Congress is going to end on the 4th of March. 

It is only another illustration that we can not, no matter how 
earnest we may be, thoroughly and honestly give consideration 
to the problem and secure the right kind of legislation without 
running the risk of enacting into law serious mistakes. 

When that bill is reported, if it is reported, there will be 
only a few days left. Everybody will realize that an amend- 


ment may defeat It. That ought not to be. That is not economy 
of government. That is not efficiency of government. It is 
just the reverse. Why must it be so? All because at the end 
of every Congress the limitation of the Congress itself is defi- 
nitely fixed, and it will take a constitutional amendment to 
change it. 

Why has not this been done? I want to call most solemnly 
now the attention of the Senate, of the House of Representa- 
tives, and of the country to this situation. We could remedy 
it all if this session were unlimited, like the first session. If 
the first session were limited it would not make so much differ- 
ence. It adds to the seriousness of the situation, because at 
noon on the 4th of March all legislation, no matter what stage 
of progress it may have reached, is dead. We must commence 
from the beginning and do it all over. We ean not expect any 
relief from that condition as long as we must adjourn on the 
at day of March and as long as Congress must die at that 

me, 

Moreover, one-third of our successors have been elected, 
The successors of many Members of the House of Representa- 
tives have been elected by the people. They are ont of office. 
Those here who are either going out voluntarily or who have 
been defeated are in office, still legislating, still doing the busi- 
ness of the country after thelr successors have been elected. 
is there another country on earth that pretends to be civilized 
that has such a barbaric method of legislating for its people? 
Not one. Is there a State in the Union that has such an out- 
worn system of legislation? Not a single one. 

Now, I want to call the attention of the Senate to a pro- 
posed constitutional amendment. In the preceding Congress 
two years ago the Senate passed a constitutional amendment 
that would remedy this situation. It went to the House of Rep- 
resentatives. It went to their regular standing committee 
having jurisdiction of matters of that kind. Within a reason- 
able length of time it was reported by that standing committee 
witha favorable recommendation. It was on the calendar of the 
House of Representatives, unacted on. It remained there until 
noon on the 4th of March and died with the Congress. Early 
in this Congress we passed the same joint resolution again in 
the Senate. I thought I had that joint resolution before me, 
but I do not happen to have it, so I shall have to speak from 
memory. I had the joint resolution here on my desk a while 
ago, with notations of its passage. j 

We passed that joint resolution in the last session of this 
Congress, in last March, I think on the 18th day of March, 
practically one year ago. It went to the House of Representa- 
tives. It was referred to the proper committee over there on 
the 19th day of March, 1924, I am speaking of these dates 
from memory, and I may be wrong. That committee reported 
it back to the House in April. 1924. It has been on the calen- 
dar of the House ever since. The House never has had an 
opportunity to yote on it, I have no criticism to offer of the 
Honse of Representatives. I have no right, and neither has 
anyone else any right, to ask that the joint resolution be 
passed; but we who have to legislate for the country in this 
barbaric method, in this hideous way, have a right to demand 
that it at least be voted on. If defeated, then it is all over, 
and we must submit to it always, and we will do so, of course, 
as gracefully as possible; but it neyer has been submitted to 
the House of Representatives, A favorable report from their 
committee has been lying on their calendar for nearly a year. 
It has been impossible to get the joint resolution up. Two or 
three men only prevent it. 

In the first place, Mr. President, if the President of the 
United States had even expressed a wish, through the leaders 
who control the situation, that the Honse should consider the 
joint resolution and pass it, it would have been considered and 
voted on without any question. Everybody knows that if it is 
ever voted on it will pass, as it did in the Senate, practically 
unanimously. The matter of bringing it up is within the power 
of the Speaker or the Republican leader, who are standing in 
the way of this legislation which as a matter of fact, in my 
opinion, is demanded by 99 per cent of the people of the United 
States, killing it, not directly but smothering it without giving 
the House of Representatives an opportunity to vote. 

Mr. President, what is the remedy? Who is the gainer by 
our present system? Nobody except the little coterie of people 
who, to a great extent, have control over the legislation of Con- 

Already the program has been made out by a few men 
as to what bills shall be taken up and what bills shall pass. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, may I inquire of the Sena- 
tor if he is informed at all as to what the basis of the opposi- 
tion is? What is the reason why they do not put the joint 
resolution on the program? 


4010 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


FEBRUARY 18° 


Mr. NORRIS. There is not any. They have been impor- 
tuned to put it on the program, and there is not any opposition. 
The only objection that will be stated to you, if you talk 
privately with the men who are holding up the measure, or 
that has ever been given to me, is: “Oh, we have an election 
in November, and Congress does not convene regularly until a 
year from the following December, and that will give them 


time to cool off after the excitement of the campaign.“ That 
is the only objection I have ever received from any of them 
that I have talked with. 

Mr. President, I think—and I am speaking earnestly now, 
and I mean what I say, although the remedy I suggest is a 
desperate one, and will not be popular 

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes. 

Mr. DILL. Is it not possible also that men who feel that 
way want time enough to elapse that they may forget some of 
the promises they made in the campaign? 

Mr. NORRIS. Oh, yes. Why, Mr. President, to my mind 
there is no argument on the other side. The joint resolution 
is not being held up with argument. It is being held up be- 
cause machine politicians can get more out of this jam than 
the people's representatives can get. That is the real reason 
for it. They want that condition to continue. 

It seems to me that when we are helpless in that kind of a 
condition we ought to give the machine politicians some of their 
own medicine. They never want a special session of Congress. 
They want to ayoid a special session of Congress. In any 
short session of Congress it is within the power of a dozen 
men, if they will organize, to compel a special session of Con- 
gress before the ist day of the following June. It would be 
an easy matter for 12 Senators in the short session, and later 
on ordinarily a much less number, to compel a special session, 
to prevent the passage of appropriation bills. I want to give 
notice, although it is two years in advance, that if I can 
organize it, that is what is going to happen two years from 
now unless this matter is acted upon. There will be a special 
session of Congress, There will be a prevention of the passage 
of appropriation bills. 

I think one Senator, if he would get off of committees and 
attend the sessions of the Senate and do nothing else, could 
compel that, and do it single-handed. I think we would have 
been justified in doing it at this session, although it has not 
been done. The appropriation bills have all been passed except 
this one, and this one is about to pass; but this thing can not 
go on forever. This is a game at which two sides can play, 
and if Senators will just think of it for a moment they will 
recognize the fact that with perfect ease we can play at the 
same game. We can prevent the legislation from passing as 
well as this joint resolution can be prevented from passing, 
although we do not have control of the Government as a few 
other people do. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 
question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair). Does 
the Senator from Nebraska yield to the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. NORRIS. Certainly. 

Mr. WARREN. Does not the real trouble, however, come on 
the House side? I think the Senator has stated that the joint 
resolution has passed the Senate and is on the House side. 

Mr. NORRIS. Oh, yes. 

Mr. WARREN. I hardly see how a delay here would bring 
forth what the Senator desires. 

Mr. NORRIS. A delay here will bring a special session. 

Mr. WARREN. Undoubtedly. 

Mr. NORRIS. And the men who are holding up this legis- 
lation would rather have anything else than a special session. 

Mr. WARREN. I, myself, do not know of anybody that is 
holding it up. I would be only too glad to vote for it at any 
time, and I think the Senator is rather doing an injustice to 
other Senators, because if there is such a disposition to pre- 
vent the passage of this joint resolution I never have been in- 
formed of it, and I have not even suspected it. I think we are 
ready to take up and pass it at any moment that we can get 
hold of it. 

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator perhaps is not aware that the 
program in the Senate and the program in the House have 
already been made out. That is not on the program. The 
leader has been importuned and begged and prayed with that 
it be put on the program. It has not been put on. Two years 
ago I did it personally. 

Mr. WARREN. How would the leader of the Senate put it 
on, so long as it is entirely a matter with the House? 

Mr. NORRIS. I had no reference to the leader of the Sen- 
ate. I was speaking about the leader of the House. You 


know, we have a leader over there just as well as here. I do 
not know whether the Senator knows that or not, but that is 
true. 

Mr. WARREN. I enjoy the Senator's sarcasm, I submit 
myself to it, and I enjoy it. 

Mr. NORRIS. That is not sarcasm. That follows from 
what the Senator said. All this is going on and he did not 
know anything about it. 

Mr. WARREN, The Senator has not yet proved that such 
things are going on, and I think he will have some difficulty in 
doing so. 

Mr. NORRIS. I am not going to try. I do not attempt any- 
thing of that kind. I assume that it is true that the Senator 
is just as innocent as he says he is. I have not disputed it. 

Mr. President, two years ago this was done in the same way, 
except that the measure was not held up so long. I went to the 
leader over there and talked with him personally at that time. 
Other men went to see the President of the United States at 
that time, and asked him if he would not say just a word to the 
leader and tell him he would like to have that joint resolution 
brought out. Other men went to see the Speaker. When I 
went to talk it over I was told, as I said a while ago, of the 
argument that was made against it. The leader said: “ Men 
get so excited and worked up during a campaign that they are 
not fit to legislate, and if we let them rest for 13 months and 
think over their troubles and their trials and their tribulations 
they will come down here to Washington in a calm, judicial 
mind, and givé us good legislation.” That was the objection 
to it; the only one made to me. That leader himself had 
already been defeated for reelection to the House; his successor 
had already been chosen; and yet he was able to stand in the 
ert the House of Representatives acting on that joint resolu- 

on 

Sony CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Sen- 
ator? 

Mr. NORRIS. Certainly. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The Senator fully realizes, I suppose, that 
the man who has been defeated is confident that he has better 
judgment than the man who is going to come after him? 

Mr. NORRIS. Certainly. 

Mr. CARAWAY. That is human nature, 

Mr. NORRIS. I am inclined to think the one to whom I 
referred did show good judgment, because immediately after 
Congress adjourned he was given a much better job than the 
one he lost. 

Mr. CARAWAY. He was promoted? 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; he was promoted, although the people 
thought they had demoted him. I say that without any dis- 
respect to any man, but it is the truth. Those are the facts. 
That is a matter which concerns the country. We had a 
wonderful exhibition, a man who had been defeated at the 
polls holding up the House of Representatives and the whole 
country, preventing the House from voting on a proposition 
which, if carried and agreed to by the States, would have made 
a repetition of such a situation impossible. 

Mr. President, I wanted to call attention to this condition. 
I did not want to offend anybody, but it seems to me that unless 
something such as I have outlined is done it will be absolutely 
useless to waste our time again in trying to put through this 
kind of a resolution. 

How many bills are going to die on the 4th of March? How 
many of the 60 bills which came to us yesterday—and 50 or 60 
may come to-day from the House—will we be able to consider? 
We must either pass them without consideration or we must 
consider them as best we can, which would mean their defeat, 
because of our want of time to give them proper consideration. 

I know how deeply Senators are interested in various items 
of legislation. Yesterday I was not in the Chamber more than 
half the time the Senate was in session, but I went away from 
the Chamber with my pockets bulging with bills which had 
been passed by the House, which had been brought to me by 
Senators, each one saying, “ Here is a bill passed by the House. 
I have one like it pending here. It is before your committee, 
This House bill will be referred to your committee in the 
regular routine, and I want you to see that it is reported out.” 
I said to Senators making such appeals to me, “I do not know 
how we are going to consider it.” They would say, “Oh, this 
will take only a little time.” I would answer, “I do not see 
how we can possibly take it up. We must either report it out 
without consideration or consider it to the exclusion of every- 
thing else.” They would say, “Poll the committee and see 


what will happen.“ 

Each one thought, perfectly naturally, perfectly consistently 
and honestly, of the particular thing he had in view, not realiz- 
ing that a dozen other Senators have little bills they want 
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passed, more or less 


unimportant bills, to which they know 
there will be no objection if we get them through the regular 


rontine. Those are small matters, but there are larger ones 
coming. J presume the chairman.of every other standing com- 
mittee of the Senate has the same experience. We can not con- 
sider legislation under those elreumstances and do ourselves 
justice. Senators, the condition is worse now than it was two 
years ago. It will be worse on the 3d of Mareh than it is now, 
and we will be like the board of trade, standing around here, 
everyone clamoring to get this or to get that. 

I complain not. I believe Senators will be moved by the 
very best and the most honorable of motives, but all trying to 
get into one little gate, to get through before the 4th of March, 
when it is an impossibility for more than a third to get through. 
Some of ‘these bills should not be passed, some Senator says. 
That is very true; I suppose they should not. The right kind 
of consideration by a committee would sift them out, Sena- 
ters know how the members of the committees feel. They 
do not want to be unaccommodating. They know they have 
only so much time, and they let these things slip through, and 
‘thus measures are passed with jokers in them. 

Then come conference reports, made up in secret, without 
any record of the proceedings, and we aceept them. We do not 
have time to give them consideration. That is going to happen 
from now on until the 4th of March, the Senate adopting con- 
ference reports without even having them read. We will have 
te do it if we are to get anything done and get through. 

We should consider these things. The country has a right 
to demand it. Our own self-respect ought to lead us to give 
them -eonsideration. We can not properly consider such mat- 
ters as long as Congress automatically ends on the 4th of 
March. Every Senator here knows that nearly all of the time 
of the short session should be taken up and could be profitably 
consumed in the fair and honest consideration of the great 
appropriation bills which must be passed, which now go 
throngh in a few minutes, with little consideration. 

I wanted to say this much, Mr. President. I wanted Sena- 
tors and others to know that this method of throttling this 
amendment to the Constitution is not going to be kept up for- 
ever. If an attempt is made to hold it up in this way, then 
Senators may make up their minds that there will be a special 
session every time we have the last or short session of a Con- 
gress. It will be very easy to bring that about, but I do not 
want to see that done. I know it would be an unpleasant task, 
and I do not want to be considered as in the attitude of making 
threats; but as a matter of self-defense that is about the only 
weapon that is left, and it will have to be used. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The-question is on concurring 
‘in the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I was very much interested 
in the criticism expressed by the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
Norgis] on the failure of Congress to act, particularly with ref- 
erence to the change of date of the opening of the Congress. 
I am sorry the Senator did not proceed to speak about the 
failure of Congress te act in other matters. 

For instance, I have been wondering why the Senators on 
the other side of the aisle have not suggested that there be a 
‘further ‘reduction of the income tax. There is no reason, with 
a surplus on hand, why there could not have been another 25 
per cent reduction in the ‘tax we are about to pay. But I have 
heard no suggestion of tax relief coming from the other side of 
the ‘Chamber. 

We tave a great program for erecting public buildings 
bis — ought to be carried into effect. I hope it may be before 

we get through, but we are not proceeding very rapidly in 
that matter. 

We have the Muscle Shoals problem yet to solve, and in the 
matter of agriculture, of which the Senator from Nebraska 
‘thas just spoken at length, we over here are waiting to have 
some proposal made which can be voted upon to give relief 
to American farmers. 

The matter of freight rates is another subject engaging the 
attention of the country, I do not see that the Republicans 
have made any move to give relief in that direction. 

There was a movement on some time ago, about which we 
heard a lot and read a lot in the newspapers, as to the reor- 
gauization of the executive departments. What has become 
of that particular measure? 

Every day I receive letters from constituents inguiring 
why Congress does not take some action with reference to the 
World Court. The Senate does not seem to have the slightest 
thought of bringing that before us for any action, favorable 
or otherwise. 

Thousands of soldiers in my State are discontented “because 
Congress has not modified the bonus law making possible the 


payment of a cash bonus. We have heard of no movement 
from the Republican side to give encouragement to the soldiers 
who are making this appeal. 

We have the bill for the payment of the increases of salaries 
of postal employees still in the hopper. 

We have not heard any discussion about the tariff, and if 
the mail of other Senators is like mine, thousands of citizens 
are complaining because of the sugar rate, the aluminum rate 
and other rates which have become a scandal in the minds of 
the people. 

There is a demand on the part of many of my constituents 
for a world economic conference in order that the streams of 
trade and commerce with Europe may be restored. 

No doubt Senators have heard from many constituents ask- 
ing that the labor laws be changed. When are we to consider 
them? 

Lots of people in New York are asking about the question 
of Philippine independence. Are we to consider it and when? 
What about a rent law for the District? Is that to be for- 
gotten? 

These are some of the other matters which eceur to me 
which have not been given any consideration by this particular 
Congress. I hope that when the Senator from Nebraska 
speaks again, he will speak not alone of the failure of the 
Republicans to deal with the question of changing the date 
of the opening of Congress, but that he demand that these 
many other matters, which are pressing for solution, may be 
dealt with in a proper way. 

I did not rise to speak to that particular matter, however. 
The Chair may be surprised to know that I rose to speak to 
the pending amendment, 

I am not quite clear in mind about the plan proposed by the 
Senator from Montana [Mr. WatsH]. If his plan contemplates 
the use of the Tidal Basin simply as a feature to add beauty to 
the park, and if, in his opinion, the use of this basin for bathing 
purposes mars the beauty of the park or interferes with its 
development, I have some sympathy for his suggestion. But if 
his proposal relates purely to the closing of the basin to eolored 
people and does not contemplate.a removal of the bathing beach 
now there for the use of white people, Iam in bitter opposition. 
This matter should be considered, in my opinion, purely as it 
affects all races and the health of all people, and I know that 
is the sentiment of the Senator from Montana. 

I do not follow the criticisms which have been expressed 
regarding the insanitary conditions whieh may prevail in this 
pool, Al places where public ‘bathing is indulged in are in- 
sanitary. It is mot possible for health officers to reach ideal 
conditions with reference to almost anything where hygiene is 


-involved. The function of the health officer is to lessen the 


risks as much as possible. 

As compared with the Potomac River, there is no doubt at 
all that as regards bathing conditions the Tidal Basin is very 
much safer than the river. We have not solved the gréat 
problem of waste disposal, and one of the sanitary crimes of 
the age is the use of the rivers to carry away the waste of great 
cities or of small ones. But here we have a body of water 
which, as I understand the Senator from Colorado, is so 
arranged that twice in 24 hours, when the tide is low, the gates 
are opened and the water in the basin is very much lowered er 
perhaps practically emptied. I am not sure as to that, but if T 
remember correctly the statement made by the Senator from 
Colorado, reading a letter from some Government official, was 
to the effect that twice in 24 hours 1,180,600 gallons of ‘fresh 
water are pumped in and that in addition to that the water is 
chlorinated. I venture to say that even under both those 
processes there will be found bacilli in the water, but this 
method makes the water comparatively safe. 

There is no question, as I stated in the beginning, that all 
bathing places are dangerous. There are certain germs that 
will float on the surface of the water which may be picked 
up by the eyes or nose or mouth and result in infection, and 
consequently people who make use of such bathing places 
should use great caution to exclude water from their eyes 
and from the nose and mouth. But I must say in all frank- 
ness that in my opinion, if the statements can be relied upon 
as made in these letters, and I assume they can be, I 
doubt exceedingly if there is any danger involved in the use 
of the ‘Tidal Basin as a place for bathing—I mean compara- 
tively speaking, compared with the river, compared with 
places where these pedple would go if they did not go to the 
Tidal Basin. Therefore I could not bring myself to vote 
against the use of the basin by the colored people or by others 
on a sanitary ground. So if the amendment proposes the 
abandonment of the plan to place the colored bafliing estab- 


lishment there on sanitary or similar grounds I must object 
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to the amendment. If it is proposed to take away from the 
Tidal Basin all of the bathing establishments and find places 
elsewhere, I am in harmony with it. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
York yield to the Senator from Montana? 

Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. There ought to be no room for 
doubt or question as to just exactly how the amendment pro- 
posed by me operates, nor concerning my attitude with respect 
to the provisions of the bill before us in view of my state- 
ment. The question before us now is concurring in the amend- 
ment found in lines 18, 19, and 20, which makes an appropria- 
tion for the improvement, maintenance, and operation of a new 
structure. 

I haye signified that if that amendment shall be noncon- 
curred in, I shall then offer an amendment to strike out lines 
15, 16, and 17, which make an appropriation for the purifica- 
tion of waters and for the care, maintenance, and operation 
of the bathhouse and beach which is there now. It also pro- 
vides that the unexpended balance of the $75,000 appropriated 
heretofore for the construction of a new bathing beach be 
covered back into the Treasury, so that. proposition would be 
interrupted; but there will be no appropriation for the opera- 
tion during the ensuing year of either place, so that both places 
will be closed. I trust that is clear. 

Mr. COPELAND. May I ask the Senator if this is the time 
to make the proposal until some other place has been pro- 
vided? Where will the people go to bathe? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The difficulty about the situa- 
tion is this: During all the years until the bathing beach was 
established a few years ago within the Tidal Basin the popu- 
lation of the city had to go somewhere else to bathe. We in- 
vaded the Tidal Basin some four or five years ago and gave 
the use of it to the white population of the city. It is now 
proposed to extend that use and give it to the colored popula- 
tion, and to expend $75,000 in that work for a temporary pur- 
pose only, eventually to be discarded and a beach established 
somewhere else. The question is, Shall we expend $75,000 
for that purpose at this time and await the other, or shall we 
discontinue the use of the beach that is established there and 
thus set about finding some other place for the use of both 
the colored and the white population? 

The Senator expressed some lack of comprehension of the 
purpose and effect of the amendment. I rose simply to ex- 
plain what the amendment is and what it provides for. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator from New York 
yield to me? 

Mr. COPELAND. Certainly. f 

Mr. KING. May I have the attention of the Senator from 
Montana, too? If the motion should be so framed—and I 
think it could be done by unanimous consent because it would 
be perhaps against parliamentary rules—as to treat the en- 
tire subject in one amendment, and if the affirmative vote 
should be to reject the amendment offered by the committee 
and also adopt the second amendment offered by the Senator 
from Montana and reyert the money back into the Treasury, 
so that by one vote we could dispose of the whole subject in a 
concrete manner, I am sure the Senator’s proposition would 
have more strength and he would relieve some of the appre- 
hension that we are discriminating perhaps against the colored 
people and leaving the beach there for the white people. 

Mr. COPELAND. I want to make my own position clear. I 
understand the Senator from Montana—and I think I under- 
stood him before—that his proposal is to discontinue all bath- 
ing in the Tidal Basin, and he now purposes, in harmony with 
the suggestion of the Senator from Utah, to combine his sug- 
gestions. I could not vote for discontinuance of the use of the 
Tidal Basin upon any sanitary ground. The argument put 
forward by the Senator from Montana, including some letters 
from physicians, does not appeal to me. Whenever we chlorin- 
ate water, if we use a sufficient amount of chlorine, there is 
some smarting of the tissues. I remember going down into a 
room in the Capitol a few months ago and seeing a dozen Sen- 
ators in a little room inhaling chlorine gas, tears flowing from 
their eyes, and fluid running from their noses. They reported 
to me afterwards that they were benefited by the treatment. 
I, of course, dispute the conclusion they reached as to why they 
were benefited. 

Mr. NEBLY, Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. COPELAND. Certainly, 

Mr. NEELY. I should like to inquire if the Senator chal- 
lenges the conclusion reached by those who are beneficiaries 
of the gas treatment on the ground that he stated when he 


made his inspection, which ground was that there would soon 
be nothing left for the medical profession to do? 

Mr. COPELAND. Of course, as the Senator knows, I have 
more or less abandoned the practice of medicine, and am not 
personally interested. However, I still desire to have my 
brethren have some business, but I only want them to have 
legitimate business, I do not want them to have the chlorine 
treatment for colds, because, from my standpoint, it is—I hate 
to use the word, but there is only one word to use—pure 
“ bunk.” 

The chlorine which is found in the water, which may be 
somewhat irritating to the tissues, will do no harm, and it 
does kill many of the germs. The chlorinated water in the 
Tidal Basin, with the cleansing process which is carried on 
twice in 24 hours, makes the water, in my opinion, very much 
safer to bathe in than any running water in any river in this 
locality. I can not vote for the proposed plan on the ground 
that it is going to improve the health of the community, be- 
cause I do not believe it will improve the health of the com- 
munity. 

I would be very glad to have notice served on the Committee 
on the District of Columbia that it is the sentiment of Con- 
gress that the use of the Tidal Basin is an improper one and 
that it interferes with the beauty of the park and with the 
purposes of the park. But I think it would be a better plan 
to wait until the committee has found another place and made 
provisions for the establishment of bathing facilities in some 
other locality before this one is discontinued, because the peo- 
ple are going to bathe somewhere in the summer time, and if 
we do not provide facilities which are sanitary and safe, they 
will go to some place which is insanitary and unsafe. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I ask unanimous 
consent for leave to offer at this time the amendments 
which I have sent to the desk and have had read, and that a 
yote be taken simultaneously upon the question of nonconcur- 
rence in the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole 
and on the adoption of the amendment offered by me, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 

Mr. BROUSSARD. Mr. President, I want to state that I 
think I should make objection to the request. I do not think 
that the status of the bathing beach for the white people and 
that for the colored people is on the same basis at this time. 
One is an established institution there and the other is merely 
one that is being sought to be established. I do not care to 
have both propositions submitted as one. 

I am decidedly opposed to the so-called committee amend- 
ment, and after the action of the Senate on that amendment, 
then I shall determine how I shall cast my vote on the pro- 
posal of the Senator from Montana to eliminate lines 15, 16, 
and 17, on page 75. For that reason I object to the request of 
the Senator from Montana to couple the proposals. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Objection. having been made, I will state 
that in the event of nonecencurrénce in the amendment made 
as in Committee of the Whole, then the amendment proposed 
by the Senator from Montana would come before the Senate, 
and I would not be disposed to ask for a yea and nay yote on 
it. I think the committee would desire to take the whole ques- 
tion to conference with the House, 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I wish to make a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Was consent given to vote upon this ques- 
tion as a consolidated proposition? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Consent was not given. Ob- 
jection was made, 

Mr. SIMMONS. I hope the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
Broussarp] will withdraw his objection to a vote upon both 
propositions at the same time. I think it would be very much 
better to vote upon them jointly than separately, 

Mr, FLETCHER. May I inquire of the Senator about that? 
I am a little puzzled about how to do that. For instance, to 
vote against concurrence in the amendment made as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole would be a vote “nay,” and a vote for 
the amendment of the Senator from Montana would be a vete 
“ yea.” 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. It contemplates, of course, only 
one vote. I would suggest that the vote be taken upon the 
amendment proposed by me, and that the adoption of that 
amendment would negative the amendment proposed by the 
committee, or that the vote be taken upon the amendment pro- 
posed by the committee, and that the rejection of the amend- 
ment proposed by the committee shall be deemed to be a vote 
adopting the amendment proposed by me; either way. I would 
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suggest the latter, if that is agreeable to the chairman of the 
committee. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I should have no objection, but I desire to 
say that I doubt if the Senator from Louisiana [Mr, Brovs- 
Sanbp] is aware of the fact that about $25,000 has already 
been expended on the new bathing beach. 

Mr, BROUSSARD, Then we have expended too much al- 
ready, and we ought to stop it. 

Mr. SIMMONS. That is what we are trying to do. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana, I ask, then, that the consent 
given heretofore be yacated, that we agree by unanimous con- 
sent that the vote shall be taken upon the amendment proposed 
by the committee, and that the rejection of the committee 
amendment be taken to be a vote adopting the amendment sub- 
mitted by me, and that a vote adopting the committee amend- 
ment shall be deemed to be a rejection of the amendment 
offered by me. 

Mr. PHIPPS. That would be satisfactory to me. 

Mr. SIMMONS. If the amendment proposed by the Sen- 
ator from Montana should prevail, it would mean that there 
would be no bathing-beach facilities in the Tidal Basin at all 
for either the white or the colored people? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. There would be no appropriation 
for the present year. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I simply arose for the pur- 
pose of saying that as an American citizen I have always had 
great pride in the Capital City. I have desired that it should 
become, if it has not already become, the most beautiful city 
in the world. I have always felt that the Congress of the 
United States onght to be exceedingly liberal in its treatment 
of the city and ought to legislate always with a view of 
making it a great and beautiful city of which the American 
people might well be prond. 

To me one of the most attractive spots in the city of 
Washington is Potomac Park. I have always taken great in- 
terest and great pride in it, and when the facilities for bathing 
for the white people were constructed in the Tidal Basin they 
became to me an eyesore, and I have always deplored their 
existence. Why should that beautiful park be marred by 
making it a center of public bathing for either white or 
black? I have felt that at some time or other the common 
sense of the people of Washington and of the Congress would 
force the abolition of the bathing beach now there, and I am 
very glad that we now have an opportunity to express our- 
selves upon the general scheme as well as upon the question 
of making the basin a bathing place for the colored people. 

I can not believe that there is any doubt about the feeling 
of the Senate or the House of Representatives with reference 
to the matter. I am opposed to the use of the Tidal Basin as 
a bathing beach for either the white people or the colored 
people. In short, I am yery much opposed to any bathing at 
all in the Tidal Basin. 

I am opposed to it also because I do not think it is safe and 
sanitary to establish a public bathing beach in stagnant 
water, and the water in that basin is at least semistagnant. 
Although it may now and then be partially emptied and fresh 
water be allowed to enter, it is, in the main, stagnant water. 
There is no doubt in my mind that the use of the basin as a 
bathing beach is deleterious to health, and I have no doubt 
that contagious diseases may be transmitted through the bath- 
ing participated in there by the general public. And for these 
reasons I think all bathing in the Tidal Basin ought to be dis- 
continued. 

I am in favor, Mr. President, of affording the people of this 
city, both black and white, adequate bathing facilities. I 
think there are strong sanitary reasons why the Government 
should proyide such facilities in the case of the city of Wash- 
ington, but I am opposed to placing those facilities in the 
‘Vidal Basin, first, for considerations of beautification, and, 
second, because of considerations of health. 

I hope that this measure may be so presented that the matter 
of race antagonisms may not be involved. I am opposed to the 
use of the Tidal Basin for either race. I hope that the propo- 
sition of the Senator from Montana [Mr, Warsm] to con- 
solidate the vote may be agreed to, so that we may cast a 
vote which will mean that the bathing facilities for both the 
white and the black population of the city shall be placed 
elsewhere than in the Tidal Basin. 

That some other suitable place near the city of Washington 
can be found I have no doubt. I assume that the authorities 
proceeded to locate the new bathing beach at the Tidal Basin 
because the white people were allowed to bathe there and be- 
cause it was supposed that the white people were to continue 
to be allowed to bathe there. If we shall vote to eliminate 
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both beaches from the basin, then I have no doubt that the 
authorities will be able to find some other place probably 
equally as convenient and certainly more suited to the pur- 
pose of bathing for both races. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I submit another 
request for unanimous consent, namely, that the vote taken 
on the question now before the Senate on the adoption of the 
committee amendment shall be regarded, if it shall be carried, 
as a rejection of the amendment proposed by me as read from 
the desk, and that the rejection of the amendment proposed 
by the committee shall be regarded as the adoption of the 
amendment proposed by me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
unanimous-consent request preferred by the Senator from Mon- 
tana? 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will the Senator read his 
amendment; I have not heard it. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I have sent it to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be again 
stated. 

The Reaping CLERK. On page 75 it is proposed to strike out 
lines 15, 16, and 17, reading as follows: 


For purification of waters of the Tidal Basin and care, maintenance, 
and operation of the bathhouse and beach, $12,300, 


And to insert in lieu thereof the following: 


The unexpended balance of the sum of $50,000 and the appropria- 
tion of $25,000 provided in the second deficiency act, fiscal year 1924, 
approved December 5, 1925, for the construction and maintenance of 
the bathing beach and bathhouse on the west shore of the Tidal Basin 
in Potomac Park is hereby directed to be covered into the Treasury 
to the credit of the District of Columbia. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the Senator from Montana? 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I shall have to object to the 
request, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I have not been able to hear 
all of the discussion which has taken place on this amendment 
and, therefore, in some respects may be partially, at least, in 
the dark; but I had something to do with the location of this 
bathing beach. I remember that we had quite a controversy 
over it about 12 years ago, when, for the first time, I think, 
the Senate put the item in as an amendment to an appro- 
priation bill. It went out in conference, but in a subsequent 
bill it was restored; the work was commenced, and, as a 
result, we have the present bathing beach and bathhouse on 
the Tidal Basin. 

I regret to say that I can not agree with the Senator from 
North Carolina that it is an eyesore. To my mind it detracts 
in no degree whatever from the beauty of the park. It is a 
place as well for those who want to bathe as for those who 
want to rest and watch the bathers. There is quite a large 
space in a sort of amphitheater there, where those who are 
going through the park may rest, and it is availed of by a 
great many people. They regard it as not only restful, but as 
a source of pleasure, I assume, to watch the bathers in the 
Tidal Basin. The building is one, it seems to me, that is 
beantiful to look at. It does not interfere with the beauty 
of the surroundings in any degree, as I regard it, and I can 
not see how anyone can feel that way. 

The Senator from North Carolina says the water in the 
Tidal Basin is stagnant, If it is, we ought to fill up the basin. 
It is not like the river; that is true; but there is a current 
there. I recall, when it was first decided to build the bathing 
beach there we had before us all the facts relating to it, and, 
as I now remember, there is a distinct current coming in from 
the river, going around to the farther side of the basin, and 
going out into the Washington Channel. 

The water is moying all the time, but not so rapidly as is the 
water in the river. The basin is not subject to overflow nor 
to high or low water, as is the river, because the gates where 
the water comes in may be closed or opened at will, There- 
fore the water is not muddy and dirty, as is the river water, 
after a period of high water or severe rains. It was consid- 
ered then to be a model bathing beach, because the flow of 
water was so slow and silent that there was no such thing as 
a rapid; there was no danger in swimming. It was considered 
perfectly safe, as safe as any place could possibly be, and much 
safer than the river, where there is a great deal of danger. 

When this amendment was first offered by me and put into 
an appropriation bill and went to conference I shall never for- 
get that the Senator from Virginia, Mr. Martin, at that time 
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chairman of the Appropriations Committee, one of the finest 
men I ever knew, came to me when the conference committee 
was appointed and told me what the objection was, He said 
that they had the opinion of the doctors that the water was 
not sufficiently pure in which to bathe. This water comes out 


of the river. The objection to the purity of the water applied 
to the river water just the same as to this. I remember that 
we went out into the room across the hall here, and he brought 
the doctors, two of them, that appeared before the conference 
committee, and objected to this item on that ground, and they 
convinced me—I did not know anything to the contrary—that 
it ought to go out; that it was not safe to permit people to 
bathe anywhere in the Potomac River on account of sewage 
that came into it farther up. It applied not only to this basin 
but to the entire Potomac River. 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to the Senator from Kentucky? 

Mr. NORRIS. I do. 

Mr. STANLEY. I want to get my bearings on this question 
with reference to sewage. As I understand, there is a gate 
which permits the water to enter the basin as the tide comes 
in and holds the water there on the ebb tide. Is this gate 
above or below the point where the sewage from the city enters 
the Potomac River? 

Mr. NORRIS. Sewers: come into the river both above and 
below it. 


Mr. STANLEY. I was thinking that if the gates had been 
above the point where the sewage came in the basin would prac- 
tically escape the sewage. 

Mr. NORRIS. I hope Senators will follow me now in what 
I shall say about this matter of sewage, because it has an inter- 
oe bearing upon the opinion of these doctors, these spe- 
cialists. 

I agreed with Senator Martin that we could not expect to 
keep the item in the bill under those circumstances, and he 
consented to yield to th. objection on the part of the House 
conferees, and it was stricken out. Within a short time after 
that a gentleman who lives in the neighborhood where I live 
in Washington called on me, and in a conversation he was 
telling me of the fine bathing that they had down here in this 
basin. This was on Monday, and he told me he had been 
down there the day before, and had gone swimming. I said: 
“Why, it is dangerous to swim there. The Government will 
not let you do that.” He said, “Oh, there is a bathhouse 
down there that has been running all the year, and has been 
running for several years. You can go down there at any 
time of the night or day.” I went down to see, and I saw 
hundreds of people in the Tidal Basin swimming, going in 
at a point where there was an old shack of a house that was 
an eyesore, unpainted, an old building that I presume had 
been there for years, owned by a private party; and I dis- 
covered that he leased the privilege from the War Depart- 
ment, the same department that sent the physicians up here 
to tell the committee of Congress that it was dangerous to 
let anybody swim in that water. You had to pay 30 cents, 
and when you made that contribution your health was guar- 
anteed. There was no danger whatever. 

I afterwards took up that matter with Senator Martin. 
Senator Martin was favorable to this proposition, but he 
agreed with me that if it was unhealthy, if the waters of the 
Potomac River were so impure that there was danger to 
health, we of course, should not establish a public bathing 
beach there. I took It up with him; I talked it over with 
him; I told him what I saw, and what was going on down 
there. I took it up with the War Department. I got a little 
way in the investigation, far enough to wonder, if it was so 
dangerous to permit anybody to swim in the water down 
there, why it was that they were leasing it to a man who was 
making money out of it, charging for the privilege of swim- 
ming that we were trying to make free. So the only differ- 
ence between Senator Martin’s position and mine on the one 
hand, and the position of the private concern on the other, 
was that while you swam in the same water, if you went in 
for nothing it was dangerous to your health, but if you paid 
30 cents to the fellow that ran this old shack which was an 
eyesore to any beauty spot you were all right. 

Senator Martin took an interest in that. It afterwards went 
into the appropriation bill. There was a provision then, or 
talk of putting in a provision, to purify this water. It was 
said by the experts later on at hearings that it could be done. 
There was some investigation made about the sewers. At one 
time I had in my office a map showing every sewer that came 
into the Potomac River. Most of them could have been 
avoided, and I do not know but that they haye since been 


changed so as to empty into other sewers that in turn empty 
into the river below the place where the water is taken out 
that goes into the basin, but I think there are some sewers 
over in Georgetown that stili empty into the river above. 

The man who had the privilege of running this private bath- 
ing beach down there was not able to continue, for some 
reason, or at least the matter became sufficiently exciting that 
the War Department did not lease it to him any more, and he 
went away ; and after he was gone there was no further opposi- 
tion and no further claim was made that I know of that this 
water would kill people who happened to swim in it. 

Mr, STANLEY. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to the Senator from Kentucky? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield; yes. 

Mr. STANLEY. Has the Senator made inquiry to ascertain 
whether the movement of the current in the Potomac River, 
as the tide is coming in, is stronger than the tide? What 
is the motion or movement of the water on a rising tide? 

Mr. NORRIS. I am speaking now from memory, and it has 
been a great many years; but at the time this matter was put 
into law I spent a great deal of time and made quite a thorough 
investigation, I thought, of it. As I remember, this is the 
current. Is the Senator familiar with the place where it comes 
in? There is a bridge, and if you are driving tbrough Potomac 
Park you drive up and down a rather steep grade. It is right 
under that bridge. That is the inlet to the Tidal Basin. 

Mr. STANLEY. I know where it comes in. 

Mr. NORRIS. It is controlled by gates. They can shut it off 
entirely or open it up. Since the Tidal Basin itself is irregular, 
I can not deseribe it by points of the compass, but I will say, 
following that water in, if you will turn to the left and go clear 
around near the Paul Jones Monument you will come around on 
the other side down along the Mall, and the outlet is under a 
bridge near the Bureau of Engraving and Printing Building. 
The outlet there runs under the bridge into what is known as 
the Washington Channel, That is the way the water travels. 
It does not come, as one might naturally think, straight across, 
but it follows the course that I have taken. As it goes into 
that inlet it goes to the left and rather circles around, and 
comes out finally clear down at the other end of the Washing- 
ton Channel. I think the tide is strong enough so that it 
raises the water in the Tidal Basin. I may be mistaken 
about that, but, as I remember, I think it comes up a foot or 
two at high tide. When that happens, I will say to the Sena- 
tor from Kentucky, that would for a few hours stop that cur- 
rent, Then when the tide goes down the current becomes 
more rapid, and it goes out. It all goes down through the 
Washington Channel; and so Senator Martin and I were given 
to understand that it practically cleaned itself. That was our 
understanding, and I think that is the fact. 

Mr. STANLEY. This thought occurred to me, just from 
general knowledge of the stream: The Potomac River is a 
comparatively small stream a short distance above the city 
of Washington. From here on to the mouth of the river it is 
practically an estuary, as I understand. 

Mr. NORRIS. That is the Washington Channel. 

Mr. STANLHY. The Washington Channel. That mass of 
water must represent water that comes in from the bay rather 
than water that comes in from the headwaters of the Po- 
tomaec. If that is the case, and there is 3 or 4 feet of tide, I 
should think that when the tide was coming in the current 
would run upstream, as it does for many miles in the Hudson. 

Mr. NORRIS. I am inclined to think it does. 

Mr. STANLEY. The same condition prevails in the Hudson 
River, where they have a considerable range of tide. The 
water in the Hudson River runs upstream at high tide. 

Mr. NORRIS. I am just reminded by the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. Purpeps] that at the outlet at this bridge I 
have spoken of, where the water runs out, there are gates 
there, and they can prevent the tide from going in, if they 
want to, by closing those gates. 

Mr. STANLEY. But the purpose of the Tidal Basin is to 
take the incoming tide, so as to neutralize the tides here in 
Washington, as I understand. That was the purpose of build- 
ing that basin—to prevent too high a tide, to take the surplus 
water. 

Mr. NORRIS. I did not understand it that way.. That may 
be true, however. The Tidal Basin, as I understand, is just 
what resulted when we filled in the ground that now consti- 
tutes Potomac Park. We left it at that place and connected it 
with the river for the purpose of having just what we have. 

Mr. STANLEY. I am s just from general impres- 
sion. I hardly know wh I gathered it, but my impression 
is now that the purpose of the Tidal Basin was as I have 
stated. 
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Mr. NORRIS. The Senator probably got the idea that 
that was the purpose because of its name. 
Mr. STANLEY. No. 


Mr. NORRIS. I do not think that was its purpose. I do} 


not think that had anything to do with it. 
Mr. STANLEY. Perhaps so. 
Mr. NORRIS. I may be mistaken about that. 


Mr. STANLDY. But, in any event, is it true that the gates 


are open when the tide is coming in? 

Mr. NORRIS. That I can not tell the Senator. I suppose 
sometimes they are and sometimes they are not. They can open 
both the inlet and the outlet, or they can close them both, The 
water is under control. 

Mr. COPELAND, Mr. President, if the Senator will permit 

me—— 
Mr. STANLEY. One minute, and I will make myself clear, 
and then I am through. If it be true that the tide is stronger 
than the current of the river, and if the river flows upstream at 
the point of the erection of these gates at the time of high tide, 
the incoming tide, then the sewers that are below the Tidal 
Basin will menace the basin rather than the sewers that are 
above it, because it will be the water coming in from the bay 
that you get in the basin, and it will bring back the water 
from the sewers below the basin. 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; if they left the gates open, that might 
occur. 

Mr. STANLEY. So that it would be just the same as if the 
current of the stream brought down the sewage from above. 

Mr. NORRIS. Of course this tide that comes in immediately 
comes back and goes out, if they let it in. I do not know what 
the policy is. Maybe they keep it out altogether. 

Mr. STANLEY. I was under the impression that these gates 
are opened at the time of the incoming tide and closed with the 
ebbing tide, except when they want to empty the basin. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, my impression is the same 
as that of the Senator from Kentucky. I understand that there 
are two sets of gates, the upper gates and the lower gates, and 
that as the tide recedes the lower gates are opened, and that 
permits the basin to empty. Then the gates are closed. Then 
when the tide comes back again the upper gates are opened, and 
the water runs in. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, if the Senator will permit me, 
the water is on a level with the river. It is not drawn ont and 
emptied and then filled up again. It can not empty, Some 
water circles in there that comes in from the river, but there is 
not any such thing as drawing it off from the basin, because it 
is on a level with the river. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, let me tell the Senator from 
New York about this. Let us imagine that the Senate Cham- 
ber is the Tidal Basin and contains 110 acres, Let us sup- 
pose the river is out here where the corridor runs from the 
Senate to the House and that the main entrance to the Senate 
is the place where the water comes in out of the river, the river 
running east. Let us suppose the east door of the Senate is 
the outlet and is the end of the Washington Channel. The 
water comes in at the main door here and circulates around 
back of this side and goes out there at the east door. That, 
as I remember, is the situation described to us by the experts. 
There are gates between the basin and the river; and if it is 
desired the gates can be shut, and that prevents the water 
coming in at all. 

I have only a word or two more to say, unless the Senator 
from New York wants to ask me a question. 

Mr. COPELAND, Just a question. As I understand it, the 
gates are closed, and then the water is chlorinated; the chlo- 
rine is added to purify the water. Of course, in this process 
of emptying the basin it is not entirely emptied, as the Senator 
from Alabama suggested, but it is emptied to a very consid- 
erable degree; and then as it fills it is chlorinated, and is puri- 
fied in that way. 

Mr. NORRIS. I do not think it empties. The water runs 
out, and at the same time the water is running out there is 
the same amount of water running in. It is practically the 
same level at all times. 

Mr. COPELAND. As the Senator from Colorado has said, 
twice in 24 hours over a million gallons of water is taken in 
from the river, so that it does purify itself, so far as that sort 
of water een be purified. 

Mr, NORRIS. I want to say, in conclusion, that it seemed 
to me that this was a model place for a bathing beach; that 
this was a model body of water for such a purpose, located 
in a beautiful place, protected so that it is as safe a swim- 
ming place as could possibly be found, unless you had a body 
of water only 1 or 2 feet deep. The water here is 9 or 10 feet 
deep in some places, I believe. 
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There are in this basin no sudden or swift currents. We 
have spent a great deal of money in putting sand in the bot- 
tom of the basin where this bathing beach is located. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator yield to the 
Senator from South Carolina? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 

Mr. SMITH. I would like to ask the Senator, who seems 
to be familiar with the conditions there, how near empty the 
basin becomes when the tide is out and the gates to this basin 
are opened, if the water is allowed to flow out into the river? 

Mr. NORRIS. If both gates were opened the level would 
not be lowered, except as the tide would ebb. 

Mr. SMITH. That is the point I am making. Suppose the 
inlet is open and the tide comes in and reaches its height 
and the gates are shut, When the tide goes out, what is the 
fall of the tide? How much of a fall in the tide is there in 
the basin? 

Mr. NORRIS. I can not give the Senator the rise and fall 
of the tide here in Washington, but if the gates were opened 
there would be no more difference in the levels of the water 
in the Tidal Basin than there would be out in the river. 

Mr. SMITH. Is the Tidal Basin as deep as the river? 

Mr. NORRIS. It may not be as deep, but it is away below 
the surface of the river at all times. 

Mr. SMITH. The Senator is familiar with the fact that all 
along with the tidal zone very often it will be found that 
there are places where the water is 4 or 5 feet deep at flood 
tide, but at ebb tide there will be no water at all. 

Mr. NORRIS. ‘That is not true in respect to the basin. It 
is never dry. It is never so low that the Senator would not 
go over his head if he went into it. It runs from 4 to 10 feet 
deep, and I think varies but little on account of the tide. If 
the gates are opened and the water is let in there would be 
the same effect on this water as on the water in the river. It 
would depend on what the tide is. I do not know the varia- 
tions in the tide here in Washington, however. 

Mr. SMITH. The water in this basin is more or less back- 
water. It stands to reason that the water contained in the 
basin, even considering the action of the tide, would not be 
replenished as the water in the river would be, where there is 
a constant flow of fresh water. This would be more or less 
backwater, and more or less stagnant, necessarily so. 

Mr. NORRIS. If it were stagnant water, we would fill up 
the basin; we would not have it. There is nothing stagnant 
about this water. We would not have a large body of stagnant 
water in the most beautiful park in the city. It would be 
impure. It would be a stench, of course. That is not true of 
this water. 

Mr. SMITH. I do not mean stagnant in the sense that there 
is not a rapid cleansing of it by flow, but for all practical 
purposes there is scarcely an appreciable flow. The water at 
least would not be renewed within 48 hours or more, and even 
then would not be entirely renewed. I have observed that 
basin, and it seems to me to be most unsanitary to use it as a 
bathing pool. I have gone along there when the water was 
absolutely motionless. The fact is that the movemeut of the 
tide there is scarcely perceptible. Shut in as it is, with a 
narrow outlet and a narrow inlet, it stands to reason that this 
would come more or less under the definition of stagnant water. 

My opinion is that neither the character of the water nor 
the place, located as they are in this city, make this a proper 
situation for a bathing pool. It is incongruous. It is not 
adapted to that purpose at all, and neither from a sanitary 
point of view nor from the point of view of a recreational 
place is it fitting. 

It struck me that the Senator from Montana was right in 
proposing that both white and colored bathing beaches be re- 
moved. Let us find some other place more adaptable to the 
purposes of bathing for recreation and for health. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, if I still have the floor, I want 
to conclude what I was about to say when the Senator started 
asking his questions. 

I am sorry to hear Senators say that this is not a fit place 
for a bathing beach. I have seen hundreds and hundreds of 
people who have been there to look at it who thought it was 
one of the finest things in the whole District of Columbia. 
If Congress ever did one thing for the good of the people who 
live in the District, it was the establishment of that bathing 
beach. From the press and the people generally there was 
universal praise when that was done. It was universally con- 
ceded, with the one exception about which I have spoken, that 
it was a model place for a bathing beach. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President 

Mr. NORRIS. It is not an eyesore. I yield. 
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Mr. SMITH. I want to ask the Senator if he attaches no 
importance at all te the statements ef physicians that they 
had traced certain eye and ear diseases directly to that con- 
taminated water? 

Mr. NORRIS. I have not heard that statement. 

Mr. SMITH. It was read here by the Senator from Montana. 

Mr. NORRIS. As I said before, I was not in the Chamber 
during the whole debate. I am rather doubtful of physicians’ 
statements along some lines, because of the experiences Senator 
Martin and I had when they put us clear off the map, and we 
surrendered absolutely, because we did not want to injure 
anybody's health, and then discovered that people by the 
thousands went down there every season, paying their little 30 
cents at this so-called “eyesore,” and nobody kicked about it. 
We haye spent thousands and thousands of dollars to build 
there a bathing pavilion which I think is beautiful to look at. 
It is a good place to go and rest. One can go up there and 
sit on comfortable seats, in the shade, on the second story of 
that pavilion, and watch the antics of the young folks as they 
are bathing ont there in that pool. It would do your old gray 
head good, and it would be just as beneficial to an old bald 
head. [Laughter.] 

Mr. SMITH. Does the Senator refer to the bathers or to the 
bathing pool? 

Mr. NORRIS. Both. 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President, I do not want to be too 
technical, but does the Senator refer to the time before or 
after they adopted the rule about the single-piece bathing suit, 
when he had this pleasurable sensation? [Laughter.] 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, never before have I heard it 
suggested that this was not a proper place for a bathing beach. 
If we remove it, and tear down the building, and lose all the 
money we haye put into it, and start to build somewhere else, 
over in the river, for instance, as has been suggested, we will 
compel the bathers to get into the current of the river where 
there îs a great deal of danger. I do not think it would be a 
safe thing to put a bathing beach over on the island referred 
to, as has been suggested, where the current of the river 
would make bathing dangerous and unsafe for anybody except 
expert swimmers. While there is a current in this basin all 
the time, it is so slow that it is perfectly safe. I do not think 
anybody has been drowned there in all the years the bathing 
beach has been located at that place. If anybody has been 
drowned there, I have not heard of it. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Where? At the bathing beach? 

Mr. NORRIS. At the Tidal Basin bathing beach. That 
will not be the case if the bathing beach is located on the 
main stream. Ido not know of any other place where it could 
be put in the city. 

I do not know how much money we have spent there, but I 
suppose we have spent two or three hundred thousand dollars 
in building up that bathing beach. I presume all Senators are 
familiar with it. One can go down there fn the summer time 
and find the bathhouses overrun. People will be found stand- 
ing in line for two or three blocks waiting to get in. We have 
never been able to enlarge it fast enough to supply the de- 
mand. Thousands and thousands of young boys and girls, 
and old men and women, patronize the beach daily during the 
summer months. It is the most popular resort in the city of 
Washington, a healthy, popular place of recreation, located in 
one of the public parks. I have never before to-day heard 
anybody say that it was an eyesore. It is a beautiful place 
even to look at, a restful place to go and spend a half hour 
or an hour, and there are thousands of people who avail them- 
selves of that opportunity. 

It seems to me it would be an awful mistake now for us to 
destroy that building, and lose all the money we have spent, 
with the idea of putting the beach somewhere else. If we try 
to locate it somewhere else, we will run into difficulty right 
away. There is no other place in the city to which we can 
go without getting on the river itself, which, as I have said, is 
undesirable. The water would not be nearly as pure as it 
is in this basin, for the reason that after every rain the water 
of the Potomac River is muddy, very muddy after a heavy 
rain. The muddy water can be kept cut of the basin, if that 
is desired. 

In my judgment, the Potomac River will not afford a suit- 
able place for any kind of a bathing beach. No one has ever 
established one there so far as I know anywhere along the 
stream, and if it were a good place private parties would have 
availed themselves of it long ago as they did of the Tidal 
Basin before the Government took it up. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I have been down to the Tidal 
Basin many times, and I am satisfied that if a man should 
throw a handful of feathers out in the middle of it they would 
remain there for 30 days. I make that statement to show just 
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how little the water circnlates in the basin. The Tidal Basin 
in shape is more like a skillet er frying pan. I do not know 
whether some Senators know what I am talking about or not. 
The body of the basin is: the body of the pan, and where the 
water comes in is the handle: The water flows in and out at 
such a place, That is about as much circulation as we get in 
this basin. It 18 on @ level with the river. Water can not be 
drained off and pure water pumped in to fill it up again. 
There is no such thing as that in connection with this basin. 

The river is a moving stream and water purifies itself every 
5 or 6 miles, as the Senator from Kentucky [Mr, STANLEY] 
suggests. There is no way for the basin to purify itself. We 
already haye a bathing beach there where thousands go in 
bathing. The suggestion new comes to add another place where 
thousands more can go in bathing. Over at Congress Hall 
Hotel the other evening I was talking with a young man who 
told me of a boy bathing at this beach who got some kind of an 
infection in his eye and died from it. The physicians of this 
city, in letters which they haye written to the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. Warsa], have told of the dangers that are in- 
volved in using the basin as a bathing beach. They have told 
of throat, nose, mouth, and eye trouble traced directly to it. 
It seems to me that we might provide some other place where 
we would not be in danger of such a thing as that. We can 
find plenty of places along the river where we can establish a 
bathing beach for the whites, and then at some other point 
farther down the river at some distance from the park a bath- 
ing beach for the blacks. 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ala- 
bama yield to the Senator from Kentucky? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield to the Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. STANLEY. I am profoundly interested in the discus- 
sion of this subject by the able Senator from Alabama. He 
shows that he has given the matter careful and discriminating 
attention. I was also deeply impressed by the eloquent ap- 
peal of the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Nongts] and his 
glowing and vivid description of the scenic beauties of that 
beach when he was permitted to sit at the edge of the water 
and thrill at the sight of naladlike loveliness of the bathers 
as they plunged in the Potomac’s limpid waters. I know that 
we are about to hear one of the most remarkable utterances 
ever heard on the floor of the Senate if the Senator from 
Alabama will just turn himself loose. No man in this body has 
a better command of language, none has a more vivid imagi- 
nation, and if the Senator from Alabama will just take us inte 
his confidence and tell us from his own personal experience 
of the joys that come to an appreciative soul as he sits on a 
summer afternoon and watches those figures, lithe, graceful, 
and seantily clad, as dolphinlike they play at the basin, the 
beach is saved! [Langhter.] 

Mr. HEFLIN. The eloquent Senator from Kentucky has 
made my speech already. I could not begin to describe the 
loveliness of the charming maidens who swim in the Tidal 
Basin as the Senator from Kentucky has described them. 
The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norris} has already told us 
how he has been fascinated, when wandering in the park, by 
those who have gone into the basin to swim. This is too 
serious a matter to indulge in pictures that might be drawn 
from the situation presented by a close study of the beach 
and its bathers, What I am trying to do is to get that bathing 
beach removed to some distant point so we can keep certain 
Senators away from it. [Laughter.] I am interested in keep 
ing a quorum here. I don’t want to have to send down there 
for the Senator from Kentucky and others who ought to be in 
the Senate attending to their business instead of straining 
their eyes at the bathing beach. [Laughter.} 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President—— 

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield to the Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. STANLEY. The Senator is unkind. It will be only 
a very few days before the places that now know me will 
know me no more. I depart from this historic place in a few 
short hours, as most of us do, in obedience to a decree for 
which I am not responsible, but I do hope the Senator will 
not deprive us of the beach too. That is all that is left. 
[Laughter.] 

But, Mr. President, the Senator has a stronger case than 
he has made. The Senator from Alabama confined himself 
to the naiads in the water. The Senator overlooks the fact 
that some of the most attractive figures obey the mother's 
injunction: 

Mother, may I go out to swim? 
Yes, my darling daughter. 

Hang your clothes on a hickory Umb 
And don't go near the water! 


LLaughter. ] 
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Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, we all regret that our good 
friend, the able and brilliant Senator from Kentucky, is soon 
to depart from us. We shall miss him as the country will. 
And he will be missed at the beach. [Laughter.] He is not 
the only one who will be missed there, because if that beach 
remains we have got to take some steps to provide for a 
quorum here. When the weather gets warm and those beauti- 
Zul bathers go down to swim in the Tidal Basin, where 10,000 
wimpling waves throw kisses at the sun—[laughter]—I fear 
that it will be difficult to keep a quorum. 

I am reminded of a story that Senator Bob Taylor used to 
tell about an old negro who, was fishing on a river. A little 
negro boy was with him but he had gone to sleep on a spring- 
board that reached out above the water some 10 or 12 feet 
in depth. Just as a passer-by neared the place he saw old 
Uncle Rufus throw his hat off and plunge into the stream. 
The little negro boy while asleep had fallen off the spring- 
board into the water. The man stopped and said, “I must 
commend you, old man. That was a noble and heroic act. 
Hore is a dollar for you. Here you are away out where no- 
body could see you but the birds and the Almighty. That 
little negro, helpless, fell into that deep water, and you, out 
of the goodness of your heart, plunged into the stream, risked 
your own life, and brought him out safely.” Uncle Rufus 
stood looking at him and, -blinking his eyes, said, “ Yas, 
sah, boss, I jes had to do ät. Dat nigger had all de fish bait 
in his pocket.” [Laughter.] 

I am willing for the good negroes of Washington to have a 
bathing place, but I think one can be provided somewhere 
else than at the Tidal Basin. After hearing the letters read 
by the Senator frem Montana, I am willing to move the other 
bathing place, too. Let us have that splendid basin there, 
fringed with trees, shrubbery, and flowers of various kinds, 
as a thing of beauty by itself, and take away this eyesore that 
Jooks like an old fishing camp. Tf Senators will go on the 
other side of the basin and look over there, they will say 
that it looks like an old tenting place, something like the 
fishermen used to build along the river. I would be glad to 
see the whole thing cleaned out, and let the Congress, if it 
pleases them to provide bathing places for the people, go out 
on the river somewhere, or dig around in the hills and get 
a lake somewhere else purely for bathing purposes, with trees 
roundabout. The people ought not to select these attractive 
public places to go in swimming. They ought to go out where 
they can not be seen by anybody except the swimmers, and let 
them swim and swim to their hearts content. Get it away 
from here anyhow, where it will not attract people and inter- 
fere with the business of the Senate when the weather gets 
warm and the one-piece bathing suits are in vogue. [Laughter.] 

Mr. President, I do not know that I care to say more. I 
could say more if I should follow the suggestion of my good 
friend from Kentucky, who is a past master in the business 
of word painting on any occasion. But this is a serious 
matter. The Congress ought to say to-day by its vote 
that we are not going to permit that basin to be used as a 
pool to accumulate disease germs to be spread amongst the boys 
aud the girls of the city of Washington. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I make the point of no 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from North 
pava makes the point of no quorum. The Clerk will call 
the roll. 

The principal legislative clerk called the roll, and the follow- 
ing Senators answered to their names: 


Ashurst Frazier McLean Shortridge 
Ball George ape at A Simmons 
Bayard Giass Maytie. Smith 
Bingham Gooding eang Smoot 
Brookhart Hale Metcalf Spencer 
Broussard Harreld Mores Stanfield 
ruce Harris Neely Stanley 
Butler Harrison Norbeck Stephens 
Cameron eftin Norris Sterling 
Capper Howell Oddie Swanson 
Caraway Johnson, Calif. Overman ‘Trammell 
Copeland Johnson, Minn, Pepper Underwood 
Couzens Jones, N. Mex. Phipps Wadsworth 
Curtis Jones, Wash. Pittman Walsh, Mont. 
Dale Kendrick Ralston Warren 
Dial Keyes Ransdell Watson 
DIN King Reed, Mo. Weller 
Edge Ladd Reed, Pa. Wheeler 
Ernst Lenroot Robinson Willis 
Fess McKellar Sheppard 
Fletcher McKinley Shipstead’” 


Mr. HARRISON, I wish to announce that the senior Sen- 
ai from Rhode Island [Mr. Gerry] is absent on account of 

Iness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty-two Senators having 
answered to their names, a quorum of the Senate is present. 


Mr. DILL. Mr. President, the discussion regarding the bath- 
ing beaches in the Tidal Basin having taken a somewhat dif- 
ferent turn from the mere argument for or against this par- 
ticular site for a bathing beach, my mind turns backward 
toward the bathing places called swimming holes, which we 
ali knew long ago. I feel it is perfectly appropriate to say 
a few words of the bathing beaches that we all used in the 
days gone by when we had no tidal basins, when we had no 
pools made by brick and mortar, and no bathing suits at all. 
In fact, a large part of our population still lives where there 
are no bathing beaches prepared and paid for by any city 
or county, but where they all love to go swimming in the 
streams and creeks that run through the country districts. 
The “ole swimmin’ hole” has been written about and talked 
about in song and in story by some of the finest writers in 
the ‘English tongue, and I take it that there is no man within 
the sound of my voice but remembers the days when he played 
truant from school, or ran away from church, or dodged work 
of some kind, and with the boys of his community searched 
out the “ole swimmin' hole”; and if in after years, when he 
has traveled many miles and years from those scenes, he 
revisits them, he wonders how he ever thought that place 
fit to bathe in. It was generally shallow, often muddy, and 
certainly not at all sanitary; and yet most of the men of 
to-day grew up bathing in swimming holes of that kind. 
So let us encourage the use of bathing places that nature has 
made for our people. 

Out where the sun shines and the birds sing; out where 
there are no sewers and no piles of refuse; out where nature 
purifies the water and sweetens the air, and for those in our 
cities who can not go to such bathing places, let us use regu- 
larly built pools where the water can be drained and changed 
every day. 

The “ole swimmin’ hole” may be passing for those who live 
in cities and in crowded communities, but in the country dis- 
tricts it still remains. In the country districts children, when 
summer time comes, will seek out these places, as they have 
done during all the centuries, and the memories of those 
days will be a softening influence in their lives through all 
their after years. Somebody has said that memory is like 
a piece of wax on which are written the incidents and events 
of a lifetime. 

The cobwebs of forgetfulness and the dust of time soon cover 
them over, and unless we tear away the cobwebs and ‘brush 
away the dust by renewing those impressions they soon become 
so dim they are scarcely recognizable at all. It is to remind 
Senators and to renew the old impressions by tearing away 
the cobwebs of forgetfulness and brushing away the dust of 
time that I would bring back momentarily those days of boy- 
hood when we went to the “ole swimmin’ hole” and spent the 
happiest hours of our lives. Oftentimes the “ole swimmin’ 
hole” was along a roadside, when a passing carriage drove us 
all into the water, because we had no bathing suits. Often the 
sun was so hot we dived to keep away the sunburn. But 
always we enjoyed it and always we enjoy recalling those 
days. For my part, I am anxious that these bathing places 
which «are called the “swimmin’ holes” may continue to be 
used all over the country, and that not too much shall be said 
about the necessity of their being made perfectly sanitary. 
A little dirt is a good thing for all boys if, as the good old 
country mother said, it is “clean dirt.” If that had not been 
true most of us would be dead, especially those of us who 
indulged in the “old swimmin’ holes” of long ago. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Jones of Washington in 
the chair). The question is on concurring in the amendment, 
ou which the yeas and nays have been ordered. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Representatives by Mr. Farrell, 
its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had disagreed to 
the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 11444) reclassi- 
fying the salaries of postmasters and employees of the Postal 
Service, readjusting their salaries and compensation on an 
equitable basis, increasing postal rates to provide for such re- 
adjustment, and fer other purposes; had agreed to the confer- 
ence reqnested by the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon; and that Mr. Paice, Mr. KELLY, and Mr. 
BELL were appointed managers on the part of the House at the 
conference. 

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION OIL INVESTIGATION 


Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, out of order I desire to 
submit a resolution to be read and to go over under the rule. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the reso- 
lution will be received and will be read. ‘The resolution (S. 
Res. 841) was read as follows: 
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Resolved, That the Federal Trade Commission bè, and it is hereby, 
directed to forthwith transmit to the Senate a copy of its report on its 
investigation in 1923 and 1924 of the price of crude oil, gasoline, and 
other petroleum products and other data pertaining to the operations 
of the oil companies and refineries. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. At the request of the Senator 
from Florida the resolution will lie on the table. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I understand that, under 
the rule, the resolution will go over until another legislative 


day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The resolution will go over 
under the rule. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I have offered the resolu- 
tion because it was developed in the discussion yesterday that 
the Federal Trade Commission last June had made a report 
which was turned over to the Department of Justice. As I re- 
call, that investigation was made at the instance of the Con- 
gress, and why no report has ever been made to Congress I do 
not quite understand. In any event, however, it is information 
that it is desirable for the Senate to have. If that investiga- 
tion has been made, as was stated by the senior Senator from 
Kansas [Mr. Curtis] yesterday, and the report was turned 
over to the Department of Justice, there is no reason why the 
information contained in such report should not be transmitted 
to the Senate. It seems to me that this resolution really could 
be considered in just a few moments at the present time, and 
for that reason I ask unanimous consent for its present con- 
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Florida 
asks unanimous consent for the present consideration of the 
resolution which has just been read. Is there objection? 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, the Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. Harretp], who is interested in that matter, is not now 
present. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, “while that is pending, I think 
I have a matter that is privileged and ought to be disposed of. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is a request for unani- 
mous consent now pending. Is there objection to the request of 
the Senator from Florida? 

Mr. SMOOT. As the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. HAR- 
RELD] is not in the Chamber at the moment, I object tempo- 
rarily until the Senator from Oklahoma may be notified. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Utah ob- 
jects at the present time. 


LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATIONS 


Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I made a motion early in the 
day, when I thought the pending appropriation bill would only 
take a few moments, for the reconsideration of the vote by which 
House bill 12101, the legislative appropriation bill, was ordered 
to a third reading, and passed; and I coupled that with a mo- 
tion to recall the bill from the House. I said at the time I 
was willing to wait until consideration of the appropriation bill 
was concluded, but I find, upon reading the rule, that I have 
a right to have disposed of at once the motion to request the 
House to return the bill, and that the question must be deter- 
mined without debate. I ask for a vote on that motion. 

SEVERAL Senators. Vote! 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the motion 
of the Senator from Nebraska that the House of Representa- 
tives be requested to return the legislative appropriation bill 
to the Senate. [Putting the question.] The noes seem to 
have it. 

Mr. NORRIS. I ask for the yeas and nays on that question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the demand seconded? [A 
pause.] The Chair sees only two hands up; the demand is 
not seconded ; the yeas and nays are refused; the noes have it, 
and the motion is rejected. 


PRESIDENTIAL APPROVALS 


A message from the President of the United States by Mr. 
Latta, one of his secretaries, announced that the President 
had approved and signed acts of the following titles: 

On February 16, 1925: 

S. 4162. An act to establish home ports of vessels of the 
United States to validate documents relating to such vessels, 
and for other purposes. 

On February 17, 1925: 

8.555. An act for the relief of Blattmann & Co.: 

S. 660. An act for the relief of the Ogden Chamber of Com- 
merce; 

S. 833. An act for the relief of Emma LaMee; 

S.1180. An act for the relief of J. B. Platt; 

S. 1870. An act authorizing the granting of war-risk insur- 
ance to Maj. Earl L. Naiden, Air Service, United States Army; 


S. 1893. An act to refund certain duties paid by the Nash 
Motors Co.; 

S. 1930. ‘An act for the relief of the San Diego Consolidated 
Gas & Electric Co.;: 

S. 2139. An act for the relief of the estate of Walter A. Rich, 
deceased ; 

§. 3247. An act providing for the payment of any unappro- 
priated moneys belonging to the Apache, Kiowa, and Comanche 
Indians to Jacob Crew; and 

S. 4056. An act to provide for an additional district judge 
for the western district of Michigan, 


RETIREMENT OF CIVIL SERVICE EMPLOYEES—COTTION STATISTICS 


Mr. SMITH. Mr, President, I am not going to take the 
time of the Senate; but we have only a few days more, and 
the time for passing important legislation is getting shorter 
and shorter. I desire to ask if any members of the committee 
having in charge the civil service employees’ retirement bill 
are present, and if they can give any assurance as to whether 
or not they intend to have that bill acted upon at this session? 

Mr. DALE. Mr. President, I am sorry the chairman of the 
committee has just been called from the Chamber, because he 
could answer the Senator much more in detail than I can; 
gut my understanding is that the retirement bill will be 

rought up to-morrow evening, and acted on at that time. 

Mr. SMITH. I understood that the powers that be had 
placed this bill among the first on the list of bills that are to 
be acted upon at this session. I took occasion once or twice 
to go over the provisions of the bill with the Senator who has 
the bill in charge, but I have heard nothing more from it; 
and, being considerably interested in the bill on account of 
those who have served the Government so long and so faith- 
fully, and who have themselves contributed the larger part 
of the money in which they are to share, I believe that some 
action ought to be taken looking toward enacting this bill 
into law, so that they may have the benefit of the legislation. 

Mr. DALE. I will say to the Senator that I agree with 
him entirely. I have spent about all my time in the last two 
or three days in following up this matter. I have done my 
level best to get it before the Senate, and I feel confident that 
to-morrow night it will come up. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from South 
Carolina yield to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield. 

Mr. SMOOT. I will say to the Senator that to-morrow 
morning unanimous consent will be asked of the Senate to 
consider that bill at to-morrow evening’s session. I want to 
assure the Senator, so far as I can do so, that the form of the 
bill has been agreed upon, and I know of no objection to its 
passage, and I have no doubt but that it will pass to-morrow 
night. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, it is very reassuring to those 
who have kept up with this legislation that the Senator from 
Utah says that the form in which the Dill now is seems to 
meet with general approbation, and that perhaps it will come 
up to-morrow evening, at which time he hopes it will pass. 

While I am on my feet I want to take occasion to call the 
attention of the Senate to the joint resolution that I have 
introduced looking toward an investigation by a joint com- 
mission of the House and Senate of the whole data pertain- 
ing to the statistics in the Bureau of the Census of the De- 
partment of Commerce in reference to cotton. I had an ar- 
rangement by which I hoped to get it up this afternoon, and 
I believe it is of the greatest importance to the whole cotton 
trade of America that we put in proper shape this method of 
gathering cotton statistics. 

I have in my desk reports from that department showing 
that there was omitted from the consumption of cotton of the 
world crop 600,000 bales of cotton that was consumed prior to 
August 1, and the trade was not advised of it until January. 
It seems incredible that with the bureau we have, and the 
facilities it has for gathering statistics all over the world, a 
cotton-consuming center could consume 600,000 bales prior to 
August 1, 1924, and that fact could not be discovered until 
the following January, at which time the greater portion of the 
crop had passed out of the hands of the producer. 

I also have here a statement from the Agricultural Depart: 
ment as to the probable world production of cotton, which 
differs from that of the Census Bureau by something like 
2,000,000 bales. I am informed—I have not yet had time to go 
into the details—that they take the China crop, not one bale 
of which enters into the world consumption outside of China, 
and add it to the world production, and allow it statistically 
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to come into competition with the cottons produced elsewhere 
in the world which do enter the great world avenues. 

I shali not interfere further with the passage of this bill; but 
Iam going to seek an opportunity to-morrow to get the Senate 
to pass that joint resolution, and allow this commission to 
investigate the system by which these statistics are gathered, 
and find the errors, and purge the statistics of errors, and 
recommend to Congress such legislation as will giye the cotton 
trade, both the producer and the conyerter, a basis of fact, and 
not conjecture and speculation. 


APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R. 
12033) making appropriations for the government of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia and other activities chargeable in whole or 
in part against the revenues of such District for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1926, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Tue question is on concur- 
ring in the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole, on 
which the yeas and nays have been ordered. The Secretary 
will call the roll. 

The reading clerk proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 
we voting on the motion of the Senator from Montana? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair). We 
are voting on concurring in the amendment made as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole. 

The reading clerk resumed the calling of the roll. 

Mr. JONES of Washington (when the name of Mr. JOHNSON 
of California was called). The Senator from California [Mr. 
JouNson] is necessarily absent. If he were present, he would 
vote “yea.” 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico (after having voted in the 
negative). I have a general pair with the Senator from 
Maine [Mr. FERNALD], which I transfer to the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. Warsa], and will permit my vote to stand. 

Mr. COPELAND. The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
Warsa] is absent from the Chamber. If he were present, he 
would vote “ yea.” 

Mr. JONES of Washington. T desire to announce that the 
senior Senator from Kansas [Mr. Curris] and the junior 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. Ferris] are both necessarily ab- 
sent, and are paired. 

Į also desire to announce that the senior Senator from West 
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Virginia [Mr. ELKINS] is paired with the senior Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. Owen]. 

The result was announced—yeas 22, nays 58, as follows: 

YRBAS—22. 

Ball Frazier Means Sterling 
Butler Hale Moses Wadsworth 
Capper Harreld Norris Watson 
Copeland Jones, Wash. Phipps Willis 
Edge Lenroot Spencer 
Fess McNary Stanfield 
i NAYS—353. 
Ashurst George Mayfield Shipstead 
Bayard Glass Metcalf Simmons 
Bingham Goodin Se Smith 
Borah Harris Oddie Smoot 
Brookhart Harrison Overman Stanley 

roussard eflin Pepper Stephens 
Bruce Howell Pittman Swanson 
Cameron Jones, N. Mex. Ralston mmell 
Caraway Kendrick Rangdell Underwood 
Couzens Keyes Reed, Mo. Walsh, Mont. 
Dale Kin Reed, Pa Wheeler 
Dial Lad Robinson 
Dill McKellar Sheppard 
Fletcher McLean Shields 

NOT VOTING—21. 

Bursum Fernald La Follette Walsh, Mass. 
Cummins Ferris McCormick Warren 
Curtis Gerry McKinley Weller 
Edwards Greene Norbeck 
Elkins Johnson, Calif. Owen 
Ernst Johnson, Minn. Shortridge 


So the amendment made as in Committee of the Whole was 
nonconeurred in. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I now desire to offer the amend- 
ment I sent to the desk and had read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will report the 
amendment. 

The Reapvinc CLERK. The Senator from Montana proposes 
to strike out, on page 75, lines 15, 16, and 17, the following 
words: z 

For purification of waters of the Tidal Basin and care, maintenance, 
and operation of the bathhouse and beach, $12,300, 
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And to insert the following: 


The unexpended balance of the sum of $50,000 and the appropriation 
of $25,000 provided in the second deficiency act, fiscal year 1924, ap- 
proved December 5, 1924, for the construction and maintenance of the 
bathing beach and bathhouse on the west shore of the Tidal Basin in 
Potomac Park is hereby directed to be covered into the Treasury to the 
credit of the District of Columbia. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Montana. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, perhaps I have not grasped 
the entire situation, but I can not understand why this amend- 
ment should be urged. As I understand it, if this amendment 
shall be agreed to, the appropriation for the maintenance of 
the bathing beach now on the Tidal Basin will be cut out. 

Mr. HEFLIN. That amendment was defeated. 

Mr. NORRIS. I did not understand it that way. I would 
like to have the reason for this amendment from the Senator 
from Montana. 

Mr. HEFLIN. The amendment was defeated, if I under- 
stood the vote correctly. 

Mr. NORRIS. The committee amendment was defeated; 
but, as I understand it, that contemplated an appropriation for 
some repairs. This is a motion to strike out of the bill an 
appropriation for the purification of the water of the Tidal 
Basin. I wish the Senator from Montana would explain it. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The language to be stricken out 
is as follows: 


For purification of waters of the Tidal Basin and care, maintenance, 
and operation of the bathhouse and beach, $12,800, 


If this amendment prevails the unexpended balance of the 
money appropriated for the construction of the additional bath- 
house and bathing beach will be covered into the Treasury, 
and there will be no appropriation whatever for the care, 
operation, and maintenance of the other bathhouse during the 
ensuing year. In other words, we will close that up. That 
is what the effect of the amendment would be. 

Mr. NORRIS. I can understand why there should be a de- 
sire that the part relating to the building of another bath- 
house should be cut out, but I do not understand why the one 
that 5 there should be closed up. Why not let that 
remain 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The reason is perfectly obvious. 
It is the judgment of the Senate that neither of them ought 
to be there. That is the best we can do now. As I take it, 
that was the sense of the Senate as expressed in the vote 
just had. : 

Mr. NORRIS. I can understand how there might be a dif- 
ference of opinion as to the advisability of building another 
bathhouse there. I am not so much concerned about that; 
but I did not suppose that anyone seriously wanted to tear 
down the one we have there now, and that is what this would 
amount to, would it not? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The whole tenor of the argument 
was that neither of them ought to be there. 

Mr. NORRIS. I know some Senators argue that. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I take it that was the view ex- 
pressed by the Senate in voting that way. 

Mr. NORRIS. I would like to inquire of the Senator in 
charge of the bill how much money of the Government has 
been spent on the bathhouse and the bathing beach now in 
operation. 

Mr. PHIPPS. We have been appropriating at the rate of 
$12,000 for the past four or five years, for some time appro- 
priating $15,000 a year. That is for the maintenance of the 
beach and the purification of the water. That would be in 
addition to the original appropriation for the erection of the 
buildings, which was made at the time the Senator was a 
member of the committee. I do not have those figures be- 
fore me. 

Mr. NORRIS. It was not all built at once; it was enlarged. 

Mr. PHIPPS. The appropriation for the installation was 
at least $100,000, I should say. 

Mr. NORRIS. The question now before the Senate, as I 
understand it, really is this: Shall we scrap the bathhouse 
now located on the Tidal Basin? I myself can not understand 
why we should do that. We have spent over $100,000 in the 
erection of the building. I have never before heard any 
objection to that beach being located there. It seems to be 
giving universal satisfaction. 
in need of for years and years and years, and now there is a 
propostion to abolish it. Let us eliminate the question of the 
two bathing beaches on the Tidal Basin, which I think is an en- 
tirely different proposition, but I did not suppose that we were 
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going to abandon the bathing beach that is there now and 


not haye any. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. 
yield? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I will say to the Senator from 
Nebraska that I interpret the vote just had as signifying the 
sense of the Senate that neither bathing beach ought to be 
there. 

Mr. NORRIS. Perhaps the Senator is right. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I want to say further that so 
far as the unsightliness of the thing is concerned, so far as 
the intrusion of it upon the Tidal Basin is concerned, thus 
interfering with the plan for the deyelopment of the city and 
its improvement, the one is just as grievous as the other. If 
the Senator had followed the matter this morning, he would 
have learned that the testimony of physicians is to the effect 
that the existence of the bathing beach which is located there 
now is a menace to the health of anybody who bathes in those 
waters. I have been told that one of our page boys went bath- 
ing in those waters last summer and got his ear infected, so 
that he was at the point of death for a considerable period of 
time, and his physician admonished his mother not to let him 
go bathing in those waters. Those considerations were all 
discussed here this morning, 

Moreover, I think to reject now the amendment which I 
have proposed would be in rather bad taste, as quite a number 
of the Senators who voted to reject the amendment proposed 
by the committee did so upon the understanding that both of 
these bathing beaches were to be eliminated. Many would re- 
fuse to vote to reject the appropriation for the care and main- 
tenance of the new bathing beach and at the same time sustain 
an appropriation for the eare, maintenance, and operation of 
the one that is there now, which would signify that the Con- 
gress expressed a preference for the white population of the 
District as against the colored population. I do not think 
there is any disposition upon the part of the Senate to make 
that discrimination, and I believe it was the sense of the Sen- 
ate that we ought to treat the two in exactly the same way 
and allow both races to bathe there or allow neither to bathe 
there. That is my understanding. 

Mr. NORRIS. I am very much obliged to the Senator from 
Montana. I am not in a position to dispute the evidence of 
scientific men or doctors. I want to take that up in a moment, 
but while I think of it I want to refer to what the Senator said 
just before he sat down. 

It does not seem to me that because a Senator voted a cer- 
tain way on the committee amendment he is bound to yote 
either way on the amendment just offered by the Senator from 
Montana. I can see how Senators conld take the position—as 
I assume many of them did—that there should not be two 
bathing beaches upon the Tidal Basin, that there should not 
be a colored bathing beach and a white bathing beach there, 
but that one. or the ether ought to be taken to some other 
location. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, perhaps I can 
make it clear to the Senator, if he will pardon a further inter- 
ruption, 

It will be recalled that I preferred a request that the two 
propositions be consolidated, and that a vote to reject the com- 
mittee amendment should be regarded as a yote to adopt the 
amendment now under consideration by the Senate. That was 
done at the request of a great many Senators, who said, “I am 
not willing to vote for the elimination of the colored bathing 
beach item unless at the same time the other is eliminated. I 
want to see both of them go.” It will be remembered that 
the Senator from Nebraska objected to that unanimous-consent 
request. 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; I objected to it. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Of course, the Senator does not 
feel pledged at all, but quite a good many Senators, I am sure, 
who voted to reject the committee amendment felt that the two 
should go together. 

Mr. NORRIS. I objected, I will say to the Senator from 
Montana, because it did not seem to me that the two proposi- 
tions ought to be tied together, for the reason, at least as I 
look at it, that a Senator can be perfectly consistent who says, 
„J am willing to have one bathing beach there, but not two.” 
He can be perfectly consistent in saying, “I will vote to locate 
a colored bathing beach there, but not a white bathing beach.” 
I think any Senator is not at all inconsistent in saying, We 
have one beach there now. I am opposed to locating another 
one in that vicinity for colored people, but I will vote to locate 
the one for the colored people somewhere else.” 


Mr. President, will the Senator 


I do not think that because a Senator voted against locating 
another beach on the Tidal Basin he is in any way inconsistent, 
or indicates that he wants to discriminate as between races, 
if he votes to retain the white bathing beach there. We might 
say that we will locate the colored bathing beach at the Tidal 
Basin and put the one for white people some other place. I 
think there could be a good many reasons offered why wa 
should not locate the two on the Tidal Basin, because that is a 
comparatively small body of water. It has in it, as I remem- 
ber, 110 acres of land. ` 

Now, as to the doctors, as to some boy who got an infection 
in his ear because he bathed in the Tidal Basin, I do not think 
it necessarily follows that the water is impure merely because 
that happened, I know of a man who several years ago got 
some water in his nostrils when he was taking a bath in his 
own house in the bathtub, and it resulted in his death. But 
that is no reason why no one should use a bathtub or why the 
water that man used was necessarily impure, I know of a lake 
in the western part of this country where the water is as pure 
as a mountain stream, where the water is as good to drink and 
as pure as any water possibly can be that is in a stream or a 
lake. I have known people to have accidents happen to them in 
that very lake. I know of one where it happened in the very 
way the Senator said this boy had trouble with his ear. No 
one thought of such a thing as saying it was the fault of the 
water. Those doctors who appeared before Senator Martin 
when the question was originally up years ago testified, but 
other doctors testified afterwards when it came up that the 
water was all right to be used. They did that just as soon as 
the private party got his bathing establishment away from the 
Tidal Basin. I presume we could go out now in the city and 
get any number of experts to testify that the water is perfectly 
safe. That was the understanding when we located the bathing 
beach there. They have been using purifying methods ever since 
it has been located there so as to make it doubly sure. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield to the Senator from Virginia, 

Mr. GLASS. Right on that point, the Senator was not in 
the Chamber when the Senator from Montana [Mr. Warsi] 
read the letters from physicians here in Washington. They are 
not unknown physicians. Two of them oceupy places of dis- 
tinction in the official life of Washington. One of them is the 
Surgeon General of the Public Health Service, Hugh S. Cum- 
ming, and the other is Doctor Fowler, the health officer of the 
District of Columbia. The third, as I recall, is Doctor Richard- 
son, one of the most eminent physicians in Washington. Doctor 
Richardson particularly stated that he had thoroughly tested 
the matter out and that he had traced quite a number of infec- 
tious diseases to the waters of the basin. He had so thoroughly 
satisfied himself of the fact that he advised all of his patients 
to avoid the basin. I merely state that for the information of 
the Senator, who said he was not here when the matter was 
being discussed. 

Mr. NORRIS. Of course, I can not pretend to offer my testi- 
mony against such testimony as that. I am only led back to 
the fact that Senator Martin was convinced the first time it 
came up, and he struck out the item on account of just such 
evidence. The opposition all disappeared afterwards. I do 
not know that the same men testified, but eminent physicians 
and scientific men advised that it was all right, and we located 
the bathing beach there. Of course, if it is true that it is dan- 
gerous to the health to use jt for that purpose, I do not want 
to use it. I concede that fact, no matter how much money we 
have spent, but I am not willing to cast it all aside on some 
ex parte testimony. I do not want to criticize the men whose 
letters were read, but Senators all know what ex parte evidence 
means in the trial of a case. It ought to be at least investi- 
gated to see whether the men have stated the facts correctly. 
Let us examine other men. Let these men be cross-examined. 
We never could try a lawsuit on ex parte evidence of that kind 
and reach a just verdict. It is contrary to the very principles 
of the law. We propose to take these letters and absolutely 
throw everything aside and cut this thing entirely out, They 
have probably made a good prima facie case. It seems to me 
that before we take such drastic action as that we ought to 
submit it to some one who is competent to pass on it. Let a 
committee pass on it, or submit it to some scientific board of 
some kind and accept their judgment; but we ought not to 
accept two or three letters from men, no matter how eminent 
they are, and throw it all aside on that basis. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield tọ the Senator from New York. 

Mr. COPELAND. I think the Senator from Nebraska has 


overlooked the fact that this morning it was determined that 
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we would take a vote and draw a line in the Senate, putting 
on one side those Senators who were willing to have the Tidal 
Basin used for bathing purposes and on the other side those 
who wanted all the bathing facilities taken away from there. 
It would not be fair at this moment to make any separation. 
All of the arguments used by the Senator from Montana—and, 
of course, I do not agree with him, as I said in my remarks 
earlier in the day—indicate that the water was contaminated 
and unsafe for anybody to bathe in. 

On the strength of the argument presented by the Senator 
from Montana and others the Senate has voted and has de- 
termined that the Tidal Basin shall be used purely for decora- 
tive purposes aš a park, I say it would be unfair now, after 
we have denied to the colored people the use of the Tidal 
Basin, to give any thought whatever to the continuance or 
use of the Tidal Basin for bathing on the part of white people. 
For my part I am not impressed by the argument about the 
water being unsafe except as far as I contend that all water 
where groups of people bathe becomes unsafe, but as we have 
denied the use of the Tidal Basin to the colored people we 
should deny it to all persons, white and black. That was the 
spirit in which the Senate voted upon the proposal. 

Mr. NORRIS. That might be, but in my judgment it is not 
logical at all. 


Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, if the Senator will permit 


me— 
Mr. NORRIS. I yield to the Senator from Alabama. 
Mr. HEFLIN. Is the Senator's position logical? If it is 


unfair to have one set of people bathe there it will not im- 
prove conditions to have two sets. 

Mr. NORRIS. It might make it worse. 

Mr. HEFLIN. If one is bad, it might make it worse to 
have two. 

Mr. NORRIS. Two might make it worse even if one was 
not bad. This is not an unlimited proposition. Everybody 


concedes that. We can not have too many bathing houses 
there. 
Mr. HEFLIN. Doctor Richardson's letter which the Sen- 


ator from Montana read—and I regard him as one of the best 
doctors in the country—said that he had traced diseases 
directly to the basin. I believe him just as much as if I 
were a doctor myself and had made the discovery. 

Mr. NORRIS. I am not finding fault with those doctors. 
I want to refer to what the Senator from New York said, 
that we are bound now to vote in favor of the pending amend- 
ment because the Senate has decided that there shall be no 
bathing beaches on the Tidal Basin. I do not look at it in 
that way. That was not what controlled my vote. Suppose 
we were going to lecate a hundred bathing houses there, one 
every 6 feet ail around, everybody would concede that was 
too many and everybody would concede that we ought not to 
do it, that it would be insanitary and too many. Suppose 
we were going to locate a bathhouse for colored people on 
this side and a bathing establishment for white people on the 
other; that might be too close. 

Everybody concedes that the bathing beaches ought to be 
separated, and the question as to how widely they ought to be 
separated is a debatable question. It is perfectly reasonable 
and logical for a man to say, “I am willing that either the 
white people or the colored people shall have a bathing place 
in the Tidal Basin, but not both.” ‘There is reason for thar. 
I take it that the vote of the Senate a while ago meant that we 
should not locate another bathing beach on the Tidal Basin. 
I have no quarrel with Senators or anybody else who feel that 
way. 

As I said a while ago, of course I am not trying to dispute 
the word of these eminent physicians or even to criticize them. 
But we do not do anything else that way. If we located the 
Capitol at a certain place and had spent a couple hundred 
thousand dollars and then somebody came along with a whole 
lot of letters from the best men in the world stating that it 
was a dangerous locality and that there was yellow fever and 
malaria there and all kinds of things, we would not on the 
strength of those letters, without an opportunity to examine 
the men who wrote them, without any opportunity to make an 
investigation of any kind, abolish the Capitol and go some- 
where else. It does not seem to me we would do that. 

As the Senator from New York said, injury is liable to come 
from bathing in any stream. There are liable to be impurities 
in any of them. It may be of serious consequence. But it 
does not follow that a bathing beach should not be located on 
a stream where something of that kind might happen. If the 
water is so impure that it is unsafe, then we ought to move 
the bathing beach away, but let us wait until that question has 
been determined, and after it is determined let us sce whether 


it could not be made pure by the purification methods that 
are offered here and that are taken care of in the amendment 
which the Senator from Montana seeks to strike out. 

I remember when the bathing beach was located that phy- 
sicians told us they thought it was a perfectly feasible proposi- 
tion to purify the waters of the Tidal Basin, and we located 
the bathing beach there on the strength of such testimony. 
Perhaps we were wrong. If these letters are right then all 
the testimony that has ever been offered is wrong. I have not 
seen the letters, but it seems to me we ought not to assume, 
without permitting contradiction, that they have correctly 
stated the situation. We ought at least make an investiga- 
tion and ascertain whether it is true and, if it is true, whether 
by the application of the proper chemicals it can not be com- 
pletely met and the basin completely purified. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment proposed by the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
Watsu]. 

The amendment was agreed fo. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The biil is in the Senate and 
still open to amendment. If there be no further amendments, 
the question is, Shall the amendments be engrossed and the bill 
be read a third time? 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill 
to be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 


MUSCLE SHOALS—CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. KEYES. Mr. President, I move that the Senate proceed 
to the consideration of the conference report on the Muscle 
Shoals bill. 

Mr. CAMERON. I ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of Senate Joint Resolution 169. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Arizona 
asks unanimous consent for the present consideration of Senate 
Joint Resolution 169. Is there objection? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I suggest that we might first vote on 
the pending motion, and then the Senator in charge can with- 
hold the consideration of the conference report for a moment 
and allow the unanimous-consent business to proceed. 

Mr. CAMERON. Very well. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Arizona 
withdraws his request for unanimous consent. The question is 
on agreeing to the motion submitted by the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. Keyes]. [Putting the question.] The mo- 
tion is agreed to, and the Chair lays the conference report 
before the Senate. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the report of the committee 
of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 518) to 
authorize and direct the Secretary of War, for national de- 
fense in time of war and for the production of fertilizers and 
other useful products in time of peace, to sell to Henry Ford, 
or a corporation to be incorporated by him, nitrate plant No. 1, 
at Sheffield, Ala.; nitrate plant No. 2, at Muscle Shoals, Ala. ; 
Waco Quarry, near Russellville, Ala.; steam power plant to 
be located and constructed at or near Lock and Dam No. 17 
on the Black Warrior River, Alabama, arith right of way and 
transmission line to nitrate plant No. Muscle Shoals, Ala. ; 
and to lease to Henry Ford, or a 2 9 899 to be incor- 
porated by him, Dam No. 2 and Dam No. 3 (as designated in 
H. Doc. 1262, 64th Cong., Ist sess.), including power stations 
when constructed as provided herein, and for other purposes. 


GRAZING FEES FOR USE OF NATIONAL FORESTS 


Mr. CAMERON. I now renew my request for unanimous 
consent for the present consideration of Senate Joint Resolution 
169. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
Hampshire yield to the Senator from Arizona? 

Mr. KEYES, I yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Arizona 
asks unanimous consent, out of order, for the present considera- 
tion of Senate Joint Resolution 169. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Let the resolution be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The resolution will be read 
for the information of the Senate. 

The resolution (S. J. Res. 1€9) authorizing the Secretary of 
Agriculture to waive all requirements in respect of grazing 
fees for the use of national forests during the calendar year 
1925 was read, as follows: 


Resolved, ete., That upon application 0 the Secretary of Agri- 
culture is authorized and directed, under regulations to be prescribed 
by him, to waive all requirements in respect of grazing fees for the use 
of national forests during the calendar year 1925 or any part of such 
calendar year, 
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Mr. ROBINSON. I object to the present consideration of 
the joint resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is miade. 
PERMANENT INTERNATIONAL TRADE EXPOSITION AT NEW 
ORLEANS, LA. 

Mr. SWANSON. I desire to report without amendment from 
the Committee on Foreign Relations the joint resolution (S. J. 
Res. 184) authorizing the President to invite thé States of the 
Union and foreign countries to participate in a permanent 
international trade exposition at New Orleans, La., to begin 
September 15, 1925, and I submit a report (No. 1171) thereon. 
I call the attention of the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
RANSvELL] to the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the report 
will be received. 

Mr. RANSDELL. I ask unanimous consent for the imme- 
diate consideration of the joint resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Louisiana 
asks unanimous consent for the present consideration of the 
joint resolution reported from the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tiohs by the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Swanson]. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the joint resolution, which was 
read, as follows: 


Whereas the International Trade Exhibition, a nonprofit domestic 
corporation formed for the purpose of fostering better trade relations 
between the peoples of the United States and of foreign nations, has 
made preparations for the holding of a permanent international ex- 
hibition of fabricated and raw products of the United States and similar 
products of foreign countries; and 

Whereas the War Department, under authorization of Congress, has 
leased to the International Trade Exhibition the New Orleans Quarter- 
master Intermediate Depot No. 2 for the purpose of exhibiting such 
products; and - 

Whereas it is the desire and purpose to obtain the participation of 
the States of the Union and foreign countries in such exhibition, thus 
encouraging and facilitating the growth of commerce in trade in such 
products; and 

Whereas it is the sense of Congress that such a permanent inter- 
national trade exhibition should be encouraged and officially recog- 
nized: Therefore be it 

Resolved, eto., That the President of the United States is authorized 
to invite by proclamation, or in such other manner as he may deem 
proper, the States of the Union and all foreign countries to participate 
in the proposed permanent exhibition to be held by the International 
Trade Exhibition at New Orleans, La., beginning September 15, 1925, 
for the purpose of exhibiting samples of fabricated and raw products 
of all countries and bringing together buyers and sellers for promotion 
of trade and commerce in such products. 

Sec, 2. The President of the United States is respectfully requested 
to give official recognition to the International Trade Exhibition by 
furnishing to Hamilton K. Avery, the vice president and general 
manager thereof, such credentials as he deems proper to enable such 
International Trade Exhibition, with the sanction of the United States 
Government, to present to the peoples of the United States and of 
foreign countries the advantages of such exhibition as a means of foster- 
ing and promoting trade and commerce. 

Sec. 3. All articles that shall be imported from foreign countries 
for the sole purpose of exhibition at the International Trade Exhibition 
upon which there shall be a tariff or customs duty shall be admitted 
free of the payment of duty, customs fees, or charges, under such regu- 
lations as the Secretary of the Treasury shall prescribe; but it shall 
be lawful at any time during the exhibition to sell any goods or prop- 
erty imported for and actually on exhibition, subject to such regulations 
for the security of the revenue and for the collection of import duties 
as the Secretary of the Treasury may prescribe: Provided, That all 
such articles when sold or withdrawn for consumption or use in the 
United States shall be subject to the duty, if any, imposed upon such 
articles by the revenue laws in force at the date of withdrawal; and 
on such articles which shall have suffered diminution or deterioration 
from incidental handling and necessary exposure, the duty, if paid, 
shall be assessed according to the appraised value at the time of with- 
drawal for consumption or use, and the penalties prescribed by law 
shall be enforced against any person guilty of any illegal sale, use, or 
withdrawal. 


The joint resolution was reported to the Senate withont 
amendment, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

JAMES F. JENKINS 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
Hampshire yield to the Senator from South Carolina? 


Mr. KEYES. I yield. 

Mr. SMITH. I wish the Senator from New Hampshire 
would allow me to call up the bill (S. 1633) for the relief of 
James F. Jenkins. The bill has been passed upon by the com- 
mittee. It provides for the payment of a certain war claim 
involving a great injustice which the Government has done to 
a citizen. I do not think the consideration of the bill will take 
a moment. I do not think there will be any objection to it. 
This man’s place is about to be sold by virtue of the Govern- 
ment's failure to pay him the amount which is due him. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair will suggest to the 
Senator from South Carolina that the bill to which he refers 
is not found on the printed calendar. 

Mr. SMITH. It has only been reported to-day. The Sen- 
ator from Missouri [Mr. Spencer] has had the matter in 
charge. I ask unanimous consent for the immediate consider- 
ation of the bill, because the proposed beneficiary has a claim 
over his property, which is about to be sold by the sheriff. 

Mr. KEYES. Mr. President, I feel that I have been pretty 
patient. The conference report which I have in charge has 
been before the Senate for some time. It was presented to the 
Senate 10 days ago. I wish to continue to be patient. 

Mr. SMITH. I am sure the Senator from New Hampshire 
will allow this bill to be considered. 

Mr. KEYES. I am perfectly willing that the bill of the 
Senator from South Carolina shall be taken up, provided it 
does not lead to any discussion. If it does not do so, I shall 
have no objection to its consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair will state that the 
bill to which the Senator from South Carolina refers is not at 
the desk, but it may be brought in from the office of the 
Secretary of the Senate. 

Mr. SMITH. I desire that to be done, because it is very im- 
portant that the bill should be passed. 

Mr. SPENCER. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
Hampshire yield to the Senator from Missouri? 

Mr. KEYES. Yes, 

Mr. SPENCER. It is only fair to say that the claim cov- 
ered by the bill for which the Senator from South Carolina 
[Mr. Sara] asks consideration has been before the Commit- 
tee on Claims two or three times and has been unusually care- 
fully examined. The report of the committee is unanimous 
in favor of its justice, and I think the claim is a perfectly 
good one. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Is there objection to the unani- 
mous consent request which has been preferred by the Senator 
from Seuth Carolina? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Let the bill be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be read for the 
information of the Senate. 

The bill was read, which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on Claims with an amendment, in line 6, after words 
“sum of,” to strike out “ $26,333.20” and to insert “$21,000,” 
so as to make the bill read: 2 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay to James F, Jenkins, out of 
any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of 
$21,000, being in payment for 600 bales of cotton linters taken by the 
United States on or about July 26, 1918, and the storage thereon 
up to and including December 14, 1920. 


Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. May I inquire by what Senator 
that bill was introduced? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill was introduced by 
the junior Senator from South Carolina [Mr. DIAL]. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I ask that the consideration 
of the bill may be deferred until my colleague [Mr. PEPPER] 
reaches the Chamber. I think he is interested in the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made to the re- 
quest which has been preferred by the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. Suira]. The Senator from New Hampshire is 
recognized. 

MUSCLE SHOALS—CONFERENCE REPORT 


The Senate resumed the consideration of the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
518) to authorize and direct the Secretary of War, for na- 
tional defense in time of war and for the production of fer- 
tilizers and other useful products in time of peace, to sell to 
Henry Ford, or a corporation to be incorporated by him, 
nitrate plant No. 1, at Sheffield, Ala.; nitrate plant No. 2, at 
Muscle Shoals, Ala.; Waco Quarry, "near Russellville, Ala.; 
steam-power plant to be located and constructed at or near 
Lock and Dam No. 17 on the Black Warrior River, Ala., with 
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right of way and transmission line to nitrate plant No. 2, 
Muscle Shoals, Ala.; and to lease to Henry Ford, or a corpo- 
ration to be incorporated by him, Dam No. 2 and Dam No. 3 
(as designated in House Doc. No. 1262, 64th Cong., Ist sess.), 
including power stations when constructed as provided herein, 
and for other purposes. 

Mr. KEYES. Mr. President, at this late hour it seems un- 
necessary for me to make any extended remarks in regard to 
the proposed Muscle Shoals legislation. As the Senate knows, 
the disposition of Muscle Shoals has been a matter which has 
been pending before Congress for several years. Extended 
hearings have been held on the subject before House and Sen- 
ate committees, and it has been debated on the floors of both 
Houses of Congress for a long time. Last March the House 
of Representatives passed a bill embodying the offer of Henry 
Ford. Recently the Senate passed a bill, referred to as the 
Underwood bill, which was passed by the Senate as a sub- 
stitute for the House bill. The amendment was not accepted 
by the House, and so the bill went to conference. The con- 
ferees haye worked diligently in the effort to get the bill back 
to the Senate as promptly as possible, and the conference re- 
port is now before the Senate, having been unanimously agreed 
to by the conferees. 

The bill, as agreed upon by the conferees, is substantially 
the Underwood measure. The House conferees desired a num- 
ber of changes, most of them affecting the leasing provisions 
of the bill, although there are a few changes affecting the 
provisions of the bill in regard to the proposed corporation. 

The conference report has been submitted to the Senate and 
a print has been made in parallel columns, first, of the bill as 
passed by the Senate; and, secondly, as agreed to in confer- 
ence. That print is before Senators, and I think it shows 
very clearly the differences between the bill as passed by the 
Senate and the bill recommended by the conference committee. 

Mr. President, I do not wish to take up any more time than 
is necessary in referring to the changes. I may say in a gen- 
eral way that perhaps the principal change has been to add 
Dam No. 3 to the project. The conference report also modi- 
fies the amount of nitrogen to be produced; it increases the 
rate of profit on the fertilizer to be made; it modifies the 
annual payment of 4 per cent; it extends the time within which 
the President may make a lease; and it provides for research 
work. It also provides for what may be termed a farm board. 
Certain other changes haye been made, most of which are of 
minor importance. 

I submit the conference report, Mr. President, and hope that 
it will meet the approval of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the conference report. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I do not want to enter upon 
a debate of this question at this hour. I thought the Senator 
from New Hampshire would make more of an extended ex- 
planation of the conference report. I can not finish what I 
have to say this afternoon before 5 o'clock. 

Mr. SMOOT. We desire an executive session before the re- 
cess shall he taken until the evening session. 

Mr. NORRIS. It is now half past 4. 

Mr. SMOOT. If there is no objection, Mr. President—— 

Mr. WATSON. Under our agreement it is ordered by unani- 
mous consent that at 5 o’clock the Senate shall proceed to the 
consideration of executive business. 

Mr. SMOOT. That is true, but I was going to make a re- 
quest for unanimous consent. 

Mr. WATSON. Of course, we can change that by unanimous 
consent. 

Mr. SMOOT. That is what I intended to ask. 

Mr. WATSON. If the Senator from Nebraska is not ready 
to proceed, then I will ask unanimous consent 

Mr UNDERWOOD and Mr. WADSWORTH addressed the 
Chair, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indi- 
ana yield; and if so, to whom? 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, of course I have no desire 
to interfere with the orderly procedure of the business of the 
Senate. I will yield to either the Senator from Alabama or 
the Senator from New York if they desire to address them- 
selyes to the subject before the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair suggests that the 
temporary laying aside of the unfinished business, which is 
now the conference report, may enable several Senators, in 
the half hour remaining under the unanimous-consent agree- 
` ment, to bring up and dispose of several small matters on the 
ealendar which are of importance to individual Senators. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, I rose not for the pur- 


pose of interfering with the desire of the Senator from Ne- 
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braska to defer his remarks on the conference report until - 


to-morrow, because I realize that the hour is late for him to 
commence his speech, but I was wondering if we could come 
to any agreement or understanding as to the length of the de- 
bate on the conference report. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I do not believe I could make 
any agreement at this time. There will be considerable de- 
bate; I should think it would extend over two or three days. 
I may be wrong about that, but I think it is safe to say there 
will be a couple of days’ debate on the conference report. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Then I wish to ask the Senator from 
Indiana whether, if the conference report shall be passed over 
at this time, we could agree now that when the Senate con- 
cludes its business at the night session that it take a recess 
until 12 o'clock to-morrow? 

Mr. WATSON. It was my intention to ask unanimous con- 
sent to take a recess until 12 o’clock to-morrow; and in order 
to carry out the agreement, I ask unanimous consent now that 
when the Senate concludes its business to-night it shall take 
a recess until 12 o'clock to-morrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the Senator from Indiana? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. KEYES. Mr. President, I am perfectly willing that the 
conference report shall now be laid aside temporarily. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from New Hamp- 
shire asks unanimous consent that the conference report may 
be temporarily laid aside. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 


AMENDMENT OF NATIONAL DEFENSE ACT 


Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, the House has passed 
the bill (H. R. 11445) to amend the national defense act. The 
bill has been referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 
An exact duplicate of that bill, a Senate bill, has already been 
reported by the Military Affairs Committee and is now on the 
calendar. I ask unanimous consent, out of order, that the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs may be discharged from the fur- 
ther consideration of the House bill and that that bill may be 
substituted on the calendar for the Senate bill. 

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, I ask the Senator from New 
York, what is the object of the bill? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The House bill is an exact duplicate of 
the Senate bill heretofore reported by the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs of the Senate, which is now on the calendar. I am 
asking that the House bill be substituted for the Senate bill. 

Mr. BRUCE. Yes; but the Senator is not answering my 
question. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I hope the Senator will not be abrupt 
with me; I could not hear his question. 

Mr. BRUCE, I have no intention in the world to be abrupt, 
I assure the Senator. The question I asked was what was the 
subject matter of the bill. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. It has to do with the rank of the 
Chief of Finance and the Chief of the Chemical Warfare 
Service. 

Mr. BRUCE. I thank the Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 

Mr. SMOOT. Let the bill be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be read for the 
information of the Senate. 

The bill (H. R. 11445) to amend the national defense act 
was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Chief of Finance and the Chief of the 
Chemical Warfare Service of the Army shall hereafter have the rank, 
pay, and allowances of a major general. 


Mr. ROBINSON. 
now? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I had not expected that the merits of 
the bill would be taken up now. The duplicate of this bill is 
already on the Senate Calendar. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Oh, the Senator is not asking for its pres- 
ent consideration? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. No. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Very well. I have no objection to substi- 
tuting the House bill for the Senate bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
unanimous-consent request preferred by the Senator from New 
York? The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 


WRITS OF ERROR 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the 
amendment of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
2693) in reference to writs of error, which was on page 1, to 


What rank, pay, and allowances have they 
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strike out lines 6 to 13, inclusive, and on page 2, to strike out 
lines 1 to 3, inclusive, and insert: 


Sec, 2. That the appeal hereby substituted for a writ of error shall 
be taken and perfected in the mode prescribed for taking and perfect- 
ing appeals from decrees in equity in the District Courts of the United 
States and shall have the same effect that such an appeal in equity 
would have; but the review on the substituted appeal shall be limited 
to the questions which would be open to consideration on a writ of 
error. The record to be used on a substituted appeal when taken 
from a Federal court shall be made up and prepared In the manner 
prescribed by the rules of the Supreme Court relating to the record on 
appeals in equity. 

Sec, 3. That this act shall take effect three months after its ap- 
proval; but it shall not affect the review under any writ of error pend- 
ing at that time. 


Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, this bill was one 
reported by the Judiciary Committee relating to the substitu- 
tion of a method of appeal for writs of error in taking cases 
to the Supreme Court of the United States. The House has 
substituted an entirely different bill. In view of that fact, 
although it is rather unusual, I move that the amendment be 
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary for further con- 
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the motion of the Senator from Montana. 

The motion was agreed to. 


PENALTY FOR NONPAYMENT OF TAXES * 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the bill 
from the House of Representatives (H. R. 4202) to amend sec- 
tion 5908, United States Compiled Statutes, 1916 (Rev. Stat., 
sec, 3186, as amended by act of March 1, 1879, ch. 125, sec. 3, 
and act of March 4, 1918, ch. 166), which was read the first 
time by title and the second time at length, as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That if any person liable to pay any tax neglects 
or refuses to pay the same after demand, the amount shall be a lien 
in favor of the United States from the time when the assessment list 
was received by the collector, except when otherwise provided, until 
paid, with the interest, penalties, and costs that may accrue in addi- 
tion thereto upon all property and rights to property belonging to such 
person: Provided, however, That such lien shall not be valid as against 
any mortgagee, purchaser, or judgment creditor until notice of such 
lien shall be filed by the collector in the office of the clerk of the 
district court of the district within which the property subject to such 
lien is situated: Provided further, That whenever any State by appro- 
priate legislation authorizes the filing of such notice in the office of the 
registrar or recorder of deeds of the counties of that State, and in the 
State of Louisiana in the parishes thereof, and in the States of Con- 
necticut, Rhode Island, and Vermont in the office of the registrar or 
recorder of deeds or town or city clerk having custody of the land 
records of the towns and cities, then such lien shall not be valid in 
that State against any mortgagee, purchaser, or judgment creditor until 
such notice shall be filed in the office of the registrar or recorder of 
deeds of the county or counties, or parish or parishes in the State of 
Louisiana, or in the office of the registrar or recorder of deeds or town 
or city clerk having custody of the land records in the States of Con- 
necticut, Rhode Island, and Vermont of the towns or cities within 
which the property subject to the lien is situated. 


Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, there is a Senate bill on the 
calendar in the exact language of this bill, It has been re- 
ported favorably by the Judiciary Committee. I ask unani- 
mous consent that the House bill be taken up and passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
unanimous-consent request preferred by the Senator from 
North Carolina? The Chair hears none. 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to con- 
sider the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without objection, Senate bill 
1620, Order of Business No. 1135, of identical title, will be in- 
definitely postponed. 


ISHMAEL J. BARNES 


Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent for 
the passage of a bill of a few lines to relieve a homesteader. 
It is Senate bill 4254, for the relief of Ishmael J. Barnes. Its 
passage was asked for by the Secretary of the Interior in reply 
to a communication from the committee. I am sure it will 
lead to no debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Chair understand 
that the bill has been reported from a committee? 

Mr. WARREN. It has. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Wyoming 
asks unanimous consent for the present consideration of the 
bill referred to by him. Is there objection? 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, the bill seems to be rather 
unusual in form to come from the Appropriations Committee. 
What is it? 

Mr. WARREN. It is not from my committee. It is reported 
from another committee by my colleague, the junior Senator 
from Wyoming [Mr. Kenprick]. 

Mr. ROBINSON. From what committee does it come? 

Mr. WARREN. From the Committee on Public Lands and 
Surveys. It has the backing of the Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Very well. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Bia proceeded to consider the bill, which was read, as 
‘ollows : 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized to Issue a patent to Ishmael J. Barnes upon his 
original honrestead entry, No. 024628, made March 6, 1919, for the 
northeast quarter of section 29, and his additional homestead entry, 
No. 629146, made July 8, 1920, for the northeast quarter of the 
northwest quarter of section 29, township 23 north, range 64 west, 
sixth principal meridian, Cheyenne (Wyo.) land district, upon which 
proof of compliance with law has been filed. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed, 

CLAIMS OF INDIAN TRIBES OF STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. DILL. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to re- 
port back favorably from the Committee on Indian Affairs 
House bill $160, and ask unanimous consent for its immediate 
consideration. The bill is unanimously reported. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Washington 
asks unanimous consent, out of order, to present a report from 
the Committee on Indian Affairs. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and the report will be received. 

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, this is a bill authorizing the 
Okanogan and Colville Indians to present their claims to the 
Court of Claims. It is in the usual form prescribed by the 
department, and the bill is unanimously reported by the com- 
mittee. I ask unanimous consent for its present consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the fur- 
ther unanimous-consent request preferred by the Senator from 
Washington for the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, is there a report on the bill? 

Mr. DILL. The report has not been written; no. I desire 
to get the bill through now if I can. 

7 SMOOT. I mean, will there be a written report on the 
7 


Mr. DILL. I will file one; yes. I can file one. I want to 


get the bill through now if possible. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 3 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 9160) authorizing 
certain Indian tribes and bands, or any of them, residing in 
the State of Washington to submit to the Court of Claims cer- 
tain claims growing out of treaties and otherwise. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION OIL INVESTIGATION 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, this afternoon I intro- 
duced a resolution calling for a report from the Federal Trade 
Commission. I now ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of that resolution. I do not think it will re- 
quire any time at all. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Florida 
asks unanimous consent for the present consideration of a 
resolution, which will be stated by the Secretary. 

The reading clerk read Senate Resolution 341, this day sub- 
mitted by Mr. TRAMMELL, as follows: 

Resolved, That the Federal Trade Commission be, and it is hereby, 
directed to forthwith transmit to the Senate a copy of its report on 
its investigation in 1923 and 1924 of the price of crude oll, gasoline, 
and other petroleum products and other data pertuining to the oper- 
ations of the oll companies and refineries, 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the resolution? 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, the Senator from Oklahoma 
IMr. Hareetp] will be here in just a few moments. Pending 
his arrival, without objection, I should like to ask the Senator 
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a question. Is the resolution introduced here so as to have 
that report printed out of our contingent fund, in order that 
tht Federal Trade Commission shall not pay the expense of 
W it themselves? 

TRAMMELL. I do not think myself that it carries 
Era it that idea at all. 

Mr. SMOOT. That can be done. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. It simply asks that the Federal Trade 
Commission transmit their report.to the Senate. In the de- 
bate yesterday a statement was made by the Senator from 
Kansas [Mr. Curtis] to the effect that the Federal Trade Com- 
mission had made a full and thorough investigation of this 
subject, and that in June of last year they had made a report, 
which had been turned over to the Department of Justice. 
That is public information, and it seems to me that the Sen- 
ate certainly should have that information. That was used 
in argument as one of the reasons why it was urged that the 
resolution that was pending on yesterday, that I had intro- 
duced, should not be agreed to, If that is the case, I do not 
think it will cost anything, and I think we should have the 
advantage of that information. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 

Mr. HARRELD. Mr, President, I should like to ask the 
Senator from Florida a question or two. Has the Senator 
offered this as a substitute for his former resolution? 

ye TRAMMELL. No; I have not offered it as a substitute 
at all. 

Mr. HARRELD. The Senator offers it as a new resolution? 

Mr. TRAMMELL. If the Senator will recall, on yesterday 
the statement was made that the Federal Trade Commission 
had made an investigation, and had made a report in June 
of last year. The Senator from Kansas [Mr. Curtis] and 
also the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Harretp] argued that 
that was one reason why we should not have any other in- 
vestigation. The Senate has not had the benefit of that in- 
formation, and knows nothing of what was ascertained in that 
investigation; and I am merely asking that the Federal Trade 
Commission transmit that report to the Senate. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Flor- 
ida yield to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. TRAMMELL. I do. 

Mr. SMOOT. If that report has been made by the Federal 
Trade Commission, and was made last June, no doubt they 
have had the report printed; and I have not any doubt but 
that they would send up to the Senate 25 or 50 copies of it, 
if desired. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. That is all that the resolution calls for. 

Mr. SMOOT. If the Senator will say that he does not in- 
tend ta ask that the report be printed as a public document, 
then I have no objection myself; but I do not want that report, 
which has been printed by the Federal Trade Commission, to 
be called for by a Senate resolution and come up here and 
have it printed and distributed and the expense paid out of 
money not specifically appropriated for that purpose. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. I will state to the Senator from Utah 
that I did not haye that in mind at all. I just had in mind 
getting a copy of it for the benefit and the use of the Senate 
in connection with the consideration of this subject. I do not 
know of any Senator who is in possession of the information. 

Mr. SMOOT. I have no objection whatever to obtaining the 
information., 

Mr. TRAMMELL. But it has been contended on the floor 
that such a report was made; and certainly the Senate, repre- 
senting tle public, is entitled to that information. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 

Mr. HARRELD. Mr. President, if the Senator from Florida 
means to substitute this resolution for his other resolution, I 
have no objection. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. I do not mean to substitute it, Mr. Presi- 
dent. 

Mr. HARRELD. Then I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made; 

Mr. LADD obtained the floor. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. I move to take up the resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from North Da- 
kota has been recognized. 

LANDS IN FLORIDA 

Mr. LADD. From the Committee on Public Lands and Sur- 
veys I report back favorably without amendment House bill 
5204, to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to adjust dis- 
putes or claims by settlers, entrymen, selectors, grantees, and 
patentees of the United States and against the United States 
between each other, arising from incomplete or faulty surveys 
in township 28 south, ranges 26 and 27 east, Tallahassee merid- 


ian, Polk County, in the State of Florida, and for other pur- 
poses; and I submit a report (No. 1172) thereon. I call the 
50 1 of the Senator from Florida [Mr. FLETCHER] to the 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
to have that bill considered. It pertains to certain surveys in 
certain sections of Florida where the original surveys were 
incorrectly and insufficiently made. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I should like to ask the Senator 
if there are any public lands involved? 

Mr. FLETCHER. No. This is simply a bill to authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to make surveys as a result of the 
troubles arising from incomplete or faulty surveys in town- 
ship 28 south, ranges 26 and 27 east, Tallahassee meridian. 
Originally the surveys were made, and they were afterwards 
found to be inacctrate. Lands were supposed to border on 
lakes, and when the proper surveys were made it was found 
that they did not reach the lakes. Heretofore the lands have 
not been very valuable. Now they have become more valu- 
able, and this bill simply authorizes a correct survey to he 
made of the lands in this section. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 

Mr. KING. I have no objection to the consideration of the 
bill. I want to ask the Senator a question about it, though. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I have no objection to the 
consideration of the bill, but I should like to ask my colleague 
what county or section the bill applies to? 

Mr. FLETCHER. It applies to lands in Polk County. It 
is a bill introduced and passed in the House, reported on 
favorably by the department, and favorably reported by the 
Senate committee. 

Mr. TRAMMELL, I will say to my colleague that I did not 
know of this bill. I should have been glad to discuss it with 
him before it reached the floor; but on a previous occasion 
when a resurvey bill was passed pertaining to certain sections 
and localities of Florida there was a great deal of opposition. 
Whether or not it was well founded, there certainly was a 
great deal of opposition to it, and the contention was made 
that it gave an undue advantage to certain land claimants. I 
will say to my colleague that that may have no bearing upon 
this particular bill. I really did not know of this bill. I 
should have been glad to investigate it. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I think this bill has no reference to that 
sort of trouble. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. I have no objection, then. 

Mr. FLETCHER. The Congressman introducing this bill 
writes me that it will undoubtedly settle ‘several land dis- 
putes which are at the present time holding up the sale of the 
lands in question. Congressman Drane introduced the bill in 
the House. It was favorably reported on by the department, 
and passed the House, and has been favorably reported on 
by the Senate Committee on Public Lands and Surveys. I 
thought it was purely a local matter. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. I will say to my colleague that when 
another bill was passed here for the purpose of adjusting land 
lines, I know personally of one or two instances where, in my 
opinion, a great injustice was done to homesteaders in the 
rearranging and the settlement of those claims. I should be 
very much disappointed and very much chagrined if that 
should happen under this bill. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I should like to ask the Senator 
from Florida a question I have started several times to ask. 
I have understood that substantially the whole of the lands 
in Florida belonged to the State or to private individuals; 
that the National Government had no domain there. 

Mr. FLETCHER. There are some public lands there, but 
these, I think, are not public lands. I am not sure about that. 
They may proye to be such. 

Mr. KING. If they are not public lands, what jurisdiction 
has the Interior Department of the Federal Government over 
them to cause a resurvey, or any survey? 

Mr. FLETCHER. They have the jurisdiction to correct the 
surveys which have heretofore been made and are found to be 
defective and erroneous. As a matter of fact, the original 
surveys were not carefully and fully made. It has been stated 
that when the original surveys were made there were a great 
many Indians occupying that region that the surveyors rather 
guessed at some of the lines and did not run them correctly. 
The department recognizes that, and they now are willing to 
make proper surveys so as to settle the rights and interests of 
the people. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I suggest to the Senator from 
Florida that this is dangerous legislation. Suppose there were 
an erroneous survey. Rights grew up based upon those sur- 
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veys. Individuals took up lands based upon those surveys. If 
the Government comes and makes another survey and attempts 
to disturb the lines which haye been accepted perhaps for 
many, many years, the statute of limitations haying run against 
private interests, litigation will be precipitated, and it will 
lead to struggle and strife. I think it is unwise legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
object? 

Mr. TRAMMELL, Mr. President, I ask my colleague to per- 
mit the bill to go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made. 


MISSISSIPPI AND OHIO RIVER BRIDGES 


Mr. SHEPPARD. I report back favorably without amend- 
ment from the Committee on Commerce the bill (H. R. 11668) 
granting consent of Congress to the States of Missouri, Illinois, 
and Kentucky to construct, maintain, and operate bridges over 
the Mississippi and Ohio Rivers at or near Cairo, III., and for 
other purposes, and I submit a report (No. 1178) thereon. I 
ask unanimous consent for its present consideration. 

There being no objection, the bill was considered as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole, and was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ctc., That the consent of Congress is hereby granted 
to the States of Missouri, Illinois, and Kentucky to construct, main- 
tain, and operate two bridges and approaches thereto, one of sald 
bridges to cross the Mississippi River and the other of said bridges 
to cross the Ohio River, at points suitable to the interests of naviga- 
tion, at or near Cairo, III., as a link in existing or projected inter- 
state highways built under and part of the Federal aid highway 
systems of these States and in accordance with the provisions of an 
act entitled “An act to regulate the construction of bridges over 
navigable waters,” approved March 23, 1906. 

Src. 2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 
expressly reserved. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


LITTLE CALUMET RIVER BRIDGE 


Mr. McKINLBY. I ask for the immediate consideration of 
the bill (H. R. 10412) granting the consent of Congress to the 
Pittsburgh, Cincinnati, Chicago & St. Louis Railroad Co., its 
successors and assigns, to construct a bridge across the Little 
Calumet River. 

There being no objection, the bill was considered as in 
Committee of the Whole, and it was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, cte., That the consent of Congress is hereby granted 
to The Pittsburgh, Cincinnati, Chicago & St. Louis Railroad Co. 
and its successors and assigns, to construct, maintain, and operate a 
bridge and approaches thereto across the Little Calumet River at 
a point suitable to the interests of navigation, at or near the village 
of Riverdale, in the county of Cook, in the State of IIlinois, in ac- 
cordance with the provisions of the act entitled “An act to regulate 
the construction of bridges over navigable waters,“ approved March 
23, 1906, 

Sec, 2. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 
expressly reserved, 5 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


LANDS IN PITTSBURGH, PA, 


Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I ask unanimous consent for 
the consideration of the bill (H. R. 2720) to authorize the 
sale of lands in Pittsburgh, Pa. The bill authorizes the sale 
of a small lot of land containing some 1,900 square feet. The 
Government bought it for the purposes of the Bureau of Mines. 
The Bureau of Mines does not need it. The bill provides for 
its sale at auction at a price not less than the appraised yalue 
and at not less than it cost, 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, and it was read as follows: 


Be it enacted, cte., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized to sell after due advertisement at competitive sale, 
with the right reserved to reject any and all bids, at not less than its 
appraised value as fixed by three disinterested landowners to be ap- 
pointed by the Secretary of the Interior and at a sum not less than its 
original cost to the United States, and convey by his deed as such 
Secretary that certain parcel of land belonging to the United States 
situate in the fourteenth ward of the city of Pittsburgh, county of 
Allegheny, and State of Pennsylvania, and particularly described as 
follows: 

Beginning at a stone monument on the line of land of the United 
States and land of the National Tube Co., being south 2° 23’ 15“ east, 
a distance of 91 feet from Forbes Street and the northeast corner of 
the said property of the United States; thence south 2° 23’ 18“ east 
58.89 feet to a stone monument, being a corner common to land of the 


United States and the tract now being descr!bed; thence north 87° 
36’ 45“ east 66.71 feet to a point on the line of land of the United 
States and land of the National Tube Co.,: thence north 50° 41’ 18“ 
west 70 feet to a concrete monyment, being a corner common to the 
land of the National Tube Co. and the tract as now being described ; 
thence north 52° 20’ 15“ west 20.81 feet to a stone monument, being 
the point of beginning, containing 1,966.04 square feet: Provided, That 
such sale shall be made on such terms and conditions as will protect 
the uses of the Government to property adjacent thereto as to light 
and other easements, 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


MONONGAHELA RIVER BRIDGE 


Mr. RRED of Pennsylvania. I make a further request for 
the passage of the bill (H. R. 8438) granting the consent of 
Congress to the county of Allegheny, Pa., to construct a bridge 
across the Monongahela River from Cliff Street, McKeesport, 
to a point opposite in the city of Duquesne. 

There being no objection, the bill was considered as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole, and it was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the consent of Congress is hereby granted to 
the county of Allegheny, in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, and 
its successors and assigns, to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge 
and approaches thereto across the Monongahela River at a point suit- 
able to the interests of navigation, at or near Cliff Street, in the city 
of McKeesport, to a point opposite in the city of Duquesne, in the 
county of Allegheny, in the State of Pennsylvania, in accordance with 
the provisions of the act entitled “An act to regulate the construction 
of bridges over navigable waters,“ approved March 23, 1906. 

Sec. 2. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 
expressly reserved. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


EXCHANGE OF LANDS IN NATIONAL FORESTS 


Mr. GEORGH. Mr. President, I ask that the Presiding 
Officer lay before the Senate House bill 11886 and that it be 
substituted for Senate bill 3663. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the bill 
(H. R. 11886) to amend section 7 of an act entitled “An act 
to enable any State to cooperate with any other State or States, 
or with the United States, for the protection of the watersheds 
of navigable streams, and to appoint a commission for the 
acquisition of lands for the purpose of conserving the naviga- 
bility of navigable rivers,” approved March 1, 1911 (36 Stats. 
L. p. 961), which was read twice by title. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Georgia 
asks unanimous consent that House bill 11886 be substituted 
for Senate bill 3663. 

Mr. SMOOT. This ts a rather important bill, Mr, Presi- 
dent 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator desire to 
have the bill taken up for immediate consideration? 

Mr. GEORGE, I ask to have it substituted for the Senate 
bill and then taken up for immediate consideration. The 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Keyes], who introduced 
the Senate bill, is temporarily out of the Chamber, 

Mr. SMOOT. It is the bill to amend section 7 of an act 
entitled “An act to enable any State to cooperate with any 
other State or States, or with the United States, for the pro- 
tection of the watersheds of navigable streams“ 

Mr. GEORGE. That is the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Georgia 
asks to have the House bill passed, and the Senate bill in- 
definitely postponed? 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes; I 
purpose. 

Mr. SMOOT. I was asking the Senator a question in rela- 
tion to this matter. Do I understand that the House bill is the 
Same as Senate bill 3663, a bill to amend section 7 of an act 
entitled “An act to enable any State to cooperate with any 
other State or States, or with the United States, for the protec- 
tion of the watersheds of navigable streams, and to appoint a 
commission for the ucquisition of lands for the purpose of 
conserving the navigability of navigable rivers,” approved 
March 1, 1911? 

Mr. GEORGE. It is the same. The bill was introduced in 
the House and passed, and a similar bill was introduced in 
the Senate by the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. KEYES]. 
It has been reported favorably by the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry, and is on the Senate calendar. The House bill 
has now come over, and I ask that it be put on its passage. 

The measure only goes to this extent, that under the Weeks 
law a national forest reservation commission was created, 
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with power to acquire certain tracts of land at the headwaters 
of navigable streams, for the purpose of preserving the navi- 
gability of the streams. In one or two instances, where the 
lands generally at the headwaters of these streams were all 
privately owned, the commission did acquire a few tracts of 
land. 

There is a general transfer law with reference to our 
national forests taken out of the national domain, and it was 
presumed that that general transfer law would authorize the 
exchange of lands acquired under the Weeks law, but in an 
opinion handed down by the Attorney General on the 21st 
day of March, 1924, it was held that the general exchange 
act had no application to lands acquired under the Weeks 
law. 

This bill is merely to authorize such an exchange as I have 
mentioned, with the approval of the National Forest Reserva- 
tion Commission and the Secretary of Agriculture, and after 
advertising in the counties where the lands now owned are 
situated and where the Jands that are to be exchanged for these 
lands are situated. 

Mr. SMOOT. Does it apply to lands which this commission 
has already purchased? 

Mr. GEORGE. It does apply to those, but they are author- 
ized to take for those lands other lands within the exterior 
boundaries of the national forests, where the Secretary of Agri- 
culture himself approves it, and where it is recommended by 
the National Forest Reservation Commission, which was cre- 
ated under the Weeks law, 

Mr. SMOOT. I ask the Senator to let the bill go over, be- 
cause it is a very important measure. It seems to me it ought 
to be studied very carefully, because those lands were pur- 
chased under the act authorizing the commission to purchase 
them for certain purposes. 

Mr. GEORGE. They were; but let me state to the Senator 
that they were purchased for the purpose of preserving the 
navigability of certain rivers, and this measure takes care of 
a few instances where there has been an effort to develop the 
headwaters by the creation of a water power which would 
preserve the navigability of the river, because the object of the 
establishment of a water power is to give uniform flow in the 
river. All of the departments affected, after looking into this, 
recommend the legislation. 

Mr. SMOOT. Would it not be better to pass measures in 
relation to those two instances to which the Senator refers, 
because if we pass this bill now, the commission may go on and 
purchase any quantity of land they wish under the original act, 
and then, if we give them authority to transfer that land for 
other lands 

Mr. GEORGE. They must be within the boundaries of the 
national forests, and there can not be an exchange until it 
is approved by the commissioners themselves and the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture, who has the power to grant permission to 
effect it, and until the sale is advertised in both counties. once 
a week for four weeks. I was calling this up because I am 
interested in the matter and may not be able to be here to- 
night, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Chair understand 
the Senator from Utah to object to the unanimous-consent re- 
quest preferred by the Senator from Georgia? 

Mr. SMOOT. I am a little fearful of the legislation, but I 
will not object. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I understood the Senator from 
Georgia to be merely asking for a substitution. I did not 
understand he was asking that the bill be acted on. 

Mr. GEORGE. I asked for a substitution and for the im- 
mediate consideration of the House bill. 

Mr. KING. I hope the Senator will not ask for its pas- 
sage now. There are some provisions in it which I think are 
objectionable. I have no objection to the substitution, but let 
the bill go to the calendar. I have no objection to the Senator 
calling it up to-night. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the objection entered 
by the Senator from Utah, the bill goes to the calendar, and 
will take the calendar number of the Senate bill in identical 
terms, Order of Business No. 1128. 


SALE OF OLD FEDERAL BUILDING AT TOLEDO, OHIO 


Mr. FESS. I ask unanimous consent for the immediate con- 
sideration of Senate Joint Resolution 186, authorizing the sale 
of the old Federal building at Toledo, Ohio. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the Senator from Ohio? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the joint resolution, which was 
read, as follows: 


— 


Resolved, ete., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to sell, when salable, at a price by him 
deemed reasonable and adequate for cash, at either private or public 
sale, the old Federal building in Toledo, Ohio, formerly used as the 
main post office and Federal building combined and now abandoned as 
a main post office and used as a post-office substation and Federal office 
and court building, the same being situated on the southeast corner of 
Madison Avenue and St. Clair Street in said city. 


Mr. KING. What is to become of the fund realized from the 
sale? Is it to go into the Treasury? 

Mr. FESS. It is to go back into the Treasury. 

Mr. KING. I have no objection to the joint resolution. 

The joint resolution was reported to the Senate without 
amendment, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


Mr. WATSON. I ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of executive business. 

The PRESIDING’ OFFICER. The Senator from Indiana 
asks unanimous consent that the Senate abrogate that portion 
of its previous unanimous-consent agreement which requires it 
to go into executive session at 5 o'clock, and that it proceed to 
the consideration of executive business at this time. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. The 
Sergeant at Arms will clear the galleries and close the doors. 

The Senate thereupon proceeded to the consideration of exec- 
utive business. After five minutes spent in executive session 
the doors were reopened, and (at 5 o'clock p. m.), under the 
order previously entered, the Senate took a recess until 8 
o'clock p. m. 


EVENING SESSION 


The Senate reassembled at 8 o’clock p. m., on the expiration 
of the recess. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair). 
Under the unanimous-consent agreement entered into with 
reference to the conduct of this evening session of the Senate 
none but unobjected bills upon the calendar will be dealt with 
and the calendar will be taken up at the point where the 
Senate left off yesterday, Calendar No. 1014, House bill 7821. 
The Secretary will report the bill. 

LAND TO ASTORIA, OREG. 

The bill (H. R. 7821) to convey to the city of Astoria, Oreg., 
a certain strip of land in said city, was considered as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole, and was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury is hereby 
authorized and directed to conyey to the city of Astoria, Oreg., a strip 
of land 10 feet wide from the north side of lots 1, 2, 3, and 4, block 23, 
and a strip 5 feet wide from the south side of lots 5, 6, 7, and 8, of 
block 23, as plotted and recorded by John McClure and extended by 
Cyrus Olney, to enable the said city to widen Bond Street and Com- 
mercial Street to a uniform width between Seventh Street and Four- 
teenth Street of the said city of Astoria, Oreg. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ISIDOR STEGER 


The bill (H. R. 6436) for the relief of Isidor Steger was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole and was read, as 
follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the date of discharge of Isidor Steger, chief 
machinist’s mate, United States Fleet Naval Reserve, shall be con- 
sidered as June 26, 1917, instead of June 22, 1917, for the purpose 
of rectifying an error, and for all purposes connected with continuous 
service in the Navy of the United States, and that the Secretary of the 
Navy be, and he is hereby, authorized and directed to cause the records 
of the said Isidor Steger in the Navy Department to be corrected to 
conform with this authorization, to the end that the said Isidor Steger 
shall be entitled to all pay, benefits, and emoluments conferred by 
law or regulation for continuous service in the Navy of the United 
States. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
LOAN OF PORTRAITS OF DANIEL WEBSTER AND HENRY OLAY 
The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 178) to provide for the 
loaning. to the Pennsylvania Academy of the Fine Arts of the 
portraits of Daniel Webster and Henry Clay was considered 
as in Committee of the Whole and was read, as follows: 
Resolved, eto., That the Architect of the Capitol be, and be is hereby, 
authorized to loan to the Pennsylvania Academy of the Fine Arts, 
Philadelphia, Pa., the portraits of Daniel Webster and Henry Clay, 
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painted by John Neagle, for an exhibition of the works of John Neagle, 
portrait painter (1796-1865), to be held at said academy from April 
11, 1925, to May 13, 1925. 


The joint resolution was reported to the Senate without 
amendment, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


LIBRARY OF CONGRESS TRUST FUND BOARD 


The bill (S. 8899) to create a Library of Congress trust 

figs board, and for other purposes, was announced as the next 
n order, 

Mr. ROBINSON. If the author of the bill is present or 
some one is prepared to make a brief statement with reference 
to the bill, I wish he would do so. I notice there are a number 
5 amendments. However, I shall not object to its considera- 

on. 

Mr. FHSS. Mr, President, the bill is very important, be- 
cause it authorizes the Library to accept gifts to be held as 
trusts, the income of which is to be used for Library purposes. 
We have already donations awaiting acceptance. 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to 
consider the bill, which had been reported from the Committee 
on the Library with amendments in section 1, page 1, beginning 
in line 5, to strike out the words “the chairman of the Joint 
Committee on the Library (who shall be ex-officio chairman of 
the board), the Librarian of Congress (who shall be ex-officio 
secretary of the board), the Secretary of the Treasury, and two 
persons appointed by the President for a term of five years each 
(the first appointments,” and in lieu thereof to insert: “the 
Secretary of the Treasury, the chairman of the Joint Com- 
mittee on the Library, the Librarian of Congress, and two 
persons appointed by the President for a term of five years each 
(the first appointments”; in section 2, page 2, line 19, after the 
words“ Sec. 2,” to strike out: The board is hereby authorized 
to accept, in the name of the United States of America, gifts or 
bequests of trust funds the income of which is to be paid over 
to the Librarian of Congress to be expended by him for the 
benefit of the Library, its collections, or its service. 

“The board, through the Secretary of the Treasury, for the 
time being as its exclusive agent, is authorized to receive and 
hold the principal sum of such trust funds or the securities 
constituting the same, which shall be invested and reinvested 
by the Secretary of the Treasury,” and in lieu thereof insert: 
“The board is hereby authorized to accept, receive, hold, and 
administer such gifts or bequests of personal property for the 
benefit of, or in connection with, the Library, its collections, or 
its service, as may be approved by the board and by the Joint 
Committee on the Library”; in section 2, page 3, following line 
8, to insert: “The moneys or securities composing the trust 
funds given or bequeathed to the board shall be receipted for 
by the Secretary of the Treasury, who shall invest, reinvest, or 
retain investments”; in the same section, on page 3, line 25, 
after the words “District of Columbia,” to insert “except that 
it may make any investments directly authorized by the instru- 
ment of gift and may retain any investments accepted by it”; 
to insert a new section as section 3 and to renumber the re- 
maining sections; and in section 6 (7), on page 6, line 3, to 
insert before the word“ Congress” the word “the,” and in line 
4 to strike out“ funds“ and insert “ moneys or securities,” so as 
to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etċ., That a board is hereby created and established, 
to be known as the Library of Congress trust fund board (hereinafter 
referred to as the board), which shall consist of the Secretary of the 
Treasury, the chairman of the Joint Committee on the Library, the 
Librarian of Congress, and two persons appointed by the President for 
a term of five years each (the first appointments being for three and 
five years, respectively). Three members of the board shall constitute 
a quorum for the transaction of business, and the board shall have 
an official seal, which shall be judiciaNy noticed. The board may 
adopt rules and regulations in regard to its procedure and the conduct 
of its business. 

No compensation shall be paid to the members of the board for their 
services as such members, but they shall be reimbursed for the ex- 
penses necessarily incurred by them out of the income from the fund 
or funds in connection with which such expenses are Incurred. ‘The 
voncher of the chairman of the board shall be sufficient evidence that 
the expenses are properly allowable, Any expenses of the board, in- 
cluding the cost of its seal, not properly chargeable to the income of 
any trust fund held by it, shall be estimated for in the annual esti- 
mates of the librarian for the maintenance of the Library of Congress. 

Src, 2. The board is hereby authorized to accept, receive, hold, and 
administer such gifts or bequests of personal property for the benefit 
of, or in connection with, the Library, Its collections, or its service, as 


may be approved by the board and by the Joint Committee on the 
Library. 

The moneys or securities composing the trust funds given or be- 
queathed to the board shall be receipted for by the Secretary of the 
Treasury, who shall invest, reinvest, or retain investments as the 
board may from time to time determine. The income, as and when 
collected, shall be deposited with the Treasurer of the United States, 
who shall enter it in a special account to the credit of the Library of 
Congress and subject to disbursement by the librarian for the purposes 
in each case specified and the Treasurer of the United States is hereby 
authorized to honor the requisitions of the librarian made in such 
manner and in accordance with such regulations as the Treasurer may 
from time to time prescribe: Provided, however, That the board is 
not authorized to engage in any business nor to exercise any voting 
privilege which may be Incidental to securities in its hands, nor shall 
the board make any Investments that could not lawfully be made by a 
trust company in the District of Columbia, except that it may make 
any investments directly authorized by the instrument of gift and 
may retain any investments accepted by it. 

Should any gift or bequest so provide, the board may deposit the 
principal sum, in cash, with the Treasurer of the United States as a 
permanent loan to the United States Treasury, and the Treasurer 
shall thereafter credit such deposit with interest at the rate of 4 
per cent per annum, payable semiannually, such interest, as income, 
being subject to disbursement by the Librarian of Congress for the 
Purposes specified; Provided, however, That the total of such prin- 
cipal sums at any time so held by the Treasurer under this au- 
thorization shall not exceed the sum of $5,000,000. 

Src. 3. The board shall have perpetual succession, with all the 
usual powers and obligations of a trustee, except as herein limited, in 
respect of all property, moneys, or securities which shall be conveyed, 
transferred, assigned, bequeathed, delivered, or paid over to it for 
the purposes above specified. The board may be sued in the Supreme 
Court of the District of Columbia, which is hereby given jurisdiction 
of such suits, for the purpose of enforcing the provisions of any trust 
accepted by it. 

Sec. 4. Nothing in this act shall be construed as prohibiting or 
restricting the Librarian of Congress from accepting in the name of 
the United States gifts or bequests of money for immediate disburse- 
ment in the interest of the Library, its collections, or Its service. 
Such gifts or bequests, after acceptance by the librarian, shall be paid 
by the donor or his representative to the Treasurer of the United 
States, whose receipt shall be their acquittance. The Treasurer of the 
United States shall enter them in a special account to the credit of 
the Library of Congress and subject to disbursement by the librarian 
for the purposes in each case specified. 

Sec. 5. Gifts or bequests to or for the benefit of the Library of Con- 
gress, including those to the board, and the income therefrom, shall be 
exempt from all Federal taxes. 

Sec. 6. Employees of the Library of Congress who perform special 
functions for the performance of which funds have been intrusted to 
the board or the librarian, or in connection with cooperative under- 
takings in which the Library of Congress is engaged, shall not be sub- 
ject to the proviso contained in the act making appropriations for the 
legislative, executive, and judicial expenses of the Government for the 
fiscal year ending June 80, 1918, and for other purposes, approved 
March 3, 1917, in Thirty-ninth Statutes at Large, at page 1106; nor 
shall any additional compensation so paid to such employeés be con- 
strued as a double salary under the provisions of section 6 of the act 
making appropriations for the legislative, executive, and judicial ex- 
penses of the Government for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1917, as 
amended (39 Stat. L. p. 582). 

Src. 7. The board shall submit to the Congress an annual report of 
the moneys or securities received and held by it and of its operations. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


APPOINTMENT OF ARMY BAND LEADER 


The bill (S. 3824) to provide for the appointment of a leader 
of the Army Band was announced as next in order, 

Mr. SMOOT. Let the bill go over. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Will the Senator withhold his objec- 
tion a moment until I can explain the bill? 

Mr, SMOOT. I will withhold it. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. ‘The bill was reported by the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. It has to do solely with the pay of 
one man in the entire Army. He is the leader of the Army 
Band, an organization which has reached a stage of perfection 
which has given great encouragement to all people, and there 
are many of them, who regard good musie in the Army as 
extraordinarily important. The bill will place the pay of the 
leader of the Army Band upon exactly the same basis as the 
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leader of the Marine Band and the leader of the Navy Band. 
That is all it does. 

Mr. SMOOT. That is the trouble with this sort of legisla- 
tion. We get a bill through for the purpose of putting a man 
on the retired list, drawing the pay of a higher officer in the 
Army, and then a similar request is made for some one in 
the Navy, followed by a similar request for somebody in the 
Marine Corps. If the thing starts in the Navy, it is followed 
by a request from the Marine Corps, and then the Army comes 
— It is exactly the same kind of legislation we have had 

ore, 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The Senator will recollect that under 
the joint pay act, affecting the services, the Army, Navy, 
and Marine Corps, and others, an effort was made to establish 
a parity of pay in the relative grades in all services; for ex- 
ample, a captain in the Navy gets the same pay as a colonel 
in the Army; and an ensign in the Navy gets the same pay as 
a second lieutenant in the Army. We overlooked the fact, when 
we legislated with reference to pay in 1922, that the leader 
of the Army Band, whose responsibilities are just as great as 
those of the leader of the Marine Band or the leader of the 
Navy Band, had not had any readjustment of his pay. This 
is merely to establish a parity which, as a matter of prin- 
ciple, should be maintained. 

Mr. SMOOT. Perhaps what the Senator said is correct, but 
I want to call attention to the fact that this thing happens 
not only with reference to the advancement of men in the Army 
nearly every session by the dozen, but if a bill slips through 
affecting one increase and carrying with it all sorts of com- 
mutations and allowances, then that is followed by the intro- 
duction of bills affecting the other two branches of the service. 
The Regular Army band leader is here affected. What position 
does he hold in the Army? 

Mr. WADSWORTH, This is a distinct position. There is 
none other like it in the Army. He is a warrant officer. 

Mr. SMOOT. What is he drawing now? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. He is drawing the pay of a warrant 
officer, which is the same as that of a second lieutenant. 

Mr. SMOOT. And now the Senator wants him to be made 
a captain? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. To be given the pay and allowances of a 
captain, which is exactly what the leader of the Marine Band 
draws and exactly what the leader of the Navy Band draws. 

Mr. SMOOT. And not only that, but he gets longevity pay 
and all the emoluments of that sort? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. So does everybody in the Army get 
longevity pay. 

Mr. SMOOT. Of course, they do according to the position 
they hold. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. No; it is only according to the length 
of their service. 

Mr. SMOOT. This advances him from the rank of second 
lieutenant to the rank of captain? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. In pay and allowances, 

Mr. SMOOT. That is all he cares about. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes, 

Mr. SMOOT. As long as it has been done for the Navy and 
Marine Corps, I presume we will have to do it for the Army. 

There being no objection, the bill was considered as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole and was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of War is hereby authorized 
to appoint a warrant officer of the Regular Army leader of the Army 
Band, who, while holding such appointment, shall receive, in lieu of 
any and all pay and allowances as warrant officer, the base pay and the 
allowances of a captain of the Regular Army in the third pay period, 
and shall be entitled to longevity pay provided for an officer for each 
three years of service under such appointment plus any previous active 
commissioned service under a Federal appointment which the appointee 
may have had, but shall not be entitled to pass to a higher pay period. 
The leader of the Army Band may be relieved from his appointment as 
such and returned to his former status at the discretion of the Secre- 
tary of War, Upon retirement he shall be retired as a warrant officer 
and shall receive the retired pay to which he would haye been entitled 
had he not been appointed and received the pay and allowances of 
leader of the Army Band: Provided, That no back pay or allowances 
shall be allowed to the leader of the Army Band by reason of the 
passage of this act: And provided further, That nothing contained in 
this act shall operate to increase the authorized number of commis- 
sioned officers or warrant officers of the Regular Army, nor to decrease 
the number of warrant officers authorized by law. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed, 
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AMENDMENT OF NATIONAL DEFENSE ACT OF 1916 


The bill (S. 4010) to amend the national defense act of 
1916, as amended, was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. House Dill 11445 was substi- 
tuted for this bill this afternoon. The Senate will recall that 
an identical bill was messaged from the House this afternoon 
to the Senate and substituted for this calendar number. 

Mr. ROBINSON. May I inquire in what respect this is an 
amendment of the national defense act? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. This is the situation: The chiefs of 
the bureaus of service in the War Department all hold the 
rank, while holding their assignments, of major general, with 
the exception of the Chief of Finance and the Chief of Chemi- 
cal Warfare Service. This bill, frankly, is to give to the Chief 
of Finance while he holds that office, and to the Chief of the 
Chemical Warfare Service while he holds that office, that same 
rank. 

Mr. ROBINSON. How does it happen that they are not 
given the same rank now? What is the reason for the dis- 
tinction now made? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. It is difficult to say how the diserep- 
ancy crept in. I can not give any explanation for the distinc- 
tion. It is fair to say that these two positions were created 
by the national defense act for the first time in 1920. 

Mr SMOOT. Not the Chief of Finance. The Chief of 
Chemical Warfare was, 

Mr. WADSWORTH. They were both created in 1920. 

Mr. SMOOT. Was Senate bill 4010 passed to-day by the 
Senate? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. No; the House passed House bill 11445, 
and I had it substituted for the Senate bill on the calendar. 

Mr. SMOOT. That does not show in my calendar. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. No; it would not show in the bound 
volume of the calendar. x 

Mr. SMOOT. Does the Senator think there are any other 
officers in the War Department who can be advanced to the 
rank of major general? There will be no more this session. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I can think of none other. This com- 
pletes the list of bureau chiefs. 5 

Mr. ROBINSON. Ali other chiefs of division are accorded 
the rank of major general, are they not? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. With the exception of the Chief of 
Chaplains, and there is no disposition on the part of the com- 
mittee to recommend that that officer hold the rank of major 
general. 

Mr. SMOOT. Why not? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Because his responsibilities are not 
anything like the responsibilities of the others. 

Mr. SMOOT. But he wants it just as badly. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I dare say he might not refuse it if it 
were tendered on a silver platter. 

Mr. SMOOT. It will be given to him later. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I think not. 

Mr. SMOOT. I haye not any doubt about it. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 11445) to amend 
the national defense act, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Military Affairs with an amendment, in line 5, 
to strike ont the following proviso: “Provided, That the Presi- 
dent is hereby authorized to place on the retired list of the 
Army as a major general, with the retired pay of that grade, 
the officer who was the first Chief of Finance of the Army and 
who was placed on the retired list as a brigadier general while 
holding that office,” so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Chief of Finance and the Chief of the 
Chemical Warfare Service of the Army shall hereafter have the rank, 
pay, and allowances of a major general. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill 
to be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection the Senate 
bill 4010, for which the House bill just passed was substituted, 
will be indefinitely postponed. 


SETTLEMENT ON GOVERNMENT LAND IN IRRIGATION PROJECTS 


The bill (S. 4151) to provide for aided and directed settle- 
ment on Government land in irrigation projects was announced 
as next in order. 
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Mr. SMOOT. Let the bill go over. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Will the Senator withhold his objection 
for a moment? 

Mr. SMOOT. I will, but the bill will have to go over. 

Mr. ROBINSON. This is a very important measure and a 
very helpful one. The Senator has announced his determina- 
tion to object to the present consideration of the bill. How- 
ever, I ask that the report of the Committee on Irrigation and 
Reclamation be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under objection the bill will 
be passed over, and the request of the Senator from Arkansas 
to have the report of the committee printed in the Recorp is 
granted. 

The report is as follows: 


Mr, KENDRICK, from the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
submitted the following report (to accompany 8. 4151): 

The Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation, to which was referred 
the bill (8. 4151) providing for aided and directed settlement on 
Government land in irrigation projects, having considered the same, 
reports favorably thereon and recommends that the bill do pass with- 
out amendment. 

The purpose of this measure is to change the plan under which set- 
ters are accepted and under which they undertake their obligations. 
It does away with the lottery system of securing settlers and in its 
place proposes a plan whereby certain requirements or qualifications 
will be exacted with a view and purpose of insuring the success of 
the settler, and by the same fact, preventing unusual hardship, depriva- 
tion, and fina! disappointment in his efforts to provide himself with 
a home and farm, Settlers will be selected on a basis of qualifications 
and must bring to this joint venture between the Government and 
themselves a reasonable amount of farm experience and limited capital. 

Provision is made in this bill to bring into the settlement and 
development of land under new reclamation projects the benefits 
of cooperation and teamwork among settlers in doing things they 
can do as a community better than as individuals and to bring to this 
development the economies and safeguards that come from expert 
advice, This is accomplished by placing on each settlement an ad- 
viser who can instruct or inform the beginner to whom problems of 
reclamation are new, Under the community plan settlers will be able 
to effect cooperate methods that will greatly contribute to the suc- 
cess of their venture. Only those familiar with settlers’ privations, 
struggles, and anxietles can realize the benefits of the community 
plan and the genuine assistance that will be provided them by the 
adviser that will be assigned to each new project. 

In making advances to the settler the plan contemplates not oniy 
the success and welfare of the settler in becoming a landowner who 
actusly lives on his land, but the protection of the Government's in- 
vestment. In increasing the opportunities for successful development 
of the project we are at the same time insuring prompt repayment 
by the settler of his obligations to the Government. 

It will be kept in mind that these projects as a rule are located 
remotely from banking facilities and that the Government holds all the 
security of the settler. Therefore in extending credit the Government 
is simply financing a loan so that the settler may make proper prog- 
ress, promptly meeting his obligations for the purchase of the land, 
and at the same time making payments on the loan as soon as they 
fall due. A dual purpose, therefore, is served in making these ad- 
vances; It promotes the chances of success and welfare of the settler, 
and at the same time acts as a safeguard to the entire investment 
of the Government. r 

The change in conditions created by the Great War, which has prac- 
tically doubled the cost of water rights and doubled the cost of chang- 
ing raw land into farms, makes the economies and the advances which 
this act provides necessary if reclamation is to still be an open door 
of opportunity for the man of moderate means. Its adoption was 
recommended by each of the five economic boards which studied new 
projects last year, and that recommendation was indorsed by the five 
committees of business men who reviewed these reports. It has the 
indorsement of the Secretary of the Interior and the Budget Bureau. 
It is believed to be a conservative, economical, and common-sense plan 
for meeting a problem which confronts reclamation, and will create 
promptly prosperous farming communities where, without it, there 
would be delay, uncertainty, and loss to many settlers and the Gov- 
ernment. 

The methods and policies of this measure are in no sense an ex- 
periment. They have been in operation long enough to show their value 
in 30 of the leading countries of the world, including Denmark, Ger- 
many, Italy, France, Great Britain, in Burope, and in new countries 
like New Zealand, Australia, the South African States, Brazil, and 
Argentina. There is no country in which the plan has been aban- 
doned after being adopted. In older countries it is being employed 
to lessen tenancy and create conditions on farms that will hold people 
on the land against the attractions of the city; in new countries to 
speed up development, lessen waste and loss through mistakes; and in 


Irrigated countries to safeguard large investments in irrigation works. 
The reports of the hearings will show how the system operates else- 
where. 


PHILIP T. COFFEY 


The bill (S. 2941) authorizing the President of the United 
States to appoint Philip T. Coffey to the position and rank of 
captain in the United States Army and immediately retire him 
with the rank and pay held by him at the time of his discharge 
was announced as next in order, 

Mr. KING. Let the bill go. over. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, I would like to explain 
in reference to the bill to see if the objection may not be with- 
drawn. It appeared to the committee and to everybody else, for 
that matter, that when Phillp T. Coffey was discharged a mis- 
take was made, and that he ought to have been retired and was 
entitled to retirement. While the original bill provides that he 
should be appointed a captain and then retired, the amended 
bill only gives the department authority to review his case and 
do him justice in the regular way. 

Mr: SMOOT. The Secretary of War said: 


Accordingly, in view of all these circumstances, the War Department 
does not recommend the favorable consideration of 8. 2941. 


Mr. BROOKHART. That is the form in which the bill was 
first presented, and the committee did not recommend it in that 
form. 

Mr. KING. I object to the present consideration of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made and the bill 
will be passed over, 


INDUSTRIAL SCHOOLS FOR ALASKAN NATIVE CHILDREN 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to con- 
sider the bill (H. R. 4825) for the establishment of industrial 
schools for Alaskan native children, and for other purposes, 
which was read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby 
authorized to establish a system of vocational training for the aborig- 
inal native people of the Territory of Alaska, and to construct and 
maintain suitable buildings for schools and dormitories and hos- 
pitals in such localities within the Territory of Alaska as he may 
select. 

Sec. 2. That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby instructed to 
assign to the Bureau of Education any unoccupied buildings in Alaska 
which are in his custody at abandoned military posts, or any other 
buildings controlled by the Department of the Interlor, for use by 
the Bureau of Education as industrial schools or hospitals that are 
held by him to be necessary or suitable for such purposes; and the 
Secretary of War is hereby authorized to transfer to the Secretary of 
the Interior any unoccupied buildings in Alaska that in the opinion of 
the Sccretary of War may be dispensed with by the War Department, 
to be used for industrial school or hospital purposes, that are held by 
him to be necessary or suitable for such purposes: Provided, That the 
Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized to dismantle and remove 
any of the aforementioned buildings to such locations as may be 
decided upon for the erection of industrial schools. 


Mr. SMOOT. I should like to ask a question of the Senator 
from Ohio [Mr. Wus], who reported this bill. I am not 
opposed to the bill, but I wish to ask the Senator if this very 
matter was not taken care of in the appropriation bill? 

Mr. WILLIS. If it were taken care of, I am sure that my 
attention was not drawn to it, and I was watching for that 
feature. The Senator from Utah will observe that this bill 
authorizes the transfer of certain buildings not now in use for 
the use of these schools, I hardly can think that that would 
have been cared for in the appropriation bill. It would not 
have been in order so to do. Therefore I am of the opinion 
that it was not provided for in the appropriation bill and 
could not have been. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, this is a House bill; I have 
no objection to the bill at all, I will say to the Senator, if its 
subject matter was not taken care of in the appropriation bill. 

Mr. WILLIS. I am pretty certain it was not. 

Mr. SMOOT. Then, let the bill be passed to-night and, 
perhaps, that action may be reconsidered before the bill shall 
be engrossed if it shall be found that the subject matter has 
been covered by the appropriation bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. WILLIS. I ask the report accompanying the bill, which 
is very brief, may be printed in the Recorp, so that there may 
be full information on the subject. 

De PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
order 
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The report submitted by Mr. Wiis on January 31, 1925, is 
as follows: 


The Committee on Territories and Insular Possessions, to whom was 
referred the bill (H. R. 4825) for the establishment of industrial 
schools for Alaskan native children, and for other purposes, having 
considered the same, report favorably thereon, and recommend that 
the bill do pass without amendment. 

The need for additional facilities for yocational training among the 
Indians of Alaska is clearly set forth in the following: 


“ STATEMENT OF MR, WILLIAM HAMILTON, ACTING CHIEF ALASKA DIVISION, 
BUREAU OF EDUCATION, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. HAMILTON. I am exceedingly sorry that the Commissioner of 
Education is not in the city. He was in Alaska last summer. 

“I have prepared an exceedingly brief statement and will try to 
indicate the present work of the Bureau of Education for the natives 
of Alaska, and to indicate how that scope could be extended so as 
to include a description of the extent of industrial training that the 
excellent provisions of this bill would provide if enacted. 

“Throughout the vast area of the Territory of Alaska approximately 
27,000 natives of various races are scattered along thousands of miles 
of coast and on the great rivers in villages ranging from 30 to 40 
to 300 or 400 persons. Some of the villages on remote islands or 
beside the frozen ocean are brought into touch with the outside world 
only once or twice a year when visited by a United States Coast 
Guard steamer on its annual cruise or by the supply vessel sent by 
the Bureau of Education. Many of the settlements have no regular 
mail service and can communicate with each other and with the ont- 
side world only by occasionally passing boats in summer and sleds in 
winter. During eight months of the year all of the villages in Alaska, 
with the exception of those on the southern coast and a few along 
the Alaska Railroad, are reached only by trails over the snow-covered 
land or frozen rivers. 

“In spite of the inherent difficulties of the problem a United States 
Publie school has been established in each of 83 villages distributed 
among the tribes of the southern coast, the Aleuts of the Alentian 
Islands, the Athabascans of the interlor, and the Eskimos of the far 
western coast and the Arctic regions. 

“In addition to maintaining schools for the children belonging to 
the aboriginal races of Alaska the bureau aids entire native communi- 
ties by extending medical relief, by maintaining sanitary methods of 
living, by fostering the commercial enterprises of the natives, by pro- 
moting the reindeer industry, and by relieving destitution, 

“In the.Alaskan yillage the school is the center of all activity, The 
teacher is the guide, leader, and everything else the occasion may de- 
mand. To be ‘teacher’ in the narrow schoolroom sense of the word is 
by no means all of the teacher's duties in Alaska. He must often be 
physician, nurse, postmaster, business manager, and community builder, 

In its endeavor to afford medical relief and to safeguard the health 
of the native races of Alaska, the Bureau of Education maintains hos- 
pitals at Juneau, Kanakanak, Akiak, Nulato, and Noorvik, which are 
important centers of native population in southern, western, central, 
and Arctic Alaska, separated from each other by many hundreds of 
miles. 

“The hospitals, physicians, and nurses serve only the more thickly 
populated districts. In the yast outlying areas the teachers must of 
necessity extend medical aid to the best of their ability. Accordingly 
the teachers in settlements where the services of a physician or nurse 
are not available are supplied with household remedies and instructions 
for their use. 

“Each hospital is a center of medical relief for a very wide territory, 
and each physician must take extended tours throughout his district. 

In the great majority of the native settlements the teachers are 
the only ‘ doctors" and health officers.’ It often becomes the duty of 
a teacher to render first aid to the injured or to care for a patient 
through the course of a serious illness, The school is often the only 
place within a radius of several hundred miles where the natives can 
obtain medicines and medical treatment, and they often travel many 
days to secure the relief desired. 

“Many of the school buildings contain bathtubs and facilities for the 
proper washing of clothing, which are greatly appreciated by the entire 
village, adults as well as children, 

“In the villages the natives are encouraged to replace thelr huts by 
neat, well-built houses, As part of their duty, the teachers visit each 
house in the village to see that good hygienic conditions are maintained 
therein, to show mothers how to care for and feed their Infants, to 
demonstrate the proper ways of preparing food, inculcate cleanliness 
and the necessity of ventilation, and to insist upon the proper disposal 
of garbage, $ 

“Realizing that the future of the native races depends upon the 
children, special attention is given to them. In the schoolrooms the 
public towel and drinking cups have been abolished and individual 
paper ones substituted. Healthful exercises are frequent. Talks are 
given on tuberculosis, eye diseases, ventilation, and other subjects relat- 


ing to the prevention of diseases. Cleanliness Is insisted upon. The 
bureau is striving to build up a healthy race of young Alaskans. 

In its Alaska reindeer service the bureau has provided a new 
industry, adapted to community needs, guaranteeing assured support 
and resulting in training a primitive race into independence and, in 
the course of time, into responsible citizenship. 

“The greatest need in connection with the educational system pro- 
vided by the Bureau of Education for the natives of Alaska is a 
system of vocational training. Lacking the means to construct, equip, 
and maintain suitable buildings for use as industrial schools and for 
dormitories connected therewith, the curriculum in the schools is, of 
necessity, too largely of an academic character. There is an obliga- 
tion upon us to give the natives of Alaska such training as will enable 
them to live more healthfully, and, by practicing remunerative trades, 
more readily to earn a livelihood. 

“In many parts of Alaska the greatest need of the natives is decent 
houses in which to live. Therefore house building would be one of 
the principal subjects of instruction. Many natives, with very little 
supervision, would become excellent carpenters. In all parts of Alaska 
their skill in carving proves that, with very little instruction, the 
making of furniture, plain and ornamental, could be made a very 
remunerative native industry. In the native houses well-constructed 
articles of furniture would take the place of the cheap and often 
unsatisfactory furniture which they now buy in stores. In the shops 
they could be taught how to make cooking utensils, sled runners, 
anchors, chains, and rigging for their boats. 

“In Alaska almost all communication is by water. From time 
immemorial the native races of Alaska baye been builders of canoes, 
Many natives have been wonderfully successful in boat building ; power 
boats and small schooners have replaced the primitive native canoe— 
a marvel of symmetry shaped from a single log. Boat building would 
therefore be a very important subject for instruction. The natives 
could also be taught how to construct and repair engines for their 
power boats, 

“The natives’ skill in sewing and in the making of ceremonial robes 
show that they would make excellent tailors. In fact, they would do 
well in any of the mechanical trades, such as typesetting and printing. 

“In the weaving of baskets they are unexcelled. This talent which, 
in some parts of Alaska appears to be disappearing among the rising 
generation, could be fostered. - 

“Perhaps this is a sufficient indication as to what could be accom- 
plished in the way of providing a system of yocational training for the 
native people of Alaska if the provisions of the bill now under con- 
sideration are enacted into law.” 

The matter has been referred to the War Department and to the 
Interior Department, and the attitnde of those departments is fully 
stated in the following letters from the Secretary of War and the 
Secretary of the Interior: 

WAR DEPARTMENT, 
Washington, January 16, 1925. 
Hon. Frank B. WILLIS, 
Chairman Committee on Territories and Insular 
Possessions, United States Senate. 

My Dran SENATOR WILLIS: With reference to your letter of Decem- 
ber 31, 1924, in which yeu state that the committee has under considera- 
tion (H. R. 4825) a bill to authorize the establishment of industrial 
schools and hospitals for Alaskan native children, concerning which 
you request an opinion from the War Department as to the wisdom of 
this legislation and an estimate as to the probable expenses that might 
be entailed in case the bill should become a law, I regret to inform you 
that the War Department can express no opinion upon this matter for 
the reason that it is without information as to the number of natives 
who will be given instruction in the schools, what construction or 
changes in existent buildings is contemplated or what utilities will be 
required for the carrying on of the schools and hospitals referred to 
in the bill. 4$ 

There has recently been forwarded to the President a draft of a 
proposed Executive order transferring to the Interior Department the 
reservations mentioned in my letter to Hon. C. F. Curry, House of 
Representatives, dated February 29, 1924, and contained in Report 
No. 528 attached, including Forts Liscum and St. Michael, excepting, 
however, small portions for use of the Signal Corps and for post ceme- 
teries. The buildings on these reservations are in fairly good condition 
and will be available for the purpeses mentioned in the bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
JoHN W. Wrexs, 
Secretary of War. 


DEPARTMENT OF run INTERIOR, 
Washington, January 2}, 1925, 
Hon. Frank B. WILLIS, 
Chairman Committee on Territories and Insular Possessions, 
United States Senate. 
My Dran SENATOR WILLIS: I have received your letter of December 
81, 1924, submitting for my consideration H. R. 4825, for the estab- 
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Ushment of industrial schools and hospitals for natives of Alaska and 
requesting my -opinion concerning the wisdom of this legislation and 
an estimate as to the probable expense that might be entailed, in case 
the bill should become a law. 

The great need in connection with the present educational system 
for the aboriginal races of Alaska ts that more training of a vocational 
character should be provided. The curriculum presented is too 
largely of an academic character. It is important that such training 
should be given to the natives of Alaska as will enable them more 
readily to earn a livelihood in the changing conditions with which the 
advance of civilization has confronted them. Many of these natives 
show great talent in carving, weaving, and boat building. By sys- 
tematic yocational training these natural talents could be wonderfully 
developed. 

The Bureau of Education of this department is now establishing 
three industrial schools m Alaska at Eklutna, Kanakanak, and White 
Mountain under existing law and available appropriations, but it is 
essential that additional schools of this type be established as rapidly 
as may be possible. 

The bill under consideration would make it feasible to establish 
schools and hospitals at considerably less cost by making use of build- 
ings and building materials new in Alaska and owned by the Govern- 
ment, and which will not be needed for other governmental purposes. 

Of the posts mentioned by the Secretary of War in his letter of Janu- 
ary 16, 1924, Fort Gibbon would be a very good location for an in- 
dustrial school, and it might be advisable to establish a hospital at the 


game place. 
The estimated cost of an industrial school at Fort Gibbon would be: 
Nor the: first: ger ce 884,920 


Bor the: second’ year. — SS a, 26,920 
The estimated cost of a hospital established in governmental build- 
ings would be: 


For the first year. REF a Rate ee 
For the secon 19, 380 


The bill is desirable, also, in order to facilitate the establishment of 
additional schools and hospitals as need for them develops and other 
Army posts and buildings become available, although on the basis of 


present information there would be established immediately only one 


additional industrial school and one additional hospital. 

Inasmuch as land is needed in connection with industrial schools, I 
recommend that the bill be amended by inserting on page 1, line 11, 
after the word “ buildings" the words “including necessary lands.” 

With this amendment I recommend favorable action on the bill. 

‘The foregoing report was submitted to the Bureau of the Budget, and 
on January 20, 1925, the director advised that the report would not 
conflict with the financial program of the President. 

Very truly yours, 
HUBERT Worx. 

By the transfer to the Interior Department of buildings no longer 
needed by the War Department a very material sum can be saved in 
providing needed facilities for the furtherance of the important work of 
affording vocational training and hospitalization for the Alaskan 
Indians. 


PUBLICATION OF OFFICIAL PAPERS OF THE TERRITORIES 


Mr. RALSTON. Mr. President, I should like to have unani- 
mous consent to recur to and to have considered the bill (S. 
2935) for the publication of official papers of the Territories of 
the United States now in the national archives. If consent 
shall be granted, I desire to move an amendment, which has 
the approval, I think I can say, of the honorable senior Senator 
from Utah [Mr. Smoor] and of the honorable Secretary of 
State. Mr. Hughes. 

SEVERAL Senators. Regular order! 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Writs in the chair). The 
Senator from Indiana asks unanimous consent to return to 
order of business 670, being Senate bill 2935. Is there ob- 
jection? 

Mr, JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I do not like to 
object, and yet our agreement was that we should begin the 
consideration of the calendar at a certain number and go on. 
I would suggest to the Senator from Indiana that later in the 
evening he may have an opportunity to have the bill considered. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I hope the request of the Senator from 
Indiana will be granted. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Very well. I shall not make 
objection in this case, but I do hope that it will not be taken 
as an encouragement to other such requests. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Indiana | 
asks unanimous consent to consider Senate bill 2935. Is there | 


objection? 


Mr. SHORTRIDGE. If it will not provoke discussion or | 


debate, I shall not object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair can not guarantee 
that. Is there objection to the request of the Senator from 
Indiana? 


Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Can the Senator from Indiana assure 
us that the consideration of the bill will not provoke discussion 
or debate? 

Mr. RALSTON. I did not hear the question of the Senator 
from California. 

Mr. SMOOT. I can say to the Senator from California 
that the bill has been very thoroughly analyzed. I took the 
matter up with the Secretary of State and with one of the 
other departments. We have limited the scope of the bill by 
the amendment which is te be proposed by the Senator from 
Indiana so that I do not think anyone could object to it. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Very well 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of 
the Whole, proceeded to consider the bill (S. 2035) for the 
publication of official papers of the Territories of the United 
States now in the national archives, which was read, as fol- 
lows: ; 

Be it enacted, etc., That the historian of the Department of State is 
hereby authorized and directed to collect, have copied, and arrange for 
publication, the official papers of the Territories of the United States 
now in the various national archives, as listed in Parker’s Calendar 
of Papers in Washington Archives Relating to the Territories of the 
United States, the same being publication No. 148 of the Carnegie 
Institution, together with any additional similar documents that may 
be found in the course of compilation; and the heads of the various 
executive departments are directed to cooperate with the said historlan 
in said work and to furnish such facilities as are at their command 
for its completion. 

The said historian is further directed, when said work has sufficiently 
progressed to justify the publication of a volume of said papers, be- 
ginning, however, with those relating to the Territory northwest of the 
Rivyer Ohio, and continuing chronologically with the other Territories 
in the order of their admission, to deliver the same to the Government 
Printing Office for publication; and the Government Printing office is di- 
rected to print and publish the same in 10-point body type with 8-point 
notes. Said Printing Office shall have the forms for said publication 
stereotyped and shall publish an edition of 10,000 copies of each vol- 
ume of the same in uniform cloth binding as directed by said historian, 
who shall supervise the publication of each yolume. The distribution 
of said publication shall include 1 copy to each designated depository 
of the United States, 500 to the Library of Congress for exchange 
purposes, 100 to the executive departments, and 10 copies to each 
Member of the Senate and House of Representatives; and the remain- 
ing copies shall be deposited with the Superintendent of Documents 
for sale as provided by the printing law. 

For the expenses of sald publication, including the necessary clerical 
assistance to said histortan and the cost of printing, there is hereby 
authorized to be appropriated the sum of $25,000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1925, and the like sum for each succeeding year until 
the publication is completed, to be paid by the United States Treasurer, 
out of any moneys not otherwise appropriated, on vouchers signed by 
the said historian, 


Mr. RALSTON. I offer the amendment to which I referred 
when I made the request to consider the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment proposed by 
the Senator from Indiana will be stated. 

The Reaptine Creek, The Senator from Indiana proposes 
te strike out all after the enacting clause and to insert: 


That the Chief of Division of Publications of the Department of 
State (hereafter referred to as the editor), under the direction of 
the Secretary of State, and upon the request of the governor of any 
State or of any organization duly authorized by him, is authorized 
and directed to have collected, edited, copied, and suitably arranged 
for publication, the official papers of the Territory from which such 
State was formed, now in the national archives, as listed in Parker's 
“Calendar of Papers in Washington Archives Relating to the Terri- 
tories of the United States (to 1873),“ being publication No. 148 
of the Carnegie Institution of Washington, together with such 
additional papers of like character that may be found. The heads, 
of the several executive departments and independent establishments 
are directed to cooperate with the editor in such work by giving 
access to the records and by providing facilities for having them 
copied. The editer is authorized to employ such clerical assistants 
as may be necessary, and, under the direction of the Secretary of 
State and without regard to the classification act of 1923 and the 
civil service laws and regulations made thereunder, to engage the 
services of not more than five persons who are especially qualified 
for the editorlal work necessary in arranging such ‘Territorial papers 
for publication. For the salaries of such persons and assistants and 
all other expenses incurred in connection with such work, there is 
hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of $20,000 for the 
fiseni year ending June 30, 1926, and the same sum for each of the 
two succeeding fiscal years. 
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Sec. 2. The Secretary of State shall, upon application, furnish 
without charge to the proper authorities of the several States for 
publication a copy of such papers, or any part thereof, as arranged 
by the editor. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The biil was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill to authorize 
the collection and editing of official papers of the Territories 
of the United States now in the national archives.“ 


STEAMSHIP MALTA MARU” 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to con- 
sider the bill (H. R. 6695) authorizing the owners of the steam- 
ship Malta Maru to bring suit against the United States of 
America, which was read as follows: 


He it enacted, etc., That the claim of Kokusal Kisen Kabushiki 
Kaisha, owner of the Japanese steamer Matta Maru, against the United 
States for damnges and loss alleged to have been caused by the col- 
Uston of said vessel with the United States Coast Guard cutter Talla- 
poosa off the port of Pensacola, Fla., on September 11, 1923, may be 
sued for by the said owner of the Japanese steamer Multa Mare in 
the District Court of the United States for the Eastern District of 
Louisiana, New Orleans division, sitting as a court of admiralty and 
acting under the rules governing such court; and said court shall have 
jurisdiction to hear and determine such suit and to enter a judgment or 
decree for the amount of such damages and costs, if any, as shall be 
found to be due against the United States in favor of the owner of the 
Japanese steamer Malta Maru or against said owner in favor of the 
United States, upon the same principles and measure of liability as in 
like cases in admiralty between private parties, and with the same 
rights of appeal: Provided, That such notlee of the suit shall be given 
to the Attorney General of the United States as may be provided by 
order of the said court, and it shall be the duty of the Attorney Gen- 
eral to cause the United States attorney in such district to appear and 
defend for the United States: Provided further, That the said suit 
shall be brought and commenced within four months of the date of the 
passage of this act: Provided further, That the proceedings had and 
testimony taken in the case entitled In re Kokusal Kisen Kabushiki 
Kaisha, applying to perpetuate the testimony of the officers and crew 
of the Malta Maru, in equity No. 17352, in the District Court of the 
United States for the Eastern District of Louisiana, New Orleans 
division, may be offered and received in evidence in the suit herein 
authorized, in like manner and with the same force and effect in all 
respects as though the said cause in equity applying for the perpetua- 
tion of said testimony had been brought and maintained against a 
private party instead of against the United States of America, 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM WOOSTER 


The bill (S. 2780) for the relief of Wiliam Wooster was 
announced as next in order and was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay to William Wooster, out of any 
money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of 
$1,806.53, for the payment in full of the claim of the said William 
Wooster, of Holbrook, Ariz., under a certain transportation contract of 
April 17, 1905, between the said William Wooster and the United States, 
for losses sustained by the said Wooster by reason of the negligence of 
the Government in the failure to dellver the goods for shipment, 


Mr. KING. There seems to be no report accompanying the 
bill, and I should, therefore, like some explanation of it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Phe Chair is advised that 
there is a report on the bill, which is numbered 964. 

Mr. KING. The report is not in my file, and I should like 
some explanation of the bill. 

Mr. CAMERON. Mr. President, this bill was introduced in 
Congress 15 years ago when I was the Delegate from Arizona 
in the other House. An identical bill has once before passed 
one House of Congress providing for the payment of $7,442.39 
to the beneficiary. In the present bill the sum has been cut 
down to $1,806.58. This is to cover a contract for carrying 
freight from Holbrook, Ariz, to Fort Apache. The freight 
was to be delivered to the contractor at a certain season of 
the year by the Government, but it was not delivered for 
transportation until several months later, when the roads were 
almost impassable, and the man who had the freight contract 
had to pay this additional expense out of his own pocket for 
teams, the hire of wagons, and so forth. There is no objection 
on the part of the department to his being reimbursed, but 
there are no funds in the department to provide such relief. 


Consequently the claimant has to come to Congress. As I 
have said, instead of getting the $7,448.39, to which he is en- 
titled, the amount proposed to be appropriated by the bill is 
eut down to $1,806.53. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

W. P. DALTON 


The bill (S. 2895) for the relief of W. P. Dalton was an- 
nounced as next in order. s 

Mr, KING. I ask that the report on the bill be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Request is made that the re- 
port be read. The Secretary will read as requested. 

The reading clerk read the report submitted by Mr. MEANS 
on the 2d instant, as follows: 


The Committee on Claims, to whom was referred the bill (S. 2895) 
for the relief of W. P. Dalton, having considered the same, report 
favorably thereon with the recommendation that the bill do pass 
withont amendment. 

The bill provides for payment in the sum of $5,000 to W. P. Dalton 
for injuries sustained at Laguna Dam, Ariz., on November 16, 1908, 
while in the employ of the United States Reclamation Service. 

Voluminous investigations, reports, and letters confirm the follow- 
ing facts in the case: That the claimant was standing on the front 
board of an engine while the engine was going through a switch. 
The engine split the switch and Dalton, the switchman, was thrown 
from the engine. He fell on his back and was dragged 90 feet before 
the engine was stopped. It was a defective switch and a defective 
engine. He was under treatment for approximately 332 days from 
the date of his accident, during which period, in accordance with the 
provisions of the statutes, he was paid compensation aggregating 
$830. Dalton's injuries were severe, and the evidence shows that he 
went to Seattle, where his sister paid for an operation and hospital 
expenses amounting to $300. His injury is undoubtedly a permanent 
one. Dalton now claims that he has tuberculosis of the bone, which is 
directly attributable to his accident. He was able to work a little at 
odd jobs after his injury, but he is now being supported by his sister 
in Seattle, 

Mr. Dalton, baving received his injuries prior to the compensation 
act of 1916, is not entitled to the benefits under that act. After con- 
sidering all the facts in the case, your committee feels that Mr. 
Dalton is entitled to some relief, and it is therefore recommended that 
the bill do pass. 

The following letter from the Acting Secretary of the Interior is 
appended hereto and made a part of this report: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
f Washington, April 15, 1924. 
Hon. ARTHUR CAPPER, 
Chairman Committee on Claims, United States Senate. 

My Dear Senator Carrer: Reference is made to your communica- 
tion of March 25, 1924, requesting a report on Senate bill No. 2895. 

It is proposed by the bill in question to appropriate $5,000 for the 
relief of W. P. Dalton, who was injured at Laguna Dam, Ariz., on 
November 16, 1908, while in the employ of the United States Reclama- 
tion Service. 

Inclosed herewith is the department's file in the Dalton case. When 
it shall have served its purpose, please return It. 

It will be noted from the file that Secretary Ballinger, in his letter 
of May 16, 1910, to the chairman of the Committee on Claims of the 
House of Representatives, opposed relief for Mr. Dalton on the ground 
that the latter had been afforded the maximum relief permitted by the 
act of May 30, 1908 (35 Stat. 556), which was the only legislation 
then In existence pertaining to claims of this sort. 

The motive which prompted Secretary Ballinger in his letter of 
May 16, 1910, to oppose relief for Mr. Dalton through the medium of 
special legislation no longer exists for the reason that the act of May 
80, 1908, was repeaied by the Federal compensation act of September 
7, 1916 (39 Stat. 742). 

I believe the relief contemplated by the proposed bill would be 
proper, providing the amount of money referred to in the bill does 
not exceed the amount to which the claimant would be entitled if the 
provisions of the Federal compensation act were made applicable to 
his case. In this connection you are advised that the files of the 
department do not Indicate the duration or quantum of Mr. Dalton's: 
disability. 

The foregoing report was submitted to the Bureau of the Budget, 
and under date of April 7, 1924, the director advised as follows: 

“se « © while the proposed report is not in conflict with the 
financial program of the President, it would appear desirable to con- 
sider the possibility of recommending that the bill be amended so as 
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to give the United States Employees’ Compensation Commission juris- 
diction over this claim. It appears to me that instead of extending 
compensation in lump sum in matters of this kind, that the claim 
should be handled by the existing agency created to cover such cases, 
even though it is necessary to pass legislation for the purpose of 
extending the provisions of the act to the claimant. This is the ap- 
parent attitude of the Committee on Claims of the Senate in a case 
somewhat similar, and in this connection I refer you to the bill (S. 
1323) for the relief of Eugene K. Stoudemire, which was Introduced 
by Senator Hernin on December 17, reported by the Committee on 
Claims on January 14, and has since passed the Senate.” 

For the reason, as heretofore stated in this letter, that the files of 
the department do not show the duration or quantum of the claim- 
ant's disability, I am unable to form a definite opinion as to the rela- 
tive merits of the plan of relief followed by Senate bill No, 2895 and 
the plan mentioned in the letter from the Director of the Budget. 
Mr. Dalton is now about 49 years of age, according to the inclosed 
file, and, according to the American Table of Mortality, a person 49 
years old has an expectancy of life of 21.63 years. 

Very truly yours, 
E. C. FINNEY, 
Acting Secretary. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which was read, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the sum of $5,000 be, and the same is 
hereby, appropriated, out of any money in the Treasury of the United 
States not otherwise appropriated, for the payment in full of the claim 
of W. P. Dalton for injuries sustained at Laguna Dam, Ariz., on 
November 16, 1908, while in the employ of the United States Reclama- 
tion Service. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

COTTONSEED-OIL PRODUCTS 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, this morning the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. Overman] called attention to a certain 
telegram from the governor of his State, at which time I made 
inquiry as to the matter at issue. I now ask unanimous con- 
sent to have read a telegram from my State. It comes from 
the editor of one of our leading newspapers there, and I think 
it throws some light on the question. ` 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the tele- 
gram will be read. 

The telegram was read, as follows: 


COLUMBIA, S. C., February 18, 1925. 
Senator ELLISON D. SMITH, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.- : 
Legislators of Wisconsin, California, Idaho, Indiana, Montana, Ne- 
braska, Ohio, Oregon, and Utah are considering adoption of laws 
relating to manufacture and taxation of oleomargarine and shortening 
compounds, which would seriously affect cottonseed oil and peanut 
industries of the South. Suggest that you confer with Senators and 
Congressmen from States mentioned with a view of preventing such 
discriminatory legislation. The carrying out of such a program would 
not only result in vast damage to the South, but would seriously im- 
pair commercial relations existing between the South and the States 
mentioned, 
R. CHARLTON WRIGHT. 


Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, of course, that telegram ex- 
plains itself and needs no comment from me. If the facts are 
as alleged, of course they will receive the proper attention. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 11749) granting pensions and increase of 
pensions to certain soldiers and sailors of the Regular Army 
and Navy, and certain soldiers and sailors of wars other than 
the Civil War, and to widows of such soldiers and sailors, was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. DIAL. I ask that the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


HARRY SCOTT 


The bill (S. 339) for the relief of Harry Scott was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. KING. I ask that the report be read in that case. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will read the 
report. 

The principal legislative clerk proceeded to read the report 
submitted by Mr. Caraway on the 2d instant. 

Mr. FESS. I object. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made, and the 
bill goes over. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, I do not know what Sen- 
ator objected to the bill, but I will ask that he withhold 
e cen until I can make a statement with reference to 

e i 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio 
withhold his objection? 

Mr. FESS. If it is going to take undue time to consider 
the bill and the report is going to be read, I think it ought 
to go over. 

Mr. WHEELER. The report is very brief. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio 
withhold his objection? 

Mr. FESS. If it is a very short report I will withdraw my 
objection, but I do not want the evening to be spent in read- 
ing reports. 

Mr. WHEELER. It is a bill appropriating $1,000 to reim- 
burse the owner of a stallion that became infected by a test 
made by one of the Government agents. The bill has been 
recommended by the Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. FESS. I withdraw my objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate as in Committee of 
me Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which was read, as 
ollows : 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he 
is hereby, authorized and directed to pay to Harry Scott, of Opheim, 
Mont., out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
the sum of $1,000 to reimburse him for the loss of a valuable regis- 
tered Percheron stallion, the death of which was caused by a test for 
dourine made by Dr. Perry Zenor, a veterinarian and representative of 
the Department of Agriculture. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

FREDERICK M'MONNIES 


The bill (S. 3303) for the relief of Frederick MacMonnies 
was announced as next in order. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Over. 

Mr. EDGE. If Senators will withhold their objection, I will 
make a brief explanation of that bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
withhold his objection? 

Mr. SMOOT. I did not object. 

Mr. EDGE. I understood objection had been made. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the con- 
sideration of the bill? 

Mr. SMOOT. If the Senator wishes to make an explanation 
of the bill, very well; but the report accompanying it is quite 
lengthy. : 

Mr. EDGE. I do not care to detain the Senate to make an 
explanation. The report is very clear, but if the Senator 
desires me to do so I will be very glad to make a brief explana- 
tion of it. 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator can do that, and then the report 
need not be read. 

Mr. EDGE. The bill provides for a compromise between the 
Government and the State of New Jersey in paying an amount 
clearly due to the architect employed by the Government to 
build the Princeton Battle Monument. The extenuating cir- 
cumstances in the entire matter, it seems to me, are very 
clearly set forth by the Secretary of War, who approved the 
payment, even without the ‘compromise. 

The architect, MacMonnies, did not receive a single penny 
for his time and services. This amount simply covers the 
actual out-of-pocket expense in connection with the architect 
of the battle monument; and it is approved by the committee, 
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Caraway] having made the 
report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the con- 
sideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Claims with amendments. 

The amendments were, on page 1, line 6, after the words 
“the sum of,“ to strike out “$25,874.39, balance due” and 
insert “$12,687.20, contingent on the appropriation. and pay- 
ment of a like amount by the State of New Jersey, to reim- 
burse the“; and in line 9, after the word “incurred,” to strike 
out “in” and insert “over and above the amount received by 
him under his contract, for,’ so as to make the bill read: 
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Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he 1s 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the United 
States Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $12,687.20, 
contingent on the appropriation and payment of a like amount by the 
State of New Jersey, to reimburse the said Frederick MacMonnies for 
labor and expenses Incurred over and above the amount received by 
him under his contract, for designing, constructing, and erecting the 
National Battle Monument at Princeton, N. J., being the monument 
authorized and made possible by act of Congress approved June 6, 
1906, completed, dedicated, and unveiled in June, 1922. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


GEORGE E. TAYLOR 


The bill (S. 3377) for the relief of George E. Taylor was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let that go over. 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, I desire to make a statement 
with reference to this case. 

Mr. KING. I withhold the objection. 

Mr. SWANSON. ‘This is a case that certainly onght to ap- 
peal to the Senate. 

The beneficiary in this case, George E. Taylor, was a postal 
employee in the post office at Richmond. In 1911 he was re- 
moved on a charge that he had been guilty of embezzlement. 
He was removed hurriedly. The charge was disproved. There 
was not the slightest foundation for it. His character was hurt 
for a long time. The Post Office Department made a thorough 
investigation of the matter. The court before which he was 
summoned dismissed the case with a reprimand to the officers 
who had brought the charge. 

For about 10 years Mr. Taylor fought this matter here. A 
thorough investigation has been made by the inspectors, and 
they reported that there was not the slightest cause for his 
dismissal and directed that he be reinstated. Postmaster Gen- 
eral New reinstated him 10 years afterwards. 

When Mr. Taylor was reinstated he had attained the age 
of 65, and under the law he had to be retired. As he was not 
in office at the time the retirement act went into effect, he 
was consequently left without anything for his past services, 
and a gross injustice has been done him by the Government. 
The Attorney General says money is due him. The amount 
fixed in the bill was what he would have been entitled to if he 
had held his office, thirteen thousand and some odd dollars. 
The committee, as I understand, unanimously agreed to report 
$4,000, which is a great deal less than he would have had 
under the retirement act. 

It seems to me that if there ever was a just case pre- 
sented it is this effort upon the part of the Government to 
do justice to a person it has outraged in connection with re- 
moval from office. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, in view of the uniform holdings 
that the executive departments have the right to remove at 
any time, even though there may be a statutory period for the 
tenure of office, even without cause, may I ask the Senator 
if this will not be a precedent that will call for payment to 
all persons who may be removed from office before their term 
of office expires? : 

Mr. SWANSON. But this is not a case of that kind. This 
removal was upon a charge of embezzlement—stealing. It 
was not for a deficiency in office. The man was acquitted. 
The court before which he was brought felt indignant, and the 
process of getting him reinstated was exceedingly slow. Post- 
master General New eventually reinstated him. The Attorney 
General says he is entitled to compensation for the treatment 
which he has received. His reinstatement came too late for 
him to go on the retirement list when he reached the age of 
65, after 10 years’ struggle. The department made a thorough 
investigation of the matter. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SWANSON. I do, 

Mr. FESS. Do I understand that this man was dismissed 
upon a charge which was afterwards proved to be without 
foundation? 

Mr. SWANSON. Absolutely. He was charged with the em- 
bezzlement of postal funds. The court threw out the case. 
The department investigated it. He is as honorable an old 
man as there is in Richmond. The present Postmaster Gen- 
eral, Mr. New, after investigating the case some years ago, 
said that it was an outrage, that there was no excuse for it, 
and an Executive order was issued reinstating him. 

Mr. KING. What rebuke was administered to the officers 
who brought the charge against him? 


Mr. SWANSON. I do not know. I leave them to the mercy 
of the people who employed them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the con- 
sideration of the bill? z 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Claims with amendments. 

The amendments were, on page 1, line 4, after the word 
“Taylor,” to insert “out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated ”; in line 5, after the words “sum of,” 
to strike out “$13,793.47” and insert “$4,000”; and in line 6, 
after the numerals just inserted, to strike out “ the" and insert 
“said sum to be in full and final settlement of all claims for,” 
so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay George E. Taylor, out of any 
money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $4,000, 
said sum to be in full and final settlement of all claims for salary he 
would have received had he not been unjustly dismissed from the 
Postal Service on May 11, 1911, to the date of his reinstatement on 
November 16, 1921, by Executive order. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. : 


MICHAEL CURRAN 


The bill (H. R. 2419) for the relief of Michael Curran was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. DIAL. Let that go over. 

Mr. SHEPPARD obtained the floor. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I yield to the Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I understand that Michael Curran, named in 
this bill, has passed away. He died some three weeks ‘go. 
Therefore I ask that this bill be indefinitely postponed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, that order 
will be entered. 

Mr. . Mr. President, I did not understand the 
reques 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Colorado 
requested that the bill be indefinitely postponed because of the 
fact that the recipient of the benefits of the bill has passed into 
the great beyond. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. In justice to the soldier, I ask that the 
report be published in the Recorp. He was not a deserter. He 
possesses an honorable discharge from the service of the United 
States. It was through an error that he was recorded as a 
deserter, and I should like to have the report appear in the 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to printing 
the report in the Recorp? The Chair hears none. 

The report, submitted by Mr. SHEPPARD on February 2, 1925, 
is as follows: 


Report to accompany H. R. 2419 


The Committee on Military Affairs, to which was referred the bill 
(H. R. 2419) for the relief of Michael Curran, has had the same 
under consideration and recommends that it pass. 

The bill, omitting the title and enacting clause, is as follows: 

“That in the administration of the pension laws Michael Curran 
shall hereafter be held and considered to have been honorably dis- 
charged from the military service of the United States as a member 
of Company I, One hundred and fourteenth Ohio Volunteer Infantry: 
Provided, That no pension shall accrue prior to the passage of this 
act.” 

The above-named seldier enlisted September 9, 1862, as a private 
in Company I, One hundred and fourteenth Ohio Infantry. He was 
then 16 years old. He was captured by the Confederate forces January 
13, 1863, at Arkansas Post, Ark., and was paroled a few days later, 
February 8, 1863, at Pine Bluff, Ark., reporting immediately there- 
after, February 16, 1863, to his original command at Camp Chase, 
Ohio. 

The records show that Curran was carried on the rolis of his com- 
pany as a deserter on August ł1, 1863, at which time he had not 
yet reached the age of 18 years. 

Immediately after becoming 18 years of age, and on March 15, 
1864, Curran reenlisted as a private in Company G, Sixty-first Ohio 
Infantry, and served until after the end of the war, being transferred 
April 4, 1865, to Company G, Eighty-second Ohio Infantry, and being 
honorably discharged on the muster out of the latter organization, 
July 24, 1865, at Columbus, Ohio. 

He did not receive a bounty for his reenlistment. 

This soldier, having been absent from duty more than four months 
between the date when the record of desertion was made against 
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him and the date of his reenlistment, is not within the provisions of 

the act of Congress approved March 2, 1889, being the general 

legislation authorizing the removal by the War Department of 
charges of desertion. 

~ Relief must therefore be had by special act of Congress in order to 

correct an apparent injustice. 


Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, has this soldier a wife or 
mother or other relatives? 

Mr. McKELLAR. If so, I do not think the bill ought to be 
indefinitely postponed. 

Mr. HEFLIN. If so, the action of the Senate ought to be 
reported to the members of his family. 

Mr. SHEPPARD, I think the bill ought to be passed any- 
way. 

8 HEFLIN. The bill ought to be passed as an honor to 
him. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the con- 
sideration of the bill? 

Mr. SMOOT. What good does it do to pass a bill for a dead 
man? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. We have taken similar action in the past. 
It would save his record for the sake of his family. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I think that ought to be done, Mr. President. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Texas 
yield to the Senator from Colorado? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I yield. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I would not have made the request in the 
form I did had I not known, from the best obtainable informa- 
tion that has come to me, not only that Michael Curran is 
dead but, further, that he has no family or relatives who would 
succeed to anything that might be awarded him. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I should like to ask the Sen- 
ator a question. Does the Senator object to the Senate taking 
action showing that this man was free from fault? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Oh, not at all. 

Mr. HEFLIN. That he was not a deserter? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Not the slightest objection. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Then let us pass the bill. 
harm done. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I ask that the bill be passed in justice 
to the memory of this soldier. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which was read, as 
follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That in the administration of the pension laws 
Michael Curran shall hereafter be held and considered to have been 
honorably discharged from the military service of the United States 
as a member of Company I, One hundred and fourteenth Obio Volunteer 
Infantry: Provided, That no pay, bounty, or pension shall be held to 
have acerued prior to the passage of this bill. 


Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, I have no objection to the bill 
passing under the statements that are made. The information 
I had from the report was that this man was a deserter. I 
am glad to hear that he was not. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


There will be no 


BILLS PASSED OVER 

The bill (S. 2721) for the relief of Levin P. Kelly was an- 
nounced as next in order, and was read. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I should like to ask why the 
committee did not recommend that this case take the regular 
and usual precedure of being referred to the court? As I 
understand from a hasty examination of the bill, this seems 
to be an effort to determine a matter in admiralty which ought 
to go to a court of admiralty. I suggest that the bill be passed 
over to give us a chance to look into it, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over 
under objection. 

The bill (S. 8645) for the relief of the Monumental Stevedore 
Co. was announced as next in order, 

Mr. KING. Let the bill be read. 

The reading clerk read the bill. 

Mr. FESS. I ask that the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

MARK J. WHITE 


The bill (S. 8850) for the relief of Mark J. White was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole and was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury is authorized 
and directed to pay to Mark J. White, an officer of the United States 


Public Health Service, Treasury Department, the sum of $163.75 from 
any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated. Such sum 
represents a judgment for costs assessed against Mark J. White by 
the Supreme Court of the United States on December 10, 1923, in 
Case No. 172, October term, 1923, growing out of the case of William 
Leather and others against White and others for the recovery of certain 
real estate in the custody of the said Mark J. White as an official of 
the United States, said sum to be paid to the plaintiffs in the above 
cause, and, when accepted, to be in full settlement of this judgment. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 7118) for the relief of the Mechanics & 
Metals National Bank, successor to the New York Produce 
ST ODER Bank, was announced as next in order, and was 
read, 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I should like some explanation of 
that bill. There may be some liability. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the con- 
sideration of the bill? 

Mr. KING. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made, and the 
bill will be passed over, 


BYRON 8. ADAMS 


The bill (H. R. 8298) for the relief of Byron S. Adams was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


CHARLES T. CLAYTON AND OTHERS 


The bill (H. R. 7631) for the relief of Charles T. Clayton 
and others was announced as next in order, and was read. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I should like some Senator who 
is familiar with this bill to state whether or not the Govern- 
ment is responsible for riotous conduct of its soldiers, and, if 
so, to what extent? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

Mr. KING. I withhold the objection for the moment. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. President, this bill proposes to com- 
pensate a number of claimants in the amounts stated in the 
bill, the total amount being something like $45,000, distributed 
to about 20 or 21 claimants, the largest amounts being $5,000 
for two, the other amounts being $3,500, $2,500, $2,000, $1,000, 
$250, and so forth. 

The bill proposes to compensate these claimants for loss of 
life, personal injuries, and damages to property inflicted by 
these mutinous soldiers on the night of August 23, i917, at 
Houston, Tex. On that night the Twenty-fourth United States 
Infantry was located near the city of Houston. A large num- 
ber of soldiers, acting jointly, and evidently in pursuance of a 
common intent, went to the city and attacked numerous cit- 
izens, killing several, wounding others, and destroying a lot of 
property. Evidently it was due to the failure of the officers to 
exercise proper control over these men that these injuries were 
inflicted and that the damage resulted. We frequently pay 
damages to citizens who are injured by the negligent conduct 
of the Government and Government officials. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I desire to ask the Senator how 
these amounts were arrived at? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. They were arrived at by an investigation 
on the part of the House committee of the affidavits that ap- 
pear in the report, affidavits showing the financial condition of 
the people who were injured, the relation of the claimants to 
those who were killed, the matter of dependence, inability to 
do further work on the part of those injured, and things of that 
kind, such rulés as would ordinarily prevail in determining 
damages in a court. 

Mr. MAYFIELD. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Texas 
yield to his colleague? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I yield to my colleague, the junior Sen- 
ator from Texas, who made the report. 

Mr. MAYFIELD. Mr. President, I will state for the benefit 
of my colleague and the Senate that each claim in this bill is 
supported by an affidavit setting out the facts as to the injury 
to the person named in the bill, There are also supporting 
affidayits showing the nature and extent of the injuries and 
the losses. The Secretary of War reporting favorably stated 
that the claims are meritorious. The House Committee on 
Claims came to a favorable conclusion regarding the measure, 
and the House of Representatives passed the bill. The bill 
was assigned to me for investigation and report as a member 
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of the Senate Claims Committee. It has had my careful study. 
I trust the Senate will adopt it. 

Mr. SMOOT. Are they not ex parte affidavits? There is 
nothing in the report other than the affidavits of the parties 
making the claims, 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I will say that the Com- 
mittee on Claims frequently determines issues on such informa- 
tion as that. The Committee on Olaims frequently receives 
ex parte evidence, 

Mr. SMOOT. I do not object to ex parte evidence. I hope 
I will not be misunderstood. But there is no other evidence 
in these cases. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. There are a number of other affidavits 
from disinterested parties who knew the conditions, who knew 
the financial situation of those who were injured, who were 
able to testify intelligently to the extent of losses suffered. 

Mr. SMOOT., When the Army shot up Brownsville, Tex., 
Was any such bill as this passed? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. No people were killed, if I remember 
correctly. 

Mr. SMOOT. Not at Brownsville? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. No, Senator. 

Mr. SMOOT. Property was destroyed. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Property was destroyed. But in this 
ease people were killed and wounded. The property damages 
were incidental to the damage suffered by people who were 
wounded, and by those who had members of their families 
killed. 

Mr. SMOOT. I am quite sure there was no such claim made 
in the Brownsville case. If we pass this, then the claim for 
Brownsville will be the next one, will it not? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I do not think so. I do not think the 
facts in the two cases are similar. It is my recollection that 
nobody was killed in the Brownsville raid. 

Mr. SMOOT. Property was destroyed, and I know one or 
two cases where people have been killed and property de- 
stroyed under circumstances similar to those stated here, but 
there has never been a claim made against the Government 
of the United States in those cases. If this bill shall be 
passed, it will mean that wherever there is a raid or a drunken 
orgy on the part of United States soldiers, the Government of 
the United States will have to pay for it. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. If the Government permits damage to be 
inflicted, it certainly should pay the citizens who have been 
injured. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. If the Government does not pay, who 
will? 

Mr. ROBINSON. I can not imagine a stronger case against 
the Government than one where its soldiers, men wearing the 
uniform of the United States Army, destroy the property of 
citizens and take their lives. The Government ought to be held 
liable in such cases. 

Mr. SMOOT. I think the Government ought to be held lia- 
ble, but the Government ought to have something to say as to 
what it is to be held liable for. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. The committees of the Senate and the 
House took that into consideration, and I think if the Senator 
will examine the report he will find thoroughly reliable and 
credible evidence. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

Mr. LENROOT. I would like to ask the Senator from Texas 
a question. I notice different rates of compensation to widows 
of men who were killed. Will the Senator explain why in one 
case a widow is given $3,500 as compensation for the loss of 
her husband, and in other cases $2,500? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Each case was based on the earning ca- 
pacity of the husband and his vocation at the time. 

Mr. LENROOT. I must say that the report is very incom- 
plete, to say the least, as to what these figures are based upon, 

Mr. SHEPPARD. There are 20 pages of the report. 

Mr. LENROOT. But there ought to be the same kind of 
proof before the committee that would be produced in court in 
reference to the amount of damages. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. The report is quite complete, 

Mr. FESS. Has this bill passed the House? 

Mr. SHEPPARD, Yes; it passed the House, and the whole 
matter was examined into by the House committee. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
Rosson] asked a very pertinent question a moment ago; but 
may I invite his attention, more for information, to the legal 
aspects of the case? 

My recollection of the principle of the common law—and 
that principle has been carried down into our jurisprudence— 
that a county or a municipality or a State is not liable for 


the torts of its officers or agents. Accordingly cities are not 
liable for the transgressions of their police officers. If a police 
officer kills a man, the city is not liable. If a sheriff of a 
county commits a tort, the county is not liable. If these sol- 
diers were ordered to do something by their officers, and in 
the performance of their duty acted in a negligent manner, 
which resulted in injury, then there might be a liability, 
possibly. ; = 

Mr. ROBINSON. If the Senùtor will permit me, of course, 
the Government is not liable without the passing of a statute. 
That is the reason for our passing this bill. If the Senator 
will read in the report on this bill what Secretary of War 
Neer has to say about it, he will see just how strong the 
case is. 

Mr. KING. I will say to the Senator that it is one which 
appeals very strongly for legislation, and yet the precedent I 
am afraid is a very dangerous one. It would nullify the 
accepted principles of jurisprudence as to the liability of gov- 
ernments and of municipalities. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Secretary of War, referring to the 
incident, said: 


The War Department deplores those tragic occurrences at Houston, 
truly stated by the Judge Advocate General to be without parallel 
in the history of our Army, and regrets that so many innocent persons 
should have suffered therefrom. If the Congress, in its discretion, 
desires to extend relief to those who were injured and to the families of 
those who were killed, the War Department is not apprised of any 
facts which would make such rellef improper or objectionable, 


There is a statement of fact, which I will not take the time 
of the Senate to read, showing that the cases were exceedingly 
aggravated. In view of those circumstances, I think the bill 
ought to pass. 

Mr. KING. I merely mention the fact`to the Senator. He 
can see that it might be a very dangerous precedent, if the 
Government is to be responsible for the torts of soldiers, and 
municipalities are to be responsible for the criminal acts of 
their employees. It would impose burdens that no one could 
estimate. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Of course, under the law the Government 
is not responsible for the torts of its officers, except in certain 
cases where a statute so expressly provides; but I do maintain 
that if we clothe men in the uniform of the United States 
Army, arm them, and put them in communities where they 
engage in mutinies and riots and-destroy the lives and prop- 
erty of citizens, every consideration of honor should prompt 
the Government of the United States to do justice to citizens 
and pay them for any damages occasioned, so far as that can 
be done. 

Mr. KING. This is a case which appeals very strongly for 
some sort of legislation, but in my opinion it is very dangerous 
legislation. It is legislation which I do not think you can find 
a parallel for. In municipalities, in counties, in States, no 
matter how aggravated the torts of the officers may be, the 
cities and the counties and the States are not responsible. 
I shall not object to the consideration of the bill, but I ask for 
a vote, because I desire to register my opposition to the legis- 
lation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill is in Committee of 
the Whole and open to amendment. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


POWER TRUST INVESTIGATION 


The resolution (S. Res. 286) directing the Federal Trade 
Commission to investigate the alleged Power Trust in the 
United States and its financial relationship with certain other 
public-utility companies and associations was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. SMOOT. That has already been agreed to. 

Mr. HOWELL. I move that the resolution be indefinitely 
postponed, as it has been disposed of otherwise. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, that order 
will be entered and the resolution will be indefinitely post- 
poned. 

HELEN M. PECK 


The bill (S. 2438) for the relief of Helen M. Peck was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole, and was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc, That the Secretary of the Treasury is authorized 
and directed to pay to Helen M. Peck, out of any money in the Treas- 
ury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $230.50 in full satisfaction 
of all claims for damages sustained on January 20, 1921, through the 
loss of two horses and two packsaddles while in the use of the National 
Park Service at Grand Canyon National Park. 
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The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

RETIREMENT OF COMMISSIONED OFFICERS IN THE ARMY 

The bill (H. R. 5084) to amend the national defense act 
approved June 13, 1916, as amended by the act of June 4, 
1920, relating to retirement, and for other, purposes, was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill had been reported’ by the Committee on Military 
Affairs with an amendment, on page 2, line 3, after the word 
“retirement,” to strike out the following proviso: “ Provided, 
That no officer shall be retired for any cause unless the Secre- 
tary of War shall certify in writing that such officer is unable 
to render effective service in any branch or division of the mili- 
tary establishment,” so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the act entitled “An act for making further 
and more effectual provisions for the national defense, and for other 
purposes,” approved June 8, 1916, as amended by the national defense 
act of June 4, 1920, be further amended by inserting after the words 
“per cent,” in line 27 of section 24 thereof, the following: “ Provided, 
That any officer so appointed, who has been or may hereafter be re- 
tired for physical disability incident to the service, under the pro- 
visions of section 1251, Revised Statutes, shall receive, from the date 
of such retirement, retired pay at the rate of 75 per cent of his active 
pay at the time of such retirement.” 


Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I would like to have the Sena- 
tor from New York explain just what this bill would do. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, this is a House bill, a 
duplicate of which has already been reported by the Senate 
Committee on Military Affairs. This is the situation: In the 
national defense act of 1920 provision was made for admission 
to the commissioned personnel of the Army of a limited num- 
ber of persons over the age of 45. In all cases they were men 
who had served as commissioned officers in the emergency 
forces during the war. The admission of a limited number into 
the Regular Army thereafter was considered very desirable, 
because some of them were highly skilled in the technical 
branches of military work. a 

Having conceded that it might be very well to permit certain 
officers over the age of 45 years to come into the Regular 
Army, in 1920 the Military Committees of the two Houses, in 
finishing the drafting of the national defense act, decided that 
those officers should not have the same retirement privileges 
with respect to retirement upon age as officers who entered the 
service in their early twenties, served on through their twenties, 
their thirties, and their forties, onward to the age of 64. So we 
placed a provision in the national defense act of 1920 to the 
effect that officers appointed in the Regular Army over the age 
of 45 should, when retired, it being assumed that they would 
retire at the age of 64, receive as retired pay 4 per cent of their 
active pay, multiplied by the number of years they had served. 
That was all thoroughly understood. In other words, an officer 
coming in, we will say, at the age of 50, being retired at the 
age of 64—and, of course, none of these retirements have yet 
occurred—would receive 4 per cent for 14 years’ service, in- 
stead of 75 per cent of his active pay. In other words, he 
would get less retired pay than the officer who had spent his 
life in the Army and had reached the age of 64. 

We forgot one thing, however. I admit it on my own part, 
because I was one of those who helped draft the law. We 
forgot that these officers who came in over the age of 45 might 
be seriously injured in line of duty, and if thus injured and 
rendered helpless for the rest of their lives they might be 
thrown out of the Army, retired for physical disability, with 
pay equal to only 4 per cent of their pay multiplied by the 
number of years they had seryed. For example, if one of these 
officers to-day should be severely injured in line of duty and 
his retirement compelled under the law, having served only 
four years, he would get only 16 per cent of his active pay as 
his retired pay. 

This bill is to give the officer in this class who has been 
retired as the result of physical disability incurred in line of 
duty the same retired pay as that received by other officers who 
are retired for the same reason. If an officer is retired for 
age, the 4 per cent rule will still hold. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The qnestion is on agreeing to 
the amendment of the committee, which has been stated. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, I desire to offer an amend- 
ment. A few days ago the Senate unanimously passed a bill 
to define the status of retired officers in the Regular Army who 
have been detailed as professors and assistant professors of 
military science and tactics at educational institutions. 


There was no objection to that bill, and it was passed unani- 
mously. But owing to the condition of legislation in the House 
it is doubtful whether they can reach it. Accordingly I desire 
to offer the text of the bill as an amendment to this bill which 
is now before us, a House bill, in order that there may be a 
chance for its consideration in the House. 

Mr. SMOOT. If the House does not pass that bill and it is 
placed on this bill as an amendment, it will kill both of them. 

Mr, BINGHAM. The only question is whether it will reach 
the House. * 

Mr. SMOOT. I do not expect the House will agree to this. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment offered by the Senator from Connecticut, which 
the Secretary will report, ~ 

The READING CLERK. The Senator from Connecticut pro- 
pora to insert at the end of the bill the following additional 
sections: P 


Src. 2. That the authority for detail of retired officers of the Regular 
Army contained in section 40b and section 55c of the national defense 
act of June 3, 1916, as amended by the act of June 4, 1920, shall in 
either case be construed to include authority to so detail retired officers 
of the Philippine Scouts. 

Sec, 8. Duty performed by retired officers of the Regular Army and 
duty performed by retired officers of the Philippine Scouts, pursuant 
to War Department orders issued under section 40b or section 55¢, 
respectively, of said national defense act of June 3, 1916, as amended 
by the act of June 4, 1920, including in either case temporary duty 
for attendance on any course of preparatory instruction required by 
such order, shall be constried to be active duty for the purpose of 
increase of longevity pay of such retired officers within the meaning of 
the national defense act of June 3, 1916, as amended by the act of 
June 4, 1920, and the act of May 12, 1917, entitled “An act making 
appropriations for the support of the Army for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1918, and for other purposes,” and the act of June 10, 1922, 
entitled “An act to readjust the pay and allowances of the commis- 
sioned and enlisted personnel of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, Coast 
Guard, Coast and Geodetic Survey, and Public Health Service." 

Sec. 4. Duty heretofore performed by retired officers of the Philip- 
pine Scouts, pursuant to War Department orders purporting to have 
been issued under section 40b or section 55c, respectively, of said 
national defense act of June 8, 1916, as amended by the act of June 4, 
1920, including, in elther case, temporary duty for attendance on any 
course of preparatory instruction required by such order, shall be 
construed to be active duty for the purpose of increase of longevity pay 
of such retired officers, within the meaning of the aforesaid act of Juno 
8, 1916, as amended by the act of June 4, 1920, and the aforesaid act 
of May 12, 1917, and the aforesaid act of June 10, 1922. 

Sec. 5. Duty performed prior to July 1, 1922, by retired officers of 
the Regular Army and duty performed prior to June 10, 1922, by 
retired officers of the Philippine Scouts, pursuant to War Department 
orders issued or purporting to have been issued under section 40b or 
section 55e, respectively, of said national defense act of June 8, 
1916, as amended by the act of June 4, 1920, including in either case 
temporary duty for attendance on any course of preparatory instruc- 
tion required by such order, shall be construed to be active duty for 
the purpose of promotion of such retired officers on the retired list 
within the meaning of the aforesaid act of June 3, 1916, as amended 
by the act of June 4, 1920, and the aforesaid act of June 10, 1922. 

Sec. 6. Any administrative action heretofore taken by the War De- 
partment dependent for validity upon the above-mentioned construc- 
tions of the Indicated statutes, or a like construction of any other 
statute authorizing the detail of retired officers of the Army to edu- 
cational institutions, is hereby ratified and confirmed; and that any 
pay otherwise due to any retired officers of the Regular Army or the 
Philippine Scouts but heretofore withheld by reason of a construction 
of any of the indicated statutes inconsistent with those foregoing shall 
be considered due and payable. 


Mr. KING. I would like to ask the Senator from Connecticut 
what relation the Philippine Scouts have to the bill which he 
has just been describing? I understood him to refer to a bill 
which provided for certain retired officers being assigned to 
teaching activities in some colleges. 

Mr. BINGHAM. The bill was to validate the action of the 
War Department in placing certain officers of the Army and 
two officers of the Philippine Scouts on active duty in educa- 
tional institutions, 

Mr. SMOOT. I must call the attention of my colleague to 


the fact that very likely they received a letter from the War 
Department, If that is the case they are entitled to retire- 
ment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Connecticut. 
The amendment was agreed to, 
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The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill 
to be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “An act to amend 
the national defense act approved June 3, 1916, as amended 
by the act of June 4, 1920, relating to retirement, and for 
other purposes.” 

CLARA E. NICHOLS 


The bill (S. 3618) to extend the benefits of the United States 
employees’ compensation act of September 7, 1916, to Clara E. 
Nichols was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Claims 
1 85 amendment to strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: 


That the United States Employees’ Compensation Commission shall 
be, and it is hereby, authorized and directed to waive the statute of 
limitations in the application filed by Clara E. Nichols, a former em- 
ployee of the education and recreation division, Adjutant General's 
office, War Department, Los Angeles, Calif., the provision of an act en- 
titled “An act to provide compensation for employees of the United 
States suffering injuries while in the performance of their duties, and 
for other purposes," approved September 7, 1916, in order that she 
may receive the same consideration as though she had applied within 
the specified time required by law. 


Mr. STANFIELD. This is merely a relief bill, giving relief 
to Clara E. Nichols, so far as the statute of limitations is con- 
cerned, under the United States employees’ compensation act. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


ROYAL HOLLAND LLOYD 


The bill (S. 4016) for the relief of the Royal Holland Lloyd, 
a Netherland corporation of Amsterdam, the Netherlands, was 
W as in Committee of the Whole and was read, as 
ollows: 


Be it enacted, cto., That the claim of the Royal Holland Lloyd, 
owners of the Netherlands steamship Zealandia, against the United 
States for damages alleged to have been sustained as a result of the re- 
fusal of the Federal authorities to grant clearance to the vessel during 
the period from October 17, 1917, to March 21, 1918, may be sued for 
by the said Royal Holland Lloyd in the United States Court of Claims, 
and said court shall have jurisdiction to hear and determine such suit 
to judgment: Provided, That such notice of the suit shall be given to 
the Attorney General of the United States as may be provided by 
order of the said court, and it shall be the duty of the Attorney 
General to appear and defend for the United States: Provided further, 
That said suit shail be brought and commenced within four months 
of the date of the passage of this act. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 8 


CLAIMS OF JOHN SEVIER, SR., AND JOHN SEVIER, JR. 


The bill (S. 486) making appropriation for payment of claims 
of John Sevier, sr., and Jolin Sevier, jr., in accordance with 
report and findings in the Court of Claims as reported in 
House Documents Nos. 1302 and 131, under the provisions of 
the act approved March 3, 1883, known as the Bowman Act, 
was announced as next in order. 3 

Mr. FESS. Let the bill go over. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, the bill was referred to the 
Committee on Claims and the junior Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. Bayarp] made a most careful examination into all the 
facts and has reported adversely. Having great confidence in 
what the Senator from Delaware has investigated and re- 
ported, I think perhaps the bill ought to be indefinitely post- 
poned. It is a very complicated matter and I do not want to 
do any injustice to the claimants, and yet at the same time 
the Senator from Delaware went through it very carefully and 
reported adversely upon it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection the bill 
will be indefinitely postponed. 


R. CLYDE BENNETT 


The bill (S. 2441) for the relief of R. Clyde Bennett was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, I have not had an opportunity to 
read all the report. I would like to have an explanation of the 
(Dill. 
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Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, it would be impossible to con- 
ceive a more meritorious or a more pitiable case than that of 
R. Clyde Bennett, the prospective beneficiary of the pending bill. 

The admitted facts in the case are as follows: ; 

On the 2ist day of May, 1917, Bennett was a brakeman regu- 
larly engaged in discharging his duties on a freight train of 
the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Co. running between Parkers- 
burg and Grafton, W. Va. 

On the day mentioned one Ross Peters, a member of Com- 
pany K, First Infantry, West Virginia National Guard, then in 
Federal service and acting in pursuance of Federal orders, was 
engaged in guarding what is known as Eaton tunnel, through 
which the freight train on which Bennett was a brakeman 
roe rily passed on its trip between the points aboye men- 

oned. 

After this train had run about 600 feet beyond the point 
where Peters was stationed as a guard he accidentally dis- 
charged his rifle, the ball from which struck Bennett, who was 
at the time riding on the top of one of the cars composing the 
train. The ball entered the victim’s body on the right side, 
near the top of the shoulder blade, passed through the apex of 
one of the lungs, through the collar bone, came out of his neck 
near the carotid artery, and entered his face near the angle of 
the jaw, and a second time came out of the body just below 
the right eye. 

From the day of the accident until this Bennett has been 
not only an incurable but a hopeless inyalid. A considerable 
portion of his body is affected. His right arm is an encum- 
brance and will be worse than useless to him during the re- 
mainder of his life. 

That the Government's soldier was exclusively responsible 
for this deplorable accident is shown by the decision of the 
court-martial that tried Peters and found him guilty of 
criminal carelessness in firing the shot that caused Bennett's 


ury. 
I submit this case to the Senate’s sense of justice, confidently 
anticipating that prompt and generous relief will be granted 
this victim of one of the countless tragedies of the World War. 
Mr. DIAL. Who fired the bullet? 
Mr. NEELY. A soldier in the Federal service, guarding 
the tunnel on the line of railroad through which the train 


passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to th 
present consideration of the bill? > 

Mr. KING. May I ask the Senator from West Virginia if 
under the compensation act the railroad company has made 
any provision for the man? 

Mr. NEELY. No; it has not. It refused to do so, on the 
ground that the guard was placed there by the Federal Goy- 
ernment and the railroad company was not responsible for 
it. He sought relief from the State of West Virginia and 
was denied it. 

There being no objection, the bill was considered as in 
Committee of the Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Claims 
with an amendment, in line 6, to strike out “$15,000” and 
insert in lieu thereof “$10,000,” so as to make the bill read: 


Be ii enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he 
is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to R. Clyde Bennett the sum 
of $10,000 in full satisfaction of all his claims against the United 
States on account of permanent bodily injuries sustained by him as 
the result of his having been accidentally shot by a soldier who at 
the time of the accidental shooting was in the service of the United 
States, guarding Baltimore & Ohio Railroad property in the State of 
West Virginia. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

KATHERINE SOUTHERLAND 

The bill (S. 449) for the relief of Katherine Southerland 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Claims 
with an amendment, in line 6, to strike out “$2,567” and in- 
sert in lieu thereof “ $2,067,” so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treas- 
ury not otherwise appropriated, to Katherine Southerland the sum of 
$2,067 for injuries received and losses sustained as a result of being 
run down and over by a motor truck of the United States Army in 
Washington, D. C., on November 7, 1921, 


The amendment was agreed to. 
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The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
was read the third time, and passed. 


STREET-RAILWAY MERGER, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


The bill (S. 4191) to permit the merger of street-railway 
corporations operating in the District of Columbia, and for 
other purposes, was announced as next in order, 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I ask the chairman of the 
committee if he will not permit the bill to go over. Negotia- 
tions are in progress between us by which some compromise 
may be effected. 

Mr. BALL. I ask that the bill may go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


FOOD CONTROL AND RENT ACT 


The bill (S. 4227) to extend the provisions of Title II of the 
food control and District of Columbia rents act, as amended; 
to prevent fraudulent transactions g real estate; to 
create a real-estate commission for the District of Columbia; 
to define, regulate, and license real-estate brokers and real- 
estate salesmen; to provide a penalty for a violation of the pro- 
visions hereof; and for other purposes, was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. BALL. I ask that the bill be passed over. 

; 2 — PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill goes over under ob- 
ection. 
SALE OF PUBLIC LANDS IN WISCONSIN 


The bill (S. 3379) providing for the sale and disposal of 
public lands within the area heretofore surveyed as Boulder 
Lake, in the State of Wisconsin, was considered as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Public 
Lands and Surveys with an amendment, on page 1, line 3, to 
strike out the following: That on the survey of any public lands 
found to exist within the area herteofore surveyed as Boulder 
Lake, in section 18, township 42, north of range 7 east, fourth 
principal meridian, in the State of Wisconsin, the State Young 
Men's Christian Association of Wisconsin, owner of adjacent 
land, shall have a preference right to purchase such lands so 
surveyed for a period of 60 days after the filing of the official 
plats of such survey at $1.25 per acre,” and insert: “ That on 
the survey of any public lands found to exist within the area 
heretofore surveyed as Boulder Lake, in section 18, township 
42, north of range 7 east, fourth principal meridian, in the 
State of Wisconsin, the State Young Men’s Christian Associa- 
tion of Wisconsin, owner of lots 6 and $, said section 18, shall 
have a preference right to purchase such lands so surveyed 
adjacent to and lying between said lots 6 and 8 and the shore 
line of the lake as now established for a period of 60 days 
after the filing of the official plats of such survey at $1.25 per 
acre,” so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, eto., That on the survey of any public lands found to 
exist within the area heretofore surveyed as Boulder Lake, in section 
18, township 42, north of range 7 east, fourth principal meridian, in the 
State of Wisconsin, the State Young Men’s Christian Association of 
Wisconsin, owner of lots 6 and 8, said section 18, shall have a prefer- 
ence right to purchase such lands so surveyed adjacent to and lying 
between said lots 6 and 8 and the shore line of the lake as now estab- 
lished for a period of 60 days after the filing of the official plats of 
such survey at $1.25 per acre: Provided, That such privilege shall not 
extend to any lands so surveyed inuring to the State of Wisconsin 
under the act of September 28, 1850 (9th Stat. p. 519): Provided 
further, That nothing herein contained shall have the effect of defeat- 
ing the rights of any other person or persons which may have attached 
to such lands or any part thereof. 

Sec. 2. That the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to make all 
necessary roles and regulations to carry this act into effect. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
COLUMBIA RIVER BRIDGE, OREGON-WASHINGTON 


The bill (S. 4045) granting the consent of Congress to W. D. 
Comer and Wesley Vandereook to construct a bridge across the 
Columbia River between Longview, Wash., and Rainier, Oreg., 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Commerce 
with an amendment, on page 2, after line 3, to insert a new 
section, as follows: 

Sec. 2. The States of Washington and Oregon, or either of them, or 
any political subdivision or subdivisions thereof, within or adjoining 
which said bridge is located, may at any time acquire all right, title, 


and interest in said bridge and the approaches thereto constructed un- 
der the authority of this act, for the purpose of maintaining and 
operating such bridge as a free bridge, by the payment to the owners 
of the reasonable value thereof, not to exceed in any event the con- 
struction cost thereof: Provided, That the said State or States or 
political subdivision or divisions may operate such bridge as a toll 
bridge not to exceed five years from date of acquisition thereof. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MoNARY. I send to the desk an amendment which I 
propose. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be stated. 

The READING CLERK. On page 2, at the end of line 3, insert 
the following proviso: 


Provided, however, That the plans and specifications for said bridge 
shall first be submitted to and approved by the State highway commis- 
sions of Oregon and Washington. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the consent of Congress is hereby granted 
to W. D. Comer and Wesley Vandercook, and their successors and 
assigns, to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge and approaches 
thereto across the Columbia River at a point suitable to the interests 
of navigation at or near the city of Longview, in the county of Cowlitz, 
in the State of Washington, and at or near the city of Rainier, in the 
county of Columbia, in the State of Oregon, in accordance with the 
provisions of the act entitled “An act to regulate the construction of 
bridges over navigable waters,“ approved March 23, 1906: Provided, 
however, That the plans and specifications for said bridge shall first 
be submitted to and approved by the bighway commissions of Oregon 
aud Washington. 

Sec. 2. The States of Washington and Oregon, or elther of them, 
or any political subdivision or subdivisions thereof, within or adjoin- 
ing which said bridge is located, may at any time acquire all right, 
title, and interest in said bridge and the approaches thereto con- 
stricted under the authority of this act, for the purpose of matfntain- 
ing and operating such bridge as a free bridge, by the payment to the 
owners of the reasonable value thereof, not to exceed in any event the 
construction cost thereof: Provided, That the said State or States or 
political subdivision or divisions may operate such bridge as a toll 
bridge not to exceed five years from date of acquisition. 

Suc. 3. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby ex- 
pressly reserved. 


CLAIMS FOR EXTRA LABOR AT CERTAIN NAVY YARDS 


The bill (S. 2131) for the allowance of certain claims for 
extra labor above the legal day of eight hours at certain navy 
yards, certified by the Court of Claims, was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. KING. Let it go over. 

Mr. SMOOT. I ask that the bill be passed over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


IMMACULATO CARLINO 


The bill (S. 2013) for the relief of Immaculate Carlino, 
widow of Alexander Carlino, was considered as in Committee 
of the Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Claims, 
with an amendment, in line 6, to strike out $5,000” and insert 
in lieu thereof “ $2,000,” so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treas- 
ury not otherwise appropriated, to Immaculato Carlino, widow of 
Alexander Carlino, the sum of $2,000 as compensation for the death of 
her husband, who died as a result of injuries received when he was 
struck by a truck operated by an employee of the Bureau of War Risk 
Insurance. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

GLADYS L. BROWN 

The bill (S. 2454) to extend the benefits of the employers’ 
liability act of September 7, 1916, to Gladys L. Brown, a 
former employee of the Bureau of Engraving and Printing, 
Washington, D. C., was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole and was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the United States Employees’ Compensa- 
tion Commission shall be, and it is hereby, authorized and directed 
to extend to Gladys L. Brown, a former employee in the Bureau of 
Engraving and Printing, Washington, D. C., the provisions of an act 


1925 
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entitled “An act to provide compensation for employees of the United 
States suffering injuries while in the performance of their duties, and 
for other purposes,” approved September 7, 1916. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


MODIFICATION OF VISE FEES 


Tue bill (S. 4107) to authorize the President in certain cases 
to modify visé fees was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole and was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That notwithstanding existing law fixing the 
fees to be collected for visés of passports of aliens and for executing 
applications for such visés, the President be, and he is hereby, author- 
ized, to the extent consistent with the public interest, to reduce such 
fees or to abolish them altogether, in the case of any class of aliens 
desiring to visit the United States who are not “immigrants” as de- 
fined in the immigration act of 1924, and who are citizens or subjects 
of countries which grant similar privileges to citizens of the United 
States of a similar class visiting such cotntries. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, Or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

CHANGE OF NAME OF THIRD PLACE NE. 


The bill (H. R. 8410) to change the name of Third Place NE. 
to Abbey Place was considered as in Committee of the Whole 
and was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the name of the street not yet cut through, 
but now on record as ThirdtPlace NE., be, and the same is hereby, 
changed to Abbey Place, and the surveyor of the District of Columbia 
is hereby directed to enter such change on the records of his office. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, rad the third time, and passed. 


TRAFFIC REGULATION AND ADDITIONAL OFFICIALS 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (S. 4207) to provide for the regulation of 
motor-vehicle traffic in the District of Columbia, increase the 
number of judges of the police court, and for other purposes. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, the bill has been approved down 
to section 9. As a substitute for the amendment to section 9, 
offered by the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. MCKELLAR], I 
offer the amendment which I send to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Delaware 
offers an amendment, which the clerk will report. 

The READING CLERK. On page 14, beginning in line 3, strike 
out down to and ineluding line 2, on page 15, and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 


Src. 9. (a) No individual while operating a motor vehicle in the 
District, knowing that such motor vehicle has struck any individual 
or any vehicle, or that such vehicle has been struck by any other 
vehicle, shall leaye the place where the collision or injury occurred 
without stopping and giving his name, place of residence, including 
street and number, and registration and operator's permit numbers, 
to the individual so struck or to the owner or operator of the other 
vehicle if such owner or operator is present, or if such owner or 
operator Is not present then to bystanders. Any operator whose vehicle 
strikes or causes personal injury to an individual and who fails to 
conform to the requirements of this subdivision shall, upon conviction 
of the first offense, be fined not less than $100 nor more than $500, or 
shall be imprisoned for a term of not less than 60 days and not more 
than six months; and upon the conviction of a second or subsequent 
offense shall be fined not less than $500 nor more than $1,000 and 
shall be imprisoned for a term of not less than six months nor 
more than one year. And any operator whose vehicle strikes or 
causes damage to any other vehicle and who fails to conform to the 
requirements of this subdivision shall upon conviction of the first 
offense be fined not more than $500 or imprisoned not more than six 
months, or both; and fer the second or any other subsequent offense be 
fined not more than $1,000 or imprisoned not more than one year, 
or both. 

(b) No individual shall while under the influence of any intoxicating 
liquor or narcotic drug operate any motor vehicle in the District. 
Any individual violating any provision of this subdivision sball, upon 
conviction for the first offense, be fined not less than $100 nor more 
than $500, or imprisoned not less than 60 days nor more than six 
months; and upon conviction for the second or any subsequent offense 
be fined not less than $200 nor more than $1,000 and imprisoned not 
less than six months nor more than one year. 

(e) Upon conviction of a violation of any provision of this section 
the clerk of the court shall certify forthwith such conviction. to the 
director who shall thereupon revoke the operator's permit of such 
individual, 


Mr. BALL. I ask that the word “and” be stricken out 
where it occurs in reference to the first offense and the word 

or” $ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator has a right to 

y his amendment. 

Mr. BALL. I so modify it. I would like to explain that 
that makes the punishment discretionary with the court in 
ease an offender strikes a person or hits a car. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, will the Senator repeat what 
he just said, because we did not hear a word of it? 

Mr. BALL. As the amendment was originally drawn the 
penalty for the first offense of striking an individual and 
ruuning away was both fine and imprisonment. I now modify 
the amendment so as to make the punishment fine or imprison- 
ment, leaving to the court a discretion as to which penalty 
shall be imposed. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, I haye had some- 
thing to say about this bill as it was originally introduced. I 
may have been a little severe in my comments. The bill if 
amended as now proposed will very largely conform to the 
criticisms* which I have heretofore made. I may think some 
of the penalties still a little severe, but I think they are rea- 
sonably humane, 

I wish merely to say that I never objected to this bill be- 
cause I wanted automobilists to operate in disregard of life 
and limb, but because I was satisfied the measure as proposed 
was not a proper messure of regulation. However, it has 
come to this, that any man who opposes a measure which is 
brought forward when there is a certain degree of pressure 
being exerted in its favor is generally subjected to some criti- 
cism, particularly by certain portions of the press. We have 
to accept that. I only wish to remark in passing that, while 
I have the utmost respect for the proprietors of great news- 
papers in this country, I would not want them to run the 
country without some reasonable degree of supervision. 

The thing about this bill that appeals to me most, and which 
I believe will bring a very much better result than the some- 
what drastic penalties provided in the first instance, is that 
it is proposed to increase the police force of the city, which I 
presume will mean watchmen at more of the crossings. It is 
also proposed to establish a signal system. 

Nearly all of the accidents which occur in the case of auto- 
mobiles result from an improper management of the traffic of 
the city. Perhaps that is an overstatement, but a large per- 
centage of them result from that cause. We ought to have in 
this city, as there should be in every city, a traffic expert who 
should do nothing but study the questions relating to the regu- 
lation of traffic. With that, with the power vested in the 
traffic manager or some board to make rules and regulations, 
and with a police force which is trained to attend to its busi- 
ness, a great deal could be done to diminish the accidents 
which occur. To my mind, the bill as now prepared, with the 
amendment which is suggested adopted, will be a fairly work- 
able measure. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, as we all know, this bill 
has been very carefully gone over time and time again in many 
conferences, I believe the measure as at last agreed upon is 
a distinct improvement on the bill as originally presented. 
I am quite sure of that. I believe it is a workable measure, 
and it has been made much more workable since the various 
modifications of it have been made. I hope the bill will pass. 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, I desire to make a parliamentary 


inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state the 
inguiry. 

Mr. DIAL. What disposition has been made of the section 
of the bill providing for an additional police force? 

Mr. KING. That section of the bill has not been reached. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is informed that 
that section has not been reached. 

Mr. DIAL. I thought the question was on the passage of 
the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No; the question is on the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Delaware [Mr. BALL]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill is still before the 
Senate as in Committee of the Whole and is open to amend- 
ment. 

Mr. KING. May I inquire of the chairman of the Commit- 
tee on the District of Columbia whether he has considered the 
propriety of modifying the provision on page 8 reading as 
follows: 

Operators’ permits shall be issued for a period not in excess of one 
year, expiring on March 31. The fee for any such permit shall be $2, 
except that in case of any permit which will expire within less than 
six months of the date of its issuance the fee shall be $1. 
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As I understand the provision of the bill a permit must 
be obtained every year. 

Mr. BALL. That is the consensus of opinion on the part of 
the committee. 

Mr. KING. And that an additional fee of $2 will be re- 
quired each year? 

Mr. BALL. Yes. 

Mr. KING. Does not the Senator think it would be wiser 
and far better, certainly more just to those who are obeying 
the law and yet would be ample protection to those who may 
be inclined to disobey the law, to have an amendment of this 
character: 


Operators’ permits shall be issued for a period not in excess of one 
year expiring on March 31, and shall be renewable for periods of 
one year upon compliance with such regulations and the payment of 
such fee as the director of traffic may prescribe, not exceeding $1. 


It seems to me, Mr. President, that to require a permit every 
year, with a fee of $2 each year, is too much; that is, the fee 
is too much, and there is no necessity of requiring an original 
permit each year. Let the applicant who desires a renewal 
of his permit apply to the proper officer, let him make such 
indorsement as the rule or the regulation may require upon 
the permit, and upon receipt of $1 let the permit be good for 
another year. I ask the Senator from Delaware will he not 
accept an amendment of that character? 

Mr. BALL. I have no objection to accepting an amendment 
of that kind; yet personally I feel that permits should only 
be granted for one year, whether there is a charge made for 
the renewal or not. I am opposed to granting a permit which 
is good year after year without knowing anything about the 
character of the applicant during the successive years. 

Mr. KING. The Senator will see that the amendment which 
I have suggested provides for a yearly renewal. 

Mr. BALL. I understand the amendment, but I am sur- 
prised, Mr. President, that the Senator from Utah fears that 
the tax of the District citizens is too severe. It is the first 
time I have ever heard him make that contention, 

Mr. KING, There is a great dsal of difference between a 
tax on property and a tax for the renewal of a privilege. 

Mr. BALL. The charge for the renewal of a permit in many 
of the States is from $5 to $7. In my own State it was $7 until 
a year ago, but I think it is now $5. However, I am perfectly 
satisfied to accept the amendment proposed by the Senator 
from Utah. I do not think it will make the slightest differ- 
ence as to the efficiency of the bill. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair must warn Sen- 
ators that we are proceeding under a nnanimous-consent agree- 
ment that limits debate to five minutes. The language of the 
unanimous-consent agreement, omitting certain portions, is: 
“And that debate be limited to five minutes on each bill and 
amendment.” 

Mr. KING. Mr, President, in view of the statement of the 
Senator from Delaware that he is willing to accept the amend- 
ment 

Mr. BALI. I accept the amendment. 

Mr. KING. I offer the amendment which I send to the desk, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The amendment will be stated. 

The RRADINa CLERK. On page 8, line 25, after “31st” it is 
proposed to insert a comma and the words 


and shall be renewable for periods of one year upon compliance with 
such regulations and the payment of such fee as the director of traffic 
may- prescribe, not exceeding 81. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Utah. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I submit to the Senator from Utah I 
do not think it wise to reduce the amount of the fee. It costs 
to administer traffic laws, and I think, accepting as I do his 
thought as to the renewals, that the fee should be at least $2 
in order to help defray the expense of administering the law 
and for other purposes. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I think that $1 is sufficient. I 
have in mind the fact that the great majority of those who 
have automobiles in the District are employees of the Govern- 
ment whose salaries are small, and I think that when a re- 
newal is applied for $1 is all that is necessary. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. If the antomobile owner would refrain 
from going to the movies for one night, he could save the 
cost of the fee. 

Mr. BALL. I accept the amendment. 

Mr. KENDRICK. Mr. President, I should like to ask the 
chairman of the committee or some one of the other proponents 
of this bill a question with reference to the revocation of 
licenses. In discussing the matter with the Senator from Dela- 


ware a short time ago he advised me that the chief difficulty 
here was that when a license was revoked in the District of 
Columbia the individual who had thus lost his license would 
cross the river into Virginia or go into Maryland and secure a 
license from one of those States and return to the District and 
drive his car. It is my observation that the revocation of 
licenses is one of the most efficient means of correcting traffic 
evils; and I wish to ask the Senator what provision, if any, is 
contained in the bill against that kind of a contingency. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, the bill provides for the revoca- 
tion of licenses not only of those issued by the District of 
Columbia but of those issued by other States so far as such 


-licenses are applicable to the District. Of course the District 


officials can not take away from any person a license which has 
been issued by another State, but they can prevent the use of 
such license in the District. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Utah. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr, KING. Mr. President, on page 18, line 12, I move to 
strike out the words “three hundred” and insert in lieu 
thereof the words “one hundred” so that the section will read: 


The commissioners are authorized to appoint 100 additional privates 
for the Metropolitan police force. 


May I say, Mr. President, that in my opinion 25 additional 
policemen would be all that are required, but, out of defer- 
ence to the Senator from Delaware, and because there might be 
some difficulty in securing such an amendment, I have con- 
sented to make it 100, although, in my opinion, so large a num- 
ber is wholly unnecessary. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I accept the amendment making 
the number 100 instead of 300, although I am satisfied that for 
efficiency 300 are needed. Of course, the policemen have 8-hour 
tours of duty, so that if 300 additional were appointed it 
would only mean that 100 would be available at a given time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Utah. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I wish to inquire of the Sen- 
ator from Delaware with reference to the punishment imposed 
in section (e) on page 13. [A pause.] The Senator tells me 
that he has amended that, as he did the former punishment, by 
inserting “or” for “and,” and that is satisfactory to me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill is still before the Sen- 
ate as in Committee of the Whole and open to amendment. If 
there be no further amendment to be proposed, the bill will be 
reported to the Senate. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I want to make just one observa- 
tion before this bill is passed. 

I had oceasion yesterday to call attention to three acts of 
Congress which give to the District Commissioners plenary 
power to deal with this subject and all questions affecting the 
lives and the limbs and the property and the health of the 
people of the District. They have full power to pass any police 
regulation that they may regard as necessary. In addition to 
that, there are two statutes enacted by Congress dealing with 
the question of vehicular traffic, motor traffic in the streets. In 
addition to that we have regulations, 35 pages of them, which 
have been adopted by the commissioners, which deal with this 
subject in a more comprehensive way and in a more detailed 
and, in my opinion, a more satisfactory and rational manner 
than the bill which is before us. 

If this bill is passed, it will lead to considerable confusion. 
There will be controversy as to what is in force and as to what 
has been repealed in former acts of Congress or in the regula- 
tions of the District Commissioners. 1 regard this bill as a 
mistake ; it is a misfit; we will find much difficulty in enforcing 
it, and much confusion will arise in the efforts to enforce it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the en- 
grossment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


CHANGE OF ENTRY 


The bill (S. 3839) to repeal the act approved January 27, 
1922, providing for change of entry, and for other purposes, 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Public 
Lands and Surveys with an amendment, ou page 1, line 7, 
after the word “of,” to strike out “said act may be perfected 
and patents issue therefor the same as though this act had not 
been passed,” and insert “this act, or any claims of which 
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notice is filed without 60 days from the approval of this act, 
upon which applications are presented within one year from 
the date of approval of this act, may be perfected and patents 
issue therefor the same as if this act had not been passed: 
Provided further, That when the selection in exchange fails for 
no fault on the part of the selector another selection in ex- 
change may be made if filed within one year from notice to 
8 selector of the rejection of the selection,” so as to make the 
ill read: - 


Be it enacted, etc., That the act of Congress approved January 27, 
1922, entitled “An act to amend section 2372 of the Revised Statutes,” 
be, and the same is hereby, repealed: Provided, That any applications 
heretofore filed under the provisions of this act, or any claims of 
which notice is filed without 60 days from the approval of this act, 
upon which applications are presented within one year from the date 
of approval of this act, may be perfected and patents issue therefor 
the same as if this act had not been passed: Provided further, That 
when the selection in exchange fails for no fault on the part of the 
selector another selection in exchange may be made if filed within one 
year from notice to the selector of the rejection of the selection. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed 
BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 3998) granting certain lands to the city of 
Delta, State of Colorado, for public park and recreational 
grounds, and for other purposes, was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Let that go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


ROCKY MOUNTAIN NATIONAL PARK 


The bill (S. 4132) to authorize the exchange of certain 
patented lands in the Rocky Mountain National Park for Goy- 
ernment lands in the park, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. PHiPPS. Mr. President, the House has passed an 
identical bill, House bill 11952. I ask that the Honse bill be 
substituted for the Senate bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the House bill on the 
calendar? 

Mr. PHIPPS. It has been referred to the committee. The 
House bill and the Senate bill, S. 4132, on the calendar, are 
identical. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is advised that the 
bill is pending in the committee. 

Mr. PHIPPS. It has already been approved by the commit- 
tee as Senate bill 4132. I ask that the committee be discharged 
from the further consideration of the House bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Colorado 
asks unanimous consent that the Committee on Public Lands 
and Surveys be discharged from the consideration of House 
bill 11952. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SMOOT. Does the Senator say that the House bill is 
identical with the Senate bill? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Yes. oS 

Mr. SMOOT. I have no objection, then. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Colorado 
asks unanimous consent that House bill 11952 be substituted 
for the Senate bill. Is there objection? The Chair hears none. 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to con- 
sider the bill (H. R. 11952) to authorize the exchange of cer- 
tain patented lands in the Rocky Mountain National Park for 
Government lands in the park. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

Mr, PHIPPS. I now ask that Senate bill 4132 be indefi- 
nitely postponed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it will be 
so ordered. 


TOPOGRAPHICAL SURVEY OF THE UNITED STATES 


The bill (H. R. 4522) to provide for the completion of the 
topographical survey of the United States was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let that go over. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, I hope the Senator will 
9 his objection until I briefly state what the House 

Mr. KING. I withhold my objection. 

Mr. PITTMAN. ‘The bill provides for a plan or a program 
of topographical survey of the United States. It has been 
sought for a great many years. It is petitioned for by all 
of the States, by the governors at their last annual meeting, 


and by all of the departments, I call attention to the fact 
that there are 12 departments of the Government that are now 
attempting to make these topographical maps. They are dupli- 
eating the work. It is very expensive. It was commenced in 
1889, At the present time only 41 per cent of the land of 
the United States has been surveyed, and that has been sur- 
veyed and mapped without a coordinated plan or arrangement. 

This bill provides for a plan lasting for 20 years, so that 
the work may go on systematically, so that they may get rid 
of this duplication by 12 departments and’ place it all in one 
department. The matter is considered a very important one 
by the Department of the Interior, and also by the Agricultural 
Department. It is essential to the work that we are doing in 
irrigation, in water-power matters, and in all of these things. 
The bill only authorizes for this year the very small appro- 
priation of about $906,600, and the work that is being carried 
on now by these numerous departments is costing far in excess 
of that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. PITTMAN, I yield to the Senator from New York. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I notice that the appropriation which 
is authorized to be made—and I assume that it has not yet 
been made, actnally—— 

Mr. PITTMAN. No; it has not. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I notice that the appropriation will be 
available only until the 30th day of June of this year. 

Mr. WARREN. I will ask the Senator if this is the so- 
called Temple bill? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Les; it is. 

Mr. CURTIS. It is the Temple bill. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The authorization of the appropria- 
tion reads: 


To be available until the 30th day of June, 1925. 


Is that the correct date? 

Mr. PITTMAN. That should be amended on account of the 
delay of this bill. I ask unanimous consent that it be amended 
by changing the year from “1925” to “1926.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of 
the Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, in my time, may I ask the Sena- 
tor—because I confess that I am not fully advised as to the 
benefits to be derived from this survey—what obligation rests 
upon the Federal Government to go into the States where all of 
the land is in the hands of private owners, as is the case in 
many of the States of the Union, especially the New England 
States, and make a topographical survey or a geological survey? 

I can understand why the Government might want to have 
a survey of its own land; but I can not quite comprehend the 
theory upon which the Federal Government goes into the 
States and makes a survey there, geological or topographical. 

Mr. PITTMAN. I assume that it is on this theory, or at 
least this theory appeals to me: The Federal Government has 
control of the navigable streams of the United States. It has 
control of the coast line. It is also controlling now water 
power on navigable streams and nonnavigable streams. It 
has flood control. In fact, the topography of the coast line is 
essential to national defense. It is essential to the car 
out of the control of nayigation. It is essential in laying the 
Government's plans and foundations; in a great many cases, 
for matters of irrigation. It has been found very valuable in 
our national road work. It has prevented the necessity for a 
great deal of preliminary work when they already had it. 

Another thing: The National Government has always 
mapped its own domain, and in mapping its own domain it is 
found very beneficial to carry in those same maps the topog- 
raphy of the country. Forty-one per cent of it is completed, 
but it is not coordinated. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President 

Mr. PITTMAN. I yield to the Senator from Utah. 

Mr. SMOOT., The only objection I have heard to the bill 
and it came from those in favor of the bills that this work 
can not be done in 20 years. Many of the engineers think it is 
an impossibility, and they are not opposed to having this work 
done; in fact, they are in favor of it and in favor of the appro- 
priation being made to the extent to which the money can be 
expended successfully, I have wondered, however, whether the 
Senator has received those same suggestions, asking that this 
change be made. It has been suggested to me that we strike out 
“20 years” and insert “30 years,” because of the fact that 
some of the engineers say it is impossible to do the work in 20 
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years, Does the Senator feel that that change ought to be | available until the goth day of June, 1926, for the purpose of carrying 


made? They say that there are not enough trained men in the 
United States to do the work in that time. 

Mr. PITTMAN. The only reason why I would not be willing 
and glad to follow the suggestion is that I think it is better not 
to have the matter go into conference at this late time in the 
session. I would rather take a chance on amending it at the 
next session. 

Mr. SMOOT. We could do that, I suppose. I only mention 
it now because many of the engineers tell me what I have just 
stated. > 

Mr. PITTMAN. Ithink the Senator is right, but I also think 
it is better not to put it in conference. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the Senator from 
Nevada has expired. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of this bill? 

Mr. SMOOT. I will finish my statement in my own time. 
I will simply say to the Senator that I am not going to insist 
upon this amendment; but some of the best engineers I know, 
who are deeply interested in this matter, say that it is an 
absolute impossibility to get the men to do this work within 
the 20 years, and they thought it would be better, so that 
the question would not be before Congress again, to have the 
original law provide for a limitation of 30 years. I have no 
objection, however, unless some other Senator has, to this 
provision, and letting the bill pass without amendment, know- 
ing that we can change it next year if it develops that it is 
necessary. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I should like to ask the Senator 
from Nevada or some one who is connected with this matter 
whether there is any provision in any statute requiring the 
State to make contributions? The States are the principal 
beneficiaries, particularly where they own all the lands; and 
it would seem that in this character of legislation, which we 
are enacting so often these days, in which the States and the 
Federal Government cooperate, the States should make contri- 
bution. I ask whether that has ever been contemplated? 

Mr. ROBINSON, Mr. President, the States do coaperate, 
and they pay half the expense, according to the report on this 
bill; and, in reply to the question asked a moment ago by the 
Senator from Utah, in addition to what the Senator from 
Nevada has stated, it is found necessary for the States to 
cooperate with the Federal Government in order to secure 
uniformity of service and standards. 

Mr. SMOOT. ‘That is provided for in section 2. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I want-to say to the Senator 
that there must be an amendment made to this bill, it seems 
to me, because section 3 provides that— 


The sum of $950,000 is hereby authorized to be appropriated out of 
any moneys in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to be avail- 
able until the 30th day of June, 1925. 


The money can not be expended within that time. 

Mr. SMOOT. It would have to go to conference. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The House could concur in that amend- 
ment, and would manifestly. 

Mr. SMOOT. It may do that, of course. 

Mr. ROBINSON. It would do it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair). The 
question is on agreeing to the amendment offered by the Sena- 
tor from Nevada [Mr. Prrrman] on page 2, line 16, to strike 
out “1925” and to insert in lieu thereof “1926,” so as to make 
the bill read: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the President be, and hereby is, authorized 
to complete, within a period of 20 years from the date of the passage 
of this act, a general utility topographical survey of the territory of 
the United States, including adequate horizontal and vertical control, 
and the securing of such topographic and hydrographic data as may 
be required for this purpose, and the preparation and publication of 
the resulting maps and data: Provided, That in carrying out the pro- 
visions of this act the President is authorized to utilize the services 
and facilities or such agency or agencies of the Government as now 
exist or may hereafter be created, and to allot to them (in addition to 
ond not in substitution for other funds available to such agencies 
under other appropriations or from other sources) funds from the 
appropriation herein authorized, or from such appropriation or appro- 
priations as may hereafter be made for the purpose of this act, 

Sec, 2. That the agencies which may be engaged in carrying out the 
provisions of this act are authorized to enter into cooperative agree- 
ments with and to receive funds made available by any State or civic 
subdivision for the purpose of expediting the completion of the mappin 
within its borders. f 

Sec. 3. The sum of $950,000 is hereby authorized to be appropriated, 
out of any moneys in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to be 


out the provisions of this act, both in the District of Columbia and 
elsewhere as the President may deem essential and proper, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, it seems to me that the 
point raised by the Senator from Utah is extremely important. 
There are not enough trained topographic engineers to do this 
work in anywhere near that amount of time, and it will be far 
better to have the bill provide for 30 years instead of 20 years, 
In view of the fact that the bill has to go to conference anyway, 
I ask the Senator from Nevada whether he would not be will- 
ing to accept such an amendment? 0 

Mr. PITTMAN. As I have said, I think that is a good sug- 
gestion. It is only a question as to whether or not the bill 
would be delayed in conference. 

Mr. ROBINSON. It could be amended hereafter if it were 
found necessary to extend the time. 

Mr, PITTMAN. I think it would be better not to change 
that now, because next year the time can be extended. 

Mr: SMOOT. I will be perfectly willing to take a chance 
on it. 

Mr. PITTMAN. I suggest to the Senator that next Decem- 
ber we can change it to any date which may be found neces- 
sary. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
necticut offer an amendment? 

Mr. BINGHAM. I do not. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in, 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed, and the Dill 
to be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time and passed. 


CONSTRUCTION OF THE UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 


Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I desire to make 
a parliamentary inquiry. Under the unanimous-consent agree- 
ment is not the debate on any bill limited to five minutes, not 
to five minutes to any Senator who may desire to speak, but 
is not the entire debate on any bill or amendment thereto 
limited to five minutes? The unanimous-consent agreement 
reads: 


That debate be limited to five minutes on each bill and amendment. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The langnage of the unani- 
mous-consent agreement would lead to the conclusion sug- 
gested by the Senator from Washington. 

Mr. SMOOT. Any Senator may object to the consideration 
of any bill. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I suggest that if we should adhere strictly to 
that ruling, any Senator could prevent the passage of any bill 
to-night by talking on it for five minutes. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. He can accomplish that result 
now by one word. 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; by simply objecting, 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

pee PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state his in- 
quiry. 

Mr. KING. I recall that that question has been raised here- 
tofore, and notwithstanding the technical construction of the 
rule would be as indicated by the Senator and the Chair, it 
has been common to interpret it to mean that debate shall go 
forward under the five-minute rule. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It has been so interpreted at 
this session and will continue to be so interpreted. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I desire to say that the Senator 
from Kansas, who asked for the unanimous-consent agreement, 
has stated that it was his intention that each Senator should 
have five minutes, if he desired, but that in taking down the 
agreement it was put in the language which appears on the 
first page of the Calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That has been the practice, as 
the Chair has remarked, during the evening, and will continue 
to be the practice. i 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Very well. 


DESERT-LAND ENTRIES, CALIFORNIA 


The bill (H. R. 10143) to exempt from cancellation certain 
desert-land entries in Riverside County, Calif., was considere 
as in Committee of the Whole and was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That no desert-land entry heretofore made in 
good faith under the public-land laws for lands in townships 4 and 5 
south, range 15 east; townships 4 and 5 south, range 16 east; town- 
ships, 4, 5, and 6 south, range 17 east; townships 5, 6, and 7 south, 
range 18 east; townships 6 and 7 south, range 19 east; townships 6 
and 7 south, range 20 east; townships 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 south, range 


Does the Senator from Con- 
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21 east; townships 5 and 6, and sections 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 18, and 19, 
in township 7 south, range 22 east; township 5 south, range 23 east, 
San Bernardino meridian, in Riverside County, State of California, shall 
be canceled prior to May 1, 1928, because of failure on the part of the 
entrymen to make any annual or final proof falling due upon any 
such entry prior to said date. The requirements of law as to annual 
assessments and final proof shall become operative from said date as 
though no suspension had been made. If the said entrymen are un- 
able to procure water to irrigate the said lands above described, 
through no fault of theirs, after using due diligence, or the legal 
questions as to their right to divert or impound water for the irriga- 
tion of said lands are still pending and undetermined by said Mzy 1, 
1928, the Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized to grant a 
further extension for an additional period of not exceeding two years, 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


DONATION OF LAND BY MRS. ANNE ARCHBOLD 


The bill (H. R. 10348) authorizing the Chief of Engineers of 
the United States Army to accept a certain tract of land from 
Mrs. Anne Archbold, donated to the United States for park 
purposes, was considered as in Committee of the Whole and was 
read, as follows: , 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, 
be, and he Is hereby, authorized and directed to accept, as an addition to 
the park system of the District of Columbia, the land, approximately 
28.12 acres in extent, lying along Foundry Branch between the Glover 
Parkway and Reservoir Road, donated by Mrs. Anne Archbold to the 
United States for park purposes in accordance with the terms of her 
dedication as shown on the map of said area dated November 10, 1924, 
on file in the Office of Public Buildings and Grounds, which tract shall 
be known as the “Archbold Parkway“; and the Chief of Engineers, 
United States Army, shall be, and is hereby, further authorized to 
accept dedications of additional land in the District of Columbia and 
adjacent thereto on request of the National Capital Park Commission 
and in accordance with the plans of said commission for the extension 
of the park system of the District of Columbia under the authority 
contained in public act No. 202, Sixty-eighth Congress, approved June 
6, 1924. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


DISTRICT TRAINING SCHOOL 


The bill (H. R. 9435) to provide for commitments to, main- 
tenance in, and discharges from the District Training School, 
and for other purposes, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. I would like to ask the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia whether this bill should not 
be considered at the same time the bill is under consideration 
providing for the unification of various organizations, such as 
the Board of Charities, and other kindred organizations in 
the District? . 

Mr. BALL. Of course, Mr. President, that bill has not 
been passed. The two bills could very well be considered to- 
gether, but at present there is no law providing for any com- 
mitments or any discharges as provided in this bill, and I 
understand the building for this school will be completed 
shortly, and unless some legislation shall be passed, of course 
there will be no means whatever of committing the feeble- 
minded children to that institution or any assurance as to 
when they shall leave and how to get rid of them. If the 
other bill had been passed, or we were assured it was going 
to pass, they might be combined, but I think, to be on the 
safe side, this bill should be passed. 

Mr. KING. Any bill which interferes with the liberties of 
individuals I thought ought to receive a little consideration. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I want to ask the Senator from 
Delaware a question. If this bill should pass now, and the bill 
to which he has referred should pass later, would there be 
any conflict between them? 

Mr. BALL. I think the other bill covers the provisions in 
this bill, except probably not as to commitments, but so far as 
the control is concerned, it would be under the same trustees. 

Mr. KING. Let the bill go over. z 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

STEAM ENGINEERING REGULATIONS, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

The bill (S. 4004) to amend the act entitled “An act to 
regulate steam engineering in the District of Columbia.” ap- 
proved February 28, 1887, was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is informed that the 
Senator from New York wishes to offer an amendment to this 
bill, and therefore the Chair suggests that somebody have the 
bill go over. 


` 
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Mr. KING. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


Let the bill go over. 


KANAWHA RIVER BRIDGE, WEST VIRGINIA 

The bill (H. R. 11255) granting the consent of Congress to 
the Kanawha Falls Bridge Co. (Inc.) to construct a bridge 
across the Kanawha River, at Kanawha Falls, Fayette County, 
W. Va., was considered as in Committee of the Whole, and 
was read. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and pussed. 


PEND D'OREILLE RIVER BRIDGE, IDAHO 


The bill (II. R. 11706) to authorize the construction of a 
bridge across the Pend d'Oreille River, Bonner County, Idaho, 
at the Newport-Priest River Road crossing, Idaho, was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. GOODING. I offer an amendment to the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Idaho of- 
fers an amendment, which will be stated. 

The Reaping CLERK. The amendment is, to strike out all 
after the enacting clause and in lieu thereof to insert: 


That the States of Washington and Idaho, or either of them, or 
any political subdivision or subdivisions thereof, or their assigns, 
are hereby authorized to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge 
across the Pend d Oreille River at a point suitable to the interests 
of navigation at or near the Newport-Priest River Road crossing, 
Washingion and Idaho, in accordance with the provisions of the act 
entitled “An act to regulate the construction of bridges over naviga- 
ble waters,” approved March 23, 1906, 

Sec. 2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby ex- 
pressly reserved. . 


Mr. GOODING. Mr. President, I may say, by way of ex- 
planation, that since this bill passed the House, granting per- 
mission to a private citizen to build this bridge, the State of 
Washington and the State of Idaho have reached an agree- 
ment under which they are to build the bridge jointly. If it 
were bnilt in the way provided in the bill as it passed the 
House it would be a toll bridge. The Sfates are asking to be 
allowed to build the bridge so that it will be an open and free 
bridge. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed, and the bill to 
be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill to authorize the 
construction of a bridge across the Pend d'Oreille River at or 
near the Newport-Priest River Road crossing, Washington and 
Idaho.” 

JOHX N. KNAUFF CO. (INC.) 


The resointion (S. Res. 326) referring to the Court of Claims 
the bill (S. 2588) for the relief of John N. Knauf? Co. (Inc.), 
was read and agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That the bill (S. 2588) for the relief of John N. Knauff 
Co. (Inc.), now pending in the Senate, together with all the accom- 
panying papers, be, and the same is hereby, referred to the Court of 
Claims, in pursuance of the provisions of an act entitled “An act to 
codify, revise, and amend the laws relating to the judiciary,” approved 
March 3, 1911; and the sald court shall proceed with the same in 
accordance with the provisions of such act and report to the Senate 
in accordance therewith. 

SURETY BONDS 

The bill (S. 2663) to standardize the procedure with refer- 
ence to surety bonds running in favor of the United States, and 
for other purposes, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. SMOOT. Let that go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


GRANT OF PUBLIC LANDS TO THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


The bill (H. R. 10770) grauting certain lands to the State of 
Washington for public park and recreational grounds, and for - 
other purposes, wis cousidered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Public 
Lands and Surveys with an amendment, on page 1, line 3, 
after the word “That,” to insert the words “upon payment 
therefor at the rate of $1.25 per acre,” so as to make the bill 
read: 


Be it enacted, cto., That upon payment therefor at the rate of $1.25 
per acre, the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to issue patent, as hereinafter limited, to the State of 
Washington for the following-described lands: The northeast quarter 


4046 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


FEBRUARY 18 


of the southeast quarter and lot 7, section 82, township 22 north, 
range’ 22 east of the Willamette meridian, containing 82:36 acres, more 
or less; such lands to be used and occupied solely for public park and 
recreational purposes: Provided, That there shall be reserved to the 
United States all ofl, coal, or other minerals in the land, and the right 
to prospect for, mine, and remove the same: Provided further, That if 
the grantee shall fail to use the land for park or recreational purposes 
or shall devote the same to other uses the title thereto shall revert to 
the United States and the lands shall be restored to the public domain 
upon a finding of such failure by the Secretary of the Interior. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. That matter of $1.25 an acre 
was brought up in the House committee, I merely want to in- 
quire whether the committee of the Senate would insist upon 
that? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes, Mr. President, the committee has insisted 
upou it in connection with every bill that has passed this body, 
with the exception of one, and that one went through by mis- 


e. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Is that true with reference to 
measures where the land is to be used purely for recreational 
and park purposes, and when that use ceases is to go back? 

Mr. SMOOT. It is the same. This is treating the State of 
Washington just as we have.ireated every other State in the 
Union. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Very well. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill to 
be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time and passed. 

COMPENSATION ‘TO CHIPPEWA INDIANS FOR TIMBER 


The bill (H. R, 27) to compensate the Chippewa Indians of 
Minnesota for timber and interest in connection with the 
settlement for the Minnesota National Forest was considered as 
in Committee of the Whole and was read, as fellows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That there is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated, out of any funds in the’ Treasury of the United States not 
otherwise appropriated, the sum of $422,939.01, with interest thereon 
at the rate of 5 per cent per annum from February 1, 1923, to the date 
of settlement, said amount to be credited to the general fund of the 
Chippewa Indians of Minnesota, arising under the provisions of section 
T of the act of January 14, 1889. 


Mr. KING. May I ask the Senator from Oklahoma whether 
this conflicts in any way with the legislation which was passed 
to-day dealing with the Chippewa Indians and their rights, 
and whether this bill is such as is recommended by the Indians 
and their representatives? 

Mr. HARRELD. This is one of the bills that was agreed 
upon by the special subcommittee of the Senate Indian Affairs 
Commiteee that went to Minnesota last year and investigated 
the Chippewa effairs. They agreed upon a program. They 
agreed to introduce and put through certain bills. This is one 
of them, . The one that was passed to-day was another. These 
bills do not conflict; in fact, this is the last bill in the pro- 
gram which the subcommittee adopted in regard to Chippewa 
affairs, and we are very anxious to have it passed. 

Mr. KING. It was approved by the Indians in council? 

Mr. HARRELD. It is approved, and it is understood that 
it is one of the bills agreed upon. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JOHN J. BEATTIE 

The bill (S. 2421) for the relief of John J. Beattie was 
announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. This bill has been reported 
adversely by the Committee on Claims, and will be indefinitely 
postponed. 

HORACE G. KNOWLES 
The bill (S. 3264) for the relief of Horace G. Knowles was 
- considered as in Committee of the Whole and was read, as 
follows: 

Be it enocted, ete., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Tress- 
ury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $7,296.49 to Horace G. 
Knowles as salary for the period of March 30, 1909, te December 22, 
1909, during which period he was commissioned as a minister of the 
United States to Nicaragua, and was all that whole peried under 
instructions to await orders of the State Department. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


ALDEN H. BAKER 


The bill (S. 3311) for the relief of Alden H. Baker was 
announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. This bill is on the calendar 
with an adverse report from the Committee on Claims, and will 
be indefinitely postponed. 


JOSEPH B, TANNER 


The bill (S. 2896) for the relief of Joseph B. Tanner was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill bad been reported from the Committee on Claims 
with an amendment, on page 1, line 3, to strike out the words 
“That the sum of $250 be paid to Joseph B. Tanner, of Ship- 
rock, N. Mex.,” and to insert in lieu thereof the words That 
the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to pay to Joseph B. Tanner, of Shiprock, N. Mex, 
out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
the sum of $250," so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he 
is hereby, authorized and directed to pay to Joseph B. Tanner, of 
Shiprock, N. Mex., out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, the sum of $250 for reimbursement of the amount for- 
felted by him for nondelivery at the Navajo Springs Indian Agency, 
Colo., of 385 head of 2-year-old heifers of Hereford blood, and 15 
bulls not less than three-fourth’ Hereford blood, 2-year-olds and 
3-year-olds, the sum in question having been deposited by him In the 
form of a certified check guaranteeing the performance of his con- 
tract to deliver these animals, which check was forfeited to the Gov- 
ernment on account of his failure to make delivery under his agree- 
ment through a misunderstanding of the true meaning and intent of 
his contrart as between the said Turner and the inspecting official rep- 
resenting the Government. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and 


passed. 
NATIONAL BANKING ASSOCIATIONS 

The bill (H. R. 8887) to amend an act entitled “An act to 
provide for the consolidation of national banking associations,” 
approved November 7, 1918, to amend section 5136 as amended, 
section 5137, section 5138 as amended, section 5142, section 
5150, section 5155, section 5190, section 5200 as amended, sec- 
tion 5202 as amended, section 5208 as amended, section 5211 as 
amended, of the Revised Statutes of the United States; and 
to amend sections 9, 13, 22, and 24 of the Federal reserve act, 
and for other purposes, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. SMOOT. Let that go over to-night. - 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 
UMATILLA, WALLOWA, AND WHITMAN NATIONAL FORESTS, OREG, 

The bill (H. R. 6651) to add certain lands to the Umatilla, 
Wallowa, and Whitman National Forests in Oregon was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole, and was read. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
erdered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


SANTIAM NATIONAL FOREST 


The bill (H. R. 8366) to add certain lands to the Santiam 
National Forest was considered as in Committee of the Whole, 
and was read. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


WHITMAN NATIONAL FOREST 
The bill (H. R. 9028) to authorize the addition of certain lands 
to the Whitman National Forest was considered as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole, and was read. 
The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


DISPOSAL OF LAND IN DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


The bill (S. 3118) to authorize the Rock Creek and Potomac 
Parkway Commission to dispose of certain parcels of land was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds with amendments, on page 1, line 7, 
after the word “ of" to strike out the word “either”; and, on 
the same line, after the word “ value” to strike ont the words 
“to the abutting owners or,” so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That for the purpose of securing appropriate 
improvements bordering the Rock Creek and Petomac Parkway, the 
commission appointed by virtue of section 22 of the public buildings 
act, approved March 4, 1918, is hereby authorized to dispose of 
at a fair appraised value to the highest bidder at publie auction the 
following lands, to wit: Part of parcel 51/3, containing about 2,200 
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square feet: also the following lands situated west of Twentieth Street 
and east of Waterside Drive and located in square No. 2543, to wit: 
Lot 819, containing about 1,509 square feet; part of lot 820, contain- 
ing about 4,687 square feet; part of lots 47, 48, and 49, containing 
about 6,095 square feet; part of lot 19, containing about 2,516 square 
feet; part of lot 20, containing about 2,316 square feet, or so much 
of the above areas as may be deemed by the said commission may be 
sold to the advantage of the United States: Provided, That after pay- 
ment of the reasonable expenses of said sales, the net proceeds 
thereof shall be coyered into the Treasury of the United States to 
be credited 60 per cent to the funds of the District of Columbia and 
40 per cent to the funds of the United States, 


The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
FORT FOOTE MILITARY RESERVATION, MD. 


The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 117) transferring the posses- 
sion and control of the Fort Foote Military Reservation in 
Prince Georges County, Md., to the Chief of Engineers of the 
Army, to be administered as a part of the park system of the 
National Capital, was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole and was read, as follows: 


Whereas the Fort Foote Military Reservation in Prince Georges 
County, Md., has been advertised by the Quartermaster General for 
public sale at a price not less than its appraised value; and 

Whereas said reservation consists of 66.61 acres of land with a few 
frame buildings and a small wharf thereon, its value having been 
appraised at $2,498.30 ; and 

Whereas said reservation consists of a narrow strip of land extend- 
ing along the shore on the Potomac River 8 miles below Washington, 
including a bluff about 100 feet above tidewater, covered with forest, 
and extending about three-fourths of a mile along the river front; 
and 

Whereas it is contemplated in the development of the park system of 
the National Capital to extend a river drive or boulevard along the 
bluffs fronting on the Potomac River from the Anacostia River to Fort 
Washington, and this property would constitute an important feature 
in such proposed boulevard: Therefore be it 

Resolved, ete., That the land embraced within the Fort Foote Mili- 
tary Reservation in Prince Georges County, Md., consisting of 66.61 
acres be, and it is hereby, transferred to the possession and control of 
the Chief of Engineers of the United States Army, to be held and ad- 
ministered as a part of the park and parkway system of the National 
Capital, such transfer not to affect the right of the Government to 
maintain a post light as now located on the wharf on said property. 


The joint resolution was reported to the Senate without 
amendment, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

AUGUST MICHALCHUK 


The bill (S. 2491) for the relief of August Michalchuk was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Claims 
with amendments, on page 1, line 5, after the name “August 
Michalchuk ” to insert the words “as guardian of his infant 
daughter, Lizzie Michalchuk,” and on page 2, line 2, after the 
word “body” to insert: 

Said payment to be taken in full and final settlement of any claim 
against the United States by both the said Michalchuk and Lizzie 
Michalehuk. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. KING. I have only hastily read the bill. I think that 
a fracture of the limb ought not and would not command dam- 
ages to the extent of $3,000. I move to strike out “$3,000” 
and insert in lieu thereof “ $2,000.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment proposed by 
the Senator from Utah will be stated. 

The Reaprne CLERK. On page 1, line 7, strike out “ $3,000,” 
and insert “ $2,000." 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he 
is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to August Michalchuk, as guard- 
jan of his infant daughter, Lizzie Michalchuk, the sum of $2,000 for 
injuries sustained by his daughter, Lizzie, an infant now about 6% 
years old, who, without negligence on her part or on the part of her 


parents, was run over July 4, 1920, by a United States mail truck, 
No. 2290, in charge of Joseph Tembone, causing a compound fracture 
of the left leg and severe lacerations of the forebead, with bruises 
and contusions covering the left side of her body. Said payment to 
be taken in full and final settlement of any claim against the United 
States by both the said August Michalchuk and Lizzie Michalchuk, 


H. C. ERICSSON 


The bill (S. 3514) authorizing the Court of Claims of the 
United States to hear and determine the claim of H. C. Ericsson 
was considered as in Committee of the Whole and was read, as 
follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the United States Court of Claims be, and it 
is hereby, authorized and directed to hear and determine the claim of 
H. C, Ericsson for compensation for the adoption and use by the Gov- 
ernment of the United States of a certain invention relating to an 
antiexplosive and noninflammable gasoline tank, for which letters 
patent of the United States, No. 1371175, was issued to him June 14, 
1921. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

HOWARD UNIVERSITY MEDICAL SCHOOL BUILDING 

The bill (S. 2820) authorizing appropriations for medical 
school building and equipment for Howard University was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On objection, the bill will be 
passed over. 

NURSES’ HOME FOR COLUMBIA HOSPITAL 


The bill (S. 3153) to authorize the construction of a nurses’ 
home for the Columbia Hospital for Women and Lying-in 
Asylum was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds with an amendment, on page 1, line 5, 
to strike out “ $680,782.60” and insert in lien thereof “ $400,- 
000,” so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That there is authorized to be appropriated, out 
of any money In the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of 
$400,000 for the construction of a nurses’ home, to replace the existing 
cottages, for the Columbia Hospital for Women and Lying-in Asylum, 
including the necessary buildings, approach work, roadways, and other 
facilities leading thereto, heating and ventilating apparatus, furniture, 
equipment, aud accessories. Such home shall be constructed under the 
supervision of and in accordance with the plans and specifications 
approved by the Architect of the Capitol, $ 

Sec. 2. Within the amount authorized to be appropriated by this act, 
the Architect of the Capitol is authorized to enter into contracts for 
the construction of such home, or any part thereof, and to purchase in 
the open market any of the necessary material, apparatus, furniture, 
equipment, or accessories, and to employ the necessary professional 
services, laborers, and mechanics, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


NORTH PLATTE FEDERAL IRRIGATION PROJECT 


The bill (H. R. 5170) providing for an exchange of lands 
between Anton Hiersche and the United States in connection 
with the North Platte Federal irrigation project was consid- 
ered as in Committee of the Whole and was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That upon proper execution and delivery by 
Anton Hiersche of a deed conveying to the United States, its suc- 
cessors and assigns, a good merchantable title in fee, free of incom- 
brance, to certain lands needed by the United States for reservoir 
purposes in connection with the North Platte Federal irrigation project 
in Nebraska and Wyoming, to wit: The northeast quarter; north half 
of the northwest quarter; southeast quarter of the northwest quarter; 
north half of the southeast quarter and southeast quarter southeast 
quarter of section 16, township 23 north, range 54 west, sixth prin- 
cipal meridian, Nebraska; then in exchange for such lands so con- 
veyed the usual patent shall be issued by the United States to Anton 
Hiersche, conveying to him the following-deseribed lands: The north- 
east quarter of the northeast quarter; south half of the northwest 
quarter of the northeast quarter; south half of the northeast quarter; 
south half of the north half of the northwest quarter; south half of 
the northwest quarter; and the southeast quarter of sectlon 22; and 
the southeast quarter of the northeast quarter; and the east half 
of the southeast quarter of section 15, all in township 23 north, 
range 54 west, sixth principal meridian, Nebraska, excepting there- 
from rights of way thereon for ditches or canals constructed by 
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authority of the United States: Provided, That said deed to the 
United States shall release the United States from all damages to 
said lands in section 16 suffered by said grantor Anton Hiersche on 
account of the construction, operation, and maintenance of the said 
irrigation project: Provided further, That said grantor shall be per- 
mitted within a period of six months after the date of said deed to 
remove his improvements from said land in section 16: Provided fur- 
thes, That the patent from the United States shall contain language 
(a) by which the United States shall be released from all claims for 
damages to said land in section 22 by seepage from existing or pro- 
posed reservoirs constructed or to be constructed in connection with 
said irrigation project, and (b) by which the title of the grantee shall 
be held subjeet to a lien in favor of the United States to secure the 
payment of the project operation and maintenance and construction 
charges upon the irrigable area of the land patented hereunder. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ESTATE OF MOSES M. BANE 


The bill (S. 1229) for the relief of the estate of Moses M. 
Bane was considered as in Committee of the Whole and was 
read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, directed to pay to the estate of Moses M. Bane, deceased, who 
was receiver of publie moneys for the Territory of Utah and paid office 
rent at Salt Lake City for the years 1877 and 1878, and for the first 
quarter of the year 1879, the sum of $1,080, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the said sum for office rent having 
been advanced by the officer out of his private means, 


Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, I would like to have an explana- 
tion as to the reason why this claim is so old. 

Mr. SMOOT. I remember that a similar bill passed the 
Senate several times. The old lady is in the District now. 
I do not know whether she will live long enough to get the 
money or not. I think this is the third time the bill has passed. 
the Senate, but the House has not passed the bill at all. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. I will also say that my understanding is 
that a similar bill has passed the House and passed the Senate, 
but never passed both Houses at the same session. There was 
some delay on account of the matter first going to the Court 
of Claims for the purpose of ascertaining the facts. The case 
is absolutely a meritorious one and the relief is very just. 

Mr. DIAL. I had not read the report, but I see the claim 
originated in 1877. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

ESTATE OF G. W, PLUMLEE ` 


The bill (S. 2619) for the relief of John Plumlee, adminis- 
trator of the estate of G. W. Plumlee, deceased, was considered 
as in Committee of the Whole and was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury is authorized 
and directed to pay to John Plumlee, administrator of the estate of 
G. W. Plumlee, deceased, of Chattanooga, Tenn., out of any money 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $1,275, such 
sum being the amount which was paid by the said G. W. Plumlee in 
his lifetime to the collector of internal revenue for the district of 
Tennessee for certain land owned by J. A. Cunningham in Hamilton 
County, Tenn., which was sold under a warrant of distraint issued by 
the coliector of internal revenue for the collection of delinquent taxes 
and penalties due the United States, which land was never delivered 
by the United States into the possession of the said G. W. Plumlee 
in his lifetime nor into the possession of the said John Plumlee, ad- 
ministrator. 

Sec. 2. That payment of such sum of money to John Plumlee, ad- 
ministrator, shall be made upon condition that the heirs of the said 
G. W. Plumlee, deceased, deliver, prior to the payment, a quitclaim 
deed to the collector of internal revenue for the district of Tennessee 
conveying to the United States all the right, title, and interest of such 
heirs in the land. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, 5 

JAMES M'KAY 


The bill (S. 2647) providing employees’ compensation for 
James McKay, who was injured while in the service of the 
Quartermaster Corps, United States Army, was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I see that this matter was re- 
ferred to the Compensation Commission. It seems to me that 
in that event there ought not to be a provision fixing the 
amount of compensation. They have really here determined 
the amount of compensation. After referring the matter to 


the Compensation Commission, it is hardly proper arbitrarily 
to fix the amount which should be received. It may be an 
entirely meritorious matter, and I make no comment upon 
that feature. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, occasionally it has been 
the policy to give an addition to the regular amount allowed 
in extraordinary cases. This is a case in which the claimant 
suffered a broken leg and an injured knee and has been com- 
pelled to use crutches and go in a rolling chair ever since the 
accident occurred in 1918. The injury was incurred in line of 
duty. It has been recognized as a claim that was within the 
provisions of the compensation act, McKay only draws $66 and 
a fraction a month, which is very inadequate for the injury 
suffered and his incapacity brought about as a result of the 
accident. He is a man probably 75 years of age. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Flor- 
ida yield to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. TRAMMELL. I yield. 

Mr. SMOOT., One hundred and twenty-five dollars a month 
is more than a soldier gets who has had his arm cut off or an 
eye shot out. It would only take three years for him to draw 
the full amount to which he is entitled. I object to the present 
consideration of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER.. The bill will be passed over. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Will the Senator object to my proposing 
an amendment for a lump sum? I know of cases here where 
the injury was certainly not so great as this injury and where 
we gave a lump sum of $1,500 or $2,000. 

Mr. SMOOT. I have no objection. What was the man 
drawing per year? 

Mr. TRAMMELL. He was getting $3,600 a year. 

Mr. SMOOT. I have no objection to $2,000. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. I propose that as an amendment—in line 
11, strike out all after the 

Mr. SMOOT. But that will not do away with his drawing 
compensation? 

Mr. TRAMMELL. No; it will not. 

Mr. SMOOT. Then I think if he is drawing compensation 
the bill should go over. That amount is what we give to a 
man who was a soldier and who is now 70 or 80 years old, 
who lost one leg or one arm and is perfectly helpless and re- 
quires an attendant. I think that this is out of all reason. 

Mr. KING. I object. Eet the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made, and the 
bill will be passed over. 


JOSEPH HARKNESS, JR. 


The bill (S. 3203) for the relief of Joseph Harkness, jr., was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Claims 
with an amendment, in line 6, to strike out “$90” and insert 
“ $60.75,” so as to make the bill ead ; 


Be tt enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treas- 
ury not otherwise appropriated, to Joseph Harkness, jr., the sum of 
$60.75, as travel pay from Philadelphia, Pa., to St. Paul, Minn., when 
honorably discharged from the Army June 11, 1919. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in, 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


JAMES DOHERTY 


The bill (8. 3510) for the relief of James Doherty was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Claims 
with amendments, in line 4, after the word “pay,” to insert the 
words “out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appro- 
priated,” and in line 5, to strike out “ $3,250” and to insert 
“ $2,250,” so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized to pay, out of any money in the Treasury not other- 
wise appropriated, the sum of $2,250 to James Doherty, of Metaline 
Falls, Wash., for the destruction of bis residence and household effects 
by fire while being occupied by employees of the Bureau of Public 
Roads, Department of Agriculture. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I would like to have the Senator 
from Florida [Mr. TRAMMELL], who reported the bill, or the 
Senator from Washington [Mr. DILL], who introduced the 
bill, make an explanation of it. 
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Mr. DILL. This is a bill which I introduced, and I can 


probably explain it to the Senator. This property was used, 
as the bill suggests, by employees of the Agricultural Depart- 
ment while working.on a road. While occupying the building 
but in their absence, the building was burned down. The 
report shows that the Department recognizes the claim as 
meritorious, The bill as introduced provided, I think, for 
$3,250, but the Committee on Claims cut it to what the insur- 
ance would have been, $2,250. 

Mr. KING. Was there any negligence on the part of the 
Government? 

Mr. DILL. The Government had charge of the building. 
It was simply a verbal agreement. The man who owned the 
building was not present. He was permitting the Government 
employees to use the building. Whether they were negligent 
or not I do not Know. The fire occurred while the Government 
employees were in charge of the building, and for that reason 
we felt that the Government was responsible for the destruc- 
tion of the building. 

Mr. KING. Were they voluntary tenants? 

Mr. DILL, They were permitted to use the building be- 
cause Mr. Doherty was so anxious to have the road built. He 
simply permitted them to use the building as a matter of 
their having somewhere to stay. He was in no way what- 
ever responsible for the fire, because he did not even have 
charge of the building. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

AMENDMENT OF NATIONAL PROHIBITION ACT 


The bill (H. R. 6645) to amend the national prohibition act, 
to provide for a bureau of prohibition in the Treasury Depart- 
ment, and to define its powers and duties was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. KING and others. Over! 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


FEDERAL CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 


The bill (S. 4253) to create the Federal city planning com- 
mission was announced as next in order. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, I think we ought to 
have an explanation of the bill. 

Mr. KING. Perhaps a better and more concrete explanation 
would be offered if the Senate would be willing to listen to the 
report. It is brief. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The report is nearly two pages of 
print. I think an explanation could be made more briefly than 
that. 

Mr. KING. The bill was introduced at the request of a 
large number of men and women who are interested in the de- 
velopment of the Capital. It has been felt that the original 
plan for the construction of the Capital has been departed from. 
In the additions to the city there is no coordination, no effort 
to conform those additions to the original L'Enfant plan, nor 
proper provisions made for sanitation or for the development 
of the city. The plan proposes that a commission be appointed 
by the President, consisting of a landscape architect and men 
who are familiar with the development of cities, to prepare a 
comprehensive plan that will deal with the development of the 
city, its parks, playgrounds, sanitation, and everything that 
relates to municipal improvement. It is supported by all of the 
great engineering and architectural societies and by the art or- 
ganizations of the country. I know of no opposition to it. It 
is felt that because of the hodgepodge method now employed in 
the development of the city, unless something is done very 
Shortly we will soon not have a Capital that is worthy of the 
name. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I notice there is an authorization for 
$50,000. Does that come entirely out of the Federal Govern- 
ment’s Federal Treasury? 

Mr. KING. I am perfectly willing that that should be paid 
in the usual way. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Does not the Senator think it might 
go out of the bill entirely? É 

Mr. KING. I have no objection. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, I think the authorization is 
properly in the bill. Whatever the amount of money that 
is needed it will be decided upon, of course, by the Committee 
on Appropriations. The committee can treat with it and deter- 
mine what amount is needed from time to time for the work 
of the commission. 

Mr. SMOOT. I want to call the attention of the Senator to 
the fact that in this case they can not do anything until next 
year, because the bill provides that the commission is author- 


ized to employ an executive officer, who may or may not be a 
member of the commission, and to employ such clerical and 
technical assistance as may be necessary. If they are going to 
do that 

Mr. WADSWORTH. This will be quite a program before 
it is concluded. 

Mr. SMOOT. It looks that way to me. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I believe the proper plan would be to have at 
least a part of the money come out of the District of Columbia 
treasury and not all out of the Federal Treasury. 
aoe SMOOT. The bill does not provide any such method as 

at. 

Mr. KING. I have no objection to an amendment that it 
shall come out of the Treasury in the usual way. 

Mr. PHIPPS. It seems to me it is proper to have merely 
the authorization in the bill and let the Committee on Appro- 
priations deal with the matter in due time. If it is necessary 
to make a part of that money immediately available, we can 
get it inclnded in some bill before the end of the session in 
some way. I think it is a very meritorious measure and 
mon be approved. I think the commission should be ap- 
po: 

- Mr. WADSWORTH. Have we no commission at all to deal 
with the future of the city? 

Mr. PHIPPS. The L’Enfant plan extended to what was 
known as the old city. The outlying suburban districts are 
not laid out on any uniform plan or with due regard to the 
grade and contour of the country. To-day we are expending 
much more money than necessary in cutting throngh hills in 
order to run streets in a straight line where they could be 
very readily diverted to follow the contour of the country and 
make a much more beautiful outlying district than we will 
have by continuing streets at right angles as is being done now. 

Mr. SMOOT. Is not that work being done now by some 
commission? 

Mr. PHIPPS. No; it is not. 

Mr. SMOOT. What is the National Commission of Fine 
Arts doing? 

Mr. KING. Nothing with respect to the plan which is con- 
templated here. One of the members of the Fine Arts Com- 
mission will be a member of the proposed commission. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Colonel Sherrill, before the 
Committee on the District of Columbia a few days ago, stated. 
that they are doing this work now. 

Mr. KING. Colonel Sherrill is entirely mistaken. He made 
the same statement before a committee of the Honse, and he 
was promptly overruled and the House committee reported the 
bill unanimously. The Park Commission, of which Colonel 
Sherrill is a member, is doing its own particular work, but 
not the work contemplated by the pending bill, 

Mr. PHIPPS. Colonel Sherrill stated to our committee last 


“year—in fact, year before last he made the original sugges- 


tion—that the amount which was already appropriated would 
a cee planning of the outlying districts. At that time, 
as 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the Senator from 
Utah has expired. 

Mr. SMOOT. I want to ask the Senator whether section 3 
is going out of the bill or not? 

Mr. PHIPPS, I did not hear the question of the Senator 
from Utah. 

Mr. SMOOT. My colleague, the junior Senator from Utah 
[Mr. Krxe], said when a suggestion was made as to the ap- 
propriation that he had no objection to section 3 being elimi- 
nated from the bill. 

Mr. KING. No; I did not. 

Mr. SMOOT. Then, I misunderstood my colleague. 

Mr. KING. What I meant was that I had no objection to 
the charge being made against the District instead of against 
the Treasury. There must be some appropriation, because it 
will be necessary to have clerical assistance and executive offi- 
cers. However, I am using the time of my colleague. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I notice that this appropriation must 
be spent before January 1, 1926. They will have only about 10 
months in which to spend $50,000, and they will have to employ 
quite a number of people to use up the appropriation within 
that period. 

Mr. SMOOT. Let the bill go over and have the amount paid 
out of the District revennes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will go over. 


PAY OF RETIRED OFFICERS OF THE ARMY, NAVY, ETC. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to con- 
Sider the bill (S. 2294) to equalize the pay of retired officers of 
the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, Coast Guard, Coast and 
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Geodetic Survey, and Public Health Service, which had been 
reported from the Committee on Military Affairs with amend- 
ments in section 1, page 1, line 3, after the word “That,” to 
insert the word “hereafter”; and in line 8, after the word 
“services,” to insert the words “of equal rank and length of 
service,” so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That hereafter the retired pay of the officers and 
warrant officers of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, Coast Guard, Coast 
and Geodetic Survey, and Public Health Service, who were retired on 
or before June 30, 1922, shall not be less than that provided for the 
officers and warrant officers of these services of equal rank and length 
of service retired subsequent to that date: Provided, That nothing in 
this act shall operate to reduce the pay of any officer now on the 
retired list. 

Sec, 2. That all or parts of acts inconsistent with this act are hereby 
repealed. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. KING. I should like an explanation of the bill from the 
Senator from New York. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, in the pay act of 1922, 
in dealing with the pay of retired officers of all these services 
it was decided, on the insistence of the House members of the 
joint committee, that the retired officers then on the retired list 
of the services should not receive any increase in pay, but that 
officers retired subsequent to the date upon which the act took 
effect should receive the increase. The Senate when it passed 
the pay act of 1922 provided for equal treatment of all retired 
officers. The bill now before the Senate calendar conforms with 
the opinion of the Senate as expressed when it passed the pay 
act in 1922; but, rather than face an indefinite deadlock and 
lose the entire legislation, the Senate conferees receded on that 
matter and yielded to the insistence of the other House that 
officers who had been retired prior to the taking effect of the 
new pay act should not receive any increase. Ever since then 
it has been perfectly apparent that to divide the retired offi- 
cers of the Army and Navy and the Marine Corps into two 
groups and to pay them on two separate pay schedules, one 
much lower than the other, is utterly unjust and indefensible. 
As a matter of fact, the House Committee on Military Affairs 
has reported to the House a duplicate of this bill. 

Mr. KING. This bill does not pretend to deal with reserve 
officers in any of the branches of the service? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. No. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed, 


CONSERVATION, PRODUCTION, AND EXPLOITATION OF HELIUM GAS 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to con- 
sider the bill (H. R. 5722) authorizing the conservation, pro- 
duction, and exploitation of helium gas, a mineral resource per- 
taining to the national defense, and to the development of 
commercial aeronautics, and for other purposes, which had 
been reported by the Committee on Military Affairs with an 
amendment to strike ont all after the enacting clause and to 
insert: 


That for the purpose of producing helium with which to supply the 
needs of the Army and Navy and other branches of the Federal Gov- 
ernment, the Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized to acquire 
land or interest in land by purchase, lease, or condemnation, where 
necessary, when helium can not be purchased from private parties at 
less cost, to explore for, procure, or conserye helium-bearing gas; to 
drili or otherwise test such lands; and to construct plants, pipe lines, 
facilities, and accessories for the production, storage, and repurification 
of helium: Provided, That any known or probable belium gas-bearing 
lands on the public domain not covered at the time by leases or per- 
mits under the act of February 25, 1920, entitled “An act to promote 
the mining of coal, phosphate, oil, oil shale, gas, and sodium on 
the public domain,” may be reserved for the purposes of this act, and 
that the United States reserves the ownership and the right to extract, 
under such rules and regulations as shall þe prescribed by the Secre- 
tary of the Interior, helium from all gas produced from lands so per- 
mitted, leased, or otherwise granted for development. 

Sec. 2. That the Bureau of Mines, acting under the direction of the 
Secretary of the Interior, is authorized to maintain and operate hellum 
production and repurification plants, together with facilities and acces- 
sories thereto; to store and care for helium; te conduct exploration for 
and production of helium on and from the lands acquired or set aside 
under this act; to conduct experimentation and research for the pur- 
pose of discovering hellum supplies and improving processes and meth- 
ods of helium production, repurification, storage, and utilization. 

Sec. 3. That immediately upon the passage of this act all existing 
Government plants operated by the Government or under lease or 


contract with it, for the production of helium shall be transferred 
to the jurisdiction of the Burean of Mines: Provided, That the Army 
and Navy and other branches of the Federal service requiring helium 
may requisition it from the said bureau and make payment therefor 
by transfer of funds on the books of the Treasury from any applicable 
appropriation at actual cost of said helium to the United States, includ- 
ing all expenses connected therewith: Provided further, That any sur- 
plus helium produced may, until needed for Government use, be leased 
to American citizens or American corporations under regulations ap- 
proved by the President: And provided further, That all moneys re- 
ceived from the sale or leasing of helium shall be credited to a hellum 
production account and shall be and remain available for the purposes 
of this section; and that any gas belonging to the United States after 
the extraction of helium, or other by-product not needed for Govern- 
ment use shall be sold and the proceeds of such.sales shall be depos- 
ited in the Treasury to the credit of miscellaneous receipts, 

Sec. 4. That hereafter no helium gas shall be exported from the 
United States, or from Its possessions, until after application for such 
exportation bas been made to the Secretary of the Interior and per- 
mission for said exportation has been obtained from the President of 
the United States, on the joint recommendation of the Secretary of 
War, the Secretary of the Navy, and the Secretary of the Interior. 
That any person violating any of the provisions of this section shall 
be guilty of a misdemeanor and shall be punished ‘by a fine of not 
more than $5,000 or by imprisonment of not more than one year, or 
by both such fine and imprisonment, and the Federal courts of the 
United States are hereby granted jurisdiction to try and determine all 
questions arising under this section. 

Sec, 5. The Army and Navy may each designate an officer to co- 
operate with the Department of the Interior in carrying out the pur- 
poses of this act, and shall have complete right of access to plants, 
data, and accounts. 


Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, I think in the interest 
of brevity I can explain what the committee has proposed to 
do in the amendment which it has reported. We have substi- 
tuted for the House bill the text of the bill as it was origi- 
nally introduced in the two Houses, which bill was the result 
of an agreement reached between the Department of the Inte- 
rior, the Navy Department, and the War Department. Briefly, 
the bill reposes in the Department of the Interior the task and 
duty of conserying our helium supplies, which, as Senators 
well know, are very precious. They are perhaps more pre- 
cious to this country than any other resources, and it may be 
remarked that in this country alone are found those gas wells 
that produce helium in quantities sufficient to warrant its 
manufacture. 

The Senate committee amendment reposes in the Bureau of 
Mines of the Interior Department the task of producing helium 
on lands either purchased, condemned, or leased by the Fed- 
eral Government, and it gives to the Army and the Nayy the 
right to requisition from the Bureau of Mines such quantities 
of helium as may be thought necessary from time to time for 
the support of those two services. It is, of course, known that 
helium is used in the lighter-than-air machines of the two air 
services. 

The important feature of this bill is the conservation of 
helium. To my mind it is comparatively unimportant which 
agency of the Government manufactures the helium after the 
helium lands shall have been once conserved. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the fur- 
ther consideration of the bill? 

Mr. PITTMAN. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill, being objected to, 
will go over. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, does the Senator from 
Nevada disapprove of the Senate amendment or of the entire 
bill in principle? 

Mr. PITTMAN. I wish to say that I have not had an oppor- 
tunity to examine the bill. I have been trying to read it while 
the Senator from New York has been speaking. Of course, all 
of us have a desire to accomplish what the bill has in view. 
I will say very frankly that I wish to examine into the matter 
in order to see whether or not it is going to involve the with- 
drawal of lands without proper investigation, because we 
already have enough withdrawn lands. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, let me assure the Senator from 
Nevada that there is no need of the withdrawal of land, be- 
cause under the leasing act of February 25, 1920, the Senator 
will remember that helium was entirely reserved to the Gov- 
ernment of the United States; and no matter where the Gov- 
ernment may make a lease for gas or oil to-day, if helium is 
discovered, the Government immediately takes charge of the 
well. The present law puts the whole power of the produe- 
tion of helium from any well in the United States, on either 
withdrawn lands or on Government lands, into the hands of the 
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three departments of the Government: Of course, it is of 
such vital interest to the Government that I am quite sure 
after the Senator from Nevada shall have read the bill he 
will not object to it. 

Mr. PITTMAN. I have not the slightest objection to the 
Government haying all of the helium that comes out of all of 
the private oil wells in the United States, and, as the Senator 
from Utah has stated, that right was reserved to the Govern- 
ment in the leasing act. What I am interested in, however, is 
the power of the withdrawal of land designated as possible 
helium-bearing land. That is the subject I wish to look into, 

Mr. SMOOT. The Government certainly will not make any 
withdrawals for helium lands because it does not know where 
they may be. Where the Government has given a lease for oil 
or for gas and wells have been sunk, if helium shall be discov- 
ered the Government of the United States will immediately 
take charge of the well. 

Mr. PITTMAN. I suggest that this: bill pass over for the 
present, and I will try to expedite my examination of it as 
rapidly as I can. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, I ask permission to have 
printed in the Recorp at this point a very informative statement 
from the Akron, Ohio, Chamber of Commerce touching the 
subject matter of this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the statement was ordered to be 
printed in the RecorD, as follows: 


AKRON CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Akron, Ohio, February 5, 1925, 
Hon. Frank B. WILIS; 
United States Senate, Washington, D. 0. 
Dear Str: In re H. R. 5722 in the Senate of the United States, 
January 22, 1925, read twice and referred to the Committee on Military 
Affairs, 


* * * * * * + 

On the subject matter of this bill reference is made to the following: 
Government printed document “ Helium Gas” hearing before the Com- 
mittee on the Public Lands, House of Representatives, Sixty-seventh 
Congress, fourth session, on II. R. 11549, December 5, 8, 9, 12, and 
14, 1922; “Conservation of Helium Gas,“ hearing before the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs, House of Representatives, Sixty-cighth Con- 
gress, first session, on H. R. 5722, March 20, 1924; “An Explorer in 
the Air Service,” by Col. Hiram BincHam (now United States Senator 
from Connecticut), published by the Yale University Press, 1919. 

Helium is a noncombustible gas found innatural gas in quantities 
as high as approximately 2 per cent in volume. While there are 
traces of helium in all natural gas, if it is now thought that the south- 
western United States oil flelds are the only worth-while wells and 
by virtue of this fact the United States has a monopoly on helium. 

Physically, helium is a gas lighter than air. One thousand cubie 
feet of bellum will displace enough air to lift approximately 60 
pounds, which is about 10 per cent less in lifting power than hydro- 
gen, but the fact that helium is not inflammable makes it the im- 
portant factor in the safety of airships: Practically all the fatalities 
thus far in airship development have heen due to the fire hazard en- 
countered in using hydrogen. All airship operations by other na- 
tions have heen made with hydrogen, since they have no helium. 

The Shenandoah, the Los Angeles, and all ther nonrigid airships 
operated by the United States Army and Navy are helium filled. The 
semirigid airship, RS-1, now being assembled at Scott Field, will 
use helium, 

Helium is extracted from natural gas by what is called a “ squeez- 
ing process.” in the Government plant at Fort Worth, Tex. There 
are no privately owned plants produeing helium and there will proba- 
bly be none until a sufficiently large and relatively stable market 
develops, presumably through the growth of commercial aeronautics. 

The natural gas from which helium is extracted is turned back 
into the city mains after the helium is removed, having been substan- 
tially improved in its thermal properties by the removal of the non- 
inflammable element. 

The Fort Worth plant is now operated by the Navy Department 
wader the direction of a helium board made up of one representative 
from the Navy, one from the Army, and one from the Bureau of 
Mines. 

When helium was first thought of in connection with airships, its 
cost was: approximately $1,500 per cubile foot, but the Government de- 
mand for comparatively large quantities has steadily decreased: this 
cost, so that helium can now be manufactured for approximately $45 
per 1,000 cubic feet. Continued improvements in processes, with 
volume production, should bring the cost of helium: down to perhaps 
as law as $20 per 1,000 cubic feet, 

In airship operation with hydrogen, it has been customary to dis- 
charge part.of the gas through valves to compensate fer variations in 
the weight due to the consumption of fuel. Since helium has been so 


much more expensive than hydrogen, valving gas is. avoided through 
a ballast recovery device by which the fumes from the exhaust of the 
engine are condensed into water. Water is thus recovered in amounts 
actually heavier than the gasoline from which it is derived. This 
makes the valving of helinm unnecessary. Diffusion of helium gas is 
small and continued improvements of fabricated containers should 
render this loss negligible. 

With hydrogen, too frequent replacement is necessary due to diffusion 
of sir into the fabric gas bags. Hydrogen that contains from 12 
to 15 per cent of air becomes explosive, and hence it must be re- 
leased into space before it reaches that point. Helium when diffused 
with air loses buoyancy in proportion to its air impurities. However, 
it is not dangerous, and when it has become impure it may easily 
be reprocessed and repurified. This process would be very dangerous 
with hydrogen. 

It may be necessary to replace hydrogen several times a year. 
This will not be necessary with helium. 

As against the present cost of approximately $45 per 1,000 cubice 
feet of helium, hydrogen can be manufactured at from $3 to $10 
per 1,000, depending on the volume. Under favorable circumstances, 
hydrogen may be procured from oxygen manufacturers as a by-product 
for approximately $5 per 1,000, and it has been purchased bẹ the 
Government for as low. as $2 per 1,000 cubic feet. However, in spite 
of the differential in first cost of the two gases, the Air Service is 
finding it actually leas expensive to operate airships with helium than 
with hydrogen, due to the factors already cited. 

On page 52 of the eighth annual report of the National Advisory 
Committee for Aeronautics for the year 1922, it is estimated that 300. 
000,000 cubic feet of helium is annually being wasted in the United 
States. This committee report unqualifiedly recommends that Congress 
provide for the conservation of the existing natural helium. resources 
through the acquisition and sealing by the Government of the largest 
and best helium fields. House resolution 5722 provides for the con- 
servation of a portion of this supply and either holding this gas in 
its natural reservoir, the ground, until needed or extracting it for use. 

This bill, which is the successor of one along substantially the same 
lines introduced in the Sixty-seventh Congress as representing the 
views of the War, Navy, and Interior Departments, provides also for 
the sale or lease of surplus helium to American commercial interests, 
and thus opens the way for building up commercial aviation in lighter- 
than-air craft, which with its natural corollaries of training of flying 
and ground crews, laying out of fying, fields, erection of mooring masts 
and hangars, and stimulation of the creation ot manufacturing facili- 
ties, would be a line of secondary defense of greatest Importance to the 
Nation in the event of an emergency. Such ships, men, and facilities 
would be immediately available to the Government. 

Admiral Moffett has stated. * * further developments [in 
explaining what the possession of an ample supply of helium can do 
for the United States] will take airships over the broad expanses of 
the Pacific from California to Hawaii, to Guam, to the Philippines, to 
Asia, and to Australia. 

“And with this commercial development of ships of from 5,000,000 
to 8,000,000 and even 10,000,000 feet capacity, the Navy could expand 
its fleet of scouting ships. 

“In times of national emergency the whole commercial organization 
could be concentrated on short notice, if we were well supplied with 
helium, giving this country tremendous advantage. This would be an 
added assurance of peace, for superior power is the greatest safeguard 
against aggression.” 

A most promising start in commercial airship transportation was 
made in Germany before the war and resumed after the war until 
restricted by the interallied treaty, which prevents the construction 
and use of airships of the size large enough to be commercially sue- 
eessful. 

During this time some 85,000 passengers were carried as well as 
many tons of mail and express. without accident or loss of life to either 
passengers or crew; Regular schedules were maintained between com- 
mercial centers at a great saving of time and distance by speed and 
directness of route. This was done despite the faet that hydrogen 
was used. With helium, commereial transportation by airship should 
be safer than any means now existing. 

The trans-Atlantic flights of the English ship R-3} and of the 
ZR-8, now the Los Angeles, and the four-day nonstop flight of the 
Zeppelin L-59 during the World War from Bulgaria to South Africa 
and return, indicate the possibilities of rigid airships in traveling over 
land and sea for long distances at high speeds. 

The performance of the Shenandoah, in being able to battle through a 
24-hour storm and return safely to port, despite serlous breaks in the 
structure and the loss of 2 ofits 19 gas compartments, when it broke 
away from its mooring mast at Lakehurst a year ago, is an Indication 
of the stability of sucly ships. The performance of the Shenandoah, 
too, in its trial flights: last fall around the United States from Lake- 
hurst to San Diego and Seattle and return, under varied weather, 
atmospheric, and topographical conditions, is: likewise signifeant for 
the future, 
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Rapid transit of passengers, mall, and express between America and 
Europe, between America and Hawaii and on to the Philippines, be- 
tween North America and Central America, and between North America 
and South America is possible with rigid airships. It will be possible 
for a man to leave New York on Saturday morning in an airship and 
arrive in London Monday morning, spend four days there on business, 
and leave Friday morning for home and be back at his desk again 
Monday morning—two days for the trip over and three days for the 
return trip, since the prevailing winds are from west to east. 

There is little room for doubt that trans-Atlantic lines would have 
been running between Europe and America long since had not the war 
and its aftermath forestalled further commercial developments. 

Prevented from further progress in Germany, the Zeppelin Corpora- 
tion, whose experience has been much larger and more successful than 
that of any other similar group in the world, has disposed of its rights, 
patents, and processes for North America to an American company, 
the Goodyear Tire & Rubber Co., of Akron, Ohio, and there now has 
been organized a subsidiary corporation, the Goodyear Zeppelin Cor- 
poration, to hold and exercise these rights, 

The men who built the war and postwar Zeppelins, including the 
Los Angeles, representing the best skilled and experienced members of 
the old Zeppelin building and operating organization, are now in America 
and associated with the Goodyear Zeppelin Corporation. 

There are several other groups of engineers who have given this 
subject considerable study and who have been successful in obtaining 
the best airship information of England, France, and Italy, and it is 
thought that if helium gas were available that these groups would be 
interested in beginning the construction of airships. 

America has, then, the following advantages: 

1, Exclusive possession of helium, the only efficient noninflammable 
gas that is available in large quantities. 

2. The best skill and experience obtainable in the world, including 
the experience of 15 years of American companies in building balloons 
and nonrigid airships. 

3. Large areas over which to travel since the Zeppelin ship is most 
efficient over long distances, thus supplementing the effectiveness of 
airplanes which operate at somewhat higher speeds but with less 
cruising range. 

If it were practical in every other way to operate airships with 
hydrogen, the psychology of the situation would retard for the present, 
at least, the development of airships in this country, and capital too 
timid to venture into an industry involving the risks of hydrogen. 

Sale or lease of surplus helium to American industry will open the 
way to a most significant and interesting development in air trans- 
portation, It should, by enabling the Fort Worth reducing plant to 
operate at capacity, still further reduce the cost of helium gas to the 
Government through the ordinary economies of quantity production, 

As indicating the relationship between the airplane and the airship 
and how each supplements the other is the fact that generally as an 
airplane increases in size the attendant problems increase in diffi- 
culty and the net lift or pay load diminishes, while generally in the 
case of the airship the reverse is true. The larger the airship, the 
more efficient in net lift and in air maneuverability. 

Working plans are now being made at Akron for a ship of 5,000,000 
cuble feet capacity, which is twice the size of either the Los Angeles 
or the Shenandoah, England is now building two ships of this size 
to connect the homeland with its overseas possessions. Holland 
has a similar ship projected as a link with its Far East possessions. 
Spain is now contemplating sir transport to South America. America 
with its possessions of helium has a great potential advantage over 
these other nations. 

Before long the question will undoubtedly arise as to the interna- 
tional status of airships, 

Serions thought must be given to the question of stimulating this 
development in America. 

People who are interested in the manufacture and operation of 
airships have already raised the question as to whether or not legis- 
Jation should be created providing that only American ships may ply 
in coastwise traffic or between any two American ports. The sugges- 
tion has been made that at least 50 per cent in tonnage and in num- 
bers of all airships traveling between an American port and a foreign 
port should be American built and American registry. 

To Ohio Representatives in Congress this entire subject has much 
added significance. 

In addition to the all-important question of national defense and 
conservation of a most valuable resource—which, so far as we now 
know, is an exclusive resource of the United States and being wasted 
in tremendous quantities—is the fact that an Ohio company is de- 
veloping the lighter-than-air craft. ‘This company is well known 
internationally, of large financial resources, and has an organization 
of highly trained engineers for this work, has augmented its force 
with the best skill obtainable from England, Italy, and Germauy, all 
of which is now at work adding prestige to and advancing this coun- 
try’s commercial activities. 


The establishing of landing fields, hangars, mooring masts, and 
trained crews, charting air currents, the laying out of air routes 
within our borders and throughout the world are only part of the prob- 
lems of this work. 

The State of Ohio and the city of Akron would gain great benefits 
through such development of one of its industries, and perbaps no 
line of activities could find similar value. 

The State of Ohio lies directly in the path of main market air 
routes, east and west through the breadth of the United States, thus 
giving well inland protected headquarters for development, manu- 
facture, and repairs. 

The city of Akron being the rubber center of the world would 
naturally see the great advantage of these possibilities and hence 
bring about the greatest strides in development. Akron has led 
the world in rubber uses and takes over 40 per cent of the world’s 
supply of crude rubber, and through this leadership bas made the 
“automobile” and “truck” the tremendous factors in transporta- 
tion that is one of the marvels of the age. 

The development of lighter-than-air transportation commercially is 
a 17 logical function for Akron, and of which city Ohio is justly 
proud. 

Helium is absolutely essential to the development of lighter-than- 
air transportation. 

We, therefore, most respectfully urge our Senators and Congress- 
men to aid in every way possible this development by making helium 
available for private enterprise, in addition to the requirements for 
the Army and Navy, through passage of this bill and at the present 
short session of Congress. 

Respectfully yours, 
J. G. ROBERTSON, President. 


FIRST LIEUT. JOHN I, CONROY 


The bill (H. R. 5143) for the relief of First Lieut. John I. 
Conroy was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. I ask that that bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


LAND ADJOINING FORT BLISS, TRX. 


The bill (H. R. 8267) for the purchase of land adjoining 
Fort Bliss, Tex., was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 
The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That a sum not to exceed $366,000 is hereby au- 
thorized to be appropriated, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, for the purchase of land in the vicinity of and 
for use in connection with the present military reservations at Fort 
Bliss, Tex., and the Secretary of War is hereby authorized to make said 
purchase, 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
7 JAMES H. KELLY 
The bill (S. 2888) for the relief of James II. Kelly was an- 
nounced as next in order. = 
Mr. DIAL. I ask that that bill go over. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over, 


ROADS AND BRIDGES ACKOSS POTOMAC RIVER TO ARLINGTON 


The bill (S. 3572) relating to the use of the roads leading 
from the bridges across the Potomac River to Arlington Na- 
tional Cemetery and to Fort Myer, Va., was announced as next 
in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection—— 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, let us have the 
bill read so that we will know what it provides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be read. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, cte., That any person who shall violate any rule or 
regulation promulgated by the Secretary of War with respect to the 
use of the United States roads extending from the southern termini 
of the bridges across the Potomac River at Washington, D, C., to and 
alongside the Arlington National Cemetery, Va., and to Fort Myer, 
Va., shall be guilty of a misdemeanor, and upon conviction thereof 
shall be fined not more than $500 or imprisoned for- not more than six 
months, or both. 


Mr. KING. Mr. President, reserving the right to object, I 
should like to have an explanation of the bill. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr, President, how is the pub- 
lic going to know what the rules are? Are they to be printed 
or published or posted somewhere? 

Mr. SWANSON. I never heard of the bill, and I should like 
to know who introduced it. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, the Senator from Geor- 
gia [Mr. Grorce] reported this bill from the Committee on 
Military Affairs. The bill was introduced at the earnest re- 
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quest of the Secretary of War. As the Senator from Georgia 
has made a special study of it, I will yield to him. 

Mr. GEORGE. I would rather the chairman of the com- 
mittee would explain the bill, but, Mr. President, briefly I will 
say that the roadways referred to in the bill really belong to 
the Government; they are military highways, but have never 
been taken over as a part of a military reservation. Many 
misdemeanors and a great deal of misconduct of rather a trivial 
character occur on these roadways. 

There seems to be no way of reaching and policing these 
particular roads. The War Department suggested this measure 
and recommended it purely as a means of police protection. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Will the Senator inform us how 
the public is to be advised of the regulations and penalties? 

Mr. GEORGE. My understanding is that they will be posted. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Posted along the road? 

Mr. GEORGE. That is my understanding. They would be 
issued as other orders are issued which affect military reserva- 
tions. 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, how would a person travel- 
ing from Washington to Alexandria and Richmond over one of 
these roads know what rules have been promulgated? I have 
no doubt that the authorities of Arlington County, Va., have 
neyer heard of this bill, I haye never heard of it. I object to 
its consideration to-night. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


DIPLOMATIC AND CONSULAR BUILDINGS IN TOKYO, JAPAN 


The bill (S. 3486) to authorize the Secretary of State to en- 
large the site and erect buildings thereon for the use of the 
diplomatic and consular establishments of the United States in 
Tokyo, Japan, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, Order of Business No. 1214, 
being House bill 9700, is identical with this measure. I ask 
that the House bill may be considered instead of the Senate 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 9700) to authorize 
the Secretary of State to enlarge the site and erect buildings 
thereon for the use of the diplomatic and consular establish- 
ments of the United States in Tokyo, Japan. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of State be, and he is hereby, 
empowered at a cost not exceeding $1,250,000, to acquire in Tokyo, 
Japan, additional land adjoining the site of the former American 
Embassy and such other land as may be necessary, and construct 
thereon suitable buildings for the use of the diplomatic and consular 
establishments of the United States, the said buildings to inelude 
residences for the diplomatic and consular representatives, and the 
furnishing of the same, and an appropriation of $1,150,000 is hereby 
authorized for this purpose, in addition to the sum of $100,000 already 
available. 


Mr. JONES of Washington. I should like to know some- 
thing about the expense involved in this measure, 

Mr. WILLIS. The construction of the buildings under this 
bill will eventually involve an expenditure of $1,150,000. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. For sites and buildings to- 
gether? 

Mr. WILLIS. Yes; the bill contemplates the construction 
of buildings for the use of the embassy and also for the con- 
sulate in Tokyo. ‘The Senator will remember that the consulate 
was formerly in Yokohama, and as a result of the earthquake 
both the embassy and the consulate are now entirely without 
quarters. The bill was strongly recommended to the committee 
by the President of the United States, as the Senator will see 
from the report, and by the Secretary of State. The committee 
had a hearing upon the bill; made very careful examination; 
and were convinced that the bill ought to pass. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. How much will the land cost? 

Mr. WILLIS. The statement appears in the report. I can 
not quote it at the moment, but if the Senator will turn to the 
report he will find it on page 3. 

Mr. WARREN. As I understand, the United States does 
not own the land, but it is leased? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. That is what I thought. 

Mr. WILLIS. The additional land for the embassy will 
cost $140,000, and the additional land for the consulate will 
cost $50,000. ; 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Are we going to put up build- 
ings to cost a million dollars? 

Mr. WILLIS. It is proposed to purchase the additional 
land, and then to erect a building on it for the accommodation 
of the embassy, which is to cost approximately $835,000, mak- 


ing a total of $975,000 for the land and the embassy building 
to be constructed thereon. 

For the consultate the additional land is to cost $50,000 
and the buildings thereon $225,000, making a total of $275,000. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Why can not the consulate and 
the other building be together, instead of haying them sepa- 
rate? 

Mr. WILLIS. That was very fully gone into in the hearing 
before the committee, and it was demonstrated to the satisfac- 
tion of the committee that for business reasons it was not de- 
sirable that the consulate should be in the same portion of 
the city in which the embassy is located. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. It seems to me we had better 
not appropriate quite so much for an embassy—almost a mil- 
lion dollars. I should like to see the United States haye em- 
bassy buildings, of course, in that city, but it does seem to me 
that a million dollars for an embassy building is pretty expen- 
sive. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President 

Mr. WILLIS.. I yield to the Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. ROBINSON. May I say to the Senator from Washing- 
ton that this subject was gone into very carefully by a sub- 
committee of the Committee on Foreign Relations of which the 
Senator from Obio and myself were members. The proposal 
is to authorize, for land for the embassy and the embassy staff, 
$140,000, and for buildings and living quarters for the staff, 
$835,000. - 

The conditions that exist in Tokyo, in my judgment, make it 
very important that this legislation be passed. I think it will 
be wholesome action on the part of the Congress for many 
reasons. The city of Tokyo was almost completely demolished, 
as stated by the Senator from Ohio, by an earthquake. At 
present there is practically no provision for the embassy and 
the embassy staff, nor for the members of the consulate, and 
they are compelled for the most part to live in Japanese 
buildings, which, for many reasons, some of which, I think, the 
Senator from Washington will readily grasp, makes living diffi- 
cult on the part of our representatives there. I think the 
psychological effect of making this authorization will be very 
beneficial. and it will be an act of justice to provide for the 
comfort of our representatives in the Japanese capital. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 
question? The present embassy is on rented ground under a 
long lease; is it not? 

Mr. ROBINSON, Yes. 

Mr. WARREN. Is that land to become the property of 
the United States by purchase, or is the embassy to be built 
in some other place? 

Mr, ROBINSON. I think the embassy is to be constructed 
on the land that is now occupied. 

Mr. WILLIS. And some additional land is to be purchased, 
the Senator will remember. 

Mr. WARREN. But will it be then entirely under purchase, 
and be cleared from any encumbrance in the way of lease? 

Mr. WILLIS. It will be entirely the property of the United 
States of America then. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the Senator from 
Ohio has expired. 

Mr. WARREN. I think the bill should be passed, without 
a doubt. 

Mr. JONES of Washington, I will say that for the psy- 
chology of this I will not make an objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The bill is before the Senate 
as in Committee of the Whole and open to amendment, If 
there be no amendment to be proposed, the bill will be reported 
to the Senate. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, Senate bill 
3486 will be indefinitely postponed. 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 1208) for the relief of Swend A. Swendson was 
announced as next in order, 

Mr. KING. Let that go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 3663) to amend section 7 of an act entitled “An 
act to enable any State to cooperate with any other State 
or States, or with the United States, for the protection of the 
watersheds of navigable streams, and to appoint a commis- 
sion for the acquisition of lands for the purpose of consery- 
ing the navigability of navigable rivers,’ approved March 1, 
1911, was announced as next in order, 

Mr. SMOOT. Let that go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The bill will be passed over. 
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ROY A. DARLING 


The bill (S. 3549) for the relief of Roy A. Darling was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole and was read, as fol- 
lows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That so much of section 6 of the naval appropria- 
tion act approved July 12, 1921, as provides that the application for 
retirement of officers of the Naval Reserve Force and temporary officers 
of the Navy who have heretofore incurred or who may hereafter incur 
physical disability in line of duty in time of war shall be filed with 
tle Secretary of the Navy not later than October 1, 1921, be, and 
hereby is, waived in the case of Roy A. Darling, former lieutenant, 
United States Naval Reserve Force, and his case is hereby authorized 
to be considered and acted upon under the remaining provisions of 
said section if his application for retirement is filed not later than 60 
days from the approval of this act. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

JOHN J. DOBBERTIN 


The bill (H. R. 8169) for the relief of John J. Dobbertin was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. DIAL. Let that go over. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the Senator withhold his 
objection for one moment? 

Mr. DIAL. I will hear the Senator. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, this is a case of simple justice 
which the Committee on Naval Affairs thought should be re- 
ported for the favorable action of the Senate. 

This man Dobbertin was formerly a marine gunner in the 
United States Marine Corps. He served honorably during the 
World War, and he had an aggregate military service for the 
United States of over 15 years, 12 of them in the Marine Corps. 
He was ill and in a hospital, and during his illness and confine- 
ment his status as a marine gunner was terminated by the 
action of the department without giving him an opportunity to 
appear before thé retiring board. 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, I may be able to expedite the 
matter. I know but little about this case. AIl I know about 
it is what I see in the repert. The report says: 


However, the committee’s attention is invited to the fact that on 
May 15, 1924, the Director of the Bureau of the Budget advised this 
department that this matter had been taken up with the President, 
who instructed the director to advise the department “ that such pro- 
posed legislation is in conflict with his financial program.” 


The only question is whether or not it is establishing a 
precedent. I have no objection to its being discussed on its 
merits. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I can hardly regard this as 
in conflict with the financial program. It is a case in which 
the Navy Department say they made a mistake in revoking 
the man’s status as a marine gunner without giving him an 
opportunity to appear before a retiring board and be retired 
for disability incurred in line of duty. It is merely to give the 
man the right which inadvertently the department took away 
from him by revoking his status while he was in the hospital. 

I hope the Senator will withhold his objection. 

Mr. DIAL. I raise no objection. I only know what I read 
from the report. I simply wanted to know whether or not the 
bill would establish a precedent. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I should like to ask the Senator 
from Pennsylvania whether, if this man had remained in the 
service, or this error had not been made, he would have been 
eligible to retirement? 

Mr. PEPPER. Why, yes, Mr. President. If the department 
had followed the course which they themselves admit they 
should have followed, he would have been ordered before a 
retiring board and examined to determine the fact of his dis- 
ability from which he was Suffering at the time of the revoca- 
tion of his status, and he then would have been retired in 
accordance with the provisions of this act. It is purely a case 
of remedying an inadvertent injustice done to a marine. 

Mr. KING. Then, as I understand; persons who are in the 
Navy Department occupying positions similar to this individual 
were eligible to retirement? 

Mr. PEPPER. That is correct; sir. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of 
the Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


PREVENTION OF VENEREAL DISEASES IN THE DISTRICT 


The bill (H. R. 491) for the prevention of venereal diseases 
in the District of Columbia, and for other purposes, was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, with amendments. 

The first amendment was, on page 1, line 3, before the word 
„chief.“ to strike out every and insert “the”; in line 4, 
before the word “ penal,” to insert “ hospital, dispensary, sani- 
tarium, and of every“; in line 4, after the word “institution,” 
to strike out “in which or in attendance upon which there is 
a person having syphilis, gonorrhea, or chancroid shall imme- 
diately upon becoming aware of that fact report the circum- 
stances to the health officer as hereinafter provided,” and in- 
sert “shall report any case of venereal disease in an inmate 
or other person under the supervision or surveillance of such 
officer immediately upon becoming aware of such fact,” so as 
to make the section read: 

That the chief administrative officer of every hospital, dispensary, 
sanitarium, and of every penal institution shall report any case of 
venereal disease in an inmate or other person under the supervision or 
surveillance of such officer immediately upon becoming aware of such 
fact. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in. section 5, on page 2, line 17, 
before the word “physician,” to strike out “some” and insert 
“of a”; in line 18, befere the word “ directed,” to strike 
out “and” and insert “who shall also be so”; in line 19, 
after the word “make,” to strike out “examinations” and 
insert “a thorough medical examination“; in line 21, before 
the word “has,” to strike out “ believes, and N. the same 
line; after the words “to believe,“ to strike out “is” and in- 
sert “are™; in line 22, after the word “with,” 70 attlice out 
“syphilis, gonorrhea, or chancroid,” and insert “a venereal 
disease in a form likely to be a source of infection to others“; 
and in line 24, after the word “such,” to insert “medical,” 
so as to make the section: read: 


See. 5. That it shall be the duty of the health officer, or of a 
physician authorized to practice medicine in the District of Columbia 
who shall also be so directed by the health officer, to make a thorough 
medical examination of persons whom the health officer has reasonable 
grounds to believe are afflicted with a venereal disease in a form 
likely to be a source of infection to others, but no such medical 
examination shall be made against-the consent of any such person 
unless under order of court as hereinafter provided. 


The amendment was agreed to: 

The next amendment was, in section 6, page 3, line 3, after 
the words “health officer,” to strike out “believes and”; in 
line 5, after the word“ with,” to strike out “ syphilis, gonorrhea, 
or chancroid,” and insert “a venereal disease in a form likely 
to be a source of infection to others“; in line 7, before the word 
“examination,” to insert“ medical"; in line 13, after the word 
“with,” to strike out “syphilis, gonorrhea, or chancroid, and 
insert “a venereal disease in a form likely to be a source of 
infection to others”; in line 18, before the word “ examination,” 
to insert “medical : in line 20, after the word “ appear,” to 
insert “for such medical examination”; in line 25, after the 
words “punished as,” to strike out “ other and insert pro- 
vided for in case of those guilty of”; and on page 4, line 1, 
before the words “of court,” to strike out “econtempts” and 
insert “ contempt,” so as to make the section read: 

Sec. 6. That whenever the health officer has reasonable grounds to 
believe that any person is afflicted with a venereal disease in a form 
likely to be a source of infection te others, and said person refuses 
to submit to said medical examination, it is the duty of said health 
officer to file an affidavit before any judge of the police court or the 
judge of any court having criminal jurisdiction, setting out that he 
believes, and has reasonable grounds to belleve, that said person; 
giving bis name and address, is afflicted with a venereal disease in a 
form likely to be a source of infection to others, and that said person 
refuses to submit to said examination. Thereupon it shall be the duty 
of said court or judge thereof to forthwith order said person to ap- 
pear before said health officer for medical examination. The said 
court and the judge thereof shall issue an order in writing, setting 
out the time and place for sald person to appear for such medical 
examination: Said order shall be in duplicate and served by the 
officers of said court upon said accused person; and upon the failure 
of said person so notified to appear and submit to sald examination at 
the time specified, he shall be punished as provided for in case of those 
guilty of contempt of court, in addition to being subject to the penal- 
ties provided in this act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
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The next amendment was, in section 7, page 4, at the begin- 
ning of line 5, before the word “offenses,” to strike out “such”; 
and in the same line, after the word “offense,” to insert “and 
all procurers, bawdyhouse keepers, and similar persons“; in 
line 7, before the word “subjected,” to insert shall be“; and 
in the same line, before the word examination,“ to insert 
“medical,” so as to make the section read: 


Sec. 7. That prostitutes and all persons convicted of any sexual 
crime, such as fornication, adultery, and other offenses, and all pro- 
curers, bawdyhouse keepers, and similar persons shall be presumed to 
be a source of infection and shall be subjected to medical examination 
under the provisions of this act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 8, page 4, line 9, after 
the word authorized,“ to strike out “to order to quarantine 
any person who is found under the provisions of this act to 
have syphilis, gonorrhea, or chancroid” and insert “and shall 
be required to employ”; in line 13, after the words “public 
health,” to strike out “such precautionary” and insert “all 
such regulatory”; in line 14, before the word “necessary,” to 
strike out “are found” and insert “may be”; and at the be- 
ginning of line 15 to strike out “ any other highly contagious or 
infectious disease" and insert “these communicable diseases,” 
so as to make the section read: 


Sec, 8. That the chief health officer is authorized and shall be re- 
quired to employ and to adopt for the protection of public health all 
such regulatory measures as may be necessary to prevent the spread of 
these communicable diseases. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 9, page 4, line 17, after 
the word “ person,” to strike out “so quarantined, or for any 
other person“; in line 19, after the words “for the,“ to strike 
out “quarantine of any person“ and insert prevention of 
the spread ef venereal disease by persons suffering from such 
disease,” so as to make the section read: 


Sec. 9. That it shall be unlawful for any person to knowingly violate 
the rules promulgated by the said health officer for the prevention of 
the spread of venereal disease by persons suffering from such disease. 
Said rules shall remain in force until terminated by said health officer. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 10, page 5, line 4, after 
the word “ physician,” to strike out “for the cure of such per- 
son” and insert “to assure the provision of adequate treatment 
in accordance with approved medical standards,” so as to make 
the section read: 


Sec. 10. That any person found, under the provisions of this act, to 
be afflicted with any of said diseases may consult any physician au- 
thorized to practice medicine in the District of Columbia, or any 
physician in good standing with the State board of health of the State 
wherein said physician lives, and said health oflicer shall act in con- 
junction with said physician to assure the provision of adequate treat- 
ment in accordance with approved medical standards and to prevent the 
spread of such diseases. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 11, page 5, line 10, 
after the word “by,” to strike out “number” and insert 
“means”; in the same line, after the word “of,” to insert 
„n'; in line 11, before the words “ or otherwise,” to strike out 
“prescriptions” and insert “ prescription,” so as to read: 


Src, 11. That it shall be unlawful for any person, firm, or corpora- 
tion to advertise within the District of Columbia any medicine or 
remedy, by means of a prescription, or otherwise, for the treatment, 
cure, or prevention of syphilis, gonorrhea, or chancroid, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 5, line 13, after the word 
“advertising,” to strike out “ which is confined to” and insert 
“of”; in line 14, before the word “medical,” to strike out 
“and” and insert in“; in the same line, after the word 
* periodicals,” to strike out “and the“ and insert a comma 
and the words “or scientific, medical, or dental journals, or“; 
in line 15, after the words “direct to,“ to strike out “the 
physician" and insert “physicians, dentists”; in the same 
line, to strike out “hospital” and insert hospitals”; in line 
17, before the word “ drugs,” to strike out “or the” and insert 
“or for those engaged in the sale of”; and in line 18, to strike 
out “ trade by the advertiser,” so as to make the proviso read: 


Provided, This section shall not apply to advertising of drugs in 
medical trade periodicals, or scientific, medical, or dental journals, or 
literature mailed direct to physicians, dentists, hospitals, or for those 
engaged in the sale of drugs and medicinal appliances. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 12, line 20, after the 
word “medicine,” to strike out by retail” and insert “to any 
person other than a dealer, druggist, hospital, or physician ” ; 
so as to make the section read: 


Sec. 12. That it shall be unlawful for any person, firm, or corpora- 
tion to sell any drug or medicine to any person other than a dealer, 
druggist, hospital, or physician for the cure or alleviation of syphilis, 
gonorrhea, or chancroid without a written order or prescription written 
for the person for whom the drugs or medicine are to be delivered and 
signed by a physician authorized to practice medicine in the District 
of Columbia. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 13, page 6, line 5, after 
the word “treating,” to insert “these diseases in”; in the 
same line, after the word “such,” to strike out “person” 
and insert “persons”; at the beginning of line 6, before the 
word “ advise,” to strike out “for his improvement and cure”; 
in line 8, after the word “shall,” to strike out “so”; in the 
same line, after the word “him,” to insert “to be so”; at 
the beginning of line 9, before the word “spread,” to strike 
out “any” and insert “the,” and in the same line, after the 
word “spread,” to strike out “therefrom” and insert “of 
such disease,” so as to make the section read: 


Sec. 13. That any physician who professionally attends any person 
having syphilis, gonorrhea, or chancroid shall, in addition to treating 
these diseases in such persons, advise said person as to the proper 
means to prevent the spread of said disease, and if necessary shall 
order him to be so isolated as to prevent the spread of such disease; 
and it shall be the duty of said physician, upon the willful failure or 
refusal of such patient to comply with the directions of said physi- 
clan to prevent the spread of sald disease, to report said person to 
the health officer as herein prescribed by this act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 14, page 6, line 18, after 
the words “of the,“ to strike out responsibility“ and insert 
responsibilities“; in line 19, before the words “in this act,” 
to strike out “provided therefor” and insert “imposed”; in 
line 20, before the word “physician,” to strike out “some 
other“ and insert another”; in line 21, after the name Dis- 
trict of Columbia,” to strike out setting out“ and insert “ cer- 
tifying ”; in line 25, before the word “said,” to strike out “of” 
and insert over“; and on page 7, line 1, after the word “ on,” 
to strike out “attach to said” and insert “ be imposed upon the 
said,” so as to make the section read: 


Sec. 14. That any person who is under treatment of any physician 
for syphilis, gonorrhea, og ehancroid may from time to time change 
physicians, but before any physician treating any patient for any of 
said diseases shall be relieved of the responsibilities imposed in this 
act, he shall be furnished with a written acceptance by another 
physician authorized to practice medicine in the District of Columbia 
certifying that he will from thereon accept, for treatment, sald patient 
under the provisions of this act, and therefrom said first physician 
will be relieved of any further responsibility for said patient and the 
responsibility over said patient shall from that time on be imposed 
upon the said accepting physician. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 15, page 7, line 4, after 
the word “circular,” to strike out “showing” and insert 
“stating ™; in line 5, before the word “therefrom,” to strike 
out “danger” and insert dangers”; in line 6, before the word 
“character,” to strike out “its contagious and infectious” and 
insert “their communicable”; in line 7, after the word “ pre- 
yent,” to strike out “its” and insert “their”; in line 10, after 
the words “existence of,” to insert “any of the”; in line 11, 
after the word “said,” to strike out “disease” and insert 
diseases“; in the same line, before the word “ whether,” to 
Strike out “or” and insert “and”; in the same line, after 
the word “not,” to strike out “a cure has been effected“ and 
insert “such person may still be a source of infection to 
others,” so as to make the section read: 


Sec. 15, That there shall be prepared by the chief health officer a 
circular stating in a general way the nature of said diseases, the dan- 
gers therefrom, their communicable character, and the proper care 
to be taken to prevent their spread; and sald pamphlet shall also 
advise that the health officer will from time to time examine any per- 
son so afflicted, both for the purpose of determining the existence of 
any of the said diseases and whether or not such person may still be 
a source of infection to others. Said health officer shall so distribute 
said pamphlets or circulars as to disseminate the knowledge therein 
contained to the public, and it shall be the duty of every practicing 
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physician in charge of any person being treated for any of said dis- 
eases to furnish said patient with said pamphlet or circular furnished 
by said health officer. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 16, page 7, line 23, after 
the word “statistical,” to insert “and public health,” and in 
line 24, after the word “ disclose,” to insert “to any but the 
health officer or his duly authorized agents,” so as to make the 
section read: 


Sec. 16. That every physician practicing medicine in the District of 
Columbia shall report to the health officer within 10 days any case of 
syphilis, gonorrhea, or chancroid which he has been employed to treat, 
but said report shall be used for statistical and public health purposes 
and shall in no event disclose to any but the health officer or his duly 
authorized agents the identity of the person so treated except under 
the conditions in this act provided. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 17, page 8, line 5, after 
the word “or,” to strike ont “chancoroid” and insert “ chan- 
croid”; in line 8, before the word “thereof,” to strike out 
“alleviation or cure” and insert “treatment”; in line 10, after 
the word “provide,” to strike out “therefor” and insert “for 
the medical care thereof”; in line 11, after the words “cases 
of,” to strike out “highly infectious and contagious” and in- 
sert “communicable”; and in line 14, after the word “ physi- 
cian,” to insert “ immediately,” so as to make the section read: 


Sec. 17. That whenever any person is found under the provisions of 
this act to be suffering with syphilis, gonorrhea, or chancroid, and said 
person is without means to employ a physician or without means with 
which to purchase suitable drugs and medicine for the treatment 
thereof, said person shall be under the control of the Board of Health 
of the District of Columbia, who shall provide for the medical care 
thereof as in other cases of communicable diseases of indigent persons. 
It shall be the duty whenever such cases come to the knowledge of any 
practicing physician immediately to report such cases to the health 
officer. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 18, page 8, line 19, 
after the word “if,” to strike out “none” and insert such 
minor child haye no parent or guardian,” so as to make the 
section read: 


Sec. 18. That whenever any duty is imposed by this act upon any 
person, and the person upon whom such duty is imposed or would 
ordinarily fall is a minor child, then the parents or guardian of such 
minor child, and, if such minor child have no parent or guardian, the 
person having him in charge, shall enforce compliance by him with all 
the requirements of this act: Provided, That if such minor child bas 
attained the age when he is answerable ta the criminal laws for his 
acts, the responsibility herein imposed upon his parents or guardian 
shall not relieve such minor child of responsibility on bis own account. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in section 19, page 9, at the be- 
ginning of line 4, to strike out with syphilis, gonorrhea, or 
chancroid” and insert from a venereal disease in a form 
likely to be a source of infection to others”; in line 6, after 
the word “barber,” to strike out “dentist”; in line 9, after 
the word “suffering,” to strike out “endangers”; and in line 
10, after the word “health,” to insert “is endangered,” so as 
to make the section read: : 

Sec. 19. That no person knowing that he is suffering from a venereal 
disease in a form likely to be a source of infection to others shall 
work as a barber, masseur, cook, baker, or other producer or handler 
of food or drink or in any profession, trade, or occupation, in which 
by reason of the disease from which he is suffering the public health 
is endangered, nor shall any such person be employed or permitted to 
work in such occupation, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill 
to be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 2679) to protect trade-marks used in commerce, 
to authorize the registration of such trade-marks, and for other 
purposes, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. DILL. Let that go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. What became of Order of Business 
1133, House bill 110307 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. It was passed this afternoon. 

The bill (S. 4148) to provide a complete code of insurance 
law for the District of Columbia (excepting marine insur- 
ance as now provided for by the act of March 4, 1922, and 
fraternal and benevolent insurance associations or orders as 
provided for by the act of March 8, 1901), and for other pur- 
poses, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let that go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 2688) providing for sundry matters affecting 
the naval service, and for other purposes, was announced ag 
next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let that go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. May the Chair ask the Sena- 


éa e Utah whether that is the so-called omnibus naval 


Mr. KING. Yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 
FRANK H. WALKER AND FRANK E, SMITH 

The bill (S. 3100) for the relief of Frank H. Walker and 
Frank E. Smith was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I have not that bill in my; file. 
I ask that the bill be read. I do not know the purpose of it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be read. 

The reading clerk read the bill. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I notice in the report—the ‘bill 
has just been handed to me—this language: 


It seems to me that if the property owners are to be paid the pres- 
ent value of the property that they are not also entitled to interest 
amounting to $14,724.38 on the value of the property in 1906. 


In other words, the bill appears to allow an increase in value 
of $15,000 to $36,000, and now, as I understand, it is forty-odd 
thousand dollars. I object until we have a chance to ex- 
amine it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made. 


The bill | 
will be passed over. 


WILLIAM WEEKLEY 

The bill (H. R. 6853) to relinquish the title of the United 
States to the land in the preemption claim of William Weekley, 
situate in the county of Baldwin, State of Alabama, was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

LANDS IN COLORADO 


The bill (H. R. 3927) granting public lands to the town of 
Silverton, Colo., for public park purposes, was considered as 
in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

LANDS IN CALIFORNIA 


The bill (H. R. 9688) granting public lands to the city of 
Red Bluff, Calif., for a public park, was considered as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

FRED J, LA MAY 

The bill (H, R. 7780) for the relief of Fred J. La May was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

FIRST STATE SAVINGS BANK OF GLADWIN, MICH. 

The bill (H. R. 8226) granting relief to the First State Sav- 
ings Bank of Gladwin, Mich, was considered as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole and was read. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

RESTORATION OF HOMESTEAD RIGHTS 


The bill (H. R. 8333) to restore homestead rights in certain 
cases was considered as in Committee of the Whole, and was 
read. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

SNOQUALMIE NATIONAL FOREST 

The bill (H. R. 2689) to consolidate certain lands within the 
Snoqualmie National Forest was considered as in Committee of 
the Whole, and was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the provisions of the act of March 20, 1922, 
“An act to consolidate national forest lands,” be, and the same are 
hereby, extended to the following-described Jands to the same extent 
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that such provisions would apply were said lands within the exterior 
boundaries of a national forest: 

Township 26 north, range 10 east, sections 1, 2, 3, 10, 11, 12, and 
18; township 26 north, range 11 east, sections 17 to 29, inclusive, and 
sections 34, 35, and 36; township 26 north, range 12 east, sections 13, 
19 to 35, inclusive; township 27 north, range 9 east, sections 10 to 
15, inclusive, section 22, and north half of sections 23 and 24; town- 
ship 27 north, range 10 east, section 15, east half of section 16, west 
half of section 18, south half and northwest quarter of section 19, 
south half of section 20, south half and northeast quarter of section 21, 
section 22, and sections 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 84, and 85, all Willamette 
base and meridian. 

Sec, 2. That all public lands within the foregoing areas are hereby 
added to and made parts of the Snoqualmie National Forest subject to 
all valid adverse rights established prior to the passage of this act. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 

ordered te a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
LANDS OF THE KIOWA, COMANCHE, AND APACHE INDIANS 

The bill (H. R. 10590) authorizing the Secretary of the 
Interior to seli certain land ta provide funds to be used in the 
purchase of a suitable tract of land to be used for cemetery 
purposes for the use and benefit of members of the Kiowa, 
Comanche, and Apache Tribes of Indians was considered as 
in Committee of the Whole and was read. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


PATENT TO GOVERNMENT LANDS TO REDLANDS, CALIF, 


The bill (H. R. 166) authorizing the Secretary of the Interior 
to issue patent to the city of Redlands, Calif., for certain lands, 
and for other purposes, was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole and was read. 

The bill was reported to the Senate withont amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

MOUNT HOOD NATIONAL FOREST 


The bill (H. R. 5612) to authorize the addition of certain 
lands to the Mount Hood National Forest was considered as 
in Committee of the Whole, and was read. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

LAND FOR FISH HATCHERY IN OREGON 


The bill (H. R. 9495) granting to the State of Oregon certain 
lands to be used by it for the purpose of maintaining and 
operating thereon a fish hatchery was considered as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole, and was read. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

EXTENSION OF TIME FOR DESERT-LAND ENTRY 


The bill (H. R. 10411) granting desert-land entrymen an 
extension of time for making final proof was considered as 
in Committee of the Whole, and was read. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


CONSOLIDATION OF NATIONAL FOREST LANDS 


The bill (H. R. 11500) to amend an act entitled “An act 
to consolidate national forest lands,” was considered as in 
Committee of the Whole, and was read. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


BOARD OF PUBLIC WELFARE 


The bill (H. R. 12002) to establish a board of public welfare 
in and for the District of Columbia, to determine its functions, 
and for other purposes, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let that go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

AMENDMENT OF COTTON FUTURES AQT 


The bill (8. 3107) to amend the United States cotton futures 
act, as amended, was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, who made the suggestion that 
the bill should go over? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from New Hamp- 
shire, the present occupant of the chair. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Then I make the point of no quorum. We 
will have to adjourm at 11 o'clock anyway, and this is a very 
important measure, affecting the interests of all the cotton 
producers of the Seuth. The bill should be passed. I have 
amended it as suggested by the Secretary of Agriculture. It is 
one of the most meritorious bills that ever came before Oon- 
gress, We can pass bills pertaining to one kind of interest or 
another in a hurry, but when it comes to a measure like this, 


beeause certain gambling exchanges do not want to have it 
passed, it is passed over. When it vitally affects the interests 
of twenty-six or twenty-eight million people I do not want to 
see it passed over lightly, and I do not intend to see that done, 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The Senator must recollect that we 
are sitting here this evening under a unanimous-consent agree- 
ment to take up unobjected bills on the calendar. 5 

Mr. HEFLIN. I understand that. I have sat here and per- 
mitted a great many bills to go through, to which I could have 
objected, just as some one has objected to this bill, probably 
without knowing very much about the merits of the measure. 
But I have not objected. We are reaching the close of the ses- 
sion, and the only way to get legislation is to stand up and 
fight for it. I am not going to sit here and permit measures 
to pass affecting other sections of the country and other in- 
terests, without fighting for meritorious measures which affect 
my section of the country. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Will the Senator yield further? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Does the Senator honestly believe that 
he is helping toward the passage of his bill by raising a point 
of no quorum at 10 minutes of 11, when his own bill is the 
bill before the Senate? What good would it do his bill to com- 
pel the Senate to disperse for this evening? 

Mr. HEFLIN. If the Senate would adjourn now, my bill 
would be the first on the calendar when we meet again. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. It may be some time before we get 
another chance at the calendar, including the Senator's bill. 

Mr. HEFLIN. That is why I am making the point now; we 
might not get to the calendar again. 

Mr. SWANSON. It would not be the next on the calendar 
unless by unanimous consent we should commence where we 
leave off to-night, The same objection could be made on the 
next call of the calendar, P 

Mr. WADSWORTH. My complaint is, if I may use the ex- 
pression, that the Senator from Alabama is not abiding by 
the rules of the game. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Yes; Iam. The Senator from New York has 
gotten two or three bills through to-night, and I have not ob- 
jected to them. I want to do what is fair and right by every 
other Senator. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Had the Senator from Alabama ob- 
jected to any bill which happened to be reported from the 
Committee on Military Affairs by me, I should not have re- 
sorted to the means to which the Senator from Alabama pro- 
poses to resort. 3 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President = 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I agreed to the unanimous-consent 
agreement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the Senator from 
Alabama has expired, The Senator from Alabama suggests the 
absence of a quorum, and the Secretary will call the roll. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I withdraw the point of no quorum. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The suggestion is withdrawn. 


The Secretary will call the next bill on the calendar. 
CONSTRUCTION OF PUBLIC BUILDINGS 


The bill (H. R. 11791) to provide for the construction of 
certain public buildings, and for other purposes, was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let that go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

P. DOUGHERTY CO. 

The bill (§. 2253) for the relief of the P. Dougherty Co. was 
EEES as in Committee of the Whole and was read, as fol- 

ws: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the claim of The P. Dougherty Co., a cor- 
poration created by and existing under the laws of the State of Mary- 
land, owners of the barge Maine, against the United States, for dam- 
ages alleged to have been caused by collision between the said barge 
and the U. S. S. Lake Lida in Elizabeth River on the afternoon of 
March 13, 1920, may be sued for by the said Tue P. Dougherty Co., 
or by S. G. Miller, the agent of the said company, and master of 
the barge Maine at the time of said collision, in the District Court of 
the United States for the Eastern District of Virginia, sitting as a 
court of admiralty and acting under the rules governing such court: 
and said court shall have jurisdiction to bear and determine such suit 
and to enter a judgment or decree for the amount of such damazes, 
and costs, if any, as shall be found to be due against the United States 
in favor of the said The P. Dougherty Co., or in favor of the company's 
said agent, S. G. Miller, as master of said barge Maine, on behalf of 
said owner, upon the same principles and measures of liability as in 
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like cases in admiralty between private parties and with the same 
rights of appeal: Provided, That such notice of the suit shall be given 
to the Attorney General of the United States as may be provided by 
order of the said court; and it shall be the duty of the Attorney Gen- 
eral to cause the United States Attorney in such district to appear 
and defend for the United States: Provided further, That said suit 
shall be brought and commenced within four months from the date of 
the passage of this act. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


SANTEE RIVER BRIDGE, SOUTH CAROLINA 


The bill (S. 4209) to authorize the building of a bridge 
across the Santee River, in South Carolina, was considered 
as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Commerce 
with amendments, on page 1, line 4, after the word “ con- 
struct“ and the comma, to strike out the word “and”; on the 
same line, after the word “maintain,” to insert the words 
“and operate”; on line 6, after the word “at,” to insert the 
words “a point suitable to the interests of navigation,” so as 
to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the State Highway Department of South 
Carolina be, and is hereby, authorized to construct, maintain, and oper- 
ate a highway bridge and approaches thereto across the Santee River 
at a point suitable to the interests of navigation, at or near a point 
known as Pinckneys Landing, between the counties of Clarendon and 
Orangeburg, S$. C., in accordance with the provisions of the act en- 
titled “An act to regulate the construction of bridges over navigable 
waters,” approved March 23, 1906. 

Src. 2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby ex- 
pressly reserved. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


CONGAREE RIVER BRIDGE, SOUTH CAROLINA 

The bill (S. 4210) to authorize the building of a bridge 
across the Congaree River in South Carolina was considered 
as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Commerce 
with amendments, on line 4, after the word “construct,” to 
strike out the word “and”; after the word “ maintain,” on 
the same line, to insert the words “and operate”; and on 
line 6, after the word “River,” to insert the words “at a 
point suitable to the interests of navigation,“ so as to make the 
bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the State Highway Department of South 
Carolina be, and is hereby, authorized to construct, maintain, and oper- 
ate a highway bridge and approaches thereto across the Congaree River 
at a point suitable to the interesfs of navigation at or near the city 
of Columbia, between the counties of Richland and Lexington, S. C., 
in accordance with the provisions of the act entitled “An act to regu- 
late the construction of bridges over navigable waters,” approved 
March 23, 1906. 

Sec. 2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby ex- 
pressly reserved. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

CATAWBA RIVER BRIDGE, SOUTH CAROLINA 

The bill (S. 4211) to authorize the bnilding of a bridge across 
the Catawba River in South Carolina, was considered as in 
Committee of the Whole. à 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Commerce 
with amendments, on page 1, line 4, after the word “ con- 
struct,” to strike out the word “and”; on the same line; after 
the word “ maintain,” to strike out the words “and operate”; 
on line 6, after the word “ River,” to insert the words “at a 
point suitable to the interests of navigation”; on page 2, line 1, 
to strike out the word “water,” and to insert in lien thereof 
the word “ waters,” so as to make the bill read: 

Be åt enacted, etc., That the State Highway Department of South 
Carolina be, and is hereby, authorized to construct, maintain, and 
operate a highway bridge and approaches thereto across the Catawba 
River at a point suitable to the interests of navigation at or near the 
town of Fort Lawn, between the counties of Chester and Lancaster, 


S. C., In accordance with the provisions of the act entitled “An act to 
regulate the construction of bridges over navigable waters,” approved 
March 23, 1906. 

Sec, 2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby ex- 
pressly reserved. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


BROAD RIVER BRIDGE, SOUTH CAROLINA 


The bill (S. 4212) to authorize the building of a bridge 
across the Broad River in South Carolina was considered as in 
Committee of the Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Commerce 
with amendments, on page 1, line 4, after the word “con- 
struct“ and the comma, to strike out the word “and”; after 
the word “maintain,” on the same line, to insert the words 
“and operate”; on line 6, after the word “ River,” to insert 
the words “at a point suitable to the interests of navigation,” 
so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the State Highway Department of South 
Carolina be, and is hereby, authorized to construct, maintain, and 
operate a highway bridge and approaches thereto across the Broad 
River at a point suitable to the interests of navigation at or near a 
point known as Strothers Ferry, between the counties of Newberry 
and Fairfield, S. C., in accordance with the provisions of the act en- 
titled “An act to regulate the construction of bridges over navigable 
waters,” approved March 23, 1906. 

Sec. 2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby ex- 
pressly reserved. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


SANTEE RIVER BRIDGE, S. O. 


The bill (S. 4213) to authorize the building of a bridge across 
5. 1 River, S. C., was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Com- 
merce with amendments, on page 1, line 4, after the word “ con- 
struct” and the comma, to strike out the word “and”; after 
the word “maintain,” to insert the words “and operate“; on 
line 6, after the word “at,” to insert the words “a point suitable 
to the interests of navigation, at“; and on page 2, line 2, after 
the word “navigable,” to strike ont the word “water” and 
arg in lieu thereof the word “ waters,” so as to make the 
iN read: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the State Highway Department of South 
Carolina be, and is hereby, authorized to construct, maintain, and 
operate a highway bridge and approaches thereto across the Santee 
River at a point suitable to the interests of navigation, at or near a 
point known as St. James Ferry, between the counties of George- 
town and Charleston, S. C., in accordance with the provisions of the 
act entitled “An act to regulate the construction of bridges over 
navigable waters,” approved March 23, 1906. 

Sec. 2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby ex- 
pressly reserved. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in, 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

BAVANNAH RIVER BRIDGE, S. C. 

The bill (S. 4214) to authorize the building of a bridge 
across the Savannah River between South Carolina and 
Georgia was considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Com- 
merce with amendments, on page 1, line 5, before the word 
“maintain,” to strike ont the word “and” and, after the word 
“maintained” and the comma, to insert the words “and oper- 
ate”; on line 7, after the word “ River,” to insert the words 
“at a point suitable to the interests of navigation,“ so as to 
make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, cté., That the State Highway Department of South 
Carolina and the State Highway Department of Georgia be, and are 
hereby, authorized to construct, maintain, and operate a highway 
bridge and approaches thereto across the Savannah River at a point 
suitable to the Interests of navigation at or near the point where the 
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Seahoard Air Line Railway now crosses, between the counties of Abbe- 
ville, S. C., and Elbert, Ga., in accordance with the provisions of the 
act entitled An act to regulate the construction of bridges over navi- 
gable waters,” approved March 23, 1906, 

Sec, 2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby ex- 
pressly reserved. 


The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in, 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 
SUSQUEHANNA RIVER BRIDGE 


The bill (S. 4217) granting the consent of Congress to the 
Susquehanna Bridge Co. and its suecessors to construct a bridge 
across the Susquehanna River between the borough of Wrights- 
ville, in York County, Pa., and the borough of Columbia, in 
Lancaster County, Pa., was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Com- 
merce with an amendment, on page 1, line 4, after the word 
“Bridge” to strike out the word “Company” and insert in 
lieu thereof Corporation“; and before the word “ organized” 
in the same line, to strike out the words “a corporation”; so 
as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, cte., That the consent of Congress is hereby granted to 
the Susquehanna Bridge Corporation, organized under the laws of the 
State of Pennsylvania, and its successors and assigns, to construct, 
maintain, and operate a bridge and approaches thereto across the Sus- 
quehanna River at a point sultable to the interests of navigation, and 
between the borough of Wrightsville, in the county of York, and the 
borough of Columbia, in the county of Lancaster, in the State of Penn- 
Sylvania, in accordanse with the provisions of the act entitled “An act 
to regulate the construction of bridges over navigable waters,” ap- 
proved March 23, 1906. 
~ Kec, 2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby ex- 
pressly reserved. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reperted to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

Amend the title so as to read: “A bill granting the consent of 
Congress to the Susquehanna Bridge Corporation and its suc- 
cessors to construct a bridge across the Susquehanna River 
between the borough of Wrightsville, in York County, Pa., and 
the borough of Columbia, in Lancaster County, Pa.” 


DETROIT RIVER BRIDGE, MICH. 


The bill (S. 4225) to extend the time for commencing and 


completing the construction of a bridge across the Detroit 
River within or near the city limits of Detroit, Mich., was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole, and was read, as 
follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the times for commencing and completing 
the construction of the bridge authorized by act of Congress approved 
March 4, 1921, to be built by the American Transit Co., its successors 
and «assigns, across Detroit River, within or near the city limits of 
Detroit, Wayne County, Mich., are hereby extended one year and five 
years, respectively, from the date of approval hereof. 

Rec. 2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby ex- 
pressly reserved. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

FORT GRATIOT LIGHTHOUSE RESERVATION 

The bill (H. R. 9537) to authorize the Secretary of Commerce 
to transfer to the city of Port Huron, Mich., a portion of the 
Fort Gratiot Lighthouse Reservation, Mich., was considered as 
in Committee of the Whole, and was read. 

The- bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

RED RIVER OF THE NORTH DAM 


The bill (H. R. 10596) to extend the times for commencing 
and completing the construction of a dam across the Red River 
of the North was considered as in Committee of the Whole, 
and was read. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

HELIUM GAS 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, all the bridge bills 

seem to have been disposed of, and I ask that the Senate re- 


sume the consideration’ of House bill 5722, authorizing the 
conservation, production, and exploitation of helium gas, a 
mineral resource pertaining to the national defense and to 
the development of commercial aeronautics, and for other pur- 


poses. 

Mr. PITTMAN. I understand the Senator is about to offer 
an amendment to the bill upon which we have agreed. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I am. 

Mr. PITTMAN. With that amendment in the bill, I have 
no objection to it. 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill. : 
Mr. WADSWORTH. On page 4 of the bill I move to amend 
the committee amendment, on line 9, by strinking out the words 

“or probable.” 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to, 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the Dill 
to be read a third time. E 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 


COLORADO RIVER BRIDGE, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, I ask that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of Senate bill 4289, authoriz- 
ing the construction of a bridge across the Colorado River 
near Biythe, Calif. a 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of 
the Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which was read. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


CHOWAN RIVER BRIDGE, NORTH CAROLINA 


Mr. CURTIS. The senior Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
SIMAuONS] asked me to request unanimous consent that the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of Senate bill 4229, granting 
the consent of Congress to the State Highway Commission of 
North Carolina to construct a bridge across the Chowan River 
at or near the city of Edenton, N. ©. I make that request. 

There being no objection, the bill was considered as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole. and was read. : 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, was read the 
third time, and passed. 


CLAIMS OF ASSINIBOINE INDIANS 


Mr. WHEELER. I ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
proeeed to the consideration of House bill 7687, conferring 
jurisdiction upon the Court of Claims to hear, examine, adju- 
dicate, and enter judgment in any claims which the Assini- 
boine Indians may have against the United States, and for 
other purposes. This bill has passed the House. It is a bill 
giving the Indians an opportunity to go into the Court of 
Claims. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of 
the Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which had been 
reported from the Committee on Indian Affairs with amend- 
ments to strike out from line 3, page 1, to line 4, page 2, as 
follows: “That jurisdiction be, and is hereby, conferred upon 
the Court of Claims, notwithstanding the lapse of time or stat- 
utes of limitation, to hear, examine, and adjudicate and render 
judgment in any and all legal and equitable claims arising 
under or growing out of any treaty or agreement between the 
United States and the Assiniboine Indian Nation or Tribe, or 
arising under or growing out of any act of Congress in relation 
to Indian affairs, which said Assiniboine Nation or Tribe may 
have against the United States, which claims have not hereto- 
fore been determined and adjudicated on their merits by the 
Court of Claims or the Supreme Court of the United States,” 
and to insert in lieu thereof the following: 


That all claims of whatsoever nature which the Assiniboine Indian 
Nation or Tribe may have against the United States, which have not 
heretofore been determined by a court of competent jurisdiction, may 
be submitted to the Court of Claims for determination of the amount, 
if any, due said Indians from the United States under any treaty or 
agreement or law of Congress, or for the misappropriation of any of 
the property or funds of said Indians, or for the failure of the 
United States to administer the same in conformity with any treaty 
or agreement with the said Indians: Provided, That if in any claim 
submitted hereunder a treaty or an agreement with the Indians be 
involved, and it be shown that the same has been amended or super. 
seded by an act or acts of Congress, the court shall have authority to 
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determine whether such act or acts have violated any property right 
of the claimants, and, if so, to render judgment for the damages re- 


sulting therefrom; and jurisdiction is hereby conferred upon said 
Court of Claims, with the right of appeal to the Supreme Court of the 
United States by either party, to hear and determine all legal and 
equitable claims of whatsoever nature which said Indians may have 
against the United States; it being the intent of this act to allow 
the said Court of Claims full and complete authority to adjust and de- 
termine all claims submitted hereunder so that the rights, legal and 
equitable, both of the United States and of said Indians may be fully 
considered and determined and to render judgment thereon accord- 
ingly. 


On page 4, beginning with line 1, to strike ont to line 23, as 
follows: 


Sec. 3. In said suit the court shall also hear, examine, consider, 
and adjudicate any claims which the United States may bave against 
said Indian nation, but any payment which may have been made by 
the United States upon any claim against the United States shall not 
operate as an estoppel, but may be pleaded as an offset in such suit 
and the United States shall be allowed credit for any and all pay- 
ments, including gratuities made to or for the benefit of the Assini- 
boine Indians, 

Sec. 4. That from the decision of the Court of Claims in any suit 
prosecuted under the authority of this act an appeal may be taken 
by either party, as in other cases, to the Supreme Court of the 
United States. i 

Sec. 5. That npon final determination of any suit or suits instituted 
under this act the Court of Claims shall have authority to decree 
such amount or amounts as it may find reasonable to be paid the 
attorney or attorneys employed by the Indians as herein provided, which 
fee or fees shall not exceed 10 per cent of any recovery made, and in no 
case shall they amount in the aggregate to more than $25,000, 
together with all necessary and proper expenses incurred in pre- 
paration and prosecution of the suit, and shall be paid out of the 
judgment. 


And to insert in lieu thereof the following: 


Sec. 3. That if any claim or claims be submitted to said court, it 
shall determine the rights of the parties thereto, notwithstanding lapse 
of time or statutes of limitation, and any payment whieh may have 
been made by the United States upon any claim so submitted shall 
not be pleaded as an estoppel, but may be pleaded as a set-off in any 
suit; and the United States shall be allowed credit subsequent to the 
date of any law, treaty, or agreement under which the claims arise 
for any sum or sums heretofore paid or expended for the benefit of 
said Indians, if legally chargeable against that claim. 

Sec. 4. That if it be determined by the court that the United States, 
in violation of the terms and provisions of any law, treaty, or agree- 
ment, has unlawfully appropriated or disposed of any money or other 
property belonging to the Indians, damages therefor shall be confined 
to the value of the money or other property at the time of such appro- 
priation or disposal, together with interest thereon at 5 per cent per 
annum from the date thereof; and with reference to all claims which 
may be the subject matter of the suits herein authorized, the decree 
of the court shall be in full settlement of all damages, if any, com- 
mitted by the Government of the United States and shall annul and 
cancel all claim, right, and titie of the said Assiniboine Indians in 
and to such money or other property, * 

Sec. 5. That upon final determination of any suit or suits insti- 
tuted under this act the Court of Claims shall have authority to decree 
such amount or amounts as it may find reasonable, to be paid 
the attorney or attorneys employed by the Indians as herein provided, 
which fee or fees shall not exceed 10 per cent of any recovery made, 
and in no case more than $50,000, and shall be paid out of the judg- 
ment. All actual and necessary expenses incurred in the prosecution 
of said suit by the attorney or attorneys so employed shall be paid 
by the Secretary of the Treasury, as they arise, out of the funds 
standing to the credit of sald Indians in the Treasury of the United 
States upon first being allowed by said Court of Claims and certified 
to the Secretary of the Interior, 


And to insert at the end of the bill a new section, to be 
known as section 8, as follows: 


Sec. 8. The proceeds of all amounts, if any, recovered for said 
Indians shall be deposited in the Treasury of the United States to the 
credit of the Indians decreed by said court to be entitled thereto, 
and shall draw interest at the rate of 5 per cent per annum fronr 
the date of the judgment or decree. The costs incurred in any suit 
hereunder shall be taxed against the losing party; if against the 
United States such costs shall be included in the amount of the judg- 
ment or decree, and if against said Indians shall be paid by the 
Secretary of the Treasury out of the funds standing to their credit 
in the Treasury of the United States. 


The amendments were agreed to. 


The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill 
to be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 


CUSTOMHOUSE BUILDING AND SITE, DENVER, COLO. 


Mr. PHIPPS. I ask unanimous consent that the Senate pro- 
ceed to the consideration of Senate bill 3721, authorizing the 
Secretary of the Treasury to exchange the present custom- 
house building and site located in Denver, Colo. It provides 
for an exchange of Government property in Denver, the old 
customhouse building. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
8 proceeded to consider the bill, which was read, as 
‘ollows : 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and empowered, in his discretion, to exchange the 
present customhouse building and site, situate in block 98, lots Nos. 1 
to S. inclusive, fronting northwest 200 feet on Arapahoe Street, and 
northeast 125 feet on Sixteenth Street, Denver, Colo., for a new site 
and a building to be constructed thereon for the use and accommoda- 
tion of the customs service and other Government officials. 

The new site must have the approval of the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, and the title thereto must be satisfactory to the Attorney General 
of the United States. The site shall have approximately the same area 
as the present custombouse site above described; the ground area of the 
building to be constructed shall be approximately 17,000 square feet; 
building to be four stories above the basement and provision made in 
the construction of the foundation and walls and columns for placing 
three additional stories thereon, if required, in the future. 

The plans and specifications for said building shall be prepared by 
the Supervising Architect of the Treasury Department or by a private 
architect employed by the purchasers of the customhouse property, a3 
the Secretary of the Treasury may elect; in the latter case the architect 
and the plans and specifications prepared by him, and in either case 
the completed building, must meet the approval of the Supervising 
Architect of the Treasury, who may detail representatives to supervise 
or inspect the building during construction until final aceeptance. 

Authority is hereby given to the Seeretary of the Treasury to turn 
the present building and site thereof over to the party or parties offer- 
ing property in exchange therefor upon condition that good and sufi- 
cient security is furnished by sald party or parties to insure the 
prompt construction of the building herein contemplated, upon the site 
selected, and its conveyance to the United States of America free and 
clear from any lien or incumbrance of any kind or character, and that 
in the meantime the customs service and other Government officials 
now occupying quarters in the present building shall be provided, with- 
out expense to the United States, adequate space for their accommoda- 
tion, either in their present quarters in the customhouse or elsewhere, 
until the new building is completed and ready for occupancy. 

The Government shall be involved in no expense in this transaction, 
except in connection with the drawings and specifications, if prepared 
by the Supervising Architect, and in connection with the superintend- 
ence, inspection, and general administration. Nor shall the United 
States be involved in any expense incident to the work in connection 
with the removal of Government property either from the old building 
into quarters provided by the purchasers or to the new building upon 
its completion. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

ISABELLE R. DAMRON 


Mr, SWANSON. I ask nnanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of Senate bill 3378, for the relief 
of Isabelle R. Damron, postmaster at Clintwood, Va. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Claims 
with an amendment, on line 6, to strike out “$695.03 ” and to 
insert in lieu thereof $439.98,” so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treas- 
ury not otherwise appropriated, to Isabelle R. Damron, postmaster at 
Clintwood, Va., the sum of $430.98, the same being the amount of 
money stolen from the safe in the post office at Clintwood, Va., on 
July 25, 1923, by persons unknown, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 
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COLORADO RIVER BRIDGE, ARIZONA 


_ Mr. CAMERON. I ask that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of House bill 4114, authorizing the construction of 
‘a bridge across the Colorado River near Lee Ferry, Ariz. 

The bill was considered as in Committee of the Whole and 
was read, as follows: $ 


Be it cnacted, etc, That there is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
not to exceed the sum of $100,000, to be expended under the direction 
of the Secretary of the Interior, for the construction of a bridge and 
approaches thereto across the Colorado River at a site about 6 miles 
below Lee Ferry, Ariz., to be available until expended, and to be re- 
imbursable to the United States from any funds now or hereafter 
placed in the Treasury to the credit of the Indians of the Navajo 
Indian Reservation, to remain a charge and lien upon the funds of 
such Indians until paid: Provided, That no part of the appropriations 
herein authorized shall be expended until the Secretary of the Interior 
shall have obtained from the proper authorities of the State of Arizona 
satisfactory guaranties of the payment by said State of one-half of the 
cost of said bridge, and that the proper authorities of said State assume 
full responsibility for and will at all times maintain and repair said 
bridge and approaches thereto. 


The Dill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


EXCHANGE OF PUBLIC LANDS IN DELAWARE 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The next bill on the calendar 
will be announced, being Senate bill 4239. 

The bill (S. 4239) to provide for the exchange of certain 
lands now owned by the United States in the town of Newark, 
Del., for other lands, was considered as in Committee of the 
Whole, and was read, as follows: 

Be it cñacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Treasury be authorized 
to conyey to the town of Newark, Del., land facing on Depot Road in 
said town, not more than 15 feet deep, for the purpose of widening 
said road, in exchange for the same depth of land in the rear of said 
lot. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 


and passed. 
2 RAILROAD SWITCHING CHARGES 
The bill (H. R. 597) regulating switching and switching 
charges on railroads in the District of Columbia, and for other 
purposes, was announced as next in order. 
Mr. WILLIS. Let the bill go over. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 
HEIGHT OF BUILDINGS IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
The bill (H. R. 11214) to amend an act regulating the 
height of buildings in the District of Columbia, approved June 
1, 1910, as amended by the act of December 30, 1910, was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole, and was read. 
The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
MEDAL COMMEMORATING NORSE-AMERICAN CENTENNIAL 


The bill (S. 4230) to authorize the Secretary of the Treasury 
to prepare a medal with appropriate emblems and inscriptions 
commemorative of the Norse-American Centennial was consid- 
ered as in Committee of the Whole and was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That a medal, not to exceed in number 40,000, 
with appropriate devices, emblems, and inscriptions commemorative 
of the arrival in the United States of the first shipload of Norse immi- 
grants on board the sloop Restaurationen, which event is to be cele- 
brated at the Norse-American Centennial on the Minnesota State Fair 
rounds June 6 to 9, 1925, inclusive, shall be prepared under the direc- 
tion of the Secretary of the Treasury at the United States Mint at 
Philadelphia, The medals herein authorized shall be manufactured, 
subject to the provisions of section 52 of the coinage act of 1873, from 
suitable models to be supplied by the Norse-American Centennial 
(Inc.). The medals so prepared shall be delivered at the Philadelphia 
Mint to a designated agent of said Norse-American Centennial (Inc.) 
upon payment of the cost thereof. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 


and passed, 
FRANCIS J. YOUNG 


The bill (S. 3581) for the relief of Francis J. Young was 
Sonne as in Committee of the Whole, and was read, as 
‘follows: 


Bo it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he 
hereby is, authorized and directed to pay to Francis J. Young, father 
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of Wallace J. Young, late consul at Bradford, England, $4,500, being 
one year's salary of his deceased son, who died of illness incurred in 
the Consular Service; and there is hereby appropriated, out of any 
money in the Treasury not othewise appropriated, a sufficient. sum to 
carry out the purpose of this act. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. i 

CLAIMS OF CALIFORNIA INDIANS 


The bill (S. 4301) authorizing any tribe or band of Indians 
of California to submit claims to the Court of Claims was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Indian 
Affairs with amendments, on page 4, line 6, to renumber the 
section from “5” to “4,” and on line 11, to renumber the sec- 
tion from “6” to “5,” so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That all claims of whatsoever nature which any 
tribe or band of Indians of California may have against the United 
States may be submitted to the Court of Claims for determination of 
the amount, if any, not exceeding $1.25 per acre, due said tribes or 
bands from the United States for lands formerly occupied and claimed 
by them in the said State, which lands are alleged to have been taken 
from them without compensation; and jurisdiction is hereby conferred 
on the Court of Claims, with the right of either party to appeal to 
the Supreme Court of the United States, to hear and determine all 
legal and equitable claims, if any, of said tribes or bands against thee 
United States and to enter judgment thereon. 

Sec. 2. If any claim or claims be submitted to said courts they shall 


- settle the rights therein, both legal and equitable, which shall be based 


upon the fair value of any such lands not exceeding $1.25 per acre 
at the time the tribes or bands were wrongfully deprived thereof, of 
each and all the parties thereto, notwithstanding lapse of time of 
Statutes of limitation, and any payment which may have been made 
upon any claim so submitted shall not be pleaded as an estoppel, 
but may be pleaded by way of offset in such suit and the United States 
shall be allowed credit for all sums heretofore paid or expended for 
the benefit of said tribes or any band thereof. The claim or claims 
of the said tribes or any band thereof shall be presented jointly by 
petition, subject, however, to amendment, suit to be filed within two 
years after the passage of this act; and such action shall make the 
petitioner or petitioners party plaintiff or plaintiffs and the United 
States shall be the party defendant; and any other band or bands 
or tribes of California the court may deem necessary to a final deter- 
mination of such suit may be joined therein as the court may there- 
after order: Provided, That said court shall settle and determine 
the claims or rights of any such band or tribe as may be joined in 
sald suit. Such petition may be verified upon information and belief 
as to the facts therein alleged by the attorney or attorneys employed 
by the aforesaid tribes or bands of Indians of California under con- 
tract approved by the Commissioner of Indian Affairs and the Secre- 
tary of the Interior under existing law, and shall set forth all the 
facts on which the claims for recovery are based, and said petition 
shall be signed by the attorney or attorneys so employed and no other 
verification shall be necessary; official letters, papers, documents, and 
public records, or certified copies thereof may be used in evidence 
and the departments of the Government shall give access to the attor- 
ney or attorneys of said tribes or bands thereof to such papers, cor- 
respondence, or records as may be needed by the attorney or attorneys 
for said tribes or bands of Indians: Provided, That the Secretary of 
the Interior shall prescribe such rules end regulations as may be neces- 
sary for the selection by the Indians of the attorney or attorneys, as 
provided for in the act. 

Sec. 3. Upon the final determination of such suit, cause, or action 
the Court of Claims shall decree such fees as it shall find reasonable 
to be paid the attorney or attorneys employed by said tribes, but in no 
case shall the fees decreed by such court be more than 10 per cent of 
the amount of the judgment recovered In such suit, and in no event 
to exceed $25,000, exclusive, however, of all necessary and proper ex- 
penses incurred in the preparation and prosecution of the. suit or suits 
therein provided for, such fee and expenses to be paid from the judg- 
ment, if any, entered against the United States. 

Sec. 4. For the purpose of this act the tribes or bands of Indians of 
California shall be construed to mean those Indians residing in Cali- 
fornia at the time of the alleged deprivation of their lands and their 
descendants who are now actual residents of said State. 

Sec. 5. The balance of such judgment shall be placed in the Treas- 
ury of the United States to the credit of the Indians entitled thereto, 
and shall draw interest at the rate of 4 per cent per annum until such 
time as the Congress shall otherwise direct. 

Sec. 6. Upon the rendition of a judgment in favor of the Indians 
the Secretary of the Interior, under such rules and regulations as he 
may prescribe, shall cause a roll to be made of all the Indians entitled 
to participate in the judgment, 


4062 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


FEBRUARY 18 


The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 
RECESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour of 11 o'clock having 
arrived, under the unanimous agreement previously entered 
into, the Senate will stand in recess until to-morrow at 12 
o'clock. 

Thereupon the Senate (at 11 o'clock p. m.), under the unani- 
mous-consent agreement previously entered into, took a recess 
until to-morrow, Thursday, February 19, 1925, at 12 o'clock 
meridian. 


`. NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by the Senate February 18 
(legislative day of February 17), 1925 
CHF JUSTICE OF THE SUPREME COURT OF THE PHILIPPINE 
ISLANDS 

Ramon Avancena, of the Philippine Islands, vice Manuel 
Araullo. 

ASSOCIATE JUSTICE OF THE SUPREME COURT OF THE PHILIPPINE 
ISLANDS 

Antonio L. Villareal, of the Philippine Islands, vice Ramon 
Avancena, 

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER OF THE GENERAL LAND OFFICE 

Thomas ©. Havell, of Tennessee, to be Assistant Commis- 
sioner of the General Land Office, vice George R. Wickham, 
resigned. S 

APPOINTMENT TO THE NAVAL Reserve FORCE 

George A. Berry, ex-lieutenant, United States Naval Reserve 
Force, to be a lieutenant commander, United States Naval Re- 
serve Force, from the 26th day of January, 1925, in accordance 
with a provision contained in an act of Congress approved 
January 26, 1925. 

POSTMASTERS 
ALABAMA 

Arthur W. Smith to be postmaster at Shawmut, Ala., in place 

of A. L. Pittman, resigned. 
ARKANSAS 

Robert S. Smith to be postmaster at Garland, Ark., in place 
of R. R. Wright. Office became third class October 1, 1924. 

Ferrell S. Tucker to be postmaster at Black Oak, Ark., in 
place of A. C. Gillies, resigned. 

CALIFORNTA — 

Virgil W. Norton to be postmaster at Sutter Creek, Calif., 
in place of V. W. Norton. Incumbents commission expired 
August 15, 1923. 

John J. Freeman to be postmaster at North San Diego, Calif., 
in place of J. J. Freeman. Office became third class January 1, 
1925. 

Harold A. Snell to be postmaster at McArthur, Calif., in place 
of H. A. Snell. Office became third class January 1, 1924. 

Nellys R. Squier to be postmaster at Butte City, Calif., in 
place of Jackson James, resigned. 

GEORGIA 

James D. Lane to be postmaster at Monticello, Ga., in place of 
Angusta Glover. Incumbents commission expired February 4, 
1924. ~ 

John L. Dorris to be postmaster at Douglasville, Ga., in place 
of J. L. Dorris. Incumbent's commission expired July 28, 1928. 

Fair Durden to be postmaster at Graymont, Ga., in place of 
Fair Durden. Office became third class July 1, 1923. 

- Essie T. Patterson to be postmaster at Byromville, Ga., in 
122 of Hattie Brand. Office became third class January 1, 

Pearl Warren to be postmaster at Abbeville, Ga., in place of 
P. D. Wootten, removed. 

IDAHO 

Haly C. Kunter to be postmaster at Ririe, Idaho, in place of 
H. C. Kunter. Office became third class October 1, 1924. 

ILLINOIS 

Alfred P. Goodman to be postmaster at Verona, NL, in place 
of A. P. Goodman. Office became third class January 1, 1925. 

Bijah J. Gibson to be postmaster at Crescent City, III., in 
piaco of B. J. Gibson. Office became third class January 1, 


INDIANA 


George H. Griffith to be postmaster at Fremont, Ind., in 
pie se Elmer Ritter. Incumbent's commission expired June 


IOWA 


Boyd B. Wade to be postmaster at Woodward, Iowa, in 
place of D. J. Rhoads. Incumbent’s commission expired June 
5, 1924. 

KANSAS 


Clara O. Cutbirth to be postmaster at Silver Lake, Kans., in 
piace of C. O. Outbirth. Office became third class January 1, 
1925. 

KENTUCKY 


Virginia M. Spencer to be postmaster at Garrett, Ky., in 
place of V. M. Spencer. Office became third class April 1, 1924. 


LOUISIANA 


Ruby M. Ivey to be postmaster at Benton, La,, in place of 
W. G. Stinson, resigned. 


MASSACHUSETTS 


Ralph H. Parker to be postmaster at Framingham, Mass., in 
place of H. W. Damon, deceased. 


MINNESOTA 


Ernest S. Mariette to be postmaster at Oak Terrace, Minn., 
in place of E. S. Mariette. Office became third class January 
1, 1925. 

MISSISSIPPI 


Jeff L. Barrow to be postmaster at Pelahatchee, Miss., in 
place of M. A. Tanner. Incumbent’s commission expired Janu- 
ary 28, 1924. 

James L. Cooper to be postmaster at Maben, Miss., in place 
of J. L. Cooper. Incumbent's commission expired June 4, 1924, 

Walter E. Dreaden to be postmaster at Lambert, Miss., in 
place of W. E. Dreaden, Incumbent's commission expired 
August 5, 1923. 

Zilpha L. Killam to be postmaster at Hickory, Miss., in place 
of Z. L. Killam. Incumbent's commission expired June 2, 1924. 

John E. Nordan to be postmaster at Forest, Miss., in place of 
M. 8. Graham. Incumbent’s commission expired June 4, 1924. 

Thomas W. Maxwell to be postmaster at Canton, Miss., in 
mace of B. F. Hill. Incumbent's commission expired June 4, 
1924. 

Eppie R. Baker to be postmaster at Duck Hill, Miss., in place 
of W. C. Tyler. Incumbent’s commission expired June 4, 1924. 

Thomas J. Davis to be postmaster at Baldwyn, Miss., in place 
of K. M. Heflin. Incumbent's commission expired June 5, 1924. 

Davis Staples to be postmaster at Stewart, Miss., in place of 
Davis Staples. Office became third class Jannary-1, 1925. 

Opie C. Grenn to be postmaster at Norfleld, Miss., in place 
of L. L. McCann, Office became third class October 1, 1923. 

George F. McLelland to be postmaster at Newton, Miss., in 
place of H. C. Majure, deceased. 

George T. Hallas to be postmaster at Hazlehurst, Miss., in 
place of S. S. Matthews, removed. 

MONTANA 


Ovid S. Draper to be postmaster at Bonner, Mont., in place 
of O. S. Draper. Office became third class October 1, 1924. 
NEBRASKA 

Nora G. Johnson to be postmaster at Big Spring, Nebr., in 
pia 5 N. G. Johnson. Incumbent's commission expired May 
Maurice S. Groat to be postmaster at Inavale, Nebr., in place 
of M. 8. Groat. Office became third class January 1, 1925. 
NEVADA 
Eva A. Griswold to be postmaster at Deeth, Nev., in place 
of E. A. Griswold. Office became third class January 1, 1925. 
NEW JERSEY 
William G. Wallis to be postmaster at Florence, N. J., in 
place of F. N. Hughes. Incumbent's commission expired dune 
5, 1924. 
PENNSYLVANIA 
Delbert W. Wright to be postmaster at Hop Bottom, Pa., in 
place of S. M. Williams. Incumbent's commission expired 
April 23, 1924, 
SOUTH CAROLINA : 
Herbert O. Jones to be postmaster at Salley, S. C., in place 
of H. O. Jones. Office became third class July 1, 1924. 
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TEXAS 


Winnie Everitt to be postmaster at Shepherd, Tex., in place 
of J. ©. Fain. Office became third class April 1, 1924. 

Arbye L, Curtis to be postmaster at Big Lake, Tex., in place 
of W. M, Cutbirth, Office became third class July 1, 1924. 


VIRGINIA 
Devon R. Raymer to be postmaster at Roda, Va., in place of 
H. S. Estill, resigned. 
WEST VIRGINIA 
Levi Gay to be postmaster at Eccles, W. Va., in place of 
J. C. Lowry, jr., resigned. a 
WISCONSIN 


Robert R. Porter to be postmaster at Wheeler, Wis., in place 
of R. R. Porter. Incumbent's commission expired March 22, 
1924. 

Louis A. Meininger to be postmaster at Waukesha, Wis., 
in place of A. J. Dopp. Incumbent’s commission expired June 
5, 1924. 

John A. Dysland to be postmaster at Mount Horeb, Wis., in 
place of Alois Goebel. Iucumbent's commission expired June 
5, 1924. 

: Edwin J. Pynn to be postmaster at Hartland, Wis., in place 
of E. J. Pynn. Incumbents commission expired March 22, 
1924. 

Ralph H. Toiford to be postmaster at Thorp, Wis. in place 
of William Wagner, resigned. 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate February 18 
(legislative day of February 17), 1925 


SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE 
William M. Jardine to be Secretary of Agriculture. 
GOVERNOR OF ALASKA 
George Alexander Parks to be Governor of Alaska. 
Coast AND GEODETIC SURVEY 


To be aids 


Philip Randall Hathorne. 
John Mahlon Neal. 


Riley Jacob Sipe. 
Allen Ames Parker. 
Samuel Barker Grenell. 


PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY 
To be commanders 


George W. Simpson. 
Alexander M. Charlton. 
To be lieutenant commanders 
George B. Wilson. 
Charles E. Rosendahl. 
To be lieutenant commander on the retired list 

Richard E. Byrd, jr. 

To be lieutenants 
Earle C. Peterson. 
Francis E. Matthews. 
Joseph W. McColl, jr. 
Ira D. Spoonemore. 
Charles R. Hoffecker, 
Henry L. Burmann, 
Arthur P. Spencer. 
John S. Hawkins. 
Charlie S. East. 
Reuben F. Davis. 
William C. Betzer. 


Frank Stinchcomb. 
Robert S. Savin. 
William E. Smith. 
Frederick Strohte. 
Frank Leghorn. 
Andrew M. Parks. 
Claude Farmer. 
Leon W. Mills. 
Frank W. Rasch. 
Edward G. Evans. 
Thomas P. Hassell. 
John O. Jenkins. 
To be lieutenant (junior grade) 
„ Jefferson D. Beard. 
To be assistant surgeon, with the rank of lieutenant (junior 
- $ grade) 
Carl M. Dumbauld. 
To be pay director, with the rank of captain 
McGill R. Goldsborough, 
To be chief boatswains, to rank with but after ensign 
Wiiliam F. Ahrens, 
Edwin J. Hill. 
To be chief gunners, to rank with but after ensign 
William H. Moore. Walter J. Love. 
Edward J. Kreuger. Herman Vollmer, 


To be chief machinists, to rank with but after ensign 


Stephen D. Thornton, 
Alfred Ward. William J. Brennan. 
Frank P. Moore. George Rahm. 


To be chief carpenters, to rank with but after ensign 


William H. Buchanan. Benjamin Meyer. 
Garrett P. Fitzmaurice. Daniel McLeod. 
William F. Leahy. Harold E. Landre, 


To be chief pay clerk, to rank with but after ensign 
Murray D. King. 


Asa M. Gainer. 


MARINE CORPS 
To be second lieutenants 
Theodore B. Millard. 
David K. Claude. 
Albert L. Gardner. 
James P. S. Devereux. 
Robert C. Orrison. 
POST MASTERS 

> COLORADO 

Patrick H. Gallagher, Windsor. 
FLORIDA 


Richard E. Damon, Jupiter. 
Mima Gurganious, Lacoochee. 


KANSAS 
Clyde O. Brown, jr., Centralia. 
KENTUCKY 
Zelmer R. Hill, Jamestown. 
NEW MEXICO 
Cora L. Vaughan, State College. 
NEW YORK 
Morgan C. Harris, Newport. 
PENNSYLVANIA 
Jeremiah H. Fetzer, Coopersburg. 
Wiliam M. Kelvington, Meadow Lands. 
PORTO RICO 
Josefina C. Silva, Hato Rey. 
> TENNESSEE 


Homer W. Black, Bolivar, 

John H. Barnes, Ramer. 

Florie W. Landress, Signal Mountain. 
WISCONSIN 

John I. Edwards, Hazel Green. 

Hugh S. Caldwell, Lodi. 

Grace R. Morgan, Spring Green. 


Milo R. Carroll. 

Floyd A. Stephenson, 
Homer L. Litzenberg, jr. 
Wilburt S. Brown. 
Samuel S. Ballentine. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wenonespay, February 18, 1925 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon, and was called to order 
by the Speaker. 

The Chaplain, Rey. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: 


Heavenly Father, we would pray: Bless the Lord O my 
soul, and all that is within me, bless His holy name. Have 
mercy upon us O Lord, according to Thy loving kindness; 
according unto the multitude of Thy tender mercies blot out 
our transgressions. May we observe Thy precepts diligently, 
and deeply realize that blessed are the undefiled in the way, 
who walk in the law of the Lord. Blessed are they who 
keep Thy testimonies, who seek Thee with a whole heart. We 
pray in the name of Jesus. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 


FIFTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF GEORGE PEABODY COLLEGE FOR TEACHERS 


Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to extend my remarks in the Record by inserting an address 
delivered by our colleague from Louisiana, Hon. James B. 
ASWELL, at the fiftieth anniversary celebration of George Pea- 
body College for Teachers at Nashville, Tenn. I ask unanimous 
consent to incorporate it in the Recoxp in eight-point type. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I think it is prohibited by the 
Joint Committee on Printing. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. If it is prohibited, I will with- 
draw that part of my request, 
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The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee asks unani- 
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp by inserting 
an address delivered by Mr. AswELL of Louisiana, on the 
occasion mentioned. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, the fiftieth anniver- 
sary of George Peabody College for teachers, which is located 
at Nashville, Tenn., is being celebrated this week. Many dis- 


tinguished persons and prominent speakers are in attendance, 


among them our colleague Hon. James B. ASWELL, of Louisiana. 
Doctor AswELL is an honored alumnus of the institution and 
for years was a member and vice president of the board of 
trustees, having resigned that position because his duties in 
Congress prevented his attendance on its meetings. 

He delivered to-day a most excellent address on the occasion 
of this anniversary celebration, one which can be read with 
pleasure and profit by everyone. The address is as follows: 


PBABODY COLLEGE IN THE Lire OF THE NATION 


In keeping with Mr. Peabody's high purpose and great wisdom, Pen- 
body College was wisely located. Nashville, for more than 50 years 
the Mecca of thousands of students unnually attracted here seeking 
the advantages offered by special kinds of college and university train- 
ing, is the educational center, the recognized Athens of the South.“ 
Peabody College is fortunately located. During 50 years the college 
has grown stronger, and day by day it will grow stronger still, by 
being in Nashville and by having a share in the varied educational 
enterprises centered here. Nashville is, indeed, a city of light “set 
upon an hill.” Peabody College for teachers shines in this light as 
the Harvard of the South. 

The primary purpose of the Peabody fund was to organize and 
develop schools and school systems, in towns, citics, and counties, 
The Peabody men and women who have gone out from this institution 
as teachers, principals, superintendents, and presidents of colleges 
and universities, recognizing that the need of the hour was for leader- 
ship, haye been and are crusaders of a high order. With zeal and 
success, from the Potomac to the Rio Grande, from the Atlantic to the 
western boundaries of Texas and Oklahoma, and on to the Pacific 
coast, basing their energies on morality and universal intelligence, they 
have been powerful factors in educating and in bringing the im- 
poverished South once again to the level of the finest and best in our 
national lite. In bis second letter written to the trustees of the 
Peabody Education Fund, in 1869, the turbulent hour of the reconstruc- 
tion period, Mr. Peabody said: < 

“I do this with the earnest hope and in the sincere trust that, 
with God's blessing upon the gift, it may prove a permanent and 
lasting boon, not only to the Southern States, but to the Whole 
of our dear country, which I have ever loved so well.“ 

The South, the country, and the world are uplifted and blessed be- 
cause Mr, Peabody, the outstanding peacemaker and buiider of friend- 
sħips, had the vision, knew the science, and used the art of giving 
helpfully. He knew and meant to say that helping the South to 
educate itself would be the surest way of uniting all sections of our 
common country and building a Nation great and strong enough to 
endure. 

In discussing the subject assigned me, I shall present: (1) The Pea- 
body name; (2) the Peabody spirit; (3) Peabody achievements. 

THE PEABODY NAMB 


The Peabody name represents a citizen of the world, a friend and 
lover of mankind, who possessed unusual charm of manner—a world 
character who saw far beyond his time. With prophetic vision and 
devotion to humanity, he was the pioneer, the leader of giving in a 
manner worthwhile in America and the world. His wise giving was 
the inspiration of Slater, Carnegie, Sage, Jeanes, Rockefeller, and all 
the other later philanthropists. He represented a new conception 
of serviceable giving. He unconsciously inspired and directed multi- 
plied millions into new channels of service. He set the pace and led 
the way in heiping men help themselves by giving them a vision 
of their own opportunities. He expressed the highest thought and 
noblest sentiment of giving, raising it to the exalted rank of privilege 
and duty. 

The name George Peabody is dynamic, because it suggests flawless 
philanthropy. The name is potent to-day, not so much because George 
Peabody's was the first aud greatest fortune of his time; not because 
he received honors and applause like that accorded conquerors and 
kings; not because of his international power; not because at his death 
he was honored in England by Queen Victoria with a place of state 
in Westminster Abbey and a warship to convoy his remains to his 
native land for burial; and not because the United States Govern- 
ment dispatched a warship to act as escort and the Congress decreed 
honors to his name for his philanthropies—not because of these—but 
because of the spirit of his generosity, his wisdom and sympathy, and 
his breadth of friendliness and helpfulness. 

It was an unusual and rare quality which prompted Mr. Peabody 
to make his gift to the South when and as he did. He was from New 
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England, had long been a resident in London, and yet he had the heart 
to feel and the intelligence to envisage the most important thing that 
could be done for his native country. He saw that the place which 
needed help and hope was the desolate and devastated South. He saw 
that the rest of the country would go forward in prosperity and educa- 
tion, intelligence, and efficient culture, whereas the South would lag 
behind unless promptly and liberally assisted. He chose to exert the 
benevolence of his friendly spirit and the power of his money to pre- 
vent the calamity of letting one part of our country grow prosperous 
and educated while the other part would be doomed to an endless 
struggle of poverty recovering from the ravages of a civil war. He 
saw that this condition could no more make a united country than the 
situation which made Lincoln declare that our country could not 
prosper, could not even exist, one-half free and one-half slave. Mr. 
Lincoln, the exemplar of our country’s magnanimity and the preset ver 
of our eternal unity, sought and secured the physical freedom of a 
race, while Mr. Peabody, knowing no bounds of sections or of conti- 
nents, sought and is securing the intellectual freedom of all his 
countrymen, 

The greatness of the name Is further enhanced when we know that 
Mr. Peabody's conception came from his own inner purpose and not 
from outside or chance suggestion. He was seemingly remote from the 
South. He was seemingly aloof from the United States. There seems 
to be no evidence that this momentous decision of his M occasioned by 
any outside incident or connection. No one person and no concrete 
event suggested this act to his magnificent vision. Surely this act of 
patriotism with its sequence of philanthropy must be ranked as an inspi- 
ration from on high and raises George Peabody among the supreme 
lovers of mankind, one whom patriots and educators should cannonize. 

His gifts to the poor of London, his gifts to his native town in Mas- 
sachusetts and neighboring towns, his gifts to institutions of learning, 
and his statements of the purposes underlying these gifts, entitle 
him to rank in educational doctrine, not only with thinkers and 
theorists, like Plato, Aristotle, Cicero, Seneca, Quintilian, Comenius, 
and the other great philanthropists, but to be placed alone in his 
practical wisdom of making a gift so as to realize his ideal, It has 
often been said, and must be accepted as literally true in the light 
of the experience of the 50 years of Peabody College, that that $2,000,- 
000 which he gave for southern education has achieved more and has 
more practical significance than many times that amount of money 
given anywhere else or for any other purpose in the world. 

The name Peabody, therefore, is the richest heritage that Peabody 
College could have, well-nigh flawless, pure, and undefiled, wise, ten- 
der, and unfailing. The name is our inspiration to greater endeavor. 
It has been spread by the influence of Peabody College and its grad- 
ustes and students te the ends of the earth, always, we hope, unsule 
lied, a symbol of service and helpfulness. 

The name of Peabody is especially a priceless heritage recognized 
gratefully by the direct recipients of Mr. Peabody’s boanty and the 
benediction of his good will, but throughout the country his name is 
acclaimed as the symbol of wise philanthropy and matchless gener- 
osity. 

THE PEABODY SPIRIT 

The way in which Mr. Peabody gave accounts for the yvesults 
effected by his munificence. President Gilman of Johns Hopkins 
University said in 1895: “Every year unfolds the excellence of the 
plans which received the sanction of George Peabody and shared his 
bounty.” Others have noticed the wisdom that was exercised in draw- 
ing up the instructions under which the trusts were administered, 

Mr. Peabody had a philosophy of giving as well as an impulse to 
give. In 1852 when he was invited to the centennial celebration of 
his native town he was unable to be present, but sent a gift of grati- 
tude and with it, inclosed in a sealed envelope, a toast for the occa- 
sion. When the seal was broken the letter was found to contain these 
words: 


“A sentiment from George Peabody, of London: Education —a 
debt due from present to future generations.” 

The first element in his giving was a feeling for the solidarity of the 
human groups that make up society, a feeling that the poorest and 
the meanest jeopardize the best, and that the best should improve 
the worst. - 

Later, when he gave $2,000,000 to the poor of London, he again 
enunciated his doctrine: It is my desire,” he said, not so much to 
relieve poverty as it is to prevent poverty and make it impossible.” 
His influence shines out as clear in this instance as his sympathy was 
broad and quick. He would not have us constantly forced to use the 
surgeon of drastic laws on the sore spots of the race, but he would 
wisely use the processes of preventive remedies. He would insure 
happiness by diminishing tears, sorrow, and want at the source. 

But the crowning instance of his philanthropy is the gift to the 
South, made in 1867 and 1869. This gift of $2,000,000 is unique in 
that Mr. Peabody gave it right on the heels of the Civil War, when 
the people of his section were enemies to the South and the people 
of the South were enemies to his people. The two sections had but 
a moment before been struggling to annihilate each other. Looking 
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far out over the strife, Mr. Peabody saw the entire Nation and in 
making this gift said: “I give this to the suffering South for the 


good of the whole Nation.” This one time, at least, did a human 
being on this earth reach the height of obeying the Injunction, “ Love 
your enemies.” 

Not in vain did Mr. Peabody wish for the spread of his influence to 
the life of the whole Nation. This gift to the South has exerted an 
uninterrupted influence since 1867, when the trustees of the education 
fund began their work which brought into life our entire system of 
public education in the South, starting that movement which is now 
so tremendous in its sweep. 

More and more, Mr. Peabody became dominant in Peabody College, 
which since 1875, has been the central agency for the Peabody Foun- 
dation and the chief exponent of the Peabody spirit. From this has 
come the establishment of over 40 State normal schools, of which Pea- 
body College can rightfully be called the mother and the model. The 
department of education or teachers’ college in each southern State 
university flows also from this central teachers’ college and the work 
of the Peabody education fund. With the permanent endowment of 
Peabody College in 1909 and the large increase in assets, through gifts 
since that time, Peabody College will be more and more able to spread 
abroad the Peabody spirit. The college has ever remained true to that 
spirit, has ever followed the ideals of Mr. Peabody's benefactions, and 
has ever kept the faith to render full service to education, through the 
teachers and the schools. The Peabody spirit, which we hope does 
and shall eyer run strong on this campus and in this institution, will 


be found wherever those who have been in residence here may go. With 


this spirit embodied in the tenchers sent out from Peabody, we shall 
hope for an unending reproduction of the gentle, wise, high spirit of 


George Peabody. His gifts are talked of everywhere. They are con- | 


centrated in the South and are visible concretely here in George Pea- 
body College for Teachers. The best possible wish for the South and 
for the Nation is that the spirit of bis life may be embodied in the 
lives of innumerable boys and girls taught in the schools throughout 
all the breadth of our land. f: 

Mr. Peabody was a prophet in pointing out the great medium of 
philanthropy when he said: “ Bducation—a debt due from present to 
future generations.” He graphically presented a subject which has 
come to occupy more thought than any other. Education ranks as 
a great enterprise from the business standpoint, it ranks as a great 
hope along with religion, it ranks among the processes of improve- 
ment along with the home and the discoveries of science. Not only 
is edueation thus recognized’ in this country, but it has become a 
world-wide enterprise of the first rank. Lance G. E. Jones, of Oxford, 
England, recently said: 

“Among the movements which the future historian of social 
development in England will find it necessary to record as char- 
acteristic of the first quarter of the twentieth century will be a 
steadily increasing interest in all that concerns the education 
of the people. Probably at no time has this interest heen so 
widespread as it is to-day. The signs of it are everywhere—the 
demand for admission to secondary schools, publicity in the press 
and on the platform, questions in the House of Commons, the 
interest of taxpayers În the proceedings of local education au- 
thorities, and eyen of villagers in village schools, alike are indic- 
ative of the larger place that problems of education, national 
and local, are gradually filling in men’s minds. Nor is the 
change merely the fruit of renewed zeal on the part of enthnsi- 
asts, or the urgent demands of economists; rather it is a natural 
consequence of the gradual expansion of that system of popular 
education of which the foundations were laid barely a century 
ago. 

“No one who pays other than lip service to the welfare of his 
country can fail to welcome the change, for in this new and 
widespread interest lies the surest hope of the future. 
Indeed, we would suggest that the great need of the moment is 
knowledge." 

What had been dimly hoped by educational propbets and seers of 
the past was incarnated and made practical by George Peabody, and 
Peabody College put it into the schools, and, therefore, into the life 
of the Nation. Froebel sald, “ The problem of the world is an edu- 
cational one.“ That was a statement then accepted by a few choice 
spirits like him, now it is the slogan even of remote communities. 
The spiritual aspects of education are realized more and more. 

These spiritual values are centered in the teachers far more than in 
the organization and administration of the schools. The wide recog- 
nition of this fact would please the hearts of high thinkers from 
Pestalozzi and Froebel down to the educational leaders of the present 
time. Sir Graham Balfour said: 

„The immediate administration of officials is simply the work 
of shouldering the burden of the teachers. Teachers should be set 
free to educate with as few hindrances as possible. Education is 
for the pupils first and last; all the rest of us are their servants.” 

In somewhat the same way M. Guizot said in 1833 before the French 
Chamber of Deputies: 7 


“All the proyisions hitherto described would be of no effect if we 
took no pains to procure for the public school thus constituted an 
able master of the high vocation of instructing the people. It 
can not be too often repeated that it is the master that makes the 
school.” 

Victor Hugo gives the scale of values for the different stages of 
mankind in terms of suffering and wretchedness, He reminds us that 
if we have seen the misery of men we know nothing until we have 
seen the misery of women. And if we have seen the misery of women 
we know nothing until we have seen the misery of children. In the 
progress of education the time has come to state the case positively. 
We should say that when we value the power of men we have not 
reached the best until we have come to value the influence of women; 
and when we have come to value the influence of women we still have 
not reached the best until we have clearly seen the unending possi- 
bilities of children. j 

It is to this conception that the spirit embodied in George Peabody 
College for teachers has led. No greater service than this high con- 
ception of education and the clear vision of the supreme human enter- 
prise can be rendered to these United States. 


PEABODY ACHIEVEMENTS 


Peabody College in its 50 years of existence has participated with 
enthusiasm and effectiveness in the marvelous growth of education in 
the United States. This influence has been exerted most powerfully, 
| as was natural, in the Southern States, but Peabody College has 
worked for the whole country and has been at the forefront in educa- 
| tional leadership. 

In 1875 the enrollment in the public schools of the country was 
| 8,761,259 pupils. To-day the enrollment is 23,259,227. In 1875 the 
sum invested in the public schools was $82,532,054, in 1922 it was 
$1,580,671,296. This enormous number of children actively at work 
in the schools, taught by 729,426 teachers, form a big enterprise, no 
matter whether considered from the vast sums of money invested or 
| from the still vaster human Interests involved. In that same period— 
since Peabody College was founded—the growth of national popula- 
tion has expanded from about 39,000,000 to about 110,000,000. 

In the South the enroliment in public schools has increased even 
more rapidly than in the rest of the country, whereas our population 
| bas not increased quite so rapidly. This achievement of the Southern 
| States is all the more marvelous when it is remembered that only in 
1 


the last decade have these States acquired the same relative wealth 
and prosperity that was theira before the Civil War began in 1861. 

An enlightened body of trained. teachers has contributed very 
greatly to this improvement in our southern schools. The influence 
of Peabody in supplying the heads of normal schools, members of 
thelr faculties, leaders in public education, and teachers for the 
schools was special and direct. In the early pioneering days from 
1875 to 1890 there seemed to be insuperable obstacles to be overcome, 
Poverty and ignorance seemed impenetrable, but the leadership of 
Peabody began to tell and the persistence of her message and infin- 
ence began to take effect. From 1890 to 19/0 State normal schools 
were established in all the Southern States and a new era of expan- 
sion and hopefulness gave the publie schools a tremendous impetus. 
It was then that the training of teachers in the South moved forward 
with the rest of the country and has since kept pace with the national 
progress, 

In those early days the idea of universal education met with special 
opposition in the Southern States. Even more opposition was felt 
and expressed for the idea of special training of teachers and for 
adequate support and salaries for an impreved teaching profession in 
the whole country. From about 1860 to 1890 the private normal 
schools, many of them with education fakers at their heads, brought 
the word “normal” into national disrepute. 

The effect of Peabody, believing that “ Teaching is the noblest of 
professions, but the sorriest of trades,” was to reduce the number of 
private and gainful normal schools and to elevate the State normal 
schools for the proper training of public-school teachers and leaders. 

The power of example is well illustrated in the Influence of Peabody 
College participating in the growth of teacher training in the United 
States. When Peabody opened her doors in 1875 there was not a 
single public normal school in the South. To-day there are 72 State 
normal schools and colleges, with 54,055 students in attendance. In 
1875 there were 34,220 students enrolled in the normal schools of the 
United States, and in 1922 there were 232,144. 

Peabody College was established in 1875 as a central institution 
for the higher training of teachers, a “ West Point” to turn out 
officers for the great army of teachers. It was the power of example— 
this model for those belieying in the training of teachers—that spread 
so powerfully in the nineties oyer all the South, and now goes tri- 
umphantly marching through all parts of the country. 

In growth from a small beginning to its present large aspects, Pea- 
body College bas kept ahead as the leader in the training of teachers 
in the South. From 60 students in 1875 it grew to over 600 students 
by 1900, and now enrolls over 3,000 students in the four quarters of 
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the calendar year, 
confidence as a safe and energetic guide in its special field. 
when North Carolina was establishing its Normal College for Women 
at Greensboro, the distinguished president-elect, Dr. Charles D. McIver, 
came to Peabody and spent a week studying the workings and ideals, 


It has blazed many trails and been looked to with 
In 1892, 


which he transplanted to bis own new institution. History has been 
repeated again and again. Throughout the South, even when many of 
the normal schools and teachers’ colleges had grown to greater numerical 
strength and larger income than Peabody was blessed with, none the 
less they still regarded Peabody as leader, not merely because of 
greater age, greater experience, and unfailing devotion to the cause of 
teacher training, but because Peabody had never failed in sanity nor 
In progressiveness nor in promoting the profession of teaching. The 
visit of the Sadler Commission on British Education, which came to 
Peabody in 1908, showed again great confidence in the Peabody ideals 
and achievements. Those who were the advisers of the Sadler com- 
mission directed them to study Peabody as one of the national leaders 
in the training of teachers, Peabody is the center, the head, and front 
of the new organization, now some five years old, the Southern Associa- 
tion of Teacher-Training Institutions, This career of service and 
achievement has met with recognition for Peabody in its own territory 
and throughout the country. ‘The sacrifices and struggles of the early 
days, the wisdom and patience of those who founded and those who 
have guided its destinies, are fully justified in the position of trusting 
confidence in which Peabody finds itself to-day. 

Among all the changes through which Peabody College has gone in a 
very complex and checkered career it has never allowed itself to lose 
its hope or to forget its mission.. It has not been reluctant to change, 
nor has it been afraid to take the next step in progress. It had to 
begin simply because its environment was without means and haunted 
by uncertainty. But the Peabody courage was never daunted. It 
looked straight down the long vista, but did not fail to see the actual 
conditions on both sides of that long journey to the distant goal. With 
progress in the South Peabody was quick to take the next step, to 
enlarge its resources by deserving them, and the new era beginning 
about 1890 saw a large increase of students as the result. Before that 
time the enrollment had never reached 200, but almost suddenly the 
enrollment reached nearly 400, as a symptom of the new feeling and 
the new hope and the new start toward better things. With the 
marvelous renaissance of education throughout the prospering South 
about 1900, Peabody faced the most desperate crisis in her existence. 
Conservative forces prevented the institution from stepping forward to 
meet the new needs and render the larger service for which it was 
longing and striving, but her face had always been to the future, and 
it was still fixed in that direction. Under these trying conditions, when 
she demanded to be free and allowed to render larger service to meet 
larger demands, she kept persistently at her post until by 1909 con- 
fidence in her leadership aguin returned and new resources were poured 
into her lap, and the last great epoch opened up before her with the new 
possibilities after which she had so yearned. Consciousness of her mis- 
sion enabled her to achieve this permanency and assume this new 
responsibility. The will to serve made it possible for her to have 
again the privilege of serving, 

Looking backward over the 50 years of Peabody College, we can, 
without boasting, point proudly and affectionately to the value of the 
Peabody name. With gratitude we bow in recognition of the gift of 
the Peabody spirit which bas purified our ambitions and strengthened 
our courage. With pride we note the achievements and progress of 
this institution from its infant beginnings to its giant strides. We 
reflect that for 35 years, with meager resources, Peabody College ac- 
complished wonders in progress and influence. We rejoice to see the 
enlarging sphere of service and influence which Peabody has been 
permitted to wield. The college has been trusted now with more 
adequate resources and can hope for approval and confidence by reason 
of service rendered. For the future Peabody College asks the privi- 
lege of being permitted and enabled to meet the ever-increasing de- 
mands upon education. 

Peabody will go forward still true to her mission, still true to the 
teacher and the child, hoping that the time is not far off when 
philanthropy will seize its greatest opportunity by establishing some 
great fund for the benefit of teacbers, comparable with these which 
have been established for medicine, science, art, and the other noble 
objects of thought and life. The teacher stands central among all 
these objects, and Peabody College will exalt the teacher. In every 
rural community, village, town, city, and State the vital need of the 
time is for capable, consecrated leadership—for prepared teachers 
big enough and wise enough and spiritual enough to lead in every 
worthy community endeavor. In the preparation and the inspiration 
of such leaders Peabody College is finding her highest expression and 
fulfilling her noblest mission in the life of the Nation. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate by Mr. Craven, its Chief Clerk, 
announced that the Senate had passed without amendment 
bills of the following titles: 


H. R. 10471. An act authorizing the Postmaster General to 
permit the use of precanceled stamped envelopes ; and : 

H. R. 11725. An act to legalize a pier and wharf in York 
River at Gloucester Banks, near Gloucester Point, Va. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed 
bill of the following title, in which the concurrence of the 
House of Representatives was requested : 

8.4825. An act authorizing the construction, maintenance, 
and operation of a bridge across the St. Louis River between 
the cities of Superior, Wis., and Duluth, Minn. 

The message also announced that the Senate had insisted 
upon its amendments to the bill (H. R. 9634) to provide for the 
creation, organization, administration, and maintenance of a 
naval reserve and a Marine Corps reserve, disagreed to by the 
House of Representatives, had agreed to the conference asked 
by the House on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and had appointed Mr. Obptz, Mr. McKetiar, and Mr, 
Swanson as the conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed 
with amendments the bill (H. R. 12101) making appropriations 
for the legislative branch of the Government for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1926, and for other purposes, in which 
the concurrence of the House of Representatives was requested. 


POSTAL SALARIES AND POSTAL RATES 


Mr. GRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the postal pay and rate bill be taken from the Speaker's table, 
that we disagree to the Senate amendment, and agree to the 
conference asked for by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks 
unanimous consent to take from the Speaker's table the postal 
pay and rate bill, disagree to the Senate amendment, and agree 
to the conference asked by the Senate. The Clerk will report 
the bill by title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (H. R. 11444) reclassifying the salaries of postmasters and 
employees of the Postal Service, readjusting their salaries and com- 
pensation on an equitable basis, Increasing the postal rates to provide 
for such readjustment, and for other purposes, 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. BLANTON. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
why does not the gentleman ask to concur ia the Senate amend- 
ments and get the bill out of the way? 

Mr. GRIEST. Because the Senate amendment, by reason of 
its lack of revenue, makes it unlikely and, I believe impossible, 
for the bill to become law. 

Mr. BLANTON. Surely the rider that the Senate inserted 
placing the Cable bill, embracing the corrupt practice act, on it 
is what the gentleman refers to? 

Mr. GRIEST. No: I do not object to that. 

Mr. BLANTON. The bill has been loaded down with a lot of 
propositions which, I imagine, were put on hoping to defeat 
the bill. I shall not object to the request, because I am in favor 
of passing this bill at the earliest date possible. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. The gentleman has just stated that con- 
currence in the Senate amendment means that the bill will not 
become a law. Does the gentleman mean to leave us under 
the impression that if that contingency arises the President 
will not approve the Senate bill? 

Mr. GRIEST. I am not so informed by the President, but 
that is my opinion. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. The gentleman must have something on 
which to base his statement. 

Mr. GRIEST. My opinion is that the Senate amendment does 
not arise sufficient revenue to warrant the President in signing 
the bill. The Senate amendment will raise about $23,000,000. 
The salary increases aggregate about $68,000,000. The House 
bill will raise $62,000,000. So that there is a very great differ- 
ence between the House bill and the Senate bill as to the 
amount of revenue raised to meet the expenditure involved. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I think we might as well be candid with 
each other on these matters. The gentleman’s statement is 
predicated on the proposition that the President will not ap- 
prove it? 

Mr. GRIEST. I so believe. Š 

Mr. RANKIN. Practically the only change made in the 
Senate bill is the striking out of the provision that raised the 
postage on parcels post, is it not? 

Mr. GRIEST. The service charge on parcels post is 2 cents 
in the House bill and nothing on the Senate bill that came to 
us yesterday. 

Mr. RANKIN, That is practically the only change made, is 
it not? 

Mr. GRIEST. That is the only change in the bill that the 
Senate sent here a couple of weeks ago, but the entire Senate 
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bill differs widely from the terms of the bill which the House 
passed a week ago, and which I am now asking to be sent 
to conference. 

Mr. RANKIN. But the chief difference in the amount of 
raise is by reason of the fact that the Senate cut out the 
surcharge on parcels post? 

Mr. GRIEST. No; the 2-cent charge will amount to only 
$13,600,000 according to the estimate of the department, and 
the difference between the two bills is about $39,000,000 on 
the rate schedules, 

Mr. RANKIN, The gentleman’s opinion is that unless we 
put those charges back on the parcels post and restore the 
other postal charges the President will veto the bill? 

Mr. GRIEST. Oh, no; I do not say that at all. I think 
this bill can be remedied in many of its provisions, Person- 
ally, I am hopeful that the charge on parcels post will be 
modified as it appears in the House bill. 

Mr. RANKIN. If the gentleman’s request is agreed to, I 
Wonder if he will give us a chance to vote on concurring in 
the Senate amendment to leave off the surcharge on parcels 
post? 

Mr. GRIEST. 
to be a conferee. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reservation. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. BLANTON. Is it not in order now to move to concur 
in the Senate amendments? To take this bill from the Speak- 
ers table and concur in the Senate amendments? 

The SPEAKER. Nothing can be done except by unanimous 
consent. The bill is not before the House except by unanimous 
consent. 

Mr. BLANTON. Then if this unanimous consent were 
granted would it not then be in order to move to instruct our 
conferees to concur in the Senate amendments? 

The SPEAKER. The House could instruct the conferees. 
Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none, 
and appoints the following conferees: Mr. Parse, Mr. KELLY, 
and Mr. BELL. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a preferential motion. 
I move to instruct the conferees to concur in the Senate amend- 
ments, 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Branton) there were—ayes 13, noes 51. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I object to the vote and make 
the point of no quorum. 

The SPHAKER. The gentleman from Texas makes the 
point of order that there is no quorum present. It is clear 
there is no quorum present, 

Mr. RAMsETER. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPHAKER. It is too late; a point of no quorum has 
been made. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. But we are going to vote on the amend- 
ment and the Members do not know what the amendment is. 

Mr. BLANTON. To concur in the Senate amendment and 
thus pass this postal salary bill in favor of the postal em- 
ployees, which dates their increase from July 1, 1924. 

Mr. BANKHEAD, Mr. Speaker, I demand the regular order. 

The SPEAKER. It is evident there is no quorum present. 
The Doorkeeper will close the doors, the Sergeant at Arms 
will bring in absent Members, and the Clerk will call the roll. 
The question is on the motion of the gentleman from Texas 
to instruct the conferees to concur in the Senate amendment. 

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 120, nays 234, 
not voting 77, as follows: 

[Roll No. 721 


In reply I can only say that I do not expect 


YBAS—120 

Abernethy Cannon Garrett, Tex. Kincheloe 
Allen Carter Gasque Lanham 
Allgood Casey Gilbert Lankford 
Alnon Cleary Greenwood Larsen, Ga. 
Arnold Collier Hammer Lazaro 
Bankhead Collins 8 Len, Calif. 
Bland Cook ust ings Linthicum 
Blanton Davis, Tenn. Hawes Lozier 
Bowling Deal Hayden Lyon 
Box Dickinson, Mo, Hill, Ala. Medlintie 
Boyce Doughton Howard, Nebr. McKeown 
Brand, Ga. Drane Howard, Okla, McReynolds 

riggs Drewry Hudspeth McSwain 
Browning Driver Hull, Tenn. Major, III. 
Buchanan Evans, Mont. Humphreys Major, Mo. 
Bulwinkle Fulmer Jeffers Mansfield 
Busby zambrin Johnson, Ky. Martin 
Byrns, Teun Gardner, Ind. Johnson, Tex, Milligan 
Canfield Garrett, Tenn. Jones Moore, Ga. 
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Moore, Va. Rainey Smithwick Tucker 
Morehead Raker pearing Upshaw 
Morris Rankin Steagall Vinson, Ga, 
O'Connor, La. Rayburn Stedman Vinson, 
Oldfield Reed, Ark. Stevenson Watkins 
Oliver. Ala. Romjue Swank Weaver 
arks, Ark, ubey Tayler, Colo, Williams, Tex, 
eery Salmon Taylor, W. Va. Wilson, La, 
ou Sanders, Tex. Thomas, Ky. Wingo 
uin Sandlin Thomas, Okla, Woodrum 
son ears, Tillman Wright 
NAYS—234 
Ackerman Fairchild Lindsay Scott 
Aldrich Fairfield Lineberger Seurs, Nebr. 
Andrew Faust Longworth Seger 
Anthony Fenn Lowrey Shreve 
Ayres Fish McDuffie Simmons 
paces rach Fisher McFadden Sinclair 
Bacon Fleetwood McKenzie Sinnott 
Barbour Frear McLaughlin, Mich.Sites 
Beck Freeman 1 Nebr. Smith 
Beers French McLeod Snell 
Begg Frothingham McSweeney Boks 
Bell Fuller acGregor 
Bixler Funk MacLafferty Sprott, III. 
Black, N. X. Gallivan Madden Stalker 
Black, Tex. arber Magee, N. X. Stengle 
Bloom Geran Magee, Pa. Stephens 
Boylan Gibson Mapes Strong, Kans. 
Britten Gifford Mead Strong, Pa. 
Browne, Wis, Glatfelter Merritt Summers, Wash. 
Brumm reen Michaelson Swing 
Burdick Griest Michener Swoope 
Burtness Griffin Miller, III. Ta 
Burton Guyer ed Wath. Taylor, Tenn, 
Butler Hadley Temple 
Cable all Minahan Thatcher 
Campbell Hardy Montague Thompson 
Carew Hawley Mooney Tilson 
Celler Hersey Moores, Ind, Timberlake 
Chindblom Hickey organ Tincher 
Christopherson Hill, Md. Morin Tinkham 
Clague Hill, Wash, Morrow Tydin: 
Clane oc urphy Underhill 
Cole, Iowa Holaday Nelson, Me, Underwood 
e, Ohio Huddleston Newton, Minn. aile 
Colton ewton, Mo. Vare 
Connally, Tex, 'H ull lows Nolan Vestal 
Connery Hull, Morton D. O'Connell, N; Y. Vincent, Mich, 
Cooper, Ohio Hall, Wiliam B. O'Connell, R. I. oigt 
Cooper, 9 J 3 tein O'Connor, N. L. Wainwright 
Corning Jam Oliver, N. X. Vason 
Cramton 2 8. Dak. Ealge Watres 
Crisp Johnson, Wash. Park, Ga, Watson 
r Kearns Perkins We 
Crowther Keller Perlman Weller 
Cullen elly Prali Welsh 
Dallinger Ketcham Purnell Wertz 
Darrow Kiess Quayle White, Kans, 
Davey King Ramseyer White, Me. 
Davis. Minn. Knutson Ransley Williams, III. 
BN Sopp; eece Williams, Mich, 
Deni K N. A Williamson 
Dickinson, Iowa Kvale eed, W. Va. Wilson, Ind, 
Dickstein LaGnardia Reid, III. inter 
Dowe Lampert Richards Woodru 
Dyer Larson, Minn. Robinson, Iowa Wyant 
Eagan Leach Robsion, Ky. Yates 
Edmonds Leatherwood Sanders, N. Y. Zihiman 
Huiott Leayitt fer 
Evans, Iowa Lehibach Schneider 
NOT VOTING—77 
Anderson Foster Luce Sanders, Ind. 
Aswell taaria McNulty Schall 
Barkley Manlove Shallenberger 
Beedy Fulbright Moore, III. Sherwood 
Berger Garner, Tex. Moore, Ohto Sproul, Kans. 
Boies Goldsborough Nelson, Wis. Sullivan 
Brand, Ohio Graham O'S: Sumners, Tex, 
Browne, N. J. Hau 0 Sullivan Sweet 
Buckley Hooker Parker Tague 
Byrnes, S. C. 3 W. Va. Patterson Treadway 
Clark, Fla. Jos Peave ard, N. Y. 
Člarke, N. Y. Kendall Phillips Ward, N. C. 
Connolly, Pa. Kent Porter Wilson, Miss. 
Croll Kerr Rathbone Winslow 
ummings Kindred Roach Wolf 
Kunz Rogers, Mass, Wood 
Dominick Tangles Rogers, N. II. Wurzbuch 
Doyle 15 Ga. Rosenbloom 
Favrot Lilly Rouse 
Fitzgerald Sabath 


So the motion to coneur was rejected. 
The Clerk announced the following pairs: 
Until further notice; 


. Beedy 


. Treadway 


Mr. Curry with Mr, O'Sullivan. 


Winslow with Mr. 8 of Texas. 
. Boies with Mr. Hoo 
. Connolly of Pennsylvania with Mr, Croll. 
. Wood with Mr. Jos 

Free with Mr. Kindred. 

. Manlove with Mr. Logan, 
Patterson with Mr. 57 
with Mr. Buc ley. 
Sweet with Mr. Rouse. 

. Fredericks with Mr. A nat any 
with Mr. Bar 


Mr. TERA of 5 with Mr. Aswell. 
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Mr. Sanders of Indiana with Mr. Clark of Florida. 
Mr; Kendall with Mr. Byrnes of South Carolina. 
Mr. Moore of Ohio with Mr, Dominick, 

Mr. Wurzbach with Mr. Kent, 

Mr. Sproul of Kansas with Mr. Sumners of Texas, 
Mr. Roach with Mr, Lee of Georgia. 

Mr. Ward of New York with Mr. Rogers of New Hampshire, 
Mr. Anderson with Mr. Browne of New Jersey. 
Mr. Brand of Ohio with Mr. Sullivan. 

Mr. Fitzgerald with Mr. Cummings. 

Mr. Clarke of New York with Mr. Johnson of West Virginia. 
Mr. Graham with Mr. O’Brien, 

Mr. Luce with Mr. Lilly. - 

Mr. Schall with Mr, Kunz. 

Mr. Foster with Mr. Doyle. 

Mr. Haugen with Mr. Shallenberger. 

Mr. Moore of Illinois with Mr. Favrot. 

Mr. Parker with Mr. Wilson of Mississippi. 

Mr. Phillips with Mr. Kerr. 

Mr. Rathbone with Mr. Goldsborough. 

Mr. Porter with Mr. Fulbright. 

Mr. Rosenbloom with Mr. McNulty. 

Mr. Nelson of Wisconsin with Mr. Sabath. 

Mr. Peavey with Mr. Wolff. 


The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 
CHIPPEWA INDIANS OF MINNESOTA 


Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, I present a conference report 
on the bill H. R. 9343 and ask that the same be printed in the 
Recorp under the rule. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill by title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (H. R. 9343) to authorize the adjudication of claims of the 
Chippewa Indians of Minnesota. 


The SPEAKER. Ordered printed under the rule. 
PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for five minutes, 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa asks unanimous 
5 to address the House for fiye minutes. Is there objec- 

on? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to 
object, I shall not object in this instance, but if any similar 
request is made following the five-minute address of my friend 
from Iowa, I shall object. 

Tho SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, on last Friday my colleague, Mr. 
RAMSEYER, addressed the House at considerable length and 
revived the controversy between the House and the Senate on a 
feature of the Post Office bill which originated in the other 
legislative body. I am not myself particularly interested in 
Dost-mortems, and I have no doubt the House is not, either. For 
that reason I shall not undertake to reply to what the gentle- 
man said at that time. I do, however, want to call the atten- 
tion of the House to an extremely important matter, which is 
somewhat related thereto, but of which no mention has been 
made so far. I might, however, while I haye the floor, say 
this in reference to what the gentleman from Iowa stated at 
that time; that the quotation which he made from Doctor 
Franklin was an answer which that distinguished patriot was 
compelled to make on that particular oceasion or else give up 
the entire case which he was seeking to make. 

My colleague also at that time saw fit to issue a challenge to 
me with reference to certain authorities. That challenge was 
answered by the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. Tinson], 
but, of course, not to the satisfaction of my colleague. How- 
ever, I shall leave it there, for I have neither the purpose nor 
the desire to renew the discussion as to the effect of certain 
judicial decisions. 

At the time when I presented the resolution returning the 
Post Office bill to the Senate as infringing on the prerogatives 
of the House, I endeavored to make it plain that my position 
was that the last and final authority was this House itself. So 
great a lawyer and statesman as Daniel Webster took this view 
in discussing a similar question in the Senate, and the Senate 
at that time, if it did not entirely agree, at least acquiesced. 
Such, I believe, is the opinion of the Senate to-day, and it was 
notable that the motion which was made in the Senate to strike 
from the bill the rate-making provisions as being unconstitu- 
tional failed eyen in that body by only a small majority. But 
I do not wish to discuss even this feature at this particular 
time. 

What I wish to call particularly to the attention of the House 
at this time is this: That it is only a few years ago when it 
was common to remark that the power and prestige of this 
House was gradually declining and that the control of legis- 
lation was passing to another body. 

I am happy to say that no such expressions have been heard 
during this Congress, but, on the contrary, a different ten- 


dency has been obseryed. The House is once more coming 
into its own. [Applause.] It has shown that it does not pro- 
pose that another body shall rewrite the revenue bills which 
are passed by this House. It has recently shown that body 
it will not permit it to do by indirection what it can not do 
directly, and it demonstrated by the adoption of the resolution 
returning the Post Office bill to the Senate as infringing on the 
prerogative of the House to originate revenue measures that 
the House was determined to maintain its rights. It has re- 
peatedly shown in other respects a disposition to uphold, in 
the interest of the people, the great privileges which were 
conferred upon it. y 

Mr. Speaker, the privileges which were conferred upon this 
House by the Constitution are the birthright of the people of 
this Nation. [Applause.] We ought to uphold them to the 
last, and I take this opportunity to commend the leader of the 
majority [Mr. Loneworry] and also the leader of the minority 
[Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee] in this House for their efforts in 
this direction, which have contributed to a large extent to 
bring about this change; and I might add, although I can not 
mention all I ought to name at this time, the chairman of the 
Committee on Rules [Mr. SN] and the ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Ways and Means [Mr. GARNER 
of Texas], who have been active in this respect. 

Mr. Speaker, as long as I am a Member of this House and as 
long as it does me the honor to put any of these matters in 
my charge, I shall continue to uphold its privileges, its power, 
and its dignity. [Applause.] 

SALE OF MILK IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

Mr. REED of West Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I submit a con- 
ference report to accompany the bill S. 2803, an act to regulate 
within the District of Columbia the sale of milk, cream, and ice 
cream, and for other purposes, for printing under the rules. 


CALENDAR WEDNESDAY 


The SPEAKER. To-day is Calendar Wednesday. The Clerk 
will call the roll of committees. — 


ARLINGTON MEMORIAL BRIDGE 


Mr. ELLIOTT (when the Committee on Public Buildings 
and Grounds was called). Mr. Speaker, by direction of the 
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds I call up the bill 
(S. 3173) to provide for the construction of a memorial bridge 
across the Potomae River from a point near the Lincoln Me- 
morial in the city of Washington to an appropriate point in 
the State of Virginia, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I raise the question of con- 
sideration. 

The question was taken; and the Speaker announced that 
the ayes seemed to have it. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask for a division. This is 
the $14,000,000 bridge bill. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is out of order. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 151, noes 58. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The SPEAKER (after counting). Twenty-three Members 
have arisen; not a sufficient number, and the yeas and nays 
are refused. 

So the House decided to consider the bill. 

The SPEAKER. This bill is on the Union Calendar, and 
the House will automatically resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, and the gentle- 
man from Illinois, Mr. CHinperos, will take the chair. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 
the Whole Honse on the state of the Union, with Mr. CHIND- 
BLOM in the chair. 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the first reading of the bill be dispensed with. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I object. The bill ought to 
be read. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the commission created by section 23 of the 
act approved March 4, 1913 (37 Stat. p. 885), is hereby authorized and 
directed to proceed at once with the construction of a memorial bridge 
across the Potomac River from the vicinity of the Lincoln Memorial in 
the city of Washington to an appropriate point in the State of Vir- 
ginia, including appropriate approaches, ronds, streets, boulevards, 
avenues, and walks leading thereto on both sides of said river, together 
with the landscape features appertaining thereto, all in accordance 
with the design, surveys, and estimates of cost transmitted by said 
commission to Congress under date of April 22, 1924: Provided, That 
said commission may make such changes in design and location of said 
bridge without increasing the total cost of the project as in its disere- 
tion may be found to be necessary or advisable. 
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Sec. 2. That the execution of the project herein and hereby author- 
ized shall be carried out under the general supervision of the Arlington 
Memorial Bridge Commission, in the immediate charge of the executive 
officer of the said commission, and that said construction shall be 
entered upon as speedily as practicable in accordance with the plans 
submitted by the said commission and shall be prosecuted to completion 
by contracts or otherwise as may be most economical and advantageous 
to the Government and approved and ordered by the said commission 
in a total sum not to exceed $14,750,000, which sum is authorized to 
be appropriated from any moneys available or that may become avail- 
able in the Treasury of the United States, 

Sec. 3. That the said executive officer of the said Arlington Memorial 
Bridge Commission is hereby authorized, with the approval of the 
said commission, to employ the services of such engineers, architects, 
sculptors, artists, and other personnel as shall be determined to be 
necessary without reference to civil-service requirements and at rates 
of pay authorized by said commission: Provided, That such officers of 
the United States Corps of Engineers as may be considered necessary 
by said commission may be detailed by the President on this work for 
such periods as the commission may require, 

Sec. 4. That the said Arlington Memorial Bridge Commission is 

hereby authorized to occupy such Government-owned lands as may be 
necessary for the bridge project authorized herein and on completion of 
the project to transfer to the park system under the Chief of Engineers, 
United States Army, all or such portions of such lands as the said 
commission may in its discretion decide to be necessary. 
. Sec. 5. That the said Arlington Memorial Bridge Commission is 
hereby authorized to procure by purchase, in the open market or other- 
wise, as may be most advisable, or by condemnation, such privately 
owned lands as may be necessary for approaches on the Virginia shore 
and to allow B Street NW., Washington, D. C., to be opened up from 
the Capitol to the Potomac River in accordance with the said plans of 
the said commission: Provided, That any condemnation carried out 
under this act shall be in accordance with the provisions of the act of 
Congress, approved August 30, 1890, providing for a site for the 
enlargement of the Government Printing Office. 

Sec. 6. That the project herein authorized may be prosecuted by 
direct appropriations or by continuing contracts, or by both direct 
appropriations and continuing contracts: Provided, That the expendi- 
tures in any year shall not exceed the amounts for the corresponding 
year as shown in the 10-year program of expenditures and construction 
contained in the report of the said commission, 

Sec. 7. That said commission shall annually submit to Congress, 
through the Bureau of the Budget, a statement of sums of money pre- 
viously expended and an estimate of the total sum of money necessary 
to be expended in the next succeeding year to carry on the work 
authorized by this act, 


Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
revise and extend my remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, ELLIOTT. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, about 90 years ago a great President of.the United 
States, Andrew Jackson, conceived the idea that there should 
be built across the Potomac River between the District. of 
Columbia and the State of Virginia a bridge of ever-enduring 
granite as an emblem of the union of the North and the South, 
{[Applause.] Since that time the question has been a burning 
one in the affairs of our Nation. 

On the 4th day of July, 1851, Daniel Webster in making a 
Fourth of July speech in this city said: 


Before us is the broad and beautiful river, separating two of the 
original thirteen States, which the late President, a man of determined 
purpose and inflexible will, but patriotic heart, desires to span 
with arches of ever-enduring granite, symbolical of the firmly estab- 
lished Union of the North and the South, That President was Andrew 
Jackson. 


Since that time the question of constructing a great memo- 
rial bridge across the Potomac to symbolize the Union of the 
States, the more perfect Union of the States, has been under 
consideration, and on seyeral occasions Congress has passed 
laws authorizing the presentation of plans for this purpose. 
On a number of other occasions Congress has, either the House 
or the Senate, passed resolutions directing various investiga- 
tions connected with this project. The most complete previous 
effort to start construction on this bridge was made in 1901. 
In 1901, under the sundry civil act of Congress, approved 
March 4, 1899, it was provided that design should be secured 
for a memorial bridge at Washington, as follows, a memo- 
rial bridge across the Potomac River, to enable the Chief of 
Engineers of the Army to continue an examination of the sub- 
ject,” and in accordance with that authorization a competition 
was held which was participated in by a number of engineers 


and architects, and a number of designs were submitted for 
a bridge across the river, starting at the foot of B Street, or the 
extension of New York Avenue, across the naval reservation— 
this report was submitted to Congress, but nothing was done until 
1913, when again the matter was taken up with Congress, and 
in the publie buildings act of March 4, 1913, the following is 
provided, section 23: 


That a commission is hereby created, to consist. of the President 
of the United States, the President of the Senate, the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives, and the chairman of the Committees on 
Public Buildings and Grounds of the Senate and House of Represent- 
atives, for the purpose of investigating and reporting to Congress 
a suitable design for a memorial bridge across the Potomac River, 
from the city of Washington, to a point at or near the Arlington 
estate iu the State of Virginia, and the said commission is hereby au- 
thorized to expend the sum of $25,000 in procuring such designs and 
for making such surveys and estimates of cost as they may deem 
advisable, and report as early as may be to Congress. 


Although the above-mentioned act of 1913, creating the Ar- 
lington Memorial Bridge Commission, authorized the expendi- 
ture of $25,000 for the purpose of investigation and report- 
ing to Congress a suitable design for a memorial bridge across 
the Potomac River, it was not until nine years later that an 
appropriation was made in the executive and independent 
Pt al appropriation act, approyed June 12, 1922, reading as 
ollows: 


To enable the commission created by section 23 of the public 
buildings act approved March 4, 1913, to investigate and report to 
Congress a suitable design for a memorial bridge across the Potomac 
River, from the city of Washington, to a point at or near the Ar- 
lington estate, in the State of Virginia, together with such surveys 
and estimates of cost as they may deem advisable, to be expended 
under the direction of the commission and to remain available until 
expended, $25,000. 


This appropriation of $25,000 was to enable the Memorial 
Bridge Commission authorized by Congress to prepare the 
plans and specifications and bring them back to Congress for 
its consideration. The commission has brought back their 
plans and their recommendations and they are before you 
to-day. I understand there has been spent on various plans 
for this bridge at various times in the neighborhood of $50,000. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield there? 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Is the gentleman prepared to state that 
fully half of that sum has not been wasted? 

Mr. ELLIOTT. I am not talking about that. I am trying 
o give this House an insight into the facts as I understand 

hem. 

As I have said, the commission has its report before you. 
The commission is composed of Calvin Coolidge, President of 
the United States; the President of the Senate, our honored 
Speaker, and the chairmen of the Committees on Public 
Buildings and Grounds of the House and of the Senate. 

They have brought the plans back and their recommenda- 
tion is that the memorial bridge proper will cost 57,250,000; 
bridge plaza and water gate, $1,000,000; Columbia Island, 
$2,880,000; parkway and memorial entrance to cemetery, 
$1,390,000; extension of B Street eastward to the Capitol and 
widening to 120 feet, $2,070,000; widening Twenty-third Street 
from Washington Circle to B Street, $160,000. 

As to the Columbia Island project, the Bridge will start 
at the Lincoln Memorial and go across the river in line with 
the Sheridan entrance to Arlington memorial. The west end 
of the bridge wiil be on Columbia Island. This island has 
about 172 acres of land in it, and it isa part of this plan 
after this bridge is built to put a sea wall around the island 
and to dredge the river and make another park such as we 
now have down in the vicinity of the Lincoln Memorial. That 
is also made ground. Then there is to be another bridge 
from Columbia Island going across Little River. That is a 
small arm of the Potomac River that goes around on the 
west side of this island. When this is completed it will make 
a parkway from the northeast corner of the Capitol grounds, 
down along the Mall, across the river and into Arlington— 
that is you can go from the Capitol into Arlington without 
going outside of the park. 

Here is another proposition that is connected with this, and 
that is the widening and extension of B Street. That runs 
along on the south side of Center Market. It comes east to 
Sixth Street and there it stops. The object of this widening 


and extension is to take out that block occupied by the St. 
James Hotel on the south side of the street, and then the block 
on the north side of Pennsylvania Avenue east of the Ford 
Building, and so when this matter goes throngh it will obliter- 
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ate two blocks of buildings on Pennsylvania Avenue, one on 
the north side and one on the south side. 

It will take $160,000 of this money to widen and rebuild 
Twenty-third Street from Washington Circle south to the 
point where it strikes B Street, north of the Lincoln Memorial. 

They have recommended that this be divided up into a 10- 
year program. The first year $500,000 is all that would be 
appropriated. This amount would enable the commission to 
organize and get ready for the building. The second year 
$2,500,000 for work on the river piers, and the third y 
$2,500,000 for work on the river piers, and then the $2,500, 
for work on the arches. Then $2,000,000 more for the fifth 
year, and that is supposed to get the bridge in condition so 
that it can be used. The last $5,000,000 is to be $1,000,000 
a year until it is completed, and the most of it is in parking 
and the treatment of Columbia Island. 

Now, this bridge proposition has been indorsed by the fol- 
lowing Presidents: Andrew Jackson, William Howard Taft 
signed the public building bill of 1913, Woodrow Wilson in- 
dorsed the proposition, William McKinley also indorsed it, 
Warren G. Harding indorsed it, and the present President, 
Calvin Coolidge, has indorsed it, and his recommendation is 
on file over his siguature, recommending the passage of this 
bill. 

When this bridge is completed it will be an outlet for the 
traffic to the south and southwest of the city of Washington. 
The great Lee Highway, which is proposed as a continental 
highway, running from Boston, Mass., to San Francisco, will 
pass over this bridge. In addition to that the highway lead- 
ing to Mount Vernon, the home of George Washington, and 
south to Richmond, Va., and all points of the South, the traffic 
will pass over this bridge. 

Another thing I want to call attention to is that in 1932 
we will celebrate the two hundredth birthday of George Wash- 
ington, the first President of the United States. F understand 
that a bill has already been reported to make preliminary 
arrangements for this centeunial. 

Mr. MooRE of Virginia. That bill has been passed and 
signed by the President. 

Mr. RLLIOTT. I thank the gentleman. If that centennial 
takes place there is one place around this city that is appro- 
priate to hold it, and that is the Government land at the Vir- 
ginia side of this bridge. The Government has 1,222 acres of 
land over there in various places, which will make a magnifi- 
cent spot for the holding of this great celebration. If you do 
hold that celebration this bridge should be ready for use at 
that time, and can be ready if we pass this bill to-day. Event- 
ually this bridge is going to be constructed; why not now? 
Now is the time and this is the place. [Applause.]| 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. How much does this bill appropriate dur- 
ing the present fiscal year? 

Mr. ELLIOTT. It authorizes the first year an appropriation 
of $500,000. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. LANHAM. I trust that, like all patriotic Americans, I 
have a proper pride in the Nation's capital, but I trust also 
that I have a proper regard for the welfare of those who live 
in the 48 States of the Union and whose activities make the 
Capital possible. [Applause.] We are presented to-day a 
measure that provides for the construction of a bridge in the 
District of Columbia to cost approximately $15,000,000, and we 
are told that it will fittingly represent the joining of the North 
and the South. I think I am quite as responsive to sentiment 
as a citizen and legislator should be, but I feel that this 
observation about the union of the sections is merely thrown in 
for good measure. Surely the real reunion of the North and 
the South has been more beautifully accomplished and typified 
in the fighting, side by side, on the battle fields of the Spanish- 
American War and the late world conflict of the sons of those 
who wore the blue and the gray, than could be hoped for in 
any bridge we might now authorize. [Applause] They have 
mingled their blood in the sacred cause of our country, and 
there seems to be no urgenf present necessity after that sacri- 
fice to spend $15,000,000 merely to indicate that the North 
and South are reunited. 

it is a pleasant prospect, of course, to peer into the future 
and see the capital in the years to come with its magnificent 
edifices and its splendid bridges. It is alluring to fancy that 
each structure will rival the poet’s vision of the princely 
palace of Kublai Khan, but I like to keep also within the scope 
of my vision the practical problems which confront the people 
of this Nation and to help frame our legislation in keeping 
therewith. I realize that a bridge may have for us & special 
appeal by reason of the fact that in our legislative deliberations 
we have to span so often the chasm of conflicting thoughts and 
opinions, but there are other considerations also, gentlemen, 


which force themselves upon our attention in a very practical 
way. 

Since the close of the World War, we have launched in this 
country on a postwar campaign against extravagance, We 
have had very eminent leadership in this crusade. Admonished 
on all sides to be sparing in our expenditures, we have taken 
from our banner for a time that splendid word “ Excelsior” 
and have substituted “Beonomy” in its stead. We have en- 
tered as patriotic recruits in the ranks for this service. We 
have fought and won hard engagements with the inspiration 
of that slogan, Save till it hurts.“ We have sacrificed neces- 
sary construction in the States. We have contented ourselves 
with character building. We have been taught to hold in abey- 
ance for the present our desires for Federal structures and to 
concentrate our building endeayors upon a contemplation of 
those familiar lines of Holmes in The Chambered Nautilus 


Build thee more stately mansions, O my soul! 


In this stern warfare for economy we have come hopefully 
to-day to the fight at the bridge, but in this memorable battle, 
where, oh where, my friends, is the valiant Horatius? [Laugh- 
ter and applause.] Surely we faithful followers might have 
expected to find him keeping his appointment here. “ How are 
the mighty fallen! Perished are the weapons of the great!” 
Our campaign for economy is lagging because of the absence 
of Horatius at this critical point. It seems to me that to-day 
there is afforded a splendid opportunity to follow up onr 
preaching with the genial conviction of example. [Applause.] 

The statement has been attributed to Hancock that the tariff 
is a local issue. We seem to be learning lately that economy 
is a local issue, too. It is intended to be exercised in all 
localities in the 48 States, but it has no application whatever 
to the District of Columbia. The keepers of these sacred pre- 
ae say, Open sesame,” and the Treasury pours forth its 
gold. 

I can not recall that I have heard of any proposition sug- 
gesting lavish expenditures of public funds in the District of 
Columbia that has not been declared to be entirely in keeping 
with the program of economy that has been prepared. And so 
to-day we are told that the Treasury has $15,000,000 in its 
inside pocket that may be laudably used for a bridge in the 
District. And the North and the South will certainly be 
joined in one re=pect—together they will furnish all the money. 
We are asked to tell the people we represent that they must 
deny themselves tangible evidences of Federal esteem as mani- 
fested in public buildings and console their minds and con- 
sciences with the comforting thought that they are promoting 
economy, but that the District of Columbia has not attained 
that high mental attitude in which it can be satisfied with 
other than material demonstrations of national regard. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LANHAM. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Outside of its governmental activities the 
taxpayers of the Government have already expended here for 
ciyie improvement $190,000,000. 

Mr. LANHAM. I thank the gentleman for this statement 
of the aggregate amount. That sum would probably be suffi- 
cient to do the necessary building throughout the country, but 
the country, it seems, must continue its practice of economy. 
We read in the Scriptures that a little leaven will leaven the 
whole lump, but when we apply this principle to the matter 
of economy in our administration, the whole lump, the 48 
States of the Union, are expected to furnish all of the leaven 
and it is to be used almost exclusively here in the District. If 
I recall the incident correctly, the brethren of Joseph found 
some cause to fall out with him because of his coat of many 
colors. Is it not barely possible that if we continue to bedeck 
and array the District exclusively with these various vest- 
ments of our financial bounty the 48 States in their thread- 
bare garments may come to be a trifle jealous themselves? If 
it be expedient that we practice economy, should there not be 
some show of consisteucy? Should we make fish of one part 
of the country and flesh of another? 

I call your attention to the further fact that this bridge is 
to be built entirely within the District of Columbia, and yet, 
according to the terms of this measure, there is absolutely no 
proyision with reference to the usual 40-60 per cent in the 
source of the funds. The entire contribution is to be made by 
those economists in the 48 States and solely from their own 
pockets. 

A few days ago the House passed a publie building bill pro- 
viding for the expenditure of $150,000,000. It was understood 
that at least $50,000,000, one-third of this sum, was to be 
expended in the District of Columbia, but for fear the District 
of Columbia might be restricted to just one-third of the appro- 


-1925 CONGRESSIONAL 


priation authorized no words of limitation were inserted. Hay- 
ing turned over our functions in the same measure to adminis- 
trative branches of the Government, it is possible that the entire 
$150,000,000 could be spent here, but it is made sure that 
$50,000,000 must be. To-day we have the proposal to add 
$15,000,000 more. That makes $65,000,000 in these two bills 
that will be devoted to construction in the District of Columbia, 
in addition to the other liberal appropriations that have been 
alluded to, and yet they preach to us that this is a very proper 
obseryance of the doctrine of economy and well within the 
limits of the contemplated program. I should like to see all 
proper building done in the Nation's Capital, but I should like 
also to see all proper building done in this country. [Applause.] 
Surely all the self-denial should not be exhibited by the good 
people whom we have the honor to represent. And so, as a 
faithful recruit in the army of economy, I feel that I am present 
at my post of duty to-day and that, however irksome the task 
may be, true to my convictions as a soldier enlisted in these 
ranks, it is not incumbent upon me to add $15,000,000 more for 
the District of Columbia to be taken out of the savings af the 
people. If for the present we must make sacrifices in the name 
of economy, why not make those sacrifices unanimous? In a 
spirit of consistency, perhaps, in the words of the old song, 
“wed better bide a wee.” [Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. MONTAGUE]. [Applause.] 

Mr. MONTAGUE. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, I submit this bill is supported by valid considerations. 
It is not supported alone by reason of its memorial character, 
as worthy as that may be. It rests also upon considerations 
of utility and practical necessity. Washington has no ade- 
quate outlet to the south or west for her incoming and out- 
going people. It is essential that this increasing traffie be 
properly cared for. You can have no memorial exercises at 
Arlington across the Potomac, such, for example, as was had 
on the oceasion of the dedication of the monument to the 
unknown soldier, without great inconvenience and sometimes 
injury to the people by reason of the congestion on every 
bridge across the Potomac. Our country is growing. Our 
Capital is growing. We have a great river—perhaps no other 
capital in the world has one comparable to it. We should not 
neglect to span that river not only for the uses of commerce 
but while so spanning it why should not its architecture and 
art memorialize our nourishing traditions, typify our power, 
and the peace and the glory of the Republic? [Applause.] 
There is economy, it is true, that should be preserved. We 
have, I think, a Horatius at the bridge, and I would ask my 
delightful and valued friend from Texas not to play that rôle 
to-day but to heed the real Horatius, the President of the 
United States, who valiantly advocates its construction. [Ap- 
plause.] The “economy” which the gentleman from Texas 
would substitute for “excelsior” is countered by the Presi- 
dent, who himself has given to this enterprise his official and 
personal approval. ‘This undertaking has been under consid- 
eration for many years, as has been so well stated by the gen- 
tleman from Indiana. 

I have never believed that Congress should exercise a nig- 
gardly policy toward the District of Columbia. I have never 
felt that the people in the 48 States of the Union had anything 
else in their hearts but pride and appreciation in the expendi- 
ture of all money necessary to make this Capital a great edu- 
cational and patriotic establishment. I repeat, an educational 
structure that will not only meet thé necessities and con- 
veniences of government, but one that will satisfy the long- 
ings of a great democracy for the beauty of architecture and 
the inspiration of art. A democracy, gentleman, is as much 
entitled to the advantages of architecture, to the ennobling 
expressions of art, as a monarchy; and the people of America, 
in my judgment, will gladly support these enduring expressions 
of art and patriotism and historic tradition in our Capital. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MONTAGUE, For one question. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Does the gentleman’s State of Virginia 
contribute anything to this memorial bridge? 

8 Mr. MONTAGUE. I think not, except by taxation, as other 
States. 

Mr. ALMON. The same as any other State. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. Virginia contributes as much propor- 
tionately as any other State. The gentleman perhaps forgets 
that Virginia does not own the land where this bridge abuts 
on either side of the Potomac; all of this is Government 
property. 


The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman has expired. 
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esd ELLIOTT. I yield the gentleman two additional min- 
utes. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. Virginia has no control of this bridge; 
it is wholly a Federal undertaking, but Virginia will con- 
tribute from taxation in proportion to her population and 
property just as any other State of the Union. 

One further remark: The House should not be misled by the 
assertion that this bridge will cost $15,000,000. The bridge 
itself is only a part of the scheme involving this sum. I under- 
stand, subject to correction by the gentleman from Indiana, 
that the bridge itself will not cost $8,000,000. The remaining 
sum goes to improvements in and about the District in connec- 
tion with the bridge, improying streets and approaches to the 
bridge. We have been pretty niggardly, in my judgment, in our 
effort to complete the Capitol we now sit under. I addressed 
myself on a former occasion to that subject. I have introduced 
a bill for some years on this subject, and I hope to address 
myself to the subject again in the next Congress. But the mat- 
ter under consideration is a matter of practical necessity, the 
needs of commerce, of outgoing and incoming traffic. These 
demands can not be met by the present bridges across the 
Potomac, and while we are about if, while meeting the needs of 
commerce and of social and public conveniences, why can wa 
not reach a little higher and satisfy the educational, the patri- 
otic, the traditional aspirations of a great Republic. [Ap- 
Plause.] 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Byrns]. [Applause.] 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, from the vote 
on the question of the consideration of this bill I assume it 
is going to pass, but I wish to register my protest against 
what I believe to be an unnecessary expenditure of the public 
funds at this time. I am unable to harmonize the passage of 
a bill authorizing the expenditure of $15,000,000 for the pur- 
poses provided in this bill with the program of economy of 
the President and his repeated declarations to the people of 
his intention to cut down the expenses of the Government, A 
few weeks ago he delivered an address in the auditorium of 
this city to the employees of the Government at one of their 
regular business meetings, and in the course of that address 

e said: 


The people of this Nation have been not only patient under the 
heavy burden of war taxation, they haye been heroic. Their burden 
of taxation has been greatly lightened, but our fight must be for 
further reduction of the burden of the people. This campaign for 
economy has no other object, So far as it is within my power I 
propose to continue my efforts for economy in Federal expenditures. 
What we have done must be considered only the beginnnig. 

URGES FURTHER REDUCTIONS 

We have proven that we can reduce the cost of government, and 
I propose that this cost shall be further reduced. In this effort I 
look to you for loyal support. When you leave this meeting to-night 
garry with you a pledge to bend every effort to carry on your activi- 
ties with less money. Take with you the determination to guard 
against each and every unnecessary expenditure, 


Gentlemen, I lay it down as a proposition, that if you will 
read the hearings conducted by the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds upon this bill, consisting of the state- 
ment of Colonel Sherrill and one or two other gentlemen, you 
will not find a line in those hearings to convince any Member 
of Congress, as I read them, that the erection and construc- 
tion of this bridge is necessary at this time as a public con- 
venience or utility. So I say I am unable to harmonize what 
is said abont the recommendation of the President for this 
expenditure with his declaration of a few weeks ago when he 
appealed to employees, when he broadcasted to the people of 
this country the necessity of cutting out all unnecessary ex- 
penses. 

Why, the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. ELLIOTT] quoted 
Andrew Jackson as being in favor of this proposition. The 
only evidence of that is not the declaration of Old Hickory, 
but an eloguent statement made by Daniel Webster in a speech 
which he made many years ago. The gentleman from Indiana 
said that President Taft was for it, and that President Mc- 
Kinley, President Woodrow Wilson, and President Harding 
were for it, and that President Coolidge is for it. Gentle- 
men, nearly 90 years ago, according to the gentleman from 
Indiana, a great President advocated the building of this 
bridge. Is it not a little significant that during all those years 
there has been no serious effort or attempt on the part of 
Congress to construct this bridge, but on the contrary it has 
waited until this time, when the people are burdened with 
taxes more than they ever were in all the history of the coun- 
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try in peace, time, to bring, forward a proposition for the 
expenditure of $15,000,000 to construct a bridge across the 


Potomac River? 
The time of the gentleman from Tennes- 


The CHAIRMAN. 
see has expired. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. May I have five minutes more? 

Mr. LANHAM. I yield to the gentleman five minutes more. 

The CHATRMAN. The gentieman from Tennessee is recog- 
nized for five minutes more. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. It is to be passed with the ap- 
proval of the President, whose chief basis of strength with 
the people of this country is an appeal for economy and for a 
reduction of the expenditures. of the National Government. 

Mr. McKHOWN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. For à very brief question I will 
yield. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Does not the gentleman at least think this 
ought to go over until the new Congress comes in? 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. Undoubtedly. A few weeks ago 
I stood here advocating, the expenditure of two or three hun- 
dred thousand dollars additional for the Bureau of Foreign 
and Domestic Commerce, because I was satisfied and I think 
Congress. was satisfied. that that money would be well spent 
and would be a reyenue producer, bringing in untold millions 
to the business and agricultural interests of our country. Those 
who opposed it did so on the ground of economy and the neces- 
sity of reducing the expenses of the Government, Eloquent 
appeals were made for the overburdened taxpayer. But here 

ou are asked to vote an authorization of an expenditure. of 

15,000,000. Four per cent. interest would amount annually 
to twice the sum that Congress was asked to appropriate for 
the Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce and denied. 
I am wondering what the attitude of gentlemen will be with 
referenee to this, nonrevenue-producing and unnecessary ap- 
propriation. Gentlemen, there must. be a limit to the ex- 
penditures of the Government. There must be a limit to the 
appropriations, that we are heaping upon the heads and shoul- 
ders of the tax-paying people of this country. I want to see 
Washington improved, but I tell you, my friends, in this: great 
city in which you and I take pride, and which is taxed only 
14 mills on the dollar, or $1.40 on the hundred, it seems to me 
that upon a project to construct a bridge across the Potomac 


River and wholly within the District of Columbia and inyolv- ; 


ing money to be expended on improving streets and ap- 
proaches, the committee should at least have proposed that the 
District share im that expenditure, especially when the people 
of my State and yours, in addition to their Federal taxes, are 
paying two or three times more in the way of State and munic- 
ipal taxes than are the people of the District of Columbia. 
I say, my friends, that while F want to see this city improved 
and beautified, and while I take great pride in it, I am think- 
ing of the people back home who have to meet these expendi- 
tures from year to year. I take the ground that this is an 


unnecessary expenditure at this time, and that Congress should, 


not permit itself to be persuaded to vote for something that is 
unnecessary. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. If we pass this bill, instead of its costing 
$14,750,000, it is going to cost 525,000,000 before we get. 
through with it. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. I think the gentleman is correct. 
And if you will read the hearings you will notice that Colonel 
Sherrill states that the engineer who was selected to make the 
survey estimated that it would cost over $22,000,000. Gentle- 
men, you are just beginning expenditures upon it. 

I am not a prophet nor the son of a prophet, but I make 
the prediction that if this bill becomes a law and the bridge is 
constructed and the streets are widened and beautified, more 
particularly for the benefit of the people of Washington. than 
for your constituents and mine, you will find before you get 
through with it that, as the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
BLANTON] says, you will have spent $25,000,000. I do not think 
we can afford to levy additional tuxes upon the people of this 
country for a purpose such as this at this time. The time has 
come when each Representative from considerations of econ- 
omy at home in their respective districts is called upon to 
reduce expenditures. In favoring this appropriation we are 
not serving the people in our districts or the country. I pro- 
test against the passage of this bill in the interest of economy 
and in the interest of the overburdened taxpaying people of 
this country. [Applause.] 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Cramron]. 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan is recog- 
nized for five minutes. 

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Chairman, as a member of the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations, for several years sitting at the fect 
of the: gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Mappen} and the gentle- 
man from Tennessee [Mr. BYRNS], who has just spoken, I 
think I have been as consistent an advocate of economy in 
Government expenditures as any of us. 

The pending proposition is one that appeals to the imagina- 
tion. This project has been conceived and worked out in a 
large way, and however any of us may feel with reference to 
the propriety of the expenditure we must recognize the beauty 
of the project. 

I am frank to say that I have been under the impression 
that I could not support the bill, although I had hoped that 
the way would open so that I could support so great an under- 
taking; an undertaking which you know and I know some 
time will be brought about. 

There have been three things in the bill that have seemed to 
me ebstacles to its favorable consideration, and in tabloid 
form E want to refer to them. First, the cost, and the possible 
conflict with our program of economy and with respect to 
present burdens on the Treasury. 

But when you come to consider that this is a 10-year con- 
struction program the burden upon any one year is not large 
enough to permit that one consideration to be of controlling 
importance. I have felt that too much authority was given 
the commission with reference to the development of parks, 
but Colonel Sherrill! assures me that there is not included in 
the program any park development except that immediately 
necessary in connection with the bridge construction. 

The third item that I consider of great importance is the 
one referred to by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. LANHAM] 
and the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Byrns], namely, the 
failure of the bill to make any provision whatever for District 
contribution with reference to this development of streets and 
approaches in the District, and other items more especially 
for the benefit of the District. Added to that is the failure 
of the bill to make any provision by which abutting property 
owners upon those improved streets and approaches would be 
called upen or could be called upon to make any contribution 
toward the benefits they will enjoy. 

I have prepared an amendment to reach that third consid- 


eration which, to me, has seemed the one of most importance. 
| That amendment I shall read to you, and F expect to offer it 
| when the proper place is reached in the bill, at the end of 


section 2. Although T do not desire to commit the gentleman, 


IJ F understand that the amendment is agreeable to the chairman 
of the committee, the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. ErLIoTT]. 


F am advised by Colonel Sherrill that it is agreeable to him, 


und I am advised’ by certain very distinguished local citizens 


who are much interested in the project that it is agreeable to 
them: The amendment is: 


Provided, That such appropriations as may be made under the 
authority of this act for the execution of sald project shall be charge- 
able to the Treasury of the United States and the revenues of the 
District ef Columbia in such manner as shall them be determined by 
Congress to be equitable: Provided further, The opening, widening, ex- 
tending, or improvement of any streets of the District of Columbia in 
connection with this project shall be subject to assessments, for bene- 
fits in accordance with the laws governing similar work under the 
Commissioners of the District of Columbia. 


With that amendment, Congress from time to time as it 
makes appropriations for the details of the work can deter- 
mine and must determine the portion that equitably should. 
be borne by the District, and I feel that with that amendment 
I am able to support the bill, and I hope such an amendment 
can be accepted. 

The CHAIRMAN, 
gan has expired. 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to. the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. JOHNSON |. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman, if this bridge 
were to be built along Pennsylvania Avenue, out on Connecti- 
cut Avenue, on Sixteenth Street, or anywhere else in the 
District of Columbia, the whole expense of the building of it 
would not fall upon the United States. The boundary line 
between the District of Columbia and Virginia is high- 
water mark on the Virginia side, Consequently, this bridge, 
when built, will be entirely within the District of Columbia. 
It may be that an approach to the bridge will be on Virginia 
soil, but that is owned by the United States. 


The time of the gentleman from Michi- 
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When the Connecticut Avenue Bridge was built, at a cost 
of more than $1,000,000; when the bridge across Piney Branch, 
on Sixteenth Street, was built, and when the bridge on M 
Street, across Rock Creek, was built, aH being in the District 
of Columbia, the District of Columbia participated in the 
payment of each of them; but now comes the proposition to 
build another bridge within the District of Columbia, the 
eost to be paid entirely out of the Treasury of the United States. 
Why should the people in California, in Iowa, in Indiana, in New 
York, or any other State be taxed to build this bridge, which 
is going to cost more than $20,000,000 before it is finished— 
why, I ask, should they be taxed to build this bridge and 
permit the immediate beneficiaries of it to escape any payment 
whatever ¢oward its construction? 

They say the bridge is needed now. There is only one de- 
mand for the bridge at this particular time, and that is that 
those persons who have bought property at the other end of 
the proposed bridge, in whieh te speculate, have had their 
money invested, as they think, long enough, and Congress is 
asked to come to their relief now in order that they may 
realize quickly on their speculation in those lands and make 
the people of the United States pay the cost and Iet the people 
within the District of Columbia go scot free of any payment 
toward it. 

An amendment has been drafted providing that under the 
law which is now in existence the United States shall pay 40 
per cent of the cost of this bridge and the District of Columbia 
60 per cent. I did not know, until the gentleman from Michi- 
gan [Mr. Cramton] took the floor, that he had an amendment 
which he was going to offer. But bear in mind another thing. 
The people of the United States are asked to pay the entire 
cost of this bridge, and then, as one of the gentlemen from Vir- 
ginia said to me only a few moments ago, “ This bridge is to be 
built on lands owned by the Government.” I said to him, 
“That is much more the reason why the people of the District 
of Columbia should come in and pay something toward its cost, 
because the United States is asked to give not only all of the 
money but all of the land upon which it is to be built.“ There- 
fore, I think, Mr. Chairman, that before this bill is passed 
there ought to be some provision to compel or permit the people 
of the District to contribute toward its cost. The people here 
are escaping with a tax rate of only one-fourth or one-fifth the 
rate paid in many of the cities of gentlemen who sit before me 
now. The people here are now paying $1.40, when I see a 
gentleman before me whose city levies six and one-half times 
that much upon the property within its confines. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. I will. 

Mr. BLANTON. Just across this river, at the other end of 
this bridge, lies the great Commonwealth of Virginia, whose 
people will come across this bridge into the District every day, 
and yet not one cent will they contribute toward the construc- 
tion of this bridge. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. In addition to that, they 
already have a good bridge upon which to cross, This thing 
of connecting the names of Lincoln and Lee to this project is 
merely to conjure up votes for it. Its promoters are moved 
by mercenary motives, not by sentiment. In fact, the most 
fertile imagination can not connect real sentiment with it, 
even by the use of the names of Lincoln and Lee. 

In conclusion, let me ask the Members to bear in mind that 
the direct beneficiaries of this bridge, under this bill, are to 
escape paying any part of its cost. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ken- 
tacky has expired. + 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. MOORE]. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of 
the committee, it is only repetition to say that this proposition 
has two aspects; in the first place, what may be termed the 
material aspect. 

The time arrives and arrives more and more frequently when 
there is extraordinary travel between the city of Washington 
and the Arlington Cemetery, which can not be accommodated 
by the present facilities. The ordinary travel between the 
State of Virginia and Washington can be accommodated by the 
existing facilities; but when there are great celebrations in 
the National Cemetery that is impossible, as has been illus- 
trated on many former occasions. Unless this bridge is built, 
it will frequently happen that the people of the country will 
eome to Washington desiring to visit the Arlington Cemetery upon 
memorial occasions and will be unable to find safe access to it. 
Therefore the necessity for the construction of the bridge is 
much greater now than when Mr. Webster spoke his eloquent 
words or when Mr. McKinley advocated this bridge or when 


Mr. Wilson was for it or when Mr. Coolidge signed the report 
which is before us. There is thus suggested the material 
feature of the matter, and that is that between this great 
Capital City and the great shrine at Arlington there should be 
proper and sufficient means of approach. 

When we come to consider the matter of economy, the Presi- 
dent of the United States, who voices that policy more em- 
phatically, perhaps, than anybody else, does not hesitate for 
one moment to put his signature to the report recommending 
the construction of the bridge. Mr. Coolidge does not falter 
any more upon that than his predecessors have faltered upon it. 
Economy is all right. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. I regret I can not yield. I only 
have five minutes. 

Economy is a good cry, but nobody says that economy should 
go to the point of suspending desirable appropriations altogether, 
and least of all will gentlemen claim that economy should 
be carried te the extent of not doing the things that are 
necessary in the interest of the Nation, which desires not only 
te add to its accumulations but to perpetuate its splendid 
memories. There is the other aspect. The bridge will be a 
memorial. It will be no less a memorial than the Washington 
Monument or the wonderful temple dedicated to the memory 
of Lincoln. It will typify the reunion of the two sections 
which were once divided by the Potomac. It will commemorate 
the fame of great men of both sections. In this sense it has 
the same justification as the monument to Washington, the 
monument to Lincoln, and the monument to Grant. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Virginia 
has expired. 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
9 from Alabama [Mr. ALMox ], a member of the com- 

ttee. 

Mr. ALMON. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, we have a great 
Nation, a young Nation, but one of the wealthiest Nations in 
the world. In some respects we have a beautiful capital, in 
others we have not. I sometimes feel ashamed of some of the 
conditions and appearances around and about our National 
Capital. 

However, I want to say that this improvement is not a local 
one. This is a national question and is nation-wide in its 
benefits. It is not for the District of Columbia and the State 
of Virginia—Washington is the capital of the Nation and be- 
longs to the people of the Nation. 3 

We are living in a progressive age. We are a progressive 
people, and the fact that this bridge has been talked about for 
more than 75 years and has not been built is no reason why 
we should not discharge our duty here to-day. It is a reason 
why we should. Gentlemen talk about the expense of it, and 
most of the arguments I have heard here this afternoon 
against the bill are criticisms of the program of economy of 
the present Republican administration. If the a tration 
decides—and it has decided—that this is in line with its pro- 
gram of economy, why should we on this, the Democratic, side 
of the aisle be howling so much about it? Every southern 
Member should feel a special interest and pride in the building 
of this bridge, which is a part and an important connecting 
or the Lee Highway, going through the very heart of the 

uth. 

I am in favor of this bill as it is written and as it has been 
reported. I would like to see the amendment that is going to 
be offered by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Cramron] 
adopted because I think it is right. I shall vote for that 
amendment, but if the amendment is voted down I shall vote 
for the bill as it stands. 

My friend, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON], tries 
to scare somebody by saying it will cost $25,000,000 before it is 
completed. What does the gentleman know about what it will 
cost? We have here the report signed by the engineers and 
by the President of the United States and the Speaker of the 
House and the chairmen of the Committees on Public Buildings 
and Grounds of the Senate and House, showing what it will 
cost. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALMON. No; I have not the time. The gentleman 
talks 40 hours while I talk a minute in each session of Con- 
gress. [Laughter and applause.] 

Mr. BLANTON. For the benefit of the people. 

Mr. ALMON. I am not criticizing what the gentleman says, 
because he always has something to say when he speaks, but I 
have only five minutes and can not let him have a part of it. 
That is my only reason for declining to yield to him. 

The engineers have been investigating this project for 10 
years and we have their report saying it will cost $14,750,000, 
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and only $7,000,000 of that is for the construction of the bridge. 
The balance is for the widening and improvement of streets 
and the approaches, and a wide street and driveway to the 
Capitol, and I think the District of Columbia should be re- 
quired to pay its proper part of the cost. The total project 
will cost the Government much less than $14,000,000 if the 
amendment I have referred to is adopted, and this will be 
spread over a period of five years. 

This is an age of automobiles and building of good roads 
and bridges. Gentlemen talk about extravagance. Our States, 
counties, and cities are spending millions and millions of dol- 
lars every year in building good roads and streets and side- 
walks and consider it a good investment. You gentlemen did 
not call extravagant the bill which we passed at this session 
appropriating $75,000,000 to aid the States and the counties 
build good roads back at home. 

We ought to build this bridge and open up this great high- 
way and let the people from the South go to the North 
and the people from the North go to the South, and 
have a decent and comfortable and safe way to get across 
this miserably dangerous place on this river. All of you who 
went to the burial of the unknown soldier will recall the experi- 
ences we had that day in trying to get across that old bridge. 
Delayed for hours—men, women, and children were delayed 
for hours, and many were forced to leave their vehicles and 
walk home, There are now ten times as many automobiles here 
as there were 5 years ago, and 10 years from now there will 
be fifty times as many more, 

Mr. McKEOWN. Will the gentlemen yield? 

Mr. ALMON. I know what you want to say. I will not 
say what kind of talk you are going to make, but you are 
against this bill, and you ought to be for it, Tom. ‘The bill is 
going to pass, and some day you are going to be proud of this 
bridge and will live to regret the day you voted here against 


this bill. [Applause.] 
The CHAIRMAN. ‘The time of the gentleman from Alabama 
has expired. 


Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. HOWARD], 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


The committee informally rose; and Mr. Truson having 
taken the chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message from the 
Senate, by Mr. Oraven, its Chief Clerk, announced that the 
Senate had agreed to the report of the committee of confer- 
ence on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ments of the Senate to the bill (H. R, 11753) making appro- 
priations for the Departments of State and Justice and for 
the judiciary and for the Departments of Commerce and Labor 
for the fiscal year ending June 80, 1926, and for other pur- 
poses, 

MEMORIAL BRIDGE ACROSS THE POTOMAC RIVER 

The committee resumed its session. 

Mr, HOWARD of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, 
I want to touch on one phase of this question that has not 
been touched except superficially by the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky. This economy program does not interest me very 
much and it does not seem to interest anybody very much. I 
have been thinking that if our President should intrust 
his economy canary bird to the hands of the management of 
this bill it would not stand any more show than Tom Mc- 
Krowx's grasshopper would stand in a pen of hungry turkeys 
in Oklahoma. [Laughter.] 

Gentlemen of the House, I do not know anything about engi- 
neering, and I do not know very much about the District of 
Columbia. I can not support this bill with or without the 
Cramton amendment, because I regard it as an immoral thing. 
Touching the moral or immoral side of it, I want to call your 
attention to this fact. I do not know for sure, but it seems 
to me that a Member of this House ought to have a word 
‘which would be received and believed by his fellows, and if 
he does not he ought to be unworthy of a place here. 

Now, I am bringing to you the testimony of a Member of this 
House who tells me that less than one week ago there came 
to the lobby of our hotel, Congress Hall, a gentleman who 
lives in the city. He had a little map showing his own prop- 
erty possessions, and how much they cost him. And then he 
told how he had just learned that the presidential program 
was to provide for the building of this bridge. He said That 
makes me happy, because it instantly doubles the value of all 
my property.” He further said that four men in Washington, 
working through one particular bank, would make more than 
a million dollars on their possessions of land adjacent to this 
new bridge, if this bill went through. 

Oh, my friends, that seems to me to be the great desire 
for the building of this bridge. I yield first place to no man 
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in my admiration for and devotion to the memory of the 
soldiers of the Ciyil War. I am the product of what was left 
from both sides of the war after it was finished, and cer- 
tainly my whole heart of sympathy goes out toward any 
movement to honor their memory; but this bridge does not 
seem to me to be a clean thing, and I do not believe that I 
could feel right in my own eyes if I should vote for that which 
I regard as unclean, in order to perpetuate and honor a clean 
memory. 

I do not know who these men were that the man named at 
the hotel. He gave the names of but two. I do not know who 
they are, but if I had the prowess of word archtecture pos- 
sessed by Parke Godwin, then I would paint a word picture 
of those four men who are now so eager to augment their 
own bank accounts by promoting a wicked scheme in alleged 
effort to perpetuate a sacred memory. And the word picture 
would say of these four: 

“Oh, what a quartet they are! Smart rascals and sleek 
servants; hand in hand in every plot to filch a nation or to 
foul a blessed memory ; back to back to spit on truth and honor 
and defy the law's stern call. It is meet that while they live 
they should be joined in every walk and work in life, and 
when they die placed side by side in putrid, poisoned state, 
too rank for jackals, too noxious for the worm.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ne- 
braska has expired. 

Mr. LANHAM. I yield to the gentleman two minutes more. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. I think I can finish in that 
time. Now, gentlemen, there are two arguments in favor of 
the passage of this bill, and only two, which appeal to me. 
One is the beautiful character of the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. ELLIOTT], in charge of the bill, and the other my delight- 
ful companion from Virginia [Mr. Moore], who so eloquently 
espoused this outrage. [Laughter and applause.) 


ARLINGTON MEMORIAL BRIDGE 


Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON]. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, this voluminous document 
I hold in my hand, just handed to every Member of Congress, 
is the most expensive propaganda I have ever seen distributed 
on the floor of the House, since I have been here, in behalf 
of legislation. It must have cost several thousand dollars at 
least. That of itself ought to defeat the bill. 

If you will look on page 983 of the Recorp for December 
30, 1924, you will see that this bill, authorizing $14,750,000 to 
be appropriated, was taken up in the Senate of the United 
States and then passed there in a few minutes. Any Sena- 
tor could have stopped its passage there because they have 
rules in that body whereby bills can be stopped. And we are 
urged to pass it now because the Senate passed it in a few 
minutes without one voice raised against it. 

I am reminded of the fact that only last night the Senate 
likewise without debate and within a very few minutes at- 
tached a legislative rider to an appropriation bill, raising the 
salaries of Senators and Congressmen from $7,500 to $10,000. 
The Recorp shows that not a voice was raised there against 
it. It being a legislative item, any Senator could have stopped 
it by making a point of order against it, for it is not in order 
to attach such a legislative rider to an appropriation bill, 
except by unanimous consent. I suppose that when that 
matter comes before the House, the like argument will then 
be made that we should agree to the Senate amendment be- 
cause the Senate passed it in a few minutes without a voice 
being raised in opposition to it. I promise the House now, 
that when that matter is decidtd here, it is going to be de- 
cided by a record vote, letting each Member on a roll call 
register his position on the question. When this legislative 
appropriation bill was before the House, I then offered an 
amendment to it, proposing to reduce the membership of this 
House from 435 to 304 Members, a reduction of 131 Members, 
which would have saved to the taxpayers of this Nation more 
than a million dollars each year, besides giving to the country 
a more efficient legislative body, where the Members would 
stay on the floor and attend to business and pass better legis- 
lation. But my proposal was turned down. 

The distinguished gentleman from Alabama [Mr. ALMon] 
asks how the gentleman from Texas knows that this will cost 
$25,000,000. I know it because I have carefully investigated 
it, and because the $14,750,000 estimate is made by the engi- 
neers of the War Department. I remember very well when 
they estimated for their first appropriation on Muscle Shoals, 
the special pet of the gentleman from Alabama. If he will 
go to the Committee on Appropriations and ask its chairman, 
Mr. MADDEN, to show him his file, he will see where the engi- 
neers in their first estimate on the three dams at Muscle 
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Shoals said the three dams would cost $19,500,000. The Wilson 
Dam No. 2 alone has cost $50,000,000. There is my answer to 


the gentleman from Alabama. Muscle Shoals stands to-day 


as a $150,000,000 investment for the United States Govern- 
ment, and when the camel first got its nose under the tent 
it was .a .$19,000,000 proposition. The Francis Scott Key 
Bridge, only recently completed, was estimated by these same 


authorities to cost only $1,000,000, vet before we completed it 


the Congress had to appropriate and spend $2,350,000 of the 
peoples money. That is my answer to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Alabama. 

There has already been passed by the Senate a bill to dam 
the Potomac River up here at Great Falls just above Wash- 
ington for the benefit of the people of the District of Co- 
lumbia, which will save each family here 4 cents a month on 
its light bill. That is what the evidence shows. The Senate 
passed it without any argument. ‘There was no opposition 
against it there. It is estimated by Army engineers to cost 
only .$44,421,000. I have estimates carefully made by some of 
the most .expert engineers in the United States proving that 
instead of it costing only $44,421,000, as the War Department 
says it will cost, it will in fact cost this Government $75,- 
000,000 at least before we can complete it. 

There was a time when the distinguished gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. Armon] was an economist, and I used to follow 
him, but ever since he has been hunting votes for his Muscle 
Shoals proposition he has been one of the gang. [Laughter.] 
I:can not follow him any longer. 

Why should this bridge -be built? We already have three 
good bridges. We have spent in the District of Columbia 
$190,000,000 for -civic purposes alone, in addition to the gov- 
-ernmental functions, and there is no way of telling how many 
millions of dollars additional we have spent here for Goyern- 
ment buildings and for beautifying public buildings and 
grounds. As I say, we have already expended $190,000,000 
for civic improvements for the benefit of the residents of the 
District of Columbia. -A million dollar bridge was built for 
them up ‘here on Connecticut Avenue, and then think of all 
these other bridges across the Potomac. 

Mr. STRONG of Kansas, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 

yield? 
: Mr. BLANTON. Not now, if my friend from Kansas will 
excuse me. Then there are the bridges to Anacostia. The 
people back home paid 50 per cent of all that. I know that this 
is the special pet of our friend from Maryland [Mr. ZIHLMAN ] 
and the generalissimo, our special friend from Virginia, Judge 
Watton Mooke. Yes; this is their pet. I am not surprised 
to see the distinguished ex-Governor of Virginia [Mr. Mon- 
TAGUE] get up on the floor of the House and speak in favor of 
this bill. The construction of the bridge will greatly benefit 
Virginia. ' 

I wish some one would show me a-river that is a State line 
between two States, where a bridge spans it, where the cost 
is not jointl» met by the people of the two States. Wherever 
you find a bridge that spans a county line, between two coun- 
ties, you will find that both counties share part of the expense. 
‘Here we have built bridge after bridge across the Potomac 
into the Commonwealth of Virginia, and that great Common- 
wealth has never spent one dollar on those bridges. I used 
to think that the District of Columbia needed representatives 
‘here. They do not need any representatives. They have two 
of the livest wires working day and night for them, without 
sleep or slumber, that I ever saw—the distinguished gentle- 
man from Maryland [Mr. ZraumMan] and the disti hed 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Moore]. What benefits the 
‘District benefits Maryland and Virginia. We built that splen- 
did $3,000,000 Key Bridge for the gentleman from Virginia 
and the gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, is that what the gentleman wanted to 
inquire about? 

Mr. STRONG of Kansas, I just want to say that that bridge 
was completed only last year. 

Mr. BLANTON, ‘Yes; we completed it only last year. They 
ought to wait at least one more year before they ask us to 
build another one. Three million dollars, approximately, was 
the cost of that. 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Not quite $3,000,000. 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, the gentleman has not quite kept up 
with all of the details. To be exact, it was built at a cost of 
‘$2,350,000, but there were many extras before “and after. 
Do vou not remember that just as soon as It was completed 
there was a very splendid jollification meeting held up at 
Frederick, Md.? That new Key Hotel reechoed with the ‘jovial 
“speeches that were made there for a week afterwards. 
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Mr. MoSWAIN. And right on the heel of finishing the new 
one there is an appropriation proposed to tear down the old 
one alongside of it, which is better than most of our bridges 
down our way. 

Mr. BLANTON. Of course. Mr. Chairman, they talk about 
putting the Cramton amendment on this bill. He knows that 
if it is amended that such amendments would be stricken 
out in conference. When this bill is finally passed into law 
those in charge will allow no changes on it. I know that the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CRAMTON] got his lump-sum 
plan adopted in the House, which takes 59,000,000 out of the 
taxpayers’ money to spend here for the residents of the city 
of Washington; but I know this also, that since that bill has 
been sojourning in another body the Members of that body 
have increased the $9,000,000. to-$11,000,000, and you are going 
to vote on $11,000,000 here in just a day or two. You will 
have to decide whether yon will make your taxpayers pay 
$11,000,000 of the civic expenses of ‘the District for the next 
fiscal -year and reduce still lower the tax bill of $1.40 per 
hundred that is now paid here. If that squares ‘itself with 
your idea of what ought to be done by ‘the taxpayers here and 
those of the country generally, well and good, but I can mot 
agree to it. I must enter my protest against it. Because an- 
other body does this we do not have to follow it. We passed 
a bill here the other day which was against my wish I voted 
against it and some of you on the Republican side voted against 
it, but we were overcome by the high rollers of the House 
which bill permitted the Shipping Board to employ five men 
at $18,000 a year each, and that bill went to the Senate, and 
the Senate changed it, increasing the number to seven, and 
vou are going to have to vote on that pretty soon. The Sen- 


ate provides now that the Shipping Board can employ seven 


men at $18,000 a vear each, when Representatives and Sen- 
ators get $7,500 a year. Are they worth that much more 
than you are? It is time to stop all this, and I hope we will 
be able to strike out the enacting clause of this bill, the 
second pet measure this term of my friend from Indiana [Mr. 
ELLIOTT]. 

The CHAIRMAN. Tue time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Coorrer]. [Applause,] 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, I shall be very 
glad indeed to vote for this bill, because I feel that in 
so doing I shall be discharging a duty to all the people of the 
United States. [Applause.] My very good and -exeeedingly 


able friend the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Lannam]—and 


I will apply the same adjectives to the gentleman -frem Tennes- 
see [Mr. ByrNs] and my distinguished and reticent friend 
from Texas [Mr. Branron] [laughter] says, in effect, that 
this will be wasted money—money thrown away. But it will 
not, in my judgment, be money -either wasted or misapplied. 
Human beings,” said Daniel Webster, I remember, are com- 
posed not of reason alone but of imagination also, and senti- 
ment; and that is not wasted or misapplied which is appropri- 
ated to the purpose of giving right direction to-sentiments, and 
opening proper springs of feeling in the heart.” 

There is a practical side to this question. The great neces- 
sity for the bridge has been amply demonstrated by the dis- 
tinguished gentlemen from Virginia [Mr. Monvacur and Mr. 
Moors} and others. This necessity is clear to me, as it must 
be to anyone who remembers the day of the burial at Arling- 
ton of the Unknown Soldier—the vast assemblage of people, 
among whom were not only the diplomats of the world, here at 
the summons of President Harding to attend the disarmament 
conference, but also Marshal Foch, General Diaz, General 
Pershing, Admiral Lord Beatty, the commander of the British 
fleet, and many other very famous officers—indeed, all of the 
foremost military commanders of the Allies—the greatest as- 
semblage of illustrious men ever together on „this earth in 
honor of a dead hero—and then remembers the literally dis- 
graceful scene when those ceremonies were over.and we saw 
these diplomats and commanders, many of them, walk from 
Arlington after waiting an hour and a half to get their auto- 
mobiles out of the crush. I myself, with friends, waited an 
hour, but finally got through. Secretary Hughes walked—— 

Mr. UNDERHILL. So did Secretary Weeks. 

Mr. BLANTON rose. : 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Pardon me, I know I deprive 
‘the gentleman of an opportunity: 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman mentioned niy name. “Will 
‘he yield for one question? 

Mr. COOPER of ‘Wisconsin. Not now. It was so long ago 
that Members have forgotten what I safii to or about the 
gentleman. [Applause] I have only five minutes and must 


decline to yield. 


r PERSP Pay, here ee 
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This bridge is not a District of Columbia matter. It is not 
a “main street” bridge, It will be a great national memorial 
bridge. No other structure in this District is a memorial 
bridge, and therefore there is no comparison to be drawn be- 
tween it and those other bridges. This bridge will arouse 
the patriotism and touch the heart of every citizen of the 
Republic who crosses it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Can the gentleman from In- 
diana yield me an additional minute? 

Mr. ELLIOTT. I yield the gentleman one more minute. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Gentlemen seem to have for- 
gotten that the plan is to have an avenue from this Capitol to 
the Potomac and that in that avenue will stand only the 
towering shaft to George Washington and the superb, the 
matchless memorial to Abraham Lincoln, Beyond will come the 
memorial bridge and then Arlington, where rest in dreamless 
sleep the soldier dead. During the generations after you and I 
are forever gone millions of our countrymen will come to this 
Capital City and millions, as the generations pass away, will 
go over that bridge to Arlington. The Capitol, Washington, 
Lincoln, the Memorial Bridge, and Arlington, the home of 
Lee! [Applause.] It is a glorious conception! 

Every Member of the House should be glad of the opportunity 
to vote for the pending bill. [Applause.] 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. LOZIER]. 

Mr. LOZIER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am opposed 
to this bill for many reasons, any one of which I deem suffi- 
cient to justify my opposition. This bill violates the first, the 
last, and, in fact, every principle of economy. The enactment 
of this legislation can not be reconciled with the pronuncia- 
mento in favor of economy in expenditure of public funds that 
has gone out from the White House and from the Congress. 

May I say that economy in public expenditures is not a coat 
or a garment to be put on and taken off at pleasure. This bill 
ealls for an appropriation ultimately of $14,750,000, which will 
be taken out of the Treasury of the United States, from 
funds to which the people of the Nation, without regard to 
their residence, have made their contribution. When the ad- 
justed compensation legislation was pending the President op- 
posed its passage on the ground of economy. The postal sala- 
ries bill was vetoed by the President on the ground of economy. 
We are denied post-office buildings because the President says 
we can not afford them. The President has recently reduced 
the rivers and harbors appropriation bills approximately 
$14,000,000, about the amount he now proposes to spend on 
this memorial bridge project. I could give dozens of instances 
of where the President has applied the policy of economy, 
where he opposed legislation and ignored the policy of econ- 
omy, and yet practiced extravagance where he favored certain 
legislation. If Congress proposes an appropriation that does 
not meet with the favor of the President, he proclaims his de- 
votion to the principle of economy and nullifies the action 
of Congress. But many projects which are the essence of 
extravagance meet with his unqualified approval. This bill 
can not be reconciled with the President's oft-repeated de- 
mands for economy in governmental expenses. 

Reduced to its last analysis, this bridge project is primarily 
for the beautification and adornment of the city of Washington. 
Very little stress is laid on the bridge being required to meet 
the traffic needs of the city. The report signed by President 
Coolidge and his associates on this commission emphasized the 
architectural beauties of the proposed bridge, and predicates 
their recommendation for the building of the bridge on the fact 
that it will not only be the greatest causeway or bridge that 
was eyer built since the curtain went up on human history, 
but that it will be an architectural epic, a marvel of marble 
and concrete with which none of the structures of either 
ancient or modern times can be compared, and that it will 
serve as a memorial to symbolize the reunion between the 
South and the North and will honor the memories of Lincoln 
and Lee, the great leaders in our unhappy Civil War. 

It is not seriously contended that this bridge is demanded by 
traffic conditions existing at the present time or that may arise 
in the immediate future. Everyone who is informed as to the 
facts knows that the three bridges we now have between the 
District of Columbia and Virginia easily accommodate the 
traffic, and from the traffic standpoint alone no one will con- 
tend that this bridge should be built. 

But the advocates of this bill tell us that when the unknown 
soldier was buried at Arlington the bridges and roads were 
badly congested. But that was an extraordinary and unprece- 
dented occasion. A grateful Nation was paying a deserved 
tribute to an American soldier whose identity was undisclosed 


and unknown, but who had sacrificed his young life on the 
altar of his country. From reports I am convinced that there 
was a congestion on the bridges, streets, and roads on that 
occasion, but no one has called our attention to any other 
occasion when those conditions existed. Only one time in the 
entire history of this Nation has there been a serious congestion 
in the traffic between the District of Columbia and the Virginia 
side, and that was when the unknown soldier was laid to rest 
in the Arlington Cemetery. With this exception there has 
never been such a congestion of traffic as would justify the 
construction of this bridge. 

We have, with ostentatious ceremonies, buried but one un- 
known soldier in Arlington Cemetery since this Government 
was ushered into existence. If I can read and understand 
history aright, I believe it will be another hundred years, per- 
chance 500 years, before this great Nation will again go through 
the ceremony of burying an unknown soldier; in fact, I do not 
believe this Nation will ever again be involved in another great 
war. We are not justified in spending $14,750,000 merely to 
avoid another traffic jam should we at some time in the future 
bury another unknown soldier in the Arlington Cemetery. The 
probabilities of there being another traffic jam like the one re- 
ferred to are very remote. 

The city of Washington claims a population of approximately 
500,000, but this population is not divided by the river but is all 
in the District of Columbia. The three bridges we now have 
adequately satisfy all traffic needs. The great city of New 
York, with more than 7,000,000 people, has 4 bridges. The 
great city of London, stretching for 40 miles along each side 
of the Thames River, with a population of 9,000,000 people, is 
efficiently served by 12 bridges. There are 9 bridges over the 
river Spree in the city of Berlin, which has a population of 
4,000,000. The city of Paris, the most beautiful capital and the 
most beautiful city in the world, has 33 bridges over the Seine 
River. But in all of those cities the population is divided by 
the rivers, and, of course, more bridges are necessary to meet 
and satisfy the traffic demands. But here in the city of Wash- 
ington the population is all on the north side of the river, and 
there is but little occasion to pass over the Potomac; hence the 
three bridges that now span the Potomac are entirely adequate 
to serve all traffic demands. 

I have studied this bill very carefully. I have tried to read 
every news account, every editorial, and every argument I 
could find relating to this project. I have studied all of the 
reports dealing with the subject, and a careful study of all 
available data has convinced me that this is a bad bill and 
should be defeated. 

The President and his associates do not say over their own 
signatures that this bridge is necessary in order to accommo- 
date the traffic. The architectural and memorial features of 
the structure are emphasized very strongly, and it is insisted 
that the bridge should be built as a memorial to demonstrate 
the complete unity of our people. The President and his asso- 
ciates on the commission do not present one single practical 
reason for the building of this bridge. 

But the President tells us that Rome had “five great ave- 
nues of approach.” What has that to do with this case? How 
does that justify this $14,750,000 expenditure? It seems to 
me that there is no urgent need for “more avenues of ap- 
proach” to Washington. It is easier to get into Washington 
than to get out. Any person, although as weak-minded and 
unsophisticated as a Congressman, can enter Washington with- 
out difficulty, but he must have outstanding genius and be a 
financial wizard to get out of Washington with enough money 
in his pocket to pay his way back home. Sojourners in Wash- 
ington are “ better off” financially when they arrive than when 
they depart. [Laughter.] My experience and observation 
convince me that the trouble with Washington is not so much 
the lack of avenues of approach as the lack of avenues of 
escape. [Laughter.] The Washington formula, especially 
when applied to Congressmen, is, first, ascertain his maximum 
income; second, determine the minimum amount necessary to 
enable the victim to keep body and soul together; and third, 
take the remainder. [Laughter.] Elsewhere the rule is uni- 
versal that a person’s estate can not be administered until 
after his death, but this rule does not prevail in Washington. 

In the Capital City the slogan is, “Don’t wait, but get 
in ahead of the undertaker,” and as soon as a person lands 
in the District of Columbia they proceed to operate on him. 
[Laughter.] Inasmuch as the administration on a sojourner's 
estate begins automatically on his arrival in the District of 
Columbia, and being a continuing process, or esto perpetua,” 
its penalties can be avoided only by the unhappy victim 
fleeing the District. And if a person, once domiciled in 
Washington, should, in a lucid interval, take up an abode 
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elsewhere, and should thereafter, as a result of recurring 
mental infirmities, return to the District, letters of adminis- 
tration de bonis non issue instanter as writs of right as soon 
as he places foot on District soil and his financial peonage is 
automatically renewed. [Laughter.] No, gentlemen; the cry- 
ing need of the city of Washington is not more avenues of 
approach, but more avenues of escape. In any event, the pro- 
posed bridge is not needed, and the President can render his 
country a worthwhile service by withdrawing his approval of 
this project. 

Who will get the benefit of this bridge? Certainty the 
people of Washington, the people who will travel over the 
bridge, the people whose property will be tremendously en- 
hanced in value by the building of this bridge and the open- 
ing of avenues and driveways which are a part of this project. 
The administration has no money to construct post office 
buildings in cities and towns in the Middle West where the 
need for such buildings is very pronounced, but he finds 
. $14,750,000 of public money to expend in the construction of 
a bridge, largely for the beautification and ornamentation of 
the city of Washington. 

This project is primarily a municipal project—one that 
will benefit the people of the city of Washington, and these 
people should pay the cost if they insist upon the bridge being 
built. 

In discussing this bill several days ago, I called attention 
to the fact that this is but one of 12 or 13 projects which 
have been incubated by the people of the city of Washington, 
and which will be from time to time presented to Congress 
for approval, and which will take out of the Treasury of the 
United States more than $200,000,000 in the next 10 or 20 
years. These projects are not primarily governmental matters, 
but are in essence municipal projects designed to beautify the 
city of Washington, and being municipal activities, the ex- 
pense necessary to consummate these projects showd be 
borne by the people of the District. 

I hold in my hands bills, pamphlets, plans, and reports of 
projects which are now being formulated by the city of Wash- 
ington and which Congress is expected to finance which will 
involve the expenditure of a sum that will stagger reason 
and awaken amazement, because of the extravagant demands 
they make on the Treasury of the United States. I will not 
enumerate these projects for the reason that I mentioned them 
in detail several days ago in discussing this bill. The people 
of Washington are going on the theory that the United States 
Government is maintained primarily for their use and benefit. 
[Applause.] $ 

May I call your attention to two novel features of this waste- 
ful project? I quote from page 10 of the report of the Presi- 
dent and his associates, on this project: 


The narrow waterway separating the island from the Virginia shore 
will be peculiarly adapted for boating parties and is destined to grow 
in popularity as time goes on. A number of landing places have been 
provided along this channel, etc., ete. 


Oh, how thoughtful in our President to provide for boating 
parties, landing places, and footpaths for the oppressed and 
downtrodden people of the District of Columbia. No money 
for the ex-soldiers, no money for postal employees, no money 
for public buildings, no money for hundreds of other worthy 
projects, but $14,750,000 to build a bridge and to adorn it with 
pilasters, tablets, pylons, columns, stylobates, and many other 
similar architectural creations. 

I wish every Member of this House would read the report 
and recommendations of this commission, as well as the plans 
and specifications in the appendix. If you do, I am sure you 
will conclude that the primary purpose of this bridge is to 
beautify the city of Washington. The report does not fea- 
ture any other phase of this project. 

My colleagues, Tell it not in Gath, publish it not in the 
streets of Askelon,” but confidentially, one of the crowning 
achieyements of this bridge project is a polygonal, or many- 
sided temple at the junction of the bridge and the Lee High- 
way. I said a polygonal, not a polygamous temple. How ex- 
ceedingly fortunate that we are to have a polygonal temple. 
What could more fully meet and satisfy the national aspira- 
tions and supreme longings of the American people? Methinks 
this monumental structure would be a monumental failure 
if President Coolidge and his associates had not made pro- 
vision for this polygonal temple. 

Like Job, the ancient Idumaean sage, the American people 
are patient and long-suffering. In architectural details they 
are not at all times exacting. Of the technique of bridge 
building they claim no special kngwledge. With the creations 
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of Phidias, Praxiteles, Christopher Wren, and Michel Angelo, 
they profess no pedantic familiarity. They are not experts on 
colonnades, entablatures, faces, naves, arches, facades, and 
pediments. But every American, however untutored, is an 
expert on polygonal temples. [Laughter.] In this cultural 
realm, in this esthetic domain, in this artistic sphere, they are 
preeminent. To the average American the sight of a polygonal 
temple will cure sore eyes, and is sweeter than the nectar and 
ambrosia of the gods. The stolid, taciturn, impassive, leyel- 
headed Americans may look with complacency on war, pesti- 
lence, famine, financial disaster, physical affliction, and social 
ostracism, but as a panacea for all these ills, President 
Coolidge is going to build them a polygonal temple. True the 
American people are taxed $14,750,000 to build this bridge, 
but look what they get for their money; among many other 
things, a polygonal temple. Athens had her Parthenon, Milan 
her cathedral, Paris her Notre Dame and Fontainebleau, 
Rome her Pantheon and St. Peters, Spain her La Giralda, 
Constantinople her St. Sophia, India her Taj Mahal, and by 
the grace of President Coolidge, the American people are to 
have a polygonal temple. [Laughter.] 

While “Silent Cal” was “keeping cool,” talking economy 
and incidentally running for President, he was also planning 
to spend $14,750,000 for a bridge not demanded by existing 
conditions. The President, in the instant case, is short on 
economy, but long on artistic architecture. For the small 
number of architectural experts and for the elite and those 
who are intensively cultured and who live, move, and have 
their being in the realm of the esthetic and the artistic, the 
President has planned a bridge with segmental arches, colos- 
sal columns, marble pylons, granite abutments, graceful 
pilasters, symmetrical peristyles and exquisite bas-reliefs, but 
the 109,000.000 common people in America who were not 30 
easily satisfied, with one voice and with one accord, joined in 
the loud-swelling chorus: 

A polygonal temple we Jong have sought, 
And mourned because we found it not, 


Coincident with which there echoed and reverberated from 
ocean to ocean the despairing, frenzied, and passionate appeal 
to Calvin: 


Give us a polygonal temple or give us death. 


I assume the pressure of public sentiment in favor of a poly- 
gonal temple was more than the President could resist, for 
“after having given due consideration to the requirements of 
economy,” he recommended the immediate expenditure of $14,- 
750,000 for the construction of this so-called memorial bridge, 
including a polygonal temple, doubtless intended to satisfy the 
aspirations and longings of the American people. 

In conclusion let me say that in my opinion no Member of 
this House can vote for this bill and go before his constituents 
and justify his vote. A vote in favor of this measure is a vote 
in favor of extravagance. By such a vote you are taking $14,- 
750,000 of the people’s money and spending it for the benefit, 
not of the people of the United States, but for the benefit of the 
people of the District of Columbia. This is not economy; it is 
not right or just; and, to speak plainly, it is an abuse and em- 
bezzlement of the power and confidence your constituents have 
reposed in you. I realize that this bill will probably pass, be- 
cause the people of Washington, the newspapers of Washing- 
ton, and the administration are all behind it. Nevertheless it 
is vicious legislation, and the Member who votes for this bill 
should never hereafter so much as utter the werd economy, 
[Applause, ] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Mis- 
souri has expired. 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield one minute to the 
gentleman from lowa [Mr. Kopp}. 

Mr. KOPP. Mr. Chairman, in the brief time allotted to me, 
it is manifestly impossible for me to give all the reasons I 
have for supporting this bill, and therefore I ask unanimous 
consent that I may haye the privilege of extending in the 
Record my remarks on the subject of public economy. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent to extend his remarks on the subject indicated. 
Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KOPP. Mr. Speaker, all will agree that nothing is more 
essential at this time than public economy. The people are 
heavily taxed and they want relief. Certafnly additional bur- 
dens should not be piled upon their backs. 

Therefore the amendment of the Senate increasing the sala- 
ries of the Senators and Representatives is wholly indefensi- 
ble. I can not concur in such a course. I am absolutely op- 
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to it. When the matter comes before the House I hope 
it will be voted down. 

This is no time to raise our own salaries. We were not sent 
here for that purpose. We were sent here to give the people 
our best thoughts and efforts. Their welfare should now be 
our-one concern. 

Bankruptcies and foreclosures have been far more prevalent 
in my State during the last few years than ever before. Many 
of my constituents—honest, upright, and industrious men and 
women—have had everything swept away. They face the fu- 
ture with empty hands. Raising our own salaries would be 
a poor way to show our interest in our distressed constitu- 
ents at home. 

It would be a palpable breach of good faith on my part to 
approve the Senate’s action. I was a candidate for reelection 
last fall and the people were kind enough to send me back, 
I made no claim during the campaign that I was dissatisfied 
with my salary. I did not give notice to the people that I 
would vote to incréase my salary. Therefore the people had 
a right to assume that I was willing to continue to represent 
them at the same salary that I had been receiving. As far 
as I am concerned that was the implied agreement. That 
agreement must be, and will be, faithfully kept by me. No 
vote of mine will be cast for an increase of my own salary. 

Generously the people of my district have given me their 
confidence. That confidence, above all else, I desire to retain. 
I refuse to barter it away for the sake of personal gain. 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. WIxdol. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Arkansas is recog- 
nized for five minutes. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, the pending proposal is to 
build a memorial bridge to the southwest of Washington across 
the Potomac River at a point where it will be a direct con- 
nection between the Lincoln Memorial and Arlington National 
Cemetery, which is the old historic home of Robert E. Lee. 

We may twist and squirm and talk about economy and ap- 
peal to this feeling and to that, but I think that practical men 
must recognize that there are both practical and sentimental 
reasons to be advanced for the building of this structure. I 
think I am about as economical as some of these gentlemen 
who are always talking economy. You need the bridge; and if 
you need the bridge, then why should you not, when you con- 
struct it across a historic river like the Potomac at this point, 
build a bridge for all time, and in the name of common sense, 
why should it not be architecturally a thing of beauty? 

Oh, it would be economy to pull the crayats off these ele- 
gant Beau Brummells who are parading around talking econ- 
omy, and it would be economy to put them in a gunny sack, 
perhaps, and let them run barefoot around here. 

Next to the sacred ground in which the remains of my 
mother rest, Arlington is the most sacred spot on earth to me. 
[Applause. ] 

I hate to see any man from the South vote against this bill, 
Let me say a word to you boys from the South. The war is 
over and the mad passions have died away. During the heat 
of that struggle the enemies of Robert E. Lee sought to efface 
and destroy his home by turning it into a cemetery, but in the 
inscrutable providence of God it has become a national shrine 
and a memorial to him. Even his enemies of that day admit 
now that no purer and nobler character ever walked the earth, 
nor was there ever a man whose sense of duty was more 
highly developed than that of Robert E. Lee. [Applause.] 

I think it is fitting that a national. memorial should link the 
national shrine te Lincoln and the historic home of Robert E. 
Lee. [Applause.] I think it is fitting that the Nation should 
span the historic Potomac at this point with a memorial bridge 
that will be a gateway for those of us from Dixie to come to 
the heart of the Nation, 

Do we need it? As practical men, we know we do, Then 
as a matter of sentiment it is worth the money that will be 
expended, I like to see men strive to beautify even their 
little humble cottages and put around them those things which 
appeal to their sense of beauty. I like to see the citizens of 
my counties build handsome schoolhouses and handsome public 
buildings. I helped to put through, even in the stress and 
storm of the war a $1,000,000 bridge proposal for my charming 
little city of Fort Smith, and that surely was a greater burden 
upon the taxpayers of that community than this bridge will 
be upon the entire, Nation, and this bridge is needed just as 
much as was that bridge. 

Mr. ALLGOOD. Who pays for the school buildings that are 
erected in Arkansas? Do not the people have to pay for them 
out of their own pockets? 


Mr. WINGO. Yes; and this is our country, this is our 
river, and Lee’s home is our home, and Lee’s highway is a 
southern highway, and this bridge is a part of it. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Arkansas 
has expired. 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 


gentleman from New York [Mr. Olin. [Applause.] 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen 
of the committee, I shall probably not use all of the five 
minutes allotted to me. I am heartily in favor of the bill that 
is before the House. This is not a political proposition. I do 
not believe the charge is well laid that President Coolidge 
violates his pledge of economy in advocating the building of 
this bridge. The plans were authorized to be made in 1913 
under another administration, and those plans are being 
carried out and redeemed under the present administration. 

Economy does not mean keeping money in the Treasury. 
Economy may mean spending money for purposes for which 
the public wants it spent. Some of the gentlemen said that 
the Civil War is over and that the Spanish-American War 
and the great World War are monuments to the reunion which 
has been brought about since the Civil War. This is true. 
There is no denying that statement. The Washington Monu- 
ment was built although the country itself was a monument 
to Washington. The Lincoln Memorial was built although 
the Union itself was a monument te Lincoln. The tomb of the 
Unknown Soldier was erected although the whole country had 
paid its tribute everywhere to the great dead of the last war. 
{Applanse.] That is ne argument. Economy! Why, if some 
of these gentlemen had their way, when they were building 
this: magnificent Capitol I do not believe they would hare 
allowed the wonderful paintings in the Rotunda to be there, 
because that was an expenditure of public moneys. 

I believe the people of this country want this bridge and 
I may say from my experience—and it has not been simply the 
experience of one term in Congress, because I served here 
before coming to Congress for a period of five years as a sub- 
ordinate in the Senate—I met hundreds and thousands of 
visitors to the Nation's capital and I never met one that did 
not want to go to Arlington. I never met one that was not 
disappointed in the method of approach which they were com- 
pelled to use in order to get to Arlington. I think a bridge 
from the District of Columbia direct to Arlington is the only 
suitable, adequate, dignified method of approaching the great 
shrine and cemetery of Arlington. 

I am in favor of this bill because I believe it carries out 
the purpose of the American people to make Washington a 
beautiful city. I do not want to see Washington fali back to 
a small-town type. It will, if some of the views expressed 
here to-day are carried into law. For my part, I will vote 
for any appropriation that is expressive of a national mean- 
ing in order to have something erected here that represents 
what the people think or what the people through great 
sacrifice have done. [Applause.] : 

Mr. ALLGOOD. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. Yes. 

Mr. ALLGOOD. If the gentleman is in favor of an expendi- 
ture of this sort, from sentimental or humanitarian reasons, 
does not the gentleman think we would do better to put this 
$14,000,000 into the building of schools or universities or some- 
thing that would help to alleviate the pain and suffering of 
the people? 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. We are not broke. 

Mr. ALLGOOD. I am not saying we are broke, but this is 
simply cold concrete you are putting this $15,000,000 into. 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. Yes; but the gentleman should 
realize that although we are pleading for economy, we are not 
broke and this country does not haye to patronize the pawn- 
shop yet. 

Mr. O'CONNELL of New Tork. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GLIVER of New York. Yes. 

Mr. O'CONNELL of New York. And the States are taking 
pretty good care of the schools, I may say to the gentleman. 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. Yes; I think they are. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. I will yield for an easy ques- 
tion; not a hard one. 

Mr. BLANTON. Since the distinguished gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. Coorzer] has spoken for this bill, should not 
the charge of irregularity against him be dismissed, because 
the gentleman has proven himself very regular to-day, and I 
hope they will let him attend the conference on the 27th. 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. I should think that would be a 
fine thing; but I do not see what it has to do with this bill. 
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[Laughter and applause.] I would be glad to have the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin attend our conference for a little 
while if he behaves. [Laughter.] I favor this bill because 
it will memorialize the fact that the road between the heart 
of the North and the heart of the South is straight, beautiful, 
and short. The bill will connect the Lincoln Memorial with 
the home of General Lee. This bill will provide a monument 
to the fact that their followers for all generations will meet 
in friendship and affection and loyality to our beloved country, 
America. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
York has expired. The Clerk will read the bill for amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the commission created by section 23 of 
the act approved March 4, 1913 (37 Stat. p. 885), is hereby author- 
ized and directed to proceed at once with the construction of a me- 
morial bridge across the Potomac River from the yicinity of the 
Lincoln Memorial in the city of Washington to an appropriate point in 
the State of Virginia, including appropriate approaches, roads, streets, 
boulevards, avenues, and walks leading thereto on both sides of said 
river, together with the landscape features appertaining thereto, all in 
accordance with the design, surveys, and estimates of cost transmitted 
by said commission to Congress under date of April 22, 1924: Pro- 
vided, That said commission may make such changes in design and 
location of said bridge without increasing the total cost of the project 
as in its discretion may be found to be necessary or advisable, 


Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from South Carolina 
offers an amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr, McSwatx: Page 2, line 8, after the 
word “advisable,” strike out the period insert a comma and the 
following: “ Provided further, That the commission shall first acquire, 
by purchase or condemnation, the island of Analostan for the United 
States of America and connect same with Columbia Island and develop 
both of said islands as a part of the public-park property.” 


Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order 
against the amendment on the ground that it is not germane to 
the bill. It is not necessary in the construction of this bridge 
or any other part of this project to purchase this island. 

The CHAIRMAN, Does the gentleman from South Carolina 
desire to be heard on the point of order? 

Mr. McSWAIN, Mr. Chairman, you will observe that the 
bill undertakes to direct the commission to lay out appropriate 
approaches, roads, streets, boulevards, avenues, and walks 
leading thereto on both sides of said river, together with the 
landscape features appertaining thereto; and in order that the 
Chair may understand the question of germaneness, which is 
not merely one of logie but one of fact, as it appears to me, the 
Chair must understand the topography; and if the Chair will 
refer to the map which is found after page 51 of the report 
of the commission, the Chair will observe that Columbia Island, 
on which the bridge will rest at one end, is at the present 
time practically connected physically with Analostan Island. 
It is proposed, by dredging, it is said, to deepen a sluiceway 
between this Columbia Island and Analostan Island, but that 
is to destroy at great expense the existing topography. I 
submit, Mr. Chairman, that 50 per cent of the opposition to 
this bill grows out of the feeling in the hearts of the Members 
of this House that some near-by property owners are going 
to make a lot of money out of this project. 

I submit that the first thing to do would be to get Ana- 
lostan Island and connect it up with the parkway system 
and advertise it as one of the beauty spots of this country. 
If it is not done now, we can imagine that Analostan Island 
wili in the future, in order to perfect our park system, de- 
mand five or ten times as much as the property is worth to-day. 
Somebody will develop it as an amusement park, or, in other 
words, it will be a Coney Island, with all sorts of Ferris 
wheels, chute the chutes, all repugnant to the use to perpetuate 
the memory of these dead heroes. I submit that this ought to 
be considered as a proposition germane to the spirit and sen- 
timent that is advocated in this bill. 

Mr. WATKINS. If the gentleman will yield, section 5 of 
this bill deals with the condemnation and otherwise procure- 
ment of land. 

Mr. McSWAIN. I thank the gentleman. While it does not 
already limit the germaneness as to section 1 it is germane 
to the bill because section 5 contemplates the possibility of 
haying to acquire additional land by purchase or condemna- 
tion. It is within the general seope of the bill set forth in 
that section, the provision for the acquisition of additional 


real estate by contract, voluntary purchase, or condemnation, 
in order to carry out the broad seope of this proposition. I 
believe that this feature of the possibility of private specu- 
lators sitting by and our spending money to enrich them 
ought to be eliminated, and with that elimination the House 
will walk up almost to a man in favor of it. Adopt the Cram- 
ton amendment and this amendment and the House can agree 
on this expenditure of public money. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I desire to suggest 
to the Chair that the amendmnet offered may not be germane 
to section 5, because the amendment is outside of that section. 
So far as the other portions of the bill are concerned the 
amendment is not germane because it goes into a matter of a 
character which indicates that the amendment defeats itself. 
It is a real estate transaction. It does not seem to me, unless 
we are to extend the scope of the bill far beyond anybody's 
conception, the germaneness of the amendment can be upheld. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would like to ask the gentle- 
man from South Carolina if he is willing to answer an inquiry, 
whether the amendment carries out any of the plans sub- 
mitted by the commission; whether this project is included in 
the plans prepared and submitted by the commission which 
has heretofore submitted a report to Congress? 

Mr. McSWAIN. No; I think not, in all candor. 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Chairman, I want to call attention to 
one fact, that Analostan Island is a new project. There is a 
river running between Columbia Island and Analostan Island, 
and to connect Columbia Island to Analostan Island it would 
be necessary to build another bridge. I can not see where this 
is germane any more than it would be to condemn land in the 
State of Virginia because the bridge is going to be constructed 
to some lands over there which might benefit it. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, as I heard the amendment 
read it seems to be the purpose of the amendment to acquire 
certain property for park purposes with the direction that it 
be developed as a part of the public-park system of Wash- 
ington. A reading of the bill does not disclose any provision 
relating to public parks. It seems to me that it would be 
straining the rule of germaneness to bring in by amendment a 
public-park proposition and place it on this bill which deals 
solely with the subject of a memorial bridge. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule. The lan- 
guage of the amendment itself, it seems to the Chair, sustains 
the argument just made by the gentleman from Connecticut 
IMr. TILSON IJ. It does not appear from the language itself 
that the proposed acquisition of Analostan Island is a neces- 
sary part of the building of this bridge or approaches to it. In 
fact, the amendment reads that the commission shall first 
acquire, by purchase or condemnation, the island of Analostan 
for the United States of America, in connection with Colum- 
bia Island, and develop both of those islands as a part of the 
public-park property. In other words, the main purpose of 
the amendment is to develop two islands as a part of the 
public-park property of the District of Columbia. 

Following the suggestion of the author of the amendment, 
the Chair has inspected the map, page 7, of the Arlington 
Memorial Bridge Commission, and finds clearly that Analos- 
tan Island is separate and apart from Columbia Island. and 
nowhere touches any of the approaches or parts of the Memo- 
rial Bridge. 

The Chair also calls attention to the language in section 2 
of the bill: 


Sree, 2. That the execution of the project herein and hereby au- 
thorized shall be carried out under the general supervision of the 
Arlington Memorial Bridge Commission, in the immediate charge of 
the executive officer of the said comnyission, and that said construction 
shall be entered upon as speedily as practicable in accordance with 
the plans submitted by the said commission and shall be prosecuted 
to completion by contracts or otber wise 


and so forth, 


Mr, LOZIER. Mr. Chairman, if the Chair will permit, the 
chairman asked the gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. Mc- 
Swat] whether this project with reference to Analostan 
Island was within the contemplation of the commission. I 
call the Chair's attention to the language in the report on 
page 42, which shows clearly that the commission did con- 
sider this island in connection with this project, although it is 
not embodied in the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The commission does say in this report, 
on page 42: . 

In this connection the acquisition of Analostan Island by the United 
States Government would not only prevent its possible and eren prob- 
able use for purposes which would render its objectionable in its close 
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proximity to the dignified treatment herein deseribed, but would also 
be highly desirable on account of its natural beauty and suitability 
for park purposes. 


Those may be very desirable and commendable suggestions, 
but they are not contemplated within the legislation now be- 
fore the committee. The Chair is of opinion that not only is 
the amendment not germane to the section to which it is 
offered, but it is not germane to any portion of the bill, and 
the Chair sustains the point of order. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. I shall yote for this bill. I have a 
reverence for the great names in American history, for the 
great events, the great chapters, the great epochs of our his- 
tory. I suppose I reverence the names of Lincoln and Lee as 
greatly as any other American. I feel that no misuse of our 
great names will be made in the near future in order to accom- 
plish selfish and extravagant and so-called utilitarian views. 
But I do know, however, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
committee, that the city of Washington is filled with monu- 
ments commemorating the valor, wisdom, and glory of patriots 
and statesmen who are no more, and that these monuments 
were builded largely out of the funds of the Nation. I do 
know that one of the greatest monuments in all the world, and 
we are all proud of it, has been erected by the Nation te com- 
memorate the glory of the Father of his Country, and that one 
of the most beautiful and attractive of all temples of fame has 
been constructed to commemorate the wisdom, the virtue, and 
the patriotism of Lincoln. Now we are going to build a further 
memorial in the name of our illustrious dead. And I say well 
done. But I can not forego the temptation to invite your 
attention to the fact, in the interest of future consistency, 
that there are other names in American history almost as 
illustrious as those of Washington and Lincoln that are appar- 
ently practically ignored at the present. I can not resist the 
temptation to invite your attention to the fact that there are 
great battle fields in the United States of America that, in view 
of the neglect shown them, are evidently considered a disgrace 
instead of an honor to American history. I know that some of 
the Members will be tempted to smile at my reference to the 
Battle of New Orleans and the Plains of Chalmette; but if 
there be a greater event in the history of this country than 
the Battle of New Orleans I would like some Member to invite 
my attention to it, and if there be a more illustrious name in 
the martial annals of America than that of Andrew Jackson 
I ask somebody to point to that name. The Plains of Chal- 
mette as they stand to-day are a disgrace to the martial 
history of this country, and I am tempted at times to believe 
that there is a willful side-stepping of the full significance of 
the Battle of New Orleans. 

I ean not blind my eyes to the fact that even now there is a 
suggestion on foot for apparently utilitarian purposes to re- 
move the statue of Andrew Jackson from Lafayette Square in 
front of the White House. Why? Is that name one or some- 
thing we wish to forget? Is it disgraceful to American his- 
tory? Down alongside the Plains of Chalmette is a so-called 
national cemetery, where men equally as brave as those that 
perished on other battle fields are lying, and the present con- 
dition of that cemetery is a stigma upon the fame of this 
country. 

But I did not intend to speak about the Plains of Chalmette, 
because Brother TSsox and others think I should reserve that 
for the 8th of January. I desire for a moment to touch on 
the humanitarian chapter placed in this Recorp to-day by 
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Atisoop}]. Why should 
we be thinking so solemnly and expressing ourselves in such 
tear-stained tones about concrete bridges, however sentimental 
some of the refiections might be, while flesh and blood are 
palpitating with agony and dying eyes are fastened upon the 
wretched surroundings of dilapidated hospitals furnished its 
sailors and employees by the richest Nation on earth? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Louis- 
iana has expired. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the gentleman’s time be extended for five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I Shall not object 
now, but I shall object to any similar requests in the future. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. Down in New Orleans, in the 
second congressional district, which my. colleague [Mr. SPEAR- 
ING] has the honor to represent, is a so-called marine hospital. 
The buildings are dilapidated, they are going to pieces. The 
sick sailors of our country are crowded into the halls. Secre- 
tary of the Treasury Mellon says in a report to a Senate 


committee that the hospital should be razed to the ground and 
new structures erected on the present. site of the inadequate 
and dilapidated wooden buildings, but he says further, sub- 


. stantially : 


I inclose herewith a communication from General Lord, of the Bureau 
of the Budget, who says that the expenditure of $3,000,000 would not 
be in harmony with the economy plans of the President. 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. Not now. Three million dol- 
lars for a hospital to take the place of the dilapidated wood 
structures that are a disgrace to the American civilization of 
which we all boast! Too much money for a hospital! Think 
of it! The Secretary of the Treasury, Andrew H. Mellon, a 
member of the Cabinet, believes a new and modern hospital 
should be erected and operated to serve the wants and relieve 
the misery of those that served this Nation upon the seven 
seas, but the overlord of a bureau which threatens to over- 
shadow its creator blue-penciled the humane and patriotic rec- 
ommendation. 

Give the Cæsar crowns and arches; let his brow the laurel 
twine; build ornamental bridges in the name of heroes and 
our honored dead; but forget not your countrymen who are 
breathing their last in hospitals that are menaces to their 
diseased bodies and shattered minds, instead of a place of 
hope if not a sanctuary for their last sad moments. The 
Secretary of the Treasury bows in humble submission, and 
so does the Senate. Dollars are saved to be spent in beautifi- 
eation. Art, architecture triumphs, but justice to our sailors 
and soldiers is prostrated and scorned. Another illuminating 
instance of how concrete rises superior to the claims of flesh 
and blood, Through an appropriate bill, which was referred 
to the proper committee, a light vessel was sought for the 
entrance to the Mississippi River. The Secretary of Commerce, 
Mr. Hooyer, a member of the Cabinet, reported that in view 
of the fog banks— 


that accumulate in the Gulf of Mexico off the Passes and which con- 
stitute a peril to navigation it was essential to establish a light vessel 
to protect life and property. But—but, I inclose you herewith a com- 
munication from General Lord, the Bureau of the Budget, who says 
that the expenditure of $300,000 is not compatible with the economic 
plans of the President. 


Oh, yes; it is all right in the name of sentiment and fine 
historic names to spend $14,500,000 further to beautify the 
greatest Capital in all the world with an ornamental and 
stupendously attractive bridge that may or may not be neces- 
sary, but it is incompatible from an economic policy to take 
proper care of dying soldiers and sailors who have fought the 
good fight, and about to take or bid an everlasting farewell to 
the country they served so well. Let them perish in diseuse- 
breeding, dilapidated hospitals—‘“ they are paupers whom no- 
body owns.” 

It is incompatible to spend $300,000 on a light vessel that 
may protect the lives of many, many of your countrymen who 
do honorable service on the seas and through storm and stress 
struggle to bring their good ship into a port and haven of 
refuge. Oh, yes; it is timely to build great magnificent bridges 
and triumphal arches and mausoleums and temples of fame 
and in behalf of a sentiment that may or may not be either 
lasting or of any great permanent value, for, as Gray says 
in his immortal Elegy: 


Can storried urn, or animated bust, 
Back to its mansion call the fleeting breath? 
Can honour's voice provoke the silent dust, 
Or flatt'ry soothe the dull cold ear of death? 


Apparently the Capital can have wonderful bridges and 
arches and magnificent tombs, even if they are net necessary 
either to the fame of the dead or the comfort of the living, but 
the Budget can not take care of those who are serving this 
generation by affording them proper hospital service and proper 
light vessels. [Applause.] Give us the bridge for the memories 
of the past, and the great names that are associated with it 
by the proponents of this measure. But build the marine 
hospital for those who are soul sick and weary as a result of 
a service that makes the sailor the drift of the world and the 
tangle of the seas. Establish the light vessel, not so omna- 
mental or costly as the memorial bridge, but far more precious 
to the storm-tossed mariner than all the architectural tri- 
umphs and ornamental wonders that gem and adorn all the 
capitals of the earth. 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate on 
this section and all amendments do now close. 

The motion was agreed to. 


CONGRESSIONAL 


Mr. BOYELAN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The committee has just decided that de- 
bate on this section and all amendments shall now close. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 2, That the execution of the project herein and hereby author- 
ized shall be carried out under the general supervision of the Arlington 
Memorial Bridge Commission in the immediate charge of the executive 
officer of the said commission, and that said construction shall be 
entered upon as speedily as practicable in accordance with the plans 
submitted by the said commission and shall be prosecuted to comple- 
tion by contracts or otherwise, as may be most economical and ad- 
vantageous to the Government and approved and ordered by the said 
commission in a total sum not to exceed $14,750,000, which sum is 
authorized to be appropriated from any moneys available or that may 
become available in the Treasury of the United States, 


Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman—— 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from South Dakota. 

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr, Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. I want to ask unanimous consent to 
proceed out of order for one minute to make an announcement 
with reference to the presentation of claims by Members of 
Congress to the Veterans’ Bureau, giving some information to 
the House. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from South Dakota asks 
unanimous consent to proceed for one minute for the purpose 
stated. Is there objection? [After a pause,] The Chair hears 
none, i 

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, every Mem- 
ber of the House recognizes. the fact that.a great percentage of 
his time is taken up in presenting claims of disabled soldiers 
to the Veterans’ Bureau. Approximately two years ago the 
Senate made an arrangement with the Veterans’ Bureau to 
have a claims man from the bureau in the Senate Office Build- 
ing to handle these matters, thereby saying the time of Sen- 
ators in going back and forth between the office building and 
the bureau. > 

The Committee on World War Veterans’ Legislation, of which 
I have the honor to be chairman, has recently taken up this 
matter with the Director of the Veterans’ Bureau and made 
an arrangement that the director will maintain in the House 
Office Building a service of the kind which I mentioned. It 
will be in room 486 of the House Office Building until the ex- 
piration of this term of Congress, at which time it may be 
necessary to move to some other room. The work will be 
under the direction and control of Mr. J. O. ©. Roberts, a skilled 
lawyer in the Veterans’ Bureau, who has been helping both 
the House and Senate Committees in general legislative mat- 
ters, and a practical claims man of experience will be in the 
office at all times dring office hours. A messenger service will 
be maintained between Mr. Roberts in the House Office Build- 
ing and the Veterans’ Bureau and be available for all Members 
of Congress and their secretaries in transacting such business. 
[Applanse.] 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer an amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. LaNF Au: Page 2, Une 19, after the fig- 
ures 814,750,“ insert 40 per cent of"; and at the end of line 21 
strike out the period and insert the following: “and 60 per cent out 
of any money in the Treasury of the United States to the credit of the 
District of Columbia which is not otherwise appropriated.” 


Mr. ZIHLMAN and Mr, TINCHER. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kansas makes the 
point of order, and also the gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr, ZIHLMAN. That it is not germane to this legislation. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair will hear from the gentieman 
from Kansas. 


1925 


Mr. TINCHER, Mr. Chairman, as I understand the bill, 


it provides for the building of a memorial bridge on property 
owned by the Government on what is known as the Mall, the 
Government owning the property the same as the property in 
the Capital on which are built the Lincoln Memorial and the 
Washington Monument. If an amendment to take funds be- 
longing to the District of Columbia and use them in the con- 
struction of a Government building or bridge or monument 
would be germane to the bill, then it would be entirely proper 
to offer an amendment providing that Kansas or Nebraska 
or cther States might have money taken out of their treasury 
and used for this purpose. I do not think the amendment is 
germane in any way to the bill which is before us. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Maryland de- 
sire to be heard? 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I desire to call the attention of the Chair 
to the far-reaching purport of this amendment. This is a 
bill to authorize the construction of a memorial bridge across 
the Potomac River on property which, as the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. Tincuer] has explained, belongs to the Federal 
Government. It is proposed by this amendment to reach 
into the funds of the taxpayers of the District of Columbia 
pas assess them for a part of the construction cost of this 

dge. 

It is true that under the organic act and in conformity with 
law Congress has the power and exercises that power in 
appropriating for improvements of a municipal nature in the 
District of Columbia. But this legislation goes much further 
than that. It provides for the levying of an assessment upon 
the citizens of the District of Columbia for the construction 
of property upon a Government reservation, which is en- 
tirely inconsistent with the purposes of the bill and is not 
germane either to the title or the subject matter of the bill. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I desire to address 
the Chair on the question of germaneness. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear the gentleman. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. This bill seeks to appropriate some- 
thing more than $14,000,000 out of the Treasury of the United 
States to build a memorial bridge, so called, and it is to be 
constructed within the District of Columbia. In Hinds’ Prece- 
dents, volume 5, page 486, is cited this case: 


To. a bill providing generally for a union station in the District of 
Columbia an amendment levying a special tax in the District to defray 
the cost of the station was held to be germane. 


Now, to that bill the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Cannon] 
offered this amendment: 


That in order to meet the extraordinary expenses entailed by the 
provisions of this act, the rate of taxation on the assessed real and 
personal property in the District of Columbia for each of the next five 
years is hereby increased 25 per cent. 


A point of order was made on that amendment on the ground 
that it was not a germane amendment, and the Chair in ruling 
upon it held that it was a germane amendment and permitted 
the House to vote upon it. 

Now. I can not see any reason why, if that amendment was 
in order upon a bill to construct a union station in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, an amendment would not be in order on a 
bill to construct a memorial bridge to provide that 40 per cent 
of the cost shall be paid ont of the Treasury of the United 
States and 60 per cent out of the revenues of the District of 
Columbia. 

I think the amendment of my colleague [Mr. LAN IMHAu] is 
clearly in order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule. The Chair 
is of opinion that the decision cited by the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Brack] is as nearly in point as are most of the 
precedents that we have in the deliberations of this committee 
or of the House. In that case the chairman of the committee, 
Mr. Olmstead, of Pennsylvania, said with reference to that bill: 


This is a bill to provide for a union rallroad station in the District 
of Columbia, and for other purposes. It is reported from the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. It provides for the establishment 
of a park in the District of Columbia and for the opening of streets, 
and imposes considerable expense upon the District of Columbia. 

Tt also imposes some expense upon the Treasury of the United States. 
If, as has been suggested, an amendment were offered increasing the 
tarif upon imports to meet such charges, the objection would at once 
be made that under the rules such a measure must be referred to a 
different committee—the Ways and Means. In other words, the rules 
of the House would make an amendment touching the tariff not ger- 
mane to such a bill as this. 5 

But with the District of Columbia the case is different. If the 
amendment of the gentleman from Illinois were offered as a separate 
measure, it would go under the rules to the same committee which has 
reported this bill. The District Committee has jurisdiction of revenues 
as well as expenditures, and could without infringing any rule include 
in one bill the purposes of the bill and also of the amendment. While 
not entirely clear from doubt, the Chair is of the opinion that the 
amendment providing revenue to meet the expenditures entailed by the 
provisions of the bill itself upon the District of Columbia is germane to 
the bill, and therefore overruies the point of order. 


The effect of that ruling was, as stated by the gentleman 
from Texas [Ur. Btack], that the provision increasing the 
rate of taxation on the assessed real and personnl property 
in the District of Columbia in euch of the next tye tiscal years 
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by 25 per cent was held in order upon the bill providing for 
the erection of a Union Station in the District of Columbia, 
and for other purposes. In the present case the purpose of the 
bill is to provide for the construction of a memorial bridge 
across the Potomac River from a point near the Lincoln Me- 
morial in the city of Washington to an appropriate point in 
the State of Virginia, and for other purposes. 

The residents of the District of Columbia and the taxpayers 
of the District of Columbia will doubtless to some extent be 
benefited by the construction of this bridge. The bridge will 
add to the beautification and improvement of the District. 
The abutting property owners will receive some benefit from 
the improvement. Without going further into the discussion, 
and, of course, without expressing any opinion on the merits, 
the Chair is constrained to believe that this amendment is in 
order; and the Chair will make the further observation that 
the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds, from which 
this bill comes, has jurisdiction of building operations in the 
District of Columbia. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. 
propriate. 

The CHAIRMAN, This is not an appropriation but an au- 
thorization of an appropriation to be made, certain portions 
out of the District revenues and certain portions out of the 
Treasury of the United States. The Chair does not under- 
stand that the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Texas seeks to appropriate. It simply directs the method by 
which the appropriation may be made under the authorization 
of the bill. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. The Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds have no power over the question of tax rates in the 
District of Columbia. 

The CHAIRMAN. The District Committee was the one in- 
volved in the case which the Chair referred to a moment ago. 

Mr. CRAMTON. And there is nothing in the pending 
amendment with reference to the tax rate in the District of 
Columbia, although it may affect the tax rate. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair overrules the point of order. 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, the purpose of this amendment is, of course, readily 
understood. In the current law applying to appropriations for 
the District of Columbia 40 per cent comes ont of the public 
funds and 60 per cent comes out of the District revenues. 
This amendment simply seeks to carry into effect the current 
policy with reference to this bridge construction in the District 
of Columbia. This bridge is to be entirely within the District 
of Columbia. I personally can see no reason why it should be 
excluded from the ordinary rule applying to building of this 
character. I do not care to take up the time of the committee. 
I think the provisions of the amendment are clearly under- 
stood. 

Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Chairman, I understand that the com- 
mittee has reported favorably a bill to construct a memorial 
bridge across the Potomac River on what is known as the 
Mall, which is Government property, as a Government proposi- 
tion. 

I shall not enter into a discussion of whether you are going 
to build the bridge or not, but I have been here long enough to 
know that there is always more or less misunderstanding be- 
tween the House of Representatives and the people of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. I hope the House will always be right in 
its controversies with the residents of the District of Columbia. 

Personally, if the residents of the District of Columbia 
should appeal to me as a Member of Congress to vote to permit 
them, the residents of the District of Columbia, to contribute 
and help—different from the other people of the Nation—to 
build additions to the Lincoln Memorial, the Washington Monu- 
ment, or any other Government monument or memorial in the 
District of Columbia on Government ground I would vote 
against it. If we are going to build this bridge, we ought to 
build it as a national memorial bridge. [Applause.] 

The people of the District of Columbia pay their income tax 
the same as the people of Virginia, Kansas, or any other sub- 
division of the United States, and there is no excuse on earth 
for eyen permitting them, much less inviting or commanding 
them, to pay 60 per cent of the cost of a memorial bridge lead- 
ing to the sacred ground in Arlington Cemetery. 

I can understand how some residents of the District of 
Columbia form the idea they do concerning the Congress. 
Just think what this would amount to. I suppose the amend- 
ment is offered for the purpose of defeating the bill, because 
surely no man in Congress would seriously vote in favor of 
permitting the District of Columbia to contribute 60 per cent 
toward the building of a national memorial to stand for all 
time on Government property, and if he would, then that same 


But it has no anthority to ap- 


gentleman would, I suppose, at the next session of Congress, 
if we were building a little addition to the National Capitol, 
be entirely justified in asking the residents of the District of 
Columbia to stand 60 per cent of the cost of making that addi- 
tion. Why not make this thing retroactive and collect from 
them 60 per cent of the cost of the Grant Memorial, the Wash- 
ington Monument, and the Lincoln Memorial, which are in 
direct line with the Arlington Cemetery and the Mall, where 
this bridge is to be? 

Let us yote the bill up or down, and why make “ monkeys” of 
ourselyes and justify the people ‘of the District of Columbia in 
thinking that we are willing to just play with them all the 
time? [Applause.] 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Chairman, I hope this amendment will 
not prevail. The sole object of this amendment is to place the 
majority of the cost of this construction on the District of 
Columbia, while we are trying to build a national structure. 
I hope the amendment will not prevail, and I move that all 
debate on this amendment do now close. 

Mr. BLANTON. I have a perfecting amendment to the 
Lanham amendment. 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Then I move that all debate close in five 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Indiana moyes that 
all debate on this amendment and all amendments thereto, 
and on the section? 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Yes. 

Mr. CRAMTON.- The gentleman knows that I have an 
amendment at the Clerk’s desk and I would like five minutes 
on that. 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Then I will moye that all debate on the 
whole section close in 10 minutes. That will give the gentle- 
man from Michigan [Mr. CramTon] and the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BLANTON] the time they desire. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Indiana moves that 
all debate on this section and all amendments thereto close in 
10 minutes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer a perfecting amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas offers an 
amendment to the amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Branton to the Lanham amendment: 
At the end of the Lanham amendment insert a colon and add the 
following proviso, to wit: “ Provided, That no money authorized herein 
shall be expended and no construction be commenced until the State 
of Virginia shall reimburse the United States Government in an amount 
aggregating one-half of the sum that is to be expended.” 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, this bridge is to serve not 
only as a memorial bridge over the Potomac River, but it is to 
serve the people of the District of Columbia first and secondly 
the people of the State of Virginia. 

You take, for instance, our old friend who used to preside 
over the Rules Committee, and who was the czar of this 
House during the last 10 days of the Sixty-seventh Congress. 
I see him out in the cloakroom now. The very minute you 
construct this bridge you double and treble the value of his 
already valuable property over there in Virginia, He is in- 
terested as a citizen of Virginia in having this bridge built 
and he should contribute his share. He will come over that 
$14,750,000 bridge every day into Washington and go over it 
back home. There are hundreds of other citizens of Virginia 
who will come back and forth over it and who have their 
children in the Washington schools here and they will use that 
bridge every day. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Certainly. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. This bridge does not go anywhere near 
the property owned by the gentleman to whom the gentleman 
from Texas has referred. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman can not make us believe 
that, because we know where the gentleman lives. I have been 
by there frequently and I know just exactly where the gen- 
tleman lives. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. So have I, and it is not anywhere near 
this bridge. 

Mr. BLANTON. And neither is the Capitol, and neither 
is the Washington Monument, and neither is the Lincoln Me- 
morial right at it, but the Lincoln Memorial is about 200 or 
300 yards from it. Why, we all know that the gentleman I 
refer to lives on the main road to Alexandria. Will the gen- 
tleman deny that? When you go down that road you can 
cross either the old bridge or the new one, according to the 
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dictates of your own fancy. You will not have to go over 
the old bridge. I opine if I lived over there I would go over 
the new bridge when it was built, and I ean stand on that 
old bridge and shoot an arrow over to where you are going 
to build the new one. 

I will tell you what I used to do when my constituents 
would come here. I used to take them on that old bridge and 
I would say to them in going over to Alexandria and over to 
Washington's old home, Mount Vernon, Now, it is proposed 
to construct a bridge across this river over yonder,” and I would 
point out where it was going to be. Then I would call atten- 
tion to where the new Key Bridge is located, which when first 
estimated upon by the War Department they told us would 
cost $1,000,000, and before we got through with it cost $2,350,- 
000. And I would ask them whether they thought this new 
bridge was necessary. And each and eyery one of them said 
it was not, and to think of building it was ridiculous. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for one more minute. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I object. 

Mr. BLANTON. The generalissimo of this bill objects. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment to 
the amendment offered by the gentleman from Texas. 

The amendment to the amendment was rejected. 

‘The CHAIRMAN. The question recurs upon the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. LANHAM]. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
Brack of Texas) there were—ayes 41, noes 124. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. CRAMTON, Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment which 
I send to the Clerk's desk. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan offers an 
amendment which the Clerk will report, 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Cramton: At the end of section 2, insert 
the following: “Provided, That such appropriations as may be made 
under the authority of this act for the execution of said project shall 
be chargeable to the Treasury of the United States and the revenues 
of the District of Columbia in such manner as shall then be deter- 
mined by Congress to be equitable; Provided further, The opening, 
widening, extending or improvement of any streets of the District of 
Columbia in connection with this project shall be subject to assessments 
for benefits in accordance with the laws governing similar work under 
the Commissioners of the District of Columbia.” 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order 
against the amendment that this amendment, in the first place, 
is not germane to the purposes of the bill; that the bill itself 
comes from a committee that has nothing to do with the 
streets and alleys of the District of Columbia and has nothing 
to do with the fiscal relation existing between the District of 
Columbia arid the United States; and has nothing to do with 
the taxing propositions of the District of Columbia; in other 
words, this comes from the Committee on Publie Buildings and 
Grounds. The committee that would have jurisdiction over 
such an amendment as is proposed by the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. Crasrron] is the Committee on the District of 
Columbia whose jurisdiction has been fixed by the rules of the 
House. This amendment deals solely and exclusively with the 
jurisdiction of that committee and is wholly out of order. 

Mr. CRAMTON. Does the Chair desire to hear from me at 
ali? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule. In the opin- 
jon of the Chair this amendment falls within the argument 
made awhile ago upon the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. LANHAM], and in the view of the Chair is 
even less obnoxious to the rule of germaneness than it might 
be argued that the so-called Lanham amendment was, and the 
Chair, therefore, overrules the point of order. 

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. MONTAGUE. Will the gentleman permit me to ask him 
a question? 

Mr. CRAMTON. 
yield. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. I simply wanted to ask if the gentleman's 
amendment was divisible. There seem to be two propositions 
involved. 

Mr. CRAMTON. That is a parliamentary question. 

This bill provides: First, for a memorial bridge; second, 
it provides for the improvement of “ appropriate approaches, 
roads, streets, boulevards, avenues, and walks leading thereto,” 
including, for instance, the improvement of B Street from the 
Capitol to the bridge, a distance of 2 miles nearly, and also 


I have only five minutes and I can not 


8 Street. I do not know where that improvement 
runs to. 

J have no desire to have the people of the Distriet asked to 
pay any part of this project so far as it is a monumental 
memorial, but in so far as it is purely local in the improvement 
of boulevards and streets, or otherwise, I insist the District 
ought to pay. [Applause.] And this amendment, if you please, 
is not born of antagonism to the bill. Colonel Sherrill, the 
executive officer of the commission, and Mr. Charles Glover, 
called upon me this morning to ask my support of the bill. I 
told them the obstacles to it in my judgment. Colonel Sher- 
rill expressed a willingness to have such language put in as I 
am suggesting. I asked him if he would accept such an amend- 
ment, and he said he would and Mr. Gloyer was likewise agree- 
able to it. I consulted with Mr. Marcellus Shields as to its 
drafting and then submitted it to those gentlemen who have 
accepted the amendment as to its terms, and my friend the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Exniorr] has no objection to its 
terms. They all recognize its fairness and its propriety. The 
only objection is that word comes from one Member of the 
United States Senate that the House must not adopt any 
amendment to this bill or it might endanger it over there. 

Two weeks left in this session and still we can not cross a 
“t or dot an “i” in a bill carrying $14,000,000 to be taken out of 
the Federal Treasury, which is partly for the improvement of 
boulevards and streets that are no proper charge on your con- 
stituents or mine. 

Furthermore, there is nothing in the bill which assesses the 
abutting property owner for benefits. That provision is in- 
cluded in my amendment. You will understand that those 
most familiar with the bridge project make no objection to its 
terms, their only objection being based on fear of delay in the 
Senate. I hope it may be adopted. 

The amendment simply provides that when the time comes, 
when Congress shall actually appropriate the money, Congress 
will then decide what part shall be equitably charged to the- 
District in the light of information Congress then has. I hope 
the House will accept the amendment. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, I ask for a division on 
the question. 

The CHAIRMAN. In the opinion of the Chair the amend- 
ment is divisible under paragraph 6, rule 15. The question is 
on the first part of the amendment, the first proviso, without 
objection will be reported for the information of the com- 
mittee, 

The Clerk read as follows: 


At the end of section 2 insert: Provided, That such appropriations 
as may be made under the authority of this act by the execution of 
said project shall be chargeable to the United States and the revenue 
of the District of Columbia in such manner as shail then be deter- 
mined by Congress to be equitable.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to that 
portion of the amendment just read. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
CRAMTON) there were—91 ayes and 79 noes. 

Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Chairman, I ask for tellers. 

Mr. CRAMTON. I make the point that the demand for tell- 
ers comes too late, the Chair having announced the result. 

Mr. TINCHER. I withdraw the request. 

So the first part of the amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN, The question recurs on the second part 
of the amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Provided further, That the opening, widening, extending, or improv- 
ing of any street in the District of Columbia in connection with this 
project shall be subject to assessment for benefits in accordance with 
the laws governing similar work under the Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the latter part of the 
amendment. 

The question was taken, and the second part of the amend- 
ment was agreed to. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, I offer the fol- 
lowing amendment: 

The Clerk read as follows: 

At the end of the amendment just adopted, insert: “ Provided, That 
if the bridge is constructed otherwise than by contract, there shall be 
kept accurate and itemized accounts of all costs, including labor, mate- 
rials, rental, repairs, insurance, depreciation of plant and equipment, 
and all other items and engineering cost properly chargeable to the 
construction of said bridge.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Minnesota. 
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The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Newron of Minnesota) there were—111 ayes and 35 noes. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 3. That the said executive officer of the said Arlington Memorial 
Bridge Commission is hereby authorized, with the approval of the said 
commission, to employ the services of such engineers, architects, sculp- 
tors, artists, and other personnel as shall be determined to be neces- 
sary without reference to civil service requirements and at rates of 
pay authorized by said commission: Provided, That such officers of 
the United States Corps of Engineers as may be considered necessary 
by said commission may be detailed by the President on this work for 
such periods as the commission may require, 


Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, 
amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 2, line 22, strike out section 3, and in lieu thereof insert: 

“See. 3. Said commission may request the President to detail on 
this work, for such period as may be required, officers of the United 
States Corps of Engineers,” 


Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, I just want to say that we 
have got the finest engineers in the Corps of Engineers that 
there are in the world. There is no necessity of going to the 
expense of hiring engineers to build this memorial bridge. For 
that reason this amendment ought to be adopted. I have been 
opposed to the bill, but I want as good a bill as can be written, 

It will save a lot of money to let these engineers of the 
Army do this work. We have as good as there are in the 
world; and if we have not, we ought to have, because we spend 
money enough for them. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. McKeown) there were—ayes 50, noes 75. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 4. That the said Arlington Memorial Bridge Commission is 
hereby authorized to occupy such Government-owned lands as may be 
necessary for the bridge project authorized herein, and on completion 
of the project to transfer to the park system under the Chief of En- 
gineers, United States Army, all or such portions of such lands as 
the said commission may, in ifs discretion, decide to be necessary. 


Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. I regret that I am unable to follow my distin- 
guished colleague from Wisconsin [Mr. Coon] in supporting 
this measure, although I believe him to be the ablest Repre- 
sentative in this body. [Applause.] We heard and read much 
about economy in the last campaign. The distinguished gen- 
tleman of the steering committee [Mr. TINCHER], in his recent 
speech here, practically stated that the whole crux of this bili 
was a memorial proposition. Why did not those high in the 
administration think about a memorial proposition to the 
living veterans of the Civil War and of the Spanish-American 
War when legislation to increase their pension was vetoed? 
Why did they not think of the eflicient, overworked, underpaid 
postal employees when their salary increase bill was vetoed, 
following out the so-called plan of economy? When the ap- 
propriations for the national military homes to feed and 
take care of the Nation’s disabled soldiers, who are tying day 
by day; came before this House the great majority of the 
Republicans followed a policy of economy, and I believe they 
have followed it as expressed from the White House, when they 
voted to continue feeding disabled veterans dying of pul- 
monary tuberculosis at 52 cents per capita per day and non- 
hospital disabled soldiers at 27 cents per day. I shall vote 
against this bridge bill, providing an expenditure of almost 
$15,000,000, and in so doing believe my constituents will ap- 
prove of my vote. Why do not these gentlemen who boast of 
supporting the Chief Executive in the farming communities go 
to the Chief Executive and ask that the trips on the Mayflower 
and the White House breakfasts be brought into action again, 
just as when the postal salary bill was defeated, in order to 
bring farm relief legislation before the Congress? It appears 
that we have neither time nor opportunity to bring farm relief 
legislation before this Congress, but we can bring out a bill 
such as this, absolutely not a necessity, expending $15,000,000 
of the people’s money. Why do not you get busy and bring in 
farm relief legislation? If we are going to have such economy 
as has been practiced when it came to taking care of the dis- 
abled soldiers and the postal employees, and when the Presi- 
dent did not ride in a special car to Chicago, why does not 
the President ask Congress to stop that flow out of the Treasury 


I offer the following 


of over $300,000 per year which maintains the Mayflower and 
ride on the Southland and the Northland whenever he wants to 
cruise. I hope the bill will be defeated. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 5. That the said Arlington Memorial Bridge Commission is 
hereby authorized to procure by purchase in the open market, or other- 
wise, as may be most advisable, or by condemnation, such privately 
owned lands as may be necessary for approaches on the Virginia shore 
and to allow B Street NW., Washington, District of Columbia, to be 
opened up from the Capitol to the Potomac River in accordance with 
the said plans of the said commission: Provided, That any condemna- 
tion carried out under this act shall be in accordance with the pro- 
visions of the act of Congress, approved August 30, 1890, providing for 
a site for the enlargement of the Government Printing Office. 


Mr. McSWAIN, Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment which I send to the desk, 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 3, line 23, after the word “commission” strike out the colon, 
insert a comma and the following: “and said commission is hereby 
authorized and directed first te acquire by purchase or condemnation 
Analostan Island and to beautify and develop the same in connection 
with such approaches, boulevards, avenues, walks, and adornments as 
are compatible with the plans of the commission.” 


Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I make the point 
of order. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Chairman, I suppose the gentleman 
from Virginia makes the point of order upon the ground of 
germaneness, but I think that I can meet that now with abso- 
lute satisfaction to even the gentleman from Virginia. The 
Chair will observe the amendment is now directed to section 5, 
which gives to the commission authority to acquire by pur- 
chase or condemnation lands either in Virginia or in the Dis- 
trict. This island is in the District of Columbia, because all of 
us know, and I am going to ask the gentleman from Virginia 
to corroborate that proposition, that the District goes to the 
southern shore of the Potomac River, so that Analostan Island 
is in the District of Columbia. This bill undertakes to give 
the commission the power to condemn it, and the commission 
in the bill as written can acquire this island. What I propose 
to do is to direct them to acquire it before they ever do a thing 
toward the construction of the bridge, because if they delay 
until the bridge is in process of construction and then decide 
to acquire it, they will have to pay two or three times as much 
for it as they would have to do now before they break ground 
for the bridge. In the interest of economy, in conformity with 
the plan of the commission, I think it is necessary that this be 
done at this time. This is not now like the other amendments, 
This is to build streets and roads, boulevards, just as they are 
directed already to do with reference to Columbia Island and 
the approaches to the bridge. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginian. Mr. Chairman, as the chairman 
pointed out a while ago, the report of the commission does not 
make any reference at all to Analostan Island. There is some 
discussion by Colonel Sherrill that possibly has reference to it, 
but I do not think that the report of the commission touches 
the possible acquisition of Analostan Island. It would be just 
as germane to this bill to propose that any land on the south 
side of the Potomac River or the island might be acquired be- 
fore the bridge is built. 

Mr. McSWAIN. The rule is that where generalities are in- 
eluded by the bill, specific amendments are in order. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule. 

calls attention to the wording of the amendment: 


The said commission is hereby authorized and directed first to acquire 
by purchase or condemnation Analostan Island, and to beautify and 
develop the same in connection with such approaches, boulevards, 
avenues, walks, and adornments as are compatible with the plans of 
the commission, 


The Chair is not concerned with the workability or the prac- 
ticability of the amendment, but in form and in substance the 
Mair is of the opinion it is germane since it confines the work 
of the commission in the purchase and condemnation of this 
land to works that are compatible with the plans of the com- 
mission, 

Mr. MONTAGUE. I just wish to make the inquiry, How 
could this island in any way be within the purview of the 
bridge bill as the condemnation relates to approaches alone? 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair does not know, The Chair 
overrules the point of order. The question is on the amend 
ment offered by the gentleman from South Carolina. 

The question was taken, and the Chair announced the noes 
appeared to have it, 


The Chair 
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On a division (demanded by Mr. McSwary) there were 
ayes 87, noes 113. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate on 
this section and all amendments thereto close in 10 minutes. 
[Cries of Vote! “J 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Indiana moves that 
all debate on this section and all amendments thereto close in 
10 minutes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. UNDERHILL. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


That the National Capital Park Commission is hereby authorized and 
directed to acquire by purchase, condemnation, or otherwise, as sites 
for public buildings and other purposes, squares 256, 257, 258, 259, 260, 
292, 294, 295, 349, 350, 380, 381, 382, 461, 575, 576, reservations A, B, 
C, D, 12, and lets 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 53, 10, 11, and part of 12, 51, 
14, 15, and 16, in reservation 10, in the city of Waghington, D. C., and 
the sum of $15,000,000, or so much thereof as may be necessary to 
carry out the provisions of this act, is hereby authorized to be appro- 
prlated. 

That should the commission find it impossible to purchase the land 
described herein at prices deemed reasonable by the commission, con- 
demnation proceedings may be instituted for the purpose of securing 
any or all of the land hereby authorized to be acquired, such proceed- 
ings to be in accordance with the provisions of the act of Congress 
approved August 30, 1890, providing a site for the enlargement of the 
Government Printing Office. (U. S. Stat. L. vol. 26, ch. 837.) 


Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order on 
that. That is to condemn all the property in town. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman from Massachusetts 
yield? 

Mr. ELLIOTT. I make the point of order the amendment is 
not in order because it is not germane to the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Massachusetts 
care to discuss the point of order? 

Mr. UNDERHILL. Yes, Mr. Chairman; I would like to dis- 
cuss the point of order. Mr. Chairman, this amendment pro- 
vides for the approaches to the bridge. It is fundamentaily a 
part of this bill, for it goes to foundations of the Dill. It 
takes in such areas or lots of land which are not now owned 
by the Government extending from the Capitol down to the 
approaches of this bridge. It might well be called an exten- 
sion of the approaches to the bridge. It will wipe out all of 
the Chinese joints and all of the houses of unmentionable 
character and all of the disgraceful, tumbled-down buildings 
between the Capitol and the Lincoln Memorial. Unless you 
adopt this amendment, the bridge itself might as well never 
be built as a work of art or a thing of beauty, for where one 
person will cross the bridge or see the bridge, there will be 
hundreds who will pass down Pennsylvania Avenue and see the 
frightful eyesores which disgrace the Nation's Capital. Con- 
sequently, as the bridge is to a large extent an artistic proposi- 
tion, as it is supposed to be a thing òf beauty, the approaches 
and surroundings must necessarily come within the purview 
of the bill in order to make a complete whole. I submit, sir, 
that this would not only be the first step in starting any work 
of art or beauty or necessity in the city of Washington, but 
would be a credit to the Nation and remove a sordid slum from 
the city which should be the most beautiful in the world. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I would like to be heard 
for a moment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule. 
“Vote!” 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair is ready to rule. The bin 
before the House provides fer the work to be done under the 
supervision and direction of the Arlington Memorial Bridge 
Commission and in connection with the memorial bridge across 
the Potomac. The amendment authorizes the National Capital 
Park Commission, an altogether different body, to acquire land 
for park purposes and boulevard purposes in the District of 
Columbia. In the opinion of the Chair the amendment is 
clearly not germane, and the Chair sustains the point of order. 

Mr. McKEOWN rose. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair will recognize the gentleman 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr, Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


[Cries of 


Amendment offered by Mr. McKeown: Page 3, line 23, after the 
word “commission” insert “Provided, That a board of appraisers 


i Step SS — — —ñ— st — —— —— sss sp — SSS 


consisting of five members be appointed by the President, of whom 
not more than three shall reside in the District of Columbia, who 
shall appraise such property before the same shall be purchased.” 


Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, this amendment gives the commission the right under 
the bill to purchase the property. They ought to have the 
right. I provide a board of appraisers to be appointed by the 
President, not more than three of whom shall reside in the 
District of Columbia. That is fair for everybody in the coun- 
try. You appoint five men to purchase the property, so that 
it can be purchased at a fair price, and in order to avoid con- 
demnation proceedings. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Hup- 
SON] offers an amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Hupson: Page 4, line 2, after the word 
“ office,” strike out the period and insert: “Provided further, That no 
commission or department of Government shall procure by purchase 
or condemnation any land or lands for the purpose of erecting Federal 
buildings thereon until all space suitable for such buildings on Penn- 
Sylvania Avenue between Fifteenth Street and the Peace Monument 
has been acquired and used for such purposes.“ 


Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order 
against the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The genileman from Indiana makes a 
point of order against the amendment. It is clear that the 
amendment is not germane. The point of order is sustained. 
The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 6. That the project herein authorized may be prosecuted by 
direct appropriations or by continuing contracts, or by both direct 
appropriations and continuing contracts: Provided, That the expendi- 
tures in any year shall not exceed the amounts for the corresponding 
year-as shown in the 10-year program of expenditures and construction 
contained in the report of the said commission, 


Mr. ALLGOOD. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. ALLGOOD : Page 4, after line 9, insert: 
“Provided, That the commission shall let contract for building memorial 
bridge to lowest bidder.” 


Mr. ALLGOOD. Mr. Chairman, I am against this bill in toto. 


I am a member of the Committee on Irrigation and Reclama- 
tion of Arid Lands. We have had a bill before our committee 
for months and months, seeking an appropriation to dam up 
the Colorado River so as to safeguard the lives and the prop- 
erty of thousands of farmers in agricultural sections in Cali- 
fornia. We also have bills before that committee asking for 
relief for farmers in irrigated sections. Farmers who have not 
been able to make ends meets, farmers who have worked day 
in and day out throughout the year with their families and 
can not meet their interest payments to this great Government 
of ours. They are burdened with taxes; they are burdened 
with living costs. And yet we have not been able to get favor- 
able reports in that committee for these appropriations for the 
relief of these farmers. 

During the first session of this Congress, we who represent 
the cotton farmers had bright hopes of some relief from trust 
prices on fertilizers. There was at that time before Congress 
the best offer a private citizen ever made to this Government 
for the production of fertilizer at Muscle Shoals. The Ford 
offer was rejected and nothing has been done with this prop- 
erty at this session, and I know the cotton farmers are paying 
higher prices for fertilizers than last year. 

The spirit of monopoly and greed is still abroad in the land 
and those who formed the habit of profiteering during the war 
times are loathe to give it up during peace times. They are 
still asking us to pay to the limit for the necessities of life 
and pay till it hurts, but above all, pay. In the main, the 
people whom I represent produce the raw products, which 
products when placed on the markets bring lower prices than 
manufactured and finished articles. Their dollars are few 
and hard to make and any extra burdens placed upon them 
are heavy to bear. An increase of $5 or $10 a ton on fertilizer 
means more to them than a $5,000 or $10,000 increase means 
to a millionaire. In face of these facts no relief has been 
given. 

You are coming here to-day and asking for a $15,000,000 ap- 
propriation to be used in building a cold, sordid, concrete bridge, 
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without feeling or life, and you are asking the taxpayers of this 
country to go down in their pockets and pay for this measure, 
which is a local and not a national measure. It means nothing 
whatsoever to the people in my State or to any other State, 
except Virginia and the District of Columbia. It is not needed, 
because fhere are already three bridges spanning the Potomac 
Jeading into Virginia from Washington. You have tried to 
weave some sentiment around it by naming it the Lincoln-Lee 
Memorial Bridge and by saying it will help blot ont sectionalism. 
This idea is a sham and a pretense under which you are trying 
to get $15,000,000 of the people’s money out of the Federal 
Treasury. It is just another instance where the people of the 
Nation are being taxed so that some idealists who are living 
may build a monument to their memory instead of to the mem- 
ory of Lincoln and Lee. These heroes have written their 
names indelibly upon the pages of the world’s history and need 
nothing more to perpetuate their memories. Fifteen million 
dollars is more money than is collected from all the taxpayers 
of my State annually, and I am absolutely surprised that the 
great Republican Party and its President, who claims to stand 
for economy, is asking fer this expenditure. With less than 
$15,000,000 a year Alabama runs all her public schools, normal 
schools, and colleges, and in addition pays for the maintenance 
of her courts, State and county officials, also pays the Con- 
federate soldiers and their widows their pensions, and hundreds 
of other items of expense. Oh, what a contrast. Oh, what an 
extravagance to spend $15,000,000 on one bridge. You talk 
about Government economy, and yet this Government is paying 
hundreds of thousands of dollars ef rent on public buildings 
here in the District in which valuable records are contained, and 
these buildings are not fireproof, and their loss by fire would 
mean a loss of millions of dollars of records to the people of this 
Nation, and yet $15,000,000 would construct ample buildings 
for the departments here, at the same time save hundreds of 
thousands of dollars in rent to the Government. 

The same condition to a certain extent exists throughout the 
country. Many towns and cities need post-office buildiugs, and 
yet we are not able to secure a bill with merit enough in it 
that can be passed by this Congress for this purpose. There 
are also thousands of soldiers of the World War who are 


diseased from the effects of exposure and have been denied | 


compensation; and if you are going to let sentiment control 
you in voting money out of the Treasury, then why not spend 
it where it will alleviate the suffering and hardships of the 
living who lost their health in carrying out the dictates of 
Congress to follow the flag? With the continued and excessive 
reckless expenditure of money the day will some time come in 
the history of our country, which day will be brought about by 
the reaction of the people back home against public waste, when 
men will be elected to Congress who will be guided by business 
principles instead of letting sentiment control. 

Gentlemen, it is time to put the brakes on. It is time for this 
Congress to stop increasing salaries, creating new jobs, and 
making extravagant appropriations. A measure like this is not 
fair; it is not just; and if this question were left to a referen- 
dum of the people of this Nation, they would vote it down. 
[Applause.] 

We have recently spent billions of dollars in warfare. We 
are forced to spend millions more on account of past wars, and 
yet you are coming here and asking the people of this Nation 
to pay additional burdens as a premium to commemorate the 
deeds of a destructive war. I believe in patriotism, but in the 
name of justice, of righteousness, of Christianity, let us be 
considerate of those who are living as well as those who are 
dead. I haye heard so much about President Coolidge's econ- 
omy and read so much about it in the papers, but have actually 
seen so little of it practiced by his leaders here that I am sat- 
isfied you are using the word “economy” as a smoke screen. 
This Congress has voted for tremendous appropriations; we 
haye seen one measure after another calling for additional 
moneys, raises, and increases passed here. I voted against 
them and will continue to vote against similar measures, and 
yet I am constructive and not destructive. 

I voted for the soldiers’ bonus, because I felt that it was a 
debt that we owed them, and I wanted to see justice meted out 
to them. I voted for the postal salary bill, because I believed 
the people of this Nation receive the best service from the pos- 
tal employees of any servants in the Nation. In my opinion 
we get the best returns on our money from the Postal Service 
than from any governmental agency. You see the hue and cry 
raised in the newspapers by the passage of the postal salary 
increase bill, which raises $60,000,000 of revenue, and yet this 
Congress has appropriated the appalling sum of $650,000,000 for 
the Army and Navy, as against $250,000,000 for the Army and 
Navy, 1916, which is an increase of $400,000,000, and the press 


does not take out its vengeance on Congress and the manipu- 
lators who secured these enormous appropriations without a 
roll call of this House. This increase of $400,000,000 a year 
would build 10,000 miles of concrete roads in this country, 
which, in addition to imcreasing property values and giving 
comfort and pleasure to our people, would do much to help 
solve our freight and trafic problems. The Republicans threw 
away $50,000 on an oil investigation and $600,000 on a 
coal investigation and $30,000,000 on remodeling some air- 
plane carriers, which have been in the course of construction 
ever since 1916 and are now obsolete, and testimony has been 
produced to show that they have not speed enough to keep up 
with the fleet when it is in action. I voted to cut our standing 
Army half in two, but my vote was lost. The records in the 
civil-seryice count show that instead of the President reducing 
the Federal employees, there has actually been an increase of 
11,000 persons on the pay roll in 1924, making a vast army of 
555,000 Government employees at this time, and yet the Re- 
publicans have sold the country on its economy measures. The 
Republicans are simply keeping up their old methods of hand- 
ing out the pie witen they are in office, so that they can garner 
in the votes at election time. Republican economy! Republican 
economy! I say there is no such animal in captivity. This Re- 
publican economy reminds me of a lady who goes to a bargain 
sale to buy a pair of shoes for $1.98 ibat formerly sold for $5, 
and while in the store she lets the clerk talk her into buying 
$25 worth of merchandise which she had not thought of pur- 
chasing when she entered the store and for which she had little 
need. I favor giving relief to the taxpayers instead of heaping 
additional burdens on them. [Applause.] 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, I hope this amendment will not be adopted. Under the 
terms of the bill the commission has the power to let these cases 
out by contract, and all that this amendment means is that 
they have got to let the contract to the lowest bidder, as I 
understand it, and that without any regard to his responsibility. 

I move that the debate on this section and all amendments 
thereto be now closed. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Indiana mores that 
all debate on this section and all amendments thereto be now 
closed. The question is on agreeing to that motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Aldo]. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Chairman, I ask that the amendment 
be again read. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the amendment will 
again be read. 

The amendment was again read. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Alabama. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
ALLGOO0D) there were—ayes 33, noes 110. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Record on economy in the expendi- 
ture of public funds. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Record on the sub- 
ject of economy in the expenditure of public funds, Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the House, 
I am in hearty accord with the views expressed many times on 
this floor that the Government must reduce its expenditures to 
the very minimum. 

There has been no time in our history when economy was 
more essential than at the present time. The burdens of taxa- 
tion brought about by the enormous expenditures of the war 
are bearing heavily upon the taxpayers of the country. Every 
dollar saved by limited appropriations is a dollar lifted from 
the taxpayer. 

In the past few years much has been dene in the reduction 
of these expenditures. Under the Budget system Congress has 
been able to reduce the Government expenditures annually 
from nearly six billion and one-half in 1920 to less than three 
billion and a half in 1924. 

President Coolidge has emphasized, as no other President 
of the United States has ever emphasized, the necessity for 
rigid economy in public expenditures. 

The World War has brought to the American people a reali- 
zation of its awful cost in human lives and in dollars to the 
taxpayers. May we hope that our Government may lead in a 
great movement for further world disarmament and for a 
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permanent world peace, that there may never come again this 
awful scourge of war? 

Last year Congress, by reason of this program of economy, 
was enabled to reduce the cost of government to the taxpayers 
by at least 25 per cent. It is believed and expected that Con- 
gress will be enabled to make a further reduction in taxation 
before the end of this year to the great relief of the heavily 
burdened taxpayers of the country. Everything possible should 
be done by Congress to aid in lifting this burden. 

Jn a short time there will be before the House an amendment 


to the legislative appropriation bill in the form of a rider | 


placed there by the Senate, increasing the salaries of the Vice 
President, Cabinet officers, Members of the Senate, and Mem- 
bers of the House. This is not in accord with the President's 
program of economy for relief of the taxpayers. I am opposed 
to this amendment and shall vote against it, and I earnestly 
hope the House will reject the amendment. 

This is no time to consider the increase of salaries of Mem- 
bers of Congress. 

The Clerk concluded the reading of the bill. 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee 
do now rise and report the bill back to the House with the 
amendments, with the recommendation that the amendments be 
agreed to and that the bill as amended do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re- 
sumed the chair, Mr. CHINDBLOM, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that 
that committee having had under consideration the bill (S. 3173) 
to provide for the construction of a memorial bridge across 
the Potomac River from a point near the Lincoln Memorial 
in the city of Washington to an appropriate point in the State 
of Virginia, and for other purposes, had directed him to report 
the same back to the House with sundry amendments, with the 
recommendation that the amendments be agreed to and that 
the bill as amended do pass. 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question 
on the bill and amendments to final passage. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote demanded on any amend- 
ment? 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr, Speaker, I demand a separate vote on 
each of the amendments. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary 
inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it, 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. The substance of the amend- 
ment that was proposed by me I am informed was adopted by 
the committee before the bill was reported to the House, but 
was not included in the report of the committee by an oversight. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair does not see that that makes 
any difference. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. It would seem to have some 
effect upon the standing of the bill before the House. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the first amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


At the end of section 2, on page 2, insert: “ Provided, That such 
appropriations as may be made under the authority of this act for the 
execution of said project shall be chargeable to the Treasury of the 
United States and the revenues of the District of Columbia in such 
manner as shall then be determined by Congress to be equitable: Pro- 
vided further, The opening, widening, extending, or improvement of 
any streets of the District of Columbia in connection with this project 
shall be subject to assessments for benefits in accordance with the laws 
governing similar work under the Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia.” 


Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask for a division of the | 


amendment, 

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. CRAMTON. That is the amendment which I offered in 
committee. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is so informed. The Chair does 
not see how the amendment can be divided. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. The chairman of the committee decided 


it could be diyided, and I think it can be divided in the House. | 
Mr. CHINDLBLOM. If the Speaker pleases, it was divided | 


in the committee, but it occurs to me it is now submitted as 
ohe amendment, 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of 
order that it is an entire amendment and that the House can 
not adopt it in part and reject it in part. 

Mr. BLANTON. It is not divisible in the House. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is uncertain as to the right 
to have this amendment divided. There appear to be two 


| substantive amendments quite different in character and in 
purpose, and the Chair is informed that they were voted upon 
separately in the committee, so the Chair is disposed to think 
the House has the right to divide the amendment. The Clerk 
will report the first part of the amendment, 
The Clerk read as follows: 


At the end of section 2, insert the following: “ Provided, That such 
appropriations as may be made under the authority of this act for 
the execution of said project shall be chargeable to the Treasury of 

the United States and the revenues of the District of Columbia in 
such manner as shall then be determined by Congress to be equitable.” 


The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. ELLiorr) there were—ayes 103, noes 89. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the other part of 
the amendment. . 

The Clerk read as follows: 


At the end of the amendment just adopted insert: “ Provided 
further, The opening, widening, extending or improvement of any 
streets of the District of Columbia in connection with the project 
shall be subject to assessments for benefits in accordance with the 
laws governing similar work under the Commissioners of the District 
of Columbia.” 


1 
| 
— 
The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


At the end of the amendment just adopted insert: “Provided, That 
if the bridge is constructed otherwise than by contract there shall 
be kept accurate and itemized account of all costs, including labor, 
materials, rentals, repairs, insurance, depreciation of plant and 
equipment, and all other items and engineering costs properly charge- 
able to the construction of said bridge.” 


The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. > 
The amendment was agreed to. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third time, and was read 


the third time. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Speaker, I desire to offer a motion 
to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman opposed to the bill? 

Mr. McKEOWN. Yes, sir; I am opposed to the bill. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oklahoma offers a 
motion to recommit, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr.“ McKeown moves to recommit the bill to the Committee on 
Public Buildings and Grounds with instruction to immediately report 
the same back with an amendment as follows: Strike out section 8 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

“That the said executive officer of the said Arlington Bridge Com- 
mission is hereby authorized, with the approval of the said commis- 
sion, to employ such seulptors as shall be necessary, and such of the 
officers of the United States Corps of Engineers as may be necessary 


may be detailed by the President on this work for such period as the, 


commission may require.” 


Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question 
on the motion to recommit. 
The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER, The question is on the motion to recommit. 
The motion to recommit was rejected. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage of the bill. 
The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
BLANTON) there were—ayes 149, noes 68. : 
Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there were—yeas 204, nays 
| 125, answered “ present“ 2, not voting 100, as follows: 
| [Roll No. 73) 


YEAS—204 

| Abernethy Boylan _ Connally, Tex, Doughton 

| Ackerman Brand, Ga. Connery Drewry 
Aldrich Britten Cooper, Ohio Dyer 

| Allen Browne, Wis. Cooper, Wis. ramen 
Almon Brumm Corning Elliott 
Andrew Burdick Cramton Evans, Mont. 
Bacharach Burtmess Crisp Fairchild 
Bacon Burton Crosser Fairfield 
Bankhead Rusby Cullen Faust 
Barkley Campbell Dallinger Fenn 
Beedy Casey Darrow Fish 
Beers Celler Davey Fisher 
Begg Chindblom Deal Fleetwood 
Bixler Clancy Dempsey Frothingham 
Black, N. X. Cleary Denison Fuller 
Bland Cole, Ohio Dickinson, Mo, Galliyan 
Bloom Colton Dicksteip Gambrill 
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Gardner, Ind. 
Garrett, Tenn. 
Gurrett, Tex. 
Gasque 
Gibson 
Gifford 
Gilbert 

Green 
Greenwood 
Griest 

Guyer 

Hadley 
Harrison 
Hawes 

Hawley 
Hayden 
Hersey 

Hickey 

Hill, Md. 
Holaday 
Hudson 

Hull, lowa 
Hull, Tenn. 
Hull, Morton D. 
Tinll, William E, 
Jacobstein 


James 
Johnson, S. Dak, 
Kearns 


Arnold 


Brand, Ohio 


8 
Bulwinkle 
Canfield 
Cannon 


Carter 
Christopherson 


Driver 
Evans, Iowa 
Foster 
French 


Anderson 


Edmonds 
Favrot 
Fitzgerald 


LaGuardia Morin 
Lampert Morris 
Lazaro Nelson, Me. 
Len, Calif. Newton, yee 
Leach O'Connell, N. X. 
Leatherwood O'Connell; R. I. 
Leavitt O'Connor, La. 
Lee, Ga. O'Connor, N. X. 
Lehlbach Oldfield 
Linebe Oliver, N. X. 
Linthicum Paige 
Longworth Pee 
Luce 
McDuffie Purnell 
McFadden s oR 
McKenzie 
8 acne Nebeftansley 
McReynolds Henke N. T. 
MacLaffert Reid III. 
Magee, N. V. Sanders, Ind. 
Magee, Pa, Sanders, . 
Mapes Schneider 
Martin cott 
Mead Shreve 
erritt Sinclair 
Micha innott 
Miller, III. Sites: 
Miller, Wash. Smith 
Minahan Snell 
Montague Snyder 
Mooney Spearing 
Moore, Va Stalker 
Moores, Ind. Stedman 
NAYS—125 
Fulmer Major, III. 
Major, Mo, 
Garber Manlove 
Hammer Mansfield 
n Michener 
Hast Milligan 
Hill, Ata. Moore, Ga. 
Hill, Wash. Morchea 
Hoeh Morgan 
Howard, Nebr, Murph 
Howard, Okla. O'Sullivan 
Huddleston Oliver, Ala. 
Hudspeth ark, Ga. 
Jeffers rks; A 
Johnson, Ky. Perkins 
Johnson, Tex. Quin 
Johnson, Wash, Ramseyer 
ones ankin 
Kincheloe Rayburn 
Kyale Reed, Ar 
Lanham Richards 
Lankford Robinson, Iowa 
Larsen, Ga. Robsion, Ky. 
Lowrey Romjue 
Lozier Rubey 
Lyon Sanders, Tex. 
1 — 
Schafer 
MeLaughiin, Mich Sears, Fla. 
McSwa Sherwood 
McSweeney Simmons 
MacGregor Smithwick 
ANSWERED “ PRESENT “—2 
Byrns, Tenn. Knutson 
NOT VOTING—100 
Frear Larson, Minn, 
Fredericks Lilly 
Free . — 
Freeman Logan 
Folbright McNulty 
Garner, Tex. Madden 
Geran Mils 
Glatfelter Moore, III. 
Goldsborough Moore, Ohio 
Graham Morrow 
Gri Nelson, Wis. 
Hall Newton, Mo. 
Haugen Nolan 
Hooker O'Brien 
Humphreys Parker 
Johnson. Va. Patterson 
Jost envey 
Kelly Perlman 
Kendall Phillips 
err orter 
iess Pou 
Kindred Quayle 
Kunz Rainey 
Kurtz Rathbone 
Langley Reed, W. Va. 


So the bill was passed. 
The following pairs were announced: 


On this vote: 


Mr. 5 (for) with Mr. Pt hae (against 


Mr. Hooker 


(for) with 


Mr. Patterson (for) with Me Peavey (against), 
Mr, Kiess (for) with Mr. Butler (against), 
Until further notice : 


Mr. Wyant with Mr. Garner of Texas. 
Mr. Davis of Minnesota with Mr. Lilly, 


Mr. Freeman with Mr. T 


ague, 


Mr, Våre with Mr. Davis of Tennessee, 
Mr. Madden with Mr. Carew. 


Stengle 
Strong, Pa, 


Timberlake 
Tincher 
Tinkham 
Tucker 


Me. 
Wilson, Ind. 
W 


Strong. Kans. 
Summers, Wash. 
Swank 
Swing 
Ta ber 
Taylor, Colo. 
Taylor, 9 N 


Williams, Tex. 
Williamson 
Wilson, La. 
Wilson, Miss. 


Sears, Nebr. 
Se 


ger 
Shallenberger 
Sproul, Kans. 
Sullivan 


Byrns of 88 (against). 


Mr. Newton of Missouri with Mr. Lindsay. 

Mr. Mills with Mr. Pou. 

Mr. Seger with Mr. Salmon. 

Mr, Kurts with Mr. Ward ef North Carolina, 

Mr. Crowther with Mr. Doyle. 

Mr. Wurzbach with Mr. Geran. 

Mr, Frear with Mr. Griffin. 

Mr. Kelly with Mr. Lagan- 

Mrs. Si an with Mr. Quay! 

Mr. Sears of Nebraska wi h Mr. Sullivan. 

Mr. Perlman with Mr. Rain ey. 

Mr. Hall with Mr. Morrow. 

Mr. Curry with Mr. Humpbreys. 

Mr. Woodruff with Mr. Glatfelter. 

Mr. Parker with Mr. Clark of Florida. 

Mr. Roach with Mr. Wolff. 

Mr. Edmonds with Mr. Berger. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. Mr, Speaker, I am paired with 
the gentleman from Virginia, Mr. Hooxrr. I wish to with- 
draw my vote of “no” and answer “ present.” 

Mr, GERAN. Mr. Speaker, I desire to vote. 

The SPEAKER. Was the gentleman in the Hall and listen- 
ing when his name should have been called? 

Mr. GERAN. No; I was in the cloakroom. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman does not qualify. 

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 

On motion of Mr. Erorr, a motion to reconsider the vote 
whereby the bill was passed was laid on the table. 


MILESTONES IN THE WAR AGAINST THE NARCOTIC PERIL 


Mr. LINEBERGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my remarks in the Recorp on the narcotic problem. 
There was recently held a great international conference in 
Geneva, Switzerland, at which the United States was ably 
represented by a Member of this House. I wish also to include 
therein certain printed data from the International Narcotic 
Education Association bearing on this subject. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 


MILESTONES IN THR WAR AGAINST TUE NARCOTIC PERIL 
(By Capt, Richmond P. Hobson) 


The readers and friends of the International Narcotic Education 
Association of Los Angeles and all those interested in stemming the 
rising tide of narcotic drug addiction will be interested to learn of 
two important milestones that emphasize the primary importance of 
education in this vital reform. 

At their annual convention in New York City in December the 
Association of Life Insurance Presidents adopted the following reso- 
lutions: 

“ Recognizing the serious and growing menace of narcotic drug 
addiction to the integrity of society and the public health; and 
believing that the remedy is through education rather than penal 
or punitive laws; 

“ Resolved, That this association recommends to all life insur- 
ance companies that they support every wise movement or agency 
which will bring home to the people of this country, and particu- 
larly to the young, the dreadtul results of narcotic drug addic- 
tion.” 

This resolution prepares the way for the active cooperation of the 
insurance world, 

Press dispatches report that the delegates to the Geneva conference 
on narcotic drugs, now in session under the direction of the League of 
Nations, while differing widely on other matters, adopted a resolution 
for recourse to education in solving the narcotic problem. This con- 
firms the wisdom of the methods advocated by the International Nar- 
cotie Education Association and opens the way for carrying out a gen- 
eral program for all lands, 

This issue of the journal devotes most of its space to our document 
on the Peril of Narcotic Drugs, prepared for the use of teachers and 
parents. To this document we invite the close attention of readers and 
request their constructive criticism and suggestions. 

The object of the document is to supply teachers and parents with 
suitable materials and through them to bring about quickly the in- 
struction of the children and the youth concerning the peril of narcotic 
drugs. The spread of addiction among our youth has become alarm- 
ing. Investigation and analysis lead to the conclusion that in most 
cases the victims are caught" because of their Ignorance of the peril 
and its tragic consequences. Instructing them is not only a matter 
of the utmost Importance but one of great urgency. 

We therefore appeal to every reader to help us. The qnickest 
and most effective method is for Congress to print the document as 
a public document and distribute it under the frank of Senators and 
Members through superintendents and principals, to teachers and 
pupils, the pupils taking their copies to their parents and guardians, 
To this end a concurrent resolution is pending in both Houses, Sen- 
ate Concurrent Resolution 10, House Concurrent Resolution 34. Let 
each reader write to his or to any other Senators and Congressmen, 
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requesting sympathetic interest in the resolution and cooperation for 
its passage, requesting copies of same. Would each reader also 
secure the adoption of appropriate resolutions by organizations of 
which he is a member whether religious or civic. 

Would each reader further cooperate by speaking to his friends, 
neighbors, and leading citizens enlisting similar cooperation on their 
part especially to enlist the interest of members of the press and 
. pulpit. 

Anyone is anthorized to print the document at will. The Inter- 
national Narcotie Education Association will supply information upon 
request as to the cost of documents and how to get them in any 
quantity. Even for small numbers, the cost should not exceed a few 
cents each. 

The document: 

The first balf of the document consists of materials prepared by 
the International Narcotic Edueation Association and submitted to 
its committee of review. The second half is a list of lessons and 
suggestions for the various grades based on the materials of the 
first half. 

Regarding the first half, Dr. Howard A. Kelly of Johns Hopkins, 
writes as follows: 

“I am returning the article on The Peril of Narcotic Drugs.“ 
It has been carefully read, and I am sure it will admirably serve 
the purpose for which it is intended. 

“Sincerely yours, 
“HOWARD A. KELEY.” 

Dr. Harvey W. Wiley, editor of Good Housekeeping, Washington, 
writes as follows: 

“I acknowledge receipt of your communication of the 20th 
instant. I have read over very carefully the statement prepared 
by Captain Hobson, entitled The Peril of Narcotic Drugs.“ In 
reading it over very carefully I do not see any change that I 
would make in it. The field seems to be covered very thoroughly. 
Instead of returning this copy to you, therefore, I will simply 
say that in its present form it meets with my entire approval. 

Very truly yours, 
H. W. Wiar” 

Luther Burbank, of Santa Rosa, Calif., writes as follows: 


“Yours of October 20 with copy of The Peril of Narcotic 
Drugs’ received and read at my earliest moment, but time is 
peiceless with me, as a good part of the year I receive 2,000 
letters per week. The whole matter from beginning to end has 
my approval, but it is a little prolix for general readers’ use, and 
E would suggest if it was bolled down to one-fourth its dimensions 
it would have much more abundant readers, though all of it is 
excellent for readers who know something of the facts. 

“ Respectfully yours, 
“ LUTHER BorBanx.* 


Dr. Carleton Simon, deputy police commissioner of New York, and 
Dr. Haven Emerson, College of Physicians and Surgeons of New 
York, made marginal notes with constructive suggestions. These were 
adopted wherever they agreed, and in most eases where suggested 
by one and not noticed by the other. 

The chief of the unit of the Treasury Department having control 
of the narcotics division likewise has made constructive suggestions, 
and these have been incorporated except on the question of the trend 
of addiction—he thinks addiction is not on the increase—we are 
sure it is. 

The second half of the document was prepared by expert educators 
in Teachers’ College, Columbia University, who have specialized on 
health education. They were limited strictly to the materials sup- 
plied in the first half of the document. Everyone will agree with the 
methods and suggestions recommended by these experts. 


Tue PERIL or Narcotic Daves 
[A pamphlet for the use of teachers and parents] 
PHILOSOPH Y—HISTORY 


The human race is consuming every year many thousands of tons 
of poisonous narcotic drugs, not 1 per cent of which is necessary 
for strictly medicinal purposes. Nearly all of this great quantity Is 
eonsumed by addicts who number in the world scores of millions— 
who are abject slaves—who consider getting their drug supply as the 
supreme consideration, in many cases as a matter of life and death. 

The production and distribution of these drugs constitute a profit- 
able trafic of vast proportions extending to all corners of the earth. 
In the Orient, the chief home of the sleep poppy whose seed capsules 
produce opium, the governments, for the revenue profits, encourage 
and often subsidize production and control distribution. In the Occi- 
dent, where chemical science is turned to concentrating the poison of 
opium mto morphine and turning this into a still more powerful 
poison narcotic, heroin, laws and regulations loosely enacted for 
repression drive most of the addiction traffic to cover where it 
fiourishes in the dark in spite of the agents of the law. 


The motive and urge that constantly drive the traffic on are the 
enormous profits, the jobber and retailer between them often realizing 
more than a thousand per cent profit. Add to this the lure for the 
armies of impoverished addicts of getting the drug for themselves 
through recruiting and supplying new. addicts. 

The profits are so great because the poor addict, under the awful de- 
pression and torture of withdrawal symptoms, feels he must have the 
drug no matter what the cost or the consequences, whether he has to 
spend his last dollar, whether he has to steal to get the money, whether 
he has to rob or even commit murder. 

The bulk of this vast horde are hooked” into addiction because of 
their ignorance, never dreaming what the consequences are to be when 
they take the first “shot” or first “ sniff." ° 

The sleep poppy, the source of opium, is a native plant in Asia and 
southeastern Europe. Frequent notices of its use for poisoning 
are found in ancient and medieval records. Opium smoking was de- 
vised by the Dutch in Java in the eighteenth century, first mixed with 
tobacco, then used alone. From Java, it was taken to Formosa, and 
thence to the mainland of China. 

Portuguese fraders first developed the importation of opium Into 
China. 

They were succeeded by the East Indla Co. with a monopoly of the 
traffic of India. The amount shipped from India into China rose as 
high as 10,000,000 pounds in the year 1858. In 1906 the production in 
China itself was estimated at 44,000,000 pounds, importations from 
India that year being over 7,000,000 pounds. At that date estimates 
place the number of addicts in China at 27 per cent of the adult male 
population. 

In 1803, a French chemist discovered how to produce morphine “ 
from opium, and a half century later an Austrian chemist discovered 
how to produce cocaine from coca leaves, 

These concentrated drugs used generally in medicine, 10 times as 
powerful as opium, swiftly produced addiction in all lands, at first as 
a by-product of medical practice, later through exploitation as well. 

In 1898 a German chemist discovered how to produce heroin from 
morphine, between three and four times as powerful as morphine. 
With the spread of heroin, the narcotic menace has developed into a 
pressing world peril. 

In 1729 the Chinese Government issued an edict prohibiting opium 
smoking in China. The efect was good but proved of little permanent 
avail. In 1790 the Chinese Government again issued an edict pro- 
hiblting oplum smoking and in 1800 prohibiting the importation of 
opium into China. This led up to the opium wars waged on China 
which compelled its submission to the importation of the opium, 

The dawning of hope for real reform came when America in 1905 
enacted a law prohibiting oplum traffic in the Philippine Islands and 
sent a committee to the governments of the Orient. This action was 
followed by China in 1906 with an edict prohibiting the use of opium 
and the culture of the poppy. Upon the initiative of the United States, 
the first international opium conference was held in Shanghai in 1909, 
followed by a second and third conference at The Hague in 1912 and 
1913. Recently conferences of the opium commission of the League 
of Nations and its committees have been held at Geneva. 

These conferences while of great value, particularly in bringing out 
the fact that narcotic drug addiction is a problem to all nations and 
to the human race, have illustrated how slow and how difficult it is 
to secure adequate international cooperation and how, even where 
these have been secured, though of elementary nature, the greatest 
difficulties have been encountered on account of smuggling. Universal 
experience has shown that laws and treaties are difficult to secure and 
more difficult to enforce. 


TOXICOLOGY—BIOLOGY 


The principal narcotics that have defied legal control and are now 
scourging humanity—namely, opium, morphine, cocaine, heroin—bdelong 
te the general class of organic or hydrocarbon poisons. They concen- 
trate their attack upon the nervous system, producing in toxic doses, 
delirium, coma, conyulsions. 

These are all alkaloidal poisons, most of which in nature are gen- 
erated by plants. 

Opium is the coagulated sap of the capsules of the sleep or white 
poppy, grown chiefly in India, China, Turkey, and Persia. Morphine 
constitutes the principal poisoning element in opium, about 8 to 15 
per cent. Heroin was made formerly only from morphine by treating 
it with acetic acid and hydrochloric acid. It is reported now, as 
stated, that chemists have learned how to make it synthetically from 
eoal-tar products. Cocaine is made usually from the leaves of the 
coca plant grown chiefly in South America, but is now made alsa 
synthetically from coal-tar products. 

Chemically, these poisons are built up around the deadly pyridin 
base containing five atoms of hydrogen, five atoms of carbon, and one 
atom of nitrogen, joined together in a nucleus like a closed ring. The 
complex structure in this opium group contains three rings, the phe- 
nanthrene structure united to the nitrogen nucleus, with oxgyen intro- 
duced. 9 
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In morphine, the formula, CHN O,, contains 17 atoms of carbon, 
19 of hydrogen, and 1 of nitrogen, 3 of oxygen. The formula of 
cocaine is Cy;H.NO,. In the case of heroin, acetic and hydrochloric 
acid introduce additional complexity, giving more powerful poisoning 
properties, producing morphine-diactylate, having the formula CaIIN Os. 

Protoplasm, the living material from which all living parts are built, 
is composed of proteins, water and a little salt. Its life processes re- 
quire a regular supply of food and oxygen and regular elimination of 
waste products. Some poisons attack the protoplasm itself; some 
interfere with its necessary life processes; some do both. 

The highly organized alkaloidal poisons combine readily with proteins, 
and easily penetrate the wall or sheathing that protects the living 
cells, Consequently, we would expect the result to be not only violent 
derangement in the usual activities and life processes, but permanent 
injury to the structure. 

Since the nervous system is the most highly organized part of the 
whole human organism, it is not surprising that these complex alkaloidal 
poisons should show their chief effect upon the nervous system and 
should attack man more than the lower animals. Since, of the nervous 
system, the upper brain is the most delicate, it is not surprising that 
this part should be quickly attacked and deeply injured, although it 
is from damage to the functions of the lower brain that death occurs 
with a fatal dose. 

PHYSIOLOGY 


Narcotics are soluble in fat, so they penetrate the fatty sheathing 
that protects the brain from most harmful substances in the blood 
current, and in this way the poison comes quickly in contact with the 
delicate, highly organized gray matter. 

One of the earlier physiological effects is to stop the action of the 
parts that cause the sensation of pain, and this is what gives narcotics 
their chief legitimate value in the practice of medicine, but even in 
the effect of deadening the sense of pain, the action of the drug is 
that of a poison. The medicinal is contracting. 

In the same way these poisons attack the delicate, carefully pro- 
tected organs of reproduction, impairing the sexual powers of the male, 
causing the female addict to become sterile, and undermining the 
germ plasm by virtue of which the species renews its life from gen- 
eration to generation, 

Tyrode (Harvard) in his Pharmacology, sums up the symptoms of 
morphine addiction as follows: Depravity of the mind; general de- 
bility; loss of weight and appetite; loss of sexual powers; sleepless- 
ness; eczema; contracted pupils; diarrhea, alternating with constipa- 
tion; and finally death from malnutrition.” 

The case is different with cocaine and heroin. The victims of these 
powerful drugs, unless they haye repeated treatment, live but a short 
time, at best. The degeneration of the upper brain is so swift that the 
elements of character crumble in a few months, Complete demoraliza- 
tion follows and often the life of crime joins with physical ills and the 
spur of torture of the drug to hasten the end. 

One-elghth of a grain of morphine or one twenty-fifth of a grain 
of heroin is sufficient to cause the drug effect. In a few days the 
system will develop sufficient capacity to neutralize this quantity. 
Then the drug effect will be felt only after getting beyond the point 
of neutralization, when it will be necessary to have a quarter of a 
grain, later a half grain, and soon a grain and more to produce the 
desired effect. Though 1 to 2 grains of morphine is a fatal dose ordi- 
narily to a person unaccustomed to the drug, 10 grains of morphine 
daily is common, many. taking 20 grains, some 50. There are records 
of more than 100 grains taken daily. 

When the drug begins to subside, as it does in a few hours, the 
equilibrium is upset as though by an irritating poison. The distressing 
effect is general; no part of the body escapes. A condition of torture 
sets in. The muscles seem to become knotty. Cramps ensue in the 
abdomen and viscera, attended frequently by vomiting and involuntary 
discharge of the bowels. Pains often succeed cach other as though a 
sword were being thrust through the body. In advanced cases this 
suffering (called withdrawal symptoms) is considered the most acute 
torture ever endured by man and continues for days. In some cases 
death will ensue if the addict is far advanced and the dose or “ shots” 
are suddenly stopped. The drug of addiction will quickly relieve this 
torture. Naturally the addict comes to consider getting his supply of 
the drug as a matter of life and death. 


PSYCHOLOGY 


Morphine, cocaine, heroin are white powders, all soluble in water, 
all bitter to the taste. Morphine is usually put up in the form of 
tablets. Cocaine and heroin are called“ snow,“ and in various locali- 
ties by other names. 

Heroin predominates now, especially in the eastern portion of the 
United States, so that “snow,” snow parties,” etc., refer usually to 
heroin, 

When luring girls into addiction the peddler often calls heroin 
“headache powder.” With peddlers at large, using as they often do 
boys and girls to aid them, the safe precaution for a youth of either 
sex to take is to repulse instantly any suggestion to“ take a shot,” 
which means to take a hypodermie of morphine, to take “a sniff” or 
“a blow” of “snow,” and to afoid all forms of white powder. 


It is the custom to give away heroin free to the youth till he or 
she is “hooked.” When children are away from home it is a safe 
practice to accept nothing as a gift to eat, drink, or whiff, not even 
from a supposed friend, When you decline the first offer the boy or 
girl aiding the peddler will taunt you or challenge you and say “ try 
anything once,” “you will get a kick out of it,” „watch me,” “come 
to our ‘snow party’ and watch the other fellows do it.” Alas! Once 
is. once too often. The poison is so swift that the poor youth will 
seek the next party for relief, and the next. A “snow party” a day 
for a week will probably drag a youth into the bondage of addiction 
worse than death from which experience teaches there is no sure 
escape, 

The narcotic poison penetrating the upper brain naturally inflicts 
the deepest and swiftest injury upon the parts that are the tenderest, 
the most complex and unstable, which are developed latest in human 
evolutionary progress and distinguish the man from the brute. This 
part of the brain may be considered as the temple of the spirit, the 
seat of altruistic motives, of character, of those high, God-like traits 
upon which an advanced and enduring civilization are built. 

The transformation in character is swift in the young, and swifter 
with cocaine and heroin than with the other narcotics. In an in- 
credibly short time, a youth of either sex “ hooked" with the “snow 
gang” loses the results of good heredity and of careful home training, 

Self-respect, honor, obedience, ambition, truthfulness melt away, 
Virtue and morality disintegrate. The question of securing the drug 
supply becomes absolutely dominant. To get this supply the addict 
will not only advocate public policies against the public welfare but 
will lie, steal, rob, and if necessary, commit murder. Thus we can 
understand how intimately addiction is connected causatively with 
crime. 

In addition to the general antisocial traits of all addicts, the heroin 
addict has two special characteristics. First, for a period after taking 
the drug he experiences an “exaltation of the ego,“ looks upon him- 
self as a hero. Bent upon getting money to buy his drug, he will dare 
anything, thinks he can accomplish anything. The daylight holdups, 
robberies, and murders committed by these young criminal heroin ad- 
dicts eclipse in daring all the exploits of Jesse James and his gang, 
This can be said also of cocaine addicts. 

Secondly, the heroin addict has a mania to bring everybody else into 
addiction. It may be said in general that all addicts have a desire 
for company and wish others to share with them the problem of secur- 
ing the drug supply, but in the case of the heroin addict, it is an 
absolute mania for recruiting. He thinks, dreams, plots to bring all 
whom he contacts into addiction. All addiction tends to spread. 
Heroin addiction can be likened to a contagion, 

Another general characteristic of addiction psychology is secretive- 
ness, Where the drug supply is easily accessible so that withdrawal” 
symptoms do not occur, addicts sometimes remain for months or years 
undetected by their own families and most intimate friends, 


SOCIOLOGY 


The family is the foundation of society. In the family, society not 
only prepares its citizenship in the most essential attributes of char- 
acter, but renews its very life through the welding of two lines of 
germ plasm. Without considering the economics of the home and the 
want and tragedy that come in with narcotics, we must look upon 
narcotics as making a deadly assault upon the germ plasm itself. In 
the earlier stages addiction weakens the germ plasm and tends toward 
the production of abnormal offspring. 

In the later stages of addiction, the male addict loses sexual power 
and the female addict becomes sterile, thus the line of germ plasm 
ends. 

It is usually morphine given in illness by a careless physician or 
taken in patent medicines that brings addiction, with its train of sor- 
rows, to parents in established homes. However, these make but a 
small percentage of the new addicts. Heroin, on the other hand, 
usually eatches the boy and the girl between 16 and 20, or even 
younger, like the young bird before it has learned to fly, and the new 
homes are never built. These victims constitute the bulk of new re- 
cruits that are swelling the ranks of addiction. 

The average standard of character of the citizen determines the 
stage of civilization. The spread of morphine addiction tends to bring 
social disorders and gradual decay, The spread of heroin besides 
lowering the standard of citizenship of necessity hastens social death 
by stopping the reproduction of homes. 

It is with the Nation as with the individuals and the families that 
compose the Nation. The unchecked advance of addiction must entail 
national degradation, ending in national death, 

In scientific circles because of their ghastly plight and almost hope- 
less outlook for permanent relief addicts are called the living dead.” 
The spread of addiction in any land must be regarded as the approach 
of the “living death" to that people. Left to run its course, the 
approach will be slow or swift according to the drug. Slow with 
opium, faster with morphine, galloping with heroin. 

Suppose it were announced that there were more than a million 
lepers among our people? Think what a shock the announcement 
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would produce, Yet drug addiction is far more ineurable than lep- 
rosy, far more tragic to its victims, and is spreading like a moral and 
physical scourge. 

In the latest hearings—those conducted by the Committee on Ways 
and Means, having under consideration the Porter antiheroin bill, 
just enacted—Dr. Amos O. Squire, chief physician of Sing Sing Prison, 
said : That drug addiction is on the increase there is no doubt in my 
mind. To illustrate, since 1918, comparing it with the year ending 
June, 1922, shows an Increase of 900 per cent in the number of drug 
addicts admitted to Sing Sing Prison, There has been a radical in- 
crease since 1919." 

Before the same committee John W. H. Crim, Assistant Attorney 
General of the United States, speaking of narcotic addiction, said: 
“It is unquestionably increasing. About 40 per cent of the prisoners 
we are sending to the penitentiaries at Atlanta, Leavenworth, and 
McNeil Island this term of court are addicts.” 

Dr. Alexander Lambert, in a hearing before the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs, Sixty-seventh Congress, said: “ Cocaine brings an in- 
sanity, an acute insanity with it, but cocaine and heroin both inflate 
personality, Heroin cuts off the sense of responsibility in the moral 
sense much quicker than morphine. The heroin addicts will more 
quickly commit crime, with no sense of regret or responsibility for it. 
The herd instinct is obliterated by heroin, and the herd instincts are 
the ones which control the moral sense in the sense of responsibility 
to others. Heroin is the worst evil of them all.” 

On account of secretiveness no one knows just how many heroin 
addicts there are in the country. We know it is an army. Serious 
estimates for the total number of addicts as reported in the 1918-19 
survey of the Treasury Department range from 200,000 to 4,000,000. 
Dr. Carleton Simon, special deputy police commissioner of New York 
City, has estimated that while only 58 ounces of heroin were lawfully 
prescribed by the medical profession in the city of New York in the 
last 12 months 76,000 ounces were consumed. Remember that 2,000 
young addicts can be created with 1 ounce. The mind that concen- 
trates upon the heroin problem must stand appalled. 

TREATMENT j 


While a real beginning has been made in international relations look- 
ing toward the control of the production and international distribu- 
tion of narcotic drugs, experience has shown how difficult it will be 
to secure and enforce adequate measures. High hopes have been cre- 
ated by the activities of the opium commission of the League of 
Nations, but an investigation of the particulars has shown how many 
obstacles—some almost insuperable—have been encountered, especially 
where vested commercial and financial interests are involved. Even if 
an adequate agreement were reached as to the production of opium by 
the members of the League of Nations, some of the most important pro- 
ducers of opium are not in this league. Even if it were possible to con- 
trel the production of opium from the poppy, its production or the pro- 
duction of its narcotic alkalolds by synthetic process can scarcely be 
controlled even by the most drastic international and domestic laws, 

Our Treasury Department estimates that more than 90 per cent of all 
the drugs used in addiction are now smuggled, in spite of all that our 
Federal Government and State governments are doing. All measures 
found practicable should be taken to secure standard laws by National, 
State, and local Governments, aud cooperation of agents in their en- 
forcement, Yet vast profits are at stake; the drugs are powerful and 
concentrated; airplanes or even carrier pigeons are effective as car- 
riers, Consequently the law at best is not an adequate effective treat- 
ment of the problem. 

Much confusion exists in the manner of treatment of addicts, The 
methods are various and the results are varied. The concensus of ex- 
pert authorities, however, shows that the percentage of addicts who 
remain permanently cured is exceedingly small—so very small that 
while salvage is an important humanitarian matter, it can not be con- 
sidered in any sense as a primary means of treatment. 

Prevention is society's recourse. Education alone can be regarded 
as adequate treatment, Quick information conveyed to society every- 
where as to the peril that exists will arouse a motive for self-preserva- 
tion, from which will flow the best that can be done in laws and in 
salvage. Regular instruction, uniformly, wisely, automatically carried 
out in homes and in schools will cause the young hereafter to have a 
consciousness of the danger upon the approach of a peddler, and this 
education repeated through the generations will clothe society with a 
mantle of protection, producing a race consciousness of this new peril 
of environment leading ultimately to immunity. The words of the 
legislative committee appointed by the New York State Legislature 
sum up the case as to narcotic drug addiction: “ The cause is ignorance, 
the consequences misery, the remedy education.” 

CONCLUSION 


From the foregoing we have the following conclusions: Narcotic 
drug addiction is a serious universal problem which has become acute 
in America through the spread of heroin addiction. There are probably 
five times as many narcotic drug addicts in the world as there ever 
were slaves at any one time, and the bondage is far more abject and 
far more dangerous, 


America is being assailed by opium with Asia as a base, by cocaine 
with South America as a base, by heroin and synthetic drugs with 
Europe as a base. An unscrupulous traffic within joins the traffic from 
without. This deadly drug warfare, that from three sides and from the 
inside is striking at our citizens, our homes, our institutions, the very 
germ plasm of our people, is more destructive and biologically more 
dangerous to our future than would be united military warfare against 
us from these three continents. 

Without knowledge of this peril, people, especially the youth, fall 
easy victims to organized exploitation. Delay will be costly to the 
Nation in life and character and the stability of our institutions, To 
the task of carrying out promptly an adequate educational program all 
good men and good women who love their country and love humanity, 
and all constructive organizations—private, semipublic, and govern- 
mental—sheuld rally, Upon the result hangs the destiny of America 
and in large measure the destiny of the world. 


INSTRUCTION FOR TEACHERS AND PARENTS REGARDING EDU- 


CATION OF CHILDREN WITH REFERENCE TO NARCOTIC 
DRUGS 

Lesson I 

HABITS 


Two psychological principles have been observed in preparation of the 
following statements, and it is recommended to teachers and parents 
that these be generally observed in education with reference to nar- 
cotie drugs: . 

(1) The tendency in education with reference to any grave danger is 
to appeal to fear. The appeal to fear may be temporarily effective, but 
fear is not constructive unless it is supplemented by the determination 
to control the danger. A spirit of courageous control is to be preferred 
to a spirit of fear. 

(2) Curlosity should not be whetted to stimulate dangerous experi- 
mentation with drugs. Whenever the situation calls for it, curiosity 
should be satisfied by complete knowledge, for full and complete knowl- 
edge will surely forestall incautious experiment. 

Education with reference to narcotic drugs should conform to the 
best accepted practices of the general educational program in the 
schools, Accordingly the sim of the teacher will be to lead the child 
to form certain desirable habits and attitudes and to acquire the knowl- 
edge which will enable him to act ethically and intelligently. The child 
must know what right is; he must wish to do right; he must be able 
to do right. 

The desirable habits which parents and teachers should help children 
to form with reference to narcotic drugs are as follows: 


ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 


(1) The child should never take anything to eat, drink, or sniff from 
strangers, new acquaintances unknown to parents, or acquaintances 
whom the child knows only slightly. 

(2) He should choose for his friends only the children of whom his 
mother or some one in authority approves and who measure up to the 
ideals of true, healthy, and straightforward character. 

(8) He should learn to meet bravely every situation involving un- 
avoidable pain. (This will tend to prevent use of pain-deadening drugs 
for headache, etc.) 

(4) He should find his keenest enjoyment in eutdoor sports, such 
as skating, swimming, riding, etc., rather than from indoor amuse- 
ments. 

(5) He should avoid all habit-forming drinks, such as fea, coffee; 
soft drinks containing caffein, such as coca cola; and alcoholic drinks. 

(6) He should avoid the use of tobacco in any form. 


HIGH SCHOOLS 


In addition to all the preceding habits the high-school pupils should 
have the following ones: a 

(1) He should habitually rely upon a healthful régime of living 
in order to keep well, instead of upon use of patent medicines or drugs, 

(2) He should avoid all use of drugs except upon the prescription 
of a reliable physician. Headache powders or tablets in particular 
may be dangerous. He should learn not to give “soothing sirups” 
or other drugs to babies or children. 

(3) He should avoid all hypodermic injections except when given 
by reliable physician or nurse. 

(4) He does what he can to fight the drug evil whenever an oppor- 
tunity occurs. 

(5) He should feel responsible for the safety of younger children, 
and should help them te obey the preceding rules and protect them 
from candy, powder, tablets, or any drink that may be offered by a 
stranger, 

Lesson II 


IDEALS, STANDARDS, AND ATTITUDES 


The success of education with regard to narcotic drugs depends to 
a large extent upon the formation of certain character traits and 
upon the effectiveness of certain ideals or attitudes in influencing be- 
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havior. The beginning of these character traits should be made in 
babyhood, Some of the most important are as follows: 

(1) Suspicion of any kind of secret or underhand amusement, 

(2) Belief that to refuse to do a thing that everyone else in the 
group is doing because it is an underhand or harmful thing to do is 
brave, not cowardly. 

(3) A feeling of horror and fear of drug addiction, 

(4) A tendency to feel afraid of strangers who offer things to eat, 
drink, or sniff. : 

(5) A belief that the effect of an act on future happiness and use- 
fulness is more important than a temporary immediate enjoyment. 

(6) A tendency to weigh the consequences of any unfamiliar act 
before engaging in it. 

(7) An unwillingness to “ try anything once,” such as eating, drink- 
ing, or sniffing unknown substance or using the hypodermic needle. 
Once“ may be too often. 

(8) Confidence in the parents and a habit of freely discussing with 
them all of the day's happenings. As the result of such an attitude 
the child or youth would be likely to tell his parents of his first ex- 
periences with drug vendors or suspicious characters, This might 
lead to the early discovery of “snow parties.“ After the drug has 
been used and the drug habit formed the addict becomes very secretive, 
and it is difficult to discover the existence of the menace. 

(9) Feeling of responsibility for supporting legislation regarding 
control of narcotic drugs and keeping informed regarding expert 
opinion of what the most effective type of legislation is. 

(10) The ideal of self-control, of being able to control one’s own 
actions for the best good of family, friends, and community, as well 
as personal well-being. If this ideal has become consciously worth 
while to the boy and girl, they will seck to avoid anything such as 
the drng habit, which makes self-control impossible, 

(11) The ideals of good citizenship, good workmanship, and good 
sportsmanship. These ideals require that the boy and girl do every- 
thing possible to keep themselyes physically, mentally, and morally fit; 
that they observe all habits which keep them in good condition and 
avoid all habits and indulgences which impair their ability and use- 
fulness. 

(12) The ideal of reliability. The boy or girl who can be depended 
upon is respected and admired. The use of narcotic drugs undermines 
all qualities of trustworthiness. Boys and girls who pride themselves 
on being dependable, trustworthy, and reliable will not knowingly use 
narcotic drugs. 

Lesson III 


IDEALS AND KNOWLEDGE 


The important habits and Ideals related to the prevention of the 
illegitimate use of narcotic drugs have been briefly outlined. It will 
have become evident that although they are the backbone of prevention, 
they must be supplemented by knowledge. 

A considerable body of knowledge has been presented in preceding 
pages. Some suggestions follow regarding the use of this information 
with school children, and the different approaches that are possible. 


ELEMENTARY GRADES 


In the elementary grades it is not necessary that the child should 
have much detailed knowledge regarding narcotic drugs. The major 
emphasis should be placed on the habits and attitudes listed in pre- 
ceding paragraphs. The information which is giyen will be more 
effective if given in its natural relationship to the problems with which 
the elementary child deals, than if given as isolated lessons about 
narcotic drugs. Effective use may he made of the following situations: 

1. In safety education, the child considers the problems of avoiding 
dangers of various kinds; he learns to recognize and avoid common 
poisonous plants; to avoid dangerous animals; to refrain from putting 
any unknown pills, berries, food, or drink into the mouth. The 
avoidance of the dangers of narcotic drugs has an obvious place here, 

2. In nature study, the child learns that certain plants have poison- 
ous leaves, berries, or fiowers, or that poisonous products may be made 
from them. He may also discover that some plants have medicinal 
value. The medicinal value and also the harmful poisonous results of 
the use of the poppy derivatives may be mentioned. In nature study the 
pupil also acquires an understanding of the necessary conditions for 
growth—proper food, light, air, moisture, temperature, etc. He may 
learn in this connection that certain poisons hinder growth, and that 
narcotic drugs are such poisons. 

3. In study of food, the child learns what are good foods and drinks 
for human beings, and that only those substances and no others should 
ever be taken into the mouth, except when given by parents, nurse, or 
physician. 

4, Temperance education with reference to alcoholic drinks may 
usually be extended to include reference to narcotic drugs, The same 
moral reasons for abstinence apply in both cases. 


HIGH SCHOOLS 


In high schools, more extensive knowledge should be given. This is 
the period of danger. ` 


1. The social sciences—history, civics, geography, and economics— 
form a natural setting for studying the problems of drug addiction 
as they affect our civilization: < 

(a) Its effect on our criminal problem; (b) its effect upon the 
home; (c) its efect upon the individual's ability. to earn a living; 
(d) its growing menace, as indicated by the history of the production 
and use of narcotic drugs; (e) its world significance, the necessity for 
international control, and attempts at international regulation at vari- 
ous conferences, 

China's attempt to rid herself of the opium menace and the selfish 
greed of the other world powers should be studied as a significant 
historical event. Emphasis should be placed upon the fundamental 
idea that narcotic drugs should be kept out of human reach by world 
control of the production in all-countries, of raw opium and cocoa 
leaves so that there is no surplus beyond the supply needed for medical 
and scientific purposes. This should show the future citizen his re- 
sponsibility in relation to the support of any legislative measures 
regarding drugs. 

2. Biography and literature may be used to show the devastating 
effect of drug addiction in the lives of famous characters in history 
and literatures; e. g., Poe and DeQuincy. 

3. In chemistry, the student may learn the composition of narcotic 
drugs, reach a scientific understanding of why they are poisons, and 
what their chemical action is. This will necessarily be simply pre- 
sented in high schools, but the student will gain the scientific point 
of view, 

4. In biology or physiology, the student may learn the effects of 
poisons upon the growth and life of living tissues, and upon the or- 
ganism as a whole. He may learn here that the use of naréotic drugs 
destroys the powers of reproduction, and this will give him the 
scientific basis for understanding the disastrous effects of drug addic- 
tion upon the preservation of the race. 

5. In psychology, the student discovers the laws of habit formation, 
the effect of drugs upon the nervous system, and the terrific difficulties 
in breaking the drug habit. 


Lesson IV 
EXAMPLES FOR LESSONS IN SCHOOLS 


Two detailed suggestions for lessons on the drug problems: 

These lessons are not to be taught word for word in all situations. 
They are included to give a concrete idea of certain principles of 
method especially 

(1) The use of a real problem as the basis of the lesson. ‘The first 
lesson would be taught if there were definite rumors or evidence of 
drug traffic among children in the neighborhood. The second, if news- 
papers and-magazines were printing articles concerning the prevalence 
and danger of drugs in the community, 

(2) The presentation of story or facts in such a way as to have the 
convictions and conclusions come from the children—not from ‘the 
teacher. g 

(3) Lessons dealing with the drug problem should be taught with 
all the earnestness and force of personality that is possible by a 
teacher who feels the importance of this subject. 

It would be better not to teach such lessons at all than to teach 
them in a superficial, perfunctory way, which might simply arouse 
curiosity rather than fear of the drug evil, and the will to control it. 


ENGLISH PERIOD—JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL 


TEACHER, In our study of “ Julius Cæsar” we noted two pairs of 
friends. Who were they? 

PTPIL. Brutus and Cassius; Antony and Cæsar. 

TEACHER. Do you think of any other famous friendships in litera- 
ture? Pupils mention others they know about. 

Teacner, How many have found new friends since they came to 
junior high school? What points should we consider in choosing our 
friends? 

Furit. They should like the same things we do. 

Tracuzn. That is, if you like outdoor sports, you would want a 
friend who liked outdoor sports better than any kind of indoor 
amusements. Yes; I think that is a good point. Anything else? 

Perm. You'd want a friend who stuck to you—didn’t run away if 
you got into trouble. 

Perm. Yes; and one who didn’t get you into trouble either. 

TEACHER, Then a boy who encouraged you to do something, you 
to do something that was wrong, or something that would harm you, 
wouldn't be a good friend, would he? 

Pepin, You wouldn't want a friend whom you couldn't trust, either. 

TrACHER, Yes; anyone who wanted you to do something that had 
to be kept a secret from other people, especially from your father or 
mother, would not be a friend you could trust. Think of some of your 
friends. Do they all come up to these standards? Do they like 
outdoor sports, encourage you to do the things you'd be proud of, 
never do underhand things you'd be ashamed to tell other people 
about? 

How many have friends that measure up to these standards you have 
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What are you 


Suppose you have a friend who doesn’t measure up. 
going to do about it? 

Purm. Try to get him to improve. 

TEACHER, And if he doesn't? 

Purin. Well, if you've done all you can, and he still does things 
you do not like, you'd better get another friend. 

TEACHER. I read recently a story about a fine boy who chose the 


wrong friends. On the outskirts of a great city lived a carpenter, a 
man over 70 years old, hardy and strong and skillful in his work. 
He liked his work—the ringing blows of the hammer, sure and swift; 
the rough boards becoming smooth and straight under his skillful 
planing; the great beams reared up against the sky. His wife was 
industrious, saving, cleanly, thoughtful of his welfare and comfort. 
They had an only child, a boy whom the father loved from the 
moment of his first helpless crying. As soon as Donald could walk, 
he went with his father into the carpenter shop, made unstable 
mountains of cedar-scented sawdust, decorated his own curly bead 
with the curly wood shavings, and tried to help bis father by band- 
ing him nails as he needed them. 

When he grew old enough he liked best of all to come to the shop 
and with his father’s help build little houses and boats and furni- 
ture. In vacation, when he was 12 years old he helped his father 
build a fine new house in the neighborhood. Every morning the two 
would walk off together, talking and pointing out different types of 
houses, building materials, and roof lines, and window groupings. 

“You will be an architect some day, not just a builder like me,” 
said the father. Perhaps you will make plans for great churches or 
tall office buildings of steel, many stories high, reaching up above all 
the others.” 

And the boy too dreamed plans of great buildings, and studied his 
lessons with these dreams in mind. He was strong, like his father, 
and in the senior year of high school was captain of the football team. 

One day an older boy, whom he had never seen before, came into 
the school yard at recess time. He gathered a group of boys together. 
Donald came also. He heard him whisper, “ To-night at the deserted 
house, Christopher Street, at 8 o'clock,” 

Donald was curious. lle went at the appointed time. He went 
again the next night, and again and again. He couldn't stop going. 
He had to have the white powder—the drug—he had taken that 
first night just to see what it was like. In six nights he was no 
longer free. He was a slave to the drug. He failed in the tests. He 
could not respond to the football signals. The game was lost, when 
the team depended on him to carry the ball down the field. 

But now he didn't care. Le cared for nothing but to get the drug 
that had made him a slave. He stole money to buy it. He stole 
money that his mother had saved, denying herself comforts for many 
years. 

One night he went ont, and did not return. Disgraced. discouraged, 
he lost himself in the great city. His father tried to find him, hoping 
there might be some way to cure him of the terrible drug habit. 
Many days the poor old mother and father searched and waited and 
hoped. But the boy did not return. 

The neighbors were full of pity for the kind old man who still 
went to his work as usual. But instead of the strong, ringing 
strokes of the hammer, the blows became weak, and sometimes he 
would sit with bowed head and with tears in his eyes. The eyes 
which would now never see the great buildings that his son, once so 
fine and strong, and dear to him, had helped to plan. 


Lesson V 
SAMPLE LESSON FOR SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL—HYGIENE PERIOD 


TEACHER. Several of the students this week brought in clippings 
from newspapers about drug addiction. [Reads parts from clippings.] 
These clippings say that the drug menace is a very serious problem. 
What are some points you would consider in deciding how important 
the problem is? 

Puri. What kinds of drugs are most dangerous? 

Purim. Are drugs being easily made and sold? 

Purit. Do many people take drugs? 

Purit. Does taking a drug one or two times do any harm? 

Perit, Can a person who has been a drug addict ever be cured? 

Purim. What effect do the drugs have on health and character? 

Puri. What effect does the person who takes drugs have on other 
people? 

TEACHER. (Writes the questions suggested on the board.) These 
are all important points. Let us try to answer the first question. 
What drugs are mentioned in the clippings read? 

Pup. Opium, morphine, cocaine, heroin. 

TEACHER. When we think of the effects of opium smoking—some of 
the Chinese victims leok scarcely human—it would seem that opium 
must be the most dangerous. But morphine is nearly ten times more 
powerful than opium. Would there be any other factor beside the 
concentration, making one of these more dangerous than another? 

Puri, If one were easier to take than another. 
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TEACHER. Yes. Heroin is made in the form of a white powder that 
can be easily “sniffed.” Others require a hypodermic needle. Can 
you see how that makes heroin especially dangerous? 

Pori. Yes. Most people would be suspicious of the use of a needle, 
but the white powder would look quite harmless to anyone who didn't 
know what it was. 

TEACHER. Exactly so. 
drugs so dangerous? 

Puri. They can be easily smuggled in. 

TEACHER, Yes; it is estimated that $20,000 worth of opium can be 
packed in one suit case, and that 2,000 addicts can be produced with 
1 ounce of heroin. As John said, that makes it easy for people to 
smuggle it into the country and sell it to their victims. The next 
question—“ Do many people take drugs” is more difficult to answer 
why? 

Purim. People keep it a secret—they feel it is a disgrace. 

TEACHER. Yes. The actual number of drug addicts has been esti- 
mated to be from 250,000 to 2,000,000. Poison authorities at Leaven- 
worth in 1921 reported 15.5 per cent of drug addicts and in 1922, 24 
per cent. The chief physician of Sing Sing says that there was an 
increase in addicts of 900 per cent from 1919 to 1922, What do 
these figures show? 

Purit. That it is becoming a more serious problem all the time. 

TEACHER., Your next question asks Does taking a drug one or two 
times do any harm?" Does being bitten by a poisonous snake once 
or twice do any harm? Does playing with fire once or twice ever do any 
harm? Taking a drug once may result in the drug habit. The more 
powerful the drug, the more certain its quick habit-forming effect. 
Heroin taken six times will make an addict—a slave to the drug. 
(Tells the story of Wallace Reid and his unsuccessful fight with the 
drug habit.) 

(The teacher similary takes up a disenssion of the other questions 
proposed, in every case drawing conclusions and suggestions from the 
children, and supplying information herself as needed.) 

Teacher finally asks: What are your conclusions concerning this 
problem of drug addiction? 

Pupils make summary. 

TEACHER. What can we as a class do to prevent the spread of the 
drug evil? 

Pupils give suggestions : 

If we ever get Into a situation where boys or girls are about to take 
any of these drugs we can tell them what the consequences would be, 
and prevent them from taking the drug. We can help make outdoor 
sports more popular than indoor sports. 

We can report to the police any suspicious-looking people. 

We can take medicine only when the doctor gives it to us. 

TEACHER. These are good suggestions, We will be prepared to be 
master of any situation of danger if we meet it, and all other times 
forget about it, get thrills from outdoor sports as John said, and “ fill 
every unforgiving minute“ by doing something profitable and inter- 
esting to ourselyes and worth while to others. 


Is there any other factor which makes these 


DEPARTMENTS OF STATE, COMMERCE, AND LABOR APPROPRIATION BILL 


Mr. SHREVE, Mr. Speaker, I present a conference report 
on the bill (H. R. 11753) making appropriations for the Depart- 
ments of State, Commerce, and Labor, for printing, under the 
rule. s 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


Mr. ROSENBLOOM, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 
reported that they had examined and found truly enrolled 
bills of the following titles, when the Speaker signed the same: 

II. R. 4548. An act authorizing the Secretary of Commerce 
to acquire, by condemnation or otherwise, a certain tract of 
land in the District of Columbia for the enlargement of the 
present site of the Bureau of Standards ; 

H. R. 9095. An act to incorporate the American War Mothers; 

H. R. 10471. An act authorizing the Postmaster General to 
permit the use of precanceled stamped envelopes ; 

H. R. 11725. An act to legalize a pier and wharf in York 
River at Gloucester Banks, near Gloucester Point, Va.; 

S. 2397. An act to provide for refunds to veterans of the 
World War of certain amounts paid by them under Federal 
irrigation projects; 

S. 2718. An act to authorize the payment of an indemnity 
to the Government of Norway on account of losses sustained 
by the owners of the Norwegian steamship Hassel as the result 
of a collision between that steamship and the American steam- 
ship Ausable; 

S. 2835. An act to amend an act entitled “An act authorizing 
insurance companies or associations and fraternal beneficiary 
sues to file bills of interpleader,” approved February 22, 
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S. 3793. An act to authorize the appointment of commis- 
sioners by the Court of Claims and to prescribe their powers 
and compensation ; 

S. 4152. An act to authorize the Secretary of War to grant 
a perpetual easement for railroad right of way over and upon 
a portion of the military reservation on Anastasia Island, in 
the State of Florida; 

S. J. Res. 172. Joint resolution to authorize the appropria- 
of certain amounts for the Yuma irrigation project, Arizona, 
and for other purposes ; 

S. J. Res. 95. Joint resolution to authorize the American Na- 
tional Red Cross to continue the use of temporary buildings 
now erected on square No. 172, Washington, D. C.; 

S. 3630. An act authorizing the Secretary of War to convey 
to the Federal Land Bank of Baltimore certain land in the 
city of San Juan, P. R.; 

S. 3760. An act to amend in certain particulars the national 
defense act of June 3, 1916, as amended, and for other pur- 


poses ; 

S. 3648. An act granting to the county authorities of San 
Juan County, State of Washington, a right of way for county 
roads over certain described tracts of land on the abandoned 
military reservations on Lopez and Shaw Islands, and for 
other purposes ; 

S. 3895. An act to authorize the coinage of silver 50-cent 
pieces in commemoration of the one hundred and fiftieth anni- 
versary of the Battle of Bennington and the independence of 
Vermont, in commemoration of the seventy-fifth anniversary 
of the admission of California into the Union, and in commem- 
oration of the one hundredth anniversary of the founding of 
Fort Vancouver, State of Washington ; 

S. 2287. An act to permit the Secretary of War to dispose 
of and the Port of New York Authority to acquire the Ho- 
boken Manufacturers’ Railroad; and : 

S. 1918. An act to consolidate the office of public buildings 
and grounds under the Chief of Engineers, United States 
Army, and the office of superintendent of the State, War, and 
Navy Department Buildings. 


ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT FOR HIS APPROVAL 


Mr. ROSENBLOOM, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 
reported that this day they had presented to the President of 
the United States for his approval the following bills: 

H. R. 9765. An act granting to certain claimants the prefer- 
ence right to purchase unappropriated public lands; 

H. R. 8090. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury 
to remove the quarantine station now situated at Fort Morgan, 
Ala., to Sand Island, near the entrance of the port of Mobile, 
Ala., and to construct thereon a new quarantine station; 

H. R. 4441. An act to amend section 4044 of the Revised 
Statutes as amended; 

II. R. 103. An act for the inclusion of certain lands in the 
Plumas National Forest, Calif., and for other purposes; 

EL R. 9494. An act to enable the Board of Supervisors of Los 
Angeles County to maintain pablic camp grounds within the 
Angeles National Forest; 

H. R. 10287. An act authorizing preliminary examination and 
survey of the Caloosahatchee River, in Florida, with a view to 
the control of floods; 

H. R. 11474. An act to fix the time for holding the terms of 
the United States District Court for the Eastern District of 
Virginia at Alexandria ; 

H. R. 2745. An act for the relief of J. M. Farrell; 

H. R. 2656. An act to permit the correction of the general 
account of Robert G. Hilton, former Assistant Treasurer of 
the United States; 

H. J. Res. 325. Joint resolution extending the time during 
which certain domestic animals which have crossed the bound- 
ary line into foreign countries may be returned duty free; 

H. R. 9095. An act to incorporate the American War Mothers; 

H. R. 4548. An act authorizing the Secretary of Commerce to 
acquire, by condemnation or otherwise, a certain tract of land 
in the District of Columbia for the enlargement of the present 
site of the Bureau of Standards; 

H. R. 8741. An act for the relief of Flora M. Herrick; 

H. R. 7911. An act to authorize the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury to sell the appraisers’ stores property in Providence, R. I.; 

H. R. 9308. An act to anthorize the appointment of Machinist 
Henry F. Mulloy, United States Navy, as an ensign in the regu- 
lar Navy; 

H. R. 5061. An act for the relief of Russell Wilmer Johnson; 
and ; 

H. R. 6581. An act authorizing the Postmaster General to 
provide emergency mail service in Alaska. 
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THE SHATTERED DREAM OF A FARMER BOY—MY¥ MOTTO FOR STRUG- 
GLING YOUTH EVERYWHERE, “LET NOTHING DISCOURAGE YOU; 
NEVER GIVE UP!” 


Mr. UPSHAW. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, 
40 years ago to-day occurred the accident on a Georgia farm, 
resulting in the physical handicap which you have witnessed 
these six years since I have been in Congress. The fellowship 
with my colleagues has been so delightful and I haye been 
asked so frequently the natural question as to how this handi- 
eap occurred, that I have thought perhaps all my colleagues 
might be interested now in hearing the little story of that fall 
in which went down the rosy dreams that gladdened youth, the 
shining castles that cheered me, and the bright, sweet hopes 
Win and led me on in those beautiful halcyon days of 
youth. 

I was a farmer boy with freckled face and red hair, I had 
stirring ambitions. My father, who had been a merchant in 
Atlanta for several years, became afraid that his boys might 
fall prey to the gilded temptations of city life. Because he 
loved his boys better than he loved money he moved us away 
from Atlanta—away from the devilish barrooms with all their 
allied temptations—and carried us over into Cobb County to 
grow up amid the beauties, glories, and wholesome inspira- 
tions, of rural life. 

My father, who bad been a school-teacher for many years, 
had sought, in the sacred precincts of an old-fashioned Chris- 
tian home, to plant vital principles of Christian character in 
the hearts of his children and to place the star of worthy 
ambition in the sky of our lives. 

And so when our farm life began in good earnest he read to 
us by the winter fire in the evening the Southern Cultivator 
and Henry Grady’s radiant editorials in the Atlanta Constitu- 
tion. He tried to help us to see how many boys had gone forth 
from farm life to one of education and power and countless 
laurels and worthy victories. 

There was still with us the memory of how he had carried 
his three boys to an oratorical contest at the State fair in 
Atlanta. My oldest brother—Herschel, a lad of 13—spoke on 
that memorable day on Dawson’s Remedy for Sectional Hos- 
tility. My second brother—Lucius, with flaming tongue and 
hair redder than mine—had thundered forth the Seminole's 
Defiance, while the present Representative from the fifth 
district of Georgia—a fiery, wiry urchin of 8—brought up the 
rear with that immortal initiative of the American platform, 
The Boy Stood on the Burning Deck. 

I had followed that fierce onslaught upon a defenseless people 
with Regulus to the Carthagenians, had purloined my oldest 
brother’s Remedy for Sectional Hostility, and topped off the 
mimic contest in old Crew Street School, Atlanta, with “ Sink 
or swim, live or die, survive or perish.” 

It is little wonder that with such training I began soon after 
landing in the country to perpetrate my linguistic and 
“ tongnistie ” offenses upon the nearest natives among my Cobb 
County neighbors. My first victim was an old mouse-colored 
mule named Hannah (not the original Hard-Hearted Han- 
nah, the Vamp from Savannah ”). 

I walked between my plow handles and made speeches to 
that old Georgia mule that I expected to make some day in the 
Halls of Congress. I could actually repeat to you to-day some 
of the sentences that I imposed on that poor old defenseless 
mule, and to be henest about it, that old mule died soon after 
she heard my speeches. [Laughter.] 

And as they had such an effect on the mule I have been 
wanting to try them on Congress ever since [laughter], espe- 
cially that branch of Congress which, trampling the Consti- 
tution beneath its feet and defying the flag that has been made 
stainless by governmental process before the eyes of the wateh- 
ing world, is trying to dig up John Barleycorn and help him 
again by legal license to trample our Nation's ideals and 
debauch the youth of America. 

But back to the subject. On the morning of the 18th of 
February, 1885, I was not plowing. It was raining lightly, 
and I was hauling wood. Having begun the year with the 
promise of my father that it would be my last year on the 
farm, at the end of which I was to start to school to prepare 
myself for college and for life, I remember how I sprang upon 
that wagon with the thought, “ This task must be done to-day.” 
But it has never been done yet by me. 

Standing astride the frame the team started suddenly be- 
fore I got my balance and I fell backward, striking my spine 
on the crosspiece in the wagon frame. A negro man working 
near by came and helped me off the wagon. Feeling only slight 
pain and not thinking my hurt serious, I walked to the house, 
about a half mile away, went to bed for about a week and 
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sanly, thought that I might be able to go back to work within 
a month. 

But that day, toward which I looked so eagerly, never came. 
I walked about the house and yard for about a month, and 
finally imprudently yielded to the wish to go back to the 
Baptist Sunday school at Powder Springs, of which I was 
secretary. I had been converted and joined the church there 
the summer before, being baptized with my sister in old Powder 
Springs Creek on the third Sunday morning in August. 

I had the feeling that I wanted to “sign for a full scholar,” 
as the country citizen said about building up the cross-roads 
school, and felt that I must lose no time in my new life as a 
Christian boy. Not realizing my serious spinal trouble, I 
continued to attend the Sunday school on Sunday and revival 
meetings in the summer. Finally, in October, I broke down and 
went to bed, where I stayed for nearly seven years, and where 
I would be still without a brace I now wear around my body. 

I soon became so nervous that I had to have holes cut through 
the floor and my bed posts placed on a foundation that rested 
on the ground in order to escape the jarring sensations which 
had begun to throw me into nervous “sinking spells,” that 
caused me to think for a time that perhaps the end was not 


far off. 
BATTLED WITH DISAPPOINTED AMBITIONS 


My battle with my disappointed ambitions was terrific. The 
devil pounced upon my trying physical plight and tried to 
make shipwreck of my new-found faith in Christ. It seemed 
for awhile that reason was tottering on its throne, and I 
wondered often if my family would not wake up some morning 
and find me a fit subject for the State sanitarium at Milledge- 
ville. 

But one day, after a terrible spiritual battle in which it 
seemed that, like Edward Payson, I could “have taught Bob 
Ingersoll infidelity,” I found myself praying: “ Oh, Lord, let me 
die before I bring dishonor upon Thy name.” My heart grew 
calm and peaceful. I seemed, with spiritual vision, to see my 
Redeemer standing before me and He was smiling upon me. 

I remember that I answered: “ Master, I thought You came 
to bind up my broken heart. How can You smile at my present 
discomfiture?“ And then with a smile of still more ineffable 
sweetness He seemed to say: “My child, I am smiling at you 
because I know I am going to bring you through.” 

The flame shall not hurt thee—I only design 
Thy dross to consume and thy gold to refine. 


And in that moment it seemed to my soul that the everlast- 
ing gates were lifted up and the anchor of hope and stead- 
fast faith was let down into my soul with a strength and power 
that have held me since then through every storm. I could not 
be content to stay in bed and do nothing, and I called my 
sister and some of my young neighborhood friends to my bed- 
side and dictated through their fingers the sentiments of hope 
and purpose that were stirring my heart. 

I sent these letters, poems, and sketches to the old Sunny 
South, then edited by that brilliant orator, John H. Seals, to 
Henry Grady's Atlanta Constitution—whose young people's 
department was presided over by his mother-in-law, the beloved 
Mrs. William King—and occasionally to other papers. 

Generous cheering letters began to pour in upon me from 
all parts of the country, helping to make my narrow room a 
positive haven of sunshine and joy. I organized at my bed- 
side a literary club of the bright young country boys and girls 
of the community, naming this club “The McBeath Literary 
Circle,” in honor of Tom F. McBeath, then a comparatively 
unknown literary genius, author of Biopsis” and “ Carme- 
naetati,” two master poems which had been an unspeakable 
enrichment to my heart and thought-life while I was in bed. 

No tongue or pen can ever describe what it meant to me 
to have these boys and girls from miles around come to my 
bedside and give me an opportunity to help them with their 
debates and declamations for the fortnightly meetings of the 
McBeath Literary Circle. 

After several years my good friends, Dr. James Greer and 
Mr. James Brumby (the latter suffering himself from a similar 
spinal affliction) came out from Marietta and put a plaster 
of Paris brace around me, with the aid of which I began to 
spend an hour or two each day sitting up and walking 
around the place. 

Then came the burning purpose to build something perma- 
nent for these boys and girls, and we started a movement 
to build a literary hall and school building together. On a 
wire spring, ingeniously constructed by a prominent member 
of the “McBeath” (James Greer, a genial cousin of the 
Marietta dentist) that allowed my sensitive body to take 
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short rides about the country, I began to make speeches and 
encourage the organization of other literary clubs, until we 
finally organized the Cobb County Literary Convention, that 
held its annual celebrations for the inspiration of Cobb Coun- 
ty's country boys and girls. 

Getting on my wire spring, I went to Marietta, Acworth, and 
finally to Atlanta, and raised the money that made possible 
our new hall, At its dedication many prominent citizens of 
Marietta and Atlanta were present to rejoice with me in one 
of the happiest days of vision and victory which any shut-in 
had ever known, 

MY “LITERARY FIRSTLING 


Something less than a year after this mountain peak expe- 
rience in my life of sunlit trials I got together the simple wares 
of my literary firstling, “Echoes from a Recluse,” and at the 
suggestion of my great-hearted friend, Henry Clay Fairman, 
who had become editor of The Sunny South, this title was am- 
plified by the prefix “ Earnest Willie,” given me by a young 
lady friend, beautiful Beatrice Christian, who afterwards be- 
came my brother’s wife. On my rolling chair, which had been 
presented to me by the readers of the “ Boys and Girls” and 
the “ Household Departments“ of The Sunny South, I started out 
in the world to make my way, and to carry especially a mes- 
sage of purpose to “ Young America,” trying to inspire boys and 
girls everywhere to win the education which I had missed. 
I addressed schools during the day on such subjects as “ Pluck 
and Purpose” and “the Heroism of Worthy Effort,” and at 
night I would give, two or three times a week, a platform pay 
lecture-entertainment, usually a combination reading from my 
book. The next day on my chair I was rolled over the town 
and sold my book, chiefly to those who had heard me the night 
before. Quite often I was called on, although only a layman, 
to assist in evangelistic meetings, and finally, after lecturing 
widely over the South, disposing of about 10 editions of my 
book, I had laid up money enough to enter Mercer University 
at Macon, Ga., in January, 1898. I was offered help that 
would have placed me in college several years earlier, but I felt 
that, chiefly for the sake of giving an example to other strug- 
gling boys and girls, I preferred to earn every dollar myself. 
In this spirit, I have taught nearly 4,000,000 boys and girls, 
North, South, East, and West, to stand up and repeat the 
motto of my life since becoming a cripple— Let nothing dis- 
turb you; never give up!” 

Soon after entering Mercer University I wrote and published 
in the college magazine the following lines, which now appear 
as a part of the introduction to my new book, “Clarion Calls 
from Capitol Hill”—lines which gathered up the shreds and 
gleams of my shattered boyhood’s dream: 


MY VISION 


_ I sometimes catch a flitting gleam 

Of heights I long to reach, 

I sometimes feel the swelling stream 
Of thoughts beyond my speech; 

I sometimes soar on fancy’s wing, 
Or climb on golden staff 

To where the silent muses sing 
And worldly crowns are chaff, 

I sometimes tread the stellar plain 
Above earth’s jarring din, 

And catch, I ween, the heavenly strain 
Of notes ne'er marred by sin; 

And at such times I cry: “A voice! 
A voice to break the spell, 

That others, with me, may rejoice 
In thoughts too deep to tell!” 


I close this simple story with the humble hope and the 
modest suggestion that many of my colleagues whom I honor so 
highly, and whose fellowship I so greatly treasure, may be 
able to carry from this story to their own children the prac- 
tical lesson that, if one Georgia boy can walk between his 
plow handles and dream of learning’s boon and fame’s fair 
and shining crown—if he can see his castles fall in one fate- 
ful hour, and lie for nearly seven years on a bed amid the 
wreckage of his hopes and plans; and never be discouraged 
if he could hear the songs of hope singing ever in his heart 
and see the star of hope shining always in the sky of his 
long-shadowed life—if he could write or dictate a book while 
on the bed, and then get up and go out into the world and 
fight his way to college by the time he was 31, and then, with 
clean hands politically, land in Congress at last, and be 
elected the fourth time from a glorious constituency like the 
fifth district of Georgia, incorporating such a great metropolis 
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as Atlanta, then your boys and girls, with strong arms and 
strong backs, and strong purposes, and strong manhood: and 
womanhood ean do anything on earth that God wants them 
to do! 

If I could pack it all into one thought, one phrase, that I 
would love to plant in the heart of every boy and girl in this 
land that we love so well, it would be this: 


A purpose linked to God. 


[Applause.] 
THE PACIFIO COMMISSARY CO. 


Mr. STRONG of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I call up the confer- 
ence report on the bill S. 2357, an act for the relief of the 
Pacific Commissary Co. 

The conference report is as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the House to the bill S. 2357, 
an act for the relief of the Pacific Commissary Co., having met, 
after full and free conference have agreed to recommend and 
do recommend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ments of the House and agree to the same with an amendment 
as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed insert “$10,841.73 out 
of any money in the Treasury not. otherwise appropriated”; 
and the House agree to the same. 

James G. STRONG, 

ARTHUR B. WILLIAMS, 

CHARLES F. X. O'BRIEN, 
Managers on the part of the House. 

ARTHUR CAPFER, 

Rokr. N. STANFIELD, 

THOMAS F. BAYARD, 
Managers on the part of the Senate. 


The conference report was agreed to. 
ADJOURN MENT 


Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5.o’clock and 14 
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Thurs- 
day, February 19, 1925, at 12 o’clock noon. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII. 

Mr. DRIVER: Committee on Public Lands. S. 4120. An act 
to promote the production of sulphur upon the public domain; 
with amendments (Rept. No. 1508). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. LUCE: Committee on World War Veterans’ Legislation. 
H. R. 11633. A bill to authorize an appropriation to provide 
additional hospital and out-patient dispensary facilities for 
persons entitled to hospitalization under the World War 
veterans’ act, 1924; with an amendment (Rept. No. 1509). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

Mr. REED of West Virginia: Committee on the District of 
Columbia. H. R. 12213. A bill to enable the Rock Creek and 
Potorsac Parkway Commission to complete the acquisition of 
land required for a connecting parkway between Rock Creek 
Park, the Zoological Park, and Potomac Park; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1510). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington: Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization, H. R. 12246. A bill providing for the pay- 
ment of extra compensation to immigrant inspectors and other 
immigration employees for overtime work; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1512). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
ifouse on the state of the Union. 5 

Mr. SPROUL of Illinois: Committee on the Post Office and 
Post Roads. S. 3162. An act authorizing the Postmaster 
General to make monthly payment of rental for post office 
premises under lease; without amendment (Rept. No. 1513). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

Mr. COLTON: Committee on the Public Lands. S. 3494. An 
act to amend an act entitled An act to establish the Utah Na- 


the Union. 


tional Park in the State of Utah”; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1514). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union: 

Mr. SPROUL of Illinois: Committee on the Post Office and 
Post Roads. S. 3967. An act to authorize the Postmaster 
General to rent quarters for postal purposes in certain cases 
without a formal written contract; and for other purposes; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1515). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. HAUGEN: Committee on Agriculture. H. R. 12348. A 
bill to create a Federal cooperative marketing board, to pro- 
vide for the registration of cooperative marketing, clearing 
house, and terminal market organizations, and for other pur- 
poses; without amendment (Rept. No. 1517.) Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota : Committee on World War 
Veterans Legislation. H. R. 12308. A bill to amend the 
World War veterans’ act, 1924; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1518). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS " 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma: Committee on the Public Lands. 
H. R. 12071. A bill permitting the sale of lot 9, 16.63 acres, 
in section 31, township 2 south, range 17 west, in Bay County, 
Fla., to P. C. Black; with an amendment (Rept. No. 1511). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged 
from the consideration of the following bills, which were re- 
ferred as follows: 

The bill (H. R. 12320) granting a pension to Sarah Miller; 
Committee on Pensions discharged, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memo- 
rials were introduced and severely referred as follows: 

By Mr. EDMONDS: A bill (H. R. 12339) relating to the 
carriage of goods by sea; to the Committee on the Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr: WATKINS: A bill (H. R. 12340) authorizing and 
directing the Postmaster General to grant permission to use 
special canceling stamps or postmarking dies in the Portland, 
Oreg., post office; -to the Committee on the Post Office and 
Post Roads, 

By Mr. ARNOLD: A bill (H. R. 12341) to authorize the 
States of Indiana and Illinois in the States of Indiana and 
Illinois to construct a bridge across the Wabash River at the 
city of Mount Carmel, Wabash County, NL, and connecting 
Gibson County, Ind.; to the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce. 

By Mr. HUDSPETH: A bill (H. R. 12342) authorizing and 
directing the Postmaster General to grant permission to use 
special canceling stamps or postmarking dies in the El Paso, 
Eri Pek office; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post 


By Mr. LARSON of Minnesota: A bill (H. R. 12343) to 
create an additional judge in the district of Minnesota; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota: A bill (H. R. 12344) to ex- 
tend the time for the commencement and completion of the 
bridge of the Valley Transfer Railway Co., a corporation, 
across the Mississippi River in the State of Minnesota; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. VARE: A bill (H. R. 12345) to make an appropria- 
tion for the cooperation of the United States in the Sesquicen- 
tennial Exhibition commemorating the signing of the Declara- 
tion of Independence in the city of Philadelphia; to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. JONES: A bill (H. R. 12346) declaring an emergency 
in respect to certain agricultural commodities, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. RICHARDS: A bill (H. R. 12347) to amend an act en- 
titled “An act to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to 
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permits, and for 
other purposes,” approved January 11, 1922: to the Committee 


grant extensions of time under oil and gas 


on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. HAUGEN: A bill (H. R. 12348) to create a Federal 
cooperative marketing board, to provide for the registration of 
cooperative marketing, clearing house, and terminal market 
organizations, and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

By Mr. MILLER of Washington: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 
359) authorizing the Secretary of War to loan certain horses, 
bridles, saddles, and saddle blankets to the thirty-sixth tri- 
ennial conclaye committee of Knights Templar for use at the 
thirty-sixth triennial conclave Knights Templar of the United 
States, to be held at Seattle, Wash., in July, 1925; to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. VESTAL: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 360) provid- 
ing that the select committee of the House of Representatives 
appointed to investigate the Air Service be authorized to make 
their final report not later than December 15, 1925, to the 
Sixty-ninth Congress, and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Rules. 

By Mr. MacGREGOR: Resolution (H. Res. 446) to pay 
salary and funeral expenses of late sundry employees, respec- 
tively, of the House of Representatives; to the Committee on 
Accounts. 

By Mr. GIBSON: Resolution (H. Res. 447) creating a special 
committee on the government of the District of Columbia; to 
the Committee on Rules. 

By the SPEAKER (by request): Memorial of the Legisla- 
ture of the State of Montana to Congress, calling attention to 
the urgency of accelerating construction work upon the Flat- 
head irrigation project, and making further and adequate 
appropriations therefor; to the Committee on Appropriations. 

Also (by request), memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of New Mexico, requesting Congress to extend the authority 
of the Secretary of Agriculture under Senate Joint Resolution 
52 so that advances or loans may be made to farmers in the 
drought-stricken areas of New Mexico for planting and raising 
crops in New Mexico; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also (by request), memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Nebraska, asking Congress to provide by law for a survey 
of the Missouri River from Kansas City, Kans., to Sioux City, 
Iowa; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

Also (by request), memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Utah, asking Congress to take favorable action on S. 4060 
and H. R. 11555, which provide suitable recognition for the 
services of Lieutenant Maughan; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs, 

Also (by request), memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Utah, petitioning Congress to make an appropriation for the 
investigation of Utah's potash deposits and experimentation on 
producing from them high-grade potassium salts; to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. LEAVITT: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Montana, calling attention to the urgency of accelerating 
construction work upon the Flathead irrigation project, and 
making further adequate appropriations therefor; to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ANDREW: A bill (H. R. 12349) granting an increase 
of pension to Frances M. Gooding; to the Committee on Inyalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. BEGG: A bill (H. R. 12350) granting an increase of 
pension to Sarah A. Dalrymple; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. GARDNER of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 12351) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Margaret A. Kennison; to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. LOWREY: A bill (H. R. 12352) to provide for pay- 
ment of the amount of a war-risk insurance policy to persons 
designated as beneficiaries of First Lieut. Lewis Wesley 
Kitchens, deceased; to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. MILLER of Washington: A bill (H. R. 12353) for 
the relief of the Sea-Coast Packing Co. of Seattle, Wash.; to 
the Committee on Claims. . 

By Mr. RAMSETER: A bill (H. R. 12354) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Margaret Hendricks; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 


By Mr. WYANT: A bill (H. R. 12355) granting an increase 
of pension to Marie Lenhart; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 12356) granting a pension to Nora 
Remaley; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 12857) granting an increase of pension to 
Martha B. Wallace; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 

3830. By Mr. BLACK of New York: Petition of residents 
and citizens of Brooklyn, N. Y., opposing the compulsory Sun- 
day observance bill (S. 3218) and any other religious legisla- 
tion which may be pending; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

3831. By Mr. COLE of Ohio: Petition of Ohio bakers for ac- 
tion to prevent War Baking Co. from maintaining a price 
level lower in the State of Ohio than in other States; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

3832. By Mr. GARBER: Petition from Roy Hoffman, briga- 
dier general, Officers’ Reserve Corps, for $7,000,000 appropria- | 
tion to give a 15-day period of training to each reserve officer 
once in three years and an annual 15-day period; to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 

3833. By Mr. GALLIVAN: Petition of Hon. Thomas W. 
Proctor, of Boston, member of committee for Massachusetts of 
the national committee to procure adequate compensation for 
the Federal judiciary, urging passage of House bill 9221, pro- 
viding for additional compensation for Federal judges; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

3834. By Mr. GRAH#M: Petition of Philadelphia Board of 
Trade, Philadelphia, Pa., favoring the enactment of Senate bill 
4008, proposing amendments to the act a Federal 
Trade Commission; to the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce. 

3835. By Mr. HAWLEY: Petition of the citizens of Oregon 
to the House of Representatives not to concur in the passage 
of the compulsory Sunday observance bill (S. 3218) nor to pass 
any other religious legislation which may be pending; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

8836. By Mr. MacGREGOR: Petition of Buffalo Lodge, No. 
1, International Shipmasters’ Association, Buffalo, N. X., urg- 


ing the 2 of a lighthouse on Lansing Shoals, 
rane Michigan ; the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
mmerce. 


8837. By Mr. MONTAGUE: Petition of 16 citizens of Rich- 
mond, Va., protesting against the passage of Senate bill 3218, 
the compulsory Sunday observance bill, and all other similar 
1 legislation; to the Committee on the District of Co- 

3838. By Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota: Petition signed by 
sundry citizens of Minneapolis, Minn., in protest against the 
eompulsory Sunday observance bill, and ail other similar leg- 
islation ; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

3839. By Mr. SWING: Petition of residents of Anaheim, 
Calif., protesting against compulsory Sunday observance laws; 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

3840. By Mr. WEFALD: Petition of 115 citizens of Pelican 
Rapids, Minn., urging the House of Representatives not to 
concur in the passage of the compulsory Sunday observance 
bill (8. 8218), nor to pass any other religious legislation which 
may be pending; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

3841. Also, petition of nine citizens of Mineral Center, Minn., 
urging the House of Representatives not to concur in the 
passage of the compulsory Sunday observance bill (S. 3218), 
nor to pass any other religious legislation that may be pend- 
ing; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

3842. Also, petition of 16 citizens of Becker County, Minm, 
urging the House of Representatives not to concur in the 
passage of the compulsory Sunday observance bill (S. 3218), 
and not to pass any other religious legislation which may be 
pending; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

3843. Also, petition of 33 citizens of Roseau County, Minn., 
urging the House of Representatives not to concur in the 
passage of the compulsory Sunday observance bill (S. 3218), 
nor to pass any other religious legislation that may be pending ; 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

8844. Also, petition of 63 citizens of Greenbush, Minn., urg- 
ing the House of Representatives not to concur in the passage 
of the compulsory Sunday observance bill (S. 3218), nor to 
pass any other religious legislation which may be pending; 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 
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3845. Also, petition of 25 citizens of Norman and Red Lake 
Counties, Minn., urging the House of Representatives not to 
concur in the passage of the compulsory Sunday observance 
bill (S. 3218), nor to pass any other religious legislation that 
may be pending; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 


SENATE 
Tuurspay, February 19, 1925 
(Legislative day of Tuesday, February 17, 1925) 


The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration of 
the recess. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore (Mr. Cummins). The Senate 
will receive a message from the House of Representatives. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Far- 
rell, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had agreed 
to the report of the committee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amendment of the House to the 
bill (S. 2357) for the relief of the Pacific Commissary Co. 

The message also announced that the House had passed the 
bill (S. 3173) to provide for the construction of a memorial 
bridge across the Potomae River from a point near the Lin- 
coln Memorial in the city of Washington to an appropriate 
point in the State of Virginia, and for other purposes, with 
an amendment, in which it requested the concurrence of the 
Senate. 

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS SIGNED 


The message further announced that the Speaker of the 
House had affixed his signature to the following enrolled bills 
and joint resolutions, and they were thereupon signed by the 
President pro tempore: 

H. R. 10471. An act authorizing the Postmaster General to 
permit the use of precanceled stamped envelopes; 

H. R. 11725. An act to legalize a pier and wharf in York 
River at Gloucester Banks, near Gloucester Point, Va.; 

S. 2397. An act to provide for refunds to veterans of the 
World War of certain amounts paid by them under Federal 
irrigation projects ; 

S. 2718. An act to authorize the payment of an indemnity 
to the Government of Norway on account of losses sustained 
by the owners of the Norwegian steamship Hassel as the result 
of a collision between that steamship and the American steam- 
ship Ausable; 

S. 2835. An act to amend an act entitled “An act authorizing 
insurance companies or associations and fraternal beneficiary 
sonaue to file bills of interpleader,” approved February 22, 
1917; 

8.3793. An act to authorize the appointment of commis- 
sioners by the Court of Claims and to prescribe their powers 
and compensation ; 

S. 4152. An act to authorize the Secretary of War to grant 
a perpetual easement for railroad right of way over and upon 
a portion of the military reservation on Anastasia Island, in 
the State of Florida; 

S. J. Res. 172. Joint resolution to authorize the appropria- 
tion of certain amounts for the Yuma irrigation project, Ari- 
zona, and for other purposes ; 

S. J. Res. 95. Joint resolution to authorize the American Na- 
tional Red Cross to continue the use of temporary buildings 
now erected on square No. 172, Washington, D. C.; 

S. 3630. An act authorizing the Secretary of War to convey 
to the Federal Land Bank of Baltimore certain land in the 
city of San Juan, P. R.; 

S. 3760. An act to amend in certain particulars the national 
defense act of June 3, 1916, as amended, and for other pur- 


seS; 

8 3648. An act granting to the county authorities of San 
Juan County, State of Washington, a right of way for county 
roads over certain described tracts of land on the abandoned 
military reservations on Lopez and Shaw Islands, and for 
other purposes ; 

S. 3895. An act to authorize the coinage of silver 50-cent 
pieces in commemoration of the one hundred and fiftieth anni- 
versary of the Battle of Bennington and the independence of 
Vermont, in commemoration of the seventy-fifth anniversary 
of the admission of California into the Union, and in commem- 
oration of the one hundredth anniversary of the founding of 
Fort Vancouver, State of Washington; 

S. 2287. An act to permit the Secretary of War to dispose 
of and the Port of New York Authority to acquire the Hobo- 
ken Manufacturers’ Railroad; and 
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S. 1918. An act to consolidate the office of public buildings 
and grounds under the Chief of Engineers, United States 
Army, and the office of superintendent of the State, War, and 
Navy Department Buildings. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the 
following joint memorial of the Legislature of Montana, which 
was referred to the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation: 


House joint memorial 1 (introduced by Dellwo) to the Congress of the 
United States calling attention to the urgency of accelerating con- 
struction work upon the Flathead irrigation project, and making 
further and adequate appropriations therefor 


IN THE HOUSE 


January 8, 1925: Read first and second time and referred to com- 
mittee on irrigation and water rights. 

January 14, 1925: Committee recommends that bill do pass. 
port adopted and referred to printing committee. 

January 15, 1925: Reported correctly printed. Report adopted and 
referred to general orders. 

January 16, 1925: Recommended favorably by committee of whole. 
Report adopted and referred to engrossing committee. 

January 22, 1925: Reported correctly engrossed. Report adopted 
and referred to calendar for third reading. 

January 23, 1925: Read three several times and passed, Title 
agreed to. Transmitted to senate for its concurrence, 


Re- 


IN THE SENATE 


January 26, 1925: Read first and second time and referred to com- 
mittee on irrigation and water rights, 

January 28, 1925: Committee recommends that bill be concurred in. 
Report adopted. Bill referred to general file. 

January 29, 1925: Committee of the whole recommends that bill be 
concurred in. On motion segregated and rereferred to committee on 
irrigation and water rights. 

February 2, 1925: Committee recommends that bill be concurred in 
as amended. Report adopted. Bill referred to general file. 

February 3, 1925: Committee of the whole recommends that bill 
be concurred in. Report adopted. Bill referred to calendar for third 
reading. 

February 4, 1925: Read third time and concurred in as amended. 
Title agreed to. Returned to house. 


IN THE HOUSE 


February 5, 1925: Placed en general orders for concurrence in sen- 
ate amendments. Committee of whole recommends bill be concurred 
in as amended. Report adopted. Referred to engrossing committee. 

February 6, 1925: Reported correctly engrossed. Report adopted 
and referred to calendar for third reading. Read three several times 
and passed. Title agreed to. Referred to enrolling committee. 

February 7, 1925: Reported correctly enrolled. 


A memorial to the Congress of the United States calling attention to 
the urgency of accelerating construction work upon the Flathead 
irrigation project, and making further and adequate appropriations 
therefor 

To the honorable Senate and House of Representatives of the United 

States in Congress assembled: 

SecTion 1. Whereas it has been brought to the notice of the legis- 
lative body of the State of Montana that upon the Flathead project, 
an irrigation project being constructed and operated by the United 
States Indian Reclamation Service in the lower Flathead Valley, a 
shortage of water for irrigation purposes has existed during the past 
season on account of the delay in completing said project; and 

Whereas it is the conviction of this body that profitable crops can 
not be produced upon this project without irrigation, and that there is 
an ample supply of water available upon the completion of said 
project; and 

Whereas farmers and business men settled upon said project almost 
15 years ago with the assurance that its works would be completed 
and placed in full operation without unnecessary delay. They have 
sacrificed from 10 to 14 years of their lives, together with capital 
brought in from former enterprises. They have demonstrated, with 
the limited supply of water at their disposal, that profitable crops 
can be raised if they are assured an ample supply of water for irriga- 
tion purposes; and 

Whereas this development and the influx of new settlers taking place 
at present creates a need for water for irrigation purposes which is 
imperative: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the Nineteenth Legislative Assembly of the State of 
Montana, That ordinary justice to, and a fair consideration for the 
right of, the farmers and business men aforesaid demand that no cur- 
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tailment in construction on account of lack of funds be permitted at 
this time, and that sufficient money should be provided to carry on 
construction work upon said project in anticipation of all probable 
water requirements; and be it further 

Resolved, That Congress be respectfully memorialized and petitioned, 
and it is hereby memorialized and petitioned, to appropriate not less 
than $150,000, to be used during the current fiseal year for construc- 
tion work upon the Fiathead project, and that work on said project 
in the future be completed without any unnecessary delay. 

Sec. 2. Be it further resolved, That copies of this memorial be trans- 
mitted by the secretary of state to the President of the Senate, the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, and to each of the Senators 
and Representatives from Montana. 

D. M, Bricker, 

Speaker of the House. 
W. S. McCormack, 
President of the Senate. 

I hereby certify that the within memorial originated in the house. 

H. J. Faust, Chief Clerk. 

This bill was received by the governor this 13th day of February, 
1925. 

J. E. Exrexsox, Governor. 
By WILL AIKEN, 
Private Secretary. 

Approved February 18, 1925. 

È J. E. Erickson, Governor. 

Filed February 13, 1925, at 4.45 o'clock p. m. 

C. T. STEWART, 
Becretary of State. 

By C. L. WALKER, 
Deputy. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore also laid before the Senate 
the following joint memorial of the Legislature of Utah, 
which was referred to the Committee on Military Affairs: 


STATE or Uran, 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
RECRETARY oF Srate’s OFFICE. 


I, H. E. Crockett, secretary of state of the State of Utah, do hereby 
certify that the attached is a full, true, and correct copy of H. J. R. 
No. 3, by Mr. Hunt, memorializing Congress to take favorable action 
on Senate bill 4060, and H. R. 11555, which provides for suitable 
recognition for the services of Lieutenant Maughan, as appears on 
file in my office. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the 
great seal of the State of Utah this 18th day of February, 1925. 

LSNAL. H. E. CROCKETT, 

Secretary of State. 
H. J. R. No. 8. (By Mr. Hunt.) Memorializing Congress to take favor- 
able action on Senate bill 4060, and H. R. 11555, which provides for 
suitable recognition for the services of Lieutenant Maughan 

Whereas a native born son of Utah, Lieut. Russel L. Maughan, 
during the World War, distinguished himself for valor in combat with 
enemy aircraft over the battle fields in France; and 

Whereas Lieutenant Maughan brought to the United States Air 
Service the world's champlonship for speed by winning the Pulitzer 
airplane speed contest; and 

Whereas Lieutenant Maughan has brought further renown to his 
State and his country by performing the marvelous feat of crossing 
the United States by light of a single day, all of which redounds to 
the credit and well being of the people of the United States as well 
as being a distinct contribution te the science of flying; and 

Whereas there has been introduced in the Senate of the United 
States, by Senator Reep Smoor and in the House of Representatives 
by Congressman Don B. COLTON, a bill that would offer suitable recog- 
nition for the services of Lieutenant Maughan; Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Legislature of the State of Utah, hereby memorial- 
Ize the Congress of the United States to take favorable action on the 
above-described Senate bill 4060 and H. R. 11555, with the full con- 
viction that the record of Lieutenant Maughan is a matter of national 
pride, and that his bravery, endurance, and successful navigation of 
the air should be thus fittingly recognized. 

The foregoing H. J. R. No. 8, was publicly read by title and im- 
mediately thereafter signed by the president of the senate, in the 
presence of the house over which he presides, and the fact of such 
signing duly entered upon the journal this 12th day of February, 1925. 

A. B. Irvis, 
President of the Senate. 

Attest: 

H. L. CuMMINGs, 
Becretary of the Senate. 


The foregoing resolution wns publicly read by title and immediately 
thereafter signed by the speaker of the house in the presence of the 
house over which he presides, and the fact of such signing duly 
entered upon the journal this 11th day of February, 1925. 

WX. E. MCKELL, 
Speaker of the House. 


E. L. CROPPER, 
Ohief Clerk of House. 
Received and filed In the office of the secretary of state this 18th 
day of February, 1925. 
H. E. CROCKETT, - 
Secretary of State. 
By Cuas. Hernan, Deputy. 


Srarn oF UTAH, 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
SECRETARY OF STATE’s OFFICE. 
I, H. E. Crockett, secretary of state of the State of Utah, do hereby 
certify that the attached is a full, true, and correct copy of H. C. M. 
No. 4, by Mr. Whittaker, memorializing Congress to make an appropria- 
tion for the investigation of Utah’s potash deposits and experimenta- 
tion on producing from them high-grade potassium salts, as appears on 
file in my office. 
In witness whereof I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the 
great seal of the State of Utah this 13th day of February, 1925. 


[SEAL] H. E. CROCKETT, 
Secretary of State. 
H. C. M. No. 4. (By Mr. Whittaker.) Memorlalizing Congress to make 


an appropriation for the investigation of Utah's potash deposits and 

experimentation on producing from them high-grade potassium salts 

Whereas there are in Utah vast deposits of potash at present not 
high grade enough to be commercially profitable; and 

Whereas the United States Bureau of Soils desires to conduct ex- 
periments on the potash deposits of the United States with a view to 
demonstrate thet high-grade potassium salts can be produced from 
them: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the Legislaturs of the State of Utah, That Congress be, 
and is hereby, memorialized to appropriate the sum of $100,000 for 
the thorough investigation by either the United States Bureau of Soils 
or the United States Bureau of Mines, as it in its wisdom may decide, 
of the possibilities of producing high-grade potash salts in Utah. 

The foregoing H. C. M. No. 4 was publicly read by title and imme- 
diately thereafter signed by the president of the senate in the presence 
of the house over which he presides and the fact of such signing duly 
entered upon the journal this 10th day of February, 1925. 

A. B. IRVINB, 
President of the Senate, 

Attest: 

H. L. CUMMINGS, 
Scoretary of the Senate. 

The foregoing H. C. M. No. 4 was publicly read by title and imme- 
diately thereafter signed by the speaker of the house In the presence 
of the house over which he presides and the fact of such signing duly 
entered upon the journal this 10th day of February, 1925. 


Ws. E. McKetr, 
Speaker of the House. 
Attest: 
E. L. CROPPER, 
Chief Clerk of House. 
Received from the house of representatives this 10th day of Febru- 
ary, 1925. Approved February 11, 1925. 
Gro. H. Dxnx, Governor. 
Received from the governor and filed in the office of the secretary of 
state this 11th day of February, 1925. 
H. E, CROCKETT, 
Secretary of Stute. 
By Cras, Herter, i 
Deputy. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore also laid before the Senate 
the petition of sundry citizens of Guthrie Center, in the: State 
of Iowa, praying for the participation of the United States 
in the Permanent Court of International Justice, which was 
referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. ` 
Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I ask to have referred to 
the Committee on Manufactures and printed in the Recorp a 
telegram received from the Governor of Florida, with reference 
to the increased price of gasoline. 
There being no objection, the telegram was referred to the 
Committee on Manufactures and ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp as follows: 
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TALLAHASSEE, FLA., February Ir, 1925. 
Ion. D. U. FLETCHER, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 

The people of Florida using motor cars have had forced upon them 
within recent weeks and in rapid succession three increases in price 
of gasoline totaling 6 cents on the gallon. From press reports this 
skyrocketing has been widespread, probably no section of the country 
escaping what appears to be an insatiate greed. Since the condition 
complained of is nation-wide and the Federal Government is in better 
position to deal with the situation than are the separate States, 
will you not, as a Senator of the United States, use your position to 

_ invoke the powers of the Federal Government to give the country 
the facts, and if increases are unwarranted and unjustified to grant 
that relief to which the people are entitled? The people of Florida will 
appreciate energetic action on the part of their Representatives in 
Congress in this matter, 


Joux W. Manrix, Gorernor of Florida. 


Mr. BURSUM presented the following joint memorial of the 
Legislature of New Mexico, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry: 


Stare or New Mexico, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE. 


Certificate 


I, Soledad C. Chacon, secretary of state of the State of New Mex- 
feo, do hereby certify, that there was filed for record in this office 
at 3.25 p. m., on the 12th day of February, A. D. 1925, Senate Joint 
Memorial No, 3, joint memorial of the Senate and House of Repre- 
sentatives of the State of New Mexico to the Congress of the United 
States, requesting the Congress to extend the anthority of the 
Secretary of Agriculture under Senate Joint Resolution 52 so that 
advances or loans may be made to farmers in the drought-stricken 
areas of New Mexico for planting and raising crops during 1925, as 
passed by the Seventh State Legislature of the State of New Mexico 
and approved by the Governor of the State of New Mexico, February 
12, 1925; and also, that I have compared the following copy of the 
same, with the original thereof on file and declare it to be a correct 
transcript therefrom and of the whole thereof. 

Given under my hand and the great seal of the State of New Mexico, 
at the city of Santa Fe, the capital, on this 13th day of February, 
A. D. 1925. 

[SEAL] SorEDAD C. CHACON, 

Secretary of State. 


Spventa Lecistatcure, Stare or New MEXICO. 


Senate joint memorial No. 3 (introduced by Mr. Lucero) of the 
Senate and House of Representatives of the State of New Mexico 
to the Congress of the United States, requesting the Congress to 
extend the authority of the Secretary of Agriculure under Senate 
Joint Resolution 52 so that advances or loans may be made to 
farmers in the drought-stricken areas of New Mexico for planting 
and rising crops during 1925 


Whereas the funds appropriated by Senate Joint Resolution 52 
passed by the Sixty-eighth Congress, first session, authorizing the 
Secretary of Agriculture to make advances or Joans to farmers in the 
drought-stricken areas of New Mexico for the spring and fall plant- 
ing of 1924 became available too late to enable many farmers to take 
advantage of it, and only $400,000 of the $1,000,000 appropriated 
was used for such loans; and 

Whereas the conditions of drought in some of said areas continued 
during most of the season of 1924, and many farmers therein had 
to abandon their farms and seek employment elsewhere in order to 
support their families, and some farmers who received loans out of 
said fund did not realize enough out of their crops to repay the same; 
and 

Whereas conditions of moisture throughout said areas are now 
such as to promise good crops for those who shall be able to plant, 
cultivate, and harvest them during the season of 1925, and if loans 
can be made to them in the manner provided in said resolution, 
many farmers will be enabled to return and till their farms: Now, 
therefore, be it l 

Resolved, That the Legislature of the State of New Mexico, re- 
spectfully and earnestly memorializes and requests the Congress of 
the United States to pass a like joint resolution at its present session 
continuing the authority of the Secretary of Agriculture, and make 
an appropriaion of $500,000 so that advances or loans may be made 
thereunder for the spring and fall planting of 1925; and be it fur- 
ther 

Resolved, That two copies of this joint memorial be forwarded to 
the President of the Senate and Speaker of the House of Represen- 


tatives of the United States, and to the Hon, A. A. Jones, and H. O. 
Bursum, Senators, and the Hon. Joux Morrow, Member of Congress 
from the State of New Mexico. 
Epwarp SARGEXT, 
President of the Senate. 


Attest: 
A. J. FISCHER, 
Chief Clerk of the Senate. 
D. W. SMITH, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 
Attest; 
J. O. Morris, 


Chief Clerk of the House of Representatives. 
Approved by me this 12th day of February, 1925, 
A. T. HANNeTT, 
Governor of New Mexico. 


Mr. OWEN presented the following resolutions adopted by 
the House of Representatives of the Legislature of the State of 
Oklahoma, which were referred to the Committee on Indian 
Affairs: 


Engrossed house resolution 10 (by Sanders), memorializing the Con- 
gress of the United States to make a per capita payment to the 
Choctaw and Chickasaw Indians. 


Whereas by reason of the Government of the United States being 
the guardian of the persons and estates of the Choctaw and Chickasaw 
Indians of Oklahoma it has accumulated considerable amounts of 
money from the sale of royalties from coal and asphalt lands which 
belong to said Choctaw and Chickasaw Tribes of Indians; and 

Whereas this money rightfully belongs to said Indians, haying been 
derived from their own property, there should, if possible, at the very 
earliest date, be made to them a per capita payment: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That we will memorialize the Congress of the United 
States to investigate this matter, and if they have sufficient money 
on hand to make a liberal per capita payment that same be looked 
into immediately; be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be mailed to each United 
States Senator and Member of Congress of the State of Oklahoma, 

Adopted by the house of representatives this the 2d day of Feb- 
ruary, 1925. 4 

J. B. HARPER, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

Correctly engrossed. 

H. W. BROADBENT, 
Chairman of Committee on Engrossing and Enrolling. 


Engrossed house resolution 11 (by Sanders), memorlallzing the Con- 
gress of the United States to sell the mineral rights to the segre- 
gated coal and asphalt lands of the Choctaw-Chickasaw Nations, 
and for the final winding up of the affairs of the Choctaw-Chickasaw 
Tribes 


Whereas nearly 25 years ago the Government of the United States 
and the Choctaw-Chickasaw Tribes of Indians entered, at Atoka, In- 
dian Territory, into an agreement, otherwise known as a treaty, 
whereby the tribes of aforesaid agreed to take individual land allot- 
mente, and that all other property should remain as the property of 
the tribes in common, and included in said property held in common 
was approximately 450,000 acres of land bearing coal and asphalt 
deposits, which were reserved from individual allotments; and 

Whereas a number of years ago the Congress of the United States 
provided for the sale of the segregated coal and asphalt lands, but 
provided for the separation of the surface and mineral rights; and 

Whereas the mineral right to approximately 450,000 acres, valued 
at many millions of dollars, has never been disposed of, thereby delay- 
ing the final settlement and winding up of the affairs of these two 
great tribes; and 

‘Whereas the Choctaw-Chickasaw Tribes have kept the faith of the 
Atoka and all other agreements, and haye never violated any of tho 
articles stipulated therein; and 

Whereas the present conditions in at least a part of the Choctaw- 
Chickasaw Nations are deplorable, many aged tribesmen being in 
poverty and destitution, and the sale of the mineral rights would be 
of tremendous benefit to them and to every other member of the tribes, 
as well as to the State at large: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives of the State of Oklahoma, 
That the United States Senators and each Member of the Congress 
from the State of Okiahoma are earnestly requested, as a solemn duty 
they owe a portion of their constituents, to urge and secure the speedy 
sale of the mineral rights in and to the segregated coal and asphalt 
lands of the Choctaw-Chickasaw Nations, and that a final settlement 
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tribes be fully wound up and all money deposited with the United 
States Government be distributed, 
Adopted by the house of representatives this the 2d day of Feb- 
ruary, 1925. 
J. B. HARPER, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
Correctly engrossed. 
H. W. BROADBENT, 
Chairman of Committee on Engrossing and Enrolling. 


Mr. McKELLAR presented the memorial of G. S. Vreeland 
and sundry other citizens, all of Chattanooga and vicinity, in 
the State of Tennessee, remonstrating against the passage of 
the so-called compulsory Sunday observance bill for the District, 
or any other religious legislation, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. BROUSSARD presented memorials numerously signed 
by sundry citizens of the State of Louisiana, remonstrating 
against the passage of the so-called compulsory Sunday observ- 
ance bill for the District, which were referred to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD presented a memorial of sundry citizens 
of Minneapolis, in the State of Minnesota, remonstrating 
against the passage of the so-called compulsory Sunday observ- 
ance bill for the District, which was referred to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. WILLIS presented a memorial of sundry citizens of 
Columbus, Worthington, and Delaware, all in the State of Ohio, 
remonstrating against the passage of the so-called compulsory 
Sunday observance bill for the District, which was referred to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

He also presented resolutions adopted by the board of di- 
rectors of the American Country Life Association, indorsing 
the work of the division of farm population and rural life of 
the Department of Agriculture and urging its expansion, and 
also indorsing the so-called Purnell bill, being House bill 157, 
to authorize the more complete endowment of agricultural 
experiment stations, and for other purposes, which were re- 
ferred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


Mr. BURSUM, from the Committee on Public Lands and Sur- 
yeys, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 5786) for the 
relief of Roberta H. Leigh and Laura H. Pettit, reported it 
without amendment and submitted a report (No. 1174) thereon. 

Mr. PEPPER, from the Committee on the Library, to which 
was referred the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 28) authorizing 
the Joint Committee on the Library to provide for the restora- 
tion and completion of the historical frieze in the rotunda of 
the Capitol, reported it with amendments, 

Mr. BALL, from the Committee on the District of Columbia, 
to which were referred the following bills, reported them each 
without amendment and submitted reports thereon: ‘ 

A bill (S. 4332) to amend an act entitled “An act making it 
a misdemeanor in the District of Columbia to abandon or wiil- 
fully neglect to provide for the support and maintenance by 
any person of his wife or his or her minor children in destitute 
or necessitous circumstances,” approved March 23, 1906 (Rept. 
No. 1175) ; and A 

A bill (H. R. 12001). to provide for the elimination of Lamond 
grade crossing in the District of Columbia, and for the exten- 
sion of Van Buren Street (Rept. No. 1176). 

Mr. CARAWAY, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
was referred the bill (S. 8717) conferring jurisdiction upon the 
Court of Claims of the United States or the district courts of 
the United States to hear, adjudicate, and enter judgment on 
the claim of Solomon L. Van Meter, jr., against the United 
States for the use or manufacture of an invention of Solomon 
L. Van Meter, jr., covered by letters patent No. 1192479, issued 
by the Patent Office of the United States July 25, 1916, reported 
it without amendment and submitted a report (No. 1177) 
thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred 
the bill (S. 2738) for the relief of Carrol A. Dickson, reported 
it with an amendment and submitted a report (No. 1178) 
thereon. 

Mr. WILLIS, from the Committee on Foreign Relations, to 
which was referred the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 190) to 
provide for the expenses of delegates of the United States to 
the Pan American Congress of Highways, reported it without 
amendment and submitted a report (No. 1179) thereon. 

He also, from the Committee on Commerce, to which was 
referred the bill (S. 4161) authorizing the transfer of aban- 
doned and unused lighthouse reservation lands and buildings 
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and authorizing the transfer of lighthouse reservation lands 
and buildings in exchange for other real property, and for 
other purposes, reported it with an amendment and submitted 
a report (No. 1180) thereon. 

Mr. LADD, from the Committee on Commerce, to which 
were referred the following bills, reported them severally 
without amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 11953) to authorize the construction of a 
bridge across the Grand Calumet River on the north and south 
center lines of section 33, township, 37 north, and range 9 west 
of the second principal meridian in Lake County, Ind., where 
said river is crossed by what is known as Kennedy Avenue 
(Rept. No. 1181); 

A bill (H. R. 11954) granting the consent of Congress for the 
construction of a bridge across the Grand Calumet River at 
Gary, Ind. (Rept. No. 1184) ; 

A bill (H. R. 11977) to extend the time for the commence- 
ment and completion of the bridge of the American Niagara 
Railroad Corporation across the Niagara Rivyer in the State 
of New York (Rept. No. 1182); and 

A bill (H, R. 11978) granting the consent of Congress to 
the Commissioners of McKean County, Pa., to construct a 
bridge across the Allegheny River (Rept. No. 1183). 

Mr. NORBECK, from the Committee on Public Lands and 
Surveys, to which were referred the following bills, reported 
them each without amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 11077) authorizing the issuance of patents to 
the State of South Dakota for park purposes of certain lands 
within the Custer State Park, now claimed under the United 
States general mining laws, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 
1185) ; and 

A bill (H. R. 11726) to authorize the creation of a national 
memorial in the Harney National Forest (Rept. No. 1186). 


ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 


Mr. WATSON, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 
ported that on February 18, 1925, that committee presented 
to the President of the United States bills and a joint resolu- 
tion of the following titles: 

S. 877. An act to provide for exchanges of Government and 
privately. owned lands in the Walapai Indian Reservation, 

3 f 
8.2209. An act to amend section 5147 of the Revised Stat- 


utes; 

S. 2746. An act regulating the recovery of allotments and 
allowances heretofore paid to designated beneficiaries; 

S. 3171. An act for the relief of sufferers from earthquake 
in Japan; 

S. 3180. An act to amend section 194 of the Penal Code of 
the United States; 

S. 3252. An act referring the claim of the State of Rhode 
Island for expenses during the war with Spain to the Court of 
Claims for adjudication ; 

S. 3352. An act to provide for the appointment of an ap- 
praiser of merchandise at Portland, Oreg. ; 

S. 3398. An act to authorize the city of Norfolk, Va., to con- 
struct a combined dam and bridge in Lafayette River, at or 
near Granby Street, Norfolk, Va.; 

S. 4014. An act to amend the act of June 30, 1919, relative 
to per capita cost of Indian schools; f 

S. 4109. An act to provide for the securing of lands in the 
southern Appalachian Mountains and in the Mammoth Cave 
regions of Kentucky for perpetual preservation as national 
parks; and 

S. J. Res. 177. Joint resolution to amend section 2 of the pub- 
lic resolution entitled “Joint resolution to anthorize the op- 
eration of Goyernmeut-owned radio stations for the use of the 
Bonera public, and for other purposes,“ approved April 14, 
1 : 


LEXINGTON-CONCOED SESQUICENTENNIAL COMMISSION 


Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I have here three reports 
from the Committee on the Library, and instead of sending 
them to the calendar I am going to ask the Senate for unani- 
mous consent for their immediate consideration. 

First, I report favorably without amendment from that 
committee the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 342) to authorize 
the appointment of an additional commissioner on the United 
States Lexington-Concord Sesquicentennial Commission, 

I will say for the information of Senators that this is merely 
to correct a mistake made in the House in the designation of 
the number of their commissioners in a measure which has 
already passed both Houses. It increases the number of com- 
missioners on the part of the House by one in order to accom- 
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modate a certain situation which will relieve the Speaker in 
connection with his appointments. i 

There being no objection, the joint resolution was considered 
as in Committee of the Whole and it was read, as follows: 


Resolved, etc., That the Speaker of the House of Representatives ts 
authorized to appoint a Member of the House of Representatives as an 
additional commissioner on the United States Lexington-Concord Sesqui- 
centennial Commission established under public resolution No, 43, 
Sixty-eighth Congress, second session, approved January 14, 1925. 


The joint resolution was reported to the Senate without 
amendment, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, 

SESQUICENTENNIAL EXHIBITION 


Mr. PEPPER. The second measure I report from the Com- 
mittee on the Library is the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 187) 
providing for the cooperation of the United States in the 
sesquicentennial exhibition commemorating the signing of the 
Declaration of Independence, and for other purposes. 

I report it favorably with an amendment designed to carry 
into effect the recommendation of the President in his message 
sent to us the other day recommending the appointment of a 
commission in connection with the sesquicentennial celebration 
of the one hundred and fiftieth anniversary of the signing of 
the Declaration of Independence at Philadelphia. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the joint resolution? 

Mr. SMOOT. What appropriation does it carry? 

Mr. PEPPER. Twenty-five thousand dollars to be expended 
by the national commission, consisting of the Secretary of 
State and the Secretary of Commerce, purely for the clerical 
expenses of the commission and of the advisory commission 
which is set up by the resolution. There is no appropriation 
whatever for the expenses of the exhibition. 

Mr. SMOOT. And no responsibility with the appropriation? 

Mr. PEPPER. No responsibility by implication or other- 
wise. 

There being no objection, the joint resolution was considered 
as in Committee of the Whole. 

The amendment was, on page 1, beginning with line 3,. to 
strike out through line 12, on page 2, and insert: r 


That there is hereby established a commission, to be known as the 
National Sesquicentennial Exhibition Commission and to be composed 
of the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Commerce, to represent 
the United States in connection with the holding of an international 
exhibition in the city of Philadelphia, Pa., in 1926, in celebration of 
the one hundred and fiftieth anniversary of the signing of the Decla- 
ration of Independence. There is also established a commission to be 
known as the National Advisory Commission to the Sesquicentennial 
Exhibition Association and to be composed of two citizens from each 
of the several States, Alaska, Hawali, the Philippine Islands, Porto 
Rico, the Canal Zone, and the Virgin Islands, to be appointed by the 
President, which commission is authorized to confer with and advise 
the officers and directors of the Sesquicentennial Exhibition Associa- 
tion, under whose auspices the exhibition is to be held. There is 
hereby appropriated, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, the sum of $25,000, to defray such expenses of the com- 
missions herein established as shall be approved by the National Ses- 
quicentennial Exhibition Commission. 


Mr. SMOOT. Will the Senate agree to an amendment to 
make it read “not exceeding $25,000”? 

Mr. PEPPER. I shall be glad to accept that amendment. 

Mr. SMOOT. I move to amend the amendment so as to read 
“not to exceed $25,000.” 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to, 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

Mr. DIAL. Where is the exhibition to be held? 

Mr. PEPPER. It is to be held in the city of Philadelphia 
beginning in June, 1926, and extending through the summer 
months and the early autumn. 

The joint resolution was reported to the Senate as amended, 
and the amendment was concurred in. 

The joint resolution was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 


CARE OF BURI/", GROUNDS OF ZACHARY TAYLOR 


Mr. PEPPER. From the same committee I report back 
favorably without amendment the bill (H. R. 9724) to author- 
ize an appropriation for the care; maintenance, and improve- 
ment of the burial grounds containing the remains of Zachary 
Taylor, former President of the United States, and of the 
memorial shaft erected to his memory, and for other purposes. 
I ask for its present consideration. 
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There bèing no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of 
me 5 70 55 proceeded to consider the bill, which was read 
‘ollows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That there is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated, out of any money in the Trensury not otherwise appropriated, 
the sum of $10,000, for the care, maintenance, and improvement of 
the burial grounds, comprising approximately five acres, containing 
the remains of Zachary Taylor, former President of the United 
States, and of the memorial shaft erected to his memory, located on 
the Brownsboro Road in Jefferson County, Ky. 

The appropriation herein authorized shall be expended by and 
under the supervision of the Secretary of War. 

Sec. 2. That the Secretary of War be, and he 18 hereby, authorized 
to accept, free of cost to the United States Government, from the 
State of Kentucky, and from any others having authority to convey 
same, the land comprising the aforesaid burial grounds; and upon the 
presentation of good and perfect title to said land the Secretary of 
War is authorized and directed to establish thereon a national 
cemetery, 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 

ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
BILLS INTRODUCED 

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unani- 
mous consent, the second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. BUTLER: ; 

A bill. (S. 4845) granting an increase of pension to George 
E. P. Mitchell (with accompanying papers); to the Commit- 
tee on Pensions. 

A bill (S. 4846) authorizing the appropriation of $5,000 
for the erection of tablets or other form of memorials in the 
city of Quincy, Mass, in memory of John Adams and John 
Quincy Adams; to the Committee on the Library. 

By Mr. McKELLAR: Ad 

A bill (S. 4347) granting a pension to George A. Huffar 
(with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. MoNARY: i 

A bil (S. 4348) authorizing and directing. the Postmaster 
General to grant permission to use special canceling stamps or 
postmarking dies in the Portland, Oreg., post office; to the 
Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads. 

A bill. (S. 4349) to authorize an appropriation to provide 
additional hospital and out-patient dispensary facilities for 
persons entitled to hospitalization under the World War vet- 
erang’ act, 1924; to the Committee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. SHIPSTERAD: 

A bill (S. 4350) to extend the time to the Valley Transfer 
Railway Co. for commencement and completion of bridge 
across the Mississippi River; to the Committee on Commerce. 

A bill (S. 4351) authorizing and directing the Postmaster 
General to grant permission to use special canceling stamps or 
postmarking dies in the Minneapolis and St. Paul post offices; 
to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads. 

A bill (S. 4852) to create an additional judge in the district 
of Minnesota; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SHEPPARD: 

A bill (S. 4353) for the relief of Edith W. Peacock and the 
Peacock Military College (Inc.); to the Committee on Caims. 

AMENDMENTS TO DEFICIENCY APPROPRIATION BILL 


Mr. McNARY submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the second deficiency appropriation bill, which 
was referred to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered 
to be printed, as follows: 

At the proper place in the bill insert the following: 

“For printing and binding for the Department of the Interior. in- 
cluding all of its bureaus, offices, instftutions, and services in Wash- 
ington, D. C., and elsewhere, $3,000, to be patd out of the special fund 
im the Treasury of the United States created by the act of June 17, 
1902, and therein designated ‘the reclamation fund,’ to be imme- 
diately available.” 


Mr. BORAH submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the second deficiency appropriation bill, which 
was referred to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered 
to be printed, as follows: 

On page —, line —, insert the following: 

“For messenger for the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, at 
the rate of $1,440 per annum, from April 1, 1925, to June 30, 1926, 
both dates inclusive, $1,800." 


PAY OF DISTRICT FIREMEN AND POLICEMEN 


Mr. COPELAND submitted the following concurrent resolu- 
tion (S. Con. Res, 81), which was referred to the Committee on 
Appropriations: 


Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring), 
That the Commissioners of the District of Columbia be, and they are 
hereby, empowered to pay to each and every member of the Metro- 
politan police and each and every member of the fire department of 
the District of Columbia the sum equal to the amount due for each 
seventh day that the above-mentioned men worked when they should 
have been on leave, as provided by Congress, since the Ist day of 
July, 1924, to and including the 31st day of January, 1925, such 
moneys having been provided for in the deficiency bill of December, 
1924. 

PRESIDENTIAL APPROVALS 


A message from the President of the United States, by Mr. 
Latta, one of his secretaries, announced that on February 19, 
1925, the President had approved and signed acts of the fol- 
lowing titles: 

S. 365. An act for the relief of Ellen B. Walker; 

S. 1599. An act for the relief of the Export Oil Corporation; 
and 

S. 1765. An act for the relief of the heirs of Agnes Ingels, 
deceased. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Ferrell, 
its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had disagreed to 
the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 12033) mak- 
ing appropriations for the government of the District of Colum- 
bia and other activities chargeable in whole or in part against 
the revenues of such District for the fiscal year ending June 
80, 1926, and for other purposes, requested a conference with 
the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, 
and that Mr. Davis of Minnesota, Mr. FUNK, and Mr, AYRES 
were appointed managers on the part of the House at the 
conference. 

The message also announced that the House had disagreed 
to the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 5722) au- 
thorizing the conservation, production, and exploitation of 
helium gas, a mineral resource pertaining to the national de- 
fense, and to the development of commercial aeronautics, and 
for other purposes; requested a conference with the Senate on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon; and that Mr. 
FRoTHINGHAM, Mr. WAINWRIGHT, and Mr. GARRETT of Texas 
were appointed managers on the part of the House at the con- 
ference. 

The message further announced that the House had dis- 
agreed to the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
7687) conferring jurisdiction upon the Court of Claims to hear, 
examine, adjudicate, and enter judgment in any claims which 
the Assiniboine Indians may have against the United States, 
and for other purposes; requested a conference with the Senate 
on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon; and that 
Mr. Snyper, Mr. Leayirt, and Mr. Haypen were appointed 
managers on the part of the House at the conference. 

The message also announced that the House had disagreed 
to the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 9535) 
authorizing suits against the United States in admiralty for 
damage caused by and salvage services rendered to public 
vessels belonging to the United States, and for other purposes ; 
requested a conference with the Senate on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses thereon; and that Mr. Epmonps, Mr. 
UNDERHILL, and Mr. Box were appointed managers on the part 
of the House at the conference. 

The message further announced that the House had agreed 
to the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 2716) to 
amend paragraph 20 of section 24 of the Judicial Code as 
amended by act of November 23, 1921, entitled “An act to re- 
duce and equalize taxation, to provide revenue, and for other 
purposes.” 

The message also announced that the House had agreed to 
the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 4522) to pro- 
vide for the completion of the topographical survey of the 
United States. 


CONSERVATION, PRODUCTION, AND EXPLOITATION OF HELIUM GAS 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the 
action of the House of Representatives disagreeing to the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 5722) authorizing 
the conservation, production, and exploitation of helium gas, 
a mineral resource pertaining to the national defense, and to 
the development of commercial aeronautics, and for other pur- 
poses, and requesting a conference with the Senate on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses thereon. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I move that the Senate insist upon its 
amendment, consent to the conference asked by the House, and 
that the Chair appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate. 


The motion was agreed to; and the President pro tempore 
appointed Mr. WapswortH, Mr. Capper, and Mr. FLETCHER 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 


RETIREMENT OF COMMISSIONED OFFICERS IN THE ARMY 


Mr. WADSWORTH. At the session last night the bill 
(H. R. 5084) to amend the national defense act approved June 
13, 1916, as amended by the act of June 4, 1920, relating to re- 
tirement, and for other purposes, was passed with an amend- 
ment added to it on the floor of the Senate. Although it is a 
House bill the amendment constituted the text of a bill al- 
ready passed by the Senate and it is under a Senate number. 
The bill has encountered a hopeless parliamentary tangle in 
the House. I enter a motion to reconsider the vote by which 
the bill was passed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The motion to reconsider 
will be entered. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I move that the Senate recall House 
bill A in order that the error made last night may be cor- 
rected. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from New York 
moves that the House be requested to return to the Senate 
House bill 5084. 

The motion was agreed to. 


APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the 
action of the House disagreeing to the amendments of the Sen- 
ate to the bill (H. R. 12033) making appropriations for the 
government of the District of Columbia and other activities 
chargeable in whole or in part against the revenues of such 
District for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, and for other 
purposes, and requesting a conference with the Senate on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I move that the Senate insist upon its amend- 
ments, agree to the conference asked by the House, and that 
the Chair appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the President pro tempore 
appointed Mr. Puers, Mr. BALL, Mr. Jones of Washington, 
Mr. Grass, and Mr. SHEPPARD conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

AN EPIC OFTHE NORTH 


Mr. DILL. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the Recorp an editorial, entitled “An Epic of the 
North,” appearing in the New York Sun of February 3, with 
reference to the rush by dog-team relays to Nome. 

There being no objection, the editorial was ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


AN EPIC OF THE NORTH 


Science made the antitoxin that is in Nome to-day, but science could 
not get it there. All the mechanical transportation marvels of modern 
times faltered in the presence of the elements. Man has made wonder- 
ful machines for speeding on the earth and sea, in the air and under 
the waters. We have locomotives and motor cars of rare swiftness. 
We have million-dollar balloons and powerful airplanes. We have 
steamers, submarines, and that gigantic ally of navigation, the ice- 
breaker. None of these could reach Nome from the point, more than 
600 miles away, where the healing serum was. Even the plane, which 
has covered the distance in less than two hours, failed in the hour of 
need. 

But there were two machines that did not fail. Man and his dog, 
prehistoric companions in struggle, answered the cry of Nome. ‘They, 
assisted by the erudest of all devices of transport, the sled, went 
through with the job. Other engines might freeze and choke, but that 
oldest of all motors, the heart, whose fuel is blood and whose spark is 
courage, never stalls but once. 

The eyes of all this continent were on the contest in which the 
musher and -his huskies were faced by the overwhelming odds of a 
pitiless north. From Nenana, the last point to which the train could 
bring the serum, to Nome is 665 miles. That is farther than from 
New York to Detroit, Mich. It is a stretch of snow unbroken except 
for the glaring ice of the rivers. It is a wilderness of blizzard in 
which winter whips the face with a thousand thongs of ice. It was 
60° below zero when Shannon set out with his dogs and his sled and 
the precious 20-pound package of antitoxin, set out to make a relay 
of nearly half the distance between New York and Albany. 

There was no rest, for rest meant the stiffening of men and dogs. 
There was no sleep, for sleep meant death. There was none to guide 
or encourage, for men were to be seen only at the relay points. ‘The 
far north has little daylight now, and even that daylight was of small 
use against the blinding storm. Light or dark, there could be no turn- 
ing back, no halting, nothing but struggle, hour after hour, in a 
torment of cold and under a eruel burden of fatigue. $ 
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What Shannon faced at the outset was what all nine heroic travelers 
bore—except when their task was even more severe. The great Bep- 
palla mushed 40 miles to his relay point and then, without rest, took 
the serum on the long lap to which he had been assigned. Two other 
mushers walted for two days without sleep—for sleep in the Arctic is 
a traitor—nuntil their turn came to carry on with the package. 

Gunnar Kasson, whose happy fate it was to make the victorious 
entry into Nome, missed in the storm the relay that was to relieve him 
and had to make a double run, but completed his last 54 miles in less 
than eight hours. We can hear the gods in Valhalla crying “ Skoal!” 
to this greater Norseman. 

Nor shall the glory fade of the dogs whe made this race against 
death in faster time than ever a wolf or a husky sped in the mushing 
contests for sport. Frozen, hungry, urged to the last ounce of their 
energy, so flayed by the winds that their lungs were scorched as if by 
fire, these creatures held the path of torture as if they knew what 
their errand was; went on in the spirit of Balto, who when Musher 
Kasson was lost in the blizzard kept his mates headed for Nome and 
saved the day. 

So potent was the combination of man and dog and courage that 
merciless winter could not prevent it from doing its fine errand. In 
five and one-half days the relays covered ground that had never before 
been crossed in less than nine days. Men thought that the limit of 
speed and endurance had been reached in the famous dog races of 
Alaska. But a race for sport and money proved to have far less 
stimulant than this contest in which humanity was the urge and life 
the 7 

ee again we find science playing a minor part. For there is 
nothing in science which tells us why one man should imperil his own 
life to save the life of another, particularly when, es in the race 
to Nome, the person to be saved is a stranger. No laboratory test 
can extract the essence of self-sacrifice; no biological formula explain 
the willingness and the magnificence of the act of these Alaskan 
heroes. 

These men and their dogs have written an epic of the north. Only 
one other historic episode of the iceland matches their unselfish 
heroism, That is the story of Captain Oates of the Scott expedition 
te the Antarctic, who walked out into the storm to die in order 
that his comrades might bave more food. But that was tragedy; this, 
triumph. 

THE SPOT-COTTON TRADE 


Mr. RANSDELL. On the Nu of this month the Senate 
authorized the printing of the report of the Federal Trade 
Commission on cotton merchandising practices. That docu- 
ment, No. 194 of the present session, will be issued from the 
Government Printing Office within the next few days. It has 
been claimed by the cotton trade in several cities, New Orleans 
among the number, that “the commission’s method of treating 
the questions propounded to themselves is unfair and cal- 
culated to prejudice the minds of producers against handlers 
of their merchandise without due and sufficient cause.” 

In support of the charge that the commission has been unfair 
in publishing a wholesale indictment of the cotton trade, each 
of the questions which the commission propounded to itself 
and then answered has in turn been categorically answered by 
the members of the spot-cotton trade of New Orleans, who have 
forwarded me their reply through President Frank B. Hayne, 
of the New Orleans Cotton Exchange. In his letter to me Mr, 
Hayne says: 

This exchange begs to protest against the Federal Trade Commis- 
sion’s method of investigations, and earnestly requests that you advo- 
cate the passage of a law that will require the said commission to give 
full hearing to business interests before instead of after Issuance of 
public complaint or assumption of complaint by the commission. 


J send to the desk herewith the reply of the spot-cotton trade 
of New Orleans to the report of the Federal Trade Commission, 
and, in order that it may have the same publicity, ask that it 
be printed as a Senate document. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The report will be referred 
to the Committee on Printing with a view to having it printed 
as a document. 

THE FRENCH DEBT 


Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, I submit for the Recorp with- 
out reading a short digest of a speech of Deputy Louis Marin, 
delivered in the Chamber of Deputies of the Republic of 
France on the 21st of January, 1925, and printed in the official 
journal of the House of Deputies of January 22, 1925, begin- 
ning on page 165. 

The substance of this speech is that this World War was 
our war; it was a common war, in which all participants 
should contribute according to their relative wealth, and that 
every French soldier should be counted as a part of the con- 
tribution of France to the common cause; that France lost by 


death 1,450,000 soldiers and 500,000 more who died of wounds; 
that they were worth a minimum of 50,000 francs each; that 
France suffered other losses still more serious that should be 
estimated in figuring up the balances due to France in a settle- 
ment; that the mere signatures of the representatives of 
France in a promise to pay the United States for loans does 
not preclude France from setting up this offset as a legitimate 
means of canceling the promise to pay given to the American 
Secretary of the Treasury. The argument turns upon the 
point that the World War was the United States war; that 
France is entitled to compensation for training American sol- 
diers in France, and for every inconvenience suffered by France 
from the presence of American soldiers on her soil, The argu- 
ment speaks for itself, and at present I do not wish to com- 
ment upon it further than to submit it to the attention of 
Senators. 

It shows the importance, however, of the six different resolu- 
tions which I have introduced in the Senate urging that the 
evidence be abstracted and indexed bearing on the causes of 
the war, in order that we might ascertain whether it was our 
war or not. If America was responsible for this war, she 
ought to be made to pay to the limit; but the evidence shows, 
as I demonstrated to a mathematical demonstration to an 
absolute historical certainty, that this war was willed and was 
brought about by the intrigues of a dozen men in St, Peters- 
burg and Paris and London who were in charge of the for- 
eign affairs of those nations. 

When the truth is known, it will show that this war was 
not our war. In reality it was a gigantic catastrophe brought 
upon the innocent peoples of France and of Russia and of 
all Burope by the folly of a few leaders. The French people 
deserve the guaranties of protection which their Government 
has asked for. The French people deserve well of the world. 
I admire them heartily; but it would be very unwise for the 
United States to remit these debts, or any part of them, until 
the French Government shows a decent respect to the rights 
of other innocent people besides the French people who were 
the victims of this war. 

Until the French Goyernment is willing to pursue the true 
principles of international peace and justice by other means 
than military force, until the French Government is willing 
to tax its own wealth up to a point equal to that of Great 
Britain and the United States, in the absence of taxes at the 
same rate, the oratory of French statesmen is not convincing. 

French statesmen have been lending hundreds of millions of 
dollars to arm other nations on the plea of safeguarding 
France, and with the apparent object also of establishing 
French military hegemony over Europe. The spirit that builds 
up a gigantic air fleet, which has become a secret menace to 
London, I disapprove. If persisted in this spirit will bring dis- 
aster to those whose leaders indulge it. 

The world should lay down its surplus arms and by ending 
competitive armament, by promoting peace through the inter- 
national high court and the League of Nations, and correcting 
the follies of the Versailles treaty, restore world peace and a 
maximum world production. Under this condition interallied 
debts could be easily met. Then the creditor nations would be 
justified in the most generous adjustment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
request of the Senator from Oklahoma? ‘The Chair hears no 
objection. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 


DIGEST O¥ SPEECH OF DEPUTY LOUIS MARIN IN THE FRENCH CHAMBER 
OF DEPUTIES ON JANUARY 21, 1925 


{From the Journal Officiel, January 22, 1925, pp. 168, et seq.] 


Up to this time there has been no debate in the French chamber 
concerning the question of the interallied debts, although these bave 
been frequently debated in all other countries, and in the Belgian, 
Italian, Rumanian, and Serbian Parliaments. Consequently there is 
no basis for discussion between the foreign governments and the diplo- 
mats or Government of France, since it is not known what the French 
representatives think. In a question of the fair division of the 
charges of war the yoice of the people should be heard through their 
representatives, which should serve as a guiding principle for the Gov- 
ernment. This principle is based on the moral conscience aud good 
sense of the people. The French law concerning war damages was 
based on the principle that when men work together they should bear 
all things in common, and provides that those who did not suffer from 
the massacres and plunderings on the borders should contribute their 
money and efforts to assist those who did suffer. 
` This is the doctrine which must be brought back to the minds of the 
whole world. It was sald in the House of Commons in 1915, “It is 
necessary for those who have ships to give them; it is necessary 
for those who have money to give it; it is necessary for those 
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who have sons trained for fighting to send these children to the field 
of battle where their blood will run in streams.” Shall it be said when 
the danger is past, “ We gave you money; give it back now”? Will 
they give us back our sons and our destroyed houses? 

The socialists wish to have the interallied debts annulled, and two 
reasons for this are given. One is that human life, liberty, and honor 
are worth more than money. The other is that when the nations en- 
gaged in war some gave their all, their blood, their houses, their land, 
others thelr fleet or their money—all that must be balanced. It is 
inconceivable that those who lent their money should reclaim it to the 
last centime because the debts were signed. 

It is true that France, Belgium, Serbia, and Rumania, for example, 
gave their signatures when money was loaned to them, but that was 
merely acknowledging that certain sums have been received. This 
signature does not mean that there should be no balancing between the 
sums of money used for the common war and all the efforts, all the 
sufferings, all the losses, all the elements which can not be weighed 
and which France has given. These latter haye done more than money 
in the war. Many statements of this nature haye been made in the 
French Parliament in the past 10 years, notably that of Mr. Herriot 
on August 23, 1924. 

A quotation from an Italian paper, Gazetta del Popolo, shows that 
Italy feels the same way about the interallled debts: “In order to 
answer the Americans who wish to keep the question of Interallied 
debts in the domain of debtor and ereditor it is necessary to compare 
the French credits with the American credits, This comparison. is 
made unwillingly, since it is necessary to translate even the dead into 
money, a calculation which is repugnant to our Latin mentality, It 
can be formulated thus: 

President Wilson declared war on Germany in April, 1917, but it 
was not until April, 1918, that the first American contingents actually 
reached the front lines. For a year the French and other allies 
carried on the war for the United States. Who will dare to claim that 
this is not a credit? Eyen omitting the question of military instruc- 
tion, which for 12 months the French gave to the American contingents, 
and the expenses of the war for that period, account must be taken, in 
translating them into numbers, even into gold francs, of the loss of men 
by the French—that is, 850,000 soldiers from April, 1917, to April, 
1918. Tue Americans say that a man is worth 100,000 frances. The 


Frcaoch mere modestly calculate bis value as 50,000 francs. Multiplying. 


this number by $50,000 gives 17,500,000,000 francs. Attributing only 
u third of this amount to the loss of men by France for the value of 
the Americans, France could recover about 6,000,000,000 credits from 
America.“ 

This quetation is merely to show that througheut the world it is 
not forgotten that it ls not only an account of debtor and creditor 
of money, but of human lives, of sufferings and losses of all kinds 
which must be considered in the fair distribution of the charges of 
war. 

More interesting for debate are the American and English com- 
ments, since Ameriea and England are the creditor countries Eng- 
land has frequently given. evidence of her generosity, Attention is 
called to one example, im 1823, when, fighting against France she 
canceled the debts. owed, to her by Prussia, Austria, and others. At 
this time they were the same questions as to-day; the question of in- 
demnity for war expenses, which France paid to the last centime, and 
the question of accupation. When the country was finally evacuated 
it was acknowledged that “the French Government had fulfilled with 
the most scrupulous and honorable exactitude all the conditions of 
the treaty.” There was also the question of disarmament. It was de- 
manded, especially by England, that the imperial army be disbanded. 
This was done. It was also demanded that Napoleon be punished, 
and whatever be one’s opinion of Napoleon, the difference is apparent 
between him and that coward, who, after having let loose the war, 
fied to Holland on the day his army was defeated, his people humili- 
ated and troubled. 

This man, whose crimes caused England to say that Germany shall 
pay to the last cent and the Kaiser shall bang,“ is still in Holland, 
peaceful and undisturbed. England was strict toward us, but can- 
celed the debts of her allles in 1823. a 

In 1915 the Ministere of Finance of England, France, and Russia 
met in Paris and later in London to discuss the financés of the Allies. 
Mr. Lloyd George said to his House of Commons, in making his report: 

“An alliance In a great war, to be efficiont, demands that each coun- 
try contribute all its resources, whatever they may be, to the common 
canse. An alliance for war can not be considered on the question of 
limited responsibility, If one country has more than any other in the 
alliance, men trained and armed, well equipped with cannons, guns, 
and munitions, it should put them in line against the common enemy, 
without considering whether the others can at that moment bring a 
similar contribution. Likewise it is certain that the same principle 
will apply to the country which has the most powerful fleet or the 
country which bar the greatest resources in capital or credit: These 
resources should be: entirely at the disposal of the alliance, whether 
the other countries make a similar contribution or not.” 


Chamberlain agreed with this opinion. ‘These solemn declarations 
still keep thelr value. On May 2, 1917, Bonar Law said, The interests 
of all the Allies being identical in this war, it is our duty, as far as 
we are able, to employ our financial resources to help our allies as if 
these expenses were our own.” In 1920 Lloyd George and his col- 
leagues: were unanimous in considering inevitable the cancellation of 
the French, Italian, and other debts toward Great Britain. They were 
kept from formally announcing this opinion from fear of offending the 
United States. 

Balfour declared In his note of July, 1922: “The intention of the 
English Government was not to reclaim from its allies the money 
advanced to them. Yet since the United States insists that England 
immediately pay the sums loaned to her during the war, the British 
Government is compelled to give up the policy which seemed most just, 
that of the cancellation of the debts.” He added that in any case the 
British Government would only demand from its debtors enough to pay 
its debts. England gave up this principle of equalizing the burdens of 
the war because of the attitude of the United States. 

The United States has given repeated illustrations of its high 
idealism. Its character and idealism is not being discussed. All the 
American thinkers support its doctrine of the equal sharing of the 
charges. of war, They go further and support the theory of the 
cancellation of the debts. Professor Seligman gives a picture of the 
various burdens which the war imposed on our civilization, and speaks 
emphatically for the cancellation of debts, saying that What we did 
was to pay our share of a common burden, and if this was calculated 
on a fair basis, we would not be the creditors but the debtors of the 
Alles.” American economists say, “If the payment was made in 
gold, this affux of gold would provoke in the United States a 
monetary circulation and an excessive inflation likely to cause diffieul- 
ties. If the debt is paid in merchandise, the only possible solution, 
this will disorganize American production and trade.” It is not the 
commercial but the moral side of the question, however, which is of 
interest as the only solid basis for a solution. 

In the House of Representatives in the fall of 1917 a Representative 
said, These credits must be spent in the American market.“ Others 
spoke, some saying that France was fighting for the United States 
and therefore the latter could do no less than furnish money, and 
others denying the debt of the United’ States to France in this respect. 
Some recalled the help France rendered to America during the Revolu- 
tion. [Many quotations are given.] 

All the statements quoted and mentioned indicated that after the 
war the burdens should be shared equally, that the sacrifices of money 
were not the only elements of victory, that there were others infinitely 
more important and precious, and that these saerifices should be 
balanced, if one wished to be just. There must not be forgotten, in the 
question of interallied debts, the principles which come from the depths 
of the human conscience, not only the national but the universal 
conscience, 

Many of us regret that France did not say what she wished during’ 
the discussion of the treaty of Versailles. 

Some friends have objected to bringing this question before the 
Chamber on the ground that it made a bad Impression to plead’ one's 
own cause. Yet no one will deny that France has always kept her 
word. We gave our signatures and will net deny our debts, but they 
must be reduced. In the past France has never contested a debt. 
She was accustomed to economize and lend to others, This credit was 
based even more on honesty than on work and the spirit of economy. 
During the past 10 years France, in order to keep her promises has 
given her sons her efforts, her money, and her goods. To-day, im- 
poverished, she is not changing her habits of honesty, whatever the 
efforts necessary to keep them. In spite of the failure of Germany to 
pay, in spite of the burden of the Nation's taxes, in spite of its 
financial exhaustion because of the expenses caused by the war, she 
keeps her word to her wounded, her war widows and orphans, her 
sufferers, and all her pensioners, No one will doubt that France has 
a creed of justice and right and that she shows it at home 
and abroad, nor that she is generous with her money toward less 
fortunate nations, the Armenians and others. In these last 10 years 
of war, France has given unceasingly to her allies to keep the union; 
she has shown the greatest magnanimity toward her enemies. She has 
not collected the money which she loaned to small nations nor collected 
from the great nations for the great effort which we made for them, 
but yet she answers “present” every time that an account is pre- 
sented to her or when she is considered as a debtor. 

How can a fair distribution of the burdens be made? The first prin- 
ciple is that all resources must be contributed to the common cause. 
The second is an equal division of success, delays, and difficulties. 
The third is compensation of balancing of profits and losses in the 
final Mquidation. 

Some Americans have claimed that it was not thelr battles which 
were fought in 1917, but that America was helping France; others 
contradict it: It is not necessary to cite all the historical texts which 
show you that America did not enter the war until she saw herself 


Austin | morally menaced and insulted, until a torpedo boat anchored at New 
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York, and the Lusitania was destroyed. Moreover, it is proof that 
America was not fighting our war in that she signed a separate treaty 
and rejected the treaty of Versailles, saying that a special war was 
being made. 

It is argued that there would be danger that debtor ‘countries 
would squander the money of the creditor countries if this principle 
of fraternal sharing of the burdens were applied. This would be 
better than to lose the moral resources of a nation, France can not 
be accused of wasting money. Her soldiers fought for a sou a day 
for three and one-half years, suffering hardships because of lack of 
sufficient clothing, Our civilian workers, too, received much less pay 
than those in the foreign countries, 

Much has been said of a business man’s settlement. France lost 
one-sixth of her mobilized men, 1,450,000, who died on the field of 
battle and 300,000 who died of their wounds, which was one-twentieth 
of her total population, which should be compared with the small 
numbers of most of the other countries. More than 4,000,000 French 
people were wounded. These sacrifices are worthy of compensation, 
to say nothing of the sufferings from diseases and accidents of the 
civil population and the effects on the health of the children in the 
devastated regions. The Allies must realize that besides the direct 
victims, of which alone accounts in gold can be reckoned, there are also 
indirect victims, such as young girls whose fiancés were killed. These 
deaths represent an economic loss to France. Besides this the ma- 
terial war damages to France have already been calculated at more 
than 120,245,000,000 francs. 

Moreover, France also suffered indirect losses, Her industries and 
agriculture lost immeasurably. Our war expenses are not yet known, 
The French themselves sacrificed much money for these expenses, 

Regarding the days of mobilization, 11,000.000,000 were spent thus: 
Each day represents a salary of at least 5 francs, making a cost of 
55,000,000,000 francs. It must be noted also that if the war was 
won it was due to the fact that France was prepared at great cost 
before the war. If France had not been ready, Germany would have 
been mistress of Europe before the other nations could have led their 
troops thither. The French also had to learn by experience during the 
first part of the war, whereas the other countries profited by her 
experiences. France sent all available men to the front, whereas only 
2,000,000 Americans came to France and only 1,400,000 entered the 
armies. France also made a great industrial effort and provided much 
for her own armies and other armies in France. 

France had more men in the trenches than other countries, and 
guarded a much greater extent of these trenches, 

During the making of the treaty of Versailles France made many 
sacrifices against the promise of compact guaranties. Certain clauses 
were inserted in the treaty at the sole demand of the United States. 
But the United States Senate refused to ratify the treaty, as was 
its right. Does not that refusal give France the right to other com- 
pensation? Very rich nations need not refuse compensations to those 
exhausted by the common victory. 

Since we are not permitted to apply the simple compensation prin- 
ciple of annulment, I tell you that we would be completely exhausted 
if we had to pay those enormous sums demanded by certain plans con- 
ceived in the United States. It is also a moral impossibility. 

If the power of money had so much influence on the policy of 
nations there would be no more trust in the moral conscience, the 
great power of individuals, and associations, The International rela- 
tions of the whole world would be infected. 

I well perceive the generosity of our English friends and the sacri- 
fices they are about to make. “Their generosity touches us deeply, 
but in the name of justice and of the universal moral conscience I 
demand that the problem of the debts shall be treated on the basis of 
compensation for the charges of war.” 

Lorrie M. MANROSS, 
Ltbrary of Congress, 


ORDER FOR EVENING SESSION 


Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I ask the attention of the 
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Romxsox] because I desire to 
submit a unanimous-consent request. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that at not later than 5.30 o'clock this afternoon the 
Senate take a recess until 8 o’clock and that the bills on the 
list which I send to the desk be considered, and that the eve- 
ning session last not later than 11 o'clock. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I ask that the list of bills be read to the 
Senate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The list of bills will be 
read as requested. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 

H. R. 157, to authorize the more complete endowment of agricul- 
tural experiment stations, and for other purposes. 

S. 3011, to amend the act entitled “An act for the retirement of 
employees in the classified civil service, and for other purposes,” ap- 
proved May 22, 1920, and acts in amendment thereof. 

8. 3316 and H. R. 8887, the Pepper-McFadden banking bill, 


If the above measures are disposed of before 10.30 p. m. on said 
day, then the calendar shall be taken up under Rule VIII and be 
considered until 11 o'clock p. m. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair understands 
that in the request is included an agreement that the Senate 
shall take a recess at 5.30 o'clock until 8 o'clock this evening 
and that the bills just read shall then be considered. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I believe there is a gen- 
eral demand on both sides of the Chamber for the considera- 
tion of all three of the measures embraced in the list, namely, 
the bill to authorize the more complete endowment of agri- 
cultural experiment stations, a modification of the existing 
laws relating to the retirement of employees in the classified 
service, and the so-called Pepper-McFadden banking bill. It 
is sfiggested to the Senator from Kansas that the request be 
modified so as to provide for a resumption of the calendar 
where the consideration of it was discontinued last evening. 

Mr. CURTIS. I am perfectly willing to do that. It was 
my intention to talk with the Senator from Arkansas and see 
if we could not get an agreement for a night session probably 
two or three nights next week to call the calendar under 
Rule VIII. 

Mr. SMOOT. I suggest that we recess at 5 o'clock this 
afternoon instead of 5.30. 

Mr. ROBINSON, I really think it unimportant about the 
calendar to-night, because in all probability the three measures 
specifically mentioned will occupy the entire evening. 

Mr. CURTIS. I will accept the modification suggested by 
the Senator from Utah that we recess at 5 o'clock instead of 
5.30, and I also accept the suggestion of the Senator from 
Arkansas that if the calendar is reached to-night we resume 
it at the place where we left off last evening. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I would like to ask the Sen- 
ator from Kansas if the Purnell bill is in the list. 

Mr. CURTIS. It heads the list. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Kansas 
accepts the modification suggested by the Senator from Utah 
and the modification suggested by the Senator from Arkansas, 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, so far as the Purnell bill is 
eoncerned, I do not think really it would take more than five 
minutes to pass it. There is no opposition to it that I know 
of. It was reported from the committee unanimously. What 
I want to call attention to is that I do not know whether I 
ought to object. I do not want to object, because I have no 
disposition to block the consideration of any of the bills men- 
tioned, but there is one bill on the list which it seems to me 
it is hardly right that we should take up at an evening session, 
for we know what that means, passing bills with only 8 or 10 
Senators here, or without a quorum. 

Senators who are working in committees all day or in the 
Senate all day can not stay up and work all night, particularly 
when they have committee meetings at night. I do not like 
the idea of putting the so-called McFadden banking bill on the 
list for consideration in that way. I say that without express- 
ing any opposition to the bill. I have not had any time to 
consider it. I know it is a bill of great importance and has 
been given consideration by a great many people who are very 
much in favor of it, and by a large number of people who are 
very bitterly opposed to it. It ought not to be passed without 
consideration. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, if the Senator will permit me 
to make a suggestion, he can make the point of no quorum 
when that bill is reached, and if we have no quorum 

Mr. NORRIS. I will not be here to make the point of no 
quorum. - 

Mr. HEFLIN. I will be here, I promise the Senator, 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I want to suggest this thought 
to the Senator from Nebraska. I have talked with various 
Senators interested, and two or three have told me that they 
think amendments have been agreed upon or will be sub- 
mitted which would make the measure entirely satisfactory. I 
am willing to eliminate the bill if the Senator from Nebraska 
so desires, though I would rather not do so. 

Mr. NORRIS. No; as I said, I do not want to place myself 
in the attitude of trying to block useful legislation; but it 
really ought to be done if we had somebody with the courage 
to do it, because here we are coming up to the 4th of March 
and we are going to take up bills which, if passed at all, are 
going to be passed without due consideration, just as many 
bills were passed the other night. I have had men come to my 
office who are well posted on the banking bill and who wanted 
to talk with me, but I have refused to talk with them, because 
I did not have the time. I supposed it would be taken up in 
the zorna r way and would be debated here. I may vote for it 
myse 
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Mr. FLETCHER. If the Senator will allow me, I think the 
bill has been very thoroughly considered by the Banking and 
Currency Committee, and I think all matters that would 
excite any contest or any disagreement at all have been elimi- 
nated from the Senate bill as the committee have reported it. 
I do not believe there will be any objection to the bill practi- 
cally as it is submitted now by the Senate committee, with the 
amendments proposed. 

Mr. NORRIS. Has the question of branch banks been 
agreed upon by those who are opposed te branch banking? 

Mr. FLETCHER. That part of it may be stricken ont. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Of course, that will not prevent the issue 
as to whether that provision shall go ont of the bill entirely. 

Mr. NORRIS. No; that can be put in by offering an amend- 
ment. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The issues involved in the Senate amend- 
ments, of course, will cause some contest; but I am anxious for 
the consideration of the measure, because I believe there is a 
widespread demand for it, and I do not know of any other 
way to procure consideration of it than by holding a night 
session, 8 

Mr. FLETCHER. There are some features of the bill that 
are very important. 

Mr. HEFLIN. What I said a moment ago to the Senator | 
from Nebraska was that we could make a point of ne quorum 
if they should undertake to pass the measure. I shall not ob- | 
ject to discussing it at the night session, but I shall make the | 
point of no quorum, if necessary, if some one tries to. have it 
passed when we have not a quorum present. 

Mr. MeLEAN. Mr. President, is it to make what 
is known as the McFadden-Pepper bill an order of business 
for the evening session? | 

Mr. CURTIS. it is the third on the tist of bills for consid- | 
eration to-night under the unanimous-eonsent agreement I 
have submitted. ` 

Mr. McLIDAN. This evening? 

Mr. CURTIS. Les. 

Mr. McLEHAN. The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. PEP- 
PER] is chairman of the subcommittee which had that 5111 
under consideration for some time and reported it back to the | 
full committee. I would like to ask the Senator from Kansas 
if he has consulted with him? 

Mr. CURTIS. Yes; I consulted with the Senator from Penn- | 
sylvania last night. | 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I came inte the Chamber a | 
little ete i wish the unanimous-censent agreement might be 
resta i 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will report the | 
proposed unanimous-consent agreement. | 


The reading clerk read as follows: 


It is agreed, by unanimous consent, that to-day at not later than 8 
o'clock p. m. the unfinished business shall be temporarily laid aside 
and the Senate shall take a recess until 8 o’cleck p. m.; that at the 
evening session nothing shall be considered except the following bills 
in the following order: 

H. R. 157, to authorize the more complete endowment of agricultural 
experiment stations, and for other purposes. 

S. 3011, to amend the act entitled “An act for the retirement of 
employees in the classified civil service, and for other purposes,” ap- 
proved May 22, 1920, and acts in amendment thereof. 

S. 8816 and H. R. 8887, the Pepper-MeFadden banking Dill. 

If the above measures are disposed of before 10.80 p. m. on said 
day, then the calendar shail be taken up under Rule VIII and be con- 
sidered until 11 o'clock p. m. 


Mr. CURTIS. The request was modified by the suggestion 
of the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Ropixson] that the calen- 
dar be taken up, beginning where we left off last night, and 
only unobjected bills be disposed of. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The agreement will be | 
modified accordingly. | 

Mr. SMOOT. Why not then go back to the beginning of the | 
calendar and call it over again? 

Mr. ROBINSON. I would not favor going right back over 
the old calendar after having gone over it last night. In addi- 
tion to that, there is no chance of reaching the calendar to-night 
if we take up the McFadden banking bill. ; 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the re- | 
quest of the Senator from Kansas? The Chair hears no objec- 
tion, and the unanimous-consent agreement is entered into. 

The upanimous-consent agreement as finally entered into is 
as follows: 

It Is agreed by unanimous consent that to-day at not later than 
5 o'clock p. m. the unfinished business shall be temporarily. Irid aside 
and the Senate shall take a recess until S o'clock p. m.; that at the | 


evening session nothing shall be considered except the following bills 
in the following order: 

H. R. 157, to authorize the more complete endowment of agricul- 
tural experiment stations, and for other purposes. 

S. 8011, to amend the act entitled “An act for the retirement of 
employees in the classified civil service, and for other purposes,“ ap- 
proved May 22, 1920, and acts in amendment thereof. 

S. 8316 and H. R. 8887, the Pepper-MeFadden banking bill. 

If the above measures are disposed of before 10.30 o'clock p. m. on 
said day, then the calendar shall be taken up for the consideration of 
unobjected bill, beginning with Calendar No. 1180, and that the 
evening session shall not last beyond 11 o’clock p. m. 


CONVEYANCE OF LAND TO THE CITY OF ASTORIA, OREG. 


Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, at the session of the Senate 
last evening the bill (H. R. 7821) to convey to the city of 
Astoria, Oreg., a certain strip of land in said city was passed. 
It is purely a lecal measure. I think the bill should reeeive 
further study. I enter a motion to reconsider the vote by 
which the bill was passed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The motion to reconsider 
will be entered. 

Mr. McNARY. I move that the House be requested to return 
the bill to the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to. 

SALE OF COTTON-OWL PRODUCTS 

Mr. GOODING. Mr. President, yesterday the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. Overman] had read inte the RECORD a 
telegram from the Governor of North Carolina which stated 
that certain Western States were contemplating the enactment 
of drastic measures against southern agricultural products. I 
immediately wired the governor of my State. I have a reply 
from the governor, which I send te the desk, together with my 
message to him, and ask that both may be read. i 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the clerk 
will read as requested. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 

: Borsn, IDAHO, February 18, 1925. 
Senator Frank R. GOODING, 

United States Senate, Washington, D. 0.: 

Bill introduced at request of Dairy Association places heavy Hcense 
on manufacture, wholesaling, retailing, and serving of any fatty sub- 
stance in imitation of butter. Bill passed House to-day with heavy 
vote. From what I know about the bill I think it is too radical in 
demands. 

d C. C. Moora, 
[Western Uuion telegram] 
Frsrcary 19, 1925. 


| Hon. C. C. Moons, 


Governor of Idaho, Boise, Idaho: 
Am sure it is a serious mistake to pass any legislation that dis- 


| eriminates against agricultural products in the South or in any other 


part of the country. Some States in the South produce very little hay, 
grain, or livestock and spend mijtions of dollars with the West and 
ether States for these agricultural products. To discriminate against 
cottonseed oll or peanut oll which come from the chief agricul- 
tural products of the South, will bring about a discrimination by 
the Southern States against the chief agricultural products produced 
in Idaho. ‘The dairy interests of Idaho should not be permitted to 


| endanger every other agricultural industry in the State. As I 


wired you yesterday, the South is the West's best friend in Congress 
in legislative matters, and I am sure the best interests of the West 
and especially Idaho demand the defeat of the bill placing a license 
on butter substitutes. The Government has protected the people on 
oleomargarine, and if any more legislation is required it should come 
from Congress and not from a State that must depend in a large 
measure upon the South for the sale of agricultural products, The 
South net only spends hundreds of millions of dollars for agricultural 
products preduced in other parts of the country, but is a good cus- 
tomer for western apples and western prunes. Please advise if this 
legislation can be stopped. 
F. R. GOODING. 


Mr. RANSDELL. I ask to haye read from the Secretary's 
desk a brief telegram from Governor Fuqua, of my State, on 
the same subject as the telegram which has just been read at 
the request of the Senutor from Idaho. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will read as 
requested. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 

Baron ROUGE, LA., February Is, 1925. 
Hon. Jose E. RANSDELL, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 

It has been brought to my attention that there are pending in the 

Legislatures of Wisconsin, California, Idaho, Indiana, Missouri, Ne- 
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braska, Ohio, Oregon, and Utah measures which would practically 
deny the sale of cotton-oil products in these States. I need not say 
to you that such legislation is likely to work serious injury to a great 
product of our State and other cotton States of the South, I feel 
sure that you will use every effort to prevent such a result. 
Henry L. Fuqua, 
Governor of Louisiana. 


Mr. RANSDELL. Mr. President, I merely wish to add that I 
hope the fears of the Governor of Louisiana are unfounded 
in the particular to which he refers. 

Mr, FLETCHER. In this connection I present a telegram 
from the Governor of Florida with reference to some action 
being taken relating to the prevention of the transportation of 
cotton-oil products into certain States. I ask that the tele- 
gram be referred to the Committee on Agriculture and For- 
estry and printed in the Recorp. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The telegram is as follows: 

TALLAHASSER, FLA., February 18, 1925, 
Senator Duncan U. FLETCHER, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Have telegram from Governor McLean, of North Carolina, calling my 
attention to legislation pending in the Legislatures of Wisconsin, Cali- 
fornia, Idaho, Indiana, Missouri, Nebraska, Ohio, Oregon, and Utah 
placing prohibition on sale of cotton-oll products, and requesting. that 
I wire our representatives in Senate and House to use their influence 
with Senators and Representatives in Congress from the States named 
to exert their influences with the legislature of their respective States 
against the proposed legislation. Needless to say that a denial of 
sale of oll products in those States would result in a serious economic 
loss to the Southern States and would affect the friendly feeling, co- 
operation, and comity existing between that great agricultural section 
and the South. Am sure you are awake to the situation and will 
exert your influence against any such proposed legislation to the ut- 
termost. 


Jon W. Marte, Governor. 
INJUSTICES PRACTICED UPON CATTLE GROWERS IN ARIZONA 


Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, it is my duty now to advise 
the Senate that by reason of poor markets, high freight rates, 
drought, and governmental indifference a great industry, in 
fact, for many years one of the prime industries of the South- 
west, cattle growing, is about to be exterminated. The cattle 
growers of the Southwest fully realize that the Government 
can not make men wise, rich, and good, although there is a 
school of philosophers abroad in the land who maintain that 
contention. I do not subscribe to that philosophy; neither do 
the cattlemen of the Southwest, because they are reasonable 
men and usually are accurate thinkers and they have no pa- 
tience with the suggestion that the Government can make men 
wise, rich, and good by legislative enactment. They realize 
that experience makes men wise, that economy and industry 
make men rich, and that the home and the church make men 
good. By the same parity of reasoning, by the same rule of 
justice, they believe that the Government ought not to crush 
an industry either by stupid neglect, indifference, ignorance, or 
malice. 

Whatever may be the motive actuating the Department of 
Agriculture in lending its strength to crush the livestock in- 
dustry of the Southwest, I do not know. I do not believe it 
is a corrupt motive. The contribution of the Department of 
Agriculture toward this end is due partly to indifference, 
party to ignorance, and partly to the system of a bureaucratic 
way of dealing with practical questions; in other words, a so- 
called red tape, a shuffling of papers in dealing with practical 
questions is what officlaldom in the Forest Service dearly loves. 

The cattle growers of Arizona have suffered from these injus- 
tices thus imposed upon them by their Government long enough. 
If the Arizona delegation in Congress fails to call to the atten- 
tion of the country and of Congress the fact that these injus- 
tices are being perpetrated, we would be derelict in the per- 
formance of our duties. We were sent here by our constituents 
not to secure fayors from the Government but to secure justice, 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. ASHURST. I yield. 

Mr. SMOOT. As I was necessarily called out of the Cham- 
ber, I did not hear the preliminary portion of the address of 
the Senator from Arizona. Has the Senator recited the injus- 
tices to which he refers? I should like to hear them. 

Mr. ASHURST. I am now, as the lawyers say, merely 
pleading the inducement; I am stating the inducement part of 
my remarks; but the Senator from Utah is correct, and I prob- 
ably should have first recited the abuses, I therefore ask the 
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Secretary to read the resolution which was adopted by the 
Arizona Cattle Growers’ Association at their conyention held 
at Phoenix, Ariz., on February 11 of this year. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the Sec- 
retary will read as requested. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 


Resolution 2 


Whereas the General Land Office of the Department of the Interior 
has notified stockmen who use the public domain that if the present 
Congress adjourns without providing for the leasing of the unappro- 
priated public domain all fences now existing on public domain or 
inclosing public domain must be removed immediately; and 

Whereas the removal of these fences would be detrimental to the 
livestock industry in ‘Arizona and will cause a very great expense 
at a time when the stockmen are least able to bear it: Now there- 
fore be it 

Resolwed by the Arizona Cattle Growers’ Association, in convention 
assembled int Phoenia, Ariz., on the Hth day of February, 1925, That 
Congress be earnestly urged to immediately pass 8. 4076, or some 
other legislation providing for the regulation of grazing on the public 
domain, and thus prevent the disaster which would be caused to the 
industry in Arizona by the proposed removal of fences on or inclos- 
ing public domain; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be sent to our representa- 
tives in Washington, 

Henry G. Barn, President. 

Attest: 

Mrs. E. H. Crapu, Secretary. 

Puopstx, ARIZ., February 13, 1925. 


Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, the cattle growers realize 
that ultimately they will be obliged to remove fences. No sen- 
sible man would contend that anyone has a right to fence 
public domain forever; but on some parts of the public domain 
there have been built what are called “drift fences.” A 
drift fence is a fence designed to prevent cattle from wander- 
ing or straying from one range to another, to prevent com- 
mingling of herds and brands, and are sometimes so used 
that a cattleman may keep this particular range for summer or 
that range for winter. A drift fence does not inclose the public 
domain, 

At this juncture, when markets for cattle in the Southwest 
are the poorest, just when we have had the worst drought 
known in recorded history in the Southwest, the cattlemen are 
about to be required under enormous expense, ruinous ex- 
pense, to remove these fences. That is the first thing of which 
we complain. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, before the Senator gets away 
from that will he inform us why they are requested to remove 
the fences? 

Mr. ASHURST. The department claims that the law now 
requires the removal of the fences. 

Mr. KENDRICK. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Ari- 
zona yield to the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. ASHURST. I yield. 

Mr. KENDRICK. I should like to ask the Senator if he 
does not consider it only fair to say that the department is 
carrying out the laws which Congress enacted, and that it has 
no discretion, or but very little discretion in the administration 
of the law? 

Mr. ASHURST. I will say to my able friend the depart- 
ment is carrying out the law and is also carrying out on a 
shutter the corpse of the cattle industry in my State. 

Mr. KENDRICK. That may be absolutely true, but, beyond 
the point of discretion, the department must enforce the law; 
that is their responsibility. 

If the Senator will pardon me for just a moment further, if 
Congress by enacting a measure now pending or any other 
measure should give them increased discretion, they would be 
able to construe the law less rigidly. ? 

Mr. ASHURST. The Senator makes a strong point. The 
department must enforce the law, but forsooth they have 
waited until the markets were the poorest known in history; 
they have waited until the worst drought that ever set its 
blight upon a people has come upon the Southwest. All of the 
plagnes of Egypt were not worse than the drought that has 
inflicted the cattlemen lately. It was at that time that the 
department began to enforce the law. Silence, negation, in- 
difference, and acquiscence for years, and then in the hour 
of calamity and distress they enforce the law. They are now 
bent on ruthlessly enforcing the law. 

Mr. KENDRICK. Mr. President, will the Senator yield 
once more? 
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Mr. ASHURST. I yield cheerfully to my able friend. 

Mr. KENDRICK. I ask the Senator if it is not a fact that 
the department has been most indulgent in allowing to con- 

-tinue for so many years the situation which has existed? 
My personal observation has shown that in nearly every one 
of these cases the department has been indulgent to a degree 
when the trespass did not involve any local disputes; and it 
occurs to me to be not unlikely that it has been compelled now 
to act because of protests coming from the locality or localities 
where the fences have been erected and maintained for such a 
long period of time. 

Mr. ASHURST. For years the department has been re- 
markably indulgent, but when the cattle growers have the 
poorest markets known in history, when we have the greatest 
drought known in history, then they refuse to be indulgent. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a ques- 
tion? 

Mr. 

Mr. 
that? 

Mr. 

Mr. 
eould 


-ASHURST. I yield. 
SMITH. Mr. President, is the law mandatory as to 


ASHURST. From the past acquiescences I deem not. 
SMITH. The reason I ask the question is this: If they 

indulge the cattlemen for years, could not they indulge 
them longer? 

Mr. ASHURST. It is within their reasonable discretion. 

In arguing a practical question of the stock business with 
the able Senator from the State of Wyoming I am at some 
disadvantage. I have had no practical experience with the 
stock industry for nearly 25 years. I am grateful to him for 
listening this morning, because I expect to convert him before 
I get throngh, and when I do that I will have accomplished a 
vast deal. 

The permittees on the national forests have petitioned, have 
begged for a decrease in the grazing fees which they are obliged 
to pay to the Government each year for the privilege of graz- 
ing upon the national forests, and remember that Federal 
reserves in the State of Arizona constitute 52 per cent of the 
area of the State. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 
question? 

Mr. ASHURST. I yield. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Inasmuch as the Government pays no taxes 
for the upkeep of a State, under what theory does it charge 
the citizen for grazing his cattle on the public domain? 

Mr. ASHURST. The Government charges a high fee for 
grazing livestock on the national forests. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Under what theory does it do it? It pays 
no taxes. It does not help pay the expenses of the State. 

Mr. ASHURST. Congress vested such authority in the 
Department of Agriculture. There is too much theory in the 
Department of Agriculture. If a Machiavelli had been behind 
the Department of Agriculture in the past two or three years, 
planning with cunning mind as to how to exterminate the 
cattle interests in Arizona, he could not have done better toward 
that end than has the régime in the Department of Agriculture 

` during the past two or three years. 

Mr. BURSUM. Mr. President 

Mr. ASHURST. I yield to the other cattle man, the Senator 
from New Mexico. 

Mr. BURSUM. I will say to the Senator that the charges 
are made because of the authority vested m the department 
by Congress. 

Mr. ASHURST. The charges are made by authority granted 
by Congress. 

Mr. BURSUM. Congress has authorized it. 

Mr. ASHURST. Congress presumed that the Secretary of 
Agriculture would have some judgment and some common 
sense; but it was a violent presumption on the part of Con- 
gress to assume that the Department of Agriculture and the 
Forest Service would exercise any sensible discretion in the 
matter. í 

These are strong words; but if, when I shall have concluded, 
any one here thinks I have overstated the record, I challenge 
him to an investigation. I challenge him to introduce a reso- 
lution and call for an investigation of the conditions in Arizona. 
if, when I shall have finished, anybody here thinks I have 
simply indulged in lurid rhetoric, and that I have improperly 
assailed the Department of Agriculture and the Forestry Bu- 
reau, his recourse is to send an investigating committee of 
Senators of his own choice to Arizona to investigate. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr President, may I ask the Senator a ques- 
tion? Does the law give the Department of Agriculture the 
right to name the amount of the grazing fees? 
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Mr. ASHURST. That is within its discretion. The Depart- 
ment of Agriculture can and does move the scale of fees as it 
pleases. 

Mr. SMITH. That is what I say. 
late any fixed amount. 

Mr. ASHURST. No. 

Mr. SMITH. To what extent can they scale down the fees 
to the yanishing point? 

Mr, ASHURST. They may scale them to the vanishing 
point, or may elevate the fees so high that no stock can graze 
upon the national forests. 

I now ask the Clerk to read another resolution adopted by 
the Stock Growers’ Association. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
retary will read the resolution. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 


Resolution 5 
Whereas there is urgent need of relief for the livestock industry 
in the State of Arizona; and 
Whereas the present fees charged by the Department of Agriculture 
for grazing upon the national forests in this State are far in excess 
of the real value therefor, based upon the production and prices re- 
ceived therefrom; and 
Whereas an appraisal, lately completed, made by the Department of 
Agriculture, will ultimately increase the already high fee now being 
charged : Now therefore be it 
Resolved by the Arizona Cattle Growers’ Association, in convention 
assembled in Phoenia, Ariz., on the Uth day of February, 1925, That 
our Senators and Representative in Congress be requested to use their 
utmost endeavor to assist in the passage of legislation in Congress, 
embodied in Senate bill No. 2424, known as the Phipps bill, which 
will reduce the grazing fees on the national forests: And be it further 
Resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to Senators ASHURST 
and CAMERON and Congressman HAYDEN. 2 
Henry G, Barn, President. 


The law does not stipu- 


Without objection, the Sec- 


Attest: 


. Mrs. E. H. Cnarn, Secretary. 
PHOENIX, Anz., February 13, 1925. 


Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, the grazing fees collected in 
Arizona are three times too high. In other words, for every 
dollar expended by the Forest Service in the matter of fur- 
nishing forage, exterminating predatory animals, and so forth, 
the bureau receives a return of 300 per cent. 11 the grazing 
fees were reduced by two-thirds from what they now are, then 
the avails and receipts from grazing would be 100 per cent 
on the expenditure made. by the Forest Service. 

I charge here that the Department of Agriculture, through 
its minions, has been lobbying with Members of Congress to 
induce them to defeat certain bills looking toward some relief 
for the livestock interests in my State. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. ASHURST. I yield to the Senator.“ 

Mr. KING. I ask the Senator for information, if, in the 
Statement which he has made, he includes the Forest Service? 

Mr. ASHURST. Yes. 

Mr. KING. Including Colonel Greeley and his immediate 
advisers? 

Mr. ASHURST. I do not insinuate; I charge. 
insinuations, either in public or in priv ate life. 
habit. I charge. 

Mr. President, in the Southwest the cattle growers have 
grown Weary, after a struggle of many years, in trying to build 
up the cattle industry, oppressed’ constantly as they are by non- 
action in Congress and by what is more deadly—the imprac- 
tical, theoretical ideas of the Forestry Bureau. 

If you of the East and you of the South and you of the North 
should ask me “in what way does this affect or appeal to 
you?’ I reply: “Go to any hotel in this city or any other city 
‘avd order a beefsteak, and you will find that the caterer 
charges you more for the steak than the cattle grower re- 
ceived for the animal.” Congressmen have been discussing the 
proposed increase in the salaries of Cabinet members and 
Members of Congress. I am indifferent to it. What if we do 
raise the salaries? The hostelries and caterers of Washington 
will absorb all the raise. They elevate their prices according 
to salaries. So Senators and Representatives need not worry 
about any increase in salaries. The hostelries and the caterers 
of Washington will get it all, anyhow. But the maintenance 
and perpetuity of the cattle industry is of prime importance. 
Just as our cattle-growing industry decreases will our vitality 
as a Nation decrease. When the Lord saw fit to light the lamp 
of genius, He lit it in the brain of the Anglo-Saxon American 
people. Beef eaters rule the world. The protoplasmic cells of 


I make no 
It is not my 
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the beef are what sustain a mighty race. Do you intend to 
crush the cattle interests of the West and the Southwest en- 
tirely and import beef from the Argentine and from Mexico? 
I hardly think vou wish to do that, but the indifference of 
Congress, the stupidity and the antagonism of the Department 
of Agriculture, are recklessly and relentlessly driving ‘toward 
an extermination of the cattle interests in Arizona. 

I ask that certain other resolutions adopted by the Cattle 
Growers’ Association at their convention held in Pheenix re- 
cently be included in the Recor» at this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Warsa of Massachusetts 
in the chair). Without objection, it will be so ordered. 

The resolutions are as follows: 


Resolution 3 


Whereas the Seventh Legislature of the State of Arizona has re- 
cently memoralized Congress, asking that, 5,000,000 acres of the public 
domain within the State of Arizona, unappropriated for any other use, 
be granted to the State of Arizona for the maintenance of State in- 
stitutions and schools; and 

Whereas there is great need on the part of tnstitutions within the 
State of Arizona for this additional support; and 

Whereas it would also be of great benefit to the stock interests of 
Arizona to have this additlonal acreage under regulated use: Now 
therefore be fit ; 

Resotved by the Arizona Cattle Growers’ Association, in convention 
assembled in Phoeniz, Arig., on the tiith day of February, 1925, That 
the congressional representatives of Arizona be earnestly requested to 
take such steps as will bring about the -granting of an additional 
5,000,000 acres to the State of Arizona for the support of State and 
educational institutions within the State of Arizona’; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to Senators CAMERON 
und Asmünsr and to Congressman ~Haypen in Washington. 

Hener G. Barn, President. 

Attest: 

Mrs. E. II. CRAPH,, Secretary. 

Proentx, ARIZ., February 13, 1925. 


Resolution 8 


Whereas the Nation is committed to a protective tariff policy; and 

Whereas a large proportion of the hides used in the United States 
are imported from foreign countries, to the manifest injury of our 
livestock producers: Now therefore be it 

Resolved, That we earnestly urge Congress before it adjourns to fix 
a tarif of 6 cents per pound on green hides and 15 cents per pound 
on dry ‘hides ; and: be it further ? 

Resolved, That à copy of this resolution be forwarded to the Presi- 
dent of the United States, to the President’s agricultural conference 
now in session, and to Arizona's Members in Congress. 

HENRY G. ‘Bary, President. 

Attest: 

Mrs. B. II. Cnarn, Secretary. 

PHOENIX, ARIZ., February 13, 1985. 


Resolution 9 


Whereas the importations of canned: meats and tallow are so heavy 
as to indicate that the tariff on such commodities affords imperfect 
protection to the domestic. producer: Therefore be it 

Resalved by the Arizona Cattle Growers’ Association, in convention 
assembled, this 11th day of February, 1925, in Phoenix, Ariz., That the 
President of the United States be. and hereby is, respectfully requested 
to exercise his statutory authority to declare an addition of 50 per 
cent to the present import tariff on canned meats and tallow; and 
be it further ` 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be forwarded to the Presi- 
dent of the United States, to the chairman of the Tariff Commission, 
and to the chairman of the President’s agricultural conference now in 
session in Washington. 

: Henry G. Barn, President. 
Attest: 
Mrs. E. H. Craps, Secretary. 
PHOmNIX, ARIZ., February 13, 1925. 


Resolution 10 
ADEQUATE CREDIT FACILITIES FOR LIVESTOCK 


Whereas the unprecedented drought in portions of the range coun- 
try, the drastic deflation of credits, and the consequent forced mar- 
keting and slaughter of large numbers of breeding animals have 
brought about a. serious condition in the livesteck industry, which 
was only partially and temporarily relieved by the advances made by 
the War Finance Corporation; and 

Whereas the expiration of the time fixed by law for making ad- 
vances by the War Finance Corporation has eliminated one im- 
portant avenue of credit for livestock producers: Therefore be it 


Resolved by the Arisona Cattle Growers’ Association in convention 
assembled in Phoenia, Ariz, on the ith day of February, 1925, That 
we earnestly request Congress at its present session to enact legisla- 
tion authorizing the agencies provided in the agricultural credits act 
of 1928 to extend credit to breeders of livestock upon such terms as 
will enable them successfully to carry on their business, and, spe- 
cifically, that the law be amended to permit national agricultural 
eredit corporations to rediscount livestock paper with the intermediate 
eredit banks; and be it further 

Resolved, That we invite the sympathetic cooperation of the Fed- 
eral Farm Loan Board, the officials of the intermediate credit banks, 
and bankers, business men, and stockmen in formulating regulations 
and policies and in the organization and operation of loan agencies, 
to the end that adequate credits for the livestock industry may 
promptly available. í 

Hexry G. Bain, President. 

Attest: 

Mrs. E. H. CRAPH, Secretary. 

PHOENIX, ARIZ., February 13, 1925. 


Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President—— 

Mr. ASHURST. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I should like to ask the Senator, because 
I am in sympathy with his position, what measure now pend- 
ing the Senator thinks would be helpful? 

Mr, ASHURST, I want the bill passed which provides for 
a cancellation or a remission for this year of all grazing fees, 
I want the bill passed—I think it was introduced by the able 
Senator from Colorado [Mr. Purers]—that will compel the 
Forest Service and the Department of Agriculture to grant. 
in the future a very ‘substantial reduction in the grazing fees. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I should like to say that both of these 
measures, as I now recall, were reported out from the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry, and I was in favor of re- 
porting both of them. 

Mr. ASHURST. I thank the able Senator. 

Mr. CARAWAY. If the Department of Agriculture has the 
power to reduce to practically nothing the present grazing 
fees, why can it not be induced to do it? 3 

Mr. ASHURST. Why, Mr. President, not only does the De- 
partment of Agriculture, upon the advice of the forest officials, 
refuse to reduce the grazing fees on national forests, but it has 
its minions in this Capitol trying to induce Members of Con- 
gress not to vote for such legislation. $ 

Mr. CARAWAY. May I ask the Senator why it objects? 

Mr. ASHURST. The Forestry Bureau wants to continue its 
pettiness, to continue to reap its 300 per cent, so that its men 
with bifurcated hair and leggings may ride through the na- 
tional forests as profoundly indifferent, of course, to the true 
problems of the forest as is the swan that gracefully glides on 
the bosom of the waters profoundly oblivious to the depths 
below. National forest officials that are sent te Arizona are 
frequently impractical and do not know a pinus ponderosa from 
an oak, much less do they know anything of the livestock 
industry. 

Mr. PHIPPS rose. 3 

Mr. ASHURST. I yield to the Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I do not desire to ask any questions. I de- 
sire to make a short statement when I can get recognition 
after the Senator has concluded his remarks. 

Mr. ASHURST. I hope to have the support of the able 
Senator; and I Pepeat here, if any Senator on either side 
believes I have overstated the matter, or have been too em- 
phatic, I ask—indeed, I demand—that a committee of Senators 
shall go to Arizona and investigate this whole subject, 

Mr. CARAWAY. I think if the Senator will ask unanimous 
consent to consider the resolution he will get it. 

Mr. ASHURST. In conclusion, my colleague [Mr. Cameron] 
has a joint resolution here which proposes to direct the De- 
partment of Agricniture to suspend the grazing fees for this 
year; and af this juncture I ask unanimous censent for the 
immediate consideration of that resolution. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President. 

Mr. ASHURST. I yield to the Senator from Utah. j 

Mr. SMOOT. Before the Senator asks unanimous consent, 
I want to call his attention to the fact that representatives 
of the cattle interests of the United States as well as the 
animal industry generally, I was teld, reached an agreement 
here day before yesterday with the Department of Agriculture 
that no action would be taken upon the increase of the fees 
for two years. 

Mr. ASHURST. Are we to be told in reply that we must be 
content with assurances that there will be no increase for two 
years? 

Mr. SMOOT. No action for two years. I understand that 
agreement has been reached with reference to different indus- 
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tries. Whether it ought to stand or not, of course, the Senator 
must decide himself, but I do know—— 

Mr. CAMERON. Mr. President, I wish the Senator would 
speak a little louder, so that we can hear. 

Mr. SMOOT. I do know that Secretary Gore, of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, did agree that there would be no increase, 
and I want to say to the Senator that I have not received one 
letter asking that the fees be abolished entirely. 

Mr. ASHURST. I do not want to give the Senator a face- 
tious answer, but the Senator says he has not received a letter 
asking that the fees be remitted for the present year. No 
doubt the Senator is telling the truth, but that was for the 
obvious reason that the letters were sent, of course, to my col- 
league and to myself. If the cattlemen of Arizona had deemed 
it necessary to write the Senator from Utah, they would have 
done so. They assumed that he was familiar with practical 
affairs relating to the cattle industry in the Southwest. 

Mr. SMOOT. No representative of any cattlemen’s organi- 
zation from the West of any kind has ever intimated that to 
me, and I have held conference after conference with the 
Secretary of Agriculture and these representatives, and this 
is the first time I have ever heard of it. 

Mr. ASHURST. The Senator says he has had conference 
after conference with the Secretary of Agriculture. Of course, 
the Secretary of Agriculture would not convey any such in- 
formation to the Senator. 

Mr. SMOOT. No; but—— 

Mr. ASHURST. The department officials, if they act as 
they have in the last three or four years in the Forestry Bu- 
reau, would conceal the information from the Senator. 

Mr. SMOOT. I added that the conferences also included 
representatives of the stock interests of the United States. 

Mr. ASHURST. The Senator has not conferred with rep- 
resentatives of the cattle industry from Arizona, because they 
are unanimous in their sentiments. They are on the brink of 
destruction. Bankruptcy is staring them in the face whilst 
an indifferent and cold-hearted Forestry Bureau looks on. 

Mr. BURSUM. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Ari- 


zona yield to the Senator from New Mexico? s 
Mr. ASHURST. I yield. 
- Mr. BURSUM. I merely wanted to call to the attention of 


the Senator from Utah the fact that there is a demand for a 
reduction in the fees; that is, that it is thought they are too 
high. I think they are too high. I think three times the cost 
is too much, and that the fees ought to be reduced. As to the 
present situation in the Southwest, it is notorious that that 
country has been greatly afflicted by drought. 

Mr. SMOOT. I know that to be a fact. 

Mr. BURSUM. The ability of the stockmen to pay the 
charges does not exist. They can not pay them. There must 
be some concession and some temporary relief to meet that 
situation, because there is no way of their getting the money 
necessary to enable them to meet these charges. $ 

Mr. SMOOT. What I have been fearful of and what I have 
opposed up to this time is an increase in the grazing fees. 
The Senator knows that an increase was recommended, and 
that almost a hundred per cent increase in the fees on the 
forest reserves was about to be put into operation. The oppo- 
sition has been against that action. There is no doubt about 
that. The Senator from Colorado [Mr. PHirrs] introduced a 
bill to reduce the present fees. 

Mr. BURSUM. That is true, and I believe the bill of the 
Senator from Colorado would help matters greatly. It is quite 
a fair bill. at 

Mr. SMOOT. I wanted to say to the Senator from Arizona 
that I do not know whether Mr. Marshall and the two men 
from the other two States of the West with whom I have 
talked about this represented the national association or not. 
I think they do. I think Mr. Marshall is president of the 
national association. I do know this, that Mr. Marshall and 
the two men with him were fighting here against an increase 
in the fees upon the forest reserves. Not only that, but the 
Department of Agriculture required that an agreement be made 
for 10 years, and that they were fighting, and, as I understood, 
a compromise was reached that the fees should remain as they 
are for the next two years and that whatever legislation shall 
be passed within that two years will be satisfactory. 

Mr. BURSUM. Mr. President, I want to call just one more 
matter to the attention of the Senator from Utah. The un- 
reasonableness of the grazing fees can be readily seen when 
the value of the cattle is taken into consideration. The num- 
bers of the cattle have gone down more than two-thirds in the 
last three years. In some instances the losses have been equiva- 
lent to 50 per cent of the herds, There has been no increase 


and no revenue; there have been no earnings. Of course, it is 
manifest that a raising of the fees after all that, exacting 
„ the costs, would be absolutely unreasonable and 
unjus 

Mr. SMOOT. The position I take does not differ at all from 
the Senator's position. I received a letter from the south- 
eastern part of the State of Utah, adjoining Arizona, in which 
it was said that nearly 70 per cent of all the cattle had died 
in that section for the want of water. 

Mr. ASHURST. That bears out my statement about the 
drought. 

Mr. SMOOT. I did not want the Senator to understand for 
& moment that I questioned that, but I think the Senate 
ought to know that this agreement has been made for the next 
two years, that the fees should not be changed unless Con- 
gress acts. 3 

Mr. ASHURST. Does the Senator think an agreement of 
that sort should stand, when its results would be to drive 
many, if not most, of the cattlemen into bankruptcy? 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I know why that agreement 
was entered into. It was because of the fact that Forester 
is demanding that the fees be increased a hundred per cent, or 
nearly a hundred per cent. 

Mr. ASHURST. I am glad the Senator brought out that 
fact. Here, in the hour of their necessity, when the cattle- 
men are about to be ruined, stands the Forester, who ought to 
promote the cattle interest, demanding that grazing fees be 


‘raised 100 per cent. 


The Senator from Utah has put his finger upon the vicious- 
ness of this bureaucracy, and Congress ought to assert itself 
to these bureau chiefs who do indeed shuffle papers, but who as 
a rule have no familiarity with the problems of the forest and 
who, when they go West, simply attend a few banquets, but 
never go out upon the ranges and hence acquire no practical 
knowledge of these problems. 

I have tried to perform my duty. I wish to conclude with 
the statement, that if any Senator, if the bureau, or the de- 
partment challenges the accuracy of my statements, I dare 
them to send a committee of Senators to Arizona. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. ASHURST. I yield the floor. 

Mr. CAMERON. Mr. President, I wish to make a few re- 
marks on the subject which has just been taken up by my able 
colleague from Arizona [Mr. AsHuRST]. The colloquy carried 
on between the Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor] and others 
was in such a low tone that it was impossible for me to hear 
what was said, and consequently I make my remarks somewhat 
in the dark as to what has been said by Senators this morning. 

I wish to make a few remarks on Senate Joint Resolution 
169, which I introduced recently in the Senate with a purpose 
of giving some kind of emergency relief to the livestock indus- 
try of the West. 

I recently spent several weeks in Arizong and other Western 
States and came in contact with hundreds of the leading men 
of this great industry. To a man they told me of the deplor- 
able conditions they have. faced for the past few years, and 
even went so far as to say that this great industry was becom- 
ing annihilated. 

It is my honest judgment that a great percentage of these 
worthy people would gladly turn over everything they have in 
the way of assets if they could liquidate their obligations. In 
a word, the livestock industry in my State is bankrupt and has 
been so for the past year or more. They have held on as long 
as they possibly can, and the only way I could possibly think 
of for Congress to extend at least some encouragement, in the 
time given at this short session, would be by the passage of a 
resolution such as I have introduced, and this great industry 
needs enconragement. 

The Department of Agriculture brings to our attention the 
fact that if grazing fees are waived a portion of those en- 
gaged in the livestock industry will secure an additional ad- 
vantage, when they are already in a superior position of non- 
permittees. I do not agree with that, because the whole in- 
dustry is to be considered as such, and anything that tends to 
help a great part of it will surely help the others. I mean by 
this that if these fees are waived the permittees of the West 
will have such encouragement that it will tend to stabilize the 
credits extended by local banks, business houses, and other 
sources of credit to all of the industry, while if they fail, to 
which they are doomed under present circumstances, nonper- 
mittees will be affected by such an industrial upheaval. 

I point out further that on the heels of the war grazing fees 
were raised to a point of $1 a head, where the fee had 
originally been 35 cents. Through the period of deflation and 


depression that followed the war the higher grazing fees that 
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were in existence were paid to the limit and a waiver for one 
year, even if called a subsidy or bonus, is not without prece- 
dent and could be construed as a remission of exorbitant fees 
heretofore paid. y 

I have hundreds of telegrams and letters from eyery sec- 
tion of my State and other States approving this joint resolu- 
tion, and not a single protest have I received. They come 
from the banking interests, other business sources, and the 
livestock men themselyes. State legislatures haye memorial- 
ized Congress to pass such a resolution, and our Government 
in the past two or three years has extended the helping hand 
to many other industries, while this great basic livestock in- 
dustry has received no encouragement whatever, but has gone 
deeper and deeper into financial ruin and bankruptcy. 

The situation is appalling, and an emergency exists; and 
even though the department points out that 35 per cent of all 
fees collected go to the local schools and roads, the fact is 
they can not be collected, and even if they could be collected, 
these same worthy people can best do without additional 
schools and roads for the next year while they are paying: the 
exaction of these exorbitant fees. The department points out 
further that the forests are valuable public resources. I be- 
lieve that in an emergency a resource should be sacrificed to 
save a: great basic industry from utter annihilation. 

The intermediary credit banks established under the late 
law have absolutely fallen down in handling the problem of 
credit. and taking care of these livestock men, and there is no 
Government agency that can give relief; and the passage of 
my resolution, even if it does favor a certain percentage 
greater than the other part, will have its greatest result in the 
fact that it gives encouragement to these worthy: people to 
hold on until Congress can make an appropriate study and a 
program evolved by which the situation can be properly solved. 

At this juncture I wish to have read from the desk a letter 
recently received by me. 

-The PRESIDENT pro tempore: The letter will be read. 

The principal legislative clerk read as follows: 


ARIZONA Livestock LOAN CO., 
Flagstaff, Ariz., January 10, 1923. 
Hon. Raver CAMERON, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Senator: It is known in fact that you are as much inter- 
ested in seeing a continuance of the livestock business in Arizona as 
any other individual. You, furthermore, appreciate very well that handi- 
caps hu ve been forced on this important industry during the period 
since the recent war. 

On top of these bandicaps of lack of market for products and forced 
sales of parent stock in order to bring in as much money as possible 
to enable continuance of operation, it is found that the United States 
Forest Service made “ capital” of the war prices for beef and mutton 
for obtaining an increase from 35 cents to $1 per head for the grazing 
of the cattle. The same proportionate increase was put in force for 
grazing of sheep. . 

It is appreciated that the Appropriations Committee in the House 
of Representatives rather demanded that the expenses of management 
of the national forests be equaled by the revenue therefrom. * * * 
Those ideas, perhaps, are factors in the ‘hardship prevailing due to 
the increase in grazing fees on top of financial difficulties, lack of 
market, and insecure future preferences on the national forests for 
both cattle and sheep. 

Grazing is a mere by-product of the national forests. The per- 
petuation of the timber and the marketing of the yearly growth of the 
trees is, we believe, the main purpose for the creation of the national 
forests. Therefore, to require a by-product to carry the load is nof 
just. 

The cattle and sheep business requires whatever assistance that can 
be given at this time in order to effect a stabilization of the industry. 
In thinking of the meaning of the slogan “ Back to normalcy,” why 
“not give some thought to the livestock business? Does the present 
situation justify a charge of $1 per head per year for ¢attle when 35 
cents per head per year was in force less than 10 years ago? 

The cattle and sheep men are economizing in every way possible. 
They are looking to you to do what may be possible to assist them. 
We believe that a resolution might be put through Congress suspend- 
ing the collection of all grazing fees for the years 1925 and 1926, 
with a reduction in the fees for the following years. 

You well know that 50 per cent of Arizona does not belong to 
Arizona, but to the Federal Government. This in itself is the 
reason for doubling up, so to speak, on taxing of the area that is ayall- 
able for taxation purposes within the State, You might be surprised 
to have definite figures from the various counties of Arizona showing 
the delinquent taxes on properties of cattle and sheep men. This 
actual condition speaks for itself as to the financial condition of these 
men. 


Arizona needs the cattle and. sheep industries, May we count on 
your help to insure their perpetuation? 
Very sincerely yours, 
Bappirr Bros. Traptxe Co. 
Davio Basnirr, President. 


Mr. CAMERON. Mr: President, I have another communica- 
tion, which I send to the desk and ask to have read. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Clerk will read as 
requested. 

The principal legislative clerk read as follows: 


Tus First NATIONAL BANK, 
UNITED STATES DEPOSITARY, 
Nogales, Artz., January 9, 1925. 
Hon. RALPH CAMERON, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


My Dran Spyator: We wish to bring to your attention a condition 
existing in this State now, also in other States in which) there are 
forest reservations, and your particular attention is directed to the 
increase in rate for grazing permita, which was 85 cents prior to the 
war and now is $1 per head per annum. 

More or less 50 per cent of the lands in this, State have been with- 
drawn for forest and other reservations; that reduces the lands which 
would be available for taxes and makes the county and State tax rate 
very high. 

During the past several years many cattlemen have failed, due to 
drought and depression in the cattle markets; others have been able 
to hold on by reason of having denied themselves every ordinary com- 
fort, and each year they find it is harder to accumulate funds enough 
to pay their grazing permits, and very few own snfficient lands to take 
care of their requirements for feeding purposes. 

From a banking standpoint we haye seen many failures, and unless 
the United States Government does something to ease the situation it 
is my opinion that within a few years there will be a great shortage 
in beef. As fast as is possible the cattlemen are seeking different occu- 
pations, and they sbould be encouraged to continue the cattle industry, 

Will you not endeavor to take this up in such a manner as to bring 
about a reduction in the forest grazing fee for the next two years? 

With kindest regards, I am, 

Very truly yours, 
Bracey Curtis, President. 


Mr. CAMERON.. I have another communication Which I 
would like to have read. I send it to the desk for that: purpose. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will read as 
requested. 

The principal legislative clerk read as follows: 


THE Prescorr STATE BANK, 
Prescott, Ariz, January 30, 1925. 
Hon. RALPH Cameron, 
Senator from Arizona, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. O. 

Mr Dran SENATOR CAMERON: Knowing that you have been quite 
active in endeavoring to waive all requirements by the department 
with respect to grazing fees for the year 1925, will state that every- 
one, including ourselves, interested in this proposition commends your 
course very highly, indeed, and sinrerely trust that you may be actively 
joined by Senator AsxunsT and Cart Harb in. order to obtain the 
relief for our livestock men whieh is so essentially necessary and 
absolutely just and fair in the premises. 

With kindest personal regards from the writer, remaining, 

Very truly yours, i 
R. N. FREDERICKS, President. 


Mr. CAMERON. I also have another letter which I send to 
the desk and ask to have rend. s 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator desire to 
have the letter read or merely printed in the Recorp? 

Mr. CAMERON. I want it read at the desk. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I am very glad that my col- 
league is having the letters read. It has been stated here that 
Senators did not know of the necessity for the reduction or 
cancellation of the grazing fees for this year. I have no 
doubt my colleague will be able to present letters from banks, 
from cattlemen, sheepmen, men of all walks of life, so that if 
any Senator hereafter pleads ignorance of the question, it will 
be a shameful ignorance if he shall plead it! 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Clerk will read as re- 
quested. 

The principal legislative clerk read as follows: 

THE BANK OF ARIZONA, 
Prescott, Ariz., January 19, 1925. 
Hon, RALPH CAMERON, 
Senate Chamber, Washington, D. G. 

My Dran Senator: I must write you again in regard to the cattle 

situation here. I do not think one would exceed the truth were be to 
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gay that fully 78 per cent of the cattlemen are practically, bankrupt. 
A good many are already completely out. Many things. have con- 
tributed to this situation. For some the cattlemen are responsible and 
for some they are not. ‘They ave now right up against the real thing, 
and there is no gainsaying this fact. 

There is one thing the Government can do that will aot smack, of 
paternalism and that is to remit forest fees. for, say, two years, or until 
the industry can get on its feet again. It is no answer to say that all 
but 10 per cent—or some other figure—heve paid up as in so many 
cases these payments have been made on borrowed money, the,outfits 
already being martgaged for as. much as or more than, they are 
worth, and in many cases the fees have been paid by selling at ruinous 
figures the breeding stock: The forest permittees have been given to 
understand that unless they pay up they would get na further forest 
privileges and would be subject to trespass suits, ejectment, ete, 

The time has come when the banks and others enn no longer make 
advances and stand to lose substantial amounts on advances already 
made. 7 

The last few years have been exceptionally dry, and there is so little 
feed on the forest that supplementary feed is necessary in order to 
keep the stuff alive, and in the face of all this the fees have been 
raised from the neighborhood of 30 cents to now $1 a head, with the 
prospect of an increase in the near future. The cattlemen are fast 
losing their grip and are about ready to throw up the sponge. An- 
other fact ‘that enters into the situation is this: That on a number of 
the ranges young forest growth, such as pines, is rapidly destroying 
the value of the ranges for range purposes. One cattleman said to me 
not long since’ that at the present rate bis range would not be worth 
haying, as all grasses would have been crowded out by the pine trees. 

I am glad to know that our good President is turning attention to 
the cattle industry, and I have hope that tomething can be done be- 
fore it is entirely wiped out. Win you not lend your aid? 

With’ kindest personal regards, I'am ' ? 

Yours very truly, 
ant M. B. HAZELTINE, 
Vice‘ President, 


Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield, to me 
for a very brief statement? I do not desire to take the Sena- 
ter from the floor, but merely wish to make a very short state- 
ment because I am now due at an important conference. 

Mr. CAMERON. I am glad to yield to the Senator from 
Colorado. zs 

Mr. PHIPPS. I wish to say that in December, 1923, Mem- 
bers of the House and Senate from the Western States were 
called in conference at the Department of Agriculture and 
there met with the Secretary, the Chief Forester, and others, 
and I think for the first time received definite intimation of 
the purpose of the Department of Agriculture to practically 
double the grazing charges in the national forests. The sug- 
gestion did not find any support on the part of any of the 
Senators or Representatives present, as I recall it, 

I immediately took cognizance of the matter, made inquiries, 
and learned that the department was receiving in fees over 
double the amount that was being expended for taking care 
of the proposed ranges. I felt that the Government’ should 
not make a money-earning proposition out of the national for- 
est reserves. Thereupon I endeavored to arrive at figures that 
would enable the department to receive in net fees the cost of 
administration. In pursuing the subject it became apparent 
that the forest reserve land should pay some measure of tax- 
ation to the counties in which the land was located. With 
that in mind a- bill was formulated, which was afterwards 
modified upon careful study and consideration by the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry, and a clause was added 
providing an important feature—that is, a board of appeals— 
go that complaints on the part of those using the forest re- 
serves as to regulations imposed by the forest rangers and 
others might be heard. That bill, being Senate bill 2424, passed 
the Senate about three weeks ago. It has been under con- 
sideration in the Committee on Agriculture of the other House. 
I‘ understand that another hearing on that bill is under way 
this morning. 

That bill would reduce the present schedule of charges 25 
per cent, and instead of returning 3344 per cent of the. re- 
ceipts to the States or the counties: in which the land is 
located, would return 50 per cent of the gross collections; 
so that, in effeet, the Department of Agriculture would con- 


duct the administration of grazing in the forests-and come: 


out even without having any surplus to go into the Federal 
Treasury, the surplus over the cost of administration going, 
as I have stated, to the counties. I am hoping that the bill 
will be passed; I think there is good reason to believe that 
it will have the support of the Committee on Agriculture in 
the House and be acted upon before the close of the present 


session. It has been unanimously supported by all of the 
grazing organizations, so far as I am aware: 


Mr. President, the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys 
of the Senate has given some consideration to that bill. It 
may be that slight changes or modifications: are desirable! 
With, that in view, the chaman of the committee has: named n 
subcommittee to give that measure study and attention. It 
was the conclusion of the committee, however; that in the short 
remaining time of the session it would not be possible to 
secure affirmative action in both the Senate and the House, but 
the subject is an important one; and if matters are allowed to 
go on during the coming summer, the bill will bevstudied, the 
question in dispute can be determined, and early action can be 
had at the next session of Congress. In the meantime I know it 
to be the disposition of the Department of the Interior to put 
no difflculties in the way or to make no trouble for those who 
are now using the publie domain free of charge. : 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, does the Senator from Colorado 
mean the Department of the Interior or the Department of 
Agriculture? f i 

Mr. PHIPPS. I mean the Department of the Interior, which 
has control of the public-domain outside of the national forests. 

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me for 
u question? 

The PRESIDENT: pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Colorado yield to the Senator from New Jersey? 

Mr. PHIPPS I do. 

Mr. EDGE. I came into the Chamber as the Senator was 
concluding that portion of his address dealing, as I understood 
the Senator's explanation, with the return to the States or 
municipalities of certain amounts in lieu of taxation on 
account- of the land being Government-owned property. I am 
wondering if in considering that whole subject—wbich is a 
very important subject, and, if I understand the Senator’s 
statement, some bill has been prepared or is in course of prep- 
aration dealing with the matter — consideration has been given 
at all to other activities of the Government that have taken 
large stretches of territory and valuable sections of large cities 
for governmental reservations? I have in mind particularly 
the Hoboken situation, in my State, where the old German 
docks were taken over by the Government for the Shipping 
Board, and properly so, and are still being used for govern- 
mental purposes, thus taking from the city of Hoboken, as I 
recall, about one-sixth of its previous tax returns. It is a very 
important question, and I am very much interested in. the Sen- 
ator’s explanation. I am wondering if some general policy 
could not be established on the part of the Government which 
would contemplate all of the governmental activities in various 
sections of the country. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I will say to the Senator from New Jersey 
that that had not occurred to me. It may be a suggestion well 
worthy of consideration, and I shall be very glad if the Sen- 
ator will pursue the subject if he desires so to do. I thank the 
Senator from Arizona [Mr. Cameron] for his courtesy. 

Mr. CAMERON. I thank the distinguished Senator from 
Colorado for his observations, and merely add that I'am 
strongly in favor of legistation such as he has in mind: I say 
further that those matters will take time to work out, and my 
resolution does not conflict, but merely gives an emergency 
relief for 1925, encouragement, if you please, to these worthy 
stockmen to hold on until the situation can be studied; but 
let me say it is nine months until next Congress, and surely 
when we now have the opportunity to give a mere pittance 
in relief it would be the wise thing to do and show these 
people we are working on the serious problems confronting 
them instead of shutting the door of hope and relief in their 
face for another year while we are thinking it all over. 

Mr. KING and Mr. BURSUM addressed the Chair. 

Mr. CAMERON. I yield first to the Senator from Utah. 

Mr. KING. In view of the statement just made by the 
Senator from Colorado [Mr. Purprs]—and I ask the attention 
of the Senators from the Southwest—to the effect that a study 
is to be made of this subject during the summer with a view 
to determining what policy should be pursued ‘concerning the 
leasing of the public domain, does not the Senator from Colo- 
rado think that the time is ripe to press for a cession by 


the Federal Government to the public-land States of all the 
public lands within such States, unless it be the mineral 
lands? Such a policy would obviate all of these problems. 
It would give to the States the disposition of the lands; they 
would soon get into private ownership, and thus be subject to 
taxation; and the millions of dollars now spent by the Federal 
-Government in maintaining a bureaucracy, which the Senator 
from Arizona [Mr. AsHugst] properly characterized this morn- 
ing, could be saved. 

I prepared a bill, may I say, when I was a young man in 
the House of Representatives years ago to cede the public 


bering, but I hope it will not di@—which provides for the 
cession of the public lands to the States. 


New Mexico and other leading citizens of that State indorsed 
the proposition; many of the meetings which have been held 


lieve the solution of this entire question would be immediately 
to cede to the States all of the unoccupied public domain within 
the publictand States, unless it be mineral lands. So far as 
I am concerned, I should favor ceding to the States the min- 
eral lands also, but my bill leaves those lands out. Then the 
States could make such disposition of the land as they saw fit. 
I am sure that Texas and other States which at one time 
had public lands made a wiser disposition of them than the 
Federal Government has done. i 

I hope that my colleagues from the West will support my 
proposition. The Senator from Iowa [Mr. CUMMINS] has 
repeatedly stated here that he thought it was wise and that 
he would gladly support it; and I am sure that many of our 
eastern brethren will be glad to get rid of these lands and 
will join in aiding the passage of a measure to cede them to 
the States, 

Mr. BURSUM. Mr. President 

Mr. SMOOT. Wil the Senator from Arizona yield to me 
for just a moment? 7 F 

Mr. CAMERON. The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Bursum] desires to interrupt me, and I first yield to him. 

Mr. BURSUM. Mr, President, I merely wish-to say a few 
words. The solution proposed by the junior Senator from 
Utah [Mr. Kine] would no doubt relieve Congress of any 
further consideration of the controversy which has existed 
for many years relating to the administration of the public 
lands, and that it would be very fair to the States there can 
be no doubt. One of the great difficulties of the public-land 
States is to meet the requirements for development in yiew of 
the meager resources subject to taxation within their borders. 
So far the House of Representatives has never been willing 
to accede to the suggestion to cede the public lands to the 
States, I think that proposal is right; I believe it to be 
sound, and I think it would benefit all concerned, for the 
reason that the Federal Government has never made a dollar 
out of the administration of the public lands; indeed, it has 
incurred great losses and deficits, I can see no good to come 
from the present method of handling the public lands. 

However, we are up against this situation: The average 
citizen of the East is not familiar with the character of the 
western lands. He figures values by acreage. One hundred 
and sixty acres in some States is very valuable, whereas 160 
acres of barren, desert land is less than nothing; it has no 
value whatever. On the other hand, if these lands were 
turned over to the States they would be an asset. There is 
a clear demonstration of that fact in the administration of 
the lands donated to the State of New Mexico. New Mexico 
has a few million acres of land out of which the State has 
been able to aid the school fund to the extent of a million 
dollars a year, and has turned what resulted in a deficit and 
a loss to the Government into an asset to the State govern- 
ment. That is due largely to the fact that such lands have 
been handled locally by people who understand the situation. 

The so-called leasing bill, I think, is of great importance to 
the livestock industry. Something must be done. The situa- 
tion is that the cowmen, in order to take care of their herds, 
have been obliged in many places to construct what are com- 
monly called drift fences to keep the herd of one man from 
mixing with the herd of his neighbor, to keep the brands sepa- 
rate, to keep from chousing" and running the cattle, and to 
save expense. These lands are not being stopped by home- 
steaders. There is no instance of which I know within my 
State where any homesteader has been deprived by reason of 
drift fences from making an entry. On the other hand, there 
is a law which prohibits the construction of fences on the 
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lands to the States. I introduced the same bill when I came to 
the Senate eight years ago—it is now in the committee slum- 


I remember a few years ago the Governor of the State of 


by the Trans-Mississippi Congress and by the irrigation con- 
gresses have looked with favor upon the proposition. I be- 
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public domain. The department has stated that that law will 
be enforced. It has been suspended from year to year during 
the war by Executive order, but it has been decided that it will 
not be suspended any longer. If the law is enforced and those 
who have constructed fences on the public domain are prose- 
cuted, it will be the means of creating a great hardship upon 
the many people and doing no one any good. I think, unless 
there shall be provided some kind of public grazing control or 
the lands shall be turned oyer to the States, a resolution 
should be adopted by the present Congress which would au- 
thorize the executive department to suspend the provisions of 
the law at least for one year, until some other adequate provi- 
sion may be made by legislative enactment. 

Mr. CAMERON. Mr. President, I thank the Senator from 
New Mexico for his valuable obseryations, as he is a practical 
8 and knows conditions. I ask to have read another 
etter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Jones of Washington in 
the chair). Is there objection? The Chair hears none, and 
the Secretary will read as reqnested. 

The principal clerk procecded to read the letter. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I wish to assure my good 
friends from Arizona that I am in hearty sympathy with them 
in this matter, but we have consumed over an hour here reading 
letters and petitions and in debate. If any action is proposed 
to be taken, I am ready to join with them; but we have an- 
other order mapped out for the day, the consideration of a 
measure of great importance to the whole country, and I am 
wondering how much longer it will take to dispose of this 
matter. 

Mr. CAMERON. Mr. President, I should be pleased to 
comply with the request of the Senator from Alabama; but 
this is a very important matter, possibly as important a mat- 
ter as our Western States have ever had before Congress. If 
the Senate will allow me to have all these letters and telegrams 
printed in the Recorp, and allow me to bring up my joint reso- 
lution by unanimous consent and take a vote on it right now, 
I shall be very happy to have that done. 

Mr. HEFLIN. So far as I am individually concerned, I 
have no objection to it. 

Mr, CAMERON. I ask unanimous consent to have these 
letters and telegrams printed in the Recorp, and also to bring 
up Senate Joint Resolution 169. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is this all one request, or is 
one conditioned on the other? 

Mr. CAMERON, One is conditioned on the other, Mr. Presi- 
dent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Arizona 
asks unanimous consent that all these telegrams and letters, 
and so on, be printed in the Recorp, under the condition that 
the Senate also give unanimous consent for the consideration 
of the joint resolution to which he refers. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, we have a conference report 
before the Senate. The bill was considered for weeks and 
weeks; and I do hope the Senator will not ask for the con- 
sideration of his joint resolution to-day, but will let it go over. 

Mr. CAMERON. It will take only a moment, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the Senator from Arizona? 

Mr. CURTIS. Wait a moment. If the joint resolution will 
take only a minute, I suggest that the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. Keyes], having charge of the conference re- 
port, agree to lay aside temporarily the unfinished business in 
order to pass the joint resolution. If it is going to take up 
time, however, the Senator ought not to ask for it. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, will my colleague yield 
to me? 

Mr. CAMERON. I yield; certainly. 

Mr. ASHURST. I assure Senators that so far as my col- 
league and I are concerned, we do not wish to delay the adop- 
tion of the conference report one minute; but we should be 
false to every person in our State if we failed now to use 
every bit of energy at our command to try, so far as in us lies, 
to secure relief for our people. If we can have a vote on my 
colleague’s joint resolution, he, as he says, will ask unanimous 
consent to include these other letters in the Recorp; but if he 
is to be denied the privilege of a vote I would not blame him 
if he read letters until the sun went down. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Let us have the vote if we can, 

Mr. ASHURST. All right. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
joint resolution to which the Senator refers. 

The reading clerk read Senate Joint Resolution 169, author- 
izing the Secretary of Agriculture to waive all requirements in 
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respect of grazing fees for the use of national forests during 
the calendar year 1925, as follows: 


Resolved, etc., That upon application therefor the Secretary of Agri- 
culture is authorized and directed, under regulations to be prescribed 
by him, to waive all requirements in respect of grazing fees for the 
use of national forests during the calendar year 1925 or any part of 
guch calendar year. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. This is a joint resolution? 

Mr. CAMERON, Yes, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Has it been reported from a 
committee? 

Mr. CAMBRON. It has been reported and is on the calendar. 

Mr.. ASHURST. It has been reported favorably, unani- 
mously, by the Committee on Agriculture and Fo ` 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the Senator will just let the 
Chair have an opportunity to state the situation, the Senator 
from Arizona asks unanimous consent for the present consid- 
eration of the joint resolution just read, and that he may 
print in the Reconp the letters and telegrams to which he has 
referred. Is there objection? 

Mr. KENDRICK. Mr. President, before the vote is taken I 
should like to say just a word on the question that we have 
been discussing here for more than an hour, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ari- 
zona yield to the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. CAMERON. Just for a question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Arizona 
yields simply for a question. 

Mr. KENDRICK.. I will wait until the Senator has con- 
cluded; but before the vote is taken I should like to say a 
word. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President. if the Senator from Arizoha 


will permit me, I understand the Senator from Wyoming. to. 


state that he would like to be heard for about five minutes 
before a vote Is taken on the Senator’s joint resolution. 

Mr. CAMERON. Very well. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair has submitted to 
the Senate the unanimous-consent request. Is there objection 
to the request of the Senator from Arizona? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, I realize the importance 
to the State of Arizona and the western country of this joint 
resolution. I also realize the importance of the pending. busi- 
ness, the unfinished business of the Senate. If the Senator 
will include in his request a stipulation that no speeches on his 
joint resolution shall be for more than five minutes, so far as I 
am concerned, I shall not object. 

Mr. CAMERON... I will include that in my request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER.. The Senator adds to his re- 
quest that speeches upon the joint resolution be limited to five 
minutes. Is there objection to the request of the Senator from 
Arizona? The Chair hears none. 

‘The letters, telegrams, etc., referred to by Mr. CAMERON are 
as follows: 

Coprppe CITIES BANE, 
Globe, Ariz., January 16, 1925. 
Hon. RALPH CAMERON, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My DEAR Smnator: In the matter of a letter that has been for- 
warded to your office by J. R. Hampton, of Phoenix, Ariz., relative 
to the deplorable condition now existing among the cattlemen of this 
State, wherein some relief Is sought from the Forest Department, I 
beg to add my appeal for such consideration as can reasonably be 
given to us in this matter. 

You, as an Arizonian, can better understand the conditions of the 
enttlemen than those who are not familiar with the conditions that 
have existed here the past three years. 

Depleted ranges because of an Insufficiency in rainfall, no demands 
for cattle, which has made it impossible for the permittees to move 
eattle, it matters not how hard they may have tried fo do so, the 
high rate of taxes, increased grazing fees, penalties because they have 
not removed cattle—all combined have added to their burdens to the 
point where they are throwing up their hands, and an industry that 
bas meant much to Arizona is about to be wiped out. 

It is impossible to produce cattle in our section of the country at a 
profit under present conditions. 

If the ranges must revert to the Government and become unstocked, 
it will largely be because of the attitude of the Forest Department. 
Whey wiil immediately say that they have been lenient, and that they 
have given the cattlemen every opportunity, but they do not under- 
stand the conditions. ‘ 

If there is anything you can do in this matter toward having the 
fees reduced and eliminating the penalties, or any other relief that 
will enable them to continue their operations, it will te appreciated. 

“ours very truly, 
MARK Hicks. 


i] 
EAGER, ARIZ; January $0, received January 3L 
Hon. RALPH H. CAMERON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.. 

It is resolved by Springerville Live Stock Association that the pro- 
posed bill for the waiving of the grazing fees on the National Forest 
of Arizona for year 1925 is a godsend to the cattlemen of Arizona 
and the only sure way to put one of the Arizona’s great industries on 
their feet again. We are back of you Senator Cameron. 

W. B. EAGER, 
GBO. A. EAdkn, 
Chairman of Advisory Board, 
i FLAGSTAFF, ARIZ., February 1, 1925. 
Hon. RALPH H. CAMERON, 
I Senate Office Building, Washington, D. O.: 

We feel very strongly that passage of your bill to waive grazing 
fees on national forests will be much appreciated by livestock interests 
of the entire West, and that the industry, in view of all cireumstanees, 
is entitled to this consideration from the National Government. 

THe ARIZONA CENTRAL BANK, 

HEREFORD, ARIZ., January 3I, 1925, + 
Hon. RALPH CAMBRON, s 

127 Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.. 


Referring joint resolution grazing fees, 1925, your timely efforts in 


behalf of Arizona cattlemen thoroughly appreciated by all concerned. 
Outlook for cattle interests, present year, again extremely unfavorable 
account almost complete absence of rain. We hope no efforts will be 
spared to secure passage of pending bill which would prove material 
help to industry. 
ARTHUR HZACHAU, 
Agent Boquillas Land and Cattle Co. 


NOGALES, ARIZ., January 29, 1925. 
Hon, RALPH H. CAMERON, 
United States Senate, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. 0.: 
Thanks for introducing bill for waiving: payment grazing fees on 
national forests during 1925, in view of the heart-breaking reverses 


the cattlemen of the West have been through the past two years, 


especially in our district this relief is badly needed. 
EUGENE SHEPHERD, 
` Manager Arivaca Land and Cattle Co. 


PHOENIX, ARIZ., January $1, 1925. 
RALPH CAMERON, 
Member of the Senate, Washington: 

Arizona Wool Growers’ Association in session at Phoenix, January 
80-31 unanimously indorsed Senate Joint Resolution- No. 169 and re- 
quest passage this session, 

H. B. PMBACH, Secretary: 
DOUGLAS, ARkiz., January 28, 1925. 
Hon. RALPH H. CAMBRON, 
Senator from Arizona, Washington, D. O. 


Accept appreciation for introduction Senate Joint Resolution 169 


lift grazing fees Government lands for enttlemen for year 1925; 
this absolutely important we cattlemen. Extended drougth and con- 
ditions of cattle industry practically left eattlemen out of business. 
If resolution should pass would be life-saver to cattlemen. 

C. C. KIMBLE. 


NOGALES, ARIZ., January 28, 1925. 
Senator RALPH H. CAMERON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. 0.: 
Relief sought by resolution introduced by you January 19 in the 
te is badly needed in Santa Cruz County, three-quarters of 
a is within national forests, and we much appreciate the great 
service you are rendering the cattIémen of the West. A majority of 
our cattlemen have been compelled to abandon: their ranches due to 
drougth and market conditions in the past three years, and those 
remaining in the district need this relief to help get them on 
their feet. 
i P. G. CLAGETT, 
Chairman Livestock Committee of the 
Nogales, Ariz., Chamber of Commerce. 


1] 
Camp Verpp, ARTZ., February 1, 1925. 
Benator RALPH H. CAMERON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. 0.: 


| Rësolutton providing for waiving of 1925 grazing fees on national ’ 
forest as introduced in Senate by you will greatly ald the stockmen 


in this drougth-stricken district. We urge its passage. 
LOWER VERDE CATTLE GROWERS’ ASSOCIATION, 
By J. H. WINGFIELD, Secretary. 
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CLIFTON, ARIZ., February 1, 1925. 


Benator RALPH H. CAMERON, 
Washington, D. C. e 
Do utmost to secure passage of bill for free grazing on national for- 
ests. Grass situation desperate here, 
Mrs, O. J. Corer, 
President Clifton Woman’s Club. 


— 


: 1925. 
Senator RALPH H. CAMERON, DOUGLAS, ARIZ., January £8, 


United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 

Hope you will use your influence toward haying stockmen exempted 
from paying forest rental for two years owing to drought and low 
prices. Cattlemen are on their last legs, and they need any help that 
can be extended if we are to continue in business, 

F. P. Moone, 
President Cochise Graham Cattle Growers’ Association. 


Hon, RALPH H, CAMERON TECSON, ARIZ., January 30, 1925, 


United States Senate, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Most of livestock producers using national forests in this vicinity 
encountering the most serious drought and financial conditions in 
many years. Respectfully urge your support of move to have grazing 
fees waived for this year in line with various resolutions passed. 

R. E. BUTLER, 
President Tucson Clearing House Association. 


PRESCOTT, ARIZ., January 39, 1925. 
Senator RALPH H. CAMERON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

We earnestly urge and cattle industry demands adoption of resolu- 
tion relieving it payment grazing fees national forests, Arizona, second 
half year 1924 and all year 1925, joint resolution January 19. Cattle 
industry, on account most cattlemen heavily inyolved financially and 
unusually poor range feed year, is facing ruin unless every step taken 
relieve them. State officials, banks, and merchants all extending all 
possible assistance. Forest Service only interest which has to do with 
cattle industry expense which so far have not cooperated. Banking 
business can not carry any additional loans for cattle and do justice 
other business. Immediate relief necessary. Action required now. 
Relief from payment grazing fees would assist materially- 

THE Prescott STATE BANK. 
By Cuas. H. Hixperer, 
Vice President and Cashier. 


PATAGONIA, ARIZ., February 4, 1925. 
Hon. RALPH H. CAMERON, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 

We, tbe undersigned cattlemen of this district, earnestly request you 
do everything possible to secure passage joint resolution canceling 
grazing fees for 1925. We haye gone through four disastrous years, 
losing money each year. Outlook for this year extremcly dubious 
account lack of rains, making another drought very probable. Have 
been burdened with high living costs, taxes, interest, and other over- 
head expenses that must be met right along. An abatement of grazing 
fees for this year would prove a great relief to us. 

H. B. RIGGS, Pere BERGIER, 
LEROY E. MILLER, A. C. BEST, 
JOHN MADSEN, G. L. STEVENS, 
T. E. HEADY, A. S. HENDERSON, 
Wu. HEADY, C. A. PERCE, 
Mrs. C. DELAOSSA, B. ZALDWIN, 

Mrs. C. B. CAREY, A. L. KINSLEY, 
HERMAN BENDER, J. I. JONES. 


Nocaces, Antz., February $, 1925. 
Senator RALPA H, CAMERON, 
United States Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Due to drought and critical financial condition of the stock industry 
of our State and county, we, the Board of Supervisors of Santa Cruz 
County, Ariz., wish to indorse and urge the passage of a joint resolu- 
tion Introduced in the United States Senate by Senator CAMERON, 
waiving national forest fees for the year 1925. 

Boarp or Supervisors OF Santa CRUZ County, ARIZ. 
By A. DuMBAULD, Clerk. 
PHOENIX, ARIZ., January 23, 1925. 
Senator RALPH CAMERON, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.? 

There has been introduced in the senate a memorial asking Congress 
to provide necessary urgent legislation waiving grazing fees for 1925 
and 1926. Memorial will be reported out of committee very shortly 
and believe it will recelve unanimous suppert of both houses. 

Warne THORNBURG, 
Chairman Senate Livestock Committee, 
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THE Bank OF DOUGLAS, 
DOUGLAS, ARIZ., November 28, 1924. 
RALPH H. Cameron, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

We heartily indorse resolution introduced by you waiving grazing 
fees on Government land for 1925. This will be a needed ‘help to 
Arizona stockmen. 

BANK oF DOUGLAS. 


COCONINO ‚CATTLE Co., 
Jerome; Ariz., Janwary 15, 1925. 
Senator RALPH CAMERON, é 
Washington, D. C. 

Mr Dran Senator: The growing tendency of the Forest Service to 
increase grazing fees, to make a charge for every little permit giyen, 
without any increase in grass, water, or services given to the stockman 
is the incentive for this letter. i 

Years ago when the forest reserves were first located and charges 
made the cow and sheep man, the charges were placed at 35 cents 
for cows and horses (I don't know the sheep rate, as unfortunately, 
we have never been interested in them financially), and we welcomed 
the proposition, as we figured that it would give us some protection 
from overgrazing, protect us in the development of water. At that 
time the business was prosperous. 

To-day the rate on cattle is $1, and we know that the Forest Serv- 
ice is seriously considering a 100 per cent or more raise, with no 
additional protection, no more grass, no more water than the Lord 
provides, and always looking for a chance to make a charge for this 
little “special permit” or that little favor. 

To-day 9 out of 10 of the cattlemen are bankrupt, many of them 
are in arrears in both range fees and taxes, 

To-day, to raise money for grazing permits, taxes, and money 
loaners, thousands of head of cattle are being pushed on the markets 
in Los Angeles, San Francisco, Denver, and Kansas City that are half 
fat or less; ruining the markets, the stockmen, and in many cases 
the money loaner is booking a loss also. 

Why bleed this industry that is so important to all the people to 
the last drop? The Government is not running its forest reserves as 
a money-making proposition; many of the forest reserves are self- 
supporting as they now stand; but in the main they are being operated 
for the benefit of the people in general, and often for the direct bene- 
fit of people and lands hundreds of miles away, and in all cases for 
generations to come. 

Years ago the cattle-raising industry was considered one of the most 
stable, now, principally due to the ever-increasing uncertainty of the 
Forest Service's policy, it is one of the most risky by bankers and in- 
vestors. 

We ask your earnest cooperation in putting this very important 
arm of food production upon a stable basis, and for any favors you can 
extend, we most heartily thank -you. 

Very sincerely yours, 
Cocontno CATTLE Co., 
WALTER C. MILLER. 


ARIZONA INDUSTRIAL CONGRESS, 
January 26, 1925, 
Hon. RALPH A. CAMERON, + 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Senator CAMERON: The directors of the Arizona Industrial 
Congress, at their meeting on January 24, unanimously approved a 
resolution requesting that you support a measure eliminating the 
grazing fees on the national forests during the year 1925. 

Representatives of all other industries in the State feel that live- 
stock should have every encouragement and support during the com- 
ing year, so that this industry may not be entirely eliminated as an 
asset to Arizona. : 

We will greatly appreciate any assistance you can render. 

Thanking you, and with kind personal regards, I am, 

Sincerely yours, ö 
P. G. SPILSBURY, President. 


Pixx ARIZ., February 4, 1925. 
Senator RALPH H. Camerox, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D. 0. 


Dear SENATOR Cameron: The Pine Cattle Growers’ Association go 
on record as being in favor of the resolution introduced by you on 
January 19 for the waiving of the grazing fees on national forests for 
the year 1925. 

This association represents 17 grazing permittees in this community, 
and the passage of this resolution will greatly assist each stockman 
financially. 

We certainly appreciate your efforts in this matter and wish you suc- 
cess in securing this bill, 


Prise CATTLE GROWERS’ ASSOCIATION, 
Frank C, RANDALL, President, 
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Hon. RALPH H. CAMERON, PHOENIX, ARIZ., January 30, 1925. 


United States Senate, Washington: 

The Arizona Sheep Exchange, consisting of the following member- 
ship, most of which are permittees on the forest and all members of 
the Arizona Wool Growers, wish to extend to you our hearty coopera- 
tion on your efforts for a waiver of 1925-26 grazing fees, which is 
much needed owing to the severe drought in our State and the enor- 
mous expense necessitated thereby: Tom Pollock, Charles Deryder, 
Charles Button, Ed Sawyer, Dan Francis, Jose Montoya, Carlos Cas- 
tilio, Mike Chaco, Milt Powers, C. Davis, Tom Hudspath, Anthony 
Johns, Will Perkins, Jose Echineque, Julio Sanset, Elmer Dufflelds, 
Jaques Manuell Candillario, Tom Ortago, Dave Ortago, Bert Sutton, 
Frank Golsorry, A. Montrolla, A. Azcarate, Fletcher Bly, Bob Daggs, 
Nathan Bankhead, Harry Henderson, Lyla Perrin Almoore, M. Arri- 
chao, R. Martinez, Cruz Arrazo, John Kuntz, Jose Alergo, Roy Garret, 
Pete Espeil, Louis Cliron, W. Wilkins. 

E. R. CHAMBERS, Manager. 


Resolution 


Whereas the prices received for range cattle have been and are now 
below the cost of production; and 

Whereas the season of 1924 experienced one of the worst droughts 

‘for years; 

And further to jeopardize range conditions of the Black Hill per- 
mittees, the fumes from the stacks of the Clemenceau and Clarkdale 
smelters have seriously damaged the browse upon which our cattle 
depend for winter feed and which has compelled us to feed our cattle 
cottonseed cake and hay to save them from starvation; and 

Whereas in his message to Congress it is the announced policy of the 
President to assist the livestock industry: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the most effective assistance that can be rendered 
is the immediate elimination of grazing fees until conditions improve; 
be it further : 

Resolved, That you urge an immediate Investigation by the Forest 
Department relative to range conditions adjacent to Clarkdale and 
Clemenceau, Ariz., and that a copy of these minutes be mailed to each 
of the Congressmen of Arizona and an additional copy to forest super- 
visor. 

Dated at Camp Verde, Yavapai County, Ariz., this 17th day of Jan- 
wary, 1925. 

BLACK HILLS CATTLE GROWERS’ ASSOCIATION, 
, President. 
D. W. WINGFIELD, Secretary, 


By 


. E, ARIZ., January 29, 1925, 
Senator RALPH CAMERON, SPRINCERVILLE, s ry 5 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dran SENATOR Cameron: We cattlemen who have permits from the 
Forest Service on the Apache National Forest have had a hard time 
making ends meet in the cattle business for several years past, and 
although we expect better times, nevertheless we know that prosperity 
is not yet in sight. 

We commend you very highly for your efforts in trying to have the 
Department of Agriculture, through the Forest Service, waive the 
collection of all 1925 grazing fees. We believe that this is right and 
just and we feel that the Government should at least show the cattle- 
men this small consideration in order to help them back on their feet. 
The prosperity of the cattlemen indirectly has its bearing on the pros- 
perity of the Nation. 

We are— 

Very respectfully yours, 
E. A. Burk, Springerville; Enos Pipkins, Springerville, 
Ariz.; Melvin Brown, Springerville, Ariz.; E. J. Saf- 
fell, Springerville, Ariz.; J. T. Campbell, Springerville, 
Ariz.; J. R. Coleman, Springerville, Ariz.; Jas. K, 
Udall, Eagar, Ariz.; Willard O. Hamblin, Eagar, Ariz. ; 
Lee Hamblin, Eagar, Ariz.; W. B. Eagar, Eagar, Ariz. ; 
Ellis W. Lund, Eagar, Ariz.; Joseph Udall, Eagar, 
Ariz.; John C. Hall, Eagar, Ariz.; J. H. Slade, Eagar, 
Ariz.; Joe A. Burk, Eagar, Ariz.; W. F. Lesener, 
Eagar, Arlz.; David O. Bigelow, Eagar, Ariz.; M. L. 
Hall, Eagar, Ariz.; H. G. Udall, Eagar, Ariz.; A. M. 
Hall, Eagar, Ariz.; Mrs. Clem Saffell, Springerville, 
Ariz, 
Benator RALPH H. CAMERON, Pima, ARIZ., February 4, 1925. 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
We respectfully urge you to put forth every effort to have grazing 
Tees eliminated for this year. Present conditions indicated additional 
heavy losses to cattlemen in this locality this season account continued 
drought and lack of feed. 
G. A. Bryce. 
G. A. PECK. 
J. M. WILSON. 
L. E. BOWMAN, 


BILL Eatos. 
W. N. WILsox. 
J. W. Marrick. 


Morenct, ARIZ., February 4, 1925. 
Hon, RALPH CAMERON, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. O.: 

We, the undersigned, earnestly urge you to have the Senate and 
House pass your resolution for relief of cattlemen from grazing fees 
for the year 1925. Your efforts in bringing out resolution appreciated, 

J. A. FARRELL. Frank Dayts. 
Jxo, I. THOMPSON, T. M. Davis. 

W. L. NEEL. FrANK WILLIS, Jr. 
W. F. Wirts, Sr. ABE SHULTZ. ` 
Lioyp C. Davis. 


WiLLAus, ARIZ., February $, 1925. 
Hon. RALPH H. CAMERON, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 

The undersigned, operating five cattle outfits on Tusayan Forest 
Reserve, urge the immediate adoption of Joint Resolution 169 as a 
vital economic measure made necessary by drought conditions and 
excessive grazing fees. 

Unsion COOPERATIÇE CATTLE ASSOCIATION, 
ALFRED SKEELS, Secretary. 


FLAGSTAFF, ARIZ., February 4, 1925. 
Hon. RALPH H. CAMERON, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 

We respectfully urge that everything possible be done for the 
waiving of forest grazing fees for the year 1925 at least. Both cattle 
and sheep stock conditions in the Southwest are known to you, and 
the relief afforded stockmen on grazing fees would be of very material 
assistance, 

Lov CHARLEBOIS. 
R. B. CORBETT. 
J. T. RALSTON. 


Davip BABBITT, 
WILLIAM Banurrr. 
JoHN HENNESSY. 
J. A. KELLAM. 


3 QUARTZSITE, ARIZ., February $, 1925. 
Hon. RALPH CAMERON, s 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.“ 

Owing to the prolonged droughts and consequent heavy losses, Scott 
Tolloday Bros., Hill Edwards, and Hanson Hagely, and Johnson, stock- 
men, request me to wire asking you to use your good offices to assist 
in passing bill waiving of grazing fees on national forests for 1928. 

F. W. DUNN. 
PUNTENNEY, ARIZ., January 31, 1925. 
Senator RALPH H. CAMERON, _ 
United States Senate, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

As owner of several hundred head of cattle ranging on the Tusayan 
National Forest, Ariz, am heartily in favor of your resolution being 
adopted about grazing fees. Due to lack of rains, the range and 
cattle are in most deplorable condition; together with decline in 
prices, makes this one of the worst years in all my 40 years’ experi- 
ence. Your resolution if adopted would be the means of saving cattle- 
men from going under, 

NELSON PUNTENNEY, 
— — 
PRESCOTT, Artz., February $, 1925. 
Hon. RALPH H. Cameron, 
Washington, D. C.: 

We indorse joint resolution asking Secretary of Agriculture to waive 
all requirements of grazing fees on national forests for 1925. 

WALNUT CREEK CATTLE GROWERS” ASSOCIATION, 
By C. E. STEWART, President. 


— 


PRESCOTT, Aulz., February 2, 1925. 


7. 


Senator RALPH. H, CAMERON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington. D. C. 

Under present conditions the existence of the little cattlemen de- 
pends on your resolution for waiving grazing fee for 1925 being 
passed, I strongly urge it, and am highly in favor of the Phipps bill. 

S. S. WrIncert, 


WINSLOW, ARIZ., February 2, 1925. 
Hon, RaLPH H. CAMERON, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 

Kleindienst just informed me of your resolution in Senate for waiv- 
ing of grazing fees national forests. If this passes, will help me 
through a difficult situation, and benefit every cattle and sheep man in 
the vicinity of Winslow and the State of Arizona. Best wishes for 
your success. 

Cuas. E. WYBRICK. 
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PRESCOTT, ARIZ., February 6, 1925. 


Hon. RALPH H. CAMERON, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. 0.: 

We urge that you do all in your power to have Congress pass Senate 
Joint Resolution 169. Waiving all grazing fees for one year would: 
be a great and needed relief to the livestock industry of Arizona. 

Union COOPERATIVE CATTLE ASSOCIATION, 
By R. N. Looney, Treasurer. 
PEARCE, Antz., February 7, 1925. 
Hon. RALPH H. CAMERON, 
Senate Chamber, Washington, D. C.: 

Pearce. sends greeting and hopes that the joint resolution to waive 
payment of forest fees may be approved and thus relieve this present 
very stringent financial situation among cattlemen. 

Has. M. RENAUD. CHIRICHUA RANCHES, 
J. F. MURPHY. J. A. ROCKEFELLOW. 
P. W. WILLSON. Jack BUSENBARE. 
Wu. D. MON MONIER. G. G. EWING. 
J. U. BIGNON. Frank L. ELLSWORTH. 
F. L. BRYANT. E. J. KELLEY. 
Coronapo CATTLE Co. A. Y. SMITH. 
“Mesa, ARIZ., February 5, 1925. 
Hon. RALPH H. CAMERON, 

United States Senate, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. 0.: 


The undersigned indorse the action of the Payson Stockmen's Asso- | 


ciation in their resolution as sent to you on February 3. 
Payson CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 


By Mart MCDONALD, 


£ . Musa, Antz., February 5, 1925. 
Hon. RALPH. H. CAMERON. 
United States Senate, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Tue undersigued are in full accord and hope to see passed your 
Joint Resolution No. 169. We indorse the action of the Payson 
Stockmen’s Association in their resolution passed on February 3 and 
sent to you in telegram of that date. 

Payson COMMERĊIAL & Trust Co., 
By RALPH Hosert, President. 


3 GLOBE, ARIZ., February 5, 1925. 
Hon. RaLrn H. CAMERON, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.- 
Appreciate effort to have grazing fees waived. Forced sales and 
drought have combined to reduce local cattlemen to brink of insolvency. 
Relief is imperative. Stock have died in large numbers. Buyers take 
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ApacuE, ARIZ., January 31, 1925. 
Hon. RALPH CAMERON, 
Washington, D. C.: 
Dran Six: Please do all you possibly can to enact any legislation 


‘that will help the cowman through this drought-stricken section. 


CLIFF DARNELL, 
Bart ROBERTS; 


DUNCAN, Aniz., February 1, 1295.. 
Senator RALPH H. CAMERON, 
Washington, D. 0.: 

Unless Congress rebates grazing fees on forest reserves for this year 
the stock interests of Arizona will be annihilated. No grass off re- 
serves; we are broke; no money to pay grazing fees. 

J. L. Shaw, J. G. Smith, L. E. Smith, Fred Powell, H. B. 
Harris, Sam-R. Tilley, Roy D. Willlams, Tom Cauthen, 
E. Tilley, M. Cauthen, C. C. Herter, George Webster, 
L. B. Duncan, Jim Cauthen, E. J. Day, R. S. Johnson, 
A. T. Falcher, S: S. Fealcher, E. Day, A. F. Hoffman, 
Clint Hicks, Fred Johnson, Frank. M. Hodges, J. H. 
Armstrong, George Hill, W: C. Edwards, F. B. Laine, 
J. D. Hill, W. Foote, T. J. Maness, George Hall, J. H 
T. Cosper, A. H. Slaughter. 


Duncan, ARIZ., January 30, 1925. 
Senator RALPH H. CAMERON, - 
Washington, D. C. 

Do utmost to secure passage of bill for free grazing on national 
forest reserves for this year; range situation desperate; unable to 
r grazing fee. 

H. S. Smith, G. E. Head, Ralph Phillips, Ira L. Spoon, 
C. M. Brooks, W. P. Tippets, Harvey T. Grady, Chartes 
A. Tippets, Eugene Romney, E. V. Romney, R. E. MI- 
ler, J. R. Jones, J. T. Dees, W. T. Sanders, H. 8. 
Worden, W. Martin, Tom Brown, C. D. Martin, T. M. 
Sanders, 8. W. Coon, E. Lunt, C. C. Martin, H. R. 
Sullivan, E. D. Williamson, Waide Harris, I. McFar- 
land, J. H. Brown, J. P. Oberholser, J. T, Lovett, 
M. O. Goodspeed, John Cauthen, Louis Dean, Charles 
Harris, George Lunt, E. Harris, F. R. Hightower, S. M. 
Warner, A. Mek. Wallace, J. C. Burleson, F. M. Craig, 
S. D. Corley, Ted Robertson, F. V. Romney, jr, E. 
Johnson, T. H. Johnson, Harry A. Day, F. W. Ober- 
holser, J. H. Briley, J. L. T. Watters. 


AMADO, ARIZ., January 31, 1925, 


advantage of forced sales. Collection of fees would be great blow to | Senator RALPH H. CAMERON, 


cattle industry. 
Parson Wouxx's CLUB, 
Mrs. ROGER CORBETT, President. 


MBSA, Antz, February 5, 1925. 
Hon. RALPH H. CAMERON. 
United States Senate, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. 0.: 

The Payson Cattlemen's Association unanimously indorse the Joint 
Resolution No. 169, to waive the collection of the 1925 grazing fees, 
for the following reasons: There bave been few sales of stock for past 
three years and most of the sales were made for long-time non- 
negotiable paper. Because of a four years’ drought, resulting in poor 
calf crops, the high cost. of labor and supplies, aud the low price of 
cattle, the stockmen are operating at a loss. The high rate of interest 
and the refusal of banks to give the stockmen further financial assist- 
ance. The smaller and isolated stockmen have been unable to benefit 
by any of the Government financing agencies or any of the cattle-loan 
companies, and a waiver of grazing fees will bring great relief to the 
smaller stockmen who are now in serious need of assistance. Every 
Government’ commission investigating the stock industry have reported 
the grave need of assistance at this time. 

Payson CATTUEMEN’S ASSOCIATION, 
(Thirty-five members) 
C. H. Rtssxr, President. 


Camp VERDE, ARIZ; February 19, 1925. 
Senator RALPH H. CAMERON; 
Washington, D. C.. 
We indorse your Senate resolution waiving 1925 grazing fee on na- 
tlonal forests. Letter follows. 
BEAVER CREEK CATTLE GROWERS’ ASSOCIATION, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
We, the undersigned stockmen, heartily favor your resolution pro- 
viding for waiving. forest fees, and thank you sincerely for interest 
shown your constituency by this action. 
JAMES CONVERSE, 
J. 8. Yoas. 
B. G. Loss. 
ROBERT BERGIER. 
R. H. CATLETT. 
WALTER CHAMBERS, 


HARTMAN MILLER. 
GUY PERRY. 

WILLIAM BAWYER, 
GABRIEL, ÁNGULO. 
MANUEL KALICIDO. 
SANTIAGO GASTBELILUM. 


PATAGONIA, ARIZ., February 3, 1925, 
Senator RA H. Casteron, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. O.: 

We, the undersigned cattlemen, residing in Cochise and Santa Crus 
Counties, Ariz, do urge on Congress passing of your resolution to 
waive all grazing fees for 1925 on all national forests. No feed and 
no water. We very much appreciate your interest in these industries, 

J. H. Menerire. Mrs. A. T. GATTRELL. 
FreD KELLOGG. N. A. BERCICH. 

A. M. MacKnas. G. A. Bercicu. 
RALPH C. MCINTYRE. Mrs. JAMES PAREER. 
OLIVER P. LANE. 


PINEDALE, ARIZ., February 3, 1925. 
Senator RarrH H. CAMERON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. O.: 
Your resolution carries a much-needed benefit. 
PINEDALE STOCK GROWERS’ ASSN. 
E. Thomas, Secretary. 
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GLOBE, ARIZ., February 8, 1925. 


Senator Raten H. CAMERON, 
United States Senate, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 
My Dran Ma. CAMERON: It is needleless to explain all details of 
Arizona stockmen. Have been in business for 30 years and they are in 


terrible shape. I respectfully ask you to urge Congress te cancel 
grazing fees for 1925. 
Your friend, Max C. BONNE. 


KIRKLAND, ARIZ., February 3, 1925, 
Senator RALPH CAMERON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Depending on you to urge Congress to pass your resolution to save 


cattlemen forest grazing permit for 1925. 
J. O. AND C. A. CARTER, 


Sansimox, ARIZ., February 4, 1925. 
Senator RALPH CAMERON, 
Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: r 
Heartily wishing you success in the grazing fees resolution matter. 
W. P. LER. 
GEO. FRANKLIN, 
J. V. LEB. 
E. E. LER. 
A. J. LEE. 
B. G. Les, 
CHERRY, ARIZ., February 3, 1925, 
Senator RALPH H. CAMERON, ; 
United States Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

On behalf of John G. Allen, Stevens J. Sherm Sessions, John Boyer, 
and James H. Reeves, cattlemen, and all other good citizens here urge 
the adoption by Congress of your joint resolution that all grazing fees 
be waived for this year, We thank you for your efforts in this matter. 

Evan A. BONHAM, 
Postmaster, Cherry, Ariz. 
WILLCOX, ARIZ., January 29, 1925, 
Senator RALPH CAMERON, 
Capitol Building, Washington, D. C.: 

I heartily support the measure introduced to cancel grazing permits 
on national forest for year of 1925. This measure if passed will be 
one of the greatest possible helps to the sheepman and cowman of 
this section, 

B. BIDEGAIN, 


Sonorra, ARIZ., February 9, 1925. 
Hon. RALPH CAMERON, 
Senate Office, Washington, D. C.: 

In view of drought existing here now and the prospect of short feed 
this season, we greatly appreciate your efforts in interest of the stock 
men, and request you use every means to void grazing fees for 1925. 

P. A. Honnas, President; 

Ben Swanson, Manager ; 

A. M. BENJAMIN, Secretary-Treasurer ; 
Santa Cruz Livestock Shipping Association. 


y BISBEE, ARIZ., January 39, 192). 
Hon. RALPH H. CAMERON, 
Senate Chamber, Washington, D. C.: 

Cattlemen in this vicinity strongly urge adoption of joint resolu- 
tions introduced by you 19th, waving grazing fees in national forests. 
Owing to continued drought, privilege of grazing without fee will be 
great benefit to stockmen already hard hit. 

JaMes E. BROPHY, 
A. G. STEVENSON, 
Yuma, Aniz., January 30, 1925. 
Senator RALPH H. CAMERON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Your resolution on grazing fees national forest for 1925 be waived 
will greatly relieve the cattle and sheep industry in the State, and 
should be adopted. 

J. M. Batsz. 


DOUGLAS, ARIZ., January 30, 1923. 
Hon. RALPH CAMERON, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 
This to inform you that your efforts to have grazing fees waived 
for year 1925 are appreciated, and trust you will be successful in 
having resolution passed as, owing to drought and other conditions, 


many stockmen will go bankrupt unless given some relief. 
C. A. OVERLOCE. 


HEBER, ARIZ., February 2, 1925. 
RALPH H. CAMERON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Entered for bill to waive 1925 grazing fees; appreciated. 
possible, 


Pass If 


HEBER CATTLE GROWERS’ ASSOCIATION, 
By THOS. H. SHELLY, Secretary. 


Sr. Jonxs, ArIz,, January 29, 1925, 
Senator RALPH H. CAMERON, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Use all possible influence to have Senate get joint resolution walving 
Payment of grazing on national forest for year 1925. Cattlemen 
of this section in extremely cramped circumstances and almost im- 
possible to raise money for grazing fees. Range in very bad condition, 

H. J. PLATT, 
W. E. WILTBANK, 
SAFFORD, ARIZ., January 29, 1925, 
Senator RALPH CAMERON, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Your resolution in reference to waiving of grazing fees on the 
forest reserve meets with my approval. I certainly appreciate your 
efforts to lighten the burden of the cattlemen, as the last three years 
have been extremely hard on us all over the Southwest. Wish you 
success, 

S. L. Doves, 


SAFFORD, ARIZ., January 29, 1925. 
Senator RALPH CAMERON, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Your resolution in reference to waiving of grazing fees on the forest 
reserve meets with my approval. I certainly appreciate your efforts 
to lighten the burden of the cattlemen, as the last three years have 
been extremely hard on us all over the Southwest. Wish you success. 

W. T. WEBB, 


— 


SAFFORD, ARIZ., January 29, 1925. 
Senator RALPH CAMERON; 
Washington, D. O.: 

Your resolution in reference to waiving of grazing fees on the forest 
reserves meets with my approval. I certainly appreciate your efforts 
to lighten the burden of the cattlemen as the last three years have 
been extremely hard on us all over the Southwest. Wish you success. 

F. A, BOYLE, 


TEMPE, ARIZ., Jantary 28, 1925. 
Hon. RALPH CAMERON, 
Washington, D. 0.: 

The cattlemen of Arizona appreciate in the highest degree your efforts 
to aid them in your forest grazing permit. We are with you to a man; 
put it over. 

JOHN DEMARBEx, Cattleman. 
Jose Burns, Cattleman, 
W. K. WELTY, Cattleman, 


— 


DOUGLAS, ARIZ., January 28, 1925. 


RALPH H. CAMERON, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 

We heartily indorse resolution introduced by you waiving grazing 
fees on Government land for 1925. This will be a needed help to 
Arizona stockmen. 

Bank or DOUGLAS. 


Benson, ARIZ., January 28, mes. 
Senator Ratrn CAMERON, 
Washington, D. C.: 

On behalf of the livestock interests of this section I urge immediate 
adoption of joint resolution introduced by you January 19. If this 
industry is to survive it must have every possible aid. 

J. H. GETZWILLER, 


MAYER, ARIZ., January 27, 1925. 
Senator RALPH H. CAMERON, 
Washington, D. C.: 
The Bradshaw Mountain Cattlemen’s Association, consisting of 25 
members and grazing 10,000 head of cattle of Prescott National Forest, 
heartily suppert your resolution and urge its adoption in our ex- 


tremity, 
L. P. NELLIS, Secretary, 
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WILLCOX, Ariz., January 27, 1925. 


Senator RaLPH H. CAMERON, 
Senate Chamber, Washington, D. C.: 

Do all you can to stop collection of grazing fees on national forest 
for 1925. Stockmen hard hit the last four years. We are having the 
worst idrought in years.: 

WILLIAM M. Ricas, 
HOLBROOK, ARIZ., January 28, 1925. 
Benator RALPH’ H. CAMERON; 
Washington, D. 0.: 

Your resolution regarding grazing fees on national forest meets 

approval and support of entire community. 
Ai & B. SCHUSTER Co. 
PRESCOTT; ARIZ, January 80, 1925. 
Senator Racra H. CAMERON, 
Benator Ofice Building, Washington, D. O.: 

We earnestly urge adoption of resolution looking to relief of stock- 
men as outlined’ in joint resolution January 19. Most cattlemen are 
heavily in debt and banks can not carry addtional load in any fatr- 
ness to other clients. No sale for eattle at any price that will make 
any commensurate return either to producer or backer. This is very 
urgent. 

Tue BANK’ OF ARIZONA; 
By M. B. HAZEUTINE, Vice President. 


PEORIA, ARIZ., February 2, 1925. 


Senator RALPH H. CAMERON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. 0.: 
HONORABLE Str: I am heartily in favor of your resolution’ regard- 
ing waiving of grazing fees for year 1925. 


Respectfully yours, 
Josm MONTOYA. 


Rice, Antz., February 1, 1925. 
Hon. RALPH CAMERON, 
Washington, D. C.. 

Wulle not personally interested; am in position to know the con- 
ditions that have existed in most parts of the State, and if possible 
to relieve the stockmen of any burden along lines of waiving grazing 
fees or ‘anything similar;. feel it win be of benefit! to the State at 
large. y 

W. B. TIFFANY. 
Tun VALLEY BANK, 
GLOBE, ARIZ., February 3, 1925. 
Hon. RALPH CAMERON, 
Washington; D. C.: 

My Dran Mr. CAMERON: This letter is written for the purpose of 
expressing to you our appreciation of yonr efforts in behalf of the 
Arizona cattlemen as represented by Senate Joint Resolution 169. 

I velteve the banks of the State realize as well as anyone the 
catastrophe which has fallen upon the cattlemen, and any measures 
for their relief are amply justified. 

Again thanking you on behalf of our clients who are suffering at 
this time, we are 


Yours very truly, < 
C. E. HULL, Manager. 


TOCSON; ARIZ., January 19, 1925. 
Hon: RALPH CAMBRON; 
Washington; D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR: I heartily indorse the Inclosed letter, and, im my. 
opinion, all grazing fees should be abolished on all forest reservations, 
This has been a great injustice upon all cowmen and, to my certain 
knowledge, has been the cause of some men failing; as for myself, I 
to-day would be a well-off man had I never been on a forest reserve. 
I was misdirected; my business interfered with, and kept down by em- 
ployees of the service until I was compelled’ to move off. I hope you 
do all you can to have these grazing fees eliminated. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. M. MARTENY: 
Payson, Ariz., February 11, 1925. 
Senator RALPH H. CAMERON, 
United States Senate, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. O. 

Dear Six: We, the undersigned, wish to express our appreciation 
of the resolution you have introduced, to waive the grazing fees on 
stock for the year 1925. 

The condition of the cattle industry in Arizona is, indeed, critical, 
and this resolution, if passed, will lighten the burden this year. 


Arizona has suffered from<drought for four years. The loss due to 
scarcity of feed, together with the exorbitant grazing fees imposed; 
have practically ruined: the cattle industry ofthe State. Banks and 
individuals have loaned. money to stockmen for grazing fees until 
they are not able to loan again. Therefore immediate relief must come 
from some source. 

Again, let us say that we appreciate your efforts, and we shall look 
forward to the successful passage of the bill. 

Yours, respectfully, 
Mrs. Cas E. CHILSON. 
Mrs. Cece E. GIBSON, 
Miss JULIA V. RANDALL, 


i : CORNVILLE; ARIZ., January 21, 1925. 
Hon. RALPH CAMERON, 

Senate Chamber; Washington, D. C. 
| My DEAR SENATOR: In the absence of a policeman at Cornville, I 
must beg leave to tell my troubles to you. I have the misfortune to 
be a stock raiser; and like the balance of stocik-raisers, I am in dis- 
‘tress, owing not to my neglect and mismanngement bat to the act of 
‘Goa and the general depression of the»cattle market throughout the 
country. 
| The-leng-continved drought is responsible for there being very little 
feed on the range. This has compelled me to feed cattle for two winters, 
and this year it has been necessary for me to feed ever since the 
month of August. The losses from starvation have been, and still are, 
very heavy: I am riding every day hunting for poor cattle so I can 
bring them home and feed them. Yet, as you must know, the loss is 
very great, owing to the vustness ot the open range. 
| The forest fees for grazing have been raised from 30 cents per ‘head’ 
to $1 per head, and now we are gtven to understand there will be 
‘another raise in the near future. 

Such ‘being the condttion of affairs; can you and will yon do all in 
your power to help the stockmen to get on their feet again?) very 
stockman ‘around here 18s absolutely broke. A large number are out of 
business, and the rest of us are fighting with our backs against the 
wall. 
| We ask your help to do your very best to have our grazing fees re- 
mitted for a certain: length of time, or until we can get on our feet 
again. 

With regard to the forest range, I want to say the undergrowth 
of young pine is so very heavy that it is crowding’ out a very large 
part of the grass, which makes it less valuable as à grazing proposi- 
tion. This mikes me feel that lustend of ‘raising the grazing fees, they 


| should be lowered, even though times were normal. 


I started this season with 60 tons of hay, the same being $30 per 
ton, and 4 tons of cottonseed cake, at $45 per ton, and I very much 
doubt if it will see me through until spring. I have weaned every 
calf I have been able to find and have done all in my power to keep 
the stuff alive until such time us we may be able to realize some- 
thing near their value. 

However, it is needless to enlarge on the heartbreaking subject. 
You were here last summer and understand conditions as they are, 
and unless you have changed and are no longer the RALPH CAMERON 
I used to know, I am positive you will do your very best to help us, 

With kindest regards, I am, 


Yours very truly, 
A. C. BURNETT. 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURÐ, 
Forest SERVICE, 
Washington, February 5, 1925. 
Hon. RALPH Hi CAMERON, 
United States Senate. 

Dear SENATOR Cameron: Upon my return to the office after our 
personal conference I have looked up the information you requested, 
and am glad to furnish the following: 

1 r the fi — 
Total receipts from 5 ng fo: scal year 1924 $1, 915, 561. 49 


From this amount the special school 
fund which goes to the t States of Arizona and New 1 kas ae 
435. 


Mexico, amounting to ERES A REA 
Leaving a balanee of-_..-..--.--.--.......... 1, 884, 126.20 

The 10 per cent road fund of this balance would be equivalent to 
$188,412.62; the 25 per cent road and school fund returned to the 
States would amount to $471.031.54. 

Of the total amount received, the following represents the receipts 
for the different classes of stock: 
Cattle and horses 
Sheep and goat 
Trespass 


=-= $1,166, 888. 57 
788) 243. as 
Tie 429. 4 


In line with the above the following information for the State of 
Arizona will be of interest to you: 
Total receipts from grazing, Arizona forests, $296,191.26. 
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ue special provisions in the Arizona enabling act regarding sections 
2, 16, 32, and 36 in national forests give the State a proportional part 
of these receipts. This amounts to $30,406.97, and would leave n bal- 
ance of $265,784.29. i 

Of the balance, 10 per cent would be available for roads and trails, 
amounting to $26,578.42; and 25 per cent would go to the counties for 
ronds and schools, amounting to $66,446.07. 

In other words, based on the 1924 receipts, a remission of the grazing 
fees for 1925 as proposed by your joint resolution would save the 
stockmen of Arizona a total of $296,191:26. At the same time it 
would cost the State and counties of Arizona a total of $96,853.04, 
and would cost the national forest road and trail fund $26,578.42, 
making a combined total of $123,431.46, The net cost to the United 
States Treasury would be $172,759.80. 

Total receipts for grazing livestock on the national forests of Ari- 
zona in 1924 were distributed as follows: 


Crille ier i ae Set ee $255, 090. 53 
Sheep and goats . —— E E 
Tronpa ng Ae en TEA SEES 4, 821. 14 


I trust the above information will be sufficient: to meet your: needs, 
but iu the event vou desire anything further I shall be only too glad 
to furnish it. 

Very sincerely yours, 
E. A. SHERMAN, Acting Forester. 
Los ANGRLES, CaLir,, February 6, 1925, 
Senator Rar H. CAMERON, 
Washington, D. O. 

Drar Sin: I have just been acquainted with your resolution pro- 
viding all grazing fees on national forests be waived for the year 1925. 

‘We approve this resolution, and through you urge Congress to 
pass ‘it. 


It will beip every one a little and we are thankful for that little: 


help. 
i ama native daughter of ‘Arizona. I am indirectly interested in 
the cattle business. It is my~mether, Mr. C. Bridwell, who has been 
great loser and a sufferer for many more than three years in the 
coctle-business, Seme of her people have lost out entirely. 
We trust something may be done to put the cattle industry back 
ou its feet. 

Seems like too much taxation everywhere. 

For the sake of Arizona, we trust, through you, that Arizona may 
secure this: legislation. 
Yours, sincerely,. 
NINA B. (Mrs. A. F.) Marscn, 
de South Commonwealth Avenue, Los Angeles, Calif. 
Hermosa! Brach, 'CALIF., February 7, 1925. 
Senator RALPH! H. Cameron, 
United States Senate, 127 Senate: Ofice Building, 
Washington, D. 0. 

Dear Mr, CAMERON: I thoroughly approve of your resolution and 
urge that Congress pass it. Any relief that can be given to the cattle 
industry of Arizona will be greatly appreciated. I have suffered 


great losses through the cattle: business for more than seven years of 


high taxes, droughts, ‘etc. 
Wishing you suecess in your good work. 
Yours ‘truly, 
a CEDONIA BRIDWELL, 
Aravaipia Canyon, Ariz. 
Present address, box 827, Hermosa Beach, Calif. 


BLACKWATER, ARIZ, January 30, 1925. 
Senator Raten H. CAMERON, 
United States Senate, 127 Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Mn. CAMERON: A letter just recelved from John R. Towles stating 
your Hight for the cattle and sheep men of Arizona, You are right; I 
inderse all you do. 

l am among the Pima Indians and do not come in contact with 
the cattle and sheep men of northern Arizona, but if I did, would do 
all in my power to help put your proposition through. 

Yours very truly, 
Mrs. NaN NI H. PINKLEY, 
Postmaster, Blackwater, Ariz, 

Dran Curr: John Hampton drew this resolution. 
and passed by the industrial congress. 

The following resolution was passed by the Arizona Industrial Con- 
gress, Phoenix, Ariz., Jammary 24; 1925: 

“Whereas the attention of this convention has been called to a 
‘telegram from Senator Raten H. CAMERON stating that he has intro- 
duced a resolution in the Senate providing that no fees shall- be 


It was read 


collected by the Government for Urestock grazing on the national 
forest reservations during the year 1925; and, 7 

“Whereas the livestock industry, and particularly the cattle Indus- 
try, has been laboring under very adverse conditions in all of the West- 
ern and Southwestern grazing States during the last four years; and, 

“ Whereas some measure or measures for the relief of the livestock 
Industry are imperatively demanded in order to assist this industry 
In getting back to a normal basis; and, 

“Whereas the adoption of the resolution referred to will be of 
material assistance to all owners of livestock. grazing on the national 
forest reservations: Now, therefore, be it 

“ Resolved, That this convention give its unqualified indorsement 
to said resolution and that our Senators and Representative in Con- 
gress be requested to give their united support to said resolution 
and use every legitimate effort to secure its approval by Congress.” 


SPRINGERVILLE, ARIZ., January 29, 1925. 
Senator RALPH CAMERON, ; 
Senate OMce Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR CAMERON: We cattlemen who have permits from the 
Forest Service on the Apache National Forest have had a hard time 
making ends meet in the cattle business for several years past, and 
although we expect better times, nevertheless, we know that pros- 
perity is not yet in sight. 

We commend you very highly for vour efforts in trying to have the 
Department of Agriculture, ‘through the Forest Service, waive the 
collection of all 1925 grazing fees. We believe that this is right and 
Just and we feel that the Government should at least show the cattle- 
men this small consideration in order to help them back on their feet. 
The prosperity of the cattlemen indirectly has its bearing on the 
prosperity of the Nation. 

We are— 

Very respectfully yours, 

Gregorio Baca, Springerville, Ariz.; Northern Arizona Land 
Co., by Warren G. Brown, Springerville, Ariz:; Mrs. 
- N. Murray, Springerville, Ariz.; Bud. Shoop, Blue, 
Ariz.; D. C. Martin, Springerville, Ariz.; Claude Mnr- 
ray, Springerville, Ariz.; Clem L. Saffell, Springerville, 
Ariz. ;'0. P. Hagar, Bagar, Ariz.; Arch. Maxwell, Eagar, 
Ariz.; Waite Phillips, by D. B. Day, Springerville, 
Ariz,; Mary E. Hale, Springerville, Ariz.; J. O. Hall, 
Eagar, Ariz.; T. J. Rincher, Bagar, Ariz.; Geo. A. 

Eagar, Eagar, Ariz. 


Crown KING, Ariz, February 2, 1925. 
Hon. RALPH H. CAMERON, 
Washington, D. C. 
Dear Senator CAMERON : I wish to commend you for your efforts on 


| behalf of the stockmen, both cattle and sheep, of the West, especially 


those residing in Arizona. Your bill waiving the grazing fees for the 
year. 1925 is.a meritorious measure and hy all means should pags. 


The Congress can choose no better way to help the hard-pressed 
stockmen, and from close observation on the spot I have come to the 


conclusion that if relief of the nature embodied in your bill does not 
come very, very soon the day of the smal! stockmen is doomed, and 
many of the larger stockmen will suffer untold financial reverses. I 
trust your bill will pass, as it deserves to do. 
Very truly yours, 
R. S. PATTERSON, 
= Merchant and Assistant Postmaster, 


THE BANK OF ARIZONA, 
Prescott, Ariz., February $, 1925. 
Hon. RaLPA H. CAMERON, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sexaror: Thank you very much for yours of the 29th and the 
efforts you are making toward giving the cowman a chance. 

The statement that those who occupy leased lands, State or other- 
wise, must pay their rent money does not answer the question, as those 
people have their own troubles to fight and do not need to be taken 
into the forest users’ consideration. 

The calf crop this year is going to be very small and the same was 
true of last year’s crop, so that for two years there will be a very 
small increase and very little to sell. Just how the cowmen are 
going to get along I do not pretend to know, but they certainly need 
help and the help suggested by your resolution will in no way tend to 
pauperize them. I hope you will push this good work as strongly as 
you can, 5 

With kindest regards, I am, 

Yours yery truly, 
M. B. Hazevrine, Vice President. 


4122 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


FEBRUARY 19 


CORNVILLE, ARIZ., February 12, 1924. 
Hon. RALPH CAMERON, 
United States Senator from Arizona. 

Dear Ratpu: I am writing you regarding our livestock and grazing 
interests on national forest reserves while it seems the forest depart- 
ment are determined that we shall pay more for grazing our stock 
on these forests. We people that have been trying this thing out for 
the last 20 years know from actual experience that we can not stand 
any further raise. What we are paying now is putting us out of com- 
mission, and if we can’t pay $1 per annum, how are we going to pay 
$2 per year? We can not do it. One-half of the cattlemen in Arizona 
are not only broke but worse than broke and thoroughly disgusted, 
while the other half that are still hanging on—not one in ten have a 
ghost of a chance of ever getting out with a single dollar. It seems 
that most everyone is figuring on getting out of the business just as 
soon as possible. Almost regardless of price the range is worn out. 
We are only getting not to exceed 25 per cent increase from our breed- 
ing stock. I am inelosing an itemized expense account for 300 cattle 
on the forest for one year. 

Jonx H. Lxx. 


Three hundred head is the limit on the Coconino National Forest for 
a workingman, 


300 cows, at $20 per head, $600, interest 8 per cent $480. 00 
Grazing fee, $1 per head per year ---- 300. 00 
Man's wages, 12 months, at 850 pa mont -... 600.00 
Board for man, 12 months, at 75 cents per day eT te 
alt for 300 cows per year — 54. 00 
Hay for 2 horses, 5 months, 4 tons URIs 80. 00 
Grain for 2 horses, 5 months, 1½ tons, at 2% cent 75. 00 
ping 6 horses one yea . — 7. 00 
Interest on money invested in mounts, at $40 per head — 19. 20 
Taxes on 300 cows at $17 per head, rate 82 60. 00 
Death loss, 8 per cent on 300 cows, 24 cows, at $20. 408. 00 
Total expense for one year- 2, 356. 95 
Income on 300 cows for one year, rate of increase per hun- 
dred cows 25 per cent; allowing 10 cent for death loss 
leaves 6714 calves for the year to sell; counting time from 
January to January the following year, these calves will 
range in age from 3 or 4 days old to full yearlings; these 
calves rounded np and sold at public auction under no con- 
sideration would these calves bring more than $15 per 
head ; these 6734 calves at $15. per head would bring 1. 012. 50 
Total: 10088. c „„ —— 1. 344. 45 


Is it any wonder that the cattlemen are all broke? Can furnish 
on reliable authority that 25 per cent increase is correct, 


Drckunrn 5, 1924. 
Hon. RALPH CAMERON, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Senator: On behalf of a number of clients in this State 
who are engaged in the cattle business, I am writing to invite your 
attention to conditions at present existing in this State and in other 
States in which there are forest reservations. 

In this State a large percentage of the range cattle are grazing on 
forest reservations, and the cattle industry in this State and all the 
other so-called Mountain States is vitally affected by the regulations 
enforced by the Forest Service. 

Several years prior to the war, when the cattle industry was prosper- 
ous, the grazing fee for cattle ranging on forest reservations was fixed 
at 35 cents per head. This charge under then existing conditions could 
be easily met by the ecattlemen, and they had no cause for complaint, 
but since that time the grazing fees have been gradually increased until 
the charge is now $1 per annum per head efor all cattle grazing on 
these reservations, and I have been Informed that plans have been 
considered for making a still further increase in grazing fees. 

As you know and as the forest officiala undoubtedly know, the cattle 
industry in the Southwest is now and for several years has been 
laboring under very adverse conditions. Numerous cattlemen in this 
State, including many of the largest owners, have been forced into 
bankruptey, and under bankruptcy and foreclosure proceedings many 
thousands of cattle have been forced on the market for whateyer they 
would bring, thereby keeping the prices at the minimum and taking 
from the ranges many stock cattle which should be kept on the ranges 
as breeders. 

By reason of the fact that my clients are mostly cattlemen who are 
operating throughout the State, I am very familiar with the conditions 
and believe that practically all of the cattlemen have been operating 
at a loss during the last four years. In few, if any, cases have profits 
realized been suflicient to cover the grazing fees exacted by the Forest 
Service. Practically all the cattlemen of my acquaintance are looking 
for an opportunity to get out of the business. Breeding cows, which 
should be kept on the ranges, are being sold for whatever they will 
bring, and it seems inevitable that the next few years will witness a 
shortage of cattle unless something can be done to aid the grazing 
sections. 


While this situation primarily affects the cattle growers of the range 
States from which most of the feeders are drawn to be fattened and 
put on the market as beef, it will ultimately affect the entire country, 
since a shortage of cattle necessarily means a large increase in the 
price of beef. : 

I note by the President's message that it will be his policy to assist 
the agricultural sections In getting back to a normal basis, and I 
assume that he will be equally interested in doing whatever can be 
reasonably done to assist the grazing sections which are at present in 
far greater need of assistance than the farming sections, and I wish 
to suggest that all the grazing States would be greatly benefited by 
the elimination or the very substantial reduction of these grazing fees 
during the next two years. J ; 

The cattlemen are economizing in every way possible, and in most 
cases which have come to my notice have been able to arrange credits 
for the minimum of groceries, salt, and other supplies which are abso- 
lutely essential, but in a very large number of cases they have been 
absolutely unable to secure money for the payment of grazing fees 
at the rate of $1 per head for their cattle, 

The cattlemen of Arizona are looking to you to do whatever may 
be possible to assist them, and it has occurred to me that a resolution 
might be put through Congress suspending the collection of grazing 
fees for the years 1925 and 1926. 

In this connection I wish to invite your attention to the fact that 
fully 50 per cent of the area of the State of Arizona has been with- 
drawn for forest and other reservations, thereby reducing to this 
extent the lands in the State which would be available for taxation. 
As a result of this the tax rate in the State is unreasonably high, 
and the cattlemen, who, as a rule are entirely without cash assets, 
are not only called upon to pay these high taxes but in addition thereto 
to pay the grazing fees levied against them by the Government. The 
authorities of the yarious counties understand the conditions under 
which the cattlemen are laboring, and there have been, so far as I 
know, but few, if any, sales for taxes, the authorities allowing these 
taxes to remain in default, but the Forest Service demands cash for 
these grazing fees, and the cattlemen have not the cash to pay. 

Yours very sincerely, 
JouN R. HAMPTON. 


Janvany 30, 1925. 
Hon, Howarp M. GORE, 
Secretary of Agriculture, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Governor: I attach herewith copy of Senate joint reso- 
lution which I introduced on January 19; also copies of letters from 
representative business and cattle men of Arizona, It is useless for 
me to attempt to point out to you in a general way the emergency now 
confronting the livestock industry of my State and the West, and 
the great need for immediate relief if this industry is to survive. 
For some four years in Arizona cattlemen have been hanging on to 
the last ditch hoping that the future would bring them some relief 
and encouragement. At this writing they seem to be going deeper 
and deeper into financial ruin, with but little being done in the way 
of extending the necessary aid. You will recall that prior, and even 
during the war, grazing fees upon national forests, Indian reserva- 
tions, and other Government lands were very much less than they 
are at the present time, At that time the livestock men were in 
splendid financial shape. With the close of the war and the crash which 
followed in the period immediately thereafter the cattle and sheep 
men felt the financial depression to the extent that a great percentage 
of them at this time could not possibly liquidate in any form their 
present obligations. 

I returned to Washington late in December, haying visited most of 
my State a few weeks prior to that time. It was pitiful to come in 
contact with hundreds of livestock men, who had heretofore been 
financially strong, who told me that they would be glad to turn 
over everything they had if it were possible to escape bankruptcy. 
This situation is more critical than I can portray to you in writing, 
and I merely want to call your attention to it by letter and follow 
it up with a personal call in a day or so, at which time I hope to 
go into the situation very fully. I could inclose copies of hundreds 
of other letters and telegrams since the introduction of tifs resolu- 
tion, but they are all the same, namely, that this is the only en- 
couragement they have had in the way of relief, and if something 
is not done it is only a question of time until a large percentage 
of the livestock industry is absolutely wiped out. That must not 
happen. It is not a question of these livestock men shirking their 
responsibilities or not wanting to pay for what they receive. They 
absolutely can not do it. The payment of these fees reaches further 
than to them personally and injures the financial fabric of these 
various localities, where the banks and other agencies have carried 
heayy burdens in trying to tide over this period of depression. I 
have given this situation careful study, and about the only way I 
could think of to provide some kind of immediate relief would be ~ 
to waive the payment of the grazing fees for the year 1925, which 
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would allow us time to have a special commission, if necessary, to 
investigate the matter and work out some feasible plan for the 
consideration of the next Congress. The livestock industry is one 
of our most important ones and beyond question it is in a more 
serious condition than any other industry in this country and, as I 
said before, with but little prospect or hope of ultimately overcoming 
its present financial difficulties unless the Government in some way 
extends a helping hand. / 

I encourage your hearty cooperation in this emergency legislation 
and hope that you can see the situation as I do. I want you to feel 
free in that connection to make any recommendation whatsoever re- 
garding this resolution, as I baye no pride personally in putting this 
through other than the relief of these worthy and long-suffering 
citizens. 

Since my return to Washington I have on various occasions dis- 
cussed this unfortunate situation very fully with the leading western 
Senators and stockmen, and with the President personally, Who ex- 
-pressed himself as desirous of doing whatever he could to relieve it. 

I hope to see vou within the next few days, my dear Mr. Secretary, 
and, talk this matter over with you personally. 

With kind personal regards, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
RALPH H. CAMERON. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to 
consider the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 169) authorizing the 
‘Secretary of Agriculture to waive all tequirements in respect 
of grazing fees for the use of national forests during the cal- 
endar year 1925. 

Mr. KENDRIOK. Mr. President 

Mr. CAMERON. I yield to the Senator from Wyoming. 

The PRESIDING ‘OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ari- 
zona yield for a question or yield the floor? 

Mr. CAMERON. I yield for five minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator can not hold the. 
floor and yield for five minutes. The Senator from’ Wyoming 
will be entitled to five minutes in his own right under the 
unanimous-consent agreement if the Senator yields the floor. 

Mr. CAMERON: Very well. 

Mr. KENDRICK. Mr. President, it is hardly necessary for 
me to say that I am in entire sympathy with any legisiation 
that will bring relief to the livestock industry of the West. 
I believe every Senator here understands my attitude toward 
this industry. I propose to vote fer this joint resolution and 
hope it will pass. i l 

It is a fact, however, that there are two sides to this ques- 
tion aud something may be said on the: other side. 

In connection with the assertion as to unwarranted in- 
ereases in the grazing charges, I believe the records will show 
that the plan to increase these rates did not originate with the 
department, but it did originate, as I recall, in the House of 
Representatives. At least the first demand along that line 
which came to my attention was developed by hearings that 
were held before the Agricultural Committee in the House of 
Representatives, and as I recall at that time the department 
stood absolutely opposed to anything like the increases that 
were recommended as a result ef such -hearings ; and further, 
I speak from memory, the department insisted that such in- 
crease if made at that time would violate a five-year practical 
agreement that had previously been entered into with the per- 
amittees on the reserve. 

It is also true, as the Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoot] has 
already stated, that in the face of the present diffieulty the 
department more than once has gone on record as opposing an 
increase, and in fact has often expressed a determination not 
to increase these fees during the period of the next two years. 

In the discussion of this question the impression has, I be- 
lieve, been obtained, perhaps unintentionally, that the Federal 
Government alone profits by the grazing fees and other pro- 
ceeds from the forest reserve. The truth is that, as I recall, 
35 per cent of all moneys derived from grazing fees and the 
sale of timber on forest reserves is paid to the States in which 
the are located. This money is generally, if not uni- 
versally, applied in support of public schools and the construc- 
tion and maintenance of highways within the berders of the 
States, which fact clearly shows that the States derive some 
benefits in lien of direct taxation. Therefore, we should not 
overlook the fact that as we reduce these fees we automatically 
reduce the amount of this much-needed fund. 

It is also true, Mr. President, and I think should’ be noted 
here, that in many parts of the country ‘the cost of permits 
‘for grazing on the forest represents the cheapest pasture 
obtainable anywhere in the neighborhood of the forest. 

In passing upon this question we should not lose sight of 
another fact, and that is that only one person in five who 


Henry Ford, or a corporation to be 


desires to obtain a grazing permit on a forest reserve is able 
to do so, This means that in proportion to the number who 
apply for and desire such permits only a very limited number 
can secure them. 

In attempting to render service and benefit to this industry 
by reducing grazing fees to a point much below their valus 
there is danger of reducing these permits to special privileges. 
This in turn would, of course, increase the present demand for 
such permits and in that way actually injure those we are 
attempting to benefit. 

Everyone familiar with the livestock business must under- 
stand that the stability of operation is second only in im- 
portance to the cost of operation. à 

If this joint resolution provided only for the abatement of 
the entire charge for grazing in those localities where drought 
or other adverse physical conditions prevail, it would, in my 
judgment, prove sound in both theory and practice. However, 
I am inclined to believe the department now has authority to 
make such concessions, and in such event no legislation would 
be necessary. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ‘The time of the Senator from 
Wyoming has expired. 

The joint resolution is before the Senate as in Committee of 
the Whole and open to amendment. If there be no amend- 
ment to be proposed, the joint resolution will be reported to 
the Senate. j aRt ahah a 

The joint resolution was reported to the Senate without 
amendment, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. e i À W 

Mr. CAMBRON. Mr. President, I thank the Senate for the 
consideration given. Many a heart will be happy, many an 
old pioneer will be younger, and many u worthy stockman 
will take new courage as a result of ‘this splendid action. I 
am speaking for my friends and neighbors whom I know and 
understand. They ask not for charity, they ask not for the 
unreasonable, but they do ask for fair consideration of their 
just needs. : 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, just a word. ve 

I want to thank Senators on all sides for the consideration 
they have shown the Senators from Arizona. I said some very 
severe things this morning. I stand ready to make good. 
I ask that the appropriate committee be appointed to go to 
Arizona to investigate the truth of my remarks, and I will 


‘Show to the Senate the willful and deliberate and reckless 
attempt on the part of the Secretary of Agriculture and on 


the part of the forestry officials to exterminate the cattle in- 
dustry in Arizona. 


MUSCLE SHOALS 


The Senate resumed the consideration of the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
518) to authorize and direct the Seeretary of: War, for 
national defense in time of war and for the production of fer- 
tilizers and other useful products in time of peace, to sell to 
ed him, 
nitrate plant No. 1, at Sheffield, Ala.; nitrate 5 2. 
at Muscle Shoals, Ala.; Waco Quarry, near Russellville Ala, ; 
steam power plant to be located and constructed at or near 
Lock and Dam No. 17 on the Black Warrior River, Ala., with 
right of way and transmission line to nitrate plant No. 2, 
Muscle Shoals, Ala.; and to lease to Henry Ford, or a cor- 
poration to be incorporated by him, Dam No. 2 and Dam No. 
3 (as designated in House Document 1262, Sixty-fourth Cori- 


gress, first session), including power stations when constructed 


as provided herein, and for other purposes, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question -is upon the 
adoption of the conference report. The Chair, as a Senator, 
aH 8 the absence of a quorum. The Secretary will 
ca er 


The reading clerk ealled the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Ashurst Dit Johnson, Calif. Oddie 
yard Edge Johnson, Minn. Overman 
Bingham Edwards Jones, Wash Owen 
Borah Erhst Kendrick Pepper 
Brookhart Ferris Keyes ps 
Fess King Pittman 
Brute Fletcher Ladd Ralston 
Bursum Frazier Lenroot Ransdell 
Butler George Mekellar Reed, Pa. 
Cameron Glass McKinley Rebinsen 
Capper MeNar: Sheppard 
Caraway Hale Mayfield Shields 
Copeland Harreld Means Shipstead 
Couzens Harris Me Shortridge 
Curtis Harrison Neely Simmons 
Dale Heflin Norbeck Smith 
Dial Howell Norris Smoot 
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Spencer Swanson Walsh, Mont. Willis 
Stanfield ‘Trammell Warren 
Stephens Underwood Watson 
Sterling Walsh, Mass. Wheeler 


Mr. HARRISON. I desire to announce the unavoidable ab- 
sence of the senior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr, GERRY}, 
on account of illness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. FEighty-one Senators have an- 
swered to their names. There is a quorum present. The ques- 
tion is on the adoption of the conference report on the Muscle 
Shoals proposition. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. On that I ask for the yeas and nays, 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I desire to make a point of 
order against this conference report. I was asked this morn- 
ing by the President pro tempore if I intended to make a point 
of order, and I told him I did. I am perfectly willing to make 
the point of order to the present occupant of the Chair, but, 
as the Chair well understands, it is not very satisfactory to 
have the Presiding Officer changed while a point of order is 
being argued. I do not know how much debate there will be 
or how much time will be consumed in the discussion of this 
matter. 

Mr. CUMMINS entered the Chamber and resumed the chair. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, as I was stating just as the 
present occupant of the chair was coming into the Chamber, 
I intend to make a point of order against the conference re- 
port on the Muscle Shoals matter. 

I want, first, to call attention to this fact, that we have a 
condition presented to the Senate which probably has never 
before been presented, and if any claim is made that the point 
of order I urge against this conference report is technical, I 
eall the attention of the Chair to the fact that it is only by the 
greatest of technicality that the conferees are allowed any 
latitude whatever in bringing in a conference report and mak- 
ing changes from the bill as it passed the Senate. 

Technically speaking—and it is purely technical—the House 
passed a bill on this subject, but the bill passed by the House 
is dead. It is a dead, inanimate thing, no one supporting it, 
no one advocating it, not even the House itself. I speak of 
this not in any critical sense but because it is a fact. 

The House passed what is known as the Ford bill, giving 
Muscle Shoals to a corporation to be organized by Henry Ford. 
Mr. Ford has withdrawn his offer, as everybody in the country 
knows, and the House is not trying to pass the Ford bill. So 
the conferees only by virtue of a technicality had any Eee 
bill whatever in considering this question. 
` “Mr. President, I have just happened to notice that the Sene- 
tor from New Hampshire [Mr. Keyes], who headed the con- 
ferees on the part of the Senate, is not in the Chamber. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The Senator from New Hampshire told 
me a moment ago that. he had been delayed in going to lunch 
while the Senator from Nebraska and I were at lunch, and I 
agreed to remain in the Chamber until his return. 


Mr. NORRIS. With that assurance I will proceed. I did not 


Want to make my argument in the absence of the Senator from 
New Hampshire, because, of course, I wanted him to be here to 
hear the point of order and to hear what I had to say about it. 

As a matter of real fact, there is only one bill on this sub- 
ject, and that is the bill which passed the Senate. If we were 
not technical, the conferees would have no real right to go 
outside of the bill which passed the Senate, because the House 
has, it is only fair to say, passed no bill whatever on the subject, 

‘Technically, the conferees have a right to bring in anything 
between the Ford bill and the bill as it passed the Senate, so 
it is by virtue only of a technicality that the conferees have any 
latitude whatever, I think it is proper for the Chair to take 
that into consideration in passing on the point of order, which 
necessarily must be more or less technical. ; 

As a matter of. parliamentary ‘laws, the conferees have a 
right to bring in any provision of the bill as it passed the Sen- 
ate or any provision of the Ford bill, or any provision between 
those two bills. They can not, of course, go beyond that. z 

With those preliminary remarks I want to call the attention 
of the Chair to what to me seems a very simple proposition. 
For the purpose of convenience I am using the Senate print of 
the bill as it passed the Senate and the conference bill in 
parallel columns. On page 17 of that document, in the right- 
hand column 

Mr. GLASS. Did the Senator refer to the RECORD? 

Mr. NORRIS. I am not referring to the Recorp. I am 
referring to the bill as it passed the Senate and the bill as 
reported by the conferees. 

In the right-hand column of this parallel print appears the 
bill as agreed to in conference, and we find this language: 


“The President is hereby authorized and empowered to employ such 
advisory officers, experts, agents, or agencies as may In his discretion 
be necessary to enable him to carry out ihe purposes herein specified, 
and the sum of $100,000 is hereby authorized to enable the President 
of the United States to carry out the purposes herein provided for. 


Mr. President, that is an entirely new provision. It is not 
in the bill as it passed the House; it is not in the bill as it 
passed the Senate. If it is, in the short time I have had to 
examine those two bills I have been unable to find it. I take 
it that that would be absolutely fatal to the conference bill, 
and would make it subject to a point of order as being a legis- 
lative provision which appeared in neither the bill as it passed 
the Senate nor in the bill as it passed the House, and as not 
between the two. It is entirely and absolutely new. 

Mr. RALSTON. Will the Senator repeat the page on which 
that is found? 

Mr. NORRIS. It is page 17 of the Senate print of the two 
bills in parallel columns. I wish now to call the attention of 
the Chair to another discrepancy. The bill as it passed the 
Senate had in it a proyision in regard to the money that should 
be paid for the lease of Dam No. 2, the Wilson Dam. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. “Do what page of the print 
is the Senator now referring? 

Mr. NORRIS. That will be found on pages 4 and 5 of the 
print to which I have been referring. 

I am speaking now of the Senate bill, the left-hand column, 
beginning near the bottom of the page, the last sentence. This 
is the provision in the Senate bill: 

The lessee shall pay an annual rental for the use of such property 
an amount that shall not be less than 4 per cent on the total sam of 
money expended in the building and construction of Dam No. 2 at 
Muscle Shoals and the purchase and emplacement of all works and 
machinery built or installed in connection therewith for the production 
of hydroelectric power: Provided, That in addition to the annual 
rental herein stipulated the lessee shall set up and maintain an ade- 
quate reserve as fixed in the lease for depreciation— 


And so forth. ` 
The House bill, known as the Ford bill; on page 3 of the 


| Senate print, contains this provision in regard to the payment 


of rental by the lessee: 
The company— 
That is, the Ford company now— 


will lease from the United States Dam No. 2, its power house, and 
all of its hydroelectric and operating appurtenances, except the locks, 
together with all lands and buildings owned or to be acquired by the 
United States connected with or adjacent to either end of said dam, 
for a period of 100 years from the date when structures and equipment 
of a capacity of 100,000 horsepower are constructed and installed and 
ready for use; and— 


This is the important language now— 


will pay to the United States as annual rental therefor, 4 per cent 
of the actual cost of acquiring laud and flowage rights, and ot com- 
pleting the locks; dam, and pewer-house facilities (but not to include 
expenditures and obligations incurred prior to. May 31, 1922); ‘payable 
annually at the end of each lease year, except that during and for the 
first six years of the lease period, the rentals shall be in the follow- 
ing amounts and payable at the following times, to wit, $200,000 ons 
year from the date when 100,000 horsepower. is installed and ready for 
service, and thereafter $200,000 annually at the end ne each year for 
five years, 


Now it will be noted that the House bill provides for the 
payment of an annual rental of 4 per cent on the actual cost 
of all flowage rights.and the construction of the dam, with the 
exception that that part of the expenditure that has been 
made by the United States prior to May 31, 1922, is not in- 
cluded. 

.I have read the provision of the bill as it passed the Sen- 
ate and as it passed the House. Now let us see what the con- 
ference has done with that provision. That will be found ən 
page 5 of the parallel print, as follows: ; i 


The lessee shall pay an annual rental for the use of said property 
an amount that shall be less in the aggregate than 4 per cent for 
the period of the lease on the total sum of money expended in the 
building and construction of Dam No. 2 and upon Dam No. 3 after 
completion, which shall be paid in full each year unless it be shown 
that due to expenditures in development and improved equipment for 
the production of fertilizer as provided herein, the lessee may be 
granted a deferred payment, which shall draw interest at the rate of 
4 per cent annually after the first six years of the lease period at 


either or both dams, 
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For the purpose of this point of order we can consider only 
Dam No. 2 of course. 


Provided, however, That no interest payment shall be required 
upon the cost of the locks at Dam No. 2 and Dam No. 3, nor upon an 
additional amount to be determined by the President as representing 
the value of this development to navigation improvement, 


1 That is the provision of the bill as reported by the con- 
erees. 

Mr. President, I take it that as between the Senate bill, 
Which provided for the payment of a rental of 4 per cent 
on the entire cost of the dam including the locks, and the 
House bill, which provided for 4 per cent on the entire cost 
of the dam in the same way with only an exception that it 
should not apply to expenditures made prior to a certain date, 
there is no place between those two provisions where we can 
put the provision of the bill as reported by the conference 
committee. In other words, the conference committee, for 
instance, it is conceded, would not have any right to bring 
in a bill that provided for a lease of 125 years because that 
would be more than the Ford bill and more than the Senate 
bill. They could not bring in a bill that should provide for 
the payment of a rental that would be more than both the 
other bills or less than the other bills. 

This provision provides for the payment of a rental that 
is less or may be less than either the Senate bill or the House 
bill. It is not material for the purpose of the argument that 
the President might fix the amount so that it would come 
in between the other two. It is material to know that au- 
thority is given the President so that if he wanted to he 
could cut it all ont and not violate the law. In the first 
place the Senate bill and the House bill both provide for a 
rent of 4 per cent on the amount expended in the construction 
of the dam, including the locks, The conference bill excludes 
the locks, The locks are included in both the other bills and 
they have no right to exclude them. 

Moreover, the conference report gives to the President the 
right, without stating the amount, to deduct a still further 
amount from the cost of the dam as he shall determine is a 
sufficient amount to pay for navigation on the Tennessee 
River. He can fix it at the entire cost of the dam if he wants 
to do so. He can fix it at only $1 if he pleases. In other 
words, the conference bill has provided for a rental that is 
less than the House bill or the Senate bill, and that is vital. 

For the purpose of illustrating the point, suppose the con- 
ference bill is adopted and becomes a law, and assume, which 
is a fair assumption, that the cost of Dam No. 2 when com- 
pleted will be $45,000,000. Assume that the expenditures of 
the Government before the date mentioned in the House bill 
were $17,000,000, which I think also is a fair assumption. 
That would make the cost of the dam on which 4 per cent 
ean be reckoned by the conference bill $28,000,000. Now we 
must still further deduct from that the cost of the locks, which 
to some extent is an estimate, that the President would deter- 
mine, Let us suppose the cost of the locks in Dam No. 3 was 
$8,000,000. That would make the amount $20,000,000 upon 
which interest could be paid. Then suppose the President, by 
virtue of the authority that is given him in the conference bill, 
should say that the dam for the purpose of navigation on the 
‘Tennessee River helped navigation to the extent of $10,000,000, 
That would leave $10,000,000 upon which 4 per cent interest 
will be computed, and that is all the rent that is paid. That 
is less than half of the rental provided for by the House bill 
or the Senate bill. There is no escape from it. There is no 
possible way to get away from it. The President can fix it 
at $15,000,000 if he wants to. There is no limitation on his 
discretion. So that it is not what he will fix, because nobody 
knows, but it is what he can do, what is possible under the 
conference bill. Under the conference bill it is possible that 
the lessee should not pay one cent. That will be conceded to 
be less than either one of the other two bills. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. May the Chair ask the 
Senator from Nebraska a question? 

Mr. NORRIS. Certainly; I would be glad to have the Chair 
do that, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The House bill provided for 
a rental of 4 per cent upon certain property known as “ Dam 
No. 2, its power house, and all its hydroelectric and operating 
appurtenances, except the locks, together with all lands and 
buildings owned or to be acquired by the United States con- 
nected with or adjacent to either end of said dam for a period 
of 100 years.” 
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The Senate bill provided for 


an annual rental for the use of said property an amount that shall 
not be less than 4 per cent on the total sum of money expended in 
the building and construction of Dam No. 2 at Muscle Shoals and the 
purchase and emplacement of all works and machinery built or in- 
stalled in connection therewith for the production of hydroelectric 
power, 


The conference bill provides: 


The lessee shall pay an annual rental for the use of said property 
an amount that shall not be less in the aggregate than 4 per cent 
for the period of the lease on the total sum of money expended in 
the building and construction of Dam No, 2 and upon Dam No. 8 after 
completion, which shall be paid in full each year 


And so forth. 

The Chair does not observe any reference to Dam No. 3 in 
either the original House bill or in the Senate bill. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I am going to speak of Dam 
No, 3 later on, but without referring to the particular language, 
and stating it from memory, I will state to the Chair that 
the Senate bill merely provided for the construction by the 
Government of Dam No. 8. The House bill provided for the 
construction of Dam No. 3 by the Ford corporation, and also 
provided for rentals for Dam No. 8 to be paid by the Ford 
corporation upon the total cost of its construction. Those are 
the provisions of the two bills as to Dam No. 3. 

In every place except one, which I think has no bearing on 
the legal question involved, the conference bill provides the 
same as the Senate bill does for the construction of Dam No. 3 
by the Goyernment, but it likewise provides for its lease; and 
the proyisions as to its lease and as to payments in the con- 
ference bill are just the same as are the provisions of the lease 
in reference to Dam No. 2, and they are mentioned together 
in the clause that I have read and also which the Chair has 
read to me. 

Now, Mr. President, I wish to call your attention to another 
provision, which relates to the production of fertilizer. The 
bill as it passed the Senate, as found on page 8, provided for 
the production of fertilizer in the following language: 


In order that the experiments heretofore ordered made may have a 
practical demonstration, and to carry out the purposes of this act, the 
lessee or the corporation shall manufacture nitrogen and other commer- 
cial fertilizers, mixed or unmixed, and with or without filler, according 
to demand, on the property hereinbefore enumerated, or at such other 
plant or plants near thereto as it may construct, using the most eco- 
nomic source of power available 


This is the important language— 


with an annual production of these fertilizers that shall contain fixed 
nitrogen of at least 10,000 tons the third year, 20,000 tons the fourth 
year, 30,000 tons the fifth year, and 40,000 tons the sixth year. 


That is the requirement as to amount of fertilizer to be pro- 
duced. There is a proviso about reporting after the lessee has 
operated for a certain time, and the same provision is found 
in the conference bill. I shall not read it unless the Chair or 
some other Senator thinks it important for me to do so, I 
haye read the language that is important. In other words, 
the Senate bill provides for the production of 10,000 tons of 
nitrogen the third year, 20,000 the fourth year, 30,000 tons the 
fifth year, and 40,000 tons the sixth year. Let us look at the 
House bill. It will be found, Mr. President, that on page 10 
of the House bill the language is as follows: 


Sec. 14. Since the manufacture, sale, and distribution of commercial 
fertilizers to farmers and other users thereof constitute one of the 
principal considerations of this offer, the company— 


That is, the Ford company— 


expressly agrees that, continuously throughout the lease period, except 
as it may be prevented by reconstruction of the plant itself, or by war, 
strikes, accidents, fires, or other causes beyond its control, it will 
manufacture nitrogen and other conymercial fertilizers, mixed or un- 
mixed, and with or without filler, according to demand, at nitrate 
plant No. 2 or its equivalent, or at such other plant or plants adja- 
cent or near thereto as it may construct, using the most economical 
source of power available— 


Now, this is the important language: 


The annual production of these fertilizers shall have a nitrogen 
content of at least 40,000 tons of fixed nitrogen, which is the present 
annual capacity of nitrate plant No. 2, If during the lease period 
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said nitrate plant No. 2 is destroyed or damaged from any cause, 
the company agrees to restore such plant, within a reasonable time, 
to its former capacity and further agrees— 


And so forth. 

The Chair will notice that in the Senate bill there must be 
produced 10,000 tons the third year, 20,000 tons the fourth 
year, 30,000 tons the fifth year, and 40,000 tons thereafter. 
The House bill provides for the production of 40,000 all of the 
time. The conference committee in bringing in a bill can go 
to the extent of providing for 40,000 tons all the time, just as 
is provided in the House bill; they can go to the extent of 
limiting the production down as the Senate bill does; but 
they can not go above the House bill; they can not go below 
the Senate bill. No Senator will contradict that. Now let us 
see what they actually did. 

The provision of the conference bill which I want to dis- 
cuss will be found on pages 3 and 4. It is unnecessary for 
me to read the first portion of that section because it is the 
same as in the other bill. So I will come down to the pro- 
vision relating to the production of nitrogen: 


In order that the experiments heretofore ordered made may have 
a practical demonstration, and to carry out the purposes of this act, 
the lessee or the corporation shall manufacture nitrogen and other 
commercial fertilizers, mixed or unmixed, and witif or without filler, 
on the property hereinbefore enumerated, or at such other plant or 
plants near thereto as it may construct, using the most economic 
source of power available, with an annual production of these fer- 
tilizers that shall contain— 


Now comes the important language— 


that shall contain fixed nitrogen of at least 10,000 tons during the 
third year— 


So far there is no conflict— 


of the lease period and in order fo meet the market demand, said 
annual production shall be increased to not less than 40,000 tons 
the tenth year of the lease period, the terms and conditions govern- 
ing the annual production within said 10-year period shall be de- 
termined by the President. 


If that is not a violation of the right of the conference com- 
mittee, then there has never been such violation. The Senate 
bill provided for 10,000 tons the third year, 20,000 tons the 
fourth year, 30,000 tons the fifth year, and 40,000 tons the 
sixth year; the House bill, embodying the Ford offer, provided 
40,000 tons during the entire period; and now comes the con- 
ference bill which does not require the lessee to reach the 
production of 40,000 tons maximum until the tenth year, four 
years after; under either one of the other bills, the lessee would 
have been compelled to make 40,000 tons of nitrogen a year. 
That must be clear to everybody. It does not require a lawyer 
to see that that point is fatal to the conference report. If 
the conferees had a right to go that far, then they would have 
had a right to say that the lessee or whoever may operate 
the plant could have made 1,000 tons the first year and no more 
until the end of the forty-ninth year if they had desired to 
do 80. 

However, here is some additional language that modifies it 
still further. It is found following the language which I have 
just read, and is as follows: 


Provided, That, if in the judgment of the President, the interest 
of national defense and agriculture will obtain the benefits resulting 
from the maintenance of nitrogen fixation plant No. 2 or its equivalent 
in operating condition by so doing, then he is authorized to substitute 
the production of fertilizers containing available phosphoric acid (com- 
puted as phosphoric anhydride P,O, for not more than 25 per cent 
of the nitrogen production herein specified at the rate of not less 
than 4 tons of phosphoric acid annually for each annual ton of nitro- 
gen for which the substitution is made. 


So that the conference bill, Mr. President, not only cuts 
down away below either the House or the Senate bill the 
amount of nitrogen that must be produced, but it reduces it 
by the proviso still further and permits the substitution of some- 
thing in place of a portion of the nitrogen. That is not pro- 
vided in either one of the other bills, but is entirely new. So 
in the language which I have read in this one provision alone, 
there are two objections, either one of which must be fatal 
to the conference bill. 

Mr. President, I wish to refer to another place where the 
conferees have overstepped their rights so clearly that he who 
runs may read. This time I can not refer first to the Senate 
bill, because there is nothing in the Senate bill on the subject. 
I refer to the provision of the conference bill found on page 
18, and so that the Chair may follow it, I will say that it is 


near the bottom of the page, the last paragraph of section 8, 
This is the language in the conference bill: 


The appropriation of $3,472,487.25, the same being the amount of the 
proceeds received from the sale of the Gorgas steam power plant is 
hereby authorized for the continued investigation and construction by 
contract or otherwise as may be necessary to prosecute said project 
to completion, Further expenditures to be paid for as appropriations 
may from time to time be made by law. 


That is not contained in the Senate bill. Nothing like it is 
contained in the Senate bill. There is nothing referring to it 
in the Senate bill. If it has any right to be in the conference 
bill, it must obtain that right from the House bill. 

Let us see. The only reason on earth why it can be deduced 
in any way from the House bill is the fact that it reads, in 
language that is purely surplusage: 


Ihe same being the amount of the proceeds received from the sale 
of the Gorgas steam power plant. 


This money is in the Treasury now. The Gorgas plant was 
soid. The United States has it in the Treasury. This au- 
thorizes the appropriation of that much money. The fact that 
we received that money from the sale of the Gorgas plant has 
no legal connection whatever with the appropriation, and that 

could just as well be stricken out. 

Now, let us see whether there is any possible way to found 
a reason for that language in the House bill. I call the atten- 
tion of the Chair to pages 16 and 17 of the House bill, and that 
is the only reference I know of in the House bill to this matter. 

The Chair will remember that before the House bill was 
passed the Government sold the Gorgas plant; that originally 
the Gorgas plant was included in Henry Ford's bid, and under 
the bid as originally made it would have been necessary for 
the Government to include that plant in its transfer to the 
Ford corporation. That plant was sold, and in order to satisfy 
Mr. Ford for the so-called loss of the Gorgas plant the House 
bill contained the following language—section 19, page 16: - 


Src. 19. The Gorgas steam plant and transmission line having been 
sold by the United States, and Henry Ford having included said steam 
plant and transmission line in his offer of May 31, 1922—as found in 
section 12 and in subsection (d) of section 11 of said offer—in order 
to provide a substitute steam plant the Secretary of War is hereby au- 
thorized and directed to acquire by purchase cr condemnation a suit- 
able site for a steam power plant, to be located at or near Lock and 
Dam No. 17, Black Warrior River, Ala., together with a strip of land 
100 feet wide to serve as a right of way between said steam power 
plant and nitrate plant No. 2, Muscle Shoals, Ala., with connection to 
Waco Quarry, near Russellville, Ala. 

The Secretary of War ts further authorized and directed to contract 
with Henry Ford or the company to be incorporated by him for the 
construction at cost of a steam power plant having a generating ca- 
pacity of approximately 30,000 kilowatt—40,000 horsepower—a trans- 
former substation of similar capacity and a transmission line of suit- 
able design and capacity connecting said steam power plant with 
nitrate plant No. 2 and the Waco Quarry, all under the supervision 
of the Chief of Engineers, United States Army. The plans and speci- 
fications for said power plant, substation, and transmission line shall 
be prepared by Henry Ford, or the company to be incorporated by him, 
and approved by the Chief of Engineers, United States Army. 

The expenditures authorized to be made for all purposes under this 
section shall not exceed a total of 83,472,487. 25 


That is all there is in the House bm. We find in the bill 
now before the Senate a provision that authorizes the appro- 
priation of this money for the purpose of enabling the Presi- 
dent to continue his investigation and the construction “by 
contract or otherwise as may be necessary to prosecute said 
project to completion.” What project? If the Chair is at all 
put in doubt by the words “said project,” if he will read the 
first part of section 8, which I did not read, he will find 
what that means—that is, the building of Dam No. 3 and the 
approach to the locks in Dam No. 2 in the Tennessee River. 
It is all new. 

So that we find the conference bill here appropriating over 
$3,000,000 for the investigating of the subject and to enable 
them to go on with the construction of Dam No. 3. We find 
absolutely nothing of that kind in the Senate bill, and in the 
House bill, I think I can safely say, absolutely nothing. The 
provision in the House bill, if it had been passed, would have 
authorized the Secretary of War to go over on the Black War- 
rior River at Dam 17 and condemn a site and build a steam 
plant—nothing connected with Dam No. 3—and give it to 
Henry Ford. That was the substance of it, the only identity 
being that the amount of money appropriated is the same in 
both cases, 
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Mr. President, it seems to me there can be no question but 
that this provision of the conference bill has absolutely not 
a single leg to stand on, and it must fall. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President. 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield to the Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. LENROOT. I should like to ask the Senator from 
Nebraska, in making his comparison between the House bill 
and the other bill with relation to this $3,472,000, whether it 
is not true that the House bill did not appropriate any sum, 
but that was a limitation upon the amount that might be ex- 
pended for the purposes therein named, while in the conference 
bill it is an appropriation, and neither bill contained an appro- 
priation? 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; I thank the Senator from Wisconsin 
for calling my attention to that fact. It strengthens the 
argument which in my weak way I have been trying to make, 
It is so plain, Mr. President, that I hesitate to take up the 
time of the Chair or the Senate in arguing it. It seems to 
me there can be no escape from it. f 

Mr. President, there are some other things that to my mind 
are plain, although more or less technical; but each one of 
these things that I have called to the attention of the Chair, 
in my judgment, is absolutely good and absolutely fatal to 
the conference bill; and it seems to me there can be but one 
decision on this matter. There is only one side to it, it seems 
to me. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. May the Chair ask another 
question of the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. NORRIS. Certainly. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator will find, in 
the statement made by the managers on the part of the House, 
the following paragraph: 


The Senate having stricken out the entire House bill and substituted 
therefor an entire new bill, which in turn was disagreed to by the 
House, the whole subject of the production of nitrates in time of war 
and fertilizer in time of peace at Muscle Shoals came before the con- 
ference committee, 


The Chair would be glad to hear the Senator from Ne- 
braska on that statement as compared with the Senate rule 
upon the subject. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I had not read that statement 
before the Chair read it to me. I did not read the statement 
of the conferees of the House. No such statement was made 
by the conferees of the Senate to the Senate; but I will take 
that statement. Even if it be all true, it does not follow that 
there was no limitation upon the conference committee in draw- 
ing a bill. It is true that one bill was stricken out, and we 
have here for the purpose of comparison a House bill and a 
Senate bill. That does not mean that there is no limitation, 
however, and I take it that the House conferees do not mean 
to say that there is no limitation on the conference committee 
in making the bill. It must be between those two somewhere. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield to the Senator from Wisconsin, 

Mr. LENROOT. May I remind the Senator and suggest to 
the Chair that that was a statement by the House conferees, 
and it is a true statement under the rules of the House of 
Representatives. The rule as to what may be in order in a 
conference report is very much broader in the House than it 
is in the Senate. It used to be broader in the Senate, but the 
Senator is familiar with the fact that the Curtis rule very 
greatly narrowed it. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair was asking that 
the Senator from Nebraska read the Senate rule and ascer- 
tain how it compares with the statement just made by the 
Chair. 

Mr. NORRIS. I will read the Senate rule. It is clause 2 
of Rule XXVII, at the top of page 32 of our manual: 


Conferees shall not insert in their report matter not committed 
to them by either House, nor shall they strike from the bill matter 
agreed to by both Houses. If new matter is inserted in the report, or 
if matter which was agreed to by both Houses is stricken from the 
bill, a point of order may be made against the report, and if the point 
of order is sustained, the report shall be recommitted to the committee 
of conference. 


It seems to me that under that rule there can be but one de- 
cision of this question. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, the entire question as 
to whether the conferees have exceeded their authority or not 
must be determined by a decision as to what the second clause 
of Rule XXVII means. If the Chair gives to that rule the 
narrow construction which has been argued for at times in the 
Senate, that there must be no new language, whether germane 


or not, placed in a bill by the conferees, of course, this con- 
ference report would fall. But I think that if the Chair should 
declare that as the rule of the Senate, few bills would be en- 
acted in the future, because in those circumstances Senate 
conferees would go to conference with their hands tied behind 
their backs, with no latitude whatever left to them to reach 
an agreement with the conferees on the part of the House. 

The Senator from Nebraska has just said that the rule of the 
Senate is very much more restrictive than the rule of the 
House, but I am not inclined to agree with him on that sub- 
ject. I think the logic which stands behind the rule of the 
House and that of the Senate is the same. The purpose is the 
Same, and I think the present occupant of the chair has al- 
ready decided that the rules are practically the same. 

Before the adoption of the rule known as the Curtis amend- 
ment, conferees of the Senate of the United States exercised 
great latitude in agreeing in conference to new matter, and the 
practice of the Senate then was to submit any such matter to 
the Senate, and if the Senate approved the subject matter, it 
was held not to be in violation of the authority granted to the 
conferees. The exercise of that power went so far, and matters 
so entirely extraneous to anything under consideration was 
brought into conference reports, that finally the Senate 
adopted the Curtis rule. 

If the Chair shall give a narrow construction to the Curtis 
rule—which the Chair has not done in the past—and say that 
the language “If new matter is inserted in the report” refers 
to any matter at all, and that the insertion of any new matter 
renders a conference report subject to a point of order, of 
course, the conferees’ hands will be tied in the future. The 
rule continues: 


Or if matter which was agreed to by both Houses is stricken from 
the bill. 


As far as I know, the latter clause is not in question here, 
because I know of no matter that was agreed to by both Houses 
that has been stricken from the bill. The Senator from Ne- 
braska a while ago called the attention of the Chair to the 
rental clause, but although the rental clauses in both the 
Ford bill and the bill as it passed the Senate used the words 
“4 per cent,” they referred to entirely different subject mat- 
ters, and the rental was based on an entirely different valua- 
tion. I will come to that in a moment. 

I take it that the second clause of Rule XXVII means that 
the conferees are limited to the subject matter committed to 
their charge, and such germane amendments to that subject 
matter as it may be necessary to agree upon in order that the 
minds of the two Houses may come together. 

If we are to determine what is germane, we must determine 


the main subject matter that has been submitted to con- 


ference. Of course, it is agreed that both of these bills were 
stricken out by one House or the other. The Senator from 
Nebraska says that the right to amend the bill as it passed the 
House rests on a pure technicality, that the Ford bill is dead. 
The Senator is mistaken. The Ford offer is dead, because Mr. 
Ford has withdrawn it, but the Ford bill is so live a legislative 
proposition, that the Senator from Nebraska himself reported 
it back to the Senate last fall with an amendment, and the 
bill as it stands now bears the number of the Ford bill, and as 
a legislative proposition the Ford bill is just as alive as if 
Mr. Ford were at the outer gate contending for its passage. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. May the Chair ask the 
Senator from Alabama a question? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Certainly. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair has not had an 
opportunity to compare these two bills carefully, having just 
returned to the city last evening. Does the Senator from Ala- 
bama construe Rule XXVII to mean that any germane matter 
may be inserted in a conference report without being subject 
to the provisions of the rule? 

Mr, UNDERWOOD. Ido. As I understand, the ruling of the 
present occupant of the chair, made on the 18th day of Sep- 
tember, 1922, when the conference report on the tariff bill was 
before the Senate, carried that construction. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The Chair does not remem- 
ber any such ruling. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will call the attention of the Chair 
to it. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Possibly the Chair may have 
made such a ruling. The Chair has never understood the last 
paragraph of Rule XXVII to mean that there may not be a 
change in phraseology, but has understood that under it there 
can be no Lew legislation proposed, for a conference report is 
not subject to amendment; and if new legislation is brought 
forward, the Senate is put to great disadvantage, because it 
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must either agree to the report or disagree to the report, with- 
out any opportunity to modify or change the new legislation 
that is brought forward. That is the understanding of the 
Chair of that rule. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I am not taking issue with the Chair 
on the proposition of new legislation, but I am stating that 
if amendments are made to reconcile the differences between 
the two Houses about the subject matter of the original legis- 
5500 they are germane and are not subject to a point of 
order, 

For instance, if the Senate had sent to the House a bill pro- 
viding for the purchase of 500 horses, and the House had 
stricken out all after the enacting clause and provided for the 
purchase of a thousand white horses, I think it would be en- 
tirely within the rule for the conferees to say that they agreed 
on a bill providing for the purchase of a thousand white or 
black horses. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President—— 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. In other words, they could change the 
color of the horses, but the subject matter of the two Houses 
was the purchase of horses. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Ala- 
bama yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield. 

Mr. NORRIS. In that case would the conferees have a right 
to say that 20,000 horses could be purchased, or would they 
haye a right to say that 10,000 pigs or cattle, instead of horses, 
could be purchased? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. No; but if the Senator will allow me, 
when I come to discuss the details of the report, as I intend 
to, I think I can show the Senator that such a supposition is 
not justified by the report. Of course, I understand the Sena- 
tor to say that there are certain things here which are new 
matter. My contention before the Chair will be that they are 
not new matter at all. 

Mr. NORRIS. I understand that. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I shall contend that they are matters 
necessary to the carrying out of the main purpose of the bill, 

Mr. NORRIS. Will the Senator allow me to ask him the 
question which I really intended to ask when I addressed the 
(hair, which relates to the particular thing now before us? 
Does the Senator contend that with respect to the fertilizer 
question the conferees would have a right to bring in a bin 
providing for the production of 50,000 tons of nitrogen? I will | 
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put with that the other question I wanted to ask: Does he 
contend that they would have a right to bring in a bill pro- 
viding that the lessee should be required to produce only 5,000 
tons the first year or the third year? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I think the differences between the 
Ford bill and the bill as it passed the Senate were such that 
it was entirely within the jurisdiction of the conferees to 
reduce the amount; but I will address myself to that when I 
come to it. I do not desire to take that up now, 

Mr. NORRIS. Very well. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield. 

Mr. LENROOT. With reference to the Senator’s illustration 
of the House authorizing the purchase of one kind of horses, 
and the Senate another, granting all that the Senator has said 
to be true, does be think the conferees in that case would have 
a right to make an appropriation to pay for the horses, neither 
House having dealt with that phase of the subject? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes; I do, unquestionably. I want to 
say to the Senator, and I wish to call the Chair's attention 
to this fact, that this bill makes no appropriation. I think the 
Senator from Nebraska inadvertently stated that it did. It 
makes two authorizations. 

Mr. LENROOT. There is one appropriation of $3,000,000. | 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I think what the Senator calls an 
appropriation will not be so construed by the Treasury Depart- 
ment. I think it is an authorization. But that was in the 
Ford bill. 

I do not think it ts necessary for us to go into the question 
as to whether we are making an appropriation or not, because 
I do not believe there is an appropriation made here, but I do 
think it is entirely within the authority of the conferees, when 
an object is determined on, to put in language authorizing 
the payment of money to carry out that object, if the whole 
subject matter Is in conference, as it is here. 

Suppose there had heen no Ford bill, that we had only the 
one bill, and the House had contented itself by striking out 
all after the enacting clause and sending the bill to conference. 
What would that have meant? The House would have simply 
authorized its conferees to go and write a bill on the part 
of the House. Of course, there has never been any dispute 
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l 
over the fact that where all after the enacting clause has been | 
stricken out of a bill, there is very much greater latitude con- 
ferred by the legislative bodies on the conferees than when | 
there has been a mere change of language. That action is 
taken purposely, in order to allow greater latitude to conferees, 
and if this legislative body does not pursne that course, it will 
not be long before it finds itself sending its conferees to con- 
ference with their hands tied and an impassible block con- 
fronting them which will prevent legislation and conference 
of the two Houses on many questions, 

Let me call the attention of the Chair to a matter that 
came up in the House first with Speaker Gurt in the chair. 
This is not in regard to some ancient rule. I can take the 
House rules and show repeatedly that if the subject matter 
is germane to the matter submitted to conference it has always 
been held not In violation of the rules. But here is a ruling 
made on September 15, 1922, by Speaker Gritetr. Mr. Loxe- 
WORTH presented the case and I will read what he said: 

Mr. LONGWORTH, Mr. Speaker, I repeat that the question is 
the same as that involved in the two points of order that the gentle- 
man from Texas made the other day, to wit, that the conferees had 
no authority to write in a different provision than that contained 
in the Senate amendment. Now, the fact is that on this particular 
proposition, which relates to the power of the President to impose 
punitive rates of duty where it is discovered that other countries 
are discriminating unjustly or using unfair practices against our 
commerce, the Mouse said nothing whatever on the subject. The 


Senate wrote the entire provision by way of amendment. It is 
unquestionably within the power of the conferees— 

It. is unquestionably in the power of the conferees— 
to amend the Senate amendment by any germane amendment. That 


is all that is involved in this case. It is what was involved in the 
case the other day. I think it would be without justification to take 
up any more of the time of the Speaker or of the House in discussing 
this matter, 


In that case it was a Senate amendment that the House did 
not amend, but disagreed to and sent to conference, and the 
conferees. materially amended it. Mr. LonawortH said it 
was in order provided it was germane, Here is what the 
Speaker said: 


The SPEAKER. The House had nothing on the subject. It is an 
entirely new provision put in by the Senate. The Chair thinks any 
provision which is germane is permissible. The Chair overrules the 
point of order. 


Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield to the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator of course recognizes that the 
ease he is citing now is where one body had absolutely no pro- 
vision in its bill in reference to the subject matter. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. As I said a while ago, what the Sena- 
tor from Nebraska Is complaining about is that matter has been 
put in the bill by the conferees where there was no subject 
matter included except as to the 4 per cent. All the othe 
provisions are new, he maintained. ' 

Mr. NORRIS. Oh, no; it is vastly different for the con- 
ferees to bring in an amendment where neither House has any- 
thing on the subject. That is what I called attention to; but 
where one House has it and the other has not, they do not 
have the right to do that, 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. This was a tariff bill, and there were 
many other things in conference. This was not just standing 
out by itself. It was identically the situation of the pènd- 
ing bill, but the conferees added what seemed to be new 
subject matter in regard to the particular clanse. The House 
had done nothing; they had merely disagreed to the Senate 
amendment, and the Chair held that they could do anything 
in changing the Senate amendment that was germane to the 
subject of the amendment. That is all that was involved in 
the decision, and that is the law. That is correct parlia- 
mentary law in my judgment. I do not contend for a minute, 
if the conferees in regard to the bill had gone ont and put 
in matter that was not germane to the subject matter en- 
trusted to them, that the report would not have been subject 


to a point of order; but I think I can show, when I come to 


the facts, that the changes that have been made are germane 
to the matter committed to conference. I think that is the 
reasonable interpretation of the rule, and it is an interpreta- 
tion that will enable the two Houses of Congress to appoint 
their conferees and reach conclusfons on the subject matter 
before them. It is the only way it can be done, because if 
the Senate intends to say, when its conferees carry a matter 
to conference, that they must be hidebound by the language 
and the scope of the Senate amendment, then there is no 
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chance for arbitration. It is merely a question of saying that 
w Konpe must take the Senate’s position or the conference 
s ended, 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President 

Mr. UNDERWOOD, I yield to the Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. LENROOT. I would like to ask the Senator, if his in- 
terpretation is correct, what he thinks the Senate accomplished 
by its modification of the rule in 1918, because prior to that 
time the rule had been exactly as he now states it. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Oh, no; the Senator does not under- 
Stand the rule. 

Mr. LENROOT. I think I do. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I am sure I can show the Senator in 
a moment that he does not. The rule in the House, as the 
Senator knows, because he served there many years and I 
have heard him on many occasions argue the same question 
of germaneness, has always been that the conferees were 
limited in their amendments to questions that were germane 
to the subject matter imposed upon them. That has always 
from time immemorial been the rule in the House. 

It had been the position of the Senate for many years to 
allow its conferees to inject new subject matters, entirely new 
to the measure, in their conference reports. As a matter of 
fact, I think if I would go back and take the debates for 20 
years I could show the protests of the Senator from Wisconsin 
about the latitude of the Senate in putting new matter into its 
conference reports. 

Mr, LENROOT. I think if the Senator will examine the pre- 
cedents he will not find a case where, if the question was raised 
that the new matter was germane,.the Senate did not have 
a vote and the Senate took the position that it must be ger- 


mane. . : 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. That is just what Iam ’ 

Mr. LENROOT. It was the same rule as Got rule. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD, . That is just; what I am saying, that 
under the rule up to the time the Curtis amendment was 
adopted the Senate did not challenge the question of germane- 
ness. There was practically no point of order against à con- 


ference report that the Chair could decide. to eliminate, The 


question was submitted to the Senate not as to germaneness or 
its application to the subject matter, but the issue: in the 
Senate was whether the Senate wanted it or not. That was 
practically the rule of the Senate until the Curtis amendment 
Was adopted. 1 ETET aa BE s 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore, May the Chair ask one 
more question? When the Senator from Alabama uses the 
word “germane” does he mean germane to the subject, or 
germane to the legislation sent by the Senate to the House? 


“Mr: UNDERWOOD. Or course I must mean in this case 


germane to the legislation, because there was but one amend- 
ment. If there were a number ‘of amendments I would say 
germane’ to the particular paragraph of the dmendment, but in 
this case there is one amendment that coyers the whole sub- 
ject matter and therefore the word “ germaneness” applies to 
the whole amendment: e 5 

The PRESIDENT: pro tempore. Therefore the Senator is 
of the opinion that the statement of the managers on the part 
of the House correctly states the rule ; sE a siht 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Iam. ` ; ; sairat i 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That the whole subject of 
the production of nitrates in time of war and fertilizer in time 
ae an at Muscle Shoals was before the conference com- 
mittee : - . 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Tes. r 25 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. And that any bill the con- 
ference committee might agree upon relating to the. subject 
would be in order? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I certainly think s0. I do not think 
it is necessary in this case to go that far, because the amend- 
pas which they made did not go that far; but I do say that 

e subject matter of the production of nitrogen was not the 
only purpose of the bill, but so far as that purpose went the 
production of nitrogen for national defense in time of war 
and fertilizer in time of peace was the subject matter that the 
House and the Senate committed to the conference when they 
made an amendment in the Senate striking out all of the 
House bill and submitting a new bill, and the House, not 
amending that bill or agreeing to it, but by disagreeing to the 
whole amendment sent it to conference. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Ala- 
bama yield to the Senator from California? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yleld. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I understand the Senator to contend 

| hat sae matter given consideration by the conferees is ger- 
mane 


Mr. UNDERWOOD. Itis. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Therefore the Senator contends, if I 
understand his position, that it is not new matter as contem- 
plated by subdivision 2 of the rule. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Undoubtedly. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGH. I think the Senator is absolutely cor- 
rect. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Certainly. 

Mr. NORRIS. If that be true, then it was within the 
province of the conferees in this case to decide on the fertilizer 
question, for instance, that the lessee should be required only 
to make 1,000 tong of fertilizer per annum, although the mini- 
mum in the Senate bill was 10,000 tons and the maximum 
40,000 tons, and the continual amount during all the period 
of the lease under the House bill was 40,000 tons. It seems 
to me that it would follow that he does contend, if I correctly 
get the meaning of his answer, that ‘there was absolutely no 
limit, that the conferees might bring in a bill that would pro- 
vide for a million tons per unnum, or for none, just as they 
saw fit, if it had anything to do with fertilizer. I would like 
to know whether the Senator makes that contention. 

Mr, UNDERWOOD. If one paragraph had gone to confer- 
ence and the House had fixed in that paragraph 40,000 tons, 
and the Senate had fixed in that paragraph 40,000 tons, and 
amended the other details, I would agree with the Senator 
that he is correct.. But I think the conferees, the way the 
bill went to conference, had committed to their charge’ the 
whole matter of how much nitrogen should be made, But I 
not admit the statement of fact that the Senator from 
Ne “aska haus made that the Ford bill was limited to 40,000 
tons. If the Senator will allow me, when I get through with 
this argument on my statement in regard to the law of the 
case, I will come to the other point. i 

Mr. NORRIS. Will the Senátor permit me to modify that 
matter and eliminate part of it so it will be perfectly plain? 
He can either answer it now or when he comes to answer that 
point; as hë sees fit. = ~ FEJA 84 Si? í 
~ Suppose, for the purpose of illustration, that the House bill 
provided for the production of 40,000 tons of nitrogen and that 
the Senate’ bill, Instead of specifying varying quantities for 
different years, had provided for the prodnction of 10,000 tons, 
would the Senátor contend that the conferees could bring in 


‘a bill providing for the production of only 5,000 tons? 


Mr. UNDERWOOD. If that were the sole matter in con- 
ference, and but one paragraph was involved, the ‘conferees 
would be limited by the greater and the lesser amounts; but 
that is not the issue here. : £3 

Mr. NORRIS. That is the issue as to fertilizer. That is 
the provision of the bill. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD,, No. I am willing to admit that the 
Senator makes that contention, but if the Senator will allow 
me to come to the question in my own way, I think 1 can 
state the facts, Ir i 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator from Alabama, 
yield to a question from me? 38 j 

Mr. UNDERWOOD... Yes. ‘ o tere 

Mr. FESS. I am a little confused as to the reference to 
new matter contained in the rule which was read a little while 
ago. Suppose the subject was the construction of a canal or 
was a piece of construction work, and the Senate had author- 
ized the purchase of a thousand horses for the work and the 
House of Representatives had authorized the purchase of a 
thousand mules, on the basis that the latter animals would 
be more serviceable, would or would not the conferees, under 
the rules as to new matter, be permitted to substitute tractors 
for the construction work? A 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. . I think they would. 

Mr. FESS. And still be within the rule? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I think they would if one of the legis- 
lative bodies had stricken out the original bill and adopted a 
substitute, because the real subject would be the building of 
a canal and the method of digging out and removing the sand 
and dirt would be a mere detail, so far as the main subject 
matter was concerned. 

Mr. FESS. That would be my view of it, for while the pro- 
vision as to tractors would be entirely different from the provi- 
sion in the respective bills, yet, in the contemplation of the 
work to be done, it would not be new matter, it appears to me. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I do not think so. I think the test 
would be germaneness to the main subject matter, and the 
change weuld be held to be within the jurisdiction of the con- 
ferees. 

Mr. President, I desire to call the attention of the Chair to 
the decision on a point of order raised against the conference 
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report on the tariff bill that came before the Senate on the 


18th day of September, 1922. The decision is found on page 
12795 of the CONGRESSIONAL Recorp of that session. On that 
oceasion the present occupant of the Chair delivered the deci- 
sion. The Recorp states that the Senate resumed the considera- 
tion of the conference report, and so forth, The President pro 
tempore said: 


The Chair is prepared to rule upon the point of order, 


And this is the ruling of the Chair: 


The point of order made by the Senator from North Carolina 
{Mr, Simatons] is as follows: 

“I wish to make a point of order against the report. I think the 
conferees have exceeded their authority in the matter of authorization 
to the President to proclaim the so-called American valuation.” 


Before I read further, I wish the Chair to bear in mind that 
this was a case involving a discretion to be given to the President 
of the United States, where it was proposed to repose in him 
latitude of authority. So in the case now before the Chair, in 
reference to the matter of leasing and in reference to almost 
every other question presented, there is involved the granting 
of latitude of authority to the President in the making of a con- 
tract. We did not send to the House a hard-and-fast provision, 
but we sent a provision authorizing the President to make a 
contract subject to certain Hmitations. The same kind of lati- 
tude was proposed to be given to the President in the tariff 
bill referred to in the decision from which I am reading. Con- 
tinuing, the Chair said: 


The Recorp shows that the House bill adopted what is known as the 
American valuation as the basis for its ad valorem duties and gave 
no authority to the President to change the duties prescribed in the 
bill. The Senate bill adopted what is known as the foreign valuation 
as the basis of ad valorem duties and conferred upon.the President 
the power to increase or decrease them 50 per cent if found necessary 
in order to equalixe the diferenca in the cost of production in this 
country ‘and in foreign countries. 

Under the Senate bill, paragraph (a), section 315, and with respect 
to ad valorem duties, the effect of establishing a foreign valuation 
necessarily required the President to use that plan in reaching. his eon- 
elusions. But paragraph: (b) of section 315 enlarged his. power and 
permitted him to use the American valuation upon two paragraphs (27 
and 28, of Title I, of the tariff bill) if he found that such valuation 
was necessary in order to make the duties measure the difference in the 
gost of production at home and abroad. r 

The conference bill, in so far as the basis of valuation to be em- 
ployed by the President is concerned, tremendously increases his power. 

“The conference bill * * * tremendously increases his 
power.” 

It authorizes the President to use in his modification of duties the 
American valuation upon the entire dutiable list. 

It must be obvious that if the only matter of difference between the 
two Houses had been the authority conferred upon the President in 
section 315 to modify duties, the conferees would have had no jurisdic- 
tion to agree upon a bill which gives the President the authority to use 
American valuation in dealing with the entire dutiable list. Tf, there- 
fore, the conferéeg acted within their jurisdiction, there must be found 
some other difference between the two Houses, the settlement of which 
gave them the right to make the radical change in the authority of the 
President, which their report discloses, ; 


“The radical change in the authority of the President ;”" and 
so in this instance there is involved a change in the authority of 
the President to make a contract, 


As already stated, the House bill adopted American valuation and 
the Senate bill foreign valuation as the basis for ad yalorem duties. 
It is in this difference, if at all, that the jurisdiction of the conferees 
to make the change respecting the powers of the President must be 
found. Disregarding for the moment the sections giving authority to 
increase or diminish duties under certain conditions, it will not be 
questioned that the conferees could lawfully have agreed that the 
American valuation sbould apply to certain of the paragraphs in the 
dutiable list and the foreign valuation to other paragraphs, Nor can 
it be doubted that the Senate conferees would have been within their 
jurisdiction had they receded from the Senate amendment to the Sen- 
ate bill with regard to valuations, and accepted the House plan of 
valuation. Furthermore, this could have been done even though the 
Senate percentages of duties had been retained throughout. 

It is commonly believed that if this course had been pursued the 
duties actually to be paid would, in many instances, be much higher 
than would be paid under either the Senate or the House bill, and this 
may be true even though paragraph (b) of section 315 of the con- 
ference bill forbids an increase in the rate— 


The matter concerning which the Senator asked me a question 
awhile ago was involved in this case, whether the duties could 
be higher than those either of the Houses had agreed on— 


but In ruling upon a point of order, the Chair can not take judicial 
notice of that fact, if it be a fact. For aught the Chair knows from 
the record upon which its ruling must be founded, it the proposed 
enactment becomes a law the foreign valuation of any given article 
may be as high or higher than the American valuation of the same 
article. As a Senator I may entertain a certain belief upon that 
matter and vote accordingly, but as the Presiding Officer of the Sen- 
055 acting in a judicial capacity, I am without knowledge upon the 
subject. 

With these preliminary observations, which seem to the Chair indis- 
putable, we approach the vital inquiry which may be thus concretely 
stated: In order to reach a settlement of the differences respecting 
the plan of valuation, could the House conferees rightly say to the 
Senate conferees, “ We will recede from the American valuation plan, 
accept the foreign valuation plan, and accept the authority of the 
President to modify duties, provided you will agree to extend the 
authority of the President so that he may employ our plan upon the 
whole dutiable list whenever he finds it necessary in order to equalize 
the difference in the cost of production in this country and in foreign 
countries "— 


Which in legislative effect was a new subject matter, except 
that it was germane to the subject matter in dispute— 


and could the Senate conferees, acting within their lawful powers, 
accept the proposal? i 

The Chair appreciates the consequences which follow an affirmative 
answer to this question, but these consequences inhere in the nature 
and extent of the difference between the two Houses relating to the 
plan of valuation. If the Senate conferees could accept American 
valuation as a whole—and this is not denled—it seems clear that they 
could aceept a qualified and limited use of that plan by the President. 
Moreover, if the Senate conferees had accepted American valuation 
throughout and made no change whatever in section 315, the Chair ts 
of the opinion that the President would have had precisely the same 
power that be will have under the conference bill. - eee 

It is quite impossible to separate valuation from presidential author- 
ity in this measure, and the Chair firmly believes that the change which 
the conferees have wrought in the bill, so far as the question we are 
diacuesing is concerned, was within their jurisdiction and that it must 
be dealt with by the Senate in ite action upon the question of agreeing 
or disagreeing to their report. 

The point ef order is overruled. 


The Chair held in that case it was quite impossible to sepa- 
rate the question of valuation from presidential authority. In 
other words, it is perfectly evident that the Chair in deciding 
that question went to the main subject matter that was before 
the Senate, the House, and the conferees and allowed the con- 
ferees to adjust the minor details. 

Mr. President, I think that the decisions of the Chair since 
the adoption of the Curtis rule have been on the basis that 
conferees are entitled to incorporate changes in their reports 
that are germane to the subject matter before them. The 
question, then, arises as to whether the changes of language 
made by the conferees, which have been brought to the atten- 
tion of the Chair and of the Senate on the point of order which 
has been raised, come within the rule of germaneness to the 
matter that was in dispute. 

The first point that the Senator from Nebraska makes is 
the question of the authorization of the President to employ 
certain clerks. That is found on page 17 of the Senate print 
of the two bills together. This paragraph was not in the 
House bill, nor was it in the Senate bill so far as standing 
by itself is concerned. It merely provides, as section 11, 
that— 

The President is hereby authorized and empowered to employ such 
advisory officers, experts, agents, or agencies as may in his discre- 
tion be necessary to enable him to carry out the purposes herein 
specified, and the sum of $100,000 is hereby authorized 


Not appropriated, but authorized— 
to enable the President of the United States to carry out the pur- 
poses herein provided for. 


Mr. President, the Ford bill authorized a contract to be 
made by the Secretary of War with Mr. Ford. I think it 


was subject to the approval of the President, but I do not 
recall now, and that is not material. The Senate bill, as it 
went to conference, authorized the President of the United 
States to make a contract with an unknown lessee under cer- 
tain limitations, It named the minimum amount of the lease, 
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and it named the amount of fertilizer that it expected to be 
manufactured, 

What is the subject matter that went to conference on the 
Senate bill? It was primarily the question of the President 
making a lease to an unknown lessee. The question that went 
to conference on the Ford bill was the question of making a 
lease, the main terms of which were set forth in the bill, 
between the Secretary of War and Mr. Ford as the lessee. 
So that the question that was before the conferees for their 
determination was the question of empowering the President 
instead of the Secretary of War, or the Secretary of War 
instead of the President, to make a lease in regard to these 
properties at Musele Shoals; and all of the property that is 
in the conference report was named in either one or the other 
of the bills. Dam No. 3 is within the scope of both bills, as 
I shall show the Senate. 

Now, the conferees find authority for the President to make 
a lease of certain property, but they conclude that it will be 
difficult for the President to exereise this power without some 
agents; and se, subject. to that right to make the lease, they 
put in a provision here—and the bill could be stricken out 
entirely; it was all subject to the jurisdiction of the eon- 
ferees—they put in a provision here authorizing the President 
te employ certain agents to help him in making this lease. 

‘I eontend that. that provision is entirely germane to the 
main purpose of the bill. It is to enable conferees to put in 
such provisions that the matter is sent to conference to bring 
the opinions. of the two Houses together. Of course, if it had 
been a bill to allow the President to employ agents, and had 
stood by itself, that would.be a different matter; bat Shi ts 
mere incident to his power of lease: : 

Now, as te the annual rental: The annual rental 8 
for in this bill as.it went to conference was 4 per cent. If the 
Chair will pardon me a minute, I want to be ‘absolutely aecu- 
rate, and I am trying to find the page. 

- The PRESIDENT. pro tempore. The Chair thinks the.Sen- 
ator will find the matter to which he refers on page 4 of the 
parallel print, at the bottom of the first column. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD, I thank the Chair for calling my atten- 
tion to it. As bee bir. W 8 7 SNR S N as 
follows: SRSA ote ee > 


The lessee shall pay an anntidi rentak ‘for the “use of said property 
an amount that shalt not bè less thati 4 per edit on the total sum of 
money expended in the building and construction of Dam No. 2 at 
Muscle Shoals and the purchase and emplacement’ of all W and 
machinery built or installed in conneetion therewith, 


There 18 nothing said about the locks in that provision for 
Dain No. 2. It relates to the dam, and it says 4 per cent.“ 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, may I ask the 9 a ques- 
tion there? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Surely. 

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator does not contend does he, that 
locks are not included there? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. They may or may not be included: ac- 
cording to the construction. If we take the Ford bill, we “find 
that the locks and the dams are referred to separately, and 
the two bills were in conference; but the provision in this bill 
relates only to the dam: That, however, is not the main thing. 

It win be observed that in this provision In the Senate bill 
the rental was 4 per cent on “ the total sum of money expended 
Tu the building and construction” of the dam. They did not 
say when that 4 per cent should be paid. It may be presumed 
that it should be paid annually; but I take it that the correct 
construction of that language is that it should not be less 
than 4 per cent, and that in the contract which the President 
of the United States was to make he would name the times 
of payment, because it is only a limitation on his power to 
contract. When we come to the conference report, it provides 
as follows: 


The lessee shall pay an annual rental for the use of said property 
an amount that shall not be less in the aggregate than 4 per cent 
for the period of the lease on the total sum of money expended in the 
building and construction of Dam No. 2 and upon Dam No. 8 after 
completion, which shall be paid in full each year unless it be shown 
that, due to expenditures in development and improved equipment for 
the production of fertilizer as provided herein, the lessee may be 
granted a deferred payment. 


So far as the 4 per cent is concerned, both. bills read “4 per 
eent.” One says “4 per cent ” and the other says “4 per eent 
in the aggregate.” I think it would have been entirely in the 
discretion of the President, im writing his contract under the 
Senate bill, to say that he would take a less part of that 4 per 


cent the first year and à greater part the last year. It is 
elear that when the words “in the aggregate” were used, it 
was for the purpose of allowing the President to adjust the 
time of payment so that it would not be uniform in each year; 
but undoubtedly even on the Senate bill itself, without the 


Ford bill, that was within its terms. When we come to the 


Ford bill, however, although tt named 4 per cent on certain 


payments, it left out entirely $17,000,000 of the cost of this 


dam, the first $17,000,000 that was paid, It left it out, and 
then it provided for certain annual payments of fixed amounts. 
It was supposed to be 4 per cent. So that the Ford bill did 


not provide for 4 per cent on the cost of Dam No. 2 I am. 


not talking about Dam No. 3. I will eome to that later on. 
CC DE eve the cost of the dam and 

The Senator from Nebraska is mistaken about that. It pro- 
vided for an amount that was supposed to be, in the aggre- 
gate, equal to 4 per cent on the cost of that dam and lock, 
with $17,000,000: deducted, the first $17,000,000 that went into 
the river, so that the conferees had a very grave difference in 
that matter. 

The House conferees insisted on the deduction, and instead 
of saying, as they clearly could within the strict power of 
limitation, “We will deduct $17,000,000 as provided in the 
Ford bill,” they provided that there should be a deduction, 
within the discretion of the President, of a part of the cost 
of this dam that might be charged to navigation and the locks. 
The locks were not mentioned with the 4 per cent. The chair- 
man of the committee must go to the extent of finding that 
when we mentioned Dam No. 3 and 4 per cent on it—we meant 
the loeks in the first place—and then he must find that there 
was no issue between the two bills when there was ‘an s 
of $17,000,000. : 

Mr. HARRISON. ‘And, if the Senator please, therd was pen 
issue as to the time when the first payment was to be mate 
by Mr. Ford, both on Dani No- 2 aud on Dam No. 3. “They 
were to start at different times. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Absolutely; and; more than that“ ‘there 
was the grave issue, so far ‘as payments were ‘éoncerned, ‘that 
the payments in the Ford bill ran over 100 years, atid the ‘pay- 
ments in this bill run over 50 years; So that there was An 
absolutely chaetie condition so far as the subject matter Wã is 
concerned that was sent to the detision ‘of the: conferees; ef- 
cept that they used the words “4 per cent.“ In fuet, neither 
bill calls for 4 per cent on the full stibject matter. So, I think 
it was entirely within the prerogative of the conferées, instead 
of making the deduction that was provided for in the Ford 
bill, to make a deduction, and I will call the Chair's attention 
to the fact that they do not make the deduction on the dam. 
They leave it to the discretion of the President of the United 
States to make the deduction if he sees fit. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That is very material, in 
view, of the position taken by the Senator from Alabama, and 
the Chair wants to get that in his mind correctly. The Chair 
understands that the Senator from Alabama contends that the 
conferees could take the Senate bill and make any addition to 
it that could have been made on the floor of the Senate by 
amendment if the rule of germaneness applied to the legisla- 
tion in the Senate. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. If it was germane to the subject mat- 
ter of the bill; and the subject matter that we are talking 
about right now is a lease, the subject matter that went to 
conference. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. But does the Chair cor- 
rectly state the view of the Senator from Alabama? We had 
a bill before the Senate. Assuming that the rule of relevancy 
er germaneness applied to ordinary bills in the Senate, the 
Senator from Alabama contends that the conference committee 
could make any change in the Senate bill that could have been 
made on the floor of the Senate originally? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. No; I have not made that contention. 
I did not make myself clear to the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair really desires 
to get the view of the Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. In aceordance with the decision of the 
Speaker in the tax case, and of the present occupant of 
the Chair in the tariff matter, I say that the conferees have 
within their jurisdiction the right to make amendments to the 
main subject matter, amendments which are germane to the 
issue presented to them. The issue presented te these con- 
ferees was the question of making a lease of certain property. 
There is no contention that the property has changed, and 
there is no contention that the power to lease is changed, as 
provided in the bill as it passed the Senate, because when the 
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bill went to conference that power was in the President's 
hands, and under the conference report it is still in the Presi- 
dent’s hands. 

Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President, the Senator from Alabama 
has said that the subject matter was a lease. I wonder if he 
would contend that the conferees would have a right to bring 
back a conference report leasing Muscle Shoals to the Japanese 
Government? If it is simply a matter of lease we are dealing 
with, that would be germane. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Of course, the Senator from Michigan 
is trying to present an absurd proposition, so absurd that it 
would fall. But let me answer the Senator's question by ask- 
ing him one. The conferees had in conference a bill providing 
for the leasing of this project to Mr. Henry Ford. That was 
stricken out, and the Senate provided for a contract of lease, 
not naming the lessee. Does not the Senator think the con- 
ferees would have had a right, if they had seen fit, to return 
the Ford bill to the Senate with the name of Henry Ford 
stricken out, and the name of his former partner, the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Michigan, inserted in its place? I 
think they would have had that right. 

Mr. COUZENS. Under the theory of the Senator from Ala- 
bama they might, as I suggested, equally well substitute the 
name of the Japanese Government if they have a right to 
stretch the language. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD, They might have substituted the man 
in the moon, of course, but that would not have been prac- 
ticable or feasible, but it would have been practicable and 
feasible if they had substituted the name of the junior Senator 
from Michigan, because I think he would have had full power 
to carry it out, as much so as his former partner, and I think 
it would have been entirely within the power of the conferees 
to do that. ; 

As I have said, what I am contending is that fhe issue in 
reference to this payment, the real issue involved, was the 
question of a lease, and that the Ford offer of lease was on 
an entirely different basis from the offer set out in the bill 
as it passed the Senate, and the conferees of the two Houses 
had to reconcile that difference as to payment. What they 
did was entirely germane to the subject matter, which was 
the proposal to lease. There was no agreement of language 
between them, because, as I have said, it might be said that 
“4 per cent on $100” and “4 per cent on $1,000” are the same, 
because both expressions contain the words “4 per cent“; but 
the equation is a very different thing. The conferees had to 
reconcile the differences, and they did reconcile them. More 
than that, this is a mere limitation, a provision that the Presi- 
dent shall not go below a certain figure. Therefore for that 
reason I do not think the conferees violated the rule and de- 
parted from the subject matter before them. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield. 

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator has referred to one of the ques- 
tions I asked him, and he said he would discuss the question 
when he reached that point. I think the Senator has forgotten 
my contention on that point made in my statement of the 
point of order, that the payment for the lease under the con- 
ference bill may be less than that provided for either in the 
bill as it passed the Senate or the Ford bill. The Senator can 
not deny that that may be true of the conference bill from 
the language, and if that be true then haye not the conferees 
gone outside of the limit of both bills? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The Senator says “if that be true.” 
Does the Senator assert it is true? 

Mr. NORRIS. I do assert it is true, and I did not suppose 
anybody would deny it. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. That the amount of the lease under 
this bill is less, if the Senator takes the minimum, than the 
amount Mr. Ford would have paid under his bill, running over 
100 years, with $17,000,000 deducted from the principal? 

Mr. NORRIS. No; I do not think the Senator has stated 
my position correctly. I am not saying that it would be less 
taking a hundred years into consideration, 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. That was a feature of the Ford offer. 

Mr. NORRIS. The conferees had no authority to go below 
50 years, and since the limit was put at 50 years, and an an- 
nual rental fixed, my contention is that the annual rental 
under the conference bill is less than the annual rental either 
under the Ford biil or the bill as it passed the Senate. That 
is the contention, and I think that presents a fatal objection. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I do not agree with my friend from 
Nebraska about the annual rental being less than that under 
the Ford bill, and if he will merely take a piece of paper and 

the annual rental under the Ford bill, he will find that 
it is true that it was to run over a hundred years, and how can 


the Senator say that because in this argument he is going to 
reduce the period by 50 years and double up the payments in 
the Ford bill for a period of 50 years i 

Mr. NORRIS. I am not trying to do that. 
misunderstands me, 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. If the Senator takes the annual rental 
under the Ford bill, over a hundred years 

Mr. NORRIS. It is 4 per cent after the first six years. It 
would be just the same the tenth year as it would be the hun- 
dredth year. I am speaking of the annual rental. 

Mr, UNDERWOOD. But it is 4 per cent less $17,000,000. 

Mr. NORRIS. But it is 4 per cent on the expenditures, less 
the amount that was expended prior to a certain date. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Certainly. y 

Mr. NORRIS. I will state my position so the Senator wil 
understand me, I contend that the amount in the conference 
bill is less than the amount involved in the Ford proposition, 
and is likewise less than the amount figured under the Senate 
bill; that the minimum annual rental is less. It can be re- 
duced, under the conference bill, to absolutely nothing. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, of course I see what 
the Senator means. There is a provision in this bill which 
authorizes the President to make such allowance in his dedue- 
tion of the cost of this dam for the use of navigation, and 
make that deduction before he commences calculating the in- 
terest for the lessee. Of course, the purpose of that was to 
avoid making the lessee pay for the cost of maintaining navi- 
gation when he is not required to do so anywhere else, That 
is a thing the Government gives the public. I suppose that 
is the reason the conferees left it out. But because that lan- 
guage is used the Senator wants us to assume that the Presi- 
dent might deduct the entire cost of the dam except one dollar, 
under that language; that because he is allowed to deduct from 
the cost of the dam so much to be charged to navigation he can 
deduct the entire cost. I think the Chair could hardly give 
such a construction as that to this proposition, and certainly 
the President would not, in making the contract. 

I think it perfectly clear that there was great latitude in 
the hands of the conferees in the fixing the amount of this 
rental, but even if there had been no Ford bill, and the House 
had merely disagreed to the Senate rental, I think it was en- 
tirely within the power of the conferees to reduce the rental, 
if they desired to do so, because if they did not have the 
power to adjust their differences on that subject matter why 
should they go to conference? 

They had a right either to raise the standard or lower it, 
It is not as if there were a standard fixed between the two 
Houses where there were two bills which were in agreement 
on the same subject matter and the same rental value, be- 
cause the Ford bill was not framed on the same valuation as 
that which underlies the bill reported by the conferees. 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield. 

Mr. HOWELL. How much, in the Senator's opinion, will be 
deducted from the cost of this dam because it is useful for 
navigation purposes? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD, I suppose the question of the cost of 
the locks will be a matter of ascertainment by the engineers, 
It should not be more than the Ford proposition provides. i 

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator does not contend, does he, that 
the locks constitute the only aid to navigation in connection 
with that project? 

Mr, UNDERWOOD. NG 

Mr. NORRIS. In the conference bill the cost of the locks is 
mentioned specifically. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I am not discussing that. The junior 
Senator from Nebraska asked me a different question, He 
asked me the amount 

Mr. NORRIS. I understood the Senator to answer that it 
would be the cost of the locks. * 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. No; I said the cost of the locks would 
be—— 

Mr. HOWELL, I was not referring to that. That is specifi- 
cally excluded. I am referring to the value of that dam for 
navigation purposes. How much would be deducted from the 
cost of that dam, $45,000,000, because of its value for naviga- 
tion purposes? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will say to the Senator that I am 
not an engineer and I am not familiar with the figures. I 
suppose the President would call on the engineers to make an 
ascertainment; but, of course, in the last analysis the President 
would have the discretion in the matter. As to how much he 
will deduct, I do not know. It probably will be several mil- 
lion dollars. 


The Senator 


Mr. HOWELL. Does not the Senator think it might be 
$20,000,000 ? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. No; I do not. 

Mr. HOWELL, Why does not the Senator think so? He 
says he is not an engineer. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Because I do not think the President 
would allocate that much to navigation, as between navigation 
and power. 

Mr. HOWELL. But the President, the Senator says, is not 
to determine this; that engineers are going to determine it. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The Senator did not understand me. 

Mr. HOWELL. I beg pardon; I think I understand. The 
Senator suggested that engineers would determine it, and un- 
doubtedly the President will refer it to engineers. Suppose 
those engineers declared that $20,000,000 of the cost of this 
damn should be deducted because of the advantages to naviga- 

on? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will say to the Senator—and I have 
said all the time—that I have no doubt the President would 
refer it to the engineers and that they would make an esti- 
mate, but in the final analysis the President would decide the 
matter. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I want to ask the Senator a 
question right on that point. I agree with him fully when 
he says that in the final analysis the President would decide 
the matter. I want to ask the Senator if he will not agree 
to this, that under the language of the bill it is within the 
power of the President to charge it all up to navigation? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD, I think if it were some one else than the 
President, if it had been detailed to somebody who was amen- 
able to an injunction, the language would be subject to that 
construction. 

Mr, NORRIS. Does the Senator think, assuming that we 
had a right to begin injunction proceedings against the Presi- 
dent, that there would be any basis in law for an injunction 
if the President decided that the value to navigation was the 
entire cost of the dam? Could he not do that under this lan- 
guage if he wanted to do it? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD, I think so. I think he would then be 
subject to an injunction. 

Mr. NORRIS. Where would the Senator draw the line that 
the injunction would lie? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I can draw one line very clearly, and 
that is the cost of the power house, If he allocated the entire 
cost of the construction there to navigation, of course the 
court would enjoin him from going beyond the terms of the bill. 

But I am not arguing the amount, I do not know what it 
will be. I have confidence in the President of the United 
States and I do not think he will make any unreasonable de- 
duction. However, that is not the issue involved in the point 
of order. It is admitted that the President has the right to 
make a deduction on the cost of the locks under the terms of 
the conference bill. Whether it is $1 or $100,000,000 does not 
vary the parliamentary situation here a particle, What I am 
saying is that in determining the amount there has been no hard 
and fast rule adopted. If there had been, under the Ford bill, 
nobody could question that it would be within the power of 
the conferees to raise or lower the amount of the lease, either 
by making it 2 per cent or 6 per cent. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, will the Senator yleld? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield. 

Mr. SMITH. Was any such power as the Senator from 
Nebraska has called attention to contemplated or conferred in 
either the bill passed by the Senate or the so-called Ford bill? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The Senator was not here when I ex- 
plained that point. I think the Ford bill does provide for the 
Government paying for the cost of the locks. My recollection 
is that that is provided in the Ford bill. Of course, in the bill 
passed by the Senate, there was nothing said about the locks. 
It provided that they should pay 4 per cent on the cost of the 
dams. When they got to conference, the conferees eliminated 
the locks in so many words. I think as the bill passed the 
Senate it was entirely within the discretion of the President 
to have eliminated the locks if the language of the bill had 
not already so provided. 

Mr. SMITH. Then the 4 per cent we provided upon the cost 
of the dam could be so reduced by Executive order that there 
would be no 4 per cent on anything? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. No; I will not go that far because 1 
think that deduction—— 

Mr. SMITH. But the Senator admits that the President 
could cut it down? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I do not think that is a fair construc- 
tion of the language. Within reasonable limitations I think 
the President could reduce the cost of the rental. 
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Mr. SMITH. May I ask the Senator another question? If 
there had been brought fairly before the Senate a proposition 
that we were going to enact into law a provision that would 
give the President the power to say the value of the locks and 
dams for governmental purposes was such that he might 
totally eliminate any income er any per cent on the cost of 
555 Sam, does the Senator think it would have passed this 
y 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. 
not in issue, 

Mr. SMITH. It is in issue now, brought in here by tho 
action of the conferees. We are supposed to be legislating, 
and I am getting at the point that is involved, whether the 
President should haye the power te say that the dam, so far 
as the lease to the lessee is concerned, should not cost any- 
thing because of its value to the Government. If that proposi- 
tion had come up, does the Senator think the bill would have 
passed this body and the other body of Congress? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The Senator is now going into a the- 
ory which did not exist when the bill was before the Senate. 
The language was put in by the conferees, 

Mr. SMITH. That is the very point at issue, It is brand- 
new matter. 

Mr, UNDERWOOD. I am contending to the Chair that it 
is not new matter, that the matter before the conferees was a 
minimum price for the lease, and if we say that the House 
through its conferees could not lower the price as sent to 
them, then we would tie their hands and there would be no 
open and free conference. I am not arguing the merits of the 
case and I am not going to do so now. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Certainly. 

Mr. HARRISON, Can there by any question raised that the 
conferees would have had a right to reduce the 4 per cent 
interest charge? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I do not think so. 

Mr. HARRISON. If that be true, they could certainly cut 
away the cost of the lease? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I do not think there is any question 
about it. 

Mr. SMITH. They could give away the whole property. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. They could haye come here and said 
they reduced the cost, if they wanted to. 

Mr. SHIELDS. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Alabama yield to the Senator from Tennessee? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield. 

Mr. SHIELDS. I understand the question in regard to this 
particular matter was the rental to be charged. In the Ford 
bill Ford proposed to pay us interest on the expenditures in 
building the dam and some other things accruing after May 
20, 1922. There had been about $17,000,000 expended before 
that time. Now the conferees propose that it shall be interest 
on the amount invested before and after that time, excepting 
from it what the President may find contributes to navigation 
purposes. There is no difference in it whether we take the 
navigation part as what Mr. Ford excludes or what the Presi- 
dent may exclude for that purpose. In other words, the ques- 
tion is, What was the rent to be? Shall it be ascertained in 
the way Mr. Ford did it, by excluding the amount on which 
interest was to be paid before he rented, or by the President 
ascertaining how much was for navigation purposes, and there- 
fore excluded? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I think the Senator is absolutely 
right. That is what I have been trying to make myself clear 
about in my remarks to the Chair. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield again? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I did not want to take so much of 
the time of the Chair in discussing the question and I would 
like to finish my argument to the Chair, but of course I yield 
to my friend from Nebraska, who made the point of order. 

Mr. NORRIS. I am certainly not anxious to take up time 
either, and I am only asking such questions as I think may 
enlighten the Chair by having them elucidated. 

The Senator said, in answer to the Senator from Missis- 
sippi, that the conferees would have the authority to cut down 
the 4 per cent. Does the Senator believe that? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Undoubtedly. 

Mr, NORRIS. Does he not recognize that under the Ford 
offer 4 per cent was provided for, and in the Senate bill it said 
not less than 4 per cent? If they are going to use a percentage, 
it seems to me that it must be conceded by the Senator that they 
have no authority to go below 4 per cent because that was the 
rate provided in both the Ford bill and the Senate bill. The 
amount that is actually paid, however, is determined by the 


I will say to the Senator that it was 


basis upon which the 4 per cent is reckoned, and the con- 
tention is I think admitted that the basis upon which we 
reckon the 4 per cent under the conference bill is less than 
under either one of the other bills. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will state the proposition again. Of 
course, I do contend that they could change the 4 per cent. I 
do contend that the 4 per cent as named in the Ford bill was 
not the 4 per cent named in the Senate bill, because it seems to 
me it is perfectly clear that the subject matter that went to 
conference was the amount of the rental. It was not a matter 
of percentage. That was merely a way of expressing the 
rental. The subject matter was a rent sum. Assuming that 
the dam would cost $50,000,000, 4 per cent would be $2,000,000 
ayear. Mr. Ford was to build under his contract and we were 
not going to build it. He was going to pay the cost of his 
building program and not ours; but for the sake of argument, 
assuming that it would cost him $50,000,000, and deducting 
$17,000,000 from it, that would leave $33,000,000, which would 
bring something like $1,300,000 rental, a little less than 8 per 
eent on the total $40,000,000. 

Is the Chair going to hold that. because some place 11 the 
Ford contract they used the term 4 per cent” in ascertaining 
the amount of rental,.and in this bill they used 4 per cent in 
ascertaining the amount of rental, that that was in issue be- 
fore the House, or was it the amount of the rental? One was 
based on a valuation of something like $50,000,000, the cost of 
the dam, and the other was based on an unknown cost. of the 
dam, dedueting $17,000,000. I think the argument of the 
Senator from Nebraska, with all due respect to- him and not 
being unduly critical, reduces itself to an absurd proposition. 
To say that the issue was the rate of interest, pats One pect 
value was the rate of interest i 

Mr. NORRIS. But-I did not say that 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. That is what the 4 per cent relates: im 

Mr. NORRIS. There is no change in the rate. of interest. 
I have not even contended that. I am not interested in the 
hypothetical question by the Senator from Mississippi, 
becatise in the Senate bill, in the House bill, and in the confer- 
ence bill all have used 4 per cent interest. There is no question 
about that at all, But the amount of money rental which the 
Senator said would be realized depends on the basis upon 
which we reckon the 4 pet cent. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. When we come to the amount of the 
rental, either annual or total, it.is a matter of arithmetic and 
the Chair. in the. tariff case said he was not going into a 
question of that kind because he did not know. It was based 
on a dam that Mr. Ford was going to build, with no valuation 
to it. He might build it very much more cheaply than the 
Government. would build the dam or it might even cost him 
more; but assuming that it. cost him the same and deducting. 
$17,000,000. for it, it is a mere matter of arithmetic to demon- 
strate the fact that the rental was cheaper than the rental 
provided for in the bill, unless the Senator wants to say that 
the President is going to make an enormous deduction or an 
unusual deduction for navigation purposes. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD, Certainly. i 

Mr. LENROOT. Upon the question of rental I would like. 
to ask if the matter in difference was not solely whether there 
should be deducted 4 per cent on the cost of the dam or 4 
per cent on the cost of the dam less $17,000,000? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I do not think so. I think the Senator 
may take a very narrow construction of the contract, a very 
narrow construction of the issue between the two Houses, 
and say that it revolves around the words “4 per cent.” I do 
not think that is the issue at all. I think the issue was the 
amount of the rental measured in dollars and cents. 

Mr. LENROOT. The issue was the amount of money that 
would come to the Government. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Certainly. - 

Mr. LENROOT. The House said 4 per cent of the cost 
less $17,000,000, and the Senate said 4 per cent of the entire 
cost. 


Mr. UNDERWOOD, Yes; showing that the entire subject 
matter of the rental was in issue between the conferees. I 
do not think there is any question about that. I think their 
decision and their final conclusion in the matter was entirely 
germane to the issue which they had under consideration. 
They had to adjust it and they did adjust it. They adjusted 
it, in my opinion, by lowering the Senate rate to some extent 
and raising the amount provided for in the Ford bill. 

But that, of course, is not ascertainable, because the amount 
provided in the Ford bill is not fixed, as we do not know how 
much it would cost Mr. Ford to build the dam. 
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As to the question of fertilizers, the object of this bill is the 
dedication of certain property at Muscle Shoals to national 
defense in time of war and the production of fertilizer in time 
of peace. As it went to conference, the words “according to. 
demand,” I must say, slipped into the Senate bill without my 
knowledge, but as finally passed the bill provided that the 
lessee should make so much nitrogen “according to demand.” 
As a matter of fact, the Senator from Nebraska argued on the 
floor when the bill was under consideration that that left 
the question as to how much nitrogen should be made in an 
entirely nebulous condition; that it left it to the diseretion of 
the lessee; and on the Senator's argument I . to strike 
those words out. 

I hardly know how properly to characterize ‘what happened, 
but the Senator’s bill at one stage of the proceedings was sub- 
stituted: for my bill. Then I came back and again offered my 
bill with an amendment. Subsequently, I accepted an amend- 
ment in place of section 4 as found in my bill. With the draft- 
ing of that amendment I had nothing to do, but the language 
yae adopted by the Senate, and was made a part of the Senate 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator 
from Alabama at that point? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The Senator may. 

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator from Alabama will remember 
that the language which went out of the bill on my motion, 
and which the Senator himself consented should be stricken out, 
embraced more than the words “according to demand.?“ 

I was told by other Members of the Senate that they thought 
thet language of very little importance; that it did not mean 
what I thought it did; but other words were stricken out and 
never were restored. The Senator said when he consented 
that they be stricken out that he did not regard them as 
amounting. to anything; that they did not mean anything, 
that he had just as lief that they should be out as in. Now 
the Senator, as I understand, is arguing that because. those 
words were again in, some way or other, as a matter of fact; 
slipped into the Senate bill, the lessee would be required te 
produce no fertilizer whatever. Does the Senator mean -to 
admit that about his bill as it passed the Senate? ; 

Mr. UNPERWOOD. No. But, as I have stated; I was not: 
responsible for those words; I: took them out of the--Ferd 
bill, but the wording which the Senator has just. said was of 
so much importance in limiting the amount of fertilizer. was 
in the Ford bill; and he contended on the floor of the Senate 
that the words-“ according to demand 

Mr. NORRIS. I will say to the- Senator that I am not 
contending -that the bill is subject to a point of order because 
those words are in it. If they were not in the Senate bill. 
and the conferees had put them in, they were in the Ford 
bill and it would have been proper to put them in: Asa! 
matter of faet, they were in, but the conferees eliminated them. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. That is true. 

Mr. NORRIS. I did not contend that that would. make: the 
report subject to-a point of order. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD.) But what I am contending is that the 
language of the Ford bill did not require the lessee, Mr. Henry 
Ford, absolutely to make 40,000 tons of fertilizer, but it provided: 
that he might make that amount when practicable 1% foko; 
so and “according to demand.” h 

The Senator from Nebraska contended om the foor. that that: 
language did not require the production of 40,000 tons, but- 
left it to the discretion of the lessee, Mr. Henry Ford. I 
myself, believing that the production of 40,000 tons should be 
provided for, yielded to the Senator’s argument and consented 
to strike those words out of the bill, and they are out of the 
bill now. So it does not lie in the Senator’s mouth to come 
here and argue that the conferees had before them only the 
question of the production of 40,000 tons of nitrogen. 

The Senate bill in paragraph 4 and the Ford bill in para- 
graph 16 as they went to conference were pretty nearly iden- 
tical, except that the Ford proposition provided that the lessee 
should make 40,000 tons “when practicable,” and the Senate 
bill used the words “according to demand.” The words “ ac- 
cording to demand” were left in the-Senate bill, and were 
used in a different way and at a different place. The words. 
“when practicable" were stricken out. I only say that to 
show that the conferees in considering the Ford bill and the 
Senate bill did not have before them provisions merely calling 
for the production of 40,000 tons of nitrogen, but they had in 


the Ford bill a provision which allowed the production of an 


indeterminate quantity. 
According to the argument of the Senator from Nebraska, 
the production might have been 40,000 tons or it might have 
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been much less, but provision was made in the Senate bill for 
the production of 40,000 tons. 

With that provision before them what did they do? They 
wrote in the requirement for the production of 40,000 tons of 
fixed nitrogen after a period of years. The Senate bill fixed 
the period of years at 6 and the conferees extended it to 10 
when the production must be 40,000 tons of fixed nitrogen or 
10,000 tons of phosphoric acid in place of the nitrogen, 

Mr. President, as I have said, the conferees were not tied 
to a hard-and-fast requirement as to 40,000 tons, because 
the bill embodying the Ford offer was in conference and that 
bill did not make a hard-and-fast requirement as to the pro- 
duction of 40,000 tons of fixed nitrogen. What I contend 
is that the main purpose of this bill, in addition to the pur- 
poses I have indicated, was the production of fertilizer. The 
conferees in the bill reported by them allow the lessee to make 
10,000 tons of phosphoric acid fertilizer in place of 10,000 
tons of nitrogen fertilizer. I think that was within the scope 
of their authority, for it was merely defining the kind of 
fertilizer to be made, and, as a matter of fact, the production 
of phosphoric acid was contemplated in the language of the 
so-called Ford bill. 

Mr. KENDRICK. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Sen- 
ator? : 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield. 

Mr. KENDRICK. I understood the Senator to say that 
under the provisions of the conference report the lessee was to 
be allowed to substitute 10,000 tons of phosphoric acid for 
10,000 tons of fixed nitrogen? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. No; I do not think I said that. 

Mr. KENDRICK. I think the Senator made that state- 
ment, That provision of the bill as submitted by the con- 
ferees is on the basis of the Ford offer. If the Senator will 
permit me, I wish to say that in the hearings the statement 
was made more than once that the nitrates in themselves would 
probably not be available for the manufacture of fertilizer; 
that it was questionable whether they could be utilized; and 
so, in carrying out this plan, it was merely intended by the 
conferees further to promote the production of fertilizer for 
the farmers. : 


Mr. UNDERWOOD. The Senator is accurate, and I am 


glad that he corrected me. I did not. understand him at first. 
I referred to -10,000 tons of phosphoric ‘acid being substituted 
for 10,000 tons of nitrogen fertilizer, but, of course, what 
really meant is four times that amount. s 

Mr. KENDRICK. Exactly. ; 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I realize that. However, so far as 
the argument is concerned, the real issue is fertilizer, and 
when it comes right down to the question there was no fixed 
limit in the Ford offer. It could not be determined by the 
Ford offer how many tons of fertilizer would have been pro- 
duced. The quantity might have been 40,000 tons, or it might 
have been 10,000 tons, because it was to be made “according to 
demand” and “when practicable.” So, of course, the provi- 
sions of the bill in this respect as submitted by the conferees 
do not violate the terms of the two measures that were in 
controversy and that were to be adjusted by the conferees. - 

Now, Mr. President, as to Dam No. 3, I have only to say that 
if the Chair will examine the Ford offer he will find as to 
Dam No. 8 that there is provision made for the building of the 
dam, the payment by the Government for the building of the 
dam, and the amount that Henry Ford shall pay for the dam. 
All those provisions are made in the so-called Ford bill prac- 
tically as complete as in the conference bill. On the other 
hand, while the authorization for the building of Dam No. 3 
was in the Senate bill it did not provide for its immediate 
construction, but it was merely authorized. The Chair will 
find it in section 11 or 12 of the Senate bill. In the Ford bill, 
however, there was a complete proposal in every way for the 
building of Dam No. 3. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator 
again? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Alabama yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Certainly. 

Mr. NORRIS. A complete proposition, as the Senator says, 
was contained in the House bill not only for the construction 
of Dam No. 3 but for its lease to the Ford Co. It provided 
for the payment of 4 per cent annual interest, with the excep- 
tion of the first few years, on the total cost of construction. 
There was not any $17,000,000 exemption as to Dam No. 3, but 
the charge was to be 4 per cent on the whole thing. The con- 
ference bill provides for the same reduction: First, for the 
cost of locks, and, second, for the amount by which the Presi- 
dent shall find navigation is benefited. So the argument the 


Senator made in regard to Dam No. 2 and the $17,000,000 ex- 
emption can not apply to Dam No. 3, because an examination 
of the House bill will disclose that the 4 per cent is reckoned 
on the total cost of Dam No. 3, while in the Senate bill there 
was a reduction made for. the cost of locks and also for an 
amount to be fixed by the President as a benefit to navigation. 
5 in my point of order I have not raised that question 
as yet. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, will the Senator permit a 
suggestion? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will. 

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator speaks of the 4 per cent in- 
terest on Dam No. 3 not applying to the deduction of $17,- 
000,000 ; but the Senator will not forget that in the Ford offer 
Mr. Ford was to get a title in fee simple to a great amount of 
land, and there is no title in fee simple here; and certainly in 
figuring consideration we must take into consideration the 
transfer of that fee-simple title. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, Mr. Ford was to get an engine, 
and some scrapers, and a lot of things; but this lessee does 
not get them, because in the meantime they have been worn 
out. The facts are, however, that there is a great deal of 
property that cost the Government much more than the dam 
that is included in this lease, and the cost of it is nothing but 
the 4 per cent interest on the dam. That is the only rent that is 
paid, not only for the dam but for all the other property that 
the Government has down there. I will cite the Senator, if he 
wants me to, to the page in the Honse bill where Dam No. 3 is 
provided for, and its lease. 

i a UNDERWOOD, I have it right here, on page 5, sec- 
on 7. > 

Mr. NORRIS. Itis on page 5 of the House bill. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. We might as well have the provision 
5 — ReEcoxp, so that we will have no dispute about it in the 

ure, AF 

Section 7 of the Ford bill says: 


Sec. 7, The company will lease from the United States Dam No. 9, 
its power house, and all of its hydroelectric and operating appurte- 
nances, except the lock—— * 2 


Mr. NORRIS. But that is in the lease. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD; To be sure. “1653 
Mr. NORRIS. The Senator has not come to the rental yet. 
Mr. UNDERWOOD (reading): Des 


together with all lands and buildings owned or to be acquired by the 
United States connected with or adjacent to either end of the said dam, 
for a period equal to the lease term of Dam No. 2 and its hydro» 
electric power equipment thereat as stated in paragraph 8 hereof, in 
order that said respective lease terms of the two dams and the 
hydroelectric equipment thereat shall expire at the same time, the 
said period to begin from the date when structures and equipment of a 
capacity of 80,000 horsepower are constructed and installed and ready 
for service, and will pay to the United States 


Mr. NORRIS. Now the Senator is coming to it. 
Mr. UNDERWOOD (reading): 


as annual rental therefor, 4 per cent of the aetual cost of acquiring 
lands and flowage rights, and of constructing the lock, dam, and 
power-house facilities, payable annually at the end of each lease year, 
except that during and for the first three years of the lease period 
the rentals shall be in the following amounts and payable at the fol- 
lowing times, to wit 5 $160,000 one year from the date when 80,000 
horsepower is installed and reddy for service, and thereafter $160,000 
annually at the end of each year for two years. Dams Nos. 2 and 3 
shall be included in the lease, 


Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield there? 
He will notice, in the language he read, that in fixing the 
basis upon which the 4 per cent is reckoned the entire cost 
of the dam, including the locks, is to be considered, but in the 
lease the locks are excluded, because they belong to the Goy- 
ernment of the United States; but the 4 per cent is reckoned 
on the cost of the whole thing. In the conference bill whieh 
the Senator is defending he must admit that in specific terms 
the cost of the locks is excluded, in addition to the fact that 
the President is given the right to add another amount for the 
benefit to navigation. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Undoubtedly, Mr. President. The House 
sent to us a bill providing for the construction of Dam No. 3, 
and fixing a rental value on it of 4 per cent of its cost as 
built by Mr. Ford, not built by the Government. We had no 
way of ascertaining what the cost would be. We do not know 
how much it would have cost Mr. Ford to build this dam. 
The Government was not going to build it. It was just going 
to give him the money with which to build it, and then he was 
going to pay 4 per cent on that money after the first three 
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years, When the bill came over here we ‘struck it out, and 
then we inserted an authorization for the building of Dam 
No. 8 without saying anything whatever about payment or 
lense. When the matter went to conference was it not entirely 
germane to the question in conference for the ‘conferees on the 
Part of the Senate to say: We do not agree with you as to 
the amount of this rental“? In the ‘first place, they did not 
know what the rental was, and you do not know, and I do 
not know, because it was 4 per cent on an unascertained amount 
on an unconstructed dam. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair agrees with the 
Senator from Alabama that it is entirely germane. That is 
not the matter about which the Chair is in doubt. 

Mr. UNPERWOOD,. Mr. President, the House wrote into 
‘the Henry Ford contract a provision for the building of Dam 
No. 3. It was :proposed here, but the Senate was. not willing 
to agree to the building of Dam No. 8, and merely authorized 
it. When the matter got to conference, however, the House 
insisted that Dam No. 3 should be built. Of eourse, if the 
Chair. holds that when the Senate yielded it had to yield to 
all the terms ef the building of Dam No. 3 . 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair does not so hold. 
The Chair does mot entertain any view of that sort. This is 
the point that is in the mind of the Chair: 

The rule guys: 

It new matter is inserted in the report, or ‘if matter which wus 
‘agreed to by hoth Houses is stricken from the bin 


And so forth, The Senator from Alabama construes that 
as though if read: i 


If new matter other than germane matter is inserted in the report, 


The Chair wants the best information he can get with Te- 
gard to whether new matter” is to be construed as synony- 
mous with “germane matter.” 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, I think it is new 
matter it also must be germane. It is not a question of their 
being synonyms. “We might have new matter that was not 
germane matter; but t it is new matter, or if it is matter that 
was not in the bill itself, then it must be germane; and, I say, 
if it is germane that is the reason for the rule. GIYA itt 

When the Senate of the United States changed the old rule 
that allowed the ‘conferees: to put almost anything in à con- 
ference report, I do not think they intended to go to the ex- 
tent of saying that any conferee hereafter shall be bound 
harà and fast by the Janguage of the bills. If that were done, 
‘we would never agree. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. So far as the Chair is con- 
cerned, he is not considering the language. The same thought 
may be expressed in half a dozen different ways. s 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Certainly; but what I Say, Mr. Presi- 
dent, is this: As has been said in the olden script, the reason 
of the law is the life of the law, and without the reason there 
is no life in the law. I say the same thing about this rule. 
The reason of fhis rule Is the life of the rule, and ‘if there is 
no reason in the rule then it is only ‘a failuré that will hamper 
legislation in the future. The reason is that we want to hold 
our conferees within the reasonable jurisdiction that has been 
granted to them, the subject matter that has come before them 
for consideration; but at the same time within that subject 
matter we must give them sufficient latitude to reconcile their 
differences and come to an agreement, or in future we never 
will be able to secure conference reports about disputed mat- 
ters. The Senate will simply have its conferees ‘trailing in, 
and when an objection is made, letting their conference re- 

rts fall and defeating legislation because of matters of no 

portance. é 

Mr. BRUCE. Mr, President, will the Senator let me inter- 
rupt him just one moment? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Ala- 
bama yield to the Senator from Maryland? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Certainly. 

Mr. BRUCE. May not the proper construction of the words 
“new matter” be “foreign matter”? Is not “new” used there 
in the sense of “ foreign,” in the strict signification of the rule? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I think so. I think the Senator is cor- 
rect about that. -It is fereign matter, foreign to the subject 
matter; not that it happens to be new matter that relates to 
the subject matter. 

Mr. President, I have taken a great deal of time that I did 
not intend to take; but I apologize to the Chair, and call the 
Chair's attention to the fact that I have had to yield for in- 
terruptions. 

I think there is only one other question that the Senator 
from Nebraska raised and that was this allocation of $3,000,000 
on page 13 to the building of Dam No. 3: 


The ‘appropriation of $3,472,487.25, the same being the amount of 
the proceeds recelved from the sale of the Gorgas steam power plant, 
is hereby authorized for the continued investigation and construction, 
by contract or otherwise as may be necessary, to prosecute said project 
ito completion. Further expenditures to be paid for as appropriations 
may from time to time be made by law. 


Mr. President, nobody can construe that ‘as an appropriation. 
That language never could be carried past a Comptroller of 
the Treasury and the money secured on it. It is an authoriza- 
tion. It names this particular amount that it allocates in this 
way; but the paragraph itself is a complete authorization. 
The whole of paragraph’8 is an authorization for the building 
of Dam No. 8, and it does not affect it to name this particular 
sum of money, because it contemplates naming a great deal 
more. 

If this had been an appropriation there might be some ques- 
‘tion raised, but even then I think it ‘would be carrying out the 
purpose of Pam No. 3. This, however, is not ‘any ‘more of an 
‘authorization than was already contained in the Ford proposal. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator again 
there? I am willing to admit, for the sake of the argument, 
whether it is an appropriation or an authorization or what it 
is, that it is in the eonference bill. It is a matter of great 
importance, providing for the construction of Dam No. 3—an 
authorization, if the Senator wants ‘to call it that, for so much 
money, over $3,000,000. It is not in either the Senate bill or 


‘the House bill. It is enttrely and absolutely new. That is the 


reason why it is subject to a point of order. 

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does fhe ‘Senator from Ala- 
bama yield to the Senator from Oklahoma? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield. $ 

Mr. OWEN. I merely wish to observe that where the con- 
Terees insert matter which is truly intended to reconcile the 
‘differences between the ‘two Houses it can not be ‘construed to 
be new matter, ‘whatever form it may take, If it be a just 
attempt on the part of the conferees to reconcile differences 
‘between the ‘two Houses. p è 
iMr: UNDERWOOD. Mtr. President, I will ‘close in a mo- 
ment. My contention is that there is an authorization already 
in the bill as it passed the Senate for the building of Dam No. 
3, and ‘that there is merely an authorization in section 8 of the 
conference report for the immediate authorization of 83,472, 
487.25 plus for future appropriations. That is not an appro- 
priation, and amounts to ‘no more of an ‘appropriation than 
does the authorization in the other bill. It still requires the 
action of the two Houses. . r 

‘Of course. in passing I muy say that I suppose the conferees, 
in putting this language in, had in mind that this very amount 
Was allocated to Mr. Ford in the Ford bill for the purpose of 
enabling him to produce power —steam power, it is true to 
make up for what was lost in the sale of the Gorgas plant. 

The main contention I make is that it is not an appropria- 
tion. Although it says the ropriation,” it merely ‘refers 
to it as an appropriation made in the Ford bill. It is ‘strictly 
an ‘authorization, the language being “is authorized.” There 
is an authorization in the bill which passed ‘the Senate, ‘and ‘to 
unme a smaller sum than the amount necessary for the con- 
struction of this plant, or to name any sum as Authorized,“ 
makes no change hi the authorization for ‘building Dam No. 3. 

If I recall rightly, I think that covers all the points which 
have up to this tinie been made by the Senator from Nebraska. 
In conclusion I merely wish ‘to say that, of course, if the Chair 
construes the language new matter to mean any matter that 
was not in the bill before, then there is new matter in this 
report; but if the Ohair construes “new matter” to mean 
matter that was not in dispute, matter extraneous to the sub- 
ject matter which went to conference, matter that is not ger- 
mane, then I do not think the point of order applies to these 
questions at all. All the issues here were inyolved in the ques- 
tion which went to conference. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair desires to ask the 
Senator from Alabama ‘a question upon the second section in 
the conference report. It is to strike out next to the last para- 
graph of section 2, all after the period, and to ‘add the follow- 
ing: 
but any lease hereunder and all contracts for power sold under said 
Jease shall contain the proviso that the power may be recalled by the 
United States 1f and when needed In the prospect or event of war 
without payment of or linbility for damages to consumers or others so 
deprived of said power, and no contract or lease shall be valid which 
does not include this proviso. 


Mr. SMITH. From what page is the Chair reading? 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is reading from 
the report of the managers on the part of the House. 
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Mr. SMITH. What section? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It is section 2. The Chair 
is simply using it as an illustration, and asks whether there 
is any provision in either the original House bill or the bill as 
it passed the Senate comparable with the amendment just read 
by the Chair. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes, Mr. President; I think if the 
Chair will analyze it he will see that section 2 is in the bills. 
In the first place, there is a dedication of all this property for 
the production of nitrogen for national defense in time of war. 
What does section 2 provide? It reads: 

That whenever, in the national defense, the United States shall re- 
quire all or any part of the operating facilities and properties or 
renewals and additions thereto described and enumerated in the fore- 
going paragraph of this act for the production of materials necessary 
in the manufacture of explosives or other war materials, then the 
Onited States shall have the immediate right, upon five days’ notice to 
any person or persons, corporation, or agent in possession of, con- 


trolling, or operating said property under any claim or title whatso- | 


ever, to take over and operate the same in whole or in part, together 
with the use of all patented processes which the United States may 
need in the operation. 


That was the language in the bill as it passed the Senate, 
and that is in the conference report, except that the question 
was raised as to how the Government was to take it over, 
what process was to be used, 

The House conferees inserted what I have already read, 
but they say: 

But any lease hereunder and all contracts for power sold under 
said lease shall contain the proviso that the power may be recalled 
by the United States if and when needed in the prospect or event 
of war, without payment of or liability for damages to consumers 
or others so deprived of said power, and no contract or lease shall 
be valid which does not include this proviso. 


Mr. President, there is merely an enlargement of the pro- 
visions of section 2 in that provision. In writing this bill 
I did not put in such a provision, because I had in mind 
that we were not making a contract, that we were authorizing 
the President of the United States to make a contract, and I 
assumed that when he came to make the contract under section 
2 providing for the taking over of this property on five days’ 
notice, he would include in the contract the terms on which 
the lessee should surrender the property. But when it went 
to conference the conferees rejected that section, with all 
the other sections of the bill. Then they merely added to the 
provision about the taking over of the dam these terms as 
to how it shall be taken over, which could have been put in 
the contraet by the President. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It is new legislation, is it 
not? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I think not. I do not think it is new 
legislation in the sense that it carries us into a matter that 
was not in dispute between the two Houses. 

The House disagreed to section 2, and then when the bill 
went to conference the conferees agreed to section 2, which 
the House had thrown out of the bill, but they agreed to it 
with a proviso, which related to the same subject matter, 
beeause they said, after agreeing to: sectiom 2 of the bill as it 
passed the Senate— 
but any lease hereunder and all contracts for power sold under said 
lease shall contain the proviso that the power may be: recalled by the 
United States if and when needed in the prospect or event of war, 
without payment of or liability for damages to consumers or others so 
deprived of said power, and no contract or lease shall be valid which 
does not include this proviso— 


which we haye just read, 

That is merely a continuing of the same paragraph of the 
same subject matter, an enlargement of the same subject mat- 
ter that was in the bill in section 2. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I desire to ask the Senator a 
question. Is it not a fact that the paragraph to which the 
Chair ealled attention is an entirely new thought, an entirely 
new piece of legislation, inserted to protect the Government 
against any liability for seizing and using this property while 
under lease? It did not appear in either the House provision 
or the Senate provision. It is clearly and distinctly new mat- 
ter, to protect the Government, along the line of the draft 
system, abont which so much has been said. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, I would like to let the 
Senator go further, but the clock admonishes me that I have 
only a minute in which to answer him. 

Mr. SMITH. We will have plenty of time to diseuss this 
question. I shall take the floor in my own time and discuss 
this and other features of the report, 


— KENDRICK. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Sen- 
a 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Certainly. 

Mr. KENDRICK. Has the Senator any doubt whatsoever 
about the intent and purpose of the original provision as to 
the recovery of this property in case of war? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. None whatever. 

Mr. KENDRICK. Has the Senator any doubt whatsoever 
about there being a complication injected in case this provi- 
sion were not included to recover the power that had been sold 
by the lessee? 3 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. None whatever. In conclusion, I con- 
tend that the language in this paragraph which is added is 
merely a change of phraseology in reference to the recapture 
of this property in the event of war; that it does not change 
the substance or the purpose of the act, which gave the Gov- 
ernment the right to reclaim it on five days’ notice. It is a 
ee change of phraseology, stating how the action should be 

en. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. What the Chair had in 
mind was that it gives the Government the right to retake the 
Property without payment for damages or for losses which 
may be sustained by the lessee. > 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. That is already provided for in the 
bill. There is no provision for payment in section 2. There 
is no change in that. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, is the Chair ready to rule 
on the point of order? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. No; the Chair has not 
ruled upon it, and has not made up his mind in regard to it. 

Mr. HARRISON. I am very glad to hear the Chair make 
that statement. 

Mr. CURTIS, Mr. President, I desire to submit a unani- 
mous-consent agreement. I ask unanimous consent that when 
the Senate closes its business to-night it take a recess until 12 
o'clock to-morrow. 

The PRHSIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

The hour of 5 o'elock having arrived, under the unanitmous- 
consent agreement heretofore entered into, the Senate will take 
a recess until 8 o'clock. 

Thereupon (at 5 o’clock p. m.) the Senate took a recess 
until S o'clock p. m. 


EVENING SESSION 


The Senate reassembled at 8 o'clock p. m., on the expiration 
of the recess. 


ENDOWMENT OF AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATIONS 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. In pursuance of the unani- 
mous-consent agreement, the Chair lays before. the Senate the 
first bill on the list, House bill 157. 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to 
consider the bill (H. R. 157) to authorize the more complete 
endowment of agricultural experiment stations, and for other 
purposes, which was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That fer the more complete endowment and 
maintenance of agricultural experiment stations now established, or 
which may hereafter be established, in accordance with the act of 
Congress approved March 2, 1887, there is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated, in addition to the amounts now received by such agri- 
cultural experiment stations, the sum of $20,000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1926; $80,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1927 ; $40,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1928; $50,000 for 
the fiscal year ending June 80, 1929; $60,000 for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 80, 1980; and $60,000 for each fiscal year thereafter, to be 
paid to each State and Territory; and the Secretary of Agriculture 
shall include the additional sums above authorized to be appropriated 
in the annual estimates of the Department of Agriculture, or in a 
separate estimate, as he may deem best. The funds appropriated pur- 
suant to this act shail be applied only to paying the necessary ex- 
penses of conducting investigations or making experiments bearing 
directly on the production, manufacture, preparation, use, distribu- 
tion, and marketing of agricultural products, and Including such 
scientific researches as have for their purpose the establishment and 
maintenance of a. permanent and efficient agricultural industry, and 
such economic and sociological investigations as have for their pur- 
pose the development and improvement of the rural home and rural 
life, and for printing and disseminating the results of said researches, 

Sac. 2. That the sums hereby authorized to be appropriated to the 
States and Territories for the further endowment and support of 
agricultural experiment stations shall be annually prid! in equal quar- 
terly payments on the: Ist day of January, April, July, and October of 
each year by the Secretary of the Treasury upom a warrant of the 
Secretary of Agriculture out of the Treasury of the United States, 
to the treasurer or other officer duly appointed by the governing 
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boards of such agricultural experiment stations to receive the same, 
and such officers shall be required to report to the Secretary of Agri- 
culture on or before the Ist day of September of each year a detailed 
statement of the amount so received and of its disbursement on sched- 
ules prescribed by the Secretary of Agriculture. The grants of money 
authorized by this act are made subject to legislative assent of the 
several States and Territories to the purpose of sald grants: Provided, 
That payment of such installments of the appropriation herein author- 
ized to be made as shall become due to any State or Territory before 
the adjournment of the regular session of the legislature meeting next 
after the passage of this act shall be made upon the assent of the 
governor thereof duly certified to the Secretary of the Treasury. 

Sec. 8. That if any portion of the moneys received by the designated 
officer of any State or Territory for the further and more complete 
endowment, support, and maintenance of agricultural experiment sta- 
tions as provided in this act shall by any action or contingency be 
diminished or lost or be misapplied, it shall be replaced by said State 
or Territory to which it belongs, and until so replaced no subsequent 
appropriation shall be apportioned or paid to such State or Territory, 
and no portion of said moneys exceeding 10 per cent of each annual 
appropriation shall be applied directly or indirectly, under any pretense 
whatever, to the purchase, erection, preservation, or repair of any 
building or buildings or to the purchase or rental of land. It shall be 
the duty of each of the said stations annually, on or before the Ist day 
of February, to make to the governor of the State or Territory in which 
it is located a full and detailed report of its operations, including a 
statement of receipts and expenditures for the fiscal year next preced- 
ing, a copy of which report shall be sent to each of the said stations 
and the Secretary of Agriculture and to the Secretary of the Treasury 
of the United States. 

Sec. 4. That on or before the 1st day of July in each year after the 
passage of this act the Secretary of Agriculture shall ascertain and 
certify to the Secretary of the Treasury as to each State and Territory 
whether it is complying with the provisions of this act and is entitled 
to receive its share of the annual appropriations for agricultural ex- 
periment stations under this act and the amount which thereupon each 
is entitled, respectively, to receive. If the Secretary of Agriculture 
shall withhold from any State or Territory a certificate of its appro- 
priation, the facts and reasons therefor shall be reported to the Presi- 
dent, and the amount involved shall be kept separate in the Treasury 
until the close of the next Congress in order that the State or Terri- 
tory may, if it shall so desire, appeal to Congress from the determina- 
tion of the Secretary of Agriculture. If the next Congress shall not 
direct such sum to be paid, it shall be covered into the Treasury. The 
Secretary of Agriculture is hereby charged with the proper administra- 
tion of this law. 

Sec. D. That the Secretary of Agriculture shall make an annual 
report to Congress on the receipts and expenditures and work of the 
agricultural experiment stations in all of the States and Territories 
and also whether the appropriation of any State or Territory has been 
withheld; and if so, the reason therefor. 

Sec. 6. That Congress may at any time amend, suspend, or repeal 
any and all of the provisions of this act. 


Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, it has been suggested that 
it would be well for the Senator in charge of the bill to make 
a brief explanation of its provisions and purposes. 

Mr. LADD. Mr. President, the measure is not a new one. 
It is not intended as an emergency measure. The bill was in- 
troduced in the Sixty-seventh Congress and again in the Sixty- 
eighth Congress. It had the approval of the Secretary of 
Agriculture in the Sixty-seventh Congress and Sixty-eighth 
Congress, but it did not have the approval at that time of the 
Director of the Budget. 

The President's agricultural conference which met in Wash- 
ington indorsed the measure in the following language: 


The conference therefore recommends the passage of H. R. 157, 
to authorize Congress to provide increased Federal aid for research 
in agricultural economics, rural sociology, and home economics at the 
State agricultural experiment stations. 


The appropriation is made direct to the State and by the 
State authorized to be expended by the experiment stations of 
the State, after which the money goes to the respective experi- 
ment stations. 

There has been no increased appropriation from the Federal 
Government to the States for experimentation work in the 
past 13 years, and the amount of funds available from the 
Federal authorities is altogether too small at the present time 
to enable the experiment stations even to carry on the lines of 
research—and this is wholly research work—which had been 
undertaken even previous to the war and before the depre- 
ciated value of the currency. + 

This is an attempt to enable the experiment stations to make 
‘a special study of research in marketing and economics in 
‘rural sociology and home economics, It is purely a research 


proposition, thus enabling the stations and the people of the 
States to secure the necessary information on which to base 
an improved condition for the marketing and for the rural 
life of the people of the various States. 

Mr. ROBINSON, What is the approximate aggregate addi- 
tional cost to the Federal Government? 

Mr. LADD. When it reaches its maximum it will be $60,000 
per year for each State and each Territory. It starts at $20,000 
a year and increases during the five years until it reaches the 
maximum of $60,000 a year. The amount recommended by the 
President’s agricultural conference is somewhat less than that 
contained in the original bill, but the bill was then amended in 
the House to conform to the recommendations of the Presi- 
dent’s agricultural conference, and has the President's indorse- 
ment, as noted by the report which the President made at the 
time the conference report was submitted to Congress. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator has stated that there are new 
spheres of research to be entered upon. If the bill is enacted 
into law what are the contemplated new spheres of research? 

Mr. LADD. The new spheres of research are largely in 
marketing, in home economics, in sociology, and in rural life, 
The great problem to-day is that of assisting the farmers in 
gathering a fund of information that will enable them to better 
understand the marketing problems and to deal with foreign 
markets. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, may I inquire of the Sena- 
tor when he expects an appropriation to be made under the 
bill? The bill is apparently merely an authorization. 

Mr. LADD. While the bill is merely an authorization, it 
was expected that an appropriation would be made this year, 
but the bill is now a year old. It reads: “ For the year 1926.” 
If an appropriation were made for this year, ft would have to 
be included in the deficiency appropriation bill or a separate 
appropriation bill on the recommendation of the Secretary of 
Agriculture. 

Mr. FLETCHER. The first appropriation is for $20,000 for 
the year ending June 30, 1926. In order to accomplish that, 
it would have to come in a deficiency appropriation bill. ` 

Mr. LADD. I think the money should be supplied through 
a Seno appropriation bill before the close of the present 
session. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill is before the 
Senate as in Committee of the Whole, and open to amendment. 
If there be no amendment, the bill will be reported to the 
Senate. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

> RETIREMENT OF CIVIL SERVICE EMPLOYEES 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair lays before the 
Senate, in accordance with the unanimous-consent agreement, 
Senate bill 3011. 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to con- 
sider the bill (S, 3011) to amend the act entitled “An act for 
the retirement of employees in the classified civil service, and 
for other purposes,” approved May 22, 1920, and acts in amend- 
ment thereof, which had been reported from the Committee on 
Civil Service with amendments. 

The first amendment of the Committee on Civil Service was, 
in section 1, on page 2, line 2, before “ years,” to strike out 
„sixty“ and insert “ sixty-three,” so as to read: 


SECTION 1. That, beginning on the first day of the fourth month 
next following the passage of this act, all employees in the civil 
service of the United States to whom this act applies who shall have 
attained or shall thereafter attain the age of 63 years, or being em- 
ployed as mechanics, laborers, city and rural letter carriers, post-office 
clerks, and railway postal clerks, etc. 


Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator report- 
ing the bill if it would not be well for him to make a state- 
ment now on the bill, 

Mr. STANFIELD. I would like to make a statement. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment of the committee. 

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, the Senator from Oregon, 
in behalf of the Committee on Civil Service, desires to make a 
statement as to the purposes of the bill. ‘That is in compliance 
with the request of the Senator from Utah. 

Mr. ROBINSON, I ask the Senator from Oregon whether a 
written report accompanies the bill? 

Mr. STANFIELD. ‘There is no written report. The com- 
mittee held a meeting to-day, but too late to make a report 
of the amendments that we intend to propose and to have them 


printed. 
Mr. ROBINSON. I asked if a printed report accompanied the 
bill? It has been on the calendar for some time. 
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Mr. STANFIELD. Yes; there isa report. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I have been unable to learn abont it. Let 
the Senator proceed with his statement. ; 

Mr. SMOOT. The report to whieh the Senator from Arkan- 
sas refers is the House report on the bill, is it not? 

Mr. STANFIELD. There is a report of the actuaries on the 
bill, and a report accompanying the House bill. 

Mr. SMOOT, The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Rosrtnson] 
was inguiring as to whether there was ta Senate committee re- 
port on the bill. There is no Senate committee report on the 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is advised that 
there is no printed report from the Senate committee accom- 
panying the bill. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, let me ask if the Senator in 
charge of the bill will not explain the bill to the Senate, as 
there is no report accompanying it? I shall be glad.to have 
him state what the bill with the amendments which are now 
proposed by the committee is expected to accomplish. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I call for the reading of the bill, Mr. 

resident. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will read the 
bill. 

The reading clerk proceeded to read the bill. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, under present conditions 


it is impossible to hear the reading of the bill, although I have 


been doing my best to try to hear it. 

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, will the Senator permit me 
to interrupt him? 

Mr. ROBINSON. I yield to the Senator from South Dakota. 

Mr. STERLING. I do not understand that the Secretary is 
reading the bill which is now before the Senate. I think the 
Secretary is reading the original civil service retirement act 
rather than the pending bill. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I think it wonld be a good thing to have 
the bill which is before the Senate read. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary advises the 
Chair that he is reading the Mill as it was reported by the 
committee, but is not reading the amendments which have been 
proposed by the committee. 

Mr, STERLING. At what point did the Secretary resume 
the reading of the bilt? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary bad read to 
the top of page 3. Does the Senate desire the entire bill 
read? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair desires some un- 
derstanding about the matter. The bill has been twice read, 
and this is the third reading of the bill. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President 

Mr. ROBINSON. If any Senator present knows what the 
bill contains I should be glad to have him make a statement 
respecting the provisions of the bill. If that shall not be done 
I shall insist upon the bill being read. 

Mr. STANFIELD. Mr. President, if Imay be given the floor 
I shall be very glad to attempt to explain what the bill pur- 
ports to do. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Very well. 

‘Mr. SIMMONS. T hope the Senator from Oregon will pro- 
ceed and let us have the benefit of his statement. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Oregon 
is recognized. 

Mr. STANFIELD. Mr. President, the pending ‘bill is an 
amendment to the civil service retirement act of May 22, 1920. 
The law provides for a maximum annuity to employees in the 
civil service of $720 a year. The pending bill proposes to in- 
erease the annuity from 8720 to $1,200 a year. It also provides 
optional retirement after 30 years of ‘service at the age of 58 
in the case of laborers and mechanics, city and rural carriers, 
postal clerks, and railway postal clerks. 

The normal cost of the bil 

Mr. STERLING. Let me suggest to the Senator that the age 
of retirement for civil-service employees generally outside of 
the classifications he has named is 63 years. 

Mr. STANFIELD. I had intended to make that statement. 
The age of retirement is 63 years outside of those employees 
who are laborers, mechanics, and postal clerks and carriers, 
and railway postal clerks. 

The normal cost of this bill will be 6.98 per cent of the pay 
roll, of which the employees will contribute 344 per cent and 
the Government will contribute 2.87 per cent. The total cost. 
which includes the liability of the Government for ‘the retire“ 
ment of employees as of 1920, previous to which time the ‘em- 
ployees had not contributed, and the expense of which must 
necessarily fall upon the Government and enter into the actual 


cost of retirement, will be 9.91 percent of the pay roll, and the 
Government will pay 5.58 per cent of the cost as against the em- 
ployees’ contribution of 3.5 per cent. 

Senators will keep in mind the fact that the Government, so 
far as the extension or the cost from 1920 on is concerned, will 
2 contribute 2.87 per cent as against the employees’ 3.5 per 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from 
Oregon, right there, is there not an accumulated fund now aris- 
Ing from the percentage that has been deducted from the pay 
of employees? 

Mr. STANFIELD. I was just going to refer to that. There 
Is at the present time about $37,000,000 in the Treasury which 
belongs to the employees, it being the money which they have 
contributed. The reason for that large impoundment is that 
‘during the time of the World War a great many new employees 
were added to the Government pay roll who contributed to 
this fund, so that the contributions of the employees are far 
in excess of the immediate demands of the fund; but the 
‘actuaries estimate ‘that ‘in 1940, or about 15 years from now, 
there will be a deficiency in this fund. Then it will be neces- 
‘sary for the Government ‘to make appropriations to meet the 
requirements of the retirement law. It is obvious that it is 
not necessary at this time for the Government to contribute to 
the fund, because the contributions of the employees ‘are suffi- 
cient to meet all of the demands on the fund; but ultimately, 
the actuaries say within, perhaps, 25 or 80 years, if the Gov- 
ernment shonld not contribute at all there would be a deficiency 
of between $250,000,000 ‘and 8280,000,000, and possibly by 1940 
the Government will have to begin to make up the deficiency. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Oregon ‘yield to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. STANFIELD. Yes. 

Mr. KING. I did not quite understand the last suggestion 
of the Senator, but, as I understood him, there will be a de- 
ficiency which will call for an appropriation of from $200,000,- 
000 to $250,000,000 out of the Treasury of the United States? 

Mr. STANFIELD. If the Government does not set aside a 
regular appropriation from year to year or decide upon some 
amortization plan, and if they wait until the contributions of 
the employees have been used up, then there will be a de- 
ficiency which it will be-compelled to meet. 

Mr. KING. ‘Then it is not true, as representefl by some of 
the proponents of this proposed legislation outside of the 
Chamber, if not in the Chamber, that the beneficiaries of this 
retirement system are paying and will pay all that is Te- 
quired to be expended; but, upon the contrary, within the next 
few years from $200,000:000 to $250,000,000 will be required 
out of the Treasury of the United States. ; 

Mr. STANFIELD. The ‘latter statement of the Senator is 
correct, as well as his former statement. There is a miscon- 
ception on the part of some, people, by reason of the accumula- 
tion of the fund which has resulted from the contributions of 
employees, that ‘they are paying all of the cost. That can not 
be true. However, there can be only an estimate of what the 
deficiency may be and what the Government may have ulti- 
mately to pay. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President 

‘The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Ore- 
gon yield to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. STANFIELD. Yes. 

Mr. SMOOT. This is about the picture of this bill: If the 
bill shall pass, it will require an appropriation of about 6 per 
cent of the amount of salaries paid each year, and of that 
6 per cent the employees will pay 3½ per cent and the Govern- 
ment will pay 214 per cent. 

Mr. STANFIELD. That is on the normal cost. 

Mr. SMOOT. That is on the normal cost. That is about 
the picture of the bill. The Senator from Oregon is perfectly 
correct in stating that at no time will the payments of the 
employees be equal to the annuities which they will receive 
after the passage of the bill. I wish to be perfectly fair and 
say that so far as I am personally concerned I am willing that 
the Government should stand some of the expense, but I do 
not want any impression to go out, such as the press of Wash- 
ington has been trying ‘to put in the minds of the employees 
and also in the minds of the public generally, that the money 
to defray the expense of this bill belongs to the employees and 
that it will not cost the Government a cent, for that is not true. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President 

Mr. STANFIELD. Just a moment. Let me àsk the Senator 
from Utah to what money he refers. Does he refer to the 
money that is now in the fund? 
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Mr. SMOOT. The money that is now in the fund belongs 
to the employees, who will draw that money in 20 or 25 years 
from now, or 10 years from now, wheneyer the time may come. 

Mr. STANFIELD. The Government ultimately must match 
the contribution of the employees. 

Mr. SMOOT. There is no donbt about that, and we want 
that understood by the employees. 

Mr. STANFIELD. I hope there will not be any misunder- 
standing about that. 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator from Oregon is perfectly right. I 
have received letters from all over the United States saying, 
“The employees pay all of this, why do you not let them have 
it?” That is not a true statement, Senators, as the Senator 
from Oregon has shown. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I think the statement of the 
Senator from Oregon a moment ago may be somewhat mis- 
leading. There is an accumulated fund now approximating 
$40,000,000. 

Mr. STANFIELD. It amounts to about $37,000,000. 

Mr. SMITH. Well, $37,000,000—I said approximating $40,- 
000,000, That will go on as a matter of course, and the pay- 
ments to retired employees will be deducted from it. This 
plan is exactly on the principle of mutual life insurance. Have 
the actuaries worked out, if the present ratio of retirements 
shall continue, how much the Government will have to pay out 
each year over the period for which the actuaries haye cal- 
culated the probabilities? 

Mr. STANFIELD. They bave worked it out exactly on a 
percentage basis of the pay roll, of course, for that is the only 
way they can work it out. They can not work it out in round 
sums of dollars and cents, because the pay roll is constantly 
changing, but they haye worked out what the proportion would 
be if the percentage under this bill is adopted. Then it will 
be necessary for the Government to contribute 2.87 per cent to 
offset the employees’ contribution of 34% per cent. Mind you, 
that is normal cost. Many people are confused as to the cost 
of this plan, because they overlook the fact that when the act 
of May 2, 1920, was passed there was a deficiency, for prior 
thereto the employees had never contributed anything, and that 
deficiency ultimately must be paid by the Government. That 
increases the total actual cost to 9.91 per cent, of which the 
Government will pay 5.58 per cent, but that is because of the 
absorption of the accumulated liability by reason of the pas- 
sage of the act of 1920, prior to which the employees had never 
contributed. 

Mr. SMITH. All right. Now, my point is this: There is an 
accumulated fund now. If the average retirement goes on and 
the Government contributes 2½ per cent and the employees 
3% per cent, will that take care of the normal retirements 
continuously? 

Mr. STANFIELD. Approximately. The actual figures, as 
given by the actuaries, are 2.87 per cent on the part of the 
Government, and, instead of 244 per cent, 3% per cent on the 
part of the employees. i 

Mr. SMITH. Very well. Based upon the present number, 
how much would that 2.87 per cent call for in actual contribu- 
tions from the Treasury? 

Mr. STANFIELD. The Senator means in dollars? 

Mr. SMITH. Yes. I want to know how much each year 
the Government will have to contribute, under the law of 
probabilities that the actuaries have worked out, as to the 
number that will retire. 

Mr. STANFIELD. The Senator means in dollars, not in 
percentages? 

Mr. SMITH. Yes; in dollars. 

Mr. STANFIELD, Twenty-four million eighty-seyen thou- 
sand six hundred and four dollars annually. 

Mr. SMITH. How much, then, would the employees con- 
tribute? 

Mr. STANFIELD. The figures that I gave the Senator are 
based on the total cost which takes care of the liability. The 
Senator wants the figures under the normal cost? 

Mr. SMITH. The employees contribute 344 per cent, and the 
Government how much? 

Mr. STANFIELD. The Government contributes 2.87 per 
cent, 

Mr. SMITH. Now, will the Senator figure out how much 
annually the employees would contribute? 

Mr. STANFIELD. The employees under that plan would 
contribute $15,103,305 on the basis of the present pay roll. The 
Government would contribute $12,401,294. That is based on 
the normal cost and the present pay roll, 

Mr. SMITH. As I understand, on the basis of the percentage 
of retirement on the present pay roll, the Government would 


pay about $13,000,000 and the employees would contribute 
$15,000,000, which amount would take care of the annual 
retirement? 

Mr. STANFIELD. That is approximately correct. 

Mr. SMITH. Very well. The Senator stated a moment ago 
that within a few years the Government would have to con- 
tribute $200,000,000 to meet the retirement. Do not let us 
get that confused. 

Mr, STANFIELD. I thank the Senator for drawing atten- 
tion to that, although I must say that my statement was 
correct, for the Government has not contributed and is not 
contributing and will not contribute anything to this fund 
until the fund contributed by the employees is exhausted, for 
there is no reason why it should. That is why I say that 
after a period of 30 years the actuaries say that there will be 
a deficiency for the Government to meet—not 80 times $12,- 
000,000 ; it will be less than that, but probably between $250,- 
000,000 and $280,000,000—but if the Government contributed 
each year, that deficiency would not accumulate. There is, 
howeyer, no reason for its contributing each year. 

Mr. SMITH. That is what I knew was entirely misleading 
to Senators. 

Mr. STANFIELD. I thank the Senator for his inquiry. 

Mr, FLETCHER. Mr. President, may I inquire of the Sen- 
ator when the Government will begin to pay this 5.58 per cent? 

Mr. STANFIELD. There is no particular reason why it 
should begin to pay it until the contribution of the employees is 
exhausted. Of course, if we made an appropriation each year, 
and started out on an amortization proposition on the part 
of the Government, we would be appropriating now and should 
have appropriated last year and every year since 1920; but we 
are not doing that. There is no particular reason why we 
should, because this bill provides that all the money paid in 
by the employees is still their money. They have the right 
to quit and withdraw it, with 4 per cent interest compounded 
annually on the money. The Government is guaranteeing to 
them that interest return on this impounded fund which they 
have contributed. This bill says that the Government shall 
invest it in Government securities, but it does not say about 
what rate the Government securities shall bear. It has no 
relation to what the Government must pay to the employees. 
The bill simply says the Government must pay to the employees 
4 per cent, compounded annually. It is really a savings account, 
so far as the employees are concerned. 

Mr, FLETCHER. What I am getting at is this: The Sena- 
tor says the time will come when the total payment toward 
that fund will be 9.91 per cent. 

Mr. STANFIELD. That is the actual cost by reason of the 
liability under the act of 1920. . 

Mr. FLETCHER. Does the Senator mean that that will 
begin when this $37,000,000 is exhausted? 

Mr. STANFIELD. At some time the Government must pay 
it, and that undoubtedly will be when the employees’ contribu- 
tion fund is exhausted. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Nine and ninety-one one-hundredths per 
cent of the pay roll will be the cost annually? 

Mr. STANFIELD. Yes, sir. 

Mr. FLETCHER. And the Goyernment-will pay 5.58 per cent 
of that? 

Mr, STANFIELD. That is correct, according to the actu- 
aries. 

Mr. FLETCHER. But when does the Government pay this 
2.87 per cent? 

Mr. STANFIELD. I do not believe the Government will 
ever pay any of it until such time as the contribution of the 
employees is all exhausted, and it will be necessary to make 
appropriations to meet the demands of the employees and the 
needs of the annuitants. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, will the Government ever be 
required to pay more than 2.87 per cent of the present pay 
roll? 

Mr. STANFIELD. According to the actuaries, no; that is 
the most they will ever pay, based on the normal cost. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I will say to the Senator that 
that comes about in this way: We can not tell exactly when 
this will occur. I ean tell the Senator about the case of an 
employee who came to my office here some time ago. A lady 
came into the office and complained very bitterly of the small 
amount she was receiving as an annuity, only $720 a year. 
She said that she could not live on it; that she had worked 
in the department for 30 years, and had retired, and was draw- 
ing that annuity. She said that Congress had no right whatever 


to keep that money away from her; that it was hers; that she. 


had paid for it, I asked her how much she had paid before 
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she retired, and I found after an inyestigation that she had 
paid $3.67 into the fund, and she was drawing $720 a year. 

Somebody has to pay for that. The employees, under this 
plan, will pay about 3½ per cent and the Government will 
pay 2.87 per cent of the money that is being paid to her. 
Under this bill, the amount deducted from the salaries of 
the employees is increased from 2½ per cent to 3½ per cent. 
In other words, there is an increase of payment of 40 per cent, 
but the increase of the annuity is from $720 to $1,200, or over 
60 per cent, s 

Not only that, but the great loss under the bill we are now 
considering will come about from the fact that the age limit 
has been reduced from 70 years in most cases down to 63 
years. In other words, the fund that is impounded here to 
pay for this retirement is paid in seven years’ less time than 
most of them are paying now. The bill we thought we were 
going to pass provided for a straight 63 years, but there will 
be an amendment offered to that. i 

Mr. BURSUM. Mr, President, the fund that is accumu- 
lated now, I understand, is some $37,000,000 or $38,000,000. 
Where was it derived from? 

Mr. SMOOT. From the employees. 

Mr. BURSUM. Altogether. 

Mr. SMOOT. Certainly. I will say to the Senator that 
that is very natural, because whenever a retirement act is 
put into operation, whether it be with a corporation or with 
the Government—I do not care where it is—at first the pay- 
ments go into the fund, and there are very, very few retire- 
ments. It takes about 20 years, as the Senator has already 
stated, before the act itself gets into real working order so 
that we will know just exactly what the payments on the 
part of the Government and the payments on the part of the 
employees will be. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, let me ask the Senator a 
question. Is there not a large surplus now? 

Mr. SMOOT. ‘There is around $40,000,000. 

Mr. COPELAND. There is about $40,000,000 in the fund 
now? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes. 

Mr. COPELAND. How was that accumulated? 

Mr. SMOOT. It was accumulated by the payment of the 2½ 
per cent that the employees pay. 

Mr. COPELAND. I understood the Senator to say that if 
this bill is put into effect that will be rapidly dissipated. 

Mr. SMOOT. Just as soon as the age limit begins to arrive 
under this bill; and then, when that time comes, the whole of 
the employees who are now in the service, as they reach 63 
years of age, unless they separate themselves from the service 
before that time, must go out under this bill. 

Mr. BURSUM. As the obligations mature they must be paid. 

Mr. SMOOT. Certainly. 

Mr. STANFIELD. The accumulation is large just now, be- 
cause during the war the number of the Government's em- 
ployees was tremendously increased. They are contributing 
now much more rapidly than they are drawing on the fund. 
Ultimately that condition will be reversed. 

Mr. SMOOT. Just reversed. 

Mr. STANFIELD. The actuaries estimate that in 1940 this 
reversal will occur. 

Mr. SMOOT, I think near about that time; just about 15 
or 20 years from now. 

Mr. BURSUMu. If the Government should contribute ten or 
twelve million dollars a year, would that cover all the obliga- 
tions? If so, would it not be better to have annual appropri- 
ations than to wait until the time of maturity arrives? 

Mr. SMOOT. No; I do not think it would. 

Mr. STANFIELD. There is no particular reason why that 
should be done. 

Mr. BURSUM. Yes; there is a good reason, because trust 
funds of this kind generally maintain themselves out of inter- 
est alone. 

Mr. SMOOT. The $10,000,000 would not do it, so there is no 
need of our deceiving ourselves. 

Mr. BURSUM. How much does the Senator estimate would 
do it? 

Mr. SMOOT. The number of employees of the Government 
is not going to be less in the future than it is to-day. Our ex- 
perience has been that the number of employees increases as 
the activities of the Government increase. When the employees 
first come in they begin to pay into the fund. They draw 
nothing, perhaps, for 30 years. The amount could not be less 
than $15,000,000 if we began right now to pay every year, with 
interest at 4 per cent compounded annually. It would take at 
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least $15,000,000 if we began from the very day the act was 
first passed, and that was impounded and drawing interest. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr, President, that is not the testimony of the 
actuary. That goes on the assumption that the fund that has 
been accumulated now would be used to meet all the payments, 
the Government to pay nothing until it is exhausted. 

Mr. SMOOT. Certainly. 

Mr. SMITH. It would take 30 years to exhaust that fund. 
In the meantime that fund would be entirely exhausted if the 
employees only paid the 3 per cent; but if they were to pay 
in the same ratio thut they are now paying, the Government, 
on the present basis, would never in any year from now on 
perpetually pay more than $12,000,000. There it is. Anybody 
can figure it out. 

Mr. STANFIELD. I think that is the actuary's estimate. 

Mr. SMOOT. I take it for granted that that is based on the 
number of employees that are in the service to-day. ; 

Mr. SMITH. Just a minute. If it is based on the number o 
employees to-day, the same ratio would continue. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair will suggest that 
the debate had better go on in the regular order. 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Oregon yield to the Senator from South Carolina? 

Mr. STANFIELD. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. DIAL. Let me ask the Senator why there is a reduction 
n the age of retirement? Why wasit necessary that there should 
be a reduction in the age at which the employees retire? 

Mr. STANFIELD. That was for the purpose of bringing 
about an earlier retirement on account of efficiency in many of 
the offices. 

Mr. DIAL. Does the Senator want to retire them when they 
are 58 years old? A ` 

Mr. STANFIELD. That is for laborers and mechanics, rail- 
Dr mail clerks, and postal employees. For others, the age 
Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield just a 
moment, I want to say to the Senator that I have had a great 
many pathetic letters from employees of the Government; and 
I refer to our honored President pro tempore, because he was 
the chairman of the first Committee on Civil Service that re- 
ported into this body a retirement bill. He was a member of 
the committee at the time when the age was made 70 years, 
under existing law. There was added to it a provision that 
they could extend that time two years, and two years, and 
so on. 3 

The most pathetic letters I have received were those from 
employees who think they should not be retired even at 70 
years of age. The same thing applies to-day which applied 
when the bill was first passed. We extended the time because 
of a thing which every Senator knew at that time, and which 
I know every Senator knows now, that there are men in the 
departments here over 70 years of age to-day who are invaluable 
to the Government. Take the Land Office, for instance. When 
this bill becomes a law the separation will take men out of that 
office who know the office from top to bottom. You can tele- 
phone to them for information, and they will give you offhand 
information which you can depend upon. We recognize that 
fact; but if we are to have a retirement law, it must apply to 
all alike; or it should. f 

Mr. GLASS. We do not want them to die before they re- 
tire. 

Mr. SMOOT. No. 

Mr. STANFIELD. The Senator from Utah is thinking and 
talking about the man who works in an office. He is not 
talking about the mail carrier who carries a mail sack, who 
at 58 years of age is an old man. Of course, he will probably 
want to go on, but if we pass the postal salary increase bill the 
Government will be paying him $2,100 a year, and he will 
perhaps be delivering 50 or 60 per cent in efficiency. The Goy- 
ernment had better retire him and pay him his $1,200 a year 
annuity, and put a young man in his position. They will save 
money by doing so. 

Speaking of 58 years and 63 years being the ages of retire- 
ment, I would call the Senate’s attention to the fact that that 
is after 30 years of service. Otherwise than that the age is 
70 years. They must be 70 years of age before they can retire. 
The involuntary retirement is at 70 years of age, the optional 
at 58 for mechanics, laborers, railway mall clerks, and postal 
employees. For others it is 63; but that is after 30 years of 
service. Otherwise they would not be retired until they were 
70 years of age. There must be an inyoluntary retirement 
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Mr, STANFIELD. Yes. 

Mr. KING. I may be in error, but as I read the provisions 
on page 2 I find them at variance with the statement just 
made by the Senator. The bill reads: 


Provided, That mechanics, laborers, city and rural letter carriers, 
and post-office clerks shall be eligible for retirement at 65 years of 
age, and railway postal clerks at 62 years of age, if said mechanics, 
laborers, city and rural letter carriers, post-office clerks and railway 
postal clerks shall have rendered at least 15 years of service. 


Mr. STANFIELD. Just let me interrupt to save time. 
The Senator should have started at the top of page 2 instead 
of at the second paragraph. The second paragraph provides 
for the involuntary retirement, whereas I was referring to the 
optional retirement. If the Senator will begin at the top of 
page 2, he will find that. 

Mr. KING. I was familiar with that, and had read it, but I 
thought the impression would be gained 

Mr. STANFIELD. I was speaking of optional retirement. 
The involuntary retirement occurs at 70 years of age for all 
employees excepting laborers, mechanics, and so forth, and 
for them it occurs at 65. and 62 for the railway mail clerks, 

Mr. KING. I thought the Seaator’s statement would leave 
the wrong impression. 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, I happen to know a man, one of 
my constituents, who was in the service for over 30 years and 
who was forced out a few years ago. He told me he had not 
lost a day in all the time of his employment and had not been 
sick a day. He is getting compensation of only $720 a year, 
and wanted to go on in the service when he was retired. I 
took his case up with the department and did the best I could, 
but he was over the age limit and they would not keep him and 
let him work. He protested most vigorously. 

Mr. STANFIELD, I think the Senator is quite right about 
that. There are very few of them, in my opinion, who will 
ever want to take advantage of the optional retirement clause, 
because it is natural that they do not believe they are growing 
old. As the Senator knows very well, as he and I grow old, 
we do not realize we are growing old and we want to go on and 
on and on. 

Mr. DIAL. We are not growing old. We are getting 
younger. 

Mr. STANFIELD. There are very few who will ever take 
advantage of the optional retirement clause. However, at 
70 amy of age, under this bill, they would be retired involun- 
tarily. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. Presidént, if I understand this cor- 
rectly, retirement is possible at the age of 63, provided the 
employee has rendered 30 years of service? 

Mr. STANFIELD. That is correct. 

Mr. COPELAND. That is, a voluntary retirement? 

Mr. STANFIELD. That is voluntary; that is optional. 

Mr. COPELAND. Then there is an obligatory retirement 
for all persons reaching the age of 70? 

Mr. STANFIBLD. Yes. 

Mr. COPELAND. Regardless of the number of years they 
may have been in the service? 

Mr. STANFIELD. They must have been in the service 15 
years or more. 

Mr. COPELAND. Suppose they have been in the service 10 

ears? 

2 Mr. STANFIELD. Then they would not come under the act. 
Mr. COPELAND. Would they be obliged to retire at 70? 
Mr. STERLING. They are entitled to no annuity. 

Mr. COPELAND. Are they obliged to retire? 

Mr. STERLING. A man must have served for 15 years 
before any annuity can be paid him. 

Mr. COPELAND. What provision is made for them? 

Mr. STANFIELD. They get back the money they have paid 
into the fund with 4 per cent compound interest. It acts as a 
savings account. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Why not proceed now to read the bill for 
committee amendments first, without reading it all through? 

Mr. KING. Let it be read. We want it read. 

Mr. STANFIELD. I think the provisions of the bill have 
been fairly well covered. There are some administrative fea- 
tures in it which I do not feel at this time need any particular 
explanation, because they have been recommended by the de- 
partments, in the main, and I am sure are such provisions as 
should be made for administrative purposes. 

Mr. President, I think it would be well for us to proceed 
with the reading of the bill for the purpose of making amend- 
ments. There are some committee amendments to be acted on. 

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, before the reading of the 
bill is proceeded with I would like to call attention to just one 


feature, and very briefly. The Senator from Oregon has just 
stated that the benefits of the bill have been spoken of in the 
course of this quite general discussion. They have, in large 
part, but there is one benefit which I think has not been men- 
tioned or considered for a moment, and it is worth while con- 
sidering. 

I think, in the end, through the operation of this bill, or 
of any retirement bill based on the same principle, there is a 
saving to the Government. It has been represented, of course, 
that it will cost the Government so much at the end of 15 or 
at the end of 20 years. I grant that, and that the accumu- 
lated fund is a trust fund for all the employees of the Govern- 
ment, and must be so treated and considered. But the Gov- 
ernment is saving all the time by retiring the superannuated 
and inefficient, or partly inefficient, employees. 

The Government actuary made quite a statement at length, 
which I think has been printed somewhere and is among the 
papers, although I have not seen it; but I just quote a little 
excerpt from the report of the Civil Service Commission in 
that regard, and as I remember the statement—I read it a 
good eae ago—this is a true summary of the actuary’s 
report: 


Mr. Joseph S. McCoy, Government actuary, in a recent statement 
said that the Government saves in salaries an average of over $600 
per year on every employee who bas been retired. That before retire- 
ment these employees cost the Government more than $15,000,000, 
for which it received some $3,000,000 or $4,000,000 worth of service, 
and that after retirement the annual cost, as long as they live, 18 
about $7,000,000, or less than half as much as they were paid in 
salary. 


That statement should be remembered when we consider 
what the Government will have to pay out. 

Let me say this, in addition—— 

Mr. KING. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
South Dakota yield to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. STERLING. I yield. 

Mr. KING. The statement of Mr, McCoy—and I suppose 
the Senator vouches for it or indorses it? 

Mr. STERLING. I do indorse the statement of the actuary, 
who has been the actuary here in the Senate on many im- 
portant matters in connection with every tariff bill and every 
tax bill. He has been the actuary representing the committee 
here on the floor of the Senate. 

Mr. KING. His statement contemplates that those persons 
coming within the category to which he just referred render 
only 50 per cent of service, or less, to the Government for 
the salaries which they draw. 

That is the saving to which the Senator refers. They are 
paid nore than $2,100, but do approximately $1,000 worth 
of work. 

Mr. STERLING. That is largely true. 

Mr. KING. I challenge the accuracy of Mr. McCoy's state- 
ment. I do not think that indictment of the employees of the 
Government is justified. 

Mr. STERLING. Before any retirement law was enacted at 
all there were those in the service who were 80 years of 
age or over. There were those in the service who had to be 
helped to their places at their desks, and after they were at 
their desks they were unable to perform any real service, but 
out of charity, out of consideration for their poor circum- 
stances, heads of departments, divisions, and bureaus kept them 
there, and kept them on the pay rolls. They were, in fact, 
pensioners of the Government at the time, and the salaries paid 
them are saved to the Government through its getting younger 
employees, who will perform the services called for by the 
positions. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, is there not another point 
to that, that where the employee has been with the Government, 
we will say for 30 years, and through promotions has reached 
a certain salary, when he is retired, his place is likely to be 
taken by somebody at a much smaller rate than he was paid. 
Is not that true? 

Mr. STERLING. That is true, too. 

Mr. COPELAND. That makes a very considerable sum, does 
it not? 

Mr. STERLING. One entering the service of course enters, 
as a rule, in a low grade, or takes the lowest salary which 
is provided for in his grade, there being a number of different 
salaries provided for in the different grades. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President 

Mr. STERLING. I yield to the Senator from Utah. 

Mr. SMOOT. The same position is filed by somebody else 
drawing the same salary that was drawn by the man who re- 
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tired, and the employees move up, generally, although some- 
times they do not; so that not a dollar is saved. 

I think it is only fair to say, and the Senate of the United 
States knows it, that when we were paying the old soldiers, 
referred to by the Senator, those who were helped to their 
chairs in the offices, we all knew they were not doing the work, 
and were not counted on to do the work, The Senator must 
admit this, that that situation was brought before us time and 
time again in connection with appropriation bills. There were 
attempts to put in every one of the appropriation bills pro- 
visos that a certain number of employees, old soldiers in the 
Pension Office, for instance, when the number of employees was 
decreased, should be decreased 25 per cent every year. The 
Senate would not vote for it. 

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, there were the old soldiers, 
of course, but there were many old people besides the old sol- 
diers, women, as well as men, in the service. 

Mr. SMOOT. There were yery few. You would count them 
on your fingers, and I knew just where they were. But the 
old soldier was kept there, and everybody knew that he was 
kept there. We all voted that he should be kept there, and if 
I had it to do again I would vote the same way, whether they 
did any work or not, and that was understood by this body. 

Mr. STANFIELD. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from South 
Dakota yield to the Senator from Oregon? 

Mr. STERLING. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. STANFIELD. It would be more humane and more 
proper to give them a pension and let them retire than to keep 
them sitting at a desk drawing a salary which they did not 
earn, 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. STERLING. I yield. 

Mr. SMOOT. I spoke of that, Mr. President, because the 
statement was made as to the amount of work these people 
did and the amount that was gained by the Government. If 
we had not had a retirement law, that thing would be going 
on to-day, if there were any old soldiers left, and to count that 
as being a saving to the Government is not altogether fair, 
because it would not make a particle of difference whether we 
had a retirement law or not, those men would have been paid 
until they dropped dead. 

Mr. STERLING. Whether the old soldiers constitute a 
factor in the problem or not, there are enough old people, as 
I said, men and women, too, from whose retirement there will 
be this great saying to the Government. It may have been 
that when the estimate was made by the actuary there were 
taken into account conditions as they were then and that the 
old soldier problem affected the result somewhat; but we all 
know what the conditions would have been if the old soldier 
had been entirely out of the problem. The charity, the tender 
feeling of the heads of the departments toward these aged 
employees who have served 30 or 40 and some of them 50 
years in the Government service, and who are now practically 
penniless, would have appealed to them and they would have 
kept them on the pay roll until they had passed away or until 
the time a law was enacted. 

Another feature is this: A retirement bill such as this will 
prove to be a splendid incentive to the younger employees of 
the Government, an added reason for more careful work, be- 
cause they will see in the retirement of aged employees a 
chance for their promotion if they are efficient in their work. 

I had the honor of having had charge of the first civil 
service retirement bill in the Senate, the present law, which 
gives a maximum of $720. In order that the employees might 
get that much of an annuity upon their involuntary retirement 
from the service they must have had an average salary for 
10 years of $1,200, a basic annual salary of that much, and 
they must have seryed over 30 years in order to be entitled 
to that maximum retirement annuity of $720. We were called 
upon for our estimate then as to what it would cost the Gov- 
ernment, and the best estimate I could get, aud I tried to be 
modest in it, was that there would be from $8,000,000 to 
$10,000,000 of surplus the very first year after the enactment 
of the retirement law of 1920. I said, furthermore, in the 
same connection that that surplus would greatly diminish 
until at the end of 15 years the Government would have to 
contribute something toward the payment of the annuities, 
But, Mr. President, the accumulated funds in the Treasury of 
the United States now, after this lapse of time, are nearly 
$40,000,000, so we can afford, I think, to go on and pass the 
retirement bill that will give as a maximum annuity the sum 


of $1,200. It is nothing but just and right that we should do 
it. Under this bill the employee, who is now contributing 2½ 
per cent of his salary, under the present law will contribute 
3% per cent of his salary. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
South Dakota yield to the Senator from New York? 

Mr. STERLING. I yield. 

Mr. COPELAND. Suppose the Government did have to pay 
something? 

Mr. STERLING. Certainly. 2 

Mr. COPELAND. Is it not understood that we are keeping 
these employees at low salaries with the expectation that we 
are going to take care of them? 

Mr. STERLING. We are keeping them at very moderate 
salaries, I think until the law of 1920 was passed we were 
the only civilized Government in the world that had not pro- 
vided an annuity or retirement fund for its aged and super- 
anuated employees. It was to the reproach of our great Gov- 
ernment that we did not have such a law. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from South 
Dakota yield to the Senator from South Carolina? 

Mr. STERLING. I yield. 

Mr. SMITH. What was the percentage of salary contributed 
under the law of 19207 

Mr. STERLING, Two and one-half per cent. 

Mr. SMITH. And the amount paid upon the 70-year re- 
tlrement 

Mr, STERLING. Seventy years was the involuntary retire- 
ment age for the general employee. 

Mr. SMITH. That 2% per cent upon that age of retirement 
at the amount of $720 has left a surplus after four years of 
operation of $37,000,000? 

Mr. STERLING. That is correct. 

Mr. SMITH. Now it is proposed to increase to 3½ per cent 
the salary contribution of the employee, and if the Govern- 
ment, according to the actuary, were to match that 3½ per 
cent with 2.87 per cent, this contribution would go on in the 
same ratio perpetually? 

Mr. STERLING. Yes. 

Mr. SMITH. But if the Government does not pay anything, 
and allows the accumulated $40,000,000 to be exhausted by re- 
tirements under the modified age limit that is proposed, then 
at the end of about 12 or 15 years that accumulation will have 
been exhausted, and the Government, if it were to make pos- 
sible the retirement on the same basis, would then have to pay 
the accumulated deficit of 2.87 per cent for 15 years. 

Mr. STERLING. Yes. 

Mr. SMITH. That is what misled Senators a moment ago 
when the Senator from Oregon [Mr. STANFIELD] said that at 
the end of 15 years the Government’s share would be about 
$200,000,000 a year. It is true, if the Government were to 
make up the deficit for 15 years, that it would cost for one 
year an appropriation of that much money, but the next year 
not more than $20,000,000, because then we would have it on 
the basis of parity again. 

Mr. STANFIELD, Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
South Dakota yield to the Senator from Oregon? 

Mr. STERLING. I yield. 

Mr. STANFIELD. I want to reiterate what I believe was 
my former statement, and that is that if the Government does 
not contribute for 15 years they will have 15 times $12,- 
401,000 of deficiency to meet under the normal cost. Under 
the actual cost they will have 15 times $24,087,000 to meet, 
or about $360,000,000, after 15 years have gone by under the 
actual cost to take care of the deficiency that was accumulated 
by the end of 1920. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
South Dakota yield to the Senator from Tennessee? 

Mr. STERLING. I yield. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator will recall, I know, and the 
Senate will recall that when the bill was passed about four 
years ago it was passed on the theory that the Government 
would bear one-half of the expense, 

Mr. STERLING. Yes. 

Mr. McKELLAR. At that time it was estimated that 2% 
per cent would be about one-half of the expense of the retire- 
ment. 


Mr. STERLING. The Senator is correct. 
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Mr. MCKELLAR. So I take it with the increased annuities 
that the Senator is calculating that 8% per cent would be 
about one-half? 

Mr. STERLING. Yes. 

Mr. McKELLAR. It was the intention all the time that the 
Government should pay the other half. 

Mr. STERLING. I am glad the Senator from Tennessee has 
made his contribution, because he states the exact facts in 

to it. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from South 
Dakota yield to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. STERLING. I yield. 

Mr. KING. I dislike to match my memory against the 
memory of the Senator from Tennessee and the able Senator 
from South Dakota, who is illuminating the subject, but I ask 
the Senator to reflect and recall, if he did not, in answer to 
interrogations by me, then state that for the first few years 
there might be needed some contribution for the Government, 
but that ultimately, even with the 244 per cent of the salaries 
which was collected, the Government would not be called upon 
to pay a cent, but that it would be self-sustaining. 

Mr. STERLING. Oh, no. 

Mr. KING. And that in the opinion of the Senator it would 
be self-sustaining from the very beginning, but that there might 
be a period when for a short time a slight contribution would 
be required from the Government. 

Mr. STERLING. I have no occasion to reflect on that propo- 
sition, because I have never made or thought of such a state- 
ment as that. I think I have made the statement again and 
again that ultimately the payments on the part of the employees 
and on the part of the Government would be a 50-50 proposition. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to 
me again? 

Mr. STERLING. Certainly. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Just exactly the opposite óf what the Sena- 
tor from Utah recalls was the fact. It was stated time and 
again that at first the Government would not have to pay any- 
thing, and the results have shown the accuracy of that state- 
ment, but that later on the share of the Government would be 
greater toward the end of the period or rather when we reached 
the highest point in the payments. But it was believed at all 
times that the amount which the employees paid would about 
equal the amount that the Government was to pay in the entire 
period, and that was stated at the time. 

Mr. STANFIELD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. STERLING. I yield to the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. STANFIELD. I can not believe that the Senator from 
Utah thinks for one moment that the employees of the Govern- 
ment of the United States should contribute the total cost of 
retirement. There is not a business concern that I know of 
in all the country that expects that of its employees. There 
is not a State or a nation in the world that expects anything 
of that kind. We are driving with our employees the hardest 
bargain that I know anything about when we are proposing, 
as we are proposing under this bill, that they shall contribute 
314 per cent toward the cost of retirement. 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
South Dakota yield to the Senator from Virginia? 

Mr. STERLING. I yield. 

Mr. SWANSON. I understand that nearly all the large 
employers of labor have now in force plans of retirement. 

Mr. STERLING. I so understand. 

Mr. SWANSON. I would like to ask the Senator how this 
bill is in comparison with the plans in effect by most of the 
large seminars of labor? Is it more generous or less gen- 
erous 

Mr. STERLING. I can hardly answer the Senator on that 
matter. I remember making some comparison at the time when 
the civil service retirement bill Was passed, and I thought at 
the time, while my recollection is a little vague, that our plan 
then compared very favorably with that of the great industries 
which pensioned their employees. 

Mr. SWANSON. I have here a record prepared for me and 
handed to me of the various large concerns and municipalities 
dealing with their employees in the way of retirement privi- 
leges. I would like to have it inserted in the Recorp. It shows 
what the large concerns are doing in connection with the re- 
tirement of their employees. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
request of the Senator from Virginia? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 


Retirement systems in business enterprises 
I,—CONTRIBUTORY PLAN 
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| contribution 


2 per cent of final 
salery for each 
year of service. 

Half average pay 


for last 30 years. 
One-fiftieth of av- 


American Brass Co., 
Waterbury, Conn. 
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ork, N. Y. 

Boston Consolidated 
Gas „ Boston, 
Mass. 

General Electric Co., 
Schenectady, N. Y. 


Goodrich (B. F.) Rub- 
ber Co., Akron, Ohio. 

Montgomery, Ward & 
Co., Chicago, III. 
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Proctor & Gamble Co., 
Cincinnati, Ohio. 


Standard Oil Co., New 
Jersey. 


Per month. 


60 per cent of average 
salary for last 3 


years 
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last 2 years of serv- 
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375 per cent of average pay. 
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Retirement systems in business enterprises—Continued 
IL.—NONCONTRIBUTORY PLAN—continued 


Name 


1 cent of salary | $5,000 $240 
United States Rubber per 2 a 
W. A A 130. 
Brake 2 Pitts- 
Ee e 0 
Jo., Pittsburgh, Pa 
ebe be foe bee | 8 an 
Santa 5 R. R. Co,, 6 
Baltimore & Ohlo R. Based on sick fund 
—— Co., Baltimore, 
` dTran- 30 per cent to 50 per 
. cont of salary Jast 10 
N. Y. y 


Equitable Life Insurs 
ance Co., New York, 


In my research of retirement systems in business enterprises, I find 
there are so many that if they all were published it would not serve 
‘for valuable information on the subject, as some are so involved with 
sick and death benefits, widows and orphans benefits, that they might 
be confusing and harmful rather than being helpful at the present 
| etme, so a limited number bas been seleeted for the information and 
| consideration of all purties interested. It may be interesting to say 
|that by far the greatest number of firms pay the entire cost of the 

Respectfully submitted. 

Rover? H. ALCORN, 
Chairman of the Joint Conference on Retirement, 
1703 Second Street NE., Washington, D. O., October 8, 1924. 


MUNICIPAL RETIREMENT SYSTEMS . 
Boston AND SUFFOLK COUNTY 


Who may retire: Any regular and permanent employee of the city 
of Boston or county of Suffolk, 

Age at retirement: Compulsory at age TO, except judges, heads. of 
departments, and beards having charge of departments, At age 60 
an employee may yoluntarily retire or be retired by the head of hin 
department. 

Minimum service: None, 

Salary basis used: Arevage annual salary for last five years of 
service, 

Contributions: Four per cent of regular compensation deducted every 
pay day. 

Annuities; A retirement allowance consists of an annuity which 
the employees’ contributions at 4 per cent of salary with interest 
compounded annually at 4 per cent will provide and in addition a pen- 
sion provided by, the city equal to the annuity. The pension paid by 
the city net to exceed one-half average salary for the last five years 
of service. 

Options: On retirement the employee may elect— 

(a) To receive the annuity and pension in monthly installments 
throughout life, all payments ceasing at death. 

íb) Reduced payments during life, with the provision that if death 
occurs before payments equal present value of pension and annuity 
at date of retirement the balance shall be paid to his estate. 

tc) Reduced payments covering two lives, with the provision that 
at the death of the retired the same payments shall be continued 
during the life of such other persons having an insurable interest 
in his life as shall have been designated at time of retirement. 

(d) Reduced payments covering two lives, with the provision that 
at the death of the retired one-half of the amount of his benefits shall 
be continued during the life of such other person having an insurable 
interest in the life of the retired. 

Disability retirement: Por ordinary disability an employee less than 
60 years of age who has completed 15 years of service receives an 
annuity based on the value of the accumulated deductions and in addi 
tion a pension equal to nine-tenths of the pension which the city would 
have granted had he remained in the service until age 60. In case 


| 


of disability the result of accident in the line of duty, regardless 
of age or length of service, the employee receives a similar annuity 
and in addition a pension equal to three-fourths of annual compensa- 
tion for the preceding year. 

Death in service: Total contributions with compound interest at 
4 per cent is pnid to the legal representatives of the employee. 

Death of annuitant: See Annuities above. 

Separation from service: An employee who resigns or is discharged 
from the service before retirement receives the total amount of his 
contributions with 4 per cent interest compounded annually. 

Workmen's compensation law: No rights under the workmen's com- 
pensation law are lost under the provision of this system. 


CITY AND COUNTY or PHILADELPHIA 


Who may retire: Employees of the city and all county or other 
public employees paid by appropriation of the city council. 

Age at retirement: Sixty years. 

Minimum service: Twenty years. 

Salary basis used: Average annual salary or wages during the last 
five years of employment. 

Contributions: Two per cent of monthly salary or wages, in no event 
more than $4 a month. 

Annuity: Fifty per cent of the annual salary or wages for the last 
five years of service, not exceeding $100 per month. 

Disability retirement: An employee permanently and totally dis- 
abled, after 20 years of service, is entitled to full annuity that he 
would receive after remaining in the service until 60 years of age. 

Death in the service: Total amount of contributions, without Im- 
terest, is paid to the estate of the employce. 

Death of annuitant: The annuity for the month in which the death 

occurs is paid to the estate of the annuitant. No further payments 
or refunds sare made. 
_ Separation. from service: On separation from the service from any 
cause the employee is entitled to the return of his contributions, 
without interest. If he has 20 years of service he may continue the 
monthly payments, at the rate last paid, until he reaches the age of 
60 years and then receive the annuity he would have been entitled 
to had he remained in the service. 

Old age pension: The Legislature of the State of Pennsylvania, in 
1923, enacted a law to establish a system of old-age pensions, the 
maximum rate to be 81 a day, the applicant to be over 60, a citizen 
and resident of the State for over 15 years. For a preparatory survey 
$25,000 was appropriated, and it is estimated the full operation of 
the law may require an expenditure of $10,000,000. yearly, 

New Tonk 

New York State: The New York State retirement law, an abstract 
of which has already been sent out, is optional in its provisions so 
far as it applies to municipal subdivisions of the State. At this date 
(November 14, 1924), 30 cities, 35 counties, 9 towns, and T villages 
are voluntarily participating in the system. : 

Submitted by— 

2 ROBERT H. ALCORN, 
Nos Second Street, VB. 

Wasnixorox, D. C., November 18, 1924. 

AEN TINA i; 

PROVISIONS OF THE LAW FOR RETIREMENT OF RAILROAD BMPLOYEES 

Law enacted: April 16, 1919; effective July 16, 1919. 

Beneficiaries : All permanent employees of the Government-controlled 
railroads now in existence and of railroads which may be estab- 
lished in the future, either by publie or private enterprise; also the 
employees on the cable railroad and the employees of the confee- 
tioners’ shop operated by concessionaires of the railroads. After six 
months’ service the employee is considered permanent, 

Administration: A board of seven directors bas. charge ef the ad- 
ministration. ‘The chairman ef the board is appointed by the Presi- 
dent of the Republic, but bis nomination must be confirmed by the 
Senate. The employees eleet three of the members and the railroad 
employers the other three. 

Source of revenue: The employees contribute 5 per cent of their 
monthly salaries, not exceeding 1.000 pesos (par value, $424.60) ; also 
the first month's salary, in 24 monthly imstallments, and when pro- 
moted the increase recetved im excess of the initial salary for the first 
month, but this is also paid in 24 monthly installments. The em- 
ployers are required to make a monthly contribution of 8 per cent of 
the salaries and daily wages, not exceeding 1,000 pesos. The excess 
of earnings above 1,000 pesos is not considered. The railroads make 
the deductions each month from the salaries or wages of the em- 
ployees and deposit the amount in the National Bank of Argentina. 

Voluntary retirement: Must have over 10 years of service and be 
50 years of age to receive the maximum annuity. Persons 50 years of 
age with less than 10 years of service may retire and withdraw their 
total contributions with componnd interest at the rate of 5 per cent. 

Rate of annuity: Computed on the average earnings for the Jast 
five years of service; 95 per cent is allowed on earnings up te 100, 
pesos ($42.46), 80 per cent on earnings between 100 pesos and 300 
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pesos ($42.46 to $127.38 par), and 70 per cent on earnings between 
300 pesos and 1,000 pesos. The employee must be 50 years old and 
must have served 30 years to receive the maximum, For employees 
who have served 30 years and are between 45 and 50 years of age the 
annuity is reduced one-quarter. 

Voluntary retirement is also allowed employees who have bad more 
than 10 years of service and have reached the age of 50 at the rate of 
2 per cent of the ordinary retirement pension for each year of service. 

Invalid pensions: Computed on the average earnings for the last 10 
years of service before retirement, on the same scale as ordinary re- 
tirement pension, less a reduction of 5 per cent for each year of sery- 
ice less than 30. Employees with 10 years of service receive this 
regardless of the cause of the disability, and employees receive the 
pension if the disability is incurred in the course of their service, 
even if they have not served 10 years. 

Involuntary separation: Employees discharged through no fault of 
their own receive the amount they have paid into the fund, without 
interest. T 

Discharged for cause: Employees discharged for certain causes for- 
feit all rights to the deductions; but if they have families dependent 
upon them, the benefits are given to the families. 

Dependents: When an employee entitled to pension dies his depend- 
ents, including the widow, or widower, if suffering from disability, and 
the children, or in default of them, the parents or unmarried sisters of 
the principal, are entitled to one-half the pension to which the principal 
would have been entitled. 

Investment of funds: The newest and most remarkable feature of the 
law is the provision that 40 per cent of the fund may be loaned to 
employees to build homes, while the other 60 per cent is Invested in 
Government securities. 

The employees to whom these loans are made must have at least 10 
years of service. The rate of interest is the current rate on national 
bonds plus 1 per cent. 
temporary life insurance. The extreme limit of the loan Is 30 years. 

If the value of the property does not exceed 6,000 pesos, national 
currency ($2,548 par), the loan may be made up to the full value, 
and up to 90 per cent of the value of the property, when such value 
ranges from 6,000 to 10,000 pesos; but on property worth more than 
10,000 pesos only 80 per cent may be loaned. 

The property on which these loans are made is not subject to attach- 
ment during the life of the borrower or his wife or his minor 
children. 

The borrower can not sell, mortgage, rent, nor give away the prop- 
erty without the consent of the directorate of the fund. 

If the borrower dies, the amount of his life insurance is applied to 
the payment of the loan. 

Obviously, the purpose of these loans is to encourage the employees 
to own homes. Retirement thus doubly serves the employees. 

Submitted by— 

‘ ROBERT H. ALCORN, 
Chairman Joint Conference on Retirement, 

SEPTEMBER 18, 1924. 

Mr. STERLING. Partly in answer to the Senator from 
Virginia, the actuary, Mr. McCoy, has just informed me that 
the States, municipalities, and business organizations generally 
are more generous toward their employees than the Govern- 
ment of the United States. 

Mr. SWANSON. If the statement furnished me is correct, 
the pending bill is much less generous toward the employees of 
the Government than any of the large business concerns deal- 
ing with their employees in the matter of retirement. 

Mr. SMITH. I would like to ask the Senator from South 
Dakota if the actuary, in figuring upon the contributions by 
the Government and by the employees, has based it upon a 
percentage of the retirement at the optional age and if so what 
that percentage is. That will largely determine how much will 
be available out of the contributions of the employees. What 
per cent has he figured there will be of voluntary retirement? 
What per cent does he figure there will be of exhaustion of 
the accumulated fund by voluntary retirement in excess of 
the contributions by the Government? 

Mr. STERLING. In answering the Senator from Soutn 
Carolina I will say that the actuary informs me that he has 
taken into consideration voluntary or optional retirement 
based on the ages fixed in the bill. 

Mr. SMITH. What I am getting at is this: My information 
is to the effect that approximately 2 per cent avail themselves 
of the voluntary retirement privilege. 

Mr. STERLING. Not nearly all will, of course. 

Mr. SMITH. I do not know that there are any figures 
available, but if we have any figures and if we figure on that 
basis, of course the present pro rata between the Government 
and the employee would have to stand, becanse the law of 
probabilities has been figured out for them and it is based on 
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that figure. But I was of thè opinion that suċh a small per- 
centage would retire voluntarily that perhaps 3½ per cent on 
the salaries of the employees would very nearly meet the 
necessities of their retirement, so that possibly the amount the 
Government would have to contribute would be as surprisingly 
small as the amount the Government has had to contribute for 
the last four years, 

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, I think I have said all I 
desire now to say. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, this measure, in my opinion, 
has not been studied sufficiently to enable the Senate fully to 
understand its provisions. It proposes to levy a contribution 
from those who are receiving Government salaries in order to 
create a fund out of which the employees on reaching a cer- 
tain age may retire with enough to make their old age at least 
tolerable. It has been figured out that a certain amount con- 
tributed by them, supplemented by another small amount con- 
tributed by the Government, will reach that end. There is now 
accumulated approximately $40,000,000, It is proposed under 
this bill, unfortunately, I think, that that $40,000,000 shall be 
used and exhausted before the Government shall make any 
contribution. 

ae STANFIELD; Mr. President, will the Senator yield to 
me 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from South 
Carolina yield to the Senator from Oregon? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield, 

Mr. STANFIELD. There is no provision in the bill such as 
the Senator from South Carolina indicates. The Government 
is simply the custodian of this fund, which belongs to the em- 
ployees; the Government is simply a banker and bookkeeper 
for the employees. How would it benefit the employees if the 
Government were from day to day to contribute its proper pro- 
portion to the contribution of the employees? It would not 
help the employees at all. 

Mr. SMITH. I thoroughly understand that. 

Mr. STANFIELD. If the Senator will permit me, I desire to 
say that if the employees were all to quit the service to-morrow 
they would have a right to withdraw the entire fund, which is 
now approximately $37,000,000, with 4 per cent compound in- 
terest on it. Then the Government would have to contribute 
the 4 per cent interest that the employees have not contributed 
to the fund in order to pay them all. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I am sorry that the Senator 
from Oregon has entirely misconstrued every word I have said. 
I am perfectly cognizant of the fact that this money has been 
paid into the Treasury for the benefit of the employees by the 
employees, and that the Government is merely acting as banker 
and trustee of that fund, and that there is an accumulation of 
interest thereon. 

Now it is proposed under this bill that the Government shall 
pay out to those employees, retiring at the ages specified in the 
proposed law, a certain amount. My idea was that if right 
now the Government were to begin to pay into this already 
accumulated fund its 2.87 per cent and levy on the average 
salary of the employee 3½% per cent, we should have a per- 
petual fund. At no time would it call for an extravagant 
outlay on the part of the Government, but it would be like a 
spring that would flow sufficiently strong to retire the weak 
as they reach the age of voluntary or involuntary retirement; 
but if we go on and pay the retirement annuities out of the 
accumulated reservoir until it shall have run dry, and then 
begin the relative payments by the Government and the employees 
the Government, in order to make up its deficit of 15 years, 
would have to pay the astounding sum which the Senator men- 
tioned a moment ago. If, however, the Government should 
begin now and contribute its part to the fund, together with 
what the employees contribute, we should have a perpetual 
retirement fund of the amount specified in the bill without 
there ever being any great annual appropriation by the Gov- 
ernment. 

Mr. STANFIELD. Mr. President, I should like to say to the 
Senator, however, that ultimately it would not make one dol- 
lar’s bit of difference to the Government in the amount that it 
will have to contribute. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I find in the Evening Star of 
to-night the following statement: 

RETIREMENT BILL IN SENATE ToO-NIGHT—MEMBERS REACH AGREEMENT 
TENDING TO QUICK DISPOSAL OF STANFIELD PLAN 

The Stanfield bill liberalizing the civil service retirement act is 
slated for passage at a session of the Senate to-night. 

The Senate to-day agreed to hold a night session beginning at 
8 o'clock, at which three bills should be considered in the following 
order: 
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First, the House bill to authorize the more complete endowment of 
agricultural experiment stations. $ 

Second, the civil service retirement bill. 

Third, the MeFadden banking bill. 


AGREN ON RETIREMENT BILL 


An agreement, it was said to-day, has been reached on the civil 
service retirement bill, which will make its passage possible without 
delay. Under this agreement the maximum annuity remains $1,200 
as provided in the Stanfield bill. ‘The percentage contribution by the 
employees of the Government to the retirement fund will be 83% 
per cent, as in the Stanfield bill. Under existing law the maximum 
annulty is 8720 and the contribution is 2% per cent. 


The Senators interested in the bill have agreed on a flat, horizontal,- 


voluntary age of retirement at 63 years. The involuntary age of re- 
tirement is left at 70 years of age. An employee may retire voluntarily 
at 63 after 30 years of employment, In the bill as originally reported 
the voluntary age of retirement for mechanics, laborers, city and rural 
letter carriers, post-office clerks, and railway postal elerks was placed 
at 58 years. In the existing law certain classes of employees may 
retire at 62. 
ACCEDE TO AMENDMENTS 


Senator STANFIELD, chairman of the Civil Serviee Committee; Sen- 
ator Smoot, of Utah, and others have agreed to the amendments indi- 
cated and representatives of the employees’ organizations said to-day 
they thought the bill would pass with the proposed amendments. 

According to the Government actuary the eost of retirement will 
amount te 8 per cent of the Government pay roll with the employees 
putting up 3½ per cent and the Government 4%½ per cent until the 
‘deficit existing when the law went Into operation in 1920, owing to 
the fact that there bad ‘been no previous contributions by employees, 
ds wiped out. ‘Then ‘the cost will be per cent of the pay roll, with the 
employees contributing 3½ per cent and the Government 234 per cent. 


Mr. President, I want the Senate distinctly to understand 
just what has taken place up to this time. I think that I have 
given as much attention to retirement legislation as any Sen- 
ator in this body. I was among those who first suggested 
that there should be a retirement system for Government 
employees. For weeks the Civil Service Committee held hear- 
ings as to the best plan to adopt. We had before us the 
Canadian law, the English law, and the laws of all the 
countries of the world where retirement systems are in vogue. 
The bill under consideration by the committee at that time 
was reported to the Senate by the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
CUMMINS], then chairman of the Civil Service Committee. A 
similar bill was reported to the House, but neither body 
passed the bill. There was objection on the part of House 
Members and objection on the part of Members of the Senate. 

When 1920 came there was another .effort made to enact 
into law a bill providing for a system of retirement of civil 
employees. That bill passed. As Senators who were here at 
the time and were interested in that legislation will remember, 
the question of age at which retirement should take place, I 
think, was the bone of contention; at least, it was the prin- 
cipal question discussed in the Senate. The differences of 
opinion were more acute on the question of the age limit at 
that time, perhaps, than on the rate fhe employees should be 
required to pay, or, T might add, any of the other provisions of 
the bill. Senator Pomerene from Ohio, Senator CUMMINS of 
Iowa, myself, and a few other Senators who were on the com- 
mittee at the time positively refused to allow a forced retire- 
meut before the age of 70. 

- Mr. STERLING. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Watson in the chair). 
Does the Senator from Utah yield to the Senator from South 
Dakota? 

Mr. SMOOT. I yield. 

Mr. STERLING. Is not the Senator from Utah in error in 
muking that statement? 

Mr. SMOOT. I do not think so. 

Mr. STERLING. I think the Senator from Utah is in error 
in regard to the chairmanship of the committee for one thing, 
and I think he is in error also—— 

Mr. SMOOT. I did not say that in 1920 the Senator from 
Iowa was chairman of the committee. 

Mr. STERLING. I thought the Senator did. 

Mr. SMOOT. I never said that at all. 

Mr. STERLING. 1 beg the Senator’s pardon, I thought 
he referred to 1920. 

Mr. SMOOT. Not at all. I said that the first time the 
question came up fer consideration, when the first hearings 
were held, the Senator from Iowa was chairman of the commit- 
tee. and I think he was followed by the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. STERLING]. 


Mr. STERLING. He was followed by Senator Pomerene 
as chairman of the committee, I think. 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; at that time the Democratic Party was 
ooh mea and Senator Pomerene was chairman of the com- 
mittee, 

T presume Senators will remember the letters that were read 
here from employees and the statements that were made as to 
what it would mean to the Government if the age limit were 
placed at 65 as then proposed, After full discussion on the 
subject and after thorough examination the Senate agreed 
that the compulsory retirement age should be 70 years, and 
added to that 2 years and 2 years additional, and on the floor 
of the Senate, as I remember, the words “and so on” were 
added. That is why we have employees in the service to-day 
who are over 80 years old. 

Mr. FLETCHER. But they have to be certified as to their 
health and .capacity by the head of the department, 

Mr. STERLING. And their efficiency. 

Mr. SMOOT. Certainly they have to be; and I want to say 
to the Senate, too, that they are efficient. I can point to em- 
ployees in the service whom I know who, though 79 years old, 
are as valuable servants to the Government as any young man 
could ‘possibly be, and more so. I know that to be a fact. 

Mr. STANFIELD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes. 

Mr. STANFIELD. They would not make good mail carriers, 
would they? 

Mr. SMOOT. Iam not discussing that question at all. I am 
discussing now the 56,000 people who are in the employment of 
the Government ‘in the District of Columbia, and they are to be 
considered as well as the mail carriers. 

This paper says that an agreement was reached. I want to 
tell the Senate just exactly what I have had to do with this 
matter. 

The chairman of the committee, the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. STANFIELD], the Senator from Vermont [Mr. DALE], a mem- 
ber of the committee, and I, have talked this thing over time and 
time again with the actuary, and we have agreed that there 
ought to be amendments to this bill as reported to the Senate. 
With those amendments I would support it freely. I never had 
any idea but that those amendments were acceptable. I had 
them all made out and presented them to the chairman and 
had the reasons for them tabulated. Just before I went to 
dinner to-night, however, as I was leaving my office, the chair- 
man of the committee telephoned to me and said that those 
amendments could not be agreed to, and that the Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. STERLING] was going to offer amendments 
to the bill; I know not what they were or what they are. 

Mr. STANFIELD and Mr. HEFLIN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield, and if so, to whom? 

Mr. SMOOT. I yield to the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr, STANFIELD. I think the statement of the Senator 
from Utah is fairly correct. Of course, I do not know at what 
time his dinner hour occurs, but I do know that about 4 
o'clock this afternoon I called him up, after the conclusion 
of a meeting of the Civil Service Committee, and I told him 
that the committee would not agree to two of the amendments 
that he had proposed. 

I think, in all fairness, what the Senator should do is this: 
The opinion of the committee may not be the opinion of the 
body. I think if the Senator would submit his amendments 
and the committee's ideas to the body, and let the body be the 
judge of what is right, that would be the fair thing to do. 
I do not think it is the fair thing to filibuster this bill, and 
talk, as the Senator has said he will do, until there will not 
be any vote on it to-night. If the Senator is going to do that, 
I want the Senator from Utah to take the full responsibility 
of it. 

Mr. SMOOT. I am perfectly willing to take the responsi- 
bility. 

Mr. STANFIELD. I want to say that as far as the com- 
mittee are concerned, they only want to abide by the con- 
clusions of this body, and they are willing te submit the matter 
to the body for a vote as to whether they are right or wrong. 
I will say frankly that I am very much in sympathy with the 
Senator from Utah in some of his amendments. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from Alabama? 

Mr. SMOOT. I want to say a word to the Senator from 
Oregon about the time. I was in my seat here at 5 o'clock. 
I went to my office; I signed over 50 letters; I looked over the 
accumulated mail that had come in during the afternoon; I 
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had my overcoat on, and my hat on, and I did not leave this 
body until 5 o'clock. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, now that the Senator has 
finished telling about what time he ate his dinner, and how 
many letters he signed 

Mr. SMOOT. If the Senator is going to talk about that I 
prefer to go on; but if he wants to ask me a question I shall 
be glad to answer it if I can. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I desire to ask the Senator a question. I 
am just glad that he has gotten to the point where he will 
yield. 

I understand that there are several amendments that the 
Senator has gone over with the chairman of the committee, 
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. STANFIELD], and that they have 
agreed on practically all of them. 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes. 

Mr. HEFLIN, And from the Senator's statement I under- 
stand that they haye agreed on all of them but two. 

Mr. SMOOT. We agreed upon all of them. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Then why may we not vote on them? 

Mr. SMOOT. We will, Mr. President. I am not through 
with this statement. I want to get through with it. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I am afraid the Senator is going to cause 
some other speeches to be made when he is through. 

Mr. SMOOT. I will say to the Senator that I am not 
through. The Senator from Oregon [Mr, STANFIELD], the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. Dare], and myself met the repre- 
sentatives of the organization of the employees of the Govern- 
ment. I have had them in my office time and time again. I 
want the retirement legislation to pass, but I want it to pass 
right. They all agreed to these amendments, and then left 
the meeting and wrote letters to the members of the com- 
mittee asking that they be not approved. 

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, I am a member of the com- 
mittee, and I never got any such letter. 

Mr. SMOOT. The other Senators will say it. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I am a member of the com- 
mittee, and I never got any such letters. 

Mr. SMOOT. I will ask the chairman, then, 

Mr. McCKELLAR. I am a member of the committee, and I 
never got any such letters. 

Mr. SMOOT. I got my information from the chairman of 
the committee. 

Mr. RANSDELL. I should like to say that I am a member 
of the committee, and I got no such letters, 

Mr. SMOOT. I refer to the chairman of the committee to 
say whether he got them or not. That is where I got my 
information. 

Mr. STANFIELD and Mr. COPELAND addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield; and if so, to whom? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; I yield to the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. STANFIELD. I hope the Senator from Utah does not 
want to make the statement that I said to him that the mem- 
bers of the committee had received such letters, I am quite 
sure that I did not make such a statement as that, because 
I have no knowledge that would justify me in making such 
a statement. 

Mr. SMOOT. What did the Senator say to me then? What 
did he tell me? 

Mr. STANFIELD. I think perhaps I told the Senator that 
the opinion of the committee was against tWo of his amend- 
ments. 

Mr. SMOOT. I know the Senator told me that, but that is 
not all he told me. 

Mr. STANFIELD. All right; what else did I tell the Sena- 
tor? 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator from Oregon told me that these 
very people had written letters to the members of the committee. 

Mr. STANFIELD. No; I did not say anything about that. 
The Senator from Utah. is mistaken. I said that there were 
representatives of the employees here who were opposed to his 
amendments, and had talked to the members of the committee, 
and I did tell the Senator that I had been informed that Mr. 
Wales, of the Civil Service Commission, had been up here and 
had talked to Members, and that there was going to be ob- 
jection to some of the amendments that the Senator from Utah 
had suggested; but I did not say to him anything about any 
letters being written, because I had no knowledge of any such 
thing. ig 

Mr. SMOOT. I knew nothing about it except what the Sena- 
tor from Oregon told me; that is all. 

Mr. DALE. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from Vermont? 


Mr. SMOOT. I do. i 

Mr. DALE. I should like to say right there, so that there 
will not be any reflection on Mr. Wales, of the Ciyil Service 
Commission, that Mr. Wales came up here at my call, He did 
not take this matter up with me; I took it up with him over 
the telephone, and asked him to come up here. I want that 
to be perfectly clear, 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator did tell me about Mr. Wales, 
and I did not even intend to refer to him, because he is a 
member of the Civil Service Commission. I did not intend to 
refer to that at all; but I know one thing—that I could not 
say a thing unless I had been told that thing. 

Mr. DALE. The Senator from Utah understands my point. 

Mr. SMOOT. Oh, I did not say anything about Mr. Wales. 

Mr. STANFIELD. Mr. President: 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from Oregon? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes. 

Mr. STANFIELD. I am just as positive about what I said 
as the Senator may be about what some one has said to him— 
myself or anyone else. 

Mr. SMOOT. I am perfectly willing to let it rest there. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from Florida? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Is there any objection to taking the 
Senate into the confidence of the Senator, and telling us what 
those amendments are? I am curious to know what they are. 

Mr. SMOOT. I will tell the Senator, but there is no necessity 
of doing that to-night. I think the best way to do to-night is to 
let this matter go over, and I should like to see some of the 
representatives of the employees who have talked to me about 
it and who have told me that they were perfectly willing to 
have these amendments made, 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, perhaps we would like to digest 
them to-night. We would like to get hold of them and be ready 
to consider them to-morrow. 

Mr. SMOOT. I can tell the Senator what they are. 

Mr. SMITH. Yes; let us know what they are. 

Mr. SWANSON, Mr. President, why not let the Senate pass 
on this bill and not traffic and trade outside of the Senate in 
regard to it? Why not let the judgment of the Senate be 
passed on this bill? 

Mr. SMOOT. They shall have it. I am not saying that the 
Senate will not finally pass upon it, but they are not going to 
pass upon it to-night. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President. 

Mr. SWANSON. I understand, then, that the Senator is 
threatening to filibuster? 

Mr. SMOOT. I do not care what the Senator calls it. 

Mr. SWANSON. That is what I do call it. 

Mr. SMOOT. I do not care what the Senator calls it. If the 
Senate wants to know what these amendments are, I am per- 
fectly willing to say now just what they are and give the 
Senate the reasons for proposing them, 

Mr. FLETCHER. That is right. 

Mr. SMOOT. I am perfectly willing to do that. There is 
nothing that I conceal in any way, shape, or form. I would 
just as soon tell the whole world what I am telling the Senate 
here, and I want every employee of the Government to know 
just what my position is. 

Mr. STANFIELD. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from Oregon? 
` Mr. SMOOT. Yes. 

Mr. STANFIELD. Will not the Senator permit the bill to 
be read for the purpose of considering the committee amend- 
ments and then considering the Senator's amendments? 

Mr. SMOOT. No; not to-night. 

Mr. STANFIELD. The Senator does not know that they are 
going to be turned down. 

Mr. SMOOT. Not to-night. 

Mr. STANFIELD. Is the Senator afraid of his own amend- 
ments? 

Mr. SMOOT. Not in the least. 

Mr. STANFIELD. Is the Senator afraid to submit them to 
the body? 

Mr. SMOOT. Not in the least. 

Mr. STANFIELD. Then I submit that the Senator ought not 
to do that. 

Mr. SMOOT. I do not think I haye been treated correctly in 
this matter at all. 

Mr. STANFIELD. I hope the Senator will not take that, 
position, 


Mr. SMOOT. I am not laying it to the Senator. 

Mr. STANFIELD. I should regret it if the Senator did. I 
have tried to be what I think is more than fair. I can not con- 
ceive of myself going further with any Member of this body 
than I have with the Senator from Utah to give him fair con- 
sideration in connection with this bill. Ever since last April 
the Senator from Utah has opposed this measure, and he has 
done everything that he could to block its consideration, not- 
withstanding the fact that in the closing hours of the first 
session of this Congress he agreed with me, standing here at 
this desk, that in the first days of December he would do every- 
thing in his power to bring up this bill for consideration. 
told me that fairly, and I know that he meant it. I am sure 
that he was sincere when he told me those very words—that he 
would do that if I would not attempt to bring up the bill in the 
closing hours of the first session of this Congress, when it was 
proposed to make it the unfinished business or a special order for 
the 11th day of December. The Senator from Utah said to me: 
“Do not do that, but in December I will help you to get this 
bill up for fair consideration by the body.” December has 
passed, and January has passed, and February has come, but 
it makes but little difference so far as that obligation is con- 
cerned; and I do not think the Senator is quite fair when he 
filibusters here to-night to keep this bill from being acted on 
by this body. $ 

Mr. SMOOT. I am going to see some of the men who have 
promised me here what they were going to do, what they were 
perfectly willing to do. I want to know who they were and 
why they went to work to do what they did. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, those men do not have to 
pass on this measure. 

Mr. SMOOT. It is not a question of those men passing on 
this measure. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Senators have to pass on this measure. 

Mr. SMOOT. It is a question of what those men have 
already done. If the Senate want to know what these amend- 
ments are, I will tell them. 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, surely the Senator from 
Utah does not want any higher privilege than any other Sena- 
tor has, namely, to present his amendments and let the judg- 
ment of the Senate be passed on them. 

Mr. SMOOT. There will be plenty of time to do that. This 
bill is going to pass, but not to-night. 

Mr. SWANSON. All that any Senator ought to ask is the 
privilege of presenting amendments and letting the judgment 
of the Senate be passed on them. 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator will take his own course. 

Mr. DALE and Mr. FESS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator yield; and 
if so, to whom? 

Mr. SMOOT. I yield to either one of the Senators. 

Mr. DALE. Mr. President, it seems to me that the way this 
matter is left now, it rather casts a reflection on the men who 
are officially connected with the retirement proposition, the 
civil-service employees and their officials in particular. I 
want to say that none of those officials have labored with me 
or written to me or even asked me to nndertake to change these 
amendments from what the Senator from Utah has. 

Mr. SMOOT. I am not going to travel over that same 
ground. We have traveled over it to-night. 

Mr. DALE. I do not think that reflection ought to be left. 

Mr. SMOOT. I do not ask the reflection to be on a single 
member of the committee—not one. 

Mr. DALE. I do not care anything about the committee. 
The committee can take care of itself. I am talking about 
the officials of the civil-service organization outside. 

Mr. SMOOT. I am perfectly aware who they are, and the 
information came to me. I am not going te go over that 
ground again. I want to see them, and see why they did it. 

Mr. DALE. I do not know that they did it. 

Mr. SMOOT. I do not say the Senator does—— 

Mr. DALE. I know the Senator does not. 

Mr. SMOOT. But I want to be sure of it. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. FESS. Would it be in order, in view of the apparent 
situation that we can not get a vote, to ask unanimous con- 
sent to lay this bill aside and take up the other bills on the 
calendar? 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I do not know that that is 
necessary, although I will do whatever the Senate wants to 
do. I want to be perfectly understood. I have not any ob- 
jection to the retirement bill passing; but I am not going 
to be notified here between 5 and 6 o'clock, when I was just 
about to go home, that a program which had been agreed to 
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was not going to be carried out, and I want a chance to- 
morrow to find ont the facts of this thing. ; 

Mr. STANFIELD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SMOOT. I yield to the Senator, 

Mr. STANFIELD. I would like to ask the Senator from 
Utah just what particular difference it meant to him as to 
what particular hour he was notified? More than that, I 
would like to ask him why it is that he should feel that the 
whole responsibility of this measure rests on his shoulders, 
souk of on the shoulders of the Members of the Senate gen- 
erally? 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I am a Senator of the United 
States, and I am not here just simply to say “yes” because 
somebody else says “yes.” That has not been my course in 
the Sehate. I try to analyze and study all the bills passing the 
Senate, and I always do what I think is right. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, the Senator can certainly 
understand just how anxious these employees are, because this 
session is going to Qie on the 4th of March. He should not 
quarrel with them for wanting to get action at the earliest 
possible moment. 

Mr. SMOOT. I am not quarreling with them, and there is 
no question but what they will have a retirement bill, as far 
as I am concerned. 

Mr. HEFLIN. But the Senator has notified the Senate that 
we can not have action to-night. 

Mr. SMOOT. There is no use going over that again. I am 
not going to allow a vote on this bill to-night. That is all 
there is about it; it will not be done. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, the Senator 

Mr. SMOOT. I decline to yield. 

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from South Dakota? 

Mr. SMOOT. For a question, 

Mr. STERLING. The question is this: Does not the Senator 
from Utah think it would be fair and reasonable to go through 
this bill, receive any suggested committee amendments, and 
consider them? The Senator from Utah, I think, probably 
would agree to nearly all the amendments which the committee 
would propose, through its chairman, the Senator from Oregon 
IMr. STANFIELD]. 

Mr. SMOOT. That can be done in 30 minutes, in my opinion, 
at any time. 

Mr. STERLING. Then when we come to an amendment in 
regard to which there can be no agreement let the Senate de- 
termine whether the bill shall be laid aside: but let us make 
that much progress, anyhow, in the consideration of the bill. 

Mr. SMOOT. I am perfectly willing to consider amendments 
to-night to which there is no abjection. 

Mr. HEFLIN. That is all right. 

Mr. SMOOT. Wait a minute. Whenever there is an objec- 
tion to an amendment, I want to have il go over. Not only 
that, I do not want the bill to pass to-night. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President 

Mr. SMOOT. If that is not agreed to, then I will go on. 

Mr. HEFLIN. As I understand it, the Senator will not 
object to a yote on amendments which are not objected to, 
and when we get to those to which there is objection, have the 
bill go over until tomorrow? 

Mr. SMOOT. I am perfectly willing to do that, but I am 
not going to have the bill passed to-night. It will not pass 
before I find out more about what has happened. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Let us get along with it as far as we can. 

Mr. STANFIELD. Suppose we agree to all the amendments ; 
would the Senator object to the Senate voting on the bill? 

Mr. SMOOT. We can not agree on all the amendments, 

Mr. STANFIELD. The Senator does not know that. 

Mr. SMOOT. I do know it. 

Mr. STANFIELD. How does the Senator know it? 

Mr. SMOOT. Because the Senator from Oregon told me 
of one of them. 

Mr. STANFIELD. I do not speak for this body. 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator is asking me about how I knew, 
and I tell him I got the information from him. 

Mr. STANFIELD. ‘The Senator does not know but what 
this body will agree with him, and not with the committee. 

Mr. SMOOT. I am not going to take that chance. [Laughter 
in the galleries.] 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The oceupants of the galleries 
are admonished that under the rules of the Senate they are 
not permitted to indicate either approyal or disapproval. 

Mr. SMOOT. I am perfectly willing to have the bill taken 
up, and wherever there is an objection made, to have the 
amendment go over. 
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Mr. McKELLAR. That is all right. 

Mr. SMOOT., Then, when the amendments to which there 
is no objection are agreed to, we will lay the bill aside, 

Mr. SWANSON. Will the Senator be willing to state the 
time when we can have a vote on the bill? 

Mr. SMOOT. We ean probably reach a vote on it to-morrow. 

Mr. HEFLIN. At what time to-morrow? 

Mr. SMOOT. 1 do not care at what time to-morrow. 

Mr. SMITH, Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from South Carolina? 

Mr. SMITH. I just wanted to ask the Senator if there are 
some parties he wishes to see, or is it amendments to the bill 
he wants to consider? It looks as if he is aggrieved with some- 
body or something, and I want to know who it is he wishes to 
see between now and to-morrow in order to get himself in a 
frame of mind to let the bill pass. 

Mr. SMOOT. Perhaps I had better withdraw my consent, 
and go on. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, no; let us go on with the bill for 


amendment. 

Mr. HEFLIN, Let us consider the amendments that can be 
agreed upon. 

Mr. SMOOT. I am perfectly willing to go on. I ask unani- 


mous consent that we proceed with the consideration of amend- 
ments to the bill; that when objection is made to any amend- 
ment, it shall go over, and that when the amendments to which 
there is no objection are agreed to, the bill be laid aside. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let the bill be read for action on the 
committee amendments first. 

Mr. STANFIELD. I would like to propose as an amend- 
ment to that unanimous-consent request, that we vote on the 
bill at not later than 3 o'clock to-morrow. 

Mr. SMOOT. That brings up the question of the unfinished 
business. I assure the Senator that I am perfectly willing 
to have the Senate meet to-morrow night, and to go on with 
the bill and pass it. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I think we can arrange that to-morrow. 

Mr. SMOOT. I do not want to have any understanding 
which will interfere with any other plan for the conduct of 
the business of the Senate. 

Mr. BROUSSARD. Will the Senator not inelude the offer- 
ing of amendments by other Senators to-morrow? 

Mr. SMOOT. Let us get through with the amendments 
which the committee desire to offer. Let us go on with the 
committee amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair desires to state 
that at the beginning of the consideration of this measure 
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. ROBINSON] asked for the 
formal reading of the bill. 7 

Mr. ROBINSON. Let the formal reading of the bill be 
dispensed with. 

Mr. SMOOT. I am perfectly willing that the formal read- 
ing shall be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection the for- 
mal reading of the bill will be dispensed with, and the bill 
will be read for amendment, committe amendments to be con- 
sidered first, 

Mr. SMOOT. Has the unanimous-consent request which I 
submitted been granted? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair could not hear all 
of the request, and if he does not state it as the Senator pre- 
ferred it, he will correct the Chair. The Senator from Utah 
asks unanimous consent that the bill be read for amendment, 
committee amendments to be considered first 

Mr. SMOOT. For committee amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. For committee amendments; 
and when any amendment is objected to, it shall go over. 

Mr. SMOOT, And that when all the committee amend- 
ments have been offered, the bill be laid aside. 

Mr. SMITH. Is the Senator willing to agree that after 
the committee amendments, not objected to, have been agreed 
to, and those objected to passed over, other amendments may 
then be offered? We will have some time, and some helpful 
amendments may be offered. 

Mr. SMOOT. Those amendments may be in direct confilct 
with what the committee amendments provide. I do not want 
to have that done until I know what the committee amend- 
ments are, I do know what one of the amendments is. 

Mr. SMITH. Would not that be developed when they were 
offered on the floor? 

Mr. SMOOT. It might be, for aught I know. 
know what they are. 

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from South Dakota? 


I do not 


Mr. SMOOT. I yield. 

Mr. STERLING. Is it the idea of the Senator from Utah 
that upon a mere objection to an amendment of the committee, 
it shall go over and not be discussed to-night? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; not to be considered to-night. They may 
all be agreed to, for aught I know, with the exception of one. 

Mr. SMITH. Perhaps we can straighten that one out. 

Mr. SMOOT. Not to-night, 

. STANFIELD. May it not be put to a vote? 
. SMOOT. No; not to-night. 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, I ask that the regular order 
be proceeded with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The regular order is demanded, 
and the regular order is the reading of the bill. g 

Mr. SMOOT. I will proceed, then. 

Mr. RANSDELL. No objection has been made to the request 
of the Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
tnanimous-consent request of the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator having the bill in charge just 
asked me a question that would lead me to believe 

Mr. STANFIELD. I have not objected. 

Mr. SMOOT. That he misunderstood me. 

Mr. STANFIELD. I have not objected. 

Mr. SMOOT. So it is understood that my request is granted? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Chair hears no objection, 
and it is so ordered. The secretary will read the bill for 
action on committee amendments. 

The reading clerk proceeded to read the bill. 

Mr, STANFIELD, Mr. President, I wish to propose an 
amendment on page 1, line 9. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A committee amendment? 

Mr. STANFIELD. A committee amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
amendment, 

The Reaprne CLERK. On page 1, line 9, the committee pro- 
poses to strike out the word “fourth” and to insert in lieu 
thereof the word “second,” so that it will read: 


That, beginning on the first of the second month next following 
the passage of this act, all employees in the civil service of the 
United States to whom this act applies. 


And so forth. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
on the amendment, 

Mr. SMOOT. Let me read that first. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will again 
state the amendment. 

The reading clerk again read the amendment. 

Mr. SMOOT. The only reason why four months was pro- 
vided was that it was not thought the organization could be 
gotten into shape before four months. If the Senator assures 
me that it can be done in 60 days, I have not a particle of 
objection to the amendment. 

Mr. STANFIELD. We are advised that it can be done. In 
the act of 1920, 90 days, or 3 months, was provided. Now, all 
the machinery is set up, and it seems reasonable to presume 


that it can be done in 60 days. 


Mr. SMOOT. I have no objection to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr, DIAL. I ask that the amendment on page 2, line 5, go 
over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That will go over under the 
agreement. 

The next amendment of the committee was, on ge 2, line 
2, to strike out the word “ sixty,” and to insert in lieu thereof 
the word“ sixty-three,” so as to read: 


That beginning on the Ist day of the second month next follow- 
ing the passage of this act all employees in the civil service of the 
United States to whom this act applies who shail have attained or 
shall hereafter attain the age of 63 years— 


and so forth. 

Mr. SMOOT. Let me say to the Senator that if the other 
amendment is agreed to I think this ought to be 63 years, but 
if Senators are going to insist upon an amendment to it, of 
course I am going to ask that it go over. If they allow it 
to remain at 63 years, I have no objection whatever. 

Mr. DIAL. I think it had better go over until to-morrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made, and the 
amendment goes over. T'he Secretary will state the next amend- 
ment. 

The Reavrine CLERK. On page 2, line 5, the committee pro- 

to strike out “fifty five” and to insert in lieu thereof 
“fifty eight.” 
Mr. DIAL. Let that go over. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment goes over. 
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Mr. FLETCHER. Does the Senator from Utah propose to 
amend it? 

Mr. SMOOT. My amendment provides—that is, the amend- 
weng we all discussed—that there shall be a straight 63-year 

mnit. 

Mr. FLETCHER. For all? 

Mr, SMOOT. For all. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Without any exceptions? 

Mr. SMOOT. Without any exceptions at all. It makes 
one 62, which is now, under the existing law, 63. I am per- 
fectly willing, when the time comes, to give the Senate the 
reasons for that, but I need not do it to-night. 

Mr. SMITH. Since this matter is going over, I think I shall 
offer an amendment to those two age limits in conformity with 
some other provisions of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
next amendment, 

The Reaping CLERK. On page 7, line 14, after the word 
service“ and the comma insert the words “ but not to exceed 
thirty,” and on page 7, line 16, to strike out “ five” and insert 
in lieu thereof “ ten,” so as to read: 

Sec. 3. That the annuities of an employee retired under section 1 of 
this act shall equal the number of years of service, but not to exceed 
30, multiplied by the average annual basic salary, pay, or compensa- 
tion received by such employee during the 10 years next preceding the 
date on which retirement shall take place, divided by 45, but said 
annuity shall in no case exceed $1,200 per annum or 75 per cent of 
such average salary. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 7, line 24, after the word 
“ year,” to insert a colon and the following proviso: 

Provided, however, That no employee with less than 25 years of 
service shall receive more than 75 per cent of the maximum annuity, 
except for disability. 


Mr. STANFIELD. There is a committee amendment to be 
proposed just preceding this one. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Oregon 
object? 

Mr. STANFIELD. Let it go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment goes over. 
That concludes the committee amendments which have been re- 
ported. Are there other committee amendments? 

Mr. DALE. Yes. 

Mr. KING. Was disposition made of the amendment found 
in lines 24 and 25, page 7? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That amendment was passed 
over. 

Mr. McKELLAR. May I have the attention of the Senator 
from Oregon? I inquire if there are not other committee 
amendments? 

Mr. STANFIELD. There are, but they have not been printed. 

Mr. DALE. It was my understanding that the bill was to 
be read through for the committee amendments indicated in 
the bill, and then we would go back for further committee 
amendments, and then consider individual amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It was understood that the 
bill was to be read for committee amendments, not for individ- 
ual amendments, and the Chair will state to the Senator from 
Vermont that the committee amendments printed in the bill 
have been stated at the desk. 

Mr. DALE. Then I propose the committee amendment, 
which I send to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be re- 

rted. 

P The READING CLERK. On page 5, line 16, after the words 
“employees of the”, insert “ offices of solicitors of the several 
executive departments.” 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Utah will 
state the inquiry. : 

Mr. KING. Under the arrangement which I am advised was 
made during my abseuce from the Chamber, I understand that 
no amendments other than committee amendments are to be 
considered to-night if objected to. Does that apply to amend- 
ments that may be tendered from the floor? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair understands that 
no individual amendments are in order to-night. 

Mr. KING. Then, the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Vermont will be pending? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, It is a committee amend- 
ment. 

Mr. MOSES. What was the answer to the inquiry pro- 
pounded by the Senator from Utah? Is not eyery amendment 
offered here under the same condition? 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Not under the unanimous- 
consent rule. 

Mr. MOSES. None but committee amendments are to go 
over under objection? 

Mr. SMOOT. They are to go over on objection and the bill 
is to be laid aside. 

Mr. MOSES. No individual amendments are to be proposed 
to-night? 

Mr. SMOOT. No. 

Mr. KING. I object to the consideration of the amendment 
to-night. 

Mr. HEFLIN. But that was a committee amendment. 

`~ The PRESIDING OFFICER. But it is objected to. 

Mr. KING. I understood it was a committee amendment 
and I objected. I should be glad to hear an explanation of it. 

Mr. STANFIELD. I shall be glad to give the Senator an 
explanation. It is to take in the employees in the various 
offices of the solicitors in the various departments of the 
Government. In some instances employees in the solicitors’ 
offices come under the law. In the office of the Chief of the 
Interior Department the employees have contributed, but the 
old law does not provide for them to come under its provisions. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Many of them have been in the service 
for many years. 

8 1 5 STANFIELD, Yes; and have been contributing to the 
nd. 

Mr. KING. Let me inquire of the Senator who has charge 
of the bill if they are all civil-service employees? 

Mr. STANFIELD. They are civil-service employees who 
have been contributing to the fund. 

Mr. KING. Why would they not be embraced within the 
terms of the original act? 

Mr. SMOOT. They were not included in the act of 1920, and 
yet during all that time they have been paying the regular con- 
tribution of 214 per cent. 2 

Mr. KING. Why did they contribute if they were not within 
the all-embracing terms of the act? 

Mr. McKELLAR. They were civil-service employees and, of 
course, they had to contribute, but they did not come within 
the benefits of the act. 

Mr. STANFIELD. But they had to contribute. 

Mr. McKELLAR, They ought to have been put in at the 
time. 

Mr. KING. I do not have the act before me, but my recollec- 
tion of it was that those who were civil-service employees, re- 
gardless of the position which they occupied in the Government, 
whether in the executive or legislative branch of the Govern- 
ment, were to be beneficiaries under the act. I recall there was 
a good deal of discussion as to whether or not persons who 
were not within the classified service, but who had been with 
the Government for many years, should be beneficiaries under 
the act. I understood then, and I think that was the view of 
Senators who participated in the debate, that all persons within 
the classified service were to be beneficiaries of the act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator press his 
objection? y 

Mr. KING. No; I will withdraw it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Utah with- 
draws his objection. Is there further objection to the amend- 
ment? If not the amendment is agreed to. The Chair hears 
no objection to it. 

Mr. DALE. Mr. President, I propose the amendment which 
I send to the desk. 

Mr. KING. For the committee? 

Mr. DALE. Yes. ; 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Clerk will report the 
amendment. 

The Reapıxe CLERK. On page 6, line 5, beginning with the 
word “ whose,” strike out in lines 5 and 6: Whose employ- 
ment contemplates permanency of tenure, or a fixed term of 
not less than four years,” and insert in lieu thereof the words: 
“employees whose tenure of employment is not intermittent 
or of uncertain duration.” 

Mr. SMOOT. That just relates to the fourth-class postmas- 
ters. We are all agreed, I think, that it ought to be adopted. 

Mr. SMITH. Let the amendment be stated again. 

The reading clerk again stated the amendment. 

Mr. SMITH. Now, may we have the Clerk read it as 
amended, beginning with the word “ provided"? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Clerk will report the text 
as it will be amended if the amendment is agreed to. 

The Reaping CLERK (reading)— 

Provided, That these groups shall include only those employees whose 
tenure of employment is not intermittent or of uncertain duration, 
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Mr. SMOOT. The purpose of the amendment is to remove 
the ambiguity which now exists in paragraph (d) of section 
2, This paragraph would seem to apply only to unclassified 
employees, but from the proyiso there is a suggestion that 
officers of the United States appointed for a fixed term were 
to be included also. No reason appears for such an extension 
of the retirement system, and since the present language of the 
section is conflicting and ambiguous, the amendment is pro- 
posed limiting the application of the retirement system, 80 far 
as persons not in the classified service are concerned, to em- 
ployees whose service is regular and continuous. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and the amendment is agreed to. 

Mr. DALE. I now offer the committee amendment, which 
I send to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Vermont 
offers the following committee amendment. 

The Reaping Cerk. On page 7, line 15, after the word 
“compensation,” insert the words “not exceeding $1,800.” 

Mr. KING. I object. Let the amendment go over. 

Mr, STANFIELD. I hope the Senator will not object to 
the amendment, It is only a clarifying proposition. 

Mr. SMOOT, The limit is $1,200. There is no change in the 
amount of the annuity. 

Mr. KING. I thought it was an extension. or increase. 

Mr. STANFIELD. Oh, no; it is simply to clarify the lan- 
guage of the bill, 

Mr. KING, Very well, I have no objection. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the 
amendment is agreed to. 

Mr. DALE. I offer the committee amendment, which I send 
to the desk. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Clerk will state the 
proposed amendment. 

The Reaptne Crunk. On page 7, line 23, after the word 
„rendered,“ Insert the words “if less than six months.” 

Mr. KING. Let the Clerk read the text as amended. 

Mr. SMOOT, May we have the amendment completed first? 

Mr. DALE. The whole amendment was not read, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Clerk will continue the 
reading of the amendment, 

The Reaping Cresk, In the same line, line 23, strike out the 
words “time in excess of” and insert in lieu thereof the word 
“if,” and in line 24, after the word months,” insert the words 
“or more.” 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the 
amendment is agreed to. 

Mr, SMOOT, Now let ft be read, and then I think Senators 
will see the reason for the changes. They merely clarify the 
meaning of the section, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Clerk will read the text 
as amended, 

The reading clerk read as follows: 


Provided, That in determining the number of years of serviee for 
the purpose of computing annuities hereunder fractional parts of a 
year in respect to the aggregate service rendered for less than six 
months shall be disregarded and if six months or more shall be com- 
puted as @ year, 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the text 
as amended is agreed to. 

Mr. DALE. I offer the following committee amendment, 
which I send to the desk. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Vermont 
offers an amendment, which will be stated. 

The Reaping CierK. On pages 7 and 8, strike out the proviso 
beginning in line 24, page 7, and including lines 24 and 25 on 
page 7 and lines 1 and 2 on page 8. 

Mr. STANFIELD. This is simply to conform to the $1,800 
proposition we agreed to just a moment ago. 

Mr. FLETCHER, The Senator is proposing to change the 
committee amendment as printed. 

Mr. STERLING. It in effect asks the Senate to disagree 
to the committee amendment, That is the effect of it. 

Mr. FLETCHER. As it is printed in the bill? 

Mr. STERLING. Yes. 

Mr. SMITH. Is this to amend the committee amendment? 

Mr. SMOOT. It is really to reject the amendment that has 
been proposed. The committee amendment at the bottom of 
page 7 should be disagreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment now of- 
fered by the Senator from Vermont is the equivalent of dis- 
agreeing to the amendment printed in the bill. 

Mr. FLETCHER. When that amendment was reached it 


‘was passed over. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is advised that 
the amendment has been passed over under objection; so the 
amendment will not be taken up. 

Mr. DALE, Do I understand the former proposal was 
passed over? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The present occupant of the 
chair is so advised. 

Mr. SMOOT. Let us clear it up. I ask unanimous consent 
for a reconsideration of the action of the Senate in passing 
over the amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If the objection is with- 
drawn and the amendment proposed in the bill by the com- 
mittee is disagreed to that will be the end of it. Unless there 
is objection that will be the order. 

Mr. SMOOT. Can the clerk tell who objected? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is informed that 
the junior Senator from Utah [Mr. Krne] asked to have it go 
over. Does the junior Senator from Utah withdraw his ob- 
jection? 

Mr. KING. As I understand 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, Does the junior Senator 
from Utah withdraw his objection? 

Mr. KING. Having accepted other amendments, in order 
properly to coordinate the measure, this amendment ought to 
pa disagreed to, and I withdraw any objection to that being 

one, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the order 
to pass the amendment over is withdrawn, and the amendment 
will be disagreed to. 

Mr. DALE. Mr. President, I offer the committee amendment 
which I send to the desk. 

ar PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be 
stated. 

The Reape CLERK. On page 9, line 9, it is proposed to 
strike out: 


In determining the aggregate period of service upon which the 
annuity is to be based, the fractional part of a month, if any, in the 
total service shall be eliminated, 


Mr. SMOOT. This amendment is in conformity with the 
amendment which was offered to section 8. It is exactly the 
same amendment. 

Mr. SMITH. It is to eliminate fractional parts of a month. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
amendment? If not, the amendment will be agreed to. 

Mr. DALE. I offer the committee amendment which I send 
to the desk. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment proposed 
by the Senator from Vermont will be stated. 

The Reapine CLERK. On page 15, in lines 12 and 13, it is 
proposed to strike out the words “the fourth month next fol- 
lowing the passage of this act” and to insert “ July, 1925." 

The PRESIDENT pre tempore. Is there objection to this 
amendment? 

Mr. SMOOT. This is a new amendment; but, as I gather 
from the reading of it, it is simply to conform to the action 
heretofore taken. 

Mr. DALE. That is all. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Instead of beginning on the ist of July, 
why not make the language eonform to section 1, which reads: 


That beginning on the first day of the second month next following 
the passage of this act, 


Mr. KING. That would be better. 

Mr. DALE. I will accept that amendment, so far as I may 
do so. 

Mr. SMITH. It seems to me that would be better. 

Mr. SMOOT. That would make it uniform. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I think we had better make the language 
correspond with the first section. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment as pro- 
posed to be modified by the Senator from Florida will be stated. 

The Reapinc Cierk. On page 15, line 12, it is proposed to 
strike out the word “ fourth” and to insert the word “ second,” 
so that it will read: 


That beginning on the first day of the second month next following 
the passage of this act 


Mr. FLETCHER. I move that amendment instead of the 
committee amendment. 

Mr. DALE. Very well. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. DALE, I offer the committee amendment which I send 
to the desk. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be 
stated. 

The READING CLERK. On page 15, line 17, beginning with the 
words “ The Secretary,” it is proposed to strike oùt lines 17, 18, 
19, 20, 21, and 22 down to and including the words Treasury 
Department” in line 23 and to insert in lieu thereof the fol- 
lowing: 

The amount so deducted and withheld from the basic salary, pay, 
or compensation of each employee shall, in accordance with such pro- 
cedure as may be prescribed by the Comptroller General of the United 
States, be deposited in the Treasury of the United States. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to this 
amendment? 

Mr. KING. Is that amendment merely administrative? 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair hears no objection 
to the amendment. 

Mr. SMOOT. Please have the Secretary again state the 
amendment, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be 
again stated. 

The READING CLERK. On page 15, beginning in line 17, it is 
proposed to strike out The Secretary of the Treasury shall 
cause the said amounts to be withheld from all specific appro- 
priations for the particular salaries or compensation from 
which the deductions are made and 8 all 1 out of 
lump-sum appropriations for payments of such salaries or com- 
pensation for each fiscal year, and said sums shall be trans- 
ferred on the books of the Treasury Department” and in lieu 
thereof to insert The amount so deducted and withheld from 
the basic salary, pay, or compensation of each employee shall, 
in accordance with such procedure as may be prescribed by the 
Comptroller General of the United States, be deposited in the 
Treasury of the United States,” so as to read: 


The amount so deposited and withheld from the basic salary, pay, 
or compensation of each employee shall, in accordance with such 
procedure as may be prescribed by the Comptroller General of the 
United States, be deposited in the Treasury of the United States to 
the credit of the “ civil-service retirement and disability fund“ 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. DALE. I offer the committee amendment, which I send 
to the desk. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
stated. 

The READING CLERK. On page 17, line 4, after the words 
“United States,” it is proposed to insert “or Federal farm 
loan bonds.” 

Mr. SMOOT. Let that amendment go over, Mr. President. 
` Mr. STANFIELD, Mr. President 

Mr. KING. ‘We might want to give the power to invest in 
other securities of the Government. 

Mr. DALE. The amendment merely proposes to allow in- 
vestment in Federal farm loan bonds. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I think that is a very good provision. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I think that a splendid provision and 
it ought to be adopted. 

Mr. FLETCHER. If adopted it would afford an additional 
market for farm-loan bonds. 

Mr. SMITH. On what page does that amendment come in? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be 
again stated. 

The Reapinc CLERK. On page 17, line 4, after the words 
“United States” it is proposed to insert “or Federal farm- 
loan bonds,” so that it will read: 

That the Secretary of the Treasury shall invest from time to time, 
in interest-bearing securities of the United States or Federal farm- 
loan bonds, such portions of the “ civil service retirement and dis- 
ability fund 


Mr. DALE. I will say to the Senator from South Carolina, 
as the language now reads, these funds can not be invested 
in Federal farm-loan bonds. 

Mr. SMOOT. I ask that that amendment go over for to- 
night. I am rather inclined to think the amendment is a good 
one, but I desire that it shall go over for to-night. 

Mr. DALE. Very well. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Objection is made, and the 
proposed amendment will be passed over. 

Mr. DALE. I offer the committee amendment, which I send 
to the desk. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment. proposed 
by the Senator from Vermont will be stated, 


The amendment will be 


The Reapine CLERK. On page 17, line 11, it is proposed to 
strike out the words “Secretary of the Treasury” and in 
lieu thereof to insert the words “ Comptroller General.” 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
consideration of the amendment? The Chair hears none, and 
the amendment is agreed to. 

Mr. DALE. Mr. President, I offer another amendment on 
behalf of the committee. 
pase} PRESIDENT pro tempore, The amendment will be 

The READING CLERK. On page 18, it is proposed to strike 
out, beginning with line 8 down to line 2, on page 19, as 
follows: 

Each executive department, and each independent establishment of 
the Governnrent not within the jurisdiction of any executive depart- 
ment, shall establish and maintain such record as will enable it to 
determine the amount deducted within each fiscal year from the basic 
salary, pay, or compensation of each employee within its jurisdiction 
to whom this act applies. When such employee is transferred from 
one office to another a certified abstract of his official record shall 
be transmitted to the office to which the transfer is made. 

When application is made to the Commissioner of Pensions for return 
of deductions and accrued interest, as provided in this section, such 
application shall be accompanied by a certificate from the proper officer 
showing the complete record of deductions, by fiscal years, and other 
data necessary to the proper adjustment of the claim, 

The Commissioner of Pensions, with the approval of the Secretary 
of the Interior, shall establish rules and regulations for crediting and 
reporting deductions and for computing interest hereunder. 


And in lieu thereof to insert: 


There shall be established and maintained in the General Accounting 
Office such record as will enable it to determine the amount deducted 
within each fiscal year from the basic salary, pay, or compensation of 
each employee to whom this act applies, and ‘the interest thereon as 
prescribed by the act shall be computed and credited under such rules 
as the Comptroller General may prescribe, and each executive depart- 
ment and each independent establishment not within the jurisdiction 
of any executive department shall discontinue the keeping of such 
record of deductions made on and after January 1, 1926. 

Applications for the return of deductions with acerued interest shall 
be made to the General Accounting Office, accompanied by a certificate 
from the proper officer showing the amount of deductions for such 
number of months immediately preceding the making of the application 
as may be required by the Comptroller General. 


Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator 
in charge of the bill if this amendment, taking it with one or 
two others which I think I have heard stated from time to 
time, will tend to place the Comptroller General in the attitude 
of an administrative officer? 

Mr. STANFIELD. Not at all. 

Mr. SMOOT. It merely relates to accounts. 

Mr. STANFIBLD. It has to do only with keeping the 
records. The amendment takes away from the scattered ad- 
ministrative department the work of keeping the records and 
concentrates the work in the General Accounting Office. 

Mr. SMOOT. I will say to the Senator that all accounts 
ought to be kept by the Comptroller General’s office. The 
records referred to in the amendment have been scattered 
around in the different departments, but if they are trans- 
ferred to the Comptroller General all of the accounting will be 
done in one place. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Is the Senator sure that that is the 
place where it should be done? 

Mr. STANFIELD. Every pay roll is under the Comptroller 
General. 

Mr. SMOOT. This is one of the amendments that I had 
not considered. a 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Does anybody else disburse this money 
before the Comptroller General passes upon it? 

Mr. STANFIELD. He has to approve all pay rolls before 
they are paid. ; 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I am merely anxious to see that the 
Comptroller General remains merely an auditing officer. 

Mr. STANFIELD. That is exactly what the amendment 
proposes to do. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The amendment does not go beyond 
that? 

Mr. STANFIELD. No. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I should like to make an inquiry. 
I am afraid that the amendment, as I understood it, will 
invest the Comptroller General with the power to determine, 
if not the rate of interest, the time when the interest shall, 
be computed and credited if there is no other provision in the 
bill to the contrary. 
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Mr. STANFIELD. There is. 

Mr. SMOOT. There is. The original law fixes the rate at 
4 per cent, computed annually, and the Comptroller can not 
change that at all. 

Mr. KING, However, the language of the amendment just 
offered by the Senator from Vermont would seem to give 
the comptroller the power to determine when the interest 
shall be computed and credited to the various accounts. 

Mr. DALE. How that shall be done is prescribed in the act. 

Mr. KING. If it is merely a clerical or perfunctory duty 
which is determined and circumscribed by a prior statute I 
have no objection. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair hears no objec- 
tion, and without objection the amendment is agreed to. 

Mr. DALE, I offer the following committee amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be 
stated. 

The Reaprne CLERK. On page 21, in line 18, after the words 
“Commissioner of Pensions” it is proposed to insert the fol- 
lowing 

Mr. SMOOT. I will ask that that go over to-night. 

Mr. KING. Let the amendment be read, in any event. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The amendment will be 
read. 

The Reapina CLERK. On page 21, line 18, after the words 
„Commissioner of Pensions” it is proposed to insert “or the 
Comptroller General,” and in the same line to strike out the 
word “he” and insert the word “ either.” 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; I ask that that go over. So that the 
Senate may know exactly why I object to that amendment, I 
will say I desire to have section 13 stricken entirely out of 
the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Objection is made, and the 
proposed amendment will be passed over. 

Mr. DALE. I offer the following committee amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be 
stated. 

The Reaprna Crerx. On page 24, in line 2, it is proposed 
to strike out the word“ fourth“ and insert the word “ second.“ 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
consideration of the amendment? 

Mr. KING. I will ask the Senator from Florida if that 
conforms to his amendment? 

Mr. FLETCHER. It does. 

Mr. SMOOT. That is in conformity with the other amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair hears no ob- 
jection, and the amendment is agreed to. 

Mr. SMOOT. Now I ask that the bill may be laid aside. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I should like to ask if 
an employee who retires from the service or who Is discharged 
is entitled to a refund of the contributions made by such em- 
ployee to the retirement and pension fund? 

Mr. STANFIELD. The law provides that the employee 
shall be entitled to a return of the contributions he has made 
when he leaves the service. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will go over. 

Mr. KING. Mr, President, I ask unanimous consent, in view 
of the fact that many amendments to the bill have been made, 
that there may be a reprint of the bill, so that when it is con- 
sidered again we may know just exactly its status, 

Mr. STANFIELD. I think I shall haye to object to that if 
it will involve any delay beyond to-morrow, 


Mr. KING. The bill can be reprinted to-night. 

Mr. SMOOT. It will be here to-morrow. 

Mr. KING. I am not making the request for any purpose of 
delay. 


Mr. STANFIELD. I do not want any delay. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
request of the Senator from Utah? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 


CLAIMS OF ASSINIBOINE INDIANS 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the 
action of the House of Representatives disagreeing to the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 7687) conferring 
jurisdiction upon the Court of Claims to hear, examine, adjudi- 
cate and enter judgment in any claims which the Assiniboine 
Indians may haye against the United States, and for other 
purposes, asking for a conference with the Senate on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, and appointing con- 
ferees on the part of the House. 

Mr. HARRELD. I move that the Senate insist on its amend- 


ments, and agree to the conference asked by the House of 


Representatives, the conferees on the part of the Senate to be 
appointed by the Chair, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection—— 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I object. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President—— 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Objection is made, 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I desire to make a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. What is the order of business under the 
unanimous-consent agreement? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair has just laid 
before the Senate a message from the House of Representatives. 

Mr. PEPPER. May I further inquire what is the status of 
the third of the three measures which under the unanimous- 
consent agreement were to be taken up to-night? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It has the next status, but 
the Chair feels that he has a right to lay a message from the 
House of Representatives or a message from the President 
before the Senate at any time, 

Mr. PEPPER. I hope the Chair will understand I was not 
questioning that, but I was inquiring what the order was sub- 
sequent to the matter which the Chair is now disposing of. 

SEVENTEENTH INTERNATIONAL CONGRESS AGAINST ALCOHOLISM 

(8. DOC. NO. 204) 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the 
following message from the President of the United States, 
which was read: 

To the Congress of the United States: 


I transmit herewith a report by the Secretary of State, to- 
gether with its accompanying report of the delegates of the 
United States to the Seventeenth International Congress 
DN Alcoholism, held at Copenhagen, Denmark, in August, 

CALVIN COOLIDGE, 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 

Washington, February 19, 1925. 


Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, I ask that the report which has 
just been handed down be printed as a Senate document and 
that the report and the accompanying papers be referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Under the rule, does it not have to go 
to the Committee on Printing? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, If objection is made, the 
order will not be entered. 

a WADSWORTH. I just ask for the enforcement of the 
rule. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Objection is made. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I understood that part of it 
was to be printed as a document and the other part was to be 
referred to the committee. Was not that the understanding? 

Mr. MOSES. The message must be printed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The message must be 
printed, and the papers will be referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, 

Mr. HEFLIN. The Senator from Ohio asked that it be 
printed as a Senate document. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
request. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Objection was made? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Yes. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Who made the objection? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I did. 

TWO HUNDREDTH ANNIVERSARY OF THE BIRTH OF GEORGE WASH- 
INGTON (S. DOC. No. 205) 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the 
following message from the President of the United States, 
which was read and, with the accompanying paper, referred to 
the Committee on the Library and ordered to be printed: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

In accordance with the wishes of the Commission for the 
Celebration of the Two Hundredth Anniversary of the Birth of 
George Washington, I hereby transmit to the Congress its first 
report. 


Objection was made to that 


* 


CALVIN COOLIDGE. 

Tue Warre House, February 19, 1925. 

EDUCATION OF PERSIAN STUDENTS IN THE UNITED STATES 
(S. DOC. No. 206) 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the 
following message from the President of the United States, 
which was read, and with the accompanying paper, referred 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations and ordered to be 
printed: 
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To the Congress of the United States: 

I transmit herewith a communication from the Secretary of 
State with regard to the utilization, for the education of Per- 
sian students in the United States, of certain funds received 
and to be received from the Persian Government m a sum not 
to exceed $110,000, which are being paid by that Government in 
reimbursement of the expenses incurred in connection with 
the return to the United States on the U. 8. S. Trenton of the 
remains of the late Vice Consul Robert W. Imbrie, who was 
killed in Teheran on July 18, 1924, 

It is my earnest hope that the Congress will see fit to author- 
ize the setting aside of all funds received from the Persian 
Government on this account, not to exceed $110,000, to be spent 
for educational purposes as aforementioned under such con- 
ditions as the Secretary of State may prescribe. Such action 
by the Congress will tend to foster friendly relations between 
the United States and Persia and will be in line with the prece- 
dent already sanctioned by the Congress in the case of the 
Boxer indemnity fund. 

In view of the fact that one-half of the $110,000 has already 
been received and as the balance is expected shortly to be paid 
by the Persian Government, I trust that the Congress will 
grant the necessary authority at the present session in order 
that the funds in question may not lie idle during the coming 
year. 

5 CAIVIN COOLIDGE. 

TRR Wuitr HoUsE, 

Washington, February 19, 1925. 


NATIONAL BANKING AND FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The next order under the 
unanimous-consent agreement is Senate bill 3316, being a bill 
to amend an act entitled “An act to provide for the consolida- 
tion of national. banking associations,” and so forth. 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to 
consider the bill (S, 8316) to amend an act entitled “An act 
to provide for the consolidation of national banking associa- 
tions,” approved November 7, 1918; to amend section 5136 as 
amended, section 5137, section 5138 as amended, section 5142, 
section 5150, section 5155, section 5190, section 5200 as 
amended, section 5202 as amended, section 5208 as amended, 
section 5211 as amended, of the Revised Statutes of the United 
States; and to amend section 9, section 13, section 22, and 
section 24 of the Federal reserve act, and for other purposes, 
which has been reported from the Committee on Banking and 
Currency, with amendments, 

Mr. BROOKHART. I submit an amendment intended to be 
proposed to the pending House bill, which I ask to have He 
on the table and be printed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That order will be made. 

Mr. HARRELD. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Oklaho: 
will state it. 

Mr. HARRELD. What was done with my motion to insist 
on the Senate amendments and agree to the conference, and 
that conferees be appointed? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It can only be taken up by 
unanimous consent. Objection was made. 

Mr. HARRELD. I ask unanimous consent. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President—— 

Mr. TRAMMELL. I object, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. CURTIS. The Senator has objected. I was just going 
to ask the Senator not to insist, because the unanimous-consent 
agreement does not permit that. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, may I have the floor for 
a moment? - 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Florida. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I dislike very much to 
object to the motion made by the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
HARRELD], but there is still fresh within my memory the fact 
that on yesterday, when I submitted a simple resolution call- 
ing upon the Federal Trade Commission to transmit to the 
Senate a report which had already been compiled, information 
which had already been gathered together in regard to the oil 
industry and prices, the Senator from Oklahoma objected to 
it. He saw fit to smother that information, to which the Senate 
is entitled, and to which the country is entitled, and, by right 
of his prerogative merely as one Senator, to say that we shall 
not have that information. 

Although on the day before the Senator attempted to defend 


the oil companies, the refineries, attempted to defend the ex- 


cessive and arbitrary increase in the price of gasoline, and took 
refuge behind the cloak of the fact that these matters had 


been investigated, when we asked for the report he exercised - 


his prerogative as one Senator, and objected, and attempted to 
smother that information. 

Now, somebody else can object. It is more important to the 

people to get this information, and try to devise 
means whereby they can check this practice and custom of 
the oil companies in pyramiding the price of gasoline, without, 
as I believe, any justifiable reason, than it is to have the little 
bill in which the Senator is so interested. passed at this time. 
That is why I object, Mr. President. 

Mr. PEPPER and Mr. HEFLIN addressed the Chair.. 

ae PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Penusyl- 
vania. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President. $ 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair has recogni 
the Senator from Pennsylvania., 

Mr. HEFLIN. I have asked for recognition four times, and 
I thought I was entitled to it. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair did not hear the 
Renato from Alabama, and did hear the Senator from Penn- 
sylvania. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I understand that the busi- 
ness before the Senate is the consideration of Senate bill 3316, 
Order of Business 694. = 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That bill is before the 
Senate now. 

Mr. PEPPER. I desire to call the attention of the Senate 
to the fact that the Senate bill now before the body was 
originally identical with a House bill which has since passed 
the House, has been messaged to the Senate, has been re- 
ported out by the Committee on Banking and Currency with 
certain amendments, and is on the calendar. I desire to ask 
unanimous consent to substitute for the Senate bill the con- 
sideration of House bill 8887, Order of Business 1096. 

Mr. ROBINSON, Mr. President, I point out to the Senator 
that under the agreement he is entitled to consider either or 
both bills. The Senate agreed by unanimous consent to con- 
sider both the Senate bill and the House bill; so the Senator, 
I think, may take up either. : 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield to the Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I do not desire to discuss this matter, but 
what I rose to speak about a moment ago was pertinent to 
what the Senator from Florida said. He submitted a resolu- 
tion asking for an investigation of the gasoline companies. 
He wanted to know why they were increasing the price so 
rapidly upon the American consumer. He was not able to get 
action upon that resolution. He was told that the Federal 
Trade Commission had already investigated the subject. He 
then asked to have their report submitted to the Senate, and 
the Senator from Oklahoma, as I understand, objected to that. 

Mr. HARRELD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HEFLIN, I yield to the Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I think I have the floor. 

a HARRELD, Will the Senator yield to me for a mo- 
ment? 

Mr. PEPPER. I shall be glad to yield to the Senator from 
Oklahoma. 

Mr. HARRELD. I want to ask the Senator if he does not 
know that under the law the Senator from Florida [Mr. Tram- 
MELL] has a right to ask the Federal Trade Commission for 
this information by telephone at any minute and get, by special 
messenger, the information he asked for in the resolution intro- 
duced yesterday? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I want the Senator to have the right to 
order the Federal Trade Commission to furnish that informa- 
tion by resolution of this body, if he wants to do it. Why 
should he be driven into a booth somewhere and obliged to 
ask and beg somebody to send him information that he, as a 
Senator in this body, has a right to demand? 

Mr. HARRELD. I ask the Senator if he does not know that 
that information has already been printed in the form of a 
report, and that it only needs to be asked for to be sent over 
Lette special messenger and obtained in two minutes and a 

alf? 

Mr. HEFLIN. Why did the Senator from Oklahoma object, 
then? 

Mr. HARRELD. I objected because the Senator from Fior- 
ida refused to substitute that resolution for his other resolu- 
tion. That is the reason why I objected. 

Mr. HEFLIN. So the Senator, first, has assumed the atti- 
tude of denying the Senate the right to have the investigation 
made, and then he has taken the attitude of denying a Senator 
the right to have this commission transmit to the Senate what 
it does know about it. 

Mr. HARRELD, I objected because it is absolutely useless, 
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Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President 

Mr. TRAMMELL, Mr. President, will the Senator yield to 
me? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Pennsylvania yield to the Senator from Florida? 

Mr. PEPPER. I shall be glad to yield for a question upon 
the matter before the Senate. 

Mr. TRAMMELL If the Senator will pardon me, when the 
Senator from Oklahoma has asserted here that I have been 
derelict in exercising due diligence in this matter, does not 
the Senator think that I may answer?. It will take only two 
minutes, if the Senator will yield to me. 

Mr. PAPPER. Mr. President, I wish to show courtesy to 
the Senator, but I am very anxious to make progress with the 
matter, which under the unanimous-consent agreement is the 
business before the Senate. 

Mr. TRAMMELL If the Senator will pardon me, after he 
permitted the Senator from Oklahoma to make an onslaught 
on me, does he not think that it is proper that I should have 
just a minute to answer him? Is not that fairness? 

Mr. PEPPER, I hope the Senator will be very brief. I shall 
be very glad to yield. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, with the Senator's permis- 
sion I will say that I sought to get that information. I did 
telephone to the Federal Trade Commission to get all the infor- 
mation I could. I was unable to get it. I was informed that 
the report had been made to the President, and that he had 
transmitted it to the Attorney General, and that they did not 
feel like releasing it. Therefore, I came to the only body that 
I thought had authority to request that the report be trans- 
mitted to the Senate. That is the fact in regard to it. 

Mr. HARRELD. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Pennsylvania yield to the Senator from Oklahoma? 

Mr. HARRELD. Just one moment, 

Mr. PEPPER. I must decline to yield further. 

Mr. HARRELD. I just want to say—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The Senator from Pennsyl- 
yania yields for a question only. 

Mr. HARRELD. I want to ask the Senator a question. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I must decline to yield. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania has the floor. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, the measure before the Senate 
has been drafted—— 2 

Mr. HARRELD. Mr. President, I rise to a question of per- 
sonal privilege. I think I have a right to reply to the Senator 
from Florida as a matter of personal privilege. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator can not rise 
to a question of personal privilege while a Senator is occupying 
the floor. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, the measure before the Senate 
has been drafted in an effort to bring about equality of oppor- 
tunity between National banks and State banks. The national 
banks of the country are suffering greatly from the rigidity of 
the national banking act as compared with the flexibility of 
the laws of the several States. This measure undertakes to 
make certain changes in the national banking act, and in a 
few instances in the Federal reserve act, with a view to giving 
the national banks a better chance in the competition for busi- 
ness as between themselyes and the institutions operating 
under State charters. 

The measure has 18 sections. Most of them deal with mat- 
ters which will give rise to little controversy. For example, in 
the first section it is provided that it shall no longer be neces- 
sary for a State bank desiring to consolidate with a national 
banking association first to go through the expensive and 
troublesome intermediate step of converting itself into a na- 
tional banking association and then consolidating with the 
national bank. 

The section has the effect of permitting consolidation by the 
State bank directly with the national banking association, 
under provisions which safeguard the rights of stockholders, 
and which are to the effect that the notice and other regulations 
shall be at least as drastic as those required by the law of 
the State in which the consolidation takes place. 

The second section substitutes for the present 99-year charter 
of national banks an indeterminate charter. The value of this 


to national banks is very great, because it enables them to 
take long-time trusts, which at the present time they are re- 
garded as disqualified from taking because of the short term 
of their charters. There is no loss of control, because Con- 
gress by general or special law may revoke the charter as 
heretofore, and the Comptroller of the Currency may 1} bring 
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suit to revoke the charter. It is a mere measure of convenience, 
without loss of administrative or legislative control. 

Mr, KING, Mr. President, would it come within the Dart- 
mouth College case at all? 

Mr. PEPPER. My understanding of the Dartmouth College 
decision is such that the question could not arise between the 
Federal Government and a corporation existing under Federal 
law, because it is only the States that are prohibited from im- 
pairing the obligation of contracts. 

Mr. KING. Simply the principle as to whether or not, if 
there were no reservation in the charter, the Government 
could subsequently abrogate the charter or shorten the term, 
because there might be contractual relations which might be 
impaired by the act of Congress in abrogating oy modifying 
the charter. 

Mr. PEPPER. I take it there is no contractual obligation, 
that Congress by general or special law may revoke or modify 
the charter of a national banking association as well if this 
measure becomes law as at present. 

The third section deals with the tenure of real estate, and 
subtracts the word “ immediate” from the present requirement 
that the real estate shall be such as is requisite for the 
immediate needs of the banking association, Senators will 
understand that in many instances it is desirable to acquire 
real estate adjacent to the bank beyond its immediate needs, 
but for the purpose of making an adyantageous rounding out 
of its holdings. 

The fourth section relaxes the present provisions respecting 
the amount of capital with which national banks can be or- 
ganized in those cases only in which the bank is organized in 
the outlying districts of populous cities, 

The fifth section legalizes the existing practice in accordance 
with which national banks may declare stock dividends. 

The sixth section creates by law the office of “ chairman of the 
board,” an office which is found to be of practical convenience 
in the administration of the affairs of national banks and for 
which at present there is no legal provision. 

The seventh and eighth sections of the bill are those which 
have especial importance because they deal with the subject of 
branch banking. 

The eighth section provides that national banks situated in 
municipalities may hereafter establish branch banks within the 
limits of the municipality in which the parent bank is estab- 
lished, provided there is in force in the State in which the 
municipality exists a State law, regulation, or usage with official 
sanction permitting State institutions to have branches. But 
even if a State law, regulation, or usage permits state-wide 
braneh banking the provision of this bill is so limited that the 
national bank in that State may establish branches only within 
the limits of the municipality in which it is situated. 

Senators are aware that there is a great conflict of opinion 
among intelligent bankers respecting the wisdom and desira- 
bility of branch banking. There are those who are opposed to 
branch banking altogether. There are those who believe that 
state-wide branch banking is desirable. This measure is an 
attempt to compromise that difference of opinion so far as it 
affects national banks by giving to national banks, as I have 
said, the right to have branches, but only within the limits of 
the municipality in which the parent is situated, and the ex- 
pression “limits of the municipality” is defined in the act to 
mean the corporate limits of the municipality, excepting in 
those cases in which the Comptroller of the Currency shall 
find that contiguous cities, towns, boroughs, or villages in fact 
form one commercial community with the municipality in 
which the parent bank is situated, in which case, and in which 
ease only, “limits of the municipality” is taken to include 
the total area of those contiguous towns, cities, villages, or 
boroughs. 

There is a limitation upon the number of branches which 
may be established, dependent upon the population of the mu- 
nicipality. None may be established in a municipality of less 
than 25,000 inhabitants; one may be established in a munici- 
pality with a population of between 25,000 and 50,000; two in 
a municipality with a population between 50,000 and 100,000; 
and aboye 100,000, in the discretion of the comptroller. All 
these branches are to be subject, as fully as the parent bank, 
to the supervisory power of the Comptroller of the Currency. 

So much for the branches to be established in the future. It 
remains to call attention to the fact that in virtue of past 
consolidations between State banks and national banks it hap- 
pens in many instances that the State bank has come into the 
consolidation with existing branches. This measure will per- 
mit a national banking association which, under a State law, 
regulation, or usage, has such branches at the date of this act, 
acquired by past consolidation with a State bank authorized 
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to have branches, to retain them, In other words, the purpose 
of the act is not to disintegrate an existing situation in that 
regard. 

I call attention also to the fact that where State banks are 
converted into national banks it sometimes happens that the 
State bank at the time of the conversion has one or more 
branches existent. It is provided in this measure that these 
branches may be retained, as in the ease of consolidations. upon 
the theory that there should be no disturbance of an existing 
status. But saving branches that exist under laws in force at 
the time this law goes into effect, if the Congress in its wisdom 
shall pass it, there may be no branches established in the 
future by national banks save within the limits of the munici- 
pality and subject to the restrictions as to population I have 
already mentioned. 

Mr, KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. KING. Does not the Senator think that the measure 
as he is now expounding it discriminates against a number of 
banks in the municipalities? I understood the Senator to say 
that the comptroller might determine how many in a mu- 
nicipality might have branch banks, so that if there are, say, 
half a dozen national banks, and the comptroller determines 
that only one or two or three should be permitted to have 
branch banks, obviously there would be a discrimination 
against the residue. 

Mr. PEPPER. ‘The Comptroller of the Currency has the 
discretion as to how many branches he will allow to a 
single national bank in municipalities haying more than 100,000 
people, but in municipalities with populations between 25,000 and 
50,000 a national bank—and that means every national bank— 
is entitled to one; in municipalities with a population between 
50,000 and 100,000, two; and in municipalities with a popula- 
tion above 100,000, subject only to the discretion of the 
comptroller. I may say, if the Senator will permit me, that 
the purpose of this measure being to give equality of oppor- 
tunity to the national banks as compared with State banks, 
there is little danger that the Comptroller of the Currency 
will stifle them in their right to establish branches in any 
case where commercially it is the wise thing to do. 

Mr. President, the principal difficulty about the bill, from 
the point of view of many Senators on the floor, was removed 
when the committee reported in favor of eliminating section 9 
of the bill as it passed the House, which was a section requir- 
ing member banks in the Federal reserve system, State banks, 
or trust companies to relinquish branches to which they were 
entitled under State law as a condition of admission to the 
Federal reserve system. That has been deemed by the com- 
mittee an unwise attempt to cripple the Federal reserve system 
as a means of giving to national banks the equality of oppor- 
tunity which it is the object of this measure to confer. The 
committee have reported an amendment striking out that sec- 
tion of the bill as it passed the House. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. May the Chair make an 
inquiry of the Senator from Pennsylvania, whether the Senator 
asks unanimous consent to have the bill as it passed the House 
taken up instead of the Senate committee bill on the same 
subject? 

Mr. PEPPER. I did, but the Senator from Arkansas made 
a statement in regard to the matter. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, the unanimous consent 
already granted gives the Senate the right to consider either 
or both bills, 

Mr. PEPPER. I desired to be perfectly safe about it, so I 
asked unaninious consent, as suggested by the Chair; but the 
Senator from Arkansas satisfied me that the Senate had before 
it both measures under the unanimous-consent agreement. 

I am most reluctant to prolong my remarks on this bill, un- 
less by so doing I can clear up doubts in the mind of any Sen- 
ator. I am very anxious to get a vote upon it. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I want to suggest to the Sen- 
ator that we will hardly be able to get a yote on this bill to- 
night, because some of us want to look into it a little more, 
and probably haye something to say on the subject. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, may I ask the 
Senator a question? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield to the Senator from Washington. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. As I understand it, this bill 
would permit a national bank, in a State where branch banks 
are permitted by State law, to establish branch banks, but in 
aà State where there is no law permitting branch banking, even 
though the State might hereafter pass such a law, these banks 
would not be permitted to establish branches? 
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Mr. PEPPER. The Senator is correct if as to the first part 
of his statement it is understood he means that the national 
banks may establish branches within the limits of a munici- 
pality in a State which at the time of the passage of this bill 
authorizes by law, regulation, or usage, with official sanction, 
Siate institutions to have such branches. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I understand that. 

Mr. PEPPER. I may say, Mr. President, that the limitation 
on the branches given by this bill to institutions in States 
which have legislated up to but not after the date of the pas- 
sage of this act results from the so-called Hull amendment, 
which was introduced in the House, which prevailed with the 
House, and is regarded by those who are most earnest in their 
opposition to branch banking as a very vital feature of this 
legislation, the reason being, as Senators will see, that as long 
as the limitation to which the Senator from Washington calls 
attention exists it will not be worth while for advocates of 
branch banking to start campaigns in State legislatures to get 
State branch banking privileges from those legislatures, be- 
cause it will be too late. Only the States which have legislated 
up to the date of the enactment of this bill are the States to 
which the provisions of the bill are applicable. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. As I understand it, the Senate 
committee has accepted the so-called Hull amendment? 

Mr. PEPPER. That is the fact. The Senate committee re- 
gards this measure as a long step in the direction of liberal- 
izing the practices of national banks within the limits of safety. 
We went as far as we thought we could go consistently with 
success in the Senate and in the House, and we believe that 
it is essential to the welfare of this bill that some limitation 
should remain in it. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. As I understand it, in my State 
branch banks are not now permitted, so that if that condition 
should continue when this bill is passed, then, even though 
the State might hereafter permit branch State banks, national 
banks would not be permitted to establish branches? 

Mr. PEPPER. That is the fact. 

RECESS 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The hour of 11 o'clock 
having arrived, under the unanimous-consent agreement here- 
tofore entered into the Senate will stand in recess until 12 
o'clock to-morrow. 

Thereupon the Senate (at 11 o'clock p. m.) took a recess 
until to-morrow, Friday, February 20, 1925, at 12 o'clock 
meridian, 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuurspay, February 19, 1925 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: 


Our Father in heaven, Thou art never far away but ever 
present. Thy providence uttereth speech day by day. May 
the constancy of such care make urgent appeal to our sense of 
obligation. It is Thy right to demand of us integrity of pur- 
pose and rectitude of conduct. Help us, O Lord, to obediently 
accept Thy sovereignty. Stimulate us with wisdom and clear 
vision in the discussion of the needs and the problems of our 
country. At all times give us the mind of Him who was al- 
ways merciful, gracious, and considerate of all men. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATION BILL 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to take from the Speaker's table the bill (H. R. 12033) 
making appropriations for the government of the District of 
Columbia, and other activities, chargeable in whole or in part 
against the revenues of said District, for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1926, and for other purposes, with Senate amend- 
ments thereto, disagree to all of the Senate amendments, and 
ask for a conference. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Minnesota asks unani- 
mous consent to take from the Speaker's table the District of 
Columbia appropriation bill, with Senate amendments thereto, 
disagree to the Senate amendments, and ask for a conference, 
Is there objection? 

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
in the Senate the Federal contribution has been increased from 
$9,000,000 to $11,000,000. The bill was framed in the House 
entirely upon the theory that the compromise arrived at a 
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year ago with the Senate on a basis of $9,000,000 was to 
continue. The compromise of a year ago was considerably 
higher than some of the House favored, and somewhat higher 
thun a good many of us favored. Personally, I feel that if 
the Senate is going to continue to haggle over that proposition, 
take whatever compromise we arrive at and increase it, in 
order to get a higher compromise, we will have to act hereafter 
with that in view and send them a bill with a Federal con- 
tribution of three or five or seven million dollars as a starter. 
I know the sentiments of the House conferees, I think, pretty 
well, and have full confidence in them, but I want to be as- 
sured that before the House conferees agree to any Increase 
over $9,000,000 in the Federal contribution the item will be 
brought back to the House for action by the House. I make 
this request not because I have any question as to the atti- 
tude of the conferees on the part of the House, but it is 
getting late in the session and I feel that final disposition of 
the bill will be promoted if it is understood both by the Sen- 
ate and the House that that amount is not going to be in- 
creased without action upon it by the House. 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. Mr. Speaker, this is a very 
controversial question. While I can not speak very definitely 
concerning the gentlemen whom I expect to be conferees, yet 
I for one of the conferees will say that upon that matter I 
agree with the sentiment of the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. Cnaurox ], and that in case there is an attempt to raise 
the Federal contribution, before I personally will consent to 
it I shall certainly bring it back to the House. I can not say 
what Mr. Ayres, or Mr. Funx, whom I expect will be the 
other conferees, will do. I see neither of them here at the 
present moment. 

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, I shall be obliged to object 
to the request unless definite assurance is given that there 
will be no increase of that amount except opportunity for a 
direct vote upon it is given in the House, 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. E for one of the conferees agree 
with that sentiment, but I can not speak for the other two. 

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Minne- 
sota [Mr, Dayrs] is in charge of the bill. I am not asking 
what action shall finally be taken by the House, but I am 
asking assurance that that item will not be disposed of by an 
incredise without a direct vote by the House. 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. I shall not agree to it unless there 
is a direct vote of the House, and I have assurance from the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Ayres] and the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. Funk] that that is their idea also. 

"Mr. CRAMTON. Then I understand the gentleman to say 
that the conferees will not grant an increase in that item with- 
out a vote by the House? 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. That is my statement. 

Mr. CRAMTON. There is only one other matter that I wish 
to call to the gentleman’s attention. In the gasoline-tax fund 
the gentleman’s committee endeavored to make sure that an 
item once approved for construction would finally be con- 
structed, and if there was not enough money in the fund this 
year, it would be constructed next year. Í 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. That is my understanding. 

Mr. CRAMTON. And it would have priority over other 
items? 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. That is my understanding. 

Mr. CRAMTON. The Senate has changed that by putting 
in the words “so far as practicable,’ which takes the lid off, 
and while I have no desire to insist upon it now, I call it to 
the gentleman’s attention with the hope that the conferees 
will not permit the lid so to be taken off. 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. I believe the conferees will act 
accordingly. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, further reserving 
the right to object, as the gentleman knows, the Senate has 
adopted two or more amendments relative to the Tidal Basin. 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. I do not know except what I see 
in the newspaper. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. The gentleman has the same in- 
formation that I have, and I am quite sure that he will learn 
the fact when he goes to conference. For the gentleman's in- 
formation, then, I say that the Senate has adopted two or 
more amendments relative to the two Tidal Basins here in the 
ekty of Washington. So far as I am concerned I am willing, 
if the gentleman will agree to it, to take that matter up now 
and dispose of it by a motion to concur in those amendments. 
If the gentleman is unwilling to take that course at this time, 
then I ask the gentleman to agree that if he and his fellow 
conferees are unwilling to agree to the action of the Senate 
with reference to those Tidal Basins, he will bring all the 
amendments relating thereto back to the House and give the 
House an opportunity to vote upon them. 


Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. Personally, I will agree as far 
as I am concerned. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. I want to say to the gentleman 
that is not entirely satisfactory to me, and I shall be con- 
strained to object unless I have a positive promise from all or 
& majority of the conferees that the House will have an oppor- 
tunity to vote upon those amendments, because I think the 
House is entitled to it. It was voted on in the Honse and lost 
by a very narrow margin. 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. I can not bind the two absent 
conferees, but I promise as far as I am concerned. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. I have had some experience on 
conference committees, and I know that the gentleman’s fellow 
conferees, if he makes that promise, will see that it is kept. 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. I will promise it absolutely as far 
as I am concerned and will try to induce the other two con- 
ferees to agree with me. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. Until the other conferees come 
in and can make a statement, I object. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. Craven, its Chief Clerk, 
announced that the Senate had agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
9343) to authorize the adjudication of claims of the Chippewa 
Indians of Minnesota. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed 
with amendments bills of the following titles, in which the 
concurrence of the House of Representatives was requested: 

H. R. 491. An act for the prevention of venereal diseases 
in the District of Columbia, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 4522, An act to provide for the completion of the topo- 
graphical survey of the United States; 

H. R. 5084. An act to amend the national defense act ap- 
proved June 13, 1916, as amended by the act of June 4, 1920, 
relating to retirement, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 5722. An act authorizing the conservation, production, 
and exploitation of helium gas, a mineral resource pertaining 
to the national defense and to the development of commercial 
aeronautics, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 7687. An act conferring jurisdiction upon the Court of 
Claims to hear, examine, adjudicate, and enter judgment in 
any claims which the Assiniboine Indians may have against 
the United States, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 10770. An act granting certain lands to the State of 
Washington for public park and recreational grounds, and for 
other purposes ; 

H. R. 11706. An act to authorize the construction of a bridge 
across the Pend d'Oreille River, Bonner County, Idaho, at the 
Newport-Priest River Road crossing, Idaho; and 

H. R. 12033. An act making appropriations for the govern- 
ment of the District of Columbia and other activities chargeable 
in whole or in part against the revenues of such District for 
the fiseal year ending June 30, 1926, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed bills 
of the following titles, in which the concurrence of the House 
of Representatives was requested: 

S. 3613. An act to provide for retirement for disability in the 
Lighthouse Service; and 

S. 4107. An act to authorize the President in certain cases to 
modify visé fees. 

CONFERRING JURISDICTION UPON THE COURT OF CLAIMS IN RE 

ASSINIBOINE INDIANS 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker's table the bill H. R. 7687, to disagree to 
the Senate amendments, and ask for a conference. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Lenrsacy). The gentle- 
man from New York asks unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill H R. 7687, to disagree to the Senate 
amendments, and ask for a conference. Is there objection? 

Mr. CRAMTON. Has the bill been reported by title? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the bill 
by title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

An act (H. R. 7687) conferring jurisdictfon upon the Court of 
Claims to hear, examine, adjudicate, and enter judgment in any claims 
which the Assiniboine Indians may have against the United States, and 
for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? [After a 
pause.] The Chair hears none. Without objection, the present 
occupant of the chair will appoint the following conferees, 
which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Messrs. SNYDER, LEAVITT, and HAYDEN. 
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AUTHORIZING SUITS AGAINST THE UNITED STATES IN ADMIRALTY, 
ETC, 


Mr. EDMONDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker's table the bill H. R. 9535, disagree to 
the Senate amendments, and ask for a conference. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Pennsyl- 
yania asks unanimous consent to take from the Speaker's table 
the bill H. R. 9535, disagree to the Senate amendments, and 
ask for a conference. The Clerk will report the bill by title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


An act (H. R. 9535) authorizing suits against the United States in 
admiralty for damage caused by and salvage services rendered to public 
vessels belonging to the United States, and for other purposes. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? [After a 
pause.] The Chair hears none. Without objection, the present 
occupant of the chair will appoint the following conferees, 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. EDMONDS, Mr. UNDERHILL, and Mr. Box, 
AMENDING PARAGRAPH 20 OF SECTION 24 OF THE JUDICIAL CODE 


Mr. DYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to take 
from the Speaker's table the bill H. R. 2716, which has passed 
the House, and also the Senate with a slight amendment with 
reference only to stating that the bill applies to the reyenue act 
of 1924 instead of 1925, and to agree to the Senate amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Missouri 
moves to take from the Speaker's table the bill H. R. 2716—— 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, he can not move that; he can 
only ask unanimous consent. 

Mr. SNELL. That is what the gentleman did. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Texas is 
in error; the gentleman could make that motion. The Clerk 
will report the bill by title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

An act (H. R. 2716) to amend paragraph 20 of section 24 of the 
Judicial Code as amended by act of November 23, 1921, entitled 
“An act to reduce and equalize taxation, to provide revenue, and 
for other purposes.” 


The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, 
quorum. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I was mistaken in the bill 
and I withdraw the point. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas withdraws the 
point of order. 

The Senate amendment was read, 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the Senate 
amendment, 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. DYER. I ask unanimous consent that the title be 
zhanged to conform with the amendment. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.) The 
Chair hears none. 


TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY OF THE UNITED STATES 


Mr. TEMPLE. Mr. Speaker, I move to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill H. R. 4522 and concur in the Senate 
amendment. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. The Clerk will report the bill by title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 4522) to provide for the completion of the topo- 
graphic survey of the United States. 

The Senate amendment was read. 

The question was taken, and the Senate amendment was 
agreed to. 


I make the point of no 


DISTRICT APPROPRIATION BILL 


Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. Mr. Speaker, I desire to place in 
the Recorp now the fact that as to the amendments suggested 
by the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Byrns] about the bath- 
ing beach, put upon the District appropriation bill by the 
Senate, I will now say that we will not agree to the amend- 
ments but will bring the matter back to the House, 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. I have no objection to the gen- 
tleman consenting to the amendments. My request was that 
if the conferees find that it is impossible for them to consent to 
them they will bring the matter back to the House and permit 
the House to vote on it. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request? 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. With that assurance, I withdraw 


my objection. 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr, Speaker, I reserve the right to object, 
The gentleman knows that if he should agree to any raise 
whatever in the contribution that the Government makes with 
respect to the District it could not be changed in the House 
at all. You have either got to yote the conference report up 
or down. 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. I know that. 

Mr. BLANTON. If we let this go to conference by unanimous 
consent, the gentleman will assure the House he will not agree 
to any raise of the $9,000,000? 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. 
it is now a matter of record. 

The SPEAKER. If there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Minnesota? 

There was no objection; and the Speaker announced as the 
conferees on the part of the House Mr. Davis of Minnesota, 
Mr. Funk, and Mr. Ayres, 

UNIFICATION OF NATIONAL DEFENSE—A DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 


Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to extend my remarks in the Recorp by printing an ad- 
dress I made last night on the unification of national defense. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Maryland asks unani- 
mous consent to extend his remarks by printing the address 
referred to. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, under leave granted to 
extend my remarks in the Recorp, I desire to have printed an 
address I made last night on the unification of national defense, 

The address is as follows: 

ADDRESS OF HON, JOHN PHILIP HILL, REPRESENTATIVE FROM MARYLAND, 
REFORE THE EAST END IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION OF BALTIMORE AT ITS 
TWENTY-NINTH ANNUAL DINNER, ON WEDNESDAY EVENING, FEBRUARY 
18, 1925, AT THE SOUTHERN HOTEL, BALTIMOKE, MD. 

Senator Norris, ladies, and gentlemen, yesterday before the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs of the House of Representatives Colonel 
Roosevelt, formerly Assistant Secretary of tne Navy, and Brigadier 
General Mitchell, Assistant Chief of the Air Service of the Army, dis- 
cussed from opposite points of view the advisability of the creation 
of a department of air to coordinate the air defenses of the United 
States. To-day a joint hearing of the two subcommittees of the Senate 
and House Military Affairs Committees was held for the purpose of 
considering the bill introduced in the Senate by Senator WADSWORTH 
and in the House by myself for the permanent construction of military 
posts for the defense of this great Nation. While we were examining 
the maps showing the location of various Army posts on the Atlantic, 
on the Pacific, on the Mexican and other borders I found myself won- 
dering what naval stations there were on our various frontiers and how 
these naval stations were physically related to the Army posts, whose 
coordination and location for the national defense we were then consid- 
ering. It occurred to me that there should be a very careful examina- 
tion of the location for defense purposes not only of Army posts but 
of naval stations at a time when the whole nation is interested in 
the future location of airdromes and air posts or stations, and I asked 
that a map not only of Army real estate but of naval real estate be 
made a part of the hearings. 

To-day there is enormous interest throughout the whole Nation In 
the question of alr power, and very great interest in the question of 
whether there is necessity for development of this air power, espe- 
cially as a method of national defense, the creation of a new Federal 
department of air. The discussion of the question of the possible 
necessity for a separate executive division of the National Government 
dealing exclusively with air brings back to my recollection the recom- 
mendation of President Harding, made from the White House on 
February 13, 1923, that the War Department and the Navy Department 
should be consolidated as one single department of defense. At that 
time, in submitting a report to the chairman of the Joint Committce on 
the Reorganization of Government Departments, a number of recom- 
mendations were made by the President after numerous conferences 
and consultations with the various heads of the executive branch of 
the Government. The President said that his recommendations, which 
covered the whole field of Federal executive activity, had the sanction 
of the Cabinet with few exceptions, “ notably that of coordinating all 
agencies of national defense,” At that time I was rather shocked by 
the suggestion that the War Department and the Navy Department 
should be consolidated, but in listening to the hearings we have re- 
cently had on the subject of air defenses, I find myself gradually com- 
ing to the conclusion that we can, with the greatest possible benefit, 
consider a department of defense with three more or less coordinate 
branches—the Army, the Navy, and the Air. Each of these three sub- 
departments would be in charge of an undersecretary for the Army, 
an undersecretary for the Navy, and an undersecretary for the Air, 
while President Harding's original recommendation of an undersecre- 
tary for national resources should at the same time be given most 
careful consideration. 


I have already stated that, and 
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The plan recommended by President Harding and the Cabinet, as 


The Departments of War and Navy are departments which exist for 


one of Its outstanding recommendations, advocated the coordination of | the purpose of carrying out that part of the Constitution which seeks 


the Military and Naval Establishments under a single Cabinet officer, | to “Insure domestic tranquillity.” 


When the War Department was 


as the department of national defense, The organization of this | originally created it had charge of both the land and naval defenses 


department was suggested as follows: 
DEPARTMENT OF Derensp (WAR, NAVY) 
SECRETARY FOR DEFDNSE 


Undersecretary for the Army. 
Assistant Secretary. 
Executive offices : 

General Staff. 

War boards and commissions. 

Office of The Adjutant General. 

Office of the Inspector General. 

Office of the Judge Advocate General. 

Office of the Quartermaster General. 

Office of the Chief of Finance. 

Office of the Surgeon General. 

Office of the Chief of Ordnance. 

Office of the Chief of Chemical Warfare Service. 

Militia Bureau. 

Office of the Chief of Chaplains. 

Office of the Chief Signal Officer. 

Office of the Chief of Air Service, 

Office of the Chief of Infantry. 

Office of the Chief of Cavalry. 

Office of the Chief of Field Artillery. 

Office of the Chief of Coast Artillery. 

Office of the Chief of Engineers. 

Military Academy. 

Panama Canal. 

Undersecretary for the Navy. 
Assistant Secretary. 
Executive offices : 

Office of Naval Operations. 

Navy boards. 

Bureau of Navigation 

Naval Academy. 

Bureau of Yards and Docks. 

Bureau of Ordnance. 

Bureau of Construction and Repair. 

Bureau of Engineering. 

Bureau of Aeronautics. 

Bureau of Supplies and Accounts. 

Bureau of Medicine and Surgery. 

Revenue Cutter Service (Coast Guard, Treasury). 

Headquarters, Marine Corps. 

Judge Advocate General. 

Solicitor. 
Undersecretary for National Resources (new). 
Assistant Secretary. 
Executive offices: 

Men. 

Munitions. 

Food and clothing. 

Transportation. 

Communications. 

Fuel. 

Miscellaneous. 

Joint boards (War and Navy). 
National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics (independent). 
In explaining the above recommendations President Harding said: 

„(a) These departments are placed under a single Cabinet offi- 
cer, as the Department of Defense. Three undersecretaries are pro- 
vided: For the Army, for the Navy, and for national resources. 

“(b) The nonmilitary engineering activities of the War De- 
partment, including the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Har- 
bors, the District and Division Engineer Offices, the Mississippi 
River and California Débris Commissions, the Board of Road 
Commissioners for Alaska, and the Office of Public Buildings and 
Grounds (District of Columbia), are transferred to the Depart- 
ment of the Interior. 

“(c) The marine activities of the War Department, including 
the Lake Survey Office, the Inland and Coastwise Waterways 
Service, and the Supervisor of New York Harbor, are transferred 
to the Department of Commerce. 

“(d) The Bureau of Insular Affairs is transferred from the 
War Department to the Department of State. 

„(e) The Hydrographic Omce and the Naval Observatory are 
transferred from the Navy Department to the Department of 
Commerce. 

“(f) The Revenue Cutter Service, now a part of the Coast Guard 
in the Treasury Department, is transferred from that department 
to the Naval Establishment.“ 


of the United States. It was not until 1798 that the sea soldiers of 
the United States passed from the control of the War Department, 
and the newly created Secretary of the Navy assumed direction of 
the naval affairs of the Nation. In those days the Army was very 
small and the Navy was tiny. To-day, we are appropriating for 
1926 for the Army alone $260,391,250, and for the Navy alone $289,- 
862,878, including all military activities under the War Department, 
but not including the civil activities under the War Department. 

This makes a total for the Army and the Navy of $550,253,628, and 
in this sum are included large appropriations for aviation both in the 
Army and in the Navy. The above figures include both the regular 
annual and permanent and also what is known as indefinite appropria- 
tions. The total of the Budget estimate for 1926, excluslve of the 
amounts payable from postal revenues, is $3,092,143,841.88. Including 
the $637,876,005 payable from postal revenues, the total of the Budget 
estimates for 1926 is $3,729,519,846.48. Of this huge sum there is 
appropriated about 16.77 per cent for the Army and the Navy for the 
purposes of securing our national protection, without which all other 
expenditures of the Government are futile. 

When we come to consider the question of a separate Army Depart- 
ment and a separate Navy Department, and a possible separate air 
department, we will do well to recall the status of the War Department 
in its early days. The Chevallier de Pontgibaud (Marquis de More), 
who had served through the Revolution as aid-de-camp to the Marquis 
de Lafayette, revisited the United States a few years after the institu- 
tion of the Federal Government. He recorded (A French Volunteer of 
the War of Independence, p. 124): 

“The Government officials were as simple in their manners as 
ever. I had occasion to call upon Mr. McHenry, the Secretary of 
War. It was about 11 o'clock in the morning when I called. 
There was no sentinel at the door; all the rooms, the walls of 
which were covered with maps, were open, and in the midst of 
the solitude I found two clerks, each sitting at his own table, 
engaged In writing. At last I met a servant, or rather the servant, 
for there was but one in the house, and asked for the Secretary, 
He replied that his master was absent for that moment, having 
gone to the barber's to be shaved. Mr. McHenry’s name figured 
in the State budget for $2,000 (10,500 francs), a salary quite 
sufficient in a country where the Secretary of War goes in the 
morning to his neighbor, the barber at the corner, to get shaved. 
I was as much surprised to find all the business of the War Office 
transacted by two clerks as I was to hear that the Secretary had 
gone to the barber's.” 

Should the chevalier visit the War Department and the other execu- 
tive departments of the Government today he might find the Govern- 
ment officials as simple in their manners as before, but he would find 
a very different War Office and a very different Federal executive from 
that which so surprised him in the early days of the Republic. 

There are many excellent arguments beside tradition in favor of 
a separate department for the Army, a separate department for the 
Navy, and possibly a separate department for the Air, but we must 
remember that the original War Department, over which Mr, McHenry 
of Maryland presided, was a unified Department of Defense, a 
department which had charge of both the Army and Navy, and would 
have had charge of alr defense had airplanes existed in those days. 
I do not wish to finally commit myself to consolidation of the Army, 
Navy, and Air, but I feel that while we are considering the creation 
of a possible new Department of Air, that we should give most serious 
consideration to the recommendation made by President Harding in 
1923. 

None of us want war. No one desires war less than those who have 
known the horrors of actual combat, but adequate national protection 
is the only possible way in which we can maintain our national 
security. During the past war, because of Inck of national defense, 
many of our soldiers took their chance and took it finally and for all 
time. I well recall one afternoon in June, 1918, how, on the deck of 
a transport, there came into my mind what kind of “chance” it was 
that America was taking, and you will perheps pardon me if I depart 
from an almost inviolable rule and quote to you a little verse that 
eame into my head from out of the sea at that time. I called this 
“ Our chance,” and ft is as follows: 

Gray sea, gray sky, and ships of mottled hue; 

Gray sky, gray seas, yet cloud-rift bits of blue. 

Gray mists, gray rain;—beyond! the coasts of France, 

Across the silent danger zone where we must tike our chance. 

We take our chance,—a thousand eyes on each ship scan the sea, 

Waiting, watching, waiting for the crest of the Valkyrie; 

The crest of the Tenton goddess, the chooser of the slain, 

Whose lone eye peers from the top of the sea 

Where her victims’ bones are lain. 

We take our chance, clear-eyed, hearts high, Sons of the Newer Day, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


4161 


To drive the spawn of the Elder Gods back to their holes of clay. 
We. take our chance for the love of Christ, 

Fighting the heathen. horde; 

We take our chance, for the same high cause that 

The blood of our grandsires poured. 

Gray seas, gray sky, and the gathering dark before; 

Gray sky, gray seas, but beyond—the Gallie Shore! 

Beneath the flag of Liberty, thank God, we take our chance, 

On, on, swift ships, on, on, brave men—beyond’s the coast of France. 


We never want war again in this Nation, but when we are spend- 
ing so much money a year for the Army and Navy we are doing it 
because we firmly believe an Army and Navy are necessary for na- 
tional defense. To-day, while we are considering the question of air 
defenses, I think we may well again reconsider the whole matter of 
national defense with the view of coordination in time of peace of all 
war resources under a department of defense to secure for ourselves 
the blessings of tranquillity. 

In order to bring this matter to the consideration of the Congress, 
I am preparing a bill to reconstitute. the War Department as it 
originally existed by the restoration to it of all those defense func- 
tions now carried on by the Navy Department; to reorganize the 
War Department as thus reconstituted; to change the name of such 
department to the department of defense, and for other purposes, 


FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 


Mr. SPEARING. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed shortly out of order and to extend my remarks in the 
RECORD, 

The SPEAKER. The Chair misunderstood the gentleman. 
The Chair thought the gentleman desired to ask leave to extend 
his remarks. 

Mr. SPEARING. I do desire to ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Recorp by printing the reply of the 
New Orleans Cotton Exchange. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Louisiana asks unani- 
mous consent to extend his remarks in the manner indicated. 
Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SPHARING. Mr. Speaker, just before adjournment last 
June the Senate by its Resolution No. 252 declared, in sub- 
stance, that for the purpose of providing the Congress proper 
information to serve as a basis for such legislation as may in 
its opinion be found necessary for the regulations of the ship- 
ment or sale of cotton in interstate and foreign commerce, and 
to investigate and report the facts relating to any alleged vio- 
lations of the antitrust act by any corporation, directed the 
Federal Trade Commission to investigate the facts relating 
to alleged shipments and sales in interstate and foreign com- 
merce by cotton factors or shippers of cotton held by them 
as security for advances or otherwise, and to report to the Sen- 
ate in due time its findings thereon, together with such recom- 
mendations as it may deem advisable. The Federal Trade 
Commission transmitted its report to the Senate under date 
of January 20, 1925, the letter of transmittal and the report 
with recommendations being known as Senate Document No. 
104. The Trade.Commission reported that it found certain 
practices among cotton factors that were undesirable, if not 
injurious, to the cotton trade, and made several suggestions 
looking to the correction of the evils, real or imaginary, ex- 
isting in the trade relations between the cotton producer and 
the factor. 

It so happens that with one or two exceptions all of the 
suggestions by the Trade Commission had been put into effect 
and are in existenee in the cotton trade in the city of New 
Orleans either as the result of State legislative’ enactment or 
a rule of the cotton exchange. 

The cotton factors of New Orleans, deeming it wise and ad- 
visable that it be known that the plans and practices sug- 
gested by the Federal Trade Commission have been followed in 
the cotton trade in the New Orleans market for a number of 
years, have prepared a statement containing the suggestions 
of the Trade Commission and indicating the manner and basis 
upon which those suggestions have been and are being fol- 
lowed, and explaining why the one or two suggestions which 
are not existing in the New Orleans trade can not be accepted 
there. The statement of the cotton factors in New Orleans 
is as follows: 

NEw ORLEANS, February 3, 1925. 
To the President and Board of Directors of the New Orleans Cotton 

Ewchange. 

GENTLEMEN: Members of the spot-cotton trade call attention to 
letter of the Federal Trade Commission sent to the United States 
Senate in reference to cotton merchandising practices on the 20th of 
January in response to Senate Resolution 252 of June 7, 1924. 


Whatever may be the true intent of the commission, their method 
of treating the questions which they have propounded to themselves 
is, in our judgment, unfair and calculated: to prejudice the minds of 
producers against handlers of thelr merchandise without due and 
sufficient cause, 

In so far as the New Orleans market is concerned, as will be seen 
by appended answers, practically all of the suggestions of the Federal 
Trade Commission are met by State law or rules of the New Orleans 
Cotton Exchange. This with one or two exceptions which are shown 
to be impractical or unnecessary. 

We feel that a great injustice has been done by the Federal Trade 
Commission to the cotton trade at large, and especially the New 
Orleans market, in giving undue weight and prominence to so-called 
practices which do not exist and are amply provided against by neces- 
sary laws or regulations. 

Bor these reasons it is respectfully suggested that your board pro- 
test against the Federal Trade Commission's method of investigations, 
and that our Senators and Members in Congress be earnestly requested 
to advocate the passage of a law that will require the commission to give 
fall hearing to business interests before, instead of after, issuance of 
public complaint, or the assumption of complaint by the commission. 

We request that copy of the following auswers accompany your 
letter of protest to our Senators and Members of Congress, with re- 
quest that the same publicity be given to sald answers in the Coxcrers- 
SIONAL Record or otherwise as was accorded to the Federal Trade 
Commission letter, 

Respectfully, 
(Signed by members of the spot cotton trade of New Orleans.) 


New ORLBANS, February 3, 1925. 
ANSWERS BY THE Spor COTTON TRADD OP NEw ORLEANS TO SUGGESTIONS 
OF THR FEDEARL TRADE COMMISSION 
As contained in said commission's letter of January 20, 1925, in 
reference to Senate Resolution 252 of June 7, 1924. 


SUGGESTION 1 
The cotton exchanges should adopt rules whereby the consignee 18 
forbidden to sell cotton to himself or any organization in which he is 
financially interested. If this be deemed too drastic, he should be for- 
bidden to do so without the express consent of the consignor, 
ANSWER TO SUGGESTION! 1 


The general law as stated im 31 Cyc., page 1434, prohibits any 
factor or agent buying’ property consigned to him, viz: 

“As a general rule, it is a breach of good faith and loyalty to 
his principal for an agent, while the agency exists, so to deal with 
the subject matter thereof, or with information acquired during 
the course of the agency, as to make a profit out of it for himself 
in excess of his lawful compensation; and if he does so, he may 
be held as a trustee and may be compelied to account to bis 
principal for all profits, advantages, rights, or privileges acquired 
by him in such dealings, whether in performance or in violation 
of his duties, and be required to transfer them to his principal, 
upon being reimbursed for his expenditures for the same, unless 
the principal has consented to ratify the transaction, with 
knowledge that a benefit or profit would accrue or had accrued to 
the agent.” 

In addition, act No. 8 of the Louisiana Legislature of 1918 also 
prohibits the same, to wit: 

That commission merchants are hereby prohibited from charg- 
ing or deducting commissions on any consignment on any amount 
except the amount paid by the purchaser of the consigned goods; 
that when any commission merchant has good and sufficient rea- 
sons to refuse a consignment or claims it seriously damaged or 
short, he shall immediately communicate with the consignor, stat- 
ing reason therefor; that any person who shall misstate the con- 
dition of farm: products or other products above enumerated or 
misstate the condition of the market, or any sale made, with 
intention to defraud, or if any such commission merchant shail 
take to lis own account, or sell to himself or to any firm, 
partnership, corporation, or association, of which he is a part or is 
agent, or is in any way interested, directly or indirectly, any 
part of any consignment’ and such taking to account or sale is 
made to deceive or defraud the consignor, or to reduce the grade, 
value, or market price of such consignment or any part thereof, 
off the market temporarily in order to sell to his own advantage 
and profit or that of such firm, partnership, corporation, or asso- 
elation, he shall be deemed gullty of a misdemeanor, and, upon con- 
viction before any court of competent jurisdiction, be sentenced to 
the parish jail for not less than 80 days nor more than six months 
and shall be fined not less than $25 nor more than 8100. 


SUGGESTION NO. 2 


The exchange should be required to keep records of spot sales, in- 
eluding exact time of all sales, grades, staples, etc, and to provide 
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the necessary mechanism to enable the consignor to compare the price 
obtained by him on sales to the factor with other sales of cotton of 
similar character in the same market. Appropriate penalties by way 
of suspension and expulsion should be provided to enforce these rules. 
This should, of course, be subject to proper qualifications permitting 
the consignee to sell the cotton to himself or to others to protect 
advances to consignor in the event of a market decline, 


ANSWER TO SUGGESTION NO, 2 


Act 242 of the Louisiana Legislature, passed in 1910, covers this 
point and reads as follows: 

“Section 1. Be it enacted by the General Assembly of the State 
of Louisiana, That it shall be unlawful for any firm, person, cor- 
poration, or association of persons doing a commission or broker- 
age business in the State of Louisiana, to render any false state- 
ment, or account of sales of any cotton, or other agricultural 
product, to the shipper of same, or to falsely represent that same 
is being held for future sale, when in fact the said cotton or other 
agricultural product has been sold and only a sample of same re- 
tained by the said firm, person, corporation, or association of 
persons, 

“Sec. 2. Be it further enacted, That whosoever shall sell any 
cotton or other agricultural product received on consignment with- 
out rendering to the consignor within 10 days after delivery a 
complete account of such sale, showing the grade, price received, 
name of purchaser, and his post-office address, and whosoever 
shall render any account of sales of any cotton or other agricul- 
tural product and shall make on same any false charge, or shall 
make any false statement or report of the condition of any cotton 
or other agricultural product, or who shall render any account for 
shortage, or make any other false report calculated to deceive the 
consignor with intent to defraud shall be deemed guilty of viola- 
tion of this act. 

“Sec. 3. Be it further enacted, That any firm, person, cor- 
poration, or association of persons violating the provisions of this 
act shall be deemed guilty of a felony, and shall, upon convic- 
tion, be fined in a sum of not less than $100, nor more than 
$1,000, and imprisoned not less than 80 days, nor more six months, 
at the discretion of the court; the said fine to go one-third to the 
district attorney and two thirds to the public-school fund of the 
parish where the offense was committed.” 


In addition, act 99 of the Louisiana Legislature of 1900 requires 
factors, brokers, commission merchants, and middlemen to embody in 
accounts of sales of sugar, cotton, rice, and other agricultural pro- 
duce, the name of the person to whom such produce is sold, the date 
when sold, the actual classification of such produce, and the name of 
the person by whom such classification was made. For a violation 
of this statute the person is deemed guilty of a misdemeanor to suffer 
fine and imprisonment, at the discretion of the court. 

In addition, act 206 of the Louisiana Legislature of 1906 requires 
that the name and address of the purchaser be given in account sales 
made by commission merchants on all agricultural produce, which 
seems to be superseded by act 242 of 1910. 

In addition, rules 16 and 16-A of the general rules of the New 
Orleans Cotton Exchange refer to reports of sales of cotton in this 
market and are quoted as follows: 

“Rute 16. The committee on spot quotations shall make up 
quotations of the official spot market of the exchange daily at the 
closing hour of the future business, which shall be posted promptly 
in the exchange rooms, 

»The committee shall quote the grades designated in the official 
cotton standards of the United States and such other grades as 
may be necessary to embrace cotton sold in the New Orleans 
market. 

“The quotations as a whole shall be based on the closing price 
of the basis future month. In arriving at value of middling and 
the differences between middling and other grades above or below 
middling, the committee shall take into consideration all cotton 
sold on spot terms, including sales of hedged cotton, and shall 
also take into consideration cotton to arrive for prompt ship- 
ment, whether sold on description or on actual samples. 

“The quotation conrmittee may take into consideration bona 
fide offers and bids. The committee may also disregard any sale 
which in their opinion does not truly represent the market value 
of the cotton sold. 

“The spot quotation committee shall state in their report that 
their quotations are based on the official cotton standards of 
the United States, and are for short staples or upland cotton. 

“Information given by buyers or sellers of their daily pur- 
chases or sales shall be considered confidential in so far as the 
names of the parties thereto are concerned. 

“A representative of the Bureau of Agricultural Economics of 
the United States Agricultural Department is authorized and re- 
quested to participate with the committee on spot quotations in 
the investigation of evidence and arriving at daily quotations of 


the New Orleans market, provided that whenever a change of the 
differences between the grades is under discussion and the spot 
quotation committee and the representative of the Bureau of 
Agricultural Economics do not agree, it shall be the duty of sald 
committee to consult the chairman of the committee on supervi- 
sion and deliveries before any change is made and the chairman 
of the committee on supervision and deliveries shall thereupon 
refer the matter to his committee as a whole. 

“RULE 16-A, It shall be the duty of the members of the ex- 
change to give information to the spot quotation committee in 
reference to their daily purchases and sales for delivery in New 
Orleans, whether on ex-warehouse, to-arrive, or cost, freight and 
insurance terms, or otherwise; embracing the number of bales, 
grades, and prices at which bought or sold. Whether sales are 
made locally, ex-warehouse, or to-arrive on samples, the seller 
shall, when called upon, submit the samples of the cotton for 
inspection by the committee. Failure to comply with this pro- 
vision shall subject the party so failing to a penalty of $25 
for the first offense and $100 for each and every subsequent 
offense.” 

SUGGESTION No. 8 


The cotton exchanges should require factors to report to their 
shippers the names of the purchasers of their consignments. 


ANSWER TO SUGGESTION NO, 8 


(See answer to suggestion No. 2.) 
SUGGESTION NO, 4 


Exchange rules should require the suspension or expulsion of any 
member not returning the full anrount of the sales price, less the proper 
deductions, to consignor. 


ANSWER TO SUGGESTION NO. 4 


Article 8 of the constitution and article 5 of the by-laws of the 
New Orleans Cotton Exchange govern members of the New Orleans 
Cotton Exchange, and read as follows: 

“ARTICLE 8 of the constitution (last paragraph only): Any 
member of this exchange who shall be accused of willfully violating 
the constitution, by-laws, or rules, or of fraudulent breach of con- 
tract, or of any proceeding inconsistent with just and equitable 
principles of trade, or of any other misconduct (with members or 
nonmembers of this exchange) may, on complaint, be summoned 
before the committee on nrembership, when, if desired, he shall be 
heard in his defense, and if the charge or charges against him be, 
in the opinion of the committee, substantiated, the complaint shall 
be referred to the board of directors, who may, by a vote of not 
less than two-thirds of the entire membership of the board, sus- 
pend or expel him from tbe exchange, 

“ARTICLE 5 of the by-laws: The committee on membership shall 
have charge of all applications for membership, for visiting nyem- 
bership, and for powers of attorney, and of charges against mem- 
bers for improper conduct, And it shall be the duty of said com- 
mittee to make such reports and recommendations on the subjects 
as they may deem for the interest of the exchange.” 

SUGGESTION NO, 5 


The exchanges and the banks should both adopt rules requiring cot- 
ton factors to obtain notes from shippers covering all advances made 
and further requiring them to present these notes to the banks in ap- 
plying for all loans secured by consigned cotton. 


ANSWER TO SUGGESTION NO. 5 


While the New Orleans factors would not object to taking notes 
from shippers, as suggested, they feel that it is impracticable. When 
would such notes mature? This would require notes for all amounts 
drawn against the cotton even for the freights paid, which are, of 
course, advances against the consignment. If a shipper sends, say, 
100 bales to a factor he establishes a credit of, say, $10,000 and makes 
draft for his requirements accordingly. It would be as difficult and 
cumbersome for him to provide notes for such drafts as it would be 
for a man checking against a credit balance in a bank. 

Under the provisions of act 66 of 1874, as amended by act 44 of 
1882, it is provided that when any merchant, factor, or other person 
has advanced money, property, or supplies on cotton or other agricul- 
tural products, and the same bas been consigned to him, the sald agri- 
cultural products shall be pledged to the consignee to secure the pay- 
ment of the advances so made, from the time the bill of lading is put in 
the possession of the carrier to be sent to the consignee, and the 
right of pledge shall be fully vested in the consignee, with the right 
to appropriate the proceeds of the sale to the payment of the amount 
due for such advances as may have been made, provided the factor's 
lien shall be subordinated to that of the lessor and laborers for wages 
earned in making the crop. 

In addition, all merchants, factors, and others, who have a general 
balance of account, or any sum of money due them by any consignor 
or person sending them cotton or other agricultural products for sale 
at the port of New Orleans or any other city in the State, for the 
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purpose of paying such balance of account, they shall have a pledge 
upon all the property so consigned to them in like manner and to the 
same, extent as is conferred upon the person advancing money in aid 
of growing the crop. 

The pledge of cotton press receipts Issued for goods of another is 
regulated by revised statutes of this State, section 824, reading as 
follows : 

“Tf any commission merchant, agent, or other person storing or 
shipping any goods, wares, merchandise, grain, flour, or other 
produce or commodity in his own name, being in the possession 
thereof for or on account of another party, and negotiating, 
pledging, or hypothecating the cotton press receipt or bill of 
lading recelyed therefor, and not accounting or paying over to 
his principal or owner of the property the amount so received on 
such negotiation, pledge, or hypothecation, shall be adjudged 
guilty of fraud, and upon indictment and conviction thereof shall 
be fined in a sum not exceeding $5,000 or imprisoned in the peni- 
tentiary of the State for a term not exceeding five years, or both.” 

The pledge of cotton-press receipts as collateral security is regulated 
by act 72, of 1876, as amended by act 176, of 1902. 

Section 4 provides in substance that parties borrowing money on 
the faith of warehouse receipts shall file their affidavits with the 
pledges that such property is theirs, the pledgor’s personal property, 
or that it Is the property of some party for whom the pledgor is acting 
as agent, factor, or commission merchant, and that said party is justly 
and truly indebted unte the pledgor in an amount equal to the value 
of the property pledged, as specified in the warehouse receipt, for 
moneys paid to him, or paid by his order and for Ley account, by the 
party or consignee making the pledge. 

The act provides further that the cashier of any haat is authorized 
‘to administer the oath, and any deviation therefrom shall render the 
party liable for the value of the property, or any excess over and above 
the amount for which it may have been pledged, and to prosecution 
for perjury and also for obtaining money under false pretenses. It is 
provided, however, that the failure or omission of the borrower or 
pledgor to make the affidavit shall in no manner affect the validity of 
the pledge in all cases where the pledgor at the time of making the 
pledge was the owner of the property mentioned, or at the time had 
any lien or privilege on the property mentioned in the receipt, the 
intent being that the pledge of the receipt shall in all cases, notwith- 
standing the absence of the affidavit, be valid to the extent of the 
Interest or title which the pledgor had in the property at the time the 
pledge was given. 

The uniform warehouse recefpts act, adopted in this State as act 
221, of 1908, under section 55, provides as follows: 

“Any person who deposits goods to which he has not title, or 
upon which there is a lien or mortgage, and who takes for such 
goods a negotiable receipt which he afterwards negotiates for 
value, with intent to deceive and without disclosing his want of 
title or the existence of the lien or mortgage, shall be guilty of a 
crime, and upon conyiction shall be punished for each offense by 
imprisonment not exceeding one year or by a fine not exceeding 
$1, 000. 

SUGGESTION NO, 6 

That cotton shippers instead of consigning cotton to the factor 
without reservation should consign either to themselves or to the 
factor as agent for themselves. If this were done, persons with whom 
the bill of lading is negotiated will be on notice that the factor is 
acting as the agent of the slipper. Banks and cotton exchanges would 
be performing a real service if they helped to bring this about. 


ANSWER TO SUGGESTION NO, 6 


‘This would cause accrual of charges and cause delays in deliveries 
by railvoads against consignments ‘being handled promptly, and we 
think therefore unnecessary, inasmuch as the cotton in question would 
have to be put in the hands of a factor for handling and sale after 
being received. 

SUGGESTION NO. 7 

The block receipt for a number of bales of cotton should be abolished 
and the single bale warehouse receipt adopted in Its stead. This form 
of receipt has been in use successfully at Memphis and also at New 
Orleans. All the exchanges should adopt this form of warchonse 
receipt. The banks are in a position to compel its adoption by refusing 
loans based on block receipts, Each single bale receipt should be re 
quired to show the weight of the cotton and, at least in the case of 
consigned cotton, the grade. 


ANSWER TO SUGGESTION NO. 7 


The individual receipt exclusively is used in New Orleans, which 
shows the weight of each bale, and for a small fee the grude and staple 
can be obtained from either the New Orleans Cotten Exchange or the 
Government Board of Cotton Examiners. 


, SUGGESTION NO. 8 


The ‘banks should require that all receipts pledged as collateral and 
released on a trust receipt be indorsed on the back to that effect, aud 


the exchanges should adopt rules requiring that all receipts carry on 
the back a form of statement adapted to such an indorsement, This 
would serve to prevent receipts being pledged more than once. 
ANSWER TO SUGGESTION NO, 8 
This is practically now being done by the New Orleans banks, 
SUGGESTION NO, 9 

The exchanges and banks should adopt rules requiring that all ship- 
ments of consigned cotton be stored in a Federal leensed warehouse or 
a Federal licensed seetion of a warehouse, and the banks should refuse 
to loan on consigned cotton unless so stored. 

ANSWER TO SUGGESTION NO. 9 

With two exceptions, all warehouses operating in this city. are oper- 
ated under the Federal warehouse act, and all are licensed by the New 
Orleans Cotton Exchange. 

SUGGESTION NO, 10 

The exchanges or the banks or both of them should adopt one of 
the following plans: 

(a) Guaranty by a surety company of the weight and character of 
the cotton supporting each receipt. 

(b) A custodian system for warehouses under the supervision of 
the exchange, or the banks, or both, providing for the signing of 
receipts by the custodian and inspection of warehouses and actual 
counting of bales, 

ANSWER TO SUGGESTION NO, 10 

(a) We feel this is unnecessary, and in connection therewith see our 
answer to suggestion No. 7. 

(b) We feel this is unnecessary, and in connection therewith see our 
answer to suggestion No. 9. 

SUGGESTION NO. 11 

The uniform receipts act, which is in effect in seven of the cotton 
States and Virginia, should be adopted by all the cotton States. One 
provision of this act requires that if a receipt is issued for goods of 
which the warehouse man is owner, either solely or in common with 
others, the extent of his equity must be indicated on the receipt. 
Violations of this provision of the act should be made punishable by 
a heavy fine or imprisonment, or both. 

ANSWER TO SUGGESTION NO. 11 

The uniform warehouse act was adopted in Louisiana by act 221 * 
the Louisiana Legislature of 1908. 

SECOND SUGGESTION 1 

Making it a criminal offense for consignees in the course of inter- 
state or foreign commerce (a) to sell the shipper’s cotton to them- 
selves without his express consent; (b) to fail to return or to credit 
to the shipper within a specified time after the sale is made the full 
amount of the sales price, less proper deductions, such as commission 
fee, charges for storage, interest, and insurance. 

ANSWER TO SECOND SUGGESTION 1 

(a) See our answer to first suggestion 1. 

(b) See our answer to first suggestion 2. 

SECOND SUGGESTION 2 

Requiring consignees to obtain from shippers notes covering the 
amounts of all advances on cotton shipped or to be sold or shipped in 
interstate or foreign commerce. 

ANSWER TO SECOND SUGGESTION 2 

See our answer to first suggestion 5. 

SECOND SUGGESTION 3 

Requiring all cotton warehouses licensed under the Federal ware 
house act to use uniform single bale receipts with a form on the re 
verse side, which, when filled out, will show that the receipt in 
question has been pledged and is released under a trust receipt. 

ANSWER TO SECOND SUGGESTION s 
See our answer to first suggestion 7 and first suggestion 2. 
SECOND SUGGESTION 4 

Requiring all shipments of consigned cotton in the course of in- 
terstate and foreign commerce to be stored in a Federal licensed 
warehouse or Federal licensed section of a warehonse. Warehouses 
licensed either in whole or in part under the Federal warehouse act 
are so numerous and widely distributed that such a requirement is 
not onerous. 

ANSWER TO SECOND SUGGESTION 4 

See our answer to firet suggestion 9. 


PERSONAL PRIVILEGE 


Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I rise on a matter 
affecting the personal privilege of Members of the House. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman means about dividing the 
amendment? 
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Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. 


the postal bill, 
Chair. 


No; to instruct the conferees on 
I will wait, however, the convenience of the 


NATIONAL DISABLED SOLDIERS LEAGUE (INC.) 


Mr, UNDERHILL. Mr. Speaker, I present a privileged re- 
port from the Committee on Accounts on H. Res. 419. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Massachusetts presents 
a privileged report from the Committee on Accounts, which 
the Clerk will report. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
House Resolution 419 


Resolved, That the select committee created by House Resolution No. 
412 and authorized and directed to investigate the National Disabled 
Soldiers’ League (Inc.), its methods of solicitation of funds, etc., is 
hereby authorized to incur necessary expenses, not exceeding $5,000, 
including clerical and stenographic services, which shall be paid out 
of the contingent fund of the House, upon vouchers countersigned by 
the chairman thereof, with the approval of the Committee on Accounts. 


With a committee amendment, as follows: 


Line 6, strike out the figures 55,000“ and insert in Heu thereof the 
figures $1,000." 


The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the commit- 
tee amendment. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I want to be heard a moment 
on this resolution. 

Mr. UNDERHILL. Mr. Speaker, this is a resolution reported 
by the Committee on Accounts, following the favorable action 
of the House a week or so ago, as to the appointment of a select 
committee to investigate the alleged frauds of the National 
Disabled Soldiers’ League. Members will recollect that I op- 
posed the adoption of that resolution as useless, but the House 
overrode my contention; the committee was appointed and has 
begun to function. 

Now, the witnesses are here in Washington. The longer we 
hold them here the more expense will be entailed. The Com- 
mittee on Accounts has had two meetings on this appropriation ; 
and although the chairman of the special committee asked for 
$5,000, our committee thought they could start at least on $1,000 
and hope they could conclude with $1,000. If the House wants 
to reduce it, that is a matter for the House to entertain. 

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, UNDERHILL. Yes. 

Mr. CRAMTON. As I understand, it is the expectation 
under this resolution that there will be no money to retain 
attorneys to conduct the investigation? 

Mr. UNDERHILL. My experience has shown me that that 
generally follows. 

Mr. CRAMTON, It is my understanding that the commit- 
tee now carrying on a very important aircraft investigation is 
carrying on that investigation very ably without hiring ex- 
pensive lawyers, using its own membership; and it does seem 
to me that this minor investigating committee might be able 
to handle it without hiring lawyers. I am afraid that the 
statement the gentleman has just made, that this $1,000 is 
intended for the beginning, opens the doors to an unlimited 
expense of hiring lawyers. 

Mr. UNDERHILL. I will say to the gentleman I have 
opposed the hiring of lawyers by this and other committees 
and suggested that the members of this particular com- 
mittee, several of them being able lawyers, might act as 
counsel and legal adviser for the committee; but I was told 
that it-would require at least one attorney at $300 to look 
up some matters in connection with the investigation; I do not 
know what it is. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. UNDERHILL. Yes. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. The gentleman just made the statement 
that he understood it was always the practice of these select 
committees to employ counsel. That is certainly an error 
with reference to the select committee on the Shipping Board 
inquiry, as we felt we could get along without counsel, 

Mr. UNDERHILL. I want to apologize and revise my 
Statement regarding the Shipping Board investigation and also 
regarding the aircraft investigation. During my service as 
a member of the Committee on Accounts those are the only 
two committees, however, that have not asked for large sums 
for attorneys’ fees. 

Mr. CRAMTON. Will the gentleman yield for a further 
question? 

Mr. UNDERHILL. Yes. 

Mr. CRAMTON. One further question in order to make the 
matter somewhat definite. What is the understanding, if any; 
of the Committee on Accounts as to this particular select 


committee with reference to the expenditure of money to 
engage counsel? 

Mr. UNDERHILL. As I understand it, the function of the 
Committee on Accounts is to provide the money that the 
House votes. That is, the House authorizes the appointment 
of a committee and then it is up to the Committee on Accounts 
to furnish the money. I warned the House when the resolu- 
tion was under consideration that the establishment of this 
select committee would mean an expenditure of money all 
the way from $5,000 to $40,000. The House, in its wisdom, 
took another stand, and decided that this committee was neces- 
sary. The Committee on Accounts has absolutely no juris- 
diction over the select committee as to how much money it 
shall spend or for what purposes it shall spend the money, 

Mr. DYER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. UNDERHILL, Yes. 

Mr. DYER. What does the gentleman expect this com- 
mittee to accomplish through its investigations, if anything? 

Mr. UNDERHILL, I told the House a week or 10 days 
ago that it would not accomplish anything more than the Post 
Office Department and the Department of Justice would or 
could bring about under existing law. 

Mr. DYER. It is a matter which belongs to another depart- 
ment of the Government, and that department should handle 
the matter if they want to get any results. 

Mr, WINGO. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. UNDERHILL. Yes. 

Mr. WINGO. It has accomplished this much, if the news- 
paper reports are correct: It has confused the very proper 
investigation now being made by the grand jury, the proper 
tribunal to look into this matter. 

Mr. UNDERHILL. Well, I am sure no blame can be at- 
tached to the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. WINGO. I know, and I am not blaming the gentleman. 
I suspect that he, like myself, recognized that this was not 
necessary, and that the matter ought to have been left to the 
Department of Justice, because we now have ample law to 
punish every offense which was cited here as a basis for the 
establishment of this committee: It turns out now that when- 
ever they undertake to investigate they find the witnesses say- 
ing they can not give testimony because the Department of 
Justice has it or the grand jury is calling for them. Does not 
the gentleman from Massachusetts think we ought to stop this 
thing right now and not provide any money? 

Mr. UNDERHILL. We should have stopped it a week or 
more ago when the matter was presented to the House, 

Mr. WINGO. I agree with the gentleman. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield me five minutes? 

Mr. UNDERHILL, Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas, 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, this organization, known as 
the National Disabled Soldiers’ League (Inc.), which the gen- 
tleman now wants to spend money to investigate, has not 
fooled anybody. It sent out a pencil that was worth about 
10 cents to various people and asked them to please send them 
$1 to use for their organization in aiding disabled soldiers. 
If that was a violation of the law we have already ample 
machinery of Government to handle it now. If they are prop- 
erly expending the collections, it is no ylolation of the law, 
and if they are misappropriating it, it is a violation of the law 
now, without a committee investigation. It did not fool any- 
body. The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. GARRETT] threw 
it in the wastebasket; the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr, 
WINGO] threw it in the wastebasket; and others here threw it 
in the wastebasket. Nobody was fooled. Those who remitted 
took chances, and do so with their eyes open. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes; certainly. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. The gentleman says it has not fooled 
anybody, but I want to say to the gentleman that we had testi- 
mony this morning to the effect that from one set of letters 
sent out $59,000 was deposited in the Corn Exchange National 
Bank of New York City. 

Mr. BLANTON. Well, suppose it was. This is an organi- 
zation for disabled soldiers and sailors. It is possible that 
they have properly spent the money. If they have violated the 
law; if they have made false pretenses through the mail and 
have wrongfully collected money which they have not used 
properly, we now haye ample law and ample court and grand- 
jury machinery to punish them. 

But we must have a special select committee, and that special 
select committee must spend the people's money, and it is in- 
tending to employ a man as a lawyer, I am informed, and pay 
him $300, That has been virtually admitted here on the floor, 
The chairman of that select committee has been the attorney. 


1925 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


4165 


general of his State; he is a prominent lawyer, and he is an 
able attorney. Why can not he do the legal work for his spe- 
cial select committee without spending more public money 
for it? 

There ought to be a time when these wasteful special com- 
mittees shall stop. I want to say that I have been here for 
eight years, and I do not know of one good thing yet that has 
ever come from one of them. They have spent money up into 
the hundreds of thousands of dollars and they haye not bene- 
fited the taxpayers one cent. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Win the gentleman yield? 

Mr, BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. McKEOWN, Is it not a fact that a lot of these fellows 
who are seeking these investigations and promoting them are 
being employed in connection with the investigations? 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, yes; that is a fact. Where are you go- 
ing to stop on this matter of creating special select committees 
and commissions? You are now being asked to provide $1,000 
toward the expenses of this particular select committee, and the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. UNDERHILL] intimated that 
eventually it may cost $5,000 or it may cost $40,000. Gentle- 
men, I am for voting to stop it right now. I shall oppose the 
creation of all additional special committees and commissions, 
I am for Coolidge’s program of economy in action and not 
merely in words [applause], and the time to stop this continuous 
waste is right now by voting down this resolution and not 
letting it pass and keeping this money in the Treasury. Why, 
the committee headed by the gentleman from South Dakota 
[Mr. Jounson], who is the father of the resolution that created 
this special committee, has already spent $6,976.72 on investi- 
gations and is continuing spending the funds of the people. 

Now, your Republican steering committee can sit here and 
let this pass if they want to do it, and then they can go down 
to the White House breakfast to-morrow and explain it to your 
so-called economy President if they can. 

Now, let me again repeat what some of the other special com- 
mittees have spent. The committee now investigating Judge 
Baker has spent $1,600; the committee investigating alleged 
Indian frauds has already spent on the matter now pending 
before it $5,000; the special committee on bonds has already 
spent $7,000; the special committee on the Shipping Board has 
already spent $14,000; the special committee on aircraft has 
already spent $18,000; and I happen to remember what some of 
the other special committees spent. I can not forget that the 
Graham committee, for which most of you Members voted, 
spent $151,000; that the Joe Walsh committee, that went to the 
Pacific coast—and the gentleman under this resolution could 
go there if he wanted to if you should vote this money—the 
Joe Walsh committee went there on a special train and lived 
on a special train on the Pacifie coast, and they spent $40,000; 
the Anderson committee spent $42,000; and I could mention 
others leading up as high as the special coal commission that 
spent $600,000. Where is it all going to end? 

We already have the information sought by this resolution; 
we already have the law; every State in this Nation, 48 of 
them, now has laws against procuring money under false pre- 
tenses, and offenders could be prosecuted under the State law. 
We have Federal laws sufficient to prevent the use of. the 
United States mails for fraudulent purposes, 

The gentleman said the mails are being used by this organi- 
zation, If they are being used fraudulently, they can be put 
in the penitentiary under the present law, 

I am just as good a friend of the service man as my friend 
the gentleman from South Dakota [Mr. JoHnson], I am work- 
ing for them constantly. They call on me from every part of 
the country to help get their claims adjudicated. I do not turn 
them down, 

I keep my office busy submitting their claims to the Veterans’ 
Bureau all the time for adjudication, and I am doing every- 
thing I can to help them; but I am not willing to continue to 
spend thousands of dollars on these special committees, 

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion let me state that during the re- 
maining few days of this Congress there will be several of these 
resolutions to spend sums of money out of the contingent fund 
of the House, and my colleagues, if they want to protect the 
public Treasury, ought to stand on guard and vote each and 
every one of them down, I hope that this one will be voted 
down, 

Mr. UNDERHILL. Mr. Speaker, this question is not en- 
tirely as the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON] has pre- 
sented it. There is no one individual to blame. The gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Fish] is not to blame and the gentleman 
from Massachusetts is not to blame. The House is to blame. 
The House had all the information that the gentleman has 
presented in the last five minutes. It had all that informa- 


tion and considerable more, and with that knowledge and over 
my protest it went ahead and authorized the appointment of 
this special committee. This committee in good faith has gone 
ahead and has expended some money. It is not right that the 
chairman or those who haye contracted for this expenditure 
should have to put their hands in their pockets and pay it. 
The House authorized the dance; now it must pay the fiddler. 

Mr. CELLER. Will the gentleman yield for a question at 
that point, please? 

Mr. UNDERHILL. Yes. 

Mr. CELLER, Did not the chairman hire an attorney before 
he knew he could get the money? 

Mr. UNDERHILL. No; I do not think he did. The facts 
of the matter are these: These select committees, the minute 
the House goes on record as in sympathy with their request 
for a special investigation, begin to expend money, and that 
is all there is to it. I am not in sympathy with it and per- 
haps am not the best advocate of this proposition. I will 
allow the gentleman from New York, who heads the committee, 
to make whatever explanation he wishes, and then I shall 
move the previous question. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the select committee, 
I desire to inform the House, notwithstanding the statements 
that have been made, that the committee has not employed a 
lawyer at a salary. We have a lawyer from one of the de- 
partments of the Government and, unfortunately, we will not 
be able, under the law, to give him any money whatever. 
Maj. Randolph C. Shaw has been detailed by a department of 
the Government to assist the committee and is rendering ex- 
ceedingly able and valuable service to our investigating com- 
mittee. We will need all the $1,000 to take care of the wit- 
nesses that have been subpœnaed and $250 for copies of the 
testimony taken by private stenographers in the fraud order 
hearing before the Post Office Department. It is very doubt- 
ful whether we will be able to show any balance. We may be 
able to get through on $1,000, and I hope so. 

I want to add to the statement made by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. BLACK], showing that some people at least were 
fooled by this pencil-selling campaign. Testimony will be pro- 
duced to-morrow slowing that in another bank, besides the 
one referred to by the gentleman, $129,000 was deposited as a 
result of this pencil-selling campaign, which shows that at 
least a very large number of people in this country were de- 
ceived by the National Disabled Soldiers’ League (Inc.), and 
contributed money for soldier relief, practically none of which 
has gone for that purpose. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FISH. Yes. 

Mr, BLACK of Texas. It was testified by one of the wit- 
nesses in the hearing to-day that at a supposed conyention held 
by this organization in Boston, people were engaged locally 
and paid $10 to attend the supposed convention as delegates 
representing States other than where they resided, and also 
that something like 200,000 letters with pencils were sent out 
on behalf of this organization by one mailing concern alone 
in the city of New York. x 

Mr. FISH. To show the magnitude of the operations of the 
Nation&1 Disabled Soldiers’ League (Inc.), approximately 
1,000,000 letters have been sent out to business men throughout 
this country accompanied by lead pencils, soliciting funds for 
relief of the disabled and at the same time undermining 
the work of Congress for the disabled veterans and breaking 
down the faith of the public in the Veterans’ Bureau. It has 
been developed that this league, under investigation, has col- 
lected a vast amount of money and has already paid to the 
pencil companies $142,000: 

Mr, CRAMTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FISH. Yes. 

Mr. CRAMTON. Is it the expectation of the gentleman 
that he will be able to keep within the $1,000? 

Mr. FISH. It is. 

Mr. WINGO. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FISH. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. WINGO. Suppose all that the committee has found out 
is true and suppose they are willfully slandering Congress and 
trying to destroy public confidence, does the gentleman intend 
to bring in a bill making it a criminal offense to misrepresent 
Congress in that way? 

Mr. FISH. We intend to bring in remedial legislation which 
we hope will make it impossible for organizations such as 
this to continue such fraudulent campaigns. 

Mr. WINGO. We already have a law against fraud, and 
you would not get this House, I am sure, to vote for a bill to 
punish everybody that criticized Congress. 
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Mr. FISH. But we intend to recommend legislation that 
will require organizations such as this to file their accounts 
every six months and also propose other provisions that will 


protect the public. That is the first duty of Congress, and one 


of equal importance is to protect itself against wholesale mis- 
representation. 

Mr. WINGO. Can not the grand juries and the courts pro- 
tect the public now? 

Mr. FISH. I think I have answered the gentleman. The 
grand jury has already begun an investigation. 

Mr. LOZIBR. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FISH. Yes. s 

Mr. LOZIER. Is there a single fact that this committee 
has deyeloped or can develop or will develop that could not 
be developed by a grand-jury investigation of this alleged 
fraudulent organization? 

Mr. FISH. If the gentleman wants to find out, I invite the 
gentleman to appear before the committee to-morrow morning 
and the gentleman can determine for himself. I am of the 
firm opinion that our investigation will be very helpful to the 
grand-jury proceedings in the District of Columbia, 

Mr. LOZIER. Then the gentleman can not answer the 
question now? 

Mr. CELLER. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. FISH. I yield. 

Mr. CELLER. Is not the Post Office Department at the pres- 
ent time investigating the activities of this organization? 

Mr. FISH. No; the Post Office Department has just com- 
pleted a fraud-order hearing and they have not determined what 
action they will take on the fraud order. 

Mr. CELLER. Has the Post Office Department denied this 
organization the use of the mails? 

Mr. FISH. I repeat, the Post Office Department has just 
completed the fraud-order hearings and they have not deter- 
mined what-action they will take. 

Mr, CELLER, If they deny this organization the use of the 
mails, will not that cripple the organization? 

Mr. FISH. I hope it will, but it will not solve the problem 
for the future regarding these alleged fake organizations 
branding the disabled American soldiers as beggars and collect- 
ing money from a sympathetic public under false pretenses. 

Mr. UNDERHILL. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques- 
tion on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the amendment be again reported. 

The amendment was again reported by the Clerk. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
Branton) there were—ayes 178, noes 5. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the resolu- 
tion. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
BLANTON) there were 128 ayes, and 29 noes. 

So the resolution was agreed to. 


OVERTIME IN THE IMMIGRATION SERVICE Te 


Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
have four days in which to file minority views on the bill 
H, R. 12246. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from California asks unani- 
mous consent that he may have four days in which to file 
minority views on H. R. 12246. .Is there objection? 

Mr. CRAMTON. Reserving the right to object, what is the 
bill? Will it hold up consideration of the bill? 

Mr. RAKER. It will not hold up consideration of the bill. 

The bill is H. R. 12246, providing for the payment of extra 
compensation to immigrant inspectors and other immigration 
employees for overtime work. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objec 


THE NAVY AT 100 PER CENT EFFICIENCY 


Mr. MoSWAIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Recorp, on H. R. 7072, to promote 
the efficiency of the Navy by doing justice to warrant officers. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from South Carolina? 

There was no objection. 


Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Speaker, it is manifest that those of 
us who have sincerely hoped to obtain action at this session 
of Congress on H. R. 7072 must be disappointed. That bill 
seeks to improve the efficiency of the Navy by improving the 
personnel of a very material element of the Navy. It is in- 


tended to remove the handicap and hardship imposed upon 
the commissioned warrant officers of the Navy by the joint 
service pay act of June 10, 1922, in which the rights and inter- 
ests of this class of the service seems to have been overlooked. 
The result is, under the said act of June 10, 1922, actually to 
discourage study effort and individual initiative of enlisted 
men to become warrant officers and thereafter to become com- 
missioned warrant officers, because when a warrant officer is 
commissioned, his longevity pay is based, not upon the length 
of his service in the Navy, but upon the length of his <om- 
missioned service. Therefore, while it usually takes about 
17 years continuous, faithful, and efficient service and study 
by an enlisted man to be able to pass the examination con- 
ducted by his superiors, and to be commissioned as an ensign, 
when he does receive his commission, he is treated in the joint 
service pay act of June 10, 1922, as if he had just graduated 
at the Naval Academy at Annapolis at about the age of 22 
years; when in fact he is about 35 years old, and has been 
working hard with low pay and under severe discipline for 
17 years. 

Mr. Speaker, the American Navy and the American Army 
ought to reflect in some way the spirit and ideals of American 
institutions. When our fathers established this Republic it 
was upon the maxim that “all men are created equal and 
endowed by their Creator with certain inalienable rights; 
among which are life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.” 
Of course, our fathers did not intend to say that all men 
are equal in ability, or strength, or efficiency, or capacity. 
But they did mean, and it is our duty to administer American 
institutions in that ‘spirit, that under the law all should ‘be 
treated alike and that so far as possible in our economic 
system, there should be equality of opportunity. It has been 
the glory of America that men by the thousands have risen 
from poverty, and illiteracy, and humblest of homes to stations 
of great power, and influence, and honor in all the professions, 
and in all lines of business, and in every department of goy- 
ernmental activity. It is our duty to keep the avenues of 
ambition open, and to stimulate the mainspring of individual 
enterprise, and to permit opportunity for character, ability, 
and capacity to receive their proper reward both financially 
and officially. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I became deeply interested when the 
hearings were progressing upon the merits of H. R. 7072 in- 
troduced by Representative Curry, of California. It was dis- 
closed that there is not a captain in the Navy who ïs not a 
graduate of the Annapolis Academy, It was disclosed that the 
graduates of said academy, under the system prevailing, are 
the beneficiaries of promotions in rank and advancement in 
pay out of proportion to the treatment received by the enlisted 
men. It was admitted by all the witnesses representing the ' 
Navy Department, and will appeal to any man of common 
Sense and experience as self-evident that the Navy must have 
not only an intelligent and ambitious enlisted personnel, but 
it must have as an essential and indispensable factor in its 
efficiency, an ambitious and intelligent warrant officer person- 
nel. In order that we may have an efficient Navy the human 
element in it must be induced to stay in the Navy as a life 
business just as graduates of Annapolis regard it. There must 
be some inducement held out to enlisted men to reenlist at the 
expiration of their terms. These inducements must be both 
financial and official. There must be inducements for enlisted 
men to behave themselves, to study, to be attentive to their 
duties, and to conduct themselves with courtesy in order that 
they may apply for and be worthy of positions as warrant 
officers. In like manner this same stimulus must continue to 
operate upon the minds and hearts of warrant officers in order 
that they may study and be attentive to duty so that they 
may pass their examinations and be finally commissioned as 
full officers of the Navy. These incentives to effort and ambi- 
tion are now lacking, due to the fact that the enlisted men say, 
“Why become warrant officers unless we may thereby be 
promoted to commissioned officers, and why become commis- 
sioned officers if we are to receive less salary than we did 
receive as warrant officers, and if our longevity pay is not to 
take into consideration all the long tedious years of service 
and study that we gave the Navy and received very low pay?“ 

Mr. Speaker, the Secretary of the Navy in his 1924 report 
touches indirectly upon this very proposition when he admits 
that the accidents by way of explosions and loss of vessels 
have been due to “the constantly changing personnel.” He 
says distinctly, “ The old seafaring man has largely disappeared 
from our Navy.” I ask, “Why has he disappeared, and why 
has the personnel changed so constantly?” These accidents 
have cost us dearly in human lives and thousands upon thou- 
sands in property, ‘The reason is not far to seek, Young men 
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are induced by attractive pictures and alluring promises by 
recruiting officers to go into the Navy, and after they get in 
they find that what every American young man seeks for and 
hopes for, to wit, a chance to rise, is forever closed ahead of 
them. Therefore, they leave the Navy at the earliest oppor- 
tunity, and their places are taken by others who have been 
allured by the same promises and soon find themselves dis- 
illusioned and quit the Navy at the earliest opportunity, In 
this connection, Mr. Speaker, I wish to quote from the remarks 
before the Military Affairs Committee of Mr. Padgett, who was 
formerly a commissioned warrant officer in the Nayy and 
resigned and is now a successful business man. His statement 
of the case leaves little else for me to say: 


Mr. Pabanrr. Mr. Chairman, if I may be indulged a moment, 
let me try to state the general reason back of my views on this bill. 
To have an efficient Navy, there must be an inducement for men to 
make service in the Navy a life business. That inducement exists 
as to the officers who are commissioned on graduation from Annapolis, 
because there is a gradual increase in compensation as time passes and 
a gradual rise in rank, with the final prospects of retirement, whether 
from length of service or disability, at liberal terms based on three- 
fourths of the pay of the highest pay period to which the officers 
respectively attain. But we must also have an efficient enlisted per- 
sonnel, and especially an efficient personnel for the warrant officers 
and commissioned warrant officers. There must be sufficient induce- 
ment for the enlisted man to stay in the Navy, to acquire, by experience 
and study and training, the knowledge and skill to become a warrant 
officer, and requires an average of 10% years. By that time the 
enlisted man is nearly 30 years old, and according to the law of 
nature is entitled to be married and have a family coming on. Having 
received a warrant, there should be a stimulus to his ambition to make 
a highly effective warrant officer so that he may at the expiration of 
a minimum of six years’ service as warrant officer be promoted in 
rank and authority; but here the principle of increase of pay with 
increased rank and authority and duty breaks down, and except for a 
proviso in the pay bill that by accepting a commission his pay shall 
not be reduced, he would be penalized for advancement, and he cer- 
tainly must continue for nine years more as a commissioned warrant 
officer before he receives increased compensation. By that time he is 
about 45 years old. So that at the age of 45, just when his children 
are about to leave high school and enter college, he is still receiving 
the pay of a warrant officer without increase for about the last 12 
years. At the end of 19 years more, before retirement, and before he 
shall ever have reached the high-pay period, which is effective only 
after 30 years of commissioned service, he having been commissioned 
only about 28 years, 


Again, Mr. Speaker, I desire to call attention to the fact that 
this matter is attracting the interest of the country. People are 
beginning to ask what is the matter with the Navy; why is it 
that there are more deaths in the Navy in peace time than 
there were during the war; and why is there so much dissatis- 
faction amongst the enlisted personnel; why is there wrangling 
and contention from top to bottom? In this connection, I call 
the attention of the House to an article manifestly of editorial 
origin, appearing in the Washington Herald of February 18, 
1925, from which I extract a few lines, as follows: 


In connection with these accidents, the report relates that “the old 
seafaring man is disappearing from our Navy.” It complains that 
there are too many inexperienced officers. “There are now 4,785 
commissioned officers of the line and of this number 2,143, almost one- 
half, are ensigns and junior grade Heutenants, officers of limited sea 
experience,” Such a shortage of officers of sea experience is pointed 
to as the outstanding deficiency of the Battle Fleet. The only remedy 
suggested for the situation is to increase the corps of midshipmen at 
‘Annapolis. There should be such an increase; it may be conceded 
also that the academy commissioned personnel constitutes the basic 
framework of the naval structure. But they are only a part of the 
structure which can not be maintained in maximum fighting efficiency 
as long as other important parts of the personnel are neglected, 

An essential part—the practical seamen part—of the commissioned 
personnel is being neglected. This appears conceded. The Secretary 
points out as another outstanding fleet deficiency the shortage of com- 
missioned warrant and warrant officers, and says that it is only by a 
“concerted effort throughout the whole service that the shortage has 
been overcome to a considerable extent.” The Chief of the Bureau of 
Navigation has pointed out the deficiency and practically conceded it 
resulted from discrimination against this type of officer. 


Mr. Speaker, there is another respect in which I believe the 
Navy may be improved by arousing ambition among its en- 
listed personnel. It has been a maxim of many leaders in 
martial matters that the spirit is to the material as 3 to 1. In 
other words, the minds and hearts of the human element can 
prevail over huge preponderating material opposition. 


A John Paul Jones, with small ships and small crews, can 
always defeat great ships with huge crews not inspired by 
the same spirit of resolution. I, therefore, suggest that more 
opportunity should be held out to the enlisted men for their 
promotion. The number of enlisted men who may be annually 
appointed as midshipmen in the Naval Academy should be 
increased from 100 to 200, and the age limit of admission 
should be raised from 20 years on April 1, prior to admission 
on July 1, to 22 years on the date of admission. The maxi- 
mum age for admission to West Point Military Academy is 
22 years on the date of entrance. Surely the Navy and its 
champions will not admit that preparation for the Army re- 
quires greater maturity of manhood and mental power, 

In this connection, Mr, Speaker, I am reminded I have seen 
in many places oyer the country beautiful and attractive pic- 
tures posted in railway stations, and the lobbies of post offices, 
and in other public places, representing a group of handsome, 
well-dressed and well-groomed young men in the uniform of 
midshipmen and underneath is this alluring statement: 
“These are our future admirals of the Navy,” or words to that 
effect. This is followed by the statement that enlisted men 
in the Nayy may obtain admission to the Naval Academy and 
be dressed as are the young men in the picture, and grad- 
uated as ensigns, and be entitled to all the official, social, 
and financial rewards of that position. I know personally 
one young man who was deceived by this advertisement and 
the enlisting officer, and induced to enlist in the hope of 
entering the academy. He had already graduated from one 
of the most thorough literary colleges in our part of the coun- 
try. He had long cherished an ambition to attend and grad- 
uate at the Naval Academy, but had never been able to secure 
an appointment. He was told by the representative of the 
Navy at the recruiting station that with his education he 
should be able to obtain easily one of the 100 appointments. 
Accordingly, he enlisted and soon thereafter made application 
for the examination and discovered to his amazement and 
chagrin that the doors had been closed to him for practically 
2 years because he was nearly 22 years old. Nothing re- 
mained for him to do but to seek his discharge. Otherwise the 
Navy held no attractions for him. The long tedious grind to 
become a warrant officer and thereafter with six years 
more service to become a commissioned officer without ade- 
quate compensation and with a perpetual line of demarca- 
tion and discrimination in treatment and in uniform between 
the officer who graduated at Annapolis and himself as a com- 
missioned warrant officer, constrained him to abandon the 
dreams and ideals of his young manhood, which had been 
to serve his country as an officer in his country’s Navy. There 
should certainly be no opposition to a change in the law 
raising the maximum entrance age to 22 years. 

But with the age limit raised to 22 years, graduates of col- 
leges and universities could—and as in the case of West Point 
would—enlist in the Navy, and then seek to be designated to 
the academy, and if successful would become ideal officers, be- 
cause they would have deliberately chosen the Navy as a life 
work after becoming sufficiently mature to decide intelligently. 
1. THE BILL FOR WHICH THE OFFICERS SEEKING JUSTICE ASK SUPPORT 


H. R. 7072 was introduced February 18, 1924, by Representa- 
tive CHARLES F. Curry, of California, and referred to the 
Committee on Military Affairs (Representative MOKENZIE, of 
Illinois, chairman), the committee having jurisdiction of all 
matters amending the so-called joint service pay act of June 
10, 1922, readjusting and making uniform the pay and allow- 
ances of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, Coast Guard, Coast 
and Geodetic Survey, and Public Health Service. Hearings 
were held on it March 18, 1924, and subsequent days. Ap- 
pearances on behalf of the commissioned and chief warrant 
officers, to whom the bill is designed to give relief: Repre- 
sentative Cunry; Mr. Kenneth M. Smith, president of the War- 
rant and Commissioned Warrant Officers’ Association; and 
others of the association. For the Navy Department: Com- 
mander C. M. Austin. 

II. PURPOSE OF THA BILL 


1. To repeal the express discrimination made against this 
group of officers by the joint service pay act, which, while in- 
creasing the pay of all other officers, reduced the pay of this 
group and destroyed their status. 

2. Restore to them the status and rights of pay which had 
long been theirs. 

II. WHO ARE THE OFFICERS WHO WERE THUS DISCRIMINATED AGAINST? 

1. They are the commissioned officers who have worked up 
from the ranks through the grade of warrant officer to commis- 
sions; and, in addition, the warrant officers themselves, who 
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have worked up from the ranks and from which grade alone 
those who achieve commissions must come. 

2. They are the “ practical-seamen” element in the official 
personnel of the Navy, as distinguished from the academically 
edueated line officers of the Navy. 

8. They number. 1,396, and represent 17.2 per cent of the en- 
tire officer personnel. 

4. Their titles, which are ancient and signify little or noth- 
ing of their actual duties, are (1) chief boatswains, (2) chief 
gunners, (8) chief machinists, (4) chief carpenters, (5) chief 
pharmacists, and (6) pay clerks. 

Iv. THEIR DUTIES: THEY ARB THE PRACTICAL SEAMEN AND SPECIALISTS 
OF THE ENTIRE NAVY 


The duties of this class of officers are officially described, in 
brief, as follows: 

Chief boatswains and boatswains: They must be practical 
seamen, be familiar with handling boats under oars and sails, 
handling boats in surf, lowering and hoisting boats in surf, 
care and preservation of boats and equipment, understand cut- 
ting and fitting rigging, securing and transporting anchors, 
and the working of cables with modern appliances. He is in 
charge of the rigging and gear of the ship, and does the duties 
of many officers, such as lieutenant (junior grade) and lieu- 
tenant, and frequently commands mine sweepers and smaller 
naval craft. They have all the duties of the seaman branch to 
perform. 

Chief gunners and gunners: They must understand the con- 
struction, dismounting, and assembling all guns, remedying de- 
fects and protecting modern rifles, cannon, rapid-fire machine 
guns, magazine rifles, and other small arms; the construction, 
adjustment, care, and preservation of mines and torpedoes; 
fitting magazine shell rooms, storing and protecting batteries, 
protection of ordnance stores and the handling and securing of 
guns. They must be competent electricians, conversant with 
the designing, construction, assembling, and disassembling of 
all electrical apparatus on board ship. They must be familiar 
with the interior communication system, power and light sys- 
tems, and all electrically operated ordnance equipment. They 
must be competent radio men, familiar with the construction, 
care, and management of motors, storage batteries, and other 
radio apparatus. 

Chief machinists and machinists: They are assistants to the 
senior engineer officer on board ship, must be familiar with the 
types of engines and boilers used in the Navy, their operation, 
adjustment, preservation and precautions to be taken with 
them, familiar with the characteristics of engineering mate- 
rials, and with the care and operation of the auxiliaries. They 
must be able to command the engineer division and be familiar 
with modern machine-shop practice in the repair of engines, 
boilers, and so forth. 

Chief carpenters and carpenters: They are assistants to the 
first lieutenant on board ship. They must be good mechanics, 
with general knowledge of practical shipbuilding in steel, iron, 
and wood; must understand the care and preservation of ships, 
their equipment and fittings, the care of stores, and the ability 
to keep accounts of such stores. 

Chief pharmacists and pharmacists: They are assistants to 
the senior medical officer on board ship and elsewhere. They 
must be familiar with the clerical duties pertaining to the 
medical department and management of sick bays and wards, 
familiar with the current pharmacopeia, more particularly its 
formulas and materia medica; sufficiently familiar with chem- 
istry to make qualitative analysis, quantitative estimates, and 
a knowledge of minor operations. They must be familiar with 
commissary duty at hospitals, with ability to inspect foods 
and to determine their qualities and means of preserving them. 

Chief pay clerks and pay clerks: They are assistants: to the 
senior supply officer; must be familiar with the financial sec- 
tion of the supply department; including preparation of pay 
rolls, accounts, and returns; the administration of the general 
stores section of the supply department, including the requisi- 
tion, receiving, custody, care, and accounting for all supplies. 
They must be familiar with the administration of the general 
mess and the ship stores. 

v. THE STATUS OF THIS GROUP OF OFFICERS. AS IT HAD DEVELOPED FROM 

1899, THROUGH ROOSEVELT'S AND DANIBLS’S INFLUENCE, UP ro PASSAGH 

OF THE JOINT SERVICE PAY ACT, 1922 


1. Largely through the influence of Roosevelt, who had been 
Assistant Secretary of the Navy up to the Spanish-American 
War, and was keenly interested in Navy personnel and morale, 
Congress created this commissioned grade and from time to 
time improved its status and increased its pay. 

(a) Section 12, act of March 3, 1899 (30 Stat. 1007), enacted 
through Roosevelt’s influence, provided that four of these war- 


rant corps should, after 10 years’ service as warrant officer, 
be commissioned as ensign, with, of course, the rank and pay. 

` (b) Act April 27, 1904 (33 Stat: 346), Roosevelt being Presi- 
dent, Congress reduced the above requirement of 10 years’ 
service to 6. 

(e) Acts March 3, 1900 (37 Stat. 771), Angust 22, 1912 (37 
Stat. 345), March 3, 1913 (38 Stat. 942), August 29, 1916 (39 
Stat. 572), the above provisions of law requiring the commis- 
sioning of warrant officers after six years’ service were in- 
tended to include all warrant corps—boatswain, gunner, ma- 
chinist, carpenter, pharmacist, and pay. 

(d) Act of May 13, 1908 (35 Stat. 128), put the pay and 
allowances of these commissioned officers on a par with all 
other commissioned officers by requiring their entire service 
to be counted by providing that— 


Hereafter all commissioned officers on the active list of the Navy 
shall receive the same pay and allowance according to rank and length 
of service. 


(e) The act of August 29, 1916 (39 Stat. 578), enacted largely 
through the influence of Josephus Daniels, Secretary of the 
Navy, provided for the promotion of these commissioned offi- 
cers, in respect of pay and allowances, from the grade of ensign, 
to which they were limited by the original act of March 3, 
1899, to—- 

(1) Lieutenant, junior grade, after 6 years’ commissioned 
service. 

(2) Lieutenant after 12 years’ commissioned service. 

2. So, the legislation of 24 years, sponsored by officials of the 
Navy, like Roosevelt and Daniels, had established for this group 
of commissioned officers, representing the practical-seaman 
type in our Navy, the following status; 

(a) Ensign, for first 6 years’ commissioned service. 

(b) Lieutenant, junior grade, during second 6 years’ com- 
missioned service. 

(e) Lieutenant, full grade, after 12 years’ comin!Ssioned 
service. All service to be counted in determining the additional, 
or longevity pay. 

VI. THE JOINT SERVICE PAY ACT, EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 1922, DESIGNED TO 
PROVIDE AN INCREASED AND UNIFORM RATE OF PAY FOR ALL OFFICERS 
IN THE ARMY, NAVY, MARINE COEPS, COAST GUARD, COAST AND GEODETIC 
SURVEY, AND PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE, INSTEAD OF INCREASING THB 
PAY OF THIS GBOUP OF COMMISSIONED OFFICERS} “ SUBMERGED ” THEM, 
TO USE CONGRESSMAN M’KENZIn’S SUGGESTION; “ DYNAMITED” THEM, 
TO USB MR, SMITH'S MORE GRAPHIC AND ACCURATE DESCRIPTION 


1. This act was the result of a joint committee provided for 
in section 13, act May 18, 1920 (41 Stat: 604), to investigate and 
report relative to the “readjustment,” that is, the inerease, of 
the pay and allowances of officers and men of all the services. 

2. The line and staff of all the services were represented 
before and heard by this committee, but nobody spoke for, or 
Seemed to think of, this group of commissioned and warrant 
officers, promoted from the ranks, and constituting the prac- 
tieal seamen element. 

See published Hearings” beginning November 25, 1921. 

3. This act establishes pay by a system of periods, and the 
period in which an officer falls depends in part upon (a) Grade, 
and in part upon (b) Length of service. 

VIL THE JOINT SERVICE PAY ACT RETAINED AND INCREASED, THE AD- 
VANTAGE OF COUNTING ALL SERVICE FOR EVERY SINGLE OFFICER IN 
ALL THE SERVICES, EXCEPTING THIS GROUP OF COMMISSIONED OFFICERS 5 
Fon THESE OFFICERS THE ACT INSTEAD OF INCREASING THAT RIGHT 
TOOK AWAY THAT WHICH THEY, TOGETHER WITH ALL OTHER OFFI- 
CERS, HAD HAD FOR MORE THAN 20 YEARS 


1. This discrimination resulted from the fact that there ap- 
pears stuck away in an anomalous nook in the act (next to 
the last sentence, last paragraph, sec. 1) the following detached 
sentence: 

Commissioned warrant officers on the active list with creditable 
records shall, after six years’ commissioned service, receive the pay 
of the second period, and after 12 years’ commissioned service, receive 
the pay of the third period. 


2. This ties this group of officers down to specified pay 
periods, whereas the ensign, the lieutenant, junior grade, and 
the lieutenant, with whom for pay purposes they have always 
ranked and do still rank, pass on up to the higher pay periods 
to which their service entitles them. 

8.. Heretofore, and since 1908, this group of officers have gone 
along up in pay with the ensign, lieutenant, junior grade, and 
full lieutenant. Now the situation is this: 

(a) An ensign graduated at Annapolis passes to the second- 
pay period after five years’ service; one of this group must wait 
until he has six years. 
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tb) Lieutenant, junior grade, educated at Naval Academy, 
passes to third-pay period after 10 years’ service; one of this 
group must wait for 12 years. 

(e) But, most of all, although since 1908 one of this group 
has, after 12 years’ service, drawn the pay and allowances of 
a full lieutenant of the Navy, under this act he can never, no 
matter how much service he has,.draw the pay and allowances 
of that grade. 7 

(d) Taking actual figures in the actual average case in the 
Navy, the difference is this: 

1. One of this group, with 17 years’ service, gets $2,199. 

2. A lieutenant educated at public expense with like service, 
$5,607. 

4. The joint service pay act increased the pay and allow- 
ances of all officers of the services by abont 40 per cent over 
the pay scale as it existed since 1908; but it actually decreased 
the pay of this group of officers until they draw some $30 per 
month less than they did on the 1908 scale. 

5. The absurdity is further evidenced by this: This group of 
officers must be promoted to commissioned warrant officers after 
six years’ service as warrant officers; but under the joint serv- 
ice pay act the pay of this group of officers is lower than that 
of the warrant group from which they are promoted; hence 
promotion to u commissioned grade after six years’ service as 
a warrant officer wonld result in a reduction of pay, to save 
which absurd situation the act followed with this saving 
clause : 

That a commissioned warrant officer promoted from the grade of 
warrant officer shall suffer no reduction of pay by reason of such 
promotion. 


Wonderful promotion that results in loss of pay! 


YIU. THE PRESENT LACK OF FAIR REGARD FOR THIS GROUP OF PRACTICAL 
MEN—A REGARD WHICH ROOSEVELT INSPIRED AND ESTABLISHED AND 
DANIELS ZEHALOUSLY FOSTERED—HAS PROBABLY DETRACTED FROM THE 
MORALE AND EFFICIPNCY OF THD NAVY 


1. The present Secretary in his 1924 report confesses, rather 
regretfully, that “The old seafaring man has largely disap- 
peared from our Navy,” adding: 


The young man from the seacoast, from the office, from the farm, 
from the inland city, has taken his place. 


Significantly, he immediately follows with this: 


Some accidents and some mishaps, due to the constantly changing 
personnel, are inevitable. The surprising thing is that there are so 
few accidents, and so few accidents in which the personnel have 
failed either in routine or emergency. 


2. The “accidents” alluded to are of such frequency and 
character that those interested in the morale and efficiency of 
the Navy should not pass them unnoticed. They are stagger- 
ing losses that should be expected only as incidents of war. 
The following are the recent major ones, which were accom- 
panied by many minor ones: 

(a) Seven destroyers beached and wrecked on coast of Cali- 
fornia September 8, 1923, with a loss of 25 lives. 

(b) Sinking of submarine O-5 at Limon Bay, with loss of 
five men. 

(c) Wrecking of the Tacoma on Blanquilla Reef January 
16, 1924, with loss of her captain and three men. 

(d) Turret explosion on the Mississippi off San Pedro, 
Calif., June 12, 1924, with the loss of 3 officers and 45 men. 

(e) Explosion on the Trenton, October 20, 1924, with the 
loss of 1 officer and 13 men. 


IX. THE PRESENT SECRBTARY’S VIHWS ILL-ADVISED AND HURTFUL TO THE 
NAVY 


1. He says all officers should come from the Naval Academy. 
Report, pages 4, 17, 18. Granting this may be true generally 
of the line officer strictly speaking, it is entirely wrong when 
applied to this group of officers, the necessity for whom is es- 
tablished by the facts: 

(a) They exist in every first-class navy and are given rank 
as high as and higher than cur own. i 

(b) They get the pay and allowances of their rank without 
discrimination in all those navies. 

(e) In our own Navy, their commissioned status was a de- 
velopment extending from 1898 on, and was the result of the 
mature judgment of those in control of naval affairs for 25 
years—from Roosevelt to Daniels. 

(d) This commissioned group offers the only chance of pro- 
motion from the ranks; surely there should be some little 
chance of such promotion. 

2. The Chief of the Bureau of Navigation, in his 1923 re- 
port, deprecated the fact that the service was short of this type 


of officers and suggested more liberal legislation “to meet the 
existing conditions.” 

8. The Chief of the Bureau of Navigation, in the hearings 
in 1923 on a bill similar to the present remedial one, admitted 
some discrimination against this group of officers, but adyised 
that legislation be deferred until the report of “the joint 
departmental board convened to smooth out such discrepan- 
cies.” That board has never reported. 

PAY OF WARRANT AND COMMISSIONED WARRANT OFFICERS 
STATEMENT OF MR. C. S. PADGETT, OF WASHINGTON, D. C. 

I know myself very well that if it were not for the warrant officers 
in the Navy the morale of the Navy would be much lower than it is 
now. I believe I can also say without fear of successful contradiction 
that the morale of the United States Navy is quite low now, because 
there is a lot of dissatisfaction among the warrant officers and com- 
missioned warrant officers. I believe that the proper way to improve 
the morale of the Navy is to bring about the greatest possible amount 
of contentment and satisfaction among the warrant officers. Now, why 
does this dissatisfaction exist among the warrant officers and commis- 
sioned warrant officers? 

‘The greatest reason why the dissatisfaction exists is because the 
warrant officer is a full-blooded American, tike most of us—he can not 
be a warrant officer unless he is a citizen—and he wants every avenue 
of development that is open to any other American placed at his 
disposal. He is not particularly seeking to apply bimeecif in some capac- 
ity where he will domineer his fellow shipmates and other officers, but 
he wants to maintain himself on a good American standard. If he has 
a family, he wants to be able to send his boys and girls te schoo] and 
college when they are older, if there are only one or two to send. 

Mr. McKenzte. Do you think that he has any greater desire to do 
that than the man who is rendering corresponding service in the Coast 
Guard, the Marine Corps, or in the Army? i 

Mr. PADGETT. I am glad you asked that question. I think that the 
aspirations of the warrant officer and commissioned warrant officer in 
the Navy are just as great and just as complete as those of any other 
element of our American society; but they have to overcome a very 
regrettable caste system that prevails in the Navy and which tends for- 
ever to hold them down. In accepting a compromise and yielding to 
that particular caste system, it has put them down to where their 
aspirations are almost negligible. 

I want to make myself a little plainer in that respect. I knot that 
when I was in the service the question of rank and increased pay for 
6 and 12 year service came up with the commissioned warrant offi- 
cers. At that time, the word was inferentially sent out by the powers 
that be that if we did not solicit rank, which we would have gotten 
with the pay, we could go ahead and ask for more pay. So the 
question was put up to them very plainly, Gentlemen, do you want 
to secure legislation for advancement to the grades of lieutenant and 
junior lieutenant, or do you want something that you can get, the 
equivalent in pay, without the rank.” Well, we said at that time 

Mr. Saerwoon, Who had authority to ask that question? 

Mr. Papert. It was inferential, but it was made plain that we 
could have the pay without the rank. Without casting any reflec- 
tions, I wish to inform the members of the committee that news re- 
garding pay, rank, ctc, in the Navy is disseminated on down the 
line, It never originates below or comes up the other way. I think 
you will find that that prevails in most every military service, be- 
cause the little man does not have much to say about it. I can not 
give you the specifie authority, but that is the way, I say, informa- 
tion came to this particular corps, or that is the way it came to them 
when I was in the service. We were told that if we did not seek rank, 
or increased rank, we could successfully hope for the pay, or the in- 
creased pay of a lieutenant junior grade and lieutenant senior grade. 
Well, we pocketed out pride; we said, We can smother our pride,” 
although we did not see why we should not be on the same basis, for 
instance, as corresponding officers in the British Navy. Warrant 
officers in the British Navy advance both in rank and pay to the 
grade of Heutenant commander, but that Is not possible in the Ameri- 
can Navy, a Democratic Navy or Republican Navy. 

Mr. Chairman, the service of the Navy is peculiar and highly 
technical, and these warrant officers and commissioned warrant offi- 
cers are the operative technical experts of the Navy. Their skill 
and knowledge acquired through many years of direct and con- 
stant contact with the intricate machinery and equipment is indis- 
pensable to a efficient Navy, and without them the transport and 
convoy service during the World War would have broken down. I 
admit that they do not have the high sclentific and theoretical 
knowledge of Annapolis graduates, yet there are some rare exceptions 
where warrant officers and commissioned warrant officers have by 
studious application combined knowledge of theory with the knowl- 
edge of practice and are qualified all around to a high degree for their 
technical duties. This is demonsfrated by the fact that enlisted men 
have advanced from warrant officer through commissioned warrant 
officer to ensign, Heutenant, and commander, when their qualifications 
were passed upon by their superior officers after rigid competitive 
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examinations, and this has taken place in spite of a rather general 
reluctance among enlisted men to aspire to climb into the commis- 
sioned personnel, and further in spite of the limitations placed by 
law upon the number who may thus be promoted, 


STATEMENT OF HON, CHARLES F. CURRY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Curry. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, warrant 
officers have been an integral part of the American Navy since its 
inception, and Congress recognized their value in 1899 by providing 
for their promotion to commissioned rank. Upon being commissioned 
these officers received the rank, pay, and allowances of ensign. In 
further recognition of the high character of the services of these officers 
Congress in the act of August 29, 1916, provided that these commis- 
sioned officers after 6 years’ commissioned service should receive the 
pay and allowances of a lieutenant (junior grade), United States Navy, 
with like length of service, and after 12 years’ commissioned service 
should receive the pay and allowances of a lieutenant, United States 
Navy, with like length of service. 

They constitute the backbone of the American Navy, just as does 
the old-time sergeant constitute the backbone of the Army. They are 
entitled to just treatment and to a proper pay scale. I know of no 
sound reason why their pay should have been reduced. I know of no 
complaint against the character of their service as a class or as 
individuals. 

When their pay status was being considered they were not repre- 
sented by any of their own numbers to state their case. This is the 
first opportunity they have had to present their own case, They are 
entitled to do so, and I appreciate your granting them this hearing. 
They have arranged their case tersely, concisely, and, I believe, con- 
vincingly, 


The following extract from a letter included in the hearings 
from Mr. J. F. Dillard, a native of Laurens County, S. C., will 
show how the “shoe pinches his foot”: 


I will be 35 years of age in August, 1924, and have served in the 
Navy for more than 15 years, having enlisted in January, 1909. 
Nine years and four months of this time was spent as an enlisted 
man; was appointed a temporary boatswain June, 1918, and served 
as executive officer of a submarine chaser for the remainder of the war. 
Was then appointed a boatswain with a warrant after a competitive 
examination; had command of a submarine chaser for two years; 
then executive officer of a fleet tender, serving with the fleet. Have 
been attached to the navy yard at Norfolk since November, 1922, as 
assistant to captain of yard and duty officer. Am married and have 
three children. 

At present my pay while on shore duty is $168 per month with 
allowance of one ration and two rooms. My pay under the 1908 scale 
would have been $166.67 with the same allowance for rooms. My 
increase here amounts to $1.33 per month; at sea it would be $2.33 
per month. As for the ration, the warrant officer was the only officer 
who drew this allowance previous to 1922, so it is no new allowance 
to him. It was granted to other officers for the first time by the 
joint service pay act. After promotion to chief boatswain my pay 
according to the pay act will be reduced to $125 per month with the 
same allowances that I now receive, except that the saving clause 
‘allows me to retain my present pay. I will have to serve nine years 
before my pay in that grade equals my present pay, although there 
is a small increase in the rental allowance after six years for the 
married officer. This appears to me to be a very doubtful promotion. 

The living expenses of warrant and commissioned officers may be 
said to be identical. We have approximately the same uniforms to 
buy, the same living expenses aboard ship, and no matter if our pay 
was only sufficient to cover this, we would be compelled to pay it. 
The difference comes in what each one is able to save or allow his 
family for comforts and education of his children. They are the ones 
that suffer, and all the testimony introduced in the hearings in 1922 
about the living conditions of the service people still applies to our 
corps, for we got no relief by the passage of the joint service pay act. 
That act was intended to adjust the compensation of all the service 
people to the increased cost of living, and the Curry bill simply seeks 
to perform now what the McKenzie bill failed to do in our case. 


NAVY REALIZES SOMETHING IS WRONG 


The report of the Chief of the Bureau of Navigation for 1923, 
at page 3, contains the following: 

The service is very short of machinists, and the number of petty 
officers applying for examination for this rank was very disappointing. 
The impression prevails that these petty officers prefer to transfer to 
the Fleet Reserves when they become eligible instead of accepting 
appointments as warrant officers. Modification of the qualifications 
of those considered eligible to take the examination for warrant offi- 
cers have been made to meet the existing conditions. Congress should 
he requested to amend the present pay laws by which men appointed 
from the enlisted ratings to warrant grades lose the benefit of their 
longevity service. They should receiye the benefits ef all service. At 


present in many cases eligible chief petty officers accepting appoint- 
ments as warrant officers are reduced materially in their rates of pay, 
which is a very great detriment to such competent and desirable men 
being appointed, 


ADMIRAL ADMITS THEIR CLAIMS ARE JUST 


On Friday, February 2, 1923, there was a hearing before the sub- 
committee of the Committee on Naval Affairs of the House of Repre- 
sentatives on H. R. 12275. The attitude of the department was pre- 
sumably expressed by their representative at that hearing, Admiral 
Washington, then chief of the bureau. In view of the reasons ad- 
vanced, it is interesting to quote from the printed report of that 
bearing: 

“Admiral WASHINGTON. At the present time, at the request of 
the Secretary of War, there is a joint committee of representa- 
tives from the Army and Navy, Coast Guard, and other services 
which is considering the points at issue in this bill, and it is the 
hope and expectation that in the near future it will come to an 
agreement by which any differences may be ironed out, and any 
little discriminations which may appear here and there will be 
recommended to be taken out of the law. * * * I think it 
would be best to drop the consideration of this matter until this 
board that was requested by the Secretary of War can see where 
those small differences lie. Nobody's pay is really reduced by the 
act of 1922, because there is a provision in it which expressly so 
stipulated. * * * Now, at the present time, the rate of pay 
of chief warrant officers under the act of June 10, 1922, has been 
materially increased over the rates provided by the act of August 
29, 1916. œ I think that what is the real objectionable 
feature of the act, so far as the warrant officers are concerned, is 
the provision which places them in the position of starting out 
fresh upon being appointed chief warrant officers after July 1, 
1922. » JI think it would be well to give them credit for 
their prior service in the matter of pay. However, I believe that 
the best interests of the Navy would be served by waiting until 
the little differences in this act can be ironed out. Then we can 
bave a possible adjustment, removing all the little discrepancies.” 


The original intention of Congress has been defeated. 

On page 4215, hearings on the Senate amendments to the bill 
H. R. 15947, I quote the following (1916) : 

Mr. BUTLER, Before the the chairman goes to the next page let me 
ask you a question. In reading over these four paragraps I have con- 
cluded they have two objects, one is to give to these men additional 
pay 

Mr. Ronerts. The men who can not get a commission. 

Mr. Buries. And the other is to open the door further for them to 
obtain commissioned rank. They are the two objects? 

Admiral BLUE. And give an opportunity for the ambitious man to 
go up and for the rest of them to look forward to getting a commis- 
sion, so they will probably do better work. 

Continuing, at page 4218, supra, we find the following: 


Mr. Roserts. The first provision increases the compensation of the 
chief boatswaiv, and so on, who have had 6 years’ and 12 years’ 
service, respectively. 

The CHArmMAN, And can not take the examination? 

Mr. Ronzurs. And can not take the examination without giving 
them any increased rank. This last proviso, however, does allow 
those of six years’ service who can pass the examination to get an 
increase in rank, but not put them in line of promotion at all. In 
other words, you are going to have an incentive for the fellow, irre- 
spective of age, who has fitted himself by his own application to pass 
this examination and get more money. 

The CHAIRMAN, Not only get more money, but he can get to be 
called lieutenant instead of ensign. 

Mr. Roverts. I think you need both provisions. 

The CHAIRMAN, It goes back to the proposition I contended for at 
the beginning. 


HOUSE BILL REFERRED 

Under clause 2, Rule XXIV, House bill of the following title 
was taken from the Speaker’s table and referred, with Senate 
amendments, to the Committee on Military Affairs: 

H. R. 5084. An act to amend the national defense act, ap- 
proved June 13, 1916, as amended by the act of June 4, 1920, 
relating to retirement, . and for other purposes. 

CONSERVATION OF HELIUM GAS 


Mr. McKENZIE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker's table the bill H. R. 5722, known as the 
helium bill, disagree to the Senate amendments, and ask for 
a conference. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Nlinois asks unani- 
mous consent to take from the Speaker's table, disagree to the 
Senate amendments, and ask for a conference, the bill of 
which the Clerk will read the title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


1925 CONGRESSIONAL 


RECORD—HOUSE 


4171 


' 
II. R. 5722. An act authorizing the conservation, production, and |. Thereupon a motion was made to instruct the conferees to 


exploitation of helium gas and mineral resources pertaining to na- 
tlonal defense, and developing commercial aeronautics, and for other 
purposes, 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The Chair appointed as conferees on the part of the House 
Mr. FROTHINGHAM, Mr, WaINWRIdRHT, and Mr. Gasgerr of 
Texas. 

VESSELS OF THE UNITED STATES NAVY STRANDED, WRECKED, ETO. 


Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
for the present consideration of House Resolution 434, priy- 
ileged under the rules, reported from the Committee on Naval 
Affairs. 

The SPRAKER. The Clerk will report the resolution. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as follows: 

House Resolution 434 

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Navy be, and he is hereby, 
directed to inform the House of Representatives, If not incompatible 
with the public interest, as follows: 

1. The name, number, or designation, and tonnage of vessels of the 
United States Navy that have been stranded, run aground, foundered, 
or otherwise wrecked or damaged since January 1, 1923, together 
with the dates and locations where such stranding, running aground, 
or foundering happened. 

2. How far was each ship, wrecked or damaged as hereinbefore 
described, out of its course? 

3. The name and rank of the officer in command of each ship and 
a record of each of such officer's previous shore duties within five 
years of the date preceding the wrecking or damaging of the ship 
under his command. 

4. The previous experience and record of each officer commanding 
said ships, length of service, and time spent by him afloat. 

D. Tue cost of each vessel wrecked during the period hereinabove 
stated and the extent of damages to such vessels not totally wrecked. 


The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman authorized by the com- 
mittee to call it up? 

? Mr. LAGUARDIA. This is a privileged resolution, and I 

notified the chairman that I was going to bring it up to-day. 

The SPRAKER, Somebody has to be authorized by the com- 
mittee to bring it up. 

Mr. BUTLER. Did the Chair address me? 

The SPEAKDR. The Chair asked the gentleman from New 
York if he was authorized by the committee to call up the 
resolution. 

Mr. BUTLER. I do not know; I was not present when it 
was reported. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. The gentleman will remember that I 
talked with him yesterday? 

Mr. BUTLER. Yes; I talk with the gentleman every day 
aud am glad to do ìt. [Laughter.] But the gentleman did 
not say anything about being authorized to bring up the reso- 
lution, 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, I will withdraw my re- 
quest and bring it up to-morrow. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Record by inserting a communica- 
tion from the Progressive Party of Oregon with respect to 
Muscle Shoals and the electric power of this country. 

The SPHAKER. The gentleman from Oregon asks unani- 
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Record in the man- 
ner indicated. Is there objection? 

Mr. TINCHER. I object. 


INSTRUCTING CONFEREES 


Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I want to call at- 
tention to a ruling which the Chair made yesterday, and to in- 
quire of the Speaker whether or not, in the opinion of the 
Chair, it will have force as a precedent hereafter in view of 
prior rulings in that regard, On yesterday the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. Griest] asked unanimous consent that the 
postal pay and rate bill be taken from the Speaker's table; that 
the House disagree to the Senate amendments, and agree to 
the conference asked for by the Senate. I quote from page 
4110 of the Rxoonn: 


The SPEAKER. The House could instruct the conferees. Is there ob- 
jection? [After a pause.) The Chair hears none, and appoints the 
following conferees— 


Naming them, 


agree to the Senate amendment which had just been disagreed 
to by unanimous consent of the House. What I desire to call 
the attention of the Chair to is that my understanding of the 
precedents is that the eonferees when instructed, when the 
matter is first before the House, must be instructed before they 
are appointed. 

The SPEAKER. There is no doubt about that. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. In this instance, the Chair per- 
mitted the instruction of the conferees after the appointment 
of the conferees, 

The SPEAKER. But there was no point of order made 
against it. If the point of order had been made the Chair 
wonld have sustained it. . 

There is no question about the precedents. The Chair does 
not remember just what happened. But the Chair would not 
hold otherwise. 

Mr. BLANTON, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. No; I want to finish this state- 
ment. The further point to which I direct the attention of the 
Chair is this: I have no interest in it, except its force as a 
precedent in situations of a similar character which may here- 
after arise; I propound this inquiry to the Chair: The House 
having consented unanimously that the House disagree to the 
Senate amendment, there being only one, was it competent 
for the Chair then to immediately entertain a motion—not 
a request for unanimous consent—to reverse the action of the 
House and agree to the Senate amendment? As I recall it 
and I do not profess any particular knowledge—the precedents 
are to the effect that the House having unanimously taken a 
certain action, it could not turn around and immediately undo 
that by merely a majority vote on motion; and, furthermore, that 
the House having just a moment or two before disagreed to the 
Senate amendment, it would not be in order even to entertain 
a motion, if it were otherwise in order, to reverse what the 
House had just done. The motion in that case would be a 
motion to reconsider, 

The SPEAKER. The Chair would rather look the matter 
up. At first blush the Chair is of opinion that the first dis- 
agreement is really somewhat technical, and that then a 
motion to instruct the conferees is in order, but before the 
appointment of the conferees. The Chair is not certain about 
the matter. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. May I call the attention of the 
Chair to the fact that in this instance there was but one 
amendment. Had there been a great number of amendments, 
the idea that the first disagreement is technical might obtain, 
because we would have disagreed to all of them and then 
immediately thereafter agreed to one; but in this case there 
was but one amendment, which had been unanimously dis- 
agreed to. My purpose in calling this matter to the attention 
of the Chair is to request the Chair to place in the Recorp a 
ruling on this point distinguishing his action in this instance 
from the precedents heretofore established, with the idea of 
laying down for the future guidance of the House some 
clear ruling as to the proper procedure in this sort of case. 

The SPEAKER. There is no question that the proper time 
for a motion to instruct the conferees is before the conferees 
are appointed. That is clear. However, if it be made after- 
wards and no point of order be made on that score, that pre- 
sents a matter about which the Chair is not now certain. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. I am not seeking to make any 
point about that now, Mr. Speaker, Let me propound this 
further inquiry: When the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
made his unanimous-consent request that the bill be taken 
from the Speaker's table, that the House disagree to all amend- 
ments, could not that request have been divided? And after 
unanimous consent to take the bill from the Speaker's table 
had been granted, would not that have brought the bill before 
the House? And on the question of disagreeing to the amend- 
ments, could not a motion then have been made to concur in 
the Senate amendment? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks not. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, will the Chair permit a cor- 
rection of the Record on that point? 

The SPEAKER. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. I call the Chair's attention to the fact 
that as soon as the unanimous consent was granted the Speaker 
proceeded to say that the Chair would appoint “ the following 
conferees,” and that I was then on my feet, before the con- 
ferees had been appointed, to make my motion, but the Clerk, 
not seeing me, was reading the names of the conferees. The 
appointment of the conferees, as a matter of fact, should ap- 
pear after the motion was acted upon. 

The SPHAKHR. The Chair does not remember. 
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AUTHORIZING THE PRESIDENT IN CERTAIN CASES TO MODIFY VISÉ, 


FEES 


Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union for the further consideration of the bill (H. R. 11957) to 
authorize the President in certain cases to modify visé fees. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further 
‘consideration of the bill H. R. 11957, with Mr. SxELL in the 
chair. 

The Clerk reported the title of the bill. 

Mr. CELLER. . Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment, which I send to the desk, 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. CELLER: Page 1, line 8, after the words 
“ desiring to,“ strike out the words visit the United States who are 
not ‘immigrants’ as defined in the immigration act of 1924” and 
insert in lieu thereof the words come to the United States.” 


Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order against 
the amendment that it is not germane to the bill. It changes 
the character of the bill. This bill proposes to authorize the 
President in certain cases to modify the visé fees, as far as 
nonimmigrant aliens are concerned. The proposed amend- 
ment would affect all immigrants coming in, and therefore 
change the entire character of the bill. The Chairman ruled 
on identically the same question the day before yesterday. 
This is practically the same amendment over again. f 

Mr. CELLER. ` Mr. Chairman, I beg to state for the edifica- 
tion of the distinguished gentleman from New. York [Mr. 
Fisu] that the Chairman ruled on an entirely different propo- 
sition the day before yesterday. He ruled on a point of order 
made against an amendment offered by the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Broom], which sought to inject into this bill 
something utterly foreign to it and not germane to it, because 
he sought entirely to do away with visés, let alone the price 
which might be charged for issuing a visé on a passport. This 
bill, as I understand it, provides that the President shall have 
the power to negotiate with foreign governments as to the 
amount that this Government shall charge before it shall exer- 
cise the right to visé a passport of a foreign government. In 
other words, you delegate to the President a right which he 
might exercise in his discretion, but in this bill you limit 
that discretion to the charge for a visé of passports of trav- 
elers, and my amendment seeks to extend that discretion of 
the President beyond yisés issued on passports of travelers 
to those of immigrants. We are on the subject of visés, and I 
think it is germane to extend that discretion beyond the visés 
of travelers. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule. It seems 
to the Chair that this presents a different proposition than 
came to the Chair in the other amendment, which the Chair 
ruled out of order, because the bill itself deals with visés. 
This simply extends the proposition of visés to another class of 
citizens. It does not add a new proposition to the bill itself. 
The Chair overrules the point of order. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, may we have the amend- 
nent again reported by unanimous consent? 

The CHAIRMAN, Without objection; the Clerk will again 
report the amendment, 

There was no objection. 

The amendment was again reported. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, the purpose of this amendment is simply to enlarge 
the discretionary powers that you in the main give to the Presi- 
dent. Now, I am willing to trust the President in this re- 
gard, and I think that you should be willing to trust the Presi- 
dent. I do not seek by this amendment to disturb any power 
to charge for the visé whether you charge it against the immi- 
grant or charge it against the traveler or globe-trotter, I 
Simply say to the President, “ Mr. President, if you feel that it 
would be in our interest and our welfare to relieve not only 
the traveler but the immigrant as well of a charge for a visé, 
I want you to do it.” Now, we recently passed a selective 
restriction immigration act, and it was our purpose to bring in 
the best kind of immigrant from Europe. Now, we must, there- 
fore, start out with the premise that these immigrants arè 
the best we can get and therefore we must welcome these 
immigrants. We should not put upon them any unjust or 
intolerable burden. What happens to the immigrant when 
he comes here? We charge him a visé fee of $10 under the 


immigration act of 1924 and charge him $8 as a head tax, 


RECORD—HOUSE FEBRUARY 19 


and there has been placed during the last year in the bill 
basket probably a dozen bills for the registration of aliens, 
and if one of those bills should pass, you put another burden 
upon the alien—a registration fee. Some of the bills provide for 
a $25 registration fee. That same alien you ought to help 
and assist, not harm and hamper. He comes from the parts 
of Europe whence come the so-called Nordics, and, if you can 
believe the speeches made in favor of the immigration act, 
they are the best that you can get into this country. Now, if 
they are the best why should you burden them that way?—and 
for that reason this amendment should pass. Nearly every 
other country—Canada, all the South American countries— 
do everything in their power to ease the burden of desirable 
immigrants. 

They pay their railroad fares across the country, they give 

them land grants, providing they be good immigrants. But 
we seem to have embarked upon a policy of harassing and 
embarrassing with petty taxes and assessments and unjust visé 
charges. These immigrants whom we so well desire and de- 
serve should be helped, not harassed and discredited. There 
is a head tax of $8, a visé fee of $10. They are rather op- 
pressive claims upon the aliens, They can ill afford to pay for 
them, and I say give the right to the President, in his discre- 
tion, not necessarily to relieve the immigrant of the entire 
charge, but the right to decide, in accordance with the best 
public interests, whether that charge shall be $9 or $8 or no 
charge whatsoever. I will end as I started by saying I am 
willing to accord that discretion to the President, and a yote 
against the amendment would be a denial of the efficacy of 
giving the President that discretion. 
Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, I desire to oppose this 
amendment, I am not without sympathy with any measure 
which would reduce the amount of the fee for the visé paid 
by the immigrants, but we have a very well-established system 
of law under the act of 1924 providing for the fees to be paid 
on visés of immigrants and have regulations for their admis- 
sion. That is entirely a separate proposition from this. In- 
deed, I think it a very close question whether this amendment 
is not entirely out of order. It is recognized that the Immigra- 
tion Service is a very expensive one and also that it requires 
regulations to be adapted to that branch of the public service, ` 
and if there is any modification of this law, it should be made 
under a bill brought in by the Committee on Immigration. 
Now, there are other objections to this. In the first place, 
the President, in his consultation or negotiation with foreign 
governments, would meet with this very decided embarrass- 
ment. There are some countries where the authorities are 
restive under our immigration laws, and if he took up the case 
both of the nonimmigrants and immigrants, it would meet with 
very decided obstacles. Still further, if there is any ground 
for application of the principle laid down by the gentleman 
from California [Mr. Raker] in the discussion day before yes- 
terday, it applies to this amendment. It ought not to be left 
to the President, but should be left to the decision of the 
Congress, and for these reasons I oppose this amendment and 
trust it may be voted down. 

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. It is so vital and important I think the committee ought 
to know just what this means. There seems to be a misunder- 
standing that this would not only allow all immigrants coming 
to the United States to come possibly without paying any fee 
on their visé. It has not been stated, but it is a fact—— A 

Mr. CELLER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAKER. Yes. 

Mr. CELLER. At that point, to clear up the situation. I 
think the gentleman has not properly stated the amendment. 
It gives the right to the President to determine whether there 
shall be no fee or some fee up to $10. 

Mr. RAKER. No; I hardly think so. I would like to have 
the attention of the committee because this is a vital matter. I 
know the committee wants the fact. As a member of the com- 
mittee, we have been working on this for many years, 

The House last year passed the immigration act of 1924, 
and the Senate passed it by an almost overwhelming. vote. 
This bill repeals the very crux of the immigration act of 1924. 
There is no disguising it, and it ought not to be disguised. 

Let me call the attention of the committee to the fact that 
there is no charge now for viséing a passport of an immigrant, 
Does the gentleman from New York get that? 

Mr. CELLER. I heard the language. 

Mr. RAKER. Does the gentleman dispute it? 

Mr. CELLER. The charge made—— 

Mr. RAKER. Oh, does the gentleman dispnte the fact that 
there is no charge now for vis¢ing the passport of an immi- 


grant? 


Mr. CELLER. There is a charge of $10 for some office that 
the consul performs in connection with the examination cer- 
tifieate. It amounts to the same thing. 

Mr. RAKER. Let us get down to the facts. Is there any 
charge to-day for the viséing of a passport as a passport? 

Mr. CELLER. I will answer that question by asking you 
one. Does the American consul make a charge to the immi- 
grant who appears before the American consul at some Euro- 
pean port who seeks to come to this country? ` 

Mr. RAKER. Oh, section 2 of the immigration act, subdiyi- 
sion (d), reads as follows—but before I read it I want to make 
this statement: We have provided it so as to protect the immi- 
grant, that he must make application for the visé to come to 
this country, to show his record and his history. The applica- 
tion for that is $1 and the fee is $9, making $10. Therefore 
the man who does not get that can not come to the United 
States. It is intended to protect him. The sob story about the 
immigrants coming to Boston or New York and being held up 
is no longer possible. 

Mr. FAIRCHILD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAKER. Yes. 

Mr. FAIRCHILD. It is a protection for the immigrant? 

Mr. RAKER. Yes; it is a protection for the immigrant as 
well as to the United States. The law reads as follows: 


If an immigrant is required by any law, regulations, or orders made 
pursuant to law to secure the visé of his passport by a consular officer 
before being permitted to enter the United States, said immigrant shall 
not be required to secure any other visé to his passport than the immi- 
gration visé under this act, but the record number and date of his 
yisé shall be noted on his passport without charge therefor. 


The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia has expired. 1 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate on this 
bill and all amendments thereto be closed in 10 minutes. 

Mr. RAKER. Give us an opportunity to discuss some other 
matters connected with it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York moyes 
that all debate on this bill and all amendments thereto be 
closed in 10 minutes. 

Mr: LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairmam I move that it be 30 
minutes. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I would like to amend my motion 
by making it 20 minutes. 

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for a 
question? 

Mr. FISH. I yield. 

The CHAIRMAN. It is not debatable. The question is on 
the motion of the gentleman from New York. 

The question was taken, and the motion was rejected. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, I moye to make it 20 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The debate closes in 20 minutes. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. I am a member of the committee. 

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, I haye two amendments. I 
would like to have five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California has al- 
ready had five minutes, but the Chair will try to divide the 
time equitably. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, the bill now before us, 
H. R. 11957, to authorize the President on certain occasions to 
modify visé fees, is of great importance from both a revenue 
and a convenience standpoint. Under this bill it is the inten- 
tion to give the President power to modify visé fees upon 
condition that other countries will do likewise, or perhaps, in 
the event the President thinks it wise, to abrogate the visé 
fees altogether, it being the intention through reciprocal rela- 
tions to make it less intricate, difficult, and expensive to travel. 

It is the belief of the Department of State that this relief 
would greatly benefit business as well as help those who are 
traveling for pleasure. It is said that the visé fees paid by 
visitors from the United States to European countries are 
estimated to aggregate as high as $3,500,000, while the actual 
benefit to the United States derived from visé fees upon the 
passports of foreigners coming to this country produces a reve- 
nue of only $787,000. 

It is therefore contended that even from a financial stand- 
point it is not well that the traveling public should pay such an 
enormous sum, while the United States derives only about one- 
fifth that amount in revenue. 
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The general traveling public began the agitation against the 
visé and fee primarily to have removed the visé altogether, 
and thus avoid the constant and irritating annoyance while 
traveling abroad. 

Personally I should very much like to see the visé require- 
ment removed, just as_it was before the war, when only two 
countries—Russia and Turkey—required passports and visés. 
We are told, however, that we can not remove this visé re- 
quirement because of the immigration laws, hence it is neces- 
sary to continue for the present this system. That being the 
case, I had hoped that the visé fee should not be altogether 
abrogated, but that we should charge at least a nominal sum 
of $2 to cover the cost to the Government for this service. 

The one reason I felt we should not relinguish so much of 
this revenue was because in the last session when we had be- 
fore us for passage what is known as the Rogers bill, which 
consolidated the Diplomatic and Consular Services under the 
name of the “foreign service,” providing for increases in sala- 
ries, and a splendid retirement provision, I among others, 
argued that the foreign service was self-supporting by virtue 
of these very visé fees and other income from this service, and 
that the increase of salary and retirement, also other expenses 
incurred under the bill, would not fall upon the general public 
and the taxpayers of the country, but would be provided from 
the revenues derived from the service. 

I am loath, therefore, to see this revenne largely depleted, 
and for that reason I had hoped that a partial visé fee would 
be maintained. I recognize there was a surplus from the for- 
eign service after paying all expenses of more than a million 
dollars, but this was calculated upon the basis prior to the 
passage of the Rogers bill, which has increased the expenses of 
the foreign service to somewhere in the vicinity of one-half mil- 
lion dollars, so that if this entire visé income is removed, then 
the foreign service will not be more than self-supporting, if it 
does it at all. 

I am very much in favor of the various departments of the 
Government, except that for national defense, becoming self- 
supporting, and particularly the foreign service, in which I 
am so deeply interested. This service should be able to main- 
tain itself and also to expand, When a service is self-support- 
ing it is not difficult to have Congress appropriate additional 
sums for expansion and improvement, and for that reason I 
am anxious that we should take no chances of making the 
foreign service a charge upon the general taxpayer. 

I sincerely hope and verily believe that the President in his 
negotiations with the various countries of the world, unless 
he can procure an additional advantage of haying them relin- 
guish the visé requirement altogether, will at least maintain 
sufficient of this charge to guarantee a sufficient revenue for the 
yery best foreign service that this country can provide and for 
the enlargement, improvement, and additions thereto if neces- 
sary. 

There is no reason why this service can not continue self- 
supporting, and upon the passage of this bill it will be with the 
President to see that it is. The majority of my colleagues 
upon the committee are in fayor of the passage of the bill as 
written, which confers upon the President the power to lessen 
or eliminate visé fees. The business interests of the country 
have asked for it; the traveling public, including the vast num- 
ber of teachers and other educators and scholars, have asked 
for it, and so I shall concur in their view and ask my friends 
and colleagues of the House to pass this bill. 

I want to see the United States extend its business into 
every country and eyery clime with just as little inconvenience 
as circumstances will permit. I would like to see as many of 
the people of our country travel abroad as can, so that they 
may know more abont the situation in foreign countries and 
gain knowledge and information from what they hear and 
observe. In this way the people of this country will grow in 
wealth, happiness, and experience to the gratification of them- 
selves and the glory of our Nation. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
JOHNSON] is recognized for three minutes. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Chairman and gentle- 
men, I would like to call the attention of all Members present 
to the fact that the amendment offered and pending, which 
proposes to do away with the visé fee on immigrants, is but 
the beginning of an assault which we may expect to continue 
as long as we require an immigration visé of the passport of 
an immigrant, Should the assault be carried on far enough 
we may look in a few years from now to a return to the situ- 
ation by which a person coming to the United States as an 
immigrant need not appear before any United States consul 
anywhere on the face of the earth, and then all of the efforts 
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which have been made to set up some form of selective immi- 
gration or a weeding-out- system will fail. 

‘Mr. BOX. ‘Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Yes. 

Mr. BOX. Is it not true that whatever selection we have 
‘now is based on this very idea of a visé? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. “Yes, The proposed amend- 
ment is based on the proposition of reducing or abandoning 
-altogether the fee paid by an immigrant, and, of course, the 
‘next propesal will be to do away with the visé itself. 

Mr. CELLER. No; it leaves it to the President's discre- 
ition. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Well, the President has 
‘the authority to end it now if he wanted to do so. 

‘Mr. CELLER. But you could ‘argue with the President 
‘and you could trust him. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. As the distinguished gen- 
‘tleman from Ohio recentty said, the cost of this examination 
is considerable; it is a part of an orderly process to protect 
prospective immigrants and to reduce the necessity for -so 
much examination at Ellis Island. 

Whatever we may permit the President to do toward re- 
ducing these fees for vises—and in my opinion it should not 
be below Sö—we must not permit this passport bill to be 
amended so as to weaken the immigration law. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The time of the gentleman from Wash- 
‘ington has expired. 

‘Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment, Which 
I sent to the Clerk's desk some: time ago. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
' CELLER] has an amendment: pending. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Chairman, I merely want to present 
my amendment for the information of the House. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oregon offers an 
amendment for the information of the House, Which the Clerk 
Will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment proposed by Mr. WATKINS: Page 1, Une 12, at the end 
of the bill, strike out the period, insert a colon aud add the following: 
“Provided, That all aliens whose passports were properly yiséed prior 
to July 1, 1924, and which aliens have been denied admission to the 
United States because of quota exhaustion, shall have refunded to 
them. such visé fees pald by them to the United States.” 


Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, I reserve -a point of order 
against that amendment. 

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, a point of order. Are we not 
entitled to have the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
New Vork [Mr. OCLLun] disposed of before we discuss other 
amendments? Several of us have amendments to offer and we 
would like to discuss them for a few moments. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state ‘that was not the 
‘understanding ef the Chair. The understanding of the Chair 
“was that there would be 30 minutes of discussion and then the 
committee would take up the amendments) in the order they 
were presented. The amendment offered by the gentleman 
‘from New ‘York [Mr. OELLER] would: come first. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I desire to have 
‘read two amendments which I send to the Clerk's desk. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oregon has the floor. 

Mr, CONNALLY of Texas. I beg the gentleman’s pardon. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oregon is recog- 
nized, and there will be ample opportunity to offer the other 
amendments. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Chairman, I have offered this amend- 
iment for the purpose of remedying a situation claimed by 
some to be bad. I call the committee’s attention to it so that 
Members may understand it, and, If it is held in order, to vote 
for it. It is claimed that there are between 8,000 and 10,000 
aliens at the various ports throughout Europe who secured a 
visé and paid a fee for it prior to July 1, 1924. 

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, I desire to have it understood 
that I have reserved a point of order against the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Oregon. I have no objection to 
ithe gentleman from Oregon proceeding if he desires to do so. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair understood that the gentleman 
from Ohio reserved a point of order against the amendment, to 
be taken up before the amendment is voted on. 

Mr. WATKINS. As I have already stated, the amendment 
was presented to the committee: for its information and so that 
it might understand the purport of it. Now, as I have said, it 
lis said that between 8,000 and 10,000 were not permitted to 


come here because the quota had been exhausted, and it is 


alleged that it was through no fault of the aliens. So it would 


“passport.” 


therefore seem to me that the most this Government could do 
would be to return the money paid by these people, in view of 
the fact that they can not enter this country, 

Now, this is what would happen. It would stop this howl 
now being raised throughout the United States to the effect 
that those aliens have the right to come to the United States 
because they have paid their money. We are not anxious to 
give’ them citizenship simply because they paid the $10, but it 
seems to me it would be proper to give back the $10, since they 
are denied admission to the United States. That is the purpose 
of the amendment I have offered, and that is all I have to 
Say upon that amendment. 

Now as to the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. CELLER], it provides that in case the President 
shonld desire, he would have the right to reduce or wipe out 
all vise fees upon all aliens coming to the United States, not 
only as to people coming to visit the United States, but abolish 
them altogether in the case of any and all classes of aliens 
desiring to come to the United States. That power belongs to 
Congress, and it strikes me as wrong and unsound to give to 
the President the power to say to an alien, “ You can come to 
the United States and not pay a dime for the viséing of your 
The purpose of this bill is to give to the President 
the right to abolish these fees if he wants to as to those who 
want to come here to visit the United States, whereas the 
gentleman’s. amendment provides that if the President wants 
to he can abolish them as. tos all aliens coming to the United 
States. I claim that if there is anybody in this world -who 
ought to pay for our Immigration Service it is those who are 
benefited thereby, and not the taxpayers of the United States. 
The amendment is bad, and the bill as a whole ought not to 
pass, [Apptause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Oregon 
has expired. 

Mr. CONNALLY: of Texas and Mr. RARER rose. 

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, I insist on my point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio makes a point 
of order against the amendment of the gentleman’ from Ore- 
gon [Mr. WarNNSsI. The gentleman will state his point of 


order. 
Mr. BURTON. This bill pertains to the fees for viseing pass- 
ports. The proposed amendment would authorize or actually 


make an appropriation for the repayment af certain amounts 
advanced by prospective immigrants seeking to come into tho 
country, an entirely unrelated subject. I do not say that the 
idea or principle of it is not perfectly proper, but it does not 
belong here. Indeed, Mr. Chairman, I question very decidedly 


whether any regulation „pertaining to immigrants is in order 


upon this bill, because there are two specific classes recognized, 
nonimmigrants to whom the bill, pertains and immigrants who 
are excluded from its provisions. 

The CHAIRMAN. If the gentleman will yield for a moment, 
as I understand the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. WATKINS], 
the gentleman only offered the amendment at this time for the 
information of the House, and later the gentleman intends to 
offer it for adoption. The Chair will consider the point of 
order at that time, 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I have an amend- 
ment which I send to the desk to be read. 

The CHAIRMAN, The .gentleman from Texas offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Coxxasruy of Texas: Ou page 1, Une 7, 
after the word “fees,” strike out the words or to abolish them alto- 
gether” and insert in lieu thereof to a minimum of $5." 


Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I do not care to 
debate the amendment except to say that the amendment pro- 
vides that the President may reduce the fees down to $5. They 
are now $10. 

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I do not yield the 
floor. I have another amendment I want read. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk.read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. CoxxaLx of Texas: On page 1, Hne 7, 
after the word “ fees,” strike out the words “or to abolish them alto- 
gether.” 


Mr, CONNALLY of Texas. On this amendment, Mr. Chair- 
man, I simply desire to say it is my purpose to strike ont the 
words or to abolish’ them altogether” so as not to delegate 
to the President the power to abolish the fees altogether, but 
to require him to charge some fee, because the fact that a 
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fee is charged will make it much easier to control the issu- 
ance of visés and contribute a little toward defraying the ex- 
penses of the service. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Will the gentleman yield 
just on that point? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Does not the gentleman 
really think that there is something due the membership of 
the House which gladly voted in favor o? a bill increasing the 
salaries of those in the Consular Service and beginning the 
establishment of a great foreign service, with retirement 
privileges, and so on; and Coes not the gentleman think that 
such action was taken on the theory in part, at least, that 
certain money was coming in from fees to pay for the service? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. The gentleman, of course, knows 
my position on this matter. I am against the bill in toto, but 
if the House is going to adopt the bill, I hope it will not give 
away all of this $387,000, but at least require these travelers 
to pay at least some fee toward maintaining the Consular 
Service, a part of whose time is consumed in ministering to 
their wants and conveniences. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. I think that is quite proper. 

Mr. BLOOM. Will the gentleman yield? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would like to make a state- 
ment. Without objection, debate will close on the pending 
amendments until we have acted on them because we have so 
many amendments pending. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, my time has not 
expired. The gentleman from New York [Mr. BLoom] desired 
me to yield, and I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. BLOOM. Is it not a fact that the Consular Service 
abroad does not spend any time with reference to the visés of 
yisitors or tourists in Europe? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Oh, yes; that is true. 

Mr. BLOOM. And there is no expense attached to that. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. But I may say to the gentleman 
they do spend time viséing the passports of aliens coming to 
the United States and this bill is designed to abolish that 
practice in consideration of the fact that foreign governments 
will abolish such practice on their part as to American 
travelers. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Chairman, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Chairman, a number of 
amendments haye been sent to the desk. Prior to most of 
them an amendment was sent to the desk by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Broom], who has been trying to be recog- 
nized, but Members who have sent amendments to the desk 
subsequent to his are being recognized. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Broom] will be recognized after the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. FIS Hl. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I would rather follow the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. Broom], and then answer at one 
time all the arguments that have been made. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
have read an amendment which I have sent to the desk for 
the information of the House. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment proposed by Mr. BLOOM: On page 1, line 7, after the 
word “them” insert: “And/or any requirement of any visés;” and 
in line 12, after the word “countries” insert: “And/or have no re- 
quirement of visés,” 


Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I introduced the following bill 
on February 5, 1925: 


A bill (H. R. 12180) to reduce passport fees and eliminate visé regu- 
lations 
Be it enacted, eto., That sections 1 and 2 of the act approved June 
4, 1920, entitled “An act making appropriations for the Diplomatic 
and Consular Service for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1921,“ be, 
and the same Is hereby, amended to read as follows: 

“Suction 1. From and after the Ist day of July, 1925, there 
shall be collected and paid into the Treasury of the United States 
quarterly a fee of $1 for executing each application for a pass- 
port and $1 for each passport issued to a citizen or person owing 
allegiance to or entitled to the protection of the United States: 
Provided, That nothing herein contained shall be construed to 
limit the right of the Secretary of State by regulation to authorize 
the retention by State officials of the fee of $1 for executing an 
application for a passport: And provided further, That no fee 
shall be collected for passports issued to officers or employees of 
the United States proceeding abroad in the discharge of their 
official duties, or to members of their immediate families, or to 


seamen, or to widows, children, parents, brothers, and sisters of 
American soldiers, sailors, or marines buried abroad whose journey 
is undertaken for the purpose and with the intent of visiting the 
graves of such soldiers, sailors, or marines, which facts shall be 
made a part of the application for the passport. 

“Src. 2. From and after the ist day of July, 1925, there shall 
be collected and paid into the Treasury of the United States 
quarterly a fee of $1 for executing each application of an alien 
for a visé and $1 for each visé of the passport of an allen: 
Provided, That no fee shall be collected from any officer of any 
foreign government, or members of his immediate family, its 
armed forces, or of any State, district, or municipality thereof, 
traveling to or through the United States, or of any soldiers 
coming within the terms of the public resolution approved Octo- 
ber 19, 1918 (40 Stat. L. par. 1, p. 1014): Provided further, 
That no passport or visé shall be required of aliens, citizens, or 
persons owing allegiance to or entitled to the protection of a 
foreign country which permits the entrance of citizens or persons 
owing allegiance to or entitled to the protection of the United 
States Into such country without passport or visé restrictions or 
regulations.” 

Sec, 2. This act shall take effect on or after July 1, 1925, 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the House, the passport and 
visé evil is something that is really difficult to understand 
unless one has traveled throughout the countries of Europe 
and come in personal contact with the large amount of red 
tape connected with the obtaining of visés of passports and 
knows the opportunity offered to officials in the different coun- 
tries to levy graft upon the helpless traveling public. 

I have received hundreds of letters from all parts of the 
country during the past 18 months concerning this evil. These 
human documents will do more than any words of mine to 
refute the statements that the visé question affects solely the 
idle rich and the prosperous business man, The truth is that 
this affects mostly the teachers, students, artists—the cultured 
poor, in a word. They are, in the last analysis, the chief 
sufferers. 

It is not only the actual money spent for visés and pass- 
ports but loss of valuable time, time that is so precious in 
making a short trip, that makes this practice a double nuisance. 

After severalconversations with the officials of many of the dif- 
ferent European governments I am convinced that the different 
governments would be glad to follow the lead of the United 
States in abolishing visés altogether. I certainly do hope that 
this may be done without unnecessary delay. 

To bring the situation home, it is quite conceivable that a 
short trip in Europe, corresponding to a trip from Washington, 
D. C., to New York City, would require visés and border exami- 
nations in various countries corresponding to the States of 
Delaware, Maryland, Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and New 
York, amounting to fees of some $50 for each person or pass- 
port and endless vexatious inconvenience and delay. 

When a citizen of the United States obtains a passport from 
the Department of State, signed by the Secretary of State and 
bearing the seal of that great department, there is printed on 
his passport the following words— 


* „„, a citizen of the United States * * these are there- 
fore to request all whom it may concern to permit him to pass freely, 
without let or molestation, and to extend to him all friendly aid and 
protection as should be extended to like citizens of foreign govern- 
ments 


What do those words mean? What does “pass freely with- 
out let or molestation” mean? That phrase means just ex- 
actly what it says—that the bearer of that passport shall 
be allowed to pass freely without let or molestation. If the 
citizen, the bearer of that passport, is to be permitted to pass 
freely and without molestation, it does not mean that he shall 
so pass after he has obtained the signature of some foreign 
consul or some foreign agent in some way-off land. That plain 
language is not so qualified. The paper the citizen obtains 
from the Department of State is either a passport or it is not 
a passport. 

Experience has taught me, Mr. Chairman, that the present 
passport and visé regulations are merely an opportunity for 
the American citizen traveling abroad to be held up, incon- 
venienced, and fleeced of extra money even after he has ob- 
tained his visés from the countries in which he desires to 
travel. 

It is a very simple matter for an agent in a strange country, 
where a strange tongue is spoken, to say to me, or to any lady 
traveler, a citizen of the United States with a proper passport 
and a proper visé, “ Madam or sir, there is something wrong 
with your visé and you will have to see the agent,” or to make 
some other flimsy excuse to unnecessarily detain one. Then 
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after paying the usual fee, to avoid loss of valuable time, 
annoyance, and so forth, one’s passport and visé magically be- 
comes good, where a few moments before it was bad. 

It has been stated on the floor of this House that only two 
chambers of commerce throughout the United States have pro- 
tested in any manner against the passport and visé evil. This 
statement, Mr. Chairman, is wholly in error. I have many 
letters, which I shall read in a little while, showing conclu- 
sively that objections have come from all branches of trade and 
commerce, as well as from teachers, ministers of the gospel, 
professors of different universities, and like people and insti- 
tutions. 

However, before reading these letters, let me explain a few of 
my reasons for objecting to the passport evil and advocating 
the absolute elimination of visés. 

In the first place, the life of a passport is only two years, If 
a person desires to travel throughout Europe for educational or 
cultural purposes, he must obtain avisé or visés to be used 
with his passport, all of which cost considerable money. And 
since the visés expire with the passport, a citizen is compelled 
to go to all the trouble and expense of obtaining new visés 
after the time limit for the passport has expired. That time 
limit, as I have stated, is two years, from date of issuance, 
which is too short a time. I ask why not extend the time limit 
of passports to, say, five years, if we must have passports? On 
the other hand, by eliminating visés we would. eliminate all 
possibility of graft in these matters. As a common-sense 
proposition any real business man can readily see that the visé 
is a bud business proposition all around, for the simple reason 
that citizens of the United States are paying yearly to foreign 
governments between four and five millions of dollars for. visés, 
this, that the Government of the United States may obtain 
about $700,000 from visés. 

I doubt, Mr. Chairman, if there are many citizens of the 
United States who desire to see the citizenship of our country 
pay five or six times as much to foreign governments for 
visés as we receive from foreign governments for visés, just 
to enable the United States Government to get the paltry sum 
I have just mentioned. Is it fair? I say it is not. 

It has been stated on this floor that to eliminate visés would 
but accommodate the few thousands who constitute the travel- 
ing public of our country. That argument is not based upon 
fact, because law, whether it be this law or some other law, 
is made for the guidance of all of the 110,000,000 peoples of 
the United States, and any citizen who finds it necessary to 
travel abroad would receive the benefits of this proposed 
measure. 

True, not all citizens receive the benefits of all the laws of 
our country, but nevertheless the law is upon the statute book 
for them to derive its benefits if it should ever become neces- 
sary for them to avail themselves of-it. Therefore, I say this 
measure, which looks to the elimination of visés, is in fact 
for the benefit of all the people and not for the benefit of a 
favored few. 

Again, Mr, Chairman, the greatest objection to my mind to 
these visés is the considerable loss of time suffered by travel- 
ers in obtaining these visés. 

When one travels abroad, necessarily a schedule is kept in 
mind, but when he finds that he needs a visé here and there, 
or that he must have an extra signature of some kind, he stands 
heiplessiy detained for one, two, or three days, whereas he 
had intended to spend a day or two only in the particular 
place to which he was going, 

I would now like to read a few of the many interesting let- 
ters I have received regarding the vise and passport business, 
as it affects the traveling public. 

The first is from Mr. Darius Alton Davis, senior secretary 
of the International Committee of Young Men’s Christian Asso- 
ciations of North America, with headquarters in Geneva, 
Switzerland. Under date of July 9, 1924, Mr. Davis said: 


Tun INTERNATIONAL COMMITTER oF YOUNG Max's 
CHRISTIAN ASSOCIATIONS or NORTH AMERICA, 
Geneva, Switzerland, July 9, 192}. 


EDITOR OF THE New York HERALD, Paris. 

Dear Sie: You have put all Americans under obligations to you for 
taking the initiative in trying to have present American passport regu- 
lations changed. 

The American Young Men's Christian Association maintains 50 sec- 
retaries in various countries in Kurope. The duties of these men are 
such that it necessitates considerable traveling. We are now able to 
get in certain countries visés good for one year, but in other countries 
visés will not be granted beyond a period from three to six months, 
The time spent In securing these visés is a very considerable item, but 
the expense to the association is, of course, the important thing. My 


work takes me to Constantinople and the Near East once or twice every 
year. Visés cost nearly as much as the railroad fares on such a trip, 
Thus far this year I have personally traveled in 15 countries; most of 
the other 50 secretaries would average at least five countries a year, 
The total cost of visés for this travel for our men in Europe would 


nearly maintain one of the men at his post during a year. When we 
consider that the funds for maintaining the extensive work which the 
American associations are doing in Europe comes from voluntary gifts 
of Americans, you can see what a saving it would be if passport regu- 
lations were as before the war. 

Whenever we ask any consulate for reductions we are always re- 
minded that we have only our own Government to thank for the pres- 
ent conditions, because such prices were never charged Americans until 
America raised the price of visés for foreigners, 

Another consideration, so far as Americans in Europe are concerned, 
Is the fact that we are already taxed in the countries in which we re 
side as well as in America. In many cases, if not in all, the taxes in 
the foreign countries amount to more than the taxes in America. 

Anything that you may be able to do in the way of securing a revi- 
sion of the present passport regulations will not only facilitate the 
work which we are trying to do in the name of America, but also dimin- 
ish the annoyance and delay necessitated by the present regulations. 

Sincerely yours, 
D. A. Davis. 


(P. S.: Most of the secretaries referred to above are married men; 
although the present passport regulations permit wives to be registered 
on passports with their husbands, the fact that our men are traveling 
makes it imperative that the wives also have passports so as to be 
provided for emergencies, This means that the cost of visés per 
family is double.) 


The next letter is by an American citizen, a resident of 
New York, who has had 27 years’ experience as foreign repre- 
sentative of a well-known American manufacturing company. 
This gentleman for personal reasons requested that his name 
be withheld, and I am, therefore, doing it. The writer of 
this letter is a gentleman of recognized standing, and I can 
unhesitatingly believe him. He says: 


As an American citizen, resident of New York, with an experience 
of 27 years as foreign representative of a well-known American manu- 
facturing company, I feel justified in taking advantage of your offer 
through Mr. Bioom’s assistance to submit to Congress what I believe 
are the objections to existing passport regulations. 

1, The reasons that made the use of passports necessary during the 
war and the years immediately following the armistice no longer exist. 

2. The fees of $10 each for passports and visés are excessive, are 
not required as a source of revenue, and should be reduced to at 
least $2 in each case. 

8. In reprisal for our excessive charges almost all foreign govern- 
ments oblige American citizens to pay a similar amount for their visés. 

4. As foreign visés range in validity from six weeks to one year 
the expense to an American citizen traveling on business varies from 
$120 to $200 a year, every cent of which goes to foreign governments. 
This does not include the incidental expenses and loss of time in 
obtaining visés. 

5. The charge of $10 made exclusively to American citizens for visés 
by foreign Governments constitutes a breach of their commercial treaty 
with the United States guaranteeing that American citizens should 
always receive the“ most favoured nation treatment.“ We treat all 
nations equally. 

6. Our excessive charge penalizes every American tourist from $20 
upward depending upon the number of countries visited, subjects 
him to constant annoyance, vexation, trouble, embarrassment, and 
loss of time resulting not infrequently in additional expense due to 
delays at frontiers and consequent inability to keep important 
engagements. 

7. In pre-war days Russia, Turkey, and Egypt alone required a 
passport for entry, no visé being necessary, Passports in pre-war 
days were principally used for identification. 

8. It would seem reasonably safe to assert that no one of the five 
hundred thousand or more American citizens who have gone abroad 
since the armistice but has suffered in pocket as well as in mind from 
this onerous, annoying, and wholly unnecessary tax and who would 
not willingly and cheerfully add his affirmation to all I have written. 

In the earnest hope that your efforts supported by Mr. BLoom’s in 
the House of Representatives may be successful, I am 

Sincerely yours, 


— 


The next letter I have is written by Prof. R. W. Moore, of 
Colgate University. Professor Moore has spent 34 years in 
Coigate University and was, at the time he wrote this letter, 
August 8, 1924, in Switzerland, on a year’s leave of absence 
and making a tour of the world with his wife. The professor 
suys: 
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VEVEY, SWITZERLAND, August 3, 192}. 
Representative Bloom, New York Herald, Paris. 


My Dear Sin: Acting on a suggestion of the New York Herald of 
some weeks ago I write you as follows: 

After 34 years’ service in Colgate University, I am enjoying a 
year’s leave of absence, and my wife and I are now making a trip 
around the world at an expense of about three times my present salary 
and five times my salary for most of the time of my service. 

I do not know how much I have paid out for visés but it is quite 
a sum, most of them $10 each, Japan's and China's being only $2, and 
the Chinese consul in San Francisco said he could take no fee from a 
Colgate professor. 

I have visés from Japan, China, Great Britain, France, Turkey, 
Serbia, Hungary, Austria, Germany, and my wife has the same. 

Not only the cost is vexing, but the trouble and often embarrass- 
ment connected with the whole matter ought to be done away with, 
and our country should be the one to take the lead. 

As I got my British visé in San Francisco, a Chinaman got his and 
could not understand why he should pay $2 and I $10 for exactly the 
same thing, The consul’s explanation that he was a Chinaman and 
I an American did not satisfy him. He was afraid there was some- 
thing wrong with his document, 

I asked the consul how long that kind of a distinction was going 
to last, and he replied: “Just as long as your Government charges 
$10.” 

I feel quite sure that Britain, France, Germany, Italy, and Austria 
would at once follow our example if it were set. 

I understand that the State Department some time ago recommended 
going back to the pre-war status, but that Congress declined approval. 
If I ean do anything to help the movement on, I shall be glad to 
do it. ? 

Very truly, 
R. W. Moons. 


The next communication on this important subject is from 
Rev. M. K. Merns, of St. Patrick's, Troy, N. X. Under date of 
September 22, 1924, Reverend Mr. Merns wrote: 

Sr. Parrick’s, 
Troy, N. Y., September 22, 1925. 

Go to it SoL. I read of your proposed intentions in yesterday's 
New York Times to do away with the passport fee with its extrava- 
gance and annoyance to American travelers. On my recent trip abroad 
I met many of our American school-teachers of very moderate means 
whose ambition it was to broaden their education by travel, and who 
had to deny themselyes many comforts on account of passport fees for 
different countries. It is an imposition on the American traveling 
public, and I hope you will succeed in doing away with it. 

Yours truly, 
Rev. M. K. MERNS. 


I now submit a letter, which is accompanied by a clipping 
from the New York Times. This letter is by Mr. August C. 
Heinz, 342 West One hundred and twenty-third Street, New 
York City. Under date of September 24, 1924, Mr. Heinz said: 


New Tonk, September 24, 192), 
Hon. Sot BLOOM, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. O. 

Daar Sim: I inclose a clipping from the New York Times, and in- 
asmuch as my business takes me frequently to Europe, I heartily join 
in the protest of said writer, and hope that you will do everything 
possible to bring this matter to the attention of the State Depart- 
ment. In the first place, I can not see why an American citizen should 
pay $10 for a passport which during the war was issued for $4, and 
on top of it we have to pay another $10 for the various visés. It 
is about time, when even President Coolidge talks about disarmament 
on sea and land, that his war measure of passports and visés be 
abolished, 

Thanking you in advance for any steps you will take in this matter, 
I remain, . 

Lours very truly, 
AUGUST C. HEINZ. 
FOR PASSPORT REFORM 
To the EDITOR or THE NEW YORK TIMES: 

Several hundred American citizens, among whom are lawyers, doc- 
tors, ministers of all denominations, teachers, and business men just 
home from abroad, have delegated us to transmit to all Interested the 
following, and we urge other Americans to take similar action and to 
get in touch with their Representatives in Congress: 

* . * . * 0 ° 
“The visé is unnecessary, because the passport itself is 

prima facie evidence of American citizenship, satisfactory per- 

sonal identification, and sufficient protection for the country 

visited. These conditions and restrictions act as a serious check 

on general travel.” 

. * * . * * * 


If all take action we shall no doubt get relief from this plague rest- 
ing upon travelers who commit no offense save that of pursuing 
knowledge and business for the greater glory of these United States. 

W. H. SHEPHARD, Minnesota, Chairman. 
EPHRAIM Cross, New York, Secretary. 
BROORL IN, N. Y., September , 192}. 


Miss Frances D. Lyon, assistant librarian of the New York 
State Library, Albany, N. Y., is my next correspondent. Miss 
Lyon, under date of December 16, 1924, writes as follows: 


THE UNIVERSITY OF THE STATE OF New YORK, 
Albany, N. Y., December 16, 192}. 
Hon. SoL BLOOM, : 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dran Mr. Broom: When I was in Paris during the past summer 
I read with much interest in the Paris Herald of your proposals for 
passport reform. I am sure everyone who has recently been abroad or 
who contemplates going ought to encourage any effort to reduce the 
cost of our passports and visés. 

After my return I started a petition and had no difficulty in securing 
signatures from professional people in the New York State education 
department State Library School, State College for Teachers, Albany 
public schools, St. Agnes School, ete. 

I take pleasure in sending you that petition herewith, and trust that 
it will carry some weight. I can assure you all the signers wish you 
success and appreciate your efforts. 

Assuring you of our support, believe me, 

Yours very truly, 
Miss Frances D. LYON, 
Assistant Law Librarian. 


And I have a letter from Mr. T. B. Dawson, 118 Waterman 
Street, Providence, R. I., under date of December 30, 1924, 
reading: 

118 WATERMAN STREET, 
Providence, R. I., December 30, 192}. 
Hon: SoL Broom, M. C., 
Washington, D. C. 

Sm: A movement is under way for the reduction of the price of 
American passports and visés. It is a great imposition on the travel- 
ing public, on students, and professional men whe go abroad to study, 
also on business men who go abroad to develop our foreign trade. 

Many of our untversities are interested in the matter as it is a 
severe tax on their staff, who go abroad to study. Magazines and 
newspapers have written of it and the American Bankers“ Associa- 
tion took up the matter at their last meeting. 

It is hoped you will give the matter your serious attention and 
aid in removing this burden on American travelers. 

I am sir, 

Your obedient servant, 
T. B. Dawson. 


Dr. David Eugene Smith, of the Teachers’ College, Colum- 
bia University, New York City, writing from Paris, in June, 


1924, said: 
A Panis, June 29, 192}. 
To the EDITOR or THE New York HERALD, Paris. 

Dran Sin: Besides the intolerable nuisance and expense attendant 
upon the passports and visés, these pieces of bureaucracy are a 
serions tax upon education. We have a large number of collego 
students in Europe every year, including hundreds of professors, who 
(as in my case) are here to secure material and information for 
thelr work, and the time and expense necessary for procuring visés 
are such as to limit the visits of many of them to only a single 
country. 

It is an educational asset to America to have these students and 
teachers take home all the information and inspiration possible. 
Unfortunately and unwisely our Government is doing a great deal 
to make the financial sacrifice of these students and teachers unnee- 
essarily severe and to limit their usefulness. 

I hope that Congressman Bioom will be successful in his worthy 
efforts to remove this medieval nuisance. 

Yours very truly, 
DaviD EUGENE SMITH, 
Teachers’ College, Columbia University, New York City. 


Miss Ella Reigel, of 1300 Spruce Street, Philadelphia, from 
Lake Como in June, 1924, wrote as follows: 


BELLAGIO, LAKE Como, ITALY, 
June 30, 1924. 
The EDITOR or THE New YORK HERALD, Paris. 

Dear Siz: I wish to congratulate you and Representative Broom for 
taking up the passport visé grievance. The present extortionate rates 
for passport and visés is nothing short of a tax on education. For 
professors, teachers, and persons of culture the cost of a passport with. 
average number of visés for the summer holiday now amounts to about 
$50. Last year I was doing relief work and before I had finished my 
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passport cost me over $100. The same passport with the same visés 
would have cost an Englishman or a Frenchman one-fifth of the sum, 
Moreover, to avenge themselves for our extortionate charges, foreign 
countries will no longer extend visés, so then each year they must be 
renewed ; this makes the burden fall particularly heavy upon Americans 
studying abroad, who wish to improve thelr holidays by seeing something 
of Europe in the short time they can spare from their work. 

I am quite sure thousands of traveling Americans will be grateful to 
the New York Herald and to Congressman Bron if they will ener- 
getically press this matter. It will also be an excellent campaign 
plank for Mr. BLOOM, 

Yours truly, 
ELLA RIRGEL, 
Permanent address, 1300 Spruce Street, Philadelphia, Pa. 


The next communication is from Mr. H, Ely Goldsmith, a 
certified public accountant of New York City, and head of the 
Accurate Audit Co. of that city. On September 23, 1924, Mr. 
Goldsmith said: 

Accunats AUDIT Co., 
New York, September es, 1924. 
Eprror New Tonx Times, 
Times Building, New York, N. Y. 

Dear Sm: For a proper understanding of the passport-reform ques- 
tion mentioned in the statement by Congressman BLoom in the Sunday 
Times and in a letter by Mr, Shepard and another published in Mon- 
day's Times it is necessary to realize the background for all these 
complaints. 

The difficulty Americans are suffering under is not so much the fee 
charged them for a passport by the State Department, but the fee 
charged for a visé to foreigners attempting to enter the country. This 
visé charge being unreasonably high, it leads to retaliation on the part 
of all foreign governments, 

The charge had its origin during the war, when the Secretary of 
State's office came to the conclusion that the foreign service of the 
United States had to be made nearly self-supporting in order to induce 
Congress to provide the Department of State with adequate appropria- 
tions for the support of the foreign service, and therefore it asked 
Congress to pass laws providing for such revenue as was calculated 
would raise sufficient funds. The expense falling to the greater extent 
upon foreigners, Congress had no misgiving about enacting such laws. 
(Foreigners don't vote here.) 

However, Congress overlooked that this is a game that two can play 
at, and the foreign governments saw a chance to get back at Americans, 
and they did it in the manner outlined by the various parties whose 
communications the New York Times recently printed. 

There is no more reason why the foreign service or the Immigration 
Service should be self-supporting than that the Attorney General's 
office or the Weather Bureau should be self-supporting. They are all 
parts of the general scheme of government, every service doing its 
allotted share for the benefit of all citizens, and every one of them can 
and should be supported principally by general taxation as distinguished 
from a special tax or fee on those using the service, 

I haye no figures showing the amounts collected by the department 
from the visé fees, but they can not possibly equal the amount paid 
by individual Americans as similar fees to foreign governments. It 
seems, therefore, that the most necessary remedy is the abolishment 
of the visé charges as against those countries who will reciprocate. 

As to the charge made for issuing a passport, I am not so certain 
whether that is unreasonable, because it is a special service rendered 
to some citizens which other citizens do not ask for. 

If Congress feels that the expense of the foreign service should 
be paid for by citizens traveling abroad, I believe it would be wiser 
to even Increase the passport fee rather than continue the visé fee 
as at present, But to my mind even that is unnecessary, The fee 
of $1 or $2, as charged before the war, is amply sufficient for the 
clerical service, and if citizens’ protection by the Government while 
abroad must be bought a more adequate payment should be exacted. 

Congress should provide liberally for the foreign service in every 
respect, as that service is of great help to the country at large, but it 
should not require a small percentage of Americans to suffer intensely 
in expenditure by money, time, and patience because it wants to load 
upon the foreigners part of the expense of that service. 

H. ELY GOLDSMITH, 
Certified Public Accountant, State of New York, 


I will now read into the Recorp an editorial from the Paris 
Herald of Sunday, June 8, 1924, concerning The passport 


evil.“ It says: 
THE PASSPORT EVIL 


Parts, Sunday, June 8, 1924.—The passport is an invention of the 
times when only arbitrary government prevailed. Now that the United 
States Government is at peace with all other governments there exists 

no longer the excuse for it that was valid during the World War. 
Some governments already waive the passport exaction or the passport 


visé as to nationals of governments that reciprocate, It is not credit- 
able to our own Government that in this regard it should have allowed 
other governments to lead the way, 

If the American Government were now to propose the entire aboli- 
tion of passports there is little doubt that nearly all if not all other 
governments would promptly follow its example. 

But, if it be granted that there is some justification for the con- 
tinued passport requirement, annoying as it would be in any case, why 
surround it with conditions which are as vexatious as possible? Why, 
for instance, make these conditions harder and more humiliating for 
the American residing abroad than for his fellow citizens who merely 
travel abroad? What constitutional right has the Government to 
render doubtful or to place restrictions upon the legitimate liberty of 
Its nationals under any circumstances? 

If we must still have the passport nuisance, why not make it as 
little a nuisance as possible, instead of the contrary? The cost of the 
passport is monstrously excessive, It constitutes a cruel hardship for 
many poor persons whose affairs compel them to come abroad. The 
period of the passport is absurdly short. Other governments, like that 
of Great Britain, make it five years. With us it is only two years, 
with a possible extension, again under inquisitorial conditions, of one 
year, 

The idea that any tax that is not nominal or just sufficient to defray 
official expense, should be imposed upon the right to travel anywhere on 
this round earth is ignorant, narrow-minded, nrean, and worthy only 
Son Dark Ages, It is not at all in harmony with the true American 
spir: 


The next contribution is under the caption, “ Stop the $10 
visé pest.” I am sorry that I can not at this time give the 
source of this article. Anyway, it says: 


STOP THE $10 VISÉ PEST 


Is it through stupidity, indifference, or calculated design that the 
United States allows the passport-visé pest to cheat and annoy hun- 
dreds of thousands of American travelers year after year? 

Tourists from every State in the Union are asking this pitiful ques- 
pon as summer crowds reach Europe by every steamer, They con- 
tinue: 

In spite of widespread agitation on both sides of the Atlantic, in 
spite of repeated pleas, howls, appeals, and petitions to the United 
States Senate, the House, the State Department, and National Chamber 
of Commerce, nothing has been done. 

European nations have taken every step in their power to nd travel 
of the visé nuisance, and America has persistently balked their effort 
by her refusal to cooperate. Why in the name of reason should the 
United States stick to a visé system that costs her people many mil- 
lions of good American dollars annually, while the income derived from 
it amounts to a few paltry thousands? 

Visé restrictions have been removed by most European governments 
from all travelers except Americans. We are still required to pay a 
$10 entrance fee at every foreign turnstile. 

Nor can we regard this discriminatory tax levied on Americans as 
anything but just. It is our own fault. 

Time after time European governments have signaled their willing- 
ness to lower the visé charge to a normal basis if the United States 
would consent to do likewise. But the inane alien visé law of 1920 
remains obstinately intact, keeping no undesirable elements ont, doing 
us no earthly good, costing us millions every year, and causing us 
endless annoyance, 


Under date of September 30, 1924, John H. Morrissey, M. D., 
40 East Forty-first Street, New York City, wrote: 


New Yorn, September 30, 192}, 
Hon. Son Broom, M. C., 
I Broadway, New York City. 

My Drar Mu. BLOOM : Permit me to commend you on your intentions 
regarding the passport annoyance. Like thousands of other Americans, 
I have been annoyed yearly by passport difficulties. 

I am inclosing correspondence relative to a difficulty 
Austrian consul in Venice. 

Planning to go from Venice to Munich, I had to pass throngh a strip 
of Austrian territory at Innsbruck, For the two hours on Austrian 
territory I had to pay $60 for my party—three of the members of my 
immediate family, brothers and sisters. 

I objected, inasmuch as they would not give me a transit visé, and 
was told by the consul in Munich that I should have been allowed one. 
You will note that not only does the Austrian consul in Venice tell 
me that I am wrong but points out the fact that he was unduly cour- 
teous to me. At the time of my particular complaint I called attention 
to very evident discourtesy on his part. 

For passport fees for six persons going to Europe and yisiting Italy, 
France, Germany, and England, and passing through Austria, there 
was a total charge of $372. Furthermore, when visés are obtained at 
foreign consulates the rate of exchange is usually 25 per cent less 
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than the prevailing rate. Another word regarding my Austrian visé. 
My American passport ran out in about three weeks from the date for 
which I requested the visé. The consul therefore earefully gave me but 
three weeks time on the Austrian visé, but still I had to pay the full 
fee. This was the case in which I requested the transit yisé. 

In the possibility that these data may be of interest, I melose the 
letters. Send them back to me at your convenience. 

Again complimenting you on your stand, I am, with kindest regards, 

Very truly, 
Jouns H. MORRISSEY. 


My next letter is from an important and influential organi- 
zation—the Chamber of Commerce of the United States of 
America, Washington, D. C. On January 8, 1924, Mr. B. L, 
Bacher, assistant manager of the foreign commerce depart- 
ment, wrote me, as follows: 


CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
Washington, D. C., January 3, 1924. 
Hon. SoL BLOOM, 
1451 Broadway, New York, V. Y. 


Dran Sin: Our New York’ office has called to our attention your 
letter of December 22, with reference to new legislation concerning 
passport and visé fees. We are glad to quote you below the resoln- 
tien adopted by the tenth annual meeting of the Chamber of Commerce 
of the United States in May, 1922: 

“ High fees for passports and the viséing of passports are a 
burden upon the international travel necessary to commeree. 
However appropriate in war time, the formalities incident to 
visés and to police control of passports are now an interference 
with commerce. Our Government should reduce its fees for pass- 
ports and visés to a reasonable charge for the service it per- 
forms. As promptly as possible, our Government should enter 
into agreements with foreign governments for reciprocal discon- 
tinuance of visé requirements and, when conditions warrant, the 
complete discontinuance of passport requirements.” 

Very truly yours, 

E. L. BACHER, 
Asststant Manager, Foreign Commerce Department. 


I will now read an editorial from the Paris Herald of 
Wednesday, June 18, 1924, under the caption, “ Some passport 
history.” It says: 

BOME PASSPORT HISTORY 

Pars, Wednesday, June 18, 1924.—A good many Americans who are 
victims of the passport tyranny would Hke to know something of its 
genesis and as to who should bear the responsibility thereof. 

By the act of Congress approved by the President on March 23, 1888, 
the preliminary fee for a United States passport, that is to say, an 
advance payment made when the application for it was filed, was fixed 
at $1, and the fee upon delivery of the document at the same sum, 
Thus the passport from that date cost $2, or in French money approxi- 
mately 10 franes. It is quite a jump from that to $10, or at the recent 
consular rate of exchange to 200 francs or more. 

By the act of Congress of June 4, 1920, the preliminary passport 
fee was continued at $1, but the final fee was fixed at $9, thus making 
$10 the total cost of the imposing double sheet of official paper bearing 
the signature of the State Department chief and duly stamped and 
sealed. This is the present rate. The fact that the Great War, which 
caused the revival of the partly extinct passport custom, ended nearly 
five years ago has made no difference to the intelligent and broad- 
minded majority in Congress. 

But this is enly a part of the evil. The same act which fixed the 
cost of the passport at $10 also established the visé price at $10. 
This was the initiation of the visé system of extortion; for other na- 
tions, as was quite natural and even justifiable under the provocation 
given, at once began a policy of reprisal. Foreigners holding passports 
of their own Governments could not enter the United States without 
paying $10 each te American consuls, For them the high rates ef ex- 
change make the exaction especially severe. But, in fact, it is even more 
severe for Americans of moderate means who are given to much travel, 
for they are obliged to pay the equivalent of $10 every time, with few 
exceptions, that they cross a European frontier. Thus Mr. X, who 
comes to France and wishes to visit, we may say, six other countries, 
finds that he will be out of pocket for passport expenses not only the 
original $10, but $60 or $70 besides, or in all some 1,300 or 1,400 
francs, 

The unwisdom and injustice of the law which has produced this state 
of things needs no further demonstration, The American Nation is 
immensely richer in 1924 than it was in 1888. The revenue this year 
in spite of vast expenses shows a large surplus. Where is the excuse 
to be found for this strangely narrow and inconsistent policy? 


The last letter I shall read to-day is from Mr. Max Sondheim, 


of New York City, who was in Paris at the time he wrote as 
follows: 


HOTEL CHATHAM, 
Paris, July 1, 1924. 
Hon. Son BLOOM, 
Care of New York Herald, 49 Rue de VOpera, Paris, 

Dran Sin: Am delighted to note that you intend to champion the 
cause against the passport and visé regulation tyranny, which las 
grown to be a nuisance of the worst kind. As one of your constituents 
from old Broadway and Eighty-sixth Street I want to add my protest 
against the visé evil, and hope you will prove successful in your efforts 
at Washington. 

Sincerely yours, 
Max SONDHEIM, 
Care of Behcaod Apartments, 
225 West Righty-Siath Street, New York City. 


Mr. Chairman, as I haye stated, these letters are only a few 
of the hundreds I have received suggesting that the eyil of 
passport visés be eliminated altogether. 

The question of reducing the cost of visés is not, to my mind, 
the real pressing question. If we should reduce the cost of 
visés we would naturally reduce part of the monetary expense 
of traveling abroad, but we would not relieve tourists and 
American citizens of any of the other evils complained of in 
the letters and editorials I have just read. 

In conclusion, I do hope and trust that you, gentlemen of 
the House, will agree with me and vote for my amendment to 
eliminate entirely this monstrous, obnoxious, and unnecessary 
passport evil. 

I thank you kindly. [Applause.] 

Mr. HOLADAY. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I want to 
call your attention to the purpose of most of these amendments. 
Their purpose is entirely different from the purpose of the origi- 
nal bill, The original bill deals with American citizens who 
are going abroad and is urged on this floor for the benefit of 
American citizens. The amendments that have been introduced 
are not for the purpose of benefiting American citizens, but are 
for the purpose of benefiting aliens who wish to come to our 
country as immigrants. The immigration law, as the geutle- 
man from Washington [Mr. JoHNson], chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Immigration, said a few minutes ago, was based on 
the theory that by a selective plan of immigration we could 
get a better class of immigrants: In order to put that selective 
plan of immigration into operation it called for an increase in 
our Consular Service, and the fees received from these immi- 
grants are expended for the maintenance of our increased 
Consular Service. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Illinois 
has expired. ? 

Mr. FISH, Mr. Chairman, I simply want to discuss two of the 
many amendments offered. The amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. BLOOM] seeks to do away with the visé 
requirements. The chairman of the Committee on Immigration 
pointed out before our committee that if we undertook to do away 
with the visé requirements we would have no check whatever on 
nonimmigrant aliens coming into the country for travel or for 
business purposes. If we pass this amendment to the bill doing 
away with visé requirements, it would create a loophole so that 
nonimmigrant aliens coming into this country could not be 
checked up and would thereby nullify our immigration policy. 
So much for the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Btoom]. 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. CONNALLY] offered an 
amendment to reduce the amount of the visé fee from $10 to $5. 
That in itself would destroy one of the main purposes of the 
bill, which is to empower the President to negotiate with for- 
eign governments to reduce or waive the visé fees entirely and 
to try to persuade these countries to do away with the visé 
requirements. There are many countries that hare not the 
same immigration problem that we have, and the State Depart- 
ment at least thinks, after some investigation, that these coun- 
tries will not only waive by treaty the fees, but will also do 
away with the requirements. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. FISH. No; I am sorry I can not. That is one of the 
main purposes of the bill, and it will be destroyed if you adopt 
any amendment limiting the powers of the President to nego- 
*tiate with foreign governments. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FISH. I am sorry I can not. 

Mr. BLOOM. I want to get my amendment clear. 

Mr. FISH. The gentleman had five minutes, and I must. 
refuse to yield. This bill is offered to provide relief for 
American citizens who travel abroad on business or pleasure. 
They already have to pay $10 for a passport, and it seems to 
me improper to ask American citizens to pay $10 for a pass- 
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port which only costs the State Department $2, and then 
because Congress has passed legislation requiring nonimmi- 
grant aliens to pay $10 for a visé fee other countries to re- 
taliate by compelling our citizens to pay $10 visé fees in the 
countries they visit. If this bill passes, the probable total 
reduction in Government receipts would be in the neighbor- 
hood of $400,000, whereas there would be a saving to American 
travelers of approximately $4,000,000 now paid for visées to 
foreign governments. The Consular Service has a surplus of 
receipts over expenditures of a million and a half dollars, and 
will still have over a million dollar surplus if this bill passes, 
Consequently, we are not destroying the Consular Service by 
this legislation, and I ask the committee to vote down all 
pending amendments, because every amendment which has been 
offered will destroy the purpose of the bill, which is to aid 
American citizens and do away with the imposition of what I 
regard as an imposition and an improper and unnecessary tax. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
York has expired. All time has expired. 

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
be permitted to address the committee for five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

Mr. FISH. I object. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair understands that many amend- 
ments were presented for the information of the House, and 
that now the amendments are offered. The vote first will be 
taken on the amendment offered by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Cetter]. 

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, let us have the amendment 
again reported. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the Clerk will again 
report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. CELLER: Page 1, line 8, after the words 
“desiring to,“ strike out the words “ visit the United States who are 
not ‘immigrants,’ as defined in the immigration act of 1924,” and 
insert “come to the United States.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN, Does the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. 
Wartkrys] desire to press his amendment? 

Mr. WATKINS. No; I withdraw the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The next vote will be taken on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Cox- 
NALLY], which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. CONNALLY, of Texas: Page 1, line 7, 
after the word “fees” strike out the words or to abolish them 
altogether,” and insert in lieu thereof the following: To a minimum 
of $5." 


The CHAIRMAN. ‘The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Texas. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
ConnALLY of Texas) there were—ayes 23, noes 45. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, I sent up two amendments to 
the desk, but as they are identical with the amendment just 
voted upon, I shall withdraw them. 

The CHAIRMAN. The next vote will be taken upon the 
second amendment offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
ConnALty] which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read, as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. CONNALLY of Texas: Page 1, line 7, after 
the word fees“ strike out the words “or to abolish them altogether.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Texas, 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
ConnaLtty of Texas) there were—ayes 26, noes 50, 

So the amendment was rejected, 

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. RAKER. Would an objection lie to this bill upon the 
ground that it is unconstitutional and that the House can not 
pass an unconstitutional bill? 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, if that rule were applied, we could not 
take up half the bills we pass here. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair does not think that is a par- 
liamentary inguiry. The vote next will be taken upon the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Broom], which the Clerk will report, 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Boom: Page 1, line 7, after the word 
“them,” insert: “and/or any requirement of visé,” and in line 12, 
after the word “countries,” insert “and/or have no requirement of 
visés." 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. BURTON] 
reserved the point of order on this. f 

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, I do not care to press the 
point of order, 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from New York, 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I moye that the Committee rise 
and report the bill back to the House with the recommendation 
that it do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and Mr. Burton haying as- 
sumed the chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. SN ETL, Chairman 
of the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union, reported that that committee had had under considera- 
tion the bill H. R. 11957 and had directed him to report the 
same back to the House with the recommendation that it do 
pass. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the en- 
grossment and third reading of the bill, 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I offer the fol- 
lowing motion to recommit, which I send to the desk and ask 
to have read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. CONNALLY of Texas moves to recommit the bill to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs with instructions to report the same back 
forthwith with the following amendment: “After the word ‘fees’ in 
line 7, strike out the words “or to abolish them altogether,’ ” 


Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question on 
the motion to recommit. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion to recommit. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Raker) there were—ayes 33, noes 79. 

So the motion to recommit was rejected. 

The SPEAKER. The question now is on the passage of the 
bill. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. RAKER) there were—ayes 97, noes 33. 

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker, I object to the vote on the 
ground that there is no quorum present and I make the point 
of order that there is no quorum present. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from California makes the 
point of order that there is no quorum present. Evidently 
there is not. The Doorkeeper will close the doors, the Ser- 
geant at Arms will bring in absent Members, and the Clerk 
will call the roll. 

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 272, nays 
69, not yoting 90, as follows: 


{Roll No. 74] 
YEAS—272 

Abernethy Campbell Fairchild Hoch 
Ackerman Carter ‘airfield Holaday 
Aldrich Casey Faust Hooker 
Almon Celler Fenn Howard, Nebr. 
Anderson Chindblom Fish Howard, Okla. 
Andrew Christopherson Fisher Huddleston 
Anthony Clague Fleetwood Hudson 
Arnold Clancy Foster Hudspeth 
Ayres Clear, Freeman Hull, Iowa 
Bacharach Cole, Iowa French Hull, Tenn. 

acon Cole, Ohio Yrothingham Hull, Morton D. 
Bankhead Colton Fuller Hull, Wiliam E. 
Barbour Connery Funk Humphreys 
Barkley Cooper, Ohio Gallivan Jacobstein 

eck Cooper, Wis. Garrett, Tenn, James 
Beedy Corning Geran Johnson, S. Dak, 
Beers Cramton Gibson Johnson, Wash. 
Begg Crosser Gifford <earns 
Bixler Cullen Glatfelter Ketcham 
Black, N. Y. Cummings raham in 
Bland Dallinger Greenwood Knutson 
Bloom Darrow Griest sopp 
Boies Davey Grin Kurtz 
Boylan Davis, Minn. Guyer Kvale 
Brand, Ga Deal Hadley LaGuardia 
Britten Dempsey Hall Lampert. 
Browne, N. J. Denison Hard Larsen, Ga, 
Browne, Wis, Dickinson, Iowa Harrison Lazaro 
Brumm Dickstein Hastings Lea, Calif, 
Bulwinkle Doughton augen Leach 
Burdick Dowell Hawes Leatherwood 
Burtness Drewry Hawley Leavitt 
Burton Dyer Hayden Lehlbach 
Byrnes, S. C. Eagan Hersey Lineberger 

Elliott Hicke Linthicum 


Byrns, Tenn, 
Cable 


Evans, lowa 


Longworth 
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Luce 

Lyon 
eDuffie 

McFadden 


Morris 
Morrow 
Murphy 
Nelson, Me. 


McLaughlin, Mich, Newton, Minn. 
McLaughlin, Nebr. Newton, Mo. 


McLeod 
McReynolds 
McSwain 
McSweeney 
MacLaffert 
Magee, N. X. 
Magee, La. 
Major, III. 
Major, Mo. 
Manlove 
Mansfield 
Mapes 
Martin 
Mead 
Merritt 
Michaelson 
Michener 
Miller, Wash. 
Mills 


Minahan 
Montague 
Mooney 
Moore, Va. 
Moores, Ind. 
Morgan 
Morin 


Allen 
Allgood 
Black, Tex, 
Blanton 
Bowling 
Box 

Boyce 
Browning 
Buchanan 
Busby 
Canfield 
Cannon 
Collier 
Collins 
Connally, Tex, 
Cook 


Crisp 
Dickinson, Mo. 


Aswell 

Bell 

Berger 
Brand, Ohio 


are 
Clark, Fla. 
Clarke, N. Y. 
Connolly, Pa. 
Croll 
Crowther 
Surr, 

Davis, Tenn, 
Dominick 
Doyle 
Edmonds 


avrot 
Fitzgerald 


Frear 
Fredericks 
Free 


O'Connell, N X. 
O'Connell, R. I. 
O'Connor, La. 
Oldfield 
Oliver, N. T. 
Parker 
Patterson 
Peery 
Phillips 
Prall 
Purnell 
Ragon 
Rainey 
Ramseyer 
Ransley 
Rathbone 
Reece 

Reed, W. Va. 
Reid, III. 
Robinson, Iowa 
Nobsion, Ky. 
Sabath 


Sears, Nebr. 
Sherwood 
Shreve 
Simmons 
Sinclair 


Summers, Wash. 
Sweet 


Sanders, Ind. Thatcher 
Sanders, N. Y. Thompson 
Schafer ilson 
Schneider Timberlake 
NAYS—69 
Drane Lozier 
Driver McClintie 
Evans, Mont, McKeown 
Fulmer Milligan 
Garber Moore, Ga. 
Gardner, Ind. Morchead 
Garrett, Tex, Oliver, Ala, 
Fasque Park, Ga, 
Gilbert Parks, Ark, 
Hammer uin 
Hill, Ala. Raker 
Hill, Wash. Rankin 
Jeffers . Rayburn 
Johnson, Tex. Reed, Ark. 
Jones Romjue 
Kincheloe Rubey 
Lanham Sanders, Tex. 
Lowrey Sandlin 
NOT VOTING—90 
Fulbright McKenzie 
Gambrill McNulty 
Garner, Tex. MacGregor 
Goldsborough Madden 
Green Miller, III 
Johnson, N Moore, III 
Johnson, W. Va. Moore, Ohio 
Jost elson, Wis. 
Keller alan 
Kell O'Brien 
Kendall O'Connor, N. X. 
dent O'Sullivan 
Kerr Paige 
Kiess Peavey 
Kindred Perkins 
Kunz Perlman 
Langley Porter 
Lan Sek i Pou ; 
son, Minn, e 
Lee, Ga. Read. N. X. 
ry Richards 
Lindsay Roach 
Logan Rogers, Mass. 


So the bill was passed. 
The Clerk announced the following pairs: 
Until further notice: 
Mr. Crowther with Mr. Wilson of Indiana, 


with Mr. 


with Mr. Kindred, 


Quayle. 


Mr. Moore of Illinois with Mr. Lindsay. 
Mr. Wood with Mr. Clark of Florida. 
Mr. Kendall with Mr. Buckley. 
Mr. Fredericks with Mr. McNulty. 

Mr, Connolly of Pennsylvania with Mr. Croll. 
Mr. Porter with Mr. Rogers of New Hampshire. 
Mr. Clarke of New York with Mr, Doyle. 

Mr. Roach with Mr. Salmon, 
Mr. Curry with Mr. Rouse. 


Mr 

Mrs, Nolan with Mr. Kunz, 
Mr. Scott with Mr. Lilly, 
Mr. Kiess with Mr. Jost, 
Mr. Butler with Mr. Tague. 


Mr. Peave 


with Mr. Carew. 


Mr. Brand of Ohio with Mr. Logan. 


Mr. Perkins with Mr. Dominick. 


Mr. Madden with Mr. Asweil. 
Mr. Zihlman with Mr. Briggs. 


Mr. Vare with Mr. Davis o 
Mr. Winslow with Mr. Gambriil. 


Mr. Green with Mr. Kent. 
Mr, MacGregor with Mr. Lankford. 
Mr. Moore of Ohio with Mr. Spearing. 


Tennessee. 


Underhill 
Underwood 
Upshaw 

Vaile 

Vestal 
Vineent, Mich, 
Vinson, Ga. 
Voight 
Wainwright 
Ward, N. X. 


White, Kans. 
White, Me. 
Williams, III. 
Williams, Mich, 
Williamson 
Woodruff 
Woodrum 
Wright 

Wyant 

Yates 


Sears, Fla. 
Smithwick 
Steagall 

Stevenson 


Wat 

Williams, Tex. 
Wilson, La, 
Wilson, Miss. 
Wingo 


Rogers, N. H. 
Rosenbloom 


eger 
Shallenberger 
Spearing 

Sumners, Tex, 


Wurzbach 
Ziulman 


. Rogers of Massachusetts with Mr. Sumners of Texas. 
Mr. Free with Mr. Garner. 
Mr. Treadwa 
Mr. Wurzba 


Mr. Paige with Mr. Lee of Georgia. 

Mr. McKenzie with Mr. Ward of North Carolina, 

Mr. Kelly with Mr. Johnson of Kentucky, 

Mr. Edmonds with Mr, Kerr, 

Mr. Frear with Mr. Pou. 

Mr. Perlman with Mr. O'Connor of New York. 

Mr, Larson of Minnesota with Mr. Richards, 

Mr. Miller of Illinois with Mr. O’Brien, 

Mr. Winter with Mr. Bell, 

Mr. Rosenbloom with Mr. O'Sullivan. 

Mr, Nelson of Wisconsin with Mr. Favrot. 

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded, 

The SPEAKER. A quorum is present, the Doorkeeper will 
open the doors. 

On motion of Mr, Fisg, a motion to reconsider the vote by 
which the bill was passed was laid on the table, 


MIGRATORY BIRD REFUGES 


Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I call up House Resolution 438, 
a privileged report from the Committee on Rules. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York calls up a 
privileged report from the Committee on Rules, which the 
Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


House Resolution No. 438 


Resolved, That upon the adoption of this resolution it shall be 
in order to move that the House resolve itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the consideration of 
H. R. 745, for the establishment of migratory bird refuges to furnish 
in perpetuity homes for migratory birds, the establishment of public 
shooting grounds to preserve the American system of free shooting, 
the provision of funds for establishing such areas, and the furnish- 
ing of adequate protection for migratory birds, and for other pur- 
poses. That after general debate, which shall be confined to the bill 


and shall continue not to exceed one hour, to be equally divided and 


controlled between those for and those against the bill, the bill shall 
be read for amendment under the five-minute rule. At the conclusion 
of the reading of the bill for amendment the committee shall rise 
and report the bill to the House, with such amendments as may have 
been adopted, and the previous question shall be considered as ordered 
on the bill and the amendments thereto to final passage, 


During the reading of the above, 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I raise the question of con- 
sideration. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I submit that you can not raise 
the question of consideration upon a report from the Com- 
mittee on Rules. 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, yes; you can. You can always raise the 
question of consideration. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks that you can not raise 
the question of consideration on a report from the Committee 
on Rules. 

The Clerk resumed and concluded the reading of the resolu- 


tion. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, if this resolution is adopted, it 
provides for the consideration of the bill H. R. 745, a bill com- 
monly referred to as the migratory game refuge bill. I do not 
desire to take any time of the House to discuss the merits of 
the bill. This proposition has been before the Congress for 
three years; it has been before the people of the whole country; 
and it is the idea of the Committee on Rules to simply give the 
House an opportunity to decide for itself whether it desires to 
consider this measure or not, and unless there is some demand 
from the membership of the Committee on Rules I desire to 
move the previous question on the resolution. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Can the gentleman give me 
one minute? = 

Mr. SNELL. I yield one minute to the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. GARRETT]. i 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I am opposed to 
the bill, as I haye always been. The fundamental objections 
are not removed by any of thè amendments which have been 
made. Of course I am opposed to the rule, but my experience 
in the past on this measure convinces me quite thoroughly that 
a majority, however they may vote upon the bill, will vote to 
consider it, so I am not going to ask the gentleman for any 
time on the rule. I hope to obtain a little time on the Dill 
itself when it comes up for discussion, 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question. 

Mr. BLANTON. May I have a minute on the rule; surely 
the gentlemen will give us a chance to be heard on this im- 
portant bill? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is out of order. The gentle- 
man from New York moves the previous question on the 
resolution. 
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The previous question was ordered. 

i SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the res- 
Olution. 

The question was taken, and the resolution was agreed to. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve 
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union for the consideration of the bill H. R. 745. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the considera- 
tion of the bill H. R. 745, with Mr. Luce in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the consideration of the 
bill H. R. 745, which the Clerk will report, 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (H. R. 745) for the establishment of migratory-bird refuges 
to furnish in perpetuity homes for migratory birds, the establishment 
ot public shooting grounds to preserve the American system of free 
shooting, the provision of funds for establishing such areas, and the 
furnishing of adequate protection for migratory birds, and for other 
purposes. 


Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 1 

Mr. RANKIN. How much time for general debate is al- 
lowed on the bill? 

The CHAIRMAN. Thirty minutes on a side. 

Mr. HAUGEN. I yield to the gentleman from Kansas 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. BLANTON. The bill has. not been read yet, and it is 
out of order until the bill is read. 

The CHAIRMAN. The bill has been reported by title. 

Mr. BLANTON. But it has to be read in the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union. The rules provide 
that unless the matter is waived by unanimous consent, and 
there has been no request for unanimous consent here. 

Mr. HAUGEN. I ask unanimous consent that the first read- 
ing of the bill be dispensed with. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent that the first reading of the bill be dispensed 
with. Is there objection? 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to ob- 
ject, this is an important rule and an important bill, the 
enacting clause of which was stricken out after it had been 
laughed and ridiculed out of court here before, and no time 
whatever has been given on this rule, and the country ought to 
know something about what is in this bill; and I object. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas objects. The 
Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That this act shall be known by the short title 
of ‘‘ Migratory bird refuge act.” 

Szecrron 1. That a commission to be known as the “Migratory 
bird refuge commission,” consisting of the Secretary of Agriculture, 
who shail act as its chairman, the Secretary of Commerce, the Post- 
master General, and two Members of the Senate, to be selected by the 
President of the Senate, and two Members of the House of Representa- 
tives, to be selected by the Speaker, is hereby created and authorized 
to consider and pass upon such land, water, or land and water, as 
may be recommended by the Secretary of Agriculture for purchase or 
rental under this act, and to fix the price or prices at which such 
areas may be purchased or rented; and no purehases or rentals shall 
be made of any such areas until they have been duly approved for 
purchase or rental by said commission. The members of the com- 
mission hereby created shall serve as such only during their incum- 
bency in thelr respective official positions, and any vacancy on the 
commission shall be filled in the same manner as for original appoint- 
ment. 

Src. 2. That the commission hereby created shall, through its chair- 
man, annually report to Congress, not later than the first Monday in 
December, the operations of the commission in detail during the pre- 
ceding fiscal year. 

Sec. 3. That the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to purchase 
or rent such areas as have been approved for purchase or rental by 
the commission, at the price or prices fixed by said commission, and 
to acquire by gift, for use as migratory-bird refuges and public shoot- 
ing grounds, areas which he shall determine to be suitable for such 
purposes, and to pay the purchase or rental price and other expenses 
incident to the location, examination, and survey of such areas and 
the acquisition of title thereto, from moneys in the migratory-bird 
protection fund. 

Src. 4. That no deed or instrument of conveyance shall be accepted 
or approved by the Secretary of Agriculture under this act until the 


legislature of the State in which the area lies shall have consented to 
sesh . thereof by the United States for the purposes of 
act. 

Sec. 5. That the Secretary of Agriculture may do all things neces- 
sary to secure the safe title in the United States to the areas which 
may be acquired under this act, but no, payment shall be made for 
any such areas until the title thereto shall be satisfactory to the 
Attorney General and shall be vested in the United States; but the 
acquisition of such areas by the United States shall in no case be 
defeated because of rights of way, easements, and reservations which 
from their nature will, in the opinion of the Secretary of Agri- 
culture, in no manner interfere with the use of the areas so encum- 
bered, for the purposes of this act; but such rights of way, easements, 
and reservations retained by the owner from whom the United States 
receives title shall be subject to rules and regulations prescribed from 
time to time by the Secretary of Agriculture for the occupation, use, 
operation, protection, and administration of such areas as migratory- 
bird refuges and public shooting grounds; and it shall be expressed 
in the deed or other conveyance that the use, occupation, and opera- 
tion of such rights of way, easements, and reservations shall be subor- 
dinate to and subject to such rules and regulations; and all areas 
acquired under this act shall be subject to the laws of the State in 
which they are lecated, if such laws are not inconsistent with the 
migratory bird treaty act, this act, or regulations adopted pursuant to 
such acts. 

Sec. 6. That no person shall take any migratory bird, or nest, or 
egg of such bird on any area of the United States which heretofore 
has been or which hereafter may be acquired, set apart, or reserved as 
a bird or game refuge or publie shooting ground under this act, any 
other law, proclamation, or Executive order, or disturb, injure, or de- 
stroy any notice, signboard, fence, building, or other property of the 
United States thereon, or cut, burn, or destroy any timber, grass, or 
other natural growth thereon, or enter thereon for any purpose, ex- 
cept in accordance with rules and regulations which the Secretary of 
Agriculture is hereby authorized and directed to make, but nothing 
in this act or in any regulation adopted pursuant to this act shall 
be construed to prevent a person from entering upon any such area 
for the purpose of fishing or of trapping fur-bearing animals in ac- 
cordance with the law of the State in which such area zò entered is 
located, or to authorize the United States to make any charge, other 
than the hunting-license fee prescribed by this act, for hunting mi- 
gratory birds on any such area. 

Sec, 7. That, except as hereinafter provided, each person who at 
any time shall take any migratory bird, or nest or egg thereof, in- 
cluded in the terms of the convention between the United States and 
Great Britain for the protection of migratory birds concluded August 
16, 1916, shall first procure a license, issued as provided by this act, 
and then may take any such migratory bird, or nest or egg thereof, 
only in accordance with regulations adopted and approved pursuant 
to the migratory bird treaty act (act of July 3, 1918, 40 Stat. L. 
p. 755); such license, however, shall not be required of any person 
or any member of his immediate family resident with him to take in 
accordance with such regulations any such migratory bird on any 
land owned or leased by such person and occupied by him as his 
place of permanent abode, and nothing in this act shall be construed 
to exempt any person from complying with the laws of the several 
States. 

Sec. 8. That licenses where required under this act shall be issued, 
and the fees therefor collected, by the Post Office Department, under 
joint regulations to be prescribed by the Secretary of Agriculture and 
the Postmaster General. The provisions of the act of January 21, 
1914 (38 Stat. L. 278), as amended by the act of July 2, 1918 
(40 Stat. L. 754), shall apply to such Hcenses and funds received 
from sales thereof in possession of postmasters. 

Sec. 9. That all moneys recelved for such Heenses shall be covered 
into the Treasury and shall constitute a special fund to be known as 
the “Migratory bird protection fund,“ which is hereby reserved, set 
aside, appropriated, and made available until expended, as follows: 
Not less than 45 per cent thereof for the purchase or rental or 
necessary expenses incident to the acquisition of suitable land, waters, 
or land and waters for use as migratory-bird refuges and public shoot- 
ing grounds, and for the administration, maintenance, and deyelop- 
ment of such refuges and grounds, and the construction of cabins 
and other necessary Improvemets; not less than 45 per cent thereof 
for enforcing the migratory bird treaty act, the Lacey Act (secs. 241, 
242, 243, and 244, Criminal Code), including salaries in Washington, 
District of Columbia, for cooperation with local authorities in the 
protection of migratory birds, for investigations and publications re- 
lating to North American birds, and for printing and engraving 
licenses, circulars, posters, and other necessary matter under this 
act; and not to exceed 10 per cent thereof for expenditures as follows: 
First, such sum as the Secretary of Agriculture and the Postmaster 
General may determine to be necessary for the issuance of licenses 
under this act, of which sum the Secretary of the Treasury shall be 
duly notified at the commencement of each fiscal year; second, for the 
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repayment of the $50,000 as provided by this act; and third, for any 
expense necessary to give effect to this act. The Secretary of Agri- 
culture shall make an annual report to Congress of receipts and 
expenditures under this act. 

Sc. 10. That each applicant for a license shall pay $1 therefor, 
and shall sign his name in ink on the face thereof, and each license 
shall expire and be void after the 30th day of June next succeeding 
its issuance. Any person who shall take any such migratory bird or 
nest or egg thereof shall not only possess such license but shall have 
it on his person at the time of such taking, and he shall exhibit such 
license for inspection to any person requesting to see it. 

Src. 11. That no person shall alter, change, loan, or transfer to 
another any license issued to him pursuant to this act, nor shall any 
person other than the one to whom it is issued use such license. 

Sec. 12. That no person shall imitate or counterfelt any license 
authorized by this act, or any die, plate, or engraving therefor, or 
make, print, knowingly use, sell, or have in his possession any such 
counterfelt license, die, plate, or engraving. 

Sec. 13. That in all necessary instances, for the purpose of carry- 
ing out the provisions of this act, the judges of the several courts 
established under the laws of the United States, United States com- 
missioners, and persons appointed by the Secretary of Agriculture to 
enforce this act, shall have, with respect thereto, like powers and 
duties as are conferred by section 5 of the migratory bird treaty 
act upon said judges, commissioners, and employees of the Department 
of Agriculture appointed to enforce said treaty act. All birds or 
parts, nests or eggs, thereof taken or possessed contrary to this act 
or to any regulation made pursuant thereto shall be disposed of in 
like manner as seized birds or parts, nests or eggs, thereof are dis- 
posed of under the provisions of section 5 of the migratory bird 
treaty act. 

Sec. 14, That in order to pay initial expenses, including purchases 
of supplies, printing and distributing of licenses, circulars, posters, 
and other necessary matter, and all other expenses that may be neces- 
sary to carry into effect the provisions of this act, the sum of 
$50,000 is hereby appropriated, out of any moneys in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, to be available upon the passage and ap- 
proval of this act until expended, which sum shall be covered into the 
‘Treasury in five equal annual payments from the migratory-bird pro- 
tection fund. 

Sec. 15. That if any clause, sentence, paragraph, or part of this act 
shall for any reason be adjudged by any court of competent juris- 
diction to be invalid, such judgment shall not affect, impair, or invali- 
date the remainder thereof, but shall be confined in its operation to 
the clause, sentence, paragraph, or part thereof directly involved in 
the controversy in which such judgment shall have been rendered. 

Sec. 16. That any person, association, partnership, trust, or corpo- 
ration who shall violate any of the provisions of section 13 of this 
act shall be subject to the penalties prescribed by section 210 of the 
Criminal Code of the United States; and any person, association, 
partnership, trust, or corporation who shall violate or fail to comply 
with any provision of this act or with any regulation made pursuant 
to this act shall be subject to the penalties prescribed by the migra- 
tory bird treaty act (act of July 3, 1918, 40 Stat. L. p. 755). 

Sec. 17. That for the purposes of this act the word “take” shall 
be construed to mean pursue, hunt, shoot, capture, collect, kill, or 
attempt to pursue, hunt, shoot, capture, collect, or kill, unless the 
context otherwise requires. 

See. 18. That this act shall take effect upon its passage and ap- 
proval, except the provisions requiring the use of licenses, which 
shall take effect on the 16th day of August, 1924. 


With committee amendments, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kansas [Mr. AN- 
THONY] is recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. ANTHONY. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. HauGcen] has very kindly yielded to me time on this side 
for general debate. It will not be my purpose to use more than 
a small part of it. But I do desire to say to the Members of 
the House that this is the same bill that was presented to the 
House at the last session of Congress, and that the serious 
objections raised to it at that time have been taken care of in 
the form of amendments, which we believe present this merito- 
rious measure to the House in a shape to which at this time 
yalid objection can not be taken. 

Various gentlemen in the House when this measure was up 
before opposed it because it interfered with the rights of the 
States. We have so modified the bill now that no land can be 
taken under the terms of this bill without the sanction of the 
legislature of the State where it is desired to secure the land 
for a game refuge. 

This bill neither confers any new jurisdiction or powers on 
the Federal Government nor takes away any of the powers that 
any of the States now enjoy with reference to the regulation 
of migratory birds. 


Another matter tò which objection was made before was the 
penalty which was imposed by the former bill. This bill prac- 
tically carries no penalties for the violation of the purpose of 
the bill. There is nothing in this bill which would cause any 
man to be haled before any Federal court or any court for 
shooting migratory birds on one of the proposed refuges, the 
only penalty for shooting in violation of the regulations being 
= oo action to an amount not less than $5 and not exceed- 

g 1 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
right there? 

Mr. ANTHONY. I will yield in a moment, if the gentleman 
will first permit me to make a short statement. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. The gentleman says there are no penal- 
ties except $5 and $25. 

Mr. ANTHONY. In carrying out the purposes of the bill. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Section 12 carries out the purpose of the 
bill, and also sections 6 and 11, and those contain penalties. 

Mr. ANTHONY. Those are penalties involved in the counter- 
feiting of Government paper. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. I did not rise to criticize the statement 
of the gentleman. 

Mr. ANTHONY. There is no penalty of the kind described 
for shooting game on these refuges. 

Mr. AYRES, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANTHONY. Yes. 

Mr. AYRES. I think one of the most objectionable and, 
in fact, the chief objectionable feature of this bill is the pro- 
vision with respect to public-shooting grounds in these refuges. 
mar 1 75 be the only thing that will keep me from supporting 

e f 

Mr. ANTHONY. I hope the gentleman will concede that 
the public should have the right to shoot the game they pro- 
tect. The ultimate purpose of the bill is to increase the sup- 
ply of game and make it possible for the people to enjoy the 
shooting of it. 

Mr. AYRES. I object to the shooting grounds on the game 
refuges. 

Mr. ANTHONY. In some of the refuges there will be no 
public-shooting grounds except in certain seasons, Some of 
them will be kept as sanctuaries safe at all times for migra- 
tory birds. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANTHONY. Let me first finish a short statement. 

This country has taken upon itself by a treaty with Canada 
the obligation of protecting migratory wild fowl. We are not 
doing it. We made a treaty with Canada a few years ago 
and assumed that obligation. Canada has faithfully carried 
out her side of the contract, and has set aside 240,000 square 
miles of her domain as game refuges; and a large part of the 
wild fowl that come to the United States are hatched and bred 
on these refuges in Canada, and we get the benefit of them. 

Owing to the fact that there are but few places in this 
country for these birds in their annual migration either to 
nest or to breed, and owing to the fact that nearly 5,000,000 
men each year go out with guns to slaughter them, without 
adequate protection these birds are bound in a few years to 
disappear unless the Government protects them properly. 
Within the last 20 years it has been estimated that 71,000,000 
acres of land in this country have been drained. This terri- 
tory that has been drained has been largely the home of wild 
fowl, where they have nested and fed in past times. We 
have drained an area as large as the Great Lakes; we have 
drained an area twice as large as the New England States; 
but we have not thereby added 71,000,000 acres to the agricul- 
tural resources of the country, because it has been found that 
nearly one-third of the drained land has been worthless for 
agriculture. But we have destroyed the value of the land 
drained as a home for migratory wild fowl. 

Some gentleman will say, what good are they? The eco- 
nomic value of these wild birds is tremendous. The food value 
of the birds that are killed each year runs into the millions 
of dollars. In the State of Minnesota a hunter, in applying 
for a license, is required to state in his application the num- 
ber of birds he has killed on his license in the year preceding. 
The figures show that about a million and a half birds are 
killed there each year, with a money value of over a million 
dollars, so that in estimating the food value or the money 
value of the migratory birds annually killed in this country 
you find it approximates $20,000,000. I estimate that in fire- 
arms and transportation and ammunition and other expenses 
incurred by hunters who enjoy tle pursuit of migratory game 
perhaps $50,000,000 more is represented as an annual ex- 
penditure in trade channels, so that the whole question is tied 
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up with a real economic value to the country. But, on top of 
that, 5,000,000 citizens are engaged during the open season 
each year in the hunting of these birds, and the greatest 
asset of all that comes to us as the result of having a bountiful 
supply of migratory birds comes in the way of health to the 
millions of our citizens who participate in this outdoor life. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
there? 

Mr. ANTHONY. I yield. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I have read the provisions of the gentle- 
man’s bill very carefully. I opposed it before. But is it not 
a fact that the ground of almost every objection that was 
urged before has been taken out of this bill? 

I want to state to the gentleman that the very men in my 
State who were opposed to the bill before, and wired me to 
oppose it, are now wiring me to support the measure. They 
state it preserves the State's rights, which the other bill 
did not. 

Mr. ANTHONY. I think the gentleman has stated the case 
correctly. I am advised, and I think it is safe to say, that 90 
per cent of the State game wardens of the country and the 
officials of all the States emphatically indorse this legislation 
and urge it as the one step necessary if we desire to conserve 
this great natural resource of our wild migratory birds. 

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANTHONY. Yes. 

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. Under sections 6 and T of the pre- 
vious act a license was required for the taking of migratory 
birds. I take it that in order to determine what are included 
within the term “migratory birds” we would refer back to 
the treaty between Great Britain and the United States with 
reference to migratory birds. Am I correct so far? 

Mr. ANTHONY. I think the gentleman is correct in that; 
that thet would be the basic law for all of this. 

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. Now, under all the terms and de- 
finitions of the proposed act, the magpie in my country is a 
migratory bird; it is a perching bird and lives chiefly upon 
insects. Would it be necessary for me to have a license to kill 
a magpie? 

Mr. ANTHONY. I think not. I have never heard the mag- 
pie classed as a migratory fowl. 

Mr. LPATHERWOOD. It is classed as a migratory bird, 
and under the terms of the treaty would I require a license to 
kill a magpie? 

Mr. ANTHONY. The gentleman would not, in my opinion. 

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. ‘The crow is a migratory bird. 

Mr. ANTHONY. It is not so considered, I think, by the 
United States Department of Agriculture, which frames the 
regulations. 

Mr. LEATHERWOOD, I do not know how they consider 
it, but it is a migratory bird in seven or eight States, to my 
personal knowledge. It goes out in the fall and comes back in 
the spring; it is a perching bird and lives chiefly upon insects. 
Would I have to have a Federal license to kill a crow? 

Mr. ANTHONY. I think not. The gentleman has brought 
up one other great argument for the passage of this legislation, 
let me say to him, and that is the value of the migratory in- 
sectivorous birds in this country. It has been estimated that 
without the aid of the insectivorous birds, especially those 
migratory birds which live upon insects, it would be impossible 
in time to raise crops in any country. This bill also protects 
the migratory insectivorous bird which is of such great benefit 
to agriculture, as well as the wild fowl we have spoken of. 

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. I will say to the gentleman that the 
birds I have mentioned, together with many others, come 
clearly within the definitions of this treaty and this proposed 
act, and they are pests to the people. Now, if this law is 
strictly construed, as I think it will be. one would not dare 
kill magpies, crows, and other pestiferous birds. 

Mr. ANTHONY. I do not think the gentleman need be 
worried about a regulation of that kind. t 

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. Now, a further question with refer- 
ence to the regulation of hunting. I discover in one of the 
provisions that wherever I may be I must be armed with a 
license, with my signature upon it, and be prepared to dis- 
play it to any person who may ask to see it. What is the 
purpose of that? 

Mr. ANTHONY. The purpose of that is that any authorized 
game warden should be in a position to identify a man in order 
to ascertain whether he has complied with the law. That same 
provision is in the law of every State, not only with reference 
to game licenses but with reference to automobile licenses, 

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. Does not the gentleman think the 
language should be limited to requiring me to exhibit my license 
to anyone authorized to inspect it? 


Mr. ANTHONY. Undoubtedly; and that is the purpose of it. 

Mr. LEATHERWOOD, But under the present language of 
the bill I must exhibit it to any person who asks to see it. 

Mr. ANTHONY. It should be corrected, if that is the lan- 
guage, because it is not intended for that purpose, 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, ANTHONY. Yes. - 

Mr. BLANTON. I want to call the gentleman’s attention to 
the fact that on February 13, 1923, the House, by a vote of 
154 to 135, dismantled this bill by striking out its enacting 
clause. What situation makes it different now than on that 
date, February 13, 1923? 

Mr. ANTHONY. I tried to call the gentleman's attention to 
the fact that the objections which were raised at that time 
had largely been taken care of in the bill now before the 
House. I beltieve—at least, I hope—the gentleman will find, 
when this bill comes to a vote, that it will pass by at least the 
majority he speaks of, having been once against it. 

Mr. BLANTON. Have there been any deals or exchanges of 
mountain tops for garden seeds, or anything like that gone 
through in the last few weeks or months or years whereby the 
gentleman thinks this bill can now pass? 

Mr. ANTHONY. I am in hopes the House will decide that 
this is a meritorious piece of legislation; I think it has realized 
it, and I think fhe bill will pass. 

Mr. BLANTON. If I have the time, I am going to call the 
gentleman's attention to some provisions which ought never to 
become a law if we want to protect our people at home from 
Federal agents. 


Mr. HUDSPETH. Ler me call the gentleman's attention to 
one feature of this bill. Under the old law you could not hunt 
on your own premises, but that has been corrected in this bill. 

Mr. BLANTON, Oh, the Senator will be able to hunt on his 
Devil River ranch. 

Mr. HUDSPHTH. But under the provisions of the other bill 
even that was not permitted. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Will the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. ANTHONY. Yes. 

Mr. STEVENSON. I want to ask the gentleman this ques- 
tion. Has he considered the proposition that under this bill 
large areas of territory may be acquired and that when they 
become the property of the Government they will be taken out 
from under the taxing power of the States and counties? 

Mr. ANTHONY. I will say to the gentleman there are no 
large areas of any great value that I know of that will be 
taken over. The land that will be taken over will be largely 
of a type that does not figure on the tax rolls of any State 
now—swamps and lakes—and will not practically interfere with 
the taxable value of the lands of the State. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Areas are sometimes not valuable to- 
day and very valuable to-morrow. Does not the gentleman 
think that at the end of the section we should put in something 
to the effect that the right of taxation by States and subdi- 
visions thereof shall not be abrogated by such acquisition 
unless expressly waived by the legislature of such State? In 
other words, does not the gentleman think we ought to leave 
it in the control of the State as to whether they will part for 
all time with the right to tax such large areas? 

Mr. ANTHONY. Some of this land will come into the 
ownership of the Government, I will say to the gentleman, 
and manifestly the Federal Government should not pay taxes 
on its own property. 

Mr. RAGON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANTHONY. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. RAGON. Along the line suggested by the gentleman 
from South Carolina, as I understand this bill, none of these 
game sanctuaries can be put in any State or any land taken 
from a State without first obtaining the consent of the legisla- 
ture of that State. 

Mr. ANTHONY. Absolutely. 

Mr. RAGON. And the legislature of a State giving this 
authority would naturally take into consideration when they 
gave it the fact that it might be releasing the taxing power of 
the State, and therefore would it not ultimately depend en- 
tirely upon the action of the legislature? 

Mr. ANTHONY. Surely. If there is any great body of 
land in a State which the Federal Government wants to take 
over under this act, if it has a large taxable value, undoubtedly 
the State legislature would take that into consideration, and if 
it wastof great value would not give its consent to the transfer. 

Mr. BARBOUR. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANTHONY. I yield to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. BARBOUR. The gentleman stated a short time ago 
that no land could be acquired for the purpose of establishing 
a game refuge without the censent of the State legislature. 
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Mr. ANTHONY. That is the language of the bill. 

Mr. BARBOUR. For the purpose of the Recorp, I would 
like to ask the gentleman if that applies to public lands or 
forest reserve lands owned by the Federal Government? 

Mr. ANTHONY. I hardly think it would be necessary to 
ask the consent of a State legislature for the transfer of public 
land for that purpose, but I have understood that some of the 
Western States fear that large portions of the public domain 
might be transferred for this purpose and thus take the land 
away from possible use for other purposes in the State—agri- 
cultural or livestock purposes. I will say to the gentleman 
that none of the proponents of this bill has the least thought 
that any considerable amount of such land will ever be used 
for such purpose, because, as I have said, the only type of land 
that would be used would be lakes and swampy tracts of 
land. 

Mr. BARBOUR. As I read it, the bill provides for the 
acquirement by purchase, lease, and gift of lands for the 
establishment of game refuges; does it contemplate that public 
lands and forest reserve lands shall be used for game refuges? 

Mr. ANTHONY. As far as I know, it does not contemplate 
such use, but there is no doubt that Congress, if it saw fit, 
could transfer certain public lands of the kind I have deseribed 
to this proposed game commission. 

Mr. BARBOUR. Under the Constitution the Congress has 

authority to dispose of such public lands, 

Mr. ANTHONY. Undoubtedly. 

Mr. BARBOUR. I wanted the views of the gentleman on 
the subject in the RECORD. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANTHONY. Yes. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. I notice on page 5, line 13, the bill 
provides “license, however, shall not be required of any 
person or any member of his immediate family * * * on 
any land owned or leased by such person and occupied by him 
as his place of permanent abode.” What would you term 
“permanent abode”? 

Mr. ANTHONY. I would say the man’s home. The purpose 
of that language is to meet the objection which was raised 
that a farmer or a farmer's boy would be compelled to have 
one of these Government licenses, and the language that the 
gentleman has just quoted relieves the farmer or the land- 
owner or any member of his family from paying this tax for 
hunting migratory birds on the lands he owns or on the land 
whereon he resides. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. I think that is a very wise provision, 
but I have in mind my own situation as well as that of many 
other persons. For instance, you own a farm and you spend 
two or three months there in the summer, is that your perma- 
nent abode or are you precluded from hunting on your own 
property? 

Mr. ANTHONY. I would not like to resolve myself into 
a supreme court and decide that question. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Does not the gentleman think we ought 
to have some better language than that? 

Mr. ANTHONY. I am fixed the same way as the gentleman, 
I have a farm where I hunt migrat-ry birds. I live there 
part of the year. I would construe that as my place of abode. 

Mr. ANDREW. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANTHONY. I yield, but I would like to reserve the 
balance of the time for other gentlemen. 

Mr. ANDREW. If I understand correctly the restrictions 
upon hunting and shooting in this bill, they apply not only to 
the game refuges which will be purchased but to hunting and 
shooting of migratory fowl everywhere. 

Mr. ANTHONY. Only the same restrictions that are now 
in force by regulation of the Department of Agriculture under 
the migratory bird treaty act which confers that power, and 
which they already exercise. This bill confers no new power, 
as I have said to gentlemen, 

Mr. ANDREW. One of the objects the gentleman has stated 
with regard to this bill is to provide additional game refuges 
for migratory birds. Is there not another reason in the en- 
deavor to correct deficiencies in State legislation now existing 
with regard to hunting and shooting? 

Mr. ANTHONY. No; I think most of the States have fairly 
adequate game laws, but the States are unable to provide 
these game refuges, these feeding grounds, these resting places 
for migratory birds, because in many of the States the birds 
are resident one month and the same birds are subject to the 
control of another State the next month. 

Mr. ANDREW. The real purpose, then, is to provide game 
refuges? 

Mr. ANTHONY. Yes. We have largely taken away the 
natural homes of these birds. We have drained the shal- 


low lakes and the swamps, and this is a bill to conserve a part 
of the remaining ground in this country so that these birds 
may be perpetuated. 

Mr. ANDREW. Last year we passed a bill authorizing the 
purchase of tracts of land along the Mississippi Valley in six 
or seven States. 

Mr. ANTHONY. We did. 

Mr. ANDREW. Why should we not follow a similar method 
for the purchase of further tracts, asking for an appropriation 
rather than the passage of this bill? 

Mr. ANTHONY. The bill to conserve the upper Mississippi 
territory was a commendable one principally for the purpose 
of providing breeding ground for fishes. It passed the House 

by unanimous consent, but it will ċost the Public Treasury 
five or six million dollars to carry it into effect. We are mak- 
ing the first appropriation of $1,500,000 this session for that 
laudable purpose. If you pass this bill, you are going to start 
the conservation of the migratory bird life of the entire coun- 
try, and it will not cost the general taxpayer a cent. This is 
one of the few measures that I have seen to carry out the 
3 of conservation that does not cost the Treasury 

cen 

Mr. ANDREW. Can the gentleman give an estimate of how 
much ought to be expended in order to provide for the refuges? 

Mr. ANTHONY. It is estimated that this measure will raise 
$1,000,000 or $1,250,000 a year. 

ate. SNOB: And 45 per cent of that will be spent for 
refuges 

Mr. ANTHONY, Probably 65 per cent will be used for that 
purpose. But it will take several years before any consider- 
able amount of land will be taken for that purpose. Undoubt- 
edly a large part of it will be obtained by gifts, lease, and 
from other sources, 

Mr. ANDREW. How much is it estimated the enforcement 
of the law aside from the purchase will cost? 

Mr. ANTHONY. Under the terms of the bill 45 per cent will 
be available for administration and for that purpose. The 
Government has now 25 game wardens. I have been informed 
that after the bill is in operation it ought not to take more 
than 50-or 60 over the entire country after the refuges are 
established in any State. 

Mr. ANDREW. Does the gentleman think six game wardens 
to a State would be sufficient to make sure that all hunters 
have a Federal license? 

Mr. ANTHONY. We will trust to the honor of the hunters 
to comply with this law. The gentleman must understand 
that there are seyeral million dyck hunters who are asking for 
this legislation, and in my opinion 90 per cent of them would 
be glad to comply with the law. 

Mr. ANDREW. One more question: As to the number of 
your employees in Washington to register the licenses, The 
gentleman says that there are 6,000,000 hunters. 

Mr ANTHONY. Probably a million licenses will be issued 
the first year because all would not take out a license for ml- 
gratory birds. 

Mr. ANDREW. But that million hunters would have to be 
registered in Washington? 

Mr. ANTHONY. The licenses are issued by the postmasters 
of the country and undoubtedly would be registered here. It 
would probably require the services of a dozen clerks to do it. 

Mr. SINNOTT. ‘Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANTHONY. Yes. 

Mr. SINNOTT. Would this provision in the bill with 0 
to licenses do away with the State license? 

Mr. ANTHONY. No; this is in addition. 

Mr. SINNOTT. I would like to ask whether or not the 
committee has considered whether this bill contemplates the 
right of eminent domain or condemnation? 

Mr. ANTHONY, It does not. 

Mr. SINNOTT. If it does the bill should be cleared up on 
that point. 

Mr. ANTHONY. It does not, so far as I know. 

Mr. SINNOTT. I call the gentleman's attention to section 3, 
giving the Secretary of Agriculture the right to purchase 
areas of land; now we have an act of Congress, the act of 
1888, which provides that whenever an official of the Govern- 
ment is given the right to purchase land he is automatically 
given the right to evoke the power of eminent domain, the 
right of condemnation. There is no question about that. 

Mr. ANTHONY. I think section 4 would take care of that, 
because it provides for obtaining no land whatever unless the 
legislature agreed. 

Mr. SINNOTT. That relates to the deed and instrument of 
conveyance, and that it shall not be accepted until approved 
by the Secretary of Agriculture, but it does not take away 
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the right of eminent domain, given under section 3, when you 
read section 3 in connection with the act of 1888. 

Mr. ANTHONY. I do not think the right of eminent domain 
is conferred by this bill. 

Mr. SINNOTT. The gentleman would not have any objec- 
tion to eliminating it, would he? 

Mr. ANTHONY. No. 

Mr. GARBER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANTHONY. Yes. 

Mr. GARBER. The gentleman has made a yery informative 
presentation of the provisions of the bill, and he has asserted 
that the penalties are not as drastic as the former one. Does 
the gentleman believe that the civil liability of $5 for the 
first offense, provided for in the bill, is sufficient to enforce the 
provisions of this bill, because without a sufficient penalty the 
law becomes a dead letter on the statute books. 

Mr. ANTHONY. In my opinion the penalties provided in 
the bill, which are very mild, will be sufficient to enforce the 
law, because the right is given by the officer to seize the gun 
of the offender and hold the gun for the payment of this civil 
liability of $5. While it is mild it will be effective. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Kansas 
has expired. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

The committee informally rose; and the Speaker, having 
resumed the chair, a message from the Senate, by Mr. Craven, 
its Chief Clerk, announced that the Senate had passed without 
amendment bills of the following titles: 

H.R. 27. An act to compensate the Chippewa Indians of 
Minnesota for timber and interest in connection with the 
settlement for the Minnesota National Forest ; 

H. R. 166. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior 
to issue patent to the city of Redlands, Calif., for certain 
lands, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 2419. An act for the relief of Michael Curran; 

H. R. 2689, An act to consolidate certain lands within the 
Snoqualmie National Forest ; 

H. R. 2720. An act to authorize the sale of lands in Pitts- 
burgh, Pa.; 

H. R. 3927. An act granting public lands to the town of Sil- 
verton, Colo., for public park purposes; 

H. R. 4114. An act authorizing the construction of a bridge 
across the Colorado River near Lee Ferry, Ariz. ; 

H. R. 4202. An act to amend section 5908, United States Com- 
piled Statutes, 1916 (Rev. Stat., sec. 3186, as amended by act 
of March 1, 1879, ch. 125, sec. 3, and act of March 4, 1913, ch. 
166) ; 

H. R. 4825. An act for the establishment of industrial schools 
for Alaskan native children, and for other purposes ; 

II. R. 5170. An act providing for an exchange of lands be- 
tween Anton Hiersche and the United States in connection with 
the North Platte Federal irrigation project ; 

H. R. 5612. An act to authorize the addition of certain lands 
to the Mount Hood National Forest; 

H. R. 9724. An act to authorize an appropriation for the 
care, maintenance, and improvement of the burial grounds con- 
taining the remains of Zachary Taylor, former President of the 
United States, and of the memorial shaft erected to his mem- 
ory, and for other purposes ; 

H. R. 6436. An act for the relief of Isidor Steger ; 

H. R. 6651. An act to add certain lands to the Umatilla, Wal- 
lowa, and Whitman National Forests in Oregon; 

H. R. 6695. An act authorizing the owners of the steamship 
Malta Maru to bring suit against the United States of Amer- 
ica; 

H. R. 6853. An act to relinquish the title of the United States 
to the land in the preemption claim of William Weekley, sit- 
uate in the county of Baldwin, State of Alabama; 

Prete hh An act for the relief of Charles T. Clayton and 
others ; 

H. R. 7780. An act for the relief of Fred J. La May; 

H. R. 7821. An act to convey to the city of Astoria, Oreg., a 
certain strip of land in said city; 

H. R. 8169. An act for the relief of John J. Dobbertin; 

H. R. 8226. An act granting relief to the First State Savings 
Bank of Gladwin, Mich. ; 

I. R. 8267. An act for the purchase of land adjoining Fort 
Bliss, Tex. ; 

H. R. 8298. An act for the relief of Byron S. Adams; 

H. R. 8333. An act to restore homestead rights in certain 
cases ; 

H. R. 8366. An act to add certain lands to the Santiam Na- 
tional Forest; 

H. R. 8410. An act to change the name of Third Place NE. 
to Abbey Place; 
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H. R. 8438. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
county of Allegheny, Pa., to construct a bridge across the 
Monongahela River from Cliff Street, McKeesport, to a point 
opposite in the city of Duquesne; 

H. R. 9028. An act to authorize the addition of certain lands 
to the Whitman National Forest; 

H. R. 9160. An act authorizing certain Indian tribes and 
bands, or any of them, residing in the State of Washington 
to submit to the Court of Claims certain claims growing out 
of treaties and otherwise; 

H. R. 9495. An act granting to the State of Oregon certain 
lands to be used by it for the purpose of maintaining and 
operating thereon a fish hatchery ; 

H. R. 9537. An act to authorize the Secretary of Commerce 
to transfer to the city of Port Huron, Mich., a portion of the 
Fort Gratiot Lighthouse Reservation, Mich. ; 

H. R. 9688. An act granting public lands to the city of Red 
Bluff, Calif., for a public park; 

H. R. 9700. An act to authorize the Secretary of State to 
enlarge the site and erect buildings thereon for the use of the 
diplomatic and consular establishments of the United States 
in Tokyo, Japan; 

H. R. 10143. An act to exempt from cancellation certain 
desert-land entries in Riverside County, Calif.; 

H. R. 10348. An act authorizing the Chief of Engineers of 
the United States Army to accept a certain tract of land 
from Mrs. Anne Archbold donated to the United States for 
park purposes ; 

H. R. 10411. An act granting desert-land entrymen an exten- 
sion of time for making final proof; 

H. R. 10412. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
Pittsburgh, Cincinnati, Chicago & St. Louis Railroad Co., its 
successors and assigns, to construct a bridge across the Little 
Calumet River ; 

H. R. 10590. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior 
to sell certain land to provide funds to be used in the purchase 
of a suitable tract of land to be used for cemetery purposes 
for the use and benefit of members of the Kiowa, Comanche, 
and Apache Tribes of Indians; 

H. R. 10596. An act to extend the time for commencing and 
completing the construction of a dam across the Red River of 
the North; 

H. R. 11030. An act to revive and reenact the act entitled 
“An act authorizing the construction, maintenance, and opera- 
tion of a private drawbridge over and across Lock No. + of 
the canal and locks, Willamette Falls, Clackamas County, 
Oreg.,” approved May 31, 1921; 

H. R. 11214. An act to amend an act regulating the height of 
buildings in the District of Columbia, approved June 1, 1910, as 
amended by the act of December 30, 1910; 

H. R. 11255. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
Kanawha Falls Bridge Co. (Inc.) to construct a bridge across 
the Kanawha River at Kanawha Falls, Fayette County, 
W. Va.; 

H. R. 11445. An act to amend the national defense act; 

H. R. 11500. An act to amend the act entitled “An act to 
consolidate national forest lands” ; 

H. R. 11668. An act granting consent of Congress to the 
States of Missouri, Illinois, and Kentucky to construct, main- 
tain, and operate bridges over the Mississippi and Ohio Rivers 
at or near Cairo, III., and for other purposes; 

H. R. 11952. An act to authorize the exchange of certain 
patented lands in the Rocky Mountain National Park for 
Government lands in the park; and 

H. J. Res. 342. Joint resolution to authorize the appointment 
of an additional commissioner on the United States Lexington- 
Concord Sesquicentennial Commission. 

The message also announced that the Senate had insisted 
upon its amendment to the bill (H. R. 5722) authorizing the 
conservation, production, and exploitation of helium gas, a 
mineral resource pertaining to the national defense and to the 
development of commercial aeronautics, and for other purposes, 
disagreed to by the House of Representatives, had agreed to 
the conference asked by the House on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses thereon, and had appointed Mr. WapsworrnH, 
Mr. Capper, and Mr. FLETCHER as the conferees on the part 
of the Senate. 

The-message further announced that the Senate had passed 
bills of the following titles, in which the concurrence of the 
House of Representatives was requested: 

S. 339. An act for the relief of Harry Scott; 

8. 449. An act for the relief of Katherine Southerland; 

S. 1229. An act for the relief of the estate of Moses M. Bane; 

S. 2013. An act for the relief of Immaculato Carlino, widow 
of Alexander Carlino; 
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8. 2253. An act for the relief of the P. Dougherty Co.; 

S. 2294. An act to equalize the pay of retired ‘officers of the 
Army, Navy, Marine Corps, Coast Guard, Coast and ‘Geodetic 
Survey, and Public Health Service; 

S. 2488. An act for the relief of Helen M. Peck; 

S. 2441. An act for the relief of R. Clyde Bennett; 

S. 2454. An act to extend the benefits of the employers’ lia- 
bility act of September 7, 1916, to Gladys L. Brown, ‘a former 
employee of the Bureau of Engraving and Printing, Washing- 
ton, D. C.; 

S. 2491. An act for the relief of August Michalchuk; 

S. 2619. An act for the relief of John Plumlee, administrator 
of the estate of G. W. Plumlee, deceased; 

S. 2780. An act for the relief of William Wooster; 

S. 2895. An act for the relief of W. P. Dalton; 

S. 2896. An net for the relief of Joseph B. Tanner ; 

S. 2935. An act to authorize the collection and editing of 
‘official papers of the Territories of the United States now in 
the national archives; 

S. 3118. An ‘act to authorize the Rock Creek and Potomac 
Parkway Commission to dispose of certain parcels of land; 

8. 3153. An act to authorize the construction of a nurses’ 
home for the Columbia Hospital for Women and Lying-in 
Asylum; 

S. 3203. An act for the relief of Joseph Harkness, jr.; 

S. 3264. An act for the relief of Horace G. Knowles; 

S. 3303. An act for the relief of Frederick MacMonnies; 

S. 3377. An act for the relief of George E. Taylor; 

K. 3618. An act to extend the benefits of the United States 
Le e compensation act of September 7, 1916, to Clara E. 

Fichols; 

S. 3721. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury to 

exchange the present customhouse building and site located in 
Denver, ‘Colo: ; 

. S. 3839. An net to repeal the act approved January 27, 1922, 

Providing for change of entry, and for other purposes; 

S. 3850. An act for the relief of Mark J. White; 

S. 3899. An act to create a Library of Congress trust fund 
board, aud for other purposes; 

8. 4016. An act for the relief of the Royal Holland Lloyd, a 
Netherland corporation of Amsterdam, the Netherlands; 

S. 4045. Au act granting the eonsent of Congress to W. D. 
Comer and Wesley Vandercook to construct a bridge across 
= ‘Columbia River ‘between Longview, Wash., and Rainier, 
Oreg.; 

S. 4207. An act to provide for the regulation of motor- 
vehicle traffie in the ‘District of Columbia, increase the number 
of judges of the police court, and for other purposes; 

S. 3378. An ‘act for the relief of Isabelle R. Damron, post- 
master at Clintwood, Va.; 

S. 3379. An act providing for the sale and disposal of public 
lands within the area ‘heretofore surveyed as Boulder Lake in 
‘the State ‘of Wisconsin; 

S. 3510. An act for the relief of James Doherty; 

S. 3514. An act authorizing the Court of Claims of the United 
States to hear and determine the claim of H. C. Ericsson; 

S. 3549. An get for the relief of Roy A. Darling; 

S. 3581. An aet for the relief of Francis J. Young; 

S. 4209. An act to authorize the building of a bridge ‘across 
the Santee River in ‘South ‘Carolina ; 

S. 4210. An act to authorize the building of a bridge across 
the Congaree River in ‘South Carolina ; 

S. 4211. An net to authorize the building of a bridge across 
the Catawba River in South Carolina; 

S8. 4212. An det to authorize the building of a bridge across 
the Broad River in South Carolina; 

S. 4213. An act to authorize the building of a bridge across 
the Santee River in South Carolina; 

8. 4214. An act to authorize the building of a bridge across 
the Savannah River between South Carolina and Georgia ; 

8.4217. An act granting the consent of Congress to the Sus- 
quchanna Bridge Corporation and its successors to construct 
a bridge across the Susquehanna River ‘between ‘the borough 
of Wrightsville, in York County, Pa., and the borough of Co- 
lumbia, in Lancaster County, Pa.; 

S. 4225. An act to extend the times for commencing and com- 
pleting the construction of a bridge across Detroit River within 
or near the city limits of Detroit, Mich.; 

S. 4229. An act granting the consent of Congress to the State 
Highway ‘Commission of North Carolina to construct ‘a bridge 
across the Chowan River at or near the city of Edenton, N. C.; 

S. 4230. An act to authorize the Secretary of the Treasury to 
prepare a medal with appropriate emblems and inscriptions 
commemorative of the Norse-American Centennial; 


S. 4259. An act to provide for the exchange of certain lands 
now owned by the United States in the town of Newark, Del., 
for other lands; 

S. 4254. An act Tor the relief of Ishmael J. Barnes; 

S. 4289. An uct authorizing the construction of a bridge across 
the Colorado River near Blythe, Calif.; 

S. 4301. An act authorizing any tribe of Indians of Cali- 
fornia to submit claims to the Court of Claims; 

S. J. Res. 117. Joint resolution ‘transferring the possession 
and control of the Fort Foote Military Reservation in Prince 
Georges County, Md., to the Chief of Engineers of the Army, 
to be administered as a part of the park system of the Na- 
tional Capital; 

S. J. Res. 178. Joint resolution to provide for the loaning 
to the Pennsylvania Academy of the Fine Arts of the portraits 
of Daniel Webster and Henry Clay; 

S. J. Res. 184, Joint resolution authorizing the President to 
invite the States of the Union and foreign countries to partici- 
pate in a permanent international trade exposition at New. 
Orleans, La., to begin September 15, 1925; and 

S. J. Res. 186. Joint resolution authorizing the sale of the 
old Federal Building at Toledo, Ohio. 

MIGRATORY BIRD REFUGES 

The committee resumed its session. 

Mr. KINCHELO®. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to 
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. GARRETT]. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I understood 
my good friend from Texas [Mr. HUDSPETH] to inquire of the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. ANTHONY] a few moments ago 
whether it is not a fact that the Committee on Agriculture has 
so amended this bill as to remove the fundamental objections 
which were made to it when it was before this House for con- 
sideration in February, 1923, and I understood the gentleman 
from Kansas to reply to that that he thought probably that is 
true. If I may be permitted to speak for myself upon that sub- 
ject, I was one of those who very earnestly, and with such vigor 
as I could, opposed this measure in 1923, and the changes which 


have been made in it by this committee do not in any sense 


go to the fundamental objections that I then had aud have 
now to this bill. Here is the trouble about this bill. This is 
another extension of Federal power out to control the individ- 
ual citizen of the States. It is the imposition of a license fee, 
the exercise of a police power by the Federal Government. 
I doubt if its constitutionality will be sustained by the Supreme 
Court, if it ever gets into the court. I do know that if it is, 
then you have by the bill, when you shall have passed it, 
added but another to those extensions of the Federal arm down 
into the intimate things of local life which will add more 
and more to the irritation produced now by so many Federal 
activities reaching out among the people of the country. That 
is the great objection to this bill. Of course, there are other 
phases of it which will be discussed under the five-minute rule, 
but so long as that license system remains in the bill, so long 
as you undertake to confer police power upon the Federal Gov- 
ernment, the fundamental objections remain there. 

Mr. Chairman, I know the tremendous propaganda behind 
this bill. I remember having said, in discussing it before, that 
it is a matter of deep regret to me that I felt constrained to 
oppose things that the organized sportsmen of the country 
desire, because the sportsmen are almost invariably fine gen- 
tlemen and good fellows, ‘but they are putting the Federal 
Government into the doing of a thing without thinking just 
what they are doing. That is extremely dangerous. Oh, 
gentlemen, ff we keep on adding to those irritations by extend- 
ing the Federal arm into the intimate things of Jocal life, I 
shudder to think of what we may expect! Hardly a week of 
this session, it sometimes seems to me, has passed without our 
adding Federal judges, and why? Because of the vast in- 
crease of Federal activities. A letter came to my office the 
other day urging the employment of two circuit judges in one 
of the circuits, pointing out that the increase in the work com- 
ing about under the various prohibition laws and interstate 
commerce laws and all these things had been so great that it 
was impossible for the present circuit judges to keep up with 
the work. 

We have that plea made aguln and again. Pass this bill and 
then how much more of trouble have you brought to the Federal 
courts? Oh, it is said that it is a little thing; and they talk 
about the provision here that a man may be permitted to shoot 
on his own land. That is a minor thing in this matter, so far 
as my conception of the bill goes; but, after all, it does not mean 
that a man is entitled to shoot on his own land except as it 
happens to be his home, where he lives. I happen to live in a 
little town and have a home in town. I have a small farm 
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out half a mile from the town. Under this bill I could not go 
out there on my own farm and shoot at a dove without taking 
out a Federal license. Why? Because my home is in the 
town. The man who owns bottom lands can not go out there 
and hunt unless his home is where the bottom lands are. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. And if we once pass this bill and give them 
the power, then some future Congress will come along and take 
that little right away and require a man to take out a license 
to shoot eyen on his own land. That was what was proposed 
two years ago. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Surely. Mr. Chairman, this is 
a sportsman’s bill. This bill is not for the benefit of local 
people who occasionally go out and shoot at a migratory bird, 
us the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. MonraGue] said in dis- 
cussing this matter two years ago. I was reading his speech 
this morning. This can not be for the benefit of the local 
citizen, as he then pointed out very specifically, because the 
only people who can use these refuges will be those who travel 
long distances and are able to do so. 

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Yes. 

Mr. AYRES. The gentleman says it can not be for the 
benefit of the local people. I expect the gentleman remembers 
when there were quite a lot of wild pigeons in this country and 
that we can not find one to-day because they had no protection. 
It would be for the benefit of the local people if we had oppor- 
tunity now to shoot at such birds. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I do not remember when the 
wild pigeon existed, but I have heard much of it from citizens 
who do remember it very well. The wild pigeon was not just 
killed off. There is a mystery about the disappearance of the 
wild pigeon. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. It was impossible to kill them out, 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. There is a continual dispute 
about that, It is impossible to tell what became of them, but 
they were not shot out of existence. Mr. Chairman, all that 
ought to be done in this bill that is worth while can be done 
through State activity and State laws. Why should the Fed- 
eral Government enter into this field? Let me tell you a thing 
that happened down in my district two or three years ago. 

A lady was lying sick, and a peckerwood commenced knock- 
ing on the wall of her house. Her husband, who I suppose 
did not know anything about this migratory bird act, and cer- 
tainly did not know that a peckerwood is a migratory bird— 
‘or if he did, he did not think anything about it or care any- 
thing about it—took a shotgun and killed it. In a few days 
there came a Federal game warden, who had heard of the 
matter in some way. The man was arrested and dragged 
nearly 100 miles to a Federal court and arraigned there with 
110,000,000 against him for killing a peckerwood that was 
disturbing his sick wife! 

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Yes. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Has the gentleman noticed, while they 
say this penalty should be only $5, that section 6 prohibits 
any person from taking a migratory bird and so on, and under 
the penalty clause in section 16 the taking under section 6 is 
made a penal offense punishable as under the act of July 3, 
1918, which imposes a fine of $500 or six months in jail, or 
both? 

And the clause which defines what the taking is says that 
even an attempt to take is a taking. So the penalty is not 
so light. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. The only thing that surprises 
me is that they did not write in that the thought about taking 
would be an offense. 

Mr. GARBER. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I will yield. 

Mr. GARBER. Will the gentleman state whether or not 
he has any consideration of the main purpose of the bill, 
which is for the preservation of the wild game of the country? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I am. Let me say to the 
gentleman this: I supported last year that measure which 
passed, which authorized negotiating with the different States 
eventually to purchase large areas of land to be used for 
game refuges. I am willing to go as far as good economy 
and business will permit of going in appropriating funds out 
of the Federal Treasury to purchase refuges; but what I ob- 


ject to is putting the Federal Government to doing a business- 


that it ought not to do. [Applause.] 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
Mr. GARBER. Will the gentleman yield for an additional 
question? 


Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. My time has expired; I 
would be glad to do so otherwise. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. I yield five minutes to the gentleman 
from Utah [Mr. Conroy]. 

Mr, COLTON. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the commit- 
tee, I find myself in a peculiar position in reference to this 
bill. With the general purposes of the act, namely, to con- 
serve the wild bird life of this country, I am in entire accord. 
I believe the bird life of this country should be preserved. 
Under this act it is perfectly clear that the Secretary of the 
Interior may set apart large tracts of land in the public-land 
States for these refuges withont the consent of the legislature 
of the State. Now, why should not the legislature be consulted 
in the public-land States as well as in every other State of the 
Union? Federal bureaus now set aside areas for bird refuges. 
In my own district they have set apart a large tract, and it is 
well known that they expect to go into my district as one of 
the first places where some of this money will be expended 
and establish one of the refuges. Now, suppose they do that 
and do not create a public shooting ground near. What will 
happen? Wealthy men have already acquired in that vicinity 
large tracts of land, privately owned, on which they have 
private shooting clubs. If the Government creates in that 
vicinity a game refuge and does not create a public shooting 
ground, you will simply breed birds for the wealthy to shoot 
and the poor man will have no place at all. It is against that 
feature of the bill particularly that I must object. Oh, they 
say they propose to create a public shooting ground, but there 
is no guaranty that they will. If you give it to the rest of the 
States of the Union to decide where these refuges are to be 
established, why not give it. to the public-land Stateg and let 
thelr legislatures be consulted and give their consent before 
the game refuge is set apart? One other feature, gentlemen, I 
want to address myself to. You men may not realize it, but 


there are parts of my district that are 250 miles from a Federal . 


court. Now, suppose a violation of section 6 occurs? There 
is nothing to do but to take the man who denies his guilt 250 
miles to trial. He may be taken before a United States com- 
missioner, but you must bear in mind a United States commis- 
sioner has only authority to determine whether there is prob- 
ably cause that the crime has been committed and can not try 
the defendant. He must be taken 250 or 300 miles before he 
can be tried. 

Mr. ANTHONY. If the man commits a crime of counter- 
feiting, which is involved in the section referred to, ought he 
not to be taken 250 miles or 300 miles? 

Mr. COLTON. You are speaking of section 11; I am speak- 
ing of section 6. I do object to section 6, the penalties are not 
the same as section 11. If he violates the provisions of section 
6 then he must be taken 250 or 300 miles to be tried. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. The gentleman does not object to the 
Government creating forest reserves, does he, at the present 
time, without the consent of the legislature of those public 
land States? 

Mr. COLTON. Certainly not. 

Mr, HUDSPETH. Why does the gentleman object to creat- 
ing a reserve for birds, for these breeding grounds? 

Mr. COLTON. Oh, Mr. Chairman, the conditions are entirely 
different. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. How; in what way? 

Mr. COLTON. The forest reserves are set aside for use, 
these tracts are set aside for nonuse except only for the birds. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Those who went on these public grounds 
pay a dollar. 


Mr. COLTON. They are not allowed to go on refuges, only. 


on shooting grounds. 

Let me say, gentlemen, again, I am in favor of preserving 
game life. My State does protect it. Indeed, we have one 
of the best game departments in the United States. Nor do 
I want to be misunderstood as being against the shooting 
clubs to which I referred a moment ago. They have done a 
wonderful work in my district. They are in favor of this 
legislation and I believe, not for selfish purposes. I am simply 
pleading that somewhere, somehow, we insure a shooting place 
for the poor man. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. ANDREW]. 

Mr. ANDREW. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. ANTHONY] has defined very clearly the pur- 
poses of this bill. He states that it was not designed to correct 
inadequacies and deficiencies in existing State legislation or lax 
enforcement of State legislation, but that the State laws are 
generally satisfactory and well enforced. It has one purpose 
to provide game refuges, grounds in perpetuity, as the rule 
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That being the case the ques- 
tion at once occurs, Why should we not follow the method which 
we followed last year in the purchase of tracts of land along 


read, for our migratory fowl. 


the Upper Mississippi Valley authorized by that law? Why 
should we not purchase such lands as are necessary for the 
purpose through direct appropriations? I should gladly vote 
for such appropriations within all reasonable limits. 

In order merely to secure such game refuges this bill proposes 
an elaborate system of laws and enforcement officers covering 
the whole United States. It proposes to establish Federal hunt- 
ing laws covering not merely the tracts of land reserved for 
that purpose, but governing shooting and hunting throughout 
the entire country in addition to existing State laws. It pro- 
poses to duplicate the game bureaus of our several States by 
establishing similar bureaus in the Federal Government and to 
require every man who desires to hunt or shoot to take out a 
Federal license in addition to his State license. That means 
something between 1,000,000 and 6,000,000 Federal licenses, all 
of which would have to be registered here in Washington. 

Mr. BRIGGS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, ANDREW, Yes. 

Mr. BRIGGS. Does the gentleman understand that if this 
act were carried into effect it would supersede the State laws 
if they were in conflict with it? 

7 Mr. ANDREW. Undoubtedly it would supersede such State 
aws. 

The gentleman from Kansas said that in order to administer 
this law we should probably have to have only 50 or 60 game 
wardens in addition to those we now have. Undoubtedly the 
law woyld promptly become a dead letter in that event. To 
attempt to regulate hunting and shooting throughout the 
country and make sure that every hunter has a license with 
only 40 or 50 wardens in the United States would mean either 
that the law would become a dead letter like many other Fed- 
eral laws, or that the number of wardens would have to be 
vastly multiplied. We might start with 50, but we should end 
with 5,000, 

I want to call your attention to another fact: That in order 
to secure this money from the licenses for the purchase of these 
game refuges more than twice the amount of money necessary 
for their purchase would have to be collected. Under this bill 
about 55 per cent of all the money derived would go to the cost 
of administration and only 45 per cent would be devoted to the 
purchase of the refuges. 

As the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. GARRETT] well said, 
this measure marks only one more step in the general trend 
of taking from the States their authority over our daily lives 
and turning it over to the Federal Government; one more step 
toward making our Federal Government more obnoxious. 

Mr. MOREHEAD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDREW. Les. 

Mr. MOREHWAD. I understand the Federal Government 
under the present law now prohibits the killing of birds before 
sunup or after sundown. 

Mr. ANDREW. The treaty perhaps provides for that; but 
it requires substantive legislation to enforce it. 

Mr. MOREHEAD. It is enforced in my section of the 
country. 

Mr. ANDREW. It is not in mine. 

Mr. HASTINGS. The gentleman speaks of its breaking 
down State authority. Would the gentleman develop that a 
little? 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts has expired. ; 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas is recognized 
for five minutes. 

Mr. BLANTON, Mr. Chairman, this bill is only just a little 
less bad than the same bill which two years ago, on February 
13, 1923, had its enacting clause stricken out by a vote of 154 
to 135. Let me show you exactly who voted to strike out the 
enacting clause then. It was the representative membership 
of this House. Let me name them: 

Abernethy, Ackerman, Andrew of Massachusetts, Aswell, Bankhead, 
Bell, Benham, Bixler, Black, Bland of Virginia, Blanton, Boies, Bowling, 
Box, Brand, Briggs, Bulwinkle, Burton, Byrnes of South Carolina, Byrns 
of Tennessee; Cannon, Cantrill, Christopherson, Clark of Florida, Clouse, 
Collier, Collins, Colton, Connally of Texas, Coughlin, Crago, Crisp, 
Curry, Davis of Tennessee, Deal, Dickinson, Dominick, Doughton, 
Drewry, Driver, Dupré, Ellis, Evans, Favrot, Fields, Fisher, Frothing- 
ham, Fuller, Fulmer, Gahn, Garrett of Tennessee, Garrett of Texas, 
Gensman, Gifford, Goldsborough, Green of Iowa, Greene of Vermont, 
Hammer, Hardy of Texas, Hawley, Herrick, Hill, Hoch, Hooker, Huddle- 
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ston, Hudspeth, Hull, Humphreys of Nebraska, Humphreys of Mississippi, 
Jeffers of Alabama, Johnson of Kentucky, Johnson of Mississippi, Jones of 
Texas, Kelley of Michigan, Kincheloe, Kline of Pennsylvania, Kopp, Kunz, 
Langley, Lanham, Lankford, Larsen of Georgia, Lazaro, Lee of Georgia, 
Lehlbach, Logan, London, Lowrey, Lyon, McDuffie, McKenzie, McSwain, 
MacGregor, Mansfield, Martin, Michener, Mondell, Montague, Moore 
of Virginia, O’Connor, Oldfield, Olpp, Paige, Pou, Quin, Radcliffe, 
Rainey of Illinois, Rankin, Rayburn, Riordan, Robslon, Rouse, Rucker, 
Sabath, Sanders of Texas, Sandlin, Scott of Tennessee, Sears, Shaw, 
Sinnott, Sisson, Slemp, Smith of Idaho, Smithwick, Sproul, Stafford, 
Steagall, Stedman, Steenerson, Stevenson, Sumners of Texas, Swank, 
Tillman, Tinkham, Towner, Treadway, Tucker, Turner, Tyson, Upshaw, 
Vinson, Voistead, Ward of North Carolina, White of Maine, Williams 
of Texas, Williamson, Wilson, Wingo, Winslow, Wise, Woods of Vir- 
ginia, Wright, Wurzbach, and Yates, 


Mr. RATHBONE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. I am sorry I can not. 

It took in the then majority leader of this House. It took 
in the present minority leader of this House. It took in 
Uncle Joe Cannon, who had been Speaker of this House. 

You now want to pass a bill that will take $50,000 out of the 
Treasury as an initial appropriation, to appoint another com- 
mission that may hereafter cost hundreds of thousands of dol- 
lars annually, to provide for an expenditure of thousands of 
dollars each year in the District of Columbia for all sorts of 
Federal employees, to provide office space for them, to provide 
furniture and stationery and clerks and secretaries and travel- 
ing Federal agents to go into every State of the Union. That 
is what you are proposing in this bill, and I am not going to 
vote for it, and I hope you will not do it. 

Let me tell you what kind of birds our farmer boys back 
home can not shoot any longer, unless they first get a Federal 
license and unless they first apply to the Federal Government 
for permission to take their own shotguns out and do a little 
hunting. Here is what they can not kill: Ordinary teal, or 
summer duck; ordinary sand-hill crane, ordinary curlew, or- 
dinary plover, ordinary snipe, ordinary woodcock, and, as Mr, 
GARRETT says, “ pecker-wood” [laughter]; the ordinary dove, 
the dove that is raised near your own back gallery sometimes, 
and may not go over half a mile away from its nesting place. 
Yet you call that a “ migratory bird.” 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. The State law covers that now. 

Mr. BLANTON, Of course, the State law covers that. But 
you do not have to get a Federal license from Washington and 
have Federal agents bothering you. This bill prohibits a 
farm boy from killing an ordinary catbird, ordinary chickadee, 
ordinary humming bird, ordinary martin, ordinary meadow 
lark, ordinary bull bat, ordinary titmouse, ordinary robin, 
ordinary swallow, ordinary whippoorwill, ordinary wood- 
peckers, ordinary wren, and any perching bird that feeds 
chiefly on insects, which includes the crow. Everybody wants 
the crow killed. People everywhere want it killed. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr. BLANTON. I thought I had six minutes, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman started speaking at 3.29 
and it is now 3.35. 

Mr. BLANTON, The distinguished gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts can beat me counting. Gentlemen, I hope you will 
strike the enacting clause out this time, too, and send this 
bill back to the graveyard where it belongs. 

Mr. KINCHELOR. Mr. Chairman, I am sure there is no 
Member of this House any more in sympathy with the purposes 
of this bill than I am. I heard the hearings before the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture on this bill and on the one that was 
defeated at a prior session of Congress. I am opposed to the 
principle of this bill, Like the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
GARRETT], I was a very enthusiastic advocate of the bill that 
was before the last Congress to buy land on the upper Mis- 
sissippi River for game refuges and to propagate fish. I 
am convinced that you may have a billion migratory birds, 
but in their flights from the North to the southern waters of 
the United States, if you do not provide feeding grounds and 
resting grounds for them, you will soon have none. 

But this bill is of such national import and of such impor- 
tance to posterity that I believe what the United States ought 
to do is to set aside feeding grounds and resting grounds and 
pay for them out of the Treasury of the United States, rather 
than to go to the citizenship who want to hunt and make them 
pay for them, 
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Kentucky belongs in the same zone with Illinois and Indiana 
under the act enforcing the United States and Canadian 
treaty. A part of the open season for shooting quail in Ken- 
tucky and the open seasen for shooting migratory birds comes 
at the same time. You can a farmer's boy going to 
the county clerk’s office and getting a State license to shoot 
quail; the open season for a migratory bird is at the same 
time, and he goes out with his dogs and his gun. When his 
dogs flush a bird, and knowing that the Federal law applies 
at that time, he will not know whether to shoot, because it 
might be a duck, and if he shoots at a duck he will violate 
a Federal law and be subjected to this penalty. Before he 
ean tell whether it is a duck or a quail the quail will be out 
of sight and he will not be able to make his shot. 

Mr. AYRES. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KINCHELOER. Yes. 

Mr. AYRES. Did the gentleman ever see a bird dog set a 
duck? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Well, a dry moccasin bird dog like they 
have in Kansas will not set either. Such a dog would not 
know a@ duck from à quail. 

Mr. TINCHER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Yes. 

Mr, TINCHER. Does the gentleman think a man ouglit to 
be allowed to carry à gun who can not tell a duck from a 
quail? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. I do not know about that; but I think 
when a man pays for a State license which gives him the 
authority to shoot quail he ought to have that right without 
any fear of the Federal Government to shoot a migratory bird 
without buying a Federal license. So I hope this bill will be 
defeated in order that Congress may pass a bill of such na- 
tional import as will protect these birds but protect them 
through the Treasury of the United States. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ken- 
tueky hus expired. All time has expired, aud the Clerk will 
report the bill for amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be tt enacted, etc., That this act shall be known by the short title of 
“Migratory bird refuge act.“ 

Srcrion 1. That a commission to be known as the “ Migratory Bird 
Refuge Commission,” consisting of the Secretary of Agriculture, who 
shall aet as its chairman, the Secretary of Commerce, the Postmaster 
General, and two Members of the Senate, to be selected by the President 
of the Senate, and two Members of the House of Representatives, to be 
selected by the Speaker, is hereby created and authorized to consider 
and pass upon such land, water, or land and water, as may be recom- 
mended by the Secretary of Agriculture for purchase or rental under 
this act and to fix the price or prices at whieh such areas may be 
purchased or rented; and no purchases or rentals shall be made of any 
such areas until they have been duly approved for purchase or rental 
by said commission. The members of the commission hereby created 
shall serve as such only during their incumbency in their respective 
official positions, and any vacancy on the commission shall be filled in 
the same manner as for original appointment. 


Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike 
out the last word. I would like to ask the chairman of the 
committee a question with reference to this bill because, as I 
read the committee amendment appearing on page 10, and sec- 
tion 12, in connection with section 219 of the Penal Code of 
the United States, this bill creates a new. penal offense which 
is punishable by a fine of not more than $500 or imprisonment 
for not more than five years, or both. On page 10, in section 
16, there is this provision: 

That any person, association, partnership, trust, or corporation, who 
shall violate any of the provisions of section 12 of this act, shall be 
punished as is provided for in section 219 of the act of March 4, 
1900, entitled, “An act to codify, revise, and amend the penal laws 
of the United States.” 


Now, section 12 of the pending act provides: 


That no person shall imitate or counterfeit any license authorized 
by this act, or any die, plate, or engraving therefor, or make, print, 
knowingly use, sell, or have in his possession any such counterfeit 
license, die, plate, or engraving, 

Section 219 of the Penal Code, which is the aet to codify, 
revise, and amend the penal laws of the United States, passed 
on March 4, 1909, deals entirely with counterfeiting and the 
penalty therefor. If I understand the pending bill correctly, 
it provides that if somebody counterfeits a license issued under 
the act he is subjected to a penalty of not more than $500 or 
imprisonment for not more than five years, or both. I would 


like to ask the chairman of the committee if it is not true that 
this bill deliberately applies this extraordinary penalty to a 
new class of Federal offenses, 


Mr. TINCHER. The gentleman would not say it was a new 
class, would he? It would be counterfeiting, would it not? 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Oh, yes; it would be counterfeiting, 

Mr. TINCHER. And the penalty would not necessarily be 
severe, would it? 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. But it is a totally different thing, 
Section 219 applies to the counterfeiting of securities vr 
stamps of the United States, while this applies to a person 
who shall imitate or counterfeit a one-dollar license authorized 
by this act, or any die, plate, or engraving therefor, or make, 
print, knowingly use, sell, or have in his possession any such 
counterfeit license, die, plate, or engraving. If anybody know- 
ingly does that, he is in danger of serving five years in a Fed- 
eral penitentiary. 

Mr. TINCHER. That is exactly the same language used 
with regard to the counterfeiting of cigar licenses, and the gen- 
tleman will find that section 219 has been amended, through 
the use of similar language as contained in section 12, seven 
or eight times by the Congress of the United States where they 
88 to protect a document or license issued by the United 

ates. 

It has always been the practice of the Congress, when it 
wanted to prevent counterfeiting, to use that language. Of 
course, the penalty might be severe or it might not be severe. 
That would be in the discretion of the court that tried the case. 
Would the gentleman desire to limit the court. in its right to 
inflict a penalty for the counterfeiting of cigar licenses? 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. I will say to the gentleman that 
I consider the possession of a counterfeited license to shoot 
1 small bird a very different thing from counterfeitingesecurl- 

es. 

Mr. TINCHER. How about cigar licenses? i 

Mr. HILL of Maryland, I am glad the gentleman has asked 
the question. Cigar stamps are required by the Internal Reve- 
oe act and are the equivalent of the money paid for them in 

xes. 

I would like, if possible, to vote for such a bill as this, and 
I have said, in answer to innumerable requests to vote for ít, 
that I would vote for it if it did not extend the penal jurisdic- 
tion of the United States As I understand the bill it dbes 
apply a possible jail sentence of five years for the violation of 
section 12, and I do not see how it would be possible for me to 
vote for such a measure as is contained in this bill. 

Gentlemen, you are asked to create new Federal crimes. Be- 
fore you do this E want to diseuss with you the general ques- 
tion of Federal crimes, Federal criminal jurisdiction, and espe- 
cially jail sentences. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. STALRER] before a sub- 
committee of the Judiciary Committee on March 11, 1924, re- 
marked: 

Some months ago I met Mr. Volstend and I asked him what was the 
trouble with the Volstead Act and with the national prohibition amend- 
ment, and he stated that the trouble was that it did not have teeth, 
that it should read “fine and imprisonment,” rather than “fine or 
imprisonment.” 


We are discussing “teeth” for the migratory bird bill. 
To-day there is pending in the House H. R. 728, which is in- 
tended to “put teeth” into the Volstead Act. In reference to 
this bill Mrs. Willebrandt, Assistant Attorney General, in 
charge of Volstead cases, said: 


I am dwelling especialy on section 29 of this act. 
good, but that is essential. 


While we are discussing the question of Federal “ teeth,” 
raised by section 16 of the pending bill, I think it will be help- 
ful if we look at this section 29 of the Volstead Act as an illus- 
tration of absurd inequality in Federal punishments. 

Section 29 of the Volstead Act as proposed to be amended by 
the Stalker Act is as follows: 


Section 29 of Title IT of the national prohibition act, as amended 
and supplemented, is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec, 29. Any person who manufactures or selis liquor in violation 
of this title or forges any permit, or physician’s prescription, or 
knowingly possesses any such forged permit, or phystefan's preserip- 
tion, provided for in this act, shall, for a first offense, be fined not 
less than $300 nor more than $1,000 and imprisoned not less than 90 
days nor more than 1 year, and for a seeond or subsequent offense 
shall be fined not less than $600 nor more than $2,000 and be ins 
prisoned not less than 1 year nor more than 10 years. 

“Any persen violating the provisions of any permit, or who makes 
any false record, report, or affidavit required by this title, or violates 
any of the provisions of this title, for which offense a special penalty 
is not prescribed, shall be fined for a first offense not less than $100 
nor more than $500; for a second offense not less than $300 nor more 
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than $1,000 or be imprisoned not more than 90 days; for any subse- 
quent offense he shall be fined not less than $600 nor more than 
$2,000 and be imprisoned not less than six months nor more than two 
years. It shall be the duty of the prosecuting officer to ascertain 
whether the defendant has been previously convicted and to plead the 
prior conviction in the affidavit, information, or indictment. The 
penalties provided in this act against the manufacture of liquor with- 
out a permit shall not apply to a person for manufacturing nonintoxl- 
eating cider and fruit juices exclusively for use in his home, but such 
cider and fruit juices shall not be sold or delivered except to persons 
having permits to manufacture vinegar.” 


The latter part of this section is exactly like the present 
section 29 of the Volstead Act and is worthy of special con- 
sideration. Let us read it again: 


The penalties provided in this act against the manufacture of liquor 
without a permit shall not apply to a person for manufacturing non- 
intoxicating cider and fruit juices exclusively for use in the home, but 
such cider and fruit juices shall not be sold or delivered except to 
persons having permits to manufacture vinegar. 


The Stalker bill, purporting to “put teeth” into the Volstead 
Act, expressly keeps up the Volstead theory of a law entirely 
toothless as to cider and home-made wine, but seeks to put 
jail sentences on the makers of one-half of 1 per cent home- 
made malt beverages. 

You are about to pass this migratory bird bill, H. R. 745, 
which creates new Federal crimes, with penalties ranging from 
a 1 cent fine to a possible penalty of five years in the peni- 
tentiary and a $500 fine. I think that you will be interested to 
read the decision of a Federal court on section 29 of the Vol- 
stead Act before you create in this pending bill more absurdly, 
unequal sets of penalties. 

There should be absolute equality under the criminal laws 
of the United States. The pending migratory bird bill provides 
a maximum of five years in the penitentiary and a $500 fine for 
a person who “imitates” any license to shoot a bird, when if 
he actually shoots a bird without such $1 permit he can get 
only a maximum penalty of six months in jail and a $500 fine. 
That is absurd, but no more so than section 29 of the Volstead 
Act, which the Stalker bill seeks to reenact, which says that 
home-made beer of one-half of 1 per cent is illegal while 
home-made cider or wine of one-half of 1 per cent, or even of 
2.75 or 11.64 per cent, is legal. 

For several years I tried to get rulings on this section, but 
finally, unable to learn what the law is from the Treasury 
Department, I forced a test case, with the following resu'r, 
which is interesting not only for itself, but in connection with 
the penalties provided by the pending bird bill. I call your 
attention to volume 1 (2d), No, 7 of the Federal Reporter of 
December 25, 1924, at page 954, which is as follows: 


UNITED STATES v. HILL 
(District Court, D, Maryland. November 11, 1924) 


“1. Intoxicating liquors (key) 134: Manufacture of cider or 
fruit juices containing more than one-half of 1 per cent of alcohol 
by volume for exclusive use in home not prohibited unless in fact 
intoxicating. 

“Under National Prohibition Act, Title 2, section 3 (Comp. St. 
Ann, Supp. 1923, sec. 10138%4aa), prohibiting the manufacture 
of intoxicating liquor except as authorized in the act, and section 
29 (Comp, St. Ann. Supp. 1925, sec. 10138144p), specifying pen- 
alties for violation, which are inapplicable to person who manu- 
factures ‘nonintoxicating cider and fruit juices exclusively for 
use in his home,’ the manufacture of cider and fruit juices con- 
taining more than one-half of 1 per cent of alcohol by volume, 
does not violate the statute where not in fact intoxicating, not- 
withstanding section 1 (Comp. St. Ann. Supp. 1923, sec. 1013814), 
defining intoxicating liquor as any fermented liquor containing 
one-half of 1 per cent or more of alcohol by volume, fit for use 
for beverage purposes. 

[b. Nore.—For other definitions, see Words and Phrases, 
First and Second Series, Intoxicating Liquor.) 

2. Intoxicating liquors (key) 18: Congress had power to 
establish standard for determining whether liquor was intoxi- 
cating. „ 

Congress had power to establish standard for determining 
whether liquor is intoxicating for purpose of carrying out the 
provisions of the eighteenth amendment. 

3. Intoxicating liquors (key) 143: Manufacture exclusively 
for use In home on occasions a year apart not a nuisance. 

“One who manufactures intoxicating liquors exclusively for 
use in his own home, and not for commercial purposes, on two 
isolated occasions a year apart does not maintain a common nui- 
sance in violation of title 2, section 1, of the national prohibition 
act (Comp. St. Ann. Supp. 1923, sec. 1013814). 


“4, Intoxicating liquors (key) 134: ‘Intoxicating liquors’ de- 
fined. 

“*Intoxicating liquor,’ within national prohibition act, title 2, 
section 29 (Comp. St. Ann. Supp. 1923, sec, 10138%4p), permitting 
manufacture of cider and fruit juices containing more than one- 
half of 1 per cent of alcohol by volume for exclusive use in home, 
if not in fact intoxicating, is liquor which contains such a propor- 
tion of alcohol that it will produce intoxication when imbibed 
in such quantities as it is practically possible for a man to drink. 

“5. Intoxicating liquors (key) 224: Government had burden 
of proving intoxicating quality of cider and fruit juices manufac- 
tured exclusively for home use. 

“In prosecution under national prohibition act (Comp. St. Ann. 
Supp. 1923, sec. 10138 ½ et seq.) for manufacture of cider and 
fruit juices containing more than one-half of 1 per cent of alcohol 
by volume, under title 2, section 20 (Comp. St. Ann. Supp. 1923, 
sec, 10138%p), for exclusive home use, Government had burden 
of proving cider and fruit juices were in fact intoxicating, not- 
withstanding sections 32, 33 (Comp. St. Ann. Supp. 1923, secs. 
10138 ½½s, 10138%4t).” 

Joun Pui Hu. was indicted under the national prohibition act. 
Case submitted to jury. 

Amos W. Woodcock, United States district attorney, and James T, 
Carter, assistant United States district attorney, both of Baltimore, * 
Md. 

Arthur W. Machen, jr., and Shirley Carter, both of Baltimore, Md., 
for defendant. 

Soper, district judge: The defendant was indicted under the na- 
tional prohibition act (Comp. St. Ann. Supp. 1923, sec. 10138% et 
seq.) in six counts. 

The first count charged that the defendant, on September 27, 1923, 
at Baltimore, did unlawfully manufacture certain intoxicating liquor, 
to wit, 25 gallons of wine. The second count charged the unlawful 
possession of said wine. The third count charged that the defendant, 
on September 18, 1924, at Baltimore, did unlawfully manufacture 
certain intoxicating liquor, to wit, 30 gallons of cider. 

The fourth count charged the unlawful possession of said cider. 
The fifth count charged that on September 27, 1923, the defendant 
did maintain a common nuisance at No. 3 West Franklin Street, Balti- 
more, by the manufacture of intoxicating liquor, to wit, 25 gallons 
of wine; and the sixth count charged that on September 18, 1924, 
the defendant did maintain a common nuisance at said place in that 
he manufactured 30 gallons of cider, 

The Government offered evidence tending to show the manufacture 
and possession of the wine and cider, as charged, containing alcohol 
in various amounts in excess of one-half of 1 per cent thereof by 
volume. The Government conceded that the wine and cider were 
manufactured by the defendant exclusively for use in his own home 
at No. 3 West Franklin Street, Baltimore. 

The defendant on his part offered evidenca tending to show that 
the liquors manufactured, while containing more than one-half of 1 
per cent of alcohol by volume, were not in fact intoxicating, where- 
upon the Government objected to the admissibility of the evidence, 
and the ruling hereinafter set out was made by the court. At the 
conclusion of the defendant’s case the Government offered evidence 
tending to show that the liquors were intoxicating. 


RULING OF THE COURT ON THE ADMISSIBILITY OF EVIDENCAH 


The question for decision is whether the defendant, admitting that 
he manufactured cider containing more than one-half of 1 per cent 
of alcohol by volume, but contending that it was made exclusively 
for use in his own home, may offer evidence to show that the cider 
was in fact not intoxicating. 

[1, 2] While the question is not free from doubt, in my opinion 
such evidence may be offered. The determination of the question de- 
pends upon the construction of certain provisions in Title 2 of the 
national prohibition act. The doubt arises from the fact that Con- 
gress seems to have used the word “ intoxicating" in a different sense 
in one section from that employed in another, Section 1 defines 
“intoxicating liquor” to include, among other things, any fermented 
liquor containing one-half of 1 per cent or more of alcohol by volume 
which is fit for use for beverage purposes. It is well settled that for 
the purpose of carrying out the provisions of the eighteenth amend- 
ment Congress had the power to establish this standard. (National 
Prohibition Cases, 253 U. S. 350, 40 S. Ct. 486, 588, 64 L. Ed. 946.) 
Section 3 makes it an offense for any person to manufacture intoxi- 
eating liquor except as authorized in the act. Section 29 specifies 
the penalties for violation of the act, and concludes with the follow- 
ing sentence: 

“The penalties provided in this act against the manufacture of 
liquor without a permit shall not apply to a person for manu- 
facturing nonintoxicating cider and fruit juices exclusively for 
use in his home, but such cider and fruit juices shall not be sold 
or delivered except to persons haying permits to manufacture 
vinegar.” 
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The Government contends, and its contention is not without some 
force, that the words “ nonintoxicating cider,” which a person may 
manufacture for use in his own home, must be construed with refer- 
ence to the definition of the term “intoxicating liquor” given in the 
first section, to wit, that it shall not contain one-half of 1 per cent 
or more of alcohol by volume. But it is obvious that by the concluding 
sentence of section 29 of the act, Congress intended that persons 
manufacturing nonintoxicating cider for use in their homes, and not 
for sale, should be in a class by themselves, at least in some particu- 
lars, otherwise the sentence has no meaning or use whatsoever. If it 
was intended to punish persons for manufacturing cider for use in 
their own homes, which contains more than one-half of 1 per cent of 
alcohol by volume, there was no necessity for the provision, for the 
act without the sentence already provided such punishment. If, on 
the other hand, it was intended by Congress that persons who made 
cider containing less than one-half of 1 per cent by volume should not 
be subject to punishment, there was no need for the provision, for 
the reason that the other provisions of the act did not provide pun- 
ishment for such person. The only reasonable explanation for singling 
out home manufacturers of cider and fruit juices for special mention 
in this section, to my mind, is that Congress did not intend to sub- 
ject them to the strict provisions as to the alcoholic content of the 
product specified in section 1, but intended to prohibit the manufac- 
ture of cider and fruit juices for home use, which should be, in fact, 
intoxicating. If the section is so interpreted, then there is a reason 
for its insertion in the act. 

This interpretation of the law is borne out at least to some extent 
by the discussion in the United States Senate on September 4, 1919, 
reported in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 58, part 5, pages 4847 


and 4848, when the sentence above quoted, or part of it, was first | 


inserted in the act by amendment. 

The opinion was then expressed on the floor of the Senate by the 
chairman of the committee in charge of the bill that the cider and 
fruit juices prohibited as to manufacture for home use were those 
intoxicating in fact. 

In order that the decision on this point may not lead to misappre- 
hension, perhaps I should also state that it is perfectly clear that if 
cider or fruit juices, manufactured In the home, although exciusively 
for use in the home, are in fact intoxicating, it is a violation of the 
law to manufacture them; also, that the law specifically provides that 
the cider and fruit juices so manufactured sball not be sold or delivered 
except to persons having permits for the manufacture of vinegar. 

At the conclusion of the evidence on both sides, the charge to the 
jury, hereinafter set out, was delivered by the court; 


“Mr. Foreman and gentlemen of the jury, the time now ap- 
proaches when it is necessary for you to perform the important 
and grave duty of deciding the issues of fact that have been raised 
in this case. As you are aware, the offense with which the grand 
jury has charged the defendant in this case is in its nature a 
criminal offense, a misdemeanor in the legal term, and therefore 
the defendant is entitled to the application of all those rules which 
under our system of jurisprudence the law furnishes for the pro- 
tection of one so accused. The defendant is presumed to be inno- 
cent of the charge, notwithstanding the allegations in the indict- 
ment, until the jury is satisfied of his guilt. The burden of proof 
is on the United States to satisfy the jury of his guilt. And the 
jury must be satisfied beyond a reasonable doubt, before they are 
authorized to find a verdict of guilty. To be convinced beyond ^ 
reasonable doubt is to have an abiding conviction to a moral ver- 
tainty of the guilt of the accused. Such a doubt as would justify 
the acquittal of the defendant must be a doubt for which you can 
give a reason. You are chosen from the body of the people to 
try this case, and sworn to try it according to the law and the 
evidence, and one of the reasons why the law furnishes to de- 
fendants in such cases the privilege of a jury trial is that a man 
is entitled to have the judgment of every-day people of ordinary 
experience rather than to have merely the judgment, or what 
might be called the professional judgment, of a trained lawyer. 

“The law therefore means that you shall use your common 
sense and give to the decision of the questions of fact the same 
consideration that you would give in making up your minds on 
any question that would be presented to you. 

“There are six counts in this indictment. You may consider 
first the fifth and sixth counts, because they are the more easily 
disposed of. The fifth count charges that in September, 1923, 
the defendant maintained a common nuisance at No. 8 West 
Franklin Street, Baltimore, where intoxicating Hquor was being 
manufactured in violation of the prohibition act, to wit, 25 gal- 
lons of wine. The sixth count charges that in September, 1924, 


the same sort of nuisance was maintained by the defendant at | 


the same place, in that he manufactured 30 gallons of cider. 
These counts are based on section 21 of title 2 of the national 


and all intoxicating liquor and property kept and used in main- 
taining the same, to be a common nuisance, and that any person 
who maintains it shall be guilty of a misdemeanor.” 


(8) Now it is conceded in this case that the defendant had no com- 
mercial purpose in his activities in this respect. The liquor was not 
made for sale, but merely for use in the defendant's own residence. 
Moreover, there were but two isolated transactions a year apart. 
There is involved in the expression “common nuisance” the idea of 
continuity of action for a substantial period of time. This element 
is lacking in this case. It is entirely proper for the prosecuting officer 
to frame an indictment under several sections of the law so as to 
meet what may turn up in the actual trial of the case. The district 
attorney in this case has done so by preparing counts under this 
section and under other sections, but as the case turns out it is my 
opinion that there is not sufficient evidence to justify a verdict of 
guilty by this jury on the fifth and sixth counts, and I therefore 
charge you to find a verdict of not guilty on those counts. (Strut v. 
Lincoln Safe Deposit Co., 254 U. S. 88; 41 S. Ct. 31; 65 L. Ed. 151; 
10 A. L. R. 1548.) 

The matters for your decision are involved in the first four counts 
of the indictment. Counts 1 and 2 relate, respectively, to transactions 
on the 27th of September, 1923, the first count charging the unlawful 
manufacture of certain intoxicating liqnor, to wit, 25 gallons of wine, 
the second count charging the unlawful possession of such intoxicating 
liquor. 

The third and fourth counts relate in the same way to the trans- 
actions. in September, 1924, charging, respectively, the manufacture 
of intoxicating liquor, to wit, 30 gallons of cider, and the possession 
of 30 gallons of cider. It may be desirable to state that so far as 
exact dates are concerned, you need not be bothered by them, and the 


| same thing is true as to exact quantities. If you find that the offenses 


were committed on any date of the years mentioned, and that any 
quantities were manufactured and possessed, the charges are made out. 

The issues of fact to which your attention is directed are rather 
narrow and few, for the reason that there is no dispute in this case 
but that the defendant both manufactured and possessed the liquors in 
question. He has testified to that effect on the stand. So that that 
part of the charge is made out. The question for you to decide is 
whether the articles which the defendant admits that he manufactured 
and possessed answer to the description of the articles in the counts 
of the indictment. Now the description in the first and second counts 
is: “Intoxieating liquor, to wit, 25 gallons of wine.“ The question 
for you to decide on these two counts are two in number: 

(1) Was the article wine? 

(2) Was it intoxicating? 

The position of the defendant on the first question is that the 
article which he manufactured and possessed in September, 1923, was 
not wine, for the reason that the grape juice manufactured was still 
in process of fermentation. His contention is that so long as it was 
fermenting, whatever else it might be, it was not wine. Now, it is 
plain from the evidence, if we are to accept the definition contended 
for by the defendant, that what the defendant intended to make was 
wine according to his definition, and the only reason why it is possible 
te make the contention in this case that it was not wine is that on 
October 11, 1923, by order of this court, he was forbidden to manu- 
facture wine and was further directed to maintain what he had then 
manufactured in its condition without further disturbance. I think 
it is entirely fair to say to you, as claimed by the defendant, that he 
is not responsible for what happened to the wine after he was ordered 
to lock it up and did so. But did he, prior to that date, manufacture 
and possess wine? The defendant has produced two witnesses, Mr. 
Carroll and Mr. Boone, who were experienced men in the handling of 
whiskies and wines and liquors as wholesale dealers for a considerable 
period of time in Baltimore City. 

Their testimony is that from their standpoint as dealers In liquor 
and dealers in wines, an article which was still fermenting was not 
wine. Their testimony seems to be to amount substantially to an 
expression of opinion on their part that grape juice still in process of 
fermentation is not commercially known as wine, or was not so known 
during the period when they handled it. 

The defendant is not charged with making wine for sale; he is not 
charged with making wine of a commercial quality. It is not impor- 
tant whether this was commercial wine or not. It is not important 
whether it was good or bad wine. The question for your decision, on 
this point, is whether it was wine. You will therefore give considera- 
tion to the testimony produced on behalf of the defendant on that 
point. 

There is testimony also adduced which you should consider on the 
part of the Government given in rebuttal after the defendant's wit- 
nesses had testified: The testimony of the chemist who analyzed the 
article, the testimony of Dr. Harvey W. Wiley and Mr. Alwood. Doctor 
Wiley, a man who, according to his testimony, has had very wide, I 


prohibition act (Comp. St. Ann. Sup. 1923, sec. 10138%4jj), which may say international, experience on the subject, having served as a 


declares that any place or building where intoxicating liquor is 
manufactured, sold, kept, or bartered, in violation of this title, 


| 


juror at various international exhibitions, and having, so far as one 
could judge from his testimony, familiarity with the subject, testified 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


4193 


that whether it was fermenting or not, the grape juice was wine, and 
that such an article was known to manufacturers as wine. Mr. Al- 
wood, a man of considerable technical experience and knowledge in 
dealing with the subject for a considerable number of years, gave 
similar testimony. 

The Government's testimony also is to this effect, testimony given 
both by Mr. Alwood-and by the other Government chemists, that under 
the circumstances of this manufacture the process of fermentation, 
baving begun on or about the 7th of September, was substantially 
finished on the 27th of September. The amounts of alcohol which 
were produced by fermentation are given in the evidence in regard to 
the keg said to haye been purchased from New York, 11.64 per cent of 
alcohol, and as to two other samples to which sugar had been added, 
11.68 and 8.28 per cent, respectively, and as to a fourth sample to 
Which no sugar had been added, 3.34 per cent. 

Mr. Alwood testified that he had himself many times made wine by 
the use of grapes and the addition of sugar, and that, considering the 
period of 20 days and the alcoholic content that was found in this 
wine, it was his opinion that the process of fermentation was substan- 
tially finished, 

The date of September 27, however, is not the date upon which the 
defendant's responsibility for the condition of the wine was at an end. 
The wine was kept by him for 14 or 15 days after that time, just as 
it was when the chemist examined it, and it was not until October 
11 or 12 that the wine, or the article, whatever you may decide it to 
be, was locked up. 


You will then consider the testimony of these gentlemen, and 11 


you give it credit, even if you believe that grape juice is not wine 
until the fermentation has completely finished, you will then deter- 
mine whether or not, in view of this testimony, the fermentation was 
or was not finished, or likely to have been finished after an interval 
beginning on September 7 and ending on October 11. So far as I 
recall, there was no testimony on the part of the defendant, and I 
shall be glad i? counsel will correct me if I am wrong in this respect, 
as to whether or not fermentation had ceased on the date on which it 
was locked up. 

Now, then, the second question for you to determine on the first 
two counts, if you decide that the article was wine, is whether or 
not it was intoxicating. Sectioff 1 of title 2 of the act defines intoxi- 
eating liquor to be any liquor containing one-half of 1 per cent or more 
of alcohol by volume, which is fit for use for beverage purposes, That 
definition of “intoxicating,” however, does not apply to this case. 
Under a subsequent section of the act, section 29, it was provided 
that the penalties in the act should not apply to a person manufac- 
turing nonintoxicating cider and fruit juices exclusively for use in 
his home. It has been conceded in this case that what the defendant 
did was to manufacture grape juice in his home by adding sugar, ex- 
clusively for use in his home. I therefore charge you that it is neces- 
sary for you to find, before you can find a verdict of guilty on the 
first two counts, that the wine—and I may call it that for purposes 
of further charge, leaving the matter to your determination, however— 
was intoxicating In fact. 

(4) What do we mean by intoxication? Two extremes have de- 
veloped in the testimony in this case, neither of which seem to me 
to be a fair interpretation of what that word means in the law, no 
matter what it may mean elsewhere, 

There is testimony on the part of Dr, Howard A. Kelly and Doctor 
Wiley that any amount of alcohol taken into the human system has 
an effect which they describe as intoxicating. That is not the mean- 
ing of the term as used in the law. The other extreme is illustrated 
by at least one of the witnesses for the defendant, whose name I do 
not recall, but who said that he would scarcely be affected by whisky 
before he had taken a dozen or two drinks. That determination of 
whether or not liquor is intoxicating is not what is meant in the law. 
Intoxicating liquor is liquor which contains such a proportion of 
alcohol that it will produce Intoxication when imbibed in such quan- 
tities as it is practically possible for a man to drink. And that 
is the test that you have to apply to the decision of this issue of fact. 

You will consider in that connection the alcoholic content of the 
liquors. You have heard them given in evidence, and I have already 
repeated them to you. Bo far as the wine is concerned, it runs from 
3.34 to 11.68 per cent, If in your judgment any of that wine was 
intoxicating, whether or not in your judgment all of it was, the 
charge on the first two counts is made out. 

Now, the defendant has offered certain evidence in the case of 
persons who, with himself, drank some of the wine, I believe on the 
date when the chemist took the samples: Mr. Dimarco and several 
of the young men from the newspapers took some of it. You ‘have 
heard their testimony as to what effect tt had upon them. You are, 
of course, entitled and in duty bound to take that into consideration. 
You should consider, however, whether or not there was a fair test 
of the intoxicating qualities of the liquor. It is not a question in any 
case whether the drink which a particular individual took at a par- 
ticular time made bim drunk, but whether or not the article is eapable 
of producing drunkenness. Perhaps I might interpolate here that 


intoxication in this section of the law means what you and I ordi- 
narily understand as average human beings by the word “ drunken- 
ness. If this wine was capable of producing drunkenness: when taken 
in sufficient quantities—that is to say, taken in such quantities as lt 
was practically possible for a man to drink—then it was intoxicating. 

The Government has offered some testimony here by Doctor Kelly 
and by Doctor Wiley and others to the effect that it was intoxicating. 
I have already cautioned you, I think, that the definition of intoxi- 
cation given by these two doctors, to the effect that any amount of 
alcohol produces an effect, therefore a toxic or intoxicating effect, 
does not satisfy the term “ intoxicating” as used in the law. But 
their testimony, nevertheless, should be considered, 

You were shown by ocular demonstration the amount of brandy 
which would contain a Iike amount of aleohol as a quart of the cider 
which was manufactured by the defendant. Now, the wine which we 
are now discussing contained, some of it, approximately four times as 
much alcohol as the cider, If you can visualize the amount of brandy 
pictorially represented by Doctor Kelly as containing as much alcohol 
as was in a quart of the cider and multiply that by four times, you 
get an idea of the brandy equivalent of a quart of the wine which con- 
tained the highest alcoholic content. Now, then, if you believe it was 
practically possible for a man to drink two, three, or four quarts of 
that liquid, you would be able to figure out how much would be repre- 
sented by an equivalent of brandy. Matters of that sort may assist 
you in determining this question. 

The illustration given by Doctor. Wiley of his experience abroad at 
the students’ drinking bout throws some light on the legal definition 
which I have given you of intoxication. According to his testimony 
the students were drinking 8 per cent beer, and after a long night 
and after the consumption of many quarts‘a considerable number of 
them were drunk. The beer which produced the results described by 
Doctor Wiley was intoxicating in the sense in which I have described it. 

Now, gentlemen, when you come to the third and fourth counts of 
the indictment the only question for you to decide is whether the 
cider wus intoxicating. Everything charged in those counts is admitted 
except the intoxicating quality of the product. What I have said as 
to the defmition of intoxicating and the comments I have made thereon, 
qualified, however, by the fact that the highest alcoholic content of the 
cider was 2.7 per cent, are pertinent to these counts, and you will 
make up your verdict accordingly. 

Gentlemen, this case is of some considerable public importance, and 
your duties, of course, are correspondingly great. The matter has had 
wide publicity, It is a fact, I think, borne out by the evidence, and 
even if it is not borne out by the evidence I am sure it is a matter 
which all of us know, that the defendant has been quite active in 
opposition to this law. 

That is a matter, gentlemen of the jury, which should be left out of 
your consideration. The question of prohibition and the use or misuse 
of intoxicating liquor has been the subject of public discussion for 
many years, and continues to be the subject of discussion. It naturally 
gives rise to great differences of opinion, and on occasion to bitternesa 
of feeling. It is your duty to try this case without reference to that 
discussion and that feeling. You should not allow yourselyes to be 
prejudiced in any measure whatsoever against the defendant in case 
any of you should happen to disapprove of his agitation and his actions 
in this case. You should not allow yourselyes to be swayed in his 
favor because he has held and still holds a high position in this com- 
munity, or because you are in favor of what he has been endeavoring 
to do, or because you personally like his actions in this ease. I need 
not remind you that you are here as sworn public officers to try this 
case aecording to the law and according to the evidence, and there are 
but these narrow issues, of fact for you to determine: As to the first 
two counts, was the substance wine, and was it intoxiesting; and as 
to the third and fourth counts, was the cider intoxicating? When 
you have decided those questions you have done your full duty. 

Your verdict, as I have already said, on the last two counts will be 
not guilty. 

The responsibility in this case for the decision of these questions of 
fact is yours. It is my duty to charge you upon the law. I am 
responsible for that, and if I am wrong I may be corrected elsewhere. 
The decision of the facts, however, is yours, and you are at perfect 
Uberty to disregard any suggestions or comments which I have made 
upon the evidence which do not meet with your approval. The Con- 
stitution and law of the land compels a jury trial in criminal cases in 
this court and a jury trial means a decision of the jury and not of the 
judge. : 

Are there any exceptions or any suggestions in regard to the charge? 

Mr. Macnew. I understood from your honor’s charge that the prin- 
ciple of reasonable doubt, if the jury has any reasonable doubt as 
to any of the essential elements of the crime, applies to this question 
of intoxication as well as to all other elements of the case. 

Tue Court. Yes, There are no elements in the case for them to 
decide except these that I have commented on, and the doctrine of 
reasonable doubt applies to them. 
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District Attorney Woopcock, I desire on behalf of the Government 
to suggest that in our view of the law the burden of proof in this 
case is upon the defendant to show that the wine and cider were not 
intoxicating, basing that on section 33 of the law, which is a general 
section shifting the burden of proof when possession is shown; and, 
secondly, on the fact that the whole defense is an exception to the gen- 
eral prohibitions in the law. 

The Court. This matter has now been called to my attention for 
the first time. You refer to section 33? 

Mr. Woopcock. Yes; and also that the defense is a negative aver- 
ment which is referred to also in section 32. 

[5] The Court. I think it is well that the point may be raised. 
It may serve as a basis for some authoritative decision later on. But, 
in my opinion, while the burden may be upon the defendant to show 
that he was manufacturing the fruit juices exclusively for use in his 
home, that element of the defense having been conceded, the burden of 
proof on the subject of the intoxicating quality of the liquors does 
not shift, 


Here is a clear decision of the Federal court, but even after 
this decision the Federal Prohibition Commissioner and his 
assistants do not know what are the penalties to be applied to 
violators of the Volstead Act. I call to your attention an ex- 
tract from the hearings on the Treasury. appropriation bill, 
beginning at page 517 and ending on page 522, which is as 
follows: 

TREASURY DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATION BILT, 1926 
EFFECT OF VBRDICT IN CASB OF HON, JOHN PHILIP HILL 

The CHAIRMAN. Do you know anything about the cider case in Balti- 
more? 5 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir; I was subpoenaed in that case as a witness for 
Congressman JOHN PHILIP HILL. 

The CHAIRMAN. What is the effect of the court's decision in that 
case? 

Mr, Joxes. It has no effect at all on enforcement, Mr. Chairman. 
That was simply a finding by a jury that one man was not guilty. He 
was very ably represented, and his counsel contended that he did it to 
get a ruling of the court. 

Since the acquittal of Congressman HIL on the charge of violating 
the national prohibition act, we have received word from a district 
attorney in West Virginia that he has secured a conviction for an 
alcoholic content of less than half of the amount involved in the case 
of Mr. HILL. d 

Mr. Brirr, It was 5.2 per cent in the West Virginia case. 

Mr. THATCHER. Fermented cider? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir; one of Mr. He's samples ran between 11 and 
12 per cent alcoholic content. That was wine. He was indicted on 
both cider and wine counts. 

Mr. Buirr. Judge Trieber, in the eastern district of Arkansas, tried 
a case inyolving brewing, where the centent was 4.5 per cent, and he 
gave the maximum punishment. That happened in the last week or 
two. 

Mr. Brews. Is that going to result in different rules being applied 
as to the effect of the alcoholic content in various communities, as 
determined by juries, or are we going to have any definite, positive 
rule? 

Mr. Jones, It does not change the Jaw or the regulations or the 
position of the Prohibition Unit. We have written Mr. Him on 
numerous occasions during the last two years to the effect that section 
29 of the national prohibition act did not necéssarily mean that one- 
half of 1 per cent, but it meant intoxicating in fact. That was the 
substance of the judge’s charge to the jury. The judge handled the 
cage in a very able manner, showing he had given the matter con- 
siderable thought. He went into the debate that occurred on the 
floor of the Senate when the Volstead Act was under consideration, 
and he quoted Senator STERLING in response to an inquiry from Senator 
PHELAN, of California, in which Senator STERLING stated that section 
20 did not necessarily mean one-half of 1 per cent alcoholic content, 
but it meant intoxicating in fact. That was the judge's charge to the 
jury, and it was up to the jury to determine whether or not the 
product complained of was, in fact, intoxicating. 

The CHAIRMAN. Whether or not 11 per cent was intoxicating? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. Personally, I think 11 per cent is intoxicat- 
ing. The clarets and Rhine wines in preprohibition days only rau 
from 8 to 12 per cent, I am told, and no one would contend that they 
were nonintoxicating in fact. 

Mr. Brrns, What I was interested in knowing was whether or 
not there is any step tbat can be taken, or that is being taken, to 
determine whether or not the judge who gave the charge saying that 
the sole question was to determine not the amount or not the effect 
ef the action of Congress in prohibiting more than a certain alcoholic 
content but simply the question as to whether or not it was in- 
toxicating—I would like to know whether there is any way to have 
it definitely determined whether or not the judge was right. 


In other words, if that is not definitely determined, then you will 
have a jury in Arkansas holding one way, a jury in Baltimore holding 
another way, and juries in the yarious States holding various ways. 

The Cuamman. Is this case going to be appealed? 

Mr. RTT. No. 

Mr. Bynxs. I wanted to know whether it could be appealed or 
whether there would be any further steps taken. 

Mr. Birr. There was no exception taken to the ruling of the judge 
on any question of law. The verdict was rendered by the jury on the 
question of fact, and, of course, that is not appealable by the Govern- 
ment. 

There have been efforts made from time to time to determine where 
intoxication begins. Of course, it is a medical and scientific question 
to be determined. Numerous bodies have tried to determine the ques- 
tion, and doctors have giyen opinions. Some of them hold that intoxi- 
cation commences with one-half of 1 per cent. Doctor Wiley holds 
that a drink is effective with a smaller percentage than that, and others 
hold differently. So the result is that the question of whether there 
is an intoxicating drink sold is a matter of fact to be determined in 
each individual case. 

Mr. Maces. I suppose that is based upon what might be said to be 
a fundamental rule of law, and that is the rule of reason, and the 
question is whether it is reasonable. 

Mr. Barrr. Twenty of the States have fixed one-half of 1 per cent, 
and some haye fixed no intoxicating strength at all. 

Mr, THATCHER, Have the States that fixed one-half of 1 per cent as 
a standard of intoxication adopted that legislation for police purposes, 
in order to fortify the prohibition laws? 

Mr. Brrr. That is what I was going to explain. They have said, 
* You shall not manufacture, possess, or sell any intoxicating liquor 
of any amount of intoxicating strength,” and in 20 of them they have 
fixed the strength at one-half of 1 per cent, but they have not said 
that one-half of 1 per cent is, in fact, intoxicating. They have said 
that is our limitation; if you go above it, you are violating the 
law. 

The CHAIRMAN. Suppose that the judges in the courts in the different 
States fix different amounts; in Arkansas, say, 4%½ per cent; in Mary- 
land, say, 11 per cent; and perhaps other courts in other States reach 
yarying conclusions as to that matter. What will be the policy of the 
Prohibition Unit in the Treasury Department in respect to the per- 
centage on which’ they will prosecute? 

Mr. Brrrr. The Supreme Court of the United States has said that 
an administrative officer can not define the terms of a statute that 
would fasten upon a citizen a crime. 

Mr. Byrxs. I think the chairman’s question goes to this proposition: 
Are you going to prosecute in Baltimore, where the figure is 11 per 
cent and in Arkansas where it is 4½ or 5 per cent? 

Mr. Brrrr. The point fs, as I have said, that we cean not determine 
that matter. An administrative officer !s forbidden by the holding 
of the United States Supreme Court to define a term in a statute 
which might fasten a crime upon a citizen. That is not the province 
of an administrative officer, and he can not do it. All an administra- 
tive officer can do is to find what the statute says, provide the facts, 
and ask that the crime be tried out under the instruction of the court. 
That is all we did in the Hill case. We only furnished the facts as 
they came to us, on his initiation, and the court gave a sound construc- 
tion of the statute, In my judgment. 

Mr. Byrxs. I do not know that that goes directly to the question 
which I understood the chairman to propound, 

What is going to be the attitude of the Prohibition Director toward 
these two respective conclusions? In other words, you have now a 
finding in Baltimore to the effect that eleven and a fraction per cent is 
not intoxicating, and therefore the defendant in that case was de- 
clared not guilty. 

In Arkansas, you have a finding to the effect that 4½ per cent was 
intoxicating. 

Now, will the Prohibition Unit here accept those respective rulings 
as correct, and fail to request prosecutions, or insist upon prosecutions 
in Baltimore, for Instance, unless the facts show that the alcoholic con- 
tent was more than 11 per cent, and still at the same time insist upon 
prosecutions in Arkansas where the ruling is that only 4% per cent is 
intoxicating? 

Mr. Brrrr. That is a very important question, and it has been thor- 
oughly discussed by the Prohibition Unit, and I would like to give you 
our conclusion as to the whole matter, 

The finding im each case that the particularly specified and ad- 
mitted or proved amount was or was not intoxicating, was not a find- 
ing by the court at all, but the court charged the jury that if it 
found that the liquor sold or used was intoxicating in fact, it should 
find the defendant guilty. In Baltimore it was admitted that it was 
eleven and a fraction per cent. The court sald, “If you find as a 
fact that that liquid is intoxicating, you will find the defendant 
guilty.” 
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The CHAIRMAN, I am not a lawyer, so I may ask you a foolish 
question. If it was not intoxicating in fact, would that be in respect 
to a particular individual who drank that particular liquor or would 
it apply generally? 

Mr. Bntrr. No; the intention was to make it of general application. 

Mr. Manz. Does not the question of the homemade product enter 
into it? 

Mr. Brrrr. Yes. In Arkansas the strength of the brew was admitted. 
The judge said it was for the jury to determine whether that degree of 
strength in this case is or is not intoxicating, The jury took the ques- 
tion and found it was intoxicating and found the defendant guilty. 

In the West Virginia case the cider was admitted to be 5% per 
cent, and the judge told the jury it was for it to determine whether 
that was intoxicating; and if it was, then they should find the defend- 
ant guilty. They found that it was intoxicating and found the defend- 
ant guilty. 

Your question is this: Is the Prohibition Unit going to try to en- 
force the law in Maryland? If it finds a case in Maryland where the 
facts seem to indicate that there has been made or possessed for 
beverage purposes a drink that is intoxicating in fact, it will not be 
the duty of the Prohibition Unit to say anything about what its 
opinion is, but to say that this seems to be a case in which the facts 
and circumstances indicate probable cause, and an indictment will be 
asked for. Another jury might say that 7 per cent in the State of 
Maryland is intoxicating, or 14 per cent, while another jury in Arkan- 
sas might put it at 3 per cent, and still another jury might say that 
9 per cent was not intoxicating. In West Virginia there might be a 
verdict by a jury to the effect that 7 per cent is not intoxicating. It 
is for the jury to find facts under the instructions of the court. 

The CHAIRMAN. What percentage would you, as a prosecutor, deter- 
mine was intoxicating in fact; what would be the policy of the bureau 
or the Prohibition Unit? 

Mr. Burrr. I have just said what we would do. If we have a state 
of facts that would constitute probable cause—not a mere suspicion, 
but some proof that somebody had been more or less intoxicated from 
drinking a certain Hqẽònor—we would take that as apparently probable 
cause, 

The CHamman. You would not prosecute, then, under the language 
of the existing law? 

Mr. Barrr. This is under section 29, and there the language relates 
solely to cider and fruit juices made and for use in the home. 

Mr. Brews. You would apply the same rule to Maryland as to 
Arkansas; that is, you would leave the finding of the facts to any 
particular jury? 

Mr. Brrr, It is the policy to refuse to undertake to define the 
term, because the Supreme Court says that is not the function of an 
administrative officer. 

Mr. Macun. Where a sale occurred that is another question? 

Mr. Brrrr. Yes; that is another matter. 

Mr. Joxxs. I think Judge Soper, of Baltimore, in his charge to the 
jury answered the pertinent question, Mr. Chairman, The Government 
had a number of expert witnesses, among them Dr. H. W. Wiley, 
former chief chemist of the Department of Agriculture; Doctor Kelly, 
of Baltimore; and Mr. Alwood, of Charlottesville, Va. Doctor Wiley, in 
answer to a question from the district attorney, when he was asked to 
state what he thought was intoxicating, put it as low as a quarter of 
1 per cent. One of Congressman Hizu's witnesses said it took 12 
drinks of whisky of 1 ounce each to make him drunk. 

The CHAIRMAN. That was with Hauor ef 11 per cent alcoholic 
content? 

Mr. Jones. That was whisky. The judge in his charge to the jury 
instructed the jury that they might disregard both and render their 
decision as to what amount would make an ordinary person intoxicated. 

The CHAIRMAN. Did he mean a man who was an ordinary drinker 
or a man with a quiet habit of drinking or a man who was profuse in 
his habits? 

Mr. Jonms. He did not go into detafls. 

Mr. Macen. In those cases where questions of fact are determined, 
the basis of the finding of the jury is what is reasonable, is it not? 

Mr. Joses. Yes. In this trial Mr. Hitt had as witnesses a great 
many people who attended these parties and they all testified that 
they had not become intoxicated at Mr. HrLI/s parties. 

The CHataman. What is the remedy? 

Mr. Brirr. The confusion arises in this way. One scientist, or 
learned physician, says intoxication will commence even at one-fourth 
of 1 per cent. Strictly speaking, that is undeniably true. But how 
far would it have to go before you or I, laymen, would see the phystcal, 
outward effects of it? That is where we would say intoxication com- 
mences, while the chemist or scientific man would say it commences 
at the lowest degree of content, That is the way the confusion arises. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is that meant as an answer to the question as to 
the remedy? 

Mr. Barrr, No; it is not. I think the remedy is in an amended 
statute. 


Mr, THATCHER. You are not in a position to appeal these cases that 
you referred to in Arkansas and in Baltimore, because the instruc- 
tions of the judge were in conformity with the law? 

Mr. Barrr. We could not appeal them. 

Mr. THATCHER. The findings of fact having been made by the jury 
under the instructions of the court, there is no way by which these 
eases can reach the court of appeals or the United States Supreme 
Court? 

Mr. Brirr. Exactly. 

Mr. THATCHER. For that reason the only way to standardize the 
situation would be by an amendment of the statute? 

Mr. Brrrr. If tt is to be standardized it would have to be done by 
legislation. 

Mr. Varm. Then you think, as a result of these several verdicts, it is 
necessary to have new legislation on this subject? 

Mr. Barrr. I did not say that; that is not within my province. I 
merely say that if there is to be a standard of any kind, that standard 
would have to be a legal standard. 

Mr. Maces. I presume the one-half of 1 per cent was made applicable 
to cider and to homemade wines and probably other homemade drinks? 

Mr. Bnurrr. Possibly not, when made for use in the home. I do not 
know; but there Is where the trouble lies. The first section of the act 
puts a limitation. 

Mr. Macuw. What is your view as to whether they should make the 
one-half per cent applicable to every beverage, whether homemade or 
manufactured and sold? 

Mr. Brrrr, Do you ask me that question? 

Mr. Macen. Yes; I was trying to get your view of it. It has been 
suggested here that the best way would be to amend the law so that 
the one-half of 1 per cent provision would be applicable to every bev- 
erage, homemade or manufactured and sold. 

Mr. Brirr. To make it uniform, that would have to be done, That 
would be the only way. 

Mr. Maces, That is what I understood. 


Gentlemen, you can see what is the effect of unequal and 
improper penalties in section 29 of the Volstead Act, and I hope 
you will not repeat the same sort of penalties in the pending 
bill. The prestige of the Federal courts depends not on the 
“teeth” you put in, so much as on the justice and equality of 
the Federal laws. We need enforcement of Federal laws, and 
the first step toward this end is to pass only fair and reason- 
able laws. [Applause.] 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last two words, and ask unanimous consent to 
revise and extend my remarks in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York asks 
unanimous consent to revise and extend his remarks in the 
Record. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, 
I sympathize with many of the sentiments which have been 
uttered here to-day against further extending the arm of the 
Federal Government into the States, and I believe at this hour 
throughout the country a great reaction is setting in against 
just that thing. I believe there is piling up gradually moun- 
tain-high this resentment of our people at Federal interference 
with State affairs. 

I claim to have as much respect for the rights of the States 
to work out their own problems as anybody, at least, as any 
Democrat who sits on this side of the House, and I believe an 
outstanding example of the resentment of the people at Fed- 
eral interference is the recent death-knell sounded for the 
child labor amendment for which I voted. I can not find it in 
myself to criticize the people in full measure for what they 
have done in that instance. So acute has the situation become, 
I believe it to be a solemn truth to-day that no amendment, 
however meritorious, however necessary, however indispensable, 
can be added to the Constitution of the United States and rati- 
fied by three-fourths of the States of the Union. The history 
of the Halls of a few years ago will give the answer for this 
present mental attitude of the people of this country. Speeches 
delivered here to-day in opposition to this bill and also in oppo- 
sition to the child labor amendment might well have been de- 
livered on other propositions of recent years, for instance the 
eighteenth amendment, and the very pleas and the very pro- 
testations and the very same supplications made against this 
measure and the child-labor amendment might well have been 
made against the eighteenth amendment and even the nine- 
teenth amendment. Consistency, thou art a jewel.” If my 
political colleagues are inconsistent, surely no one can deny 
me that right. 
` But I have been assured by the distinguished gentlemen who 
ate behind this measure that there is absolutely no other way 
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of raising funds to build up these refuges except by tliis $1 
fee in the nature of a Federal license. I wish it were not 
so. From my heart as a Democrat, I wish that one feature 
were eliminated from this bill, because I would then feel my 
conscience clearer in voting for the bill. But I am convinced, 
gentlemen, beyond that, that this is the only opportunity to 
build up refuges which Will be public refuges rather than 
private refuges. We from New York know, as you from other 
States will know, that hunting has become a private pastime, 
the sport of “kings”; that there are hardly any areas left 
where the public, the man who can not afford to join a sports- 
man club, can indulge in that delightful pastime, and because 
this bill does do that, because it does protect the bird life 
and incidentally other wild life of America, such as the fur- 
bearing animals, because it does furnish an opportunity for the 
rank and file of the people of this country to indulge in this 
health-giving sport, and in spite of the fact that it again vio- 
lates what no real believer in true democracy should have 
ever tolerated, the invasion of State rights, I am going to 
yote for the bill, and I counsel my colleagues to do likewise. 

“ Consistency ” was once defined as “an iron band around a 
small mind.” I do not claim to be consistent. I reserve to 
myself the right and privilege at all times to reverse my posi- 
tion. But, gentlemen, I shall be frank about it, when I do 
so “turn-turtle.’ No such condition as confronts us to-day 
would exist tf many of us took the same frank attitude. To be 
trite, “no man can serye two masters.” If you honestly and 
sincerely belieye in “State rights,’ foreyer bow your heads 
in shame for voting for the eighteenth amendment. It is the 
cause, the foundation, the germ which confronts you to-day and 
gnaws at your vitals, If you had never done that you might 
be here to-day, with your face to the sun, advocating the 
doctrine of State rights.” Please, God, restore them to us? 

But let no man rise in his place and oppose this bill who, 
deluded, I submit, cast his vote in favor of the eighteenth 
amendment and against the proposed twentieth amendment. 
Such positions can never be reconciled. 

Somewhere in this great land of ours there surely must be 
some Moses, some crusader, who in time will lead us out of 
the wilderness; who will restore to us and to our beloved 
commonwealths the rights which have been wrested from us 
by misdirected passions of the moment. In my humble judg- 
ment that deliverance is not far off. A rising tide of public 
sentiment will and must necessarily engulf the great delusion 
which has been permitted to seize upon the Representatives 
of our people, and when the storm has subsided and the waters 
have become calm, we shall again see this great Union of ours 
functioning in its true relation, each State imperial and 
supreme in the affairs of its own citizens; the Federal Goy- 
ernment “standing by” not as an interfering despot, but as a 
“good father” to whom we may go to seek solace but not 
“orders.” This is not the millenium, gentlemen. In our time 
we shall see it accomplished. Until then, call me inconsistent, 
if you will; denounce me as one who would add to the annoy- 
ance of Federal agents, but when the tide shall turn, I shall 
gloriously embark with you on the voyage our forefathers pro- 
gramed for us—each State sufficient unto itself. Until that 
time shall come, I claim the right to wander with you from 
the straight and narrow path, and to vote for this meritorious 
measure. [Applause.] 

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the pro forma amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, my ideas have been somewhat modified as to 
this legislation since the bill has been modified as much as it 
has, but as it stands now, I do not see how we can, consistently 
with regard to the States that send us here, enact the bill. 

The bill provides for the acquisition of large areas of land 
in the different States; acquisition either by purchase or by 
lease, and the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. ANTHONY] candidly 
admits that once it becomes the domain of the United States, 
it is withdrawn from the power of State taxation. Whenever 
you once throw the shield of the Government of the United 
States around a large territory of land in any county, you 
have thereby subtracted from the taxable values of that 
county and you have deliberately and with malice afore- 
thought placed on the taxpayers the making up of the deficit 
which arises from that taking away of the taxable values. 
I intimated to the gentleman a while ago I thought it ought 
to be amended in that respect. I do not understand that the 
gentleman acquiesces in that view. 

I want to call your attention also to the fact that the bill 
provides for the acquisition of land by lease. Here is a man, 
for instance, with 10,000 acres of land suitable for a game 
preserve. Instead of selling it to the Secretary of Agriculture, 
he leases it to him and gets it out from under the power of 


taxation, Then are you going to let him sit down and draw his 
income from the leasehold and yet escape taxation? If you 
fix it that way, you are going to subtract from the taxable 
values of this country immense amounts of property. You 
may say it is not worth much now, but land that is not worth 


anything to-day may be worth millions to-morrow. I want to 
enforce the idea that whenever we set the seal of our approval 
upon the subtraction of large areas of land in the different 
States from the taxable property in the State, we are simply 
unloading upon the citizens of that State a burden to take up 
that which has been subtracted from them. 

Mr. SCHNEIDER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEVENSON. Yes. 

i a SCHNEIDER. The State would not have to release the 
and 

Mr. STEVENSON. No; it would not have te release it, but 
you go to the State legislature and say, “ Consent to this great 
game preserve because it is a great improvement,” and so 
forth, and you know how easily legislatures have bartered away 
millions and millions of dollars of the States of this country in 
giving freedom of taxation to railroads when it was a popular 
thing to build railroads with the help of the States, 

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEVENSON. Yes. 

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Is it the opinion of the gentle- 
man that where private lands are leased to the Government 
that thereby the right of the State to tax those lands while 
still owned by the private party is withdrawn from the State. 

Mr. STEVENSON. It certainly raises a very serious ques- 
tion, If you tax the lands, how are you going to collect it? 
If the taxpayer does not pay the tax, you must levy upon and 
sell the land, and how can you sell it out from under the 
OTEN and get it out from under the Government’s lease- 

0 

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. There would always be a tax lien 
in every State on land at the time of the lease, 

Mr. STEVENSON. Yes, sir. 

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. If the position of the gentleman 
is correct, the leasing or sale of private land to the Govern- 
ment might release the land from the payment of any mort- 
gage that might be on it. 

Mr. STEVENSON. No, sir; I do not state anything of the 
kind. If I lease my land for 99 years to the Government, it 
is in the possession of the Government; and if the State under- 
takes to tax it, it has got to take it from the possession of the 
Government, and the Government will see you when you under- 
take to do that and you will find where you will land. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from South 
Carolina has expired. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, I ask for two more 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from South Carolina asks 
unanimous consent that his time be extended two minutes. Is 
there objection? : 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEVENSON. Yes. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. I want to say that in Baltimore City, 
where we have a ground rent system, the lessee always agrees 
to pay the tax. Now, why can not the State levy on the right 
of the lessee and collect the tax as we do in Baltimore, Md.? 

Mr. STEVENSON. Well, that is only one feature of it. 
When the Secretary of Agriculture takes over this property 
they are going to acquire a title in fee simple, not the rights of 
a lessee, so that they are away from anything of that kind, 
You are leaving the door wide open to subtract large areas 
of land from the taxing power of the State. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Suppose I shoot a duck without 
having a license, what is the penalty? 
ts Salt STEVENSON, Not over $500 and not over six months 

ail. } 

Mr. ANTHONY. The gentleman does not want to make a 
misstatement ; the penalty is not less than $5 nor more than $25. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Just a minute, and I may have to ask 
for a little more time, as you raise another issue. Let us look 
at the penalty clause. Page 10, the committee amendment 
says: 
any person who shall violate or fail to comply with any provision of 
sections 6 and 11 of this act shall be punished as is provided for in 
the migratory bird treaty act of July 3, 1918. 


Now, section 6 says that no person shall take any migratory 
birds or eggs or nest of such birds in violation of this act, and 
section 17 says that for the purposes of this act the word 
“ take” shall be construed to mean pursue, hunt, shoot, capture, 
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collect, kill, or attempt to pursue, hunt, shoot, capture, collect, in my State—a decreased respect for Federal authority and 


or kill. 

Now, what about the migratory bird act, in which reference 
is made for penalty? It says he shall be fined not more than 
$500 or imprisoned for not more than six months, or both, 
That is what it says. If a man puts on his clothes, takes his 
gun, goes out in the yard with the intention of pursuing, he is 
“taking,” according to this provision, and if he is condemned 
and the court says so, he can be both fined and imprisoned— 
fined $500 or imprisoned six months, or both. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from South 
Carolina has expired, 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, while it is true that this bill 
is not as obnoxious in its details as the one that we killed two 
years ago, yet the principles of legislation can not be changed 
by the mere change in phraseology of temporary enactments. 
The proposition that is involved in this bill that gives a great 
many gentlemen trouble, even though they are just as zealous 
as you are to protect game life in America, is that, sugar 
coat it as you may, you are setting up another great Federal 
machine that will have to be supported by the taxpayers of 
the land, either directly or indirectly, and, further, you are 
widening that physical area in the United States where the 
arbitrary power of the Federal bureaucrat, backed up by the 
authority of the Federal courts, shall be supreme on the every- 
day life of the citizen. This Nation can not exist unless the 
Federal Government can command the respect and the con- 
fidence of the citizen, When you pile day after day and year 
after year additional burdens on the Federal machine that 
conflict not with the predatory desires of the criminal element 
in the land but with the natural feelings in respect to what 
the average law-abiding citizen believes to be his everyday 
inalienable right, and you continue to do that, then yon build 
up a spirit of exasperation, resentment, and contempt that will 
destroy the Federal authority sooner or later. On the other 
hand, viewing it from the standpoint of the individual citizen, 
you must understand that there is no safety or security for 
the citizen in a universal regulation of his everyday life by a 
central government. That is the basic theory upon which our 
forefathers built. Let me repeat it. There is no safety or 
security to the individual citizen in the arbitrary exercise of 
power over his everyday life by a central authority. 

Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WINGO. Yes. 

Mr. SCHAFER. On the strength of the gentleman's argu- 
ment are we to believe that he would be in favor of amending 
or repealing the Volstead Act? 

Mr. WINGO. Is the gentleman electioneering for votes now 
or trying to project himself above the dead level of obscurity 
in this House? 

Mr. SCHAFER. From the gentleman’s observations I 
Imagine the gentleman would be in favor of repealing the 
Volstead Act. 

Mr. WINGO. I do not want to be diverted from what I am 
discussing at this time, but for fear the gentleman might think 
I am afraid to do it, I say that I never made a prohibition 
speech in my life, and I came very nearly getting defeated for 
Congress because they said that I killed State-wide prohibition. 
Now, if the gentleman wants to go off and play with that for a 
little while, while I go on with the discussion of what is be- 
fore us, he is weleome to do so. Gentlemen, let us get back to 
the proposition that is before us. Are you going to enforce 
this law? It is your duty to do it. How many men will it take 
to do it? 

The CHAIRMAN. 
sas has expired. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for five minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, the statement I am about to 
make I do not make recklessly, because I have had the mat- 
ter investigated. Arkansas is an agricultural State, just in its 
infancy so far as industrial development is concerned, and yet 
to-day there are camped on the soil of Arkansas more Federal 
agents snooping ‘around into the everyday life of the private 
citizen, of the business men, as I said before, looking into 
offices and safes and books and smokehouses and even the 
homes of the citizens, than the combined number of State, 
county, township, and municipal officers in the State. What 
is the result? I am not talking about this bill only, I am not 
talking about the Volstead Act, but I am talking about the 
tendency, the continuous movement, of which this bill is but 
an insignificant example, and what have we got? You have 
- the same feeling in every State of the Union that there is 


The time of the gentleman from Arkan- 


an increased resentment against what they think is arbitrary 
interference with their private life by bureaucratic agents 
snooping around, investigating everything they do. I am not 
talking about the merits of it, I am not talking about the 
wisdom of the regulatory desire that is represented by that 
force, but I am talking about its effect upon the character, 
upon the viewpoint of the citizen of the land. It will take 
a thousand game wardens to each State to begin to enforce 
effectively the migratory bird act. It will take five times as 
many Federal officers to supervise the same territory as it 
takes with a local officer, who knows every citizen, who is 
acquainted with the habits and the thoughts and propensities 
and even the derelictions of his neighbors. 

I think that the greatest thing in this Nation is to preserve 
our free institutions and our philosophy of government. What 
will the right to fish and hunt be worth if you turn this 
Nation into a cruel, despotic, bureaucratic central govern- 
ment? Why, you will not care anything about the right to 
hunt or fish thea. Have the States grown so corrupt, have 
local juries and courts fallen to such a low state that men 
whe wish to preserve the game life of America have to aban- 
don their local courts, their local machinery, and come and 
appeal to Federal authority? I do not believe it, gentlemen. 
I believe you can enforce proper regulation and protection 
for the game life in every State of the Union if you base 
the right on a public sentiment and leave the remedy to the 
courts, the grand juries, for infringement of local laws and 
State laws. Ah, gentlemen, if they violate your local State 
laws with impunity they will violate your Federal laws with 
impunity, and you are only increasing disrespect for law and 
you are not increasing the protection of your wild life which 
you seek to protect by this bill. 

Mr. BRIGGS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WINGO, I will. 

Mr. BRIGGS. Does the gentleman understand under the 
operation of this bill there can be any shooting of migratory 
birds in any State in the Union without a Federal license? 

Mr. WINGO. I believe I love constituted authority as much 
as any man, but the very thought of having to go to a Federal 
bureaucrat to get leave to fish or hunt upon my native heath 
is repulsive to me. Go to the Federal Government, not the 
local authority, to get the right to fish or hunt in the fields or 
in the forests where the boy is bred and reared! Why, it is 
repugnant to every conception of our institutions. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has again ex- 
pired. 

Mr. BLANTON. I ask that the gentleman be granted one 
additional minute. : 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 
The Chair hears none. 

Mr. BLANTON. If the gentleman will permit me, I want to 
state this, that the treaty between the United States and Great 
Britain, which is made a part of this act, defines as migratory 
birds every bird I mentioned in my speech, every one of them. 
My colleague from Texas was mistaken a while ago when he 
indicated that such was not the case. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. It also included the bobolink, the 
cut bird, the chickadee, and the cuckoo—— 

Mr. BLANTON. I mentioned all of those. 

Mr. WINGO. Let me cover the question of the woodpecker 
before I get through. I will say that in one court in Arkansas 
a citizen has already been fined for killing a woodpecker under 
the migratory bird law. = 

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
pro forma amendment. I ask that the pro forma amendment 
be withdrawn, and I move to strike out the last two words. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Oklahoma moves to 
strike out the last two words. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Now, gentlemen, of course the question of 
State rights always comes up when an international law is 
proposed. I am going to give you my opinion about how you 
ought to fix this law, because I do not think any man in this 
House will disagree with the proposition that the wild bird 
life of this country ought to be preserved. To-day the auto- 
mobile has obliterated distances in this country. ‘To-day the 
hunter can get in his car and be on the hunting grounds within 
an hour, miles and miles away, and the bird life and animal 
life of this country have no chance at all, and I say to you if 
you do not care to preserve it for the people who live here now, 
have a heart and do something for the boys who are to come 
in the future of this country. [Applause.] Give the boys of 
this country a chance. 

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MeKEOWN. I will 


[After a pause.] 
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Mr. LEATHERWOOD. How does the gentleman account 
for the fact that in the States where they are regulating it 
under State law that the game is increasing and has been in- 
ereasing for the last five years? 

Mr. McKHOWN. Well, I will say this to the gentleman, 
that since you passed the treaty the bird life has increased, 
but it did so because the Congress of the United States joined 
in a treaty with another country. It was not because the 
States protected them. The States did not protect bird or ani- 
mal life in his country, and the gentleman knows it. The only 
reason these birds have increased 

Mr. HUDSPETH. If the gentleman will allow me, in reply 
to the gentleman's statement I want to add that in the States 
where they are not increasing—I refer to the State of Texas, 
where they have been trying to protect them for 20 years, and 
to-day there are not 20 deer where we had a thousand 
10 years ago. They are almost extinct, so it does not apply 
to that State. 

Mr. LHATHERWOOD. I suggest to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. HupsretH] that he do what other States are doing, 
namely, enforce the law. Let me ask the gentleman from 
Oklahoma this other question: Why is it that many of the 
proponents of this measure are urging in one breath the pas- 
sage of this act to put an additional burden on the sports- 
man and at the same time are opposing the reduction of the 
bag limit by State law? 

Mr. McKEOWN. I will state where I stand. I believe in 
protecting the game and the migratory birds, and I believe in 
going further and striking ont of this bill the shooting grounds, 
because I de not want to mix shooting grounds up with the 
preservation of the birds or the game. I am opposed to this 
license tax, because if you can spend $14,000,000 in one fell 
swoop for a bridge across the Potomac River, you ought to be 
willing to spend $1,000,000 to protect the birds of this country. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McKHOWN. Yes. - 

Mr. BLANTON. If you knock the license and the shooting 
feature out of this bill, the sportsmen will not have it. This 
is a sportsmen’s bill. 

Mr. McKEOWN. You ought to pass this bill with a pro- 
vision for securing refuge grounds, abolish the tax, abolish the 
shooting grounds, and really preserve the birds. That is what 
you want to do. You will not have any bird life in this coun- 
try unless you do that. The birds are rapidly disappearing. 
The Boy Scouts of this country are doing more to preserve the 
birds than ali the rest of the American people altogether. 
The Boy Scouts are being taught to preserve the birds in this 
country, and they are doing it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Okla- 
home has expired. 

Mr. McKHOWN. May I ask unanimous consent for three 
minutes more? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oklahoma asks 
unanimous consent to proceed for three minutes more. Is 
there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McKHOWN. Now what is the use in getting up here 
and talking about State rights? It is all right to preserve 
State rights, but let the States enforce the law. These birds 
should be protected, The Government is able to do it. Why 
not have the Federal Government do it? This will only raise 
$1,000,000. Why put on this heavy license feature? 

Mr. KINCHELO®. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McKEOWN. Yes. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Is not the purpose of this bill the pres- 
ervation of the birds in order that they may be killed by the 
hunters? 

Mr. McKEHOWN. I am in favor of preserving the bird life of 
this country. I want it preserved, and not destroyed. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McKEOWN. Yes. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. If that feature of the bill is not stricken 
out, will the gentleman then vote for the bill? 

Mr. McKEOWN. I will say to the gentleman I would rather 
have this bill with that feature in it than no bill at all. But 
I want the birds preserved. That is my position.- I want this 
license stricken out. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McKEOWN. Yes. 

Mr. WINGO, The gentleman says he wants to see the birds 
preserved? 

Mr. MK EO WN. Yes; I want them preserved. 

Mr. WINGO. Will not the courts of Oklahoma protect them? 

Mr. McKEOWN. The courts of Oklahoma will do the best 
they can, but the officers who have charge of the enforce- 


ment of the law are the men on whose shoulders this de- 
volves. I am opposed to this license because it will cause 
confusion throughout the States. The license would have to 
be paid, The farmer would be called upon to pay a Federal 
license. He now obtains a State license. In my State, and 
I suppose in the gentleman’s State of Arkansas, he can not 
kill migratory birds except in season anyway. 

Mr. WINGO. What I want to get at is this: The people 
of the State of Oklahoma are still a law-abiding people. They 
will protect locally the wild life, will they not? 

Mr. McKEOWN. They will try to. 

Mr. WINGO. Does the gentleman think they will do it 
any quicker under the Federal Covernment than under the 
State government? 

Mr. McKEHOWN. You know the fellows are more afraid 
of the Federal courts than of the State courts. 

Mr. WINGO. On the contrary, I am told as a lawyer that 
it is easier to punish a criminal under the State courts than 
under the Federal courts. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Okla- 
homa has expired. i 

u DEAL, Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
wo 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Virginia moves to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. DEAL. Mr. Chairman, this is a rich man’s bill. Now, 
I am not opposed at any time to according rights to any class 
of citizens of this country to which they are entitled, but I 
am opposed to creating refuges which can only be enjoyed 
by those who possess sufficient wealth to trayel to the grounds 
that may be reserved. 

Under this bill we may tax, it is said, a million people, 
thereby providing $1,000,000 a year, 45 per cent cf which may 
be invested in land. In the course of 10 years we would per- 
haps provide something like 100,000 to 125,000 acres of land 
for refuges—a very small area—which may be hunted. The 
average man, therefore, would have but small opportunity to 
reach these grounds in distant parts, at great expense to him- 
self, both in traveling, hotel fare, and other expenses inci- 
dent to the hunt. Therefore, it would only be possible for 
those who possess means to enjoy these hunting grounds. 
We do not need to protect this class of people. They are 
amply able to protect themselves. 

Oh, it has been said that the States will not protect our bird 
life. We have laws, and our birds are protected. But that is 
not the question, gentlemen. That is the very trouble. The 
States will not do just what is wanted. That is the milk in 
the coconut. 

Mr. RAGON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for a 
question ? 

Mr. DBAL. Not right now. The gentleman will excuse me. 
There are very many people in this country who have pur- 
chased large areas for private preserves for their own use. 
Along the Atlantic seaboard many of these people have com- 
bined and songht through the State legislatures to declare cer- 
tain waters. as nonnavigable in order that the port warden 
rights of the lands adjoining these waters, which they have 
purchased, may be extended. This would prevent private citi- 
zens and natives from going on those waters to hunt. Two 
years ago I called attention to the fact that in certain areas in 
Virginia and North Carolina rich hunting clubs had purchased 
lands adjoining these shallow waters, where wild celery and 
wild rice grow in abundance, affording food for the migratory 
birds. Among these I might mention the following: The 
American Tobacco Co., Mr. Van Ransler, Mr. John G, O'Connor, 
Mr. William S. Gary, Mr. George D. Van Bright, Mr. George 
Gould, Mr. Stillman, Mr. Dickerson, Doctor Penrose, and a 
number of other gentlemen of this type. For many years 
there has been a determined effort on the part of these people 
to have our State declare the waters of Back Bay nonnavigable, 
in which event the property rights of these men would extend 
to the middle of the bay and thus give them the exclusive 
control of this body of water. Similar conditions obtain, I am 
told, in North Carolina and other southern States. 

Another objection I have to the bill is the exercise of police 
powers in the States. This is what the proponents of this bill 
desire. Mr. Chairman, if you will cut out every clause and 
every paragraph in this bill except the penalty and the right 
of a commission to make rules and regulations, the proponents 
of this bill will have everything they need or desire—the right 
to make rules and regulations that have the binding force of 
law, create a commission, and then the whole question will be 
settled. These gentlemen can go to the commission, and when 
the rules and regulations are made our State laws and all 
our privileges and rights that we now enjoy will be taken 

om us. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Virginia 
has expired. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES 


The committee informally rose; and the Speaker having 
taken the chair, sundry messages in writing from the President 
of the United States were presented by Mr. Latta, one of his 
secretaries, who also informed the House of Representatives 
that the President had approved bills of the following titles: 

On February 16, 1925: 

H. R. 64. An act to amend section 101 of the Judicial Code 
as amended. 

On February 17, 1925: 

H. R. 5197. An act to amend section 71 of the Judicial Code 
as amended; 

II. R. 11280. An act authorizing the construction of a bridge 
across Rock River at the city of Beloit, county of Rock, State 
of Wisconsin; and 
5 4610. An act for the relief of the estate of Filer Me- 

oud. 

On February 18, 1925: 

H. R. 4441. An act to amend section 4044 of the Revised 
Statutes as amended. _ 

On February 19, 1925: 

H. R. 8090. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury 
to remove the quarantine station now situated at Fort Morgan, 
Ala., to Sand Island, near the entrance of the port of Mobile, 
Ala., and to construct thereon a new quarantine station. 


MIGRATORY BIRDS 


The committee resumed its session. 

Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
pro forma amendment. The strange thing about this legisla- 
tion is that we are all for it until it gets on the floor. There 
is never any trouble in getting Members of Congress in their 
campaigns, or at any other time, to be in favor of making 
the migratory bird proposition a national proposition. 

Last year in the campaign not only did the platform on 
which I was a candidate for office declare in favor of the 
migratory bird business being handled as a national proposition 
and in favor of the Federal Congress passing a law to conserve 
our wild birds, but one of the most attractive campaign pictures 
that was carried all over the United States was the plate 
matter carrying the picture of Senator Harrison, the keynote 
speaker at New York, and his declaration in favor of every 
principle involved in this bill. 

The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Garretr], the minority 
leader of this House, is, in my judgment, as well informed 
and as able a man as I ever knew. [Applause.] When he 
makes a speech you do not have any trouble in understanding 
him. I admire him. But there are some things on which I 
have not been brought up to agree with the distinguished 
gentleman, He is always concise, square, and honest in his 
presentation of matters to this House. The other day he spoke 
for an hour and a half with reference to his views on the Con- 
stitution. He did not leave me in any doubt as to how he stood 
with reference to State rights, and he is asking you to-day 
to follow him, Let me call your attention to what he said: 


I think the sound rule of action may be found in the policy of 
leaving all powers that can be as well exercised through State agency 
to be there exerted, and extending the arm of the Federal Govern- 
ment only to those things and themes which the States can not—I do 
not mean will not; I mean can not—reach. 


There is no oceasion for any misunderstanding of the posi- 
tion of the gentleman from Tennessee in that matter. I do not 
agree with him in that paragraph of his great speech, because 
I believe when the States will not, and the matter is of sufi- 
cient national importance to demand legislation, that then the 
Nation must. 

Now, let us see whether he, as your leader in this House, has 
the right to ask you, simply because you are members of his 
party, to adopt his views in this matter as he did to-day, be- 
cause that is the whole question. We all agree that the migra- 
tory bird should be protected. We do not any of us want to be 
branded as men opposed to conserving bird life, but we quarrel 
over whether it shall be protected by the Government or by 
the States. Here is a part of the platform adopted at the 
end of a rather stormy session, where there was, at least, time 
for careful consideration, at New York last spring: 


The conservation of migratory birds, the establishment of game 
preserves, and the protection and conservation of wild life is of im- 
portance to agriculture as well as to our sportsmen. Our disappear- 
ing natural resources of timber call for a national policy of reforesta- 
tion, N 


I believe that platform is susceptible of the construction 
that you ran for office on the pledge that you believed that the 
conservation of wild life was a national proposition, and I do 
not believe you had any notion then of trying to make your 
constituents believe that a migratory duck or wild fowl should 
be confined by State lines or compelled to take notice of State 
lines. [Applause.] I believe this is a Federal question, and 
I believe that both parties in the recent campaign declared in 
favor of it. I believe it is a question of conserving the natural 
resources. Our neighbor on the north has established the pre- 
serves and the sanctuaries contemplated by the treaty between 
the United States and Canada, but we have not. We are going 
to vote some time in the near future on whether we will do our 
part under the treaty. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Kansas 
has expired. 

Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for two additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Kansas asks unani- 
mous consent to proceed for two additional minutes. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TINCHER. Yes. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Of course, the gentleman does 
not mean to say that anything in that language indorses 
the licensing system by the Federal Government? 

Mr. TINCHER. I want to say that Senator Harrison was 
the keynote speaker and took part in the writing of the plat- 
form. I saw in hundreds of papers and read in several the 
plate matter put out as a document of the Democratic Party, 
7 Sg he declared for the national regulation of migratory 

į 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. That declared for conserva- 
tion, while the gentleman is advocating public feeding grounds, 
If the gentleman is standing on the Democratic platform, does 
he think he is standing squarely on it? 

Mr. TINCHER. I never stood on one of them in my life, 
but I was just calling that to the attention of some of the 
gentlemen over on this side. 

Mr. O'CONNELL of New York. That is one plank in the 
platform that the gentleman likes. 

Mr. RAGON. Is there not something said in there about 
sportsmen? 

Mr. TINCHER. Yes; it says that the sportsmen and the 
farmers together are interested in the conservation of wild 
life and wild game. 

Mr. RAGON. A sportsman would be supposed to be in favor 
of shooting grounds. 

Mr. TINCHER. My opinion of the shooting-ground proposi- 
tion is it will afford the poor fellow, the common, ordinary, 
everyday fellow, a place to shoot duck, for instance, and I 
know more about duck than some people. I would not shoot 
a duck for a quail in a thousand years. ; 

Mr. STEVENSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TINCHER. Yes. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Will the gentleman tell me whether it 
was the farmers or the sportsmen at New York that wrote 
that platform? Does not the gentleman think they were 
sportsmen? 

Mr. TINCHER. That is too personal. It is something that 
addresses itself to the other side of the chamber, and I am 
not much of a meddler. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I can assure the gentleman 
there is no intention in that language to indorse the turning 
over of police power to the Federal Government such as is 
done through this licensing system. I can assure the gentle- 
man that the Democratic Party does believe in conservation 
and believes in going about it without these irritating things 
to the citizens of the country. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Kansas 
has again expired. 

Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Chairman, I ask for one more minute 
in order that I may close my own speech. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TINCHER, A reading of this platform makes it plain 
that the party not only indorsed conservation and conseryation 
of migratory birds, but they made it a national proposition. 
Now, if the States are to pass the law, why were they fooling 
with it there? Not only that, but they specify in the very next 
paragraph that “our disappearing natural resources of timber 
call for a national policy of reforestation,” and when we had 
the reforestation bill up here, as mild as it was in form, it 
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The Clerk read as follows: 


SEC. 3. That the Secretary of Agriculture Is authorized to purchase 
or rent such areas as have been approved for purchase or rental by 
the commission, at the price or ‘prices fixed by said commission, and to 
acquire by gift, for use as migratory-bird refuges and public shooting 
grounds, areas which he shall determine to be sultable for such pur- 
poses, and to pay the purchase or rental price and other expenses 
incident to ‘the location, examination, and survey of such areas and 
the acquisition of title thereto, from moneys in the migratory-bird 
‘protection fund. 


— RAGON. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
men 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 3, Une 2, Insert after the word “fund” the following: “ Pro- 
vided, That no land acquired, held, or used by the United States for 
military purposes shall be subject to any of the provisions of this act.” 


Mr. RAGON. Mr. Chairman, this amendment provides that 
no part of the military reservation or any territory ‘in this 
country used for military purposes shall be taken over as a 
part of either the game refuges or public shooting grounds, and 
I understand that it will be accepted by the committee. 

I- want to say this much, that I do not agree with the views 
of the majority on my side of the House. I am heartily in favor 
of this bill, but since I do not agree with them I want to ask 
you te give me your attention until I can lay before you the 
thing as I see it. What I shall say is without any purpose one 
way or the other to injure feelings or to play the demagogue to 
abe poopie. back home. 

e first place, as I -see it, the bill is simply carrying out 
the terms of an agreement between the United States and the 
Dominion of Canada in the migratory bird treaty. I believe 
it was in 1916 or 1918 we passed a law that provided for cer- 
tain protection of the migratory birds of this country in pursu- 
ance to the terms of that treaty. Now the two countries recog- 
nize that it was a subject of international treatment, and the 
result was that this eountry and that country both came to the 
conclusion that certain things must be done in order to protect 
the migratory bird Hife of this country and Canada. Therefore 
one act has been passed, and now you are confronted with ‘this 
situation. We people of the Southern States must stop and 
think about the situation that confronts us. I know that in the 
eastern part of Arkansas, and the gentlemen from that section 
also know, that there was a time when the greatest feeding and 
resting ground for wild ducks and geese there was in the United 
States was situated in eastern Arkansas. But when the hand 
‘of man began to apply itself to the task of developing that 
country and thatigreat:rich country, formerly wooded marsh 
and swamp lands, soon became dennded ‘by drainage process of 
drainage-improvement districts until in great eastern and south- 
ern sections of Arkansas these resting and feeding grounds for 
migratory birds have been absolutely wiped out. It is not only 
true of eastern and southern Arkansas, but it is true also of 
Texas and Louisiana and, I suppose, ‘Mississippi, although I am 
nat as familiar with that State as with the others. 

Now the question arises, Are you going to practice what you 
preached under the migratory treaty; are you going to practice 
what you preached under the law of 1918 that you passed? 
Gentlemen stand up here and try to delude us with the idea 
that the sovereign rights of the State must be -considered. 
Gentlemen, if you will stop to think a minute, what right has 
the State to interfere with the enforcement of the Canadian 
and American migratory bird treaty? 

‘What cana State do to carry out the provisions of that 
treaty except through laws that it may pass to protect ‘its 
own native wild life and the effect those laws may have on 
its own citizens? The obligation is not on the State of Arkan- 
sas or the State of Massachusetts to enforce the treaty be- 
tween this country and Oanada, but it is upon the Federal 
Government. ‘Therefore, I ‘say that the question of protection 
of migratory birds becomes primarily not a thought for the 
State but for the Federal Government. It is all ‘bunk to talk 
about State rights—I do not care whether you try to wrap 
it up under a little bit of sentimentality about the hidden 
danger of a woodpecker ‘knocking on a sick woman's housetop 
‘in Tennessee, or about some bird dog in Kentucky setting a 
duck, or the slaughter of a robin or kildee in Texas, it is—— 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Arkan- 
sas has expired. 

Mr. RAGON. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
continue for three minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


excited the same opposition to the Government functioning as 
the game preserve bill is now exciting. [Applause.] 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that all debate on this paragraph and all amendments thereto 
Close in five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, the big end of the Repub- 
Jican steering committee, who has just taken his seat, spoke of 
his last campaign and of campaign pictures. I wonder if this 
was his campaign picture [indicating]. It must have been 
taken 25 years ago. 

Mr. BARBOUR. Longer than that, 

Mr. BLANTON. This is in this afternoon’s paper, and the 
gentleman got this boost in payment for his memorial-bridge 
speech yesterday. 

I also want to call the attention of my colleague from Texas 
[Mr. Hupspers] to the proclamation of the President of the 
United States. The gentleman claimed a while ago that cer- 
tain birds mentioned by me were not included as migratory 
birds in our treaty and in the proclamation of the President. 
I have here the proclamation of the President based on that 
treaty, and ‘he says: 

For the purposes of these regulations the following shall be con- 
sidered as migratory birds 


I read from ‘the ‘proclamation— 


curlew, plover, snipe, woodcock, dove, bobolinks, catbirds, chickadees, 
cuckoos, flickers, flycatchers, humming birds, martins, meadow larks, 
nighthawks or bullbats, robins, swallows, titmice, thrushes, warblers, 
whippoorwills, woodpeckers, and wrens. 


This is quoted from the proclamation of the President df 
the United States based on our treaty. l 
If a farm boy down in western Texas takes his old shotgun 
out without first getting a Federal ‘license and kills a bullbat, 
that lives in an old barn, which does not ever fly 200 yards, 
away from ‘that barn and the premises happen to belong to 
somebody else, he ean be taken up before a Federal court as a 
criminal and fined. 
Mr. ANTHONY, Will the gentleman yield? | 
Mr. BLANTON. Is not that so? 


of these birds and provides the penalty. | 

Mr. BLANTON. Well, I am thankfúl there are yet no 
Federal agents down there to arrest the farm boy, and I am 
opposed to sending them there now. This bill provides for 
the Federal agents, and I am «against sending them down 
there. | 

Mr. STHDVENSON. Will the gentleman yield? | 

Mr. BLANTON. I cannot yield. | 

Mr. STEVENSON. I just want to call the gentleman's at- 
tention to the fact that the law now ‘is against the killing, 
but under this bill anyone who attempts to shoot at them is, 
guilty. 

Mr. BLANTON. The steering committee of the Republican 
Party was speaking a while ago. Does anybody deny that the 
steering committee was speaking «a while ago? Here is his 
picture in the paper. He talks about party platforms. I 
remind him of the convention at Cleveland, and who presided 
over that Republican Convention? l 

Let me say that at that convention it was presided over by 
your former majority leader in this House. Was lie in favor of 
this bin: The most beneficlal act I ever knew him doing was 
the ght he made against this bill. He came in here and ridt- 
culed it aud laughed ãt out of court. It took the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. TRrapwar], from the State that leads in 
all kinds ef reforms of the people of the United States; it took 
‘the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Treapway], under the 
direction and guidance of your then majority floor leader, to 
get up here and move to strike out the enacting clause; and 
the vote on that was 154 to 135, and the enacting clause was 
Stricken out. And this bill has been dead for two years. 

Mr. SCHAFER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. I would yield, but I know already what the 
gentleman is going to ask me. And on February 13, 1923, the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. SNELL], who ‘to-day refused 
to allow any debate on the rule, also called this bill up then 
under special rule. And after debatmg it under such rule, the 
House voted 73 to T1 against passing the rule, and it required a 
roll call with absentees coming ‘in, knowing nothing about the 
issue, voting then to pass the rule. That is the reason no debate 
was allowed ‘to-day on this rule. 

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired, 
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Mr. RAGON. I submit this proposition. I have the same 
admiration for my friend from Tennessee [Mr. GARRETT] as 
anybody else. I do not think there is a man in the Congress 
who has a more powerful mind than he. Therefore, by rea- 
son of that great scope of mentality, when he gets wrong he 
is all the more dangerous. [Laughter.] The very idea of a 
man attracting, or attempting to attract, your attention to the 
weakest, tiniest, little application of a proposed law of which 
you could possibly think in order to encompass the defeat of 
a piece of legislation that we all think we ought to have! 
[Applause.] Then my friend, the good young fellow from 
Kentucky [Mr. KINCHELOE], has a whole lot to say about a 
Kentucky bird dog flushing a duck. That may be true, but 
I have never seen or heard of it occurring. Then my friend 
from Texas [Mr. Branton] gets very much excited about a 
simple-hearted young fellow who goes out and unintentionally 
shoots a robin and then gets dragged into the Federal court 
for it. This extreme case could happen under our present law. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAGON. I can not yield. Let us apply some good old 
common, horse sense to this matter. Why is it, if all follow 
the logic of sense, that when a man takes the commission of a 
Federal office in his pocket he therefore becomes less sensible 
and a man of less judgment than he was when he walked the 
streets of your town or my town as a plain citizen? Some 
of my friends would have you believe thut the most monumental 
and colossal fools that you can find in this country are found 
around the Federal court, from the Federal judge down to the 
bailiff who takes care of the court room. They say people 
will not have any respect for the Federal courts, If you want 
an indication of the respect that people have for the Federal 
courts, go down Into any man’s district in this House and see 
which one of the courts the criminal fears the most. And 
I say, unless you have an exceptional district, it will always 
be the Federal court. So I am a little afraid to follow my 
colleagues when they cry out against. the encroachment of 
Federal officers. Federal officers are not after the people who 
violate the law any more than State oflicers ought to be. 
Therefore, why get your goose flesh up over a Federal officer 
coming in? I have just this much more to say, The gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. McKeown] said, Let us wipe out the 
license and let us appropriate from the Treasury instead.” 
What does he want to do? I do not hunt. I am, generally 
speaking, a taxpayer, you might say. Many of you are in the 
same position. The question is, are you going to make the 
man who hunts pay for his sport as in this bill, or are you going 
to make the general taxpayer, many of whom never looked 
down the barrel of a shotgun, pay for it? Which is the right 
one to make pay for it? [Applause.] 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
all debate upon this section and all amendments thereto close 
in five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I do not very often take up 
the time of this House, but as I represent the eastern coast of 
Massachusetts and the islands of the sea, it does not seem to 
me that any other part of the United States is more inter- 
ested in this proposition than that particular section. I rather 
think that the author of this bill, who is acquainted with eon- 
ditions there, must also realize how interested those people 
are. The gentleman from Virginia [Mr. DEAL] said that this 
is a rich man’s bill. If it is a rich man’s bill I shall be very 
sorry, indeed, to vote for it. But the people of that island 
where the author of the bill resides in the summer time favor 
this bill because the wealthy people of the country have been 
there and bought up much of the shooting areas, and by virtue 
of ownership of that land control the migratory birds. Our 
people settled on those islands because the wild fowl were 
there, and it was a part of their livelihood. 

When I first went to the Massachusetts Legislature the mi- 
gratory bird bills took up a lot of our time, but Congress took 
jurisdiction and passed the Federal migratory bird act, and 
since then Massachusetts, and I assume no other State, has 
much to do with laws relating to migratory birds. We have a 
law now passed by the Federal Government which says that Jan- 
uary 1 you must stop shooting, even for your own consumption, 
and the wealthy men say, “ We are now leaving; we have been 
shooting for three months; but you natives must not shoot one 
of these fowl until we come back next year.” We now have 
a zone system and men of wealth shoot in the upper zone, and 
then take automobiles, dogs, and guns and go down to the next 
zone; and when that zone period expires they go to the next 
lower zone, and so on down. It seems to our people that this 
is the right kind of a bill, and somehow they are convinced 
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that the Government will buy areas and furnish a place where 
the poor man can shoot. You talk about Federal jurisdiction; 
but you do not add much to that already granted. You may 
have a few more Federal inspectors and collect a little more 
money, but jurisdiction has already been granted, and if we 
want to change migratory-bird regulations at all we have to 
come to Washington. 

Last year I voted against this bill, and we stated our objec- 
tions. We objected to taking a bey 100 miles to a Federal 
court, fine him, and put him to much expense and trouble. For 
that reason we were opposed to the bill. I think the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts, who opposed the bill and offered the 
motion to strike out the enacting clause, would state that as 
his principal objection, if not the entire objection. This bill 
has met this objection, and I sincerely hope that section 6 will 
be made to apply also to the fine of $5 and $25 and not in- 
cluded in the $500. I have been convinced that this is really 
something for the benefit of the poor man, and that it will 
furnish a place for him to shoot in a territory where he will 
not be regarded as a trespasser. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. If the gentleman will yield, is it 
not the case that section 6 of this bill entails a double 
penalty? 

Mr. GIFFORD. I certainly read it that way, and I think 
the section ought to be amended. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. It does as it now stands. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Maryland. 

The question was taken; and the Chair announced the noes 
seemed to have it. 

On a division (demanded by Mr. LINTHICUM) there were— 
ayes 86, noes 3. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer a preferential mo- 
tion. I move to strike out the enacting clause. 

The question was taken; and the Chair announced the noes 
seemed to have it. 

On a division (demanded by Mr. BLANTON) there were 
ayes 42, noes 97. 

So the motion was rejected. 

Mr. SWANK. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment by Mr, Swank: On page 3, line 2, after the word 
“fund,” strike out the period and insert the following: “Provided, 
That no person shall take any migratory bird or nest or egg of such 
bird on any such migratory bird refuges.” 


Mr. SWANK. That ought to come in after the amendment 
just adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. SWANK. Mr. Chairman, I would like to be heard on it 
for five minutes. I ask unanimous consent to be heard on it 
for five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is en agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 

Mr, SWANK. Mr. Chairman, I offered my amendment on 
page 3, line 7, at the end of the section. 

HAIRMAN. That section has not yet been read. 
Mr, Chairman, I meve that the committee 


do now rise. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas moves that 
the committee do now rise. 

The question was taken; and the Chairman announced that 
the noes seemed to have it. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask for a division. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks for a 
division. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 47, noes 95. 

So the motion was rejected. 

Mr. McKEOQWN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oklahoma offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read, as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. McKxown: Page 2, line 23, after the 
word “ refuges,” strike out the words and public shooting grounds.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The question was taken; and the Chairman announced that. 
the noes seemed to have it. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, I ask for a division. 
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The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Oklahoma asks for 
a division. 
The committee divided; and there were—ayes 21, noes 87. 
So the amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Src. 4. That no deed or instrument of conveyance shall be accepted 
or approved by the Secretary of Agriculture under this act until the 
legislature of the State in which the area lies shall have consented to 
the acquisition thereof by the United States for the purposes of this 
act, 


Mr. COLTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Utah offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Corron: On page 8, line 7, after the 
word “act,” strike out the period, insert a semicolon, and add “ nor 
shall any tract of public land be set aside under the provisions of this 
act until the legislature of the State in which the area lies shall have 
consented to its use under the provisions of this act.“ 


Mr. COLTON. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the Commit- 
tee, this amendment seeks only to place the public land States 
on the same basis as all other States are placed under the 
provisions of this act. In my district it is proposed to estab- 
lish one of these refuges, I may pause here to say that my 
State is one that has been protecting its bird and game life, 
In that State the birds are actually increasing, if the reports 
of our Game Commissioner can be relied upon, and I think 
they can. If you permit the establishment of a game refuge 
in that section without also permitting a shooting ground, you 
create a situation where you are breeding birds for those who 
own private grounds. I believe, gentlemen, that you ought to 
put these States on the same basis as all other States, namely, 
permit the legislature to consent to the use of the ground, and 
then you will find, I am sure, that there will be no advantage 
given to those who own private shooting grounds. They are 
not asking for any advantage, but you are, by this bill, giving 
it to them unless you make sure the public is given a shooting 
ground. The legislature favors conserving the wild bird life. 
You can trust them for that. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLTON. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Would the legislature of your State have 
any jurisdiction as to the use that was to be made of the 
public lands of your State? 

Mr. COLTON. No; but this amendment simply provides 
that those who have control of these lands could not act until 
the legislature consented. This is exactly what you do in 
your State. You provide that when a piece of ground is bought 
for a public refuge your State must give consent. We are only 
asking that with us you do the same thing. I want a tract of 
land in my district acquired or set aside for a refuge, but I 
want my State to have a voice in saying what shall be the 
conditions under which it shall be set aside. We want a refuge, 
but we also want a shooting ground. The marshes around 
Bear River Bay in my State is one of the finest places for a 
game refuge in the United States, but we do not want it made 
into one without consulting us whatever. We want it so the 
poor man can shoot when the rich man does. 

In the midst of this very tract of land, where it is proposed 
to set aside one of these game refuges, are many privately 
owned tracts of land, and we do not want to give those who 
own those shooting clubs an advantage over other people who 
reside in that locality. They do not want it themselves. 
Create the refuge but make it so that when one can shoot 
they all can. The people of the State should have some rights. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLTON. Yes. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Does the gentleman think 
that any State which is largely made up of Federal reserves 
now running, in some cases, as high as 80 per cent—can exer- 
cise any control whatever over the Federal domain? 

Mr. COLTON. Certainly not, and I am not asking for that. 
I am simply asking that those who do exercise dominion over 
public lands shall not act until the legislature shall have 
consented. I think you will find it is only putting the public- 
land States on the same basis. The trouble is we have noth- 
ing to say about the use of most of the land in our State now. 
The Federal Government controls about 75 per cent of the land 
in my State. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. I agree with the gentleman 
and I think it is highly desirable, but take a great forest re- 
serve. It might be desirable to have a bird refuge there and 
one of these little hunting cabins would be built. Could the 


State legislature come in and say the Federal Government 
could not put up a hunting cabin on the forest reserve until 
the legislature agreed to it? 

Mr. COLTON. Certainly not. But the converse of that is 
true. The Federal authorities can be placed in the position 
where they can not act without the consent of the legislature. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. I would like to be with the 
gentleman, but I think he will find, as we have found in our 
State, that whenever a State has a lot of reserves in it that 
State becomes part State and part province, and that the 
province part will never be a part of the State, and a bill such 
as the one before the House will make it worse. I am speak- 
ing of the entire measure. 

Mr. COLTON. I think, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, that 
there is a good deal to what the gentleman from Washington 
says. We ought to be fair in this matter and give to these 
public land States the benefit of consulting the legislatures 
as you provide shall be done in other States. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Utah 
has expired. 

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask for one minute more, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Utah asks unani- 
mous consent to proceed for one additional minute. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COLTON. I am only asking, gentlemen, that you do not 
permit the creation of refuges for birds that may be breeding 
places or will be breeding places for those who can afford to 
own private lands and private shooting grounds, and deny the 
right to shoot to those who can not afford the private grounds, 
I am just asking that you place my State and the other public 
land States on the same basis as all of the States. You have 
demanded it for your State, why not give it to us? You will 
get the refuges all right. We want them. The private clubs 
in the Bear River Bay section have shown the good that can 
be done in a small way. The people in my district will co- 
operate and show what can be done on a large scale if the 
Government will give them a chance. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman, I have not received the 
stenographic report of the remarks I made a while ago, but 
it seems to be the consensus of opinion that the House under- 
stood me to use the word “duck” when I intended to use the 
word “dove.” Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent to revise and extend my remarks in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kentucky asks 
unanimous consent to revise and extend his remarks in the 
Recorp. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that all debate on this section, on this amendment, and all 
amendments thereto close in 15 minutes. 

Mr. TYDINGS. I object, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Then, Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate 
on all amendments to this section close in 15 minutes, the gen- 
tleman from Kansas to be given 5 minutes, the gentleman from 
Minnesota 5 minutes, and the gentleman from Arkansas 5 
minutes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Iowa 
can not include that last part. It is against the rules. 

Mr. HAUGEN. If there is objection, I move that all debate 
on all amendments to this section close in 15 minutes. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment to make 
it 20 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Arkansas moves to 
amend by striking out the word “ fifteen” and substituting the 
word “ twenty.” - 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move an amendment to 
the amendment by making it 10 minutes. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question now comes upon the original 
motion of the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. HAuGEN] as amended. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Winco) there were—ayes 93, noes 10. 

So the motion was agreed to. 

Mr. ANTHONY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment of the gentleman from Utah. 

It is not the purpose of this bill to take any extensive tracts 
of the national domain. It is ridiculous to talk of taking any 
large part of the public lands in the western or mountain 
States for bird refuges, but it does happen that in the gentle- 
man’s State of Utah there exists one of the finest breeding 
grounds for wild fowl there is in the entire country. I refer 
to the Bear River marshes, a tract of land entirely worthless 
for agricultural or any other purpose, and only suitable for 
the breeding of wild fowl. Much of it is public land, and it 
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is entirely within the purpose of the bill, and we ought to have 
the Bear River marshes first of all if we can get them. 

Mr. LaGUARDIA. How do the birds know how to get 
there? 

Mr. ANTHONY. Let me say to the gentleman that each 
year the birds flock there in the thousands. The Biological 
Survey two years ago banded about 900 young ducks, and the 
experiment showed that these ducks banded by the Biological 
Survey were killed in 11 different States. within a short time 
after they were banded. These marshes would make a source 
of wild-fowl supply for most of the Western States. 

It is barely possible that a number of rich men in the 
gentleman's State have secured the private lands near these 
Bear River marshes, and if they have they will be regulated 
by the Federal Government and prevented from having the 
exclusive shooting on these marshes, and every American 
citizen will have the right to go on all the lands that are 
taken under this governmental activity. 

Mr. COLTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANTHONY. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. COLTON. Does the gentleman think this bill gives the 
right to the Federal Government to regulate shooting on pri- 
vately owned lands? 

Mr. ANTHONY. The Government has the right now to regu- 
late the shooting of migratory birds anywhere in this country, 
on private, public, or any kind of land, and I say it would be a 
great calamity if by any amendment of this kind we were pre- 
vented from taking over the Bear River marshes and utilizing 
them as a great breeding ground for the furnishing of wild 
fowl to the other States of the Union. 

Mr. COLTON. The gentleman has stated absolutely the 
facts concerning the Bear River grounds and I have not any 
doubt but my legislature would consent to their use. I am 
only asking that they do understand the situation and do 
cousent to it. just as the legisiature of the gentleman’s State 
has the right to act in respect of tracts of land acquired in 
his State. 

Mr. ANTHONY. Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, I am going to offer an 
amendment to appear at the end of section 4 or at the end of 
the amendment of the gentleman from Utah if that amend- 
ment is adopted. That is the best I can do at the present time. 

Mr. Chairman, the adoption of this amendment and of one 
other may enable me to vote for this bill, and I think it will, 
but I will not vote for it without those amendments, I will 
say very frankly. It may not amount to anything, but I feel 
that way about it. 

This amendment is to add “the right of taxation by States 
and subdivisions thereof shall not be abrogated by such ac- 
quisition unless expressly waived by the legislature of such 
State.” 

When the legislature is called on to consent to the acquisi- 
tion of a game preserve, if they want to, they can also 
consent at the same time for the property to be withdrawn from 
taxation, if the Federal Government acquires the title to it, 
which is the rule everywhere. But it ought to be put up to 
the legislature itself to determine whether it will separate it- 
self from the right to tax such property. This is not like 
ceding the control over a lot or a block of land upon which to 
build a house, a post office, a customhouse, or anything of that 
kind. This is liable to cover great stretches of your territory 
which may, by the discovery of one thing or another, become 
exceedingly valuable, and if the Government acquired the title 
to it, it ought to acquire the title subject to the taxation of 
the State unless the State when it consents for the Govern- 
ment to acquire it, expressly consents that it may be withdrawn 
from the right of taxation. 

Mr. LaGUARDIA. Would the gentleman give the States 
a right to tax Government property? 

Mr. STEVENSON. I would put it in as a condition prece- 
dent to the Government acquiring the property. If you give 
the legislature the right to say we shall or we shall not, they 
would have a right to say to them you shall on condition that 
you do not withdraw it from the power of State taxation, which 
once parted from is gone forever, and means a burden on the 
taxpayer whenever you withdraw a large area in any subdivi- 
sion in this country from taxation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Utah. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 

rh STEVENSON. Mr: Chairman, I now offer my amend- 
men 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Srevensow: Page 3, line 7, after the 
word “act,” insert the words: “And right of taxation by the State 
and its subdivisions shall not be abrogated by such acquisition by the 
Government unless expressly waived by the legislature of such State.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from South Carolina. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
Havcen) there were 38 ayes and 87 noes, 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Snc. 5. That the Secretary of Agriculture may do all things neces- 
Sary to secure the safe title in the United States to the areas which 
may be acquired under this act, but no payment shall be made for any 
such areas until the title thereto shall be satisfactory to the Attorney 
General and shall be vested in the United States; but the acquisition 
of such areas by the United States shall in no case be defeated be- 
cause of rights of way, easements, and reservations which from their 
nature will, in the opinion of the Secretary of Agriculture, in no 
manner interfere with the use of the areas so encumbered, for the 
purposes of this act; but such rights of way, easements, and reserva- 
tions retained by the owner from whom the United States receives 
title shall be subject to rules and regulations prescribed from time to 
time by the Secretary of Agriculture for the oceupation, use, opera- 
tion, protection, and administration of such areas as migratory-bird 
refuges and public shooting grounds; and it shall be expressed in the 
deed or other conveyance that the use, occupation, and operation of 
such rights of way, easements, and reservations shall be subordinate 
to and subject to such rules and regulations; and all areas acquired 
under this act shall be subject to the laws of the State in which they’ 
are located, if such laws are not inconsistent with the migratory bird 
treaty act, this act, or regulations adopted pursuant to such acts. 


Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word to get some information. I see that provision is 
made here for the rights of way, easements, and reservations 
to be retained by the owner. I do not ee any provision made 
for guarding the rights of way of highways of States. Is it. 
intended in the clause down here which gives the widest au- 
thority for regulation to do anything? Do the words mean 
that the Government may stop or obstruct State highways? It 
seems to me it is something that the House had better stop 
and think about in these days of building highways all over- 
the country when millions of dollars are invested in great high- 
ways. Are we going to give the right to a board by regulation 
to stop and destroy or obstruct the construction of highways 
that belongs to a State and its subdivisions? 

The CHAIRMAN. The pro forma amendment is withdrawn, 
and the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 6. That no person shall take any migratory bird, or nest, or 
egg of such bird on any area of the United States which heretofore has 
been or which hereafter may be acquired, set apart, or reserved as a 
bird or game refuge or public shooting ground under this act, any 
other law, proclamation, or Executive order, or disturb, injure, or de- 
stroy any notice, signboard, fence, building, or other property of the 
United States thereon, or cut, burn, or destroy any timber, grass, or 
other natural growth thereon, or enter thereon for any purpose, ex- 
cept im accordance with rules and regulations which the Secretary of 
Agriculture is hereby authorized and directed to make, but nothing 
in this act or in any regulation adopted pursuant to this act shall be 
construed to prevent à person from entering upon any such area for 
the purpose of fishing or of trapping fur-bearing animals in accord~ 
ance with the law of the State in which such area so entered is lo- 
cated, or to authorize the United States to make any charge, other 
than the hunting-license fee prescribed by this act, for hunting 
migratory birds on any such area. 


Mr. SWANK. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment: 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 5, line 1, after the word “ act,” strike out the balance of the 
line and line 2 and insert the following: “ Provided, That no person 
shall take any migratory bird or nest or egg of such bird on such 
migratory bird's refuge.” 


Mr. SWANK. Mr. Chairman, it appears to me that if this 
bill is to be as effective as we would like to have it the hunters 
and. gunmen ought not to be permitted to go on refuges and 
kill the birds. My idea of the bill is that the refuges for game 
birds are places where they can rest and feed, and that we 
should have separate shooting grounds under the terms of the 
bill. If you are going to allow these men to go in the refuges 
and kill the birds where they feed and rest, then I can not 
see much: left in the bill. 
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Mr. Chairman, a good deal has been said here about yank- 
ing a fellow up in a Federal court, taking him two or three 
hundred miles, and prosecuting him. I admit that I am sort 
of scared of these Federal courts myself. I remember as a 
boy in the Indian Territory when they used to drag men across 
that Territory and take them down to Fort Smith, Ark., be- 
fore Judge Parker, and try them. I do not like to extend 
the authority of the Federal courts over the citizens of the 
States, but they can now take a man just as far away and 
try him for many violations of Federal laws as they could if 
we should pass this bill. We have to do one of two things, in 
my judgment. Wither we have to stop hunting altogether or 
provide some means of preventing the hunters from killing 
all of these migratory birds, Like my friend from Arkansas 
[Mr. Ragon], I do not hunt very much, but when I do I am 
willing to pay something for it. It is very easy to criticize 
a bill. There is never a bill presented in this House that 
some bright, actiye, energetic Member can not subject it to 
a lot of criticism. That is an easy thing to do, but I ask 
these gentlemen who are opposing this measure now, who say 
that they are in favor of preserving the wild life of the coun- 
try, to tell us something that they have to offer in the place 
of this bill. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SWANK. Yes, 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Chairman, I am in full sympathy 
with my friend's amendment, but is it not taken care of in 
section 6, where it provides that no person shall take any 
migratory bird or nest or egg on any place in the United States 
which has been set apart as one of these game refuges? 

Mr. SWANK. That is all very well, but later, on the same 
page, in the same section, the following language is used— 


other than the hunting license fee prescribed by this act, for hunting 
migratory birds on any such area. 


If that provision is left there as it is, it means that they 
can go on these refuges and kill birds in accordance with the 
provisions of this act. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SWANK. Yes. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Under the gentleman’s amendment they 
could not go on these refuges and hunt, but they would have 
to have a shooting ground located somewhere else? 

Mr. SWANK. That is correct. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SWANK. Yes. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. The gentleman speaks of being carried 
some two or three hundred miles for trial. 

Mr. SWANK. I did not mean myself. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. No. I do not imagine the gentleman has 
ever been tried for anything, but what I want to say is this. 
Is it not the law now that if you kill one of these migratory 
birds you will be subject to arrest? It is only a question 
of whether you will be found out or not. 

Mr. SWANK. Certainly. They can take you just as far 
now for trial as they can if this bill is passed. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. ANTHONY) there were—ayes 51, noes 56. 

Mr. SWANK. Mr. Chairman, I demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and Mr. Haucen and Mr. Swank were 
appointed to act as tellers. 

The committee again divided; and the tellers reported— 
ayes 63, noes 66, 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. BARBOUR. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word for the purpose of directing the attention of the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. ANTHONY] to line 22, page 4, 
the last word, “trapping.” Should not that word be “ taking”? 
Under the State laws the language of the bill would permit 
fishing and trapping on these preserves. Should it not be 
“taking” under the definition of taking later on in the bill? 

Mr. ANTHONY. I think that “taking” would cover it, 
but the word “trapping,” I think, belongs there because it 
refers to fur-bearing animals, and it is not the intention of the 
bill to ‘interfere with the State laws in regard to fishing or to 
killing fur-bearing animals on any of this Jand taken over. 

Mr. BARBOUR. Under this language you could not shoot 
fur-bearing animals. You would have to trap them, and if the 
word “taking” was there under the definition of “taking” 
later on in the bill, you could shoot them. 

Mr. ANTHONY, I think perhaps the gentleman is correct. 

Mr. BARBOUR. It occurs to me it was intended to be 
“taking,” and probably it might have been a misprint, 


Mr. ANTHONY, If the gentleman will offer an amendment. 
5 BARBOUR. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment: 


Page 22, line 4, strike out the word “trapping” and insert the 
word “ taking.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. BARBOUR: Page 4, line 22, strike out the 
word “trapping” and insert in Heu thereof the word “ taking.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
revise and extend my remarks. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, I make the same 
request, 

The CHAIRMAN. 
The Chair hears none, 

Mr. BLANTON. I make the motion that the committee do 
now rise. It is 20 minutes to 6. ; 

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on the motion of the gen- 
tleman from Texas. 

The question was taken, and the Chair announced the noes 
seemed to have it. 

On a division (demanded by Mr. Branton) there were— 
ayes 42, noes 69. 

So the motion to rise was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Src. 7. That, except as hereinafter provided, each person who at 
any time shall take any migratory bird, or nest or egg thereof, in- 
cluded in the terms of the convention between the United States and 
Great Britain for the protection of migratory birds concluded August 
16, 1916, shall first procure a license, issued as provided by this act, 
and then may take any such migratory bird, or nest or egg thereof, 
only in accordance with regulations adopted and approved pursuant 
to the migratory bird treaty act (act July 3, 1918, 40 Stat. L. p. 755); 
such license, however, shall not be required of any person or any 
member of his immediate family resident with him fo take in accord- 
ance with such regulations any such migratory bird on any land 
owned or leased by such person and occupied by him as his place of 
permanent abode, and nothing in this act shall be construed to exempt 
any person from complying with the laws of the several States. 


Mr, JONES. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment, 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Jones: Page 5, line 19, after the 
word “States” insert provided such license shall inure to the 
benefit of any member of such applicant’s immediate family who is 
less than 21 years of age. 


Mr. HAUGEN rose. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that we have no quorum present. It is in order to make that 
point at any time. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair will count. [After counting.] 
Ninety-six Members are present—less than a quorum, 

Mr. McDUFFIE. Let us quit. 

Mr. VESTAL. Let the gentleman from Iowa move a call of 
the House. 

Mr. HAUGEN, Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee do 
now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having 
resumed the chair, Mr. Luce, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that 
that committee, having under consideration the bill (H. R. 
745) for the establishment of migratory-bird refuges to furnish 
in perpetuity homes for migratory birds, the establishment of 
public shooting grounds to preserve the American system of free 
shooting, the provision of funds for establishing such areas, 
and the furnishing of adequate protection for migratory birds, 
and for othar purposes, had come to no resolution thereon. 

HELIUM GAS 


Mr. FROTHINGHAM, from the Committee on Military Af- 
fairs, submitted for printing under the rule, a conference re- 
port on the bill (H. R. 5722) authorizing the conservation, 
production, and exploitation of helium gas, a mineral resource 
pertaining to the national defense, and to the deyelopment of 
commercial aeronautics, and for other purposes. 

FEDERAL COOPERATIVE MARKETING BOARD 

Mr. SNELL, from the Committee on Rules, submitted House 
Resolution 451, providing for the consideration of the bill 
H. R. 12348, a bill to create a Federal cooperative market- 


Is there objection, [After a pause.] 
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ing board, to provide for the registration of cooperative mar- 
keting, clearing house, and terminal market organizations, and 
for other purposes, which was referred to the House Calendar. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate by Mr. Craven, its Chief Clerk, 
announced that the Senate had passed the following order: 


Ordered, That the House of Representatives be requested to return 
to the Senate the bill (H. R. 5084) to amend the national defense act, 
approved June 13, 1916, as amended by the act of June 4, 1920, relat- 
ing to retirement, and for other purposes, 


NATIONAL DEFENSE ACT 


Mr. McKENZIE. Mr. Speaker, in view of the fact that the 
bill H. R. 5084, which the Senate in its message just received 
has requested to be returned, has been referred to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs of the House, and I haye not had 
time to look into it to see what the request is about, I object. 


LEAVE TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr, SEARS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to address the House for 20 minutes next Tuesday, after 
the reading of the Journal and the disposal of routine business 
on the Speaker's table. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Florida asks “unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 20 minutes next Tuesday 
after the reading of the Journal and the disposal of routine 
business on the Speaker’s table. Is there objection? 

Mr. SNELL, Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, I 
wish the gentleman would wait until we can see what business 
we have on hand on that day. We may have to take up the 
deficiency bill. I hope the gentleman will defer his request. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. I do not care to insist on it, but 
my experience is that we do not get much time in the con- 
sideration of these bills. 

Mr. SNELL. I think later in the week the gentleman can be 
accommodated, 

Mr. SHEARS of Florida. I am sure my friend will accommo- 
date me one day next week. 

Mr. SNELL. I will try to do so. 

THE WADSWORTH-GARKETT RESOLUTIONS 


Mr. GRIFFIN, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Recorp upon the Wadsworth-Garrett 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks unani- 
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp on the Wads- 
worth-Garrett resolution. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Speaker, the Rules Committee have an- 
nounced that they have ready for submission to the House a 
rule for the immediate consideration of the Garrett resolution 
(H. J. Res. 68). As the time allowed for its consideration 
may be unduly restricted, I desire to submit for the RECORD a 
brief analysis of its provisions and contrast it with the Wads- 
worth resolution (S. J. Res. 109), of which it is said to be a 
companion. 

This illusion of the identity of these two resolutions is stu- 
diously cultivated. It is only fair to the House that their pro- 
visions should be differentiated, and this I shall attempt to do 
as briefly as I can. 

The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. GARRETT], the author 
of House Resolution 68, delivered a splendid address in the 
House on January 20, with the intent, presumably, of showing 
some reason for the passage of his amendment to the Con- 
stitution. The House is deeply indebted to him for his 
splendid résumé of the history of constitutional amendments 
ratified in the past and for his learned disquisition upon our 
Constitution. It is a masterpiece of research and political 
acumen and will be an ornament to the pages of the Concres- 
SIONAL Recorp for all time to come. 

I am afraid, however, his presentation of the political 
growth of our Constitution will utterly fail to convince the 
student of our history that he ought to be content with the 
limited concession which his resolution makes to the popular 
demand that constitutional amendments should be ratified by 
the direct vote of the people. They fought and won the fight 
for direct election of Senators, taking the question out of 
the hands of State legislatures, and they are not likely to be 
content much longer with indirect methods in the ratification 
of amendments to the Federal Constitution. 

The Garrett amendment still retains the obsolete require- 
ment of ratification by State legislatures, although the strong- 
est argument in his speech is that in which he shows the 
potential menace involved in the fact that 4,000 individuals, 


LXVI— 266 


the members of our State legislatures, may alter the funda- 
mental organic law of 110,000,000 people. His precise lan- 
guage is, I submit, the strongest possible argument against 
his own timid and insufficient resolution and, at the same time, 
the best argument in favor of a popular vote on constitutional 
amendments. I quote as follows from page 2159 of the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD of January 21, 1925: 


As the situation now stands fewer than 4,000 individuals in this 
Nation of 110,000,000 people can, if they choose, alter every sentence 
and paragraph of the Constitution of the United States, except the 
clause as to equal suffrage in the Senate, and with just a few hundred 
added they could change even that. Two-thirds of a majority of the 
House and Senate and a majority of a quorum of 48 legislatures can 
completely revolutionize our dual form of government within the space 
of a few fleeting months and upon any efforts so to do there rest 
no legal restraints, either State or Federal. So far as law is con- 
cerned, either organic or statutory, the people haye no means of pre- 
vention nor any method of recourse or review. 

I have here a tabulation by States of the number of members com- 
posing the two houses of their respective legislatures. 

I think it is true that in all save two States a majority constitute 
a quorum. In Tennessee, I am certain, and in Indiana, I think, the 
constitutions require two-thirds. 

It would be a rather tedious task to figure out the exact minimum 
number that could change the Constitution, and I have not attempted 
it, but it is accurate to say that it can be accomplished by fewer than 
4,000 individuals. 


OTHER RESOLUTIONS DISREGARDED 


In view of the general demand of the people for the right 
to vote directly on constitutional amendments, it is surprising 
that the Judiciary Committee should have reported out this 
bill without a public hearing. It was not the only bill. I haye 
introduced a resolution in every Congress of which I have been 
a Member proyiding for the direct submission of constitutional 
amendments to popular vote. 

Congressman LAGuarpra and former Congressman Siegel also 
introduced such a resolution. Why were we not given a chance 
to be heard when the subject was under consideration? 


THE CHAIRMAN’S IDEA OF A BACK-TO-THE-PEOPLE AMENDMENT 


The chairman of the Judiciary Committee calls the reso- 
lution a “ back-to-the-people” amendment. Is it possible that 
he seriously thinks that the people can not see through this 
shallow subterfuge? Only an ostrich is supposed to cherish the 
delusion that he can conceal his body by hiding his head, 


HANDS ACROSS THE AISLE 


I am surprised that some Republican did not introduce the 
Wadsworth resolution on this side of the Capitol, thus giving 
the proposal the conservative stamp so significant of its origin. 
Why camouflage by reporting out the Garrett resolution on 
this side of the Capitol? 

I confess I do not like this “hands across the aisle” gesture 
of having a Republican committee report out a Tory measure 
with a Democratic tag. This is not a Democratic proposal. 
The Wadsworth resolution was not expected to be. The whole 
transaction smacks of jugglery and subtlety utterly unfair to 
the people of this land. 

They call the proposal the Wadsworth-Garrett resolution, 
They are two different propositions, similar only in the mani- 
fest design to deny the peonle the right to vote directly on 
changes in the organic law of the Nation. They have the 
privilege with respect to State constitutions and ought to have 
it with respect to the Constitution of the Nation. 


THE GARRETT RESOLUTION 


There is not a liberal progressive feature in either bill. The 
only change ‘that even slants in that direction is the provision 
in the Garrett resolution that at least one branch of the legis- 
Jature passing on a constitutional amendment must be elected 
after the amendment is proposed. That, in fact, seems to be 
the main purpose of this resolution. This and nothing more. 


RATIFICATION MAY BE SUBJECT TO POPULAR VOTE, BUT NOT REJECTION 


It is true it concedes a sop to the popular demand for a 
referendum by providing that any State may require that rati- 
fication by the legislature be subject to confirmation by popular 
vote. 

Note the significant words in that plausible passage, may“ 
and “ratification.” The word “may,” of course, makes it dis- 
eretionary. The specific provision for confirmation in case of 
ratification makes the absence of a provision for a popular vote 
in case of rejection particularly striking. It means that if the 
amendment is beaten by the legislature no recourse to popular 
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vote is possible. If it is ratifled its opponents still have a 
chance to appeal to the people—if the legislature so directs. 
If it is rejected its advocates are done for. 


PROSPECT OF REFERENDUM A GLITTERING BAIT 


But even the prospect of a referendum in case of ratification 
by the legislature turns out on examination to be only an 
illusion and a glittering bait. There will never be any referen- 
dum. You can rest assured of that. If the legislature ratifies, 
it will refuse a referendum on the ground that it was elected 
after the amendment was proposed, and therefore had a man- 
date to ratify or reject. “No necessity” will be the plea. 


A TRAP OF INDIRECTION AND DUPLICITY 


The whole purpose of these tortuous and involved proposals 
is simply to preclude the possibility of a popular vote. The 
demand for direct action of the people on constitutional amend- 
ments is caught in a trap of indirection and duplicity. 

I am ashamed that such a Tory reactionary measure should 
emanate from a Democratic source. I have great faith in 
democracy. It was conceived in liberty and its aim has 
always been to extend and enlarge human rights. It has 
boasted of having faith in the integrity and intelligence of the 

ople. 

1 THE WADSWORTH RESOLUTION 

On the other hand, by a strange irony in the progress of 
human events, the Wadsworth resolution, though emanating 
from a traditionally conservative source, furnishes a more 
promising prospect of obtaining a popular vote on constitu- 
tional amendments, 

It is true it did not have this liberal cast when introduced. 

Whatever good it has was introduced by the committee that 
reported it. It abolishes legislative ratifieation and substi- 
tutes ratification by convention elected in the various States. 
It also provides for popular ratification by direct vote of the 
people—if the States so determine. 
. That, of course, puts the determination in the hands of the 
legislatures of the respective States, and that means nothing 
less than.the interposition of another hurdle to jump before a 
popular yote can be held. 


WHY NOT GO THE WHOLE WAY 


Congress should take the responsibility and say bluntly that 
ratification of constitutional amendments shall be made by 
direct vote of the people in the same manner as United States 
Senators are elected. 

To impose on the State legislatures the responsibility of 
determining whether a constitutional amendment shall be 
passed upon by a constitutional convention or by the legisla- 
tures themselves will invite discord, delay, and confusion. We 
will have some States ratifying by convention and others bý 
the State legislatures, and the result will ever remain open to 
argument and dissatisfaction. 


THE PEOPLE RESENT THE RESTRAINTS OF INDIRECT GOVERNMENT 


I am satisfied that the people of this Nation want more lib- 
erty and a greater emancipation and resent the restraints of 
indirect government. They should not be treated as children. 
They want to, and should be permitted to, vote on fundamental 
changes in their organic laws. They do it now in the States 
on constitutional amendments, and it is unblushing arrogance 
to assert that they are incompetent to pass on constitutional 
amendments affecting the entire Nation. They tired of the 
corruption and disorder incident to the election of United 


States Senators by State legislatures. They are prepared now 


to take the final step which will give the voters of the land an 

opportunity to express their will as to how and under what 

laws they shall be governed, and will visit their wrath upon 

those who attempt by cunning and subtlety to defeat their 

aspirations, 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES—SEVEN- 
TEENTH INTERNATIONAL CONGRESS AGAINST ALCOHOLISM 

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following message 
from the President of the United States, which was read, and, 
with the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs and ordered to be printed: 

Te the Congress of the United States: 

I transmit herewith a report by the Secretary of State, to- 
gether with its accompanying report of the delegates of the 
United States to the Seventeenth International Congress 
Against Alcoholism, held at Copenhagen Denmark, in August, 


1923. 
CALVIN COOLIDGE. 


Tun WAITE HOUSE, 
Washington, February 19, 1925. 


CELEBRATION OF THE TWO HUNDREDTH ANNIVERSARY OF THE BIRTH 
OF GEORGE WASHINGTON 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the following 
message from the President of the United States, which was 
read, and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the Com- 
mittee on Industrial Arts and Expositions: 

To the Congress of the United States: 


In accordance with the wishes of the commission for the, 
celebration of the two hundredth anniversary of the birth of 
conse Washington, I hereby transmit to the Congress its first 
repo 


Tae Warre House, February 19, 1925. 


UTILIZATION OF CERTAIN FUNDS RECEIVED FROM THE PERSIAN GOV- 
ERNMENT FOR THE EDUCATION OF PERSIAN STUDENTS IN THE 
UNITED STATES 


The SPEAKER also laid before the House the following 
message from the President of the United States, which was 
read and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs: 

To the Congress of the United States: 


‘I transmit herewith a communication from the Secretary 
of State with regard to the utilization, for the education of 
Persian students in the United States, of certain funds re- 
ceived and to be received from the Persian Government in a 
sum not to exceed $110,000, which are being paid by that Gov- 
ernment in reimbursement of the expenses incurred in connec- 
tion with the return to the United States on the U. S. S. 
Trenton of the remains of the late Vice Consul Robert W. 
Imbrie, who was killed in Teheran on July 18, 1924, 

It is my earnest hope that the Congress will see fit to au- 
thorize the setting aside of all funds received from the Persian 
Government on this account, not to exceed $110,000, to be 
spent for educational purposes as aforementioned under such 
conditions as the Secretary of State may prescribe. Such 
action by the Congress will tend to foster friendly relations 
between the United States and Persia and will be in line 
with the precedent already sanctioned by the Congress in the 
case of the Boxer indemnity fund. 

In view of the fact that one-half of the $110,000 has already 
been received and as the balance is expected shortly to be 
paid by the Persian Government, I trust that the Congress 
will grant the necessary authority at the present session in 
order that the funds in question may not lie idle during the 
coming year. 


CALVIN COOLIDGE. 


CALVIN COOLIDGE, 
Tue Wuite HoUsE, } 
Washington, January 19, 1925. 


THE MIGRATORY BIRD REFUGE BILL 


Mr. SCHNEIDER. . Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my remarks in the Recorp on H. R. 745. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wisconsin asks 
unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp on the 
pending bill. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SCHNEIDER. Mr. Speaker, seldom do we find a meas- 
ure that so completely commands the unanimity of opinion of 
this body as does this bill known as the migratory bird refuge 
act. It has come to us with the indorsement of people from 
every section of the Nation. For my part, I can say that I have 
yet to receive a letter in opposition to it. 

For years we have been viewing with alarm the growing 
seareity of migratory birds. Particularly noticeable is this 
fact to the lovers of sport, the hunter, and the farmer, who 
know the value of insectivorous birds. It is easy to under- 
stand why this alarming situation has arisen. Our popula- 
tion has been growing in leaps and bounds. There is now 
scarcely a section of land in the United States which has not 
been traversed. The hunting grounds of yesterday are cities 
or flourishing farms to-day. Most of our forests have not 
been spared from the ax of the woodsman. What was once 
the home, resting place, and refuge of our once rich and 
abundant bird and game life has been gradually destroyed. 
Of course, much of this was inevitable. We had to expand. 
Our population grew, and naturally the woodman had to clear 
the way. But little did we realize how important it was that 
this should be done in a systematic way in order to preserve 
as much as possible a home, resting place, and refuge for the 
bird and game life of our Nation. Then, too, came the auto- 
mobile, good roads, and ingenious inventions perfecting the 
firearms, all of which greatly contributed to the rapid extinc- 
tion of our game. But particularly destructive to our migra- 
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tory bird life is the extensive but purposeless drainage projects 
that have been carried on in the past few years. 

But what has been done to remedy the situation? While 
some States have established some very excellent game laws 
and have tried to do what they could to help preserve and 
build up our game, the results have not been satisfactory. The 
problem can not be handled by any one State or all States 
individually. It is national in scope, particularly as to mi- 
gratory birds, which is the subject of the proposed legislation. 
It is regrettable indeed that the relief now proposed comes 80 
late, but it is the only scientific and real way to deal with this 
question, 

The Federal Government has in some measure taken cogni- 
zance of the importance of this problem, and has now on its 
statute books what is known as the migratory bird treaty act. 
The regulations established by the treaty between the United 
States and Great Britain, entered into by President Wilson in 
1913, and the act of Congress of 1916 adequately establishes 
restrictions as to the hunting of this game, and creates the 
power in the Department of Agriculture for the administration 
of these regulations. But all of this, while good as far as it 
goes, is practically useless without adequate provision for game 
refuges. 

This bill now before us fills this gap in our national scheme 
for the preservation of the migratory bird life. The primary 
objects of this bill are the establishment of migratory bird 
refuges, to furnish in perpetuity homes for migratory birds, and 
the establishment of public shooting grounds, thus preserving 
the American system of free shooting. 

The bill creates a commission known as the migratory bird 
refuge commission, composed of the Secretary of Agriculture, 
who is designated as its chairman, the Secretary of Commerce, 
the Postmaster General, and two Members of the Senate, to 
be selectea by the President of the Senate, and two Members 
of the House of Representatives, to be selected by the Speaker. 

This commission is empowered to pass upon the purchase 
or rental and maintenance of such marsh and water areas as are 
especially suitable for migratory water fowl, some of which areas 
are to be used wholly or in part as free public shooting grounds 
in the open season, and all of which are to be perpetuated and 
safeguarded as breeding and resting places for these birds. 

In talking about migratory birds, we mean not only the 
ducks, geese, and others classed as game, but also the great 
host of smaller species which are so vitally essential to the 
agricultural interests of the country through their incessant 
war on injurious insects. 

The migratory-bird treaty act makes the following classifica- 
tion for migratory birds, which also applies to this bill: 

1. Migratory game birds: 

(a) Anatidae, or waterfowl, including brant, wild ducks, 
geese, and swans. 

(b) Gruidae, or cranes, including little brown, sandhill, and 
whooping cranes. 

(c) Rallidae, or rails, including coots, gallinules, and sora 
and other rails. 

(d) Limicolae, or shore birds, including avocets, curlew, do- 
witchers, godwits, knots, oyster catchers, phalaropes, plovers, 
sandpipers, snipe, stilts, surf birds, turnstones, willet, wood- 
cock, and yellowlegs. 

(e) Columbidea, or pigeons, including doves and wild pigeons. 

2. Migratory insectivorous birds: Bobolinks, catbirds, chica- 
dees, cuckoos, flickers, flycatchers, grosbeaks, humming. birds, 
kinglets, martins, meadowlarks, nighthawks, or bull bats, nut- 
hatches, orioles, robins, shrikes, swallows, swifts, tanagers, 
titmice, thrushes, vireos, warblers, waxwings, whippoorwills, 
woodpeckers, and wrens and all other perching birds which 
feed entirely or chiefly on insects. 

3. Other migratory nongame birds: Auks, aukets, bitterns, 
fulmars, gannets, grebes, guillemots, gulls, herons, jaegers, 
loons, murres, petrels, puffins, shearwaters, and terns. 

The general administration of this act and the refuges to be 
created is left to the Department of Agriculture. 

Much more can be said to elaborate on other provisions of 
the bill, but for our purpose it will suffice to make mention 
the salient points only. It, of course, provides certain regula- 
tions and penalties for their enforcement, but I am obliged 
to pass these up for the present. 

I now wish to speak briefly on the most remarkable provi- 
sion of the bill, and that is the method by which it proposes 
to finance this whole thing. It is almost unbelievable, but it 
is true that this great work is to be done with practically no 
cost to the taxpayers of this country. I say this is an in- 
genious proposal. 

It bespeaks of the unselfishness and extreme interest of 
those who would bear the burden to see that our migratory 


bird life is again replenished by not asking us to appropriate 
a cent of the taxpayers’ money for this purpose. Yes, those 
who would pay its cost are most eager for its passage. It 
means much to them, for, as you will see later, the small cost 
to them will eventually be repaid them many fold. The bill 
provides for a license fee of $1 to be paid by each one who 
would desire to hunt migratory birds. Please bear in mind 
that this does not mean that everyone who hunts must take 
out the Federal license of $1, but only those who hunt migra- 
tory birds; nor does it require the owner of the land where 
he makes his abode to take out the license, even if he wishes 
to shoot migratory birds. The farmer who wants to shoot 
migratory birds, if the other regulations such as the open 
season, and so forth, permit, may do so on his own land where 
he lives and without a license. 

It is these moneys to be received for such licenses and which 
are to be known as the Migratory Bird Protection Fund that 
e pay for these refuges and the expense in their administra- 

on. 

The bill aims to coordinate the work with other departments 
and thus make it administratively feasible and at as little ex- 
pense as possible. For example, by providing for the issuance 
of the licenses by the post offices much unnecessary expense is 
saved and the public has a most convenient place where they 
can apply for the license. 

For a more detailed explanation of the bill, I would invite 
your attention to some of its provisions itself and also to the 
hearings, particularly to the statements of Mr. R. P. Holland, 
vice president of the American Game Protective Association, 
the statement of Dr. E. W. Nelson, chief of the Biological 
Survey of the Department of Agriculture, and the letter from 
Hon. Henry C. Wallace, secretary of the Department of Agri- 
culture, all of whom are strongly in favor of this bill. 

I have already in a very general way spoken of the im- 
portance of this bill to the farmer in its relation to the pro- 
tection of insect-eating birds so vital to agriculture and the 
importance of this measure to the lovers of sport and the 
hunters by making this kind of game more plentiful. But to 
convey its importance to you more concretely than I have 
already stated it I wish to read to you what the Secretary of 
Agriculture, Hon. Henry ©. Wallace, says in a letter to the 


chairman of the Committee on Agriculture. As to the value 


of the fnigratory wild fowl as a food he says: 


The State game warden of Minnesota reported that during the 
hunting season of 1919 about 1,800,000 wild ducks were killed in 
that State. The meat value of these birds undoubtedly exceeded 
$2,000,000. This indicates the economic advantage to the country at 
large to be derived in food value alone from the enactment of this 
bill. It is evident that the carrying out of the proposed conservation 
program under the Federal hunting license law would increase the 
total value of migratory wild fowl taken by hunters each year in the 
United States by millions of dollars, in addition to insuring the per- 
petuation of this valuable natural resource. 


Elaborating on this subject, he goes on to say: 

The bill, although primarily intended to increase the number of 
wild fowl and to perpetuate wild-fowl hunting, really involves a num- 
ber of other important factors of definite advantage to the public, 
The mistaken idea is prevalent that the drainage of practically all 


water or marsh areas is a public benefit. Experience has shown in 


numerous instances that drainage has resulted in destroying a water 
area with its varied uses and left in its place land of little or no value. 
A careful survey by qualified experts should be made in which the 
community values of the water areas should be considered before in- 
dividual drainage projects are undertaken. Under proper conditions 
many lakes, ponds, swamps, and marsh areas will yield a distinctly 
larger return than would the same area drained. for agricultural pur- 
poses. The development and utilization of all available products of 
such areas might be termed “ water farming.” 

In addition to the returns from water areas in wild fowl, they 
may also yield the following products: 

1. A valuable supply of food and game fish. 

2. An annual return of furs from such fur bearers as the musk- 
rats, skunks, and raccoons frequenting them. 

8. The production in certain areas of grasses valuable for forage 
and for the manufacture of grass rugs, which has become a profitable 
industry; also, in suitable areas, the production of willow suitable 
for basketry and other purposes. 

4. A natural ice supply. 

5. A definite help in maintaining the underground water level which 
is frequently essential for the production of forest growth and other 
vegetation. 

6. An invaluable help in holding back the run-off of food waters, 
assisting in preventing excessive erosion, and other flood damage. 
There is little doubt that if shallow lakes and swamp areas along 
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drainage ways are systematically drained, the danger of terriffic 
floodg and the enormous destructions of lives and property will be 
seriously increased. This effect of extensive drainage work deserves 
careful attention in view of its definite relation to the public 
welfare. 

7. Many of the more attractive of such water areas lend themselves 
admirably for educational uses and to assist in interesting the people 
of the State in out-of-door recreation and in the natural resources 
of plant and animal life which are so important in supplying useful 
commodities. 

There is, however, little question that the greatest benefit of all 
from the establishment of public hunting grounds through the enact- 
ment of the present law would be its contribution to the public 
welfare. 

At the present time it is estimated that more than 6,000,000 peo- 
ple In the United States engage in hunting of one kind or another 
each year. The rapidly increasing drainage of marsh areas threatens 
the continuance of one of the most popular kinds of hunting, which 
will be perpetnated under the terms of the present bill. With the 
growing congestion of population and the unrest which such massing 
produces, the maintenance and development of opportunities for out- 
of-door recreation, such as is here contemplated, places this bill in 
the front rank among legislative measures bearing on the public wel- 
fare. Throughout the United States a very large proportion of the 
men who spend a certain period each year in hunting are undoubtedly 
among our most desirable citizens. Through their out-of-door recrea- 
tions they develop their resourcefulness and maintain a physical and 
mental health which is of the utmost value in relation to their civic 
usefulness. 


I can add but little to the significant facts pointed out to us 
by the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Let me say in conclusion that I have the privilege of 
representing one of the finest sections of our State known for 
its many natural lakes and fine hunting grounds, thus mak- 
ing it a resort and a veritable pilgrimage for innumerable 
thousands every year, many of whom come hundreds of miles. 
Nature has been generous to us and we have, in a large 
measure, been able to preserve it for the enjoyment of all of 
our people and those from surrounding States. Yet as Com- 
missioner Elmer S. Hall, of Wisconsin, says in his statement 
in support of this bill: 


Under the present laws of this State, permitting sbootifg from 
sunrise to sunset, ducks do not get much rest. The refuge bill 
will improve conditions in this State wonderfully, as quiet zones are 
needed for rest and feeding. 


It is my hope that every citizen of America, who loves 
the sport of hunting and fishing, may have this opportunity, 
which we in northern Wisconsin, in part at least, now have. 
For this reason, and for the many other reasons already 
enumerated, I heartily indorse the measure now before us and 
earnestly hope for its enactment into law at this session of 
Congress. 


HOUR OF MEETING SATURDAY 


Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, on Saturday we expect to take 
up the agricultural bill, I ask unanimous consent that the 
House meet on Saturday next at 11 o'clock a. m. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
we received this morning, through the mail, protests against 
that bill from farm organizations, and I object. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS 


Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, there have been many requests 
from Members to take up the Private Calendar. I ask unani- 
mous consent that when the House adjourns to-morrow after- 
noon it stand in recess until 8 o'clock p. m., and that at 8 
o'clock the House take up. unobjected-to bills on the Private 
Calendar from 8 o'clock until 11 o'clock p. m. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr, Speaker, reserving the right to 
object, I presume that request carries with it the understand- 
ing that we take up the calendar from where we left off at the 
last meeting. 

Mr. SNELL, I should have no objection to that. I think 
the calendar is starred where it starts. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
we have had one night session this week. 

Mr. SNELL. We have had the fewest night sessions at this 
short session of any past short session. 

Mr. BLANTON. I know; but we have had lots of com- 
mittee work to do, requiring us to be in our offices until mid- 
night, and we will not get home until midnight to-night. If the 
gentleman will make that one night next week, there will not 
be any objection from this source, but for the present I object. 


ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 


Mr. ROSENBLOOM, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 
reported that they had examined and found truly enrolled bill 
of the following title, when the Speaker signed the same: 

H. R. 9724. An act to authorize an appropriation for the care, 
maintenance, and improvement of the burial grounds contain- 
ing the remains of Zachary Taylor, former President of the 
United States, and of the memorial shaft erected to his mem- 
ory, and for other purposes. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o'clock and 56 
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Friday, 
February 20, 1925, at 12 o'clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications 
were taken from the Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

890. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a supplemental estimate of appropriation 
for the District of Columbia for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1925, for fees and expenses of witnesses, Supreme Court, Dis- 
trict of Columbia, $15,000 (H. Doc. No. 640) ; to the Committee 
on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

891. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a statement of a claim of Luftschiffbau 
Zeppelin, allowed by the General Accounting Office, in the sum 
of $187,000 (H. Doc. No. 641) ; to the Committee on Appropri- 
ations and ordered to be printed. 

892, A letter from the Postmaster General, transmitting 
claim of Frank A. Bartling, postmaster at Nebraska City, 
Nebr., for credit on account of funds and stamps of the value 
of $12,469.35; to the Committee on Claims, 

893. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a supplemental estimate of appropriation 
for the Navy Department for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1925, under “Contingent, Bureau of Yards and Docks,” for 
repairs of damages caused by a typhoon at Guam, $50,000 (E 
Doc. No. 642); to the Committee on Appropriations and or- 
dered to be printed. 

894. A letter from the Secretary of War transmitting, with 
a letter from the Chief of Engineers, report on preliminary ex- 
amination of St. Petersburg Harbor, Fla.; to the Committee on 
Rivers and Harbors. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. DYER: Committee on the Judiciary. H. R. 7179. A bill 
to protect the interest of innocent persons in property which is 
used in the unlawful conveyance of goods or commodities; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1520). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. VESTAL: Committee on Patents. H. R. 12306. A bill 
for copyright registration of designs; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1521). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. REED of New York: Committee on Industrial Arts and 
Expositions. H. J. Res. 357. A joint resolution providing for 
the cooperation of the United States in the sesquicentennial ex- 
hibition commemorating the signing of the Declaration of In- 
dependence, and for other purposes; with an amendment (Rept. 
No. 1522). Referred to the Committ. of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union. 

Mr. REECE: Committee on Military Affairs. II. J. Res. 359. 
A joint resolution authorizing the Secretary of War to loan 
certain horses, bridles, saddles, and saddle blankets to the 
thirty-sixth triennial conclave committee of Knights Templar 
for use at the thirty-sixth triennial conclave Knights Templar 
of the United States to be held at Seattle, Wash., in July, 
1925; with an amendment (Rept. No. 1523). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. WRIGHT: Committee on Military Affairs. S. 2865. An 
act to define the status of retired officers of the Regular Army 
who have been detailed as professors and assistant professors 
of military science and tactics at educational institutions; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1524). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. SNYDER: Committee on Indian Affairs. A report under 
House Resolution 348 with reference to administration of 
Indian affairs in Oklahoma (Rept. No. 1527). Referred to 
the House Calendar. 


— 
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Mr. SNELL: Committee on Rules. H. Res. 451. A resolu- 
tion to provide consideration of H. R. 12348, creating the Fed- 
eral cooperative marketing board; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1582). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. GRAHAM: Committee on the Judiciary. H. R. 9221. 
A bill to fix the salaries of certain judges of the United States; 
with amendments (Rept. No, 1528). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. LEAVITT: Committee on Indian Affairs. H. R. 12156. 
A bill extending the time for repayment of the revolving fund 
for the benefit of the Crow Indians; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1529). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union. 


REPORTS. OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. STRONG of Kansas: Committee on War Claims. S. 
8050. An act for the relief of the Turner Construction Co., of 
New York City; without amendment (Rept. No. 1525). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House, 

Mr. GRAHAM: Committee on the Judiciary. H. R. 10707. 
A bill conferring jurisdiction upon the Court of Claims of the 
United States or the district courts of the United States to 
hear, adjudicate, and enter judgment on the claim of Solomon 
L. Van Meter, jr., against the United States, for the use or 
manufacture of an invention of Solomon L. Van Meter, jr., 
covered by letters patent No. 1192479, issued by the Patent 
Office of the United States July 25, 1916; with an amendment 
cae No. 1526). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 

ouse. 

Mr. STEPHENS: Committee on Naval Affairs. S. 3202. An 
act for the relief of Lieut. (junior grade) Thomas J. Ryan, 
United States Navy; without amendment (Rept. No. 1530). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE 
Under clanse 2 of Rule XXII, the Committee on Claims was 
discharged from the consideration of the bill (S. 3202) for the 
relief of Lieut. (Junior Grade) Thomas J. Ryan, United States 
Navy, and the same was referred to the Committee on Naval 
Affairs. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS 
Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 
By Mr. LAGUARDIA: A bill (H. R. 12358) creating the 


position of chief flying officer of the Army and method of ap- 


pointment of Chief of Air Service; to the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs. 

By Mr. GRIFFIN: A bill (H. R. 12359) providing for a 
medal of honor and awards to Government employees for dis- 
tinguished work in science; to the Committee on the Library. 

By Mr. SCHALL: A bill (H. R. 12360) to provide an addi- 
tional judge for the District Court of the United States in and 
for the District of Minnesota; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

By Mr. McKENZIE: A concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 
45) authorizing the Committees on Military Affairs of the 
Senate of the United States and the House of Representatives 
to sit jointly during the sessions or adjourned intervals of the 
Sixty-eighth and Sixty-ninth Congresses; to the Committee on 
Rules. 

By Mr. BLANTON: A joint resolution (H. J. Res. 361) to 
prohibit the Federal Reserve Board, its member banks, and all 
other governmental banking institutions, from discounting any 
obligations, or directly or indirectly handling any banking 
transactions for, and from receiving, handling, or discounting 
any money, credits, or securities, of or for any nation, or the 
nationals thereof, that has defaulted in obligations due the 
Government of the United States, and failed and refused to 
fund such obligations in violation of their understanding had 
with this Government at the time it advanced such loans, and 
to discourage American citizens and private banking institu- 
tions from rendering such banking facilities; to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. LAGUARDIA: A joint resolution (H. J. Res. 362) 
for the purpose of protecting officers of the Army, Navy, or 
Marine Corps who are called by committees of the House or 
Senate to testify concerning matters before such committees; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. EVANS of Montana; A joint resolution (H. J. Res. 
863) to appropriate certain tribal funds of the Flathead and 
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other Indian tribes in Montana, to bring test suits in the United 
States District Court of Montana, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. HASTINGS: A joint resolution (H. J. Res. 364) 
authorizing the enlargement of the Federal Veterans’ Hospital 
at Muskogee, Okla., by the purchase of an adjoining city hos- 
pital, and authorizing the appropriation of $150,000 for that 
purpose; to the Committee on World War Veterans’ Legisla- 


on, 

By Mr. LAGUARDIA: A resolution (H. Res. 448) regarding 
Army, Navy, and Marine Corps testimony before committees of 
Congress; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. MEAD: A resolution (H. Res. 449) directing the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives to appoint a select 
committee of seven members to inquire into the operations of 
the United States Railroad Labor Board, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. REED of West Virginia: A resolution (H. Res. 450) 
providing for consideration of H. R. 12154, a bill extending the 
provisions of the District of Columbia rent act; to the Com- 
mittee on Rules. 

By Mr. GRAHAM: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Pennsylvania opposing the enactment of legislation intended 
to increase the amount of water to be taken from the Great 
Lakes through the Chicago drainage canal for sanitation and 
power purposes; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. CULLEN: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Pennsylvania expressing opinion that any increase in the 
amount of water permitted to be drained from the Great Lakes 
would be against the interests of the people of the United 
States, would seriously affect the fishing industries of the 
Commonwealth, would be unnecessary, and would be in viola- 
tion of the treaty relations with the Dominion of Canada; to 
the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

By the SPEAKER (by request) : Memorial of the Legislature 
of the State of Indiana requesting Congress to appropriate 
funds to carry out certain recommendations of the Chief of 
Staff of the United States Army made in furtherance of the 
resting defense act, 1920; to the Committee on Military 


PRIVATH BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BLOOM: A bill (H. R. 12361) granting a pension to 
Bridget McAvoy Baker; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 12362) granting a pension to Olivia Marie 
Kindleberger ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 12363) for the relief of William Mackin; 
to the Committee on Naval Affairs, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 12864) granting a pension to Lillian Pike; 
to the Committee on Pensions. y 

Aiso, a bill (H. R. 12365) for the relief of Jerome J. 
Wingers; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. DAVEY: A bill (H. R. 12366) granting ag increase 
= pension to Lydia L. Robinson; to the Committee on Invalid 

ensions. 

By Mr. HERSEY: A bill (H. R. 12367) granting an increase 
of pensions to Cordelia C. Campbell; to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 12368) granting an increase of pension to 
Addie M. Pullen; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 12369) granting an increase ef pension to 
Emma R. Morrill; to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

By Mr. TUCKER: A bill (H. R. 12370) for the relief of 
Mildred B. Crawford; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. WEAVER: A bill (H. R. 12371) granting a pension 
to Henry G. Jones; to the Committee on Pensions, 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

3846. By the SPEAKER (by request): Petition of the State 
Woman’s Christian Temperance Union, of Mississippi, favor- 
ing distribution of literature relative to the dangers of the 
narcotic evil; to the Committee on Printing. 

8847. Also (by-request) petition of Progressive Party of the 
State of Oregon expressing opposition to leasing Muscle Shoals 
to a private company; to the Committee on Military Affairs; 

3848. By Mr. BURTON: Petition of citizens of Cleveland, 


| Ohio, and Jacksonville, Fla., urging Congress to take the neces- 


sary action to revoke the present requirement of visés on pass- 
ports; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
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8849. By Mr. GALLIVAN: Petition of Lazarus Davis Lodge, 
No. 548, I. O. B. A., Maurice Levy, recording secretary, 98 
Nightingale Street, Dorchester, Mass., urging early and favor- 
able consideration of Perlman resolution, which provides for 
the admission into the United States of many refugees stranded 
in foreign ports; to the Committee on Immigration and Nat- 
uralization. 

3850. By Mr. PATTERSON: Petition of numerous residents 
of the first congressional district of the State of New Jersey, 
opposing Senate bill 3218, or any other religious legislation or 
any other pending legislation touching on the subject of 
religion; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

3851. By Mr. SCHALL: Petitions of Maple Plain, Robbins- 
dale, Minneapolis, Kingsdale, Sturgeon Lake, Denham, Prince- 
ton, South Haven, Anoka, Braham, and Cambridge, all in the 
State of Minnesota, protesting the passage of the compulsory 
Sunday observance bill (S. 3218); to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

3852. By Mr. SWING: Petition of residents of Escondido, 
Calf, protesting against compulsory Sunday observance laws; 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 


SENATE 


Froway, February 20, 1925 
(Legislative day of Tuesday, February 17, 1925) 


The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian on the expiration of 
the recess, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senate will receive a 
message from the House of Representatives. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Farrell, 
its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had passed a 
bill (H. R. 11957) to authorize the President in certain cases 
to modify visé fees, in which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


The message also announced that the Speaker of the House 
had affixed his signature to the following enrolled bills and 
joint resolution, and they were thereupon signed by the Presi- 
dent pro tempore: 

H. R. 27. An act to compensate the Chippewa Indians of 
Minnesota for timber and interest in connection with the 
settlement for the Minnesota National Forest; 

H. R. 166. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior 
to issue patent to the city of Redlands, Calif., for certain 
lands, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 2419. An act for the relief of Michael Curran; 

H. R. 2689. An act to consolidate certain lands within the 
Snoqualmie National Forest; 

H. R. 2716. An act to amend paragraph 20 of section 24 of 
the Judicial Code as amended by act of November 23, 1921, 
entitled “An act to reduce and equalize taxation, to provide 

revenue, and for other purposes“; 

H. R. 2720. An act to authorize the sale of lands in Pitts- 
burgh, Pa.; 

H.R. 3927. An act granting public lands to the town of Sil- 
verton, Colo., for public park purposes; 

H. R. 4114. An act authorizing the construction of a bridge 
across the Colorado River near Lee Ferry, Ariz. ; 

H. R. 4522. An act to provide for the completion of the 
topographical survey of the United States; 

H. R. 4825. An act for the establishment of industrial schools 
for Alaskan native children, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 5170. An act providing for an exchange of lands be- 
tween Anton Hiersche and the United States in connection with 
the North Platte Federal irrigation project; 

H. R. 5612. An act to authorize the addition of certain lands 
to the Mount Hood National Forest; 

H. R. 6436. An act for the relief of Isidor Steger: 

H. R. 6651. An act to add certain lands to the Umatilla, Wal- 
lowa, and Whitman National Forests in Oregon ; 

H. R. 6695. An act authorizing the owners of the steamship 
Malta Maru to bring suit against the United States of Amer- 
ica: 

H. R. 6853. An act to relinquish the title of the United States 
to the land in the preemption claim of William Weekley, sit- 
uate in the county of Baldwin, State of Alabama ; 

H. R. 7631. An act for the relief of Charles P. Clayton and 
others; 


R. 7780. An act for the relief of Fred J. La May; 

R. 8169. An act for the relief of John J. Dobbertin ; 

R. 8226. An act granting relief to the First State Sav ings 
Bank of Gladwin, Mich. ; 

H. R. 8267. An act for the purchase of land adjoining Fort 
Bliss, Tex. ; 

H. R. 8298. An act for the relief of Byron S. Adams; 

H. R. 8333. An act to restore homestead rights in certain 
cases ; 

H. R. 8366. An act to add certain lands to the Santiam Na- 
tional Forest; 

H. R. 8410. An act to change the name of Third Place NP. 
to Abbey Place; 

H. R. 8438. An act granting the consent of 8 to the 
county of Allegheny, Pa., to construct a bridge across the 
Monongahela River from Cliff Street, McKeesport, to a point 
opposite in the city of Duquesne; 

H. R. 9028. An act to authorize the addition of certain lands 
to the Whitman National Forest; 

H. R. 9160. An act authorizing certain Indian tribes and 
bands, or any of them, residing in the State of Washington 
to submit to the Court of Claims certain claims growing out 
of treaties and otherwise ; 

H. R. 9495. An act granting to the State of Oregon certain 
lands to be used by it for the purpose of maintaining and 
* thereon a fish hatchery; 

R. 9537. An act to authorize the Secretary of Commerce 
to 5 to the city of Port Huron, Mich., a portien of the 
Fort Gratiot Lighthouse Reservation, Mich. ; 

H. R. 9688. An act granting public lands to the city of Red 
Bluff, Calif., for a public park; 

H. R. 9700. An act to authorize the Secretary of State to 
enlarge the site and erect buildings thereon for the use of the 
diplomatic and consular establishments of the United States 
in Tokyo, Japan; 

H. R. 9724. An act to authorize an appropriation for the 
care, maintenance, and improvement of the burial grounds con- 
taining the remains of Zachary Taylor, former President of the 
United States, and of the memorial shaft erected to his mem- 
ory, and for other purposes ; 

H. R. 10143. An act to exempt from cancellation certain 
desert-land entries in Riverside County, Calif. ; 

H. R. 10348. An act authorizing the Chief "of Engineers of 
the United States Army to accept a certain tract of land from 
Mrs. Anne Archbold donated to the United States for park 


H. 
H. 
II. 


purposes ; 

H. R. 10411. An act granting desert-land entrymen an exten- 
sion of time for making final proof; 

H. R. 10412. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
Pittsburgh, Cincinnati, Chicago & St. Louis Railroad Co., its 
successors and assigns, to construct a bridge across the Little 
Calumet River; 

H. R. 10590. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior 
to sell certain land to provide funds to be used in the purchase 
of a suitable tract of land to be used for cemetery purposes 
for the use and benefit of members of the Kiowa, Comanche, 
and Apache Tribes of Indians; 

H. R. 10596. An act to extend the time for commencing and 
completing the construction of a dam across the Red River of 
the North ; 

H. R. 11030. An act to revive and reenact the act entitled “An 
act authorizing the construction, maintenance, and operation 
of a private drawbridge over and across Lock No. 4 of the canal 
and locks, Willamette Falls, Clackamas County, Oreg., ap- 
proved May 31, 1921; 

H. R. 11214. An act to amend an act regulating the height of 
buildings in the District of Columbia, approved June 1, 1910, 
as amended by the act of December 30, 1910; 

H. R. 11255. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
Kanawha Falls Bridge Co. (Inc.) to construct a bridge across 
the Kanawha River at Kanawha Falls, Fayette County, W. Va.; 

H. R. 11445. An act to amend the national defense act; 

H. R. 11500. An act to amend the act entitled “An act to con- 
solidate national forest lands“; 

H. R. 11668. An act granting consent of Congress to the 
States of Missouri, Illinois, and Kentucky to construct, main- 
tain, and operate bridges over the Mississippi and Ohio Rivers 
at or near Cairo, III., and for other purposes; 

H. R. 11952. An act to authorize the exchange of certain 
patented lands in the Rocky Mountain National Park for Goy- 
ernment lands in the park; and 

H. J. Res. 342. Joint resolution to authorize the appointment 
of an additional commissioner on the United States Lexington- 
Concord Sesquicentennial Commission. 
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CALL OF THE ROLL 


Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Ashurst Ernst Keyes Pa, 
Ball Fernald Sheppard 
Bayard Ferris Shields 
Bingham” nroot Shipstead 
Borah Fletcher M Shortrid, 
rookhart Frazier McKinley Simmons 
roussard George 3 or Smith 
Bruce Glass cNary Smoot 
Bursum Means Stephens 
Butler Greene Metcalf Sterling 
Cameron Hale Moses Swanson 
Capper Harreld Neel Trammell 
Carawa, Norris Unde 
Copeland Harrison Oddie Wadsworth 
9 Heflin Overman Walsh, 
mmins Howell Owen Warren 
Curtis Johnson, Calif. Pepper Watson 
Dale Johnson, Minn, P Willis 
Dial Jones, N, Mex. Pittman 
Dill Jones, Wash Ralston 
Bdge driek 


Mr. HARRISON. I wish to announce that the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. GERRY] is detained from the Senate by 
reason of illness. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Wighty-one Senators have 
answered to the roll call. There is a quorum present. 


SENATOR FROM OKLAHOMA 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the 
certificate of the secretary of the State Dlection Board of the 
‘State of Oklahoma certifying to the election of W. B. Pine 
as a Senator from that State for the term beginning on the 
4th day of March, 1925, which was ordered to be placed on 
file. 


CONSERVATION, PRODUCTION, AND EXPLOITATION OF HELIUM GAS 


Mr. WADSWORTH. I submit a conference report on what 
has been called the helium bill, and ask for its present con- 
sideration. 

The report was read, as follows: 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 5722) authorizing the conservation, production, and 
exploitation of helinm gas, a mineral resource pertaining to 
the national defense, and to the development of commercial 
aeronautics, and for other purposes, having met, after full 
and free conference, have agreed to recommend and do recom- 
mend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate and agree to the same with an amendment, 
as follows: At the beginning of section 3 of the matter pro- 
posed to be inserted by the Senate strike out the words“ imme- 
diately upon the passage of this act” and insert in lieu thereof 
the words “on or before June 30, 1925,” and after the words 
“ Provided, That,” in the first proviso of section 3, insert the 
word “thereafter”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

J. W. WADSWORTH, Jr., 


HER, 
Managers on the part of the Senate. 
L. A. FROTHINGHAM, 
J. MayHew WAINWRIGHT, 
DANIEL E. GARRETT of Texas, 
Managers on the part of the House, 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore, Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the conference report? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I regret to state that I feel 
obliged to object. I would like to examine the report. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Objection is made. 


THE INTERPARLIAMENTARY UNION 

Mr. McKINLEY. Mr. President, the Interparliamentary 
Union meets in this country this year, Congress having appro- 
priated $50,000 to entertain the delegates of perhaps 25 nations. 
The secretary of the Interparliamentary Union has prepared 
and published twe several papers containing information 
which I think it would be well for Congress to have. I ask 
unanimous consent that they may be printed in the RECOBED. 

There being no objection, the matter referred to was ordered 
to be printed in the Recor», as follows: 


CONGRESSMEN IN SWITZERLAND—TWENTY-SECOND CONFERENCE OF THE 
INTERPARIMAMENTARY UNION IN BERN AND GENEVA 


(By Arthur Deerin Call, executive secretary of the American group) 


The thrill of the twenty-second conference of the Interparllamentary 
Union, held in Bern, Switzerland, August 22-27, and in Geneva, August 
28, came Saturday morning, the second day of the conference, when 
Hugh Gibson, United States minister to Switzerland, gracefully and 
simply presented the following invitation: 

To the Interparliamentary Union: 

The Congress of the United States of America, having by a joint 
resolution, approved May 18, 1924, requested the President of the 
United States to invite the Interparliamentary Union to hold its 
annual meeting for the year 1925 in the city of Washington, it 
affords me very great pleasure indeed, as President of the United 
States, to extend to the Interparliamentary Union, in pursuance of 
the said joint resolution, the cordial invitation of the Government 
and the Congress of the United States to hold Its twenty-third con- 
ference in the city of Washington at such time during the year 1925 
as the union may fix. S 

Cay Coorpes, 

By the President: 

CHARLES E. HUGHES, 
Secretary of State. 
WASHINGTON, June 30, 1924, 


IMPORTANCE OF THE INVITATION 


This was a most unusual event, In the first place, only members 
of parllaments are permitted by the constitution of the union to speak 
at its meetings. This difficulty, for arrangements had been made for 
the United States minister to present the invitation from President 
Coolidge, vanished in the twinkling of an eye, during the first session 
of the conference, upon the motion of Baron Adelswärd, of Sweden, 
president of the Interparliamentary Council.. It was early in the 
meeting of Friday, August 22, the first day that Baron Adelswärd 
called the attention of the conference to the fact that the United 
States minister had asked the privilege of presenting a communica- 
tion to the conference. He added that the council had examined the 
question, and that, while addresses before the conference under the 
rules could be given only by members of parliaments, he considered 
it necessary to make an exception when it became a matter of receiv- 
ing a message from the Governnrent of a great Nation. As be asked 
the approval of this proposal, the conference agreed with spontaneous 
and enthusiastic applause. 

Still more impressive, this was the first time that the head of a 
government had presented such an invitation. It marked, therefore, 
an epoch in the development and importance of the unlon. The event 
added pith and dignity to all the later discussions. It cheered im- 
measurably the delegates. It heartened especially the men who have 
labored through the many years for the cause which the union repre 
sents. It revealed the enthusiastic interest of parliamentarians gen- 
erally in affairs of the United States, and the widespread desire to 
know more intimately and clearly our people, upon whom, because of 
our unparalleled growth and potential power, rest so much the future 
hopes of mankind. The euthusiasm of the delegates at the prospect 
of visiting the United States was unmistakable, The President's invi- 
tation has rendered a great service already to the cause of friend- 
ship across the seas. 

THD CITY OF BERN 


Bern is a city to remember and to go back to. There are less 
than 100,000 people there, but these people and their town have a 
quality which appeals. Picturesque is the first word one thinks of 
as one looks in upon or out of the place. Those sixteenth-century 
fountains, topped by their odd, old-time figures and scattered every- 
where, have a style all their own, lively and medieval. The arcaded 
sidewalks, with the heavy arched masonry supporting the buildings 
above; the variety of the bear motive in signs and statues, because 
Bern is named after the bear—the bear is a sort of patron saint of 
the city; the narrow, winding streets of the old part; the roofs, with 
their many dormers one above the other—yet there is something of 
Nuremberg about the place. And yet it is no other place at all. It 
is Bern. 

And the view! I like it better than any otber in Switzerland. The 
Blumlisalp, the Breithorn, the Jungfrau, through the iridescent and 
clinging clouds, all from the windows of our hotel—one hotel called 
Bellevue with genuine propriety, But such a view is for the poets 
and the artists to describe. Mere editors are not up to it. But I 
must add that the Alpine glow glows around Bern. There is no doubt 
of that. 

ON TOP OF THE JUNGFRAU 


The Swiss are a kindly and a hospitable people, especially so in 
Bern. We saw evidence of this in the hotels, in the shops, in the 
bureaus—everywhere. Sunday, August 24, the Swiss group of the 
Interparliamentary Union took us by special train to the lake, 
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Thunsee; then by boat to Interlaken; then by train and funicular 
to the top of the Jungfrau, where, some 12,000 feet up, amid the ever- 
lasting snows, we saw and felt that glory of color, of line, and of 
distance which has made scenery and Switzerland synonymous the 
world round. Of course, we shall all remember the reception given 
by the city of Bern at the Kursaal Schünzli, the dinner given by the 
Swiss group, the excursion to Lausanne, and the boat ride from there 
to Geneva, the reception in Geneva by the Swiss Council of State 
and the Canton of Geneva; but that day on the Jungfrau has become 
a permanent possession of the very spirit of every member of that 
happy party, brought together from many quarters of the globe on 
that Sabbath day in August. 


THE BUSINESS OF THD CONFERENCE 


Of course, the Interparliamentary Union met in Bern for business, 
There was plenty of business. Twenty-five parliaments were repre- 
sented, as follows: Germany, the United States, Austria, Belgium, 
Bulgaria, Canada, Denmark, Egypt, Finland, France, Great Britain, 
Hungary, Dutch-India, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Norway, Hol- 
land, Poland, Rumania, Jugoslavia, Sweden, Switzerland, and Czecho- 
slovakia. Most of the delegations included a number of the best- 
known men of their respective countries. 

The American party was as follows: Senator William B. McKinley, 
of Illinois, president of the American group; Representative Theodore 
E. Burton, of Ohio, member of the executive committee of the Inter- 
parliamentary Union; Senator Selden P, Spencer, of Missouri; Senator 
O. E. Weller, of Maryland; Senator Charles Curtis, of Kansas; Rep- 
resentative Andrew J. Montague, of Virginia; Mrs. Andrew J. Mon- 
tague; Representative Tom Connally, of Texas; Mrs, Connally, Mr. 
Ben Connally; Representative J. J. McSwain, of South Carolina; 
Arthur Deerin Call, executive secretary of the American group, Wash- 
ington, D. C.; Mrs. Call, Miss Margaret F. Call; Walter Penfield, 
assistant secretary, Washington, D. C.; George Buckingham, assistant 
secretary, Chicago, III.; Miss Isabel Sedgley and Miss Nellie Sedgley, 
of Washington, D. C., and Hon. Richard Bartholdt, member of the coun- 
eil of the Interparliamentary Union, of Missourl; for a few days, Senator 
Asmefla, of the Philippine Senate, and his secretary, M. Jassin joined 
the Americans. 

M. Alois de Meuron, president of the Swiss group, was chosen to 
preside over the conferences, M. Giuseppe Motta, counselor of state 
and chef du department politique, weleomed the delegates. As it 
happened, M. Motta a few days later was chosen president of the fifth 
assembly of the League of Nations, at Geneva. 

A variety of matters came up for discussion. A number of recom- 
mendations relative to the constitution of the union was submitted 
by Senator Henri La Fontaine, of Belgium. The financial situation 
of the organization was presented by Baron Adelswiird, of the Swedish 
Senate. The report of the bureau, to which was devoted the greatest 
amount of discussion, was laid before the conference by Representative 
‘furopore E. Burton, of the United States, in an address. This ad- 
dress called forth many speeches, some of an order calculated to in- 
fluence opinion not only within the union, but in the governments back 
home. 

TWO OUTSTANDING POINTS OF INTEREST 


Looking back across these addresses, two facts stand out with 
striking clearness—the seriousness of the problem of minorities 
throughout central Europe and the new feeling of hopé aroused by 
the London Conference. Of course, the changes in the constitution, 
the financial situation of the Union, the scholarly and valuable report 
on the parliamentary control of foreign policy submitted by Professor 
Schiicking, of the German group; M. Moutet's statement on colonial 
mandates and the League of Nations; the problem of reparations, as 
set forth by Baron Szterenyi, of Hungary, and the Rt. Hon. Lord 
Rathcreedan, of Great Britain; Baron Szterenyi’s further report on 
the economic solidarity of the world and international traffic; the 
problems of social policy in their relation to emigration and immigra- 
tion, as set forth by Senator Merlin, of France; the reduction of 
armaments, reported upon by M. van Walleghem, of Belgium; demill- 
tarized zones, as pleaded for by General Spears, of England, and Doctor 
Munch's plan for the reduction of armaments, not to mention otber 
aspects of the work of the conference, are all ereditable evidences 
of the tasks attempted by the Interparliamentary Union. But the 
passion of the conference reached its highest in the appeals for the 
minorities struggling under their new enforced allegiances and in the 
pledges for a closer cooperation, especially between France and Ger- 
many. 

The problem of the discontented minorities was injected into the dis- 
cussions on the very first day of the conference. M. Brabec, of 
Czechoslovakia, mentioned them in his address of Friday—rather 
easually, it is true, but the reference was enough, Nearly every speech 
thereafter contained some expression of views about these unhappy 
groups. 

THE BITTER MINORITIES 

The central thought of many of the speeches first appeared in the 

address of Doctor de Lukacs, of Hungary, who regretted that the com- 
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mittee had neglected to deal with the questions of minorities, for, in 
his opinion, five years of bitter experience had amply proved that the 
States successors to the former Austro-Hungarian Empire simply deny 
all rights to their minorities, and that, furthermore, there is no 
organization competent to protect these minorities. 

M. Medinger, of Czechoslovakia, carried the thought further, point- 
ing out that the League of Nations’ commission, charged to deal 
with these questions, has been a disappointment, and that the League 
itself has been a profound deception, The League, professing to be 
inspired by the name of Wilson, is a traitor to his thought. It is 
too inelastic and self-contradictory. It rests upon force and follows 
the psychology of war, It bas established an International Court of 
Justice, supposed to be accessibly to States not members of the League, 
but it is most difficult for such States to get before the court. The 
rights of the minorities have been granted with one hand and taken 
away with the other, since it is impossible for these minorities to get 
any redress for their grievances. As a result, Europe has been Bal- 
kanized. Having failed before the League, these minorities turn 
longingly to the Interparliamentary Union. 

Others who voiced the complaints of the minorities were such men 
as Wilfan, of Italy; Senator Ledebur-Wicheln, of Czechoslovakia, and 
Molloff, of Bulgaria, who pointed out that his country is suffering 
from an excess of hospitality and protection accorded to the many 
refugees from practically all the bordering countries. 

Some of the delegates complained of the propaganda carried on in 
their countries by governments to whom thelr minorities formerly 
belonged. Thus this whole question of minorities, altogether too deep 
for Americans to understand, is a veritable burning brand in the 
powder-house of Europe. 

The Interparliamentary Union, with its freedom from government 
control and its detachment from the wiles of diplomacy, with its 
open discussions, may well be the most useful of all the agencies 
attempting to solve these most difficult problems, 


FRENCH AND GERMAN CORDIALITY 


Even the most conservative members of the conference were im- 
pressed by the return of French interest in the Union, and especially 
by the new will to cooperate across the Rhine. This new spirit 
appeared most vividly in the addresses by Senator Fernand Merlin, 
of France, and by former Chancellor Wirth, of Germany, The agree- 
ments of the London Conference, so recently accomplished, had their 
influence; but time and the better natures of men contributed toward 
the beneficent result. Both speeches held the breathless attention of 
the conference. Merlin's eloquence ended in a peroration, that it is 
not war and hate, but work and friendship, which unite nations, and 
that if the effort continues henceforth the history of the world will 
not be of wars and battles, but rather of things of the spirit. 

Chancellor Wirth met this new challenge with equal grace and 
eloquence, Ile was convinced that the address by M. Merlin expressed 
the new spirit, and in the name of the German delegation he would 
voice his great joy. He felt it to be tragice that the two great nations, 
France and Germany, who have contributed so much to humanity, 
should shatter the hopes of European civilization. “ We have been 
profoundly deceived, This ought not to arrest the hope In a recon- 
ciliation.” ~ 

No such views as these would have been possible at the meeting in 
Copenhagen a year ago, nor at any meeting of the Union since the 
war. 

Representative THEODORB E. BURTON, of the United States, said: 

In closing this discussion I desire to repeat and emphasize 
what I said on Friday, that the outlook for peace and good will 
is infinitely better at the meeting of this conference than in any 
of the three preceding. The American delegates were especially 
pleased on Saturday by the words of conciliation expressed by 
Senator Merlin and ex-Chancellor Wirth. We trust that each of 
them speaks not for himself alone, not for a party, but for a 
whole nation, and thus for the welfare of the whole wide world. 

“Through centuries conflicts between the two nations, France 
and Germany, have been frequent. The reason for the original 
visit of Julius Cesar to Gaul was the protection of a friendly 
tribe against an incursion from Germany, and these incursions 
have continued since. Let us hope that in the future the crossings 
of the Rhine may be but channels of trade, of social intercourse 
and good will. 

“The American delegates have, with some degree of pain and 
regret, listened to the numerous complaints from minorities. May 
we not trust that with a more settled world, with better inter- 
national relations, there may be also more perfect domestic rela- 
tions, that all these problems may be settled with justice and in a 
spirit of common interest. One of our theologians once said, 
Evolution tells us where we came from, religion tells us where 
we are going, but the fact is we are here’; and those who dwell 
in these different countries, where there are varied races and men 

of different religions and languages, are here—or there. They 
must dwell together in peace and amity, and we can but call 
their attention to that great declaration which stated that all men 
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are created free and endowed with certain inalienable rights, such 
as life, liberty, and the pursuit of bappiness. May there not be a 
new realization of the independent rights of each individual to 
follow the dictates of his conscience, to the exercise of his religion, 
to the greatest possible freedom consistent with public order. 

“In closing, monsieurs, let me say that much that must be 
accomplished in the great cause of arbitration and peace, and 
the international cooperation so dear to our hearts, must be 
initiated by us. This organization speaks for the prerogatives, 
the opportunities, and the responsibilities of legislative bodies. 
Let us meet these responsibilittes and quit ourselves like men— 
not merely patriotic for our own country, but with an interna- 
tional mind which shall bring in a new era among the nations.” 

The official report of the president and the secretary general, setting 
forth the results of the conference, will be found elsewhere in this 
issue. 


ACHIEVEMENTS OF THE INTERPARLIAMENTARY UNION 


Address before the twenty-second conference of the Interparliamentary 
Union, Bern, Switzerland, August 22, 1924, by THEODORE E. BURTON, 
retiring American member of the executive committee of the union 


After the excellent survey of the achievements of the Interparlia- 
mentary Union by the secretary general, in the report of the bureau, 
it would be almost superfluous to give more than a brief mention of 
its history for the last 35 years. My long association with this or- 
ganization, however, impels me to make a passing reference to certain 
prominent facts and incidents. It has a most inspiring record. The 
actual founder was Sir William Randal Cremer, an English carpenter, 
for a long time a member of Parliament. He was a trade unionist 
who had taken a leading part in the settlement of labor disputes by 
arbitration, and thus became Interested in the larger task of the set- 
tlement of international controversies by the same method, especially 
by the establishment of this general congress, to which legislators 
from all countries are eligible Thus it appears that the originator 
of this movement came not from the seats of the mighty, but from 
the humble ranks of labor. He was a man of the highest motives. 
Though of very moderate means, when a winner of the Nobel prize 
he devoted the larger share of the proceeds to an endowment for 
the furtherance of the objects so dear to his heart. Time would fail 
me to mention the long list of publicists who cooperated with bim in 
the most noble work which he had undertaken, and who made the 
yery beginnings of the union notable as a foundation for that progress 
in international conciliation which has been accomplished by it. 

The original scope of the organization was limited to the promotion 
of international arbitration, but since the year 1899, under enlarged 
plans, efforts have been exerted for the securing of every means for 
the prevention of war and the growth of international cooperation. 

Our achievements are written large in the history of pacifist move- 
ments. I recall having presented at the White House in Washington 
in 1904 a resolution framed in collaboration with Mr. Bartholdt, who 
is present here to-day, asking President Roosevelt to request the 
respective nations to arrange for a second conference at The Hague. 
This request was acted upon by President Roosevelt and led to the 
meeting of 1907. Prior to that the committees of the union had 
taken a prominent part in framing model arbitration treaties and in 
active movements for the promotion of peace. 

The Russian consul at Budapest, after the meeting of the union in 
that city in 1896, was so impressed by its action that he reported 
the proceedings to his government and prevailed upon the foreign 
minister, Muravieff, to submit a memorandum to the Czar. The first 
Hague conference of 1899 was in no small degree the result of this 
memorandum, The draft of the Brussels conference of this body, 
made in 1895, served as a basis for the discussions relating to inter- 
national organization for the furtherance of international arbitra- 
tion at the first Hague conference, and the draft treaty of arbitra- 
tion prepared in London In 1906 was utilized in the discussion at 
the second Hague conference of the following year. 

There was a dramatic scene at the gathering in London in 1906. 
A group from Russia was present, but just at the time of their arrival 
a ukase was issued by the Czar, dissolving the Douma, and, amid 
shouts of Vive la Douma,” the members of the group most unwill- 
ingly went out from the assembly. In all these years the union has 
manifested its usefulness in various ways. 

More recently, and within the recollection of most of you, consid- 
eration has been given to the perplexing question of the rights of 
minorities, to parliamentary control of foreign policy, as well as the 
equitable management of mandated territories for the uplifting of 
backward peoples, and the adoption of the principle of the “open 
door”; for let it be understood that the just and rational ground 
upon which these mandates should rest is helpful development for 
the peoples in the mandated territories, not exploitation for the benefit 
of those entrusted with their care, 

Perhaps the greatest benefit of all arises from the association in 
annual gatherings of representatives of various nations. This renders 
potent aid in destroying that conceit of nationality which assumes that 


the highest virtue and excellence dwell only in the country of. one’s 


birth and at the same time ignores the fact that the normal develop- 


ment of nations as well as of individuals must depend upon diversity. 
Peoples of every land and of every race have superior qualities, 

Still further these gatherings create cherished friendships between 
those brought together from lands remote. These are not merely the 
source of most pleasing personal intimacies, but they also promote 
good will between the countries represented here. 

There are two features to be especially emphasized in forecasting 
the work of this union in this year 1924; 

The first is the growing importance of legislative bodies, the 
people's representatives, whether they be mere lawmaking bodies, or, 
as in the larger number of countries, furnish prime ministers and 
cabinets with executive functions, 

This growth has been yery marked during the life of this organiza- 
tion and especially in the last 20 years. This Interparliamentary 
Union speaks for the prerogatives, the opportunities, and the respon- 
sibilities of the chosen representatives of the people. Now and then 
there will be reactions in favor of executive or central authority, and 
this, alike with every legislative body, will be powerful or impotent 
just in proportion as it manifests or fails to manifest broad vision 
and an adequate grasp of the problems which are now pressing upon 
the world with almost bewildering rapidity. It is for us to become 
a parliament of parliaments. 

Let us remember, my fellow members, that this Interparliamentary 
Union is not a mere debating society; it is not a “talk fest”; it 
is not an organization in which members are authorized to leave 
after the adjournment and forget the recommendations and conclu- 
sions reached here. We should go home to our respective countries 
to spread upon the records that which has been done in this organi- 
zation and, so far as we may, stimulate the adoption of legislation 
carrying out our recommendations. In my own country the president 
of our group, Senator MCKINLEY, spread upon the records on his re- 
turn last year an account of the transactions at Copenhagen, and it 
will be our effort to bring them to the attention of the people, to 
secure adoption by our Congress, and to stimulate popular opinion in 
favor of the conclusions reached here. 

The second feature is the yastly more encouraging outlook for 

peace and international cooperation to-day. The world has been suffer- 
ing from the aftermath of war, from the loss of millions of lives, 
and the destruction or waste of hundreds of billions in property 
values, together with the demoralization and dislocation resulting 
therefrom; but more serious than all these are the spiritual legacies 
in manifestations of hatred and revengeful sentiments. 
- A distinguished historian In surveying events succeeding the down- 
fall of Napoleon said that the return to normal conditions in Europe 
occurred about four years after 1815. More than four years bave 
already elapsed since the armistice of November 11, 1918, but in this 
sixth year a calmer disposition affords assurance of a settlement of 
the harassing problem of reparations and of all those questions which 
like a threatening cloud haye hung over Europe. We may hope that 
these settlements will furnish a restoration of national credit and 
industrial life and secure those objects so necessary for prosperity 
and happiness. 

While the softening influences of time can not be disregarded, our 
Secretary of State and our President, in suggesting the Dawes Com- 
mission, blazed the way for these adjustments, The agreements recom- 
mended must be accepted by diplomats and ratified by parliaments. 
I am making a bold statement, but I verily believe that If anyone 
should in this situation block the way to peace it were better that 
the rocks and hills should fall upon him rather than that he should 
have to face the indignation of the world, which would be aroused 
by his opposition. It should not be forgotten that in dealivers between 
nations the central fact must be a willingness to make reasonable 
concessions, No nation can expect the adoption of all its claims. 
Just as in private contracts, so in international agreements, mutual 
concessions are necessary conditions for success. 

It has been requested that I offer some suggestions upon the atti- 
tude of the United States toward the European situation. I under- 
take this with no official sanction, but as a careful observer having 
perhaps exceptional opportunities for information. 

I repeat what I said at Copenhagen last year, that there is the 
most intense interest In the United States in all that transpires in 
Europe. Our newspapers give scarcely less—sometimes even more 
attention to conferences and measures which look to the settlement 
of controversies than our own. It is true that among a small minority 
this interest is based upon commercial and financial considerations, 
but with the great mass it is the manifestation of a hope that there 
may be a peaceful and contented Europe. It has been the predomi- 
nant opinion that our participation in conferences and membership in 
leagues would be futile so long as the bitter antagonisms which have 
prevailed are rife. Again, such participation would be a departure 
from traditional and long-established policies. 

What can be accomplished in the absence of such antagonisms as 
haye prevailed here since the war is well illustrated by the negotia- 
tion of a treaty at Santiago, in Chile, last year, under which 16 nations 
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of the New World, the United States included, definitely agreed that 
in case of controversy between any of them which can not be settled 
by the ordinary methods of diplomacy a commission shall be con- 
stituted, made up of representatives from each of the contending 
countries, with arbitrators from neutral nations, and that no warlike 
action shall be taken until this commission has had adequate oppor- 
tunity to report upon the facts and the law involved. This effective 
step for peace and good will seems to insure an era of peace in the 
Western Hemisphere. Our one aim in dealing with the Latin-American 
countries has been to prevent conflict among them and to promote 
confidence and good will. The so-called Monroe doctrine is by no 
means a policy of aggression. We do not ask for any special privileges 
in the Latin-American countries. We believe in the “open door” 
there as elsewhere. 

While not assuming membership in the League of Nations, we look 
with satisfaction upon any accomplishment which may be the result 
of its deliberations and -have ourselves taken part in humanitarian 
movements initiated by the league, contributing by private benefac- 
tion also for their promotion. We have at all times been ready to act 
the part of a friend, and suggestions, not always made public, have 
been made by us for mediation. We are ready to aid with material 
resources and in such ways as will promote the pacification of 
Europe. Our President has declared his intention to invite another 
conference similar to that of 1921-22, and no doubt including a 
larger number of nations, whenever there is a settled Europe. He 
has declared himself in favor of joining the International Court, and 
I may say that the overwhelming opinion of our people is in its favor. 

May I be permitted to state an opinion as to some fundamental 
facts which create the problem of Europe? These facts are those of 
geography and ethnology. 

The geographical configuration of Europe is exceptional. With the 
exception of the great plains of Russia, the larger part of this con- 
tinent is divided into areas separated by mountain chains and natural 
barriers, or made up of jutting peninsulas, as illustrated by Greece, 
Italy, the Tberian Peninsula, Denmark, and Scandinavid. Besides, 
there is the United Kingdom, separated from the mainiand. 

Passing from facts of geography to those of ethnology, Europe was 
settled by successive migrations for the most part from Asia. These 
immigrants came with marked diversities of motive: some for orderly 
settlement, others actuated by the pressure for a greater food supply, 
others still for plunder and exploitation. The stronger nations or 
tribes drove the weaker into the less-favored localities. The result 
of all these factors may be described by the words “segregation, 
repulsion, rivalry.” Within this vast domain there is now and always 
has been an infinite variety of race, language, religion, and cultural 
advancement, Circumstances which make for war and antagonism 
exist here as nowhere else in the world. Thus, conflicts in earlier 
centuries were almost constant. 

Then with the discovery of outlying portions of the world, there 
was a fierce conflict for the acquisition of remote islands and conti- 
nents, Still later, with the beginning ef the industrial era, more 
than 100 years ago, another rivalry arose, even more fierce, for cam- 
mercial supremacy, for the supplies and outlets which are demanded 
by commerce. How different is the situation in the United States, 
where 48 States are united in social and commercial ties, with the 
freest access among them and with common aims and a full realiza- 
tion of the benefits of unity and cooperation. It may be said that, 
as in America, modern means of transportation have pierced moun- 
tains and crossed rivers, annihilating barriers; but this development 
did not occur in Europe until boundaries had been set and types of 
nationality had been fixed. 

I can not close without a brief reference to the example of Switzer- 
land, the country which has welcomed us within her borders. Here 
there is a population made up of three races, speaking different lan- 
guages, divided into religious beliefs, separated by mountains and 
natural barriers into a large number of distinct areas. Here for 
centuries there have been peace and all the helpful features which 
make for unity and cooperation. This was not obtained, however, 
without constant striving against the foe without and the enemy 
within. When, more than 40 years ago, with the adventurous spirit 
of youth, I indulged in mountain climbing here, I thought up how 
much steeper heights and over how much more rugged paths Switzer- 
land had climbed in her struggle for liberty and union. There is 
here to-day a splendid example of popular government, of efficlency 
and of patriotism, with no ambition save for defense, and that defense 
is secured, more than by mountain walls, by the spirit of her people. 

Members of the Interparliamentary Union, I congratulate you upon 
this occasion, when there is every indication that a calmer spirit will 
prevall in the world, and sentiments of peace, with an appreciation 
of common interest, may prepare the way to banish wars, These 
ennobling aims can not be gained by the exercise of force, and leagues 
and conferences will be useless unless there is a will to peace, an 
enlightened public opinion which will strive to outlaw war and inaugu- 
rate the rule of law, It is to these objects that all our activities 
should be devoted. 


Let us engage in our tasks with an earnest desire to render efficient 
aid in striking at the root of causes for friction, in harmonizing con- 
flicting interests, in suggesting means by which those of different races 
and traditions may lve side by side in harmoney. Let us join in 
every effort to codify international Jaw and enlarge its provisions; 
also to deyise and promote means for the judicial settlement of all 
international controversies. Thus in every way we shall perform 
our part in securing a settled world, which shall look back upon 
war as an anachronism and cherish peace and universal concord as the 
true aim of all nations. 


INTERNATIONAL DOCUMENTS 


RESULTS OF THE TWENTY-SPCOND INTPRPARLIAMENTARY CONFERENCE— 
OFFICIAL REPORT OF THR PRESIDENT AND THE SECRETARY GPNERAL 
ON THE RESOLUTIONS AND NOMINATIONS OF THE BERN-GÐNEVA 
Susstoxs 


Dran Mr, PRESIDENT: In accordance with article 8 of the regu- 
lations of the bureau of the union, I beg to inform you that the 
Twenty-second Interparliamentary Conference, which sat at Bern 
and Geneva from August 22 to 28, 1924, passed the following reso- 
tutions : 

RESOLUTIONS I AND II—AMBENDMENTS TO ARTICLES 3 AND 10 OF THE 

STATUTES AND REGULATIONS FOR INTERPARLIAMBNTARY CONFERENCES 


Rapporteur; M. Henri La Fontaine, president of the Belgian group, 
in the name of the organization committee. 


I, AMENDMENTS TO THE STATUTES 
NEW TEXT OF ARTICLE 8 


The Interparliamentary Union is composed of national groups. 

Only groups constituted within parliaments of states, dominions, 
or colonies not represented in any other parliament can join the 
Interparliamentary Union. 

No parliament may have more than one national group. Bach 
group shall elect a bureau with power to direct its operations and 
to correspond with the interparliamentary bureau (IV), and it shall 
draw up its own rules of organization and administration, It has 
to send to the interparliamentary bureau, before the end of March 
of each year, a report upon its proceedings and a list of its members. 

NEW TEXT OF ARTICLE 10 

Only members of the union present in person have the right to 
vote. 

The number of votes to which each group ia entitled is determined 
according to the following rules: ; 

(a) Each group has a minimum of 5 votes. 

(b) In addition to these, groups belonging to countries with less 
than 1,000,000 inhabitants are entitled to 1 extra vote; those be- 
longing to countries with 1,000,000 to 3,000,000, 2 extra votes; those 
belonging to countries with 8,000,000 to 6,000,000, 8 extra votes; 
those belonging to countries with 6,000,000 to 9,000,000, 4 extra 
votes; those belonging to countries with 9,000,000 to 12,000,000, 5 
extra votes; those belonging to countries with 12,000,000 to 16,000,000, 
6 extra votes; those belonging to countries with 16,000,000 to 
20,000,000, 7 extra votes; those belonging to countries with 20,000,000 
to 25,000,000, 8 extra votes; those belonging to countries with 
25,000,000 to 80,000,000, 9 extra votes; those belonging to countries 
with 30,000,000, to 36,000,000, 10 extra votes; those belonging to 
countries with 36,000,000 to 42,000,000, 11 extra votes; those be- 
longing to countries with 42,000,000 to 49,000,000, 12 extra votes; 
those belonging to countries with 49,000,000 to 56,000,000, 18 extra 
votes; those belonging to countries with 56,000,000 to 64,000,000, 
14 extra votes; those belonging to countries with 64,000,000 to 
72,000,000, 15 extra votes; those belonging to countries with 
72,000,000 to 81,000,000, 16 extra votes; those belonging to countries 
with 81,000,000 to 90,000,000, 17 extra votes; those belonging to 
countries with 90,000,000 to 100,000,000, 18 extra votes; those be- 
longing to countries with 100,000,000 to 150,000,000, 19 extra votes; 
those belonging to countries with 150,000,000 to 200,000,000, 20 
extra votes; those belonging to countries with 200,000,000 to 
250,000,000, 21 extra votes; those belonging to countries with 
250,000,000 to 800,000,000, 22 extra votes; those belonging to coun- 
tries with 300,000,000 to 850,000,000, 23 extra votes. 

The number of votes allotted to groups belonging to the parlia- 
ment of a colony shall be calculated on the basis of a reduced figure 
of population, the sald figure to be calculated by multiplying the 
number of elected deputies in the parliament of the colony by the 
average number of inhabitants represented by each deputy in the 
mother country to which the colony belongs. 

In cases where a colony is represented In the parliament of the 
mother country, its population is added to that of the mother coun- 
try, such population being calculated by multiplying the number of 
colonial representatives by the average number of inhabitants repre- 
sented by each deputy from the mother country. 

(c) Finally, groups with a membership of at least 50 per cent of 
the members of the lower house of parliament shall be entitled to 
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1 extra vote; those with a membership of at least 60 per cent, 
to 2 extra votes; those with a membership of at least 75 per cent, 
to 3 extra votes; those with a membership of at least 90 per cent, 
to 4 extra votes. 

The council is to inform the various groups of the number of votes 
to which they are entitled when it summons the conference. 

If necessary, the members of each group taking part in the con- 
ference shall nominate those amongst them who are to exercise the 
right of voting. These nominations shall be made according to a 
system of proportional representation. No one member may record 
more than 5 votes. 

Voting shall take place by show of hands, Every member present 
at a conference has the right to demand voting by roll call. The 
result of such voting shall be inserted in the minutes. 

In the election of officers the vote shall be by secret ballot, if not 
less than 20 members so demand. 


II. REGULATIONS FOR INTERPARLIAMENTARY CONFERENCES 


ARTICLE 1. The interparliamentary conference shall meet in ordi- 
nary session once a year, unless the council decide otherwise. The 
place and date of the conference shall be fixed by the council, if pos- 
sible at the preceding conference. Convocations to a regular session 
shall be sent out to the groups at least three months before the date 
fixed for the opening of the conference. 

ART. 2. The conference shall be summoned to an extraordinary sit- 
ting by decision of the council, or If at least six groups so request. 
In the latter case, the council shall summon the conference within 
40 days of the receipt of such a request by the secretary general. 

Arr. 3. The interparliamentary group of the country in which the 
conference is to meet shall, by arrangement with the secretary gen- 
eral, be responsible for the material organization of the meeting. 
The council may, however, judge whether it be necessary in certain 
cases for the union and the different groups to assume part of the 
expenses incurred by a session. 

Members taking part in a session shall pay a personal subscrip- 
tion, the amount to be fixed by the council. The subscription shall 
be payable at the same time as a member enters his name for par- 
ticipation in a given conference. 

Aut, 4. The duration of each session shall be fixed by the inter- 
parliamentary council, by agreement with the group which is to 
receive the conference, Ordinary sessions shall last at least five days. 

Questions placed on the agenda shall, except in urgent cases, be 
submitted to the permanent or temporary committees, to enable their 
immediate discussion at the plenary sitting any time after the open- 
ing of a session. 

ART, 5. Unless exceptional circumstances should arise, the secretary 
general shall see that the work of the various committees is finished 
in time to permit of their reports being sent to the groups one month 
before each session. ‘The committees shall nominate one or several rap- 
porteurs for each question placed on the agenda. 

Arr. 6. Conferences are opened by the president of the council or, 
In case of his absence, by a provisional president chosen for that pur- 
pose by the interparliamentary group of the country in which the con- 
ference is held. 

The conference chooses its own president, its vice presidents, and its 
tellers. (Statutes, art. 8.) 

The number of vice presidents shall be equal to that of the groups 
represented. 

Art, 7. The debates at the conference shall be public. They shall 
only be private if the conference so decide by a two-thirds majority, 
and only if questions relating to individual persons are to be dis- 
cussed, 

Arr, 8. Each session shall open with a general discussion on the 
basis of the report submitted by the secretary general in the name of 
the council. Part of this report shall bear upon the general political 
situation of the world, Unless it be otherwise decided by the confer- 
ence by a two-thirds majority and without preliminary discussion, the 
said discussion shall not last for more than three sittings, 

Art, 9. The president shall open, suspend, and adjourn the sittings 
and direct the work of the conference; he shall see that the regulations 
are observed, call npon the speakers, declare the sittings closed, put 
the questions to the vote, and make known the results of divisions. 

The president shall be assisted by the members of the bureau in 
the general direction of the work of the conference, the institution of 
the committees which the conference may decide to form, the decisions 
as to the communications to be made, the fixing of the agenda of each 
sitting, and the order in which the different questions shall be con- 
sidered. 

Ant. 10. No member may speak without the consent of the president. 

No member of the conference shall speak more than twice on the 
same question. The time allotted to each speaker may be limited by a 
decision taken by the conference without preliminary discussion. The 
rapporteurs who introduce the questions with which they have been 


intrusted shall not, however, be subject to the above restrictions; they 
shall be entitled to take part in the debate whenever they deem it 
necessary. Other members shall speak in the order in which the appli- 
cations to speak are made. 

The president may call a speaker to order when the latter does not 
keep to the subject under discussion, and may, if necessary, withdraw 
the permission to speak. 

Should a point of order be raised, the president shall give the pro- 
poser the right to speak, and shall at once put the motion to the vote. 

ART. 11, The secretary general shall be responsible for the organi- 
zation of the secretariat of the conference and for the secretariats of 
the committees. 

The secretary general may be assisted or represented during the sit- 
tings of the conference by one or several delegates. The secretary 
general or his delegates may at any time, by request of the president, 
submit to the conference supplementary reports on any question which 
the meeting has under consideration. They may be asked by the presi- 
dent to make oral communications on any question before the con- 
ference, 

ART. 12. The secretariat shall receive, print, and circulate all docu- 
ments, reports, or resolutions; it shall print and circulate the minutes 
of the meetings, preserve the documents of the conference in the 
archives of the union, publish the report of each session, and in gen- 
eral carry out all the duties which the conference may think fit to 
intrust to it. 

ART. 13, The agenda of a conference shall be fixed by the council. 
(Statutes, art. 9.) Draft resolutions, amendments, and motions relat- 
ing to questions on the agenda must be communicated in good time 
and in writing to the president, and copies shall be distributed as 
rapidly as possible to the members present at the conference, 

Draft resolutions or motions which do not figure on the agenda shall 
only be discussed and voted upon if the conference takes them into 
consideration and authorizes their discussion by a majority vote of 
two-thirds when the opinion of the interparliamentary council and 
brief explanations from the proposers have been heard. (Statutes, 
art. 9.) 

ART. 14. The decisions of the conference are reached by a majority 
vote of the members present entitled to vote, 

In the case of election of officers, if no single candidate obtain a 
majority of votes a ballot shall be taken between the two candidates 
who have obtained the most votes. 

The result of a vote by secret ballot shall be ascertained by the 
tellers appointed by the conference. 

ART. 15. Voting shall take place by show of hands or, if a member 
Present so request, by roll call, The election of officers shall be by 
secret ballot if not less than 20 members so demand. (Statutes, 
art. 10.) 

Each group shall communicate to the secretary general at least 
one month in advance the names of those of its members who shall 
exercise the vote as well as the names of their substitutes, if any. 

At the beginning of each conference the secretary general shall give 
each member who is to exercise the vote a card bearing his name, the 
name of his group, and the number of yotes which he may express or 
to which he is entitled. 

ART, 16. The summary minutes of each sitting shall be at the dis- 
posal of members half an hour before the following sitting. Any 
member may, in the course of that sitting, raise objections to the said 
minutes, Such objections shall at once be taken into consideration 
and a decision reached, Should no such objections be raised, the min- 
utes shall be considered as approved. Should the conference sit in 
secret committee, it may decide that no minntes shall be kept. 

A stenographie report of the sittings shall be published later, unless 
exceptional circumstances, of which the council shall be judge, in- 
tervene. 

ART. 17. At the close of each conference the president shall enu- 
merate the principal resolutions adopted, which it will be the duty 
of the groups to present to their respective governments and parlia- 
ments (Statutes, art. 5) in the shape of bills, motions, questions, or 
under any other form suitable to the circumstances. 

ArT. 18. In every case not provided for in the present regulations 
the customary rules in deliberative assemblies shall be applied. In 
case of disagreement the regulations of the popular house of the coun- 
try in which the conference is being held shall be consulted. 


III. FINANCIAL SITUATION OF THE UNION 


* 

Rapporteur; Baron Theodor Adelswerd, president of the interpar- 
Hamentary council. 

The Twenty-second Interparliamentary Conference, seeing that the 
highly satisfactory develcpment and the increasing activity of the 
union demand more ample financial means than those now at its dis- 
posal, asks the national groups to make every effort to obtain an in- 
crease in the grants stipulated by the present scale of contributions, 

It considers that an increase of 50 per cent should be regarded as 
the minimum, 
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The conference further realizes that considerable difficulties have 
arisen from delay in the payment of grants, and therefore urges upon 
the groups the importance of a regular payment, if possible, at the 
beginning of each financial year, of the amounts due. 

IV. PARLIAMENTARY CONTROL OF FOREIGN POLICY 


Rapporteur: Prof. Walter Schiicking, member of the Reichstag, 
president of the German group. 
1 


The Twenty-second Interparllamentary Conference considers that the 
best guaranty for an international policy of peace and cooperation 
among the nations will be found in the application of the principle of 
the widest possible publicity, 

In order to achieve such publicity. the conference declares itself in 
favor of the following measures: 

(a) The inclusion in the constitutions of all nations, in accordance 
with the terms of article 18 of the covenant of the League of Nations, 
of stipulations forbidding the conclusion of secret treaties or agree- 
ments or the Insertion of additional secret clauses of any kind what- 
soever to treaties. 

(b) Communication to parliament of every treaty or agreement con- 
cluded with other nations, even in cases where the assent of parlia- 
ment to the ratification is not provided for in the constitution or does 
not yet form part of the constitutional traditions of the counry. 

(e) The institution of a committee on foreign affairs in countries 
where such committees do not already exist; these committees to have 
the right at any time to request the responsible minister to furnish 
particulars of negotiations in progress, the information to be as com- 
plete as possible, and accompanied by appropriate documents. It is 
recommended that in these committees the various shades of opinion 
within each parliament should be proportionately represented. 

(a) While recognizing the expediency of special or confidential 
communications made by the government to parliament or to the 
parliamentary committee concerned, the publication, at least once a 
year, of a full report on the general administration of foreign affairs. 

(e) The abolition of “secret funds,“ since all state expenditure 
should be subject to public control under the supervision of parlla- 
ment. 

(f) The distribution to all the members of the foreign affairs 
committee in every country of documents relating to the delibera- 
tions and decisions of the assembly and the council of the League 
of Nations. 

(g) The preliminary presentation and discussion, in the foreign 
affairs committee, of the instructions given by the government to 
Its delegation to the League of Nations. 


The Twenty-second Interparliamentary Conference indorses the 
stipulation inserted in the draft treaty of mutual assistance voted at 
the fourth assembly of the League of Nations, by the terms of which 
war of aggression is described as an international crime, and recom- 
mends that proposals be submitted by the national groups to their 
respective parliaments for amendments to the constitution; such 
proposals— 

(a) To forbid resort to war, except in the case of obligations con- 
tracted under article 16 of the covenant of the League of Nations. 

(b) To make arbitration or other amicable or judicial means obliga- 
tory for the solution of disputes with other nations, in cases where 
an amicable settlement has not been reached by direct negotiation. 

The conference lays particular stress on the importance of securing 
the adherence of all nations to the optional clause of article 86 of the 
statute of the Court of International Justice. 


nt 


Seeing that the Interdependence of peoples and nations is becoming 
an increasingly marked feature of our times, the Twenty-second Inter- 
parliamentary Conference asks the national groups to lay before 
parliament a proposal for substituting, as in the case of the South 
American Republics, the title of “ Ministry of international relations “ 
to that of “ Ministry of foreign affairs.” 

Iv 


The conference begs the council to set up a committee to consider 
the possibility of creating a bulletin for international information con- 
cerning problems of present-day political and social life, whether in 
relation to the international or the national life of each country. 

V. COLONIAL MANDATES AND THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS 


- Rapporteur: M. Marius Moutet, deputy (France). 

The Twenty-second Interparliamentary Conference, after hearing 
the report made by M. Marius Moutet in the name of the committee 
on ethnic aud colonial questions, and seeing that the system of 
colonial mandates can only be crowned with full success through 
loyal and disinterested cooperation between the League of Nations and 
the mandatory powers, in accordance with article 22 of the covenant, 
makes the following recommendations: 


(a) The assembly of the League of Nations should have the right 
at any time to modify the terms of each mandate. It should be em- 
powered, if necessary, to revoke a mandate assigned to a power and 
to intrust it to another. 

(b) The competency of the Permanent Mandates Commission should 
be in accordance with its mission of supervision and control, the 
above recommendations being taken into account, The commission 
should have the right to apply directly either to the assembly or to 
the mandatory powers. The council of the League of Nations should 
exercise the prerogatives granted to it by the covenant with regard 
to colonial mandates, on the basis of the resolutions passed by the 
assembly. 

(e) The Permanent Mandates Commission should be empowered to 
make or to institute inquiries on the spot. Such inquiries should 
not be intrusted to nationals of a mandatory power. 

(d) The difference between mandates B and C should be abolished, 
territories under C mandates being administered under the same Sys- 
tem as those under B mandates. 

(e) The intellectual and political education of the natives should be 
carried on with a view to an ever-increasing autonomy lending to 
complete independence, in accordance with the principles of the cove- 
nant, which states the temporary nature of mandates. 

(£) The fiscal organization of a mandated territory should possess 
the same autonomy as that of an independent state. It should not 
in any respect be assimilated to that of the mandatory power. Rail- 
ways and other public enterprises in a mandated territory are the 
property of that territory and should be worked for its benefit and not 
for the benefit of the mandatory power. 

(g) Since the natives of mandated territory are not the subjects 
of the mandatory power, they should be endowed with a nationality 
of their own, 

(h) Right of petition to the League of Nations should be unre- 
stricted. All petitions should be addressed simultaneously to the 
Permanent Mandates Commission and to the local representative of the 
mandatory power. 

(i) Domestic slavery should not be recognized. Fogitive slaves can 
not be captured and delivered up to their masters either by force or 
by judicial or administrative measures. 

Compulsory labor is only admissible when it arises from a judgment 
delivered in accordance with the law by a competent tribunal. 

Compulsory work in the form of statute labor is only admissible 
as a means of discharging unpaid taxes and for public enterprises 
(roads, irrigation, canals, etc.). Statute labor can only be ordered for 
the benefit of a private enterprise in cases of “force majeure” and 
only subject to strict regulations. 

(j) The natural resources of a mandated territory can only be 
offered as security by the mandatory power for the benefit of that 
territory and after the assent of the assembly of the League of 
Nations has been obtained. Under no circumstances shall the land of 
a mandated territory be mortgaged by the mandatory power. 

(k) The recrniting of natives of mandated territories with the 
object of increasing the forces of the mandatory power is in contra- 
diction with the explicit text of article 22, paragraph 5, of the cove- 
nant. Natives can only be enrolled to the extent required for the 
maintenance of order and for the defense of the mandated territory. 

) The extension of the principle of “the open door” for all na- 
tions is in accordance with the spirit of the covenant and should 
therefore be applied without any exception whatsoever, even to na- 
tions which are not yet members of the League of Nations. The 
manadatory powers should be guided by that principle in the applica- 
tion of article 122 of the treaty of Versailles. 

(m) The reports furnished by the mandatory powers shall be bascd 
on questionnaires of a more complete nature than hitherto. They 
shall in particular contain statistics and detailed information on 
public and private education, on public hygiene, and on all measures 
taken for the well-being of the natives. 

11 

Pending the development of the system of mandates and its appli- 
cation in the spirit of the recommendations set forth above, the 
Twenty-second Interparliamentary Conference requests the committee 
on ethnic and colonial questions to consider, in the course of its further 
studies, the question of extending the principle of colonial mandates 
to other regions than those mentioned in article 22 of the covenant, 
in the interests of the peace of the world and of the well-being of 
colored races, 

The commission should also be requested to make a study of the 
question of labor under penal contract. 

11¹ 


With regard to the colonial system in general, the Twenty-second 
Interparliamentary Conference further declares that 

(a) The principle of the “open door” should be extended to all 
colonies without distinction, except in colonies where trade with the 
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natives is subject to a special régime under the control of the govern- 
ment of the mother country, for the preservation of weak and scanty 
populations. 

(b) Traffic in arms and munitions in all the colonies should be 
under the control of the League of Nations, in accordance with article 
23, d, of the covenant. 

(c) Traffic in drugs and liquor in all the colonies should be under 
the control of an international body. The guiding principle of such 
a control should be that wherever the climate, the race, or other 
factors generally recognized by science, testify to the danger to the 
population, their importation should be forbidden. 

(d) Slavery should not be recognized, either de facto or de jure. 


VI. THp PROBLEM OF REPARATIONS 


Reports by Baron Szterenyt (Hungary) and the Right Hon. Lord 
Rathereedan (Great Britain) in the name of the committee for eco- 
nomic and financial questions. 

The ‘Twenty-second Interparliamentary Conference registers the 
fact that the resolution voted by the conference of Copenhagen, on 
August 17, 1923, indicated the methods which have since been fol- 
lowed by the States for the solution of the problem of reparations. 

The conference expresses its satisfaction at the agreement concluded 
at London, by which the above problems are transferred from the 
political to the economic field. 

Seeing that the solidarity of the world should be the fundamental 
principle of the proposals put forward by the union, the conference 
expresses the wish that the London decisions be carried out in the 
same spirit of good will in which they were drawn up, and that the 
methods recommended by the Copenhagen resolution be applied not 
only to the study and the solution of the problem of reparations in 
general but also to the study of other international questions of an 
economic and financial nature. 


VII. Tun Economic SOLIDARITY oF THE WORLD AND INTERNATIONAL 
TRAFFIC 


Rapporteur: Baron Josef Szterenyi, former minister of commerce 
(Hungary). 

The Twenty-second Interparllamentary Conference considers the re- 
establishment of the economic solidarity of the nations to be of the 
highest importance. It believes that one of the surest means of 
obtaining this would be to encourage the development of economie 
relations. between the different countries by the suppression of all 
the hindrances now existing. 

The measures which appear to be the most called for are: 

(a) The conclusion of commercial, treaties and of conventions for 
the regulations of means of transport insuring equal treatment for 
all concerned, and the suppression of the restrictions which still im- 
pede international relations. 

(b) A thorough revision of the present customs regulations in order, 
on the one hand, to insure the unimpeded transit of goods, the crea- 
tion of free ports, and the simplification of obsolete customs restric- 
tions hindering traffic, and, on the other hand, to introduce and de- 
yelop to the greatest possible extent the traffic for the perfecting of 
goods as a means. of encouraging industry, while at the same time 
doing away with the certificate of origin demanded up till now. 

(c) The introduction of through collective railway, sea and river 
transport tariffs, a uniform currency being fixed. 

Pending the day when it will be possible to establish uniform classi- 
fication for all goods, the nations should at least endeavor to establish 
such a classification for the transport agencies of the different coun- 
tries, at any rate with regard to the principal products. They should 
also endeavor to give to traffic as a whole a uniform legal basis for 
the conclusion of international conventions. 

(d) The total abolition of the passport as being a police measure 
hindering the relations between countries, or at the very least the 
abolition of the visé, 

The Twenty-second Interparliamentary Conference begs its national 
groups to exert their influence in this direction both in parliament 
and with their governments, in the interest of the rapid reestablish- 
ment of normal economic conditions, It further urges them to work 
for the immediate acceptance and application of the resolutions and 
propositions presented to the international conferences. convoked by 
the League of Nations for the study of customs questions, the regula- 
tion of traffic, and the question of passports, 


VIII. PROBLEMS oF SOCIAL., POLICY: EMIGRATION AND IMMIGRATION 


Rapporteur: M, Fernand Merlin, senator (France), member of the 
executive committee, 

The Twenty-second Interparliamentary Council, after hearing the 
reports of M. Fernand Merlin on the problems of emigration and 
immigration, decides to institute a permanent committee on social 
questions, and requests the said committee to continue the study of 
the above problems and to present its conclusions at a subsequent 
conference, 


IX. Repvuction OF ARMAMENTS 


I, PRIVATE MANUFACTURE AND; TRAFFIC IN. ARMS 

Rapporteur: M. van Wallenghem, member of the house of repre- 
sentatives (Belgium). 

The Twenty-second Interparliamentary Conference, seeing that the 
covenant of the League of Nations draws attention to the evil 
effects” of the private manufacture of muhitions and war material; 
seeing, moreover, that it is generally recognized that these effects can 
only be completely eliminated by the establishment, in addition to the 
control of private manufacture of arms, of a competent international 
control of the traffic in war materials, applicable to all countries and 
to all parts of the world, expresses the hope thut the cooperation begun 
in this field between the League of Nations and the United States of 
America during the past year will result in universal agreement upon 
the fundamental principles of the St. Germain convention of Septem- 


“ber 10, 1919, relating to control of the traffic in arms; and that a 


settlement of these two closely connected problems will thus be reached 
between all the States concerned in the production of war material. 

The conference strongly recommends. the calling of an international 
conference to draw up the necessary international conventions for the 
purpose, and begs the groups of the union, in the interest of peace 
and of the reduction of armaments, to impress the urgency of these 
questions upon. their respeetive parliaments and governments, 

Il, DEMILITARIZED ZONES 


Rapporteur: Brig. Gen. E. L. Spears, M. P. (Great Britain). 

The Twenty-second Interparliamentary Conference, mindful of the 
beneficial results obtained for the cause of peace by the institution of 
demilitarized’ zones, and in particular by the zone created between 
the United States and Canada by the treaty of 1817; seeing that 
every measure tending to avoid immediate contact between military 
forces would avert the danger of frontier incidents and serve to create 
om either side a greater sense of 3 thus making possible a con- 
siderable reduction of armaments, calls attention to the special im- 
portance which the generalization of this means of pacification would 
have under the auspices of the League of Nations, 

The conference requests the permament committee for the study 
of disarmament questions to continue its study of the problem of the 
demilitarization of frontiers, and suggests that a, special committee be 
constituted within the commission, the said committee to meet as 
goon as possible to discuss this question, which the conference considers 
to be of the greatest importance, 

III. PLAN FOR A REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS 


Rapporteur; Dr. P. Munch, former minister of defense, member of 
the Folketing (Denmark). 

(a) The Twenty-second Interparliamentary Conference, recalling 
the resolutions of previous conferences and insisting emphatically upon 
the urgency of a reduction of armaments applicable to all countries, 
draws the special attention of governments, parliaments, and peoples 
to the preliminary symptoms of renewed competition in armaments 
which have appeared within the last few years. 

The conference welcomes with the greatest satisfaction the inten- 
tion proclaimed by the President of the United States shortly to call 
a second conference on naval disarmament, as well as the idea which 
has several times been advanced by the head of the British Govern- 
ment to submit the question of armaments to international discussion. 

The conference reminds the governments and public opinion of 
the repeated recommendations of the assembly of the League of Na- 
tions in support of a limitation of the total budget of expenditure on 
armaments for each country, and urges them to undertake the imme- 
diate acceptance of the said recommendation. 

Recognizing the necessity of giving to the different peoples a feeling 
of security, the conference asks the groups to investigate all practical 
methods for the creation of such a mutual feeling. It considers that 
one of these methods, and perhaps the most fruitful one, would be re- 
duction of armaments in itself. It urges the expediency of an imme 
diate study of the means by which such a reduction might be brought 
about and recommends that a general plan be drawn up according to 
article 8 of the covenant, this plan either to be included in a system 
of mutual assistance based on the covenant, or be carried into effect 
independently of such a system. Without entering into the details of 
such a plan, the conference calls the attention of the governments. and 
of the assembly of the League of Nations to the two proposals for the 
reduction of armaments appended to this resolution (A and B). 

(b) The first step to be made in the direction of a reduction of 
armaments should be an undertaking by the different States to limit 
the total of their military expenditure (army, navy, aviation, etc.) to 
fixed figures, it being agreed that the said total shall not be exceeded 
and that it shall form the starting point for a reduction of armaments. 

DRAFT PLANS FOR DISARMAMENT 
PLAN A 

1, Reeent developments in means of destruction tend to render the 
conception of the “ defense of a country by military, naval, or aerial 
methods: more or less of an illusion. Armaments have more than ever 
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come to be essentially means of attack, “Defense” consists in fore- 
stalling an attack by a counteroffensive or in reprisals. 

2, Security“ for a State is consequently only to be obtained by: 

First. Elimination of the means of aggression of other States as 
well as one’s own. 

Second. The development of a policy of peace and cooperation be- 
tween all States (“ moral disarmament”). 

3. This being so, a unique opportunity is created for insisting upon 
the urgent need of material disarmament. 

4. The security of à country, being proportionate to the military 
and other preparations of other States, will remain identical if the re- 
duction affects the armaments of all the states whose military and 
other preparations might constitute a threat to the country in question 
simultaneously and to the same extent as its own armaments are 
affected, 

5. Reduction of the armaments of all states is, moreover, a funda- 
mental condition for the proper working of the covenant of the League 
of Nations, Such a reduction would remove the temptation to a coun- 
try to set at defiance the stipulations of the covenant. 

6. Decisions relating to the reduction of armaments rest with each 
individual state; even in the case of members of the League of Na- 
tions (art. 8 of the covenant). 

There is, however, a definite moral obligation incumbent on all coun- 
tries belonging to the League of Nations, by virtue of the covenant and 
of the peace treaties of 1919 and 1920 (Part V, introduction, of the 
treaty of Versailles), 

7. The whole military organization of a country is the expression of 
two factors, the one being what that country believes to be essential 
for its “security,” the other what it considers possible to spend for 
this purpose, from the point of view of its national economy and of its 
finance, y 

The combination of these two factors finds its mathematical ex- 
pression in the average sum assigned to military, naval, and aerial 
expenditures during a series of years. 

8. It therefore follows that the budgets should form the basis of the 
fundamental undertakings for a reduction of armaments, 

Incidentally, the principle of the “ sovereignty ” of the state is thus 
always safeguarded, because the fundamental basis of the reduction is 
fixed by the state itself, while it may be allowed a great latitude with 
regard to the details of the organization of its military means (military 
service, for instance), 

9. The budgetary basis for the reduction of armaments can, how- 
ever, be supplemented in respect of other factors of military organiza- 
tion, particularly those embodying the idea of aggression, thus: 

Peace forces; number of large-caliber cannons; number of naval 
unities; number of submarines; number of aerial unities. 


DRAFT PROPOSAL FOR AN INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENT RELATING TO THE 
REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS 


1. BASIS AND PROCEDURE 


1. The signatory states undertake not to exceed during the first 
budgetary year beginning after December 31, 1925, their average total 
expenditure on military, naval, and aerial objects during the three 
fiscal years preceding the above-mentioned period. 

2. The total sum spent within the limits fixed by article 1 during 
the first budgetary year beginning after December 31, 1925, shall form 
the basis for the reduction of armaments which is the object of this 
agreement, 

3. The signatory states undertake to decrease the total sum men- 
tioned in article 2 in the proportion of 10 per cent from the first 
Mudgetary year beginning after December 31, 1927. 

The said decrease of 10 per cent will be repeated from the first 
budgetary year beginning after December 31, 1929, and so on every 
two years, the total sum mentioned in article 2 being taken as basis, 
until, after a period of 10 years, the military, naval, and aerial budgets 
show a total of not more than 50 per cent of the budgetary basis 
stated in article 2, 

4. In order to facilitate the execution of the present agreement the 
states undertake to enter all sums intended for military, naval, or 
aerial purposes in a special section of the budget based on a model 
drawn up by the financial committee“ of the League of Nations. 

The said section shall also include all the credits allotted by the 
state for the following objects: 

(a) The development of the industry of the country with a view to 
its mobilization in case of war, 

(b) Subsidies to the shipping industry conditional on the trans- 
formation, in case of need, of merchant ships into warships. 

(c) Subsidies to civil aviation with a view to the utilization of the 
aircraft in case of war, 

(d) * . 9. 

5. The signatory states further undertake not to Increase during the 
period of 10 years mentioned in article 3 the following elements in 
their military organization, as fixed for the budgetary year mentioned 
in article 2: 


(a) Their peace forces in all military, naval, and aerial services. 

(b) The number of their cannons (land and naval artillery) whose 
caliber exceeds — millimeters. 

(c) The number of their naval unities exceeding — tons, 

(d) The number of their submarines. 

(e) The number of their aerial unities, 

(f) 12 LA 

II, EXCEPTIONS AND RESERVATIONS 


6. Those states whose armaments were reduced by the peace treaties 
of 1919 and 1920 shall not be bound by the undertakings stated in 
articles 1 to 5, 

T. Expenses incurred in connection with military, nayal, or aerial 
action undertaken on the recommendation of the council of the League 
of Nations, in conformity with article 16 of the covenant, shall not be 
considered as forming part of the total sum referred to in articles 
2 and 3. 

8. The signatory states recognize that exceptional circumstances— 
for instance, a considerable increase in prices on the home market, or 
participation in a war—may in individual cases prevent a state from 
strict adherence to the stipulations of articles 2 and 3. 

They undertake if necessary to call the attention of the council of 
the League of Nations to the fact that such exceptional circumstances 
may prevent them from fulfilling their obligations under the present 
agreement. They pledge themselves to accept the decision of the 
council as to the validity of the exceptional cases brought to its notice 
in conformity with the present article. 


III. CONTROL AND SANCTIONS 


9. The secretariat of the League of Nations is instructed to publish 
annually all the information dealing with the application and execu- 
tion of the present agreement in a convenient and clear form. 

In order to facilitate the work, the signatory states undertake to 
furnish the secretariat with the necessary documents and information, 
In particular they undertake to communicate to the said secretariat— 

(a) All draft budgets, definite budgets, and annual accounts relat- 
ing to armaments, simultaneously with the transmission of those docu- 
ments to the parliament or to the other controlling or inspecting 
bodies (accountants, etc.) of the state. 

(b) Detailed information concerning the elements of their military, 
naval, and aerial organization, referred to in article 5. 

The latter information shall be transmitted at least three months 
before the end of the budgetary year mentioned in article 2. 

10. The signatory states recognize the right of any of the high 
contracting parties to draw the attention of the council of the League 
of Nations to any action which in the opinion of that contracting 
party constitutes an infringement of the undertakings of the present 
agreement, 

11, The signatory states recognize the right of the financial com- 
mittee of the League of Nations to call the attention of the councit 
of the League of Nations to the fact that in a given state the purchas- 
ing power of the national currency has increased in such a way as to 
make an appreciable difference to that state's power of extending its 
military, naval, or aerial organization, 

12. The council shall immediately come to a decision with regard 
to the validity of the appeals made to it under articles 10 and 11. 
(Majority vote?) It shall be empowered to submit contested cases to 
the International Court of Justice. (Technical assessors? Cp. statute 
of the Court of Justice, arts. 26 and 27.) 


IV. DURATION AXD RENEWAL OF THE AGREEMENT 


13. The present agreement shall be valid until the end of the period 
of 10 years referred to in articles 3, c. 

At least three years before the end of that period the council of the 
League of Nations shall invite the high contracting parties to draft a 
new agreement for a further reduction of their armaments, 

COMMENTARY 

1. A. The budgetary year does not coincide in every country with 
the calendar year, hence the use of the formula “ the first budgetary 
year beginning after December 31, 1925." If another budgetary year 
than that opening in 1926 is to be taken as basis, the years mentioned 
in article 3 should be altered accordingly. 

B. In the case of Federal States like Switzerland, the question 
whether certain expenditure by the cantons will not have to be in- 
cluded in the treaty will have to be considered, 

4. The enumeration at the end of the article is an approximate one; 
it can be altered and amplified. 

5. A. The enumeration is an approximate one and will be subject to 
alteration, The main purpose of the stipulation is to prevent a state 
from concentrating its military preparations on one branch of its 
organization which might prove a graye danger to another country. 

B. The term “ peace forces” will perhaps have to be defined, espe- 
cially in the case of countries with a militia (Norway, Switzertand). 

8. A body other than the council of the League of Nations might be 
intrusted with the inquiry into “exceptional cases,” as, for instance, 
the International Court of Justice, assisted if necessary by technical 
assessors (cp. art. 10). 
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12. A. The council would probably have to vote by simple majority, 
and the states concerned the accuser and the accused—who would be 
represented, in conformity with article 4 of the covenant, should not 
have the right to vote (ep. art. 3 of the draft treaty. of mutual assist- 
ance of 1923). 

B. If recourse is to be had to the Court of Justice, a special division 
would have to be instituted for this class of litigation, as has already 
been done by the statute of the court for litigation conterning labor 
and for questions of transit and communication (arts. 26 and 27 of 
the said statute). 

PLAN B 


The treaties concluded at Versailles, Saint-Germain, Trianon, and 
Neuilly fixed a limit for the armaments of Germany, Austria, Hungary. 
and Bulgaria, “in order to render possible the initiation of a general 
limitation of the armaments of all nations.” 

It is therefore natural to take the stipulations of the above treaties 
as a basis for the plans for a reduction of armaments which have to 
be elaborated in accordance with article 8 of the covenant of the 
League of Nations. 

The stipulations relating to the German Army being of a special 
character, the limits fixed for the Austrian Army may be taken as a 
basis. 

By the terms of the treaty of Saint-Germain the total military force 
of the Austrian Army may not exceed 30,000 men. This number is 
fixed for a state of 6,000,000 inhabitants. Taking this figure as a 
basis a Imit of 5,000 men for every million inhabitants should there- 
fore be fixed. The aboye limit is fixed for an army whose soldiers are 
engaged for 12 years. The treaty, moreover, contains stipulations 
relating to the number of officers, to the fighting unities, to the maxi- 
mun of armaments, and stock of munitions, etc. All these stipula- 
tions could be used as a basis for plans for a general reduction of 
armaments, 

Nevertheless provision must be made for another system of recruit- 
ing and training than the system of mercenaries now in force in the 
countries whose military organization has been fixed by the peace 
treaties. There is no doubt that certain states would prefer a system 
by which military service would be of much shorter duration—say, six 
months. An army organized by this method would, of course, be in- 
ferior to an army composed of the same number of mercenaries. 
States preferring this latter system should therefore be allowed to 
train a yearly number of soldiers, such as would enable them, if neces- 
sary, to mobilize a larger army than the mercenary army of a state 
with an equal number of inhabitants. They might, for instance, be 
allowed to train 1,000 soldiers for every million inhabitants each year, 
which would enable them to mobilize 10,000 men per million inhab- 
itunts. ; 

In fixing a general basis of armaments for the different countries 
the geographical situation and the special conditions of each state 
must be taken into consideration, in conformity with article 8 of the 
covenant, 

In fixing a basis for the number of soldiers, not only the number of 
inhabitants of the mother country, but also, to a certain extent, the 
population and the size of the possessions: belonging to each state on 
other continents must be taken into consideration. It is impossible to 
lay down a general rule in this connection; the particular circum: 
stances In each case must be examined. 

It must also be remembered that certain countries are in a particu- 
larly dangerous position geographically, and that the peace treaties 
have intrusted some states with special duties of a military char- 
neter. 

With regard to naval forces the limits fixed for Germany by the 
Versailles. treaty might be taken as basis. The said treaty allows Ger- 
many to maintain a navy of 2,000 tons for every million inhabitants. 
As the limits fixed for Germany by the peace treaties with regard to 
armaments are relatively stricter than for the other states whose 
armaments have been limited by the treaties, a strength of 4,000 tons 
to every million inhabitants might perhaps be taken as the basis for 
a limitation of naval power. In fixing the limits of their naval arma- 
ments for each state it would also be necessary to take into account 
the particular situation of each country and the extent of its posses- 
sions on other continents, 


I. NOMINATIONS 


INTERPARLIAMENTARY COUNCIL, FROM THE TWENTY-SECOND TO THR 
TWENTY-THIED CONEFRRENCHE 


President of the council: Baron Theodor Adelswerd (Sweden). 

Austria, MM. Mataja and Waiss; Belgium, La Fontaine and An- 
geele; Bulgaria, Mollof and Fadenhecht; Canada, Dandurand and Sir 
Henry Drayton; Czechoslovakia, Winter and Hodza; Denmark, Mol- 
tesen and Borgbjerg; Dutch East Indies, Galestin and Roep; Egypt, 
Shamsy and Chamass; Esthonia, + Finland, Mantere and Schau- 
mann; France, Merlin and Moutet; Germany, Schiicking and Dickhoff: 
Great Britain, Lord Treowen and Sir James Agg-Gardner;. Greece, 
——; Holland, Koolen and Rutgers; Hungary, Count Apponyt and 
de Berzeviczy; Ireland, Hayes and O’Farrell; Italy, di Stefano and 


Gentile; Japan, ——; Latvia, Vesmanis: and Felabergs; Lithuania, 
Raulinaitis and Slezevicius; Norway, Michelet and Mowinckel; Poland, 
Dembinski and Buzek; Rumania, Iliesco et V. V. Pella; Spain; ——; 
Sweden, Baron Adelswärd and Branting; Switzerland, de Meuron and 
Forrer; United States of America, McKinley and Burton; Yugoslavia, 
Coumanoudy and Tovanovitch. 


II. EXECUTIVE- COMMITTEE 


The conference: nominated M. R. Dandurand (Canada) to take the: 
place of Mr. Burton (United, States: of. America) and M.. Fernand) Mers 
lin (France) to take the place of M. Buisson. for the two remaining 
years of the latter’s term of office, 

The committee will be composed as follows: Baron Adelswärd (Swe- 
den), president; Count Appony! (Hungary), to retire at the twenty- 
‘third conference; M. Fernand Merlin (France), to retire at the 
twenty-fourth conference; M. Lev. Winter (Czechoslovakia), to retire 
at the twenty-fifth conference; M. R. Dandurand (Canada), to retire 
at the twenty-sixth conference, A 

The committee appointed Count Apponyi to act as president of the 
council in the event of the absence, resignation, or death of the latter, 


III. AUDITORS 


The council elected MM. le Prof. Dembinski (Poland) and Alois 
de Meuron (Switzerland) to be auditors for the year 1924. 
We have the honor to be your obedient servants, 
(Signed) A. DE Neuron, 
President of the Conference. 
(Signed) Cur, L. -LANGE, 
Secretary Generat. 
TER INTERPARLIAMENTARY UNION 


(By Arthur Deerin Call, executive Secretary of the American group) 


There are persons in Anrerica, who furtively suspect that Budapest is 
an entomological cousin of the boll weevil, But such folk are not 
found among the members of the American group of the Interparlia- 
mentary Union. Our Senators and Representatives: belonging to this 
organization—nearly 50 per cent of the total—know better: During, 
the 35 years of the Interparliamentary Union: not a few of our Ameri- 
can Congressmen interested in the organization have made special 
studies. of foreign affairs; including» Buropean geography, with the 
result that.if any of them. had been uncertain, they now know. that. 
Berne has no relation to a prairie. fire and that Ukraine is not the 
name of a musical instrument, Membership in the Interparliamentary. 
Union is a fructifying experience. Indeed, because of this membership, 
not a few of our lawmakers have visited Europe, and with their eyes 
and ears open. They have not a little first-hand information about. 
European conditions. In consequence there is“ an international mind” 
in the Congress. A certain distinguished American once remarked that 
he did not care to go to Greece because he had “a very excellent de- 
scriptive catalogue of the place.” Were he alive to-day and a member 
of the Interparliamentary Union, he. would not say a thing like that.. 
The men of the United States Congress most sympathetically informed 
about situations in Europe are probably the members of the American 
group of the Interparliamentary Union. 

These American members of the Interparliamentary Union have not 
only been students of international problems, they have definite 
ideas about the work of the union and about what it should be. They 
have expressed these ideas officially and communicated them to thelr 
brethren in Europe, during the war and since. In this day of unusual 
international turmoils and misgivings, it is interesting to know what 
these men of our Senate and House of Representatives believe can and 
should be done in the direction of international policy by the parla- 
ments of the world. What they have actually said upon this matter 
will appear later on. 


WHAT IS THE INTERPARLIAMENTARY UNION 


Just what is the Interparliamentary Union? The answer to this 
question is found in the statement of purpose, as set forth in its con- 
stitution, adopted at its twentieth conference, in Vienna, 1922. That 
purpose is, To unite in common action the members of all parliaments, 
constituted in national groups, to secure the cooperation of their respec 
tive States in the ürm establishment and the democratic development of 
the work of international peace and cooperation between peoples, by 
means of an universal.organization.of nations: Its object is also to 
study all questions of an international character suitable for settlement 
by parliamentary action.” 

ITS BIRTH: 


This statement of the purposes of the Interparliamentary Union rep- 
resents an evolution out of the preparatory meeting held in Paris: 
October 31, 1888. At that gathering the aim was to promote arbitra- 
tion treaties. between the United! States, France, and. Great Britain. 
At that Paris gathering 9 British and 28 French parliamentarians being: 
present, it was voted that “another meeting, to which shall be ad- 
mitted not only members of the three parliaments named above —Ameri- 
can, British, and French—but also members-of other parliaments, who 
have made themselves known by their devotion to the same ideas, 
shall take place next year, in order to complete the work begun at this 
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This resolution marked the birth of “the Interpar- 
liamentary Conference for International Arbitration,” later to be 
called—in 1899, to be exact—the Interparliamentary Union. 


first conference.” 


THE FIRST INTERPARLIAMENTARY CONFERENCE 


The meeting called for in the resolution was held during the World 
Exposition, June 29 and 80, 1889, in Paris. There were delegates from 
France, Great Britain, Italy, Belgium, Denmark, Hungary, Liberia, 
Spain, and the United States. Jules Simon, former premier of France, 
opened the conference with an address, Frederic Passy, of the French 
Chamber of Deputies, was elected president. This meeting was the 
first of the interparliamentary conferences. 


THE HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 


During its generation of effort the Interparliamentary Union has 
stood consistently for the principle of International arbitration, Of 
course, this principle has an ancient background. But the introduction 
of arbitration into the modern practice of nations began in 1794, when 
John Jay, as special envoy of the United States to Great Britain, 
signed the first treaty under the Constitution of the United States. 
This treaty contained a plan of submitting to a mixed commission 
differences between Great Britain and the United States which 
diplomacy had failed to adjust. 

It remained for William Jay, son of John Jay, to render the plan 
of his illustrious father more widely effective by persuading govern- 
ments to include in their treaties an agreement not to resort ta hos- 
tilities, but to submit a controversy arising under a treaty to the 
arbitration of one or more friendly powers and to abide by the award. 
As a result, this clause compromissoire, as it is called, found its way 
into treaty after treaty. William Jay's proposal of 1842, along with 
William Ladd's plea for a congress of nations “to settle and perfect 
the code of international law,” and a high court of nations “to 
interpret and apply that law for the settlement of all international 
disputes,” were presented to the first international peace conference, 
held in London, 1843, and both were “ adopted and passed.” A number 
of organizations, particularly the American Peace Society, had been 
urging international conferences since 1828. Indeed, between 1830 
and 1840 the proposal of a “ congress of nations” was known as “ the 
American plan.“ This plan contemplated diplomatic congresses con- 
yening periodically for the purpose of perfecting international law, 
supplemented by an international court of justice for the interpretation 
of such law. < 

It was, however, the principle of arbitration actually applied in the 
John Jay treaty of 1794 and extended by William Jay's proposal of 
1842 out of which the idea of an interparliamentary cooperation grew. 
The Franco-Prussian War led the Baron of Walterskirchen, a member 
of the Austrian Chamber of Deputies, to suggest the importance of a 
greater cooperation between members of the different parliaments. 
The successful arbitration of the Alabama claims in 1872 aroused a 
new interest throughout the parliaments of the world in favor of 
permanent treaties of arbitration. 

Richard Cobden had introduced in the British House of Commons a 
resolution favoring international arbitration as far back as 1849, but 
Henry Richard on July 9, 1873, moved in the House of Commons a 
resolution urging that the Queen of England be asked “to enter into 
communication with foreign powers with a view to further improve- 


ment in international law and the establishment of a general and per- 
manent system of arbitration.” Notwithstanding the prevailing bitter- 
ness between various nations of Europe at that time, the motion was 
carried. In the autumn of 1875 Dr. Albert Fischoff proposed at a 
meeting of the Austrian and Hungarian delegations that steps be taken 
to hold annual conferences of parliamentarians with the view of reduc- 
ing the heavy burden of standing armies.” 

THE LAUNCHING 

But the launching of the Interparliamentary Union was due to a 
member of the British House of Commons, William Randal Cremer, 
assisted by Frederic Passy, of the French Chamber of Deputies. At 
the first international peace congress, already referred to, it had been 
urged that societies or associations be formed among the working 
classes for disseminating the principles of international peace. ‘This 
was in 1843. 

William Randal Cremer, beginning his career as a carpenter, founded 
in 1871 the Workmen's Peace Society, later to become the Inter- 
national Arbitration League.” When 57 years of age Cremer was 
elected to Parliament. His prime ambition at that time was to bring 
about an arbitration treaty between England and the United States, 
his idea being that such a precedent would surely be followed by other 
nations. In 1887, encouraged by a number of friends, including Mr. 
Andrew Carnegie, Cremer drew up a memorial to the President and 
the Congress of the United States, urging the conclusion of a treaty of 
arbitration between Britain and the United States. This memorial 
was signed by 232 members of the British Parliament, including the 
names of such men as Mr. Asquith, Mr. Bright, Mr. Bryce, Mr. Morley, 
Sir Edward Grey, Sir John Lubbock, and Mr. Haldane. The memorial 
was presented to President Cleveland at the White House, Washington, 
by a deputation of 10 members of the House of Commons, 1 peer, and 
8 representatives of the trades-union congress. 

The following year both Houses of the American Congress passed a 
joint resolution requesting the President of the United States to 
invite from time to time, as occasions may arise, negotiations with any 
government with which the United States has or may have diplomatic 
relations, to the end that any differences or disputes arising between 
the two Governments which can not be adjusted by diplomatic agency 
may be referred to arbitration and be peaceably adjusted by such 
means.” 

But Cremer's plan for an Anglo-American treaty of arbitration failed, 
The effort, however, was not without effect. It led to the formation 
of the Interparliamentary Union. £ 

It was on the 3ist of August, 1888, with the cooperation of Passy, 
that Cremer was able to organize a group of British and French parlla- 
mentarians for the purpose of promoting arbitration treaties between 
the United States, France, and Great Britain, and to lay the ground- 
work for the first interparliamentary conference of 1889. 

A SELF-EXPLANATORY TABLE 

Since that time, with the exception of the period of the World War, 
the growth of the organization has been continuous. The tables on 
pages 8 and 9, prepared by Dr. Christian L. Lange, of Geneva, general 
secretary of the Interparliamentary Union, shows that 34 parliaments 
have been represented at some time during the history of the 20 con- 
ferences. The year and place of meeting of each conference is also 
shown. 


Statistique de la representation des differents groupes aur conferences interparlementaires successives 
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Statistique de la representation des differents groupes aus conferences interparlementaires auccessives—Continued 


Paris, 1888 
VII. Budapest, 1896 


Réunion Prélim. 
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Con- 


IX. Kristian, 1899 
XIV. Londres, 1906 
XVI. Bruxelles, 1910 
XVII, Gendye, 1912 
XVIIL La Haye, 1913 
XIX, Stockholm, 1921 
XX. Vienne, 1922 
férence 


Nombre des 


Su 


SOME MEN BEHIND THR MOVEMENT 


The conferences of 1889, 1890, and 1891 were held in private rooms, 
but the fourth, held in Berne, met in the Swiss House of Parliament. 
The conferences are now held regularly in parliament buildings. 
Since the head of the Norwegian Government greeted the conference in 
1899 with official ceremony, the Governments have invariably extended 
every possible courtesy to the delegations. 

The union gradually took on the form of a permanent organization. 
National groups were organized. Beginning in 1892 and for 17 years 
thereafter the union was fortunate to have at its head Dr. Albert 
Gobat, member of the Swiss Parliament. In 1962 the Nobel peace 
prize was divided between MM. E. Ducommun and Doetor Gobat. 
Thus worthy men have given of themselves without stint to the Inter- 
parliamentary Union, At the preliminary meeting in Paris in 1888 
there was Frederic Passy, who shared with M. H. Dunant the Nobel 
peace prize in 1901; M. Leon Bourgeois; Jean Jaurés; Mr. Philip Stan- 
hope, afterwards Lord Weardale, for many years president of the union ; 
Frederick Bajer, of Denmark, destined to be honored by the Nobel 
peace prize in 1908. Cremer, who had journeyed to the United States 
four times in the interest of arbitration and understanding, devoted 
his later life to the organization which he had founded. It should be 
added that he received from the President of France the decoration of 
the Legion of Honor, from the King of England knighthood, and in 
1908 the Nobel peace prize of about $45,000. Comparatively poor 
though he was, he forthwith gave all this money for the foundation of 
the International Arbitration League, which still exists, with head- 
quarters in London, ç 

GROWTH AND SPRIT 


The Interparliamentary Union not only survived the war, it is more 
largely representative than ever. While there were but two parlis- 
mentary bodies represented at the first gathering in Paris, there are 
now 27 parliaments represented in the union, each with its own 
“ group” more or less active. Twenty-four of these groups were rep- 
resented at the conference at Vienna in 1922—the United States, 
Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, Chile, Denmark, Dutch Indies, 
Esthonia, Finland, France, Great Britain, Greece, Germany, Hungary, 
Italy, Japan, Norway, the Netherlands, Poland, Spain, Switzerland, 
Sweden, and Turkey. 

The vision of the friends of the Interparliamentary Union retained 
international arbitration as its principal goal, but gradually included 
also questions of public international law. Examining the resolutions 
which had been passed by the various conferences prior to 1911 one 
finds that the Interparliamentary Union had mainly devoted its at- 
tention to the pacific settlement of international disputes; the or- 
ganization of the society of nations; to problems of neutrality; to the 
limitation of armaments; to the laws of war, and an international 
prize court; to the treatment of foreigners; to private international 
law; to questions of the day (questions actuelles); and to the or- 
ganization of the union. In the discussion of these various matters 
the work of the conferences had included the study of such methods 
as mediation, good offices, commissions of inquiry, obligatory arbitra- 
tion, a court of arbitration, and the organization of an international 
judiciary. Later the union concentrated especially upon the realiza- 
tion of the policies adopted by the second Hague conference, and 
upon a program for the third Hague conference, which was to have 
taken place in 1915 or 1916. The union has developed a literature 
around these questions—a literature which is set forth in reports, 
annuaires, documents, and books, some of which are of standard 
value. 

LXVI— 207 


The Interparliamentary Union was at first called “ The Interparlla- 
mentary Conference for International Arbitration,” and most of its 
work since its beginning has been in the direction indicated by that 
title. There gradually developed, however, the belief that in addi- 
tion to arbitration other friendly and judicial means of settling dis- 
putes were a legitimate part of the aims of the union. Indeed, at the 
Geneva conference in 1912 it was expressly provided that the Inter- 
parliamentary Union has also for its object “the study of other 
questions of international law, and, in general, of problems pertaining 
to the development of peaceful relations between nations.” It has 
been the fundamental policy of the union, however, to refrain from 
committing itself on questions of “an acute political nature.” 

The union has achieved results, There is no doubt that it had a 
direct influence upon the constitution of the permanent court of ar- 
bitration at the first Hague conference in 1899. It was primarily 
responsible for the calling of the second Hague conference in 1907. 
And it had no little influence upon the model arbitration treaty 
presented to the second Hague conference. ‘This model arbitration 
treaty was due to the initiative of Mr. Richard Bartholdt, member 
of the American Congress from 1893 to 1915, and for 11 years presi- 
dent of the American group. While the draft treaty was not adopted, 
32 of the 44 States represented voted for it, and the conference did 
pass unanimously a declaration in favor of the principle of obligatory 
arbitration. At the outbreak of the war the Interparliamentary 
Union was devoting its energies to the end that the work of the second 
Hague conference and of the London naval conference of 1908-1909 
might be effective, and to the further purpose that there might be a 
worthy third Hague conference in 1915 or 1916. The outbreak of 
war interrupted these plans. 

If it is impossible to measure all the achievements of the union, 
the objects, however, have been kept clear, namely, to develop the 
principle of arbitration, to promote intelligent relations between peo- 
ples, to enable the parliamentarians of the world to get acquainted. 
Dignity has characterized the moyement from the beginning. At 
that first annual conference, held in Paris in 1889, it was resolved: 

“Since the policy of governments tends to become more and 
more the direct expression of ideas and sentiments yoiced by the 
whole body of citizens, it is for the electors, by the exercise of 
their right of choice, to guide the policy of their country along 
the path of justice, right, and the brotherhood of nations.” 

As Senator MCKINLEY, president of the American group, has recently 
said; 

The advantages of such an organization readily suggest them- 
selyes. Freed from the domination of any government, it repre- 
sents a universal and democratic aspiration. Nothing in it savors 
of particular interest or privilege. Composed of officials, hold- 
ing its conferences in houses of parliaments, it is itself only semi- 
official. Perhaps its main service is its opportunity for parlia- 
mentarians from all parts of the world to meet, to confer, to 
educate one another.. For parliamentarians from sọ 
many different countries just to meet, officially or unofficially, at 
conference, at table, at social gatherings, is in itself not without 
benefit.” 

THE AMERICAN GROUP 


While, as will be seen from the chart, there was a representative of 
the American Congress present at the conference in Paris in 1889—it 
was the Hon. Justin R. Whiting—and that there were American rep- 
resentatives present at Brussels in 1897, at Christiania in 1899, at 


Paris in 1900, and at vienna in 1903, it was not until 1904, largely 
upon the initiative of the Hon. Richard Bartholdt, that an American 
group was formed. 

The American group has had three presidents: Mr. Bartholdt, from 
its organization to 1915; Representative James L. Slayden, of Texas, 
from 1915 to 1919; Senator Wittiam B. MCKINLEY, of Ilinois, from 
1919 to the present time. 

The officers of the American group, elected February 24, 1923, for 
one year, are: President, Senator WILLIAM B. MCKINLEY, of Illinois; 
vice presidents—Representative ANDREW J, MoxrAdun, of Virginia; 
Representative Henry W. TEMPIE, of Pennsylvania; Representative 
WILLIAN A. Obprrenp, of Arkansas; treasurer, Representative ADOLPH 
J. Sapata, of Illinois; secretary, Representative H. GARLAND DUPRÉ, 
of Louisiana. Executive committee: Senator WILLIAM B. MCKINLEY, 
ex officio, chairman; Representative FRED. BEITTEN, of Dlinois; Repre- 
sentative THEODORE H. BURTON, of Ohio; Representative HENRY ALLEN 
Cooper, of Wisconsin; Senator JOSEPH T. ROBINSON, of Arkansas; 
Senator Spioon P. SPENCER, of Missouri; Senator THOMAS STERLING, of 
South Dakota; Representative James C. MCLAUGHLIN, of Michigan; 
Representative Mprriuti Moores, of Indiana; Representative Joux T. 
Raker, of California. 


THM TWHLYTH CONFERENCE IN Sr. LOUIS 


America’s part in the labors of the union has not been insignifi- 
cant. As bas been seen, the American Congress was represented in 
the first conference in 1889. Representative Samuel J. Barrows, of 
New York, was one of the first of our American Congressmen to show 
Interest in the work of the union. The American group invited the 
union to hold its twelfth conference in St. Louis during the World's 
Fair of 1904. The United States Government appropriated $50,000 
for tlie conference, The tour of the delegates, of whom there were 146, 
extended as far as Denver, the railroads cooperating with the Govern- 
ment im the entertainment of the guests. The story of the confer- 
ence and of the tour is fully set forth by Mr. Barrows, who had becn 
a Member of the Iifty-ftfth Congress and was then a member of the 
committee on reception and entertainment, in a large and beautiful 
volume of 281 pages, printed at the Government Printing Office, Wash- 
ington, 1905. This copiously illustrated book was presented as a 
souvenir to each of the visiting delegates. In this memorial volume 


Mr. Barrows sets forth his own views of the work of the Inter- 


parliamentary Union as follows; 


“The Interparliamentary Union has not worked. for something | 


which can only be realized in the millennium; it has worked for 

ideals, aims, and methods which can and ought to be realized in 

our own age. In the evolution of society we have already reached 
the point in. civilization. when, excepting a small percentage of the 
lawless, the vast majority settle their disputes by judicial process 
or reference, without recourse to violence. So that this organiza- 
tion has stood for the single principle that international dis- 
putes sheuld be settled by judicial processes.“ 

Hon. Francis: B. Loomis, Assistant Secretary of State at the time, 

speaking before this conference, said: 

“You have stoused; directed; and educated: public sentiment in 
favor of arbitration throughont the civilized world. * * * The 
Interparliamentary Union deserves credit for practically fore- 
casting, five years in advance, what proved to be the most salient 
work of the peace conference at The Hague.” 

Senator MCKINLEY, in his address before the annual meeting of the 
American group, in February, 1923, said: 

“There is no doubt that the First Hague Conference was called 
largely because of the work of the Interparliamentary Union. 
There is no doubt that its labors made possible the establishment 
of the International Court, of Arbitration at The Hague. Upon 
its initiative President Roosevelt initiated the second Hague con- 
ference.” 

EVIDENCE: OF AMERICAN INTEREST 


There is no doubt of American interest in this movement. The 
United States Government appropriates annually $4,000 for the main- 
tenance of the headquarters at Geneva. Furthermore, the American 
group had hoped to be hosts to the Interparliamentary Union in 1915. 
Tlie Congress had appropriated 880,000 for the entertainment of the 
visiting delegates; but the war interrupted the plan. The American 
group had planned to renew the invitation this year; but because of 
the political situation, involving the coming presidential campaign, the 
United States will probably not invite the conference before 1925, 
There is a suggestion that since the only conference to be held in this 
country was at the time of the Louisiana Purchase Exposition in 1904, 
and since the first annual meeting of the Interparliamentary Union 
was held in 1889 in connection with the World's Fair in Paris, it may 
be well to hold the next meeting in this country in connection with the 
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Sesquicentennial exhibition proposed for Philadelphia in 1926. There 
is little doubt that the Interparliamentary Union will hold its annual 
conference again in the United States before long. 


AMERICAN VIEWS 


As has been said at the beginning of this paper, the American group 
of the Interparliamentary Union, notwithstanding that it is made up 
of Democrats and: Republicans, has certain definite and unanimously 
accepted: ideas about the alms and methods of the union. One ex- 
pression of these views is set forth in resolutions unanimously adopted 
at the fifteenth annual meeting of the American group of the Inter- 
eee Union, February 25, 1918. The resolutions are as fol- 
ows: 

“Whereas it is increasingly: evident that the civilization of the 
world is endangered by war; and 

“Whereas the Interparliamentary Union, an association of 
more than 8,300 members, representing 23 of the leading nations 
of the world, has since its organization, in 1888, steadfastly urged 
the adoption of arbitration as a substitute for war in the settle- 
ment of international disputes, and the establishment of a 
permanent court wherein questions at issue between governments 
may be heard and determined according to the principles of law 
ane equity, to the end that justice may be done and wars avoided ; 
an 

“Whereas responsible heads of governments, belligerent and 
nonbelligerent alike, have agreed im principle to the program of 
the Interpariiamentary Union for open treaties, for the reduction 
of armaments to ‘the lowest point consistent with domestic 
safety,’ and to a general arbitration treaty for the . of 
nonjusticiable disputes: Therefore be it 

“ Resolved, That: the American group pledges. its — 5 to its 
colleagues of other parliaments to cooperate in the effort to secure 
the adhesion of all civilized governments to this program of rea- 
son and good will: Be it further 

“ Resolved, That the American group of the Interparliamentary 
Union gives its cordial. approval to the recommendations of 
Habana, adopted by the American Institute of International Law 
at its second session, in the city of Habana, January 23, 1917, as 
a working basis for the society of nations to insure justice in in- 
ternational dealings and the maintenance of peace, 


“THR RECOMMENDATIONS OF HABANA 


“Whereas the independent. existence of civilized nations and 
their solidarity of interests. under the conditions of modern life 
has resulted in a society of nations; and 


“ Whereas the safety of nations and the welfare of thelr peoples 
depend upon the application to them of principles of law and 
equity in thelr mutual relations as members of civilized society; 
and 


“ Whereas the law of nations can best be formulated and stated 
by the nations assembled for this purpose in international -con- 
ferences; and 

“ Whereas it is in the interest of the society of nations that in- 
ternational agreements be made effective by ratification and obser- 
vance on all occasions, and that some agency’ of the society of 
nations be constituted to act for it during the intervals between 
such conférences; and 

“Whereas the principles of law and equity can best be ascer- 
tained and applied to the disputes between and among the nations 
by a court of justice accessible to all in the midst of the inde- 
pendent powers forming the society of civilized nations; 

“Therefore the American Institute of International Law, at its 
second session, held in the city of Habana, in the Republic ot 
Cuba, on the 23d day of January, 1917, adopts the following recom- 
mendations, to be known as its recommendations of Habana: 

I. The call of a third Hague conference, to which every coun 
try belonging to the society of nations shall be invited, and in 
whose proceedings every such country shall participate: 

II. A stated meeting of The Hague peace conference, which, 
thus meeting at regular stated periods, will become a recommend- 
Ing if not a lawmaking body: 

III. An agreement of the States forming the society of nations 
concerning: the call and procedure of the conference, by whieh 
that institution shall become not only internationalized but in 
which no nation shall take as of right a preponderating part. 

“TV. The appointment of a committee, to meet at regular inter- 
vals between the conferences, charged with the duty of procuring 
the ratification of the conventions and declarations and of calling 
attention to the conyentions and declarations in order to insure 
their observance. 

„V. An understanding upon certain fundamental principles of 
International law, as set forth in the declaration of the rights 
and duties of nations adopted by the American Institute of Inter- 
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national Law on January 6, 1916, which are themselves based 
upon decis-ons of English courts and of the Supreme Court of the 
United States.” A 
It will be noted that the above resolutions were passed while the 


United States were in the midst of the war. Since the close of the 

war the American group has adopted another official announcement. 

This was set forth under date of May 24, 1921, in a letter sent to the 

council of the Interparliamentary Union, as follows: 

To the Council of the Interparliamentary Union, 1} Rue de Ecole 
Medicine, Geneva, Switzerland, 


Sins: Please accept greetings from your fellow members of the 
American group, all of whom are pleased to know of the plans of our 
council for the Nineteenth Interparliamentary Conference at Stockholm, 
August 17-19 of the current year. The gracious invitation of the 
Swedish group, combined with the generous cooperation of the Swedish 
Government, leads us to feel that the resumption of our conferences 
will take place onder circumstances as happy and propitious as could 
well be possible. 

We have examined the “ agenda of the conference,“ submitted under 
date of April 20, 1921, and we hasten to express our earnest hope 
and perfect confidence that our brethren will come again to a meeting 
of minds with reference to questions peculiarly within the historic 
province of the unlon, questions relating principally to international 
Jaw. The time, we believe, has not arrived when our union can 
profitably discuss, much less decide upon, political or even economic 
questions which may give rise to disputes between states. The peace- 
ful and judicial settlement of international controversies, so wisely 
and constructively discussed and advanced in the first and second 
Hague conferences, remains still the supreme opportunity of the Inter- 


parliamentary Union ; so much so, indeed, that we of the American group 
urge upon our coworkers of other nations: 

1. The calling of a third Hague conference, 

2. The extension of the principle of international conciliation, as set 
forth in the score and more of treaties negotiated between the United 
States and other powers in 1913, commonly known as the “ Bryan 
treaties.” 

3. The creation of a judicial union of the nations, under which such 
questions as the interpretation of treaties or of international law, the 
breach of international obligations, the determination of reparations, 
and the interpretation of prior decisions passed by the court of the 
union may all be decided by the court aceording to principles of ac- 
cepted law and known equity. 

4. The continuation of the conferences of the Interparliamentary 
Union, not only for these high purposes herein set forth but for the 
additional and by no means insignificant reasons, namely, that law- 
makers of the world may become more generally acquainted, more in- 
telligently informed of each other’s tasks, and more sympathetically 
alive to the possibilities awaiting them in the realm of practical inter- 
national achievement. 

We of the American group have not lost interest in such questions 
as the limitation of armaments, the reduction of the cruelties of war, 
the establishment of a prize court, the rules relating to neutrality, and 
the like; but we feel that these matters are dependent upon, and that 
they are not anterior to the mode of international conference, the 
method of conciliation, and the means of judicial settlement, to which 
we have taken the liberty here to advert. 

We believe that the Interparliamentary Union has in its traditional 
adherence to substantially these high matters amply proved its reason 


»The declaration of rights and duties of nations, referred to in para- 
graph V above, Is as follows: 


“ DECLARATION OF RIGHTS AND DUTIES oF NATIONS 


“ADOPTED BY THE AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF INTERNATIONAL LAW AT 
ITS FIRST SESSION, IN THE CITY OF WASHINGTON, JANUARY 6, 
1910 


“Whereas the municipal law of civilized nations recognizes and 
protects the right to life, the right to liberty, the right to the pur- 
suit of happiness, as added by the Declaration of Independence of 
the United States of America, the right to legal equality, the right 
to property, and the right to the enjoyment of the aforesaid 
rights; and ~ 

“Whereas these fundamental rights thus universally recognized 
ereate a duty on the part of the peoples of all nations to observe 
them: and 


“ Whereas, according to the political philosophy of the Declara- 
tion of Independence of the United States and the universal prac- 
tice of the Ameriean Republics, nations or governments are re- 
garded as created by the people, deriving their Just powers from 
the consent of the governed, and are instituted among men to pro- 
mote their safety and happiness and to secure to the people the 
enjoyment of their fundamental rights; and 

“Whereas the nation Is a moral or juristic person, the creature 
of law, and subordinate to law, as is the natural person in po- 
litical society ; and 

“ Whereas we deem that these fundamental rights can be stated 
in terms of international Jaw and applied to the relations of the 
members of the society of nations, one with another, just as they 
have been applied in the relations of the citizens or subjects of 
the States forming the society of nations; and 

“Whereas these fundamental rights of national jurisprudence, 
namely, the right to life, the right to liberty, the right to the 
pursuit of happiness, the right to equality before the law, the 
right to property, and the right to the observance thereof, are, 
when stated in terms of international law, the right of the nation 
to exist and to protect and to conserve its existence; the right of 
independence and the freedom to develop itself without Interference 
or control from other nations; the right of equality in law and 
before law; the right to territory within defined boundaries and 
to exclusive jurisdiction therein; and the right to the observance 
of these fundamental rights; and 

“Whereas the rights and the duties of nations are, by virtue of 
membership in the society thereof, to be exercised and performed 
in accordance with the exigencies of their mutual interdependence 
expressed in the preamble to the convention for the Pacific settle- 
ment of international disputes of the first and second Hague 
peace conferences, recognizing the solidarity which unites the mem- 
bers of the society of civilized nations; it should therefore be uni- 
versally maintained by the nations and peoples of the world that: 

I. Every nation has the right to exist and to protect and to 
conserve its existence; but this right neither implies the right nor 
justifies the act of the state to protect itself or to conserve its 


existence by the commission of unlawful acts against innocent and 
unoffending states. 

II. Every nation has the right to independence in the sense 
that it has a right to the pursuit of happiness and is free to de- 
velop itself without interference or control from other States, pro- 
vided that in so doing it does not interfere with or violate the 
rights of other States. 

III. Every nation is in law and before law the equal of every 
other nation belonging to the society of nations, and all nations 
have the right to claim and, according to the Declaration of Inde- 
pendence of the United States, ‘to assume, among the powers of 
the earth, the separate and equal station to which the laws of 
nature and of nature’s God entitle them.“ 

IV. Every nation has the right to territory within defined 
boundaries and to exercise exclusive jurisdiction over its territory 
and all persons, whether native or foreign, found therein. 

V. Every nation entitled to a right by the law of nations is 
entitled to have that right respected and protected by all other 
nations, for right and duty are correlative, and the right of one 
is the duty of all to observe. 

“ VI. International law is at one and the same time both na- 
tional and international; national in the sense that it Is the law of 
the land and applicable as such to the decision of ail questions 
involving its principles; international in the sense that it is the 
law of the society of nations and applicable as such to all questions 
between and among the members of the society of nations involving 
its principles.” 

“VI. The creation of an international council of conciliation 
to consider, to discuss, and to report upon such questions of a 
nonjusticiable character as may be submitted to such council by 
an agreement of the powers for this purpose. 

VII. The employment of good offices, mediation, and friendly 
composition for the settlement of disputes of a nonjusticiable 
nature. : 

“ VIII, The principle of arbitration in the settlement of disputes 
of a nonjusticiable nature; also of disputes of a justiciable nature 
which should be decided by a court of justice, but which have, 
through delay or mismanagement, assumed such political impor- 
tance that the nations prefer to submit them to arbiters of their 
own choice rather than to judges of a permanent judicial tribunal, 

IX. The negotiation of a convention creating a judicial union 
of the nations along the lines of the Universal Postal Union of 
1906, to which all civilized nations and self-governing dominions 
are parties, pledging the good faith of the contracting parties to 
submit their justiciable disputes—that is to say, thelr differences 
involving law or equity—to a permanent court of this union, whose 
decisions will bind not only the litigating nations but also all 
parties to its creation. 

“xX. The creation of an enlightened public opinion in behalf of 
peaceable settlement in general, and in particular in behalf of the 
foregoing nine propositions, in order that, if agreed to, they may 
be put into practice and become effective, in response to the appeal 
to that greatest of sanctions, ‘a decent respect to the opiniens of 
mankind.’ ” 
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for being, and that nothing has happened since our last meeting, in 
1918, to warrant any change in its independent action, in its funda- 
mental aims, or in its methods. > 


SIGNIFICANCE 


Of such is the Interparliamentary Union, its background, growth, 
and spirit, That nearly half of our Senators and Representatives are 
devoting no little attention to his international effort will be of in- 
terest particularly throughout America. 

Evidently there is a service which the Interparllamentary Union is 
pecullarly fitted to render. There are individual, national, and inter- 
national interests, many of them overlapping, which can not be left to 
work out themselves. ‘There are political, economic, humanitarian 
problems affecting all nations, such as social and labor problems, ex- 
change, the movements of commerce. All such questions should be of 
vital interest to the lawmakers of the various nations. Naturally, 
mutual conference between parliamentarians will result in.a wiser 
solution. ‘These problems may well be considered by an unofficial 
body such as the Interparliamentary Union, which, in the language 
of Doctor Lange, has at its disposal a wider and more elastic organi- 
zation than an exclusively official institution composed of States, such 
as the League of Nations, The union, therefore, still has important 
work to do. In the accomplishment of this work it appeals to all 
men of good will throughout the parliaments of the world.” 

Perhaps the meaning of this international body has nowhere been 
more accurately summed up than in the following words of Senator 
Mckixter: “It is not without significance that in this day of diver- 
gent interests, points of view, and policies there exists in the world 
this organization of parliamentarians, each trying as best he may to 
understand the other fellow's job.” 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the 
following joint resolution of the General Assembiy of the State 
of Indiana, which was referred to the Committee on Military 
Affairs: s 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Indianapolis, Ind., February 17, 1925. 
Hon. ALBERT B. CUMMINS, 
President pro tempore United States Senats, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Six: By the terms of enrolled act No. 1, senate, of the seventy- 
fourth regular session of the General Assembly of the State of Indiana, 
it is provided that the secretary of state shall send a copy of sald 
resolution “to the President of the United States, the Presiding Officers 
of both branches of Congress, to the Senators and Representatives in 
Congress from this State, and to the members of the congressional 
Committees on Appropriations and on Military Affairs.” 

Permit me to hand you herewith, under registered cover, a certified 
copy of said resolution under my band and the great seal of the State 
of Indiana. 

Very truly yours, 
F. E, SCHORTEMEIER, 
Seorctary of State. 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
STATS OF INDIANA, 
OFFICE or run SECRETARY oF STATE, 
I, F. E. Schortemeier, secretary of state of the State of Indiana, 
hereby certify that the annexed pages contain a full, true, and com- 
plete copy of the enrolled act No. 1, senate, seventy-fourth regular 
session of the General Assembly of the State of Indiana, filed February 
5, 1925, as the same appears on file, as the law directs, in this office. 
In testimony whereof I hereunto set my hand and affix the great 
seal of the State of Indiana, Done at my office, in the city of Indian- 
apolis, this 16th day of February, A. D. 1928. 
[spat] F. E. SCHORTEMBIHR, 
Secretary of State. 
Senate enrolled act 1 


A joint resolution requesting the Congress of the United States to 
appropriate funds to carry out certain recommendations of the Chief 
of Staff of the United States Army made in furtherance of the na- 
tional defense act of 1920 
Whereas the President of the United States in a recent message to 

the Congress of the United States has stated that the Army anti Navy 

of the United States should be strengthened, and that a people who 
neglect their national defense are putting In jeopardy their national 
honor; and 

Whereas in furtherance of the national defense act of 1920, and in 
order to increase and promote the strength and effectiveness of the 

Army, the Chief of Staff of the Army of the United States has recom- 

mended substantially as follows: 

(a) That the Hegular Army be brought back to the strength of 

150,000 enlisted men and 13,000 officers, and that it be suitably housed 

and enabled to conduct annual maneuvers on a moderate seale; 


(b) That the National Guard be given the support necessary to 
permit its progressive development toward a strength of 250,000. 

(c) That the skeleton organization of the Organized Reserves be 
adequately maintained; 

(d) That all reserve officers receive an average of 15 days’ training 
in each three years; 

(e) That the Reserve Officers’ Training Corps units be further devel- 
oped; and 

(f) That provision may be made for a gradual increase in the 
number accommodated annually in citizens’ military training camps: 
Therefore 

Section 1. Be it resolved by the General Assembly of the State of 
Indiana, That the General Assembly of the State of Indiana respect- 
fully and earnestly urge upon the Congress the necessity of appro- 
priating such funds and enacting such legislation as will adequately 
provide for the effective carrying out of the provisions of the national 
defense act of 1920, and also the recommendations of the Chief of Stuff 
of the Army of the United States hereinbefore set forth. 

Suc. 2. Suitable copies of this resolution shall be sent by the secre- 
tary of state to the President of the United States, the Presiding Officers 
of both branches of Congress, to the Senators and Representatives in 
Congress from this State, and to the members of the congressional Com- 
mittee on Appropriations and on Military Affairs. 

F. HAROLD VAN ORMAN, 
President of the Senate. 
Harry G. LRSLIE, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

Approved February 5, 1925, 11.35 a. m. 

Ep JACKSON, 
Governor of the State of Indiana. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore also laid before the Senate 
the following joint memorial of the Legislature of the State of 
Montana, which was referred to the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry: 


Housa OF REPRESENTATIVES OF THE STATE OF MONTANA, 
Helena, February 10, 1925. 
Honorable PRESIDENT UNITED STATES SENATE, 
Washington, D. C. 

Sır: I am directed by the House of the Nineteenth Legislative As- 
sembly of the State of Montana, in regular session assembled, to here- 
with transmit copy of house joint memorial No. 2 for your con- 
sideration. * 

Respectfully, 
H. J. Faust, Chief Clerk. 
House joint memorial 8 (introduced by Hoffman and Hanson) 


Memorial to the Congress of the United States of America to enact 
legislation to promote equality for agriculture under the American 
protective system in the case of those crops of which a normal sur- 
plus above domestic requirements is produced. 

IN THR HOUSE 


January 21, 1925: Read first and second times and referred to 
committee on agriculture. 

January 23, 1925: Committee recommends bill do pass. Report 
adopted and referred to printing committee. 

January 26, 1925: Reported correctly printed, Report adopted and 
referred to general orders. 

January 29, 1925: Recommended favorably by committee of whole. 
Report adopted and referred to engrossing committee. 

January 80, 1925: Reported correctly engrossed ; report adopted and 
referred to calendar for third reading. Read three several times and 
passed. Title agreed to. Transmitted to Senate for its concurrence, 

IN THE SENATE 


February 2, 1925: Read first and second times and referred to com- 
mittee on agriculture. 

February 3, 1925: Committee recommend that bill be concurred in. 
Report adopted. Bill referred to general file. 

February 4, 1925: Committee of whole recommend that bill be con- 
curred in. Report adopted. Bill referred to calendar for third reading. 

February 5, 1925: Read third time and concurred in. Title agreed 
to. Returned to House. 

IN THE HOUSD 


February 6, 1925: Referred to enrolling committee, Reported cor- 
rectly enrolled. 

Memorial to the Congress of the United States of America to enact 
legislation to promote equality for agriculture under the American 
protective system in the case of those crops of which a normal sur- 
plus above domestic requirements is produced. 

To the honorable Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America: 

Your memorialists, the members of the Nineteenth Legislative As- 
sembly of the State of Montana, the senate and house concurring, 
respectfully represent that: 


1925 


Whereas the United States has established and maintains by law a 
system of protection, which industry and labor make effective through 
their organization and through controlled production and supply; and 

Whereas the entire land and agricultural policy of the United States 
has been aimed to secure maximum agricultural production, with a re- 
sult that there is produced annually a normal surplus for export of 
fundamental crops, and it is physically impossible for agriculture to 
forecast or accurately control production, thus eliminating the surplus 
above domestic needs; and 

Whereas the sale of such normal surplus in the world market estab- 
lishes the domestic price at world levels, making inoperative tariff 
echedules intended to protect an American price for that portion of the 
erop consumed at home; and 

Whereas the present improved price of some of the products of the 
farm is due to world shortages, and does not permanently remove the 
disparity between the rewards of agriculture and of industry and labor 
under our protective system; and 

Whereas it is vitally important to assure to agriculture, the basic 
American industry, a falr share of the national wealth by promoting 
parity for farming with industry and labor, and to prevent recurrence 
of the disastrous spread between farm and other prices that is fatal 
to general or permanent national prosperity: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the legislative assembly, That it urges the enactment 
by the Congress of the United States of legislation creating a farmers’ 
export corporation to dispose of the normal surplus of basic farm 
commodities at the expense of all the producers of such crop, in order 
that tariff schedules may be made effective in maintaining an Amer- 
ican price for agriculture in our own domestic markets. 

Be it further resolved, That a copy of this memorial be forwarded 
to the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States and 
to each of the Senators and Representatives from Montana in Congress, 

JOHN- BRICKER, 
Speaker of the House. 
W. S. McCormack, 
President of the Senate. ` 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore also laid before the Senate the 
following joint resolution of the Legislature of the State of 
Delaware, which was referred to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary: 


STATE OF DELAWARE, 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Dover, February 10, 1925. 
Hon. ALBERT B. CUMMINS, 
Przsident of the United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dean Sin: Inclosed find certified copy of House Joint Resolution No. 
2, relative to the eighteenth anrendment, which failed of passage, and 
certified to by the Honse of Representatives, with the request that the 
same be transmitted to you by the Governor of the State of Delaware. 

Very truly yours, 
Rost, P. ROBINSON, Governor. 


Srarn or DELAWARE, 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT. 

I, Robt, P. Robinson, Governor of the State of Delaware, do hereby 
certify that attached hereto is a copy of House Joint Resolution No. 2, 
relating to the proposed amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States to regulate and prohibit the Inbor of persons under 18 years of 
age, the same having been transmitted to me by the House of Repre- 
sentatives of the State of Delaware, which I am this day forwarding to 
the Secretary of State of the United States, Presiding Officer of the 
United States Senate, and the Speaker of the House of Representatives 
at Washington, D. C. 

In testimony whereof I have hereunto set my hand and caused the 
great seal of the State of Delaware to be affixed, at Dover, this 19th 
day of February, in the year of our Lord 1925 and of the independence 
of the United States the one hundred and forty-ninth. 

ESHAL.] ROBT. P. ROBINSON. 

By the governor: 

Wu. C. Tartor, Secretary of State. 


House joint resolution No. 2 


Whereas the honorable Governor of the State of Delaware has been 
requested by the Secretary of State of the United States to submit to 
the Legislature of the State of Delaware a joint resolution proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the United States; and 

Whereas the said joint resolution is as follows: 

“ Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled (two-thirds of each House con- 
ourring therein), That the following article is proposed as an amend- 
ment to the Constitution of the United States, which, when ratified by 
the legislatures of three-fourths of the several States, shall be valid to 
all intents and purposes as a part of the Constitution : 
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“ARTICLE 


“Suction 1. The Congress shall have power to limit, regulate, and 
prohibit the labor of persons under 18 years of age. 

“Sec. 2. The power of the several States is unimpaired by this 
article except that the operation of State laws shall be suspended to the 
extent necessary to give effect to legislation enacted by the Congress.” 
Therefore be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the State of 
Delaware in General Assembly met, That we do hereby ratify the pro- 
posed amendment to the Constitution of the United States. 

The Delaware House of Representatives beg leave to report to you 
that the child labor amendment of the Constitution of the United States 
was rejected by a vote of—yeas 0, nays 82, absent 3. 

We are, 

Very truly yours 


Henry C. DOWNWARD, Speaker, 
BURTON S. HAL, Chief Clerk. 
JANUARY 28, 1928. 


Mr. WILLIS presented the following joint resolution of the 
General Assembly of the State of Ohio, which was referred to 
the Committee on Commerce: 


House joint resolution No, 5, protesting, against the taking of water 
from the Great Lakes for use of the Chicago drainage canal, or 
for any other purpose. 


Whereas the city of Chieago has for many years taken from Lake 
Michigan many thousands of cuble feet of water per second for the use 
and purposes of the Chicago drainage canal; and 

Whereas the diversion of said water has resulted in the lowering 
of the water level In the Great Lakes, and is a serious menace to 
navigation upon said Great Lakes; and 

Whereas a member of the IIlinois delegation to the Congress of the 
United States has introduced a bill and the same is now pending in 
Congress to legalize the further diversion of a greater quantity of 
water into the Chicago drainage canal and thence into the Mississippi 
River, and that said diverted water would be lost to the Great Lakes 
forever; and l 

Whereas the water of the Great Lakes is an international possession, 
and the taking of the same is likely to result in complications’ and 
difficulties with a friendly foreign neighbor; and 

Whereas the eanalization of the Great Lakes and the St. Lawrence 
River will, in all probability, be begun and completed within the next 
10 years, thus making ocean ports of all of our Great Lake cities 
and bringing undreamed-of benefit to a great proportion of the popula- 
tion of the United Statea: Therefore be it : 

Resolved by the General Assembly of the State of Ohio, That we do 
hereby emphatically protest against the diversion of any water what- 
soever by the city of Chicago or” elsewhere from its normal flow 
through the chain of the Great Lakes and the St. Lawrence River 
to the sea, or any other act which will in any way tend to interfere 
with or impair the normal flow of the usual level of water in the said 
Great Lakes. 

That we do hereby respectfully request our Representatives In both 
Houses of Congress to use their vote and influence to prevent the 
taking of any further quantity of water from the Great Lakes and to 
compel the city of Chicago to discontinue its present diversion of 
said water, 

That a copy of this resolution be sent to the President of the United 
States, to the Secretary of War, to the Hon. Frank B. Wits and Hon. 
Simeon D. Fess, United States Senators from Ohio, and to each and 
every Member of the Ohio delegation to the House of Representatives 
of the Congress of the United States, 

Harry D. SILVER, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

CHARLES H. LEWIS, 

President of the Senate. 

House joint resolution No. 5, protesting against the taking of water 
from the Great Lakes for use of the Chicago drainage canal or for any 
other purpose. Introduced by Mr. Hunt, of Lucas, 

Adopted by house of representatives, January 19, 1925. 

Adopted by senate January 21, 1925. 


Mr. WILLIS also presented the petition of E. B. Bryan, 
president of the Ohio University, of members of the faculty of 
that university, and sundry citizens, all of Athens, in the 
State of Ohio, praying for the entrance of the United States 
into the World Court under the terms of the so-called Harding 
and Coolidge plan, which was referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

Mr. FESS presented resolutions adopted by the General As- 
sembly of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, which were 
referred to the Committee on Commerce, as follows: 
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Resolution 4 


COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA, 
In THE HOUSE Or REPRESENTATIVES, 
January 26, 1925, 
Whereas the city of Chicago is now diverting colossal quantities of 
water out of Lake Michigan into the Chicago Drainage Canal for 
sanitation and power purposes, which diversion has already caused 
great injury to commerce on the Great Lakes; and 
Whereas the said city of Chicago is now seeking permission, through 
the provisions of a bill now pending in the Congress of the United 
States, to increase the diversion of water from said lake to 10,000 
cubic feet per second for the alleged purpose of protecting its water 
supply and disposing of its sewage; and 
Whereas the diversion of water in the quantities intended would 
result in a considerable additional lowering of the mean levels of the 
Great Lakes, to the great damage of the inner harbors and connecting 
channels, and by reducing the carrying capacity of the lake fleet 
would make certain an enormous yearly loss to owners thereof; and 
{ Whereas the lowering of the levels of the Great Lakes and the 
changing conditions resulting therefrom would very seriously affect 
the fishing industries of the Commonwealth; and 
Whereas this excessive drainage would be of water to and in which 
the Dominion of Canada has rights equal to those of the United 
States, and any attempt to increase the same is in violation of the 
treaty relations with the Dominion of Canada; Therefore be it 
Resolved (if the senate concur), That it is the opinion of the Gen- 
eral Assembly of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania that any increase 
in the amount of water permitted to be drained from the Great Lakes 
would be against the interests of the people of the United States, 
would seriously affect the fishing industries of this Commonwealth, 
would be unnecessary, and might have an unwanted effect upon our 
friendly relations with the people of the Dominion of Canada; and be 
it further 
Resolved, That a copy of these resolutions be transmitted by the 
secretary of the Commonwealth to each Member of the Senate and 
each Member of the House of Representatives in the Congress of the 
United States, and that they be urged to use their vote and influence 
against the passage of any legislation intended to permit such further 
damage. 
The foregoing resolution was adopted by the house of representa- 
tives and concurred in by the senate, January 26, 1925. 
Tuomas H. GARVIN, 
Chief Clerk of the House of Representatives. 
W. P. GALLAGHER, 
Chief Clerk of the Senate, 


Approved the 3d day of February, A. D. 1925, 
Girrorp PINCHOT. 
The foregoing Is a true and correct copy of resolution of the general 
assembly No. 4. = 
Curpe L. KING, 
Secretary of the Commonwealth. 


Mr. WATSON presented a joint resolution adopted by the 
General Assembly of the State of Indiana, requesting the 
Congress of the United States to appropriate funds to carry 
out certain recommendations of the Chief of Staff of the 
United States Army made in furtherance of the national 
defense act of 1920, which was referred to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. (See resolution printed in full when laid 
before the Senate to-day by the President pro tempore.) 

Mr. McKINLEY presented a resolution unanimously adopted 
by the World Court mass meeting held in the city of Chi- 
cago, III., under the auspices of the Chicago Sunday Even- 
ing Club and the Chicago World Court committee, favoring the 
entrance of the United States into the World Court upon the 
terms of the so-called Coolidge and Hughes plan, which was 
referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. SPENCER presented a memorial numerously signed of 
sundry citizens of St. Francois County, in the State of Mis- 
souri, remonstrating against the passage of the so-called com- 
pulsory Sunday observance bill for the District, or any other 
national religious legislation, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. PEPPER presented the petition of the Philadelphia 
(Pa.) Board of Trade, praying for the passage of Senate bill 
4008, proposing amendments to the Federal Trade Commission 
act, etc., which was referred to the Committee on Interstate 
Commerce. 


SALE OF COTTONSEED PRODUCTS 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I send to the desk a telegram 
from the Governor of my State, which I ask may be read and 
referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the clerk 
will read as requested. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 


[Western Union telegraph] 


ATLANTA, GA., February 20, 1925. 
Senator W. J. Tanrrs, 
Washington, D. C.: 

The information carried in the press to the effect that several bills 
are pending before western State legislatures discriminating against 
one of the South's chief products is distressing to our people. The 
agricultural sections of the South and West have similar problems 
and have heretofore maintained the finest spirit of mutual sympathy 
and cooperation, I think it would be most unfortunate if this friendly 
relation should be disturbed by discriminatory legislation. The cotton- 
seed oil products of the South are under the closest inspection of the 
pure-food department of the United States Government and any dis- 
crimination against them would seriously affect a legitimate product 
of the cotton-growing States of the South. 


CLIFFORD WALKER, Governor. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The telegram will be re- 
ferred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 


FARM CREDITS 


Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I have here a letter addressed 
to the Members. of the Senate and House Agricultural Commit- 
tees, which I desire to have printed in the Recorp and referred 
to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. It was written 
by Col. George W. Armstrong, a southern cattleman and farmer, 
and deals with the subject of farm credits. 

There being no objection, the letter was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry and ordered to be printed 
in the Rxconb, as follows: 


GEO. W. ARMSTRONG’s SLIGO RANCH, 
Natchez, Miss., February 5, 1925. 
To the Members of the 
Senate and House Agricultural Committees, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN : Please permit me to suggest some amendments to the 
agricultural credits act that will make it workable so that it will afford 
the relief now so desperately needed by the cattle industry. 

I was appointed as chairman of a committee of three by the last 
convention of the Texas & Southwestern Cattle Raisers’ Association to 
devise a plan that would saye the industry. I should esteem it a privi- 
lege, as well as a duty, to present the subject to you in person, but 
my engagements are such that it is impossible for me to go to Wash- 
ington during the brief period that your committees will conduct 
hearings. 

Under the existing control of our currency and credit system Con- 
gress can do nothing that will raise the general level of prices or in- 
crease consumption, or afford any substantial relief to the cattle indus- 
try or the farmers*except to provide for adequate and cheap credit, 
The tariff and the reduction of freight rates are of minor consequence, 
and so is likewise cooperative marketing unless it amounts to a trust 
that will dictate prices. The farmers and cattlemen are so numerous, 
so widely separated and are such individualists, that I doubt if it is 
practicable to organize such a trust, even if it is desirable to do so. 

It is within the power of Congress to make it easy for the cattlemen 
and farmers to finance themselyes, This can be done by simply repeal- 
ing a few of the useless clauses in the agricultural credits act, which 
have made it inoperative in the way of affording any substantial relief, 
I suggest the following amendments: 

(1) Repeal all of paragraph (b) under section 202 (see p. 2). If 
for any reason it is desirable to limit the rediscounting power of 
“banks, trust companies, and savings institutions” then substitute 
in lieu of that part of the act which says, “No paper shall under this 
section,” etc., the following: Provided, That paper may be purchased 
from or discounted for any other corporation engaged in making loans 
for agricultural purposes or for the raising, breeding, fattening, or mar- 
keting of livestock, without limit as to its capital and Mabilities, if 
the notes or obligations representing such loans are secured by ware- 
house receipts, shipping documents, or first-mortgage liens on livestock 
not exceeding 75 per cent of the value of the products covered by such 
liens,” 

(2) Repeal paragraph (b) under section 204 (see “ Discount Rates,” 
pp. 8 and 4). The rate of interest to be charged by the Federal inter- 
mediate credit bank should be left to its directors, who will be largely 
subject to the control of the Federal Farm Loan Board. This would 
be the meaning of the law without this restriction, and therefore no 
amendment is required, National banks are not limited in the profits 
they may now make on their loans to the farmer and I see no reason 
why these institutions should be. 

(8) Repeal that part of section 204 under the head of “ Limita- 
tions” (see pp. 11 and 12). There is no reason, absolutely none, for 
limiting the lending power and the usefulness of these corporations 
to ten times their capital. The act makes them subject to examina- 


tion and control by the Federal Farm Loan Board; they can only 
lend 75 per cent of the market value of livestock and other farm prod- 


1925 


3 RECORD —SEN, ATE 


4227 


— to be approved by the EOS) first of the local intermedi- 
ate credit banks and then of the Farm Loan Board; and they are not 
permitted to receive deposits. No such restrictions are placed on 
national banks that receive deposits. 

(4) Amend section 206 by reducing the required capital from 
$250,000 to $25,000 and provide that only one-half of the capital shall 
be paid in, and that the balance shall be subscribed but may be paid 
in within two or three years. There is no reason for a large capital 
for these institutions except to prevent farmers and cattlemen from 
organizing them, Banks that receive deposits and that are permitted 
to lend ‘to everybody, with or without security, have no such restric- 
tions, These intermediate credit banks are given authority to do a 
lot of things that are foreign to the purposes in view, such as to deal 
in Treasury certificates and to represent the Treasury (see pp. 10 and 
11), which may be the reason for requiring large capital, but it is 
far better to repeal these unnecessary powers than to leave the mini- 
mum capital so high that farmers can not take advantage of the act. 

You will note that under paragraph 1, section 202, the Farm Loan 
Board is given power “to discount for or purchase from * + 
cooperative credit or marketing associations of agricultural producers 
organized under the laws of any State,” and under paragraph 3, “to 
make loans or advances direct to any cooperative association organized 
under the laws of any State and composed of persons engaged in pro- 
ducing or marketing staple agricultural products or livestock, if the 
notes or other such obligations representing such loans are secured by 
wurchouse recelpts and shipping documents covering such products or 
mortgages on Ifvestock.” 

This would seem to grant authority to the Federal Farm Loan Board 
to make loans to unincorporated producers’ assocla tions or to associa- 
tions incorporated without capital. It is my understanding that the 
National Live Stock Producers’ Association has discounted a small 
volume of paper under this section. If this means that the members 
of these unincorporated societies will be personally Hable for the obli- 
gations, it will greatly retard their development. They must be given 
the privilege of limiting their liability by incorporating, otherwise 
they will not avail themselves of the benefits of the act. 

It is my information that the Buropean agricultural credit societies 
are organized on the basis of the personal liability of all the members, 
I do not believe that we have reached the point in this country where 
the producers would generally care to be liable for the obligations of 
their fellow members. 

Yours respectfully, 
Gro, W. ARMSTRONG. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


Mr. CAPPER, from tbe Committee on Claims, to which was 
referred the bill (H. R. 8204) for the relief of Edward B. 
Sappington, reported it without amendment and submitted a 
report (No. 1187) thereon. 

Mr. BROORHART, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
was referred the bill (S. 1999) conferring jurisdiction upon 
the Court of Olaims to hear and determine the claim of Mrs. 
Patrick H. Bodkin, reported it without amendment and sub- 
mitted a report (No. 1188) thereon. 

Mr. LADD, from the Committee on Commerce, to which was 
referred the bill (S. 4307) to authorize the States of Indiana 
and INimois in the States of Indiana and Minois to construct 
a bridge across the Wabash River at fhe city of Mount Carmel, 
Wabash County, III., and connecting Gibson County, Ind., re- 
ported it without amendment and submitted a report (No. 
1190) thereon. 

Mr. TRAMMELL, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
was referred the bill (S. 1621) for the relief of John F. White 
and Mary L. White, reported it with amendments and sub- 
mitted a report (No. T191) thereon. 

Mr. CAMERON, from the Committee on Military Affairs, 
to which were referred the following bills, reported them each 
without amendment, and submitted reports thereon 

A bill (H. R. 1415) for the relief of Josiah Frederick Dose 
(Rept. No. 1192); and 


A bill (H. R. 5257) for the relief of Alonzo C. Shekell (Rept. 


No. 1193). 

Mr. BINGHAM, from the Committee on Military Affairs, 
to which was referred the bill (H. R. 6268) for the relief of 
Francis M. Atherton, reported it without amendment and sub- 
mitted ‘a report (No. 1195) thereon. 

Mr. PEPPER, from the ‘Committee on the Library, to which 
was referred the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 264) anthorizing 
the restoration of the Lee Mansion in the Arlington National 
Cemetery, Virginia, reported it without amendment. 

Mr. HARRELD, from the Committee on Public Buildings 
and Grounds. to which was referred the joint resotution (S. J. 
Res. 189) authorizing the enlargement of the Federal Veterans’ 
hospital at Muskogee, Okta., by the purchase of an adjoining 
city hospital, «nd authorizing the appropriation of $150,000 
fer that purpose, reported it without amendment. 


ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS PRESENTED 


Mr. WATSON, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 
ported that on February 19, 1925, that committee presented to 
the President of the United States the following enrolled bills 
and joint resolutions: 

S. 1918. An act to consolidate the office of public buildings 
and grounds under the Chief of Engineers, United States 
Army, and the office of superintendent of the State, War, and 
Navy De Buildings 

S. 2287. An act to ee the Secretary of War to dispose 
of and the Port of New York Authority to acquire the Hobo- 
ken Manufacturers’ Railroad ; 

S. 2397. An act to provide for refunds to veterans of the 
World War of certain amounts paid by them under Federal 
irrigation projects; 

S. 2718. An act to authorize the payment of an indemnity 
to the Government of Norway on account of losses sustained 
by the owners of the Norwegian steamship Hassel as the result 
of a collision between that steamship and the American steam- 
ship Ausable; , 

S. 2835. An act to amend an act entitled “An act authorizing 
insurance companies or associations and fraternal beneficiary 
coe to file bills of interpleader,“ approved February 22, 

S. 3630. An act authorizing the Secretary of War to convey 
to the Federal Land Bank of Baltimore certain land in the 
city of San Juan, P. R.; 

S. 3648. An act granting to the county authorities of San 
Juan County, State of Washington, a right of way for county 
roads over certain described tracts of land on the abandoned 
military reservations on Lopez and ‘Shaw Islands, and for 
other purposes ; 

S. 3760. An act to amend in certain particulars the national 
defense act of June 3, 1916, as amended, and for other pur- 


peses ; 

S. 3793. An act to authorize the appointment of commis- 
sioners by the Court of Claims and to prescribe their powers 
and compensation ; 

S. 3895. An act to authorize the coinage of silver 50-cent 
pieces in commemoration of the one hundred and fiftieth anni- 
versary of the Battle of Bennington and the independence of 
Vermont, in commemoration of the seventy-fifth anniversary 
of the admission of California into the Union, and in commem- 
eration of the one hundredth anniversary of the founding of 
Fort Vancouver, State of Washington; 

S. 4152. An act to authorize the Secretary of War to grant 
a perpetual easement for railroad right ef way over and upon 
a portion of the military reservation on Anastasia Island, in 
the State of Florida; 

S. J. Res. 95. Joint resolution to authorize the American Na- 
tional Red Cross to continue the use of temporary buildings 
now erected on square No. 172, Washington, D. C.; and 

S. J. Res. 172. Joint resolution to authorize the appropria- 
tion of certain amounts for the Yuma irrigation project, Ari- 
zona, and for other purposes. 


BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED 


Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred 
as follows: 

By Mr. KENDRICK: 

A bill (S. 4354) authorizing fhe Arapahoe and Cheyenne 
Tribes of Indians to submit claims to the Court ef Claims; 
to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. ERNST: 

A bill (S. 4855) to amend and consolidate fhe acts respect- 
ing copyright and to permit thé United States to enter the 
International Copyright Union; to the Committee on Patents. 

By Mr. BURSUM: 

A Dill (S. 4356) amending the first paragraph of section 9 
of the Federal highway act, approved November 9, 1921, au- 
thorizing under certain conditions the use of toll bridges in 
connection with public highways; to the Committee on Agri- 
culture and Forestry. 

By Mr. LENROOT: 

A bill (S. 4357) granting an increase of pension to Frank 
J. Tomkiewicz; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of California: 

A bill (S. 4858) for the relief of Rear Admiral Joseph L. 
Jayne, United States Navy, retired; to the Committee on 
Claims. 

By Mr. LADD: 

A binn (S. 4359) to authorize the Secretary of Agriculture 
to advise and assist cooperative associations of producers of 
agricultural products and others by the promotion of sound 
business practices, establishing uniform standards of classi- 
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fication, providing for the registering of cooperative associa- 
tions, inspection of agricultural products, a market news sery- 
ice, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry. 

By Mr. LENROOT: 

A bill (S. 4360) granting an increase of peasion to Magda- 
lena Lefebore; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. OVERMAN: 

A bill (S. 4361) establishing a commission for the participa- 
tion of the United States in the observance of the one hundred 
and fiftieth anniversary of the patriotic action taken by the 
people of Mecklenburg County, N. C., in May, 1775, in declaring 
their independence of the English Crown (with an accompany- 
ing paper); to the Committee on the Library. 

By Mr. FRAZIER: 

A bill (S. 4362) granting an increase of pension to Evelina 
C. Gross; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. HARRELD: 

A joint resolution (S. J. Res, 192) authorizing the Secretary 

sof the Interior to establish a trust fund for the Kiowa, Co- 
manche, and Apache Indians in Oklahoma, and making pro- 
vision for the same; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE 


On motion of Mr. Grondk, the Committee on Military Affairs 
was discharged from the further consideration of the bill (S. 
2383) for the relief of Vincent Rutherford, and it was referred 
to the Committee on Finance. 


AMENDMENT OF NATIONAL PROHIBITION ACT 


Mr. BAYARD submitted sundry amendments intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 6645) to amend the national 
prohibition act, to provide for a bureau of prohibition in the 
Treasury Department, to define its powers and duties, and to 
place its personnel under the civil service act, which were re- 
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary and ordered to be 
printed. 

SENATOR BRUCE'S ARTICLE ON THOMAS JEFFERSON 


Mr. RALSTON. Mr. President, the Baltimore Evening Sun 
in its issue of February 11, contains a very excellent article 
from the pen of Senator Bruce upon Thomas Jefferson. It is 
so excellent that I feel it should be preserved in the records 
of the Government, and I ask permission to haye it made a 
part of the RECORD. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. d 

The article is as follows : 


THOMAS JEFFERSON 
(By William Cabell Bruce) 


(This sketch of the Virginia statesman by Maryland's junior Senator 
18 of especial interest at this time in view of the efforts being put 
forward to raise funds for the purchase and endowment of Monticello, 
Jefferson's home near Charlottesville, Va., as a national shrine.) 

Six native Americans stand out in overshadowing relief from the 
civil history of the United States, namely, Washington, Franklin, 
Jefferson, Marshall, Lincoln, and Wilson. Of all these individuals, 
next to Franklin, Jefferson was at least far the most versatile and 
accomplished. As a statesman, he was of the very first order, though 
stronger on the reflective than on the executive side. With Washing- 
ton, Franklin, the Adamses, and Henry he shares the distinction of 
being the foremost leader in the Revolutionary movement, in which 
both his fortune and his neck were at stake. 

It was chiefly due to his influence that the injustice which lurked 
in primogeniture, a system of landed entails, and an established church 
was swept away by the Virginia Legislature. If he could have had his 
way, the institution of slavery would have been cut up by the roots, too; 
and he did succeed in securing the passage of an enactment prohibiting 
the further importation of slaves into Virginia. It was upon reports 
drafted by him as a Member of Congress that the first truly definitive 
plan for the government of our Northwest Territory and the present 
monetary system of the United States were based. Both John Bassett 
Moore and John Sharp Williams have reached the conclusion that no 
other American statesman has exercised so much influence in shaping 
our foreign policies as Jefferson did as Secretary of State, and this 
bellef is shared by John H. Latane. 

To Jefferson more than any other individual is attributable that 
admirable body of generous and enlightened doctrines, including the 
‘American system of neutrality, which constitutes the special gift of 
the United States to the science of international law. His first admin- 
istration was so wise and frugal that its close found him almost an 
omnipotent Zeus in American politics, 

But for the purchase by him of the vast territory known as Lou- 
isiana,, and the mission of exploration on which he sent Lewis and 


Clarke to the Oregon country, the United States might to-day be only 
a narrow strip of Atlantic seaboard instead of an immense continent 
layed by two mighty oceans 3,000 miles apart. No one familiar with 
his popularity and influence at the court of France can doubt that he 


was not an unworthy successor even of the renowned Franklin. As a 
party leader he was dexterous and masterful in the highest degree; 
and so felicltously compounded of strength and sweetness was his 
nature that it can be truly said that the obedience of his followers 
was as much the fruit of affection as of fear and hope. 

But it is a serious mistake to think of him as a mere party leader, 
in the ordinary sense of American politics. It is true that he was 
both the founder and the first leader of the present Democratic Party 
in the United States, and it is due to this fact, and the fact that he 
was the father of the University of Virginia, that he is so intensely 
modern. 

But he was not one of those men who, In the words of Goldsmith, 
give up to party what was meant for mankind. Rather than an 
American Democrat, he was and is the apostle of uniyersal democracy. 
How little of a mere partisan he was is illustrated in the fact that 
no two names in American history are more often harmoniously 
blended than his and that of Lincoln. They were both great Demo- 
crats; they were both great Republicans. Gentle as was his lineage, 
on one side at least, he was the most uncompromising Democrat that 
rational and ordered freedom has ever known. He distrusted with a 
deep distrust kings, nobles, and individuals of all sorts possessed of 
unusual opportunities for exercising power or perpetrating injustice 
unrebuked. The only aristocracy that he recognized was that of moral 
and intellectual worth. He believed in keeping the pathway to for- 
tune and fame absolutely open to every aspiring and honorable human 
being, however humble his condition. 

His love of freedom stopped short only of license or extravagance, 
So quick and profound were his sympathies with the common mass 
of the people everywhere that he once wrote to Lafayette that, in 
inspecting the French Provinces, he should moye about absolutely 
incognito; look into the kettles of the peasants, eat their bread, and 
even loll upon their beds, under pretense of resting himself, but, in 
fact, to find if they were soft. Even the poor, enslaved black had a 
place in his plan of liberty. Speaking of American slavery, he once 
broke out: “Indeed, I tremble for my country when I reflect that 
God is just; that His justice can not sleep forever.“ 

Nor did he hate tyranny, arbitrary power, and the cruel and be- 
numbing infiuences of caste more than he did superstition, bigotry, 
mere prejudice—the unseeing eye in all its malignant or sullen mani- 
festations. His faith in the residuary virtue and intelligence of the 
general run of human beings was all but infinite, as were his love of 
tolerance and love of truth also. It is error alone,” he once nobly 
said, “which needs the support of government. Truth can stand by 
itself.” 

As a writer Jefferson is always graphic and interesting. That the 
Declaration of Independence is, in point of succinct and powerful state- 
ment and glowing declamation, one of the masterpieces of political 
history, it is hardly necessary to say. It is difficult to decide whether 
his letters are more valuable as material for history or as mere 
literature. 

As a “philosopher,” he had perhaps as large a stock of scientific 
knowledge as any American of his time except Franklin, and, like 
Franklin, he was at one time the president of the American Philosophi- 
cal Society. He anticipated all the ideas that dominate our American 
universities at the present time as to general aim, administration, and 
curriculum. Nor was his interest in education restricted to higher 
education. History, grammar and classical schools, and a free State 
library, as well as a State college, were features of the general sys- 
tem of instruction that he planned for Virginia, but, unfortunately, 
too far in advance of her full democratic development. More than 
any other American statesman, he deserves the credit of haying made 
the duty of the State to educate all of its citizens one of the funda- 
mental articles of the American Creed. 

As an architect—though he was not a professional architect at all— 
Jefferson may be set down as the most gifted that was produced by 
America before the day of Stanford White and Ralph Adams Cram. 
The finest specimen of his architectural taste and skill is the original 
group of buildings erected at the University of Virginia under his 
oversight, which, with subsequent additions, the late Barrett Wendell, 
of Harvard, once pronounced in my presence to be the most beautiful 
group of university buildings in our country. One, at least, of Jeffer- 
son’s inventions—an improvement in plowshares, known as the mold 
board of least resistance—was a really valuable thought. He is even 
said to have been an expert violinist and a good singer and dancer. 

It has been claimed that so wide was the range of his knowledge that 
he could have creditably filled any chair in the university of his crea- 
tion. Be this as it may, it is certain that he was highly proficient in 
mathematics and was familiarly acquainted with Latin, Greek, Anglo- 
Saxon, French, Italian, and Spanish. He was soon drawn away from 
the law to public life, but he won a remarkable degree of success at it 
while he was a practitioner, even when measured in terms of money į 
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and I once heard that masterly law lecturer, the late John B. Minor, 
say that his intellectual superiority was as manifest in his technical 
Jabors as a codifier as in everything else. 

The character of Jefferson was distinguished by a most interesting 
union of masculine and feminine traits. He was 6 feet 2 inches in 
height; with a frame lean, but sinewy and powerful. As a boy he was 
fond of shooting and swimming, and all his life he had the Virginia 
passion for a blooded horse, One of his grandsons tells us that he 
never saw him display the slightest trepidation under any circum- 
stances, and yet he was never involved in a personal quarrel. Indeed, 
one of his granddaughters declares that she never once even saw his 
face distorted by anger. The truth is that his nature was as gentle 
and amiable as it was strong. 

His first shyness, when meeting a stranger, was quickly suceeeded by 
a delightful geniality and a charming flow of conversation. His heart 
was profoundly affectionate and compassionate, his friendship at once 
ardent and constant. He placed a-gravestone over the remains of his 
brother-in-law, Dabney Carr, stating that it was dedicated to him by 
Thomas Jefferson, who “of all men living loved him most.” To 
Madison and Monroe he once referred as the two pillars of his happi- 
ness. When his wife died he fainted and lay unconscious so long that 
it was thought that he would never revive. Never did a human being 
pour out a richer tide of affection upon the life of another than he did 
upon the lives of his daughters, Mrs, Randolph and Mrs. Eppes, to 
whom in their youth he was as much a mother as a father. 

Of Jefferson's home, Monticello, it can be affirmed that it is singu- 
Jarly in keeping with his elevated character and refined and enlightened 
spirit. The mount on which it is situated rises to a height of 580 feet. 
I have repeatedly stood upon its summit, and I have never done so 
without being reminded of the “exceeding high mountain” to which 
the devil took Christ and showed Him all the kingdoms of the world 
“and the glory of them.” Well might Henry Clay, bearing the site of 
Monticello in mind, exclaim in one of his grand outbursts that it was 
not lifted up higher above the earth by its physical situation than was 
Jefferson by his serenity of mind and the consciousness of a well-spent 
life above the impotent assaults of party rage. 

To the west of Monticello rises mountain range after mountain range 
and mountain peak after mountain peak, bathed at times in the soft, 
blue haze from which the Blue Ridge derives its name, and robed at 
times in the glorious amethyst and purple of declining day. To the 
east of Monticello stretches a vast level plain, as if to infinity, con- 
trasting with the rugged mountains westward as the sea when per- 
fectly at rest contrasts with the sea when it heaves and tosses under 
the lash of the wild winds. 

And the Monticello Mansion is worthy of its environment, for every 
detail of its external architecture and every feature of its interior 
structure betokens the taste, the genius, and the lofty spirit of its 
puilder and first master. To complete the purchase of this home, to 
convert it from a private into a public possession, and to make it for- 
ever a national shrine, sacred to human patriotism and human freedom, 
is the object of the, movement which is now appealing for pecuniary 
help to the people of Maryland. 


RETIREMENT OF WORLD WAR OFFICERS 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (S. 33) making eligible for retirement 
under certain “conditions officers of the Army of the United 
States, other than officers of the Regular Army, who incurred 
physical disability in line of duty while in the service, of the 
United States during the World War. 

Mr. MEANS. Mr. President, I realize that it is presumptu- 
‘ous on my part to ask the privilege of the floor, but I have been 
requested so to do by Members of this bedy and by the Amer- 
ican Legion. That great organization is composed of service 
men, They haye two compelling reasons for their existence: 
First, because of their duty to their country; and, secondly, 
their duty to their comrades. Upon five different occasions at 
national encampments they have indorsed the underlying prin- 
ciples of the so-called Bursum bill. Inasmuch as we are to 
vote upon that bill at 2 o'clock, I could not, if I refrained at 
this time, be heard in behalf of the service men’s organizations. 
Not only the Legion but the disabled veterans and the veterans 
of foreign wars, comprising a total membership of more than 
1,500,000, not once but many times, after due deliberation and 
consideration, have indorsed the bill. 

Mr. President, I have listened attentively to those who have 
proposed objections to the measure and I find those objections 
to be three in number. It is said that it is unfair to the private 
soldiers and that it is a discrimination against them. Secondly, 
it is said that it is unfair to the Reguiar Army, inasmuch as 
the retirement privilege is a part of the emoluments of the 
office and of the service. Thirdly, it is said that it is unfair to 


the Government, because it is the entering wedge for a future 
raid upon the Treasury. 
I shall direct my attention to those objections, 


Prior to the Civil War retirement was unknown under our 
law. In 1861 we found that a custom had grown up. Men who 
were unable to perform the duties of their respective offices 
were placed upon sick leave and without a definite designated 
station. When the war came on it was found that the of- 
ficial list was cluttered by officers who were unable to perform 
the duties required of them. So retirement began in 1861 and 
1862. It was provided at that time that an officer who had 
served 45 years was compelled to go upon the retired list; if 
he had served 30 years he was permitted to go upon the retired 
list. Then retirement was provided for disability incurred in 
line of duty, and after the Civil War, Mr. President, pensions 
were granted for those who were injured in line of duty. 
Those pensions were based upon rank as well as upon the de- 
gree of disability. 

I will now come to a war with which I am more familiar, 
and that is the Spanish-American War. Someone may ask, 
“Why not put the volunteers of that war upon the retired 
list?” They do not come under the same category, Mr. Presi- 
dent, and a brief statement of the organization of the forces 
of the Civil War and of the Spanish-American War will con- 
vince anyone of that fact. In the Spanish-American War, 
outside of the Regular Army, all who participated were volun- 
teers; the allotment of the number of volunteers was made 
to the States. The volunteer officers did not receive commis- 
sions from the United States Government; they were commis- 
sioned by the States. Even after they were in the service, 
and were promoted, they were not promoted by the Government 
of the United States, but were promoted by the governors of 
the States. The volunteer forces from the various States 
did not have the same formation. For instance, in the State 
of Pennsylvania, two battalions constituted a regiment. In my 
own State of Colorado three battalions with a lieutenant 
colonel commanding constituted a regiment, and with no bat- 
talion organization. 

So those volunteer forces did not have the same organiza- 
tion. In many instances they did not receive the same pay 
and in many instances they did not wear the same uniform. 
They did ot have the same collar ornaments; they were not in 
the Regular Army, 

I will say, when we are considering the officers who will be 
benefited by this proposed legislation, that after the Spanish- 
American War there were many officers and men who were 
injured, and those who received pensions for injuries occurring 
in the line of duty were granted pensions based upon rank 
as well as upon the degree of disability; in other words, a 
second lieutenant received twice as much as an enlisted man, 
a major received three times as much, and a lieutenant colonel 
or a colonel received four times as much. 

To those who are fearful that we are proposing to build up 
a class in this country, I make the statement that never in 
the history of the United States prior to the World War has 
there been a pension given to officers or men for an injury 
which occurred in the line of duty but that such pension was 
based upon rank as well as upon degree of disability. 

So, Mr. President, we came to the World War: In that war 
we had, first, the National Guard officers, and then the Reserve 
Corps officers, the emergency officers, those who had temporary 
commissions in the Regular Army, and the officers of the 
Regular Army establishment. Many of them were sent over 
seas, and others were retained in camps in this country. When 
they first appeared they had different collar ornaments. They 
were known as Reserve officers; they were known as National 
Guard officers; they were known as Regular Army officers; 
they were known by the means by which they entered the 
service; it was presumed that distinction would remain. When 
those forces arrived overseas, however, and it was found 
necessary to abolish all distinctions, Order No. 73 was pro- 
mulgated by the General Staff. That order wiped out all 
distinctions, The order is as follows: 


This country has but one Army—the United States Army, which 
includes all the land forces in the service of the United States. Those 
forces, however raised, lose their identity in that of the United States 
Army. 


In obedience to that order I myself was privileged to com- 
mand a Regular Army regiment in the front line. It was 
the first time in the history of the United States a volun- 
teer officer, coming from the National Guard, was permitted 
to command a Regular Army regiment in the front line 
Senators, I had in that regiment and under my own command 
West Point graduates, other Regular Army officers, emergency 
officers, National Guard officers, and temporary Regular Army 
officers. I have seen them all enter the line at the same time. 
I knew no distinction then on the battle field as between them, 


— 
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whether their commissions were from one authority or an- 
other; they were one and the same Army; they had the same 
responsibility; and the question asked of them was just one: 
“Can you make good?” If they did not make good, they were 
sent to the rear for reclassification. Those forces were recog- 
nized then as one Army; and it was discussed even then, when 
that order was issued, as to those who were injured, those 
who were hurt, that they would be given the same credit, the 
same justice, as was accorded to the Regular Army men. They 
had the same pay; they had the same emoluments; they had 
the same commutation of quarters and for heat and light; in 
other words, there were given to them the same rank and the 
same privileges that were accorded to the Regular Army offi- 
cers until they returned home. Then it. was said, “Oh, no; 
it was never intended that you should have the retirement 
privilege. 

Mr. President, the meaning of retirement must be under- 
stood, because in its proper sense it is a part of the emolu- 
ments of the office. In other words, as in the case of the re- 
tirement features of the bill which the Senate was considering 
last night, when officers have served the prescribed time they 
are entitled to retirement or a pension, which is given by the 
Government as compensation. I agree with the chairman of 
the Committee on Military Affairs when he says that this bill 
in its fundamental sense is a compensation bill. There is also 
involved the idea of the honor of being carried upon the roll 
and retaining the distinction of having been officers of the 
United States Army, but in its fundamental sense it is a com- 
pensation for injuries received in line of duty. 

I say to you now, Mr. President, that there has never been 
until the period following the World War in this country a 
pension for disability in line of duty but that that pension 
was based upon rank, and officers were recognized because of 
their rank to be entitled to more than enlisted men. I say, if 
that is wrong, then our country and every Congress preceding 
the World War was wrong, because that is a fundamental 
policy in the granting of pensions. 

Oh, it is true we have what are called service pensions, 
which are based upon patriotism only and not for disability 
incurred in line of duty, and are given to those who served in 
the Army because of that service. Such a pension in reality 
is a bonus, and rank is.not recognized nor are degrees of 
patriotism recognized. When a pension is granted to soldiers 
merely because they served in the Army, then officers and 
men are treated alike; but when given for disability incurred 
in line of duty the fundamental theory is that of compensa- 
tion, and the amount they received in psy governs the amount 
they receive by way of pension. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MEANS. I will be delighted to yield to the Senator 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. LENROOT. I wish to be informed if I am wrong; but 
I did not suppose that there was any distinction in our gen- 
eral pension laws with reference to pensions for Civil War 
veterans between officers and privates on account of disability 
incurred in line of duty. 

Mr. MEANS. Then, the Senator is misinformed. 

Mr. LENROOT. I should like to ask the chairman of the 
committee as to that fact? 

Mr. MEANS. If the Senator will follow the legislation clear 
through, including that for the Spanish-American War, he 
will find that the second lieutenant received twice as much 
as the enlisted men and the major received three times as 
much as the enlisted man.. 

Mr. LHNROOT, That is, in the Regular Army. 

Mr. MEANS. No, sir; I am talking now about pensions to 
volunteers. 

Mr. LENROOT. I think the Senator is mistaken. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. There was a bill passed in 
the seventies, I believe, that rs $8 to privates and graded the 
amount on up to 844. 

Mr. MEANS. To $30. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. To $30 for the higher officers. 
eee bill did make a distinction, but the distinction did not 

Mr. MEANS. The distinction lasted. I beg to differ with 
the Senator from Pennsylvania. When the Spanish War was 
concluded those of my comrades who served at that time and 
were put upon the same pension roll received pensions accord- 
ing to their grade. That has been the practice since the Civil 
War down to the World War. 

Mr. LENROOT. I am quite sure the Senator is mistaken. 

Mr. MEANS. I beg to differ with the Senator from Wis- 
consin, If he will examine into the matter he will find that I 
am correct. 


Furthermore, Mr. President, the order to which I have 
referred made all officers.equal. The National Guard Associa- 
tion and the reserve officers’ associations throughout the 
United States, composed of many officers and men, haye in- 
dorsed this measure. Why? Because we must face the prob- 
lem of a military policy for the United States. 

Mr. BURSUM. Mr. President 

Mr. MBANS. I yield to the Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. BURSUM. I merely desire to make one correction, so 
that the matter may be clearly understood. The general law 
at the present time does not take into account rank. There 
have been laws which did take rank into account, but at the 
present time the law applies to all veterans. There is, how- 
ever, another phase of the situation, namely, that special bills 
have been enacted which have taken into account service and 
rank. They have varied from the general law. 

Mr. MEANS. I repeat, Mr. President, that the service pen- 
sion as such—and there haye been many of them, the first in 
1895, if the Senator wishes to check up my figures—given be- 
cause of the service of the soldier, is a bonus because of their 
patriotism and has never been based upon rank, but where a 
pension has been given for injuries incurred in line of duty it 
has been based upon rank, 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I sincerely hope that the 
Senator will verify that statement, because it is new to me. It 
is true there was a period when that was done, but that period 
has passed. 

Mr. MEANS. I sincerely hope the Senator will look into the 
facts. If he will go to the Pension Office he will find that I am 
correct, I am sure. 

Mr. LENROOT. It has not been true for many years. 

Mr. MEANS. Mr. President, as I have said, the National 
Guard Association, as well as the Reserve Corps officers, have 
indorsed this measure. Have Senators asked themselves why? 
We have now for the first time a definite military policy in the 
United States. It began to have its basis in the law of 1916, 
but in reality it began in 1920. What is that policy? It is 
that there shall be a small standing Army, but in time of need, 
in time of emergency, we will depend upon our civilian sol- 
diers. We are now urging citizens to accept commissions in the 
Reserve Corps; we are urging them to accept commissions in 
the National Guard. They are spending from two to four 
nights a week acquainting themselves with their duties; they 
are studying; they are working hard to perfect themselves to 
be leaders of men. They are told that in time of great emer- 
gency the outcome will depend upon them and upon their abil- 
ity to lead men. They are the basis of our military policy. 
We are building up, it may be said, a set of men of superior 
clay in making them officers, perhaps, but they are studying 
for the great hour, and the time will come, if we have need for 
them, when you will remember the words, that everything de- 
pends upon the studious application of these officers of the 
National Guard and the Reserve Corps, so that they may per- 
fect themselves to be officers in the United States Army. You 
say to them in furtherance of your military policy, “Oh, yes; 
when we take you into the Army we will give you the same 
rank; we will give you the same uniform; we will give you the 
same distinction; we will give you the same pay; we will give 
you the same emoluments of office; we will give you commuta- 
tion of quarters, heat, and light; we will give you everything 
that an Army officer has; but if you go forth and bare your 
breast to the enemy, and are wounded, you will not receive the 
retirement privilege, the compensation that will be received by 
the Regular Army officer.” They will enter the line one and 
the same, on the same level, with the same rank, with the same 
pay, but you will say,“ No; we are going to hold out something 
on you. We are going to hold out the retirement privilege.” 

The National Guard associations haye unanimously asked 
that this measure be passed. It is fair to them to consider 
that if they prepare themselves, if they work diligently to 
become real leaders of men, when they enter the Army they 
will have the same rank, they will have the same privileges, 
yea, they will have the same right to the compensation and the 
honor of being upon the retirement roll. 

Oh, yes; I know it has been said here that the reason why 
this bill is essentially wrong is that it discriminates between 
enlisted men and officers, and that in a democratic country 
like ours we should not draw a line of distinction in compen- 


‘sation after the war between the enlisted men and the officers. 


I am quoting verbatim from one speech I heard upon the floor 
of the Senate; but I want you to know that the enlisted men 
and all of the organizations of enlisted men who have studied 
the problem are now calling for equality off the battle field 
as well as on it. If they were one and the same when they 
entered the line, I wonder why they are not the same now that 
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they have retired to civil life. You have given to those who 
have a temporary commission that retirement privilege. There 
are 89 of them, I believe; but you say merely because one man 
entered the school and received a temporary commission and 
the other received an emergency commission, that one is en- 
titled to retirement and the other is not. Is that fair? Is 
that justice? Can that be commended? j 

No! Every officer in the line, after General Order No. 73, 
believed that he was in the Army of tbe United States and was 
entitled to the privileges and the emoluments of the office, and 
he was told so, and he believes it to be a fact; and this bill 
but carries out the justice of the statement that there should 
be equality now as well as then. 

Mr. President, I say to you that the enlisted men want this. 
Be not confused by the statements of some who would attempt 
to array class against class, who would attempt to say, “Oh, 
you are not fair to the enlisted men.” I assure you they have 
studied the problem, and upon five different occasions they 
have indorsed this bill, and they have asked me here so to ex- 
press myself. So far as the Army is concerned, if the Regular 
Army men were students of our military policy, if they would 
think about the future and the absolute necessity of the main- 
tenance of the Officers’ Reserve Corps and of the National 
Guard, every Regular Army officer in the United States would 
rise and say, “ Yes; you must give to them the privileges of re- 
tirement if they are injured to such a degree that they can not 
follow out the ordinary vocations of life.” 

I heard it said here, “Oh, yes; a man will beat this plan 
because he may be just a little more than 30 per cent dis- 
abled.” If you are considering the class that are to be bene- 
fited by this measure, take a composite figure. 

Take all of those who are to receive the benefits of the meas- 
ure, and what do you find? You find that the average would 
be better than 75 per cent disabled; yea, in figures, it would 
be 78 per cent. I say to you that any man who is so injured 
that he is classed permanently as 75 per cent disabled is en- 
during a living death. It would have been better were he to 
have had his sacrifice accepted when tendered upon the altar 
of patriotism. He would now be among the honored dead, an 
officer of the United States Army. 

Now, I want to refer to the other objection, and that is 
that it is unfair to our country, that it is an entering wedge 
for a future raid upon the Treasury. 

Mr. President, I resent that statement. May I call to your 
attention the fact that when those men returned from over- 
seas they were not raiders of the Treasury. There was a 
group in this country who believed they were dissatisfied, who 
thought they hated their officers; so that group that lives upon 
discontent made a concerted effort to enlist those men into 
the class of those who preach revolution and anarchy. But, 
my friends, throughout the United States they were met with 
a cold stare by service men, because they were true Americans, 
and believed in the true sense of patriotism. 

Mr. Business Man, you who rely upon the constitutional 
provision that private property shall not be taken for public 
use without due process of law, you who carry insurance 
policies to guarantee you against death, against loss by fire, 
by hail, and by storm, I say, to you, you carry no better insur- 
ance policy than the American Legion. The so-called“ reds "— 
and I define them as such for lack of a better term—hate 
the Legion to-day worse than any other group of our citizens, 
because they know that so long as that organization shall live, 
revolution and anarchy can not thrive in this country. 

Mr. President, I wish that I were a gifted orator, that I 
might relate to you just what a service man means by patriot- 
ism, by love of country. He is not a raider of the Treasury. 

I listened to the debate on Monday night, and I heard the 
following from the floor of the Senate: 


The soldiers who went to France from the District of Columbia 
did not incur the danger of those who stayed at home and tried to 
dodge somebody driving a Ford. 


I know that was intended to be humorous; but how and 
where are we drifting if they say to you that a man who 
remained at home in the District of Columbia was subject to 
more danger than he who went overseas? I expect soon to 
hear somebody rise and say that we should be indebted to our 
Government for the privilege of an excursion overseas, that 
we ought to pay back the cost of being taken over there, be- 
cause there was more danger here than there was over there. 

I went one day to my own first-aid station in a rock quarry, 
and a young man came to me. He was yellow, sallow, emaci- 
ated. He had been in there so long, living in an atmosphere 
of gas, and harassed day in and day out by artillery fire, and 
80 fever stricken for lack of proper food that he was about to 


give out; and he said: “Colonel, they have ticketed me,” 
meaning that he would have to go back through the chain of 
aid stations and to the hospital—that he was unfit for further 
service of any kind. He repeated, with tears streaming down 
his cheeks, “ Colonel, they have ticketed me; can’t you let me 
stay up here a little while longer?” and he fell at my feet ex- 
hausted. He had given his all, Mr. President, and stood there 
begging for the privilege of giving more; and then I hear that 
the danger to a man in the city of Washington was greater 
than the danger to the men who served over there! By the 
way, that young man came from Washington, which is one 
reason I relate the circumstance. When it is said on the floor 
of the Senate that he is not entitled to the credit he should 
receive I am constrained to believe the lady who sat in the 
gallery and characterized this room as “the chamber of loose 
tongues.” 

Mr. President, regardless of who may say differently, the 
service men stand united behind this bill, because they believe 
it means justice to those men who are enduring a living death. 

Oh, yes; if yOu could have made this statement in 1917 and 
1918 I am sure there would have been those who were civilians 
during the World War who would have resented it, and re- 
sented it promptly, and it would not have been my task at this 
late date to call attention to this peculiar sentiment that seems 
to be abroad. A service man has embedded in his heart the 
real sense of patriotism and love of country. It is true that it 
slumbers in the ordinary calm of quiet days; but, my friends, 
in a time of emergency, when this country needs men, when the 
bugle calls, it hurls men forth, forgetful of themselves, to 
hazard life itself at fearful odds. It nerves real men up to do, 
to dare, to die. 

Yes, Mr. President, the Regular Army man and the emer- 
gency officer lie side by side in peaceful graves in this country. 
I have seen them fall and lie side by side amid the wreck of 
a hard-fought field. Yea, they lie side by side in those awful 
narrow graves where French hospitals lay out their dead. 
But, Mr. President, they were together, equal, honored officers 
of the United States Army; and the voice of the American 
Legion is calling to you to-day, asking justice for those men 
who are enduring a living death. They ask of you equality 
off the battle field as well as on it. 

Mr. President, I dislike very much to take up the valuable 
time of the Senate, and would not have done so to-day were it 
not that I had been requested so to do, merely to be the voice 
of the service men’s organization. I have, as briefly as pos- 
sible, attempted to state their position. I thank you, Mr. Presi- 
dent and Members of the Senate, for the privilege of thus ad- 
dressing you. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, like the junior Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. Means], I am a service man. I learned to fiy 
in March, 1917, and was in the Air Service for two years, until 
March, 1919. Like him, I am a member of the American 
Legion and have been since the beginning. I was appointed a 
delegate from Connecticut to the first convention of the Ameri- 
can Legion in St. Louis, was a member of the organization 
committee in Connecticut, and a member of the executive com- 
mittee of the American Legion in Connecticut during the first 
year of its existence, and a member of one of the national com- 
mittees of the American Legion, the committee on Americani- 
zation. I mention these facts, Mr. President, merely to show 
that, like the junior Senator from Colorado, I have an interest 
in the service man and in the Legion. 

On the other hand, his record is far superior to mine. He has 
just received the distinguished service cross for gallantry in 
action in the Philippines during the Spanish-American War. 
He had the good fortune to command a regiment at the front, 
whereas it was not my fortune to see duty at the front for 
more than a couple of days. Nevertheless, in the Air Service I 
did see many accidents and a great deal of loss of life in the 
course of training. 

I desire to speak on this bill from two points of view, from 
the point of view of fairness to the soldiers of the World War 
and from the point of view of military policy, for I am inter- 
ested in seeing this country adequately prepared for future 
wars. My experience in Washington, where I was on duty the 
first year of the war, led me to believe that one of the great 
difficulties, one of the things that caused the greatest amount 
of suffering, was the fact that we were not prepared for war, 
that the General Staff had not made adequate plans, and that 
we were thrown into it without adequate preparation. I desire 
to see this country adopt a military policy in the future that 
will enable us to defend our Nation without causing the amount 
of suffering and loss of morale to young men that was caused 
by our lack of preparation during the World War. 

First, in regard to fairness, this bill provides that if an 
officer of the World War is 30 per cent disabled he shall be 
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given the privileges of retirement given to officers of the Regu- 
lar Army. In other words, if I had been disabled while flying 
as a major and had lost two fingers of one hand, I would be 
entitled to be placed on the retired list of the Army and for the 
rest of my life receive a salary of $2,250 a year; whereas if 
my mechanic, riding in the front seat with me in the plane, 
subject to exactly the same conditions as I, had been similarly 
injured, he could receive for the balance of his life for that 
permanent disability only $360 a year. 

Mr. BURSUM. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Con- 
necticut yield to the Senator from New Mexico? 

Mr. BINGHAM. I yield. f 

Mr. BURSUM. Suppose a major of the Regular Army were 
riding with his chauffeur, who was an enlisted man of the 
Regular Army, and the major should lose two fingers and the 
enlisted man should be injured similarly; would not the same 
be true of those two? 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, I shall come to that a little 
later, if the Senator will allow me. 

While taking my reserve military aviator tests in July and 
August, 1917, at Mineola, I had it on my schedule to receive 
at half past 9 one morning training in what is known as tight 
spirals by Captain Taylor, of the Army. At 9 o'clock another 
pupil was to receive a similar lesson, and he did go up. This 
other pupil had the grade of sergeant in the reserve, as I at 
that time had the grade of major. Due to force of circum- 
stances, I was more fortunate than he. When I came on duty 
F received the grade of major. When he came on duty, just as 
early in the war as I did, he received the grade of sergeant. 
So far as I know, his education, his ability, his flying and 
mechanical ability were equal or superior to mine, but I had 
better luck than he, and I received a major’s commission at the 

> of the war, while he received only a warrant as ser- 
geant. We received our final flying training as reserve military 
aviators at Mineola together. 

At 9 o'clock on a very hot day in July, when people were 
being prostrated by heat in New York City, he went up for 
his lesson. He got into a tail spin, the plane crashed, the cap- 
tain-instructor was killed, and the sergeant wus seriously in- 
jured. When I came down from preliminary fiying to take 
my lesson, I found all flying had been called off because the 
teneher had been killed. This sergeant was in the hospital 
for over a year. I do not know his present condition, but 
assume him to be 30 per cent disabled. I understand he recov- 
ered in large measure from his injury. Why should I receive, 
had I been in his place, seven times as much pension—for this 
is nothing but a pension measure when we get down to the 
facts—seven times as much as he, for the same injury, when 
we came into the Army as ciyilians at the same time? 

Take another case. In flying across France in 1918 with a 
mechanic, my engine failed, and I was forced to come down in 
territory that was covered by vineyards and gardens, very bad 
country to light in, no pasture lands, only a grassy swamp to 
land in, unless we landed among the gardens or the vineyards. 
We landed in the swamp, immediately were capsized, and were 
pinned underneath the plane. 

The mechanic was in the front seat. Only a week before a 
captain in the Air Service had gone with his mechanic on a 
cross-country flight, had had the same fate, and the sergeant 
was killed, while the captain was seriously injured. It might 
have happened so to us; but, fortunately, the sergeant escaped 
injury. My eyes were filled with glass, and had it not been for 
the presence of an American telephone battalion in the vicinity, 
who brought over their doctor immediately, I might have re- 
ceived very serious injury. 

The sergeant who was in my plane, who might have been se- 
riously injured, would have by law a certain grade of dis- 
ability allowance. According to that law both officers and men 
are treated exactly alike, as in justice they should be. We 
came out of civil life to help win the war. We encountered the 
same kind of hardships and the same kind of danger. If we 
were injured we deserved the same kind of treatment. Some of 
us were more lucky than others and got higher ranks. Under 
this bill he would get one-seventh of what I would get. It 
seems to me that it is unfair that men who were lucky enough 
to get high rank should by such a bill as this be given six or 
seven times as much aid as those who were not so fortunate. 

There were sergeant majors in the Army, there were first ser- 
geants, men of the greatest ability, who had come out of private 
life from positions of great responsibility, who were, in the 
opinion of a great many officers, superior to many commissioned 
officers in their usefulmess and in their service. And yet by 
this bill those men who reached the grade of sergeant major 
or first sergeant, for 30 per cent injury would receive only 


$360 a year, while a lieutenant colonel would receive $2,625 a 
year, or seven times as much. It does not seem to me just that 
such things should be, because men of both ranks came out of 
civil life together, at the same time, and under the same eir- 
cumstances. 

Take the case of two boys at Yale who went into the war. I 
have in mind two rather distinguished young men, whose names 
I do not eare to mention. They were both ardent volunteers, 
One of them went to the Plattsburg training camp and was 
fortunate enough to receive the grade of major when he 
graduated and went to France. The other one was slightly 
under the age necessary to entitle him to a commission and he 
had to enter as an enlisted man, but very rapidly rose to the 
grade of sergeant major. Both of those men were leaders in 
their classes, both were sons of distinguished citizens, of equal 
ability, of equal status, of equal rank in everything except the 
fortunes of war. One went to France as a major, the other as 
an enlisted man. If they were both injured equally one would 
get six or seven times as much as the other. That is not jus- 
tice to the seryice man, Mr. President; at least, it does not 
seem so to me. 

I do not desire to take up too much time, but I would like 
to call attention to the fact that under the World War veter- 
ans’ act of 1924 all officers and enlisted men, irrespective of 
rank or grade, receive $10 a month for 10 per cent disability, 
$20 per month for 20 per cent disability, and so on up to $100 
per month for total disability, or $200 per month for double 
total disability. 

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. Means] pictured with great 
eloquence the man injured at the front, and no one has more 
sympathy with an injured service man than I. No one has 
more Sympathy than I for the man injured in the course of 
training. At Issoudun, in France, where E commanded dur- 
ing the last four months of 1918, about 80 men were killed in 
flying training. About 20 young officers were killed in the 
course of giving flying instructions, and so far we have been 
unable to get any distinguished service medals for their noble 
service. There were officers who day after day went into the 
air in those schools and combated from two to four hours, 
maneuvered in the air against young cadets. teaching them how 
to combat, so that they could go to the front and combat suc- 
cessfully against the Germans, 

That was a dangerous service, but it was just as dangerous 
for the men who were learning to receive their. commissions 
as it was for the men who were teaching and had commissions. 
According to our laws, if a man is very seriously injured, he 
can now receive $200 a month for double total disability. Here 
appears to be a fair and reasonable grading of benefits accord- 
ing to the degree of injury, and without odious classification as 
to whether the beneficiary is a private or a general, 3 

As Senators know, in the Air Service a man took his first 
training as an enlisted man, and did not get his commission 
until he succeeded in getting his wings as a reserve military 
aviator, At the great flying schools at Fort Worth, where we 
gave a thousand men their preliminary training, 100 men were 
killed in the course of that preliminary training, and scores 
were injured. If they happened to be injured the day after 
they got their commissions, then by this bill they would receive 
four times as much for the injury as if they happened to be 
injured the day before they got their commissions. Is there 
justice in that, Mr. President? It does not seem so to me. 

Retirement privileges and pensions should be kept distinct 
and separate on the statute books. Retirement is properly a 
charge against preparedness, while pensions are properly an 
item in the cost of unpreparedness, This conntry must never 
refuse or fail to take care of its war victims. The disabled 
and maimed must be cared for liberally and generously, to- 
gether with all of the dependents of the dead and the helpiess. 
We can not afford to do less, but we can not afford to do more. 

Repeated efforts over a long period of years following the 
Civil War to secure retirement privileges and retirement legis- 
lation for the emergency officers of that war were unsuccessful, 
and yet during the four years of the Civil War there was far 
more opportunity for the operation of justice in the distribu- 
tion of rank than there was in the few months of the great 
World War. 

Our soldiers and sailors should be pensioned according to 
the disabilities they have suffered, and not according to their 
rank in the service or their stations in civil life. It is believed 
that calm and unbiased refiection will convince one of the 
wisdom of such a course. War is so tremendously a matter 
of luck and chance, not only as regards an individual's ex- 
posure to hardship and danger, but also as regards his rank, 
preferment, and opportunity, that classification of post-war 
aid and assistance according to war rank or grade is a course 
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that could not fail to lead to a complexity of injustices eal- 
culited to arouse the bitterest feelings. 

The only proper, right, and safe course to pursue is to put 
our citizen yeterans in a single class. They were all patriots. 
We should minister to each and every one of them who 
suffered disability and infirmity according to the degree of 
such disability or infirmity. 

Now, Mr. President, as to military policy. It is clearly shown 
by history that in a democracy there is no more difficult or 
thankless task than supporting a peace-time Army. 

In time of war the citizen who volunteers for service is 
acclaimed rightfully as a patriot willing to give his life for 
his country. In peace time it is extremely difficult to get 
citizens to contribute to the maintenance of the Regular Army, 
which is to be the backbone of their defense in time of war. 
In peace time it is extremely difficult to get men of brilliant 
attainment to remain in the service as officers of the Regular 
Army. There are few if any more thankless tasks than that 
of training soldiers in peace times. Everyone realizes this 
difficulty. 

One of the greatest inducements to a high type, conscien- 
tious officer is the fact that if he will make soldiering his pro- 
fession we promise to look after him in his old age, and if he is 
injured to give him retired pay in accordance with the grade 
which he reaches during his active service. Im peace time it 
takes a great many years to secure a rank. Between the 
Spanish-American War and the World War there were first- 
class captains in the Army who did not secure premotion for 
a period of 15 or 16 years, Such an officer might reasonably 
become discouraged and so would leave the Army now and 
enly come back in time of war except for the fact that by so 
doing he would lose the opportunity and advantage of being 
placed upon the retired list with the rank which he had at- 
tained if injured in time of war. 

The present system encourages an officer to devote his life to 
military studies and to learn no other business or profession. 
The policy underlying this bill discourages him from doing 
so and encourages him to leave the Army, go out into the 
world of business and make something else his profession. 

As a matter of fact, the retired pay of an offcer of the Regu- 
lar Army is actually deferred salary given in order to encour- 
age him to stay in the serviee during peace time when the 
actual monetary compensation of his annual salary is small, 
the amount of glory te be derived from his service nil and 
inducements for leaving the Army and going into civil life very 
great, particularly if he is an active, energetic, highly intel- 
ligent oflicer of the kind most needed in the Army. 

Mr. President, it is well known that officers in the Army who 
receive a salary of $2,500 or $3,000 a year are often offered 
salaries of $10,000 if they would go into civil life. The ablest 
type of captain, who gets only a small salary in the Army and 
who could earn $10,000 or $15,000 a year in civil life, has a 
great inducement to go into civil life if he knows that in time 
of war he can then come back in the Army and serve his coun- 
try and get, if injured, retirement just as though he had spent 
those 15 or 16 years during peace time in faithfully serving the 
Army of his country. 

Everyone knows that it takes unusual mental equipment to 
graduate from West Point. The training is excellent and the 
opportunity for a man who has received that class of training 
to earn a handsome salary after 8 or 10 years’ experience is 
acknowledged to be great. Our experience in peace time shows 
that an Army officer is likely to be a captain for a great many 
years. I have in mind an instance of an exceptionally brilliant 
Army officer who during the period between the Spanish- 
American War and the World War was a captain for 16 years, 
receiving only $2,500 a year or less. The type of officer I have 
in mind could easily have secured a position paying three or 
four times as much in civil life, and the probabilities are he 
could have secured five or six times as much. We encourage 
him, however, to go on and be a captain year after year, to 
serve his country in preparing and training soldiers, to give his 
time serving in the Army at a meager salary, because we 
promise him that at the end of that service he shall be retired 
aud shall receive retirement pay and retirement allowances. If 
injured, he is retired. It is one of the most powerful induce- 
ments we have to keep the best men in the Army in times of 
peace. 

This bill virtually lays down the policy which says to such 
an officer, “You need not sacrifice yourself by staying in the 
Army and giving us the benefit of your experience, either as 
an instructor or as a leader of men. You may abandon the 
Army, go out into the commercial world, and take your chances 
of earning a comfortable competence so that your family may 
enjoy as much of the good things of this world as other citizens 
of your ability. When war comes you may come back into the 


service and, if injured, enjoy virtually as much in the way of 
benefits of the retired officer as though you had remained in 
the service all this time.” 

Retired pay is not a compensation. It is deferred salary to 
encourage a man to stay in the Army where there is a great 
need of trained officers of high ability. 

In conclusion, after a study of this bill from the point of view 
of an emergency officer in the World War, and of one interested 
in seeing that our country is properly prepared so as to lessen 
the likelihood of future war, I am opposed to this bill on two 
grounds: First, that it is bad military policy and tends to dis- 
rupt the Army in time of peace and discourages officers from 
making soldiering a profession; and, in the second place, that it 
is unfair to the men who go into the Army from civil life and 
receive similar injuries. Had the World War lasted four years 
an adjustment might have taken place so that all the men of 
great ability would have become officers, but the World War 
lasted so short a time, so far as we were concerned, and in- 
volved such a number of men being gathered into our Army 
that it is not strange to find that many sergeants were of far 
greater ability and of far more importance in winning the war 
than some of those, who, like myself, were fortunate enough to 
secure a commission at the very beginning of their service. In 
view of these circumstances the amount of relief should depend 
on the nature of the injury and not on the rank which the sol- 
dier was forunate enough to receive. 

Finally, I should like to call attention to the fact that at the 
very beginning of the World War a number of our most en- 
thusiastic patriotic young Nathan Hales immediately rushed 
into the service and volunteered, giving up everything on the 
day war was declared, before we had made our plans for ofi- 
cers’ training camps, before we had made our plans for prop- 
erly commissioning them. Some of those young men stayed 
all through the war for more than a year and a half in France 
as enlisted men. Others more cautious, more far-sighted, more 
shrewd, looking after their own interests to a greater extent, 
waited for several months until they could succeed in going in 
as officers, : 1 

No one blames them for it. They went in. They volun- 
teered; but they waited until they could go in as officers, and 
they served during the war as officers. Under such circum- 
stances it seems to me a great injustice to the splendid young 
volunteers who served at the beginning of the war, but who 
were not fortunate enough to secure commissions, that we 
should say that their disability compensation should be one- 
fourth, or one-fifth, or one-sixth, or one-seventh of the com- 
pensation of those who were fortunate enough to secure com- 
missions. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, before the 
Senate votes on the pending bill it ought to have a clear under- 
standing of the number of persons who will benefit by the 
legislation. Last year by the act of June 7, 1924, known as the 
veterans’ code, Congress enacted a general law which benefited 
several hundred thousand officers and men of our forces in the 
World War. Now we are asked to pass a special bill, not of 
general benefit to our troops as a whole but to officers who 
have been injured 30 per cent or more. It will affect imme- 
diately 1,618 former officers who are now permanently disabled 
30 per cent or more. These are the figures up to December 31 
last. In all, on that date there were 8,327 officers receiving 
compensation from the Veterans’ Bureau under the act of June 
7, 1924, but out of that 8,327 officers only 1,618 will benefit by 
the pending bill. 

It has been argued to us with great eloquence that the 
American Legion and the Veterans of Foreign Wars and the 
other service organizations are behind the bill. I believe that 
their legislative representatives here in Washington are be- 
hind it, but, Mr. President, I have yet to hear from any man 
who was an enlisted man in the Army in 1917 or 1918 who 
approves the bill. I have yet to find a single enlisted man who, 
when asked about it, has not replied that it is an inexcusable 
discrimination ‘against that great body of enlisted men who 
made up our Army and won the battles in the last war. How 
we can say, in a democratic country like this, after war is 
over, that this man is to receive seven times what his similarly 
injured comrade is to receive; how we can dare to diserimi- 
nate between private citizens in peace times in a country like 
this, passes my comprehension. 

Most of the arguments that are directed against us are 
based on the theory that we are stingy and trying to withheld 
this money from these particular beneficiaries. Surely it is not 
necessary for us to answer that argument. I myself fathered 
the veterans’ code last spring and had charge of it on the floor 
of the Senate and in conference. We knew all the time that 
it was adding $30,000,000 a year to our Veterans’ Bureau out- 
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lay, but all of us were glad to do it. The Senate passed it 
unanimously, knowing that it cost that much, because its 
benefits were impartially given to that whole Army of which 
we were so proud. But now by this bill to pick 1,618 men out 
of that 4,500,000 is au unpardonable thing, and I do not believe 
the Senate ought to do it without a clear comprehension of 
what it means. 

The cost is relatively limited. I understand the bill will 
cost some $700,000 or $800,000. ‘That is a very small amount 
to take out of other people’s pockets and Congress will not 
stop long on that seore. But the principle of the thing is 
what offends those who have studied it. 

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BuygHam] has made 
very elear how that discrimination will work out against en- 
listed men; but I think it is also worthy of notice that it is 
a gross discrimination among officers. If this proposed legisla- 
tion be enacted an officer, a major, for instance, who is 25 
per cent disabled, is going to get $300 a year; but his fellow 
officer in the same rank who may be only 30 per cent disabled— 
just 5 per cent more—is going to get seven times as much com- 
pensation. The major will get $2,250 a year if he be 30 per 
cent disabled, but he will only get $300 a year if he be 25 per 
cent disabled. Outside of an insane asylum who is there who 
could contrive a worse system than that? 

Mr. BURSUM. Mr. President, will the Senator from Penn- 
Sylvania yield to me? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I yield. 

Mr. BURSUM. There must be a starting place and a stop- 
ping place somewhere. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. The stopping place, in my 
judgment, is to vote down this bill. 

Mr. BURSUM. Of course, that is the main object of the 
Senator's argument; but there must be a starting point; there 
must be some point where disability begins, below which a 
man is considered not disabled to such an extent as to prevent 
him from pursuing a vocation. The starting place in this in- 
stance is where it is more liberal to the Government though 
harder on the applicant than the rule which has been adopted 
relating to the Regular Army. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, will the Senator from Penn- 
sylvania yield to me? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Pennsylvania yield to the Senator from Connecticut? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I yield. 

Mr. BINGHAM. In order to make perfectly explicit what 
the Senator from Pennsylvania means, I desire to quote from 
the present ratings of the claims department of the United 
States Veterans’ Bureau to the following effect: If the officer 
to whom the Senator from Pennsylvania has referred shall 
have lost the second finger of either hand he is 20 per cent 
disabled and receives $240 per year for losing that finger. If, 
however, he loses the second and third fingers, under this bill, 
if enacted into law, he would get $2,250 a year; in other 
words, one finger is worth $2,010 a year to him. Mr. Presi- 
dent, that illustration shows explicitly what the Senator from 
Pennsylvania is trying to bring out. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I thank the Senator for giving 
us that pointed illustration. 

Now, just think what we are proposing to do. We are saying 
to one man in a country where all men are born equal— 
politically equal, anyway—“ You shall receive seven or eight 
times what another man gets because back in your history you 
were an officer and he was only an enlisted man.” How long 
is it going to be before the enlisted man in the World War is 
going to vent his scorn on Congress when he learns that this 
legislation has gone through? 

Mr. President, this morning comes a telegram from Toledo, 
Ohio, from some of the enlisted men who my friend from New 
Mexico says are for this bill. This is the way the telegram 
reads: 


We are grateful for the splendid fight you are making in behalf of 
the private soldiers in opposing the officers’ retirement bill. Every 
enlisted man in the country is opposed to this unjust bill. More power 
to you, Senator, 


This telegram is signed C. E. Whitney, Legion No. 29, 
Private Soldiers and Sailors; Arthur McCool, secretary; Fred 
Kocher, president.” 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Pennsylvania yield to the Senator from Iowa? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I yield. 

Mr. BROOKKHART. Does the Senator from Pennsylvania 
know whether the same soldier was also opposed to the bonus 


legislation? 


Mr. REED of Pennsylyania. That I do not know; but E do 
know that the same kind of talk is being heard here in support 
of the pending bill that we heard in support of the bonus 
legislation. We were then told that every soldier of the last war 
wanted the bonus, and that I, for example, was misrepresenting 
my comrades when I spoke against it; and yet with the Legion 
working to get applications for the bonus, with The Adjutant 
General publishing articles in the newspapers and asking men 
to apply for it, with everything that is being done to get the 
soldiers who were so “crazy” for this bonus to apply for it, 
there have not yet been 50 per cent of them who have filed their 
applications. That is what the soldiers think of the bonus, and 
that is what they are going to think of this proposed legisla- 
tion should it be enacted. Congress is going to hear from them 
should it pass it. 

Let me read to Senators, for example, what a private soldier 
who is still in the hospital has to say about the bonus bill. 

Mr. DALE. Mr. President, will the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania yield to me? * 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I shall be glad to yield. 

Mr. DALE. I apologize to the Senator for interrupting him 
just here, but the line of his argument was taking effect on me, 
and I did not get it all until I interrupted him. I wish to ask, 
Does the Senator think the same logic applies to this Dill 
which applied to the bonus bill? He seems to put them on the 
same level in his argument. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania, No. The reason I mentioned 
the bonus was because the Senator from Iowa [Mr. BROOK- 
HART] referred to it. I remember when we sat here during the 
arguments on the bonus bill it was stated to us over and over 
again that the overwhelming sentiment of the men who served 
in the Army was in favor of it. It was also said that I was 
misrepresenting my former comrades in opposing the bonus 
bill; that they were all in favor of it; that the American 
Legion was in favor of it; and so it went. The Senator from 
Vermont remembers that? 

Mr. DALE. I recall that. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. And I think that when Sena- 
tors rise here and pretend to state what the whole Army 
thinks, we ought to take their statements “with a grain of 
salt,“ because we found in the case of the bonus that they led us 
into the making of a great mistake which the country resents. 

Mr. DALE. But could not a man who was enthusiastically 
in favor of the bonus just as consistently oppose this bill? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Oh, certainly. 

Mr. DALE. That was the point I had in mind. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. The bonus bill, in my judg- 
ment, had one great merit, and that was it was absolutely im- 
partial among the beneficiaries. It did not give more to some 
than to others because of artificial distinctions between them; 
it was at least impartial. 

Mr. DALE. The two measures are not identical at all. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Oh, not at all; and the only 
reason I am- mentioning the bonus is to caution Senators 
against statements that “all the soldiers want this” and “ all 
the soldiers approve that.” Let us take those statements 
“with a grain of salt.” 

Mr. BROOKHART. The Senator has not mentioned the 
kind of bonus that was finally given to soldiers. It was not 
the kind they were asking for. Mortuary insurance, without any 
cash option at all, was not very attractive to many soldiers. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. It seems not to have been, 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I yield to the Senator from 
Virginia. 

Mr. GLASS. I am glad to observe that the Senator from 
Pennsylvania has found some merit in the bonus; I did not 
know that there was any. As a matter of fact, the ex-service 
men have had to be importuned to put in their application for 
the bonus which we gave them. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Although an advertising cam- 
paign has been carried on, still 50 per cent of them will not 
take it. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I yield briefly to the Senator 
from New York. 

Mr. COPELAND. I do not think it fair for the Senator 
from Pennsylvania to make reference to the bonus, because the 
kind of bonus provided in the law which we passed the soldiers 
did not want. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Then why did we pass it? 

Mr. COPELAND. ‘They did not want a graveyard monu- 
ment; they wanted a cash bonus. That is the kind of bonus 
they were favoring, and if that had been the kind of bonus 
provided by the Congress I have no doubt that the very great 
majority of the soldiers would have applied for it. 
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Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Then why did the Senator 
from New York advocate it so strongly if the soldiers did not 
want it. 


Mr. COPELAND. T advocated the cash-bonus idea, and per- 


haps I was almost the only Senator who did so. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I thought I remembered the 
Senator voting and speaking in favor of the bill which we 
finally passed over the President's veto. 

Mr. COPELAND. Yes; I voted for the bill that passed, hold- 
ing my nose. I advocated a cash bonus. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I hope we will not be diverted’ 
into a discussion of the merits of the bonus, 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania: That is a side issue; it is 
83 over the dam; but I thought it was appropriate, perhaps, 

to give that word of caution: 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, I do not want the 
Recorp to stand that the Senator from New York is the only 
one who advocated a cash bonus. There were a number of us 
who advocated that option on a roll call. 

Mr. GLASS. And I have no doubt that we will have to vote 
on it again, and we will have an opportunity to do so. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Oh, we will offer such an amendment 
some of these days: 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, we are going to 
haye bonus bills and pension bills coming up as regularly as 
the eleetions occur, and most of them are going to be passed, 
because most of us are going to be afraid to vote against them; 
everybody knows that, 

Now, let me get back to the bill that is pending. Here is 
what an enlisted man still in the hospital suffering from a 
war-time disability thinks of the bill on which Senators are 
about to vote: 

The letter from which I shall read comes from a patient, 
Charles E. Stevenson, who is now in the Veterans’ Bureau 


Army officers’ compensation—Active disability cases, correlated-with 


with rank, degree of impairment and extent 


Hospital at Oteen, N. C. His Tetter is too long to read to 
the Senate now, but I will quote two paragraphs from it: 


Why should a small class, because they were lucky enough to hold 
commissions granted during the confusion and stress of war, be placed 
on easy street the remainder of their natural lives while the great 
majority of their comrades. in the struggle are endowed with no such 
subsidy? 

This is not a. tirade, against officers: The officers as a whole were 
splendid types of men and did their job thoroughly in the war: But 
did they do any more thoroughly and any more whole-heartedly than 
the men in the ranks? Then, too, officers in war and officers in peace 
are two different matters. Military discipline necessitates a. certain 
amount of caste system, but civil life does not, and why place a 
premium upon a Prussian military system of caste Which does not 
belong in the civilian life of America and is opposed to all the demo- 
cratic ideals and institutions of the American people? 

There can be but one conclusion as concerns the Bursum emer- 
gency officers’ bill—it is unfair. It is unfair to the officers because it 
seeks: to placa them in an unpleasant position—the position of seems 
ing to enjoy unfair advantages over their comrades in arms. It is 
unfair to the enlisted men because: 16 laia. rank diverimiuation: against 
them both as a class and as individuals. 


Tras is the opinion of an enlisted man who is still in the 
hospital. 

Mr. President, I ask that there may be printed in the Recorp 
at this point a statement from the Veterans“ Bureau showing 
the number of officers that are receiving compensation, their 
rank, and the amount now being paid to them as of date De- 
cember 31, 1924. I ask that it may be printed without being 
read at the present time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection; it is so 
ordered. 

The statement is as follows: 
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Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. The totals are, 8,327 officers 
receiving compensation in some amount; only 1,618 of them 
receive compensation for 30 per cent permanent disability or 
more. That is to say, 80 per cent of the officers who are dis- 
abled. to some extent will not be benefited: by this bill. 

Mr. HARRELD: Mr. President, does the Senator mean. to 
say that the limit is fixed now? Suppose that hereafter an 
oficer becomes disabled more than 30 per cent and is: able to 
trace the disability back to the service; what will happen? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I am glad the Senator asked 
that question, I am trying to give the figures as they stand 
to-day, but I want to couple that with the statement that I 
fully expect that many officers who are now being carried on 
the temporary disability roll and not included in these figures. 
will be transferred to the permanent disability roll, and that 
will increase the number beyond 1,618, 
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Mr. HARRELD. Will there not be a general scramble to 
bring that condition about? 

Mr. RED of Pennsylvania. Of course there will. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Let me tell just what will 
happen, and then I will be glad to yield if I shail not have 
answered the question the Senator from Utah has in mind. 
These 1,618 beneficiaries have increased yery much during the 
past 11 months. The number increased 499 over what it was 
on February 1, 1924. That is to say, 499 officers got put on 
this list who would be covered by the pending bili. There will 
be two methods adopted for increasing that number further if 
we pass the bill. The men who were injured less than 30 
per cent will exhaust every means in their power to have the 
rating of their disability pushed up a little bit so as to get 
them within this favored class. A man who is 20 per cent 
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disabled will bedevil the Veterans’ Bureau until they increase 
him to 30 per cent. 

Mr. KING. Or more. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Or more; and then he is safe 
for life in the group favored by this bill. 

Mr. HARRELD. Then they will fight to have Congress 
reduce the limit to 20 per cent instead of 30 per cent. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Why, this is only the opening 
gun. All these men who are discriminated against, the men 
who have lost the middle finger, as the Senator from Connecti- 
cut [Mr. BrncHam] pointed out, will be around here at the 
next session of Congress pointing out the unfairness of it all 
and demanding that we put them in the two-finger class which 
is covered by this bill. 

Mr. KING. I think the Senator might properly state that 
within a few years nearly every officer, except men of high 
character like the Senator from Connecticut, will be on the 
roll. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Of course they will. They will 
have this 30 per cent amended to go down to 20, and then down 
to 10, so that the whole 8,300 will be drawing this retirement 
pay, or will be eligible to draw it. To their everlasting honor 
I will say that there are many of them who will not take it, 
just as we would not take the bonus. 

Now, Mr. President, there is still another agitation that is 
sure to come. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I yield. 

Mr. FESS. I know the Senator will be glad to talk to me, 
because I am really on the fence. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I did not know there was a 
Senator in the Chamber whose mind is still open on this bill. 
I am delighted to have found him. 

Mr. FESS. No; I am on the fence. I am not sure right at 
this minute how I am going to vote, because it appears to me 
that there is strong argument on both sides, and the argument 
made to-day has made a tremendous impression upon my mind, 
causing me to veer toward the negative side of this proposal, 
which will be the way my vote will be cast unless there is 
some further argument to disprove the situation; but I want 
the Senator to clear my mind on some things. 

This discrimination between the enlisted man and the officer 
is bound to exist, no matter what we pass here in the form of 
legislation. It does exist in life and why should it not be 
recognized in legislation? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I am glad the Senator asked 
that question. It does exist in war time in the Army, because, 
to be effective, an Army has to be an organized despotism. 
You have to have a graded scale of command that will carry 
the will of one man down to every man, and that will is law. 
Necessarily that means rank, but the whole reason for it dis- 
appears when peace comes. It is just the opposite of the 
governmental arrangement that our forefathers adopted. They 
declared all men to be equal. In war time all men are any- 
thing but equal, and that is one of the hateful things about 
war—that the common sense and the opinion of the average 
man is absolutely submerged under the dominant will that 
directs the country’s operations in war time. If we perpetu- 
ate that distinction in peace time we are doing an illogical 
thing, and if we are going to make the distinction we ought 
to make it just the opposite of what is done here. I am still 
answering the Senator's question. 

Mr. FESS. I am aware of that. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Let me appeal to the Senator 
to imagine this case: 

We have often been urged to vote for this bill because the 
officer, whose earning capacity is probably greater, suffers a 
greater loss when he is disabled. We have all heard that 
argument; but, do you not see, the disability in practically 
every case is a physical disability. His earning power by 
brain work remains unimpaired. So that for a physical injury 
the man who has to do manual labor really ought to get 
more for a given injury than the man who does brain 
work. It seems to me that is well worth considering; and it 
is just the opposite under this bill, because in any given case 
the officer would get seven times what the enlisted man would 
get. 

Mr. BURSUM. Mr. President. 


Mr. FESS. Let me put an illustration. Here are two 


brothers going into the service. One is an officer, the other 
a private. The officer is in his rank because he was a little 
more aggressive aud brighter and had the qualifications of an 
officer that the other did not haye. 

Mr. HARRELD. Mayle it was because he was older. 


Mr. FESS. I am speaking of an incident about which I 
know. It is not a matter of luck in that case. They both go 
into the service. They are both injured alike. Now, I am not 
sure that there is any injustice in the fact that the one will be 
retired and the other not, although that is being argued here. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylyania. I am afraid that the one who is 
not retired is going to consider it an injustice when he draws 
$360 a year, let us say, and he sees his brother, the major, get- 
ting $2,250. He is going to howl, and he is going to come right 
here to Congress and do his howling, and we are going to be 
asked to treat everybody the same. 

Mr. FESS. I admit that he will howl; but the question is 
whether he has real justification for it from the standpoint of 
the ideals that we are trying to develop in the country, that 
men ought to make the most out of themselves, and there ought 
to be a premium upon the one who does really achieve. è 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. But, Mr. President, the war 
did not last long enough for all men to reach their proper level. 
War shakes them up pretty fast, and men were gradually 
gravitating to the place in the scale where they belonged ; but 
the process was not finished. As I said in the debate the other 
day, it takes ten times the character and force and ability to 
make a good first sergeant in a company of infantry or a bat- 
tery of field artillery than it does to make a second lieutenant 
in the Quartermaster’s Department here in Washington. 

Mr. FESS. Yes; I think it is true, too, that if the one who 
did not advance had had a different opportunity opened to him 
he might have advanced as rapidly, if not more rapidly, than 
the other; but the opportunity did not open. I do not count 
it luck. It is hardly that. It is simply that the service did 
not call him. 

Now, another question, if the Senator will answer my ques- 
tion. What is the argument that we should not treat the 
reserve Officers the same as the Regular Army officers? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. The very obvious argument 
that the Army officer's retirement privilege is a part of his 
contract with the Government, just like his active service pay. 
It is necessary to do it to hold good men in the Army. They 
give up all chances of laying by anything for their families. 
They give up all chances of commercial business. They are 
in the Army during the time when being in the Army is sheer 
drudgery. We civilians get the best of it always so far as 
the Army goes. We go in there when it is interesting. 

Mr. BURSUM. Mr. President. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Just wait a minute, if the 
Senator please. 

Mr. BURSUM. I wanted, just at that point, to call the 
Senator’s attention to this situation: As a matter of fact, 
there are 10 applicants to enter the Army where there is one 
vacancy. If you let out 10 officers to-morrow, you would have 
a hundred applicants to take their places, and the favor is not 
to the department, but rather to those who seek to get into 
the Army. There is no scarcity of officers. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Of course there is not, and 
we do not want there to be any scarcity, because we always 
want to be able to pick the best out of a group of applicants; 
but it has been found by experience, here and in other coun- 
tries, to be necessary to do that in order to get the best caliber 
of men to come in and stay in the Army, 

Mr. FESS. I think that is pretty fortunate. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield 
at that point? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I yield. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. May I say also that it has an exceed- 
ingly important bearing from the strictly military side? The 
establishment of the retired list has for its principal object 
the increase of the efficiency of the Army. The establishment. 
of a retired list vitalizes the active list. If you did not have 
a retired list your generals and colonels would be men of 
70 to 80 years old; and no good for active field duty. The two 
things that we have been discussing here bear no relation one 
to the other. 

Mr. FESS. I am very much obliged to the Senator from 
New York. If the Senator from Pennsylvania will pardon me, 
I do not know that I catch this. My illustration may not 
be apt. 

Here is a reserve officer. He is not in the active service. 
He is engaged in a profession. He has had his years of active, 
mature life or resourceful life in the outside world. He might 
be in less position for demanding: retirement than the regular 
officer, because if he is resourceful the opportunities outside 
are greater. The question is whether that enters into the 
matter, that there frequently would not be as much justice in 
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retiring an officer in the reserve because he has had his life 
in lucrative work, while the Regular Army officer is limited 
to the red tape that governs him, Is there anything in that, 
or is that possible? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I think there is a distinction 
there, that the civilian has had an opportunity in his pro- 
fession or his business to lay by a competence that the regular 
has not. Is that what the Senator meant? 

Mr. FESS. Yes; that is what I meant. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Now, Mr. President, I have 
just one more suggestion to make. 

Mr. FESS. If the Senator will permit me one-half minute, 
I do not yield to the pressure that a lot of people want this. 
I do not think that is a sound basis on which to legislate. 
Otherwise we might be retiring everybody, and ultimately 
nobody would be doing anything for the Government, and the 
Government would be doing everything for everybody. I do 
not like that kind of argument at all; but the justice of the 
case has been in my mind, and I thank the Senator for his 
indulgence. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. 
observations. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Pennsylvania permit me—I shall take but a moment—to call 
his attention and the attention of Senators who are interested 
in this matter also to a very important precedent established 
in this matter by the House of Representatives in 1917. 

The Senator will recollect that the war risk insurance act 
was reported from the House committee in 1917, and was 
considered on the floor of the House on September 13 of that 
year. . 

Mr. FESS. And passed October 6. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. And this is important: That bill pro- 
vided for death benefits under an insurance scheme, That bill, 
as reported from the committee, made a distinction between 
officers and enlisted men in the matter of death benefits. Now, 
this is on all fours with this discussion: 

For example, that bill allowed the private soldier the insur- 
ance benefit which would come from a policy of $10,000. It 
allowed a captain the insurance benefit which would come from 
a policy of $16,000 or $17,000. Under that bill as reported a 
colonel would have received insurance benefits under a policy 
eapitalized at $25,000, and the heirs of a brigadier general 
would have received death benefits under a policy capitalized 
at $35,000. That was the first attempt to distinguish between 
enlisted men and officers, and as between officers themselves, in 
the matter of pensions or death benefits. What happened in the 
House of Representatives? 

That proposal was attacked upon the floor of the House by 
Mr. BLACK, I think, a Representative from Texas. He pointed 
ont the discrimination as between officers and enlisted men of 
the great emergency army then in course of formation. He 
offered an amendment equalizing the insurance benefits as 
between officers and men, and his amendment was adopted by 
the House on a roll call by a vote of 139 to 3. We are starting 
in, under this bill, to undo that very thing in principle. 

Mr. FESS. I recall that action in the House very distinctly. 
I was there at the time. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, I promised to 
leave 10 minutes for the Senator from New Mexico to discuss 
his measure, so I want to say just a word or two in conclusion. 

The advocates of this bill have argued as if every one who 
would be a beneficiary under it was a battle casualty. We 
must remember that about three-fourths of those who would 
be the beneficiaries of this bill never saw a battle, and never 
heard a hostile bullet. We have so liberalized the Veterans’ 
Bureau law that it is true to-day that a man who was in com- 
mission here in Washington for a week, in the Judge Advocate 
General’s Department, and developed tuberculosis at any time 
up to the end of last year—1924—is entitled to an allowance 
from this Government all the time he is ill. We have so 
liberalized it that those illnesses which can in any way be 
ascribed to the war are all compensated for. If a man de- 
veloped a mental disease five years after the armistice, though 
he may never have crossed the ocean, though he may have 
been in service but a few days, the Government takes care of 
him as long as he is insane. 

Most of the men who would be advantaged by this bill are 
men who have been ill, not during the war, but after the war, 
and whose disability is connected with the war only by the 
presumption which Congress has put into the Veterans’ Bureau 
Jaw. Most of the men who would be the beneficiaries of the 
bill are of that kind. I know perfectly well that there are 
some battle casualties who would be benefited by it, some men 
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I thank the Senator for his 


who were grievously wounded, but against them there are 
hundreds of battle casnalties of enlisted men who deserve 
equally good treatment, and it is wrong in principle and 
wrong in detail to discriminate against them. 

Mr. BURSUM obtained the floor. 

Mr. MEANS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mur. Oppe in the chair). Does 
the Senator from New Mexico yield to the Senator from 
Colorado? 

Mr. BURSUM. I yield. 

Mr. MEANS. I wish I were privileged to read the letter I 
hold in my hand, but I can not because of lack of time, so I 
wish to have it printed in the Recor, in reply to the statement 
of the Senator from Pennsylvania about the attitude of the 
anne men on this bill. I am sorry I have not time to 

ead it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the Senator from Colorado? 

There being no objection, the letter was ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 


DISABLED AMERICAN VETERANS OF THE WORLD Wak, 
Washington, February 19, 1925, 


Hon. Rice W. MEANS, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dran Senator: Appreciating your interest in the bill providing 
for the retirement of the disabled emergency officers of the Army and 
reminded that it is quite possible that some confusion might prevail 
as to the attitude of the ex-enlisted men of the late war, I am prompted 
to inform you of the stand this organization has always taken. 

As you doubtless know, the Disabled American Veterans of the World 
War at its last three national conventions heartily indorsed the passage 
of such a bill. This action is quite significant when I point out to you 
that the vast majority of our members were enlisted personnel during 
the service. Three of our four national vice commanders and myself, 
as national commander, served during the late war as enlisted men, 
and representing as we do the disabled veterans of the entire country, 
I urge in their pame that the United States Senate pass favorably 
upon this piece of legislation. : 

This organization, as you already know, was one of the three recog- 
nized by the United States Congress in the World War veterans’ act as the 
legitimate veterans’ organizations in existence to-day representing the 
disabled veterans. The passage of this bill was urged very strenuously 
at our last national convention in Salt Lake City during the month of 
June, 1924. This, I know, will convince you that the enlisted men 
of this country, and particularly the disabled enlisted men, by their 
own yoice are absolutely in favor of granting retirement privileges 
as Included in this Senate bill No. 33. os 

Appreciating your interest in all disabled veterans’ legislation, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 


FRANK J. IRWIN. 


Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
Mexico yield to the Senator from Connecticut? 

Mr. BURSUM. I am sorry I can not yield. I have only 10 
minutes. The Senator had his time. y 

Mr. BINGHAM. May I bave just a moment? 

Mr. BURSUM. Is it for the purpose of having something 
inserted in the RECORD? 

Mr. BINGHAM. No; I want to make a statement, which 
will take only a minute. 

Mr. BURSUM. I can not yield for that purpose, because I 
have so liftle time. I will get through as quickly as I can and 
give the Senator the balance of my time. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state his 
inquiry. ji 

Mr. KING. Under the unanimous consent agreement must 
amendments be tendered before 2 o'clock, or may they be ten- 
dered after 2 o'clock? k 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They may be tendered after 
2 o'clock. 

Mr. BURSUM. Either before or after; there is no limit 
on that. The debate is all that is limited. 

I have sent to the desk an amendment which would include 
those persons who served in the naval establishment. There 
are a few who have not yet been taken care of under the law 
of 1920. Most of them were taken care of under that act, 
and some haye been taken care of by special acts of Congress, 
but there are still a few who are entitled to relief under 
the act of 1920, and I have included those in my amendment. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for 
a question? 

Mr. BURSUM. I yield. 
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Mr. BINGHAM. Is it not true that a bill similar to this 
was passed to place naval officers on the retired list, but was 
afterwards repealed when its injustice was pointed out? 

Mr. BURSUM. It was repealed after nearly all of them 
had been retired; but Congress has from time to time given 


others the benefit. We believed all those entitled to benefits 
had secured their retirement. That was the ground of the 
repeal of the act. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, if I may be permitted to inter- 

late, the Senator from Connecticut is right. I happen to 
fa a member of the Naval Affairs Committee. 

Mr. HALE. Mr, President, I think I can explain that in 
a word, if the Senator will allow me. The law was not re- 
vealed ; it was limited so that in order to come under it a man 
had to apply before October 21, 1921. 

Mr. BURSUM. Yes; it was a limitation. 

Mr. HALE. It was a limitation, and there were a number 
of men who did not come under that, who would come under 
this amendment proposed by the Senator. 

Mr. BURSUM. Mir. President, I offered the amendment be- 
cause identically the same principle is involved in it as is in- 
volved in the bill which I have in charge, so I can see no 
objection to it. It will cost very little in addition to what 
the Government is already paying. 

I can not agree with the statement of the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. Rexo] that most of the men to be benefited 
by this act have not seen service. My conclusions are formed 
from the testimony given before the Committee on Military 
Affairs early in 1921, when it was estimated from the records 
of the department that there were from 1,200 to 1,800 men 
who would benefit by the act. Of course, it is hard to be 
absolutely accurate, but the estimate at that time was so close 
to what the estimate is now that I am convinced that nearly 
all of those whe would benefit did see service, that they saw 
Service overseas, that they were under fire, and participated 
in battle. 

As to the proposition of Congress being harrassed about 
future legislation and this only being an entering wedge, 
there is nothing to that kind of a proposition. Are we to vote 
on legislation one way or the other because of the fear that 
Some one will be bedeviled by some one who seeks the passage 
of some bil? That would be a very cowardly position. If 
We are not competent to resist those who would seek the 
passage of bills, we are not competent to sit here as Senators. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania has dwelt on the subject of 
equality. J regret that my time is so limited. I am given 
only abont 10 minutes against 45 the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania had, but I figure that the justice of my cause will make 
up for the difference in the time. 

The Senator from Pennsylyania speaks about equality. 
There is no equality except in opportunity under the law, save 
in two instances. One is when we come into the world, 
the other when we go out. Outside of those two periods there 
is no such thing as equality except under the law. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania.. And now the Senator wants to 
change the law so there will not be any equality left there. 

Mr. BURSUM. Oh, yes; there will be equality of oppor- 
tunity. The only thing this bill does is to recognize men who 
take advantage of opportunity, and who were able to become 
leaders, were able to occupy places of responsibility. 

Mr. President, that is the case all through life. We have 
our Washington, our Lincoln, and our Roosevelt in political 
life. Those men were outstanding men in the eyes and minds 
of the people of the world and of this country. Similarly, in 
the Army we had our Grant, and we had our Lee in the South, 
and we had other great and distinguished men who came to 
the front and who were recognized and compensated. That is 
the rule of life. We have our rich men and our poor men. 
The poor man of to-day may be the rich man of to-morrow, 
and if we want to keep this country on the road to progress 
the thing to do is to maintain it as the land of opportunity, 
where genius and thrift can be rewarded. We must have 
leadership. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for a 
question? 

Mr. BURSUM. I have no time to yield at this time. 

If we are to progress, we must of necessity maintain oppor- 
tunity, so that genius and thrift and ability and leadership 
can be recognized. There are leaders in everything—leaders in 
war, leaders in industrial affairs, leaders in religion, and in 
everything else. I suppose there may be those who would say 
that there should not be any leadership in anything, that every- 
thing should be common. ; 

The Senator from Pennsylvania stated that no enlisted man 
has come out in favor of this bill. I know of one man. I haye 


a letter before me from a man who lives in Utica, Miss., who 
was an enlisted man. First, he says that he is not related to 
any officer and that he served as a private in France. He says 
he is for this bill. He also makes this point: 


Colonel So-and-So has served 20 years in the National Guard, during 
all of which time he received no pay, I am for my colonel getting a 
fair deal as against the colonel who comes from the Regular Army. 


This man served 80 years in preparation, equipping himself 
to make himself competent in order to become a leader, to 
become an officer, to become efficient to do his duty, just the 
same as those who happened to be trained at West Point. 

All there is to this matter is an attempt to give the emergency 
officers the same treatment given officers of the Regular Army, 
men who served side by side and met the same hazards, 
the same enemy, the same buliets, and suffered the same con- 
sequences. Let us treat the emergency officer as we do the 
officer who comes from the Regular Army. It is no answer 
to say that the man who comes from West Point makes the 
Army his life work, because unless he is wounded he does not 
get his retirement except after 40 years’ service; but retirement 
as the result of injury incurred on the field of battle is a 
different proposition from service retirement. 

Just a few nights ago the Senate went on record by passing 
a bill retiring officers on account of disability incurred in the 
service. That bill was championed by the chairman of the 
Military Affairs Committee of the Senate, the senior Senator 
7 oe York [Mr. Wapsworrn], and it is identical with 

I submit two letters to be published in the Reconrn. 

There being no objection, the letters were ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


Utica, Miss., January 28, 1925. 
United States Senator H. O. BURSTS, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dran SENATOR: From the proceedings of the debate on the 
retirement bill I noticed that one of the honorable Senators stated that 
Senate dill 33 was a discrimination against enlisted men, and that 
former enlisted men were opposed to same. I served as a private in 
France; am not in any way, either by blood or marriage, related to 
any commissioned officer who would be benefited by the retirement law. 
In writing to express the hope that your bill will pass, I am moved 
by a sense of justice and my interest in the future of the great 
National Guard of our country; because I sincerely believe that after 
the Congress has provided retirement for the disabled emergency 
officers of the Marines, Navy, and temporary officers of the Regular 
Army, if they refuse the same to the National Guard officers, it will 
do more than anything I could imagine to destroy the interest of the 
present National Guard officers. The Senator refers to the discrimi- 
nation against enlisted men, but he does not refer to the discrimina- 
tion that the Congress would practice if this bill should be defeated, 
because it would, in effect, discourage young men from seeking com- 
missions in the National Guard during peace times, but would cause 
them to decide to walt until some war was declared on the country, 
then, by going to a training camp for 90 days, and being commissioned 
temporary officers in the Regular Army, they would receive the bene- 
fits of retirement should they return disabled. The old entisted men 
of the National Guard feel that the officers they followed during the 
war, and who were disabled, are entitled to the same treatment as the 
disabled of the other branches of the service. The Senator states 
that the passage of Senate bill 83 would revolutionize the whole policy 
of the Government, and I ask, Did the retirement of the emergency 
officers of the Marines do this? Did the retirement of the disabled 
naval emergency officers revolutionize thingr? Did the retirement of 
the temporary officers of the regular service, who had nothing te do 
with the National Guard during peace times—did their retirement 
revolutionize the policy of the Government? I feel that such argument 
is unfair, and I strongiy feel that all officers who “ served and sacri- 
need should be accorded equal and exact justice, or as near as jus- 
tice can be meted out. 

The retirement bill has been indorsed by every convention of the 
American Legion, by the Veterans of Foreign Wars, Grand Army of 
the Republic, and the United Confederate Veterans, also by the Ameri- 
can Federation of Labor, and dozens of great organizations, such as 
the Chamber of Commerce of the United States, and it would seem that 
further argument is not necessary; but I will cite just one case that 
illustrates what a grave injustice the Congress would commit if this 
bill should be defeated. 

1. Colonel A has served 80 years in the National Guard, during all 
of which time he received very little or no pay. He entered as a 
private, and by his devotion to duty was promoted to the rank of 
colonel. Each week he gave one night to attending drill, and once each 
year he spent from 15 to 30 days away from home in some training camp. 
When war is declared ihe resigns his position as cashier of a national 
bank and leads his regiment through the war; returns minns one arm, 
He receives $50 per month compensation under the present law. 
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2. Captain A resided in a city where the National Guard organiza- 
tion was under the command of Colonel A, who frequently solicited 
him to join same and take part in the work of getting the organization 
in shape for active service. Captain A declined and devoted all of the 
time to his personal affairs, never manifesting the slightest interest 
in the military company. When war is declared, Captain A finding 
that he is within the draft age, goes to a training camp and after 
three months there is commissioned a captain. He goes to France and 
returns home minus one eye. Although his disability does not seri- 
ously interfere with his occupation, he is retired on three-fourths of 
his active pay for life, 

The above illustration, Senator, is not far-fetched, but there are 
numerous examples that we meet every day that illustrates the cruel 
and glaring discrimination that now exist among the different classes 
of officers. 

I trust you will pardon the length of my letter. Tt has been lengthy 
because the National Guard is now on a basis where in the future its 
service to the Nation will almost equal that of the Regular Service, 
and I know that the failure of Senate bill 33 will create more discord 
than anything the Congress could do. It would in effect say to the 
young men of the Nation, “ Do not join the National Guard, because 
if war should come again you could go to a training camp and within 
three months secure a commission in the regular service, and if you 
return home disabled you will be retired, whereas if you join the 
National Guard, you will have to serve free during peace times and 
if you should become disabled in a war you will be discharged on a 
small compensation.” 

1 accord to the honorable Senators opposing this measure the most 
respectful consideration, but when they state that the enlisted men 
are opposing the retirement of our old disabled National Guard officers, 
men who for years struggled along, oftentimes subjected to derison 
during peace times, and when war was declared lead their commands 
gallantly in defense of this Nation, I say that they are mistaken, but 
that the enlisted men who followed these disabled officers feel that 
they were just as gallant and just as brave as any officers who ever 
drew a sword in defense of the Nation and that they should be accorded 
the same treatment extended by the Congress to the emergency officers 
of the Navy and Marines. 

With profound respect, I am, 

Yours truly, 
Jon L. FLEWELLYN, 
Private, One hundred and siety-fArst Infantry, 
Forty-first Division. 


DISABLED AMERICAN VETERANS OF THE WORLD WAR, 
Washington, February 19, 1925. 
Hon, H. O. BorsuM, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Sin: I respectfully request that you read this letter into 
the Recorp of to-day's Senate. 

I understand that S. 33, providing for the retirement of the dis- 
abled emergency officers of the late war, is to be voted upon this after- 
noon, and I desire that the Senate know the attitude of this organi- 
zation, which is one of the three recognized under the World War 
veterans’ act of 1924. 

The Disabled American Veterans of the World War at its last three 
national conventions went on record unanimously in favor of the 
passage of this piece of legislation. Significance of this action is that 
this organization is composed of the disabled veterans of the World 
War, the vast majority of whom were enlisted personnel. It is quite 
significant also that the present national commander and three of the 
four national vice commanders served during the World War as en- 
listed men. 
privileges is discriminatory in any sense against the enlisted men; on 
the contrary, we feel that the bill itself is fair and just, and its 
defeat would indeed be discrimination against those emergency officers 
of the United States Army who were disabled in line of duty. 

The enlisted men of the Jate war feel very proud of their emergency 
officers, many of them having been promoted from the ranks. It is 
quite conceivable, of course, that a few individual enlisted men might 
possibly feel that this bill discriminates against them, but the vast 
majority of those men who paid the sacrifice in France and Belgium 
honor the names of those young officers who led them into battle, cared 
for them, and by their meritorious actions inspired the rank and file 
to greater efforts. 

I beg to remind the Senate again that an expression from this organi- 
gation, which represents the disabled of the late war, should mean 
more than an expression from any other group, due to the fact that 
our membership are those who are receiving compensation from the 
Government, and if we feel that this biil is not discriminating against 
us I know you will realize that any other expressions from individuals 
who would not be materially affected shone be discounted. 

Respectfully yours, 
FRANK J. IRWIN, 
National Commander. 


We do not feel that the granting of these retirement 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The hour of 2 o’clock having 
arrived, debate upon the bill ceases. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I offer the following amendment 
to the pending bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
amendment. 

Mr. KING. I want to make it uniform and give the advan- 
tages to officers in the Civil War, the Mexican War, the Indian 
wars 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Debate has ceased under 
the unanimous-consent agreement. The Clerk will report the 
amendment. 

The Reapina CLERK. On page 1, line 4, after the word 
“war,” insert: 


The Mexican War, the Civil War, the Spanish-American War, the 
Philippine insurrection, the Boxer rebellion, or any of the Indian. wars. 


Mr. BURSUM. Mr. President, there is still another amend- 
ment on the table which was presented by myself. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is advised that 
the Senator is mistaken. The question is upon the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Utah [Mr. KI Nd]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

4 85 BURSUM. I offer the amendment which I send to the 
esk. 

7 PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be 

s 

The Reaprne CLERK. On page 1, line 3, after the word 
“Army,” insert the words “or naval service,“ so as to read: 


That all persons who have served as officers of the Army or naval 
service of the United States— 


And so forth. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BURSUM. On page 1, line 5, after the word “Army” 
and before the comma, I move to insert the words “or perma- 
nent officers of the regular naval service.” 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent, not- 
withstanding the rule, that the Senator in charge of the bill 
who has offered the amendment may have an opportunity for 
two minutes to explain its effect. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Utah 
asks unanimous consent that the Senator from New Mexico 
may have an opportunity to explain the amendment which he 
has just offered. Is there objection? 

Mr. BORAH. Is there no limit of time whatever? 

Mr. KING. Two minutes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. There is no debate under 
the unanimous- consent agreement already reached. The re- 
quest of the Senator from Utah is for unanimous consent as 
stated. The Chair hears no objection. 

Mr. BURSUM. Mr. President, I explained this amendment 
a few moments ago. It takes care of the emergency officers of 
the Navy who had not already been retired. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Missis- 
sippi will state it. ` 

Mr. HARRISON. Under the order is debate allowed after 
2 o'clock? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The original order was that 
debate should cease at 2 o'clock, The Senator from Utah 
asked unanimous consent that the Senator from New Mexico 
might explain the amendment. 

Mr. HARRISON. If the Senator from New Mexico wants to 
prolong discussion of the bill, well and good. 

Mr. ASHURST. Let us have an understanding about this 
matter. 

Mr. BURSUM. I am allowed just two minutes. 

Mr. ASHURST. Does that mean that each Senator shall 
have two minutes? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It does not, 

Mr. ASHURST. I am glad to know it. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The request was confined to 
the Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. KING. I merely wanted to show that it was an invasion 
of the rights of the Committee on Naval Affairs. I call for a 
vote. 

Mr. BURSUM. Very weil, let us. vote on the amendment. 

On a division, the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I offer the following amendment, 
In line 6—— 

Mr. BURSUM. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
offering an amendment. 

Mr. BURSUM. But the amendment which I sent to the 
desk has not been stated. 


The Clerk will report the 


The Senator from Utah is 


4240. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


FEBRUARY 20 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from New 
Mexico can not offer two amendments at the same time. 

Mr. BURSUM. The object of the whole amendment is ap- 
parent in the first line, and the others are merely correcting 
the same thing in the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Utah is 
recognized, 

Mr. KING. In line 6, page 1, after the word “disability,” 
I move to insert “in the course of an engagement with the 
enemy.“ 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be 
stated. 

The Rane CLERK. On page 1, line 6, after the word“ dis- 
ability,” insert the words “in the course of an engagement 
with the enemy,” so as to read: 


That all persons who have served as officers of the Army of the 
United States during the World War, other than officers of the Regu- 
lar Army, who during such service in the course of an engagement 
with the enemy have incurred physical disability in line of duty— 


And so forth. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. BURSUM. I offer the amendment which I send to the 

. desk. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be 
stated. i 

The Reapina Crerx. On page 2, line 8, after the word 
“service,” insert the words “or released from active duty.” 

The amendment was to. N 

Mr. BURSUM. I now offer the following amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be 
stated. 

The Reaping CLERK. On page 2, line 11, after the word 
“Army.” insert the words “or regular naval service.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BURSUM. I offer another amendment. ‘ 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be 
stated. i 

The Reaprne Crerx. On page 2, line 18, after the word 
“service,” insert the words “or released from active duty.“ 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BURSUM. I offer another amendment, which I send to 
the desk, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be 
Stated. 

The Reaptne Crerx. On page 8, line 5, after the word 
“Army,” insert the words “or naval service.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BURSUM. I now offer the amendment which I send to 
the desk. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be 
stated. 

The Rreaprwo Crunk. On page 3, line 7, after the word 
“Army” and before the comma, insert the words “or perma- 
nent officers of the regular naval service.“ 

“ie amendment was agreed to. 

Ale. BURSUM. I offer another amendment, which I send to 


the desk. 
‘The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be 
stated. 


The Rrapinc Creek. On page 3, line 16, after the word 
* sorvice,” insert the words “or released from active duty.” 

‘The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BURSUM. I now offer another amendment, which I 
seud to the desk. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be 
stated. 

The Reavine Creek. On page 3, line 22, after the word 
“Army,” insert the words “or regular naval service.“ 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BURSUM. I offer still another amendment, which I 
send to the desk. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be 
stated, 

The Reaptne Crerk. On page 3, line 25, after the word 
“Army,” insert the words “or Navy.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, I offer the 
amendment which I send to the desk. : 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Penn- 


sylvania offers the following amendment, which the Clerk 
will report. , 

The Reaprxc CLERK. On page 1, in line 8, after the word 
“oilicers,” insert the words “or noncommissioned officers.” 


Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. On that I demand the yeas 
and nays. The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. NORRIS. May we have the amendment read again? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be 
read again. r 

The Reaptne Creek. On page 1, line 3, after the word 
8 vegeta insert the words “or noncommissioned Officers,” so 
as to read: 


That all persons who have served as officers or noncommissioned 
officers pf the Army or naval service of the United States during the 
World War, etc. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will call the roll 
on agreeing to the amendment. 

The reading clerk proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. KING (when his name was called). Upon this matter 
I am paired with the junior Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Spencer]. I am permitted on this vote to transfer that pair 
to the Senator from Arizona [Mr. Asuurst]. I accordingly 
make that transfer and vote “yea.” 

Mr. OVERMAN (when his name was called). I have a gen- 
eral pair with the senior Senator from Wyoming [Mr. War- 
REN]. In his absence I withhold my vote. 

Mr. OWEN. I have a general pair with the Senator from 
West Virginia [Mr. ELKINS]. However, I am informed that 
on this question he would vote as I intend to vote. I vote 
“ veg.“ > ; 

The roll call haying been concluded, the result was an- 
nounced—yeas 35, nays 42, as follows: 


YEAS—3285 

Bayard Ferris Johnson, Minn. Shields 
Bingham Fess Kendrick Shipstead 

rah George E Stanley 
Brookhar Glass Lenroot Stephens 
Bruce Grecne Neely Underwood 
Couzens Harreld Norbeck Wadsworth 
Dial Harris Norris Wheeler 
Dill Harrison Owen Willis 
Edge Heflin Reed, Pa. 

NAYS—42 
Ball Fletcher Mc n lod ae 
Broussard Frazier McNar Shoriridge 
Bursum 3 Mayfield Simmons 
Butler Hale Means Smith 
Cameron Howell Metcalf Stanneld 
Capper Johnson, Calif, Moses Trammell 
Cummins Jones, N. Mex, Oddie Walsh, Mass, 
Curtis Jones, Wash. Pepper Watson 
Dale eyes Phipps Weller 
Ernst Ladd Ralston 
Fernald McKellar Ransdell 
NOT VOTING—19 

Ashurst Gerr: Pittman Sterling 
Caraway La Follette Reed, Mo, wanson 
Copeland McCormick Robinson Walsh, Mont. 
Edwards McKinley t Warren 
Elkins Overman Spencer 

So the amendment of Mr. Rexp of Pennsylvania was re- 
jected. : 


Mr. WADSWORTH obtained the floor. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Does the Senator desire to offer an 
amendment? 

Mr. RDED of Pennsylvania. I wish to offer a further 
amendment. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I yield to the Senator from Penn- 
Sylvania. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I offer the amendment which 
I send to the desk and ask to have read. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Penn- 
sylvania offers a further amendment, which the Secretary will 
state. 

The Reapine Crerx. On page 1, line 3, after the word 
“ officers,” it is proposed to insert the words “ noncommissioned 
officers or privates.” 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is upon agree- 
ing to the amendment offered by the Senator from Penn- 
syivania. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania, I ask for the yeas and nays, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is the demand seconded? 
[A pause.] The demand is not sufficiently seconded. [Put- 
ting the question.] By the sound, the noes seem to have it. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I call for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The demand for the yeas 
and nays is not sufficiently seconded. 

Mr. KING. I challenge the count of the Chair, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Utah 
appeals from the decision of the Chair. 

Mr. KING. I ask for another count. 

Mr. HARRISON, I raise a point of order. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
sippi will state his point of order. 

Mr. HARRISON. I raise the point of order that the Senator 
from Utah ean not appeal; there is nothing from which to 
appeal. 

Mr. KING. I did not appeal; I challenged the count of the 
Chair and asked for a recount. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair will submit the 
question again. Senators who desireeto second the demand of 
the Senator from Pennsylvania for a roll call will raise their 
hands. [A pause.] The demand is sufficiently seconded, and 
the Secretary will call the roll. ` 

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, I merely wish to say that I 
observed the seconding of the demand, and there were more 
who seconded it on the resubmission than on the first occasion. 
I say that merely for the benefit of the Chair. From my obser- 
vation, I had the same opinion on the first decision as that 
held by the Chair. 5 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will proceed 
with the call of the roll. 

The reading clerk proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. KING (when his name was called). Upon this question 
I have a pair with the junior Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Spencer]. I transfer that to the senior Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. Reep] and vote “ yea.” 

Mr. OVERMAN (when his name was called). Again an- 
nouncing my pair with the senior Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
Warren], I withhold my vote. 

The roll call having been concluded, the result was an- 
nounced—yeas 33, nays 46, as follows: 


The Senator from Missis- 


YEAS—33 

Ashurst Edge Johnson, Minn, Shields 
Bayard Ferris Kendric! Stephens 
Bingham Fess King Underwood 
Sorah George Lenroot Wadsworth 
Brookhart Glass Mayfield Wheeler 
Bruce Greene Norris Willis 
Copeland Harreld Pittman 

ial Harris Reed, Pa. 
Dil Heflin Sheppard 

NAYS—46 
Ball Fletcher McLean Shipstead 
Broussard Frazier McNary Shortridge 
Bursum Gooding Means Simmons 
Butler Rale Metcalf Smith 
Cameron Harrison Moses Stanfield 
Capper Howell Neely Sterling 
Couzens Johnson, Calif, Norbeck , Swanson 
Cummins Jones, N. Mex. Oddie Trammell 
Curtis Jones, Wash. Pepper Walsh, Mass. 
Dale Keyes Phip Watson 
Ernst Ladd Ralston 
Fernald Mekellar Ransdell 
NOT VOTING—17 

Caraway McCormick Robinson Warren 
Edwards McKinley Smoot Weller 
Elkins Overman Spencer 
22 Owen Stanley 
La Follette Reed, Mo. Walsh, Mont. 


So the amendment of Mr. Reed of Pennsylvania was rejected. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, I offer the amendment 
which I send to the desk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will state 
the amendment offered by the Senator from New York. 

The Reapine CLERK. On page 2, line 17, after the word 
“pay,” it is proposed to strike out the remainder of the pro- 
viso and insert, “of a second lieutenant serving in the first 
pay period as provided in the act of June 10, 1922.“ 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I ask that the Clerk read the context, 
including this proposed amendment, so that it will be perfectly 
clear what it does. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will read 
what immediately precedes and what immediately follows the 
amendment offered by the Senator from New York. [A pause.] 

Mr. WADSWORTH, May I have permission to read it 
while the amendment is being prepared? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If there be no objection, 
the Senator from New York may read the amendment. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Referring to these officers, the lan- 
guage will read, if this amendment is adopted 


and shail be entitled to the same privileges as are now or may here- 
after be provided for by law or regulations for officers of the Regu- 
lar Army who have been retired for physical disability incurred in 
line of duty, and shall be entitled to all hospitalization privileges 
and medical treatment as are now or may hereafter be authorized 
by the United States Veterans’ Bureau, and shall receive 
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And this is where the amendment comes in, in a moment 


and shall receive from date of receipt of their applications retired 
pay at the rate of 75 per cent of the pay of a second lleutenant sery- 
ing in the first pay period as provided in the act of June 10, 1922. 


It 2 this retired pay to the retired pay of a second lieu- 
tenant. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment is not open 
to debate. The question is upon agreeing to the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from New York. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I call for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the reading clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. - 

Mr. KING (when his name was called). I transfer my pair 
with the Senator from Missouri [Mr. Srencrr] to the Senator 
from Arizona [Mr. AsuHunrst], and will vote. I vote en.“ 

Mr. OVERMAN. I am paired with the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. Warren]. That Senator is absent, and I there- 
fore withhold my yote. 

The roll call having been concluded, the result was an- 
nounced—yeas 20, nays 54, as follows: 


YHAS—20 
Bayard Dili Glass Norris 
Bingham Edge Greene Reed, Pa. 
Borah Ferris Harreld Stephens 
Bruce Fess King Wadsworth 
Dial George Lenroot Willis 

NAYS—54 
Ball Fletcher McKellar Reed, Mo. 
Brookbart Frazier MeLean Sheppard 
Broussard Gooding McNary Shortridge 
Bursum Hale Mayfield Simmons 
Butler Harris Means Smith 
Cameron Heflin Metealf Stanley 
Capper Howell Moses Sterling 
Copeland Johnson, Calif Neely Swanson 
Couzens Johnson, Minn Norbeck Trammell 
Cummins ones, N. Mex die Walsh, Mass. 
Curtis Jones, Wash. Pepper Watson 
Dale Kendrick Phipps Wheeler 
Erast Keyes Ralston 
Fernald Ladd Ransdell 

NOT VOTING—22 

Ashurst La Follette Robinson Underwood 
Caraway eCormick Shields Walsh, Mont. 
Edwards McKinley Shipstead Warren 
Elkins Overman Smoot Weller 
Gerry Owen Spencer 
Harrison Pittman Stanfield 


So Mr. Wapswortn’s amendment was rejected. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I offer the following amendment: 
On line 3, page 1, after the word “ served“ and before the 
word “as,” I move to insert in the American Expeditionary 
Forces,” so that if amended it will read: 


That all persons who bave served in the American Expeditionary 
Forces as officers of the Army of the United States during the 
World War— 


And so forth, 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is upon agree- 
ing to the amendment offered by the Senator from Utah. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr: KING. Mr. President, I offer the following amendment: 
On page 3, line 20, after the word “bureau,” I move to strike 
out the following words: 


together with all privileges as are now or may hereafter be provided 
by law or regulations for officers of the Regular Army who have 
been retired for physical disability incurred in line of duty, 


And make a period after the word “ bureau” in line 20. In 
other words, the amendment is to strike out all of line 20 
after the word “ bureau” and all of lines 21, 22, and 23, down 
to and including the word“ duty“ in line 23, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is upon agree- 
ing to the amendment offered by the Senator from Utah. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
and open to amendment. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, I offer the following 
amendment, which will be quite simple: On page 1, line 8, 
strike out “30" before the words “per centum,” and sub- 
stitute “50.” 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from 
York offers an amendment, which will be stated. 


The bill is in the Senate 


New 
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The READING CLERK. On page 1, line 8, it is proposed to 
strike out “30” and insert “50,” so that, if amended, it will 
read: 


In accordance with law at not less than 50 per centum permanent 
disability. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is upon agree- 
ing to the amendment proposed by the Senator from New York. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I offer the following amend- 
ment: On line 4, page 1, after the word “War,” insert the 
words “and the Civil War,” so that, if amended, it will read: 


That all persons who have served as officers of the Army of the 
United States during the World War and the Civil War. 


Giving the officers of the Civil War the same advantages as 
those of the World War. 
Mr. WADSWORTH, 

War”? 

Mr. KING. I am going to offer that amendment separately. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is upon agree- 
ing to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Utah 
[Mr. Kring]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I offer the following amend- 
ment, after the word “ War,” in line 4, page 1, to insert the 
words “and the Spanish-American War,” so that the sentence, 
as amended, would read as follows: 


All persons who have served as officers of the Army of the United 
States during the World War or the Spanish-American War. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agree- 
ing to the amendment. 

The amendment was rejected. 

3 Mr. HARRELD. I offer the amendment which I send to the 
esk. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will state 
the amendment proposed by the Senator from Oklahoma. 

The Reapine CLERK. On page 1, line 5, after the word 
“service,” strike out the words “have incurred physical dis- 
ability in line,” and insert in lieu thereof “were actually 
wounded.” 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is upon agree- 
ing to the amendment, 

The amendment was rejected. 

7 The bill was ordered to be engrossed and to be read a third 
me. 

The bill was read the third time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is, Shall the 
bill pass? 

Mr. BURSUM. On that question I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the reading clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. OVERMAN (when his name was called), Again an- 
nouncing my pair with the senior Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. Warren], I withhold my vote. If permitted to vote, I 
would vote “ yea.” 

Mr. OWEN (when his name was called). I have a general 
pair with the senior Senator from West Virginia [Mr, ELKINS]. 
He is absent, but I am informed that if present he would vote 
as I shall vote, and therefore I vote “yea.” 

Mr. WADSWORTH (when his name was called). On this 
measure I am paired with the senior Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. Rosinson], who is absent. Were he present, he would 
vote in the affirmative. Were I permitted to vote, I would 
vote “nay.” 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. KING (after having voted in the negative). T regret 
that I am compelled to protect the junior Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. Spencer], who if present would vote “ yea,” and 
I, if permitted to vote, would vote “nay.” I am reluctantly 
compelled, therefore, to withdraw my yote. 

Mr. HEFLIN. The senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr, 
Harrison] is unavoidably absent. If he were present, he would 
vote “yea.” 

Mr. COPELAND. The junior Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. Epwakps] is unavoidably detained from the Senate, If 
he were present, he would vote “ yea,” 

The result was announced—yeas 63, nays 14, as follows: 


Will the Senator put in “ Spanish 


YEAS—63 
Ball Capper Dial George 
Brookhart Copeland Dill Glass 
Broussard Couzens Fernald Gooding 
Bursum Cummins Ferris Tale 
Butler Curtis Fletcher Harris 
Cameron Dale Frazier Heflin 


Howell MeNa Phipps Stephens 
Johnson, Calif, Mayfield Ralston Sterling 
Johnson, Minn, eans Ransdell Swanson 
Jones, N, Mex, Metcalf eed, Mo. ‘Trammell 
Jones, Wash. oses Sheppard Underwood 
endrick Neely Shipstead Walsh, Mass, 
Keyes Norbeck Shortridge Watson 
Ladd Oddie Simmons Wheeler 
McKellar Owen Smith Willis 
McLean Pepper Stanley 
e NAYS—14 
Bayard Edge Harreld Reed, Pa. 
Bingham Ernst Lenroot Shields 
Borah Fess Norris 
Bruce Greene 2 Pittman 
NOT VOTING—19 
Ashurst Harrison Overman Wadsworth 
Caraway 2 Robinson Walsh, Mont. 
Edwards La Follette Smoot Warren 
Elkins MeCormick Spencer Weller 
Gerry McKinley Stanfield 


So the bill was passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill making eligible 
for retirement under certain conditions officers and former 
officers of the Army or naval service of the United States, 
other than officers of the Regular Army or Navy, who incurred 
physical disability in line of duty while in the service of the 
United States during the World War.“ ; 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. 
Farrell, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had 
agreed to the report of the committee of conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the 
House to the bill (S. 2803) to regulate within the District 
of Columbia the sale of milk, cream, and ice cream, and for 
other purposes. 

The message also announced that the House had agreed to 
the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 12101) making 
appropriations for the legislative branch of the Government 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, and for other purposes, 

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION OIL INVESTIGATION 


Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
for the consideration of Senate Resolution 341, introduced by 
me day before yesterday, asking for a report from the Federal 
Trade Commission in connection with the investigation of the 
price of gasoline and other petroleum products. I do not 
think the consideration of this would require more than two 
minutes. It is a short resolution, and I hope there will be 
no opposition to my request. 

Mr. HARRELD. Mr. President, I do not expect to offer 
any further objection, but I do want to call the attention of 
the Senator from Florida to the fact that the report which 
he is asking to have sent to the Senate was made by the 
Federal Trade Commission on the special request of the Presi- 
dent, It was given to the President, and I understand by him 
transmitted to the Department of Justice. It seems to me the 
resolution ought to be directed to the President in a case of 
this kind, and that he should be requested to send the resolu- 
tion to the Senate if not incompatible with the public interest. 

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, my understanding of all the 
debate that has taken place on this question is that this report 
is in the hands of the Department of Justice, and that the 
Department of Justice, acting upon the basis of fact disclosed 
by the report, is now taking steps to institute proceedings for 
infractions of the antitrust law. In view of those conditions, 
I shall have to object to the consideration of the resolution. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Objection is made. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. We have no evidence of that character 
before the Senate. That is merely the statement of one Sena- 
tor. This report was made last June, and I see that the 
Senator from New Hampshire persists in trying to smother 
this information, to which the public is entitled. 

WHITE RIVER BRIDGE 


Mr. SHEPPARD. From the Committee on Commerce I re- 
port back favorably without amendment the bill (H. R. 11703) 
granting the consent of Congress to G. B. Deane, of St. 
Charles, Ark., to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge 
across the White River at or near the city of St. Charles, in 
the county of Arkansas, in the State of Arkansas, and I sub- 
mit a report (No. 1189) thereon. I ask unanimous consent 
for the present consideration of the bill. 

There being no objection, the bill was considered by unani- 
mons consent, and it was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the consent of Congress is hereby granted 
to G. B. Deane, of St. Charles, Ark., and his successors and assigns, 
to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge and approaches thereto 
across the White River at a point suitable to the interests of navi- 
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gation at or near the city of St. Charles, in the county of Arkansas, 
in the State of Arkansas, in accordance with the provisions of the act 
entitled “An act to regulate the construction of bridges over navigable 
waters,” approved March 23, 1906. 

Sec. 2. That the State of Arkansas, or any political subdivision or 
division thereof, within or adjoining which ssid bridge is located, 
may at any time, by agreement or by condemnation in accordance 
with the laws of said State, acquire all right, title, and interest in 
said bridge and the approaches thereto constructed under authority 
of this act, for the purpose of maintaining and operating such bridge 
as a free bridge by the payment to the owners of the reasonable value 
thereof, not to exceed in any event the construction cost thereof: 
Provided, That the said State or political subdivision or division 
thereof may operate such bridge as a toll bridge not to exceed five 
years from date of acquisition thereof. 

Sec. B. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby ex- 
pressly reserved. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


NAVAL RESERVE AND MARINE CORPS RESERVE—OCONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. ODDIE. Mr. President, I submit a conference report 
in which the House recedes from its disagreement to the 
Senate amendments, and I ask for the present consideration 
of the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair). The 
conference report will be read. 

The report was read, as follows: 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 9634) to provide for the creation, organization, ad- 
ministration, and maintenance of a Naval Reserve and a 
Marine Corps Reserve, having met, after full and free con- 
ference have agreed to recommend and do recommend to 
their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ments of the Senate numbered 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, S. 9. 10, 11, 
12, 18, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, and 28, 
and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 22: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 22, 
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: On 
page 19 of the bill, in line 3, strike out the words “at the 
rate of”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Tasker L. ODDIE, 
CLAUDE A. SWANSON, 
Managers on the part of the Senate. 
FRED A. BRITTEN, 
GEORGE P. DARROW, 
A. E. B. STEPHENS, 
J. V. MCCOLINTIC, 
Cart VINSON, 
Managers on the part of the House. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Nevada 
asks unanimous consent for the consideration of the report 
at this time. Is there objection? The Chair hears none, and 
the question is on agreeing to the report. 

The report was agreed to. 

PURCHASE OF UNAPPROPRIATED PUBLIC LANDS—OCONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. STANFIELD. I submit a report of the committee of 
conference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
bill (H. R. 8522) granting to certain claimants the preference 
right to purchase unappropriated public lands. The House 
has receded from its objections to certain Senate amendments. 
I ask unanimous consent for the present consideration of the 
report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The conference report will be 
read: 

The report was read, as follows: 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R, 
8522) granting to certain claimants the preference right to 
purchase unappropriated public lands, having met, after full 
and free conference have agreed to recommend and do recom- 
mend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ments of the Senate numbered 1, 2, 4, 5, and 6, and agree to 
the same. N 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 3, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: After the word “corporation” insert a 
colon and the following proviso: “Provided further, That this 


act shall not be construed as in any manner abridging the ex- 
isting rights of any settler or entryman under the public land 
laws”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Roserr N. STANFIELD, 

Key PITTMAN, 


PETER NORBECK, 8 
Managers on the part of the Senate. 

N. J. KINNOTT, 

Appison T. SMITH, 

JoHN. E. Raker, 


Managers on the part of the House. - 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Oregon 
asks unanimous consent for the present consideration of the 
conference report. Is there objection? Thè Chair hears none. 
The question is upon agreeing to the conference report. 

The report was agreed to. 


MUSCLE SHOALS 


The Senate resumed the consideration of the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendment of the Senate to the bill H. R. 518, 
relating to the disposal of Muscle Shoals, etc. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, on yesterday, just as 
the Senate took a recess, the Chair called to my attention 
an addition to section 2 of the pending bill and asked what 
authority the conferees had to insert that section. I desire 
to call to the attention of the Chair that in the original bill, in 
section 5, the folowing guage is found: 


The lease shall also provide the terms and conditions under which 
the lessee may sell and dispose of the surplus electric power created 
at said plants. 


That language was stricken out, but the paragraph was re- 
written and the language reinserted. The Chair should con- 
sider that it was in conference that— 


The lease shall also provide the terms and conditions under which 
the lessee may sell and dispose of the surplus electric power created 
at said plant. 


The original Ford bill, on page 15 of the printed bill, in sec- 
tion 16, had this language: 


For the facilities and services aforesaid the United States shall pro- 
tect the company from losses occasioned by such use and shall return 
the said property in as good condition as when received and reason- 
ably compensate the company for the use thereof. 


That related to this subject matter. Of course what is in 
the bill is a negation of the affirmative in the Ford bill. This 
addition to clause No. 2 provides that 


All contracts for power sold under said lease shall contain the 
proviso that the power may be recalled by the United States when 
needed in the prospect or in the event of war without the payment or 
lability for damages, ete. 


Of course that is a negation of the other proposition, but 
the subject matter in both bills was brought before the con- 
ferees, in the main bill in a general way providing that the 
lease should take care of it, and in the Ford bill previding 
compensation under those circumstances. So that the matter 
inserted in section 2 was germane to these clauses in the bill 
and that subject matter was before the conferees, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is ready to rule 
upon the points of order of the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
Norris] if no further discussion arises on the part of any 
Senator. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I do not care to discuss the 
matter, but I think I should say a few words in justice to 
those of us who nominally would have gone upon the confer- 
ence committee if the question had not been raised as to the 
bias that might be in the minds of the three Senators who 
automatically would have gone on that committee, and that the 
bias would have existed to such an extent that we could not 
have followed faithfully what the majority of the Senate had 
voted for. Therefore we had the unusual scene, perhaps un- 
precedented in the Senate, of the Senator from Alabama, who 
has taken charge of this measure, insisting that all the customs 
of the Senate should be upset in order that we might have in 
the conference report a faithful reflection of what the majority 
had dene. He got that proposition favorably acted upon, and 
now, after the Senators who were selected to work under that 
direction have completed their labors, they bring back here a 
brand new bill, one which in some features has no resemblance 
whatever to the action of the Senate, one that is absolutely 
amenable to a point of order, so radically does it depart from 
the principles and the things that were decided upon here. 
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In justice to those of us who saw fit not to serve even after 

the Senate had voted by a majority vote an expression of con- 
fidence in us being capable of doing our duty and incapable of 
doing otherwise, I thought that I should call attention to the 
fact that we probably would have stuck as closely to the text 
of what the Senate had passed as those who were appointed 
under this extraordinary care on the part of the Senator from 
Alabama and who have brought in a measure that scarcely 
resembles in its essential and vital features the thing that the 
majority had voted for. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair recognizes that 
the points of order made by the Senator from Nebraska present 
questions which are not only exceedingly important but ex- 
ceedingly difficult and upon which there is an opportunity for 
wide differences of opinion. These differences will never be 
settled finally until they are settled by a decisive vote of the 
Senate itself. In the ruling the Chair is about to make the 
text of the House bill is entirely disregarded, for, in the opinion 
of the Chair, it can not be fairly claimed that the two Houses 
in their original action agreed upon any point or upon anything. 
There were, of course, some features of similarity, but these 
features of similarity were so connected with other considera- 
tions and so influenced by other provisions that the Chair is 
forced to the conclusion that the jurisdiction of the conference 
committee was neither expanded nor limited by anything con- 
tained in the original House, bill as compared with the Senate 
bill. This means that, in the judgment of the Chair, the points 
of order must depend upon a comparison of the Senate bill with 
the report of the conference committee. It is urged on the one 
hand that when so compared that “new matter” will be found 
in the conference report and that, therefore, the report is 
objectionable under Rule XXVII. It is urged upon the other 
hand that the phrase “new matter” does not prohibit the 
incorporation in a conference report of matter which is germane 
to the subject or subjects of the bill. 

The subjects of the Senate bill were— 

First. The disposition by lease of certain specified property 

belonging to the Government situated at or near Muscle Shoals, 
Ala. 
Second. In the event of a failure to lease or in the event 
of a cancellation of the lease the operation of the property 
so leased together with other property by a Government-owned 
corporation. 

There can be no doubt that the changes made in the Senate 
bill in conferenee are germane in a broad, general sense to the 
subjects dealt with in the Senate bill, and if that is the test to 
be applied the points of order must be overruled. 

The Chair, however, finds itself unable to interpret the 
second paragraph of Rule XXVII with the breadth contended 
for by those who seek to sustain the conference report. This 
paragraph of Rule XXVII to which reference has been made 
is as follows: 


Conferees shall not insert in their report matter not committed to 
them by either House, nor shall they strike from the bill matter 
agreed to by both Houses. If new matter is inserted in the report 
or if matter which was agreed to by both Houses is stricken from 
the bill, a point of order may be made against the report, and if the 
point of order is sustained the report shall be recommitted to the 
committee of conference. 


Tre Chair has already observed there was nothing agreed 
upon by both Houses, and that part of the rule will not be 
further considered. There remains to be considered the pro- 
hibition that “conferees shall not insert in their report matter 
not committed to them by either House“ and the requirement 
that “new matter“ must not be inserted in a report. What is 
“new matter”? It is quite impossible to define this phrase 
with that accuracy and precision which will make any rule 
announced applicable to the infinite variety of cases that 
will arise. It may be remarked, however, that some three or 
four years after the adoption of paragraph 2 of Rule XXVII 
the Senate amended Rule XVI relating to the consideration 
of appropriation bills, and the amendment provided: 


The Committee on Appropriations shall not report an appropriation 
bill containing amendments proposing new or general legislation, and 
if an appropriation bill is reported to the Senate containing amend- 
ments proposing new or general legislation a point of order may be 
made against the bill, and if the point is sustained the bill shall be 
recommitted to the Committee on Appropriations, 


It has seemed to the Chair that the words “new matter” 
as found in Rule XXVII and “new legislation” as found in 
Rule XVI must mean practically the same thing. The fact of 
the identity of these two phrases makes it all the more impor- 
tant that the ruling upon the points of order now before the 


Senate shall be correct. Without attempting to define “new 
matter,” the Chair is of the opinion that it was intended when 
this paragraph of the rule was adopted to restrict the general 
parliamentary law as frequently announced by the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives. The House knew when it sent 
the bill to conference that the rule of the Senate forbade the 
insertion of “new matter” in a conference report, and the 
Chair assumes it adopted that plan for bringing the Houses 
into agreement with full understanding of the limitation placed 
upon the Senate conferees. 

The Chair does not desire to be understood as holding that 
every change made in the Senate bill by the conference report 
constitutes “new matter.” It is of the opinion that in order 
to bring the change within the spirit of Rule XXVII “new 
matter” must be of substantial import; that is to say, a 
change affecting in a substantial way the plan proposed in the 
Senate bill. 

It is the judgment of the Chair that many such changes ap- 
pear in the conference report. The Chair has been in some 
doubt with respect to the propriety of pointing out these 
changes which, in the judgment of the Chair, bring the con- 
ference report under the prohibition of the rule. It has, how- 
ever, concluded not to name the specific instances in which, as 
viewed by the Chair, the rule has been violated. 

The Chair has been in grave doubt with regard to that 
matter. He has before him at the present moment a half 
dozen or more instances in which, in his judgment, Rule XX VII 
was violated in the conference report. The points of order in 
so far as respects the insertion of new matter in the conference 
report are sustained. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, I take an appeal from 
the decision of the Chair. However, before I take my seat I 
wish to appeal to the Chair to announce the provisions in the 
conference report that he thinks come within the scope of his 
decision. I do that for two reasons: I think if the Chair does 
not do so it allows the debate on the appeal to wander over 
the entire surface of everything, for there will be nothing 
before the Senate except that the Chair has stated that there 
is new matter in the conference report. 

However, more important than that, the Chair has an- 
nounced that the conference report will go back automatically 
to the conferees if the decision of the Senate shall be adverse. 
This is important legislation; it is a matter that has occupied 
more of the time of the Senate at this session than any other 
matter that has been before it; I might say than all other 
matters that have been before it. It concerns the disposition 
of Government property. The conferees will undoubtedly make 
another report to the Senate, because, under the rule as the 
Chair announced it, the conference report must go back to the 
conferees, and they are expected to make another report. I 
do not think we should send them blindly back to their task 
and tell them that they must not insert new matter in the bill, 
when the Chair bas announced that all their changes are not 
by any means new matter, without direction from the Senate 
as to where they are supposed to have trenched on the rule of 
the Senate. 

I therefore respectfully ask the President pro tempore to indi- 
cate before the debate opens on the appeal the instances in 
which, in his judgment, the conferees have exceeded their 
authority. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair has no hesitation 
in an informal way of indicating—— 

Mr. NORRIS. Will the Chair pardon me for just a moment? 
I have no objection, of course, to the Chair doing just what 
has been requested by the Senator from Alabama [Mr. UNDER- 
woop], It is not for the purpose of making such an objection 
that I am addressing the Chair. I simply wish to controvert 
the idea, at least, hinted at by the Senator from Alabama, 
that the particular reason that might be given by the Chair 
for his decision would be the one that would necessarily con- 
trol the Senate on an appeal. While without doubt the state- 
ment of the Chair would have great weight, yet Senators, I 
take it, in passing upon the question of the appeal, may vote to 
sustain the Chair, even though they may think that the rea- 
sons given by the Chair are not sufficient to sustain his ruling 
if other reasons exist which, in their judgment, make the deci- 
sion of the Chair correct. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, if the Senator from 
Nebraska will allow me to interrupt him, I desire to say that, 
of course, he is right about that. I did not contend to the 
contrary. 

Mr. NORRIS. That is all I desired to suggest. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. But I do contend that if this bill shall 
go back to conference, when the conferees return with a new 
report it will come to this desk and the Presiding Officer of this 
body will again pass upon it, 
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Mr. NORRIS. I agree with the Senator as to that. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Of course, we do not wish to do a futile 
thing. 

Mr. NORRIS. Oh, no. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. And we do not wish to send the con- 
ferees out blindly, to again come back and have a point of 
order sustained because they have violated the decision of the 
Chair. 

Mr. NORRIS. I agree with the Senator, and I have no ob- 
jection to his request being granted, but I did not want the 
statement which he made to stand uncontradicted. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Ala- 
bama yield to the Senator from Wisconsin? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield. 

Mr. LENROOT. Does the Senator from Alabama think it 
would be quite fair either to the Chair or to the Senate for the 
Chair now to determine fully what, in his judgment, consti- 
tutes new matter in the report, without any opportunity there- 
after, when a new conference report shall be made, to argue 
the question before the Chair? The only purpose of the re- 
quest would be to estop the Chair hereafter from determining 
the question upon its merits as the conference report may 
then be presented? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I do not agree with the Senator from 
Wisconsin at all. We are not playing at hide and seek in the 
Senate of the United States. This is a serious body, which is 
attempting to pass serious legislation. The Chair has decided 
that, in his judgment, the conferees in charge of this bill have 
exceeded their authority, and he has stated that they must go 
back and bring in another conference report. To say that we 
are going to send the conferees back without any information 
on their part as to the particular items of the bill which may 
be considered a violation of Rule XXVII, it seems to me, would 
be a futile thing to do. I am not speaking of any future de- 
cision of the Senate; we hold that all within our own breasts, 
of course; but I think not only the conferees are entitled to 
know the provisions that the President of the Senate thinks 
are contrary to the rule, but I think the Senate is entitled to 
have its conferees informed, so that they may perchance bring 
back a conference report in the next few days that will not be 
contrary to the viewpoint of the Presiding Officer of this body 
in the event that the Senate shall sustain his ruling, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair understands that 
it may be very desirable eventually to announce, if it becomes 
necessary, some of the features of the bill which, in the judg- 
ment of the Chair, violate the rule; but the Chair also under- 
stands that the Senator from Alabama intends to appeal from 
the decision of the Chair. Therefore the Chair does not feel 
at liberty to announce anything for the direction of the con- 
ferees until he knows whether or not the bill is to be returned 
to the conferees, 

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, as I understand the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. UN DERwOop], the first reason he has as- 
signed for requesting the President to clarify his decision of 
the point of order is based upon a desire to have the debate on 
the appeal restricted to the grounds of the decision. Therefore 
I inquire of the Senator if he thinks that the Chair can, by 
limiting the scope of his decision, similarly limit the extent of 
the subsequent debate on the Senator’s appeal? 

Mr, UNDERWOOD. No. If I made the statement in that 
broad language, it was inadvertent. 

Mr. NEELY. I did not attempt to repeat the Senator's lan- 
guage. I simply stated what I conceived to be a legitimate 
deduction therefrom, and intimated that, in my opinion, the 
debate could not be limited by the means the Senator suggested. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The point I made, of course, was that 
the decision of the Chair on the points raised would be the main 
issue for decision. Of course, I realize that, as a matter of 
fact, the Senate decides points of order for itself and is not 
bound down by anything the Chair may do. 

Mr. NORRIS. If the Senator from Alabama will permit me, 
I wish to say that the Senator from West Virginia has stated 
the point I wanted to suggest very clearly. The point I wanted 
to make was that in the debate that will take place on the ap- 
peal no Senator will be confined, or ought to be confined, to 
the reasons given by the Presiding Officer. A Senator may 
have other reasons that to him may seem sufficient. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from 
Alabama a question? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Certainly. 

Mr. SMITH. Does the Senator think it is in the province of 
the Chair, when a point of order is made as to some specific 
portion of a bill, for the Chair to indicate all the points of order 


ing the point of order. 


which, in his opinion, may be raised before a Senator on the 
floor has called attention to them? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I think that would be good practice, 
especially as the Presiding Officer is a Member of the body and 
has a right to make the point himself, I do not claim at all 
that such action on his part binds the Senate. 

Mr. SMITH. I do not think the Presiding Officer, even 
though incidentally he is a Member of the body, has any right 
to anticipate a point of order while he is presiding. As far as 
he may go is to rule on a specific point raised by a Senator on 
the floor, and reserve his ruling as to such points as may be 
discovered and called attention to later on. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will say to the Senator from South 
Carolina that probably I did not make myself clear in what I 
have said, or possibly the Senator did not hear me. There has 
been no combat on my part as to the position that he has 
taken. I merely asked, for the direction of the conferees and 
for the direction of the debate, that the Chair indicate the pro- 
visions which he regards as new matter. The Chair thinks it 
unwise to do so at this time, and of course I must submit to 
the decision of the-Chair. 

Now, let me say to the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LEN- 
ROOT] that I discussed the points of order yesterday, and I 
expect to have something more to say in regard to them; but 
the Senator from Wisconsin was about to discuss them when the 
Chair rendered his decision, and, if he desires me to do so, I 
will now yield the floor to him. 

Mr. LENROOT. I thank the Senator. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The points of order are 
sustained. The Senator from Alabama appeals from the de- 
cision of the Chair, and the question is, Shall the decision of 
the Chair stand as the judgment of the Senate? 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, the question before the 
Senate on the appeal from the decision of the Chair is one of 
the most important questions, if not perhaps the most impor- 
tant, that the Senate will have to decide between now and final 
adjournment. What I haye to say upon the question is not 
influenced in the least degree by the merits of the conference 
report itself. I wish to say frankly that I have not formed an 
opinion as to whether, if the merits of the conference report 
itself were before the Senate, I should vote for it or against it. 
I should wait until I had heard the debate upon the subject 
and the objections which have been raised to it. 

That, however, is not the question before the Senate now, 
The question before the Senate now is, Shall the rules of the 
Senate with reference to the powers and duties of conferees 
upon bills be sustained, or shall the rule now in existence, 
known as the Curtis rule, be nullified? If it is to be nullified, 
we shall have again the power of conferees to write legislation 
in a conference report, legislation that neither House ever had 
an opportunity to consider, amendments that neither House has 
ever acted upon in any way. That I conceive to be a matter of 
very, very great importance. 

With reference to the particular matters in this conference 
report which are subject to the point of order, it does not seem 
to me that that is so very important now, because it is very 
clear that the conferees, in making up this bill, construed 
their powers under the rules as advocated by the Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. UnpERwoop] ; in other words, that they had the 
power to write into this conference report anything which, if 
offered in the Senate, would have been germane to the Senate 
bill, or, if offered in the House, would have been germane to 
the House bill. I think I shall be able to show conclusively from 
the precedents of the Senate itself since this rule was adopted 
that no such power was ever conferred upon conferees, and 
never was intended to be so conferred. 

Before doing that, however, I desire to say one word with 
reference to the remarks of the Chair in his ruling in sustain- 
It is not necessary to argue it now, 
because that particular matter is not before the Senate; but 
I do think the Chair construed the rule somewhat more broadly 
than it should be construed when he held in effect that the con- 
ferees were not bound by any points of similarity or agreement 
contained in the House bill and the Senate bill, because no 
part of the bill of either House had been agreed to by the other, 
If it should be necessary to argue it, I should argue that wher- 
ever the two Houses haye agreed, either in substance upon a 
particular proposition or upon treating a particular subject 
in a particular way, in that case the conferees must look to 
both bills and ascertain the points of disagreement between 
the two, and confine themselves to the matters which are 
actually in disagreement, notwithstanding no part of either 
bill has been agreed to by the other House. 

But getting back to the proposition which is before the Senate, 
which is the proper construction of this rule, the Senator 
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from Alabama [Mr. Unprrwoop] argued very persuasively that 
the conferees had the power to write into this conference re- 
port anything that was germane to either bill. In other words, 
he argued that they had the power to write into this conference 
report anything that the Senate might have written either 
into the House bill as an amendment, or into its own bill, 
the Senate substitute. 

Mr. President, that was the rule with reference to conferees 
in this body prior to March 8, 1918. There is not any doubt 
about it. I have before me the volume of the Senate Prece- 
dents, on page 831, this volume being published in 1913: 


Managers may perfect propositions committed to them by amend- 
ments that are germane, but, under the more recent practice, they may 
not go beyond the differences of the two Houses in so doing. 


That is exactly the rule contended for by the Senator from 
Alabama yesterday. It is the rule that he is contending ‘for 
to-day. That was the rule of the Senate prior to March 8, 
1918; but on that date the Senate adopted a different rule, 
and that is the rule which the Chair has construed. It reads: 


Conferees shall not insert in their report matter not committed to 
them by either House, nor shall they strike from the bill matter agreed 
to by both Houses, If new matter Is inserted in the report, or if 
matter which was agreed to by both Houses is stricken from the bill, 
a point of order may be made against the report, and if the point of 
order is sustained the report shall be recommitted to the committee of 
conference. 


Why was this rule changed, Mr. President? It was changed 
because the conferees, prior to that time, had been in the habit 
of doing exactly what has been done in this case. That was 
the only reason for it. The author of that rule was the Sena- 
tor from Kansas [Mr. Curris], and when the rule was adopted, 
on March 8, he stated that the purpose of it was to prevent 
conferees from legislating, substituting their will for the will 
of the Senate and the will of the House. That is the reason it 
was adopted. 

Curiously enough, within less than a week after this rule 
was adopted, the question of the construction of the rule came 
before this body on the railroad control bill, in a case which in 
nearly all respects is on all fours with this conference report. 
It was contended, first, that the new rule did not apply, be- 
cause the report was in fact agreed to on the same day the 
rule was adopted, on March 8, 1918, but in form was not made 
until afterwards, 

It was held, however, the Vice President, Mr. Marshall, pre- 
siding, that the new rule did apply. The question was debated 
at great length upon this floor as to whether or not the con- 
ference report on that bill was in violation of the rule, and this 
was the matter in issue. The Senate bill had in it a provision 
which read as follows: 


That nothing in this act shall be construed to amend, repeal, impair, 
or affect the existing laws or powers of the States in relation to tax- 
ation. 


The House rejected the entire Senate bill, adopted a substi- 
tute of its own, and sent it back to the Senate, just exactly as 
is the case here, except that the conditions are reversed— 
we reject their bill and send them ours. The conditions were 
the same, so far as the parliamentary status was concerned, 
with this railroad control bill and the bill now before the 
Senate. 

The House substitute, striking out all of the Senate bill, 
had in it this language: 

That nothing in this act shall be construed to amend, repeal, im- 
pair, or affect the existing laws or pewers of the States in relation 
to taxation or the lawful police regulathons of the several States, 
except wherein these regulations may affect the transportation of 
troops, war materials, or Government supplies, the regulation of rates, 
the expenditure of revenues, the addition to or improvement of prop- 
erties, or the issue of stocks and bonds. 


Those two bills then went to conference. The conferees 
made their report, and they added a further proviso, which 
reads as follows: 

Provided, however, That no State or subdivision thereof, or the 
District of Columbia, shall levy, assess, or collect an amount of taxes 
from railroad property within the State or subdivision thereof, or 
the District of Columbia, while under Federal control, in excess of 
the ratio which the taxes derived from railroad property bore to the 
total taxes of such State or subdivision thereof, or the District of 
Columbia, for the year previous to Federal control. 


The subject matter of the bill was railroads, as in this 
matter the subject matter of the bill is Muscle Shoals. Here 
was a particular portion of the bill which dealt with the sub- 


ject of taxes. Both Houses had dealt with it. ‘There is no 
doubt ibut that this provision which the conferees reported 
was germane, because taxes had been treated by both Houses. 
But a point of order was made that this proviso was new 
matter in the bill, and therefore obnoxious to the rule. It was 
debated at very considerable length, the Vice President sus- 
tained the point of order, and an appeal was taken from his 
decision, exactly as an appeal has been taken now from the 
present decision of the Chair, 

I think I have stated the facts correctly with reference to 
that particular transaction, and it is interesting to note that 
the decision of the Presiding Officer, Vice President Marshall, 
construing for the first time this new Ourtis rule, was sus- 
tained by a vote of 51 to 23, and my good friend the Senator 
from Alabama I find voted to sustain the Chair upon that 
particular occasion. 

It was not very long before this question again came before 
the Senate in connection with the oll leasing bill. Senators 
who were here at that time will remember how the conferees 
made a report upon the first oil leasing bill, and a point of 
order was made against it by my colleague, Mr, La FOLLETTE. 
What were the facts as to the oil leasing bill? 

The House sent to the Senate a leasing bill covering oil and 
coal lands, and provided that it should extend to all the terri- 
tory of the United States except Alaska. The Senate adopted 
a substitute for the House bill, which provided for the dis- 
position of all the coal lands of the United States, including 
Alaska, by sale or lease; but with reference to oil, the Senate 
adopted a provision that the law should apply to the United 
States excepting Alaska; und in that condition the House bill 
and the Senate substitute went to conference. 

The conferees brought back a bill which extended the leas- 
ing act to Alaska. A point of order was made that that was 
new matter, that the question of leasing our oil lands in 
Alaska was not committed to the conference, that neither 
House had dealt with that subject, except to prohibit it. 
The point of order was sustained by the Chair, the Chair hold- 
ing that the provision was new matter in the bill, covering 
questions which had not been committed to the conferees. TË 
the precedents be searched from 1918 to this date, it will be 
found that the Senate has ‘been extremely careful to see to ‘it 
that conferees should not extend their powers. 

The Senator from Alabama says that with this construction 
of the rule the hands of the conferees would be bound. They 
are bound. That is the very purpose of the rule, so that the 
Senate and the House may themselves do the legislating, and 
the conferees shall confine themselves to points of difference 
between the two Houses. 

It is very clear, reading this report, that the conferees upon 
this matter had no such conception of their duties as that. 
It is very clear from reading this report that the conferees 
had the same conception of their duties as is argued for by the 
Senator from Alabama, namely, that they might put into the 
conference report any matter which the Senate itself might 
have offered or incorporated ‘in the bill that was germane. 
Germaneness has nothing to do with the subject now, except that 
matter in the conference report must be germane, and it must 
not be new. 

What is new matter? Matter may be new notwithstanding 
it may relate to the subject that is before the conferees or 
before the Senate. The Senator from Alabama yesterday read 
the decision of the Chair in the tariff case. There clearly was 
no new matter. The Senate had provided for American valu- 
ation, and the House had provided for foreign valuation, and 
the question was as to the powers the President could exercise, 
and which valuation should be applied. Both Houses had dealt 
with the subject. There was no new matter. 

Just to illustrate, while on the merits of it it is not impor- 
tant, will anyone say it was not new matter to provide, as this 
conference report does provide, that the President shall be 
authorized to employ such agents and assistants as he may 
deem necessary to carry out the provisions of ‘this act? Neither 
the Senate nor the House deemed any such authorization neces- 
sary, it was not found in either bill, and not being found in 
either bill, the President would have had no authority to make 
such employment. It is in the conference report, and it is, of 


course, new matter. It is not a question of whether the Senate 


or the House might have adopted such a provision as an 
amendment. Of course they could have done so. But no such 
question was ever submitted to the conferees, because there 
was no difference between the two Houses upon that matter. 
One step further. Again I base my argument wholly upon 


what I assume to be the utmost good faith on the part of the 
conferees in their conception of what their powers were under 
this rule. But if they had had the conception that they had 


~ 
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not the power to add to this bill anything which might be ger- 
mane to it, but was new matter, there are many, many things 
in this conference report which would not be competent. For 
instance, take this question of the return to the Government 
on the lease of Dam No. 2. What was the difference between 
the two Houses upon that particular subject? The Senate 
provided for a 4 per cent return upon the entire cost of the 
dams, locks, and so forth. The House bill provided for a 4 per 
cent return upon the same thing, less the amount that had 
theretofore been expended, which was $17,000,000. What has 
been the difference between the two Houses upon the return 
from Dam No. 2? The difference was the matter of the 
$17,000,000. Neither House had considered the question of 
whether there should be a deduction made for the values of the 
navigation facilities. Yet the conferees have put just that 
into the conference. report. This is a very good illustration of 
the reason and the justice of the rule on a question of that 
kind. Should not the House and the Senate have an oppor- 
tunity to vote upon that particular question, as to whether 
deduction should be made of the value for nayigation? 

There is no opportunity to take care of that matter in voting 
on the conference report, because no conference report can be 
amended. It must be yoted up or voted down as a whole, and 
in the experience of everyone of us here many times we have 
been opposed to particular provisions in a conference report 
which we would have voted against, but, being compelled to 
vote on the report as a whole, we have voted for a report with 
many provisions in it to which we have disagreed. 

Then, Mr. President, there is a question of the amount of 
fertilizer that should be manufactured. I understood the 
Senator from Alabama yesterday to say that there was no 
guarantee of any minimum amount in the offer of Mr. Ford. 
He stated many times that the provision was that it should 
be manufactured “according to demand” and “if practicable.” 
In the first place I am not familiar, because I was not here 
during this particular debate, with what construction may 
finally have been put upon it, but I find no such words as “if 
practicable” in the bill. They are not there. The words “ ac- 
cording to demand” are not in connection with the amount 
of fertilizer that shall be produced. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Is the Senator speaking of the Ford 
bill? 

Mr. LENROOT, Yes. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. 
substantially. 

Mr. NORRIS. I do not think the Senator will find it in 
that particular form. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Perhaps the Senator from Nebraska 
can tell us, but we discussed all that matter and the words 
are undoubtedly in the bill. 

Mr. LENROOT. Anyway, I am looking at the bill and there 
are the words “according to demand,” but I think the Sena- 
tor from Alabama will agree with me that they relate to 
whether the fertilizer shall be mixed or unmixed. That is 
what is to be “according to demand.” 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. There were two sides to that question. 
The Senator from Nebraska claimed that the words “ accord- 
ing to demand” meant according to the judgment of Mr. 
Ford as to what the demand was. I am free to say that I 
think when the representatives of the farmers put those words 
in the bill they intended them to mean that it would be accord- 
ing to the demand of the farmer as to what kind of fertilizer 
he wanted, But when the Senator from Nebraska made the 
charge that that left it open for the lessee to determine what 
was the demand for fertilizer, I am free to say that I was 
not willing to defend the punctuation of the bill, that under 
the punctuation of the bill they might reach the other con- 
clusion, and therefore I surrendered. That was the question 
that came before the Senate. 

Mr. LENROOT. I think the only importance of that ques- 
tion is this: I do not think there is any doubt, however much 
it may have disagreed as to what the actual interpretation 
might be, that the Senate as a whole wanted the guaranty that 
the friends of the bill insisted that it contained, namely, one 
of 40.000 tons per year. When the Senate passed its bill that 
guaranty took the form of a guaranty of 40,000 tons at the end 
of the sixth year. So far as either body had expressed itself, 
it was either 40,000 tons at the end of the first or 40,000 tons 
at the end of the sixth year. 

What did the conferees do? The conferees, again acting, no 
doubt, under this mistaken assumption of their power, have 
brought in a provision extending the 40,000 tons to the end of 
the tenth year. Can it be contended that the conferees hawe 
not sought to legislate? Can it be contended that the con- 
ferees have confined their efforts and duties to reconciling the 


He will find in section 15 the words 


differences between the two Houses? It is entirely clear that 
the six conferees, three on each side, substituted their own 
judgment upon the merits of the original proposition for the 
judgment of both the House and the Senate, even though it had 
been expressed. 

That is why I believe the point of order should be sustained 
by the Senate. If it is sustained, conferees hereafter will 
confine themselyes to matters in difference between the two 
Houses, irrespective of whether those differences arise through 
particular amendments to a given bill or whether they arise 
through one House disagreeing to the bill of the other and 
passing a substitute of its own. In reason there ought not to 
be any difference. If the House in one bill expresses its Will 
upon a certain subject and the Senate in another bill adopts a 
substitute expressing its will upon the particular subject, but 
in a little different way, the conferees should be bound by the 
agreement of the two Houses, so far as the agreement does 
exist, and confine themselyes to reconciling the differences that 
were actually existent between them, although they must ex- 
amine the two bills to find out just what the differences are. 

Mr. President, there is just one other matter to which I 
desire briefly to refer, which to my mind is clearly new matter, 
and that is the appropriation of $3,472,000. The bill author- 
ized the President to complete Dam No. Z—and let me say right 
here that was a complete authorization for any appropriation 
hereafter to be made that was necessary for the completion 
of the dam. No further language was necessary to authorize 
Congress to make appropriations. After they had authorized 
the President to complete the dam, then there was authority 
for every dollar of appropriation necessary to complete it. 
Then they went on to say: 


The appropriation of $3,472,000, the same belng the amount of the 
proceeds received from the sale of the Gorgas steam-power plant, is 
hereby authorized for the continued investigation and construction by 
contract or otherwise as may be necessary to prosecute said project 
to completion, further expenditures to be paid for as appropriations 
may from time to time be made by law, 


What is the proper construction of that language? Is that 
to be construed as merely an authorization for an appropria- 
tion—that Congress must thereafter proceed to appropriate the 
$3,472,000? If that were so, then the language means nothing, 
because in the lirst paragraph authority had been given for the 
appropriation. 

Then what was the purpose of the language “further ex- 
penditures to be made for as appropriations may from time to 
time be made by law”? I do not know, of course, what the 
comptroller may hold, but it is entirely clear to me from a 
reading of the whole section that the $3,472,000 is intended not 
as an authorization for appropriation, but an appropriation of 
money itself. In no other way can the language be reconciled. 
If that construction be correct, who is there that can say that 
it is not new matter never committed to the conferees by either 
House in any bill? 

Mr. President, I want to close as I began, by saying that this 
is really much more important than any effect it may have 
upon the pending bill. I know the more or less loose practice 
in this body of voting upon parliamentary questions according 
as each Senator believes the merits of the main question may 
be. Ever since I have been a Member of this body I have pro- 
tested against that method of dealing with parliamentary ques- 
tions. I have felt it my duty to vote upon a parliamentary 
question as I believed the parliamentary question by itself 
and independently of anything else ought to be decided; and 
that particularly ought to be so in this case, because, Senators, 
if because you may be in favor of the conference report you 
are going to vote that it is in order, you will have torn down 
the protection that the Senate now has against legislation by 
conferees of this body, making the servants of the Senate 
greater than their supposed master. It is important that the 
Senate itself as a body shall retain its right to legislate, and 
shall confine the conferees to their proper powers and duties of 
reconciling differences between the two Houses and not arro- 
gating to themselves the rights and duties and prerogatives of 
a legislative body. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair). 
Does the Senator from Wisconsin yield to the Senator from 
Nebraska? 

Mr. LENROOT. I yield. 

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator made some reference to and 
had a volume of the CoNncressionaL Record before him. I 
wonder if he intended to read into the Recorp the decision in 
the oil case. I thought perhaps he had forgotten it. 

Mr. LENROOT. I stated the substance of it. 
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Mr. NORRIS. I thought perhaps the Senator intended to 
do so and had forgotten it. 

Mr. LENROOT. I did not intend to take the time. The 
discussion of the whole question is found on page 4444, volume 
57, part 4, of the Recorp, and the point of order there was 
sustained. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wis- 
consin request the printing of the decision as a part of his 
remarks? 

Mr. LENROOT. No; I do not make such a request. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, it seems to me that the Senate 
is bound to sustain the appeal of my colleague from the decision 
of the Chair on the pending point of order against the confer- 
ence report on the Muscle Shoals measure. The Chair in his 
ruling declined to state wherein the conferees have exceeded 
their authority. I think that it is now incumbent on the Senate 
to take care of its own rights in the premises. If the Chair 
had specifically set out just wherein the conference report was 
not in proper form, then we would know what the conferees 
should do when they return to conference. When an appeal is 
tuken from a lower court to a higher court the very grounds 
on which the appeal is taken are set out. In this case we are 
not able to know specifically what is objected to, because the 
Chair has declined specifically to state his objection, and his 
ruling is a blanket ruling on the whole proposition. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield just 
for a moment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ala- 
bama yield to the Senator from Tennessee? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield. é 

Mr. McKELLAR. The rule is perfectly plain that no new 
matter shall be injected into a conference report, and the con- 
ferees will have that rule to guide them. I do not see that it is 
material at all whether or not the Presiding Officer states the 


ground for his ruling. The rule is perfectly plain, and all the | 


conferees have to do is to follow it. 

Mr. HEFLIN. The ruling, Mr. President, as announced by 
the Chair, does not state just what objection there is to the 
conference report. All rules should be based and generally are 
based upon common sense. 

What is the situation here? The Senator from Wisconsin 

[Mr. Lenroor] has stated that the subject matter is Muscle 
Shoals, What was the subject matter when the bill went out 
of the Senate? It was Muscle Shoals. What is it now in the 
conference report? It is Muscle Shoals. What was the first 
purpose of the bill? To provide for the use of water power 
at Musele Shoals. That is still in the conference report, The 
second was to provide for the leasing of the Muscle Shoals 
projeet. That is still in the conference report. The third 
was to provide for the making of fertilizer for the farmers in 
time of peace and the making of nitrogen for the Government 
in time of war. That is still the keynote of the conference 
report. 
What else did the Underwood bill provide for? The Under- 
wood bill provided authorization for building Dam No. 3. That 
is still in the conference report. So, Mr. President, the real 
substance of all that we had here under consideration is still 
found in the conference report. 

The Senator from Wisconsin suggests that certain lan- 
guage is left out of the report. I submit that if the conferees 
find a bill to be bulky, full of words, some of them meaning- 
less, with phraseology that means practically the same thing 
used in various places in the measure, the conferees are war- 
ranted in condensing the bill and putting it into as concise 
form as possible, just so they do not leave out the vital sub- 
stance of the matter under consideration; and I submit that 
in this instance that has not been done. 

Let me illustrate what I haye in mind— 

We start out with the proposition to lease Mugcle Shoals. I 
concede that if the conferees had substituted in place of 
Muscle Shoals the dam at Lock No. 12, on the Coosa River, that 
would have violated the substance of the measure; it would 
have nullified the very object that we were trying to accom- 
plish, but we were proceeding upon the idea of leasing Musele 
Shoals, and the conferees have clung to that proposition all 
the time, and they have come back to the Senate with that 
still the subject matter of the conference report. 

I repeat, the next step was to lease that power to some pri- 
vote individual or corporation. That is still one of the domi- 
nating provisions in the conference report. The next proposition 
was to see to it that that water power was used in order to make 
fertilizer in time of peace and nitrates in time of war. That 


is still provided for in the conference report. I repeat, the 
building of Dam No. 3 was provided for in the Underwood bill, 
and that provision is still in the conference report. 


I am not going to detain the Senate with a lengthy speech upon 
this subject; I think the ground has been thoroughly covered 
by my colleague, the senior senator from Alabama [Mr. UNDER- 
woop]; but, Mr. President, I come back to the fundamental 
and bedrock principle underlying this question. 

The employment of phraseology that was not exactly the 
same as that contained in the bill; if the language used ex- 
presses in substance the vital provisions and principles of the 
bill, it is not subject to a point of order. If the conferees in 
condensing the printed matter of the measure, in putting it into 
better and more concise form, have employed different phrase- 
ology but have stayed with the substance of the proposition, it 
is not a violation of the rule of the Senate. 

Mr. McKELEAR. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator 
from Alabama a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ala- 
bama yield to the Senater from Tennessee? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. McKELLAR. As I recall, the bill which passed the 
House of Representatives in one of its sections reserved the 
right to repeal, alter, or amend the legislation; the Senate bill 
contained the same provision; there was no disagreement on 
that point, and the right to repeal, alter, or amend this pro- 
posed act is of the most vital importance, as anyone can see; 
yet, as I understand, the conferees cut that out. Does the 
Senator from Alabama think that should be done by the con- 
ferees? If so, why not just turn all legislation over to con- 
ferees? 

Mr. HEFLIN. No; Mr. President. The omission of such a 
provision would not prevent the Congress at some future time 
from changing the law if the parties who had leased the prop- 
erty failed to live up to their contract. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Then, why was it left out? The Senate 
had agreed to it, the House had agreed to it, and why did the 
conferees take it upon themselves to cnt it out if it was im- 
material, and if Congress had the power in any event whether ' 
the provision was in the bill or out of the bill? 

Mr. HEFLIN. If the Senate wishes to do so, it can reject 
the conference report, but the ruling of the Chair is to the 
effect that we can not even consider it. My contention is, 
Mr. President, that in the main the vital and important pro- 
visions that were in the bill when it went to conference ure 
still in it. That we should not even consider a conference 
report because we do not get everything exactly as we want it 
is an attitude that should not obtain. That never is the case; 
all legislation is reached ultimately by compromise. 

Mr. BRUCE obtained the floor. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I wonder if the Senator will 
yield to me to make a request for unanimous consent? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mary- 
land yield to the Senator from Kansas? 

Mr, BRUCE. I yield. 

Mr. CURTIS. I ask unanimous consent that when the Sen- 
ate concludes its business this afternoon it take a recess until 
12 o'clock to-morrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the Senator from Kansas? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, I intend to address myself to 
the pending question at very little length. In my judgment, 
the conclusion reached by the President pro tempore of the 
Senate is not a correct one, and, having always been disposed, 
if possible, to acquiesce in the conclusions of presiding officers, 
and having a very great respect for the President pro tempore 
of the Senate, I feel that I should state, at least briefly, just 
why I do not concur with his views in this instance. 

I do not know a question that can be more readiiy sophisti- 
eated by an able and ingenious lawyer than the one which we 
are now considering, and undoubtedly the Senator from Wis- 
consin [Mr. Lenroor] made a highly persuasive and ingenious 
argument upon it. I might further say that I for one, not- 
withstanding the respect that I have for the decisions of 
presiding officers as a rule, am by no means disposed to at- 
tach the same degree of finality to a decision of a parlia- 
mentary presiding officer that I attach to the decision of a 
court and I assert this despite the fact that the decision of 
the President pro tempore of the Senate in this matter bears 
every evidence of patient, thorough, and conscientious medita- 
tion. 

We all know that under many circumstances, happily by 
no means under all, the decisions of presiding officers of par- 
liamentary assemblies are to no slight extent tinged by party 
exigencies, to say nothing more, and that they are sometimes. 
influenced more or less profoundly by other special conditions. 


of one sort or another that do not arise out of such exigencies. 
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So in this case, I shall perhaps be a little slower than I would 
ordinarily be, if I were arguing a legal point to yield my as- 
sent to the line of argument pursued by the Senator from 
Wisconsin, nor do E propose to allow my feet to be enmeshed 
merely by parliamentary precedents, even if they have the 
closest application to the subject in hand. I never have been 
able to see in any of the relations of life that simply because 
one sheep goes over a fence another should go over too, and 
I know too much, haying been connected with legislative 
bodies for a large part of my life, about the infirmities of 
decisions rendered by presiding officers and the action of leg- 
islative bodies in reference to them to feel myself bound by 
any and every parliamentary decision that may be cited by 
some Senator on this floor. 

It seems to me that if we take up the rule of the Senate 
as we would take up any ordinary rule, with nothing but the 
desire to arrive at a correet construction of it, few things 
could be simpler than the meaning that should be attached 
to it. Turning to paragraph 2 of Rule XXVII, relating to 
the reports of conference committees, let us analyze the first 
sentence of that paragraph. It contains two statements. One 
is: that— 


Conferees shall not insert in their report matter not committed to 
them by either House. 

The other is that they shall not strike from the bill matter 
agreed to by both Houses. 

That completes the first sentence. On even the most cur- 
sory examination of the seeond sentence in the paragraph, it 
is obvious that it was intended first to provide for the con- 
tingency of the report of conferees containing matter not com- 
mitted to them, and, secondly, for the contingency of the con- 
ferees striking out from the bill matter agreed to by both 
Houses. That is all. 

More specifically, what does the second sentence say? Let 
us break it up into the two statements that it contains. 

The first statement says: 


If new matter is inserted in the report— 


Then such and such a conclusion shall follow. Is it not as 
clear as meridian light that what is meant by “new matter” 
is merely matter not committed to the conferees by either 
House? 

The second statement in the second sentence of the paragraph 
meets the other contingency; that is to say, the contingency 
of matter which is agreed to by both Houses being stricken 
from thé bill. Now read the whole of the second sentence and 
we shall see that it hinges absolutely upon the first sentence, 
and relates wholly to the subject matter of the first sentence. 
Listen: “= 

It new matter is inserted in the report— 


That is one of the things that is forbidden in the first 
sentence— 
or if matter which was agreed to by both Houses is stricken from the 
bill— 


That is the other thing that is forbidden in the first sen- 
tence— 
@ point of order may be made against the report, and if the point 
of order is sustained, the report shall be recommitted to the committee 
of conference. 


In other words, the second sentence is a mere dependency 
of the first sentence, and its meaning, including the 
of the words “new matter,’ to be properly construed is to be 
linked up with what fs said by the first sentence. Therefore, 
plainly, the prohibition against new matter is a prohibition 
against any matter which is trnly foreign to matter committed 
to the conferees by either House; and if the Senator from 
Kansas [Mr. Curris} intended to draft any different kind 
of rule when he drafted this, all I have to say is that his 
skillful hand failed him, as the hand of any one of us lawyers 
is likely to do at times. 

If my reasoning is sound, then it follows that the con- 
ferees in this case had the right to report any provisions. that 
were not really alien to the general subject matter committed 
to them by the Senate. Why, surely when conferees meet they 
are not to be expected to limit themselves literally to differ- 
ences that have arisen between the two Houses. They would 
get nowhere if they were not at liberty to do anything but to 
pick over, so to speak, the bare bones of a trite controversy. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President-—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mary- 
land yield to the Senator from Nevada? 

Mr. BRUCE. I do, 


Mr. PITTMAN, Having in mind that the Chair held, as I 
remember, that we could not consider the provisions of the 
House bill, but only the provisions of the Senate bill, let me 
ask the Senator this question: 

Assuming that the only amendment to the House bill had 
been to substitute the name of John Smith for Henry Forth 
and it had gone to conference, and the Senate had insisted on 
John Smith and the House on Henry Ford, would it haye been 
within the power and jurisdiction of the conference committee 
to have said, “Not being able to agree upon the name of 
either man suggested by the House or by the Senate, we will 
agree on the terms of the lease and make it to anyone? 

Mr. BRUCE. That is not the case. That is not the rule. 
The rule says: . ; 


Conferees shall not insert in their report matter not committed to 
them by either House. 


Mr. PITTMAN, Mr. President, the Senator has misunder- 
stood my purpose, and I desire to explain it. 
ae BRUCE, I shall be glad to hear what the Senator has 

say. 

Mr. PITTMAN. The view that I was trying to bring out in 
a homely illustration was this: In my opinion, the Chair was 
in error in stating that we could not consider the purpose of 
the House in its legislation in trying to bring about a harmony 
between the purpose of the Senate and the purpose of the 
House. I understood the Chair to say, because the House bill 
dealt solely with one individual and this bill dealt with no 
individual, that they were two different bills and therefore 
could not be considered together. I take the view that the 
House was trying to do just what we are trying to do. Its 
main purpose was, under some terms, to dispose of this great 
property. They proposed to dispose of it under a lease. We 
proposed to dispose of it under a lease. They proposed certain 
terms of that lease. We proposed certain terms of that lease. 
They proposed to make it to a certain individual. We pro- 
posed to lease it to no individual. Therefore I say that the 
two Houses are seeking the same purpose; and therefore, if. 
we are to bring about a harmony between the two Houses, we 
must have the conferees consider the purpose of both Houses, 
and if they can not agree on language, if they can not agree 
on names, then they must write something that substantially 
meets the desires of both Houses; that is all. 

Mr. BRUCE. The Senator has made a great deal better 
argument for me than I was making for myself. 

Mr. PITTMAN, I thank the Senator. 

Mr. BRUCE. Instead of recognizing the Senator as an 
antagonist, I should have recognized in him an able and 
timely ally. 

Now just one moment more. I wish to suggest to the Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin [Mr. Lenroor] this consideration, too: 
One of these new provisions, if we may call them such, that 
has been imported into the Senate bill by the conferees might 
from one point of view be considered as truly a new provision, 
and yet, when connected up with the context, might assume 
the character of being really a solvent of existing difference 
between the conferees. 

Take one that he cited, I am not going to analyze any more, 
namely, the provision relating to the power granted to the 
President to employ advisory officers, experts, and so forth. 
Looked at from one point of view, that would seem to be 
merely a patch on the face of the Senate bill; an extraneous 
thing, an excrescence, and yet it may perfectly well be that 
the differences of the conferees as to the powers with which 
the President was to be elothed under the bill were very great 
indeed, and never could have been reconciled if that provision 
had not been inserted in the bill. You ean readily understand 
one of these conferees saying: “I have great respect for the 
President of the United States; he is a. good, fine, sensible, 
judicious man; but he has had no sort of expert familiarity 
with the questions involved in this bill. I am not willing to 
delegate to him some of the functions that are conferred upon 
him by it unless he is empowered to employ expert advisers.” 
In the light of that suggestion, would you say that the provi- 
sion with regard to expert advisers was one foreign to the 
differences between the conferees of the House and the con- 
ferees of the Senate with respect to the bill? 

In other words, as I have said, that provision may have been 
the only thing that enabied the conferees of the House and 
the conferees of the Senate to bring their minds together on 
a mooted point, involved in the controversy between them; 
and so with other provisions that are set down, hastily as I 
think, as being entirely strange to the general subject matter 
that was submitted to the conferees. But, as I said, I am not 
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going to analyze those in detail. I simply select one of the 
additional provisions as more or less typical of the rest. 

I am sure that the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norris] does 
not want this question to go off on a mere quibble or quirk—I 
am certain of that—or even on a mere technicality. Everybody 
knows that he is a frank, bold, stark fighter, and not only that 
sort of fighter but a generous fighter, too. I have seen that 
side of his nature illustrated here over and over again since 
I have been a Member of this body. 

I say, therefore, that we should not adopt any such limited, 
pinched, construction of the rule of the Senate as we have been 
asked to adopt. In my judgment, when conferees are appointed 
by the two Houses under it and a subject matter is committed 
to them, they have the right not only to deal with that subject 
matter as it is worded when they take it up, but to deal with 
any and eyerything that is genuinely germane to that subject 
matter. If that were not so, it seems to me that when we sent 
out conferees from this body and the House sent out conferees 
from the House their hands would be little less than manacled. 
The limits within which they could exercise their discretion in 
endeavoring to reach some harmonious conclusion would be so 
narrow that in a large number of cases the very purposes of 
the conference would be completely defeated. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BRUCE. I yield. 

Mr. LENROOT. May I not suggest to the Senator that this 
rule has been in force now just seven years, all through that 
seven years the construction has been given to that rule which 
the Chair has given it to-day, and which I have contended for 
this afternoon, and I haye never heard it stated that the publie 
has been injured by that construction. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mary- 
land yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. BRUCE. Certainly. : 

Mr. NORRIS. I am sorry I have not heard all of the Sena- 
tor’s remarks—— 

Mr. BRUCE. I am sorry that the Senator did not hear what 
I said about the manner in which he has usually carried on a 
fight on the floor of the Senate. 

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator from Wisconsin has just referred 
to the public. Let me say to the Senator from Maryland that 
this rule came as a culmination of dissatisfaction on the part 
of the public as well as of the Members of the Senate and 
of the House, because we had been getting into the habit, where 
legislation for all of the American people was enacted, of put- 
ting it together in secret by conference committees, and there 
was a rising indignation everywhere against that. Everybody 
conceded that it was not the way to legislate in a free country, 
This rule was adopted in answer to that sentiment in order 
to prohibit that kind of thing. 

Mr. BRUCE. Of course, I can readily imagine cases in 
which the discretion of the conferees might be abused. Still, 
whatever they do has to be brought back to the two Houses, 
and has to meet with their approval. 

Mr, NORRIS. Oh, yes; but the Senator will recognize, of 
course, that when a conference report comes in amendment is 
impossible. Let me call the Senator's attention to one thing 
that is absolutely new in this conference bill. The authoriza- 
tion of the use of $100,000 by the President to put this ma- 
chinery in operation Is new. Neither House had before it 
such a provision, or anything like it or anything meaning that. 
It is conceded that it is not necessary, although we may admit 
it might be desirable. That comes for the first time to this 
body in the shape of a conference report. There is no oppor- 
tunity toamendit. There is no way we can change it in any par- 
ticular. We must either take it as it stands or rejectit. We may 
not want to reject the whole report; but here is something en- 
tirely new that was never presented to either body. That is not 
a fair way to legislate. That can not appeal to the Senator's 
fairness. I know it can not appeal to his idea of what is right. 

Mr. BRUCE. It is germane, and when a matter is germane 
it falls within the rule. There is no question about that to 
my mind. 

Mr. NORRIS. If they can provide for $100,000, they could 
have made it $100,000,000. We would have to defeat the whole 
conference report in order to get rid of that one little item. 

Such a situation furnishes the reason for this rule. There 
has never been an opportunity to consider that matter; there 
has never been an opportunity to offer an amendment to it. 
There grew up a habit of putting such things in conference in 
secret, where there was no record kept, things the people knew 
nothing about and we knew nothing about until the report was 
brought back, and oftentimes that practice resulted in some- 


thing new being put into the legislation that was more impor- 
tant than anything that had been put in in either House. 

Mr. BRUCE. I was simply considering the matter in connec- 
tion with the rule itself and the construction which it seemed 
to me should be placed upon the rule. Of course the occasion 
for the rule is a thing which must be taken into account, and 
in dealing with rules the consequences of the rule shall be taken 
into account, too. I admit that. The choice here, it appears to 
me, is between too much freedom and too little freedom, and I 
think that the construction for which the Senator from Wis- 
cousin [Mr. Lenroot] argued so ably and luminously would be 
unduly constrictive. Prejudicial consequences, as I sce it, 
0 ha be quite as likely to flow from his construction as from 
mine, 

In this case, as in all others, there is a golden mean to be 
preserved. Conferees should not go beyond the subject matter 
committed to them. They should exercise the proper degree of 
discretion, good sense, and public spirit that their office calls 
for, but I do think that they have the right to make any new 
suggestion that they please, provided it can reasonably be held 
to be germane to the subject matter of the controversy in- 
trusted to them. Annex the signification “foreign” to the 
word “new” in the second sentence of the second paragraph in 
the rule of the Senate under consideration, and all difficulties, 
in my opinion, disappear. 

During the delivery of Mr. Lenxoot’s speech, 


SALE OF MILK, CREAM, ETC., IN THE DISTRICT 


Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I desire to present a conference 
report on Senate bill 2803, and ask for its immediate con- 
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Delaware 
asks unanimous consent, out of order, to present a conference 
report on Senate bill 2803, to regulate within the District of 
Columbia the sale of milk, and so forth. Is there objection? 
The Chair hears none, 

Mr. LENROOT. I ask to have the report read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The first unanimous consent 
asked for was for the privilege of presenting the report, That 
unanimous consent has been granted. 

Mr. LENROOT. Now let it be read, so that we may see 
what it is. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Delaware 
asks unanimous consent for the present consideration of the 
report. The report will be read for the information of the 
Senate. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the House to the bill (S. 
2803) to regulate within the District of Columbia the sale of 
milk, cream, and ice cream, and for other purposes, having 
met, after full and free conference have agreed to recommend 
and do recommend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its amendment numbered 3. 

That the Senate recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the House numbered 2, and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 1: That the Senate recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the House numbered 1, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu of 
the matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate amendment 
insert the following: “The words ‘person’ or ‘persons’ in 
this act shall be taken and construed to include firms, associa- 
tions, partnerships, and corporations, as well as individuals: 
Provided further, That the health officer may accept the certi- 
fication of a State or municipal health officer“; and the House 
agree to the same. 

That the Senate recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the House numbered 4 and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: In lieu of the word “twenty” insert 
the word “forty”; and the House agree to the same. 

L. HEISLER BALL, 

ARTHUR CAPPER, 

Royat S. COPELAND, 
Managers on the part of the Senate. 

STUART F. REED, 

FLORIAN LAMPERT, 

THOMAS L. BLANTON, 
Managers on the part of the House. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the fur- 
ther unanimous-consent request submitted by the Senator from 
Delaware for the present consideration of this conference 
report? 
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Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I want to say—— 
1255 LENROOT. Provided there is no debate, I do not 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair hears no objection. 
The question is on agreeing to the conference report. 

The report was agreed to. 


PROTECTION OF FOREST LANDS 


Mr, SHORTRIDGE, I ask that the Senate proceed to the 
cousideration of Senate bill 4224, to amend section 2 of the act 
of June 7, 1924 (Public, 270), entitled “An act to provide for 
the protection of forest lands, for the reforestation of denuded 
areas, for the extension of national forests, and for other pur- 
poses,” in order to promote the continuous production of timber 
on lands chiefly suitable therefor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be read, for in- 
formation. 

The reading clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, €t, That the third sentence of section 2 of the act 
entitled an act to provide for the protection of forest lands, for the 
reforestation of denuded areas, for the extension of national forests, and 
for other purposes, in order to promote the continuous production of 
timber on lands chiefiy suitable therefor, approved June 7. 1924 (Public, 
270), is amended by adding after the words “forest producing lands“ 
the following: “or watersheds from which water is secured for domes- 
tic use or irrigation,” so that section 2 as amended will read as follows: 

“Src, 2. if the Secretary of Agriculture shall find that the system 
and practice of forest fire prevention and suppression provided by any 
State substantially promotes the objects described in the foregoing sec- 
tion, he is hereby authorized and directed, under such conditions as 
he may determine to be falr and equitable in each State, to cooperate 
with appropriate officials of ench State, and through them with private 
and other agencies thereln, in the protection of timbered and forest 
produeing lands from fire, In no case other than for preliminary in- 
vestigations shall the amount expended by the Federal Government in 
any State during any fiscal year, under this section, exceed the amount 
expended by the State for the same purpose during the same fiscal 
year, ineloding ‘the expenditures of forest owners or operators which 
are required by State law or which are made in pursuance of the forest 
protection system of the State under State supervision and for which 
in all eases the State ronders satisfactory accounting. In the coopera- 
tion extended to the several States due consideration shall be given to 
the protection of watersheds of navigable streams, but such cooperation 
may, in the discretion of the Secretary of Agriculture, be extended to 
any timbered or forest producing lands, or watersheds from which 
water is secured for domestic use or irrigation, within the cooperating 
States.” 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of 
the Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bin was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

JAMES F. JENKINS ' 


Mr. DIAL. I ask unanimous consent that the Senate pro- 
ceed to the consideration of Senate bill 1633, for the relief of 
James F. Jenkins. There is a unanimous report from the 
committee on the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

Mr, BURSUM. What is the purpose of the appropriation? 

Mr. DIAL. It is to pay for cotton linters taken by the Goy- 
ernment during the war, It is recommended by the War De- 
partment, and the bill has been unanimously reported by the 
committee with a reduction of the appropriation from $26,- 
332.20 to $21,000. 

Mr. BURSUM. Has there been any judgment for this 
amount? 

Mr, DIAL. No; no judgment. 

Mr. BURSUM. Why does not the Senator have it referred 
to the Court of Claims? 

Mr. DIAL. It has been before the War Department. The 
War Department sent investigators down to look into the case, 
and they recommended the payment. The committee has 
unanimously reported on it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
ent consideration of the bill? 

Mr. BURSUM. I want to find out more about it. 

Mr. COPRLAND. I think it should go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made. 

WHITE RIVER BRD 

Mr. SHEPPARD, I report back favorably from the Com- 

mittee on Commerce, with an amendment, the bill (S. 4317) 


Is there objection to the pres- 


granting the consent of Congress to the county of Jackson, 
Ark., to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge across the 
White River at or near the city of Newport, in the county of 
Jackson, in the State of Arkansas, and I submit a report (No. 
1194) thereon. I ask unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the bill. 

There being no objection, the bill was considered as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole. 

The amendment was, on page 1, line 5, to strike out “and 
assigns,” so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the consent of Congress is hereby granted 
to the county of Jackson, in the State of Arkansas, and its successors, 
to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge and approaches thereto 
across the White River, at a point suitable to the interests of naviga- 
tion, at or near the city of Newport, in the county of Jackson, in the 
State of Arkansas, in accordance with the provisions of the act entitied 
“An act to regulate the construction of bridges over navigable waters,” 
approved March 28, 1906. 

Sec. 2. The State of Arkansas, or any political subdivision or divi- 
sion thereof, within or adjoining which said bridge is located, may at 
any time, by agreement or by condemnation in accordance with the 
laws of said State, acquire all right, title, and interest in said bridge 
and the approaches thereto coustructed under authority of this act, 
for the purpose of maintaining and operating such bridge as a free 
bridge, by the payment to the owners of the reasonable value thereof, 
not to exceed in any event the construction cost thereof: Provided, 
That the said State or political snbdiyision or division thereof may 
operate such bridge as a tell bridge not to exceed five years from date 
of acquisition thereof. 

Sec. 3. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 
expressly reserved. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


OHIO RIVER BRIDGE 


Mr. FESS. I ask unanimous consent for the present consid- 
eration of the bill (H. R. 11825) to extend the time for the 
. of a bridge over the Ohio River near Steubenville, 

0. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
0 proceeded to consider the bill, which was read, as 

ollows : 


Be it enacted, etc, That the times for commencing and completing 
the construction of a bridge authorized by act of Congress approved 
June 21, 1922, to be built by the Steubenville & Pittsburgh Bridge Co., 
across the Ohio River at or near the north city Umits of Steubenville, 
Ohia, are hereby extended one and three years, respectively, from the 
date of approval hereof. 

Snc, 2. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is expressly 
reserved. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ANSWERS BY THE SPOT-COTTON TRADE OF NEW ORLEANS TO SUG- 
GESTIONS OF THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION (S. DOC, NO. 207) 


Mr. RANSDELL. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
to make a report from the Committee on Printing. It will take 
only a moment. If does not call for any debate. It is merely 
a report from the Committee on Printing-in regard to the 
printing of a Senate document. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Louisiana 
asks unanimous consent to report favorably, from the Commit- 
tee on Printing, a Senate Resolution 343. Is there objec- 
tion? The Chair hears none. The Senator from Louisiana 
asks further unanimous consent for the present consideration 
of the report. Is there objection? 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, what is the resolution? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is a resolution providing 
for the printing of a small document. 

Mr. RANSDELL. It provides for the printing as a Senate 
document of the answer of the cotton exchange to a report 
made by the Federal Trade Commission some days ago. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the Senator from Louisiana for the present considera- 
tion of the report? 

The resolution was considered by unanimous consent and 
agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That the manuscript entitled “Answers by the Spot Cotton 
Trade of New Orleans to Suggestions of the Federal Trade Commis- 
sion " be printed as a Senate document. 
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LANDS AND FUNDS OF OSAGE INDIANS 


Mr. HARRELD. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent, 
out of order, to file a conference report, and ask for its imme- 
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Oklahoma 
asks unanimous consent to present the conference report on 
House bill 5726. Is there objection? The Chair hears none. 
The Senator from Oklahoma asks further unanimous consent 
for the present consideration of the report. 

The report was read, as follows: — 

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
5726) to amend the act of Congress of March 3, 1921, entitled 
“An act to amend section 3 of the act of Congress of June 28, 
1906, entitled ‘An act of Congress for the division of the lands 
and funds of the Osage Indians in Oklahoma, and for other 
purposes,“ having met, after full and free conference have 
agreed to recommend and do recommend to their respective 
Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amendment numbered 19. 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ments of the Senate numbered 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 18, 14, 
15, 16, 17, and 18; and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 5: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 5, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: Strike out 
the words Commissioner of Indian Affairs” and insert“ Sec- 
retary of the Interior”; and the Senate agree to the same, 

Amendment numbered 6: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 6, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: After the 
word “specified” strike out the word “shall” and insert in 
lieu thereof the word “may,” and strike out the words“ Com- 
missioner of Indian Affairs” and insert in lieu thereof the 
words “ Secretary of the Interior”; and the Senate agree to 
the same, 

Amendment numbered 9: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 9, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In line 3 
of the Senate engrossed amendment strike out “through mis- 
take of law and which should have been reserved by the 
Secretary of the Interior” and insert “in excess of $4,000 
per annum each for adults and $2,000 each for minors * and 
in line 9 strike out the words “now in their possession,” and 
in line 13 strike out the words “moneys expended and pur- 
chases and investments made by legal guardians in accord- 
ance with the laws of the State of Oklahoma are hereby de- 
clared to be legal,” and at the end of section 1 of the bill 
insert “ Within 30 days after the passage of this act such 
guardian shall render and file with the Secretary of the In- 
terior or the superintendent of the Osage Agency a complete 
accounting, fully itemized, under oath, for the funds so paid 
to him and pay to the said Secretary or superintendent any 
and all moneys in his hands at the time of the passage of this 
act which have been paid him in excess of $4,000 per annum 
each for adults and $2,000 each for minors, The said guardian 
shall at the same time tender to said Secretary or superin- 
tendent all property of whatsoever kind in his possession at 
the time of the passage of this act, representing the invest- 
ment by him of said funds. The Secretary or superintendent 
is hereby authorized to accept such property or any part 
thereof at the price paid therefor by said guardian for the 
benefit of the ward of such guardian, if in his judgment he 
deems it advisable, and to make such settlement with such 
guardian as he deems best for such ward. Failing to make 
satisfactory settlement with said guardian as to said invest- 
ments or any part thereof, the Secretary is authorized to 
bring such suit or suits against said guardian, his bond, and 
other parties in interest as he may deem necessary for the 
protection of the interests of the ward and may bring such 
action in any State court of competent jurisdiction or in the 
United States district court for the district in which said 
guardian resides ;” and the Senate agree to the same. 

J. W. HARRELD, 
Cras. L. McNary, 
ROBERT L. OWEN, 
Managers on the part of the Senate. 


H. P. SN vn, 
FREDERICK W. DALLINGER, 
CARL HAYDEN, 

Managers on the part of the House. 


Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, I desire to state that I was a 
member of the conference committee and I signed the report. 
I only wish to state for the Recorp that I should have greatly 
preferred what the Senate passed with relation to the subject. 
I, however, made the best terms that I could with the con- 
ference, and am compelled to be content. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Oklahoma 
asks further unanimous consent for the present consideration 
of the report. Is there objection? The Chair hears none. The 
question is on agreeing to the conference report. 

The report was agreed to. 


CLAIMS OF ASSINIBOINE INDIANS 


Mr. HARRELD. Mr. President, last night the Chair laid 
down a message from the House on House bill 7687. I move 
that the Senate insist on its amendments and agree to the 
conference asked for, and that the Chair appoint the conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the 
action of the House of Representatives disagreeing to the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 7687) conferring 


| jurisdiction upon the Court of Claims to hear, examine, adjudi- 


cate, and enter judgment in any claims which the Assiniboine 
Indians may have against the United States, and for other 
purposes, and requesting a conference with the Senate on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Oklahoma 
moves that the Senate insist upon its amendments, and agree 
to the conference asked by the House, and that the Chair 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Presiding Officer ap- 
pointed Mr. Harretp, Mr. McNary, and Mr. Asnurst conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 


SUITS IN ADMIRALTY 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the 
action of the House of Representatives disagreeing to the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 9535) authorizing 
suits against the United States in admiralty for damage 
caused by and salvage services rendered to public vessels be- 
longing to the United States, and for other purposes, and re- 
questing a conference with the Senate on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon. 

Mr. CAPPER. I move that the Senate insist upon its amend- 
ment, agree to the conference asked by the House, and that 
the Chair appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to, and the President pro tempore 
appointed Mr. CAPPER, Mr. SPENCER, and Mr. Bayarp conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 


THE MEAT-PACKING INDUSTRY 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a re- 
port of the Federal Trade Commission, made pursuant to Sen- 
ate Resolution 278 (submitted by Mr. Norris and agreed to 
December 8, 1924), on the history and present status of the 
packer-consent decree, which was ordered to lie on the table, 


MEMORIAL BRIDGE ACROSS THE POTOMAC RIVER 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the 
amendment of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
3173) to provide for the construction of a memorial bridge 
across the Potomac River from a point near the Lincoln Me- 
morial in the city of Washington to an appropriate point in 
the State of Virginia, and for other purposes, which was on 
page 2, line 21, after “ States,” to insert the following proviso: 


Provided, That such appropriations as may be made under the au- 
thority of this act for the execution of said project shall be chargeable 
to the Treasury of the United States and the revenues of the District 
of Columbia in such manner as shall then be determined by Congress 
to be equitable: Provided further, That the opening, widening, ex- 
tending, or improvement of any streets of the District of Columbia in 
connection with this project shall be subject to assessments for benefits 
in accordance with the laws governing similar work under the Com- 
missioners of the District of Columbia : And provided further, That if 
the bridge is constructed otherwise than by contract there shall be 
kept accurate and itemized account of all costs, including labor, ma- 
terlals, rental, repairs, insurance, depreciation of plant and equipment, 
and all other items and engineering costs properly chargeable to the 
construction of said bridge. 


Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, in the absence of the Senator 
from Maine [Mr. Fernatp], he has asked me when that bill 
was laid down to move to concur in the House amendment, 
which I do. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Virginia 
moves that the Senate concur in the House amendment. 
The motion was agreed to. 


SEVENTEENTH INTERNATIONAL CONGRESS AGAINST ALCOHOLISM 
(5. DOC. NO. 204) 


Mr. MOSES, from the Committee on Printing, reported the 


following resolution (S. Res, 342), which was considered by 
unanimous consent and agreed to: 

Resolved, That the report of the delegates from the United States 
to the Seventeenth International Congress Against Alcoholism be 
printed as a Senate document. 


PROPORTIONAL REPRESENTATION IN CHOICE OF PRESIDENTIAL 
ELECTORS 


Mr. JOHNSON of Minnesota submitted the following con- 
current resolution (S. Con. Res. 32), which was referred to 
the Committee on Privileges and Elections : > 


Concurrent resolution 


Whereas tbe existing practice of having all the presidential electors 
in ench State elected in one block, and of having the votes of such 
electors all cast for the presidential candidate who receives the largest 
number of votes, is detrimental to the interests of the Nation, 
because— 

(1) It deprives of representation in the Electoral College, always 
some minority, often a large minority and sometimes even a majority, 
of the votes of each State; 

(2) It unjustly causes a part of the numerical strength of the 
voters of the State to be counted for candidates of whom they disap- 
prove, thus giving in effect more than one vote to each citizen of the 
most numerous party, though that party may be a minority of the 
whole number of voters; 

(3) It places an undue strain of excitement and temptation to cor- 
ruption upon those States in which the principal parties are equally 
divided, and in which therefore each of the principal parties exerts 
itself to become the most numerous one; 

(4) It deprives States in which either of the principal parties is 
sure of receiving a majority (or even a plurality) vote of the benefit 
of discussion and instruction of citizens in the principles of govern- 
ment and the issues of the day, which would result from an active 
effort to secure their votes; 

(5) It deprives the National Government of the benefit of participa- 
tion in its affairs by that great host of citizens in the sure States 
who, on the one hand, can not by voting give worth-while expression 
to their convictions, or who, on the other hand, because of the prac- 
tical changelessness of election results in their States, fail to take that 
interest in national affairs which patriotism demands; 

(6) It nullifies the efforts of truly patriotic, thinking citizens who 
yote according to conyiction, by placing elections mainly in the hands 
of those who vote according to habit; and 

Whereas proportional representation (both by the single transfer- 
able vote method used in England, Ireland, Canada, and some cities 
of the United States, and by the list method used in various conti- 
nental European countries) has proved in practice to be easily work- 
able, satisfactory to the voters, and just to all parties; and 

Whereas the process of electing the President and Vice President of 
the United States is of grave import to the welfare of the Federal 
Government, yet Congress has no authority to modify it, because 
Article II, section 1, of the Constitution gives to the legislature of 
each State the sole authority to direct the manner of appointing the 
presidential electors for that State: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring), 
That it is the sense of the Congress that the legislatures of the sev- 
eral States should establish by appropriate legislation proportional 
representation in the choosing of presidential electors, and that the 
Secretary of State is hereby requested to transmit a copy of this 
resolution to the governors of the several States. 


AMENDMENT OF THE NATIONAL DEFENSE ACT 


Mr. WADSWORTH submitted the following concurrent 
resolution (S. Con. Res. 33), which was considered by unani- 
mous consent and agreed to: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring), 
That the President of the United States be, and he is hereby, re- 
quested to return to the Senate the bill (S. 8760) to amend in cer- 
tain particulars the national defense act of June 8, 1916, as 
amended, and for other purposes, 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


Mr. CURTIS. I move that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business. After 10 minutes spent 
in executive session the doors were reopened, _ 


N 
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CONVENTION WITH GREAT BRITAIN CONCERNING RIGHTS IN 
PALESTINE 


In executive session this day, the following convention was 
ratified, and, on motion of Mr. Boran, the injunction of 
secrecy was removed therefrom: 


To the Senate: 


With a view to receiving the advice and consent of the Sen- 
ate to ratification, I transmit herewith a convention between 
the United States and the Government of His Britannic Majesty 
with respect to the rights of the two Governments and their 
nationals in Palestine, signed at London on December 3, 1924. 

CALVIN COOLIDGE. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 

Washington, December 20, 1924. 


The PRESIDENT: 


The undersigned, the Secretary of State, has the honor to 
lay before the President, with a view to its transmission to the 
Senate to receive the advice and consent of that body to ratifi- 
cation, should his judgment approve thereof, a convention be- 
tween the United States and the Government of His Britannic 
Majesty with respect to the rights of the two Governments and 
er nationals in Palestine, signed at London on December 

j 1 

Respectfully submitted. 

CHARLES E. HUGHES. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 

Washington, December 19, 1924. 


Whereas by the Treaty of Peace concluded with the Allied 
Powers, Turkey renounces all her rights and titles over Pales- 
tine; and : 

Whereas article 22 of the Covenant of the League of Nations 
in the Treaty of Versailles provides that in the case of certain 
territories which, as a consequence of the late war, ceased to 
be under the sovereignty of the States which formerly governed 
them, mandates should be issued, and that the terms of the 
mandate should be explicitly defined in each case by the Coun- 
cil of the League; and 

Whereas the Principal Allied Powers have agreed to entrust 
the mandate for Palestine to His Britannic Majesty; and 

Whereas the terms of the said mandate have been defined by 
the Council of the League of Nations, as follows :— 

“The Council of the League of Nations: 

“Whereas the Principal Allied Powers have agreed, for the 
purpose of giving effect to the proyisions of article 22 of the 
Covenant of the League of Nations, to entrust to a Mandatory 
selected by the said Powers the administration of the territory 
of Palestine, which formerly belonged to the Turkish Empire, 
within such boundaries as may be fixed by them; and 

“Whereas the Principal Allied Powers have also agreed that 
the Mandatory should be responsible for putting into effect 
the declaration originally made on the 2nd November, 1917, 
by the Government of His Britannic Majesty, and adopted by 
the said Powers, in favour of the establishment in Palestine 
of a national home for the Jewish people, it being clearly 
understood that nothing should be done which might prejudice 
the civil and religious rights of existing non-Jewish commu- 
nities in Palestine, or the rights and political status enjoyed 
by Jews in any other country; and 

“Whereas recognition has thereby been given to the his- 
torical connection of the Jewish people with Palestine and 
to the grounds for reconstituting their national home in that 
country; and 

“Whereas the Principal Allied Powers have selected His 
Britannic Majesty as the Mandatory of Palestine; and 

“Whereas the mandate in respect of Palestine has been 
formulated in the following terms and submitted to the Council 
of the League for approval; and 

* Whereas His Britannic Majesty has accepted the mandate 
in respect of Palestine and undertaken to exercise it on behalf 
of the League of Nations in conformity with the following pro- 
visions; and 

“Whereas by the aforementioned article 22 (paragraph 8), 
it is provided that the degree of authority, control or ad- 
ministration to be exercised by the Mandatory, not having 
been previously agreed upon by the members of the League, 
shall be explicitly defined by the Council of the League of 
Nations ; 

“Conforming the said mandate, defines its terms as fol- 
lows :— 
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“ARTICLE 1 


“The Mandatory shall have full powers of legislation and 
of administration, save as they may be limited by the terms of 


this mandate, 
“ARTICLE 2 


“The Mandatory shall be responsible for placing the country 
under such political, administrative and economic conditions 
as will secure the establishment of the Jewish national home, 
as laid down in the preamble, and the development of self- 
governing institutions, and also for safeguarding the civil and 
religious rights of all the inhabitants of Palestine, irrespective 


of race and religion. 
“ARTICLE 3 


“The Mandatory shall, so far as circumstances permit, en- 


courage local autonomy. sh 
ARTICLE 4 


„An appropriate Jewish agency shall be recognised as a 
publie body for the purpose of advising and co-operating with 
the Administration of Palestine in such economic, social and 
other matters as may affect the establishment of the Jewish 
national home and the interests of the Jewish population in 
Palestine, and, subject always to the control of the Administra- 
tion, to assist and take part in the development of the country. 

“The Zionist organisation, so long as its organisation and 
constitution are in the opinion of the Mandatory appropriate, 
shall be recognised as such agency. It shall take steps in con- 
sultation with His Britannic Majesty’s Government to secure 
the co-operation of all Jews who are willing to assist in the 
establishment of the Jewish national home. 


“ARTICLE G 


“The Mandatory shall be responsible for seeing that no 
Palestine territory shall be ceded or leased to, or in any way 
placed under the control of, the Government of any foreign 
Power. 

“ARTICLE 6 

“The Administration of Palestine, while ensuring that the 
rights and position of other sections of the population are not 
prejudiced, shall facilitate Jewish immigration under suitable 
conditions and shall encourage, in co-operation with the Jew- 
ish agency referred to in article 4, close settlement by Jews 
on the land, including State lands and waste lands not re- 
quired for public purposes. 

“ARTICLE 7 


“The Administration of Palestine shall be responsible for 
enacting a nationality law. There shall be included in this 
law provisions framed so as to facilitate the acquisition of 
Palestinian citizenship by Jews who take up their permanent 
residence in Palestine. 

“ARTICLE 8 


“The privileges and immunities of foreigners, including the 
benefits of consular jurisdiction and protection as formerly 
enjoyed by Capitulation or usage in the Ottoman Empire, shall 
not be applicable to Palestine. 

“ Unless the Powers whose nationals enjoyed the aforemen- 
tioned privileges and immunities on the ist August, 1914, shall 
have previously renounced the right to their re-establishment, 
or shall have agreed to their non-application for a 
period, these privileges and immunities shall, at the expira- 
tion of the mandate, be immediately re-established in their 
entirety or with such modifications as may have been agreed 
upon between the Powers concerned. 

. “ARTICLE 9 


“The Mandatory shall be responsible for seeing that the 
judicial system established in Palestine shall assure tọ for- 
eigners, as well as to natives, a complete guarantee of their 
rights. 

“Respect for the personal status of the various peoples and 
communities and for their religious interests shall be fully 
guaranteed. In particular, the control and administration of 
Wakfs shall be exercised in accordance with religious law 
and the dispositions of the founders. 

“ARTICLE 10 

“Pending the making of special extradition agreements re- 
lating to Palestine, the extradition treaties in force between 
the Mandatory and other foreign Powers shall apply to Pales- 
ne. “ARTICLE 11 

“The Administration of Palestine shall take all necessary 
measures to safeguard the interests of the community in con- 
nection with the development of the country, and, subject to 
any international obligations accepted by the Mandatory, shall 
have full power to provide for public ownership or control of 


any of the natural resources of the country or of the public 
works, services and utilities established or to be established 
therein. It shall introduce a land system appropriate to the 
needs of the country, having regard, among other things, to 
the desirability of promoting the close settlement and inten- 
sive cultivation of the land. 

“The tion may arrange with the Jewish agency 
mentioned in article 4 to construct or operate, upon fair and 
equitable terms, any public works, services and utilities, and to 
develop any of the natural resources of the country, in so far 
as these matters are not directly undertaken by the Administra- 
tion. Any such arrangements shall provide that no profits dis- 
tributed by such agency, directly or indirectly, shall exceed a 
reasonable rate of interest on the capital, and any further 
profits shall be utilized by it for the benefit of the country in a 
manner approved by the Administration. 

“ARTICLE 12 

“The Mandatory shall be entrusted with the control of the 
foreign relations of Palestine and the right to issue exequaturs 
to consuls appointed by foreign Powers. He shall also be en- 
titled to afford diplomatic and consular protection to Citizens 
of Palestine when outside its territorial limits. ; 

“ARTICLE 13 


“All responsibility in connection with the Holy Places and 
religious buildings or sites in Palestine, including that of pre- 
serving existing rights and of securing free access to the Holy 
Places, religious buildings and sites and the free exercise of 
worship, while ensuring the requirements of public order and 
decorum, is assumed by the Mandatory, who shall be responsi- 
ble solely to the League of Nations in all matters connected 
herewith, provided that nothing in this article shall prevent the 
Mandatory from entering into such arrangements as he may 
deem reasonable with the Administration for the purpose of 
carrying the provisions of this article into effect; and provided 
also that nothing in this mandate shall be construed as con- 
ferring upon the Mandatory authority to interfere with the 
fabric or the management of purely Moslem sacred shrines, the 
immunities of which are guaranteed. 

“ARTICLE 14 


“A special Commission shall be appointed by the Mandatory 
to study, define and determine the rights and claims in connec- 
tion with the Holy Places and the rights and claims relating to 
the different religious communities in Palestine. The method 
of nomination, the composition and the functions of this Com- 
mission shall be submitted to the Council of the League for its 
approval, and the Commission shall not be appointed or enter 
upon its functions without the approval of the Council. 

“ARTICLE 15 


“The Mandatory shall see that complete freedom of con- 
science and the free exercise of all forms of worship, subject 
only to the maintenance of public order and morals, are en- 
sured to all. No discrimination of any kind shall be made 
between the inhabitants of Palestine on the ground of race, 
religion or language. No person shall be excluded from Pales- 
tine on the sole ground of his religious belief. 

“The right of each community to maintain its own schools 
for the education of its own members in its own language, 
while conforming to such educational requirements of a gen- 
eral nature as the Administration may impose, shall not be 
denied or impaired. 

“ARTICLE 16 


“The Mandatory shall be responsible for exercising such 
supervision over religious er eleemosynary bodies of all faiths 
in Palestine as may be required for the maintenance of public 
order and good government. Subject to such supervision, no 
measures shall be taken in Palestine to obstruct or interfere 
with the enterprise of such bodies or to discriminate against 
any representative or member of them on the ground of his 


religion or nationality. 
“ARTICLE 17 


“The Administration of Palestine may organise on a volun- 
tary basis the forces necessary for the preservation of peace 
and order, and also for the defense of the country, subject, 
however, to the supervision of the Mandatory, but shall not 
use them for purposes other than those above specified save 
with the consent of the Mandatory. Except for such pur- 
poses, no military, naval or air forces shall be raised or main- 
tained by the Administration of Palestine. 

“Nothing in this article shall preclude the Administration 
of Palestine from contributing to the cost of the maintenance 
of the forces of the Mandatory in Palestine. 

“The Mandatory shall be entitled at all times to use the 
roads, railways and ports of Palestine for the movement of 
armed forces and the carriage of fuel and supplies. 
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“ARTICLE 18 

“The Mandatory shall see that there is no discrimination in 
Palestine against the nationals of any State member of the 
League of Nations (including companies incorporated under its 
laws) as compared with those of the Mandatory or of any for- 
eign State in matters concerning taxation, commerce or nayiga- 
tion, the exercise of industries or professions, or in the treat- 
ment of merchant vessels or civil aircraft. Similarly, there 
shall be no discrimination in Palestine against goods originating 
in or destined for any of the said States, and there shall be 
freedom of transit under equitable conditions across the man- 
dated area, 

“Subject as aforesaid and to the other provisions of this 
mandate, the Administration of Palestine may, on the advice of 
the Mandatory, impose such taxes and customs duties as it may 
consider necessary, and take such steps as it may think best to 
promote the development of the natural resources of the country 
and to safeguard the interests of the population. It may also, 
on the advice of the Mandatory, conclude a special customs 
agreement with any State the territory of which in 1914 was 
wholly included in Asiatic Turkey or Arabia. 

“ARTICLE 19 

“The Mandatory shall adhere on behalf of the Administra- 
tion of Palestine to any general international conventions 
already existing, or which may be concluded hereafter with the 
approval of the League of Nations, respecting the slave traffic, 
the traffic in arms and ammunition, or the traffic in drugs, or 
relating to commercial equality, freedom of transit and naviga- 
tion, aerial navigation and postal, telegraphic and wirless com- 
munication or literary, artistic, or industrial property. 

“ARTICLE 20 

“The Mandatory shall co-operate on behalf of the Adminis- 
tration of Palestine, so far as religious, social and other condi- 
tions may permit, in the execution of any common policy adopted 
by the League of Nations for preventing and combating disease, 
including diseases of plants and animals. 

“ARTICLE 21 

“The Mandatory shall secure the enactment within twelve 
months from this date, and shall ensure the execution of a Law 
of Antiquities based on the following rules. This law shall 
ensure equality of treatment in the matter of excavations and 
archeological research to the nationals of all States members 
of the League of Nations. 

(1) 

“‘Antiquity’ means any construction or any product of 

human activity earlier than the year A. p. 1700. Á 
“(2) 

“The law fer the protection of antiquities shall proceed by 
encouragement rather than by threat. 

“Any person who, having discovered an antiquity without 
being furnished with the authorisation referred to in para- 
graph 5, reports the same to an official of the competent De- 
partment, shall be rewarded according to the value of the 
discovery, 

“(3) 

“No antiquity may be disposed of except to the competent 
Department, unless this Department renounces the acquisition 
of any such antiquity. 

“No antiquity may leave the country without an export 


license from the said Department. 


i 
i] 


L 
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“(4) 

“Any person who malaciously or negligently destroys or 
damages an antiquity shall be liable to a penalty to be fixed. 
“(5) 

“ No clearing of ground or digging with the object of find- 
ing antiquities shall be permitted, under penalty of fine, except 
to persons authorised by the competent Department. 

“(6) 

“Equitable terms shall be fixed for expropriation, temporary 
or permanent, of lands which might be of historical or archæo- 
logical interest. spre 


“Authorisation to excavate shall only be granted to persons 
who show sufficient guarantees of archeological experience. 
The Administration of Palestine shall not, in granting these 
authorisations, act in such a way as to exclude scholars of 
any nation without good grounds. 

08 

The proceeds of excavations may be divided between the ex- 
cayator and the competent Department in a proportion fixed by 
that Department. If division seems impossible for scientific 
reasons, the excavator shall receive a fair indemnity in lieu of 
a part of the find. 


“ARTICLE 22 


“English, Arabic, and Hebrew shall be the official languages 
of Palestine. Any statement or inscription in Arabic on stamps 
or money in Palestine shall be repeated in Hebrew, and any 
statement or inscription in Hebrew shall be repeated in Arabic. 

“ARTICLE 23 


“The Administration of Palestine shall recognize the holy 
days of the respective communities in Palestine as legal days 
of rest for the members of such communities. 


“ARTICLE 24 


“The Mandatory shall make to the Council of the League of 
Nations an annual report to the satisfaction of the Council as 
to the measures taken during the year to carry out the pro- 
visions of the mandate. Copies of all laws and regulations 
promulgated or issued during the year shall be communicated 
with the report. = 

“ARTICLE 25 


“In the territories lying between the Jordan and the eastern 
boundary of Palestine as ultimately determined, the Mandatory 
shall be entitled, with the consent of the Council of the League 
of Nations, to postpone or withhold application of such pro- 
visions of this mandate as he may consider inapplicable to the 
existing local conditions, and to make such provision for the 
administration of the territories as he may consider suitable 
to those conditions, provided that no action shall be taken 
which is inconsistent with the provisions of articles 15, 16, 
and 18. 

“ARTICLE 26 


“The Mandatory agrees that if any dispute whatever should 
arise between the Mandatory and another member of the 
League of Nations relating to the interpretation or the appli- 
cation of the provisions of the mandate, such dispute, if it can- 
not be settled by negotiation, shall be submitted to the Perma- 
nent Court of International Justice provided for by article 14 
of the Covenant of the League of Nations. 

“ARTICLE 27 


“The consent of the Council of the League of Nations is re- 
quired for any modification of the terms of this mandate. 
“ARTICLE 28 


“In the event of the termination of the mandate hereby 
conferred upon the Mandatory, the Council of the League of 
Nations shall make such arrangements as may be deemed 
necessary for safeguarding in perpetuity, under guarantee of 
the League, the rights secured by articles 13 and 14, and shall 
use its influence for securing, under the guarantee of the 
League, that the Government of Palestine will fully honour 
the financial obligations legitimately incurred by the Admin- 
istration of Palestine during the period of the mandate, in- 
eluding the rights of public servants to pensions or gratuities. 

“The present instrument shall be deposited in original in the 
archives of the League of Nations, and certified copies shall be 
forwarded by the Secretary-General of the League of Nations 
to all members of the League. 

“Done at London, the 24th day of July, 1922; and 

Whereas the mandate in the above terms came into force 
on the 29th September, 1923; and 

Whereas the United States of America, by participating in 
the war against Germany, contributed to her defeat and the 
defeat of her Allies, and to the renunciation of the rights and 
titles of her Allies in the territory transferred by them but 
has not ratified the Covenant of the League of Nations em- 
bodied in the Treaty of Versailles; and 

Whereas the Government of the United States and the Gov- 
ernment of His Britannic Majesty desire to reach a definite 
understanding with respect to the rights of the two Govern- 
ments and their respectiye nationals in Palestine; 

The President of the United States of America and His 
Britannic Majesty have decided to conclude a convention to 
this effect, and have named as their plenipotentiaries: 

The President of the United States of America: 

His Excellency the Honourable Frank B. Kellogg, Ambas- 
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the United 
States at London: 

His Majesty the King of the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Ireland and of the British Dominions beyond the 
Seas, Emperor of India: 

The Right Honourable Joseph Austen Chamberlain, M. P., 
His Majesty’s Principal Secretary of State for Foreign 
Affairs: 

who, after having communicated to each other their respective 
full powers, found in good and due form, have agreed as fol- 
lows :— 
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ARTICLE 1 


Subject to the provisions of the present convention the 
United States consents to the administration of Palestine by 
His Britannic Majesty, pursuant to the mandate recited above, 

ARTICLE 2 


The United States and its nationals shall have and enjoy all 
the rights and benefits secured under the terms of the mandate 
to members of the League of Nations and their nationals, not- 
withstanding the fact that the United States is not a member 
of the League of Nations. 

ARTICLE 3 


Vested American property rights in the mandated territory 
shall be respected and in no way impaired. 
ARTICLE 4 
A duplicate of the annual report to be made by the Man- 
datory under article 24 of the mandate shall be furnished to 
the United States. 
ARTICLE 6 
Subject to the provisions of any local laws for the main- 
tenance of public order and public morals, the nationals of the 
United States will be permitted freely to establish and main- 
tain educational, philanthropic. and religious institutions in 
the mandated territory, to receive voluntary applicants and to 
teach in the English language. 
ARTICLE G 
The extradition treaties and conventions which are, or may be, 
in force between the United States and Great Britain, and 
the provisions of any treaties which are, or may be, in force 
between the two countries which relate to extradition or con- 
sular rights shall apply to the mandated territory. 
ARTICLE 7 
Nothing contained in the present convention shall be affected 
by any modification which may be made in the terms of the 
mandate, as recited aboye, unless such modification shall have 
been assented to by the United States, 
ARTICLE 8 
- The present convention shall be ratified in accordance with 
the respective constitutional methods of the High Contracting 
Parties. The ratifications shall be exchanged in London as 
soon as practicable. The present convention shall take effect 
on the date of the exchange of ratifications. 
In witness whereof, the undersigned have signed the present 
convention, and have thereunto affixed their seals. 
Done in duplicate at London, this 3rd day of December, 1924. 
Franx B. KELLOGG [SEAL] 
AUSTEN CHAMBERLAIN [SEAL] 
RECESS 


Mr. CURTIS. I move that the Senate take a recess, the 
recess being, under the order previously entered, until noon 
tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o’clock and 10 minutes 
p. m.) the Senate took a recess until to-morrow, Saturday, Feb- 
ruary 21, 1925, at 12 o’clock meridian. 


NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the Senate February 20 
(legislative day of February 17), 1925 
Untren States ATTORNEY 

Haveth E. Mau, of Ohio, to be United States Attorney, 
southern district of Ohio, vice Benson W. Hough, appointed 
United States district judge. 

REGISTERS OF THE LAND OFFICE 

Walter Spencer, of Colorado, to be register of the land office 
at Denver, Colo., in accordance with provisions of Interior De- 
partment appropriation act approved June 5, 1924. 

Charles S. Merrill, of Colorado, to be register of the land 
office at Glenwood Springs, Colo., vice Walter Spencer. 


CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate February 20 
(legislative day of February 17), 1925 
POSTMASTERS 
IOWA 
Arthur M. Burnside, Boone. 


Albert L. Meredith, Lynnville. 
Arthur M. Michaelson, Roland. 


KANSAS 
Axel F. Holmgren, Lincolnvilie. 
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MARYLAND 
Carolyn M. Stuart, Brentwood. 
OHIO 
William E. Pangburn, Felicity. 
OREGON 
Mabelle N. Olds, Cloverdale. 
Elizabeth M. Ward, Philomath. 
PENNSYLVANIA 
Lucy Hawkins, Export. 
Hobart M. Lord, Hastings. 
George C. Brown, Masontown. 
WISCONSIN 
Earle R. Adamson, Belleville. 
Arthur G. Besse, Butternut. 
Thomas D. Morris, Cambria. 
Robert W. Brown, Lakemills. 
Dorothea Devlin, Loyal. 
Leo E. Butenhoff, Markesan. 
Carl C. Martin, New Lisbon. 
Edward B. Shanks, Portage. 
Herbert Hopkins, Randolph. 
Arthur V. DeWitt, Sayner. 
Jessie M. McGeorge, Stone Lake. 
Arthur Heins, Tigerton. 
August J. Christianson, Webster. 
WYOMING 


Harry J. Thompson, Parco. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Fray, February 20, 1925 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: 


‘The Lord God omnipotent reigneth; He is clothed with 
majesty and power, and naught can shake Thy sure repose. 
O spirit divine, Thou art the source of all things good. Freely 
Thou dost bestow, and only most gratefully may we receive. 
Continue to be our way, our truth, and our life. Be our help 
and our inspiration not only to our senses but to our spiritual 
natures. In our daily duties always show us the acceptable 
method, the wise way, and the divine order and purpose. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 

approved. 
CALL OF THE HOUSE 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of no quorum. 

The SPEAKER (after counting). A quorum is not present. 
8 6 LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I move a call of the 

ouse. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, when the following Members 
failed to answer to their names: 


[Roll No. 75) 
Berger Kendall Moore, III. er 
Brand, Ohio Kerr ~ Moore, Ohio Sherwood 
Buckley iess Nolan ullivan 
8 Kindred OB Sumners, Tex. 
Dominick Kunz O'Sullivan Sweet 
Doyle Langle; Parker Tague 
Edmonds Lankford Peavey Vare 
n, Perlman Ward, N. C 

cks Lee, Ga. Phillips Wertz 
Free ily Porter Williams, Tex. 
Fulbright Lindsa, uayle Winslow 
Garner, Tex. Me oach Wolff 
Giatfelter McNulty Rogers, Mass Wurzbach 
Goldsdo h McSweeney Rogers, N. H. ates 
Johnson, W. Va. MacGre; Rouse an 
Jost Michaelson Schall 


The SPEAKER. Three hundred and sixty-eight Members 
have answered to their names; a quorum is present. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I move to dispense with 
further proceedings under the call. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The doors were opened. 

COOPERATIVE MARKETING BILL 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, I desire unani- 
mous consent of the House to have put in the form of a bill 
certain amendments that I desire to propose to the bill (H. R. 
12348), the cooperative marketing bill coming from the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, these amendments consisting of four 
sections and to stand as part 3, Title I, of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. WILLIAMS of Michigan. By unanimous consent of the 
House I am placing in the Recorp certain amendments that I 
wish to propose to the cooperative marketing bill. These 
amendments consist of four sections, and stand as part 3, Title 
I, of the bill, and read as follows: 


Part 3.—Licensep TERMINAL MAREBT ASSOCIATION 
DEFINITION 


Suc. 41. That a licensed terminal market association, as distin- 
guished from a cooperative terminal marketing association, is any 
association of persons, firms, or corporations, now or hereafter duly 
und legally organized, in a corporation form or otherwise, as a terminal 
market association, operating as an exchange for the handling and 
‘pale of perishable agricultural products, as such products may be de- 
fined by the Federal cooperative marketing board, and whose member- 
ship is open equally to representatives of cooperative buying associa- 
tions, wholesalers, brokers, commission men, and other dealers in or 
large consumers of perishable agricultural products, and which sald 
terminal marketing associations are licensed by the Federal cooperative 
marketing board, as hereinafter provided. 

Sud. 42. The Federal cooperative marketing board is hereby author- 
ized and empowered upon application therefor to grant a license to 
the terminal market associations of the character described in the 
preceding section on the following terms and conditions: 8 

(a) That the articles of association, by-laws, rules, or methods of 
carrying on business and of electing its officers, the form of contracts 
between the association anā its members, and other features of the 
organization are in conformity with law and in accordance with the 
intent and meaning of part 8 of this title. 

(b) That the association agrees for itself and its members to adopt 
and use for the purposes of transactions under this act all standards 
for perishable agricultural products which have been or which may be 
established by or under the authority of section 19 of the United States 
warehouse act, approved August 11, 1916, as amended, or by or under 
the authority of any other act of Congress. 

(c) That the association, for itself and its members, agree that all 
disputes with reference to the grades, standards, condition, or quantity 
of any perishable agricultural product, or the trade rules and regula- 
tions, practices, and customs, in respect of such product occurring 
between any such association and/or its members and/or any co- 
operative marketing association or Clearing-house association regis- 
tered under this act and/or its members shall be submitted for deter- 
mination by arbitration in the manner prescribed by the board under 
section 21, subdivision [d), the terms of which are hereby made appli- 
cable to Hcensed terminal market associations as defined in section 41, 
and that the association anf fts members will abide by the award thus 
determined. 

(d) That said association shall, subject to the approval of the Fed- 
eral cooperative marketing board, prescribe in its by-laws or rules 
such regulations governing admission to membership and continuance 
of membership bearing upen financial responsibility and commercial 
conduct as shall reasonably protect registered cooperative marketing 
associations or registered cooperative clearing-house associations, or 
their members, respectively, in dealings under this act with said asso- 
ciation or any of its members, 

(e) That the association, for itself and its members, will permit the 
examination ef books and records of such ussociation and/or its mem- 
bers by the board with reference to any sale or transaction which may 
be in dispute and subject to arbitration as aforesaid. 

(f) That the association and/or its members will abide by any 
rule or regulation of the board made to carry out any provision of 
part 8 of this title. 

Sec. 48. (a) if the board finds, after giving not less than 30 days’ 
notice and opportunity for a hearing te a licensed association, that 
such association is no longer eligible fer license under the act or has 
violated any applicable provision of this act or any regulation of the 
board promulgated under authority of any such provision, the board 
may— 

(1) Impose any penalty prescribed under this section for such viola- 
tion; and/or 

(2) Suspend, for such period as it may designate, or revoke the 
license of any such association. 

(b) Any licensed association may request revocation of its license 
and obtain such revocation upon application to the board, together 
with a duly authenticated statement showing that such request for 
revocation has been authorized by a majority of the members of such 
association. Such revocation shall take effect 30 days after the receipt 
of such application by the board. 

(c) The board may prescribe, for violation of any provision of part 
8 of this title or any regulation of the board promulgated under the 
authority of such provision, a civil penalty of not more than $50 for 
each day during which the violation continues. The board may collect 
in a civil suit brought in the name ef the United States any such pen- 
alty which it has imposed in a proceeding under this section and which 
remains unpaid. The revocation or suspension of the license of an 


association shall not bar the collection of any penalty imposed upon 
such association by the board. 

Sec, 44. Any association licensed under part 3 of this title shall 
have the right to use the words “U. 8. Licensed Terminal Market 
Association” on its stationery and labels and in its advertising. No 
such licensed terminal-market association shall have any rights under 
this act other than as provided in part 3 of this title, except the right 
to secure arbitration of disputes as provided for in this act. No such 
licensed terminal-market association shall have any immunities from 
the operation or application of any of the acts specified in section 6 of 
title 2 of this act 


OPERATION OF FERRIES 


Mr. DEAL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to extend 
my remarks in the Recoxp upon the question of the operation 
of the ferries between Portsmouth and Norfolk, in my district, 
by the Housing Corporation. 

The SPHAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DEAL. Mr. Speaker, under an act of the General As- 
sembly of Virginia of January, 1641, the county of Norfolk 
was authorized to maintain a ferry from Norfolk Town to 
Sawyers Point, now the city of Portsmouth. These ferries 
appear to have been mentioned by name in an act of August, 
1702, authorizing the county of Norfolk, the licensing and 
appointing a ferry keeper and other powers necessary for 
the operation of same. The ferries continued as the property 
of Norfolk County until 1858, when the city of Portsmouth 
was carved out of Norfolk County and made a separate 
municipality, at which time, by arbitration, the ferries became 
in part the property of the city of Portsmouth, and have since 
been operated jointly by the county of Norfolk and the city 
of Portsmouth. 

In 1891 the city of Portsmouth and the county of Norfolk 
attempted to lease the ferries but were enjoined from so doing, 
which injunction appears to have been sustained by the Su- 
preme Court of Appeals of Virginia, the court saying that the 
ferry property came into the hands of the city and county as 
a public trust; that the ferries were public highways, and 
were conferred upon the city and county to be used for a pub- 
lic benefit, thus indicating in the strongest terms that the 
ferries were not to be operated for profit but were “a public 
trust,” “a public highway,” and “to be used for a public bene- 
fit.” These salient facts are taken from an opinion prepared 
by Mr. John W. Happer and Mr. Frank L. Crocker, attorneys 
for the ferries company. I might refer further to the fact 
that in the original act, quoting from the same authority, the 
county was required to keep three ferries and maintain them 
by a levy. I have not examined later acts of the General 

of and the opinion to which I have referred 
does not go into detail as to the rights of operating these 
ferries for profit. 

My impression, however, is that no competitive ferry can be 
operated within a considerable distance on either side of the 
present ferries, all of which suggest that the said ferries were 
given a monopoly and, therefore, should not be operated for 
profit, but in the general interest of the public. For many 
years, however, with the increased traffic, and with no increase 
of tolls, there has been a continuing increase of revenue, so 
that at each termination of a lease new leases have been sold 
for periods of 10 years at material increasing advances. In 
1910, when the last lease was made, the sum of $135,200 per 
annum was offered and accepted; and they were operated pre- 
sumably at a profit, with no increase of tolls until 1918, when, 
as a war measure, the Federal Government took over these 
ferries and the lease then in force from the lessors and 
amended the contract with the city of Portsmouth and county 
of Norfolk, in which it was agreed that the Government would 
continue to pay the same annual rental, make such additions 
and improvements as might be necessary, keeping an account 
thereof against the city of Portsmouth and county of Norfolk, 
or the ferries company; and providing further that at the 
expiration of three years after a proclamation of peace the 
ferries should be returned to their rightful owners and that 
there should be an appraisal ef the betterments only to these 
properties made by the Federal Government; that the Federal 
Government should appoint two of the appraisers, the city of 
Portsmouth and the county of Norfolk two, and that these four 
should select one. The value of such betterments, as appraised, 
should be paid to the Federal Government by the owners of the 
ferries. It appears that the Government spent in additions to 
the plant $1,300,000, approximately, during the war and at the 
peak of high prices. 

A ferry slip was built, at considerable expense, which, owing 
to a mistake of the Government engineers, was too small to 
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admit of the entrance by such boats as were necessary for the 
service. This slip had to be removed and rebuilt at consider- 
able expense. In the course of operation, the Federal Govern- 
ment discontinued the use of the ferry between Portsmouth 
and Berkley, thereby reducing the operating expenses to the 
extent, in my judgment—I have not the figures before me—of 
quite 40 per cent, very nearly, if not quite, covering the in- 
creased operating expense. Nevertheless, the Government in- 
creased its charges for passenger service 100 per cent, and 
vehicular service approximately 150 per cent, with the result 
that during the past four years the Government has realized 
a net profit in the operation, of $534,200, after paying a rental 
of $135,200. It would seem from this that the Government 
has not operated the ferries in the interest of its patrons, as 
intended, but in the interest of profit for the Federal Govern- 
ment; so that citizens using this ferry have been required to 
contribute to an unwarranted profiteering by the Federal Gov- 
ernment. This, in effect, is a tax upon the ferry users in my 
district for the benefit of all the taxpayers of the United 
States, against which I again register my earnest protest. 

More than three years have elapsed since the proclamation 
of peace by the President of the United States, and still these 
ferries have not been returned to their owners. Perhaps this 
is due to the desire on the part of the Housing Corporation, 
to whom has been allocated the duty of operation, to continue 
the life of the corporation, and as an excuse, therefore, pro- 
vide a surplus revenue to the Government. Whether this be 
true or not, the fact remains that the increasing traffic yielded 
to the Federal Government during the past year $184,000 net 
revenue, to which the Housing Corporation points with pride. 

I might say that this is no evidence of superior manage- 
ment or skill in operation. If you give to any company or 
individual a monopoly of a commodity that must be used and 
the power to make such charges as he or they may desire, 
there would be no art in making the profit any amount de- 
sired. It appears now that the Housing Corporation is taking 
the position that, owing to this unmoral and probable illegal 
profit, to which it points with so much pride, it is claiming the 
right to capitalize the value of the betterments made to prop- 
erty owned by the city of Portsmouth and the county of Nor- 
folk on the basis of its earning value, figured at $5,000,000, 
and has, therefore, or for some other reason, delayed the ap- 
pointment of appraisers to meet appraisers already appointed 
by the city of Portsmouth and the county of Norfolk for the 
valuation of the property. 

A few weeks since I took occasion to call the attention of 
Congress to this situation, feeling that I was representing the 
interest of my constituents in so doing. It chanced that at 
or about this time I received a request from private interests 
within my district to introduce a bill in Congress asking for 
an authorization to build a bridge over the southern branch 
of the Elizabeth River between South Norfolk and Norfolk 
County, at a point between the Peabody track on the eastern 
side and the Dickson track on the western side of the river. 
When announcement was made through the press of the intro- 
duction of the said bill in Congress, I received the following 
telegram signed by the manager of the city of Portsmouth, to 
wit: 


City and county strongly opposed to constriction of bridge over 
southern branch about belt line. This construction will benefit a few 
interested stockholders and injure interests of Portsmouth and Norfolk 
County who are stockholders in present ferries. It would mean prob- 
able financial wreckage of these ferries, now giving satisfactory and 
economical service, and the transfer of business to two toll bridges at 
probably greater expense to the public. Letter follows. 


On the 7th I received another wire from the city manager, 
to wit: 

City and county desire to be heard on proposed bridge over southern 
branch and to present bill authorizing construction of bridge by them, 
Request pending bill be held in committee until we can act, 


To which I replied: 


I am in receipt of your wire requesting a hearing on the bridge 
authorization and that I hold it until you can act. I will endeavor 
to have a hearing set in which all parties at interest may be present 
and present their views. I would not agree to hold it until you can 
act, that being indefinite, but will give you ample time to attend. 

My interest in the matter is to represent all the people of my district 
as nearly as I can, and where there is a disagreement, to see that 
everybody has an equal chance. 


This is the usual procedure in such matters, and although I 
introduced the bill by request, I took no steps toward denying 
to any person, or all persons, a full opportunity to be heard 
before an impartial committee to which the bill was referred. 


On the contrary, it was my expectation that a hearing would 
be set. There was no effort on my part to keep the matter 
secret, I could not haye done so had it been my desire. When- 
ever a bill is introduced in Congress it is recorded in the 
journal of its proceedings and in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

It is open to the press and is generally noted by reporters, 
particularly those representing the locality affected. I had no 
thought of entering into a discussion of this question, leaving 
the merits or demerits to be discussed by others, until some 
days later I received a letter from the city manager of Ports- 
mouth, dated February 6, in which it was stated that the offi- 
cials of Portsmouth and Norfolk County— 


naturally and properly felt that they should have been given a chance 
to present thelr views before the bill was introduced. 


And that— 


it is the prevailing opinion here that the purpose of this bill, as previ- 
ously stated, is to frighten prospective bidders and thus waterlally 
reduce the amount for which the ferries would lease, in case their 
owners decide to lease them again. 


Whether rightfully or wrongfully, I felt that these comments, 
as well as the general tone of the letter, implied a purpose on 
my part to work injury to the interests of the city of Ports- 
mouth and the county of Norfolk—that I originated and timed 
the introduction of the bill to consummate that event and that 
they ignored the third but most important interest involved, 
viz, the general public. It should be borne in mind that every 
citizen has a legal right to petition and appeal and to enter 
into any legitimate business, even to the building of toll roads, 
toll bridges or toll ferries, or the operation of toll street cars or 
steam railways; and where such enterprises are of a quasi 
public nature, authority must be obtained from some duly con- 
stituted legislative power. In this particular instance the 
Elizabeth River, being a part of the intracoastal waterway 
from Boston to Florida, connecting with the Albemarle Sound 
by a Goyernment-owned canal, thus enabling continuous and 
interstate traffic, it clearly comes within the province of the 
Congress of the United States to grant such an authorization. 

The citizen, or citizens, seeking such an authorization can 
only do so through a Representative having the right to jutro- 
duce a bill before Congress. The Representative of the dis- 
trict in which the authorization and project is proposed, is 
naturally he to whom such projectors would go and request 
the introduction of a bill. It is patently right and proper 
that a Representative should present matters referred to him 
for such introduction, and if he did not introduce such matters 
so referred to him by his constituents, the constitutional right 
of appeal would not avail. Had the city of Portsmouth and 
the county of Norfolk been the projectors and have presented 
to me a request for the introduction of such a bill, I certainly 
should not have gone to the city councils of the cities of 
Norfolk or of Suffolk and consulted with them as to whether 
or not I should introduce the bill, eyen though it would still 
further have placed the control of ingress and egress between 
these important centers almost entirely within the hands of 
the city of Portsmouth and the county of Norfolk—a power 
which might be utilized to the detriment of a majority of 
the people in the district—but would have promptly intro- 
duced it, knowing full well that any or all objections might 
be heard before a disinterested committee of Congressmen. 

It should further be borne in mind that the Ferries Co. have 
not given to me their full confidence in connection with this 
matter. I do not claim that they were called upon to do so. 
Indeed, if they felt that they could handle the situation in 
Washington without my assistance, and so desired, they acted 
entirely within their rights. 

The impression under which I was placed, however, was that 
the Ferries Co. desired the return of their properties, and my 
efforts here have been intended to aid in this direction, and hence 
my former speech in Congress calling the situation to the atten- 
tion of this body. Naturally, it was in the nature of an attack 
upon the Housing Corporation for not complying with its con- 
tract with the Ferries Co. Later the president of the Housing 
Corporation informed me that my people did not want the 
ferries surrendered by the Government but had been seeking to 
release them to the Housing Corporation on the basis of 
$250,000 annually. This, of course, was quite a surprise to 
me. Owing to the enormous increase in toll charges hereto- 
fore established by the Government, it is natural to assume 
that so large an increase in the rental would lead to an addi- 
tional increase of the toll charges, especially since the Gov- 
ernment is avowedly operating the ferries for profit, having 
taken during the past fiscal year $184,000 net profit from the 
users of the ferries, 
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T do not know that it was the intention of the Ferries Co. 


to make such a lease, though not denied when I mentioned the 
matter to its representatives; but certainly a conversation 
along that line would naturally suggest to the Housing Oor- 
poration a desire, or indifference at least, to the return of the 
ferries. The effect of this situation is to fasten upon the 
users of the ferries the burden of carrying indefinitely the high 
tolls and large profits incident thereto. 

In view of these facts, and representing the people of the 
entire district, comprising 320,000 persons, as against the wish 
of a probably thirty or forty thousand persons—for I have 
strong reason to believe that by no means do all of the people 
of Portsmouth and Norfolk County, totaling some 75,000 per- 
sons, oppose the bridge in question—I can not be accused of 
improper activity in insisting that the ferries be returned by 
the Government to their owners or for introducing a bill author- 
izing the construction of a bridge. 

I was requested to introduce the bill by parties whom I be- 
lieved to be ready, able, and willing to carry out the project. 
The public, as evidenced by subsequent events, is very greatly 
and, indeed, more largely interested than either the owners of 
the ferries or the projectors. I did not think then, nor do I 
think now, that in the broader sense the interest of the people 
of Portsmouth or of Norfolk County would be impaired by the 
building of such a bridge. It would probably reduce the reve- 
nues of the ferries; but at the same time would contribute 
very largely to the development of the entire community— 
Portsmouth and Norfolk County included. Indeed it appears 
that the people of Norfolk Song hed — of the ee rep- 
resenting the greater portion o coun population, are 
very vitally interested and desfrous of having the bridge. It 
appears to me that the city and county officials endeavored to 
educate the public to the idea that I had done æ grave injustice 
to its citizens and to center their thought and prejudice upon 
me, rather than on the merits of fhe case, and it is for this 
reason that I wish to bring this point of view to the attention 
of the Congress. 


district, between the town of Smith- 


field and the city of Portsmouth, which when butt will divert the 


trafie over che State highway and Smithfield, in a large 
measure, from Suffolk fo the shorter route leading into Ports- 
mouth; and in this fistance the manager of the 9 
mouth and others from Portsmouth appeared at # be- 
fore the district engineer and urged the building of the bridge. 
This they had a perfect right to do; but, having taken that po- 
sition, then it is exceedingly inconsistent to attack me on the 
grounds that I have sought to injure the ferry interests by 
introducing a bill at the request of certain citizens for a 
bridge which they claim will divert some of this traffic from the 
ferries. It depends upon whose ox is gored.” 

In the one case it would divert some traffic from Suffolk, 
in the other it would divert some traffic from the ferries. 
But both projects are in line with progress and the develop- 
ment which must inevitably come, because it is demanded by 
the general public and will unqestionably add to the develop- 
ment and values which will, in my opinion, more than over- 
eome the loss of legitimate ferry revenues. 

The contention that Portsmouth and Norfolk County have 
advanced—that is to say, loaned to be returned—large sums of 
money for the construction of State highways, and therefore 
should not have competition for any part of the traffic, is not 
well founded, since Norfolk city has likewise advanced large 
sums for the construction of the same highways. There is no 
just. contention, therefore, that the ferries should monopolize 
the traffic using these highways at the expense of the city of 
Norfolk and of the people of the State of Virginia and of the 
United States, who must pay for the construction of these 
highways. 

Every argument advanced against the building: of a bridge is 
in reality an argument in favor of the bridge. It was not my 
purpose, and is not now, to take a partisan position in this 
matter, my only purpose being to defend my position against 
that which I believe to have been an inconsistent and unjusti- 
fied attack. I met the request of fhe ferries company in hold- 
ing up the bridge matter in order that there might be hearings 
upon the subject. This, of course, meant that it could not be 
acted upon at this session of Congress. 

The public has ample time in which to digest this matter 
and for both sides to the contention to present their views 
before the convening of another Congress; and I trust that 
some plan may be devised whereby an amicable adjustment 
may be made. 


It may be pertinent for me to say that I introduced a bill 
for damming and locking the waters of Lafayette River. There 
was considerable opposition to this project. When I introduced 
the bill I personally was opposed to the project, believing that 
it would not be in the interest of the general public, but I 
introduced’ the bilt and gave to each side the opportunity to be 
heard, with the result that the committee reported favorably 
the bill and Congress has authorized the project. I had no 
more interest or feeling in the bridge than in the Lafayette 
River Dam, but in the line of duty I introduced the bill, expect- 
ing it to stand or fall on its merits. In this case, however, I do 
not hesitate to say that I belleve the bridge to be in line with 
progress and the development of the entire community, as well 
as of the highway system; and had I not been attacked, as I 
feel, unjustly, I should have taken no greater part in the bridge 
matter than F did in the Lafayette River Dam project. They 
both came to me in the line of duty and were acted upon 
accordingly. 

: LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATION BILE 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to take from the Speaker's table the bill (H. R. 
12101) making appropriations for the legislative branch of 
the Government for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, and 
for other purposes, for consideration in the House, as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole: 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent to consider in the House as in Committee of 
the Whole the bill H. R. 12101, the legislative appropriation 
bill. Is there objection? 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
I want to ask the gentleman from Iowa if the gentleman is 
going to give us time to be heard on one or two propositions, 
and especially the salary increase amendment, to which we 
have objections? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Towa. It is my purpose to present the 
first. 12 amendments in this bill ex b if there is no objec- 
tion on the part of the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Tayror} 
or any other Member of the House. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman give us time to be heard 
on the salary increase amendment before a vote is taken? It 
will be entirely within his control. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Oh, yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. And the gentleman will give us time to be 
heard on ft? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Towa. Liberal time. 

Mr. FROTHINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to 
object, may I ask if there will be an opportunity given to be 
heard on the proposed salary increase, or will that be put 
through without debate? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. We will have debate on it. 

Mr. FROTHINGHAM, So that those who object will have 
an opportunity to be heard? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. tne righ 

Mr. RANKIN. Reserving the t to object, Mr. Speaker, 
why does the gentleman wish to put the other amendments’ en 
bloe? Why not have them voted on separately? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. There is no objection to them. 
They are satisfactory to everyone. 

The SPHAKDR. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


DIVISION OF LANDS AND FUNDS OF THE OSAGE INDIANS 


Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, I present a conference report, 
for printing under the rules, on the bill (H. R. 5726) to amend 
the act of Congress of March 8, 1921, entitled “An act to amend 
section. 8 of the act of Congress of June 28, 1906, entitled ‘An 
act of Congress for the division of the lands and funds of the 
Osage Indians in Oklahoma, and for other purposes“. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate by Mr. Craven, its Chief Clerk, 
announced that the Senate had passed without amendment bill 
of the following title: 8 

H. R. 157. An act to authorize the more complete endowment 
of agricultural experiment stations, and for other pu 

The message also announced that the Senate had insisted 
upon its amendments to the bill (H. R. 12033) making appro- 
priations for the government of the District of Columbia and 
other activities chargeable in whole or in part against the reye- 
nues of such District for the fiseal year ending June 30, 1926, 
and for other purposes, disagreed to by the House of Repre- 
sentatives, had agreed to the conference asked by the House 
on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon and had 
appointed Mr. Puers, Mr. BALL, Mr. Jones of Washington, 


Mr. Grass, and Mr. Snerrarp as the conferees on the part of 
the Senate. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed bill 
and joint resolutions of the following titles, in which the con- 
currence of the House of Representatives was requested: 

S. 3824. An act to provide for the appointment of a leader 
of the Army band; 

S. J. Res. 169. Joint resolution authorizing the Secretary of 
Agriculture to waive all requirements in respect of grazing 
fees for the use of national forests during the calendar year 
1925; and 

S. J. Res. 187. Joint resolution providing for the cooperation 
of the United States in the sesquicentennial exhibition com- 
memorating the signing of the Declaration of Independence, 
and for other purposes- 

The Trost, 5 55 announced that the Senate had passed the 
following order: 


Ordered, That the House of Representatives be requested to return 
to the Senate the bill (H. R. 7881) to convey to the city of Astoria, 
Oreg, a certain strip of land in said city. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


Mr. ROSENBLOOM, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 
reported that they had examined and found truly enrolled 
bills and joint resolution of the following titles, when the 
Speaker signed the same: 4 

H. R. 27. An act to compensate the Chippewa Indians of 
Minnesota for timber and interest in connection with the 
settlement for the Minnesota National Forest; 

H. R. 166. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior 
to issue patent to the city of Redlands, Calif., for certain lands, 
and for other purposes; 

II. R. 2689. An act to consolidate certain lands within the 
Snoqualmie National Forest ; 

H. R. 2419. An act for the relief of Michael Curran: 

H. R. 2716. An act to amend paragraph 20 of section 24 of 
the Judicial Code, as amended by act of November 23, 1921, 
entitled “An act to reduce and equalize taxation, to provide 
evenue, and for other purposes“; 

i II. R. 2720. An act to authorize the sale of lands in Pitts- 
burgh, Pa.; 

H. R. 3927. An act granting publie lands to the town of Sil- 
yerton, Colo., for public park purposes ; 

II. R. 4114. An act authorizing the construction of a bridge 
across the Colorado River near Lee Ferry, Ariz. ; 

H. R. 4522. An act to provide for the completion of the topo- 
graphical survey of the United States; 

H. R. 4825. An act for the establishment of industrial schools 
for Alaskan native children, and for other purposes ; 

II. R. 5170. An act providing for an exchange of lands be- 
tween Anton Hiersche and the United States in connection with 
the North Platte Federal irrigation project; 

H. R. 5612. An act to authorize the addition of certain lands 
to the Mount Hood National Forest ; 

H. R. 6436. An act for the relief of Isidor Steger; 

H. R. 6651. An act to add certain lands to the Umatilla, 
Wallowa, and Whitman National Forests in Oregon; 

H. R. 6695. An act authorizing the owners of the steamship 
Malta Maru to bring suit against the United States of America ; 

H. R. 6853. An act to relinquish the title of the United States 
to the land in the preemption claim of William Weekley, sit- 
uate in the county of Baldwin, State of Alabama; 

H. R. 7631. An act for the relief of Charles T, Clayton and 
others; 

H. R. 7780. An act for the relief of Fred J. La May; 

H. R. 8169. An act for the relief of John J. Dobbertin: 

H. R. 8226. An act granting relief to the First State Savings 
Bank of Gladwin, Mich. ; 

H. R. 8267. An act for the purchase of land adjoining Fort 
Bliss, Tex. ; 

H. R. 8298. An act for the relief of Byron S. Adams; 

H. R. 8333. An act to restore homestead rights in certain 
Cases; : 

H. R. 8366. An act to add certain lands to the Santiam Na- 
tional Forest; 

H. R. 8410. An act to change the name of Third Place NE. 
to Abbey Place; 

H. R. 8438. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
county of Allegheny, Pa., to construct a bridge across the 
Monongahela River from Cliff Street, McKeesport, to a point 
opposite in the city of Duquesne ; 

H. R. 9028. An act to authorize the addition of certain lands 
to the Whitman National Forest; 
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H. R. 9160. An act authorizing certain Indian tribes and 
bands, or any of them, residing in the State of Washington, to 
submit to the Court of Claims certain claims growing out of 
treaties and otherwise ; 

H. R. 9495. An act granting to the State of Oregon certain 
lands to be used by it for the purpose of maintaining and 
operating thereon a fish hatchery; 

H. R. 9537. An act to authorize the Secretary of Commerce 
to transfer to the city of Port Huron, Mich., a portion of the 
Fort Gratiot Lighthouse Reservation, Mich. ; 

H. R. 9688. An act granting public lands to the city of Red | 
Bluff, Calif., for a public park; 

H. R. 9700. An act to authorize the Secretary of State to 
enlarge the site and erect buildings thereon for the use of the 
diplomatic and consular establishments of the United States 
in Tokyo, Japan; 

H. R, 10143. An act to exempt from cancellation certain | 
desert-land entries in Riverside County, Calif.; 

H. R. 10348. An act authorizing the Chief of Engineers of 
the United States Army to accept a certain tract of land from 
Mrs. Anne Archbold donated to the United States for park 
purposes ; 

H. R. 10411. An act granting desert-land entrymen an exten- 
sion of time for making final proof; ö 

H. R. 10412. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
Pittsburgh, Cincinnati, Chicago & St. Louis Railroad Co., its 
Successors and assigns, to construct a bridge across the Little 
Calumet River; 

H. R. 10590, An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior 
to sell certain land to provide funds to be used in the purchase 
of a suitable tract of land to be used for cemetery purposes 
for the use and benefit of members of the Kiowa, Comanche, 
and Apache Tribes of Indians; 

H. R. 10596. An act to extend the times for commencing and 
completing the construction of a dam across the Red River of 
the North; 

H. R. 11030. An act to revive and reenact the act entitled “An 
act authorizing the construction, maintenance, and operation 
of a private drawbridge over and across Lock No. 4 of the 
canal and locks, Willamette Falls, Clackamas County, Oreg.,” 
approved May 81, 1921; 

H. R. 11214. An act to amend an act regulating the height 
of buildings in the District of Columbia, approved June 1, 1910, 
as amended by the act of December 30, 1910; 

H. R. 11255. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
Kanawha Falls Bridge Co. (Inc.) to construct a bridge across 
„ River at Kanawha Falls, Fayette County, 
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II. R. 11445. An act to amend the national defense act; 

H. R. 11500. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to con- 
solidate national forest lands“; z 

H. R. 11668. An act granting consent of Congress to the 
States of Missouri, Illinois, and Kentucky to construct, main- 
tain, and operate bridges over the Mississippi and Ohio Rivers 
at or near Cairo, Ill, and for other purposes ; 

H. R. 11952. An act to authorize the exchange of certain 
patented lands in the Rocky Mountain National Park for 
Government lands in the park; and 

H. J. Res. 342. Joint resolution to authorize the appointment 
of an additional commissioner on the United States Lexington- 
Concord Sesquicentennial Commission. 


PURCHASE OF UNAPPROPRIATED PUBLIC LANDS 


Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Speaker, I présent a conference report, 
for printing under the rules, on the bill (H. R. 8522) granting 
to certain claimants the preference right to purchase unap- 
propriated public lands. 

The conference report and statement are as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the Dill 
(H. R. 8522) granting to certain claimants the preference 
right to purchase unappropriated public lands, having met, 
after full and free conference, have agreed to recommend and 
do recommend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ments of the Senate numbered 1, 2, 4, 5, and 6, and agree to 
the same. 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 3 and agree to the same with 
an amendment as follows: After the word “ corporation ” insert 
a colon and the following proviso: “Provided further, That 
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this act shall not be construed as in any manner abridging the 
existing rights of any settler or entryman under the public 
land laws”; and the Senate agree to the same. 
N. J. SINNOTT, 
Appison T. SMITH, 
Jonn E. RAKER, D 
Managers on the part of the House. 
Rogert N. STANFIELD, 
PEPER NORBECK, 
Key PITTMAN, 
Managers on the part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 

The managers on the part of the House at the conference on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendments of 
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 8522) granting to certain claimants 
the preference right to purchase unappropriated public lands 
submit the following written statement explaining the effect of 
the action agreed on: 

Senate amendment No. 1 grants the right to purchase to any 
owner in good faith of land shown by the official public land 
surveys to be bounded in whole or in part by the erroneously 
meandered area and who acquired title to such land prior to 
the passage of the bill. 

Senate amendment No. 2 requires the applicant to show that 
the lands sought to be purchased are not in the legal possession 
of an adverse claimant under the public land laws. 

Senate amendment No. 3 authorizes the Commissioner of the 
General Land Office, where the meandered line is bounded by 
two or more tracts, to divide the meandered area so as to 
permit a fair division of the meandered area among the owners 
of the surrounding or adjacent tracts. Amendment No. 3 
further provides that, in case of conflict of claims, any claimant 
haying placed valuable improvements upon the land involved, 
or having reduced the same to cultivation, shall be given a 
preference to the extent of his improvements or cultivation; 
also that the preference rights shall be limited to 160 acres in 
one body. The amendment to Senate amendment No. 3, agreed 
upon in conference, protects the existing rights of any settler 
or entryman under the public land laws. 

Senate amendments Nos. 4, 5, and 6 merely correct the section 
numbers in the bill, 

N. J. SINNOTT, 

ADDISON T. SMITH, 

Joux E. Raker, 
Managers on the part of the House. 


LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATION BILL 


Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that the first 12 Senate amendments be considered 
en bloc. 

Mr. BLANTON. I am going to object to that, Mr. Speaker, 
so that question need not be put. We ought to vote on them 
separately. 

Mr. BRITTEN. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. BRITTEN. Was not that request submitted as a part 
of the original request? 

The SPEAKER. No. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman would make 
that request with respect to all the amendments except the 
proposed salary increase amendment, I would not object. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. That is just what I am doing. 

Mr. BLANTON. I did not understand that. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa asks unanimous 
consent that the first 12 amendments be considered en bloc. 
Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the first 12 amendments as follows: 


‘Senate amendment No. 1: Page 1, line 13, strike out the words 
reading clerk, $4,500" and insert in lieu thereof the words chief 
clerk, who shall perform the duties of reading clerk, $4,500.” 

Senate amendment No. 2: Page 1, line 15, strike out the word 
„chief“ and insert the word “ principal.” 

Senate amendment No, 3: Page 1, line 17, strike out the word 
“ principal” and insert the word “ legislative.” 

Senate amendment No. 4; Page 5, line 12, after the figures “ $2,590" 
insert the words “assistant clerk, 81,940.“ 

Senate amendment No. 5: Page 6, line 9, after the words “in all,” 
strike out the figures “$368,170” and insert the figures $370,110.” 

Senate amendment No. 6: Page 6, line 21, after the figures “ $106,- 
400, strike out the words “in all, $601,300" and insert in lieu 
thereof the words messenger, $1,520; in all, $602,820.” 


Senate amendment No. 7: Page 9, line 7, strike out the figures 
“$1,800” and insert in lieu thereof the figures “ $2,000." 

Senate amendment No. 8: Page 22, strike out all of lines 1 and 2, 
and line 3 through the word “ Representatives,” and insert in lieu 
thereof the words “1924, $45,000, of which $25,000 shall be disbursed 
by the Secretary of the Senate and $20,000 by the Clerk of the House 
of Representatives.” 

Senate amendment No. 9: Page 23, after line 18, insert a new line, 
as follows; “ For surgical treatment of trees on the Capitol Grounds, 
$5,000.” 

Senate amendment No. 10: Page 24, after line 2, 
Paragraph the following: 

“For extension and changing of electric wiring of the attic floor to 
provide necessary electric lighting for the storage rooms, $1,000; for 
concrete floor for the attic story, $15,750; for new revolving door for 
ground floor, southwest corner, Senate Office Building, $1,750; In all, 
$18,500.” 

Senate amendment No. 11: Page 27, line 12, after the figures 
“ $745,000,” insert the words “and authority is hereby given to enter 
into a contract or contracts or otherwise incur obligations not in ex- 
cess of this sum," 

Senate amendment No. 12: Page 31, line 19, strike out the figures 
“$106,498 " and insert in lieu thereof the figures “ $104,398." 


Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, these 12 amend- 
ments are mostly changes on the part of the Senate employees. 
It involves the guard question, which is the Stengle amendment, 
and I want to say to the gentleman from New York that the 
salary is retained at $1,200 and the number is fixed at the 
number now employed in the Library. I understand that that 
is satisfactory to the gentleman from New York. 

The next amendment of importance is the authorization for 
contract liability in the Library, Only $345,000 is appropriated 
in the bill, but it gives them contract authority for the entire 
amount of $745,000. The House conferees see no objection to 
any of these amendments. the gentleman from Colorade 
wish any change in these amendments? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. They are satisfactory to the 
minority members. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ask for a vote. 

The question was taken, and the first 12 amendments were 
agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 39, after line 9, insert: 

“Sec. 4. That section 4 of the legislative, excutive, and judicial 
appropriation act, approved February 26, 1907, as amended, is amended 
to read as follows: 

That on and after March 4, 1925, the compensation of the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives, the Vice President of the United 
States, and the heads of the executive departments who are members 
of the President's Cabinet shall be at the rate of $15,000 per annum 
each, and the compensation of Senators, Representatives in Congress, 
Delegates from Territories, Resident Commissioner from Porto Rico, 
and Resident Commissioners from the Philippine Islands shall be at 
the rate of $10,000 per annum each.’ ” 


Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the 
House concur in the Senate amendment, and I yield five min- 
utes to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MADDEN]. 

The SPEAKER. We are considering this in the House as 
in Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask for recognition, 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois is recognized 
for five minutes. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, the question of whether a 
man can afford, as a Member of Congress, to work for $7,500 
a year is one for him personally to decide. It is not a question 
of whether he has money enough out of which he can con- 
tribute to any loss that may accrue as the result of his services. 
It is a question of what the service is worth, and whether the 
Members of Congress are entitled to the same sort of treat- 
ment in the matter of pay as other people who may be em- 
ployed by the Government. 

Since 1907—when our last increase in pay went into effect— 
there has been added to the annual pay roll by giving further 
increases in pay to all branches of the Government, $350,- 
000,000. Included in this sum is the amount in the new postal 
pay bill which the House approved. That is the charge now, 
$350,000,000 more per annum than it was in 1907. Take, for in- 
stance, the $160,000,000 to the men engaged in the Postal 
Service. The clerks in that service and supervisory officials 
have had their pay increased 104 per cent. : 

Mr. HUDSON. Exclusive of the $68,000,000 in the pendin 
bill. 

Mr. MADDEN. Exclusive of the percentage increase under 
the $68,000,000 provided in the pending bill, the Army ofi- 
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cers pay has been increased, the naval officer’s pay has been 
increased, and everyone, everywhere, has had an increase in 


pay. 

Nobody denies that every man who serves in Congress, if 
his service is long enough, if he depends on the income, will 
leave Congress a fit subject for the poorhouse. [Applause.] 
Now, if a man has an income out of which he can contribute 
to prevent his going to the poorhouse when he finishes his 
term, the question is, Ought he to be required by the Ameri- 
can people to do it? 

Mr. BUTLER. He ought to go before he comes. [Laughter.] 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes; he ought to go before he comes. I 
will leave the question, as chairman of the Appropriations 
Committee, to the judgment of every man here. It is an in- 
dividual question. Every man will haye to act on his own 
responsibility. He can tell best whether he can afford to serve 
his country for less than it costs him. I am sure that the 
American people are not desirous of securing anybody's 
services for less than it actually costs him to live. 

Now, every man here knows that in addition to having to 
live on his pay he must defray his election expenses. Some- 
times this is as much as he gets, and sometimes more. I do 
not undertake to say as to that. What I do undertake to say 
fy that althouglt I do not need this increase of compensation, 
and I do not want it, I do think that I ought not to stand 
here as a stumbling block in the way of the membership of 
the House on the right to determine that question for them- 
selves. [Applause] 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, this is a matter 
which affects the individual membership of the House, and 
as the gentleman from IIlinois has just said, each Member 
understands’ his own situation, and, of course, will act upon 
his own individual responsibility. But I can not permit this 
amendment to be considered without entering a very earnest 
protest against. it. I have consistently, ever since I have been 
a Member of the House, and a member of the Committee on 
Appropriations, opposed every unuecessary expenditure, and 
I do not regard this as either a proper or necessary expendi 


ture. 

I think that we should think of the people back home, those 
whose taxes make it possible to run this Government, and 1 
do not believe that at this time whem the people are being 
taxed both by the National Government. and in their States 
and municipalities more than. ever before in the history of the 
country Congress ought to add to that burden by the increase 
of their own salaries, 

Another fundamental objection to the adoption of this 
amendment is that it. proposes to increase the salaries for the 
next Congress, Members to which were elected last November 
and a Congress to which most of us were. reelected. 

It is, as I view it, a direct and specifie violation of the 
spirit of rule 8, section 1, which provides that Members shall 
not be required to vote upon bills or measures in which they 
have a pecuniary interest. Section 369 of Jefferson’s Manual 
lays it down as a principle that a Member shall not vote on 
a matter involving his private interest. I think that if the 
time has come, as many contend, that the salaries of Members 
should be increased, we ought to make that provision apply 
two years hence for the Seventieth Congress and permit the 
people back home to have a voice in the question as to who 
shall represent them at the increased salary. 

Mr. TUCKER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. Very briefly. 

Mr. TUCKER. I want to know if this amendment is open 
to amendment, for I am opposed to the whole amendment, and 
it looks as if I am not going to have a chance to express that 
fact, and T want to express it now. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. It is subject to an amendment, 
but I do not know whether an amendment would be adopted 
or not, but I do wish to say, gentlemen, I am opposed to 
increasing the salaries even for the Seventieth Congress at 
this time. I would prefer that Members should return home, 
discuss the matter with their people and get their views, and 
then during the next session consider the question. What I 
am contending for here to-day is that we ought not to pass 
this amendment which increases our salaries for the term to 
which we have been elected. We knew what the salaries were 
going to be. We sought the office, and the people elected us 
with the understanding that our salaries were to remain during 
the term for which we were elected at the amount it was 
then and we should not increase them merely beeause we 
hold the purse strings and have ft within our power. While 
it is embarrassing for me to stand here and take this. position 
upon matters which affect the individual interests of every 
Memer of this House, I could not in justice to myself, in 


justice to my past record on the question of appropriations, 
fail to express my views make this protest against the 
passage of this amendment. hope that it will not prevail, 
[Applause.] 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, 
as you all know I am leaving the service of this House on the 
4th of next March. I have served here 10 years and, in the 
main, the membership of this House has given the country, 
during that period, in my judgment, earnest, careful, and 
efficient service. It can not be said that less than 75 per cent 
of the membership of this Honse live here in the city of 
Washington with less conveniences and comforts than they 
do at home, and it can not be said. by at least less than 75 per 
cent of the men that they can live here in reasonable comfort; 
and with the reasonable conveniences which they have at 
home, upon the salaries that they now receive. But I want to 
say in leaving this House, which I will soon do and go back 
te be a normal taxpayer, that I believe the taxpayers of this 
country will be more than satisfied if you men, without regard 
to the opposition that is raised, at this time and for the next 
Congress increase your salaries. to $10,000 a year. [Applause.] 
There is, whether or wrong, a sentiment fhroughout the 
country that somet has happened which has deteriorated 
the efficiency of the membership of this House. Certainly an 
inerease to $10,000 a year from the $7,500 now received will 
not have a tendency to lower further the quality of the men 
who come here. There is no question but what there are 
many men who desire to come to Congress and who are able 
men who are earning more than the salaries received here, 
who do not feel they are able to give up the services they are 
rendering at home to come to Congress, live, and pay their 
election. expenses upon the amount received. Now, in conclu- 
sion I want to say that in my country it is believed that. the 
Congress not having had any increase in salary since before 
the war, and everyone else in the Government service having 
had an increase in salary except the Congress, they are en- 
titled to it, and T hope that these men who ate here who real- 
ize that they are worth the money the Government fs paying 
them, will have the moral courage to vote for the thing you 
aré entitled to, and, therefore, I am glad, going out as I am, 
to have the privilege of standing up here fo-day and doing the 
thing I believe is right, in advocating and voting for this in- 
crease. [Applause] 

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, I am 
aware that what I am about to do will not be popular with 
my colleagues, and I sincerely regret it, for I covet the good 
will and friendship of each Member of this House, and I 
entertain for all feelings of affection; but the only guide for 
any Representative is to vote and speak as his judgment and 
conscience dictate. I shall always pursue that course. I never 
question my colleagues’ votes. 

I can not vote for the Senate amendment to increase my own 
salary to $10,000, and I think it would be a serious mistake 
for the amendment to be adopted. In my judgment, a serious 
public policy is involved in it, to wit, the voting by legislators 
out of the Treasury increased compensation to themselves. 
When I became a candidate for Congress, in the November 
election, I did so with the knowledge that the salary was 
$7,500 per year. I have been elected for two years, If I vote 
to increase the salary, I will be voting to myself, if Providence 
spares me to live out my term of office, $5,000, and this I ĉan 
not do. Let me call your attention to one of the rules of the 
House which we ourselves adopted, rule 8, which reads as fol- 
lows: very Member shall be present within the Hall of the 
House during its sittings, unless excused or necessarily pre- 
vented; and shall vote on each question put, unless he has a 
direct personal or pecuniary interest in the event of snch ques- 
tion.” Every Member of this House who is reeleeted to the 
Sixty-ninth Congress has a direct pecuniary interest in this 
amendment. Certainly no one ean complain if a Member votes 
against his own interest, which I shall do. If this amend- 
ment. proposed to increase the salary of Representatives, to 
take effect at some future date, the beneficiaries of the amend- 
ment to be elected after the salary had been raised, it would 
present a different proposition. I believe a Representative 
who faithfully performs his duty is entitled to compensa- 
tion commensurate with the service rendered, and there may 
be merit in the amendment to Increase the pay to $10,000, 
but it should not, in my judgment, be enacted as is here pro- 
posed—to railroad the bill through the House without serious 
debate or opportunity to amend it and without a roll call, 
My colleagues, the public will not approve of legislating in 
this way, and we subject ourselves to serious criticism. I 
can not conscientiously consent to it. If our salaries are 


inadequate, the proper legislating committee should report a 
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bill providing for an increase and it should be given due and 
orderly consideration under the general rules of the House. 

Some of my colleagues may say I am insincere in my atti- 
tude and that, if the amendment is adopted, I will draw the 
increased salary. Of course I will, for if the law is changed 
and makes the salary $10,000, I shall accept the compensation 
that other Congressmen draw, but what I am urging you to 
do is not to agree to the amendment but to let the salary 
remain as it was when the Sixty-ninth Congress was elected. 

There is a great demand throughout the country for economy 
in Government expenditures so that taxes may be reduced. I 
am in perfect sympathy with this demand, and I believe it the 
paramount duty of Congress not to add to the expenses of Goy- 
ernment. This amendment will increase expenditures a million 
and a half dollars a year. This increase will be borne by the 
people of the United States. Let me earnestly counsel you not 
to make the mistake of agreeing to the Senate amendment, 
Undoubtedly, the wise course for us to pursue is to leave our 
salaries as they were when we were elected. 

I know the personnel of this Congress and that no finer body 
of men, as a whole, can be gathered together anywhere in the 
world. In character, industry, ability, and mental attainments, 
they compare favorably with any like number of men that 
could be assembled together, drawn from the professional, com- 
mercial, and industrial world; but, notwithstanding this, Con- 
gress does not enjoy the confidence of the people that it is 
entitled to. We have been misjudged and often willfully and 
maliciously misrepresented and held up unjustly to public 
contumely; and, my friends, if this salary increase is enacted 
into law, this action will have a tendency to accentuate the 
hostile attitude of the public. 

No one realizes better than I the financial difficulties that 
beset Congressmen without private means, for I have prac- 
tically no income save my salary. I am frank to say I do not 
see how Members of this House with large families can support 
them without financial embarrassment and the strictest eco- 
nomy ; but, be that as it may, we all knew the salary attached 
to the office when we became candidates for it. I appeal to 
you to defeat the Senate amendment. It will redound to our 
credit if we do so. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRISP. Yes; I yield to the gentleman from Tennessee, 

Mr. McREYNOLDS, I am opposed to this measure, and 
I am going to vote against it. When we were elected last 
November, we knew the salary, and I feel that we have no 
right to cry sacrifice now. Does not the gentleman feel that 
if any raise is to be made that it should be after two years, 
when our terms expire? 

Mr. CRISP. Yes; I have fully expressed my views. 

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, will my colleague yield? 

Mr. CRISP. Yes. 

Mr. WRIGHT. If the proposed amendment were so framed 
that it becomes effective on March 4, 1927, this would be a 
different proposition? 

Mr. CRISP. Certainly; very different. 

Mr. WRIGHT, I want to say that I concur fully with the 
gentleman's remarks. I am opposed to this salary increase 
and shall vote against it. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, it 
seems to me that there is only one question here to be de- 
cided, and that is, What is adequate compensation for a 
Member of Congress? Certainly there are no better judges 
as to what is adequate and proper compensation than the 
Members themselves. It is, of course, regrettable and it is 
obviously a source of embarrassment to all of us that those 
of us who are Members of the next Congress have a personal 
Interest at stake. But it is nevertheless our duty, in spite 
of that embarrassment, to make this decision in as impersonal 
a manner as possible. Now it seems to me that there is one 
class of men that we do not want to see as Members of 
Congress; that is, men to whom a salary of $7,500 is an induce- 
ment. [Applause.] And it seems to me that it would be 
undesirable if Congress were composed exclusively of a group 
of men whose personal fortunes made the matter of salary a 
matter of total indifference to them [applause], because they 
would obviously represent too limited a class for a truly 
representative body. [Applause,] The kind of Congress that 
we want to see is a Congress composed of that great class 
of men for whom the salary, while necessary, is not a con- 
sideration; of men who are willing to come here at some per- 
sonal sacrifice, in order to render service, and because a position 
of honor appeals to them; and we should fix our salary at 
the point where the sacrifice will not be too great and that 
class of men will come to Congress, 


If you fix it at $7,500 it is my absolute judgment, and it 
must be known beyond question to many of you that you are 
fixing it at a point where it is totally inadequate from the 
standpoint of that class of men. [Applause.}] The profes- 
sional and business man when he comes here—and he has 
to come here for a number of terms in order to be really 
effective—loses all business connections, That in itself is 
a great sacrifice. In addition, in order to remain here he 
must make a campaign every two years, and if his district 
is at all doubtful that is an expensive proposition. 

In the third place, he has to come and live in the city of 
Washington, where the cost of living is high, and where it 
is infinitely higher than it was when the salary of $7,500 was 
originally fixed. He ought not to be asked to do it. He will 
not do it. The successful man who is earning $15,000 or 
$20,000 or $25,000 a year will come here if you will allow 
him a salary to enable him to maintain something like the 
standard his family is accustomed to, and $10,000 will do 
that. He will not come here and live according to a standard 
that he is not accustomed to, sacrifice his business future, 
and put away the chance of laying aside a sum to take care 
of the vicissitudes of old age, if the United States Govern- 
ment can not meet him half way and pay a salary commensu- 
rate with the work and responsibilities assumed and the sac- 
rifices entailed. 

Gentleman talk of economy, and frankly I frequently dis- 
agree with gentlemen on the other side of the House who 
insist on what I consider the worst kind of economy, the 
economy which consists in getting the second and third best 
at bargain rates. The proper economy in business is to pay 
salaries that will enlist the most competent service. [Ap- 
plause. ] 

There is nothing that has offended my knowledge and ex- 
perience more than the argument, which I have repeatedly. 
heard on this floor, in favor of paying miserable, picayune 
salaries to second-rate men, instead of the United States Gov- 
ernment paying adequate salaries and gettng the best men 
and not forcing them to remain in private life. [Applause.] 
What we want in Congress are men above the average; men 
that are coming to the front in their communities. We can 
get them for much less than private enterprise, but we can 
not afford to push this advantage too far. To-day we are 
losing our good men. We shall lose more, and unless some- 
thing is done the time may not be distant when we shall be 
getting $5,000 men for our $7,500. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I offer an amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Brack moves to concur in Senate amendment No. 13 with an 
amendment: On line 13 strike out the figures “1925” and insert 
the figures “ 1927.“ 


Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Speaker, the House of Repre- 
sentatives being a representative body, I do not believe that 
we should pass any measure which we may not reasonably 
expect the people to approve. I believe that is a sound rule 
of legislation to follow. In the first place, under the circum- 
stances, and considering the present financial condition of the 
country and the general complaints at the overhead expenses 
of Government, I do not believe that the people will approve 
the passage of this salary increase; and I am certain that if 
Congress does concur in this amendment it ought to adopt 
Dr amendment to postpone its effective date until March 4, 
1927. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLACK of Texas, I yield. 

Mr. RANKIN. I agree with the gentleman from Texas, 
that the Senate amendment providing for these salary in- 
creases ought not to be adopted. This is a day of declining 
prices, and is no time for such legislation. Besides, every 
Member knew what these salaries were before the election, 
and did not protest then. But does not the gentleman think 
it would be better just to strike out the Senate amendment or 
refuse to concur and leave this matter as it now stands? Of 
course, I would rather see the amendment of the gentleman 
from Texas adopted than to see the House concur in the 
Senate amendment, but I am of the opinion that we ought to 
just defeat, or refuse to concur in the Senate amendment and 
leave the law as it is. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Well, I will say to the gentleman 
from Mississippi that I intend to vote against the whole 
proposition to concur, just as he intends to do. But we can 
not strike out the Senate amendment. Parliamentary pro- 
cedure would not permit us to do that. We either have to vote 
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the motion up or down to concur in the amendment. The 
Congress that has already been elected for the Sixty-ninth 
Congress was not elected upon any issue of increase of salary 
and I dare say it was not discussed in any of the States; and 


therefore, if adopted at all, the Senate amendment ought not | 
to be best for our country? This is what we as the repre- 


to be made effective until the 4th of March, 1927. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Yes; I yield to the gentleman from 
Kentucky. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Without regard to the merits of the pro- 
posed increase, how does the principle laid down by the gen- 
tileman, that the Members of this incoming Congress ought not 
to vote to inerease their salaries, affect the Senate, which is a 
eontinuing body, and two-thirds of which will be in office at 
the beginning of the next session? 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. I do not undertake to speak for the 
Senate, and I want to say to the gentleman—— 

Mr. BARKLEY. But if the gentleman’s principle is correct, 
it should not take effect for six years. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. I am not undertaking to impugn or 
question the motives of any gentleman who votes upon this 
proposition, but I de say that if it is to become a law it should 
hot become effective until March 4, 1927. The Sixty-ninth 
Congress has already been elected, and those of us who will be 
Members of it will assume office March 4, 1925, and I contend 
we shonld make no effert to increase our salaries until the 
people have opportunity to pass upon it in some way. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLAOK of Texas. Yes; I yield to my friend from Vir- 
ginin. 

Mr. MOORA of Virginia. In view of the arguments which 
have been made here, does not the gentleman think that if we 
are to take this step we should take it entirely in the open 
and haye a roll call upon the proposition? 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. I agree absolutely with the gen- 
tleman from Virginia. In the first place, we ought not to take 
up the matter as a rider on an appropriation bill. It is the 
legislative policy of the House, the asserted policy of the 
House, that we will not take up legislation as riders on appro- 
priation bills. That is a wise policy as many precedents which 
could be cited will prove. If Congress is to make this excep- 
tion in its own favor, then Members of the House ought to be 
willing to go on record and place our vote in the CONGRES- 
sI0NAL Recorv. We should not subject ourselves to the eriti- 
cism that we in any way dodged the issue. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Yes. I yield to my colleague from 
Texas. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman spoke of the Senate. The 
press of Washington reported that Senator SHerparp was the 
only Senator who voted against this salary raise when the 
Senate passed it the other night. Had two or three Senators 
made a determined fight against it they could have stopped it, 
for when a Senator ence gets the floor he can hold it as long 
as bis physical endurance lasts. May I ask my distinguished 
colleague this question, whether it is not a fact, this being 
new legislation on an appropriation bill, that if any Senator 
had made a point of order against it he could have knocked 
it out? 

Mr. BLAOK of Texas. That is my understanding of the 
rules of the Senate t 

Mr. CHLLER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. CELLER. I just want to state to the gentleman that 
he was wrong when he said this question did not enter into 


any campaign, I introduced a bill providing for an increase 
in the Members’ salaries last year and that was used in my 
eampaign. 


Mr. BLACK of Texas. I dare say it was an issue in very 
few campaigns. I stand corrected as to the gentleman’s own 
campaign. 

In my own campaign for reelection from the first congres- 
sional district of ‘Texas I pledged my constituents to make a 
consistent fight for economy in public expenditures. I feel 
that to vote myself an increase in salary would be a violation 
of that pledge, both in letter and in spirit. Therefore I will 
vote against the salary inerease and will demand a reeord 
vote upon it. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, if 
it is right to pass an amendment increasing the salary of Mem- 
bers of Congress at all, it is right to pass it now. [Applause.] 
There is no good reason why the men who are here to-day, 
who have the courage of their convictions to stand up and say 


should be $10,000, should be deprived of it for the next two 
years. When will it be more sorely needed than now? It is 
something that must be done by this body if done at all. No 
other agency of our Government has the power to do it. 

The question as I see it is: What, in the long run, is going 


sentatives of the people of the country should consider. Is it 
going to be best for the country as the years come and go that 
we should eontinue paying grossly inadequate salaries to the 
Members of Congress? What effect is it going to have upon 
the character and quality of the Congress? The gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Mars] has indicated what, in his judg- 
ment, would be the effect. The inevitable tendency must be 
that men to whom $7,500 is an inducement will come here in 
increasing numbers along with a number of rich men to whom 
the salary is a matter of trifling importance. We should then 
have Congress made up principally of these two classes, and 
they would be the only ones who could afferd to stay here long 
enough to rise to positions of power and influence in Congress. 
Do we wish this situation brought about? In my judgment, 
every year that we postpone a reasonable increase in the salary 
of Members of Congress we are doing our country an injury, an 
injury that will grow in its effects as the years go by. Let me 
cite but a single example of irreparable loss that this body suf- 
fered on account of the inadequate salary, It is for purpose 
of illustration only. Numerous other cases will suggest them- 
selves to the older Members of the House. In the retirement of 
John J. Fitzgerald, of New York, from this House for financial 
reasons the country lost an invaluable public servant; one who 
was worth fully $1,000,000 a year to this country. [Applause. } 

Considered from the standpoint of expense, what does this 
increase mean? The additional cost will be a little over 
$1,000,000 a year. Let us figure it out. We may safely as- 
sume that the service rendered by a more adequately paid body 
will be in some degree a better service. What will this better 
service cost the people of the United States? Just about 1 cent 
apiece per year for each citizen of this country? [Applause.] 

Let us for just a moment consider what it costs to live now 
and then compare it with the time when the present salary 
was fixed. I am one of those Members whe must live and 
support a family on the salary of a Member of Congress, I 
perhaps have about the average family, so that without impro- 
priety I may take my own case as typical. I have a wife and 
three dependent children, so that I know what it means to try 
to. live and maintain a family on such a salary. I live at a 
congressional hotel which charges reasonable prices. My en- 
tire salary would not pay my hotel bill alone if I brought my 
family here and lived as becomes a Representative of the people 
in the Congress of the United States. [Applanse.] My case is 
individual, but I doubt not that, as stated, it represents sub- 
stantially the facts in the case of a number of others. What 
happens as a necessary consequence? We leave our families at 
home. Gen „We are entitled to have our families here to 
live with us. [Applause.] We should be better men and 
better legislators by having here the gentle and helpful in- 
fluences of our families, We should not be denied the privilege 
of having them by reason of an admittedly inadequate compen- 
sation for our services. [Applause.] 

Just a word in regard to the cost of living as compared with 
the time when the present salary was fixed. When the salary 
now paid was fixed, in 1907, the Bureau of Labor’s price index 
on the 1913 basis was 93, while in January, 1925, the price 
index on the same basis was 160. In other words, it costs now, 
on the average, almost double for everything we have to buy 
what it cost in 1907. 

Applying these official price-index figures to the present 
salary we find that $7,500 in 1907 would purchase as much of 
the necessities of life as can now be purchased for $12,900. In 
other words, the salary would need to be increased to $12,900 
in order to live as well now as in 1907, when the present salary 
was fixed. Turning the figures around and applying them in 
another way we find that $7,500 will be required to purchase 
what $4,350 would purchase in 1907. Meanwhile the average 
period of actual service in Washington, with its additional 
expense, has increased from about 10 months in 2 years to 
about 18 or 20 months in 2 years, so that it has become prac- 
tically impossible to carry on any business whatever at home. 

Summing up this phase of the matter, it is not overstating 
the facts to say that the work of a Member of Congress and the 
necessary expense of maintaining the position have fully 
doubled, while the purchasing power of the salary has shrunk 
about one-half. Is it not about time that we face the facts and 
meet the situation like honest, courageous men? 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Connecti- 


that they believe the compensation ef Members of Congress cut has expired. 
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Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Speaker, I am opposed to any salary 
increase at this time, and am opposed to the manner in which 
this vote is now about to be forced, and I entirely agree with 
the manly expression of noble sentiments just uttered by the 


gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Crisp]. I know something of 
the expense of living in Washington with a family, modestly 
though it be: I am the man who threatened four years ago 
to stretch my tent on the Capitol grounds te escape the exces- 
sive and unreasonable hotel charges then proposed to be 
exacted during inaugural week. But, Mr. Speaker, we can not 
escape from the fact that the Constitution has made us judges 
of the salary that shall be paid ourselves; and I think that we 
ought to resolve the doubt against ourselves because we are 
in a delicate responsibility. I can not overlook the fact, and 
the country will not overlook the fact, that we have established 
rules of this House whereby bills concerning all matters, in- 
cluding salaries, must first be introduced and referred to the 
appropriate committee, and after consideration by the com- 
mittee be reported to the House and the House act on it line 
by line and word by word. That is the way we have been con- 
sidering the bill for the raise of the salaries for postal em- 
ployees for the last four years. They will think it strange 
that the Members of Congress, knowing the technical parlia- 
mentary rules, have worked those rules to escape all this long, 
tedious preliminary public discussion, and here to-flay, like a 
bolt of thunder from a clear sky, are about to vote upon this 
Senate amendment to increase the salaries of Senators and 
Representatives. 

I believe this amendment could never have originated in the 
House, because some of us who are opposed to this way of 


raising salaries, would have made the point of order under our 


rules, and the Chair would have sustained it, and the pro- 
posed salary increase would have gone out. We can not escape 
from the fact that this increase has neyer been considered by 
a committee of either the Senate or the House. I am not very 
familiar with the Senate rules, but I do not see how this 
amendment could ever have passed that body except by unani- 
mous consent. I now declare that it shall not pass this body 
by unanimous consent, because I am not only opposed to it 

d opposed to the manner of bringing it up, but I propose to 

se and demand that a record roll call shall be taken, and I 
hope that there will be enough Members in this House to agree 
with me to constitute the necessary one-fifth required by the 
Constitution. 

The $7,500 now received, supplemented by the revenues from 
some property that I have, enables me to live decently and pay 
my life-insurance premiums and taxes. If a bill were intro- 
duced in the regular way and were properly considered with a 
provision that it should not become operative until 1927 so 
that one election may intervene, then there would be a very 
different question before this body. But we should not permit 
ourselves, being judges in our own cause and knowing the 


parliamentary game, to raise the salaries of Members already’ 


elected to Congress. Mr. Speaker, that was the reason why, 
when the bonus bill was under consideration, I explained to 
the House that I was pledged to vote for the bonus, but be- 
cause I come within its provision I have failed and refused to 
file, an application for any benefit under that law. I served 
my Government in war at $2,400 per year and since the war 
at $7,500, and I propose to keep the record straight, and I shall 
neyer vote for any measure and be the recipient of any benefits 
thereunder, The gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. TILSON], 
who has just made a speech in favor of the amendment, says 
the question is, What is best for our country in the long run?“ 
And I think that is the test. But there is no need in view of 
the long future that we believe awaits our country for this 
haste in raising congressional salaries. Therefore, I must 
oppose with every means in my power this increase at this 
time and in this way. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Will the gentleman yield a moment? 

Mr JOHNSON of Kentucky. Yes. 

Mr. LONGWORTH Mr Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that all Members may have five legislative days within which 
to extend their remarks in the Rxconb on this subject. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I think one ought to have an opportunity 
to express his views before he votes on this question. I shall 
not vote in this way to increase our salaries. There is no time 
now to discuss the merits of the proposition, but I wish time 
to register my opposition to the manner in which it has been 
prepared and brought before us. The method of presenting it 
in the Senate and now in the House is, in my judgment, 
unusual and improper and not in accordance with orderly 
procedure. Without opportunity to speak of the merits of the 


proposition a Member should at least be given a chance to say ' 
that he opposes. this way of doing business, to express his 
opposition before he votes and not simply be permitted to insert 
something in the Record after the matter has been disposed of, 
The question of increase of salaries could have been considered 
at the session of the Congress last June when it could. have 
been brought up in a regular, orderly, becoming way. It is 
presented now in anything but an orderly becoming way, if in 
fact its presentation and hasty consideration is not in violation 
of the rules. If I had any intention of voting an inerease of 
our salaries, I certainly would not so vote at this time: or 
in this kind of proceeding, l 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Speaker, there are many of us in the 
same position 

The SPEAKER Is there objection? 

Mr. MoLAUGHLIN of Michigan. I object, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Ke Mr. Speaker, I think too 
many gentlemen have pitched the discussion’ of this matter 
upon the question as to whether or not a Member of Congress 
ean live on $7,500 a year. I think that is a false premise, ' 
Anybedy with the average family can live on $7,500 under seme 
circumstances, but he cam not live on that under all cirewm- 
stances. I can recite in my own service here that several 
times While I was down at my home in Kentucky, I have 
paid more than $1,000 to hold an empty house that I might 
be able to come back here and find a place to lve. That is 
but one of several items that has to be considered. 

T was present on the floor of this House in 1907 when the 
salary was increased’ from $5,000 to $7,500. I saw timid men 
then hesitate about raising their own salaries, but I venture 
the opinion that not ene of them heard a word of complaint 
about it when he got back to his constituents. I never heard 
the question mentioned in my own district after the salary 
was raised, and I predict now that the intelligent people of 
the United States in nobody's district will ever raise the 
question that $10,000 is too much, [Applatise.] 

But I do not wish. to discuss the question as to whether or 
not a man can live on $7,500 a year: The question is, Are the 
services of the proper man here worth more than that much 
money? If you will) go among my neighbors. down at home, 
those who are intimate with my affairs, they will tell you 
that when I came to Congress I was making more than three 
times this salary. Then some may ask me why I came to 
Congress? I did not come here to make money. I came out of 
ambition that I might be reckoned during my own life and 
during the lives of my children as one of the prominent men of 
a great State. [Applause] 

Henry Clay, actuated by ambition and patriotism, came from 
Kentucky, came to the American Congress for $5 a day. James 
B. McCreary, from my own State, came to Congress worth 
half a million dollars. After long years ‘here he made an 
enviable reputation for integrity, service, and patriotism, but 
went home penniless and to-day lies in an umnarked grave, 
He did not come here for the salary, He came for the cause of 
his country and the ambition of himself and the pride of his 
children. If my constituents should say that I-am not worth 
$10,000 a year here, then my answer to them is, Send somebody. 
who is. [Applause.] 

Ben Hardin, in his day the foremost lawyer south of the 
Ohio River, rode 800 miles horseback across the country to 
Washington, to achieve his ambition and serve his country. 

Charles A, Wickliffe, another of my predecessors in this 
Chamber, did likewise. 

John Ronan, another townsman of mine, but who preceded 
me nearly 100 years, all but lost his life in swimming his 
horse across a swollen stream while coming to Washington to 
serve his country. 

Proctor Knott, another predecessor of mine, the greatest 
constitutional lawyer of his day, sacrificed a fortune to come 
to Congress, 

Judge William Lindsay and John G. Carlisle quit wonderfully 
lucrative practices at the bar in Kentucky to come to Congress 
at the call of ambition and patriotism. 

Each and every one of these and others whom I could name 
retired to private life broken in health and in fortune. 

Their failure financially has deterred others in making the 
political venture because their children need bread. 

Every man worth a continental wishes te excel—to outstrip 
his fellow man in the race for honors. Many such are here 
to-day. Why starve them into retirement to be replaced by 
others less competent and wholly. lacking experience? 

There are but two classes of men in this Union to-day who 
can afford to come to the United States One class 


is made up of those who are earning virtually nothing at 
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home, and the other class is made up of men rich enough to 
come here and serve for but little or no compensation. 

The question is, Are gentlemen here to-day too timid to 
vote for a proposition for which, down in their hearts, they 


favor? [Applause.] I imagine that this increase is going 
to pass; and when it has passed and the salary is available, 
there will be a foot race among some of those who are oppos- 
ing it to get to the Treasury first to get their money. [Ap- 
plause.] 

If there be any who may say that my services here have 
not been worth more to the country than $7,500 a year, I 
would remind them that John W. Yerkes, an eminent Kentucky 
lawyer, many times said that I, as chairman of the Committee 
on the District of Columbia, beat him out of a hundred 
thousand-dollar fee when I was largely. instrumental in sav- 
ing about $3,000,000 which his client, the B. & O. Railroad, 
was about to take from the Treasury. Again, I would answer, 
that through my efforts $2,600,000, wrongfully withheld by the 
District of Columbia, at last found its way into the Federal 
Treasury. 

I see before me the faces of many Members through whos 
individual efforts millions have been saved. N 

If they, even if I. had been paid as lawyers are paid, the 
annual compensation would not be $7,500—but perhaps ten or 
twenty times as much. 

Every two years duty to family drives some of our best men 
out of this Chamber. 

The congressional salary should be sufficiently large to 
permit them to remain. It should be large enough to induce 
the very best men to come to Congress. 

The SPEAKER. ‘The time of the gentleman from Kentucky 
‘has expired. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move the pre- 
vious question on the motion and all amendments thereto. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLACK]. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I desire to present a point of 
order. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. GANNON. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order 
that under Rule VIII no Member of the House who is a Member 
elect of the Sixty-ninth Congress is entitled to vote on this 
proposition, and that it is the duty of the House and the func- 
tion of the Speaker to enforce that rule. 

The rule provides that Members shall be excused from 
yoting on any question in the event of which they have a direct 
personal or pecuniary interest. It is one of the oldest rules 
of the House, adopted in 1789 at the first session of the First 
Congress, and that particular clause has remained unaltered 
through eyery revision of the rules down to the present Con- 


SS. 

8 application to the pending question can not be questioned. 
Every Member elect of the Sixty-ninth Congress voting on this 
measure is voting on the question of increasing the amount of 
his salary for the next two years. The interest is neither con- 
tingent nor speculative. It is not intangible or indefinite. It 
is a direct, personal, pecuniary interest of exactly $5,000. This 
long-established and salutary rule undoubtedly applies, and 
if the precedents of the House are to be followed, will preclude 
any Member whose credentials are now on file with the Clerk 
of the House as a Member elect of the Sixty-ninth Congress 
from voting either on the amendment or on the final passage 
of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks that provision of the 
Constitution is in conflict with the other provision of the Con- 
stitution which says that the House shall fix its own salaries, 
and the Chair is of opinion that the universal practice has been 
to hold it in order, The Chair overrules the point of order. 

Mr. BACON. Mr. Speaker, I demand the yeas and nays. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York demands 
the yeas and nays, Thirty-five gentlemen have arisen, not a 
sufficient number. 

Mr. BLANTON. I demand a division, 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas demands a 
division. 

The House divided, and there were 62 ayes and 278 noes. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The SPEAKER, The question is on the motion of the gen- 
tleman from Iowa, that the House recede and concur in the 
Senate amendment. 

Mr. BLANTON. On that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas demands the 
yeas and nays. All those in favor of taking the question by 


the yeas and nays will rise. [After counting.] 
Members have arisen, not a sufficient number. 

Mr. BLANTON. I ask for the other side. 

The SPEAKER. There is not a sufficient number according 
to the count which the Chair has just made. The yeas and 
nays are refused. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I demand a division. 

The House divided; and there were 237 ayes and 93 noes. 

So the motion of Mr. Dickinson of Iowa to concur in the 
Senate amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to reconsider the vote by which the motion was agreed 
to and lay that motion on the table. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa asks unanimous 
consent to reconsider the vote by which the motion was agreed 
to and lay that motion on the table. Is there objection? 

Mr. BLANTON. I object. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move to recon- 
sider the vote by which the motion was agreed to and lay that 
motion on the table, 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. BLANTON), there were 229 ayes and 49 noes. 

So the motion to reconsider was laid on the table. 


SALARY INCREASES TO MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 


Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I renew my request that 
Members have five legislative days in which to extend their 
remarks in the Recorp on this amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Ohio asks unanimous 
consent that Members have five legislative days to extend their 
remarks in the Recorp on this bill, Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Speaker, I agree with the gentlemen 
who have preyiously spoken on the measure that the question 
of salary increase for Members of Congress is one that each 
individual must settle according to his own conscience and 
his conception of the merits of the proposition. For my part 
I am opposed to the increase at the, present time. The present 
is a time for continued economy in governmental expenditures, 
and we can not divorce ourselves from the fact that in this 
increase of over $1,000,000 we, as Members of Congress, will 
be the beneficiaries. 

Secondly, Members of the present House, who were reelected 
last November, were candidates for the positions anxious to 
secure the support of the voters with the distinct knowledge 
that the salary had been fixed by previous law at $7,500 yearly. 
So far as I know, no candidate made it a part of his appeal 
to the people to increase the salary. We who were elected, 
were not only willing to serve at the salary designated by 
the law, but our opponents would have gladly taken our places 
at the same pay. 

So far as I am aware, a position in Congress has never been 
forced upon a man. We are here voluntarily and anxious to 
continue. 

However justified an increase may be in the future, I feel 
that I made a distinct engagement with the Federal Govern- 
ment through my constituency to serve during the Sixty-ninth 
Congress at a stipulated price and should not, at this time, ask 
for a change in the conditions under which I was elected. I 
am therefore opposed to the amendment whereby the salaries 
of Members of Congress are increased. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Mr. Speaker, I can not give my assent 
to the rider tacked onto the legislative appropriation bill by the 
Senate whereby it is proposed to increase the salaries of Mem- 
bers of Congress from $7,500 to $10,000 annually. It is true 
that most of us enjoyed a larger income before we came here 
than $7,500 a year and that our expenses here are greatly in 
excess of what they are in the districts we represent, notwith- 
standing the fact that few of us have either as commodious or 
comfortable living quarters as we enjoy in our home States. 

To those of the character and ability required to perform 
the right kind of services here even $10,000 annually would not 
be adequate compensation if money alone weré to be consid- 
ered, There is another factor which enters in which should 
not be oyerlooked and that is the opportunity for public 
service. In the main our compensation must come from that 
satisfaction which comes to every man because of services 
well and unselfishly rendered to his fellowmen. If this does 


Sixty-one 


not appeal to us as a measure of compensation, I concede 
that many of us can not afford to stay here at our present 
salaries. 

The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Jonnson] has just said 
that at the present salary the only ones who can afford to come 
to Washington as Members of Congress are those who are 


1925 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


4267 


either rich so that they can draw upon resources from their 
private fortunes or those incapable of earning anything at 
home. I do not believe that the gentleman is willing to state 
that this body is made up of that kind of men at the present 
time nor that it has been made up of that kind at any time 
in the past. It is certainly fair to presume that the people 
will continue to elect men equally well qualified in the future. 
If this is done the average of services rendered by the people's 
representatives will continue to be high. } 

I admit that one has to live modestly to stay within his 
congressional salary, but it can be done if his campaign ex- 
penses are kept within due bounds. If his services here are of 
such character as to entitle him to the approval of his con- 
stituents he should not be required to expend large sums in 
his campaigns for reelection. 

With the hard conditions which have prevailed within our 
own State during the last few years and the continued refusal 
of our own people to increase the salaries of our State officials 
I do not feel justified in supporting the Senate amendment. 

Mr. FROTHINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I was glad to be as- 
sured by the gentleman from Iowa in charge of this bill in 
answer to my question that this proposition to increase sala- 
ries is not coming to a vote without some opportunity for 
those against it to voice their objections, 

I only regret that the time was not long enough for all who 
wished to get recognition, and I desire to put these few words 
on record as my reasons for opposing the proposition now 
before the House. 

The objections to voting to increase one’s own salary seem to 
me fundamental even if permitted by the rules of this House. 

It seems to me the arguments presented here by the gentle- 
man from Tennessee go to the root of the whole matter. Let 
us remember, too, that this proposition was attached to an 
appropriation bill in the Senate and never has had a hearing 
before any committee of this House. Let us realize that we 
are not only yoting to raise the salary for those of us who 
are to be Members during the next Congress but that we leave 
here March 4, when that Congress begins, and do not expect to 
return to Washington for more than a few months of the 
next 12. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, we are to vote on the question 
of increasing our own salaries. Those who have charge of the 
measure haye determined that the debate thereon shall be 
limited. 

I am opposed to the increase for three reasons, all of which 
I consider good and sufficient. 

In the first place, there is a demand, a righteous demand, for 
economy throughout the country, and a desire to have the 
expenses of the Government reduced. I think, therefore, that 
no salary should be increased except in cases of absolute 
necessity. 

Again, while the present salary is not a large one, it carries 
with it a position of horfor and distinction, which offers great 
opportunities for service. 

The number of Members of the House is too large. It should 
be reduced to not more than 300 instead of 435 as at present. 
Until the number of Members is reduced, there should be no 
increase in salary. 

For these reasons I shall yote against the proposed increase, 
and shall join in a request for an aye and no vote on the 
measure. I regard the entire proposal as untimely. 

Mr. LOZIER. Mr, Speaker, since I entered Congress I have 
consistently voted on every occasion for measures that would, 
in my opinion, promote economy in the expenditure of public 
funds. By my voice and vote I baye urged radical retrench- 
ment in governmental expenses, and that unless this Nation 
made a sincere and honest effort to practice economy, we should 
quit preaching economy. 

We get nowhere by talking economy unless we coin our 
professions into acts of real economy. As an abstract or con- 
erete proposition, there is much argument in favor of raising 
the salaries of Senators and Representatives, in view of the 
excessive, unreasonable, and extortionate cost of living in 
Washington, but under present conditions I do not favor the 
Senate amendment to this legislative appropriation bill which 
increases the salaries of Senators and Representatives in Con- 
gress. Until this Nation has recovered from the effects of 


the World War; until our industrial, commercial, and agricul- 


tural classes haye been economically rehabilitated; until the 
farmers of the Nation are relieved of the economie handicap 
under which they have labored for years, Members of the 
House and Senate should not, in my opinion, act on any pro- 
posal for the increase of their salaries. We can not con- 
sistently advocate a reduction of expenses in other departments 


of our Government if we vote this increase in the expenses of 
the legislative department. 

I believe the last increase in the salaries of Senators and 
Representatives was in 1907, since which time the gost of 
living has increased tremendously, probably doubled, and rela- 
tively a salary of $10,000 now will not go as far as a $7,500 
salary in 1907. I concede that salaries of all other Government 
officers and employees have been tremendously increased since 
1907, and comparatively speaking, the salaries of Members 
of Congress are lower than the salaries of any other officers 
of the Government. But while this is true, I ‘still think we 
should not vote this increase. : 

If the salaries of other officers and employees of the Govern- 
ment have been increased unreasonably, that does not justify 
us in increasing our salaries at a time when the Nation, in 
order to get rid of its war indebtedness, should rigidly adhere 
to a policy of retrenchment and economy in governmental ex- 
penses. If Congress has gone too far in raising the salaries 
of other officers and employees of the Government, we do not 
get back on the right track by voting ourselves an increase of 
salaries, which under my view of present-day conditions, 
should not be done. $ 

I realize that there is force in the argument that the present 
salary of Senators and Representatives in Congress is too low 
to attract the best talent in our Nation, and as a result, very 
frequently the ablest men in a district or State earn so much 
more in private or professional life that they ean not afford 
to enter the Senate or House. In this way the public may be 
losing the benefit of the services of many of its ablest men. 
But I think for the present the safe and sane policy is not to 
incut this add tional expense, I think the Congress should be 
willing to go along and be satisfied with the present salary 
until economic conditions among all classes will justify such 
an increase. If Congress refuses this increase in salaries, it 
will be practicing real economy, and will thereby translate our 
professions into dctual and sincere practite of economy. For 
the reasons stated, I shall vote against this salary increase. 

Mr. BOX. Mr. Speaker, for several days it has been known 
to Members of the House that it is proposed to increase the 
salaries of Members of the House of Representatives and of 
the Senate from $7,500 te $10,000 per annum, and to increase 
the salaries of Cabinet members, the Speaker of the House; 
and the President of the Senate from $12,000 to $15,000 per 
annum. 

The proposition had already been added to an appropriation 
bill by the Senate. It was known among Members here for 
some days beforehand that this was contemplated, and that 
it was planned to avoid making a record of individual votes 
on the proposition. Foreseeing that the proposition would be 
handled so as to limit debate, I, on yesterday, obtained leave 
to extend my remarks in the Recorp so that I might briefly 
discuss this objectionable amendment. 

This morning, when it was certain that the item was coming 
up, I sought for time within which to discuss the amendment 
on the floor but failed to obtain it. When this amendment 
had been discussed very briefly, and when comparatively few 
Members had had an opportunity to discuss it, the gentleman 


in charge of the bill on the Republican side was recognized - 


by the Speaker and moved the previous question, which motion 
was adopted. This had the effect of closing the very brief 
debate on the subject. 

I therefore take advantage of this, my only available method 
of stating my position in opposition to this proposal to in- 
crease my own salary and that of other Members and other 
officials to the extent named. 

The salary paid to Members of Congress, while not as large 
as it looks to those who are not acquainted with the absurdly 
high cost of living here, in my judgment should not be in- 
creased as proposed. We are continually talking of reducing 
Government expenses and yet go on increasing them. This is 
and has been true of appropriations for the executive depart- 
ments and other branches of governmental activity. Now, we 
are proposing to increase our own salaries, those of Senators, 
and the others mentioned to the total annual extent of approxi- 
mately $1,365,000. 

I have uniformly opposed and voted against the propositions 
involving increased Government expenses and consequently an 
increase in taxation. I propose to apply to myself and my 
colleagues the same rule which I have applied to the bene- 
ficiaries of other appropriations. I believe that this increase 
is not justified. 

It is peculiarly unfortunate that we are voting an increase 
of salary beginning March 4 next, which will inure to the per- 


sonal benefit of every Member of the present Congress who has 


been reelected, as I have, to the Sixty-ninth Congress, to the 
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extent of $2,500 per annum. In passing on this issue between 
us and the taxpayers we are the judges between ourselves and 
them. We should be very sure that we are right before doing 
it, and that our personal interest is not influencing us to do 
what is unjustified. This action is in itself unwarranted, and 
the fact that we are beneficiaries of the action aggravates the 
evil of it. In judging a question between ourselves and the 
people of America, we had better make a mistake against our- 
selves than to wrong them. 

I consulted with other gentlemen of the Texas delegation 
who hold the same views which I entertain. Hon. EUGENE 
Black, my senior in service here, with my knowledge and with 
the support of myself and several Texas colleagues, offered an 
amendment proposing to make this increase effective March 4, 
1927, so that we would not be so certainly and immediately 
the interested beneficiaries of our own action. If he had suc- 
ceeded in getting that amendment adopted, which he did not, 
I still would have opposed the proposition, because I am op- 
posed to the increase; but if the increase is to be made, I 
would much prefer to see it become effective two years hence 
than now, for then I would know that neither I nor other 
Members would receive the increase for a two-year term to 
which we have already been elected. 

More unfortunate still was the proposal to cut off the debate 
and to avoid making a record vote on the question. If gentle- 
men believe that this increase ought to be made under these 
circumstances, they ought to be willing to vote it and let the 
country know what they are doing. I haye voted against the 
proposition and have done what I could in conference with 
colleagues in opposition to it, and have made every effort to get 
a bona fide record of the yote on the question. $ 

I was one of those who supported the demand for the ayes 
and noes, as most of my colleagues know. In an action in- 
volving a question between us and the American people con- 
cealment is the last thing desirable on the part of the Ameri- 
can Congress. I sincerely regret that a sufficient number of 
my colleagues did not support the demand for the ayes and 
noes to enable each Member of the House to yote according to 
his judgment, have his yote known, and meet whatever respon- 
sibility resulted. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA, Mr. Speaker, I voted for the legislative 
salary increase. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of 
the House, on yesterday, anticipating that there would to-day 
come before the House the amendment of the Senate increasing 
the compensation of Senators and Representatives, effective 
March 4, 1925, and having no assurance that I could secure 
opportunity to express my views in debate to-day in opposition 
to the amendment, I secured consent to extend my remarks 
in the Recorp, Accordingly I avail myself of this opportunity 
to say that I am opposed to the Senate amendment increasing 
the salaries of Senators and Representatives. 

Iam in favor of the amendment of the gentleman from Texas 

[Mr. Brack] making the provision effective March 4, 1927, in- 
stead of March 4, 1925. If that amendment is adopted the 
House will not be placed in the attitude of voting for an in- 
crease for the Sixty-ninth Congress to which Members have 
already been elected. The increase would not become effective 
until after the next election. However, eyen in the event that 
the Black amendment is adopted I shall then vote against the 
increase as amended, since I am opposed to the increase in any 
form. 
This is a measure upon which the House should act by a 
roll-call vote and not simply by a rising vote. For that reason 
I shall vote for a roll call, We should in a case affecting our 
own salaries leave the Recorp clear as to where we stand and 
how we act. 

Gentlemen will find that if their action is criticized more 
criticism will be leveled at the failure to have a roll call than 
will be directed at the measure itself. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, the increase of 
salaries of Members of the House of Representatives and of 
the Senate from $7,500 to $10,000, and of Cabinet members, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, and President of the 
Senate from $12,000 to $15,000 per annum passed the Senate 
with little opposition. It came to the House as an amendment 
by the Senate on the legislative appropriations bill, and on mo- 
tion made to concur in said amendment, it was agreed to by a 
vote of 229 ayes and 93 noes. I deem it proper to present in the 
Recorp my position relative to this increase. When it came up 
for passage, I voted in favor of a roll call, so that each Member 
could better evidence his attitude toward this increase by a 
record vote. I joined in the demand for a roll call and record 
vote, and then voted against the increase. I was opposed to 
yoting an increase of my own salary in the next Congress, 


I felt I would better represent the views of the people of my 
district on this subject by voting against said increase. I did 
not believe the depressed conditions in the agricultural district, 
that I am trying to represent, would justify my yoting for this 
increase and I opposed it, thus representing my own position 
and the supposed attitude of my constituents. 

I am friendly to some changes affecting congressional serv- 
ice. I favor and believe it would be helpful to the country and 
to Congress to elect Representatives for terms of four years 
rather than for short terms of two years, taking their seats 
now 13 months after election. With this change Members 
would be able to give more of their time to legislation and 
less toward seeking reelection, and thus save the enormous 
expense of biennial elections, the cost of which is as large as 
the annual increase in salaries provided in this bill just 
passed. I favor also a change in the law requiring Congress 
to meet in January after election in November without wait- 
ing 13 months before consideration of the matters in the public 
mind and discussed prior to election, and not wait for new 
issues to be injected by great influences while the voice of the 
people is forgotten. These changes by constitutional amend- 
ments would benefit the general public and be helpful to Rep- 
resentatives in Congress without any increase in salary, and in 
this connection I express the hope that the Norris joint resolu- 
tion for a constitutional amendment requiring Congress to 
meet in January after the November elections, that has already 
passed the Senate, may be taken up and passed by the House 
of Representatives before adjournment of Congress. Such 
a joint resolution I introduced at the beginning of this term of 
Congress. This change is essential, if popular government is 
to live and be effective in the future. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen 
of the House, I think it regrettable that ample time was not 
permitted for every Member of the House to express himself as 
to the merits of this measure to increase the salaries of Mem- 
bers of Congress. I am glad, however, that general permission 
has been granted to the Members of the House to extend 
their remarks in the Recorp on this subject, and I desire to 
avail myself of this privilege by simply inserting in the 
Recorp a statement issued by me immediately after the action 
of the Senate and two days before the measure came up for 
consideration by our body. I gave out this statement to make 
my views known because I apprehended that I might not 
have an opportunity to explain myself on the floor of the 
House, My statement was as follows: 


“ Regardless of the merits of the proposition as to whether they are 
rightfully entitled to an increase of salary,” said Representative 
TAYLOR, “I do not agree with the action of the United States Senate 
Monday night in increasing the salaries of Members of Congress from 
$7,500 to $10,000 a year, effective July 1, next. If it is proper and 
just to increase the salaries of the officials, the increase certainly 
should not become effective until the terms of office to which they have 
been elected shall have expired. To do otherwise would neither be fair 
to the people nor fair to those who entertain congressional aspirations. 

“We contracted with the people to serve them for $7,500 a year 
and now, simply because we happen to have temporary charge of 
the people's purse strings, to increase our salaries without the consent 
of the people can not be justified in good morals. The fact that we 
happen to be serving the public does not make us different from any 
other employee, and what employee would think for a moment of 
raising his own salary without the consent of his employer, simply 
because he may happen to have control of the treasury? What other 
employee could do such a thing? The principle of the proposition is 
wrong, and should not, and in my judgment will not, prevail.” 


Mr. BUSBY. Mr. Speaker, because of the very limited time 
allotted for debate on the item in the conference report propos- 
ing to raise the salaries of Senators and Representatives from 
$7,500 to $10,000 it was impossible for many of us to secure 
time in which to present our positions. Since my own salary is 
directly affected by the vote on this question I am going to 
avail myself of the opportunity afforded and extend some re- 
marks on the question. I have not had a suggestion from my 
district concerning this question. However, since I came to 
Congress I have consistently voted my best judgment to con- 
serye publie funds and to economize in expenditures, while 
keeping in mind the proper service our Government should 
render to the people. Keeping in mind these principles now I 
can not see the necessity of my supporting this proposed increase 
of salary, and I shall therefore vote against it. 

Mr. CLAGUE. This amendment, in the form of a rider, in- 
creasing the salaries of Members of Congress should not have 
been attached to this bill. It is a cowardly and unlegislative 


method of trying to secure an increase of salary without giving 
a chance to discuss the measure on its merits. I am opposed to 
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the increase at this time. We are pledged to a policy of 
economy and were elected knowing that our salaries were to be 
$7,500, and it is not fair to our constituents to vote an increase 
at this time. Ample time should have been given by the House 
for a full discussion on the amendment for this increase. I 
could not secure recognition at the time the matter came up in 
the House to state my opposition to this increase. In fairness 
to all the people of the United States a record vote should have 
been allowed on this important measure, 

Mr. GUYER. Mr. Speaker, I have two reasons for not voting 
for the pending measure increasing salaries at this time: 

First, because it violates an implied pledge to my constit- 
uency, I, with all Republicans, having made a campaign upon 
the issue of economy. 

Second, because it will increase the cost of Government, with 
the consequent increase of the burden of taxation. 

Dismissing for the moment the first reason, permit me to call 
attention briefly to the record: 

The increase in cost of Government, Federal, State, and mu- 
nicipal, has shamed the prophecy of the pessimist. At the 
present time the cost of our Federal Government for one year 
exceeds the entire cost of Government from 1790 to 1861. The 
increases in the cost of State and municipal governments have 
been likewise prodigious, 

At the inception of the Republic in 1789 we had a foreign 
and domestic debt amounting to $54,000,000 and State debts 
amounting to $25,000,000, an aggregate of about $80,000,000. 
When Alexander Hamilton proposed that the Government 
assume and pay that debt it appalled the boldest. In that age 
$80,000,000 was a stupendous sum. 

On the theory that no nation is any stronger than its public 
credit, the Secretary of the Treasury insisted upon the assump- 
tion and payment of this debt, and it was done, and the 
financial integrity and credit of the Republic was established. 
At that time the wealth of the Nation was not much more 
than $2,000,000,000. To-day we spend more money in the 
operation of the Government in one year than the entire wealth 
of the thirteen colonies in 1776. Decade after decade we have 
increased the cost of Government until the stupendous amount 
staggers the imagination as well as the taxpayer. The cost 
of the Civil War was about three and a quarter billion dollars. 
We are spending practically that amount every year in current 
expenses in time of peace. At a time, too, when agriculture has 
not yet recovered from the shock of war, and industry, shat- 
tered and disorganized by the war and the sudden advent of 
peace, must bear the great burden of taxation. 

No doubt, as a general proposition, the Goyernment is eco- 
nomically administered ;~ but considering the needs of agri- 
culture and industry, it is no time to add to their burdens by 
such increases of salaries. These increases may be just, and 
there is no doubt that men are here at a sacrifice from their 
business and their homes, but that is the test of patriotic 
service. 

I do not know how it is in other States, but in my State 
(Kansas) there have ever been those who are willing to 
sacrifice themselves on the altar of a legislative office of this 
great Government, I have no reason to believe that there may 
be a dearth of those in the future ready to immolate them- 
selves on the altar of their country at the present salaries. 

If it is contended that higher salaries will bring greater abil- 
ity to this forum of legislation, with due respect to the Mem- 
bers of both branches of the National Legislature, I ask that 
we contrast the present with a quarter of a century ago, before 
the last increase of salaries, and determine whether we have 
gained in that respect. Comparisons are odious, but I am sure 
we can not claim a great advance over the days of Reed and 
Crisp, John Sharp Williams and Nelson Dingley. Men do not 
come here for the matter of salaries. Our party went down to 
defeat a third of a century ago under the odium of a “ billion- 
dollar Congress,” in spite of Speaker Reed's rejoinder that this 
is a billion-dollar country.” That appropriation was for two 
years. Now we find it necessary to more than double that for 
one year. I maintain that this is not an appropriate time for 
the proposed salary increase of over $1,000,000 per year for 
salaries of Members of Congress, and I warn my party against 
this reversion of policy since the campaign of November last. 

We have need of public buildings over the country—not pork- 
barrel demands, but real needs dictated by public economy and 
efficiency. We have wisely postponed this program, but we can 
not longer delay without a loss in efficiency. This building 
program will necessitate the spending of millions. Is this, I 
ask, the time to vote an increase in our own salaries? 

There is a just demand for an increase of pensions for Span- 
ish War veterans and for the soldiers of the Civil War and 
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their widows. These demands should be granted, which neces- 
sarily will mean a further burden of taxation, 

We have provided a just increase in the salaries of postal 
employees with its consequent burden, and in the end the peo- 
ple pay the bills whether in direct or indirect taxes, or in 
postal rates. I do not believe this is the time to add to that 
burden. 

Permit me to recur to my first objection to this measure: 
Because it violates an implied pledge of economy made in the 
campaign. 

The cardinal issue in the campaign of 1924 was economy. 
President Coolidge received his enormous majority by, reason 
of his consistent and courageous stand for economy in the 
face of threatened defeat. The Republican majority in the 
Sixty-ninth Congress was secured because the President gal- 
vanized a campaign into vitality with a living issue, which 
might otherwise have been a humiliating and defensive apology 
for alleged corruption ending in inevitable defeat. That issue 
was economy backed by a record never excelled for courageous 
consistency. Consistency in this not only is a jewel but a 
necessity if we are to maintain our political self-respect. 

The only pledge that I made to my constituency was to sup- 
port the President upon this issue of economy, and it would 
seem to me that by making that campaign for economy and 
then voting for this amendment I would stultify myself, not 
only in the opinion of my constituency, but in my own sense 
of self-respect. Is this Congress going to match the courage 
of our Executive, or let the fervor of last Noyember’s “ econ- 
omy and more economy” be chilled by the vote of February? 

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, in the eastern part 
of our country where the population is much congested, and 
where the cost of living is high, and where higher salaries are 
paid State and municipal officers, and where higher wages are 
paid industrial workers, the reasons for better salaries for 
Members of Congress are quite apparent. On account of the 
alleged inadequacy of the salaries of Congressmen many strong 
and able Members, including both business and professional 
men, are withdrawing from Congress and returning to private 
life, thereby depriving the country of their valuable services; 
yet notwithstanding the conditions herein referred to there 
are, in my judgment, very good reasons why the matter of 
raising the salaries of Cabinet officers, Members of Congress, 
and others might very appropriately be deferred until some 
more suitable time in the future. The agricultural section of 
our country in the mid-West has suffered a great depression 
generally since the late war, and while in some sections of 
the country, for the present, conditions are improved, yet not 
sufficiently so in my judgment to warrant such a raise in the 
salaries of Members of Congress as is provided in House bill 
12101. Such a raise in salaries,in my judgment, is not in har- 
mony and accord with the economy and retrenchment policy of 
our President. For these reasons I have opposed the raising of 
the salaries of the members of the Cabinet and Congressmen 
as provided in said bill, H. R. 12101. 

Mr. BRIGGS. Mr. Speaker, although Members of the House 
know that I voted against the passage of the Senate proposal 
contained in its amendment to the legislative appropriation 
bill for inerease in the salaries of Members of Congress and 
other officials, and that I also yoted against the previous ques- 
tion, cutting off debate, and was one of those who stood up 
and sought to have a roll-call vote upon such Senate amend- 
ment, I also desire to have the official Recoxp of this House 
reflect my opposition to the salary increase proposal and to 
say that I do not think that the House should indorse the 
action of the Senate. Certainly every Member of the House, 
irrespective of his views, was entitled to be heard upon the 
question and ample time for debate should have been accorded; 
but this was denied by the action taken in moving and adopt- 
ing the previous question. 

The House should also have insisted upon a record yote, so 
that all those who favored and those who opposed the Senato 
proposal for salary increase might have been readily apparent 
to all. This I think the House ought to have insisted upon 
both in justice to itself and as due the people of the whole 
country, who, in a matter of such a personal character, are 
especially entitled to know how their respective Representa- 
tives voted. The salary increase proposal is unwise, untimely, 
and ill-advised, and should not be adopted. 

Mr. BARBOUR. Mr. Speaker, I voted for the amendment to 
the legislative appropriation bill increasing the salaries of 
Cabinet officers, Senators, and Representatives. 

Mr. TUCKER. Mr. Speaker, I find myself totally unable to 
support the pending measure, which has for its object the in- 
crease of the salaries of Members of Congress. That Congress 
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alone is the only power that can increase the salaries of its 
Members is clearly indicated in the Constitution of the United 
States. If this were not true, the original per diem of $6 
during the sessions of Congress would now be in existence. 
To my mind, the question is not whether the salary is adequate 
or not, for we accepted the office with the present salary. The 
question is not whether we can support our families on the 
present salary. To my mind, it is alone a matter of procedure. 
If the benefited parties have the power, and they alone the 
power, to increase their salaries, even If the increase be right 
and proper, it should be done in the open, with every oppor- 
tunity to discuss it, and not be pushed through without a roll 
call and without the opportunity of every Member to have it 
known by his people how he voted on the measure. My own 
views on this subject are so perfectly reflected by one whose 
honored name I bear that I shall content myself with inserting 
the remarks of Judge Henry St. George Tucker, of Virginia, 
on the subject of increasing the “compensation of Members” 
in the Fourteenth Congress, first session, Friday, March 8, 
1816, as follows: 


Mr. Tucker said that as the yeas and nays were called on the 
passage of the bill, he felt it his duty to state in a few words the 
reasons which induced him to vote against it in committee and would 
lead him to adhere to that vote. He did so because he did not wish 
to shrink from a candid expression of his opinion. He believed, with 
many others, that the pay of Members of Congress ought to be such 
as to enable not the rich only but men of merit, however moderate 
their circumstances, to take a seat in this House. It was the true 
republican principle, for otherwise the Government would degenerate 
into an aristocracy. But thongh such were his opinions on this sub- 
ject, without deciding whether a per diem allowance or annual com- 
pensation were preferable, he could not vote for any bill which gave 
additional compensation to himself. He had been elected under the 
expectation of receiving $6 per day for his services; he could not 
think himself justified in increasing it. Gentlemen had termed this a 
squeamish delicacy. He had from his childhood been taught on all 
occasions of this kind that it was safest to err on the side of delicacy. 
Ile should therefore vote in the negative, though he would have had 
no objection to an increase of the allowance to Members if its operation 
were postponed to a future Congress. 


It is of interest to his descendants to know that Judge 

Tucker would never take or receive the increase in his salary, 
but that it has remained in the Treasury of the United States 
to his credit for 108 years. 
Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Speaker, I am convinced of the justice 
of the proposal before us to increase the salary of the Mem- 
bers of the Congress and also the members of the Cabinet. I 
should be glad to see a record vote on the amendment. That 
not being possible, I take this opportunity to put in the RECORD 
my position and state I voted “aye.” 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, I voted for the amend- 
ment to the legislative appropriation bill increasing the salaries 
of the Vice President, Cabinet officers, Senators, and Repre- 
sentatives. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Michigan. When the proposal to in- 
crease the salaries of Members of Congress from $7,500 to 
$10,000 a year came up I yoted for it because I believed the 
increase fully justified. During the consideration of the sub- 
ject a proposal was made by way of amendment to have this 
increase go into effect March 4, 1927. I would have preferred 
to have this amendment carry and accordingly voted for it. 
We need at least $10,000 men in Congress. It is obviously a 
matter for each district to decide as to whether it is sending 
men to Congress of that type. 

Mr. KVALE. Mr, Speaker, I voted against the amendment 
increasing the salaries of Cabinet officers, Senators, and Repre- 
sentatives. I have consistently opposed the manner in which 
measures carrying appropriations are rushed through the 
House. But even with a full and free discussion of the merits 
of such legislation I should have voted against it. With a de- 
nial by this Congress of practically every concession I have 
asked for the people I represent, a denial of simple justice to 
the farmers of the Northwest, I could not under any circum- 
stances vote anything for myself out of the Treasury of the 
United States. 

Mr. PEERY. Mr. Speaker, I conceive it to be my duty to 
yote against the proposed amendment increasing the salaries of 
Members of Congress. 

A large majority of the membership now called upon to yote 
upon this proposition were reelected to Congress for the term 
beginning March 5, 1925. At the time of our election there was 
no proposition then under consideration looking to an increase 
in our salaries. We ran for office knowing that the salary 
incident thereto was $7,500 per year, and now, very soon after 


that election and within less than a month from the time ať 
which the term to which we are reelected begins, the proposi- 
tion comes to increase our own salaries. The proposi-| 
tion comes not as a clear-cut bill with only the one object in 
view but as a rider to the legislative appropriation bill. A| 
vote for it in its present form is a vote involving our own per- 
sonal interests without affording our constituents an oppor- 
tunity to pass upon the question before it becomes effective. 
The question is a matter for each individual Member to 
pass upon. As I view it I feel it to be my duty under all the 
facts and circumstances to vote against the increase. 
Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, having magle it a practice 


of going on record on ail matters proposing legislation coming | 


before the House for action, I want to say that I voted against 


the amendment to the legislative appropriation bill increasing | 


the salaries of Cabinet officers, Senators, and Representatives. 

Mr. BACON. Mr. Speaker, in view of the fact that there was 
no record vote on the provision increasing the salaries of Mem- 
bers of Congress, I desire to avail myself of the permission 
granted Members to extend their remarks in the Recorp in 
order to state my position on the amendment in the form of a 
rider to the legislative appropriation bill increasing our own 
salaries. This measure passed the House with merely limited 
debate and without a record vote. Only a few Members had 
an opportunity to express themselves on the subject, and con- 
sidering that the efforts of a few to force a record vote were 
unsuccessful there was no chance for an individual Member to 
show his position on this provision. - 

With these circumstances in mind, I desire to state that I 
was 1 of the 61 Members who voted in favor of a roll call on 
the final passage of the provision in order that there should be 
a record vote, and I also was 1 of 93 who voted against the 
passage of the increase. 

I make this statement becanse I believe that my constituents 


are entitled to know how I voted on this important measure. 


I also wish to record my opposition to the action of Congress in 
putting through an increase in their own salaries without being 
willing to go on record as to their position in the matter. 

I believe, and think I can fairly state, that my vote against 
this increase was entirely consistent with my votes in support 
of a real economy program. Furthermore, I have long thought 
that the salaries of many Federal employees, especially those 
in the Customs, Immigration, and Postal Services, were inade- 
quate, and therefore I did not feel that I could vote to increase 
my own salary at this time, even though I am willing to con- 
cede that present congressional salaries are probably also in- 
adequate. 

As there is no other way, I am siniply taking this means of 
recording my vote on this preposition. 

Mr. ALMON. Mr. Speaker, the Senate added an amendment 
to the legislative appropriation bili increasing the salaries of 
the Cabinet officers, the President of the Senate, and Speaker 
of the House from $12,000 to $15,000, and the Members of Con- 
gress from $7,500 to $10,000, and on motion to concur in this 
amendment no opportunity was given me to discuss the amend- 
ment or record my opposition to it. So I take the only avail- 
able method of recording my vote and opposition to the amend- 
ment. : 

While it may be true that there is merit in the amendment 
on account of the extortionate and unreasonable high cost of 
living in the city of Washington, and while we have increased 
the salaries of most all of the Government officials, still in the 
interest of economy and tax reduction, for which there is a 
demand throughout the country, I do not believe that there 
should be any increase of salaries where it is not absolutely 
necessary. Our farmers and business men have not recovered 
from the effects of the war and while they are laboring under 
these handicaps and the burdens of taxation I do not feel 
justified in voting for this amendment. The Members of Con- 
gress who have been reelected had no right to expect that 
their salaries would be increased for the next two years and 
should be satisfied without an increase. I have consistently 
voted to curtail the expenses of the Government and reduce 
taxes wherever it could be done and for that reason I opposed 
and voted against this increase of salaries. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, as I cast my vote against the 
Senate amendment increasing the salaries of the Members of 
the House, a proper respect for the views of my colleagues 
impels me to place in the Recorp my reasons for such action. 

My eourse in this respect does not imply any criticism of the 
Members who saw fit to approve this measure, On the con- 
trary, I feel that I was in a different situation from most of 
the Members of the House, In the first place, I have never so 
much as intimated publicly that I favored such a measure, 
although I had often said in private conversations that I con- 


1925 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 4271 


* 

sidered the salary insufficient; and that, in view of all the ex- 
penses connected with the position in Congress, including 
the necessary election expenses, a Member having a family 
consisting of a wife and one or more children would not receive 
any more net at the end of the year than a clerk who got a 
$4,000 salary without any expense connected therewith, This is 
something that the people back home do not realize, but which 
can easily be demonstrated. 

If the motion of the gentleman from Texas [Mr, Brack] to 
make the increase in salary commence in 1927 had carried I 
would not have been able to see any objection to the bill on its 
merits, for then my constituents would have had an oppor- 
tunity to express their approval or disapproval, as they saw 
fit. But this motion failed, and I did not feel that I could 
consistently vote on a matter which so directly involved my 
own interests as the bill did when that motion was lost. 

There was, besides this, another feature that compelled me 

to vote against the measure if I was to be at all consistent. I 
have repeatedly—in fact, in season and out of season—criti- 
cized the action of the Senate in putting riders containing legis- 
lative provisions on appropriation bills, and have said it was 
an entirely wrong method of legislating which I never would 
approve except as I was, in many instances, compelled to in 
order to secure the necessary appropriations to carry on the 
Government, If I voted for the measure I would expose myself 
to the just reproach that I was opposed to such procedure in a 
general way, but when my own personal interests were involved 
I was ready to change my course for my own benefit. I did 
not feel that I could do this. 
Mr. CLARKE of New York. Mr. Speaker, I am convinced 
that the membership of the House of Representatives is too 
large, the pay too small. I, therefore, vote for the increase in 
pay and express my regret at the indirect way the measure 
comes before us. I feel sorry that you do not go all the way 
with the bill I introduced at the last session of Congress to 
reduce the membership and increase the pay ; that would be real 
economy in my judgment, for it would first decrease the cost 
in money and decrease the overdose of laws the citizens of the 
United States now suffer from with the consequent breaking 
down of the enforcement and disrespect of law, that is the 
tragedy that threatens to destroy our American institutions. 

I am for $10,000 a year Congressmen and it is the fault 
of our citizens if they fail to get $10,000 per year Representa- 
tives. If I had my way I would be glad to vote for a law that 
would fine or prevent a citizen from voting who, without reason, 
failed to vote. I believe one of our greatest dangers to-day is 
the failure of citizens to exercise their right of franchise for it 
enables active organized minorities to get their Representatives 
in Congress instead of Representatives dedicated to fair play 
for all and special privilege to none in a Government conceived 
and dedicated to equality for all. 

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Speaker, as no record vote was taken 
on this bill I take this opportunity to advise such as care to 
know how I voted and the reasons therefor. I voted against 
the increase because no knowledge had been brought to my 
constituents of such probable action. I represent an agricul- 
tural people who have not prospered during these years, of 
Republican administration. 

Mr. CHRISTOPHERSON. Mr. Speaker, while there is much 
force in what has been said as to the increased cost of service 
in Congress—that is, living expenses and necessary expenses 
incident to campaigns under our present political system—never- 
theless I opposed the increase provided for in the amendment of 
the Senate. 

During my servicé in Congress I haye consistently voted for 
economy, and in view of the economic conditions throughout 
and especially the depression which the agricultural sections 
of our country have encountered, I feel that the need for 
economy is still with us, and the matter of increase of salaries 
could well be postponed until better conditions prevail, Fur- 
ther, the constitution of my State has a provision which pro- 
hibits the State legislature from increasing allowances of 
public officers for the term for which such officers were elected, 
and while that is not controlling in Federal affairs, it never- 
theless is a pronouncement against increases during the term 
for which an officer has been elected. Therefore I voted first 
for the amendment providing that this increase should not be 
effective until March 4, 1927, which, if adopted, would have 
postponed this increase until after another election. Then on 
final passage I voted against the increase in salary. 

Mr. WEFALD. Mr. Speaker, I believe the proposed salary 
increase unwise. Coming as I do from an agricultural com- 
munity where the after-war deflation has wiped out fortunes, 
where business only pays a small dividend, and where wages 
and salaries are low, I did not vote for the increase. 


Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I am constrained to ob- 
ject to this sudden proposal to increase our compensation as 
Members of Congress from $7,500 to $10,000 a year. It is not 
so much what we are proposing to do as the manner of doing 
it, which seems to me objectionable. I am well aware of all 
the moving considerations, of all the strong, if not impelling, 
reasons that might under other circumstances justify this 
increase. Indeed, under other conditions I might feel justified 
in giving it my support. But this comes too suddenly. Through 
an overnight amendment, hastily attached to an appropriation 
bill, to my mind, is no way for us to dispose of a matter of 
such peculiar personal interest to each of us. It should come 
before us only in separate bill form, after full consideration in 
committee, with ample notice to those who sent us here. Some- 
how in thus rushing this proposal through it seems as though 
we said, “If it must be done twere well it were done quickly.” 

I regret to part company with so many of my colleagues who 
appear to favor this proposal, but must vote against it. 

Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Speaker, I voted for the increase of sal- 
ary and take this opportunity to supply this information, as no 
record vote was had upon this question. 

I came to Washington 15 years ago as private secretary to 
Hon. J. Campbell Cantrill. Throughout these years I have 
been a close observer of. congressional life in Washington. A 
Congressman who represents a great district must maintain the 
dignity of the position. I saw Mr. Cantrill lead a dignified but 
inexpensive life here and become poorer each year. During the 
15 years he was here his necessary expenses exceeded his salary 
by more than $30,000. I have seen able Congressmen who have 
devoted the best years of their life to their Government go 
Rome on railroad tickets purchased out of their last month’s 

ary. 

Such references as “ salary grab ” certainly can have no appli- 
cation to me. I was not a candidate for reelection nor will I 
draw one dollar of this increase. I also am aware my position, 
known to be the just one here, can be distorted and made un- 
popular at home; but knowing the situation and having no per- 
sonal interest in the matter, I voted what I knew to be to the 
best interest of the conntry. 

The enormous responsibility and wonderful opportunity for 
great service here require the best men—$10,000 men—and if 
the Representative of any district is not worth $10,000, the dis- 
strict should find a $10,000 man and send him here. 

Mr. KNUTSON. My attention has been called to an item ap- 
pearing in one of the Twin City papers to the effect that my 
colleague [Mr. CLadukl and myself voted for the Senate amend- 
ment to the legislative appropriation bill which provided for 
an inerease in the salaries of Senators and Representatives of 
$2,500 per annum. Mr. Speaker, the truth of the matter is that 
neither Mr, CLAGUE nor myself supported this measure. He and 
I talked the matter over before the vote was taken and we were 
both of the opinion that for us to vote for the adoption of the 
amendment at this time, when the country is calling for rigid 
economy, would not be proper. I realize that the salary for 
those who are obliged to maintain two homes, one in their dis- 
trict and another in Washington, is not sufficient, but I take 
the position that we all knew what the salary was when we 
became candidates for the office, and in any event the increase 
should not haye been made effective until after the next gen- 
eral election, so that the voters might have had an opportunity 
to pass judgment upon the action taken by the House. 

Mr. HULL of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, the one test of the 
attitude of a Member of Congress on a bill under consideration, 
which can not be controverted, is his vote for or against its 
final passage. The only way such a vote can be recorded so as 
to constitute an open public record is by a call of the roll of 
the membership, each Member voting “yea” or “nay” on the 
passage of the bill. Under the rules of the House such a roll 
call and such a record of the yeas and nays on the passage of a 
bill can not be had unless one-fifth of the Members present join 
in demanding the same. 

In considering the measure to increase the salaries of Mem- 
bers of the two Houses of Congress, 61 Members of the House 
joined in asking for a roll call and record vote as just de- 
seribed, or 7 short of the requisite number under the House 
rule. The very brief time allowed for discussion of this meas- 
ure only permitted a half dozen of the 433 Members hurriedly 
to state how they would vote. The only recourse left those of 
the other more than 400 Members who were desirous of having 
placed on record their vote and actual attitude is to write in 
the Rxcokb, as I now am, a candid statement as to how they 
stood and voted on the salary increase measure. Without 
entering into a discussion of the merits of this subject, pro or 
con, I do feel constrained to say that it is, and from the be- 
ginning has been, my earnest and unalterable belief that this 
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is not the time to consider this question in any of its phases. 
I, therefore, voted against the passage of the salary increase 
provision. I joined in the demand for a roll call and record 
vote. I also voted for the amendment to make this legislation 
take effect two years hence, if passed. My judgment is that 
whenever Congress legislates on this subject it is better public 
policy that such legislation should be made to take effect in a 
new Congress later to be elected by the people. 

In thus expressing the views and attitude I maintained at 
the time of the passage of this measure, I concede to my col- 
leagues who voted the other way the same conscientious mo- 
tives and judgment which I ciaim for myself. 

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Speaker, after the amendment to increase 
the salaries of United States Senators and Members of the 
House, as well as Cabinet members and the Vice President, 
had been tacked on to the legislative appropriation bill as a 
rider, I knew it would have to be considered in the House. I 
then gave out an interview clearly stating my position on this 
question. I stated: 

[Topeka Capital, February 19, 1925) 

It there is justification for such an increase, as contended by some,” 
said Representative AYRES, “the. present is not an opportune time. 
There is, or should be, a united effort for retrenchment and reduction 
of taxes. In any event, a measure of this kind should be presented 
in the open and regular way, fully considered and discussed, and not in 
the mannet it is being engineered. I am bitterly opposed to the propo- 
sition and look forward to its defeat.” 


There also appeared in the Kansas City Times, of the issue 
of February 19, 1925, the following: 


AGATNST CONGRESS Pay Hix» 
STRONG ANTAGONISM IS COMING TO LIGHT IN THE HOUSE 


Strong opposition is developing in the House to the movement in 
Congress to put through legislation in the closing days of the session 
increasing salaries of Senators and Representatives and Cabinet 
officers, 

The proposal, which has been adopted by the Senate, is embodied 
in an amendment to an appropriation bill, and when the amendment 
comes to a vote an effort will be made to pass it without a roll call, 
thus avoiding placing Members on record. 

Representative Axuzs of Kansas announced to-day he would vote 
against the salary increases. In commenting upon the amendment he 
said; 

“If there be justification for such increases, as some Members con- 
tend, the present is not an opportune time for such legislation. There 
should be united effort in Congress for retrenchment in Government 
expenditures and reduction of taxes, In any event a proposal of this 
kind should be submitted in the regular way and in the open. Then 
it could be discussed fully. I am opposed to it, and believe it will be 
defeated,” 

it was reported to-night an effort might be made in the House to- 
morrow to accept the Senate amendment. 


E I do not intend to discuss the question of whether there 

should or should not be an increase in salaries. The main 
question is, Could the country at this time afford it? Further- 
more, each and every Member of both branches of Congress 
knew what the salary would be in the Sixty-ninth Congress 
when he was seeking the votes of his people to elect him as a 
Member of that Congress. If not satisfied with that salary, I 
feel it was his duty to have said so in the campaign and then 
his constituents could have decided the question for him. 

As I said in that interview, this question should not have 
been presented in this manner. It should have been brought 
up and presented in the usual and orderly way. It should 
have been presented by the proper committee, under the rules 
of the House, giving ample time and opportunity för each 
Member of Congress to have expressed his opinion and a chance 
to have cast his vote either for or against it, and to have had 
that vote made a matter of record. This was not done, and 
because of that fact alone, if for no other reason, I would be 
opposed to the amendment and do what I could to defeat it, 
and I feel justified in making this statement. 

Along with some 50 others I stood up and voted for a roll 
call. It seems to me in view of the overwhelming majority 
for this measure the proponents should not have hesitated to 
have allowed a roll call, giving all a chance to be recorded. 
It was very evident at the time it was submitted for a vote 
this amendment would carry. Therefore I felt, as did 60 other 
Members, it would show better taste at least to amend it, mak- 
ing the increased salary effective in the Seventieth Congress, 
or in 1927, instead of the next Congress, but that amendment 
was overwhelmingly defeated. 

I appreciate this salary question is a matter which affects 
the individual Member and on him alone rests the responsi- 


bility of his acts regarding it. It was a question for each in- 
dividual Member of Congress to decide for himself; I am con- 
vinced that the reasons I have given were sufficient to justify 
me in taking the position I did in voting against this measure 
and I have every reason to believe this is what my constituents 
expected me to do under such circumstances. 

Mr. KETCOHAM. Mr. Speaker, I was present in the Honse 
during the entire proceedings in connection with the salary 
increase amendment and yoted upon every question raised 
during its consideration. 

I voted against the salary increase, believing that such a 
vote would reflect the majority sentiment of the district I 
represent, 

I yoted for the Black amendment which would have deferred 
the increase, if granted, until 1927. This amendment would 
have met the ethical questions raised and would have fully 
answered the adverse criticisms concerning snap judgment and 
lack of consideration. 

Mr. ROMJUH. Mr. Speaker, I think it is a matter for each 
Member of this House to decide for himself as to how and 


which way he shonid vote on this and on any and all other- 


legislative matters coming before this body to be voted upon. 
I accord to every Member the right of free exercise of his 
own judgment and assume the same privilege for myself. 

In other words, one’s own conscience and judgment shonid 
guide them and determine their course in the performante of 
3 duty to the country, to their constituency, and to them- 
ves. 

It is as natural for men to differ in their opinions as it is 
for the sun to shine. I am not ready to impugn bad motives 
to a man simply because he differs with me as to our views on 
publie questions. 

I shall not welcome the day when I should think all men 
wrong but myself. I am sure some Members of this body vote 
for salary increases for Cabinet members and for Members of 
the Senate and House honestly and conscientiously believing 
they should do so. À 

I am opposed to and voted against this salary increase for 
the reason that I believe such legislation should not under all 
the circumstances be enacted. 

Economy should be practiced in public expenditures, and, in 
fact, unless more economy is practiced in both public and 
private expenditures thronghout the United States we will 
make slow progress not only at reducing our indebtedness, but 
there will be more lack of private financial independence. 

In keeping with these views I recently voted against an ap- 
propriation of $14,000,000 to build a bridge across the Potomac 
River at Washington, D. C., to connect the Lincoln Memorial 
with Arlington Cemetery. 

The bridge no doubt would be, when built, a magnificent 
structure. But how are we as a Nation to get out of debt? 
For myself, I am satisfied we must not spend money where it 
can well and legitimately be avoided. 

Holding these views, I cast my vote against the salary 
increase. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. Speaker, without a word of criticism 
of the gentlemen who feel it proper to vote for the proposition 
to increase the salaries of the Members of Congress and of the 
Cabinet officers, I take the only method afforded of briefly 
stating my own objections to the proposition. 

(1) I consider the proposition inconsistent with the pre- 
tences of the present administration, The proposition to give 
adjusted compensation to the soldiers who fought our batiles 
was vetoed on the ground that patriotic service was not meus- 
urable in dollars and cents. The proposition to increase the 
postal salaries of some very poorly paid postal clerks was 
vetoed on the ground that it carried no increase of taxation to 
pay for the expenditure. I feel that some consideration should 
be given by the Members of Congress in their own case to 
render patriotic service without too close an analysis of pecuni- 
ary compensation. Many of the highest officers of this Gov- 
ernment, because of duty, serve at salaries which are very 
meager in comparison with their earning capacity in private 
life, and this bill carries no increase of taxation to pay for the 
expenditure. j 

(2) I eonsider the time very inopportune. Many of us have 
just been reelected to Congress on the present salaries. I never 
heard of the suggestion seriously considered before the election 
of any increase in salaries. It was an issue whelly foreign to 
any question raised in the campaign. I therefore think it 
should be left to the next Congress to consider and pass upon 
the matter in the proper legislative method. 

(8) I am opposed to the method adopted. As a proposition 
it should not have been brought before Gongress as a rider on 
an appropriation bill without opportunity for full considera- 
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tlon and discussion by Members of the Senate and of the 
Honse, 

- There cun be uo question bnt that the compensation of a Con- 
gressmen at tlie present salary imposes a sacrifice on most 
Members ef the House, but it seems to me that this has been 
voluntarily assumed ond should be cheerfully borne, expecially 
in view of the widespread depression In the ngricultural in- 
dustry, which is the livellnhood of the great body ef my con- 
stituents. 

Mr. BOWLING. Mr. Speaker, I voted for the amendment to 
the legislative appropuiation bill increasing the sularies of 
Senutors uud Representatives. 

Mr. GARDNER of Indiana: Mr. Speaker, fhe House has 
voted ou concurring in the Senate amendments to the tegis- 
lative appropriation bill One of the amendments is to in- 
crease the salaries of the Cabinet officers, President of the 
Senate, Speuker of the House, Senators; ond Representatives, 
There was no record vote taken on this amendment, I am 
willing for those who care to, to know how I vote on all ques- 
tions coming up for passage. I feel that the people are en- 
titled to this information if they care for it, and for that ren- 
sun Tam making this statement. I do not care to discuss the 
merits of the amendment, nor do I want to criticize the vote 
cust by any other Member of Congress on this amendment. 1 
have exjressed myself, both publicly and privately, as being in 
fvuvor of economy and against increasing the burdens of taxa- 
tion. Dor that reason I voted against the proposed increnses 
because I felt that it wus.a consistent vote with the principles 
J hare always advocated and a vote in the interest of the 
people I represent, 

Mr. THATCHER, Mr. Speaker, I haye opposed the Senate 
amendment to the legislative appropriation bill which provides 
for an increase in the salaries of Members of the House and 
Renate. Roll calls being denied, I voted upon rising votes and 
Was counted in opposition to the passage of the amendment by 
the House and in favor of a roll call upon such passage. Be- 
cause the iuajority in the House in favor of the amendment was 
so overwhelming as to preclude a roll call and a record vote, 
I desire in this way formally to record my opposition to the 
proposed increase and to give, briefly, some reasons for my 
opposition. 

I have no criticism for those who have favored the incrense, 
especially those who openly proclaimed their position. Gandor 
and courge always command respect. I deem it unfortunate, 
however, that there was no roll call npon the question. The 
fact that record votes have been denied will, I fear, subject 
Congress to the charge that its Members fear to have their con- 
stituents know how they voted, and that, therefore, the increase 
is not a proper one. Had there been record votes, and if there- 
upon the proposed increase had been adopted, any criticism of 
the increase would have been less severe, and, in my Judgment, 
Jess merited. 

As an abstract proposition I fully concede the force and 
merit of the arguments made in favor of the proposed increase. 
The compensation of most of our Federsl officials and em- 
ployees has been substantially increased in the past few years 
becanse of the greatly increased cost of living bronght about 
by the World War; but no increase has yet been provided for 
Members of Congress. Measured by every reasonalile standard, 
I concede that the present salary of the Members is hardly an 
adeyuate one. I believe, however, that the “right thing” 
Shoni be done in the “right way.” In my judgment, it would 

appropriate for Members of this Congress who will be Mem- 
bers of the Sixty-ninth Congress to yote for an increase in the 
compensation of Members to become effective at any future 
date after the expiration of the Sixty-ninth Congress; but, how- 
ever much those of us who ure Members of the Sixty-cighth 
Congress and who will be Members of the Sixty-ninth Congress 
may feel the need for the proposed increase, I have believed it 
to be nnwise and inappropriate for us to vote it. 

I believe that publie policy opposes the action of official in- 
cumbents in providing for an increase of their own compensi- 
tion, Many State constitutions contain explicit inhibitions 
against the increase of the compensation of any State, county, 
or munielpul officer during his term of office: My own State— 
Kentucky—has in its constitution such a provision. This prin- 
ciple was also recognized by Congress at the very beginning of 
its existence when, in 1789, the House adopted a rule providing 
that its Members shall be excused from voting on any question 
in the event of which they have a direct personal or pecnniary 
interest. [his rule has never been changed and is included in 
the present rules of the House. I bave always considered the 
policy maintained by the rule and by the indicated constitu- 
tional provisions to be wise, and, notwithstanding any personal 
cousiderations involved, I must adhere to that opinion, 
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Congress, I fear, will now be literally “swamped” with re- 
quests and démands for increased compensation on behalf of 
Federal officials. The action of to-day may render it more 
dificult to deny these importunities. If I vote to deny myself 
an increase of compensation I shall certainly Teel free to oppose 
increases to others in all cases where i do not believe them to 
be justified. If the salaries of all our vast army of Federal 
officeholders are to be added to and multiplied, except in cases 
of undonbted merit, further tax reduction may be long delayed 
or rendered impossible, and our entire policy of goyernmental 
economy seriously impaired. 

Mr, GARBER. Mr. Speaker, the proposed amendment in- 
creases the sdlary of Members of Congress from 57,500 to 
$10,000 per year. It also provides that the Speaker of the 
House, the Vice President, and Cabinet Members shall receive 
an increase from $12,000 to $15,000 per year, 

The positions of the Members of Congress and of the Cabinet 
were volunturily sought and accepted by each Member at the 
then-existing salaries, which created and implied agreement 
between the people às the employer and the member as the 
employee, In substance that agreement was: The rendition 
of certain services In consideration for the then-existing sal- 
aries. This agreement should be carried out by the respective 
purties. The employer has no right to discharge the employee: 
Hoener has the employee a moral right to arbitrarily raise his 
salary. 

Being the direct beneficiary, he is not qualified to act in an 
impartial representative capacity. 

Voting to increase one's own salary is like a judge sitting in 
his own cave. The amendment offered to have the increases 
apply only to the Congress to be elected two years hence pre- 
seuted an entirely different proposition than the one now De- 
ing considered, When the people selected their Representa- 
tives for the Sixty-ninth Congress their budget carried a 
anlary of $7,500 annually for each Member. Had they been 
informed of the increase now proposed to be made, they might 
have refused our employment and selected others of higher 
ability to represent them. The presumption is that the in- 
creased salaries would have given them the opportunity of 
making their selection from a higher guality of services. 

Were conditions prosperous, times good, expenses cut down, 
and faxes reduced and the proposed increase submitted to the 
people with their approval and the present compensation 
shown to be inadequate, an increase in salary for the Congress 
yet to be elected might be a subject worthy of consideration. 
Under present coudltions it is not. 

I therefore shail vote against the amendment. Because the 
present compensation is Inadequate to meet the high cost of 
living is insuflictent justification, 

There are 6,500,000 farmers producing necessary foodstuffs 
who have been unable to meet their expenses during the last 
four years, and yet they are not asking for a price fixing bill to 
raise their wages, although with equal propriety and merit 
they have every moral, legal, and political right to do so. 

Mr, COOK. Mr. Speaker, I do not desire to disenss the 
merits of the question of whether the present salaries of Mem- 
bers of Congress are sufficient. Should we not look beyond 
that? It scems to me that on acconnt of the existing heavy 
burden of State and Federal taxation, the depressed condition 
of agriculture, and the industrial condition of other classes we 
should go yery slow at this time in increasing salaries, For 
that reason I shall vote agninst the proposition. Would it 
not be wiser to increase the term of the Members of the House 
of Representatives to four years, the same as the President, 
and provide that Congress should convene in January after the 
election Instead of over a year afterwards? This increased 
term would indirectly increase the present salaries of Members 
of the House without any additional burden to the taxpayers 
and aisò enable them to render better legislative service for 
the people who send them here. 

Mr. TAYLOR of West Virginia, Mr. Speaker, as a member 
of the West Virginia Legislature in 1921 T consistently voted 
agninst all salary Increases asked for elective State and county 
officers who, in the campaign just preceding, had made a solemn 
contract with the people to serve them for a definite term at a 
stipulated pay. My contention then wns that for these public 
servants to ask for an Increase was to break faith with the 
people who had honored them. The country had but recently 
by an overwhelming majority voted to go “hack to norwuſex,“ 
and in view of this vote I beld that salary increases were not 


proper. > 

The fact that I am now to be the beneficiary of a salary 
increase If it finally becomes law does not elinnge my attitude 
in the least. I am one of the 61 Members who asked that a 
record vote be taken, and I am one of the 93 Members who 
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yoted against increasing the salaries of Senators and Repre- 
sentatives, 

Mr. McDUFFIR. Mr. Speaker, having lived almost ¢ontinn- 
ously in Washington during tle past six years of my service 
as a Member of Congress, I have found from experience that 
it is most difficult, if not indeed impossible even by simple 
und most economical living, for a Member of Congress with 
na family and without an income from outside sources to live 
as his constituents would have him liye, and oecupy such a 
station as they are entitled to have him oceupy on 87.500 per 
annum. I devote practically all of my time to my official duties 
ard haye no income other than my salary. I believe this is 
true of a majority of the Members of the House of Representa- 
tives. In order that there may be no question as to my 
position on the Senate amendment increasing the salaries for 
Senators and Representatives from $7,500 to $10,000 a year, 
und in view of the fact that no record vote was had, E have 
taken advantage of the opportunity to extend my remarks to 
say that I voted for the amendment. 

Mr, BECK. Mr. Speaker, I tuke this method of yoicing 
my opposition to increasing salaries of Members of Congress 
at this time, because the motion for the previous question 
cut me off from doing so on the floor of the House. I voted 
for the increase in salaries of postal employees because they 
are the most faithful and poorly paid employees lu the service 
of the Government. I have voted for some other increases in 
Salaries, but I shall vote for no more increases in salaries 
until the producers of wealth in this country are better able 
to stand it. I moved for a roll call on this salary increase, 
which was dented, and I voted against this increase itself. 
I am not only opposed to this increase in salary itself but am 
opposed to the way it was brought in as a rider on the legisla- 
tive bill from the Senate. The legislative bill itself was one 
that had to become a law and the Senate took advantage of 
this to get a salary boost. I am opposed to that method of 
securing any kind of legislation. 

Mr. ROBINSON of lowa. Mr. Speaker, permission having 
been granted Members to extend their remarks aud explain 
their vote in the Recorp on the proposed salary increase, and 
there being no opportunity for me to express myself at the time 
the vote was taken, I desire to state my position thereon. 

I am opposed to the incréase of salaries of Members of Con- 
gress at this time. 

I do not, however, believe that a salary of $10,000 is too 
large for a Member of Congress, but I do belleve that this very 
responsible and important position fully justifies a salary of 
that amount. Seven thousand five hundred dollars was estab- 
lished as the salary about 18 years ago and has not been in- 
creased, although it is trne that during that period of time 
there have been large Increases In salaries of others in public 
life. The expenses of living and the requirements of the posi- 
tion have very largely increased during that time, with the 
result that the net salary at the present time is probably lower 
than that of any other position of like importance, 

My opposition to the proposed increase from $7,500 to $10,000 
is based upon the following: 

I do not approve the method of procedure followed. Tf we 
are to increase salaries, it should be done only after full con- 
sideration and discussion and with a record vote. The present 
proposal for increase comes to ns from the Senate as an amend- 
ment to an appropriation bill; was passed by the Senate with- 
out discussion and without a record vote. 

The objection to voting to increase our own salaries seems to 
me very obvious. 

The great Middle West section of our country, from which 1 
come, is still suffering severely from depression. Agricultural 
conditions are not good, but are below normal, Incomes are 
small. It is not a time of increasing salaries, but rather a 
time of utmost economy, and I believe my district would pre- 
fer that Congressmen’s salaries be not advanced at this time. 
I have consistently voted for economy in all public expendi- 
tures. I have eyen yoted against and opposed some measures, 
such as the bridge bill, that I would lave favored under better 
financial conditions. 

For these reasons I voted for an amendment to the proposed 
increase of salary making it not effective until March 4, 1927, 
at which date a new Congress will have been elected and enter 
upon their term of office. This amendment failed to pass, and 
J then voted against any increase of salary, following which 
I voted for a record vote or roll call, so that every Member 
might personally record his judgment on this question. 

I wish, however, very definitely to say that I have no criti- 
cism, either implied or expressed, of those who yoted for the 
increase, and in no sense do I question their motive or judg- 
ment, for 1 realize that the net salary of a Member of Con- 


gress does not provide for him and his family the comforts 
tunt most of us enjoy at home, and that at least a part of our 
remuneration under present conditions must come from a sense 
of public service well rendered. For the reasons already stated, 
and others that will suggest themselves, I have felt under 
obligation to vote against the increased pay at the present 
time because of the need of economy in public expenditures, 
and especially because business and agricultural conditions in 
my home State call for rigid cconomy and carefulness. 

Mr. BROWNE of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, “ What price 
Congress?“ is a subject about which there seems to be con- 
siderable difference of opinion. That the present compensation 
is inadequate can hardly be denied, and it is also true that 
the “wages” of Senators and Members of the Honse is the 
ouly pay that has not been increased in the neighborhood of 
a hundred per cent during the last 15 years, or since the pres- 
ent schedule was put into effect. That these facts are appre- 
ciated is shown by the overwhelming anonymous majority 
which put over this increased pay amendment in so rapid and 
remarkable a way. I voted for this amendment because 1 
belleye that if “the laborer is worthy of the hire” the hire 
shonld he worthy of the laborer. Many opposed this measure, 
though it is possible, if not probable, that this opposition would 
have been less had its proponents really expected to succeed. 
The reasons given for this opposition were partly along the 
lines of so-called economy and partly due to the modesty of 
Members who felt embarrassment in voting more pay for them- 
selves, Such modesty in Congress is as refreshing as it is 
nuusual. As for economy, there are those, myself included, 
who do not believe the mere saving of money is always an 
economical measure, though in this I admit we disagree with 
tonis high—perhaps the highest—officials in the service of the 
Nation. 

To my mind, Mr. Speaker, it is true economy to pay good 
men gool wages and demand good work, and this is true 
whether these men be members of the Cabinet, Members of 
the Congress, or postal employees. A Member of the Congress 
is either worth $10,000 to the country or he is worth nothing 
at all. If he is worth the money the Government should pay 
it; if he is worth nothing his district or State shonld not 
send him. Representatives are the test of representative 
government. 

In line with real economy would be a proposition to eut 
down very materially the membership in Congress and pay the 
survivors more; it ix probable that a hundred unhampered and 
efficient Members could do the work better and quicker than 
is now the case, 

May I also state, Mr. Speaker, that while I advocated the 
increase I deplore the manner in which this legislation was 
voted upon. Upon this measure and in company with a few 
others—inostly those who opposed the increase, however—I 
asked for a roll call. It the increase is just we should not 
be afraid to say so, thongh I greatly fear, if you will pardon 
the paraphrase, that polities makes cowards of us all. We 
know what we want, but we do not always want our con- 
stituents to know it, though along this line there are many 
who think we would get better government if all our votes 
were cast in camera; at least Members would then vote more 
often in accord with their honest convictions, and under such 
conditions it is quite possible that such impracticable legisla- 
tion as the eighteenth amendment and the Volstead Act would 
never have been enacted, However, this can not be discussed 
here, and I apologize for so “extending” my remarks, I 
voted for the increased pay for reasons given above nnd also, 
as a matter of courtesy to my successor, how could 1 do 
otherwise? 

Mr. WINTER. Mr. Speaker, under leave to extend my re- 
marks I simply desire to state in the Tuccorp, inasmuch as the 
yen and nay vote was not taken, that I voted for the amend- 
ment increasing the salaries of the Vice President, Cabinet 
oflivers, Senators, and Representatives, I so voted because 1 
considered it right and just. That was the only question. If 
it is right, if the increased compensations are no greater than 
the offices and the service rendered therein merit, then there 
is no adequate reason why it should not be given and given 
now. 

The same objections which have been raised against this 
increase could with the same justifications and reasons he 
raised any time In the next 18 years the same as they have 
been raised for the last 18 years, since the date of the last 
increase, in 1907. Since that date the purchasing power of the 
old salary, $7,500, has been redneed to less than $38,000. A 
salary of $10,000 now has no greater purchasing power than 
$5,000 had 10 years ago. 

The intelligence, good judgment, and fair-mindedness of the 
American people, on full consideration, will approve of and 
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indorse this action. Incidentally, I wish to add that I am in 
favor of reducing the number of Representatives from 435 to 
approximately 300, which from the money standpoint would 
more than offset this increase. At this session I introduced 
House Joint Resolution 324 to amend the Constitution so as 
to provide for the apportionment of the Representatives on the 
basis of the presidential vote cast in each State instead of the 
present basis of population. The joint resolution is as follows: 


Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled (two-thirds of each House 
concurring therein), That clause 3, section 2, Article I, of the Constitu- 
tion be amended to read as follows: 

„Direct taxes shall be apportioned uniformly among the several 
States which may be included within this Union, according to 
their respective numbers, which shall be determined by adding 
to the whole number of free persons, including those bound to 
service for a term of years, and excluding Indians not taxed, 
three-fifths of all other persons. Such enumeration shall be made 
every 10 years in such manner as Congress shall by law direct. 

“ Representatives shall be apportioned uniformly among the 
several States upon the completion of each decennial census ac- 
cording to the votes counted at the presidential election next 
preceding such apportionment, and each State shall have at least 
one Representative.” 

Upon the completion of each decennial census it shall be the duty 
of Congress to determine the number of Representatives to which each 
State is entitled, based upon the votes counted therein at the presi- 
dential election next preceding such apportionment, and notify the 
governor thereof; whereupon the legislature may divide such State 
into the allotted number of congressional districts and the people 
shall elect one Representative for each district; and each State shall 
haye at least one Representative. 


After the adoption of such an amendment Congress can 
make apportionment after the first presidential election there- 
after, in such manner and on such basis as would reduce the 
House membership to a proper number, which I consider to be 
from 250 to 300. The tendency would then be for the people 
of a State to secure as many Representatives as possible by 
casting as near as might be 100 per cent of the qualified votes 
of the State. This of itself would be of incalculable benefit 
to the country and its citizenship. But should the vote and 
the consequent representation again increase the total number 
of Representatives to an unwieldy number, another apportion- 
ment by Congress increasing the number of votes cast neces- 
sary for entitlement to one Representative, and thus again 
reducing the total number of Representatives, could be had at 
any time after any general election. a 

The proposed amendment is fair, impartial, nonpartisan, 
just, and beneficial to the country and its people. It shall be 
my duty and my privilege to reintroduce this joint resolution, 
providing for the submission of such an amendment to the 
States, in the Sixty-ninth Congress. 

Mr. RUBBY. Mr. Speaker, it had not been my intention to 
extend my remarks upon the provision increasing the salary 
of Members of Congress, but so many of my colleagues have 
extended their remarks that I have concluded to avail myself 
of the privileges given to Members to extend remarks. 

I shall not enter into a lengthy discussion of the provision 
but shall content myself in saying that, in my opinion, this 
is a very inopportune time to increase salaries, and especially 
of increasing our own salaries. This is a time when the most 
rigid economy should be practiced in the administration of 
governmental affairs. I therefore voted against the provision 
to increase the salaries of Members of Congress. 

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, no appropriation 
bill carrying new items, or substantial increases in items here- 
tofore regularly appropriated for, should be allowed to pass 
without a record vote showing how each Member voted thereon. 
It is my opinion that the rules of the House should make this 
mandatory as to any bill increasing the pay of its Members. 

Entertaining these views, I joined with 60 other Members of 
the House in asking for a roll call and record vote on the 
Senate amendment to the legislative bill carrying increase pay 
for Cabinet officers and Members of the House and Senate. 

Since only 61 Members—7 short of the requisite number 
under the House rules—joined in the request for a roll call, 
no record appears of how the Members voted on this amend- 
ment, and feeling that my constituency are entitled to know 
my position, I take this opportunity to say that I voted for 
the amendment. 

Mr. LOWREY. Mr. Speaker, I can not vote for the amend- 
ment providing for increase of the salaries of Congressmen 
and Senators, and I have a very serious conviction that it 
ought not to pass. 


Of course, I realize the truth of the contention that the 
salaries of many Government employees, the wages of organ- 
ized labor, and the necessary cost of living have increased a 
hundred per cent since the present congressional salaries were 
fixed. Yet the situation with the agricultural classes and with 
many of the business people in the districts which most of us 
represent has grown harder all the while. Their cost of living 
has increased just as ours has; their tax burdens have grown 
heavier; and their income has increased little, if any. 

These things being true, we, as their Representatives, should 
for the present be willing to waive our own claims and, if need 
be, to sacrifice our rights until a better economic balance is 
restored. 

The greatest strength and the only safety that any govern- 
ment has is a contented and loyal constituency. Just now we 
have perhaps the most serious situation at this point that our 
country has known for many years. Large numbers of our 
people really feel that the Federal Government is abusing 
rather than protecting their rights, and that officialdom in 
Washington is more interested in itself than in the general 
welfare. I think this is a mistaken impression, but all the 
more it behooves us to do nothing to encourage it. Certainly 
we can afford to make any reasonable sacrifice rather than 
run the risk of lending color to this impression by voting this 
salary increase to ourselves. 

All Government officials must accept their pay largely in 
something besides money. Perhaps all of the men in the 
Cabinet, for instance, and certainly many of the men in this 
body, could command larger incomes by turning their energies 
elsewhere. Their devotion year after year to Government 
work indicates that they themselves place a higher value on 
the privilege of service than on gold. It would be folly to try 
to make Government salaries compete in dollars and cents with 
commercial salaries. And it would be wrong, because it would 
be a perversion of the ideal of public service. The salary of a 
public official ought to be sufficient, considering the demands 
on him, to provide for him and his family as the average 
American is provided for, but it ought not to be disproportion- 
ately more. 

Finally, if we are to legislate on this subject, we ought to 
make it effective two years hence, when the raise in salary 
would not apply to the terms to which we have already been 
elected; or, better, wait until the matter can be canvassed 
before the people in a political campaign and the public is 
given a chance to speak on the subject. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, this Senate amendment pro- 
posing to increase congressional salaries is a legislative matter 
and should come only from a legislative committee. It has 
no business whatever on this legislative appropriation Dill. 
The Senate has improperly attached this proposal to this ap- 
propriation bill as a legislative rider, If such an attempt had 
been made in the House of Representatives, when this bill 
originated before us for framing and passage, the amendment 
would have been out of order. Had any Member then pro- 
posed to attach this salary increase as a rider to said bill, I 
would have made a point of order against it and kept it out 
of the bill. 

HOUSE HELPLESS AGAINST SENATE RIDERS 


But we Members of the House are helpless against Senate 
riders. Unfortunately our rules provide that when the Senate 
inserts a legislative rider upon an appropriation bill we lose 
our right to knock it out on a point of order, and the only way 
we can eliminate it is to vote it out of the bill. Hence unless 
we can muster a majority of the votes against this salary 
increase amendment placed as a rider on this apropriation bill 
by the Senate it will become a part of the law of the land. 
And it is my very best judgment that if we can muster enough 
votes to secure a roll call and force a record vote we can defeat 
the Senate amendment. 


HAVE CONSISTENTLY STOOD FOR ECONOMY 


My record here on this question is well known. I have 
fought here almost daily from the floor of this House for 
economy. I have fought against waste. I have fought against 
extravagance. I have fought against creating so many big- 
salaried positions. I have fought against creating new posi- 
tions. I have fought for sane retrenchment in governmental 
expenses. In no other ways will Congress ever reduce taxes. 


MEMBERSHIP ENTIRELY TOO LARGE 


You, colleagues, will remember that while we were framing 
this legislative appropriation bill, before we passed and sent it 
to the Senate, I proposed an amendment to it to reduce the 
membership of the House from 435 to 304 Members. My 
amendment would have reduced the number of Congressmen 
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in my own State of Texas from 18 to 13, and in exactly the 
same ratio and proportion it would have reduced the Congress- 
men in the other States. 

Counting their salaries, mileage, stationery, and clerical help, 
my amendment would have saved the Government $1,572,000 
annually, besides also saving the tremendous expense of fur- 
nishing these surplus 131 Congressmen with offices and furni- 
ture. And if we would eliminate 131 Members and reduce the 
membership from 435 to 304, we would then have an active, 
wide-awake, ever-present, interested, able, and efficient legisla- 
tive body prepared to keep in close touch with and to digest and 
assimilate all legislation, good and bad, so voluminously brought 
before us. The present House with 435 Members is entirely too 
large and unwieldy. But a point of order was promptly made 
against my amendment which defeated it. We all should have 
been willing to take our chances of being the ones eliminated 
in our home States, and let the fittest survive. 

AGAINST RAISING OUR OWN SALARIES 

I am wholly dependent upon my salary. I have no private 
income. I am giving all my time to the people. I engage in no 
private business during recess, but continuously devote the 
entire time to investigation of Government bureaus and depart- 
ments, and to the business correspondence of my constituents, 
My expenses eat up my salary each month. Such a raise as 
now proposed would mean more to me than possibly to any 
other colleague. I fully realize that all of us are sorely tempted. 
But I feel that I should not vote to raise my own salary. I 
have been against the proposal at all times since I have been 
here. My position is well known. I will quote just a few 
excerpts from the press illustrating the present situation: 

[From the Washington Herald, February 18, 1925) 
SENATORS SHYLY AGREE TO RAISE THEIR OWN PAY 

With only one objection, without debate, the Senate last night passed 
in 12 minutes the legislative bill for $16,000,000 to increase salaries 
ef Senators and Representatives to $10,000, 

The one objection was recorded by Senator SHEPPARD, of Texas, who 
voted against it, but made no attempt to debate his point. 


{From the Baltimore Sun, February 19, 1925] 

Where was set under way in the House a movement to prevent a roil 
eall on the Senate amendment for increased salaries. Representative 
BAN rox, of Texas, is demanding a roll call, but there is hope of 
“calling him off,“ and since it is required that one-fifth of the member- 
ship raise hands to force a record vote the House probably will emulate 
the Senate and furnish no accounting of what Member voted to add to 
his own compensation, 


[From the New York Times, February 19, 1925] 


BEBK A WAY TO PASS PAY RAISÐ IN HOUSE—AN EFFORT WILL BB MADE 
TO FORCE IT THROUGH WITHOUT A ROLL CALL 

The friends of the increase will try to get the amendment passed 
dy the House to-morrow without a roll call, as was done in the Senate. 
This will not be accomplished without a struggle, however, because 
Representative BLANTON, of Texas, Democrat, intends to do all he can 
to put Members on record. To make a roll call a certainty, Mr. 
BLANTON must rally to his support one-fifth of the Members present 
when he makes his demand, and to-night it is a question whether he 
will be able to do this, If he is successful, the amendment is likely 
to be defeated. 


[From the Washington Herald, February 19, 1925] 


PAY RAISE BILL TO GO BEFORE HOUSE TO-DAY—AND BLANTON WILL DE- 
MAND ROLL CALL 


Representative BLANTON, of Texas, has served notice that he will 
demand a roll call on the salary amendment, 


I shall demand that this vote be taken by the yeas and 
nays. If this raise is to be passed, let every man go on 
record and by roll-call vote register his position. I find that 

. a number of my colleagues think just as I do upon this ques- 
tion. It is a problem that each of us must face and solve 
individually. 

SIMILAR ATTEMPT IN HOUSE JANUARY, 1921 


Some of my colleagues will remember that in January, 1921, 
an attempt similar to that executed by the Senate was made 
in the House to place a rider on this same appropriation bill 
to raise salaries, and was blocked by my point of order. Con- 
cerning same I quote the following from a leading Texas paper: 

[From the Fort Worth Star-Telegram, page 15, January 12, 19211 

BLANTON BLOCKS SALARY INCREASÐ 

WASHINGTON, January 12, 1921.—An effort to increase salaries of 

Congressmen and Senators from $7,500 to $10,000 was blocked in the 


House Tuesday by Representative BLANTON. 
priating funds for salaries was reached, Representative Cambell of 
Pennsylvania offered an amendment fixing salaries at $10,000. BLAN- 


When the item appro- 


TON promptly made a point of order. He claimed it was general legis- 
lation, haying no place on an appropriation bill. Representative LONG- 
WORTH, in the chair, sustained it. 


SHOULD AT LEAST PUT OFF RAISE UNTIL 1927 


If Congress is determined on this raise, it should pass the 
amendment, which is to be offered by my colleague from Texas 
[Mr. Brack] to prevent the raise from becoming effective until 
the Seventieth Congress in 1927. Then our people back home 
would have an opportunity to approve or disapprove of such 
action in passing on the reelection of all Members in 1926. 

Mr. HILL of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I voted against 
the proposition to increase the salaries of Members of Con- 
gress. The basic law of my State prohibits the increase or 
decrease of the salary of an elected State or county officer 
during the term for which such an officer is elected. While 
this law has no legal force in respect to the salaries of Mem- 
bers of Congress, I think the principle is wholesome and 
should be adhered to. 

Furthermore, I am unwilling to vote to increase my own 
compensation when nothing substantial is being done or is in 
contemplation by Congress to relieve the economic discrimina- 
tions against agriculture. I feel that the farmers of this 
country are in greater need of economic relief than are the 
Members of Congress, 

Mr. BRAND of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I did not vote for the 
amendment providing for incréase of the salaries of Repre- 
sentatives and Senators. On the contrary, I voted against the 
proposition to increase our salaries. 

The Speaker, in submitting the proposition to the House for 
a yote, announced that all who were in favor of the increase 
in salaries will rise and remain standing until they were 
counted, and all who were opposed to the provision increasing 
their salaries will make it known by rising and remain stand- 
ing until counted. 

Every Member of Congress present, all persons in the gal- 
leries of the House, and the Washington correspondents of 
daily newspapers from all portions of the United States, in- 
eluding the State of Georgia, who were then and there in the 
press gallery at the time the yote upon this proposition was 
taken, witnessed this vote. : 

There was no opportunity for me to express myself at the 
time the vote was taken except by rising in my place and 
standing until counted by the Speaker when he requested 
Members who were opposed to the increase in their salaries 
to rise and remain standing until counted. 

Of the total membership in the House, consisting of 445 
Members, brief speeches were made by only 11 Members, 5 of 
whom were Republicans and 6 Democrats. These five Repub- 
licans and one Democrat spoke in favor of the amendment to 
increase the salaries, and the other five Democrats spoke 
against this amendment, there being only 30 minutes’ time 
allotted for debate upon this proposition. 

Not having the opportunity to make a speech upon the 
subject at the time the vote was taken I have availed myself 
of the privilege granted Members to extend their remarks 
so that the people whom I have the honor to represent and all 
others interested may officially know that I voted against the 
amendment proposing an increase in the salaries of Congress- 
men and Senators. 

EVENING SESSION 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that to-night between 8 and 11 o'clock it shall be in order to 
consider bills unobjected to on thé Private Calendar. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Ohio asks unanimous 
consent that to-night it be in order to consider bills unobjected 
to on the Private Calendar. Is there objection? 

Mr. BLANTON. Reserving the right to object, I would not 
object to any night next week, but for the rest of this week I 
will object. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I will say that we will probably not 
have a night next week. 

Mr. ALLEN. I object. 

Mr. BLANTON. Here is the gentleman from West Virginia 
who also objects. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Any gentleman who wants to stop the 
consideration of the Private Calendar for the session can take 
the responsibility. 

Mr. BLANTON. I have been here on the floor of the House 
at both day and night sessions every hour that the House has 
been in session since we convened the session. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. The gentleman takes the responsibility 
of blocking the Private Calendar for this session, 4 
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Mr. BLANTON. I am ready to take that responsibility. 
There are many bad bills involving millions on the calendar, 
and we have little chance to defeat them at night sessions. 


SENATE BILLS REFERRED 


Under clause 2, Rule XXIV, Senate bills and joint resolutions 
of the following titles were taken from the Speaker's table and 
referred to their appropriate committees, as indicated below: 

8. J. Res. 117. Joint resolution transferring the possession and 
control ot the Fort Foote Military Reservation, in Prince 
Georges County, Md., to the Chief of Engineers of the Army, to 
be administered as a part of the park system of the National 
Capital; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 


S. J. Res. 169. Joint resolution authorizing the Secretary of |. 


Agriculture to waive all requirements in respect of grazing fees 
for the use of national forests during the calendar year 1925; 
to the Committee on Agriculture, 

S. J. Res. 178. Joint resolution to provide for the loaning to 
the Pennsylyania Academy of the Fine Arts of the portraits of 
Daniel Webster and Henry Clay; to the Committee on the 
Library. 

S. J. Res, 186. Joint resolution authorizing the sale of the 
old Federal building at Toledo, Ohio; to the Committee on 
Public Buildings and Grounds. 

S. 3824. An act to provide for the appointment of a leader of 
the Army Band; to the Committee on Military Affairs, 

S. 4107. An act to authorize the President in certain cases to 
modify visé fees; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

S. 339. An act for the relief of Harry Scott; to the Commit- 
tee on Claims. 

S. 449. An act for the relief of Katherine Southerland; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

S. 1229. An act for the relief of the estate of Moses M. Bane; 
to the Committee on Claims. 

S. 2013. An act for the relief of Immaculato Carlino, widow 
ef Alexander Carlino; to the Committee on Claims. 

S. 2253. An act for the relief of the P. Dougherty Co.; 
Committee on Claims. 

S. 2294. An act to equalize the pay of retired officers of the 
Army, Navy, Marine Corps, Coast Guard, Coast and Geodetic 
Survey, and Public Health Service; to the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs. 

S. 2438. An act for the relief of Helen M. Peck; to the Com- 
mittee on Claims. 

S. 2454. An act to extend the benefits of the employ ene? lia- 
bility act of September. 7, 1916, to Gladys L. Brown, a former 
employee of the Bureau of Engraving and Printing, Washing- 
ton, D. C.; to the Committee on Claims, 

S. 2491. An act for the relief of August Michalchuk; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

S. 2619. An act for the relief of John Plumlee, adminis- 
trator of the estate of G. W. Plumlee, deceased; to the Com- 
mittee on Claims. 

S. 2780. An act for the relief of William Wooster; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

S. 2895. An act for the relief of W. P. Dalton; to the Com- 
mittee on Claims. 

S. 2896. An act for the relief of Joseph B. Tanner; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

S. 2935. An act to authorize the collection and editing of 
official papers of the Territories of the United States now in 
the national archives; to the Committee on Printing. 

S. 3118. An act to authorize the Rock Creek and Potomac 
Parkway Commission to dispose of certain parcels of land; to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

S. 3153. An act to authorize the construction of a nurses’ 
home for the Columbia Hospital for Women and Lying-in 
Asylum; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

8.3203. An act for the relief of Joseph Harkness, jr.; to the 
Committee on War Claims. 

S. 3264. An act for the relief of Horace G. Knowles; to the 
Committee on War Claims. 

S. 3303. An act for the relief of Frederick MacMonnies; to 
the Committee on Claims. 

S. 3377. An act for the relief of George E. Taylor; to the 
Committee on Claims, 

S. 3618. An act to extend the benefits of the United States 
employees’ compensation act of September 7, 1916, to Clara 
E. Nichols; to the Committee on Claims. 

S. 3839. An act to repeal the act approved January 27, 1922, 
providing for change of entry, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Publie Lands. 

S. 3850. An act for the relief of Mark J. White; to the Com- 
mittee on Claims, 


to the 


S. 3809. An act to create a Library of Congress Trust Fund 
Board, and for other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Library. 

S. 4207, An act to provide for the regulation of motor-vehicle 
traffic in the District of Columbia, increase the number of 
judges of the police court, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

S. 3378. An act for the relief of Isabelle R. Damron, post- 
master at Clintwood, Va.; to the Committee on Claims. 

S. 3379. An act providing for the sale and disposal of public 
lands within the area heretofore surveyed as Boulder Lake, 
oe the State of Wisconsin; to the Committee on the Public 

nds. 

S. 3510. An act for the relief of James Doherty; to the Com- 
mittee on Claims. 

S. 3549. An act for the relief of Roy A. Darling; to the Com- 
mittee on Naval Affairs. 

S. 3581. An act for the relief of Francis J. Young; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

S. 4209. An act to authorize the building of a bridge across 
the Santee River in South Carolina; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

S. 4210. An act to authorize the building of a bridge across 
the Congaree River in South Carolina; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 

S. 4211. An act to authorize the building of a bridge across 
the Catawba River in South Carolina; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

8. 4212. An act to authorize the building of a bridge across 
the Broad River in South Carolina; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

S. 4213. An act to authorize the building of a bridge across 
the Santee River in South Carolina; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

S. 4214. An act to authorize the building of a bridge across 
the Savannah River, between South Carolina and Georgia; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

S. 4217. An act granting the consent of Congress to the Sus- 
quehanna Bridge Corp. and its successors to construct a 
bridge across the Susquehanna River between the borough of 
Wrightsville, in York County, Pa., and the borough of Colum- 
bia, in Lancaster County, Pa.; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

S. 4225. An act to extend the times for commencing and 
completing the construction of a bridge across Detroit River 
within or near the city limits of Detroit, Mich.; to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

S. 4229. An act granting the consent of Congress to the State 
Highway Commission of North Carolina to construct a bridge 
across the Chowan River at or near the city of Edenton, N. C.; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

S. 4230. An act to authorize the Secretary of the Treasury to 
prepare a medal with appropriate emblems and inscriptions 
commemorative of the Norse-American centennial; to the Com- 
mittee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures. 

S. 4239. An act to provide for the exchange of certain lands 
now owned by the United States, in the town of Newark, Del., 
for other lands; to the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds. i 

S. 4254. An act for the relief of Ishmael J. Barnes; 
Committee on the Public Lands. 

S. 4289. An act authorizing the construction of a bridge 
across the Colorado River near Blythe, Calif.; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

S. 2441. An act for the relief of R. Clyde Bennett; to the 
Committee on War Claims. 

S. 3118. An act to authorize the Rock Creek and Potomac 
Parkway Commission to dispose of certain parcels of land; to 
the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds, 

S. 3514. An act authorizing the Court of Claims of the Uniteé 
States to hear and determine the claim of H, C. Ericsson ; 
to the Committee on Claims. 

8.3613. An act to provide for retirement for disability in 
the Lighthouse Service; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

S. 4016. An act for the relief of the Royal Holland Lloyd, 
a Netherland corporation, of Amsterdam, the Netherlands; to 
the Committee on Claims. 


REGULATING THE SALE OF MILK, CREAM, AND ICE CREAM 
Mr. REED of West Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I call up the con- 


to the 


ference report on the bill (S. 2803) to regulate within the Dis- 
trict of Columbia the sale of milk, cream, and ice cream, and 


for other purposes, 
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The conference report and statement were read, as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT 


The cominittee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the House to the bill 
(8. 2803) to regulate within the District of Columbia the sale 
of milk, cream, and ice cream, and for other purposes, having 
met, after full and free conference, have agreed to recommend 
and do recommend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its amendment numbered 3. 

That the Senate recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the House numbered 2, and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 1: That the Senate recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the House numbered 1, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu of 
the matter proposed to be inserted by said amendment insert 
the following: “The words ‘person’ or persons in this act 
shall be taken and construed to include firms, associations, 
partnerships, and corporations, as well as individuals: Pro- 
vided further, That the health officer may accept the certifica- 
tion of a State or municipal health officer”; and the House 
agree to the same, 

That the Senate recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the House numbered 4, and agree to the same with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the word “twenty” insert 
the word “forty "; and the House agree to the same. 

Stuart F. REED, 

FLORIAN LAMPERT, 

THOMAS L. BLANTON, 
Managers on the part of the House. 

L. HEISLER BALL, 

ARTHUR CAPPER, 

Roya S. COPELAND, 
Managera on the part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House at the conference 
on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the bill (S. 
2803) submit the following statement in explanation of the 
report; 

Amendment No. 1 relates to the issuance of permits, and the 
Senate agrees to this amendment with the restoration of cer- 
tain language fn the original bill. 

Amendment No. 2 strikes out the words “supply of any 
such firm, corporation, partnership, or mutual association,“ in 
section 3, and inserts the words “cream, or ice cream supplied 
by any person.” The Senate agrees to this amendment. 

Amendment No. 8 relates to the form of rating cards, and 
the House recedes from the amendment, 

Amendment No, 4 strikes out the word “fifty,” in line 9, 
page 9, and inserts the word “twenty.” The conferees recom- 
mend the figure 40.“ 

STUART F. REED, 

FLORIAN LAMPERT, 

THOMAS L. BLANTON, 
Managers on the part of the House. 


The ċonference report was agreed to. 
CHILD LABOR 
The SPEAKER laid before the House a communication from 
the Governor of the State of Delaware inclosing certified copy of 
house joint resolution No. 2 of the house of representatives of 
that State relative to the proposed amendment to the Constitu- 
tion concerning labor of persons under the age of 18, which 
failed of passage. 
MIGRATORY BIRDS 


Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve 
itself Into Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union for the further consideration of the bill (H. R. 745) for 
the establishment of migratory bird refuges, and so forth. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa moves that the 
House resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union for the further consideration of the migra- 
tory bird bill. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
Branton) there were 60 yeas and 8 noes. 

Mr. BLANTON, Mr. Speaker, I object to the vote and make 
the point that there is no quorum present. 

The doors were closed, and the Sergeant at Arms was ordered 
to bring in the absentees, and the Clerk called the roll. 

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 274, nays 43, 
not voting 114, as follows: 
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Ackerman 
Aldrich 


acon 


Christopherson 
Clague 


Cole, Ohio 
Collier 


Denison 
Dickinson, Iowa 
Dickstein 
Dowell 


Drewry 
Driver 


Abernethy 
Bell 


Blanton 

Bowling 

Box 

Boyce 

Brand, Ga, 
riggs 
rowning 

Canfield 

Connally, Tex. 


Botes 
Brand, Ohio 
Britten 


FEBRUARY 20 


[Roll No. 76] 
YEAS—274 
Dyer Linthicum Sanders, N. Y. 
Eagan Longworth Schafer 
Edmonds Lowrey Sears, Nebr. 
iott Lozier Shallenberger 
Evans, Mont. Luce Shreve 
Fairchild 3 Simmons 
Faust ¢eClintic Sinclair 
Fish McKeown Sinnott 
Fisher McLaughlin, Mich. Smith 
Fleet wood McLaughlin, Nebr. Smithwick 
Foster McReynolds Snell 
Frothingham McSwain Snyder 
Imer McSweene; Speaks 
Gambrill MacLaff Sproul, III. 
Garber Madden Sproul, Kans, 
Gardner, Ind, Magee, N. Y, Stalker 
Garrett, Tex. Magee, Pa Steagall 
asque Major, III. Stedman 
Geran or, Mo. Stephens 
Gibson Manlove Stevenson 
Gifford ‘apes Strong, Kans. 
Graham Mead Strong, Pa. 
Green Merritt Summers, Wash. 
Griest Michaelson wank 
rifin chener Swing 
Guyer Miller, III. Swoope 
Hadley Was Taber 
Hall Mills Taylor, Colo. 
Hammer Minahan Taylor, Tenn. 
Ha Mooney Taylor, W. Va. 
Harrison Moore, Va, Temple 
Hastings Moores, Ind, Thatcher 
Haugen Morgan omas, O 
wes Morrow hompson 
Hawley Murphy Tillman 
Hayden Nelson, Me. Tilson 
Hicke ewton, Minn Timberlake 
III. Ala. olan Tincher 
Hili, Md. O'Connell, N. F Tinkham 
Holaday O'Connell, R. Treadw: 
ker O'Connor, La, — ra 
Howard, Nebr. Oldfield nderwood 
Hudson Oliver, N, Y. Upshaw 
Hudspeth Pai Vestal 
Hull, Tenn. Park, Ga. Vincent, Mich. 
Hull, Morton D, Parker Vinson, Ga. 
ames Patterson 4 
Jeffers Peery Wainwright 
Johnson, 8. Dak, Perkins ason 
Johnson, Phillips Watres 
Johnson, Wash. Prall Watson 
ones ell Weaver 
Kearns uin Wefald 
er n Weler 
Ketcham Rainey White, Kans. 
Kess Raker ite, Me. 
Kin Ramseyer illiams, 
Knutson Ranaley Williams, Mich. 
Ko; Rathbone Williams, Tex. 
Ku burn Uliamson 
Kvale Reece Wilson, Ind. 
LaGuardia Reed, W. Va. Wingo 
pert III. Winslow 
a Calit. Robinson, I ood. 
en, 0 owa 
ch obsion, Ky. Woodrutt 
Leatherwood omjue Woodrum 
Leavitt Rosenbloom 
Lineberger Sanders, Ind. 
NAYS—43 
= À 8 el 
„Tenn. umphreys on 
I ent Rankin 
Dickinson, Mo. Kincheloe Rubey 
Doughton Larsen, Ga Sanders, Tex, 
rane ALATO Thomas, Ky, 
Garrett, Tenn. Mansfield Tucker 
bert rtin Vinson, Ky. 
latfelter Milligan Watkins 
ldsborough Montague Wright 
Hill, Wash. Moore, Ga 
NOT VOTING—114 
Fulbright McFadden Schall 
Fuller cKenzie Schnelder 
ink McLeod ott 
Gallivan McNulty Sears, Fla. 
Garner, Tex, MacGregor eger 
Greenwoo Moore, III rr alee 
ersey oore, 
Hoch orin Spearing 
Howard, Okla Morris Stengle 
Hull, Wiliam n. Nelson, Wis, Sullivan 
Hull, Iowa Newton, Mo. Sumners, Tex, 
Jacobstein O’Brien Sweet 
Johnson, ae O’Connor, N. X, Ca es 
Johnson, Va. O'Sullivan Tydings 
Jost Oliver, Valle 
Kell Parks, Ark. Vare 
Ken Peavey Ward, N. Y. 
Kerr Perlman Ward, 
Kindred Porter Welsh 
Kunz yee le Wertz 
IE „Ark. Wilson, La 
Lankford Reed, N. * Uson, 
Larson, n. Roach olf 
Lee, Ga. Rogers, 1 Wurzbach 
Lehibach Rogers, . Wyant 
Lill Rouse Yates 
Lindsay Sabath Zihiman 
Logan Salmon 
McDuffie Sandlin 
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So the motion was agreed to. 
The Clerk announced the following pairs: 
Until further notice: 


. Fitzgerald with Mr. Galllvan. 

. Reed of New York with Mr. Rouse, 

Free with Mr. Garner of Texas. 

Scott with Mr. Sites. 

Ward of New York with Mr. Kindred, 

. Kelly with Mr. Lindsay, 

. Roach with Mr. Tague. 

„Perlman with Mr. Sullivan, 

. Wurzbach with Mr. Lilly. 

. Zihlman with Mr. Jost. 8 

. Andrew with Mr. Kunz. 

„Brand of Ohio with Mr. Lee of Georgia. 

. Fairfield with Mr. Kerr. 

. Britten with Mr. Johnson of West Virginia. 
. Frear with Mr. Doyle. 

. Hoch with Mr. Rogers of Nev Hampshire, 
. Fredericks with Mr. Salmo 

„ William E. Hull with Mr. Fulbright, 
Vincent of Michigan with Mr. Quayle. 
Freeman with Mr. Dominick. 

. Hersey with Mr. O'Sullivan. 

Fuller with Mr. Buckley. 

Anderson with Mr. 0° rien. 

„Larson of Minnesota with Mr. Loga 

. Evans of Iowa with Mr. Ward of F North Carolina, 
„Nelson of Wisconsin with Mr. McNulty. 
Valle with Mr. Wolff. 

. Peavey with Mr. Berger. 

. McFadden with Mr. Byrnes of South Carolina. 
„ Curry with Mr. Morris. 

' Kendall with Mr. Clark of Florida. 

x Dempsey with Mr. Bankhead. 

. MacGregor with Mr. 8 

. Lehibach with Mr. Favro 

d 8 with Mr, Howard of Oklahoma, 
8 th Mr. Johnson of 1 

! Pore with Mr. O'Connor of New York, 

. McKenzie with Mr. Oliver of Alabama. 
„Sweet with Mr. Sabath. 

„ French with Mr. Sandlin, 

. Rogers of S nena with Mr, Spearing. 
„Seger with Mr. din. 

„ Funk with Mr, EA e 

Fenn with Mr. Carew. 

„ Brumm with Mr. W ilson of Louisiana. 

. Wyant with Mr. Corning. 

. Morin with Mr. Parks of Arkansa 

. Newton of Missouri with Mr. Reed of Arkansas, 
. Wertz with Mr. Greenwood. 

. Vare with Mr. Jacobstein. 

„ Hull of lowa with Mr. Sherwood. 

. Welsh with Mr. Langford. 

. Bolse with Mr. Sears of Florida. 

„ McLeod with Mr. Sumners of Texas. 

. Yates with Mr. Wilson of Mississippi. 
Moore of Ohio with Mr. Logan. 


The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Darrow), A quorum is 
present, the Doorkeeper will open the doors. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill H. R. 745, with Mr. Luck in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the further consideration 
of the bill H. R. 745, which the Clerk will report by title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (H. R. 745) for the establishment of migratory-bird refuges 
to furnish in perpetuity homes for migratory birds, the establishment 
of public shooting grounds to preserve the American system of free 
shooting, the provision of funds for establishing such areas, and the 
furnishing of adequate protection for migratory birds, and for other 
purposes, 


The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will again report the pending 
amendment. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
withdraw my amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 
The Chair hears none. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. Mr. Chairman, on page 6 of this bill there is a pro- 
vision for a division of the fund which is to be collected from 
this license system. According to this section 9 not less than 
45 per cent of this fund must be used for enforcing the migra- 
tory bird laws and only 45 per cent for the purchase and lease 
of refuges for the birds. I shall offer an amendment, when 
we reach that, to increase the amount that is to be expended 
for Government preserves and sanctuaries from 45 to 65 per 
cent and to reduce the amount that is to be used for enforce- 
ment from 45 per cent to 25 per cent. Now, gentlemen, I think 
that amendment, or some similar amendment, should be agreed 
to. According to the estimate made by the various game pro- 
tective associations there are about five or six million sports- 
men in the United States. If half of those pay their $1 fee 


[After a pause.] 


there will be a fund of about $3,000,000, and according to the 
terms of the bill 45 per cent of that fund must be paid for 
game wardens and for the enforcement of the provisions of 


the act. That will employ a great number of game wardens 
and that great number running around over the country might 
bring the entire law into disrepute. 

Mr. TINCHER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONES. In a moment. Now, the bill seems scheduled 
to go through, and I think, as a matter of reason and common 
sense, 25 per cent of this fund ought to be enough to spend 
for enforcement. I yield to the gentleman from Kansas. 

Mr. TINCHER. The gentleman does not mean to say that 
fund has to be spent. It is limited to that amount. 

Mr. JONES. It says “not less than 45 per cent thereof 
for enforcing the migratory bird treaty act, the Lacey Act,” 
und so forth. It would be different if it said “not more than,” 
but it says “not less than 45 per cent” of this fund shall be 
expended in the enforcement of these acts. Now, it ought to 
say “not more than,” or it ought to be limited to a smaller 
percentage. 

Mr. ANTHONY. I think the gentleman’s contention is right 
in regard to the “ more or less” proposition. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. TREADWAY. Is not the gentleman arguing a little 
ahead of time? 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I want to commend the 
gentleman from Texas for convincing the chairman in charge 
of this bill that the bill is improperly written and ought to be 
amended in a vital particular. If he can conyince so distin- 
guished a gentleman from Kansas, he might convince the 
other fellows who belong to this body, and since they have 
raised their salaries here, Mr. Chairman, they ought to be 
here to pass on this bill, and I make the point of order that 
there is no quorum present, 

Mr. JONES. I will say I did not vote for the increase. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will count. 

Mr. JONES. I will ask the gentleman to withdraw the 
point of no quorum. The gentleman from Kansas says he 
agrees to my proposition. 

Mr. BLANTON. I want the membership to hear the gentle- 
man. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman is not 
talking on the paragraph before the House. It is the next 
paragraph. 

Mr. JONES. I hope the gentleman will withdraw his point. 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, yes; we want a quorum, Mr. Chair- 
man, I am sincere in wanting a quorum. 

Mr. ANTHONY. Mr. Chairman, I move a call of the House, 
and on that motion I ask for tellers, 

The CHAIRMAN. A call of the House is not permitted in 
committee. 

Mr. TINCHER. I move that the committee rise, and on 
that I ask for tellers. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kansas moves that 
the committee rise, and on that motion he asks for tellers. 

Tellers were ordered. 

The committee again divided; and the tellers (Mr. HAUGEN 
and Mr. BLANTON) reported that there were—ayes 6, noes 101, 

So the motion was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN, The vote discloses the presence of a 
quorum. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I do not care to discuss the 
proposition further since the chairman of the committee has 
agreed to the principle of the amendment, so I do not care 
to take up the time of the House in further discussion of the 
proposition, If this amendment or some similar amendment 
is adopted, it will materially help the bill. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that all debate on this section and all amendments thereto do 
now close, 

Mr. DEAL. I object. 

Mr. HAUGEN. I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Chairman, 
that all debate on this amendment and all amendments thereto 
be now closed, 

Mr. DEAL. I object. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman from Virginia has objected, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. HAUGEN. I ask unanimous consent then, Mr. Chair- 
man, that all debate on this amendment and all amendments 
thereto close in 10 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent that all debate on this amendment and all 
amendments close in 10 minutes. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. WHITE of Kansas, Mr, Chairman, I offer an amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kansas offers an 
amendment, which. the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr, Warm of Kansas: Page 5, line 17, after 
the word “abode,” insert “or on any land adjoining or contiguous 
thereto with the owner's consent.” 


Mr. WHITE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
committee, I offer this amendment because I think it is a very 
important one and a very proper one. We have a situation 
over in the Missouri Valley—you might call it the Middle 
West, as we often call it now—very different from that in 
most of the States of the Republic. If we could have an open 
season continuing for 12 months we would actually have only 
abont three or four days in the spring and fall, during the 
period of the migration of the birds in the spring to the North 
and in the fall back to the South, in which we could shoot 
any migratory birds. 

{f you will allow me, gentlemen, I wish briefly to state that 
over there we do not have a great amount of water naturally. 
That State was pretty dry even before prohibition. But we 
have a good many artificial ponds, reservoirs, and lakes, cover- 
ing usually from an acre to 5 or 10 acres of surface. Now, 
the purpose of this amendment is that a farmer's boy, standing 
by the wall of his father’s reservoir, shooting a duck that rises 
up from the surface of the pond, where the birds have stopped 
temporarily to feed and rest, and that duck lighting across 
the wire fence on his neighbor’s property, ought not to be con- 
sidered a violator of the law, ought not to be subject to arrest. 

Now, there is no conflict of disposition out there at all about 
this law. The few men out there and the few boys in whose 
blood tingles the love of sport are in favor of the law and 
its purposes. But here is a man with a quarter section of 
land, and he has a little pond or reservoir, and his neighbor 
has a little pond or reservoir. The ducks rise and fly over 
the hills to the next pond. Two of those boys want to go out 
hunting on a morning. They want to go together with the old 
shotgun. They do not kill many of the birds, but they have 
an awful sight of fun, and it is a hundred times better for 
the boy to have another boy with him, whether he kills a bird 
or does not. There is no question about that. 

Mr. McKHOWN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITH of Kansas. Certainly, 

Mr. McKWOWN. The gentleman's idea is that he should 
not be required to pay fer a Federal license if he has the con- 
sent of the neighbor? 

Mr. WHITH of Kansas. Exactly. 

Mr. McKEOWN. In some of the States you must have the 
consent of the owner even if you do have a license. 

Mr. WHITH of Kansas. Yes; I think that is all right. I 
think we ought to do that. There is a good deal of perturba- 
tion in the minds of these boys out there. They have a whole- 
some respect for the law, and their parents want them to obey 
the law. They are schoolboys, the sons of farmers in Kansas 
and Nebraska and Oklahoma and Colorado, and this will not 
affect the beneficent purposes of this bill. I think the amend- 
ment should be adopted. I think I have said enough to show 
you that it should be adopted, and I ask you to support it. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. PEERY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment by way 
of substitute to the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. Warre]. It is an amendment to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment to 
the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Perry: Page 5, line 3, strike out the 
whole of section 7 on sald page, and in Heu thereof insert the 
following: 

“Sac. 7. That each person who at any time shall take any mi- 
gratory bird, or nest or egg thereof, included in the terms of the 
convention between the United States and Great Britain for the pro- 
tection of migratory birds concluded August 16, 1916, upon any area 
of the United States which heretofore has been or which hereafter 
may be acquired, set apart or reseryed as a bird or game refuge or 
public shooting ground under this act, shall first procure a license, 
issued as provided by this act, and then may take any such migratory 
bird, or nest or egg thereof, only in accordance with regulations 
adopted and approved pursuant to the migratory bird treaty act (act 
of July 3, 1918, 40 Stat. L. p. 755); and nothing in this act shall 
be construed to exempt any person from complying with the laws of 
the several States.“ 


Mr. PEPRY. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the commit- 
tee, the purpose of the amendment which I offer by way of 
amendment to the amendment of the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. Warre] is to eliminate from this bill the requirement 
for a license fee to anyone except those who seek to hunt 
upon the area covered by the refuge. 

ners WHITE of Kansas, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
y: 

Mr. PEERT. Les. 

Mr. WHITE of Kansas. My attention was diverted for a 
moment, and I did not get the purport of the gentleman’s 
5 Does it affect in any way the amendment I have 
offered. 

Mr. PEERT. My amendment is simply this, to eliminate 
all license fees to any one throughout the country who wants 
to hunt migratory birds except those who want to hunt on 
the game refuges. It leaves it open so that no one will have 
to take out a Federal license to hunt in the State of Kansas, 
for example, unless he seeks to hunt on the game refuge. 

Mr. WHITH of Kansas. Then it would be germane, so far 
as I can see. 

Mr. PEERY. Mr. Chairman, I am in sympathy with the gen- 
eral purpose of this legislation. In order that you may appre- 
ciate my viewpoint, you will, I am sure, pardon me if I tell you 
that when I left home to come to the present session of Con- 
gress I left two bird dogs, one an English setter, the other a 
white-and-tan pointer, both of good lineage, both handsome 
dogs. More than once some of their habits have brought me in 
for friendly but firm admonition at the hands of my good wife, 
but when the golden days of autumn come and I take my boys 
with guns and go with these dogs into the forests and fields I 
feel amply repaid for any of the troubles which their keep 
and possession bring to me. And when at the close of this 
session I return home I believe that the birds will be among 
my earliest callers. Every spring the robins foregather on my 
front lawn. Many times have I counted more than 20 there at 
one time, There they woo their mates and build their nests 
in the maples. Nothing is allowed to be done to prevent their 
coming and I fancy that in some way they divine they are wel- 
come visitors. . 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PEERY. Yes. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Does the gentleman think that with the 
amendment submitted by the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
Warre] and the amendment submitted by the gentleman from 
Virginia this bill will afford any adequate protection at all te 
migratory birds? 

Mr. PEERY. Yes, I am coming to that, and I will refer 
to it in just a moment. 

Soon after the entry of our country into the World War there 
appeared a picture that had a peculiar appeal to me. It was 
the picture of an American home with the son clad in his 
khaki suit, with his gun in hand, responding to his country’s 
call, leaving home for the front. His setter dog is seen fol- 
lowing him to the gate and with uplifted paw shows his eager- 
ness to go with the master. The young master with affection 
answers the mute appeal with the words, “ Not this time, old 

* 


L 

Life in God’s great outdoors makes of us better men. It 
cultivates a spirit of freedom and of right. It helps to make 
of us true sportsmen, and we need true sportsmen for every 
problem of life. 

Many of my friends with whom I have enjoyed the pleasures 
of a hunt have urged my support of this game refuge bill. 
And so I approach the consideration of this measure in sym- 
pathy with the main purpose of the bill. I favor the preserva- 
tion of our wild life in America. I favor the protection of our 
birds. I favor the establishment of proper sanctuaries for our 
migratory birds. 

But I am also the official Representative of one of the con- 
gressional districts in a State that has played no inconspicuous 
part in the history of our country, and whose philosophy and 
traditions have at all times sought to preserve one of the 
fundamental principles upon which our form of government 
is founded, namely, that 
the powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor 
prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the States, respectively, or 
to the people. 

The bill now under consideration Involves an application of 
this fundamental principle and is of far-reaching importance 
upon our present-day political life. 

In my brief discussion of this bill I shall attempt two things: 

First. I shall present my objections to the present bill; and 
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Second. I will in a general way outline what I believe would 
be a proper bill for the accomplishment of our common object. 

The bill means.a further encroachment of the Federal Gox- 
ernment upon the rights of the States. It means that the Fed- 
eral: Government shall be charged with the execution of func- 
tions that should be left alone to the State governments. It 
means the further-centralization of power in the Federal Gov- 
ernment at Washington. It means the further extension of the 
principles of Federal bureaucracy. 

The bill provides for the establishment of a commission, to 
ibe known as the Migratory Bird Refuge Commission (sec. 
1.) It provides (sec. 3) that the Secretary of Agriculture 
ds authorized to purchase or rent such areas as have been ap- 
proved -for pureliase or rental by said commission, and to 
acquire by purchase, rental, or gift areas for migratory bird 
refuges and public shooting grounds. The money with which 
these lands are to be acquired or rented is to be derived by 
imposing an annual license tax upon any and all persons who 
hunt migratory birds. It provides that no person shall take any 

_ migratory bird or nest or egg thereof upon any such area except 
in accordance with the rules and regulations to be made and 
promulgated by the Secretary of Agriculture. It provides that 
no person shall at any ‘time or upon any land in the United 
States hunt or take any migratory bird or nest or egg thereof 
without first procuring said Federal license, the only exception 
being that such license shall not be required of any person or 
any member of his family to hunt such migratory bird on any 
land owned. or leased by such person and occupied by him as his 
place of permanent abode. 

Most of the States already have game laws for the protec- 
tion of the migratory. birds within their borders. The State 
which I have the honor to represent in part has laws that 
amply protect the migratory birds so long as they are within 
the borders of the State. There is a game warden in every 
county of the State whose duty it is to see that the fish and 
game laws are obeyed and enforced. ' We have cause for grati- 
fication at the way in which these laws are being enforced in 
‘our State. There is a wholesome public sentiment favoring 
the preservation of our fish and game which is helpful in 
securing the enforcement of these laws. The enactment of this 
law will result in the duplication of laws already in existence 
and in the duplication of the agencies for the enforcement of 
the law. Where we now have State game wardens for the 
‘enforcement of the game laws, this bill will create new offices 
and add Federal-game wardens for the enforcement of the new 
‘Federal game laws. ‘There will be a duplication of agencies 
and a division of responsibilities. 

The man who makes two blades of grass to grow where only 
one grew before may be and is a benefactor to his day and 
generation, but not so of the legislator who makes a new law 
where a sufficient law already exists. 

The bill provides new civil and criminal penalties. After pro- 
‘viding criminal penalties for the violation of sections 6, 11, 
and 12 of the act, it provides that any person who shall violate 
any other provision of the act shall be Hable to the United 
States in the sum of $5 for the first violation and in the sum 
of $25 for each subsequent violation to be collected in a civil 

- action; and provides that the gun or other firearm carried or 
used by any such person shall be liable and may be seized by 
any United States game warden or deputy game warden until 
such liability is discharged. The result will be that in addi- 
tion to having State game wardens looking after the proper 
enforcement of the game laws of the respective States we would 
have Federal game wardens or their deputies, throughout the 
States, spying and prying around for any supposed violators 
of the Federal game laws. 

Gentlemen, we have already come to the point in our national 
life where thoughtful students of onr Government are coming 
to view with alarm the continued tendency of the Federal Gov- 
ernment to encroach upon the rights and powers of the States. 
There is already a demand on the part of many that this ten- 
dency be stopped. ‘This protest is voiced on both sides of the 
aisle. The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Treapway] in 
his speech on this bill, referred to this tendency. All of us 
know from experience that when you once establish a new 
bureau in Washington it readily acquires the art of extension 
and self-perpetnation. A Federal bureau once obtained is 
seldom relinquished. A Federal bureau once established rarely 
ever dies, or in any way limits its functions, On the other 
‘hand, it rapidly grows and seeks to extend its functions and 
activities throughout the land. 

It is high time we return to our original moorings. It is of 
vital import that we demand rigid adherence to the -funda- 
mental principles underlying the foundation of our Government. 
Let not the Federal Government encroach upon the rights and 


powers of the States unless changed economic conditions or 
development, of our national life make it necessary. While I 
am one of -those who believe in the doctrine of State rights, in 
common with others I recognize that in the course of our 
development it may become necessary that the States vield 


some of their reserved rights to the National Government. One 
instance is in the control and ‘enforcement of prohibition, some 
phases of which can not be enforced by the States. In such 
cases it becomes reasonably necessary that the States yield to 
the Federal Government some of the rights reserved to them, 
in order to provide for the common good and welfare of all. 
We should, however, before yielding these rights on the part 
of the States to the Federal Government, be very sure that a 
real necessity exists therefor. 

The distinguished minority leader [Mr. GARRETT] some days 
ago, in his great speech on the proposed Wadsworth-Garrett 
amendment, announced the true rule in this language: 


I think the sound rule of action may be found in the policy of 
leaving all powers that can be as well exercised through State agency 
to be there exerted, and extending the arm of the Federal Government 
only to those things and themes which the States can not—I do not 
‚mean will not; I mean can not—reach. 


There is a tendency on the part of some to extend the arm of 
the Federal Government to State activities where it will be 
merely more convenient for the Federal Government, or, as 
they claim, more effective for the Federal Government, to exer- 
cise the function. This is the cause for alarm that is now being 
voiced and to which I referred above. Many are asking the 
questions “Where and when will it end? What, if anything, 
will be left to the States?” 

The gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. Racon] in his speech 
in favor of this bill made the statement that people in his 
State had a more wholesome regard for Federal laws and the 
Federal agencies for the enforcement of those laws than they 
had for the State Jaws and the State agencies for the en- 
forcement of State laws and argued for the passage of this bill 
on that ground, but, gentlemen, I have not yet come to that 
point, and I hope I never will. I believe that the States are 
capable of enforcing their laws and that we should not abdi- 
cate on the part of the States in favor of the Federal Govern- 
ment, I believe that “the best governed people are the least 
governed people.“ It is wrong in principle and unwise in 
policy to add Federal laws where State laws that meet the 
situation already exist. It is unsound economies and bad busi- 
ness to enact laws that provide duplication of agencies. It 
is unwise to produce a division of responsibility. The result 
oftentimes is a lax enforcement of the law on the part of both 
agencies. Oftentimes it results in absolute failure of enforce- 
ment. 

This bill means a duplication of license taxes. Most of the 
States are already levying license taxes for the privilege of 
hunting. We haye such a license tex already in Virginia. 
This bill proposes to add an additional Federal license tax for 
the privilege of hunting -migratory birds .anywhere in the 
United States. 

We are told that the bill is backed by the sportsmen of the 
country, and that the sportsmen of the country would ‘not back 
anything that was not a good bill. The gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. Treapway] told us that there was a strong 
propaganda throughout the country favoring the passage of 
this bill. The gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. Racon] would 
have us believe that the cost of providing these game refuges 
and shooting grounds under the bill will be borne by the 
sportsmen throughout the -country. Ah, just there is the 
joker in this bill. There is a tremendous propaganda back of 
the bill. It is the cleverest sort of propaganda, the kind 
that is so arranged that the other fellow pays the greater 
part of the cost. 

The bill may be and is backed by certain sportsmen, yet under 
the bill as drawn the sportsmen who will get the greater bene- 
fits from the passage of the bill are not good enough sportsmen 
‘to propose to pay their just proportion of the eost. Under the 
bill the sportsman who is financially able to pay his own rail- 
road fare, ride in a Pullman car, stop at an expensive hotel, 
and pay the fees for expensive boats and guides when he goes 
to these shooting grounds to hunt is called upon to pay only 
$1-per year, while every fellow back home—every miner, every 
laborer, every farmer, every school boy who wants to take a 
day off and go with his dog and gun into the field and forest 
to hunt, if he hunts anything from a woodcock to a woodpecker, 
providing it is a migratory bird, must likewise pay this Federal 
license of $1 per year or become a violator of the law. It has 
been stated in the debate on this measure that there are prob- 
ably 6,000,000 people who, under this law, would be required 


4282 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


FEBRUARY 20 


to pay this license, Of that number I doubt if there would be 
one-tenth of 1 per cent who would be able to avail themselves 
of the privilege of hunting in these game refuges or shooting 
grounds. Yet every man, woman, or boy who even “attempts 
to hunt” a migratory bird anywhere in the United States must 
pay this Federal license tax of $1 per year; and the professional 
sportsman of large income and ample means pays no more for 
the privilege in these Federal shooting grounds than the fellow 
back home who will never be able to go there because of the 
expense, 

It has been aptly stated on the floor that this bill, as drawn, 
is a rich man’s bill. 

The gentleman from Kansas [Mr. TrncHeEr] chides us on the 
Democratic side of the isle with the statement that in the 
Democratic platform adopted at the New York convention our 
party declared itself in favor of the conservation of migratory 
birds, the establishment of game preserves, and the protection 
and conservation of wild life and argues that because of this 
platform declaration we should support the present bill. 

I was one of those who spent a goodly portion of the summer 
in attendance upon the somewhat hectic ordeal incident to that 
convention and am willing to abide by the party declaration 
on this question; but it by no means follows that we are 
obligated to favor the passage of this present bill, which gar- 
nishes the general principle with such obnoxious features and 
provisions and carries provisions that utterly violate some of 
the fundamental principles of our party policy. 

In reply to the gentleman from Kansas, I might remind him 
that he, in company with his Republican brethren at their last 
national convention held in Cleveland, declared in favor of a 
reduction of taxes, and yet in the advocacy of this present bill 
he urges a reversal of policy on that point and proposes, in- 
stead of reducing taxes, to add another new tax upon a sub- 
stantial body of the citizens of our country. If I were viewing 
this bill from a purely partisan standpoint I would feel like 
saying to the gentleman from Kansas and to the other sponsors 
of the bill on his side of the aisle, Go to it“ and pass the bill, 
so that we on this side of the aisle might observe with some 
gratification the peculiar pleasure that will come to those of 
you who represent country districts when you go back home 
and the boys gather around you and tell you how glad they are 
that you gave them the privilege of paying another license tax 
on the exercise of the God-given privilege to hunt, and how de- 
lighted they will be to have a Federal agent constantly hang- 
ing around to see whether or not they or their boys are hunting 
bull bats, woodcocks, or woodpeckers without having first ob- 
tained a Federal license. 

Section 9 of this bill is open to serious objection. It provides 
that all moneys received for licenses shall be set aside as a 
special fund in the Treasury to be known as the “ migratory- 
bird protection fund,” 45 per cent thereof to be expended in 
the purchase or rental of lands and waters for use as bird 
refuges and public shooting grounds and for the administra- 
tion, maintenance, and development thereof and— 


the construction of cabins and other necessary improvements— 


And 45 per cent thereof for enforcing the migratory-bird 
treaty act, the Lacey Act— 


including salaries in Washington, D. C., for cooperation with local au- 
thorities in the protection of migratory birds— 


And so forth. 7 

Under this section a special fund, or revolving fund, is 
created. This is unwise in policy and will prove bad in prac- 
tice. Opposition to the policy was voiced by the gentleman 
from Idaho [Mr. FRENCH], a member of the Committee on 
Appropriations, who offered an amendment to the bill pro- 
viding that all moneys received should be covered into the 
Treasury of the United States to be appropriated and paid out 
as other funds are, subject to the control of the Budget and 
under the usual checks and balances. 

And note, if you please, one of the things to which a portion 
of the funds may be devoted—* construction of cabins.” It is 
a safe prophecy that these “cabins” will soon develop into 
luxurious hunting lodges. 

The proposed law would be exceedingly difficult to enforce. 
It would be an unpopular law. A great majority of our citi- 
zens who would be affected by the law would be resentful of 
its enforcement. It goes without saying that the ordinary 
mountain man who has been accustomed to exercise the right 
and privilege of the hunt and chase, which has been exercised 
and enjoyed by his ancestors -throughout the years, would 
resent the idea of being compelled to pay not only a license 
to the State, but a license to the Federal Government, each 
year in order to continue to exercise this right and privilege. 


I confidently venture the assertion that the cost of collecting 
these license taxes and enforcing the law, with all of its 
attendant civil and criminal penalties, would greatly exceed 
the 45 per cent of the fund proposed to be devoted to that 
purpose. In fact, I believe that there would be a popular 
contempt for the law which would result in the nonenforce- 
ment of the law. To this good day there are some upright 
mountain men who sincerely believe that they should have 
the right to manufacture the juice of their own corn and the 
fruit of their own vine, but they fail to properly measure the 
injury that may result to others from their action. But there 
is no inherent wrong or resultant injury to others in exercising 
the privilege of the hunt at the proper season, and there will 
be many, yes, very many, who will continue to believe that 
they should have the right to continue to exercise this right 
without having to pay a tax therefor to the Federal Govern- 
ment. A law that is incapable of reasonable enforcement along 
common-sense lines should never be enacted. Such a law 
breeds contempt for law in general. 

I submit that the bill in its present form should not become 
a law. í 

And now, having briefly outlined some of the objections that 
I urge to the bill, let me suggest in a general way my idea 
of a proper bird refuge bill, 

Let the Federal Government, if it may properly do so under 
the Constitution and laws, acquire by purchase, rental, or 
gift the necessary areas for game refuges, but let such areas 
be paid for, just as the Government pays for the forest reserve 
lands. Let them be paid for out of the Treasury. The result 
will be that the income-tax payers of the country, who under 
our present laws pay according to a graduated scale, will pay 
the greater part of the cost. Under the income-tax law the 
man of large wealth and income pays more in proportion than 
the poor man, In that way the professional sportsman with 
a large income will come nearer paying his just proportion of 
the cost of this law. Impose no general license tax, except 
upon those who hunt in the game refuges. Let the man back 
home continue to exercise the privilege to hunt subject alone 
to the laws of his State. 

Let the Federal Government haye Federal game wardens to 
patrol the game refuges to be acquired and owned by it, but 
none elsewhere. 

Let the States make and enforce the game laws everywhere 
throughout their own borders, except upon the areas to be so 
acquired and held by the Federal Government. 

To my mind this general plan will simplify the proposition. 
It will preserve our fundamental philosophy of reserving to 
the States the rights which properly belong to them and 
yielding to the Federal Government on the part of the States 
only such rights as should be exercised by the Federal Gov- 
ernment. In this way the duplication of laws will be avoided, 
the duplication of agencies for the enforcement of the law will 
likewise be avoided. We would also escape duplication of 
taxes. The law could be enforced in an economical and 
common-sense way. The law will commend itself to the public 
and will be capable of enforcement. 

It was my privilege when I was a student of law at Wash- 
ington and Lee University to receive instruction from a Vir- 
ginia gentleman who was for a number of years a distin- 
guished Member of the lower House of Congress, Hon. Jobn 
Randolph Tucker. May I say of him with reverent affection 
that he was one of the most delightful and one of the greatest 
men I ever knew. He was the father of our present dis- 
tinguished and beloved colleague from Virginia [Mr. TUCKER]. 
One of the quaint expressions often used by him in his teaching 
and which sank deep into my memory was this, Shinny on 
your own side.” I think we may to-day very pertinently apply 
this expression to the relation between the Federal Government 
and the States. Let the Federal Government “shinny” on its 
own side. Let it not, upon the argument of mere convenience or 
caprice, take unto itself the exercise of any of the rights reserved 
unto the States and which should continue inviolate in the 
States. And let the State governments “shinny” on their own 
side in the enforcement of laws which they should enforce. 

The amendment offered by me to section 7 of the bill seeks 
to accomplish this very purpose. If adopted and the remainder 
of the bill is made to conform thereto, we may accomplish a 
righteous object in a righteous way. We will not do so by 
passing the bill in its present form. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Virginia 
has expired. 

Mr. PEERY. Mr. Chairman, I ask for three minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for debate has expired. The 
question comes on the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Virginia. 
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Mr, HUDSPETH. Mr. Chairman, may we have the amend- 
ment again reported? ö 
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the amendment will 
be again reported. 

Mr. ANTHONY ‘rose. 

The CHAIRMAN, For what purpose does the gentleman 
from Kansas rise? 

Mr. ANTHONY. Mr. Chairman, I rise to ask recognition in 
opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time for debate on this: section and 
all amendments thereto has expired. 

Mr. ANTHONY. But, Mr. Chairman, no time has been al- 
lowed in opposition to the amendment. I ask unanimous con- 
sent to proceed for one minute in order that I may speak in 
opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kansas asks unani- 
mous consent to proceed for one minute. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DEAL. Mr. Chairman, I understood that the gentle- 
man from Iowa would accord me five minutes. I objected to 
his request; but when it was put, I understood I was to have 
five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The parliamentary situation is that all 
time for debate has now expired on this section and all amend- 
ments thereto. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Does the gentleman want to address him- 
self to the pending amendment? 

Mr. DEAL. I am interested in this amendment and also in 
one which I might probably offer myself. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, of course, it is not for me 
to allot the time. I understood the gentleman to ask for time 
and I regret exceedingly that the gentleman was not granted 
time. I ask unanimous consent that the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia [Mr. Deat] may proceed for five minutes and the gen- 
tleman from Kansas [Mr. ANTHONY] for one minute. 

The N. The request now is that the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. Drat] have five minutes and the gentle- 
min from Kansas [Mr. ANTHONY] one minute. Is there ob- 
jection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DEAL. Mr. Chairman, if I understand correctly the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
Peery] it provides that there shall be no license fees required 
of those hunting their own lands or those of their neigh- 
bors when consent is given. Is that right? 

Mr. PEERY. If the gentleman will yield, I will say in 
answer to the gentleman that the object of my amendment 
is to eliminate all license fees except as to persons who hunt 
upon the area covered by a game refuge. 

Mr. DEAL. I understand. I favor that amendment, be- 
cause it estops the Federal Government and a little king, who 
will be at the head of the commission, from being granted 
the right to make rules and regulations which will have. the 
binding force of law, with respect to lands that may be owned 
by men and women who pay taxes to their own States and 
license fees for the privilege of hunting. 

These lands are not bird refuges and the Federal Gov- 
ernment should not be given any jurisdiction nor should the 
chairman of a commission have the right to make rules and 
regulations. that would control the hunting upon my lands or 
those of my neighbor. 

The members of the feathered tribe that are comprised within 
the limits of this bill might, and undoubtedly will, ravage 
the crops of many persons who are engaged in the interest 
of farming. I know of areas on which it has been necessary 
to employ guards, with powder and shot, to protect the crops. 
At certain seasons there are tens of thousands, perhaps hun- 
dreds of thousands, of wild geese that invade certain territory 
within my State and literally destroy our wheat crops by 
pulling the wheat out of the ground. Now, the gentleman 
‘from Kansas wants an exception for his particular State. I 
want an exception for my State, and I dare say that the 
conditions in every State in the Union will more or Jess differ 
with respect to the interest and hunting conditions of their 
people. For that reason I think there should be no Federal 
game law whatsoever other than providing for refuges, not 
to be hunted but for the purpose of preserving game life. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Virginia 
has expired. 

Mr. ANTHONY. Mr. Chairman, I think that if either of 
these amendments was adopted, either that of the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. WIIIEI, or that of the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. Peery], it would destroy the effectiveness of the 
bill. The amendment offered by the gentleman from Kansas 
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escape the license that there would be but little territory left 
upon which license fees could be collected. ‘The other amend- 
ment would so greatly lessen the number of licenses that would 
be applied for that it would take the life out of the bill, and 
there would be but limited funds for the purpose of earrying 
Avs the objects of the bill. Both amendments should be voted 

own, 

Mr. McKEOWN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANTHONY. Yes. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Can a man in the city who owns a farm 
out in a county hunt on that land without a license? 

Mr. ANTHONY. I do not think so, unless he lives on his 
farm at least part of the time. 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 


WHITE] offered a perfecting amendment; the gentleman from 


Virginia [Mr. Pesry] offered an amendment in the nature of a 
substitute for the whole section as a substitute for the pending 


‘amendment, going, however, to the essence of the whole sec- 


tion. According to the practice of the House, the perfecting 
amendment should be first put. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Chairman, may we have the amend- 
ment again reported? 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the Clerk will again 
report the amendment offered by the gentleman from Kansas, 

The amendment was again read. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
ANTHONY) there were—ayes 28, noes 62. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of no 


“quorum. The vote demonstrates there is no quorum present. 


The CHAFRMAN. The Chair will count. [After counting.] 
One hundred and thirty gentlemen present, a quorum. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will again report the amend- 
ment of the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. PEERY]. 

The amendment was again reported. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the adoption of the 
amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
PEERY) there were—ayes 29, noes 66. ` 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. DEAL. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Virginia offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. DEAL: On page 5, line 13, after the 
figures “ 755" and the bracket, strike out the remainder of the para- 
graph and insert in lieu thereof the following: “ Such license, however, 
shall not be required of any person or any member or friend of his 
family to take any such migratory bird on any land owned or leased 


by such person; and nothing in this act shall be construed to exempt 


any person from complying with the laws of the several States.” 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the adoption of the 


amendment. 


The question was taken; and om a division (demanded by Mr. 
Dear) there were—ayes 27, noes 67. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 8. That licenses where required under this act shall be issued, 
and the fees therefor collected, by the Post Office Department, under 
joint regulations to be prescribed by the Secretary of Agriculture and 
The provisions of the act of January 21, 
1914 (38 Stat. L. p. 278), as amended by the act of July 2, 1918 (40 
Stat. L. p. 254), shall apply to such licenses and funds received from 
sales thereof in possession of postmasters. 


With the following committee amendment: 


On page 6, line 1. strike out the figures “254” and insert in lieu 
thereof the figures “ 754.” 


The committee amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts offers 
an amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Treapway: On page 5, strike out, in 
line 22, after the word Department,“ the remainder of line 22, and 
line 23, and insert the following: under regulations prescribed by the 
Postmaster General.” 


Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, the object of this amend- 


ment is simply to make regular orders given to postmasters. It 


does not seem to me we should prescribe that the duties of the 


employees of the Postal Department should be regulated by a 


joint board. This in no way affects the efficacy of the section, 


Ir. Warre] would so widen the number of those who would but is simply to have orders to post-office employees given by 
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the Postmaster General, rather than by a joint commission of 
the Postmaster General and the Secretary of Agriculture, 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the adoption of the 
amendment, 

The amendment was adopted. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 9. That all moneys received for such licenses shall be covered 
into the Treasury and shall constitute a special fund to be known as 
the “Migratory bird protection fund,” which is hereby reserved, set 
aside, appropriated, and made available until expended, as follows: 
Not less than 45 per cent thereof. 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order on 
the section. The Clerk has read far enough to show that this 
is in violation of the rules of the House. If the Chair will 
read the first clause of this paragraph the Chair will see this bill 
appropriates money in violation of the rules. This committee 
has no appropriating power at all. Only the Committee on Ap- 
propriations has that power. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman observes that has been 
striken out by a committee amendment. 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes; but it is in the bill, and I will call 
the Chair’s attention to the fact that you can not cure the 
objection by a committee amendment. The Speaker has so held. 
This language is in the bill and we are going to have to vote 
on this particular paragraph. The committee will be called 
upon to vote on the question of whether they shall substitute 
this committee amendment for the language of the bill. If the 
Chair has any doubt about it and will call upon thé parlia- 
mentary clerk, he will call the Chair's attention to the rulings 
on it. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Kansas desire 
to be heard on the point of order? 

Mr. TINCHER. The point has been raised several times 
in the House since the Budget law was enacted and the Chair 
has invariably held that the bill was not subject to the point 
of order because it contained such language—just the opposite 
from the contention of the gentleman from Texas. This point 
has been decided twice since the Budget law was passed, and 
the decision has been just the contrary of the opinion ex- 
pressed by the gentleman from Texas. It has been held that 
this language in the bill is subject to a point of order, but 
the bill itself is not subject to a point of order. 

Mr. BLANTON, If the gentleman were as good a parlia- 
mentarian as he is head of the steering committee, it would 
be all right. 

Mr. TINCHER. Oh, well, those who do not talk so much 
about parliamentary law, perhaps, know as much as others 
that take up considerable time. 

Mr. BLANTON. That is a fact. 

Mr. STEVENSON. I agree with the gentleman from Texas; 
the language of this bill as it stands before the adoption of 
the committee amendment, “is hereby reserved, set aside, ap- 
propriated, and made available until expended.” It is even 
more objectionable than the rest of them because it is made 
available for not only the fiscal year for which this bill provides, 
but for all time. The fact that the committee has attempted 
to put in an amendment does not cure the defect which is fatal 
to the section of the bill, 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule. The Chair 
sustains the point of order. 

Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Chairman, I offer a new section to be 
known as section 9, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kansas offers an 
amendment as a new section, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 9. That all moneys received for such licenses shall be reserved 
and set aside as a special fund in the Treasury to be known as the 
“Migratory bird protection fund,” to be appropriated from time to time 
by Congress, and when appropriated shall be available until expended, 
as follows: Not less than 45 per cent thereof for the purchase or rental 
or necessary expenses incident to the acquisition of suitable land, 
waters, or land and waters for use as migratory-bird refuges and public 
shooting grounds, and for the administration, maintenance, and devel- 
opment of such refuges and grounds and the construction of cabins 
and other necessary improvements; not less than 45 per cent thereof 
for enforcing the migratory bird treaty act, the Lacey Act (secs. 241, 
242, 243, and 244, Criminal Code), including salaries in Washington, 
D. C., for cooperation with local authorities in the protection of 
migratory birds, for investigations and publications relating to North 
American birds, and for printing and engraving licenses, circulars, 
posters, and other necessary matter under this act; and not to exceed 
10 per cent thereof for expenditures as follows: First, such sum as 
the Secretary of Agriculture and the Postmaster General may deter- 
mine to be necessary for the issuance of licenses under this act, of 


which sum the Secretary of the Treasury shall be duly notified at the 
commencement of each fiscal year; second, for the repayment of the 
$50,000 as provided by this act; and, third, for any expense necessary 
to give effect to this act; but any part of the 45 per cent last men- 
tioned, or of the 10 per cent, of such moneys received in any fiscal 
year and remaining unexpended and against which there are no Liabil- 
ities at the expiration of two years from the date such moneys become 
available for expenditure shall revert to the surplus fund of the Treas- 
ury. ‘The Secretary of Agriculture shall make an annual report to 
Congress of receipts and expenditures under this act. 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
against the amendment that it is in effect an appropriation; 
the purpose is to take money out of the Treasury. It is not an 
authorization for an appropriation. I call the Chair's attention 
to this language: It says, “All moneys received for such licenses 
shall be reserved and set aside as a special fund in the Treasury 
to be known as the “ Migratory bird protection fund.“ Now, be- 
cause it says “tọ be appropriated by Congress” does not cure 
the situation, The Chair is one of the best parliamentarians 
in the House. He was, before he came here, in the Legislature 
of Massachusetts, and he knows that when you take public 
money that otherwise would go into the general fund in the 
Treasury of the United States and set it aside in a special fund 
such as proposed in this bill that of itself is an appropriation 
of general funds in the Treasury. A distinguished colleague of 
the present occupant of the chair, Mr. Walsh, who now adorns 
the bench of the supreme court in the Commonwealth of Mas- 
sachusetts, raised this very point in the House and was sus- 
tained by the present Speaker of the House, when he raised the 
question that when you take money from a public fund and set 
it aside it is an appropriation. 

The CHAIRMAN. In the ordinary use of the word “ appro- 
priation” there is a departure of money from the Treasury 
and the purpose to which it shall be applied. The Chair is of 
the opinion that the ordinary term “appropriation” should be 
construed in that light. The Chair overrules the point of order. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment to the pending amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Jones to the amendment offered by Mr. 
TINCHER: Page 6, line 12, after the word “than,” strike out the fig- 
ures 45 and insert in lieu thereof the figures 05“; in line 19, 
strike out the figures 45 and insert the figures “25 ;" and in line 
19, strike out the word “less” and insert the word “ more.” 


Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, that is practically the same 
amendment that we were talking about a few minutes ago. 
Under the terms of the bill not less than 45 per cent would be 
spent for bird reserves and not less than 45 per cent for the 
enforcement and wardens. I have changed it so that not less 
than 65 per cent would be spent for game refuges and not 
more than 25 shall be spent for enforcement. Under the terms 
of the bill, as it reads now, the ones in charge of the commis- 
sion would be compelled to spend not less than 45 per cent, 
Whatever might be collected, and it is estimated that there 
are 6,000,000 sportsmen. There might be two or three million 
dollars collected, and there would be more than a million dol- 
lars that this commission would be compelled to expend for 
wardens and enforcement. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, I offer a substitute for 
the amendment of the gentleman from Texas. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts of- 
fers a substitute for the amendment of the gentleman from 
Texas, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment by Mr. Treapway, as a substitute of the amendment of 
Mr. Jones: Page 6, section 9, line 12, strike out the figures 45“ and 
insert 66.“ Strike out all of section 9 after the semicolon, page 6, 
line 19, and insert the following: “ not less than 45 per cent thereof 
for enforcing the migratory bird treaty act, the Lacey Act (secs. 241, 
242, 243, and 244, Criminal Code), for cooperation with local au- 
thorities in the protection of migratory birds, for investigations and 
publications relating to North American birds, and for printing and 
engraving licenses, circulars, posters, and other necessary matter 
under this act; for the issuance of licenses under this act; for the 
repayment of the $50,000 as provided by this act.” 


Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, I do not think the country 
is suffering any from the fact that the migratory bird bill has 
been delayed in its passage for two years. I think the bill 
as presented to the House now is very much better than the 
one that was beaten two years ago. I never have been a very 
keen advocate of the principle of relegating State power to 
the Federal Government; I am not now. I find, however, that 


those interested in this legislation have made so much of an 
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item of it and have stirred up so much interest in it—call it 
propaganda starting from the Department of Agriculture. if 
you wish, where I think a good deal of it did start, and work- 
ing on through the various State officials, and so on into the 
game clubs—that a manufactured sentiment has been created. 
We all know it by the way in which we receive letters and 
telegrams, but the sentiment evidently has been established 
in behalf of legislation of this kind, and therefore I shall re- 
verse my position of two years ago and support the bill, 
largely because I think it is a very much improved bill. Tak- 
ing out the punshment clause, as has been done since this 
measure was originally considered here, is a very great factor 
in my change of position, and now, with the adoption of such 
an amendment as I have just offered, it will again make a 
perfecting provision which I think is vital. I criticized, and 
severely criticized, two years ago, the establishment of a lot 
of positions here in Washington under the bill. I would ent 
that ont. I am assured that the friends of the bill do not 
desire to have established here sinecure positions which were 
possible under the original phraseology. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. I agree with my friend's position in mak- 
ing that assertion, but does not the law permit that authority? 

Mr. TREADWAY. I do not quite agree with my friend from 
Virginia, that the change of phraseology would permit it, be- 
cause in my amendment, I will say to the gentleman from 
Virginia, I strike out the clause “including salaries in Wash- 
ington, D. G.,“ with the understanding that all the employ- 
ment that can be given in the city of Washington will be 
such clerical assistance as may be necessary to take care of 
the returns from the license fees. There will not be estab- 
lished, under the phraseology as I am offering it, and as 
agreeable, I understand, to the friends of the bill, an oppor- 
tunity to establish new positions here in Washington. And, 
further than that, you will note a change of percentages, that 
instead of only 45 per cent being devoted to the use of the 
purchase or securing of land the change will make it 60 per 
cent, and then 40 per cent for the other features of the bill, 
including enforcement and the employment of such game war- 
dens as may be necessary to give effect to the law. 

Mr. STEVENSON, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, TREADWAY. I will. 

Mr. STEVENSON. In hearing the gentleman's amendment 
read, I understood him to put in the words, just before 
“printing and engraving licenses,” the words “and personal 
services.” What does that contemplate? 

Mr. TREADWAY. Simply the clerical employment here to 
comply with the necessary statute law. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Does it not add to rather than take 
away? 

Mr. TREADWAY. No. As it reads in the committee draft 
it says “including salaries in Washington.” That would leave 
the language wide open for everything, and I cut it out, as the 
gentleman will notice. : 

Mr. PEERY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TREADWAY. I will. 

Mr. PEERY. Does the gentleman believe this law providing 
for the collection of these licenses and the enforcement of these 
penalties, civil and criminal, can be enforced with 40 per cent 
of the funds derived from the licenses? 

Mr. TREADWAY. The friends of the measure claim that 
more than a million huntsmen will take out licenses in a year 
under the provisions of the law, and it is estimated that the 
number may even reach to 2,000,000, and a fund of $2,000,000, 
40 per cent of that, is a great deal of money; and in connection 
with the work of State game wardens certainly it seems to me 
it would be ample for the enforcement in the areas where 
game preserves are established. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. TRBADWAY. I ask for two minutes additional. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? [After a pause. ] 
The Chair hears none. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that all debate on this section and all amendments thereto 
close in 10 minutes. 

Mr. FRENCH. Reserving the right to object, I want three 
or four minutes. 

Mr. HAUGEN. I will make it 15 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent that all debate on this section and all amend- 
ments thereto close in 15 minutes. 

Mr. FRENCH. Reserving the right to object, may I have 
five minutes? 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Reserving the right to object, I 
would like five minutes. 
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Mr. BLANTON. Make it 20 minutes. 

Mr. PEERY. Will the gentleman make it 20 minutes? 

Mr. HAUGEN. I will ask that it be made 18 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent that all debate on this section and all amend- 
ments thereto close in 18 minutes. Is there objection? [After 
a pause.) The Chair hears none. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, let me get back to my 
amendment. It is this: The 40 per cent will combine the other 
activities of the law other than that of buying land. In the 
phraseology of the committee there are several different 
schemes proposed; 25 per cent for enforcement, and 10 per 
cent for license, and 10 per cent for something else. My amend- 
ment simply concentrates them all in one and makes the law 
no less effective as a law; and it seems to me it would make it 
very much more workable, as long as we are going to have this 
game refuge bill, and I therefore trust the amendment will be 
adopted. [Applause.] 

Mr. HILL of Maryland, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of 
the committee, the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. TREAD- 
way] has stated that two years ago he voted against the bill, 
but that now the bill had been so modified with reference to 
its punishment features that he proposed to vote for the bill. 

I desire to call Mr. Treapway’s and your attention to the 
punishment features. Section 6 of this bill provides that no 
person shall take any migratory bird. Section 17 provides 
that the word “take” shall be construed to mean pursue, 
hunt, shoot, capture, collect, kill, or attempt to pursue, hunt, 
shoot, capture, collect, or kill, unless the context otherwise 
requires. 

Now, let us see what the penalty for the violation of that act 
is. I do not think this bill from the general point of view 
of criminal legislation is properly prepared. It is a cardinal 
rule of criminal legislation that when you create a crime the 
act which creates that crime should make the penalty per- 
fectly clear. You have got penalties in this bill camouflaged 
by references to existing acts. For instance, on page 10, by 
section 16, it is provided that— 


any person, association, partnership, trust, or corporation who shall 
violate any of the provisions of section 12 of this act shall be pun- 
ished as is provided for in section 219 of the act of March 4, 1909, 
entitled “An act to codify, revise, and amend the penal laws of the 
United States.” 


Why does not the bill say that the penalty provided in the 
Penal Code, section 219, is not more than five years in the 
penitentiary and not more than $500 fine? 

Mr. COLTON. Or both. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Yes; both fine and imprisonment. 
Why should not that appear? Then, in section 11 it says that 
any person who shall violate or fail to comply with any pro- 
visions of sections 6 and 11 of this act shall be punished as 
is provided for in the migratory bird treaty act of July 3, 
1918. 

Why does it not say they shall be given a fine of not more 
than $500 or not more than six months’ sentence in jail, or 
both, in accordance with the terms of the law? 

When the proper time comes I shall move amendments that 
will set forth the punishments really provided in this act, 
which substitute the punishments provided for the camouflage 
which ‘is in the bill. 
` But I want to say to you at the present time that it is a 
very improper thing to create here new Federal crimes with- 
out expressing their penalties definitely on the face of the 
bill, and I rose especially to say this because I opposed this 
bill two years ago. I would be glad to vote for the bill if I 
could conscientiously do so, but I can not agree with the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. TREADWAY] in his state- 
ment that these objections have been removed. I shall ask 
the Clerk to read the two amendments I propose to offer. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Yes. 

Mr. TREADWAY. I referred to the fact that in the changed 
draft the clause is entirely eliminated requiring the man who 
is arrested to appear before the Federal court. That was in 
the phraseology of the old bill. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. But you should remember that 
when a man goes before the United States court with the 
possibility of five years’ imprisonment and the payment of 
$500 fine under section 16, he has got to go to the United 
States court. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Then I will vote for the gentleman's 
amendment, 
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Mr. HILL of Maryland. I do not think you want to put 
into this bill a misleading and false statement of what the 
penalties are. If you are going to vote for the bill, you want 
to know what it is. 

The CHAIRMAN. The reading of these amendments has 
consumed some of the time allotted to debate. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Is it possible to have the amend- 
ments read without taking the time from the debate? I ask 
unanimous consent that that be done. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time was set for the conclusion of 
the debate, 18 minutes. Is there objection to the reading of 
the amendments? 

Mr. TABER. I object. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 

Mr. FRENCH. Mr: Chairman, I ask the Clerk to read, in 
my time, a short amendment that I plan to offer as a perfecting 
amendment, after the House shall have disposed of the amend- 
ments now pending. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Idaho. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Frencu: Page 6, line 4, strike out all the 
language of the Tincher amendment and insert im lieu thereof the fol 
lowing; “That all moneys received for such licenses. shall be covered 
into the Treasury of the United States.” 


Mr. FRENCH. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, for quite a number of years the Congress has been 
trying to get away from the revolving funds that have been set 
up in years past in one department or another. Here in this 
bill we are proposing to set up a sort of revolving fund to be 
carried as a distinct fund in the Treasury, and to be applied 
for particular purposes, as Congress shall direct. 

The amendment that I propose will require that the money 
received shall be turned into the Treasury of the United States 
as are other reeeipts. Then the departments in enforcing the 
law would go before the Budget Bureau, submit their esti- 
mates for administration of the duties under the law, the 
purchase of lands and, in fact, all services required. No one 
knows what the receipts will be under the pending bill. They 
have been estimated at $750,000. They have been estimated 
within the last few minutes as high as $2,000,000. I have here 
the report of the Secretary of Agriculture written less than a 
year ago in which a statement is made to the effect that it is 
estimated that more than 6,000,000 people in the United States 
engage in hunting of one kind and another each year. This 
morning I read in a magazine devoted largely to bird life a 
statement that in the last 30 years the vast sum of $100,000,000 
has been paid into the treasuries of the several States for 
licenses of one kind or another. 

The State of Pennsylvania in 1922 collected $400,000 in 
hunting fees. No one knows how much money will be turned 
into the revolving fund set up by this bill It ought to go into 
the Treasury. Then, annually, according to the estimates made 
by the Budget, this Congress ought to consider the appropria- 
tions that shall be made for the maintenance of the service 
to which this bill pertains. 

Mr. ANTHONY: Mr. Chairman, T want to clarify or have 
an understanding regarding the amendment. offered by the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Treapway]. As I under- 
stand it, the language of his amendment begins after the 
colon in line 12, on page 6, and leaves intact all the previous 
language. 

Mr. TREADWAY. That ts correct. 

Mr. TINCHER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANTHONY. Les. 

Mr. TINCHER. I asked the gentleman from Idaho to yield 
wher he was discussing the amendment he has offered. There 
cam not be any misunderstanding about the French amend- 
ment. The gentleman wants these sportsmen to pay their 
money in, turn it over to the appropriating committee of the 
House and then come here each year, on bended knee, and ask 
the Appropriations Committee whether they can have a part 
of their money back to administer the law and buy game re- 
serves, Does not the gentleman think the appropriating com- 
mittee of the House has pretty nearly enough power now with- 
out wanting to take the money these spertsmen pay and func- 
tion on it? 

Mr. ANTHONY. In that connection I want to say, in regard 
to the French amendment, that the sportsmen of the country 
who come here and yoluntarily ask to be permitted to raise 
a fund to create these game refuges and carry this law into 
effect stand in a little different light than the general tax- 
payers of the country, and I think their money should be 
considered in a little different manner and that they are 


entitled to have all of it applied to the objects of this bill 
without going through the labor and effort which would be 
involved at each session of Congress, of coming here and ask- 
ing that it be appropriated for this purpose or that purpose. 
The language set up by the bill safeguards its expenditure in 
such a. manner as to avoid being improperly diverted. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. But the fund is made up of license 
fees. It is not a voluntary contribution, 

Mr. ANTHONY. That is true: 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Massachusetts as a substitute 
for the amendment offered by the gentleman from Kansas. 

The question was taken, and the substitute was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The next question is upon the amendment 
as amended to the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Kansas. 

Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. TINCHER. The gentleman from Idaho offered a sub- 
stitute for my amendment. 

Mr. FRENCH. If the gentleman will permit, we have not 
reached the stage where I ean offer it. As soon as this vote 
shall be taken then I will present the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment as 
amended to the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Kansas. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. FRENCH. Mr. Chairman, I offer as a substitute the 
amendment which the Clerk read a moment ago. 

The CHAFRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Idaho. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment to the amendment offered by Mr. TINCHER: Page 6, 
strike out all the language 


Mr. TRHAD WAT. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. TREADWAY. My substitute prevailed in place of the 
Tincher amendment, did it not? 

The CHAIRMAN. No; the Tincher amendment is amended 
by the substitute and is still in existence. The Clerk will read 
the amendment offered by the gentleman from Idaho. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment to the amendment offered by Mr. Trncmmr: Strike out 
all of the language of the Tincher amendment and insert in Mew thereof 
the following: That all moneys received for such licenses shall be 
covered into the Treasury ot the United States.“ 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Idaho. : 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Awrrony) there were—ayes 27, noes 50. 

Mr. FRENCH. Mr. Chairman, I demand tellers. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Idaho demands 
tellers. Those in favor of ordering tellers will rise and stand 
until counted. [After counting.] Seventeen gentlemen have 
risen, not a sufficient number, and tellers are refused. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question now comes upon the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Kansas as amended. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 10. That each applicant for æ license shall pay $1 therefor, 
and sball sign his name in ink om the face thereof, and each license 
shall expire and be void after the 30th day of June next succeeding 
its issuance. Any person who shall take any such migratory bird 
or nest or egg thereof shall not only possess such license but shall 
have it on his person at the time of such taking, and he shall exhibit 
such license for inspection te any persom requesting to see it. 


Mr. JONHS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas offers an 
amendment which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Jones: Page 7, line 24, after the word 
„person“ strike out the words “ requesting to see it,” and insert“ au- 
thorized by law whe requests to see it.” 


Mr. ANTHONY. Would the gentleman consent to modify 
his amendment by striking out the words “by law who re- 
quests to see it” and have inserted “ authorized to see it”? 

Mr. JONES. That is perfectly all right. I started to dra% 
the amendment in that way in the first place. Mr. Chairman, 
I ask unanimous consent to modify my amendment. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Without objection the Clerk will report 
the modified amendment. 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Modified amendment offered by Mr. Jones: Page 7, line 24, after 
the word “person” strike out the words “requesting to see it“ 
and insert in lieu thereof authorized who requests to see it.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Texas. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. We will discuss this bill a little 
more. It is developed now that the title of the bill is a mis- 
nomer, It reads, “For the establishment of migratory-bird 
refuges, to furnish in perpetuity homes for migratory birds, 
the establishment of public shooting grounds.” All of those 
words should be stricken out. 

This bill is put forward in the name of conservation. To 
me it looks like 1 per cent bird conservation and 99 per cent 
makers of ammunition and shotguns. [Applause.] 

Do not make any mistake about it. A great many Members 
on the floor say that they are indifferent as to the considera- 
tion of the bill, that it will not have time to pass the other 
body. The place to show activity is now. {Applause.] You 
may find in a very few years that the little cabins mentioned 
here on page 6 have become hunters’ lodges and clubhouses. 
Is the neighborhood hunter to come with his old double-barrel 
shotgun and his old farm coat and join the expert professional 
hunters who come from Boston, Baltimore, and New York? 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? We all agree 
with the gentleman, but how can we defeat a bill when it is 
fathered here by the gentleman's colleague from Kansas [Mr. 
ANTHONY], who can carry almost any measure he wants to on 
the floor. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. I do not think the gentle- 
man will want to carry this through. He is willing, I under- 
stand, to give up the $1 license scheme. Why should the States 
give up their dollars? Why should they pay when if the 
States handle the funds they could buy all of the bird refuges 
that they need? [Applause.] 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that all debate on this section and all amendments thereto 
close in 12 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent that all debate on this section and all amend- 
ments thereto close in 12 minutes. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PEERY. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
two words. 

Gentlemen, I was not fortunate enough to make my position 
very clear in the few moments I had a while ago, and I ask 
the indulgence of the committee for just a moment. 

The gentleman from Kansas [Mr. ANTHONY] suggested that 
if either the amendment that was offered by the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. WHITE] or myself should prevail, there would be 
no money for the establishment of these game refuges. The 
gentleman from Massachusetts voices the alarm that is felt— 
and it is common to both sides of this aisle—that Federal 
authority is gradually encroaching upon State authority. ‘The 
gentleman also says there is a propaganda back of this bill 
promoted by sportsmen for the passage of the bill. Ah, yes, 
gentlemen, it is propaganda, and it is clever propaganda in 
that instead of the sportsmen themselyes paying the cost of 
this, they propose to levy it upon every coal miner, upon every 
laborer, upon every farmer or farmer’s son who takes a day 
off and goes out into the woods or fields to hunt anything, 
[applause] ranging from a woodcock to a woodpecker, so long 
as it is a migratory bird, and they propose to make every 
mother’s son of them pay a dollar a year for that privilege. 

The States are already taxing them for this privilege. This 
bill proposes a duplication of laws. It piles a Federal law 
upon a State law. It produces duplication of agents to enforce 
the !aw. It produces a duplication of taxes in that it imposes a 
Federal tax upon a privilege already taxed by the States. 

I am not opposed to the game refuge, but I am opposed to 
the provision of this bill, with which it is garnished, that this 
money shall be taken from the pockets of the men throughout 
this country who take a day off and go into the fields to hunt. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? - 

3 LAS PEERY. I regret I can not yield in the fiye minutes 
have. 

My proposition is this: Let the game refuges be bought, 
but let them be paid for just as we pay for the forest reserve 
land, and instead of sending Federal agents throughout the 


country to see that these Federal laws are enforced, to see 
that no farmer's son has hunted a woodcock or a bullbat 
without a Federal license, let us leave that to the States 
and to State game wardens where such enforcement properly 
belongs, and let only the license provision apply to the area 
that is covered by the game refuge. [Applause.] In this 
way you will simplify the proposition. You will meet the 
demand for the establishment of game refuges, You will get 
away from the proposition that we are piling Federal laws 
upon State laws. The result is that wherever you have a 
duplication of law you will not have the enforcement of either 
law, and that is known to all of us, We should not pass a law 
that can not be enforced. 

My good friend, the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
TREADWAY], said that this law can be enforced with 40 per 
cent of these license fees thut are collected. Taking my own 
State, what is the situation there? We have a game warden 
for each county in the State of Virginia and there are 100 
counties. If you assume that these game wardens are paid a 
salary of $1,000 a year, that means that in the State of Vir- 
ginia the cost of enforcing the game laws in the employment of 
game wardens alone amounts to $100,000 a year. If you extend 
this throughout all the States of the Union, you will haye all 
of this fund taken up in the employment of game wardens and 
in enforcing the law you are enacting here. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Virginia 
has expired. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA, Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
pro forma amendment, 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman 

The CHAIRMAN, For what purpose does the gentleman 
from Iowa rise? 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that all debate on this section and all amendments thereto 
close in 10 minutes. 

Mr. DEAL. I object. I have an amendment to offer and I 
want to speak upon it. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that all debate on this section and all amendments thereto 
close in 15 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa moves that all 
debate on this section and all amendments thereto be closed 
in 15 minutes. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I am moved by conflicting 
emotions, as I follow the debate on this bill. First I am elated 
that all birds are to be protected and bird life of America is 
to be conserved, that grounds and refuges are to be provided 
for the birds, and then suddenly I am brought down to find 
that we are only feeding the birds and concentrating them on 
a refuge so that they may be more easily shot. I for one 
can not understand how it is possible to make a hunting 
ground out of refuges. The idea seems paradoxical to me. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. No; I will not yield, because I think the 
gentleman may ask me something in just one moment, What 
I do not understand exactly is, how it is that in the stress of 
the last few days of the session it is possible for the committee 
to obtain a rule for the special consideration of a bill of this 
kind. If the Rules Committee was in the temper and in the 
mood to ask the House to consider a bill for conservation, I 
personally would have preferred that they would have brought 
in a bill that would have conserved the childhood of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia by bringing in a rule for the consideration 
of the rent bill. 

Mr. BLANTON. The rent bill is as dead as Hector. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. The rent bill, after months of hearings, 
after having been recommended by the President of the United 
States, a bill which would have given a chance to some of the 
children in the District of Columbia who, by reason of the 
fact that such a large portion of the earnings of the family 
must be paid in rent, can not get sufficient neurishment. To 
give these children a chance, gentlemen, would have been a 
conservation measure in the highest and noblest sense of the 
word. 

Mr. SCHAFER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes. 

Mr. SCHAFER. Would it not stand a better chance if those 
in favor of monopoly would get behind the passage of the rent 
bill? 

Mr. BLANTON. The President of the United States is be- 
hind it. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I believe that nothing is more to be de- 
sired than the protection of the childhood of this country. 
{Applause.] If one-tenth of the interest that has been dis- 
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played in the so-called conservation of bird life, which is only 
collecting birds to make it easier for them to be shot, the 
happiness of the childhood of the District of Columbia would 
be insured. I think that would be spending our time to better 
advantage than the conservation of birds. I sincerely hope 
that the District Committee will make the rent bill the first to 
be considered on the next District day, and, failing that, I 
hope the Committee on Rules will respond to the prayer of 
thousands and thousands of families in the District and give 
us an opportunity to vote on the President's rent bili. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment: 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 7, at the end of line 24, add: “That applications for license 
may be received at any post office in the several States.“ 


Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, it is my opinion that the 
license of $1 is going to rise and plague you more than any 
other part of the bill, I think that the people of the country 
will resent this license fee. But I am sure you will find that 
they resented the passage of the migratory bird law before the 
treaty was made. What I think is that you ought to take the 
money out of the Treasury of the United States and buy these 
grounds, pay for them, without levying a license on the 
people. But if you do insist on this dollar—and, as I say, that 
will be the one thing that will plague you—if you levy the 
license you will irritate and cause resentment on the part of 
the people throughout all sections of the country. If you 
insist on putting the $1 license in you ought to adopt this 
amendment, because you give the man access to the license 
without a great deal of trouble. In other words, he can go to 
the post office and get his license. When a fellow goes: out 
hunting he gets ready to go before he thinks of his license. 
Speaking from experience and observation, about the last 
thing he thinks of is getting the license. 

Now, you ought to make it convenient if you are going to 
make a boy buy a license. Let him go to the post office, be- 
cause that is the nearest agency, and it will save money for 
the Government. They can make their application to the 

stmaster to get a license, I do not think there ought to be a 

cense; but if you make one, make it convenient for them to 
get it. 

Mr. McSWAIN. The gentleman says in his amendment, 
“may be received in any post office.” Onght it not to read, 
“received and issued by any post office”? 

Mr. MekK DOWN. I take it that if he makes application 
there he would receive his license there. But you ought by ail 
means give him an opportunity to get a license as quickly as 


he can. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Does the gentleman mean a pre- 
scription or a license? 

Mr. McKHOWN. I mean a license. We do not have pre- 
scriptions in Oklahoma. [Laughter.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

The question was taken, and the Chair announced the noes 
seemed to have it. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, I demand a division; I 
think we ought to have a rising vote. ‘ 

The committee again divided; and there were—ayes 41, 
noes 38. 

So the amendment was adopted. 

Mr. DEAL. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment by Mr. DuaL: Page 7, line 20, after the word person,“ 
insert “other than the owner or member of his family while upon 
his own land.” 


Mr. ANTHONY. Mr. Chairman, may the Clerk report the 
amendment again, I did not catch the page or line. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection the amendment will be 
again reported. 

There was no objection. 

The amendment was again reported. 

Mr. DEAL, Mr. Chairman, this bill takes from the land- 
owner an inherent right granted to him by the Constitution of 
the United States. It were better far that the entire feathered 
tribe should become extinct rather than that this principle 
should cease to exist. It was Mr. Madison, I believe, who 
said in the Constitutional Convention, and later while Secretary 
of State under Mr. Jefferson, that if our republican form of 
government should fall within itself it would be because of 
the usurpation of power by its legislative branch, 

Mr. SNELL, Will the gentleman yield for a question? 


Mr. DEAL. In just a moment. It seems that Congress has 
determined that it will encroach upon the personal and prop- 
erty rights of its citizens, that confiscation of property has 
become so common that we cease to treat it seriously any more, 
This bill is as sumptuary as any that has been enacted. 
Even the prohibition laws, with all of their viciousness and 
intolerance, have not got a thing on this bill, gentlemen. 
[Applause.] I yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. SNELL. I would iike to ask the gentleman to say in 
a word just where the State right is taken away from a man, 
Any man must obey the game laws of a State and Nation 
on his own land. This law will in no way interfere with the 
present law. 

Mr. DEAL. It gives the Secretary of Agriculture the right 
to make rules and regulations concerning his own land after 
the State has given him a license. 

Mr. SNELL. As I understand it, it in no wise interferes 
with the laws in any individual State. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. But does it not also create another 
class of cases in which men can be tried for the same offense 
by the Federal Government as by the State government? 

Mr: DBAL. Why, certainly it does. 

4 n Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out sec- 

on 10. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Page T, line 17, strike out section 10. 


Mr. HUDSON, Mr, Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee, I make this motion not hoping that it will be carried 
because I assume it would not, because it might entirely 
wipe out the objects of the bill, but I offer It for this reason. 
Again and again I have said to my constituents that I would 
stand for any policy of conservation, and I stand for game 
refuges and for the protection of migratory birds. I stand 
for the conservation of all life, but I can not give my vote to 
a bill that creates another species of licenses. [Applause.] 
I understand this does not disturb our game laws within 
my State. We have a game warden to every county. We have 
one of the best conservation departments of any State, but 
this does create additional game wardens, this does create 
additional burdens, this does create additional expense upon 
the average citizen of the United States, and I can not 
in good conscience vote for it unless this license feature in 
some way can be striken out of this bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Tue time of the gentleman has expired, 
all time has expired. 

Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent I 
may proceed for three additional minutes. 

The CHATRMAN, Is there objection? [After a pause.] 
The Chair hears none, 

Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Chairman, I am interested, as I said, in 
the matter of the conservation, and I had a great deal of 
sympathy with the gentleman from New York a moment ago 
when he said that we can take time on this piece of legisla- 
tion, but somehow or other we can not have the time on this 
floor to consider the conservation of human life. Four hundred 
thousand employees of this Government have been knocking at 
the door of this Congress to conserve thelr Hves in their old 
age, but we can not get their consideration before this House. 

Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman tell me why the District 
Committee conld not bring the rent legislation up in regular 
order on Monday 

Mr. HUDSON. I am not talking about rent legislation. 
I am talking about the retirement bill. [Applause] I want 
to repeat it again, so that it may go into the Reoorp and back 
to my constituents that I want to preserve the natural re- 
sources of the country, but I do not want to vote to go on 
and on levying burdensome taxes on the people in this way. 

Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUDSON. Yes. 

Mr. TINCHER. In the ideal way of preserving your game 
in Michigan that the gentleman speaks of you have no way 
of preventing them from migrating in the summer time? 

Mr. HUDSON. No; I do not claim that. 

Mr. TINCHER. Are you going to British Oolumbia and 
prevent them from going there? 

Mr. HUDSON. We have a treaty with Canada, and they 
protect them. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. DEAL]. 

The question was taken, and the Chairman announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. ANTHONY. A division, Mr. Chairman. 
aia CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kansas calls for a 

vision. 
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The committee divided; and there were—ayes 36, noes 43. 

Mr. DEAL. Tellers, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. Tellers are demanded. 

Tellers were ordered; and the Chairman appointed Mr. Hav- 
GEN and Mr. DEAL to act as tellers. 


The committee again divided; and the tellers reported—ayes 


48, noes 55. 
So the amendment was rejected. 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 


ment offered by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Hupson] 
striking out the section. 


The question was taken, and the Chairman announced that 


the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. HUDSON. A division, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. A division is demanded. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 39, noés 61. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Rec. 11. That no person shall alter, change, loan, or transfer to an- 
other any license issued to him pursuant to this act, nor shall any 
person other than the one to whom it Is issued use such license. 


Mr. KINCHELOD. Mr, Chairman, I move to strike out the 


last word. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Kentucky moyes to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. KINCHELOD. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
committee, we have heard from the proponents of this bill 
that the purpose of it is to conserve the migratory birds of 
this country and Canada. The truth is that the purpose of it 
is to preserve these birds long enough to get them collected 
on these shooting grounds and game refuges so that the mil- 
lionaire hunters can go there from miles away and kill them. 
That is the purpose. [Applause.] 

Yesterday my friend from Arkansas [Mr. Racon] said in his 
Speech in advocacy of the bill that it can be enforced better 
by Federal officers than by State officers because the people are 
more afraid of the Federal officers and Federal courts than 
they are of the State officers and the State courts. I want to 
remind him of what might happen under this bill when some 
red-blooded Arkansas boy throws a stone at a woodpecker and 
happens te kill it. Some Federal officer of the law will swoop 
down on him, take him to the courts and punish him under the 
terms of this bill to the limit of the law, then he will appre- 
ciate Federal authority contravening State authority. 

Why, gentlemen, if you want a conservation bill, if you 
want something to protect the wild fowl of this country, why 
do you not establish. refuges and make them inviolate, and 
make it a criminal offense for any man at any time to go in 
there and kill one of them? Instead ef bothering the people 
throughout the country with the necessity of taking out a 
Federal license in order to secure money to defray the adminis- 
trative expenses of the law, to buy shooting grounds and refuges, 
why not vote it out of the Treasury of the United States and 
establish these game refuges for the purpose of conserving the 
birds in this country and Canada by not permitting a gun to be 
fired in these refuges? 

The proponents of this bill are invoking more Federal power. 
This question of protecting the migratory birds is becoming so 
vital not only to this generation but to the generation to follow 
that we ought to create these game refuges and have a law 
efficiently enforced, and pay the expense out of the Federal 
Treasury. 

You are not satisfied under the terms of this bill to establish 
public shooting grounds for the professional hunters, but after 
the refuges are established, the Secretary of Agriculture is 
empowered to turn these professional hunters into them. I 
call upon you to strike out that license fee. I would have 
you strike out the hunting-grounds provision and amend the 
law so that birds can not be shot on the game refuges. Only 
in that way will you preserve the wild fowl of this country. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KINCHELOB. Mr. Chairman, has my time expired? 

The CHAIRMAN. It has not, 

Mr. KINCHELOE. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. BLANTON. If you were to do that, you could not find 
a corporal’s guard who would support this bill. This is really 
not a conservation bill. This is a millionaire sportsman’s bill. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. KINCHELOB. Exactly. 
e Chairman, wil the geutenen 

Mr. P. X; A gen yield? 

Mr. KINCHELOEH. Yes. 


I was trying to get a con- 


ments thereto be closed in 


Mr. PEERY. Assume that 4;000,000 people will pay for a 
license. What percentage of them does the gentleman think 
would be able to go to these game refuges and shooting 
grounds? 

Mr. KINCHELOR. That would depend on how many of 
them are rich enough to lose the time and to pay their ex- 
penses out there or go out there in their high-powered auto- 
mobiles, 

Mr. PEERY. Not one-tenth. 

Mr. KINCHHLOE. I do not think so. 

Mr. DEAL. And behind this is a purpose also of controlling 
the public waters through the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Oh, yes; everything will be controlled 
under this. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the debate on this section and all amendments thereto close in 
eight minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent that all debate on this section and all amend- 

eight minutes. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of 
the committee, I ask you to read carefully section 11 of this bill. 
This section creates a new Federal crime. It creates a new 
Federal crime which, by a subsequent section, is punishable 
with a fine of $500 or six months in jail, or both. 

8 Da us nee that section and see what this new Federal crime 

5 read: 1 


That no person shall alter, change, loan, or transfer to another any 
license issued to him pursuant to this act, nor shall any person other 
than the one to whom ft is issued use such license. $ 


Now, gentlemen, yon have got to keep some sort of balance 
of penalties in the Penal Code of the United States. When the 
laws were recodified and the present Penal Code was adopted 
the work was done very carefully, 

Mr. WATKINS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Yes. 

Mr. WATKINS. Does the gentleman refer to section 12 or 
section 11? 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. I am referring to section 11. I.am 
moving to strike out section 11. I am glad the gentleman 
asked that question, and I will explain to the gentleman. If 
the gentleman will turn to page 10, section 16, he will find this 
language: 

Any person who shall violate or fail to comply with any ‘provision 
of sections 6 and 11 of this act shall be punished as 18 provided for in 
the migratory bird treaty act of July 3, 1918. 


Now, section 6 of the migratory bird treaty act of July 8, 
1918, imposes a penalty for the violation of that act or any 
regulation made under that act of six months’ maximum im- 
prisonment or a $500 maximum fine, or both. 

Now, to go back. When the Penal Code was adopted an 
attempt was made to put an even balance on violations of fhe 
Federal Penal Code. What are you doing here? You provide 
for the issuance of $1 licenses, and then, if you shoot or at- 
tempt to shoot without a license, all you get is a $5 fine for 
the first offense, payable to the Secretary of Agriculture. For 
a $1 license the penalty is $5 for violating the law, but if you 
loan your $1 license to a friend, or if some one else uses the 
license you haye leaned to him, he may get a $500 fine, six 
months in jail, or both. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Yes, z 

Mr. BLANTON. I thought the gentleman was in favor of 
license laws and to make them as cheap as possible. 

Mr.-HILL of Maryland. It has interested me to see the gen- 
tleman from Texas standing on the floar of this Honse and 
finally have him unable to keep from bringing out his true 
standing as an able constitutional lawyer, because everything 
the gentleman has said to-day on the floor of this House is 
an argument against the eighteenth amendment and the Vol- 
stead Act, which I did not bring inte the discussion. 

Now, gentlemen, there is the situation. I should like to be 
able to vote for this bill, but I do not see how any Member of 
this House can vote for a bill that contains a penalty of $500 
or six months in jail, or both, for lending a man a $1 license 
where the maximum penalty for doing that is 85. 

e Will the gentleman from Maryland yield 
again’ : 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Just because the Congress of the United 
States prescribes a penalty of so much in the way of a fine and 
a penalty of so many months in jail is no reason for arguing 
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that everybody is going to be put in jail, is it? Some fellows 
escape jail and they escape fines, do they not? 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Yes. I have noticed a great many 
people escape jail and fines who ought to be put in jail or pay 
fines during my course of practice as a United States attorney. 
But I do not see how that applies to this. 

The rule by which Congress should pass a law is that they do 
not pass a damn-fool law expecting it not to be enforced. 
Congress should pass laws that have sufficient merit in them 
that the judges of the United States courts will consider the 
laws seriously and attempt to impose decent penalties. 

Mr. RAGON, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Yes. 

Mr. RAGON. The gentleman has several times said that the 
penalty under sections 6 and 11, if this law were enacted, pro- 
vided a fine of $500 or six months in jail, 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Or both, as a maximum. 

Mr. RAGON. Well, why has not the gentleman been stating 
that all the time? 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. I intended to do so, and I think I 
have done so. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Mary- 
land has expired. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, may I have one 
minute more? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland asks 
unanimous consent to proceed for one additional minute. Is 
there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Nobody knows better than the gen- 
tleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON], who is an excellent lawyer, 
that the orderly procedure in criminal jurisprudence in this 
country is to do away with minimum jail sentences, because 
when you have minimum jail sentences the jury knows that 11 
they convict a man he is going to jail, so they do not convict. 
I remember yery well, as United States attorney, trying the 
president of a bank who should have gotten six months in 
jail, but under the law the minimum penalty was five years 
in the penitentiary and the jury would not convict the man 
because they knew he would get five years in the penitentiary, 
which the jury considered excessive. There is only one ra- 
tional method of applying penalties under the Federal law, and 
at the present time in most Federal criminal laws there is 
no minimum. If, in all I have said, I created the impression 
that there was a minimum, I withdraw the statement. It is a 
maximum penalty of a fine of $500 or six months in jail or 
both, in the discretion of the judge. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Mary- 
land has again expired. Did the Chair understand the gentle- 
man from Maryland to offer an amendment striking out sec- 
tion 11? 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Yes; I offered an amendment to 
strike out section 11, 

Mr. ANTHONY. Mr. Chairman, should the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Maryland be adopted it would 
be a direct invitation to all the criminals of the country to at 
once engage in the counterfeiting of these licenses, because 
there would be no penalty for doing it. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. The gentleman is referring to sec- 
tion 12, while I have been referring to section 11. 

Mr. ANTHONY. I am talking about section 11. It would 
be an inyitation to everybody in the country to practice fraud 
upon the Government of the United States through the misuse 
of these licenses. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, ANTHONY. Yes. : 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. I suggest that the distinguished 
author of this bill read his bill. 4 

Mr. ANTHONY, I am sorry I am not the author of this 
bill. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. The gentleman is talking about 
section 12, which deals with counterfeiting, while I have moved 
to strike out section 11, which deals with something else. 

Mr. ANTHONY. The gentleman protested here the other day 
against the severity of the penalty for counterfelting under 
section 12. The gentleman would like to so weaken this bill 
as to make it absolutely ineffective and would condone a fraud 
against the Government in the way of counterfeiting. I wish 
the gentleman would try to help us perfect the bill. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. I do not think that is a fair sug- 
gestion about my stand on the bill. However, I think the bill 
ought to bear on its face what the true penalties are, so that 
when Members of the House read the bill they will know what 
jthe penalties are without haying to go into the Library and 
get a couple of big tomes of the size of those on the table in 


\ 


order to find out what the penalties are, which we have had to 
do with reference to this bill. It is a fundamental provision of 
criminal jurisprudence that the penalties for violation of any 
law must appear clearly and unquestionably in the particular 
law itself, and not be tucked away in another law passed 
years ago. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Maryland. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 12. That no person shall imitate or counterfeit any license 
authorized by this act, or any die, plate, or engraving therefor, or 
make, print, knowingly use, sell, or have in his possession any such 
counterfeit license, die, plate, or engraving. 


Mr, HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike 
out the last word. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Certainly. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that all debate on this section and all amendments thereto 
close in seven minutes. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, I shall only take 
two minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I 
simply want to call your attention to the fact that this section 
reads as follows: 


That no person shall imitate or counterfeit any license authorized 
by this act, or any die, plate, or engraving therefor, or make, print, 
knowingly use, sell, or have in his possession any such counterfeit 
license, die, plate, or engraving. 


The penalty imposed for the violation of this section, which 
creates a new Federal crime, is contained in camoufiaged 
form in section 16 on page 10, and the penalty for counterfeit- 
ing a $1 license is a maximum of five years in the penitentiary 
or a fine of $500 or both. If you gentlemen want to vote for 
that, all right, I can not follow you. 

Mr. WINTER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Yes. 

Mr. WINTER. Would not the gentleman's argument be just 
as good against counterfeiting a one dollar bill? 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Gentlemen, I am not arguing the 
question of counterfeiting. I am asking that when you pass 
a criminal law, why do you not put the penalty right where 
you set out the crime in the act and not camouflage it so that 
you have to go to some other book in order to know the 
penalty? 

If you want to fill more Federal jails, you can do it, but do 
it openly. I call your attention to a news item from the St. 
Louis Post-Dispatch of February 18, 1925, which is as follows: 


JAILS TOO CROWDED TO HOLD BOOTLEGGERS—“ I'VE REACHED MY LIMIT,” 
JUDGE FARIS SAYS IN LETTING THEM OFF WITH FINES 


A policy of sending Volstead violators to jail instead of fining them 
has filled to capacity the jails at St. Charles, Union, and Warren- 
ton, Mo. 

In line with this policy, Federal Judge Faris yesterday sentenced 
six men to these jails and three others, convicted under old internal 
revenue laws, to Leavenworth Penitentiary. To-day, after sending 
three more to jail, it was learned there was no room for Jacob 
Kuluch, a second offender, who had pleaded guilty to a Volstead Act 
violation. 

“Iam sorry I can’t send you to jail,” Judge Faris remarked to the 
defendant, “I’ve reached my limit. The jails are full, but perhaps 
you'll remember to obey this law in the future, aided by this re- 
minder. I'll fine you $800.” 

The Federal Court for the Eastern District of Missouri has five 
designated county or city jails to which prohibition violators may be 
committed. These are at St. Louls, St. Charles, Union, Warrenton, 
and Ironton. The St. Charles, Union, and Warrenton jails are filled 
to capacity, the Ironton jail is considered unsatisfactory, and the St. 
Louis jail is so crowded with other prisoners it has been requested 
that Federal prisoners be sent elsewhere. 


Mr. MONTAGUE. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. [Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, when this bill was before the House in 1923 
I felt constrained to oppose it. I do not now discover within 
its terms any such changes as would justify a modification of 
the views and convictions I then entertained. 

I will not enter upon the larger aspects of this bill. It has 
been suggested here that it is clearly within the constitutional 
authority of our Government by reason of the treaty with 
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Canada. I am willing to concede that it is within the author- 
ity of that instrument so far as the establishment of game 
refuges and the protection of game are concerned, but I 
resist the contention that the establishment of national shoot- 
ing grounds is within the purview of the treaty with Canada 
or within our constitutional authority. But I leave that aside. 

I am as much in favor of the conservation of the migratory 
game of America os any Member of this House. In a small 
-way I have been a huntsman all my life; but when the amend- 
ment of the gentleman from California was voted down yester- 
day, an amendment which prohibited shooting of migratory 
game within and upon the refuges and sanctuaries where these 
-birds are to rest to save their lives, then ithe mask was torn 
from this bill. It is evident that it was no longer the purpose 
to conserve game, but to destroy it, and to destroy it at the 
instanee of the few who could take advantage of the special 
privileges given them by this bill. [Applause.] 

A moment ago an amendment was offered that the United 
‘States should have some supervision of these privileges by 
covering into the Treasury the collection of fees provided for 
in the bill. But this was voted down. So we of this mighty 
Government must turn over to the so-called hunters of the 
country the powers of the Government, to be used by them not 
for public purposes but for private advantages. 

I, for one, can not subscribe to any such principle or practice. 
A-concur with the gentleman from Kentucky. If you will write 
into this bill the establishment of refuges and provide that 
no one shall hunt or disturb these game sanctuaries, I will 
vote for the bill. 

But it is said that the public shooting grounds are for the 
poor people of America. O Liberty, what crimes have been 
committed in thy name! 
get to these public shooting grounds? 

Mr. McoSWAIN. In steam ‘yachts. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. Steam yachts and private cars and auto- 
mobiles. Every one of these game reserves, if adequate to meet 
the alleged purposes of this bill, is in an isolated community 
with a surrounding population of negligibie numbers. Poor 
people! Their number within practical distance and communi- 
cation with these hunting grounds, I repeat, is negligible. 

Some gentleman yesterday explained that these great pre- 
serves are already taken up by people that move from zone 
to zone with the climate and the temperature. The poor man 
of America can not move from zone to zone to accommodate 
himself to the rise and fall of thermometers. He has no means. 
‘He can hardly hunt now with .the present cost of shells and 
guns and State licenses. What will he do with the burden of 
Federal licenses or fees and .drastic feudal regulations, with 
fines and imprisonment? 

Se as earnestly in favor as any Member of this House for 
the preseryation of the wild, migratory game, I submit that this 
-bill in its administrative features gives extraordinary ad- 
vantages, extraordinary privileges to the few, and will be ad- 
ministered by the few, and not by the 5,000,000 hunters re- 
ferred to in debate. Those are simply paper figures. I feel 
like quoting Disraeli—‘ there are three sorts of lies; lies, 
damn lies, and statistics.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Vir- 
Winia has expired. ) 

The Clerk read as foliows: 

‘Suc. 13. That in all necessary instances, for the purpose of carry-| 
Ang out the provisions of this act, the judges of the ‘several courts | 
‘established under the laws of the United States, United States com- 
missioners, and persons appointed by the Secretary of Agriculture to 
-enforce this act, shall have, with respect thereto, like powers and 
duties as are conferred ‘by section 5 of the migratory bird treaty “act 
upon said judges, commissioners, and employees of the Department of 
Agriculture appointed to enforce said treaty act. All birds or parts, 
mests or eggs, ‘thereof taken or possessed contrary to this act or to any i 
regulation made pursuant therete shall be disposed of in like manner 
‘as seized birds or parts, nests or eggs, thereof are disposed of under 
the provisions of section 5 of the migratory btrd treaty act. 


strike out the last word. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, it 
aight be well to take a minute to call attention to the fact 
that the march of Federal invasion goes steadily on. The 


setting up of so-called bird refuges over which men may hunt 


on buying a Federal license is Just one more advance in the 
grand Federal movement which none of us seems able to stop. 
I am afraid we are being misled by the words of the title of 
the bill. The words “for the establishment of migratory-bird 
refuges to furnish in perpetuity homes for migratory birds 
‘have an alluring title, and the pulilic has been led to believe 


that protection of the birds is the main business of the bill. 


How can the poor people of America |: 


But what are the next words of the title? Read them. ‘They 
say for the “establishment of public shooting grounds.“ In 
other words, to authorize the shooting of migratory birds on 
the niigratory-bird refuges. Ah, gentlemen, either the title 
needs to be amended or the bill needs to be amended. 

A large part of the country west of the Missouri River is now 
in Federal reserve of one kind or another. ‘Unless this bill “is 
amended further than it has been any one of these reserves 
now in full control of the Federal Government and not con- 
trolled in any way by the States may have placed upon it as 
many of these so-called “cabins” as those who execute this law 
may desire to place there, regardless of the expense of the 
cabin. What is named ‘here as a cabin may become a hunter’s 
lodge in a forest reserve and not far from the forest ranger’s 
house. What does the word “cabin” mean? It does not mean 
hut or shack. It means the place where the gume- refuge keeper 
is to live—the master of the hunt, perhaps. And this is sup- 
posed to be a bill to give the nonclub hunter—the poor fellow 
a chance! He will find at the cabin, I am sure, the fine-booted, 
leather-coated, fancy hunter, to whom the $1 for Federal 
license is nothing. Those who make and sell ‘ammunition, 
powder, and guns seem to be responsible for a large part of 
the propaganda and promotion; and already, before this bill 
has become a Jaw, the very men who are promoting this game- 
refuge proposition in the name of saving the wild bird life of 
the country, which Emerson Hough said was -a delusion and 
a sham—the very men who are creating this great propaganda 
by sending out circulars and agents, are begining a propa- 
ganda to increase the number of birds which the hunter may 
kill; aud all in the name of Federal control. 

Oh. my friends, I dive in the far Pacific Northwest. I am 
familiar with three great forest reserves. I have seen too 
many agents of the Federal Government lay the heavy hand of 
the law on some poor, ignorant homesteader who finds ‘himself 
surrounded by Federal reserves. Only a couple of years ago 
I saw the wife of an eastern Member of Congress arrested for 
picking a little worthless mosslike weed in a western park; 
and I haxe noticed during all the years I have been here, my 
friends, that whenever summer time comes and the playgrounds 
of the West are alluring, the Federal agents of every kinti 
from Washington, D. C., are always with us out West. [Laugh- 
ter und applause.] 

Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. Before I preceed I would like to ask a question of 
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Anruony], the author of 
the bill, who seems to ‘know a great deal about these mat- 
ters—and I say it in perfect ‘sincerity. It seems that the bill 
was introduced December, 1923, and reported favorably ‘by the 
committee in May, 1924. Recently I have received two letters 
from the chief game warden of South ‘Carolina, who confesses 
frankly that this will be a measure of great advantage to 
the sportsmen of the country, and said that there would be 
presented an amendment by the friends of the bill that would 
render it less obnoxions to some of us who still have some delu- 
sion about what we call “ State rights.“ I Want to ask my 
friend from Kansas if he ‘has ‘heard of this proposed -ameng 
ment? 

Mr. ANTHONY. Tes; the provision is in the bill providing 
that no land shall be taken without the consent of the State. 

Mr. McSWAIN. But that was in the bill reported in May, 
1924. 

Mr. KINCHELON. If the gentlemnn will allow me, although 
it is not closely related to his question, I want to say that åf 
I.get recognition I propose to offer an amendment to recammit 
which, if adopted, will forbid any hunting ‘in these refuges anil 
-eut off the license fee of the bill. 

Mr. McSWAIN. I can imagine the gentleman's amendment 
does not originate from the same source as the information 
of the game warden which I was discussing. “What J want to 
know ‘is who will offer the amendment. 1 wrote back and 
asked the game warden who it was, and he wrote that he did 
not know who was going to offer it. I have been looking ‘for 


| that amendment, 
Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Chairman, I move to 


But now here is one I offered. Strike out this section 13. 
Why? Because this legisiatien:can not add any force to that 
already existing in reference to the enforcement and existence 
of a treaty concerning migratory birds. Simply by repeating a 
Jaw that is atready on the statute ‘books we can net add any 
force to it. But the purpose was this: To provide here that 
the employees of the Department af Agriculture appointed to 
-enferce this act shall have the authority herein conferred ant 
-any person ‘who ‘violates the regulations to be made by ‘the 
Department of Agriculture in regard to the enforcement of this 
net shall be-subject to the fimes, punishments, i sand for- 
feitures herein provided. Gentlemen, I think it is time or, 


4292 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


FEBRUARY 20 


Congress to do the legislating and deny to any executive 
branch of this Government the right to make rules and regula- 
tions having the force of law. [Applause.] I remember a few 
years ago when we had the Texas fever tick law a client of 
mine came and asked if he might bring a cow out of Anderson 
to a butcher in Greenville, and I looked up the law. Of course, 
we had quite a difficult proposition then to find the law, for 
we did not then have any Federal compilation, and after a lot 
of study I told him I could not find any law to prevent it. 
Finally the fellow came to me and said that he had been in- 
dicted in a Federal court. And he was indicted for what? For 
violating a regulation of the Department of Agriculture that 
set up an arbitrary geographical line or division between those 
two counties, and there was no lawyer under the sun who had 
constructive knowledge of what was contained in a private 
regulation by the bureau. Liberty means a chance to know the 
laws by which we are bound to live and act. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, one reason why I want to 
speak is that I could not attend to any business in my office 
because I was being bombarded by telegrams from my good 
political friends at home urging me to support their pet meas- 
ure. I dictated a form answer to every one of them and I 
myself got away and came over here and desire to say these 
few words before voting against it. O gentlemen, this bill 
is a mere incident. You may be deceived about it; I am not. 
A whole lot of good people will vote for it who believe it is all 
right, But the basis of my objection does not go to this little 
bill itself. It is the underlying philosophy of it that is vicious, 
gentlemen, just a mere incident in the accumulated processes 
that are going on to destroy our dual system of government. 
We heard some strange doctrines yesterday and the last day or 
two. 

A few weeks ago I sat in New York City at a lawyers’ ban- 
quet and heard one of the great lawyers of this Nation lay 
down the proposition that the Constitution of the United States 
authorized what he called quasi legislative powers of the 
Supreme Court, and to my surprise I saw the leading law- 
yers of that great city applaud the gentleman. He was ex- 
Senator Beveridge. And yesterday we had a strange doctrine 
from one of the ablest young men who ever came to this House. 
He is a brilliant idealist, but a Hamiltonian; I am a Jeffer- 
sonian; that is the difference. But all the cocksureness in the 
world can not sweep aside as a mere quibble the objection. He 
said, what has the State got to do with anything in a treaty of 
the United States with a foreign nation? Well, just what is 
this Government, what is this country, what are the States? 
Are they mere paper shells? No, gentlemen, the States are the 
great aggregation of units of citizens who granted to this Fed- 
eral Government—mind you, granted—certain powers and no 
others and reserved the remainder to themselves and to the 
States, I will tell you what the States are, They are the reser- 
voir of power, and, gentlemen, one of the vicious features of the 
bill is that when you started to do directly what you do in this 
bill the courts said you could not do it, and then you resorted 
to a subterfuge and had a treaty with a foreign nation, and be- 
cause the Constitution makes a treaty the supreme law of the 
Jand then you think you can come in here and by indirection 
can swing onto the coattails of a treaty an inherent right of 
the Federal Government, of course, and propose to do things 
thut absorb, override, and destroy the inherent reserved powers 
of the people represented by their local State organizations. 
Ah, yes, gentlemen, you will pass your bill. I have committed 
many mistakes in the 10 years I have been upon this floor, but 
I made a promise at the beginning of this session that, so help 
me God, so far as I had political courage during the short time 
left to me in my public service, I would try to resist the tempta- 
‘tion and the importunity to destroy the philosophy of our Goy- 
ernment by continually adding Federal bureau on top of Fed- 
eral bureau and centralizing power here in a bureaucratic gov- 
ernment in Washington. [Applause.] 

It is coming. Doubtless I will not see it fully developed in my 
day, but our children will suffer from it. The duty of a public 
man Is to care not merely for things that concern his own gen- 
leration, but to hand down to his children, unimpaired, the great 
free institutions that we have had handed down to us and 
which we enjoy. Gentlemen, graft, indifference, contempt of 
‘law follow in the footsteps of every one of these movements 
‘that creates a new bureau in the city of Washington. 
Gentlemen, you sow the wind, and you will reap the whirl- 
wind; and the whirlwind of this kind of sowing will be bureau- 
cracy, with resulting fraud, inefficiency, indifference to the pub- 
lic interest, and corruption in public affairs. [Applause.] 
The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Ar- 
kansas has expired. 


Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Chairman, I rise to ask some one of the 
proponents of this measure if it is possible for regulations to 
be issued that will make it possible for people to hunt or 
shoot within the confines of an established game refuge? 

Mr. ANTHONY. What is the gentleman's question? 

Mr. SCHATER. I ask whether the father of this bill be- 
lieves that, under the law, regulations can be adopted that 
will permit shooting within the confines of a game refuge? 

Mr. ANTHONY, I do not catch the point of the gentleman's 
question. 

Mr, SCHAFER. Whether, if a game refuge is established 
under this bill, it win be possible that regulations might be 
made which will permit hunters to hunt within the confines 
of what is called a game refuge? 

Mr. ANTHONY. Yes. The present law now permits the 
Department of Agriculture to issue regulations under which 
migratory birds may be shot, and they do issue such regula- 
tions, and undoubtedly in certain instances, where the nature 
of the refuge is such as to permit hunting during the season, 
shooting could be done. But in very many cases the refuges 
will be called “sanctuaries,” where no shooting will be per- 
mitted. It was thought better to leave it finally in the discre- 
tion of this commission, composed of the Secretary of Com- 
merce and the Postmaster General and the Secretary of Agri- 
culture, to decide where the shooting could be done and where 
it could not be done, knowing that these gentlemen would ex- 
ercise intelligence in making the regulations. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 14. That in order to pay initial expenses, including purchases 
of supplies, printing and distributing of licenses, circulars, posters, 
and other necessary matter, and all other expenses that may be neces- 
sary to carry into effect the provisions of this act, the sum of $50,000 
is hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of any moneys in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to be available, upon the passage 
and approval of this act until expended, which sum shall be covered 
into the Treasury in five equal annual payments from the migratory- 
bird protection fund, 


With a committee amendment, as follows: 


Page 9, line 4, after the word “ hereby,” insert the words “ author- 
ized to be.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the com- 
mittee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out 
the last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama moves to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. Chairman, “migratory bird” leg- 
islation has had an interesting history in Congress, It was 
fathered originally by certain clubs of wealthy sportsmen, who 
induced Congress some 15 years ago to pass a migratory bird 
law. That law was stricken down by the courts as an unconsti- 
tutional invasion of the police powers of the States. 

Thereupon, for the deliberate purpose of evading the Consti- 
tution and doing by indirection that which the Constitution 
prohibited to be done directly, the same interests induced our 
Government to enter into “the migratory bird treaty” with 
Great Britain; and thereafter the treaty having been ratified, 
they again came before the House Committee on Foreign Affairs 
and caused that committee to report out a migratory bird act, 
which was passed by Congress and has been held by the courts 
to be the legitimate exercise of the power of Congress to pass 
laws to enforce treaties. They evaded the Constitution, rav- 
ished its spirit, and accomplished by indirection what they were 
not permitted by the Constitution to do directly. 

At the time they were carrying on this agitation the elements 
pressing for action professed that their concern was with the 
song birds only; they spoke poetic and beautiful speeches about 
the feathered songsters. I remember that one of my best loved 
friends, who I am most happy to say is yet a Member of the 
House, supported that bill with a wonderful speech about the 
glory of the mocking birds and other songsters. In the burst 
of sentiment which that speech eyoked the House passed—only 
a few feeble voices like my own being raised in protest against 
it—the House passed the migratory bird act to enforce the 
treaty and presumptively to protect the songsters. 

Now, we find that these same elements that brought forward 
for the original bill and then caused our Government to nego- 
tiate a treaty for the deliberate purpose of evading the Consti- 
tution—we find that they now come back here with a bill, which 
is at least frank enough in its purpose, which is to afford them 
a place to shoot game. They now come out from under their 
coyer and disclose their true purpose. Their spirit is that of 
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the sixteenth century English squire who would hang a peasant 
for snaring a rabbit for his dinner, not because of mercy for 
the rabbit and to save him but because his lordship wanted to 
kill the rabbit himself. This bill is not for the protection of 
birds; its real purpose is for the protection of bird hunters. 
Applause. ] 

The CHAIRMAN. The pro forma amendment is withdrawn. 
The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 15. That if any clause, sentence, paragraph, or part of this 
act shall for any reason be adjudged by any court of competent juris- 
diction to be invalid, such judgment shall not affect, impair, or in- 
validate the remainder thereof, but shall be confined in its operation 
to the clause, sentence, paragraph, or part thereof directly Involved 
in the controversy in which such judgment shall have been rendered, 


Mr. MONTAGUE. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out sec- 
tion 15, and I beg the indulgence of the House for a moment 
upon an unrelated line of thought. 

Section 15 is a useless piece of verbiage. It simply embodies 
a canon of construction adopted by the Supreme Court and by 
every court of every State since the beginning of our Republic 
in determining when a law is constitutional or unconstitutional, 
For some six years, in the two committees of which I have been 
a member, I have protested that the inclusion in bills of such a 
canon of construction had no possible compulsory effect upon 
the courts of our country and had but one meaning, and one 
meaning alone, namely, an implied and gratuitous criticism of 
the American judiciary, and a criticism, if you please, from the 
legislative department of another independent and separate 
department, the judiciary. 

No court in declaring a law unconstitutional will do so unless 
it declares and preserves the constitutionality of the residue of 
the statute, unless the unconstitutional portion of the bill is in- 
extricably and inseparably interwoven with the entire bill and 
the divisibility or separation is impossible. That is the ele- 
mentary and fundamental rule of construction. Yet we use- 
lessly, dangerously—and I am not criticizing this section any 
more than other similar sections—have gotten into the habit, 
through our drafting committee, of attaching a rider of con- 
struction on almost every bill, which is a direct and gratuitous 
reflection upon the judiciary of this country, and thereby we 
American legislators are helping build an unjustifiable senti- 
ee against the judiciary, the last bulwark of American insti- 

ons. 

I submit, gentlemen, it is unnecessary; and is utterly futile 
in that it is a declaration or rule of construction adopted by 
every court, and no legislative declaration or gratuitous ex- 
pression of compulsion is needed by the courts to aid them in 
constructing laws. It seems to me that we, as responsible 
Members of a legislative body, should at least repress unneces- 
sary and unwarranted criticisms of our courts. No court de- 
sires to declare enactments of Congress invalid, and when they 
unwillingly do so, it is their function, and not that of the Con- 
gress, to say what and how much of a given law is unconstitu- 
tional. It is wholly beyond our authority or power to give such 
direction, It is the court’s business and not our business. [Ap- 
plause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Virginia. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. MoxTAGUE : Page 9, line 9, strike out 
all of section 15. 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Virginia. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Antuony) there were—ayes 61, noes 45. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. TYDINGS rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman 
from Maryland rise? 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. Chairman, I rise for the purpose of 
suggesting the absence of a quorum. 

The CHAIRMAN. The vote just taken has shown the pres- 
gace of a quorum. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Sec. 16. That any person, association, partnership, trust, or cor- 
poration who shall violate any of the provisions of section 13 of this 
act shall be subject to the penalties prescribed by section 210 of the 
Criminal Code of the United States; and any person, association, part- 
nership, trust, or corporation who shall violate or fail to comply with 
any provision of this act or with any regulation made pursuant to 
this act shall be subject to the penalties prescribed by the migratory 
bird treaty act (act of July 3, 1918, 40 Stat. L. p. 755). 


With the following committee amendment: j 


Strike out all of section 16 and insert the following: 

Spe. 16, That any person, association, partnership, trust, or cor- 
poration who shall violate any of the provisions of section 12 of this 
act shall be punished as is provided for in section 219 of the act of 
March 4, 1909, entitled An act to codify, revise, and amend the 
Penal Laws of the United States’; any person who shall violate or 
fail to comply with any provision of sections 6 and 11 of this act 
shall be punished as is provided for in the migratory bird treaty act of 
July 3, 1918; and any person who shall violate or fall to comply 
with any other provision of this act shall be liable to the United 
States in the sum of $5 for the first violation and in the sum of 
$25 for each subsequent violation, to be collected in a civil action in 
the name of the United States: Provided, however, That any person 
desiring to relieve himself from such action may pay such sum to the 
Secretary of Agriculture under such regulations as he may prescribe, 
and said Secretary is authorized to mitigate or remit the liability 
hereby created, and the gun or other firearm carried or used by such 
person shall be liable for the payment of the aforesaid sum and may 
be seized by any United States game warden or deputy game warden 
to be held until said liability is discharged, whereupon it shall be forth- 
with returned to such person.” 


Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend- 
ment, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland offers 
an amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment to the committee amendment offered by Mr. HILL of 
Maryland: Page 10, line 5, after the words shall be,“ strike out the 
words punished as is provided for in section 219 of the act of March 
4, 1909, entitled ‘An act to codify, revise, and amend the penal laws 
of the United States“ and insert in licu thereof the following: 
“Fined not more than $500 or — not more than five years, 
or both.” 


Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, I ask that the other 
amendment which I sent to the Clerk’s desk be read for the 
information of the House. If the first amendment is adopted, 
I shall offer the second amendment, but if the House does not 
want the first amendment, it is needless to offer the second 
amendment, 

The CHAIRMAN, Without objection, the Clerk will report 
the second amendment for the information of the House. 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment to the committee amendment offered by Mr. Hitz of 
Maryland: On page 10, line 10, after the words “shall be,” strike 
out “punished as is provided for in the migratory bird treaty act of 
July 3, 1918,” and insert “fined not more than $500 or be imprisoned 
not more than six months, or both.” 


Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
House, I expect to vote against this bill, but I think you who 
propose to pass this bill should make the bill clear on its face. 
What I am proposing by these two amendments is not to change 
the bill but to make the bill tell the truth in section 16 what 
the penalty is and not make it necessary for any person or any 
prosecuting officer to leave the act which you are about to pass 
and go to some other law to find out what it means and to go 
to the migratory bird act to find out what the penalties are. 
What I am asking you to do is simply to substitute for the 
reference to a penalty in another law just exactly what the 
penalty is under the law you are discussing. 

Mr. BLANTON. It will not change the law at all? 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. It does not change the law at all, 
but my proposed amendments clearly state what the penaity is 
and make it appear on the face of the act. 

Mr. WATKINS. Will the gentleman yield? | 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Yes; with pleasure. 

Mr. WATKINS. Would not that prevent many Members 
pero eron voting for it because it would show the harshness 
of it 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. I agree with the gentleman, and I 
am glad he asked that question. I asked some of the propo- 
nents of this bill whether the severe Federal penalties had been | 
removed; they told me—I do not mean the Members in the 
House, but people outside of the House—that they had mee 
removed. 

Now, in section 16 you find the only stated penalty that 1 
given is a $5 fine for the first offense, but you also find two 
camoutiaged penalties, one of a maximum of five years in a 
penitentiary and the other six months in jail, a fine of $500, or 
both. Now, gentlemen, in ordinary fairness to this House and 
in ordinary decency toward the possible violators of this law, | 
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if you pass it, I suggest that you let this law bear on its face 
what the penalties are. Why, gentlemen, it might be possible 
that another great body might pass it without taking the 
trouble to look up the penalties in the two acts referred to. 
Let us make the proposed law honest on its face; let us make 
it state in itself, and not by reference, what the criminal 
penalties are. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. HILL]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, I offer another 
amendment to the committee amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Hut of Maryland to the committee 
amendment: On page 10, line 10, after the words “shall be," strike 
out “ punished as is provided for in the migratory bird treaty act of 
July 8, 1918," and insert in leu thereof the following: “ Fined not 
more than $500 or be imprisoned not more than six months, or both.“ 


The amendment was adopted. 

Mr. MeSWAIN. Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment, which 
I send to the desk. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from South Carolina of- 
fers an amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. McSwarn to the committee amendment: 
On page 10, line 20, after the word “ created,” strike out the remainder 
of line 20, all of lines 21, 22, 23, 24, and 25. 


Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, while we are 
passing this bill ostensibly to conserve bird life, we certainly 
ought not to include in it a provision that is certain to result in 
the destruction of a large amount of human life. Now, why? 

Under section 13 somebody is going to be appointed as an 
“employee of the Department of Agriculture” as deputy game 
warden to enforce it. Who is that going to be? First of all, 
it is going to be the keeper of the lodge or the local resident 
of the cabin. That is already the case in some States, and in 
one little State I know, they at one time had over 500 deputy 
game wardens in that State, so that a man could not find a 
good hole to fish himself because the game wardens had got 
there first, and he could not find a good place to shoot because 
the game wardens had already been there and killed every- 
thing. [Applause.] That may be the case under this bill. So 
that when here comes an innocent countryman who maybe 
has got a flivver, and here comes this other man, caretaker of 
a hunting lodge, walking across the country, the private citizen 
may have his license hid in his pocket. 

The bill does not say he shall wear it on the outside of his 
hat, but provides that anybody who has the authority to de- 
mand it, shall be entitled to see the license. This other fellow 
has got his license hid in his pocket, but he claims this au- 
thority because he has concealed somewhere back yonder a 
commission as deputy game warden, and he walks up to this 
poor, little country fellow and says, “ Look here, what are you 
doing out here at this season of the year, or on this particular 
land? You are violating Federal regulations. Give me that 
gun.” Then he tries to take it away from him, and let me 
tell you that these poor fellows that ride around in Ford cars 
have got a little American manhood left, and be darned, if 
they don’t use that old musket and they will shoot the liver 
out of somebody. [Laughter and applause.] 

Now, that is fair talk. Who won the World War? Who do 
the shooting at the country’s enemies? Alvin York, of Ten- 
nessée, is one of these fellows that go out on Christmas Day 
and train their old muzzzle-loading rifles and learn how to 
shoot by shooting turkey heads off as they stuck out of a 
hole in the top of a box. Alvin York and his crowd are the 
fellows that are going to want to hunt, and when some pom- 
pous, bebooted and leather-coated, dignified gentleman walks 
up and says, “Give me that rifle,” he is going to get the load 
in the rifle. [Laughter and applause.] 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
paragraph. 

Mr. HAUGEN, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that all debate on the section and all amendments thereto close 
in five minutes. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right 
to object, I desire to offer for consideration, without debate, 
the transfer of the penalties contained in section 6 from the 
six months’ class to the $5 class. If I may have that oppor- 
tunity, I shall not object. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman may submit his amend- 
ment. 

The gentleman from Iowa asks unanimous consent that all 
debate on the pending section and all amendments thereto! 
close in five minutes. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I move that 
the committee do now rise. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Gannzrr of Tennessee) there were—73 ayes, 80 noes. 

So the committee refused to rise. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Chairman, I hazard the assertion that 
everyone in this House believes in the conservation of game 
and the protection of migratory birds. The differences here 
are not on those propositions. I question whether anyone 
who understands the bill and has gone into it to any degree 
can support it. This bill has been discussed from various 
angles; therefore, I shall only mention two- phases. The 
cireuity by which its constitutionality has been obtained, if in 
fact obtained, is enough to damn it in the eyes of frank and 
fair-minded men. 

This bill has but one paramount object in view—the protec- 
tion of migratory birds. That is the main proposition, But 
you are not, in fact, doing that because you provide in this 
bill for the hunting on the migratory-bird refuges of the very 
birds that you are trying to protect. Now, if you want to 
protect game life, if you want to protect the migratory birds 
simply say that no hunting shall be done on these protected 


‘lands and you will get everybody here to support this bill. 


[Applause.] Furthermore, as pointed out by my colleague 
(Mr. Six Norrl section 3 taken in conjunction with the act of 
1888 confers on the Secretary the right of eminent domain, 
That is bad. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WATKINS. Later on I will be glad to yield, but not 
right now. 

This measure, if enacted into law, will militate against the 
efficiency of the State game commissions; it will divide re- 
sponsibility of State and Federal Governments; it will cause 
multiplication of officeholders, increase of taxation, duplica- 
tion of authority, and extra and useless expenses to the sports- 
men of this country. It means another commission, more bu- 
reaus, and additional bureaucrats, Furthermore, the bill is 
too indefinite—too vague. In fact, too large a proportion of 
the money goes for overhead instead of for bird refuges. 
{Applause. ] 

The real object to be accomplished by this bill is to provide 
a market for the sale of a lot of worthless real estate in this 
country. That is the real joker in the bill. Many interests 
have low, worthless bottom lands, absolutely worthless, and 
are trying to get a bill passed by Congress so that later they 
may dump this land on the Government. 

Now, I say to you that if you believe in the conservation 
of game, animals and birds, vote for an amendment that is 
going to be offered to prohibit hunting on all these grounds, 
and you will get the unanimous vote of the House, because in 
the West, as everywhere, we believe in the conservation of 
game. We do not propose, however, to allow you to establish 
at the expense of the Government hunting grounds for pro- 
fessional politicians and provide a market for worthless real 
estate. Unless the amendment is adopted, I hope that you 
will recommit the measure and later enact a bill that not only 
in theory but in fact insures conservation of wild game. 
[Applause.]} 

Mr. WINTER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WATKINS. Yes. 

Mr. WINTER. I suppose the gentleman believes it is pos- 
sible to conserve the forests and cut timber for a part of the 
season? 

Mr. WATKINS. Yes; I do. 

Mr. WINTER. Why is it not possible to conserve the game 
and kill a part of it in the season? 

Mr. WATKINS. There is a monumental difference between 
the two. I have not the time to point out the distinction, but 
merely to state the gentleman's proposition produces sufficient 
distinction. 

There is another section of the bill warranting its defeat. 
I refer to section 12, which carries a penalty that will send a 
man to the penitentiary for five years and a fine of $500 for the 
least infraction thereof. Furthermore, sections 6 and 1} carry 
punishment of a fine of $500 and six months in jail. That is 
absurd; penalties of that nature for the offenses named spell 
nonenforcement and contempt. [Applause.] 
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Oregon 
has expired. 
Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 


ment: 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 10, line 20, after the word “ created " strike out the remainder 
of line 20, and lines 21, 22, 23, and 25. 


The CHAIRMAN, The question is on the amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. McSwary) there were—54 ayes, 59 noes. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, I offer the follow- 
ing amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 10, line 9, after the word “of” strike out the words section 
6" and insert the word “ section.” 


The CHAIRMAN, The question is on the amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. ANTHONY) there were—63 ayes, 66 noes. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment to 
strike out all of the bill after the enacting clause, and I ask 
to be recognized. That is just like any other amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN, Amendments to the section in ques- 
tion—— 

Mr. BLANTON. I ask recognition on my amendment for 
five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN, Amendments to this section are now in 
process of voting, and all debate upon this section has been 
closed. 

Mr. BLANTON. I realize I am in error. 

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment is not subject to debate. 

Mr. BLANTON. I insist on my motion to strike out all 
of the bill after the enacting clause without debate. 

The CHAIRMAN. That amendment is not in order at this 
moment. 

Mr. BLANTON. That is a preferential amendment next in 
preference to a motion to strike out the enacting clause. That 
is in order at any time after the first section has been read, 
and it has been so held. - 

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. RAKER. It is this: There is already pending a motión 
to strike out all after the enacting clause. 

Mr. BLANTON. No; the motion heretofore made was to 
strike out the enacting clause. 

Mr. RAKER. Strike out all after the enacting clause, which 
has been defeated, 

Mr. BLANTON. No; that was to strike out the enacting 
clause; but this is a different matter, and it is to strike out 
all after the enacting clause, an entirely different motion. 

The CHAIRMAN. Did the gentleman submit any matter 
in place of that which is to be stricken out after the enacting 
clause? 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, it has been held by numer- 
ous Chairmen in the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union that a motion to strike out the enacting 
clause is admissible at any time as a preferential motion. It 
has also been held a motion to strike out all after the enacting 
clause is not a preferential motion as against a perfecting 
amendment, but when all the perfecting amendments to a 
paragraph under consideration are exhausted then a motion 
to strike out all after the enacting clause is admissible at any 
time in the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union after the first section has been read. 

The CHAIRMAN, Two sections of the bill remain to be 
read, and therefore it can not be held that the bill has been 
perfected, 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. 
the committee do now rise. 

The question was taken, and the Chair announced the noes 
appeared to have it. 

On a diyision (demanded by Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee) 
there were—ayes 72, noes 99. 

So the motion was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the committee amend- 
ment as amended. 

Mr. BLANTON. Did the Chair rule the motion to strike out 
all after the enacting clause is not in order until all the bill 
is read? 

The CHAIRMAN. It certainly is not in order until all the 
bill has been read. Whether it is then in order is a bridge the 
Chair will cross when he comes to it. 


Mr. Chairman, I moye that 


Mr. BLANTON, I will not appeal from the Chair, because I 
think too much of him. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the committee amend- 
ment as amended. 

The committee amendment as amended was adopted. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 17. That for the purposes of this act the word“ take“ shall 
be construed to mean pursue, hunt, shoot, capture, collect, kill, or 
attempt to pursue, hunt, shoot, capture, collect, or kill, unless the 
context otherwise requires. 


at RAKER. Mr, Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment, 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 11, after line 4, add a new section as follows: 

“Sec. 17. Nothing in this act shall be construed as authorizing 
or empowering the Migratory Bird Refuge Commission herein created, 
the Secretary of Agriculture or any other bird commission, or officer, 
to declare, withdraw or determine, except as heretofore designated, 
any part of any national forest, national park or power site, a migra- 
tory game bird refuge or public shooting ground under any of the 
provisions of this act except by and with the consent of the legis- 
lature of the State wherein such area is located.” 


Mr. ANTHONY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAKER, I will. 

Mr. ANTHONY. Would the gentleman consent to change 
his amendment so it would leave off this language “except by 
and with the consent of the legislature of the State wherein 
such area is located”? I suggest that for this reason, that it 
confers authority on the legislature in the disposition of land 
owned by the Government, and I think the language ahead of 
that accomplishes the purpose of the gentleman. 

1 RAKER. No; it will not, it will help the gentleman's 

Mr. ANTHONY. I agree in substance, I think. 

Mr. RAKER, The gentleman has no objection to the amend- 
ment as it is? 

Mr. ANTHONY. I shall make no objection. 

Mr. RAKER. Then I will not take any time. I ask unani- 
mous consent, Mr. Chairman, to revise and extend my remarks 
in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oalifornia asks 
unanimous consent to revise and extend his remarks in the 
Record. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker, the Fish and Game Commission 
of California has been doing exceptionally fine work in regard 
to preserving wild life in the State of California. This is the 
consensus of opinion of the people of California who are be- 
hind the fish and game confmission and their work almost to a 
man. 

On July 10, 1922, Mr. F. M. Newbert, president Fish and 
Game Commission of California, wrote me as follows: 


Hon. JoHN E. Raker, M. C. 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR RAKER: I wish to acknowledge receipt of your letter 
of July 1, and thank you for the consideration you are giving this 
vital subject. 

While California sportsmen and this commission have no objection 
to the migratory bird treaty act, or the regulations of the imposition 
of a Federal license to hunt migratory water fowl, we do most strenu- 
ously object to any regulations or control of wild animals, fish, and 
birds, other than migratory birds, or any areas, no matter how they 
may be acquired. 

California has fought an uphill fight for game conservation for 
many years, and we are now at the peak of our success. We have 
accomplished this without any Federal aid or assistance. We have 
enforced the migratory bird treaty act, made it respected, and put it 
on a par with our State laws. The Federal control of birds, game 
animals, and fish is but the entering wedge of Federal control. Cali- 
fornia sportsmen say “ hands off.” i 

I am inclosing herewith a copy of the House bill with the objection- 
able features marked out, 

The inclosed picture, taken by one of our wardens, is a small band 
of antelope ranging on the portion of California which you represent. 
These animals were on the verge of extinction. In fact, so much so, 
that only 11 remained. As an example of our conservation work of | 
recent years, you no doubt will be pleased to note the wonderful) 
increase in the numbers of this valuable animal, 

Very sincerely yours, 
Fish AND GAME COMMISSION, 
F. M. Newsnet, President. 
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On May 29, 1922, Mr. Newbert, president of the Fish and 
Game Commission of California, telegraphed me as follows: 


Joun E. RAKER, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. O.: 

California supported Anthony bill House 5823 entirely upon promised 
amendments eliminating interference with State wild life conservation 
instead of which bill amended to work worse confusion and destroy 
separate sportsmen's license contributions which they will resent bit- 
terly when realized, thereby forcing our active opposition, Letter 
follows, 

CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME COMMISSION, 
F. M. NEWBERT, President. 


It will be noted that Mr. Newbert has bad an interview with 
the various Government officials regarding the migratory bird 
refuges, and they have agreed to accept amendments thereto, 

On February 28, 1924, the California State Fish, Game, and 
Aea Protective League, W. T. Wallace, secretary, wrote me as 

Ows: 


Hon. JOHN RAKER, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. O. 

Dear Str: Representing through our affiliated clubs and individual 
members some 15,000 fishermen and hunters of this State, we urge you 
to use your influence and also your support of H. R. 745, commonly 
known as the public shooting ground refuge bill. 

The proposed bill will effectively preserve our migratory game, which 
is threatened with destruction because of drainage projects the country 
over, aud the proposed bill will also preserve the American system of 
free shooting fer rich and poor alike. 

This is a very popular bill with the outdoor men and women of this 
State, and in case the bill is in danger we would ask that you step out 
im front and argue and urge the passage of the same. 

Yours respectfully, 
CALIFORNIA FISH, GAMB, AND Forest PROTECTIVE Leacun, 
W. T. WALLACE, Seeretary. 


On February 14, 1924, Mr. F. M. Newbert, of the California 
Fish and Game Commission, wrote me as follows regarding 
H. R. 745: 


Hon. JOHN E. RAKER, 
Washington, D. C. . 

Mx Dran Mr. Rax unn: The migratory bird treaty covenant and regu- 
lations between the United States and Great Britain for the protection 
of migratory birds in the United States and Canada concluded August 
t6, 1916, has since its enactment proven to be one of the greatest con- 
servation measures ever passed. It directly and favorably effects 
every section in every State in which wild water fowl is present. 

The early opposition by the several States to the taking over of the 
enstody and care of migratory birds, we believe, has passed. The 
correlation and standardizing of bag limits in the United States, the 
establishment of seasons for the taking of waterfowl commensurate 
with the proper and safe periods for the taking, has proven the wisdom. 
of the treaty. 

We are sure the proposed game refuge public shooting grounds Dill 
as provided in H. R. 745 will, by reason of the purpose of public- 
shooting grounds, be of even greater benefit to a larger number of un- 
attached hunters and sportsmen, who are not so fortunate as to 
acquire a membership in a shooting club. Also it will provide a sanctu- 
ary for waterfowl where they are immune at all times from moles- 
tation. 

California Fish and Game Commission at a regular meeting held 
in Sacramento indorsed H. R. 745 in its entirety and now requests 
that California Representatives in Congress assist in the passage of this 
bill that it considers the most vital measure affecting wild waterfowl. 

Very truly yours, 
FISH AND GAM COMMISSION. 
F. M. Newent, President, 


On January 9, 1925, received the following letter from Mr. 
F. M. Newbert, president Fish and Game Commission of Cali- 
fornia: 

JANUARY 9, 1925. 
Hon Jonx E. RAKER, 
Member of Congress, Washington, D. C. 

My Dran MrR. Rixer; The Federal migratory game bird refuge 
public shooting grounds bill (S. 2913; H. R. 745), now pending in 
Congress, has for its purpose the strengthening of the Federal game 
warden service and the further protection of the migratory-game birds 
under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of Agriculture. 

There is, however, one thing that should be guarded against in all 
such legislation, and that is the unwarranted and unauthorized or 
arbitrary regulations of some Cabinet officer of matters and things not 
originally intended to be covered by such a law. 

We have in California, as you know, nearly 19,000,000 acres of Fed- 
eral-owned national forest land the timber, mineral, and grazing 
resources of which are administered by the Secretary of Agriculture, 


To guard against the possible withdrawal under this bill by same future 
Secretary of all such territory as public shooting grounds, and thus 
eliminate the control ef the State ever the game therein, I suggest 
that the bill be amended by adding thereto another section, to be num- 
bered 19, as follows: 

“ Sec. 19. Nothing in this act shall be construed as authorizing 
or empowering the migratory bird refuge commission herein cre- 
ated, the Secretary of Agriculture, or any other board, to declare 
any national forest, national park, or power site a migratery game- 
bird refuge or publie shooting ground under any of the provisions 
of the act, except by and with the consent of the legislature of the 
State wherein such area is located.” 

I trust that you may be able to have the proposed: measure so 
amended as this will fully safeguard the State's rights as to game non- 
migratory in character. 

With best wishes for your continued success, I am, 

Yours very truly, 

Fis AND GANE COMMISSION. 
F. M. NewBERT, President. 


Again on January 28, 1925, I received the folowing tele- 
gram from Mr. Newbert: 


SACRAMENTO, CALIF., January 28, 1925, 
Jonn E. Raxnr, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. O.: 

The California Fish and Game Commission is for bill S. 2913, H. K. 
745, when amended, according to letter mailed you January & We 
believe it will benefit California greatly in the increase of migratory 
bird life. 

F. M Nrwunnr, 
President California Fish and Game Commission. 


On February 9, 1925, I received the following telegram from 
Mr. Newbert, California Fish and Game Commission: 


SachauRNTo, CALIF., February 9, 1925. 
Hon. Joun E. RAKER, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. O. 


Your full support of migratory game refuge bill, with addition of: 
section 19 as amendment, is earnestly requested. State's rights are 
fully protected with addition of this section. 

F. M. Newser, 
President California Fish and Game Commission. 


On February 14, 1925, I wrote to Dr. Ð. W. Nelson, biologist, 
and Chief. Bureau of Biological Survey, Washington, D. C., 
as follows: 3 


Frnncary 14, 1028. 
Dr, E. W. NELSON, 
Biologist and Ohief, Bureau of Biological Survey, 
Washington, D. C. 
In re H. R. 745, migratory game refuge bill. 

My Dear DOCTOR NELSON : Referring to the above-named bill, I kave 
had considerable correspondence with the Hon. Frank M. Newbert, presi- 
dent California Fish and Game Commission, and haye also taken up 
the matter personally several times with Doctor Fisher, of your de- 
partment. 

Mr. Newbert is in favor of the migratory bird refuge bill nud he 
voices the sentiment of the Fish and Game Commission ef California, 
and, as I gather it, the great majority of the people of California, and 
particularly the public-land States, which are for the bill providing 
the bill be amended. The amendment suggested and most earnestly 
desired is as follows: 

“On page 11, after line 8, of H. R. 745, a new section, to be 
known as section 19, as follows: 

“*Sec. 19. Nothing in this act shall be construed as autboriz 
ing or empowering the migratory bird refuge commission herein 
created, the Secretary of Agriculture, or any other board, com- 
mission, or officer to declare, withdraw, or determine any part of 
any national forest, national park, or power site, a migratory game 
bird refuge or public shooting ground under any of the provisions 
of the act, except by and with the consent of the legislature of the 
State wherein such area is located.’ " 

Mr. Newbert writes me under date of January 9, 1925, as follows: 

“The Federal migratory game bird refuge-shooting ground bill 
(S. 2013, H. R. 745) now pending in Congress has for its pur- 
pose the strengthening of the Federal game warden service and 
the further protection of the migratory game birds under the juris- 
diction of the Secretary of Agriculture.” 

“There is, however, one thing that should be guarded against 
in all such legislation, and that is the unwarranted and unauthor- 
ized or arbitrary regulations by some Cabinet officer of matters 
and things not originally intended to be covered by such a law. 

“We have in Califernia, as you know, nearly 19,000,000 acres 
of Federal-owned national-forest land, the timber, mineral, and 
grazing resources of which are administered by the Secretary of 
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* Agriculture, To guard against the possible withdrawal under 
this bill by future Secretaries of all such territory as public shoot- 
ing grounds and thus eliminate the control of the State over the 
game therein, 1 suggest that the bill be amended by adding 
thereto another section to be numbered 19 * .“ 

The amendment suggested is the one above set out. 

I received the following telegram from the Fish and Game Commis- 

sion of California under date of February 9, 1925: 


FEBRUARY 9, 1925. 
JOHN E. Raker, * 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. 0.: 


Your full support of migratory game refuge bill, with addition of 
section 19 as amendment, is earnestly requested. State rights are fully 
protected with addition of this amendment. 

F. M. NEWBERT, 
President California Fish and Game Commission. 


I had an Interview with Doctor Fisher yesterday and again to-day, 
and be advised me your department is satisfied with the amendment 
and can see no objection to it, and will consent to it being placed on 
the bill. With this amendment on the bill I am satisfied all the public- 
Jand States in which reserves are located will feel kindly disposed to 
the proposed legislation. 

I trust you will send me your views on this Monday. 

Respectfully sabmitting the same, I am 

Yours most truly, 
Joux E. Raker, 
Member of Congress. 

On February 16, 1925, I received from Doctor Nelson, chief of 

bureau, the following reply: 


Hon. JOHN E. RAKPR, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear JUDGE Raker: I bave your letter of February 14, concerning 
the proposed amendment of H. R. 745, which is desired by the Call- 
fornia Fish and Game Commission. You state that this amendment 
should be added to page 11, after Une 8, of H. R. 745, as section 19, 
as follows: 

“Suc, 19. Nothing in this act shall be construed as empowering 
the migratory bird refuge commission herein created, the Secretary 
of Agriculture, or any other board, commission, or officer to declare, 
withdraw, or determine any part of any national forest, national 
park, or power site a migratory game bird refuge or public shoot- 
ing ground under any of the provisions of this act, except by and 
with the consent of the legislature of the State wherein such area 
is located.” 

Mr. Newbert, president of the California Fish and Game Commission, 
some time ago brought the proposed amendment to my attention, and 
as it did not appear to seriously interfere with the main purpose of the 
bill, I assured him I raised no objection to it. I have been informed 
that Representative Banuoun, of California, has the amendment in 
hand to intreduce when the bill comes up for consideration on the floor 
of the House. However, I have also learned that some of the other 
Representatives have raised objections to it, I belleve on the ground 
that the bill does not contain anything which calls for an amendment 
of this character, and furthermore that the amendment is too sweeping 
in its effect. I sincerely trust that the matter may be adjusted satis- 
factorily to the California delegation and also to the California Fish 
and Game Commission, 

In this connection I would like to call your attention to the fact 
that H. R. 745 is for the sole purpose of benefiting migratory birds and 
not for any other purpose. You will note in section 8 of the bill, lines 
19 to 23, that the purpose of rental of lands is “for use as migratory 
bird refuges and public shooting grounds.” 

Furthermore, in section 6, page 4, lines 19 to 25, and lines 1 and 2, 
on page 5, you will mote a specifie clause guarding the rights of the 
States. On page 5, lines 18 and 19, it is said that “Nothing in this 
act shall be construed to exempt any person from complying with the 
laws of several States.” Furthermore, section 4, page 3, specifically 
provides that no land may be acquired for the purpose of this act 
until the States have consented to such acquisition. 

In drawing the bill originally every effort was made to safeguard 
the authority of the States, leaving merely the control of migratory 
birds in the hands of the Federal Government where it was placed 
by Congress in the migratory bird treaty act and confirmed by the 
Supreme Court. There has been no desire to interfere with the States’ 
authority over nommigratory game or birds or fish of any kind. 

I am making this explanation im order to show you how carefully 
we have tried to safeguard the rights of the States in every prac- 
tical way. : 

Sincerely yours, 


Furrvary 16, 1925. 


E. W. NELSON, Chief of Bureau. 


On February 16 I received the following telegram from F. 
M. Newbert, Fish and Game Commission, California: 


SACRAMENTO, CALIF; February 16, 1925. 


Hon, Jonx E. Raker, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. 0.: 

Unless suggested amendment to migratory game bird refuge biil is 
accepted and made part of bill, am not in favor of passage in original 
form, as section 4 does not protect States rights. 

F. M. Newsenrt, 
President Fish and Game Commission. 


The amendment which I have presented is the one set out 
in the letter from Mr. Newbert under date of January 6, and 
likewise the same as referred to in my letter to Doctor Nelson 
under date of February 14, 1925. 

It will be noted in Doctor Nelson’s letter under date of Feb- 
ruary 16, 1925, he wrote, as follows: 


Mr. Newbert, president of the California Fish and Game Commis- 
sion, some time ago brought this proposed amendment to my attention, 
and as it did not appear to seriously interfere with the main purpose 
of the bill, I assured him 1 raised no objection to it. 


I also submitted this amendment to Doctor Fisher, of the 
Biological Survey, and had several interviews with him, and 
he advised me the same was presented to the Biological Sur- 
vey of the Department of Agriculture and they had no objec- 
tion to the same. 

I submitted this amendment to the author of the bill, Mr. 
ANTHONY, Who advised me that he had no objection and would 
consent to its adoption. With this amendment attached it 
will protect the interests of California and the other public- 
land States, and the Members of California can with propriety 
vote for the bill. Without this amendment we would be flying 
in the teeth of what the California Fish and Game Commission 
desire. They know the interest of California and wild life 
has been protected, and if there is anyone we can defer to we 
can surely defer to our fish and game commission, who have 
been so active in the matter and have made such a pronounced 
success, 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from California. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
all debate on this section close in five minutes. 

Mr. MoSWAIN. Mr. Chairman, I have offered an amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from South Carolina. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. McSwain: Page 11, line 8, after the word 
“kil,” strike out the words “or attempt to pursue, hunt, shoot, cap- 
ture, collect, or kill, unless the context otherwise requires.” 


Mr. McoSWAIN. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, the proposed amendment is to strike out those words to 
make attempting to hunt“ a crime. 

The Constitution of the United States, that is so much mag- 
nified, provides that treason against the Government can be 
established only by proof of an overt act by two witnesses, and 
yet here we propose to enter into the minds and go down into 
the secret intent of a man who is walking in a little path in 
the woods, to see whether he is intending to shoot some game 
in a preserve, Perhaps he intends to walk through the preserve 
and shoot some crows or hawks that are destroying his prop- 
erty. In other words, we are going to try to read the minds of 
a man who has a gun or is going to borrow a neighbor's gun. 

Answering the argument of my friend from Texas [Mr. 
HoupsperH], who is very different from any evangelist I have 
ever seen before, I will say that if I were an evangelist and a 
sinner came up to join my crowd, I would ask every one to 
sing and rejoice and be happy and welcome him into the fold. 
I will say that I welcome them and rejoice that those gentle- 
men are now coming to recognize the fact that there is danger 
in this constant encroachment of Federal power upon the rights 
of the States. [Applause.] 

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, I suggest that the section num- 
bers should be changed. 2 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the Clerk will be au- 
thorized to correct the section numbers in accordance with the 
requirements. 

There was no objection. 

The question was taken, and the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from South Carolina was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Spc. 18. That this act shall take effect upon its passage and ap- 
proval, except the provisions requiring the use of licenses, which shall 
take effect on the 16th day of August, 1924. 
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Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 11, line 7, after the word “the,” strike out “16th day of 
August, 1924,“ and insert in lien thereof Ist day of July, 1925." 


Mr. HAUGEN. That is simply changing the date when the 
bill shall take effect. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. WINGO. What is the date fixed in the amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN, July 1, 1925. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment to make 
it February 31, 1925. 

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment can not be entertained, 
because there is no such date on the calendar. The question 
is on agreeing to the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out all 
after the enacting clause. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee 
do now rise and report the bill back to the House with the 
amendments, with the recommendation that the amendments be 
agreed to, and that the bill as amended do pass, 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, that motion is not in order 
when I offer a preferential motion to strike out all after the 
acne clause. That is preferential to the gentleman’s 
motion, 

ane CHAIRMAN, The gentleman will state his motion 


again, 

Mr. BLANTON. I move to strike out of the bill all after the 
enacting clause. 

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman lay before the Chair 
some precedents for such a motion? 

Mr. BLANTON. It has been held many times that such a 
motion is in order as an amendment to the bill, but it is not 
preferential to other amendments. As long as the committee 
wants to offer perfecting amendments this amendment of mine 
is not preferential, but it is in order, and it is in order to 
such an extent that you can not move to rise as long as that 
motion is before the House. 

The CHAIRMAN. The practice of the House justifies the 
Chair in such a case as this in asking a citation to the prece- 
dents. 

Mr. BLANTON. I cite the distinguished Chair to the dis- 
tinguished parliamentarian, than whom there is no better in 
the United States. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair rules the motion out of order. 
The gentleman from Iowa moves that the committee do now 
rise and report the bill back to the House with the amend- 
ments, with the recommendation that the amendments be 
agreed to and that the bill as amended do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having 
resumed the chair, Mr. Luce, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that 
committee having had under consideration the bill (H. R. 745) 
for the establishment of migratory bird refuges to furnish in 
perpetuity homes for migratory birds, the establishment of 
public shooting grounds to preserve the American system of 
free shooting, the provision of funds for establishing such 
areas, and the furnishing of adequate protection for migratory 
birds, and for other purposes, had directed him to report the 
same back to the House with sundry amendments, with the 
recommendation that the amendments be agreed to and that 
the bill as amended do pass. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question 
on the bill and amendments to final passage, 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment? 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask for a separate vote on 
each and all of the amendments. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the first amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 3, line 2, insert after the word fund“ the following: Prs- 
vided, No lands acquired, held, or used by the United States for mili- 
tary purposes sball be subjected to any of the provisions of this act.” 


The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
BAN TON) there were—ayes 126, noes 9. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order that 
there is no quorum present, 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas makes the point 
of order that there is no quorum present. The Chair will count. 

Mr. BLANTON (interrupting the count). Mr. Speaker, I 
withhold that while the gentleman from Tennessee makes a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr, Speaker, the stage for the 
recommittal of the bill is not passed, is it? 

The SPEAKER. No. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I renew the point of order 
that there is no quorum present. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas makes the point 
of order that there is no quorum present. The Chair will count. 
{After counting.] One hundred and eighty-one Members are 
present, not a quorum. The Doorkeeper will close the doors, the 
Sergeant at Arms will bring in absent Members, and the Clerk 


will call the roll. 


The question was taken; and there were—yeas 267, nays 88, 
not voting 126, as follows: 


[Roll No, 77] 


YEAS—267 

Abernethy Driver Leatherwood Scott 
Ackerman Dyer Leavitt Sears, Fla 
Allen Kagan Lee, Ga. Sears, Nebr, 
Almon Elliott Lehlbach Shreve 
Anderson Evans, Iowa Lilly Simmons 
Andrew Evans. Mont. Lineberger Sinclair 
Anthony Fairchild Longworth Sinnott 
Aswell Faust Lowrey Sites 
Ayres Fenn Luce Smith 
Bacon Fish McDuffie Snell 
Barbour Fleet wood McLaughlin, Mich. Suyder 
Barkley Frear McLaughlin, Nebr.Speaks 
Beck French McReynolds’ Sproul, III. 
Beedy Funk McSwain Stalker 
Beers Gambrill McSweeney Steagall 
Bell Gardner, Ind, 1 Stedman 
Bixler Garrett, Tenn. Magee, N. Stengle 
Black, N. Y. Gasque Magee, Pa, Stephens 
Black, Tex, Geran Major, III. Stevenson 
Bland Gibson Manlove Strong, Kans, 
Bloom Gifford Martin Strong, Pa. 
Boles Gilbert Mead Summers, Wash. 
Box Goldsborough Merritt Swank 
Boyce Green Michener . Swing 
Brand, Ga Greenwood 5 Wasn. Swoope 
Brand, Obio Griest Mill Taber 
Bri Guyer Minahan Taylor, Colo, 
Britten Hadley Montague Taylor, Tenn. 
Browne, N. J. Hastings Mooney Taylor, W. Va. 
Browne, Wis. Haugen Moores, Ind. Temple 
Browning awes orin Thatcher 
Buchanan Hawley Morris Thomas, Okla, 
Bulwinkle Hayden Murphy Thompson 
Burdick He Nelson, Me, Tillman 
Burtness Hickey Nelson, Wis. Tilson 
Burton Hill, Md. Newton, Mo Tincher 
Campbell Hill, Wash, lan Tinkham 
Canfield Hoch O'Connell, N. X. ‘Treadway 
Cannon Hooker O'Connell, R. I, | Underwood 
Carter Howard, Okla, O'Connor, La. Vaile 
Casey Hudson Oldfield Vestal 
Chindblom Hudspeth Oliver, Ala, Vincent, Mich, 
Christopherson Hull, Iowa Pa Vinson, Ga 
Clague Hull, Tenn. Parks, Ark, Vinson, Ky. 
Clancy Hull, Morton D. Pee Vo 
Clarke, N N. T. Jacobstein Perkins Wainwright 
Chaty Johnson, S. Dak, Phil Ward, N. Y. 
Cole, Iowa Johnson, Tex. Purnell Wason 
Cole, Ohio Johnson, Wash, Ragon Watkins 
Colton Jones Raker Watres 
Connery Kearns Ramseyer Watson 
Cook Keller Ransley Weaver 
Cooper, Ohio Kelly Rathbone White, Kans, 
Cooper, Wis. Kent Rayburn Williams, III. 
Corning Ketcham Reece Williams, Mich, 
Cramton Kincheloe Reed, Ark Williams, Tex. 

King Reed, N. Y. Williamson 
esmi Knutson Reid, III. Wilson, Ind 
Cullen Kopp Robinson, Iowa Wilson, La. 
Cummings Kurtz Robsion, Ky. Wingo 
Dallinger LaGuardia Romjue Winslow 
Darrow Lampert ubey Winter 
Davis, Tenn, Lanham Sa bath Woodruff 
Deal Larsen, Ga Sanders, N. Y, Woodrum 
Dickinson, Iowa Lazaro ndlin Wright 
Dowell Lea, Calif. Schafer Zihlman 
Drewry Leach Schneider 

NAYS—38 
Allgood Doughton Lozier Sanders, Tex. 
Arnold ane uron Shallenberger 
Blanton Fulmer c Sherwood 
Bowling Garrett, Tex, Major, Mo, Thomas, Ky. 
Busby Hammer Milligan cker 
Collier Hill, Ala. Moore, Ga Tydings 
Collins Howard, Nebr. Morehead Upshaw 
88 Tex. uddleston Park, Ga. W n, Miss. 
Crosser 8 Quin 
Dickinson, Mo, Jeffers Rankin 
NOT YVOTING—126 

Aldrich Berger Butler Carew 
Bacharach Boylan Byrnes, S C. Celler 
Bankhead Brumm yrns, Tenn. Clark, Fla. 
Begg Buckley Cable Connolly, Pa. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


4299 


1925 
Crowther Ifardy Mapes Rouse 
geny Harrison Michaelson Sailmen 
Dave Holada Miller, III. Sanders, Ind. 
Davis, Minn. Tull, fam B. Moore, III. Schall 
Dempsey James Moore, Ohio Seer 
Denison Johnson, 0 Moore, Va. 5 
Dickstein Johnson, W. Va. Morgan pearing 
Dominick Jost Morrow Sproul ans, 
Doyle Kendal! Newton, Minn. Sullivan 
Edmonds Kerr O Brien Sumners, Tex. 
Fairfield Kiess O'Connor. N. V. Sweet 
Fu vrot Kindred O'Sullivan Tague 
her Kunz Oliver, N. I. Timberlake 
Fitzgerald Kvale Parker Underhill 
Foster Langley Patterson Vare 
Fredevicks Lankford Peavey si Ward, N. C. 
Free Larson, Minn Perlman Wefala 
Lindsay Porter Weller 
in: Linthicum: Pow Welsh 
Fulbright Logan Prall Wertz 
Her McClintic Quayle White, Me. 
Galliyan Mead Rainey Wolf 
rber MeKenzie Teeed, W. Va. Wood 
Garner, Tex. McKeown Richards Wurzbach 
Glatfelter McNulty ch Wyant 
Graham MacGregor Rogers, Mass. Yates 
n Madden Rogers, N. H. 
Hall Mansfeld loom 


So the amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk announced the following pairs: 
Until further notice: 
Mr. Vare with Mr. Carew. 
Mr. Kiess with Mr. Kindred. 
— Madden with Mr. Weller. 
Denison with Mr. ed 
so . Pou. 


> tie. 

i So of ee with Mr. Moore of Virginia. 
Patterson with Mr. Davey. 

. Aldrich with Mr. Lindsay. 

. Davis of Minnesota with Ir. Johnson of West Virginia. 


Mr. Sweet with Mr. 4 
Mr. Cur Mr. Tennessee. 
Mr, va = Prall. 


Timberlake with x 
„ Wertz. with Mr. Ce 
. Graham with Mr, C ogere of New Hampshire, 
. Wurzbach with = 
Crowther tarri 


Griffin, 

Mr. Porter with 8 et New York, 
. White of reine with Mr. Boylan. 
. Yates with Mr. Oliver of New York, 
„ Underhill with Mr. Rainey. 
. Parker ee Mr. Quayle. 

Frear with Mr. Smithwick. 
Garber with Mr. McNulty. 
Hardy with Mr. Sumners of Texas. 
Ma with Mr, Mansfeld. 
„ Holaday. with Mr. O'Sullivan, ; 
3 9 — of Kansas with Mr. Wolff. 

haelson with Mr. 

r. Hall with Mr. Kvale. 
Mr. Cable with Mr. Wefald. 
The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 
The doors were opened. 
The Clerk will report the next amendment. 
Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my request for a 
separate yote on each amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ments. 

The amendments were agreed. to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask for the reading of the 
engrossed copy. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas demands the 
reading of the engrossed copy. Of course, it is not here: 


HOUR OF MELTING TO-MORROW 


Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous eqpsent. 
that when the House adjourns to-night it shall adjourn to 
meet at 11 o’clock to-morrow morning. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob- 
ject, may I ask the gentleman from Ohio, if he does not object 
to stating, how much time is going to be allowed on the bill that 
is coming up to-morrow under a rule? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I have just had a consultation with 
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. GARRETT]. I believe the 
rule provides for two hours’ debate. The gentleman from 
Tennessee said he would like to have another hour’s debate. 
I have consulted with the chairman of the Committee on Rules 
and he has no objection, so there will be three hours’ debate, 
provided we can meet at 11 o'clock, 


Mr. KINCHELOE. As I understand it, there will be one 
hour of debate on the rule and three hours on the bill. 

Mr. BLANTON. There will be how much debate on the rule? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. The rule is in the ordinary form, and 
the chairman, of course, has an hour. 

Mr. BLANTON. Then there will be one hour on the rule 
and three hours on the bill. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. There will be three hours’ debate on the 
bill and as much of the hour on the rule as the chairman uses. 

Mr. BLANTON. That is left with the chairman of the Rules 
Committee. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

NAVAL RESERVE AND MARINE CORPS RESERVE 


Mr. BRITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I present a conference report 
on the bill (H. R. 9634) to provide for the creation, organiza- 
tion, administration, and maintenance of a Naval Reserve and 
a Marine Corps Reserve, for printing under the rules. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

Mr. ROSENBLOOM, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 
reported that they had examined and found truly enrolled bills 
of the following titles, when the Speaker signed the same: 

H. R. 157. An act to authorize the more complete endowment 
of agricultural experiment stations, and for other purposes; 


and 

S. 2857. An act for the relief of the Pacific Commissary Co. 
ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT FOR HIS APPROVAL 

Mr. ROSENBLOOM, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 
reported that this day they had presented to the President of 
the United States, for his approval, the following bills: 

H. R. 10471. Authorizing the Postmaster General to permit 
the use of precanceled stamped envelopes; and 

H. R. 11725. To legalize a pier and wharf in York River at 
Gloucester Banks, near Gloucester Point, Va. 

REFORESTATION 


Mr. CLARKE of New York. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
sarong sores A E E edgy egg lie saa ie erect 
dress delivered by me at Hartford, Conn. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CLARKE of New York. Mr. Speaker, under special leave 
to extend my remarks in the Rxconn I insert the following 
address delivered by me before the Connecticut Forestry Asso- 
ciation at Hartford, Conn., January 31, 1925: 

Gentlemen, Connecticut was fortunate in acquiring its reputation 
early in the wood business, for to-day she would hardly be able to make 
& beginning or long continue the manufacture of even wooden nut- 
megs; indeed, Connecticut would have difficulty in supplying the 
citizens of its own State with wooden toothpicks for a generation, so 
complete has been the devastation, destruction, and consumption of 
your forests. 

God's original endowment to Connecticut was a forested area of 
approximately 3,000,000 acres out of 3,084, 800 acres, the total land 
area of your State. Your timber stand to-day is 1.500, 000,000 board 
feet of second and third growth timber, much of it of inferior quality; 
your present rate of consumption to 260,000,000 board feet per year. 
In other words, in stx years’ time this State, famous tn agriculture, 
manufacturing, and industry, would be utterly stripped of trees if it 


‘had to depend on its own forests for its supply. 


Your citizenry and their thought regarding the future supply of 
timber remind me a good deal of the June bug—the light is all behind. 
You know where you have been but you know not where you are going. 
The trail of idle acres is too self-evident, journey where you will. 
You are a good deal in the same state as the colored woman of liberal 
proportions, whose boy was dutifully taking her ont for her first trip 
in his Ford. They were run inte, and when Mandy finally came to her 
senses in the hospital, the surgeon, seeking to cheer her up, remarked, 
“Mandy, think of the damages you will get.” And Mandy replied, 
“Mah Gawd, man, taint damages I want; it's repairs I need.” That 
is the condition of the State of Cenneeticut; and the question of repairs 
is being placed squarely before the citizenship of this great State, 
called on to decide whether they want a forward-looking reforestation 
policy and want the legislature: of this State to authorize a $5,000,000 
bond issue for the purchase of land suitable for State forests and 
parks. I commend the proposition and urge the speedy authorization. 

What bas been done and is being done now is worthy of your atten- 
tien, so I bring to you a couple of examples of reforestation accom- 
plishment within my own knowledge, one of an individual in my own 
district and the other the reeord of my native State of New York, to 
serve as comparisons, for it is the things we can see with our own eyes 
that convince; and while I realize, as our good friend, Mrs. Malaprop, 
says, that comparisons may be odorous,” I sincerely hope that the 


| perfumery of my comparisons will reach into the conscience of the re- 
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sponsible citizenship of Connecticut, for each record stands out as an 
example of what can be accomplished if you will only get busy under 
proper leadership. 

Example 1: In dear old Delaware County, the county of my fore- 
bears, 8 miles from everywhere, amidst the inspiring hills of my boy- 
hood, and in the town of Franklin of beloved memories, was an old, 
run-down farm, with a small natural stand of white pine, totaling 
about 5 acres. A public-spirited, looker-ahead citizen of the highest 
type, Charles G. DuMond, bought this “pine grove” farm, and with 
a wife who could and would cooperate, and a boy then 6 years old, to 
transfer a worthy heritage to, In the spring of 1914, started a cam- 
paign of setting out trees with the wife and boy as helpers and vo- 
partners. Here is the story: 

The figures below give the entire cost of trees, express, cartage, and 
planting: 

Spring, 1914, 20,000 white pine. 2-year-old seedlings__.__...._ 
Fall, 1914, 10,000 white pine, 2-year-old seedling 30, 00 


Spring, 1915, 15,000; 500 white ash, 500 biack locust, 500 
white cedar (all 2-year-old seedlings), 1,500 white pine, 


1,000 Scotch pine, 1,000 red pine, 1,000 Norway spruce 35. 00 
Spring, 1916, 5,000 white pine, 2-year-old seedlin gs 15, 00 
Fall, 1919, 4,000; 2,000 Norway spruce, 2,000 Scotch pine, 

nee . PA SEE 16. 42 
Fall, 1920, 5,000 Scotch pine, 3-year-old transplants 


Spring, 1921, 25,000 Scotch 
Spring, 1921, 1,000 white © 


ine, 3-year-old transplants 
ar, 24,000 Norway spruce, 2-year- 


old 8 23363636211 ya LR eA oe Tee EA 113. 26 
Spring, 1922, 50,000; 20,000 Scotch pine (2-year-old seedlings), 
30,000 Norway spruce, 2-year-old MES ees SERS 222. 20 
Spring, 1922, 3000 red pine, 4-year-old transplants, free from 
Forestry College. “Ithaca oo oo nanan 12. 00 
Spring, 1922, 1,500 red oak acorns, planted cost included in 
first item in this year. 
Fall, 1923, 5,000; 1,500 white cedar (2-year-old seedlings), 
1,000 white spruce, 1,000 Scotch pine, 1,500 black walnut, 
butternut, and hickory. -~~ 2 oo 13. 00 
Toropan iare oe eee sean eae 2, 00 


Fall, 1924, 1,000 
Fall, 1924, 1,000 European larch, free demonstration, 
2,000 I set myself without cost. 


Total eost . 4ͤ„44„„ 444 793. 33 

Total trees planted, 170,500, 

The seedlings overrun more than 30,000. The actual trees set are 
more than 200,000, and all coming along in good, healthy condition, 

The total cost in fighting blister rust, beetles, and other enemies of 
trees, about two weeks of healthful, out-of-door exercise each year. 

But the picture is larger than the brief story I tell, for it beholds the 
transformation of barren acres and idle woodlots in a few fleeting 
years, into an inspiring scene of what can be done with a little intel- 
ligent effort and at a minimum of expense. Good citizenship invites 
you to make such a helpful contribution in the little corner where you 
live. Mr. and Mrs, Good Citizen, of Connecticut, if you have the price 
to buy, or have idle acres, why not dedicate a little time, effort, and 
cash toward making those idle acres more glorious in the to-morrows, 
because you helped start growing thereon suitable trees, and if you 
want a good investment I commend you to Charley DuMond, Walton, 
N. Y., who can show that It pays in dollars and cents, for he has kept 
an accurate record, 

On June 6, 1924, President Coolidge signed the so-called Clarke- 
MeNary bill that established a national reforestation policy that, in the 
language of Colonel Greeley, Chief Forester of the United States, 
represents a milestone of progress.” 

To celebrate the passage of this great conservation measure, there 
gathered on August 14, 1924, at Pine Grove, near Walton, N. Y,, the 
Acting Forester of the United States, E. A. Sherman; Cliff Pettis, 
second graduated forester in the United States, who for over 20 years 
has been working under a splendid, sympathetic conservation commis- 
sioner, building up the State parks of New York, and promoting the 
growth of forests all over New York State; Dean Moon, the great leader 
of the State School of Forestry at Syracuse; Professor Collingwood, an 
indefatigable worker and champion of the policles of reforestation; and 
other leaders in and workers for reforestation, including thousands of 
plain citizens, to celebrate the passage of this reforstation law, but 
more particularly to dedicate Pine Grove Farm as a great outstanding 
example of what an individual could accomplish, the reforestation 
model or Exhibit A in the transformation of idle acres into glorious 
accomplishment, 

We invite you, citizens of Connecticut, to come up into our beautiful 
Catskill country to see for yourselyes Pine Grove Farm and other out- 
standing examples of reforestation that begin in and about that monu- 
mental engineering achievement, the Ashokan Reservoir, that furnishes 
New York City with water, where millions of young trees have been 
planted thereabouts as protection to and conservator of New York 
City's water supply. 

Example 2: My own State of New York has been for over 20 years 
working on its forest problems. It has established nurseries that in 
1924 distributed over 9,000,000 trees all through the State. It is 
building up great forest preserves or State parks that already contain 
over 2,000,000 acres in the Adirondack and Catskill regions alone, and 
at the last election we voted a bond issue of $5,000,000 to be used for 
the purchase of additional land within these areas. This will provide 
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funds for a five-year purchase program. In addition to these two great 
parks, there are 8,500 acres in the Alleghany State Park, around 38,000 
acres in the Palisades Interstate Park, approximately 1,000 acres in the 
Letchworth Park, and there are 38 other parks with smaller areas scat- 
tered throughout the State. In making the purchases for forest- 
preserve purposes, the State has paid from $1 per acre for land en- 
tirely denuded of timber and severely burned over, to $200 per acre for 
land covered with a heavy growth of pure, virgin, softwood timber. 
The average price for all lands is somewhere between $15 and $20 per 
acre, and the basis for land purchase, for unburned land and young 
growth, is about $4 per acre plus the value of the standing timber of 
merchantable size and quality. We have the cooperation of individuals, 
fish and game clubs, farm and home bureaus, women's clubs, chambers 
of commerce, and by next spring we hope to have a forest day that 
will see every school child in my district with a tree to plant according 
to a definite plan—and not any old kind of tree, but a suitable one—if 
our good women, under Mrs. Clarke's leadership, can bring it to pass. 

Connecticut, it is time you get busy, for when I think of the measley 
little 10,500 acres that embody your State forest to-day I feel the time 
for action has come, the plan is before you, and the challenge is raised 
to the good citizens of Connecticut, If you measure up to the obligation 
that accompanies good citizenship, you will immediately start writing 
your legislators to vote this $5,000,000 bond issue, and you will go 
further. You have a splendid State forester, who badly needs addi- 
tional funds in order to enlarge this infant nursery you have just 
started, so he can have trees to distribute to the citizens of Connecti- 
cut at not less than cost. 

Again I bring to you the odoriferousness of comparison. The State 
of New York distributed well over 9,000,000 trees last year through its 
State conservation commission. These trees, 2 and 3 year olds, were 
sold to our citizens at from $2 to $4 per thousand, and many thousands 
distributed to our schools free. One man will easily plant 600 to 800 
per day; but do not go at it single handed; take your boys or girls in 
as partners. The work is extremely light, intensely interesting, and 
you will set up in those little souls an interest in trees that will assure 
to the grandchildren a legacy in forests more worthy of them than 
your children are going to get from you. 

We have an incorporated conservation association in the State of 
New York, individuals voluntarily joining and paying dues to this asso- 
ciation, that seeks to back up all conservation measures, This associa- 
tion is urging and expects to see the capacity of our State forest 
nurseries increased so that 35,000,000 trees will be produced, distrib- 
uted, and set growing in 1934, and we do not expect it is going to cost 
any huge sum of money, either. 

Another thing you have got to impress upon your citizenry, espe- 
cially those who toil in your factories, is the dangers that come from 
fire In our forests, You can obtain Federal cooperation and leadership 
in building fire-observation towers, to purchase equipment, and carry on 
this necessary fire-preventive work. Your people, like our own, need 
educating on the dangers from fires, carelessness, etc. Bring home to 
them the dangers of leaving camp fires burning after Sunday holidays 
and picnics in the woods. Your automobilists and joy riders especially 
need education, and a place to make the beginning is in your publie 
press, through organizations like this one, in your Boy Scout organi- 
zations, and schools, 

I want to paint you a little picture of what the State of Connecticut 
to-day is enjoying without effort on its part. 

In the New England States, largely in New Hampshire, is the White 
Mountain National Forest. Why a national forest instead of a State 
forest is the question that naturally propounds itself, and here is my 
answer: It was my privilege to be invited by the select committee of 
the United States Senate to accompany it in its investigations that 
were carried on in 18 different States. We held our meeting in New 
York State and journeyed to Boston. From Boston our objective was 
the White Mountain National Forest. 

As we journeyed toward it, we traveled for miles along the Merri- 
mac River. We found community after community with their great 
manufacturing establishments dependent upon that stream- for the 
employment offered to many thousands of people, dependent upon 
the evenness of the flow of that river for power that was harressed, 
used, then harnessed and used again. We found the Increase in the 
flow of the water and the steadiness of the flow of the Merrimac, 
even to its lowest reaches in Massachusetts, was due to this national 
forest, way up in the New Hampshire hills. Looking to the west you 
could see the Vermont hills, and trickling down through the valleys 
were streams, feeders of the mighty Connecticut. With extreme fluc- 
tuation in the flow of the river largely eliminated because the run-off 
of the water was slower, due to the forests, with a greater amount 
of water in the river during the entire year, meaning increasing the 
depth of the flow by 5 or 6 inches, thanks to a national forest in 
the hills of New Hampshire. As we journeyed from the Androscoggin 
River into Maine, wé found history again repeating itself, mills and 
more mills, water power after water power, employment and more em- 
ployment to thousands of people. We also learned that during the 
summer, in that national forest, well over 2,000,000 people spent 
thelr vacations, So it follows, as the day the night, that every 
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New England State shared in the benefits of a national law that is 
gradually building up a greater White Mountain forest that will 
prove of immense service in every phase of the economic and indus- 
trial life of the New England States, as well as in the commerce of 
the Nation. We need such national forests established in and about 
this State, and in and about many of the other forest regions to 
the north, south, and west, and it is up to the State of Connecticut 
and the other States to enlarge on and broaden out their State policy 
of reforestation and get it going so that they can join hands with 
the National Government in a program that shall tell the world of 
to-day that they are not falling down in their great opportunity to 
bring back to our hills and dales the trees, to adorn and make more 
helpful the to-morrows under that national leadership offered in the 
Clarke-McNary bill. 
I 


So centered have we been on our own plans and work in the to-day 
that we seem to have forgotten that there is ever going to be any 
to-morrows. What we need is a real awakening of the conscience 
and a clearing of the vision. Such a vision as is ascribed by Kipling 
to Cecil Rhodes in those words written on the monument erected in 
lis memory at the top of Motoppes Hill, South Africa, where a verita- 
ble empire he foresaw spreads out at his feet. These are the words: 

“There ‘till the vision he foresaw 
Splendid and whole arise, 
And unimagined empires draw 

To council ‘neath his skies.“ 

We need men and women whose hearts and minds are attuned to 
the idea of service to humanity; the kind of service described by 
Kipling, when be says: 


“No one shall work for money, and no one shall work for fame; 
But each for the joy of working, and each in his separate star 
Shall paint the thing as he sees it for the God of things as they are.” 


Friends, let us this day rededicate our lives to service in that 
larger and nobler sense. Let us make our beginning by the appro- 
priation you seek in this State, Let us bring back to our hills the 
trees and, with the trees, the birds, and fill again our woods with 
game and wild life. Let us again see our streams filled to the banks, 
and in those streams let us see the trout and bass at play, and let us 
make so strict the provisions for the protection to the wild life that 
will come witsin these woods and streams that no profane hand shall 
there raise itself to annoy or destroy. Bryant paints the picture 
thusly: 

“Before these fields were shorn and tira 
Full to the brim our rivers flow'd 
The melody of waters fill'd 
The fresh and boundless wood ; 
And torrents dash'd and rivulets played 
And fountains spouted in the shade.” 


Think how quickly the end would come to a great industry with 46 
per cent of its capital idle. That's exactly the status of the State of 
Connecticut to-day, a great agricultural and manufacturing State, with 
46 per cent of its total area in idle acres; with no forward-looking 
policy in sight for the utilization of these idle lands; with a huge 
yearly economic loss in eroded soil that ultimately finds its way into 
Long Island Sound; of the threatening shortage in the supply of water 
in many communities and of an inferlor quality in many- more com- 
munities; of the recurring damages from floods because there is no 
forest protection to prevent or delay the run-off; and finally, of the 
inevitable closing down of the industries of the State that are depend- 
ent on wood. 

Forests in their last analysis affect every phase of your local life, 
as they do every phase of our national life. Agriculture finds it neces- 
sary to use the products of our woods, whether in the home, at the 
barn, or in the implements with which they till the fields. Industry 
and manufacturing demand wood products, whether in loom or spindle, 
at every turn. Connecticut is certainly paying the price for the waste- 
fulness and extravagance that has denuded her hills of trees, as al- 
most every other part of the country is paying the price. The time 
has come when each State must take up its fair share of the burden 
of cooperating with the Federal Government in setting these Idle 
acres—81,000,000 in the United States—to work. The Clarke-MeNary 
bill furnishes a national leadership, but there are certain phases of the 
work that each State in and of itself must undertake as well as private 
organizations and individuals. The beckoning band of duty, as well as 
opportunity, demands that the citizenship of Connecticut make its real 
beginning in authorizing a $5,000,000 bond issue for the establishment 
of State forests. Municipalities, school districts, individuals, have 
their place to fill in this great movement. 

Last summer I had an inyitatlon to attend a little celebration of 
dear, old Tom Luther. Tom had been at work for years setting out 
trees on that light, sandy soil in and about Saratoga. The select com- 
mittee of the United States Senate in its historical work of investi- 
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gating this reforestation problem, visited the great nurseries of the 
State of New York at Saratoga. They also inspected the young trees 
Tom had set out, and this spring I was honored by Tom with an invi- 
tation to come up there to celebrate a monumental work by one in- 
dividual. He had set out last spring over 1,000,000 young trees, I 
asked Tom how he came to do it, and, pointing to his children and 
grandchildren, he said. CLARKE, these are my reasons.” Citizens of 
Connecticut, “Go thou and do likewise.” 


EULOGY OF THE LATE SAMUEL GOMPERS 


Mr. CASEY. Mr. Speaker, a dynamic personality has passed 
from American life. For more than 40 years Samuel Gompers, 
spokesman and head of the American labor movement, has been 
a constructive, stabilizing force in the development of the 
practices and traditions that determine the character and direc- 
tion of life for the masses of our citizenry, That there has 
been steady progress in the thinking, the understanding, and 
the achievements of the wage earners of our Republic we owe 
to the quality of leadership that has directed the labor moye- 
ment of this country. 

The labor movement as it has developed in the United States 
has been an outgrowth of the conditions and the problems of 
American life and American thought. That our American 
labor movement has not followed foreign philosophies and prac- 
tices we owe a great deal to Samuel Gompers, who came to 
this country at the age of 13 an immigrant boy, but who was 
inspired by a dominating love of freedom and who came to 
understand so truly the spirit and the method of American de- 
sire for democracy that he became one of the truest American 
patriots who have served our great Republic. 

Born in Spitalfields, London, January 27, 1850, he spent his 
early years in scenes of poverty and oppression that charac- 
terize the Ghetto of East Side, London. His parents, both 
born in Amsterdam, Holland, had come to London seeking 
better opportunities. The Gompers family can be traced back 
for centuries, with branches in various European countries. 
Many members of the family rose to positions of importance 
and influence, but other branches were very poor and their 
members wage earners. From such a branch in Holland 
sprang the forbears of Samuel Gompers. His grandfather was 
a calico print cutter, his father a cigar maker. His first home 
consisted of practically one room. His early days were spent 
on the streets of London, where he learned the lessons of hu- 
man nature and saw about him the life of an industrial com- 
munity. Just across from the family home was a silk fac- 
tory, the offices of which were immediately opposite the Gom- 
pers front door. Often he and his playmates were admonished 
to play quietly so as not to disturb the clerks in the office 
across the street; but there came a day when that office was 
vacant and the silk workers walked the streets instead of 
going to the factory. Although there were no longer the 
warnings against laughter and loud talk, this boy felt no de- 
sire for play or gayety. The silk workers were idle. After 
long years of patiently learning and perfecting the skill of 
their trade they found that machinery had been invented to 
do the work they bad learned to do, and they were either dis- 
missed or retained at lower wages. The men thrown out of 
work were reduced to the verge of starvation, and in groups 
walked the streets day and night shouting, “I have no work. 
My wife and kids want bread and I have no work to do.” It 
was a tragic situation that made a deep impression on the 
boy’s mind. As the years passed it recurred to him repeatedly, 
creating in him a deep sense of responsibility for doing what 
he could to advance the cause of the wage earners. 

After four short years of schooling his father was forced 


‘to put him to work and he was apprenticed to learn the cigar- 


makers’ trade. After the day's work was done he attended 
night school, and for diversion was sometimes permitted to 
attend a concert or a play. But conditions in the cigar-mak- 
ing industry were not good in London ,and eyen with the help 
of his elder son the head of the Gompers family found him- 
self unable to supply the family necessaries and he determined 
to immigrate to the new world. With his wife and children 
he began life anew in the East Side, New York. There Samuel 
Gompers went into the cigar-making industry, spending his 
evenings in night schools or the diversions of boy’s clubs and 
fraternal work. 

As he grew older he became more keenly aware of the hard- 
ships and injustices which prevailed in the majority of the 
cigar factories of New York City. He felt more and more the 
responsibility for active work in the only agency which he 
found to remedy the wrongful conditions. With a group of 
fellow cigar makers he helped to develop a strong effective 
trade-union in New York City that was competent to deal with 
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the problems of the industry, and to enable the cigar makers 
to bargain more equally with their employers. From active 
work in the elgar-makers' union he was brought into the 
larger field of the union movement of the whole city, and 
theu became active in the national’ organization of his trade. 
Because he had won a standing in his organization and a 
reputation for ability in industry, he was designated to repre- 
sent the Cigar Makers’ International Union in the congress 
held in Pittsburgh in November, 1881, which organized the 
national federation of labor organizations which preceded the 
present American Federation of Labor. 

In the first organization, called the Federation of Trades 
‘and Labor Unions of the United States and Canada, Gompers 
was one of the leaders, serving practically continuously as one 
of its executive officers. When it became apparent that an 
effective organization of national trade organizations must be 
organized in order to protect the workers industrially, Mr. 
Gompers was one of those who took an active part in ar- 
ranging for the reorganization which took place in Columbus, 
Ohio, in the fall of 1886. 

The new federation consisted of only trade-union organiza- 
tions and was primarily to promote economic organization. 
The conference decided to elect a president of the new feder- 
ation to give his full time to its work. Because many efforts 
to organize a federated movement had failed and no one 
could foretell the future of the new effort, this office of presi- 
dency for the American. Federation of Labor fairly went beg- 
ging in the first convention. It was offered to Mr. Gompers, 
who at first refused, but after other prominent trade-union 
officials had also refused it seemed practically impossible to get 
some one of ability to accept the place, and then Mr. Gompers 
consented, The salary was only $1,000 per year, or rather a 
promise to pay this amount. But it was seldom possible to 
meet this obligation. He at the time had a large family de- 
pendent upon him. He returned to New York and set abont 
the dificult task of giving substance to the plan for a new 
labor federation. There was no money in treasury, no 
officers, no precedents, and no system of work. In a little 
back office room loaned by Cigar Makers’ Local No. 144 of New 
York, Mr. Gompers began the work of building. the federation 
of American trade-unions. However, he made many personal 
sacrifices in the work, though his family not infrequently were 
in need of food and clothing. 

Though he often had to take from his own meager funds 
money to carry on the work of the office, sustained by a vision 
of what the federation might become and urged on by a deep 
sense of responsibility for bringing betterment into the lives 
of his people—the wage earners—he worked on. Despite dis- 
couragement, despite obstacles, despite, lack of cooperation, 
and despite faithlessuess from those who should have given 
sustaining cooperation, he stood by the ship and finally had 
the satisfaction of viewing achievements. such as have been 
recorded by few, if any, other labor movements of the world. 

It was a most difficult period in which the federation de- 
veloped, for it paralleled a transitional period in industry. It 
was the period in which there was deyelopment of mechanical 
power followed by the concentration of production in larger 
units and the evolution of the quantity scheme of production, 
From the standpoint of organization of industry this meant 
the corporation and the big trust. As the power of manage- 
ment in industry became greater, labor organizations were 
under the necessity of developing corresponding organization 
and power. The federation was without power of any sort 
and had only such authority as was derived from a cooperative 
effort for defense of trade unions. and their promotion. As 
Mr. Gompers so frequently expounded, the Ameriean Federa- 
tion of Labor was built upon the principle of voluntarism, and 
owes whatever strength and achievement it secured funda- 
meitally to the fact. that it existed by the desire and consent 
of the wage, earners of the United States. 

It Is quite true that the federation is one of the most marvel- 
ous demonstrations of what can be done without compulsion. by 
the constructive method of education so that those concerned 
will cooperate in an effort te promote the best interest of all. 

Mr. Gompers was a forceful personality, aggressive in his 
methods and unbending in his allegiance to principle. He had 
power because he did not attempt to dictate—becanse he did not 
attempt to compel. Fe won cooperation and earned the confi- 
dent following of the wage earners of the United States. He 
had power and influence because he was the voluntarily chosen 
spokesman of millions of independent working men and women 
of our great Republic. The secret of his power was his unalter- 
able allegiance to the principle of voluntarism. That he was in- 
corruptibly honest no one doubted. That he could not be bribed 
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none knew so well as political leaders. That he could not be 
bought many an employer had proof positive, That he could 
not be tricked or beguiled from allegiance to principle was 
demonstrated time and time again in most grilling hearings 
before committees of Congress and public commissions. Never 
could he be fooled into accepting a proposal for compulsion, 
whether compulsory arbitration, compulsory investigation, or 
laws curtailing the freedom of voluntary organizations by State 
regulation, State control, or State ownership. To him the prin- 
ciple of voluntarism was the key to human freedom. In his 
championship of this principle he was a great apostle for a 
cause fundamental for human welfare. 

In the early days his voice was raised for the cause as one 
crying in the wilderness. The Nation came to value the mes- 
sage and to give heed to the counsel. There was laid upon his 
heart the burden of freedom for the wage earners of the United 
States, and as the spokesman for those whom he represented, 
he ever forced a hearing and consideration for his cause, 
Though all might not agree with Samuel Gompers, when he 
spoke they were compelled to listen with respect to his words, 

Concrete evidences of the effectiveness of the leadership that 
built up the present American Federation of Labor are to be 
found in the following figures: The federation when Mr. 
Gompers assumed responsibility of leadership represented 
125,000 wage earners. By 1896 the membership had grown to 
265,000. In this period the federation was establishing its 
dominance over the Knights of Labor, was securing the afilia- 
tion of national unions, and organizing additional national 
trade-unions. During the period between 1886. and 1887 alone 
19 new national unions were formed. The membership of the 
Knights of Labor in this year was 702,924. In 1897 there 
were approximately 272,100 members belonging to organiza- 
tions affiliated to the American Federation of Labor, or 60 
per cent. The membership of independent organizations was 
174,900. In 1923 the membership of organizations affiliated 
was approximately 3,050,400, or approximately 80 per cent. 
The membership of independent organizations was 729,600. 
Sinee 1881 the .trade-unions have been able to reduce the 
hours of werk from 18, 16, and 12, until the eight-hour stand- 
ard prevails for the greater number of wage earners. Wage 
rates have increased proportionately. At the present time the 
American Federation of Labor is housed in its own building 
which is unencumbered by debt. 

The membership of its affiliated organizations is approxi- 
mately 3,000,000. There are 108 national and international 
organizations affiliated to it. It carries on its activities 
through these organizations and their 32,157 affiliated local 
unions. In addition, there are 408 directly affiliated local 
trade and Federal labor unions. For local activities it has 
855 elity central bodies and 49 State federations of labor. Addi- 
tional evidences of the genuine, constructive progress made by 
the American labor movement is found in figures given out 
by the International Labor Office at Geneva on real wages. of 
working people, with London as the basis, or 100; Philadel- 
phia, 214; Ottawa, 173; Amsterdam, 80; Warsaw, 83.; Stock- 
holm, 81; Paris, 73; Christiania (now Oslo), 72; Brussels, 59; 
Madrid, 57; Prague, 56; Berlin, 55; Vienna, 47; Milan, 46; 
Rome, 46; and Lisbon, 32. These figures related to the sum- 
mer of 1924. 

The high average for the United States could not have been 
reached without both increased productivity per worker and 
higher wages paid for work done. Not only has the American 
Federation of Labor achieved remarkable success in the economie 
field but its record in legislative achievements is highly credit- 
able. It has sought and obtained legislation providing the 
eight-hour day on Government work; a constructive immigra- 
tion policy to prevent lowering of American standards of life 
and work; the enactment into law of a declaration of funda- 
mental economic philosophy, The labor of a human being is 
not a commodity or article of commerce”; the seamen’s act, 
freeing the last of the American bondmen; constructive com- 
pensation legislation; provisions for a Federal Board for Voca- 
tional Education and for the maintenance of constructive work: 
through this agency; the establishment of the Federal Depart- 
ment of Labor. These are among the more outstanding of the 
legislative achievements due primarily to the leadership and 
the persistence of the American Federation of Labor under the 
leadership of Mr. Gompers. They are enactments of public 
policy that promote not only the welfare of a group but the 
welfare of the whole Nation. It must be remembered that 
these are enactments of Federal law and that in practically 
every State of the Union there is an ample record of achieve- 
ment applying to the geographic area over which the State has 


jurisdiction, and it was the leadership of the American Federa- 
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tion of Labor that inspired this unity of action and purpose 
which has resulted in beneficent achievement for the wage 
earners of every locality. 

Under the leadership of Samuel Gompers the American Fed- 
eration of Labor has achieved its political and legislative suc- 
cess through a political policy distinctively the product of 
American conditions. Samuel Gompers refused to be beguiled 
by alluring political propaganda from foreign countries and 
maintained steadfastly a practical and constructive political 
policy within the American labor movement. He held that the 
issues involved concerned not only a group but the whole 
Nation, and he refused to let the federation be forced into a 
position of class partisanship. 

The breadth of his ideals and his purpose was not fully re- 
vealed until the period of the World War, although at no time 
was he more distinctly and unreservedly an American patriot, 
battling for American ideals than when he, with two colleagues, 
Frank Morrison and John Mitchell, dramatized for the whole 
country the meaning of the abuse of the writ of injunction, 
against which labor protested. When in the Buck’s Stove & 
Range Co. case he was confronted with a writ of injunction 
that forbade him the right of free speech and free press, he 
did not hesitate a moment to make known that he valued his 
constitutional rights and liberties more highly than he valued 
immunity from legal proceedings or prison sentence. When, 
condemned to jail for one year for exercising the right of free 
speech and free press and asked by the judge if he wished to 
make any statement as to why sentence should not be pro- 
nounced, in words that are worthy to rank with the utterances 
of Patrick Henry and Samuel Adams, he stated fearlessly that 
he, as an American citizen, had the right to discuss abuses and 
precedents that would undermine constitutionally guaranteed 
liberties. When the World War came Samuel Gompers, sooner 
than many others, perceiyed that the vital issue involved in that 
war was the perpetuation of democratic institutions. Even 
before our country was involved in the war he was taking an 
active part to prevent the labor movement from being drawn 
into the propaganda and giving unconscious service to the 
cause of German imperialism. 

In contrast to his habitual practice of refusing to be drawn 
into governmental administrative responsibility, he accepted 
from the President of the United States appointment to the 
Advisory Commission to the Council of National Defense. This 
Advisory Commission consisted of private citizens, experts in 
some field of endeavor necessary to the conduct of a national 
war. In that capacity he rendered invaluable service to the 
Government, and by a most remarkably wise and understand- 
ing leadership he made it possible not only for the labor move- 
ment of the country to offer its cooperation to the Government 
for national defense, but for the Government to understand 
the spirit and the value of the offered cooperation and to enter 
into joint agreements which recognize the functions and the 
responsibility of the organized labor movement. 

Not only here but abroad did the president of the American 
Federation of Labor render war service. It is said on undis- 
putable authority that when Arthur Balfour was asked what 
was America’s greatest contribution to the World War he an- 
swered in just one word. Gompers.” 

When labor in allied countries had grown war weary and 
had about lost faith in the purposes of their respective gov- 
ernments it was then that Samuel Gompers undertook the mis- 
sion of reviving allied labor and strengthening their determi- 
nation to stand steadfastly by the cause represented in the 
allied coalition. Though not a young man, at the time weary 
by the incessant demands of war service in this country, he 
went upon that mission which would have daunted many a 
younger man, entailing as it did physical dangers and hard- 
ships, as well as the necessity of contending for leadership 
with some of the most subtie minds of European labor and 
socialists. He succeeded in that as he had succeeded in mo- 
bilizing the American labor movement in support of the Ameri- 
can Government. When the peace treaty at Versailles was 
being written it was Samuel Gompers who was chairman of 
the international commission on labor legislation, and who in 
a large measure determined the form in which the labor pro- 
visions of the Versailles treaty were drafted. 

An evidence of the truth of his statesmanlike mind and the 
youthfulness of his imagination occurs in the fact that one of 
the most important undertakings upon which he engaged at 
the close of the World War was the organization of the Pan 
American Federation of Labor. When after years of endeavor 


he had succeeded in helping the Mexican workers organize 
a Mexican Federation of Labor he planned to make this be- 
ginning the instrumentality for spreading the trade-union 
movement throughout the Pan American countries. In those 


countries where the Latin influence dominated and indus- 
trialism was not well advanced wage earners were under the 
double handicap of having to fight for political as well as 
economic rights. As the union of Pan American countries was 
developing it was obvious that industry and commerce must 
develop accordingly, and in world markets there would be 
competition between the standards of work and life in the 
United States and those of the Pan American countries. In 
order to maintain our own high levels of civilization and hn- 
man life he planned to develop opportunities for the trade- 
union movement to render service on an international scale. 
How well he rendered that service and how fully it was 
understood and appreciated we had evidence in the last days 
of Samuel Gompers. 

The recent convention of the American Federation of Labor 
was held at El Paso, Tex. The convention of the Mexican Fed- 
eration of Labor was held across the international bridge in 
Juarez, There were joint meetings of these two federations 
of labor in which there were expressions of desire for inter- 
national peace and for the welfare of the labor movements of 
both nations. Seldom has it been granted to anyone of any 
walk of life to hear such unreserved appreciation and commen- 
dation for long and honorable service as were given to Samuel 
Gompers at the joint meetings of those two federations, and 
when at the close of the convention Mr. Gompers went to 
Mexico City as the guest of the President elect, Gen. Plutarco 
Elias Calles, he was to observe the inauguration of a President 
who, for the first time in Mexican history, was to succeed his 
predecessor as the constitution provides. It was labor of the 
United States and Mexico that made possible that constitu- ` 
tional accession. The Mexican Federation of Labor has been 
the big stabilizing, constructive force in Mexican life, and 
is making it possible for Mexico to organize an industrial and 
civil life to promote the arts of peace. 

It was after he had participated in these events that marked 
the grounding of a distinct period in the history of Pan Ameri- 
can labor that Mr. Gompers was stricken down. As he had 
always wished, he was in the harness until the end. He died 
in service. He lived through the hurried journey that took 
him northward again onto American soil, and in the city of 
San Antonio, made famous by its heroic defense against a 
foreign government, he breathed his last, and the final words 
that passed his dying lips were a prayer for that which was 
dearest to him and that for which he had given a life of service: 

God bless onr American institutions; may they grow better day by 
day. 


These were the dying words of this great American. 
soul rest in peace. 


May his 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o'clock and 50 
minutes p.m.) the House, in accordance with its previous order, 
adjourned until to-morrow, Saturday, February 21, 1925, at 11 
o’clock a. m. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS 
RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. UNDERHILL: Committee on the District of Columbia. 
H. R. 12331. A bill to amend an act entitled “An act making 
it a misdemeanor in the District of Columbia to abandon or 
willfully neglect to provide for the support and maintenance by 
any person of his wife or his or her minor children in destitute 
or necessitous circumstances,” approved March 23, 1906; with 
amendment (Rept. No. 1533). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. LUCE: Committee on the Library. H. R. 12233. A bill 
establishing a commission for the participation of the United 
States in the observance of the one hundred and fiftieth anni- 
versary of the signing of the Mecklenburg Declaration of In- 
dependence at the city of Charlotte, N. C., on May 20, 1775, 
authorizing an appropriation to be utilized in connection with 
such observance, and for other purposes; with amendments 
(Rept. No. 1534). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. WAINWRIGHT: Committee on Military Affairs. H. R. 
11365. A bill to establish a national military park at Fort 
Stevens, in the District of Columbia, and to authorize the ac- 
quisition of such lands as may be necessary to preserve said 
fort; without amendment (Rept. No. 1537). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. LUCE: Committee on the Library. S. 310. An act 
authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to acquire land and 
erect a monument on the site of the battle with the Sioux 
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Indians in which the commands of Major Reno and Major 
Benteen were engaged; with an amendment (Rept. No. 1538). 
Reterred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. 

Mr. HILL of Alabama: Committee on Military Affairs. S. 
$824. An act to provide for the appointment of a leader of 
the Army Band; without amendment (Rept. No. 1539). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union, 

Mr. GRAHAM: Committee on the Judiciary. H. R. 123-43. 
A bill to create an additional judge in the district of Min- 
nesota ; with an amendment (Rept. No. 1540). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. ELLIOTT: Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 
S. J. Res. 186. A joint resolution authorizing the sale of the 
old Federal building at Toledo, Ohio; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1541). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. F 

Mr. GILBERT: Committee on the Library. H. J. Res. 28. 
A joint resolution authorizing the Joint Committee on the 
Library to provide for the restoration and completion of the 
historical freize in the rotunda of the Capitol; with an amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1542). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. TEMPLE: Committee en Foreign Affairs. H. J. Res. 
341. A joint resolution to provide for the expenses of delegates 
of the United States to the Pan American Educational Confer- 
ence; without amendment (Rept. No. 1548). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, 

Mr. TEMPLE: Committee on Foreign Affairs. H. R. 7554. 
A bill to authorize the payment of an indemnity to the Govern- 
ment of Nicaragua on account of damages alleged to have been 
done to the property of Salvador Buitrago Diaz by United 
States marines on February 6, 1921; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1544). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. HULE of Iowa: Committee on Military Affairs. S. 2294. 
An act to equalize the pay of retired officers of the Army, Navy, 
Marine Corps, Coast Guard, Coast and Geodetie Survey, and 
PubHe Health Service; without amendment (Rept. No, 1545). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

Mr. GRAHAM: Committee on the Judiciary. S. 4059. An 
act to provide for an additional Federal district for North 
Carolina; with amendments (Rept. No. 1547). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. MOORES of Indiana: Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
H. J. Res. 294. A joint resolution extending the sovereignty 
of the United States over Swans Island and making the 
island a part of American Samoa; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1549). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union. 

Mr. REED of New York: Committee on Industrial Arts and 
Expositions. H. J. Res. 851. A joint resolution authorizing 
the President to invite the States of the Union and foreign 
countries to participate in a permanent international trade 
exposition at New Orleans, La., to begin September 15, 1925; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1560). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 


REPORTS OF COMMIFTHES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS ; 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. TEMPLE: Committee on Foreign Affairs. H. R. 12242. 
A bill to authorize the Hon. Stephen G. Porter to accept a 
medal and diploma from the Government of Brazil; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1546). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House. 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, the Committee on Pensions 
was discharged from the consideration of the bill (H. R. 
12364) granting a pension to Lillian Pike, and the same was 
referred to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 


PUBLIO BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. UNDERHILL: A bill (H. R. 12372) to provide for a 
complete code of insurance law for the District of Columbia 
(excepting marine insurance as now provided for by the act 
of March 4, 1922, and fraternal and benevolent insurance asso- 


clations or orders as provided for by the act of March 8, 
1901), and for other purposes; to the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. : 

By Mr. WELLER: A bill (H. R. 12873) incorporating the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United States; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. REID of Ilinois: A bill (H. R. 12374) granting the 
consent of Congress to the highway commissioner of the town 
of Elgin, Kane County, III., to construct, maintain, and operate 
a bridge across the Fox River; to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. SPROUL of Ilinois; A bill (H. R. 12375) granting 
the consent of Congress to the county of Cook, State of Illinois, 
to construct a bridge across the Little Calumet River in Cook 
County, State of Illinois; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, 

By Mr. WEFALD: A bill (H. R. 12376) to extend the time 
for the commencement and completion of the bridge of the 
county of Norman and the town and village of Halstad, Minn., 
and the county of Traill and the town of Herberg, N. Dak., 
across the Red River of the North on the boundry line between 
said States; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce, 

By Mr. STRONG of Kansas: A bill (H. R. 12377) to pro- 
hibit the forging, counterfeiting, or altering of adjusted sery- 
ice certificates issued under the Werld War adjusted com- 
pensation act; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. TEMPLE: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 365) to pro- 
vide for the expenditure of certain funds received and to be 
received from the Persian Government for the education in 
the United States of Persian students; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. MacGREGOR. (by request): Joint resolution (II. J. 
Res, 366) providing for adhesion of United States to Inter- 
national Court; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. DAVILA: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 307) authoriz- 
ing the Secretary of Agriculture to cooperate with the Terri- 
tories and other possessions of the United States under the 
provisions of sections 3, 4, and 5 of the act of Congress en- 
titled “An act to provide for the protection of forest lands, for 
the reforestation of. denuded areas, for the extension of na- 
tional forests, and for other purposes, in order to promote the 
continuous production of timber on lands chiefly suitable there- 
for,” approved June 7, 1924; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By the SPEAKER (by request): Memorial of the Legisla- 
ture of the State of Montana, urging Congress to enact legis- 
lation to promote equality for agriculture under the American 
protective system in the case of those crops of which a normal 
surplus above domestic requirements is produced; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means, 

By Mr. HICKEY: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Indiana requesting the Congress of the United States to 
appropriate funds to carry out certain reeommendations of 
the Chief of Staff of the United States Army, made in far- 
therance of the national defense act of 1920; to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

By Mr, GARBER: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Pennsylvania urging Members to vote against passage of any 
legislation intended to increase the amount of water to be 
taken from the Great Lakes through the Chicago drainage 
canal for sanitation and power purposes; to the Committee 
on Rivers and Harbors. 

By Mr. LEAVITT: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Montana urging enactment of legislation to promote equality 
for agriculture under the American protective system in the 
ease of those crops of which a normal surplus above domestic 
requirements is produced; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. MacGREGOR: Memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of Pennsylvania opposing legislation that will tend to 
increase the amount of water to be taken from the Great Lakes 
through the Chicago drainage canal for sanitation and power 
purposes; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. CROLL: A bill (H. R. 12378) granting an increase 
of pension to Anna Bower; to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 


By Mr. JEFFERS: A bill (H. R. 12379) for the relief of 
O. B. Wells; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. KUNZ: A bill (H. R. 12880) for the relief of Harry 
A. Tedswell; to the Committee on Claims. 


By Mr. PERKINS: A bill (H. R. 12381) for the relief of 
George S. Conway; to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. WELLER: A bill (H. R. 12382) for the relief of 
Charles Lacy Plumb (Inc.); to the Committee on Claims. 


PETITIONS, ETO. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

8853. By Mr. COLTON: Petition of Utah Mission of Seventh- 
Day Adventists, Ogden, Utah., opposing the enactment of S. 
8218; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

8854. By Mr. CULLEN: Petition of the Maritime Association 
of the Port of New York, indorsing H. R. 9535, the purpose of 
which is to grant to private shipowners a right of action when 
their vessels or goods have been damaged as a result of a 
collision with any Government-owned vessel, without recourse 
to the passage of a special enabling act in each case; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

3855. By Mr. GARBER: Petition of the LeClaire Co., asking 
for support of legislation reducing postage rates; to the Com- 
mittee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

3856. Also, petition of the Thomas Jefferson Memorial Foun- 
dation (Inc.), asking support of Senate Joint Resolution 166; 
to the Committee on the Library. 

8557. Also, letter from Women's National Republican Club 
(Inc.), asking support of Wadsworth-Garrett amendment to 
the Constitution; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

8858. Also, petition of the American Federation of Teachers, 
the American Home Economics Association, etc., requesting 
opposition to House Joint Resolution 75; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

3859. By Mr. JOHNSON of Washington: Petition of Law- 
rence J. Hannan and 26 other citizens of Ridgefield and La 
Center, Wash., opposing the compulsory Sunday observance 
bill, S. 3218; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

3860. By Mr. MICHAELSON: Petition of the Chicago Con- 
ference of Seventh Day Adventists, opposing the enactment of 
Senate bill 3218, or similar legislation; to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

3861. By Mr. O'CONNELL of New York: Petition of the 
New York State League of Savings and Loan Associat‘ons, 
concerning the word “savings” in the McFadden-Pepper bank- 
ing bill; to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

8862. Also, petition of the Maritime Association of the Port 
of New York, favoring the passage of House bill 9535; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

8863. By Mr. RAKER: Petition of C. A. O’Goode and Peter 
Claussen, Veterans’ Home, Calif., urging passage of the Indian 
war pension bilis, House bill 11798 and Senate bill 3920; to 
the Committee on Pensions. 

8864. Also, petition of J. P. Thompson, vice president Na- 
tional Federation of Federal Employees, San Francisco, Calif., 
indorsing and urging the passage of the bill H. R. 8202; to the 
Committee on the Civil Service. 

3865. Also, letter from the International Association of 
Police Women, Washington, D. C., indorsing and urging the 
passage of S. 4274 and H. R. 12248; also, letter from Apart- 
ment House Association of Los Angeles County, Los Angeles, 
Calif., protesting against passage of District of Columbia 
Rent Commission legislation; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

3866. Also, letter from Mr. C. D. Kaeding, of Mills Building, 
San Francisco, Calif., urging support of the game refuge pub- 
lit shooting ground bills, S. 2913 and H. R. 745; also, letter 
from the California Development Association, San Francisco, 
Calif., urging the establishment of a forestry experiment sta- 
tion at Berkeley, Calif.; to the Committee on Agriculture, 

8567. Also, letter from the Lee Highway Association, Mun- 
sey Building, Washington, D. C., urging passage of Arling- 
ton memorial bridge bill; to the Committee on Public Buildings 
and Grounds. 

3868. Also, telegrams from W. F. Mixon, secretary California 
Highway Commission, of Sacramento, Calif.; George W. Borden, 
president Western Association of State Highway Officials, of 
Carson City, Nev., and resolution adopted by the County Super- 
visors’ Association of California, by Stanley Abel, secretary, 
all indorsing and urging passage of the Colton bill, H, R. 6133; 
to the Committee on Roads. 

3869, Also, telegrams from Albert Bensinger, Jack S. Gold- 
stein, and Joseph Levinson, all of New York City, urging sup- 
port of provision eliminating Pullman surcharge; also, tele- 
grams from the Sierra Railway Co., Jamestown, Calif., R. 8. 
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Busby, president, San Francisco, Calif.; S. H. McCartney, vice 
president Nevada-California Oregon Railway, of Alturas, 
Calif.; and the California Development Association, by N. H. 
Sloane, general manager, San Francisco, Calif., protesting 
against elimination of Pullman surcharge by direct legislation ; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

3870. By Mr. TILSON: Petition of Oscar Dowling, president 
of Louisiana State Board of Health, and other citizens of the 
United States, declaring their appreciation of the great help 
of the Federal Health Department and the Bureau of Fisheries 
toward the solution of the oyster problems, present and past; 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 


SENATE 
SATURDAY, February 21, 1925 
(Legislative day of Tuesday, February 17, 1925) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expiration of 
the recess. 

SENATOR FROM SOUTH DAKOTA 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the 
credentials of WILLIAx& H. McMaster, chosen a Senator from 
the State of South Dakota for the term beginning on the 4th 
day of March, 1925, which were read and ordered to be placed 
on file, as follows: 

UNITED STATES oy ÁMERICA, 
STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA. 
Certificate of election 

This is to certify that on the 4th day of November, 1924, at a gen- 
eral election held throughout said State WILLiAu H. McMaster was 
duly chosen by the qualified electors of the State of South Dakota to 
the office of United States Senator, to represent the State of South 
Dakota in the Senate of the United States for the term of six years, 
beginning on the 4th day of March, 1925. 

In witness whereof I have hereunto set my hand and caused the 
seal of said State to be affixed at Pierre, the capital, this Tth day of 
January, 1925. 

By the governor. i 

CARL GUNDERSON, Governor. 

Attest: 

IsxaL.] C. E. Cox xx, 
Secretary of State. 


COLUMBIA INSTITUTION FOR THE DEAF 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair announces the 
resignation of the Senator from Michigan [Mr. Couzens] as a 
member of the board of directors of the Columbia Institution 
for the Deaf, and appoints the Senator from Washington [Mr. 
Jones] in the stead of the Senator from Michigan as a member 
of the board of directors. 

CONDITION OF RAILROAD EQUIPMENT 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a com- 
munication from the chairman of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission, reporting (in compliance with Senate Resolution 
438, agreed to February 26, 1923), for the month of January, 
1925, on the condition of railroad equipment and related sub- 
jects, which was referred to the Committee on Interstate Com- 
merce, 

DISPOSITION OF USELESS PAPERS 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair lays before the 
Senate a letter from the Second Assistant Secretary of the De- 
partment of Labor, requesting permission for the destruction of 
certain obsolete and useless papers in the files of that depart- 
ment. The Chair appoints as a committee on the part of the 
Senate to consider the advisability of granting the request the 
Senator from Colorado [Mr. Puirrs] and the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. Jones]. The Secretary will advise the 
House of Representatives of this action. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair lays before the 
Senate a communication from the chairman and secretary of 
the Progressive Party of the State of Oregon, inclosing cer- 
tain resolutions adopted by that organization. If there be no 
objection, the communication and accompanying paper wili be 
referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry and 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the matter was referred to the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry and ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
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Senator A, N. Comsina, PORTLAND, Orec., February 10, 1925. 


Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR: We are inclosing to you under this cover a copy 
of a resolution passed by the Progressive Party of the State of Oregon, 
and we are asking you to make it possible that this be read into the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, as we are very anxious that the balance of 
the people in our country might know our standing in regard to 
this big question, 

Thanking you kindly for any assistance that you might render, we 
beg to remain, ~ 

Yours truly, Dr. A. SLAUGHTER, Chairman. 
F. E. COULTER, Secretary. 


PORTLAND, OREG., February 10, 1925. 
To the honorable Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States. 

Sins: We, the citizens of Oregon, organized in the Progressive Party 
of the State under the law and by the use of an initiative petition in 
conference assembled, haying under consideration the question of the 
future welfare of the Republic, are shocked and astonished at the 
action of the Senate in the passage of the bill to turn over to a private 
company that priceless blessing and inheritance of the whole people, 
the power privilege at Muscle Shoals. It is as if you had stolen 
the fire from heaven and had then burned out the benevolence of 
God and converted it into a means of slavery, so that for all time the 
bounty of God would act as a mortgage bond to drain the blood of the 
people into a private funnel for the enrichment of the idle few. 

Sirs, you are either ignorant of the lessons of history or else you 
are shutting your eyes at their plain import for the sake of the self- 
interest that may attach to them for yourselves. 

From the days of Abraham to the last war of the Spanish and 
Arabs the most prominent lesson is that as the institutions of society 
grow more and more intricate the burden of the accumulating ma- 
chinery of government falls more and more upon the heads and pockets 
of the farmers and producers. This must be so for the simple reason 
that they constitute the only class who, being producers, are the ones 
that are in a situation to meet the constantly increasing demands 
of the towering expenses. 

Once grant the commencing of a policy to turn over natural oppor- 
tunities to private individuals for the purpose of exploiting all the 
rest, and the doom of that civilization is written. The thing is like 
a huge tapeworm that grows and grows, feeding upon the body that 
creates it until the body dies; in this case by the farmers giving 
up the struggle and turning speculators or bandits, or both ofttimes. 

Sirs, there is but one possible way out of the dilemma. One offset 
to the drift to congestion of the public wealth, which disease is eating 
at the heart of our body economic. And that is to use the natural 
opportunities giyen by the bounty of God as the corrective of this 
monster of greed. That is, by using the water power for the whole 
people, the wealth thus made can be made to raise the burden placed 
upon the breaking back of industry, until it may recover and continue 
to live. 

The use and development of these God-given water powers by the 
Government for the people is the open path to the future greatness 
of the Republic. We, therefore, enter our most solemn protest at 
this rape of the natural refuge of our children and their children by 
the greed and rapacity of so-called business. We expect that you, our 
Representatives and Senators, open your eyes to the great things that 
are being done in this regard for their future greatness by the Swiss, 
the Swedes, the Norwegians, and Canadians. And that you finally 
reserve for the people all their natural opportunities by refusing to 
deed away these water powers. And that you forever set at rest the 
constant efforts of designing men to steal the patrimony of the people 
by at once inaugurating the operation of these powers by a Federal 
‘corporation for the permanent welfare of the entire Nation. Thus 
meeting in a practical way the drift of this Nation toward the death 
abyss of wrong and injustice that has swallowed all the others 
that have gone before. 

Signed by the Progressive Party of Oregon in conference assembled. 

By the executive committee, 

Dr. A. SCAUGHTER, Chairman. 
F. E. Courter, Secretary. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the 
following joint memorial of the Legislature of Montana, which 
was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations: 


House joint memorial 2 (introduced by McCarty) 


Memorial to the Senate of the United States of America in Congress 
assembled, that immediate action be taken leading to the participa- 
tion of the United States in the Permanent Court of Intérnational 
Justice 


To the honorable Senate of the United States of America: 

Your memorialists, the members of the Nineteenth Legislative As- 
sembly of the State of Montana, the senate and house concurring, 
respectfully represent; That 


s 

Whereas we believe that the participation of the United States in the 
Permanent Court of International Justice to be the first step toward 
the outlawry of war and of that fuller and more far-reaching inter- 
national cooperation which shall end war: Therefore be It 

Resolved by the legislative assembly, That it unreservedly favors im- 
mediate action being taken leading to the participation of the United 
States of America in the Permanent Court of International Justice, in 
accordance with the Harding-Hughes plan; and be It further 

Resolved, That a copy of this memorial be forwarded to the Senate 
of the United States and to each of the Senators from Montana in 
Congress, 

Wu. C. Bricker, 
Speaker of the House. 


W. S. McCormack, 
President of the Senate. 
I hereby certify that the within memorial originated in the house, 


H. J. Faust, Chief Clerk. 


This bill was received by the governor this 13th day of February, 
1925. 
J. E. ERICKSON, Governor. 
By WILL AIKEN, Private Secretary, 
Approved February 13, 1925. 
J. E. ERICKSON, Governor. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore also laid before the Senate 
resolutions adopted at a meeting of 8,000 citizens of Chicago, 
III., held under the auspices of the Chicago Sunday Evening 
Club and the Chicago World Court Committee, favoring the 
entry of the United States into the World Court upon the 
terms proposed by President Coolidge and Secretary Hughes, 
which were referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations, 

He also laid before the Senate a petition of the executive 
board, Cigar Makers’ International Union, of Chicago, III., 
praying for the adoption of House Concurrent Resolution 39, 
providing for the appointment of a joint committee of Mem- 
bers of the House and Senate to investigate and study the 
conditions in Porto Rico, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Territories and Insular Possessions. 

He also laid before the Senate resolutions adopted at the 
thirteenth annual meeting of the National Drainage Congress, 
held in Chicago, III., urging a survey of all resources by the 
agricultural departments of the various States in cooperation 
with the National Government in order that the ultimate usage 
of water power, forestry, agriculture, and aquatie resources 
may be properly distributed and developed to their maximum 
efficiency, and favoring the passage of the so-called Temple 
bill, providing for the systematic completion of standard topo- 
graphic mapping of the United States, which were referred to 
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

He also laid before the Senate a telegram in the nature of a 
petition signed by James Weaver, commander, Veterans of For- 
eign Wars; Michael Lynch, commander of Disabled American 
Veterans, United States Veterans’ Bureau Hospital No. 72; 
and Donald Homewood, Chapter No. 4, Disabled American 
Veterans, Fort Harrison, all of Helena, Mont., praying for the 
passage of House bill 10271, to amend the World War veterans’ 
act, 1924, which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also laid before the Senate a resolution adopted by the 
General Assembly of the Legislature of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania, protesting against the passage of legislation in- 
tended to increase the amount of water to be taken from the 
Great Lakes through the Chicago Drainage Canal for sanita- 
tion and power purposes, which was referred to the Committee 
on Commerce. (See duplicate resolution when presented on 
February 20, 1925, by Mr. Fess, and printed in full, p. 4226, 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.) 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania presented a resolution adopted 
by the General Assembly of the Legislature of the Common- 
wealth of Pennsylvania, protesting against the passage of 
legislatien intended to increase the amount of water to be 
taken from the Great Lakes through the Chicago Drainage 
Canal for sanitation and power purposes, which was referred 
to the Committee on Commerce. (See duplicate resolution 
when presented on February 20, 1925, by Mr. Fess, and printed 
in full, p. 4226, Conaresstonar RECORD.) 

Mr. WILLIS presented a resolution of the South End Re- 
publican Women’s Study Club, of Cleveland, Ohio, favoring 
the entrance of the United States into the World Court upon 
the terms of the so-called Harding-Hughes plan, which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Wester- 
ville, Ohio, praying for the entry of the United States into 
the World Court upon the terms of the so-called Harding- 
Hughes plan, which was referred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 
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He also presented a resolution of Robert A. Smart Post No. 
298, American Legion, Department of Ohio, of Greenfield, Ohio, 
favoring the passage of House bill 10271, to amend the World 
War veterans’ act, 1924, which was referred to the Committee 
on Finance. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


Mr. McNARY, from the Committee on Irrigation and Recla- 
mation, to which was referred the bill (S. 4057) providing for 
the irrigation of certain lands in the State of Nebraska, re- 
ported it with amendments. 

Mr. FLETCHER (for Mr. WapswortH), from the Committee 
on Military Affairs, to which were referred the following bills 
and joint resolution, reported them severally without amend- 
ment, and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (H. R. 10472) to provide for restoration of the old 
Fort Vancouver stockade (Rept. No. 1196) ; 

A bill (H. R. 11855) authorizing the Secretary of War to 
convey by revocable lease to the city of Springfield, Mass., a 
certain parcel of land within the Springfield Military Armory 
Reservation, Mass, (Rept. 1197) ; and 

A joint resolution (H. J, Res. 115) approving the action of 
the Secretary of War in directing the issuance of quartermaster 
stores for the relief of sufferers from the cyclone at Lagrange 
and at West Point, Ga.. and vicinity, March, 1920 (Rept. No. 
1198). 

Mr. CAPPER, from the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry. to which was referred the bill (S. 4300) to create 
a Federal cooperative marketing board, to provide for the 
registration of cooperative marketing, clearing house, and ter- 
minal market organizations, and for other purposes, reported 
it with amendments and submitted a report (No. 1207) thereon. 


WHITE RIVER BRIDGE 


Mr. SHEPPARD. I report back favorably without amend- 
ment from the Committee on Commerce the bill (S. 4306) 
granting the consent of Congress to R. L. Gaster, his suc- 
cessors and assigns, to construct a bridge across the White 
River, and I submit a report (No. 1199) thereon. I ask for 
the present consideration of the bill. 

There being no objection, the bill was considered as in 
Committee of the Whole, and it was read as follows: 


. Be tt enacted, etc., That the consent of Congress is hereby granted 
to R. L. Gaster and his successors and assigns te construct, maintain, 
and eperate a bridge and approaches thereto across the White River 
at a point suitable to the Interests of navigation at or near the town 
ef Augusta, in the county of Woodruff, in the State of Arkansas, in 
accordance with the provisions of the act entitled “An act to regu- 
late the construction of bridges over navigable waters,” approved 
March 23, 1906. 

Sec. 2. The State of Arkansas, or any political subdivision or divi- 
sion thereof, within or adjoining which said bridge is located, may at 
any time, by agreement or by condemnation in accordance with the 
laws of said State, acquire all right, title, and interest in said bridge 
and the approaches thereto constructed under authority of this act, 
for the purpose of maintaining and operating such bridge as a free 
bridge, by the payment to the owners of the reasonable vaiue thereof 
not to exceed in any event the construction cost thereof: Provided, 
That the said State or political subdivision or division thereof may 
operate such bridge as a toll bridge not to exceed five years from date 
of acquisition thereof. 

Src. 3. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby ex- 
pressly reserved. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

ARKANSAS RIVER BRIDGE 


Mr. SHEPPARD. I report back favorably from the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, with amendments, the bill (S. 4284) 
granting the consent of Congress to the Yell and Pope Countries 
bridge district, Dardanelle and Russellville, Ark., to construct, 
maintain, and operate a bridge across the Arkansas River at 
er pear the city of Dardanelle, Yell County, Ark., and I sub- 
mit a report (No. 1200) thereon. I ask for its present con- 
sideration. 

‘There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The amendments were, in line 9, after the name “Arkansas,” 
to insert a comma and “and in accordance with the provisions 
of an act entitled An act to regulate the construction of 
bridges over navigable waters,’ approved March 23, 1906,” 
and to insert the following new section: 

Sec. 2. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 
expressly reserved. 


So as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc, That the consent of Congress is hereby granted 
to the Yell and Pope County bridge district, Dardanelle and Russell- 
ville, Ark., to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge and ap- 
proaches thereto across the Arkansas River at a point suitable to the 
interests of navigation at or near the city of Dardanelle, in the county 
of Yell, in the State of Arkansas, and in accordance with the provisions 
of an act entitled “An act to regulate the construction of bridges over 
navigable waters,“ approved March 23, 1906. . 

Sec. 2. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 
expressly reserved. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in, 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


OHIO RIVER BRIDGE 


Mr. SHEPPARD. From the Committee on Commerce I re- 
port back favorably with an amendment the bill (S. 4320) to 
extend the time for constructing a bridge across the Ohio River 
between Vanderburg County, Ind, and Henderson County, Ky. 
and I submit a report (No. 1201) thereon. I ask for the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The amendment was, in line 5, after the word “ built,” to in- 
sert “by the Commonwealth of Kentucky and the State of In- 
diana,” so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the times for commencing and completing 
the construction of the bridge authorized by the act of Congress ap- 
proved June 7, 1924, to be bnilt by the Commonwealth of Kentucky 
and the State of Indiana across the Ohio River between Vanderburg 
County, Ind., and Henderson County, Ky., are hereby extended one 
year and three years, respectively, from the date of approval hereof. 

Sec. 2. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 
expressly reserved, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, 

BILLS INTRODUCED r 

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous 
consent, the second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. WARREN: : 

A bill (S. 4363) authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to 
convey certain land in Powell town site, Shoshone reclamation 
project, Wyoming, to Park County, Wyo. (with accompanying 
papers); to the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys. 

By Mr. COPELAND: 

A bill (S. 4364) to amend the immigration act of 1924: to 
the Committee on Immigration. 

By Mr. FERRIS: 

A bill (S. 4365) for the relief of the Detroit Fidelity & 
Surety Co. (with aceompanying papers) ; to the Committee on 


8. 
By Mr. FLETCHER (by request) : 
A bill (S. 4366) authorizing and directing the Secretary of 


the Treasury to immediately reconvey to Charles Murray, sr., | 


of De Funiak Springs, Fia., the title to that certain lot con- 
veyed to the Federal Government by deed dated January 9, 
1917; to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. WHEELER: 

A bill (S. 4367) to provide for extension of payment on 
homestead entries on ceded lands of the Fort Peck Indian 
Reservation, State of Montana, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Indian Affairs. 


OHANGE OF REFERENCE 


Mr. JONES of Washington. I ask unanimous consent that 
the Committee on Military Affairs may be discharged frdm the 
further consideration of the bill (H. R. 1446) for the relief of 
Charles W. Gibson, alias Charles J. McGibb, and that it be 
referred to the Committee on Naval Affairs. This is in accord- 
ance with the view of the chairman of the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? 
Ohair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT TO DEFICIENCY APPROPRIATION BILL 

Mr. PHIPPS submitted an amendment providing that the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury be directed, in compliance with the re- 
quirement of the so-called Pittman Act to instruct the Director 
of the Mint to purchase in the United States of the product of 
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mines situate in the United States, and of reduction works so 
located, 14,589,730.18 ounces of fine silver in accordance with 
those certain allocations of silver and silver dollars to the Direc- 
‘tor of the Mint for subsidiary coinage by the Secretary on cer- 
‘tain dates, and the orders to purchase the said silver contained 
in said allocations, and each of them, respectively, at and for 
the sum of $1 per ounce, and the same, together with all other 
‘silver bullion purchased under the said Pittman Act, shall be 
‘coined into silver dollars, etc., intended to be proposed by him 
to the second deficiéncy appropriation bill, which was referred 
to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 


FOREST EXPERIMENT STATION 


Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent for the immediate consideration of the bill (S. 
4156) to authorize the establishment and maintenance of a 
forest experiment station in California and the surrounding 
States. It is essential that the bill be considered by the Senate 
now in order that action may be obtained in the House. It has 
the approval of the Secretary of Agriculture and the Budget. 
It provides for a forest experiment station under the direction 
of the Secretary of Agriculture, with an appropriation of 
550,000, which is conceded by both the Budget and the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture to be appropriate and necessary to estab- 
lish and maintain the station. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Of course, I have no desire in the world 
to interfere with the passage of the bill as requested by the 
Senator, but there is a matter of great importance before the 
Senate that I would not be willing to have delayed unneces- 
sarily. If there is any delay in the passage of the bill 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. If there is any delay I will 
withdraw the request. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I ask the Senator whether the 
bill actually makes an appropriation or simply authorizes it? 
e JOHNSON of California. It authorizes the appropria- 

on. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. That is right. 

Mr. KING. I would like to have the bill read. I do not 
know whether it establishes a precedent that may come to 
plague us or not. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill will be read. 

The reading clerk read the bill. 

Mr. KING. I would like to inquire of the Senator from Cali- 
fornia, and I do it for information, why the agricultural col- 
lege of his State or of Nevada or some other State in the 
West was not selected as the instrumentality -for making the 
investigations? : 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. They are making investigations, 
but this being an interstate affair, and the forest fires being 
of such a character that it is believed to be a national prob- 
lem because of interstate fires, the experiment station was 
determined to be under the Secretary of Agriculture. I have 
a yar long report here from the Secretary of Agriculture justi- 
fying it. 

Mr. KING. I have no objection to the bill. 

There being no objection, the bill was considered as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole, and was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That in order to determine and demonstrate the 
best methods for the conservative management of forest and forest 
lands and the protection of timber and other forest products, the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture is authorized and directed (1) to establish and 
maintain, In cooperation with the State of California and with the sur- 
rounding States, a forest experiment station at such place or places 
as he may determine to be most suitable, and (2) to conduct, inde- 
pendently or in cooperation with other branches of the Federal Gov- 
ernment, the States, universities, colleges, county, and municipal 
agencies, business organizations, and individuals, such silvicultural, 
dendrological, forest fire, economic, and other experiments and investi- 
gations as may be necessary. 

Sec. 2. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of any 
money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $50,000, 
or so much thereof as may be necessary, to carry out the purpose of 
this act, including the erection of buildings and payment of other 
necessary expenses, such sum to be immediately available, and to 
remain available for expenditure during the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1926, 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 
JAMES F. JENKINS 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, there is a measure on the calen- 
dar which I called up the other morning and it went over on 
objection. It is calendar No. 1216, the bill (S. 1633) for the 
relief of James F. Jenkins. It is a claim that has been unani- 


mously reported by the Committee on Claims and which the. 
War Department itself says ought to be paid. A judgment has 
already been obtained against certain property on account of 
the mistake made by the Government that is proposed to be- 
cured by the bill. I ask unanimous consent for its immediate 
consideration. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I suppose the Senator from South 
Carolina is willing to withdraw it if it brings about any 
debate? 

Mr. SMITH. I do not think it will bring about any debate, 
because, as I said, it is a measure which the War Department 
approves. It went before the Committee on Claims and was 
reported favorably by the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
SPENCER], the committee recommending its passage. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
request of the Senator from South Carolina? 

Mr. COPELAND. I object to the consideration of the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Objection is made. 


MOORE ON CONFISCATION OF PRIVATE PROPERTY 


Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I ask permission to have 
printed as a Senate document some 10 pages from John Bassett 
Moore’s last book on international law touching the subject of 
the confiscation of private property. 

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, the matter being copyrighted, 
has the Senator secured the consent of the holder of the copy- 
right? 

Mr. BORAH. No; I have not. That is a question some one 
else will have to raise, 

Mr. MOSES. The practice heretofore has been not to under- 
take to print copyrighted matter in the Recorp unless with the 
consent of the holder of the copyright. 

Mr. BORAH. I can, of course, read it into the RECORD. 

Mr. MOSES. I am not attempting to prevent the printing 
of it. I do not want to enter any objection to the printing as 
a document or in the Recorp or in any other way. 

Mr. BORAH. I will telegraph the publishers and ask for 
permission. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator? 

Mr. BORAH. I yield. 

Mr. NORRIS. I do not understand that there could be any 
possible objection to the Senator reading the extract. I have 
not read it myself, but I have read about the book. I have 
read reviews of the book, which has just been published, and 
I think from what I have read about it it has a direct bearing 
upon a bill that is now pending before the Foreign Relations 
Committee. It has come from an authority probably as emi- 
nent as there is in the world on that subject. I do not know 
what the view is of Judge Moore except that I know some- 
thing about him, and I believe I could say in advance what 
his view would be on such a question. It is a vital thing. It 
would be very good for Senators and everybody in the country 
to read what he has written. So far as I am concerned, I 
would like to have the Senator from Idaho read it. 

Mr. MOSES. With all of what the Senator from Nebraska 
has said I am in cordial agreement. It is not a question at 
all of how the matter affects legislation now pending or what 
are Mr. Moore’s views. I am simply stating in my capacity 
as chairman of the Committee on Printing what the practice 
has been with reference to copyrighted matter being printed 
in the Rxconp. The Senate of the United States has no more 
right to violate a copyright than anybody else. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Chair under- 
stand the Senator from Idaho to withdraw for the present 
his request? 

Mr. MOSES. I understood the Senator from Idaho intends 
to communicate with the publishers of the book and get per- 
mission to use it. We ought not to infringe a copyright any 
more than an individual ought not to infringe it. 

Mr. NORRIS. I would like to make an inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Nebraska 
will state the inquiry. 

Mr. NORRIS. I do not know whether it will be a parlia- 
mentary inquiry of the Chair, but it strikes me if that is,the 
rule I am afraid I have violated it a good many times. 

Mr. MOSES. It is not a rule; it is the practice of the Com- 
mittee on Printing and has been ever since I have been chair- 
man of it. Whenever I have been on the floor and copyrighted 
matter has been offered I have undertaken to ascertain in 
advance before giving consent. 

Mr. NORRIS. I am only asking for information, because I 
do not want to violate such a rule even unconsciously, if there 
is such a rule. I was suggesting that the matter be read. I 
would like to hear it read. Is there any violation either of law 
or ethics if a Senator here in debate reads extracts from a 
book that is copyrighted by the author? 
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Mr. MOSES. I know of none, but if the Senator from Idaho 
should undertake to read it he would immediately encounter 
objection on the part of the Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
UNberwoop], who has been objecting to anything that delays 
action upon the question before the Senate. 

Mr. NORRIS. I think the Senator from Idaho would have 
the right to read it. 

Mr. BORAH. I think the Senator from Idaho is sufficiently 
familiar with the rules to know that he has the right to read 
it if making a speech upon the subject, but I do not desire to 
trespass upon the situation in that way. 

Mr. MOSES. Of course, if the Senator wishes to make a 
speech upon the point of order by reading from Judge Moore’s 
book on international law, he ean do so. 

Mr. BORAH. Certainly. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I haye no objection to the request of 
the Senator from Idaho. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair understands that 


the request is not to be acted upon. 

Mr. BORAH. I ask permission to have the matter printed 
as a Senate document, but will state that before the printing 
has actually taken place I will communicate with the pub- 
lishers in regard to it. I am perfectly willing to satisfy the 
Committee on Printing to that effect. 

Other business having intervened, 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, what became of my request? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair understood that 
the Senator from Idaho wanted to make certain inquiries be- 
fore the request was acted upon. 

Mr. BORAH. No; I submitted the request and stated that 
before the printing actually takes place I will communicate 
with the publishers in regard to it. The publication of only a 
small portion of a chapter is not in any sense a violation of 
the copyright law in my opinion, but I am perfectly willing to 
satisfy the Committee on Printing to that effect. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
request of the Senator from Idaho? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

RECOGNITION AND REWARD OF THE WORLD FLYERS 


Mr. BINGHAM. From the Committee on Military Affairs I 
report back favorably without amendment the bill (H. R. 
12064) to recognize and reward the accomplishment of the 
world flyers, and I submit a report (No. 1202) thereon, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate consideration of the bill. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, I have no objection to 
the consideration of this bill, with the understanding with the 
Senator making the request that if it shall lead to protracted 
debate he will withdraw it. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Certainly. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which was read, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the President is hereby authorized to ad- 
vance Capt. Lowell Herbert Smith, Air Service, United States Army, 
1,000 files on the promotion list; First Lieut. Leigh Wade, First Lieut. 
Leslie Philip Arnold, and First Lieut. Erick Henning Nelson, in recog- 
nition of their accomplishment in circumnavigation of the globe by 
aeroplane, all of the Air Service, United States Army, 500 files each 
on the promotion list: Provided, That the officers hereinbefore named 
be, and remain, extra numbers in their grade to be carried as extra 
numbers up to and including the grade of colonel: Provided further, 
That nothing in this act shall operate to interfere with or retard the 
promotion to which any other officer on the promotion list would be 
entitled under existing law. í 

Sec. 2. The President is hereby authorized, by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate, to commission Technical Sergt. Henry 
Herbert Ogden, Air Service, United States Army (second lieutenant 
Air Service, Officers’ Reserve Corps), and John Harding, jr., second 
lieutenants, Air Service, Officers’ Reserve Corps, as second lieutenants, 
Air Service, United States Army, to be placed on the promotion list next 
after the second lieutenant who immediately precedes them on the 
date of the approval of this act: Provided, That nothing contained in 
this act shall operate to increase the total number of commissioned 
officers of the Regular Army of the United States now authorized by 
law. 

Sec. 3. The President is hereby authorized to present to Maj. 
Frederick L. Martin, Air Service, United States Army, and to Sergt.- 
Alva L. Harvey, Air Service, United States Army, and to each of the 
officers of the Regular Army and Officers’ Reserve Corps hereinbefore 
named, a distinguished-service medal, and each of them is hereby 
authorized to accept any medals, or decorations tendered to or bestowed 
upon them by foreign governments. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


SUITS IN ADMIRALTY 


Mr. CAPPER. I submit a conference report on House bill 
9535, which I ask may be read. 
The report was read, as follows: 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendment of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 9535) authorizing suits against the United States in 
admiralty for damage caused by and salvage services rendered 
to public vessels belonging to the United States, and for other 
purposes, having met, after full and free conference have 
agreed to recommend and do recommend to their respective 
Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amendment, and agree to 
the same. 

ARTHUR CAPPER, 

SELDEN P. SPENCER, 

Tuomas F. BAYARD, 
Managers on the part of the Sentae. 


G. W. EDMONDS, 
CHARLES L. UNDERHILL, 
Joun C. Box, 

Managers on the part of the House. 


Mr. CAPPER. I ask unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the conference report. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Kansas 
asks unanimous consent for the immediate consideration of 
the conference report. Is there objection? 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I realize that I am not going 
to have time to examine into the various conference reports 
which are now being presented by Senators. They are coming 
in almost by the dozen every day. Such reports are made here 
and they are taken up and adopted without even being read or 
printed. No Senator can know just what is in them. As a 
matter of ordinary care in the passage of laws, unless there is 
some reason why a different course should be taken, confer- 
ence reports ought to be printed and should lie over one day. 

Mr. KING. I agree with the Senator as to that, and I hope 
he will make that suggestion. 

Mr. NORRIS. I repeat that unless there shall be some 
reason why conference reports should be immediately consid- 
ered that course should be pursued. I do not wish to be 
making objections to conference reports. I realize that even 
should they go over, my work is such that I, perhaps, would 
not have an opportunity to examine into them, but there are 
other Senators who will have such opportunity. We are mak- 
ing laws, Mr. President, under which the people of the United 
States will have to live. We now have a question of order 
before the Senate on an appeal from the decision of the Chair 
oral very point that conferees exceeded their authority under 

e rule. 

Mr. BAYARD. Mr. President, will the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to me? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to the Senator from Delaware? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 

Mr. BAYARD. I suggest that this conference report merely 
provides for a change of a date from 1917 to 1920, in order to 
coincide with the provision in the House bill. It involves 
merely that single change. 

Mr. NORRIS. And that is the only change? 

Mr. BAYARD. That was the only change made. The Sen- 
ate amended the House bill by fixing the date as of April 6, 
1917, whereas the House bill had fixed it as of April 6, 1920. 
The House refused to concur in the amendment. So the con- 
ferees were appointed, and their report is now submitted. It 
fixes the date according to the terms of the House bill as 
originally passed. That is the only change which has been 


made in the bill. 


Mr. NORRIS. What is the subject matter of the bill? 

Mr, BAYARD. It is in reference to bringing actions for 
damages in admiralty cases against the United States. The bill 
passed the House of Representatives unanimously. 

Mr. NORRIS. As I understand, it proposes to change the 
sei of the expiration or the beginning of the statute of limi- 

ons. 

Mr. BAYARD. No; the House bill provided that no such 
action should be brought before April 6, 1920. The bill passed 
the House unanimously in that form after an extended dis- 
cussion on the floor. When it came here the Senate committee 
recommended and the Senate adopted an amendment putting 
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the date back to April 6, 1917. To that amendment the House 
disagreed. Then the bill went to conference, and the Senate 
conferees agreed to recede from the Senate amendment, the 
effect of which is to go back to the original House provision 
making the date April 6, 1920. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, really that is what I suspected 
it might be. It involves the question of the statute of limita- 
tions, does it not? 

Mr. BAYARD. To that extent; yes. 

Mr. NORRIS. It changes the statute of limitations to the 
extent of three years? 

Mr, BAYARD. The action of the Senate in receding from 
its amendment brings the statute forward three years. In 
other words, it prevents people from bringing suit for accidents 
occurring prior to April 6,-1920. Under the Senate amendment 
that right would have accrued back to April 6, 1917, but under 
the bill as it now stands, according to the conference report, 
the right to sue is precluded unless the cause of action arose 
after April 6, 1920. 

Mr. NORRIS. It brings the time for the operation of the 
statute of limitations to 1920 instead of 1917? 

Mr. BAYARD. That is right. The House insisted upon its 
amendment. 

Mr. NORRIS. That explanation is satisfactory to me, as 
far as I know, but I wish again to call attention to the fact 
that while merely a change of a date is involved the change of 
a date affecting the statute of limitations may mean a billion 
dollars to the taxpayers of this country. It is an exceedingly 
important question. If the statute of limitations against claims 
commences to run in 1920 instead of 1917, or if it were brought 
up to a later date, that very change of date might mean a 
multitude of claims that might be legalized in one case but be 
illegal in another case. 

I am not criticizing this bill; in fact, I know nothing what- 
ever about the matters involved; but I only call the attention 
of the Senate to the exceedingly great importance even of the 
change of a date in a conference report. I call the attention of 
the Senate to the magnitude of some of these slight changes. 
It only emphasizes, it seems to me, what I said awhile ago. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair desires to state 
that the conference report can only be considered by unanimous 
consent. 

Mr. NORRIS. I am not going to object after the explana- 
tion which has been made. 

Mr. CAPPER. I move that the Senate agree to the confer- 
ence report. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
consideration of the conference report? 

Mr. KING. I should like to ask the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. Bayard] briefly to state the results of this bill should it 
be enacted and the object which is sought to be accomplished 
by it? It is, I think, an important bill, as indicated by the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norrrs]. 

Mr. BAYARD. I will say to the Senator from Utah that 
this bill was thoroughly discussed the other evening when we 
had the calendar under consideration. In substance, it allows 
claimants on account of maritime accidents to sue as of right 
in the Federal courts. 

Mr. KING. To sue the Government as well as individuals? 

Mr. BAYARD. Of course, the right to sue individuals 
already exists. This bill gives the right to sue the Federal 
Government not only in the case of American citizens, but it 
gives nationals other than our own the right to do so. There 
is in the file on the Senator’s desk a very exhaustive report 
showing that the Department of Commerce, the Department 
of State, the Department of War, and the Department of 
the Navy all advocate the passage of this measure. Both 
Houses of Congress have had submitted to them every year 
many claims of this character. During the present session 
of Congress nearly 200 claims bills have come up for the 
purpose of authorizing individuals to sue in a maritime court 
on account of accidents in which some vessel of the Govern- 
ment was involved. This bill will do away with all that. 
There are many such claims of the nationals of other coun- 
tries as to which the Secretary of State has to make an ad- 
justment, and generally he pays nearly two for one in settling 
such matters. The bill is looked upon as an excellent piece 
of legislation. It was argued exhaustively in the House of 
Representatives, and was unanimously by that body 


passed 
after a long discussion on both sides of the question. : 
Mr. KING. Let me ask the Senator this question: Suppose 
a collision occurred in 1910 or 1915 under circumstances where 
it is alleged the Government was at fault, or that there was 
negligence upon the part of a Government boat, would this 
bill permit suit to be brought now? 


Mr. BAYARD. No, this bill provides that no action may 
be brought for an accident which occurred prior to April 6, 
1920. It limits the time set for the beginning of the action. 
Suit may be brought for any accident that occurred subse- 
quent to April 6, 1920, but not prior to that. 

Mr. KING. Why did the conferees fix the date of 1920 in- 
stead of 1922 or 1923? 

Mr. BAYARD. The reason was this: The original idea was, 
because of the many accidents which occurred after the decla- 
ration of war on our part on April 6, 1917, that we should 
fix the date at that time. That was considered by the House; 
but, after much discussion and consultation, particularly with 
the Department of Justice, the date was advanced to April 
6, 1920, because of the great volume of the accidents which had 
occurred. The House, therefore, in passing the bill changed 
the date to April 6, 1920. In the Senate the committee felt 
justified in recommending an amendment putting it back to 
1917; the House disagreed to that amendment, and the confer- 
ence report as now presented fixes the date as of April 6, 1920. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I have no objection. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the conference report? The Chair 
hears none. The question is on agreeing to the conference re- 
port. 

The report was agreed to. 


INTEREST RATE ON INDEBTEDNESS OF COMMON CARRIERS 


Mr. UNDERWOOD obtained the floor. 

Mr. MeLRAN. Mr. President, will the Senator from Ala- 
bama yield to me for a moment? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I do. 

Mr. McLEAN. I wish to say, Mr. President, that more than 
two weeks ago the steering committee put Senate bill 3772, 
which is commonly known as the railroad interest rate bill, 
at the top of the list of measures that were to be considered at 
an early date. As the introducer of this bill I have had no 
reasonable opportunity to ask for its consideration, and I think 
it my duty to say now that as soon as the pending measure 
shall be disposed of and before the McFadden banking bill is 
disposed of I shall move to take this measure up and ask the 
Senate to consider it. 


MUSCLE SHOALS 


The Senate resumed the consideration of the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendment of the Senate to the bill H. R. 518, 
relating to the disposal of Muscle Shoals, etc. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question now befare 
the Senate is, Shall the decision of the Chair upon the points 
of order made by the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norris] 
stand as the judgment of the Senate? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will say, Mr. President, I do not ex- 
pect to take any great length of time. On the day before 
yesterday I discussed the points of order made by the Senator 
from Nebraska, and I do not care at this time to go into a 
general discussion of the subject, because I have already cov- 
ered the main points. I desire this morning in my discnssion 
of the question whether the ruling of the Chair shall be sus- 
tained by the Senate to confine my remarks to the decision of 
the Chair. I wish to call to the attention of the Senate the 
23 of the Chair in the first part of his ruling, where 

e Says: 


In the ruling the Chair is about to make the text of the House bill 
is entirely disregarded, for, in the opinion of the Chair, it can not be 
fairly claimed that the two Houses in their original action agreed upon 
any point or upon anything. 


I take it, Mr. President, that that ruling, in the opinion of 
the Chair, eliminates the Ford bill, so far as the question of 
the two Houses coming together in the same frame of mind 
is concerned, under the first part of clause 2 of Rule XXVII. 
The Chair excludes from his consideration any point of order 
based on the fact that there has been an agreement between 
the two Houses on any of these points. So I shall confine my 
argument this morning to the question as to whether there is 
new matter in this report—new matter that is contrary to 
Rule XXVIL 

A little farther down in the decision, the Chair stated: 


This means— 
Referring to the decision that he was not considering the 
House bill— 


This means that, in the judgment of the Chair, the points of order 
must depend upon a comparison of the Senate bill with the report of 
the conference committee, 
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I do not think we can consider this question from that stand- 
point. It is true that the Ford bill so far as Mr. Ford is 
concerned is dead, because he has withdrawn his offer; but 
it is not dead as a legislative proposition. The conferees could 
take it back to conference, report the Ford bill here with some 
other name, and it would be a live legislative proposition. I 
therefore contend that the substance of the Ford bill, if found 
in this report, was warrant for the conferees in inserting any- 
thing of substance in the Ford bill in the report now before 
the Senate, 

The Chair cites the fact that— 


The subjects of the Senate bill were— 

First. The disposition by lease of certain specified property belong- 
ing to the Government situated at or near Muscle Shoals, Ala. 

Second. In the event of a failure to lease or in the event of a can- 
cellation of the lease the operation of the property so leased, together 
with other property, by a Government-owned corporation. 


I think that is a broad statement of the question, and I think 
it is correct, that the subject matter of this legislation is the 
disposition of the property at Muscle Shoals. 

Then the Chair says: 

There can be no doubt that the changes made in the Senate bill in 
conference are germane in a broad, general sense to the subjects dealt 
with in the Senate bill, and if that is the test to be applied, the points 
of order must be overruled. 


In other words, the Chair has found that every insertion 
made in this bill by the conferees is applicable and germane to 
the conference report in the broad sense of the disposition of 
this property at Muscle Shoals. 

Now we come to the real question, why the Chair decided 
that the point of order was well taken; and as to that, after 
referring to Rule XXVII, the Chair says that an amendment 
was made relating to the consideration of appropriation bills, 
which reads as follows: A 

The Committee on Appropriations shall not report an appropriation 
bill containing amendments proposing new or general legislation, and 
if an appropriation bill is reported to the Senate containing amend- 
ments proposing new or general legislation a point of order may be made 
against the bill, and if the point is sustained, the bill shall be 
recommitted to the Committee on Appropriations. 

It has seemed to the Chair that the words “new matter,” as found 
in Rule XXVII, and “new legislation,” as found in Rule XVI, must 
mean practically the same thing. The fact of the identity of these two 
phrases makes it all the more important that the ruling upon the 
points of order now before the Senate shall be correct. 


I do not think that the adoption of the rule in reference to 
appropriation bills affected the adoption of the rule in refer- 
ence to conference reports, nor do I think that one should be 
based upon the other; but I have no objection to the language 
that the Chair uses in regard to likening the propositions, and 
his holding that a point of order against a conference report 
should be sustained only if there is new legislation involved in 
the biil, on the broad proposition of new legislation in an appro- 
priation bill. 

We all know that an appropriation bill carries appropria- 
tions only, and legislation in an appropriation bill is new 
matter. It is in regard to some other question that is not 
involved in the appropriation bill, unless it may be incidentally 
by an appropriation of money. Therefore I understand that 
the Chair bases his ruling upon the proposition that to sustain 
a point of order under Rule XVI there must be such a change 
as will amount to new legislation in an appropriation bill. 

Legislation, as defined by the dictionaries, is the— 


Act of legislating; preparation and enactment of laws. 


The definition of a law is: 

A rule of conduct or action which is prescribed, or is formally recog- 
nized as binding, by the supreme governing authority and is enforced 
by a sanction. 


It is the enactment of “a rule of conduct or action.” I am 
quoting from Webster. I am not combating under that defini- 
tion the position of the Chair, so far as the theory goes. I 
think that is correct. If there is new legislation under these 
circumstances, the points of order should be sustained. The 
Chair bas not indicated the points in this report wherein the 
conferees have violated the definition that he has laid down 
as governing his decision. The Senator from Nebraska [ Mr. 
Norris} has indicated them in his points of order, and unless 
some new proposition is presented I presume that the Senate 
will decide the question on the matters that have been brought 
to its attention. 

Mr. President, I think that if anyone will take this confer- 
ence report and try the case on the fundamental principles 


laid down there as to whether there has been a violation of 
its terms by the conferees, it is perfectly apparent that the 
insertions in this conference report do not come within the 
rule. For instance, take the insertion of the clause in this 
bill that authorizes an appropriation of $100,000 to the Presi- 
dent, and authority on his part to employ clerks, for what 
purpose? The clause itself indicates the purpose. It is to en- 
able the President to make the lease, to enable the President 
to make the very lease that the Senate bill carried to confer- 
ence. Is that new legislation within the definition of the 
Chair in the construction of this rule? Certainly not, because 
if it is new legislation, if it is new law, it must be able to 
stand alone on its own legs; but if we eliminate the balance 
of the bill, there is nothing whatever for this clause to stand 
upon. There is nothing that it would be applicable to, unless 
we couple it with the suggestion that the President is entitled 
to lease the plant. 

As to Dam No. 8, Dam No. 3 was authorized in the Senate 
bill, as it was also authorized and provided for in the House 
bill. The conferees enlarged the language in the Senate bill 
in regard to the building of Dam No. 3; but if we strike out 
of the bill the language that was in the Senate bill, the new 
language put in by the conferees has nothing to stand upon. 
It is not new legislation. It is not a new proposition standing 
on its own feet. It would mean nothing whatever if we took 
away from it the language that is already found in both bills. 
Therefore it does not come within the rule of legislation or 
new law. It can not come within the rule, because striking 
out what was already in conference, as put in there by the 
two Houses, would leave the balance of the language meaning 
nothing. Therefore it was merely an effort on the part of 
the conferees to modify the language that had been submitted 
to them in conference. 

8 NORRIS. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator 
ere 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Alabama yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes. 

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator says it was put in to modify 
the language. Will the Senator point out what language in 
either one of the bills it does modify? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. About Dam No. 3? 

Mr. NORRIS. No; the new clause which the Senator says 
could not stand on its own legs. What part of either bill did 
it modify? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I do not know whether the Senator 
is now asking me a question about Dam No. 3 or about the 
appropriation for the President. 

Mr. NORRIS. I referred to the appropriation for the Presi- 
dent. I understood the Senator was discussing that now. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD, No; I had left that and gone on, but 
I will go back to it. It will take me only a moment. 

Mr. NORRIS. It is section 11. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. This is the way the new section reads: 


Sec. 11. The President is hereby authorized and empowered to em- 
ploy such advisory officers, experts, agents, or agencies as may in his 
discretion be necessary to enable him to carry out the purposes herein 
specified, and the sum of $100,000 is hereby authorized, to enable the 
President of the United States to carry out the purposes herein pro- 
vided for. 


What are “the purposes herein specified”? The making of 
a lease to some citizen of the United States to carry on this 
endeavor at Muscle Shoals is the purpose that is specified. 
It is said that this is new legislation. Suppose we took section 
11 out and stood it by itself, outside of this bill, with nothing 
to refer to. It would make no sense, it would have no power, 
because when you came to construe it you would say, What 
are the purposes? Why can he employ these men? Why can 
he ask for this appropriation? There is nothing to stand on.” 
But the language here used “ for the purposes herein specified,” 
means, of course, that it is to enable the President to make 
this lease. That is not new legislation. That is supplemental 
language, to help the President carry out the very purpose 
of the language that was submitted to the conferees. 

I am not going to take up the time of the Senate in a 
lengthy debate, but if Senators will take each particular 
point that has been brought to their attention, and will ex- 
amine the bill with a view to determining whether the point 
really constitutes a new enactment, and whether it could stand 
alone if we should withdraw what was sent to conference, it 
will be perfectly apparent that no one of the provisions could 
stand alone. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield. 
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Mr. LENROOT. If, instead of the authorization of $100,000, 
that section had made an outright appropriation of a hundred 
million dollars, does the Senator think that would not have 
been new matter? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. 


re. 
* LENROOT. Then the Senator would say that that 
would be in order? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Suppose we had passed a bill making 
an indefinite appropriation, expecting it to be a few thousand 
dollars, but the conferees had brought in a report authorizing 
the appropriation of a hundred million? 

Mr. LENROOT. I said “appropriated,” not authorized.“ 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Well, appropriating a hundred million. 
It would be a question for the Senate to determine as to 
whether they wonld accept the conference report or not. It 
would not be subject to a point of order. 

Mr. LENROOT. I wanted to know the Senator's view. He 
does not think that would be new matter? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. No; E do not. Of course, as is sug- 
gested to me by my friend the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
Owen], we have to act within the rule of reason. If the Senate 
conferees, within their jurisdiction, carry the matter to an 
extreme which would shock the sense of the Senate, that would 
not make it subject to a point of order. I could cite many in- 
stances to the Senator where conferees might strictly, within 
the terms of a conference, change the reading of a bill so that 
it would be repulsive to the Senate; but that would not make it 
subject to a point of order. It would then be a question as to 


I do not think the sum cuts any 


whether the Senate would accept the conference report or not. 


Mr. LENROOT. The only purpose of my inquiry was to get 
clearly. the Senator's view as to what is new matter, and I 
think the Senate now has it. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I think so, too. I think the test as to 
whether matter is new or not is clearly dependent on whether 
the inserted matter would mean anything if it were not for 
the context of the bill; and I think that is what the Chair has 
held. In fact, the Chair holds that this matter is germane, but 
the Chair goes to the point, although he does not specify, of 

the Senate, when the language is changed in any 
substantial way, to decide that it is subject to a point of order. 

Mr. President, I will not go into the details of all the points 
raised, because, as I have said, I have pointed out two of the 
principal ones. I think if Senators will take everyone up that 
has been made on this floor, they will find that it could not 
stand alone. 

I say, however, that general parliamentary law, from almost 
the beginning, has been practically the same as the House rule, 
that conferees must not insert matter that is not germane to 
the text submitted to them. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. But that they can submit matter that 
is germane, and within the limitations of the text of the bills 
that go to conference. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, the Senator has answered the 
question I was about to ask him. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I do not think the Senator from Ne- 
braska will dispute that that is the rule of the House. 

Mr. NORRIS. I will not agree to that; however, when the 
Senator modified it, stating that it must be within the limits 
of the two bills, he answered the question I was about to 
propound. I do not agree with what the Senator said about 
the germaneness. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. That is the rule of the House, in my 
judgment. I think it has been sustained, and I read to the 
Senate the other day a decision by Speaker Gmrerr stating 
very emphatically that that was the rule of the House. It is 
the rule under general parliamentary law. It should be the 
rule in the Senate, and in my judgment when the Curtis 
amendment was adopted, that was made the rule. 

We have decided this question in various ways, sometimes 
with more latitude than at others, because the Senate has 
never been very strict in determining its parliamentary rulings. 
But if we go to the extent indicated by the Chair in his ruling, 
we will tie the hands of the Senate conferees so that in the 
future they will be held down to the strict language of the 
bill submitted to conference, and we will experience great diffi- 
culty in arranging legislation between the two Houses. 

It not only affects this bill, but it will affect many other 
bills, and I think it will be found that if we uphold a decision 
now holding that new language in a conference report makes 
it objectionable, whenever conference on conflicting 
pils ae presented in the future, they will be subject to points 
of order. 

I will not take up the time of tħe Senate further, because 
I should be glad to see a vote on this point of order at as early 
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a date as possible, and I think the Senate understands the 
proposition. But I did not want to let the ruling go by with- 
out calling te the attention of the Senate the viewpoint from 
which I consider it. 

PROPOSED STATE TAX ON COTTONSEED-OIL PRODUCTS 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, at some time during the day I 
hope to have an opportunity to discuss the ruling of the Chair 
on the point of order raised against the conference report on 
the Muscle Shoals matter, but I take this occasion to call to 
the attention of the Senate what I consider to be the most 
serious. question that has arisen in this country in years. I 
refer to the contemplated action of several Stutes in reference 
to the imposition of local taxes on the products of other States. 
Of course, 1 recognize the fact that under the Constitution 
commodities can not be discriminated against as they pass 
from one State to another, but after a product has been 
brought within the borders of a State and is offered for local 
sale and distribution the State has power to impose a tax 
upon it, 

I had hoped that when this matter was brought to the at- 
tention of the public through this body the States which were 
said to be contemplating this action would realize what a far- 
reaching and terrible effect it would hnve upon the relations of 
the States to each other, and particularly upon the relation of 
the agricultural interests of one State to those of another. 

It is perfectly natural, it is human nature, for those who 
have labored industriously to build up a product to try to pro- 
tect it by all legitimate means, but there is no law, human or 
otherwise, that should intervene between the consumer of an 
article and those who can furnish a given article in greater 
quantities and at a lower price than others. 

In reading the telegram offered this morning for the RECORD. 
I deplored the spirit that seemed to be behind the communica- 
tion. It showed a spirit of resentment at interference on the 
part of the State's representative in this body. This repre- 
sentative had called the attention of his legislature to what 
might be a disastrous result from this action. He did it in 
the spirit which ought to characterize all of the States, as well 
as their representatives here. 

The practical result of this legislation, if carried through at 
the instance of an organized body such as I am led to believe 
are the sponsors for the legislation, would inevitably be to lead 
a State adversely affected to retaliate, and with the power of 
local taxation lodged in the States heaven only knows what 
Re 

e States which we have been informed contemplate passi 
this legislation are the ones which produce N that sped 
consumed in great quantities in the very States which are pro- 
oo the fatty substances of cottonseed oil and from peanut 

The prunes of Oregon and California find a ready and grate- 
ful market in the States which produce cottonseed. The po- 
tatoes of Idaho and the other States of the Northwest find a 
ready and an abundant market in the cotton-growing States. 
The hay, almost an indigenous erop of the West and North- 
west, is sold in startling quantities in the South. 

I say “startling.” It is startling when we consider that 
were we to devote our cotton acreage throughout those States 
to hay growing we could grow as much or perhaps more to the 
acre than the Western Suites, but they can not grow cotton 
and we can. They can grow hay and so can we. We can pro- 
duce butter in as great abundance as the States that have 
preempted that field. We have not seen fit, nor was it per- 
haps proper for us, to devote our cotton acreage to grazing- 
purposes, cattle raising, and butter making, but we ean do it. 
Perhaps the finest herd of Guernsey cattle in America to-day 
is within 11 miles of my home. In every venture we have 
made in animal industry we have found that the quality of our 
product is equal to any produced in the West. The West had 
its broad acres hardly fit for anything but grazing; hence the 
cattle industry drifted where the grazing was abundant and 
cheap and where corn was abundant and cheap; but under the 
intensive system of farming in vogue in the Southeast we can 
raise the corn, the hay, and the cattle. But it perhaps would 
not be wise to force us by this feolish action to do what we 
could abundantly do for ourselves were the West thus to make 
it necessary and profitable. 

This is a serious problem, Mr. President, and the reason why 
I took occasion to refer to it is because once started, no one 
can tell where the end may be. Another deplorable element in 
it is that we are just at the dawn of an entirely new era in 
agriculture. We are getting the fundamental principles of 
practical cooperation well rooted and grounded. We want the 
sympathetic coordination and cooperation of every agricul- 
tural product, not in one t whole, but each one cooperating 


to protect his own when it comes to the question of him con- 
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trolling the price thereof and the distribution thereof under 
the laws of our country, without each State attempting to 
coerce the other States in desisting from the prođuction of a 
given article, but recognizing what can be produeed the more 
abundantly and more cheaply and put upon the market under 
the control of those who produce. 

This action, which seems to bring antagonism between the 
different agricultural interests of the country, is particularly 
deadly at this time. We have foes enough outside of the agri- 
cultural interests for us to fight without beginning a warfare 
amongst ourselves. I hope that the representatives of those 
States which eentemplate taking this action, some of them 
having gone so far as already to have the proposed legisla- 
tion passed through their legislative bodies, will take the 
spirit in which I am muking this appeal and will use every 
effort in their power to stay the hands of their legislatures. 
All of us can understand the tremendous and vital issues 
that are at stake. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE, Mr. President. : 

The PRESIDENT pre tempore. Does the Senator from 
South Carolina yield to the Senator from California? 

Mr. SMITH. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. What is the immediate danger that 
the Senator fears? What legislation is under way or contem- 
plated which the Senator thinks would be harmful and di- 
rectly or remotely injurious. to the whole Nation? 

Mr. SMITH. I refer to the contemplated legislation to which 
our attention was called by practically every representative of 
the cotton-growing States at the instance of the governors of 
those States who wired us of the contemplated legislation. I 
have before me, in the Reconrp of Thursday, February 19, a 
telegram from the Governor of Idaho received by the Senater 
from Idaho [Mr. Gooprre] which reads as follows: 


DAH ebru 1925. 
Senator Frans R. GOODING, BOIRD: TOARN Peery M 


United States Senate, Washington, D. Q.: 

Bill Introduced at request of dairy association places heavy license 
on manufacture, wholesaling, retailing, and serving of any fatty sub- 
stance in imitation of butter. Bill passed bouse to-day with heavy 
vote. From what I know abeut the bill I think it is too radical in 


demands. C. C. Moons. 


I presume the Senater from Idaho had wired to know what 
was the situation. I understand similar measures have been 
introduced in perhaps eight or more States. It has been sug- 
gested to me by a Senator sitting near me that perhaps the 
Senator from California does not see the relevancy te Cali- 
fornia and other Western States. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. May I say that I quite fully sympa- 
thize with the sentiment thus far by the Senator. F 
wish merely to be advised what legislation is under way which, 
according to the views of the Senator, would be contrary to 
the spirit of true Americanism. 

Mr. SMITH. It is the contemplated imposition of a practi- 
cally prohibitive tax on the products of cottonseed oil. It is 
needless for me to call the attention of this body to the fact 
that the butter interests of America caused the Congress to 
pass a law placing a tax of 10 cents per pound on eleomar- 
garine. Some time after the passage of that act I was a mem- 
ber of a subcommittee of the Senate, I believe it was in 1912, 
to investigate the high cost of living. The late Senator Lodge 
was a member of that subcommittee. We had before us at 
that time Doctor Wiley, them the head of the Bureau of Chem- 
istry, Department of Agriculture, in charge of the enforcement 
of the pure food law. In response to certain categorical ques- 
tions by me as to the nutritiveness, if I may use that term, the 
palatability, the digestibility, and the general wholesomeness 
of pure oleomurgarine as compared with pure Elgin butter, 
he gave his opinion. It is in the permanent Rxcokp that he 
believed it was equal in all those respects to Hlgin butter, and 
then he suggested a possible fifth characteristic that might add 
to its attractiveness, which characteristic I had never heard 
of before, when he said that when colored with pure extract 
of carrots it was as golden and as beautiful as Elgin butter. 
Since that testimony by Doctor Wiley science has discovered 
a process by which we need not use the oleo process in crystal- 
lizing and hardening cottonseed oil. It makes, therefore, a 
splendid substitute for butter. It makes a splendid substitute 
for lard. It is a virile competitor of olive oil in the packing 
and bottling business. The fact is, I believe, that some can- 
ners of fish, like sardines, and the packers of certain forms 
of meat and vegetables where oil is prefer the pure 
refined cottonseed oil to olive oil. In the matter of the cotton- 
seed meal there is no finer fertilizer ever went on the soil 
That bas been attested by the Department of Agriculture. In 
putting cattle in market condition, I think if the cattlemen 


Were present they would with one accerd agree that there is 
not a substance known to cattle raisers equal to cottonseed 
meal for fattening and conditioning cattle for the market. 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SMITH. I am glad to yield to my colleague. 

Mr. DIAL, I notice that the Senator has mentioned various 
articles that we buy. May I remind him that last year we 
bought 117,000,000 pounds of meat that was fed by corn raised 
in the West, and that we buy large quantities of cheese from 
those various States? 

Mr. SMITH. I am glad that my colleague called attention 
to that fact. One hundred and seventeen million ponnds of 
western bacon was bought in my State, fattened with western 
corn, transferred from the eorn into the hogs, and the meat 
shipped into our State. The great corn-producing States are 
the very ones that are contemplating enacting legislation 
which in its effect would deny the market of all those States 
to the substances derived from these vegetable products. 

Mr, FLETCHER. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Sena- 
tor to suggest, too, that whereas it was very questionable 
whether the taxing power under the Constitution went to the 
extent that was gone to in reference to the tax on oleomar- 
garine, I believe that law has been sustained. The effect of 
it, without arguing its merits one way or the other, was to 
use the taxing power of the Government to practically destroy 
a great industry. A similar result would be accomplished in 
the present situation. 

Mr. SMITH. I am glad the Senator has called my attention 
to that infamous tax on oleomargarine. I use the expression 
ee m a0 1 was not for the purpose 
of regula e industry, but the purpose of denying it 
the right to compete in the market with butter. 

Mr. FLETCHER. The real purpose was not to raise revenue 
by levying a tax, but to cripple that industry and strangle it. 

Mr. SMITH. Every purpose could have been served had We 
required by law that the article should be labeled what it was 
and put on the market to. try in the field of opportunity to 
sustain itself on its merits. Beyond that we had no right 
to go and that action stands as a stigma on the Congress of 
the United States when it went far enough to impose a burden 
on an agricultural product in favor of another product when 
the merits of the two should have been determined in the 
market itself, The South did not intend nor did we attempt 
to deeeive the purchaser. We said, “Stamp it what it is— 
vegetable oil, cottonseed product, butter made from cottonseed 
product, and let it try itself in the market.” But it was loaded 
down with a tax, not to raise revenue, as the Senator from 
Florida reminds us, but loaded down with a tax that denied 
it the market which it had a right to enter on a competitive 
basis according to its merits. One of the first things this body 
should do in justice to itself and the citizens it represents 
is to repeal that infamous tax and require the commodities 
to be stamped what they are and leave the public to use such 
as in its judgment the prices and quality may warrant. 

Now, following on the heels of that situation come the 
States, and under their constitutional power they propose to 
deny the markets of those States to the products of other 
States because they have the power to tax, not to raise revenue, 
but to protect a local production. 

Mr. President, I think Senators from those States, without 
any further argument on my part, can understand and appre- 
ciate the deadly and far-reaching effect of the proposed legis- 
lation and will help me and others to create a sentiment that 
will make it impossible for such legislation to be enacted. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I am heartily in sympathy 
with my good friend the Senator from South Carolina in his 
position on this matter; and I have here a telegram from the 
governor of my State of Alabama and from the commissioner 
of agriculture of that State on the very subject upon which 
he has just addressed the Senate which I desire to have printed 
in the Rxconp at this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Overman in the chair). 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The telegram is as follows: 


MONTGOMERY, ALA., February 19, 1925. 
Hon. J. THOMAS HEPLIN, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. O.: 

We are advised that bills pending in the Legislatures of Wisconsin, 
California, Idaho, Indiana, Missouri, Nebraska, Ohio, Oregon, and 
Utah are designed to prevent sale of cotton oil products. Please in- 
vestigate. Take such action as seems advisable, and call on us for 
any needed support of your efforts. 

Wm. W. BRANDON, Governor. 
J. M. Moors, 
Commissioner of Agnoulture, 
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Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, if such legislation as that to 
whieh the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Suirn!] has re- 
ferred is permitted to get a foothold in this country, retalia- 
tion is bound to take place. Nobody knows where it would 
end. For instance, I believe the time would come when those 
who produce wool might undertake to say that cotton goods 
should not come into their States, or they might put a tax 
on cotton goods, and they would have just as much right to do 
that as other States would have the right to put a tax on the 
products of cottonseed oil. If such a course is to be pursued, 
the time might come when the South might not want corn 
products to come there from other States, 

I remember that two or three years ago some doctor gave 
out the opinion that pellagra was caused by eating corn meal. 
I think it was one of the most ridiculous statements that I 
ever read, and yet the subject was discussed for a while, and 
some of our prominent agriculturists said an effort was being 
made to hurt corn products in favor of wheat products. 

Mr. President, if this thing shall be permitted to go on, the 
States which produce cottonseed oil and various products from 
cottonseed meal are bound to want to retaliate against the 
State that undertakes to destroy that industry. I think, there- 
fore, the speech of the Senator from South Carolina is very 
timely, and I am glad to see that Senators from the Western 
States, where this legislation is contemplated, are so heartily 
opposed to such a dangerous and outrageous course. 


THE DAIRY FARMER AND THE TARIFF 


Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent to have printed in the Recorp an article from 
the Journal of Farm Economics of January, 1925, by Prof. 
B. H. Hibbard, of the department of agricultural economics of 
the University of Wisconsin, entitled“ The tariff on American 
dairy products.” 

Mr. President, on February 17 the Senator from North Da- 
kota [Mr. Lapp] had printed in the Recorp an article by an 
officer of a national milk producers’ organization entitled“ The 
American farmer and the tariff.” I believe the article which 
I request unanimous consent to have printed to be of particular 
value in connection with the article printed in the Rxconp at 
the request of the Senator from North Dakota, as it refutes 
some of the optimistic views of the author of the article in 
question as to the great gain of the farmer from the tariff 
and the craving for more tariffs as described to exist in farm- 
ing circles. 

Professor Hibbard is connected with one of the greatest 
agricultural colleges in the United States; he certainly ought 
to know what farmers are thinking and how they reason, His 
article, showing how the tariff has unfavorably affected the 
farmers, I am sure will be most interesting. e 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Overman in the chair). 
Without objection, leave is granted for the printing in the 
Recorp of the article presented by the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts. 

The article is as follows: 


Tue Tatiry ON AMERICAN DAIRY Propucts* 
(By B. H. Hibbard, University of Wisconsin) 


It was inevitable that the American manufacturer would ask for an 
increased tariff at the close of the World War. It was no less in- 
evitable that the farmer would Ukewise ask for a tariff on his prod- 
ucts at the same time. Furthermore, there was every probability that 
the demand on the part of the farmer would be granted by Congress 
with little hesitation. This was true in general because of the atti- 
tude of the dominant party toward protection, and specifically because 
of the necessity of keeping the Middle West satisfied with the policies 
of the party. Thus it was the manifest destiny of the farmer to get 
a tariff on anything and everything in so far as he cared to ask for 
it. Along with the sweeping demand for a genera] agricultural tariff, 
the tariff on dairy products was not only sure to be included, but 
much more, it was sure to occupy a prominent place. 

It may be well to notice that dairy product prices had risen less, 
relatively, than several other of the leading farm products during 
and just following the war. Quite as striking is the fact that the 
prices of dairy products fell less during the time of declining prices 
than was the case with cereals and livestock. In other words, the 
prices of dairy products have fluctuated less since 1917 than haye the 
prices of farm products in general. 

EXPORTS AND IMPORTS 


The trade in dairy products between this country and the outside 
world has never been large relatively. In 1890, we were exporting 
80,000,000 pounds of butter, or 2.5 per cent of the amount made. 


This paper was read at the fifteenth annual meeting of the Ameri- 


can Farm 


nomie Association, held in Chicago, Dec. 30, 1924. 
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By 1900 the exports were under 20,000,000 pounds and represented 
less than 1,5 per cent, 

In 1910 the exports were 3,000,000 pounds, or a fifth of 1 per cent. 
This situation changed little till after the war began, which is to say 
that we had just about reached a balance with respect to foreign trade 
in butter before the disturbance of both price and production due to 
war conditions, With the rise in prices of butter in Europe our ex- 
portations reached 25,000,000 pounds, or about 1.6 per cent, distinctly 
below the percentage of exportation 30 years earlier. At the close of 
the war we weré exporting a tenth of our cheese, and in addition 
enough condensed milk to equal 50,000,000 pounds of butter, Thus all 
told we were exporting not far from 2 per cent of all dairy products 
made, 

With the falling of world prices in 1920 the American price for a 
time was the best obtainable, and butter in small amounts was im- 
ported. The imports exceeded the exports for about three and a half 
years, 1920 to 1924, even in spite of an 8-cent tariff passed in 1921. 
The quantity imported was not large at any time, the greatest amount 
being 26,000,000 pounds in 1921, about 1½ per cent of the amount 
used in this country. The imports declined until within the past few 
months they have virtually ceased, and butter is again on tbe export 
list. 

The most interesting phase of the butter tariff and the movement of 
butter into or out of the country is linked closely with domestic pro- 
duction and prices. During the war, and after, butter rose in price 
with other farm products, but relatively not so high. It rose in round 
numbers 140 per cent above the 1913 price, while corn, wheat, cotton, 
and wool reached nearly 200 per cent over the 1913 level. The rush 
into the dairy business was not so pronounced as in various other 
agricultural lines, due in part to the more moderate rise in price, but 
no doubt much more on account of the difficulties involved in expand- 
ing greatly the dairy output. Almost at once increased dairy produc- 
tlon, beyond, say, 10 per cent, calls for a proportional increase in the 
labor requirements, a difficult condition to meet. 

With the drop in general farm prices dairy products fell less rela- 
tively than most other goods the farmer had to sell. The result was 
that the New York price of butter was high enough to permit the 
importation of a little butter in spite of the tariff. The production of 
dairy products during 1921, 1922, and 1923 was clearly more profitable 
than the production of hogs, beef cattle, corn, or wheat—the things 
which compete most against dairying for attention. The outcome of 
these price relationships was logical. Dairy products increased slowly 
and steadily throughout this three-year period. Assuming the most 
favorable view of the action of the tariff by conceding that the price 
was higher because of the 8-cent duty, the conclusion as to the ulti- 
mate result is inevitable, In 1921 the production of milk rose 10 per 
cent above that of 1920. The next year there was an added increase 
of 4 per cent, and in 1923 an increase over 1922 of 7 per cent. The 
increase has continued throughout. most of 1924. The demand for 
dairy products is not able to stand an increase of such proportions, 
almost 20 per cent in three years, without a decided drop in price and 
a return to the world market for an outlet for the surplus. Both of 
these results have happened. ‘The price of butter for the present 
month, December, 1924, is 13 per cent lower than a year ago. The 
current receipts per month are during the past few months about 10 
per cent higher and the price about 10 per cent lower than a year 
ago, while the amount in cold storage is almost double the normal, 

The conclusion is inevitable. During some two or three years thero 
was a favorable margin between the cost and the price of dairy prod- 
ucts. The dairyman responded normally, and now an oversupply 
brings a reversal of the situation. A good case may be made to show 
that the tariff on butter, and likewise on cheese, was effective fo» 
some two or three years previous to 1924. How effective it was is a 
question not altogether easy of answer, since there is no way of de- 
termining conclusively at any given time whether the price was held 
at a particular level by the influence of the tariff, or whether the home 
supply and demand alone were mainly responsible. 

The difficulty lies in determining just when these products would 
have been imported had there been no tariff. Frequently the amounts 
received were incidental, not to say accidental, and too small to be 
conclusive, This is never admitted by those who believe firmly in a 
tariff on agricultural products. In case of any importation whatever, 
whether from Mexico or Denmark, whether a thousand pounds or a 
million, the proponents of agricultural tariffs invariably jump to tho 
conclusion that we are on an import basis and that the home price is 
greater by the amount of the tariff than it otherwise would be. 

TOTAL EXPORTS EXCEED IMPORTS 


A point usually overlooked by all who believe we have already 
profited greatly by the batter tariff, and appreciably by the tariff on 
cheese, is that in terms of total dairy products we have been on an 
export basis substantially all the time, The net imports of butter and 
cheese have been overbalanced by the exports of condensed milk. In 
1922 and 1923 we were close to the point of equilibrium, with im- 
ports a little greater than exports during the latter year, but again 
in 1924 the total exports exceed the imports. This situation is full 
of meaning to anyone who knows the strong tendency of the various 


1925 
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dairy products to bear each about the same relationship to milk in 
the matter of price. There may be discrepancies for a time, but it is 
inconceivable that milk, the primary product, should be worth greatly 
more for use in one line of manufacture than in another. 
there may be a difference, but the tendency for the difference to dis- 
appear 1s irresistible, Thus with milk, condensed, to be found on the 
export list means that butter as an import can not assume major 
proportlons, and before an import tariff can be of more than incidental 
importance we must produce not more, but less, than we need of the 
products made ont of milk. The same old conundrum is asking for 
a solution: How shall an import tariff be made effective on an export 
product? Even though little be exported, how shall a tariff be more 
than temporarily and incidentally useful in relation to a product 
which will respond as do butter, cheese, and milk to a price stimulus? 
We vote to get off the world market; we insist that we are off it, and 
‘independent of it to the extent, say, of an S-cent tariff; and before 
we can get the good news to the parties concerned, behold we are 
‘again looking for customers. for a surplus. When prices are high we 
ask for a tariff in order to keep the market to ourselves, and then 
immediately produce enough more to bring the price down. 

Dairy products are about the best examples of goods which may 
be helped a little, or not at all, by a tariff, yet may be made to appear 
popularly as an excellent example of a product of the farms helped 
by restriction of imports. The difficulty arises in seeing how unlike 
these products are, from the farmer’s standpoint, im contrast with 
such products as sugar, wool, steel rails, or cutlery. We do not, and 
will not, produce our own sugar. That is.to say, we will not until 
our minds become much weaker, or our backs much stronger. The 
American farmer was told 25 years ago that he could better his con- 
dition by growing sugar beets at $100 an acre rather than corm at 
$15. He was not told in these fairy tales that he could grow but 
one-eighth as many acres of beets as of corn, and that he would be 
less than an eighth as happy in doing so. These latter corollaries 
were discovered in the demonstration of the main proposition. The 
American farmer will grow a few beets under certain circumstances, 
but an attempt to supply the market with beet sugar, home grown, 
changes the circumstances, and the expansion ceases. As to wool we 
are told by some enthusiast in almost. every department of animal 
busbandry that a small fleck of sheep well tended is more profitable 
then cows, and not half as hard work. A group of superpatriots, 
incidentally interested in the woolen business, see in a wool tariff a 
means of making the Army efficient, and hence unselfishly vote for 
more tariff on wool. But wool is thus far mainly a pioneer erop; and 
the lack of demand for mutton in large quantities makes either the 
meat or the wool of the sheep low enough in price so that farmers 
can not be induced to produce wool in abundance. 

No elaborate argument is needed to show why a tariff on steel may 
be heipful te steel manufacturers, Only big companies can operate 
in this field, and they have a well-developed habit of producing about 
the amount needed at a price satisfactery to themselves. Cutlery, 
and the thousands of wares made out of steel or other metals, are 
similar in this important respect.. The small manufacturer is ab- 
sorbed by the larger, or is content to remain a follower rather than 
to take the lead in price determination. Under these circumstances 
the tariff works. - 

In contrast with the above, dairymen are numerous. Seventy per 
cent of the farmers ot the whole country are dairymen to some ex- 
tent. This means that about four and a half million farmers have 
at least one cow each, In addition to these, almost a million town 
people are keeping one or more cows each. ‘Thus the equivalent of 
about five out of six farmers keep cows. With many of them milk 
ts a by-product and no account of its cost is seriously considered, 
yet the total amount of such products is important in the supply. 
While: temporary variations in price can not result im a sudden aban- 
donment or development of dairying as a business such as takes place 
within a year or two im the growing of wheat or potatoes, or in 
the production of hogs, there is an opportunity to respond in a đe- 
gree almost immediately to the demands of the market. This is 
-iliustrated im the fall in the total quantity of dairy producta for 
the years 1919 and 1920, caused by the failure of the prices of these 
products to keep pace with other prices and the difficulty of keeping 
the necessary supply of labor on the farms. The higher prices, rela- 
tively, for dairy produets following the collapse of 1920, which re- 
sulted tn a prompt increase in production following that date, took 
place more promptly thau changes in the numbers of dairy cows, 
The differences were due to methods of feeding and the care given 
the cows. 

It seems reasonable to predict that the present low prices of 
dairy products will result in a diminished supply; mainly because of 
the unfayorable balance between these prices and the cost of mill 
feeds and labor: In this time of adversity the tariff offers no hope 
or, if any, it is merely that after the supply has once more been 
adjusted to the home-market requirements, once more the protection 


For a time 


The action of the tariff on the price of products such as butter 
or cheese may be likened to an attempt to keep a pot just below 
the boiling polnt. Should a temperature of 211° be looked upon as 
desirable, but boiling over undesirable, the technique of applying 
more heat would become a problem not easy of solution. In a labora- 
tory where conditions are under control, the case would be simple. 
A thermometer and a Bunsen burner would provide the necessary 
equipment for maintaining the desired temperature. The case under 
consideration is more like that of a pot over a camp fire, the tempera- 
ture at a given time being a matter of guesswork. Should it be 
decided that more fuel is needed and all hands set to work to fetch 
and apply it, it may develop that a single stick is sufficient to bring 
the contents of the pot to the fatal point. Thus when a cargo of 
butter or cheese heads for an American port, there is consternation 
among all producers of dairy products. They feel that theirs is a 
vested right to the home market. A tariff is the added fuel, and 
within a short time the boiling point is reached with a spilling over 
in the form of exports. 

The friends of tariffs In general will Insist that the tariff on dairy 
products is worth while even though it was effective for two or three 
years only. This is a superficial view of the case which looks less 
favorable on close examination, The higher price, due in part to 
the tariff, during 1921 to 1923, resulted in efforts to increase pro- 
duction, efforts which can not easily be abandoned. New equipment 
and larger herds, with thelr attendant expenses and investments, are 
not readily reduced to proportions desirable under present conditions. 

A modern poet has said: “The harder you fall, the higher you 
bounce "—a very cheerful doctrine. On the other hand, it is patn- 
fully true in the prosaic world of hard knocks that the further and 
harder the fall, the longer must be the period of convalescence, or 
the more certain the funeral. No farmer would acknowledge it, yet 
without doubt many are now in worse straits fimancially than they 
would have been had the prices not been stimnlated artificially right 
after the World War. 

If it is really the case that a general tariff on agricultural produce 
will work, giving the American farmer an American price for his 
goods, then is it true that the doctrine of isolation is defensible, and 
we should teach and apply mercantilism in its entirety. Economists 
haye generally believed that a tarif was a means of giving one class 
of workers an advantage over another class with which it had deal- 
ings. Many friends of the farmer are now accusing the economists 
of being a century and @ half behind the times, these enthnsiasts bav- 
ing discovered that all-around protection is entirely feasible and that 
a national prosperity can rise above and remain independent of world 
markets. This view is the result of a price economy concept. In the 
minds of these new-era protectionists, all the farmer has to do in 
order to overcome the disadvantage now evident between himsels and 
the industrial world is to imitate the methods by which the indus- 
trialists have gained the advantages now enjoyed. This would not 
be so far from the truth were they able to follow the program of 
the industrialists fully. To follow it in the matter of a tariff and 
fail to control production is to ask for a husk without a kernel. 
Analogies are misleading. Because the tariff operates on sugar is no 
reason why it must do so on butter. Sagar, American grown, iš 
scarce, Butter, American made, is plentiful, painfully so. What the 
situation will be a generation hence we do not know, but at present 
a tariff on butter and cheese is abont as effective as Wouter Van 
Twiller’s campaigns against the Swedes carried on by proclamation. 

The conclusions, mainly adverse, do not mean that the tariff on 
dairy products should be repealed. They merely mean that not much 
is to be hoped from the tariff on dairy products In the way of relief. 
In this the situation is not unlike that of agriculture in general. 
We are an exporting country, and will be for several decades yet 
to come. 


Tariffs on datry products 


Butter and substitutes, per pound 
Cheese and substitutes, per pound 
Condensed and evaporated milk, per pound 


3 Most of the rates for 1922 went into effect upon the passage of the e 
ariff act of 1921. ie 


Production of dairy products, 1899, 1909, 1919~1923 


will be effective; which in time would mean another prompt stimula- f 1921- 


tion of production with the inevitable fall of prices back to the ex- 
port level. 
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Imports and exports of dairy products, United States, 1899-1923 


Butter Cheese Condensed milk 


Ives Elin eee RINE 
Exports Imports Exports Imports Exports Imports 
(1.000 (1,000 (1,000 | (1,000 | (1,000 (1,090 
pounds) pounds) pounds) pounds) pounds) pounds) 


Year 


WABASH RIVER BRIDGE AT MOUNT CARMEL, ILL. 


Mr. LADD. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent at this 
time for the immediate consideration of Order of Business 
1264, being the bill (S. 4307) to authorize the States of In- 
diana and Illinois in the States of Indiana and Illinois to 
construct a bridge across the Wabash River at the city of 
Mount Carmel, Wabash County, III., and connecting Gibson 
County, Ind. It is desired to have this bill disposed of at 
once. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of 
the Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


EXAMINATION AND SURVEY OF RIVERS IN WASHINGTON 


Mr. JONES of Washington. From the Committee on Com- 
merce I report back favorably without amendment the bill 
(H. R. 11737) authorizing preliminary examinations and sur- 
veys of sundry rivers with a view to the control of their 
floods, and I submit a report (No. 1204) thereon. If there 
is no objection, I ask unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill. If it takes any time, I will with- 
draw the request. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I should like to inquire of the 
Senator from Washington does this bill contain a provision 
for surveys in order to obtain information regarding power 
sites? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. No; the bill simply relates to 
the survey of certain rivers in the State of Washington. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
immediate consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of 
the Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which was read, as 
follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, 
authorized and directed to cause preliminary examinatious to be made 
of the following rivers, with a view to the control of their floods, in 
accordance with the provisions of section 3 of “An act te provide for 
the control of the floods of the Mississippi River and of the Sacramento 
River, Calif., and for other purposes, approved March 1, 1917: 

Skykomish River, Snoqualmie River, Snohomish River, and Stila- 
guamish River, all in Snohomish County, State of Washington, and 
the Nooksack River in Whatcom County, State of Washington. 

Sec. 2. That the sum of $2,000, or so much thereof as may be neces- 
sary, be, and ts hereby, authorized to be appropriated to be expended 
under the direction of the Secretary of War and the supervision of 
the Chief of Engineers to carry out the objects and purposes of this act. 


`The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


AMERICA’S INTEREST IN AIRSHIP CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, on January 12 last I ad- 
dressed the Senate briefly on America’s interest in airship 
construction, and at that time called attention to the attitude 
of the Council of Ambassadors toward the Zeppelin Co, in Ger- 
many. Senators will recall that the Council of Ambassadors is 
charged with the enforcement of the treaty clauses relating to 
nirships. The council permitted Germany to resume the con- 
struction of commercial airships from and after May 1, 1922. 
At some time the council has defined what is meant by com- 
mercial airships. It defined a commercial airship as one 
having a cubic gas content of 1,000,000 feet or less. After- 
wards it permitted the Zeppelin Co. to build the ZR-3, which 
we call the Los Angeles, with a cubic content of two and one- 
half million feet. 

Of course, Mr. President, we in this country are more and 
more interested in the construction of airships and in the use 


of airships, not only for governmental and Army and Navy 
purposes but for commercial purposes. 

When I spoke in January I pointed out to the Senate that 
‘the ZR-3 cost us 38 cents a cubic foot, while the very cheapest 
that we can construct airships in this country is from $1 to 
$1.25 per cubic foot; indeed, the Shenandoah, I think, cost 


$1.37 a eubic foot. In addition to that, it will take us years 
because of our lack of equipment and personnel to complete 
such ships. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
York yield to the Senator from Minnesota? 

Mr. COPELAND. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Does the Senator mean that the action 
of the Council of Ambassadors would make it impossible for 
the United States to buy more of these airships if it should 
want them? 

Mr. COPELAND. It would do more than that, I will say to 
the Senator, for if the Council of Ambassadors does not take 
steps to prevent such action, the Zeppelin works will be dis- 
mantled, and we will not be able to buy from them; the air- 
ships will not be made. What I now point out to the Senator 
and to the Senate, as I attempted to present it to the Senate 
in January, is that the attention of the Council of Ambassadors 
should be called to this matter, for if some action should not 
be taken it would be a world calamity. I am sure the Senator 
agrees with me as to that. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Yes. 
resolution on the subject. 

Mr. COPELAND. I did. I submitted resolutions which were 
referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. I have 
learned nothing about them since, but before I finish to-day, I 
may say to the Senator, I intend to urge the Committee on 
Foreign Relations to take action on those resolutions. I think 
that Senators who are at all interested in this problem must 
appreciate how important it is that the great works of the 
Zeppelin Co. should not be dismantled until we have established 
a personnel and facilities in this country with which to make 
the airships, and that is true, of course, of other countries 
than ours. So, from my standpoint, it is tremendously im- 
portant that the Council of Ambassadors be impressed with the 
attitude of this country that we disapprove of dismantling 
the Zeppelin works. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
York yield to the Senator from Minnesota? 

Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. As I understand, the company is now al- 
lowed to make large airships for commercial purposes only. 

Mr. COPELAND. That is correct. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. If the plant is dismantled, they will not 
be permitted to make them even for commercial purposes? 

Mr. COPELAND. That is true. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. So, in case the United States Govern- 
ment should want to buy some of these airships for the pur- 
pose of mail or for the purpose of safe communication 
in the air—and I understand they are the safest kind of air- 
ships—the market would be closed to us and we would not be 
able to purchase them? 

Mr. COPELAND, That is entirely correct; that is exactly 
the situation. 

I may say, too, following the hint given me by what the 
Senator has said, that such commercial airships have been 
used for a period of 15 years in Germany, and their operation 
is so safe that the insurance companies make no extraordinary 
rates for pilots, but they are insured just the same as people 
who walk on the earth are insured, because of the safety of 
those great airships. But as the Senator from Minnesota just 
suggested, unless the council of ambassadors shall act to save 
the works of the Zeppelin Co., if we should want to buy air- 
ships there will not be any market; there will not be any place 
where we can go to buy them, and it will take us several 
years—three or four years—to build here what could be built 
in six or eight months by the Zeppelin Co., if those works were 
permitted to continue their operation for the manufacture of 
commercial airships exclusively. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Let me ask another question. 


I believe the Senator submitted a 


It occurs 


to me that the purchasing of such airships would come under 
the classification of payments in kind for debts owed by Ger- 
many to this country, and, if I am not mistaken, if we continue 
to buy the airships we can make the price apply on the debt. 
Mr. COPELAND. I think the Senator is entirely correct as 


to that. 
Mr. SHIPSTEAD. That would give the German Government 
a chance to make payment on her debt to us. 
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Mr. COPELAND. If we are to prohibit the manufacture 
of everything in Germany, they never will be able to pay any 
of their debts. If the Dawes plan is to succeed, there must 
be encouragement given to manufacturers in Germany which 
will permit them to have income. This is necessary in order 
that they may not only pay their operating expenses but have 
a surplus with which to pay their debts. 

Here is an enterprise to which certainly there can be no 
‘objection, certainly on the part of our country, because we 
are not prepared to make these airships. The Zeppelin Co. 
would not compete with anybody who wanted to go into 
business here, but, if permitted to operate, the Zeppelin Co. 
could supply us at a very low figure. I pointed out that 
the ZR-3 cost us 38 cents a cubic foot, while the Shenandoah, 
built here, cost $1.37 a cubic foot. So, for the sake of en- 
couragement of the use of airships for the carrying of the 
mails and for other purposes, certainly it is to the interest of 
this country to have the Zeppelin Co. permitted to operate. 

Mr. President, I rose to my feet not only to present to the 
Senate the difficulty the Zeppelin Co. is having in its efforts 
to operate, to build commercial airships, by reason of the 
failure of the Council of Ambassadors to act, but to point 
out to the Senate the attitude of France toward this proposal 
of building airships in Germany, I am convinced that every 
effort is being made to defeat the operation of the Zeppelin 

lant. 

5 Very recently, only a few days ago, the finance commission 
of the French Chamber of Deputies submitted a report to the 
President of the Chamber. This report was presented by 
Deputy Henry Paté, and I desire to refer to the third para- 
graph of the budget of the Ministry of Public Labor for 1925. 
I refer particularly to that part of the budget which relates 
to aeronautics and to airships. This appeared as French Offi- 
cial Publication No. 521. In this report, to be specific, on 
pages 24 and 25, the conditions relating to the German air 
service are described, and here are laid out detailed state- 
ments concerning the great German air service companies, 
like the Zeppelin Oo. to which Ihave referred; and the report 
includes the cartels, the written agreements or conventions 
between this company and various foreign nations, regarding 
the building of airships. I want the Senate to listen to the 
comment of this report, particularly this remark, which I will 
translate, badly, perhaps, but at least it will give the Senate 
some knowledge of what the report contains. 

The French text is as follows: 

Il est certain que la constitution de semblables cartels leur donne 
une grande puissance financière et une grande puissance d'action. 

La navigation aérienne francaise aura A lutter contre ces groupe- 
ments pour s'assurer la suprématie aérienne. Cette lutte tourne 
actuellement en notre favour car les cartels allemands possèdent un 
matériel commercial inférieur à celui de nos compagnies, mais la 
situation pourrait changer le jour où, grâce à intervention de 
gouvernements étrangers, l'aviation allemande obtiendrait ia revision 
des règles techniques actuellement imposées à l'Allemagne pour la 
construction du matériel aéronautique commercial. 


That is to say— 


It is certain that the formulation of such agreements gives them 
(meaning Germany) great financial power as well as independence of 
action. 

Then the report goes on to say: 

French air navigation will have to combat these arrangements, 
these groupings, in order to secure for France the supremacy of the 
air. This struggle veers at present in our favor, for the German car- 
tels have commercial arrangements inferior to those of our companies ; 
but the situation may change on the day—— 


Mark this, Mr. President: 


The situation may change on the day when, thanks to the inter- 
vention of foreign governments, the technical rules now imposed on 
German aviation will be revised for the construction of aeronautic 
commercial material. < 


Meaning that they will not be able any longer to make these 
airships in the plant of the Zeppelin Co., and that thereby the 
cause of France and of French aeronautics will be advanced. 

So you can see, Senators, that here is an open acknowledge- 
ment by the finance committee of the French chamber that the 
so-called defining regulations which were said to have been in- 
tended to prevent the construction and operation of military 
aircraft in Germany actually serve to prevent the development 
of civil air service in Germany in favor of French commercial 
air service. Therefore, the defining regulations are an economic 


weapon for France, With this admission, the unreliability of 
LXVI— 273 


the defining regulations of the Council of Ambassadors is 
proven. 

It is my opinion, Mr. President, that America can not afford 
to disregard the European situation as regards this particular 
matter; and I desire now to repeat the questions which I asked 
on the 12th of January in this Chamber: 


Are our international commercial policies forever to be controlled 
by alien diplomatic coercion? Is our advantage in having the world's 
only known helium supply to be nullified by selfish foreign influences? 

It is our right to know why we are deprived of the freedom to buy 
airships from the best source; why the Council of Ambassadors has 
not kept its promise to revise the restrictions on Zeppelin-built air- 
ships for commercial purposes, if and when the council intends to 
make this promise good; why a peaceful commercial industry should 
continue to be under allied political ban, at great cost to Germany, 
to reparation payments, to aerial progress, to the United States, 
and to the world at large, 


Mr. President, I think it is right to call the attention of the 
Foreign Relations Committee to the resolution which I pre- 
sented on the 5th of January, asking— 


that the executive department be requested to ascertain from the 
Council of Ambassadors its present atitude toward such promised 


revision and to inform the Senate thereof, if not inconsistent with our 
national interests, 


I believe it is necessary for the progress of aviation in this 
country that we should know what is to be the fate of the 
Zeppelin Co., and, so far as within our power lies, to have the 
Zeppelin Co. permitted to proceed with the manufacture of air- 
ships for commercial purposes until personnel and equipment 
a this country shall justify us in proceeding along similar 

es. 

ORIGIN AND CAUSES OF WORLD WAR 


Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to 
present a report from the Foreign Relations Committee on 
Senate Resolution 339. I should like to have it disposed of at 
this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the report 
will be received. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the resolution? 

Mr. WILLIS. Let the resolution be read. 

The resolution (S. Res. 339) submitted by Mr. Owen on the 
16th instant was read, as follows: 


Resolved, That the legislative reference service of the Congressional 
Library shall cause to be prepared for the Senate an impartial ab- 
Stract and index of all authentic important evidence, heretofore made 
available in printed form or otherwise readily accessible, bearing on 
the origin and causes of the World War, omitting all inconsequential 
matter. The abstracts shall be submitted to the Committee on For- 
eign Relations not later than February 1, 1926. 


Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, I do not object to the consid- 
eration of the resolution. I should like to propound an inquiry 
to the Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. OWEN. I shall be pleased to answer it. 

Mr. WILLIS. I was not able to be present at the session of 
the committee. Was this resolution reported by the Foreign 
Relations Committee? 

Mr. OWEN. I was authorized by the Committee on Foreign 
Relations to report it. It has been some days and I desire to 
get it off my hands, because I shall have to leave the city in a 
day or two. 

Mr. WILLIS. I do not object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the resolution? The Chair hears none, 
The question is on agreeing to the resolution. 

The resolution was agreed to, 

ENFORCEMENT OF NATIONAL PROHIBITION LAW 


Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, there is now on the Senate 
Calendar a bill to reorganize the Bureau for the Enforcement 
of Prohibition. Perhaps it will net accomplish all that its 
friends predict. If not, at any rate it will not bring about the 
evil results its enemies profess to fear. That it will serve one 
useful purpose, I think, all will concede. 

By its prompt passage it will put to rest an evil propaganda 
spread by the enemies of prohibition, that the eighteenth 
amendment and the laws enacted in furtherance thereof have 
failed, and that prohibition—national prohibition—has worked 
evil and not good, and that the Congress will shortly repeal or 
greatly modify the so-called “ Volstead act.” 

Those who have so constantly and loudly proclaimed this 
were either consciously or unconsciously but giving voice to 
those who wished that result. The passage of this bill will 
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silence this clamor. It will serve notice upon the enemies of 
this measure that prohibition has come to stay; that Congress 
will never repeal or modify the prohibition laws; that never 
again will any one legally sell or legally buy for beverage 
purposes intoxicating liquors in America. When that fact shall 
have been fully realized, then most of the opposition to the en- 
forcement of this law will disappear. Therefore, the prompt 
passage of this measure will be the most helpful thing that 
Congress can do. 

That Congress will do this, and pass this measure by an 
overwhelming majority, all realize. Therefore let us do it 
promptly. 

Those who declare that prohibition does not prohibit, but 
that under national prohibition the drinking of intoxicating 
liquors has increased instead of diminished do but reveal that 
the wish is father to the thought. 

Notwithstanding that the public press is filled with stories 
of drinking bouts, of the illicit manufacturing and sale of in- 
toxicating liquors, and a whole literature is growing up about 
the doings of rum runners, every one of us realizes that the 
drinking of intoxicating liquors is on the decrease and not the 
increase, Wherever you travel, in town or country, you. ob- 
serve this by the absence of what used to be a familiar sight, 
the intoxicated man. Last summer I traveled over most of 
my State. I spent months in it, and I never saw a man who 
was drunk within the common acceptance of that term. Be- 
fore, when intoxicating liquors were sold in our State, you 
saw intoxicated men on all occasions and in all public places, 
but not more so than elsewhere. In the city of Washington, 
when liquor was legally sold here, I do not think I ever 
walked down Pennsylvania Avenue without meeting, not one, 
but several drunken men. Since national prohibition I do 
not recall seeing a single man drunk on that avenue. I do 
not say that some do not drink, that many do not drink; but 
I do say, and you need but leave this Chamber to verify that 
fact, that those who now drink and drink to excess are but a 
small number as compared to those who thus drank in the 
times of legalized sale of intoxicants. 

Of course, unfortunately, there are those the victims of this 
thirst that had fastened itself on them in the old days who 
drink and will drink to excess until this habit shall have de- 
stroyed them physically, and many of them mentally and mor- 
ally. There are some who have not acquired the habit, who un- 
fortunately will do so, despite the laws enacted to protect them. 
Of these the numbers are but few, by comparison with those 
who have trodden this sordid way to ruin before them, and 
with each of the passing years their number will grow fewer 
still, because it is unthinkable that this habit can persist, a 
habit fostered and encouraged by those who, thinking of 
nothing but profit, and are not at all disturbed by the ruin they 
have promoted, have encouraged the violation of this law. 

Respect for law is inherent in the descendants of those who 
laid the foundation of this great Republic It is inherent. in 
those who have and do enjoy their liberties under the law. 
Respect for and obedience to the law is the duty of all and 
the pleasure and wish of most of us, It is not to be believed 
that the desire of all good men, the prayers of all good 
women, the well wishes of all those who love humanity, shall 
fail, and only evil survive. It is not to be wished, it is not 
to be hoped for, and it will not happen! We may hasten the 
day of national sobriety, the safeguarding of American homes, 
and the fulfiliment of the prayers of American mothers by the 
prompt and decisive enactment of this measure into law. 

Mr. President, I hope that those who have the power to de- 
termine what measures may be considered will give the Senate 
a chance to go on record in this matter. 

PROPOSED STATE TAX ON COTTONSEED OIL PRODUCTS 


Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I rise for the purpose of 
discussing the appeal from the decision of the Chair with 
reference to the conference report upon the Muscle Shoals mat- 
ter. Before addressing myself to that subject, however, I 
want to take occasion to make a few general observations with 
reference to the important matter which the senior Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. Surg brought to the attention 
of the Senate this morning. I have been apprehensive for a 
long time that sooner or later legislation discriminatory among 
the products of certain States would be attempted in this 
country, and accomplished to the extent, probably, that the 
Constitution would permit. Of course, under the Constitution 
no State can place an embargo on the products of other States, 
and no State can impose a tax upon a product on entrance into 
the State, and we need not fear that sort of legislation as long 
as the Constitution stands as it is now written. But there are 
insidious and indirect ways in which practically the same 


result can be accomplished without infringing on the consti- 


tutional provision. The practice that has been decided on by 
certain States, as I understand it, is probably sufficiently adroit 
to steer clear of any constitutional inhibition. 

The product which it: is proposed to tax is not produced to 
any extent in those States’ where the legislation is pending, 
but is produced to a large extent in many other States of the 
Union. Hence a tax imposed upon the product in the nature 
of a sales tax in any State will not be obnoxious to the consti- 
tutional provision, and at the same time will not impose a tax 
upon anything produced in that State. However, it accom- 
plishes the very purpose the Constitution forbids. 

My apprehension is that if this legislation is not halted by 
a common public opinion in the country, it will be the mere 
entering wedge for other legislative devices to accomplish a 
purpose indirectly which under the Constitution can not be 
accomplished directly, and that the result will be that we 
shall find the various States of the Union engaged in an effort 
to discover such ways and such means as they may to dis- 
criminate in favor of their own products and against the 
products of other States. Nothing, in my judgment, could be 
more unfortunate, nothing could contribute more toward en- 
geudering bad feeling in this country, and nothing could do 
more to obstruct that free flow and exchange of products 
through which so much of our prosperity has been developed, 
and upon which our future prosperity as a people so much 
depends. Nothing could be more unfortunate than retaliatory 
legislation such as would naturally result from such. dis- 
criminatory policy on the part of States. How general that 
would be nobody can foretell, but that such legislation as I 
have referred to would certainly be followed by reprisal meas- 
ures I do not question for a moment. 

The product which it is proposed practically to embargo in 
a few States is largely a southern product. It affects two of 
the basic industries of the Southern States—the production of 
cottonseed oil and the production of peanut oil. Our market 
for these products is largely the domestic market. To some 
extent we export, but we find our chief market at home. 

Naturally, we would expect that the section of the country 
from which we buy most heavily would be the last section of 


the country to inaugurate legislation of this character, As 


the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Saaru] has so well and 
eloquently said, the South is a very great customer of the 
agricultural West. We are, so to speak, a one-crop section. 
Our chief staple crop is cotton. Tobacco is an auxiliary crop of 
some importance, it is true, but the main agricultural effort of 
the South is concentrated upon the production of cotton, and 
the seed in the cotton has become very valuable. It is one of 
the chief elements of value in cotton, not, as in former times, 
for use as fertilizer, but to-day it is valuable as a food prod- 
uct and is valuable as an ingredient in the production of 
oleomargarine and lard. 

It would be a severe blow to the South to have these prod- 
ucts tabooed and excluded from the market in other States by 
a tax which would make it impossible for the product to be 
sold in States enacting such legislation as that now pending. 
While we find it profitable to preduce cotton to the exclusion 
of most other things, we do not make anything near the amount 
of corn we consume; we make but a small part of the meat, 
both pork and beef products, which we consume; and we do 
not make anything near the amount of hay that we consume, 
Every county in my section of North Carolina—and 1 think it 
is true of the whole State and of the South—buys every year 
a large part of the hay and of the meat, as well as a large 
part of the flour it consumes. 

I do not say that I would favor retaliation, but if the 
Southern States were disposed to retaliate and were able to 
find a method by which they could make that retaliation 
effective without seriously hurting their own people, I have 
no question in my mind that there would be a strong disposi- 
tion to pursue that course. I hope that by giving publicity to 
this matter, by invoking a sane public sentiment upon the 
question, we may prevent this movement going so far as to 
bring about a conflict of the character of which I have spoken. 
It is of the highest importance to preserve that fine spirit of 
friendship and cooperation that now happily exists among all 
the States of the Republic. 


CALL OF THE ROLL 
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. McNary in the chair). 
The Clerk will call the roll. 
The principal legislative clerk called the roll, and the follow- 
ing Senators answered to their names: 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


4319 


1925 
Bayard st McKinley Sheppard 
Bingham Fernald McNar Shipstead 
orah Fletcher Mayfield Shortridge 
Brookhart Frazier Means Simmons 
Broussard Glass Moses Smith 
ruce Gooding Neely Smoot 
Bursum Hale Norbeck Stanfield 
Butler Harris Norris Stephens 
Cameron Heflin Oddie Sterling 
Capper Howell Overman wanson 
Caraway Johnson, Calif. Owen ‘Trammell 
Copeland Johnson, Minn. Pepper Underwood 
Couzens Jones, Wash Phipps Warren 
Curtis Kendrick Pittman Watson 
Dale ceyes Ralston Wheeler 
Dial dd Ransdell Willis 
Dill Lenroot Reed, Mo. 
Edge McKellar Reed, Pa. 


Mr. SWANSON. I wish to announce that the senior Senator 
from Rhode Island [Mr. Gerry] is detained on account of 
illness, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seventy Senators have an- 
swered to their names; a quorum of the Senate is present. 


MODIFICATION OF VISE FEES 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair lays before the 
Senate a bill from the House of Representatives. 

The bill (H. R. 11957) to authorize the President in certain 
cases to modify visé fees was read twice by its title. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD, Mr. President, this is a bill identical 
with Senate bill 4107, to authorize the President in certain 
cases to modify visé fees, which was passed by the Senate on 
February 18. While the Senate bill was being transmitted to 
the House, the House passed an identical bill. I therefore ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate consideration of the 
House bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the Senator from Minnesota? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which was read as 
follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That notwithstanding existing law fixing the feer 
_to be collected for visés of passports of aliens and for executing ap- 
plications for such visés, the President be, and he is hereby, authorized, 
to the extent consistent with the public interest, to reduce such fees 
or to abolish them altogether, in the case of any class of aliens desir- 
ing to visit the United States who are not “immigrants” as defined in 
the immigration act of 1924, and who are citizens or subjects of coun- 
tries which grant similar privileges to citizens of the United States 
of a similar class visiting such countries. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Mr. PHIPPS submitted the following report: 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 12033) making appropriations for the government of 
the District of Columbia, ana other activities chargeable in 
whole or in part against the revenues or such District for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, and for other purposes, haying 
met, after full and free conference have agreed to recommend 
and do recommend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered 4, 
18, 35, 38, and 39, 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ments of the Senate numbered 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 15, 16, 
17, 19, 20, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 43, 44, 
and 45, and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 10: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 10, 
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu 
of the matter inserted by said amendment, insert the follow- 
ing: “except in so far as conditions beyond the control of 
the commissioners prevent”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 14: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 14, 
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: Restore 
the matter stricken out by said amendment, amended to read 
as follows: “$35,000: Provided, That the purchase price shall 
not exceed the latest full value assessment of such property“; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 18: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 18, 
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu 
of the sum proposed, insert $97,900"; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 36: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 36, 


and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In 
lieu of the sum proposed insert: 524,600; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 37: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 37, 
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In 
lieu of the sum proposed, insert: “ $5,500"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 40: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 40, 
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: Re- 
store the matter stricken out by said amendment, amended to 
read as follows: “in accordance with the classification act of 
1923, $61,540”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 41: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 41, 
and agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: Re- 
store the matter stricken out by said amendment, amended 
to read as follows: “foremen, gardeners, mechanics, skilled 
and unskilled laborers”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 42: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 42, 
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In 
lieu of the sum proposed, insert: “ $431,100"; and the Sen- 
ate agree to the same. 

The committee of conference have not agreed on amend- 
ments numbered 1, 21, 28, and 46. 

L. C. PHIPPS, 

W. L. JONES, 

CARTER GLASS, 

Morets SHEPPARD, 
Managers on the part of the Senate. 

C. R. Davis, 

FRANK H. FUNK, 

W. A. AYRES, 
Managers on the part of the House. 


The report was agreed to. 
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Farrell, 
its enrolling clerk, returned to the Senate in compliance with 
its request, the bill (H. R, 7821) to convey to the city of 
Astoria, Oreg., a certain strip of land in said city. 

The message also announced that the House had passed a 
bill (H. R. 745) for the establishment of migratory-bird refuges 
to furnish in perpetuity homes for migratory birds, the estab- 
lishment of public shooting grounds to preserve the American 
system of free shooting, the provision of funds for establishing 
such areas, and the furnishing of adequate protection for 
migratory birds, and for other purposes, in which it requested 
the concurrence of the Senate. 

The message further announced that the House had con- 
curred in Senate Concurrent Resolution 33, requesting the 
President to return to the Senate the bill (S. 3760) to amend 
in certain particulars the national defense act of June 3, 1916, 
as amended, and for other purposes. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


The message also announced that the Speaker of the House 
had affixed his signature to the following enrolled bills, and they 
were subsequently signed by the President pro tempore: 

x 2357. An act for the relief of the Pacific Commissary Co.; 
an 

H. R. 157. An act to authorize the more complete endowment 
of agricultural experiment stations, and for other purposes. 


MIGRATORY-BIRD REFUGES 


Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, to what committee 
is the bill to be referred which has just been messaged from 
the House? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. To the Committee on Agricul- 
ture and Forestry. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I suggest that it ought to go to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair understands that 
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry is considering a 
bill of this character. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. 
criminal statute. “ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis- 
souri desire to move its reference to the Committee on the 
Judiciary? 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Yes; I do. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The present occupant of the 
chair is informed that the Senator from Iowa [Mr. BROOK- 


It is a bill that proposes to enact a 
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HART] does not want to have the message handed down at this 
time, but on the question of reference, if there be no objection, 
the bill, when it is referred, will be referred to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Who does not want to have the 
message laid before the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
BrookHart] does not want to have the message handed down 
at this time, but the Chair has stated that if there is no objec- 
tion when the bill is referred it will be referred to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. The Senator from Iowa wants to 
have it lie on the table for the present? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. He does. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Very well; I make no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will He on the table 
for the present. 

RETIREMENT OF CIVIL-SERVICE EMPLOYEES 


Mr. STANFIELD. Mr. President, I propose the unanimous- 
consent agreement which I send to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will read the pro- 
posed unanimous-consent agreement. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 

It is agreed by unanimous consent that on Tuesday, February 24, at 1 
o'clock, the Senate shall proceed to the consideration of Senate bill 8011, 
for the retirement of employees, etc., and follow it through the various 
parliamentary stages to a vote not later than 8 o’clock on that day. 


Mr. CURTIS. F have no objection to the proposed agree- 
ment. 

Mr. REED of Missourl. Let the request be stated again, 
There was so much confusion in the Chamber that I could not 
hear it. 

The proposed unanimons-consent agreement was again read. 

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from 
Oregon if the senior Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor] was 
consulted with reference to the agreement? 

Mr. STANFIELD. He was. 

Mr. MOSES. Has he agreed to it? 

Mr. STANFIELD. He has. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair desires to announce 
that under the rule of the Senate it will be necessary to have a 
roll call before the agreement can be entered into. 

Mr. SMITH. We have just had a roll call. Does the rule 
require that we must have a roll call for this specific purpose? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The rule requires that a unani- 


“mous-consent agreement of this character must be preceded by 


a roll call. The Clerk will call the roll to ascertain the presence 
of a quorum. 

‘The principal legislative clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Senators auswered to their names: 


Bayard Fernald McKinley Sheppard 
Bingham Fletcher MeLean Shields 
Borah Frazier MeNa Shipstead 
Brookhart rge Mayfield Shortri 
Broussard Glass Means Simmons 
Bruce Gooding Moses Smith 
Bursum Greene Smoot 
Butler Hale Norbeck Stanfield 
Cameron Harris Norris Stephens 
Caraway Heflin Oddie Sterling 
Copeland Howell Overman Swanson 
Couzens Johnson, Calif. Owen Trammell 
Cummins Johnson, Minn. Pepper Underwood 
Curtis Jones, Wash. Phipps Warren 
Date Kendrick Pittman Watson 
Dial Keyes Ralston Wheeler 
Dill Ladd Ransdell z 

Edge Lenroot Reed, Mo 

Ernst McKellar Reed, Pa 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seventy-four Senators hav- 
ing answered to their names, a quorum is present. The Sec- 
retary will state the proposed unanimous-consent agreement. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 


It is agreed by unanimous consent that on Tuesday, February 24, 
at 1 o'clock p. m., the Senate shall proceed to the consideration ef 
the bill (S. 3011) to amend an act entitled “An act for the retire- 
ment of employees in the classified civil service, and for other pur- 
poses,” approved May 22, 1920, and acts in amendment thereof, and 
follow it through its various parliamentary stages and vote not later 
than 3 o'clock on that day. 


Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President,.I am not opposing 
this bill, but I am fundamentally opposed to an agreement on 
an important bill that only gives it a possible consideration of 
two hours. 

Mr. STANFIELD. Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Missouri yield to me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis- 
souri yield to the Senator from Oregon? 
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Mr. REED-of Missouri. I yield. f 

Mr. STANFIELD. This bill was considered almost during 
the entire night session night before last. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I understand that: Why not have 
the consideration of the bill begin at 12 o'clock and leave time 
enough if there shall be an amendment to be offered or some 
change desired to give it a little consideration? The time pro- 
posed is very short, and I object to such agreements on gen- 
eral principles. I have seen the Senate tie its hands a good 
many times when it had occasion to regret it. Could we not 
give an hour more for the consideration of the bill? 

Mr. FLETCHER. The bill was practically finished the 
other night. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. That may be, and yet it may take 
considerably more time to dispose of it. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I do not believe it will take an hour to 
finish the bill. 

Mr. REED of Missourl. Very well; then we shall get rid 
of it that much sooner. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I am funda- 
mentally opposed to fixing a definite time after which there 
can be no discussion of any amendment that may be offered or 
which may be pending to a bill. I had much rather see a limit 
placed on the time of debate on amendments to 5 or 10 minntes 
after 12 o'clock or 1 o'clock, so that we shall not reach a point 
where amendments may be proposed and yoted on without any 
discussion er explanation at all. 

Mr. SMITH. Why not shut off amendments? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. We can not shut off amend- 
ments. The Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor] assures me that 
there are not likely to be any amendments proposed, but we 
know that amendments are apt to be proposed at the last min- 
ute. I should like to see this bill passed; but why can we not 
arrange to limit the time of debate on amendments after 12 
o'clock to 5 or 10 minutes? Then we should get a vote in a 
very short while. That is what I would suggest. 

Mr. SMOOT. I am perfectly willing to agree to that. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I have heard a dozen Senators 
say when we have previously made this kind of an agreement 
that they would never agree to another; indeed, I myself have 
said so. Some question may come up which no Senator can 
anticipate, and if the proposed agreement, in its present form, 
should be entered into we might have to vote blindly on amend- 
ments without an opportunity to discuss them or a chance to 
explain them. That is not the right way to legislate. I am 
not fighting this bill; I have not had time to give it very much 
consideration ; but why not take this bill up as we would any 
other bill, and run along with the debate as we usually do until 
we see how we are getting on, and then reach an agreement to 
vote upon it? 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, will the Senator from Ne- 
braska permit me to make a suggestion to him? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from N 
braska yield to the Senator from Alabama? S 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I suggest to the Senator that we are reach- 
ing the end of the session, and if we do not get agreements 
2 as this to vote on bills we shall not get the bills passed 
at H 

Mr. NORRIS. As I said the other day, even if bills should 
fail, we ought not put on the statute books a whole lot of laws 
in a short session without any consideration and which we 
have to take blindly. I do not like to object to the considera- 
tion of the bill but 

Mr. SMOOT. In my opinion, the consideration of the bill 
will not occupy 30 minutes. 

Mr. NORRIS. That may be so; but why not change the 
agreement and provide that no Senator shall speak more than 
once or longer than five minutes on the bill or any amendment 
which may be offered, and have no limitation except that? In 
my opinion such an agreement would soon result in the con- 
clusion of the debate on the bill. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I think that is a good suggestion. 

Mr. SWANSON, Let me make a suggestion. I think I can 
suggest a modification of the agreement which ought to be 
satisfactory, it seems to me, to everyone. This is a rush time. 
Nearly all of the amendments to the bill have been disposed 
of. It is proposed that we shall commence the consideration 
of the bill at 1 o'clock and vote at 3 o'clock. Why not have 
the agreement provide that at 2 o’clock all amendments shall be 
filed, and after 2 o’clock debate shall be limited to five min- 
utes on the amendments and the bill? 

Mr. NORRIS. If the Senater from V will eliminate 


the statement “all amendments shall be filed at 2 o'clock,” I 
shall have no objection to his suggestion; but a Senator may 
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wish to offer an amendment which may be made necessary by 
the adoption of some other amendment. 

Mr. SWANSON. I have no objection to modifying the agree- 
ment in the way the Senator from Nebraska suggests. 

Mr. SMOOT. That is all right. 

Mr. SWANSON, That after 2 o'clock debate shall be limited 
to five minutes. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I ask that the unanimous- 
consent agreement as proposed to be modified may: be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will read as 
requested. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 

That on Tuesday, February 24, at 1 o'clock; the Senate will proceed 
to the consideration of the bill (S. 3011) to amend the act entitled 


„An act for the retirement of employees in the classified) service, and. 


for other purposes, approved May 22, 1920, and acts in amendment 
thereof, and follow it through the various parliamentary stages: and 
vote not later than 8 o’clock on that day; and that after the hour 
of 2 o'clock pi m. on that calendar day no Senator shall speak more 
than once or longer than five: minutes upon the bill or more than 
once or longer than five minutes upon. any amendment offered thereto. 


Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President; I ask that the clause relative 
to the time for a final vote be eliminated. I desire that nothing 
shall be put in with reference to the time for a final vote. The 
agreement for a five-minute rule will terminate the debate. 
That is the object of making the five-minute rule. Under such 
an: sgreement the bill will probably reach a vote Tong. before 
4 dock. 

Mr. SMOOT. It will reach a vote long before 4 o'clock. 

Mr. NORRIS. I suggest that the phrase “and yote not later 
than 3 o'clock” be eliminated. 

Mr. SMITH. I ask that the unanimous-consent agreement 
may be read as now modified. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will read as. 
requested. 

The reading, clerk read as follows: 

That on February 24, at 1 o'clock, the Senate shall proceed to the 
consideration of the bill (S. 3011) to amend the aet entitled “An. act 
for the retirement of employees of the classified: civil service, and for 
other purposes,” approved May 22, 1920, and acts. in amendment thereof, 
and. follow it through the various parliamentary stages, and, that after 
the hour of 2 o'clock p. m. on said calendar day no Senator shall speak 
more than once or longer than five minutes upon the bill, or: more than 
once or longer thaw five minutes upon any) amendment offered thereto. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objeetion to the pro- 
posed unaninrous-consent agreement? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGH: When is the vote on the bill to be 
taken, Mr: President? I gather from the reading that no time 
is stated for the taking of the vote om the final passage of the 
bili. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Tuere is no time stated in the 
agreement for the taking of a vote. Is there objection to the 
unanimous-consent agreement? The Chair hears none, and it 
is entered into. 

Mr. DALE. Mr. President, when we had under consideration 
Senate bill 3011, the Senate agreed to an amendment, on page 
5, line 17, of the reprint; including the employees of the offices 
of the solicitors of the several executive ents: The 
language appears in the reprinted bill as “officers of solicitors.” 
That is an error. The word should be “ offices.” I ask that 
that change be made. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the Senator from Vermont? The Chair hears none, 
and the change will be made. 

INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATIONS 


Mr. WARREN submitted the following report: 


The committee of conference on the - votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
11505) making appropriations for the Executive Office and 
sundry independent executive bureaus, boards, commissions, 
and offices, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, and for 
other purposes, having met, after full and free conference have 
agreed to recommend and do recommend to their respective 
Houses as follows: 

That the Senate reeede from its amendmnt numbered. 12. 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ments of the Senate numbered 1. 4 6, 7, 8, 9, 13, 14, and IF; 
and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 3: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment ef the Senate numbered: 3, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: On page 7 
of the bill, in line 7, strike out 520,880 and insert in lieu 
thereof “ $26,880"; and the Senate agree to the same. 


Amendment numbered 10: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 10, 
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu 
of the matter inserted by said amendment, insert the follow- 
ing: “$90,000, of which not to exceed $7,000 shall be available 
for printing the report of the American Historical Associa- 
tion”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

The committee of conference have not agreed on amendments 
numbered 2, 5, and 11. 

F. E. WARREN, 

REED Sacoor, 

W. L. Jones, 

LEE S. OVERMAN, 

CARTER GLASS, 

Managers on the part of the Senate. 

Witt R. Woop, 

Hpwarp H. Wason, 

Jonn N. SANDLIN, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, may I inquire if the report in- 
volves the amendment as to the Pullman surcharge? 

Mr. WARREN. It is the bill carrying that item, but that 
amendment has to go baek te the House, there being in dis- 
aa 8 the Pullman surcharge amendment and one other 

er. 

Mr. SMITH. I would like to call the attention of the Sen- 
ator from Virginia [Mr. Glass] to the report. 

Mr. WARREN. The adoption of the report as far as we 
have gone means that the Senate has conceded but one amend- 
ment and the House has conceded about a dozen amendments. 
It leaves unsettled two amendments which must be taken to 
the House, one the matter of the Pullman surcharge and the 
3 a part of the paragraph respecting the Tariff Commis- 

Mr. SMITH. Therefore we will have a supplemental report 
as to that matter? 

Mr. WARREN.. Yes. 

Mr. GLASS. This report does not inyolve the Pullman sur- 
charge at all.. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the conference report. 

The report was agreed. to. 

MUSCLE: SHOALS 

The Senate resumed the consideration of the report of the: 
eommittee of conference on the votes of the two 
Houses om the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 518) 
relating to the disposal of Muscle Shoals, ete. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr: President, I ask unanimous consent to 
submit the following unanimous-consent agreement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Clerk will report the pro- 
posed unanimous-consent agreement: 

The reading clerk read as follows: 

Ordered, by unanimous consent, that at the conclusion of the bust- 
ness of the Senate to-day the Senate take a recess until 12 o’clock 
meridian on Monday next, and that at the conclusion of the reading 
ef Wasiiington’s Farewell Address the Senate proceed to the considera- 
tion of the appeal from the decision of the Chair on the point of order 
em the conference report om the so-called Muscle Shoals bill, and after 
two hours“ consideration of the said appeal a vote shall be taken 
thereon. 


Mr. SHORTRIDGE. That contemplates only two hours’ 
discussion? 

Mr. CURTIS. Two hours on Monday. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. It may terminate before that. 

Mr. CURTIS. The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norrrs] 
has agreed to this proposal and desires it. I hope the Senator 
from California will not object. 

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, this is a unanimous-consent 
agreement that is very important, and T think we ought to have 
a quorum present. I do not understand why an agreement of 
this kind should be entered into without a quorum present, 
and I therefore suggest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. CURTIS. It is not a unanimous-consent agreement re- 
quiring the presence of a quorum, but I am perfectly willing to 
have a quorum. called. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll. 

The principal legislative clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Senators answered to their names: 


Bayard Cameron Di Gooding 
Bingham Capper Edge Hale 
Brookhart Caraway Fernald 
Broussard Copeland Pletcher Heflin 

ruce Curtis Frazier Howell 
Bursum Dale z Johnson, Calif. 
Butler Dial Glass Johnson, Minn, 
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Jones, N. Mex. Means Ralston Stephens 
Jones, Wash. Metcait Ransdell Sterling 
Kendrick Moses „Mo. Swanson 
Keyes Neely Reed, Pa. Trammell 
Ladd Norbeck Sheppard Underwood 
Lenroot Norris Shields Warren 
McKellar Oddie Shipstead Watson 
McKinley Overman Shortridge Wheeler 
MeLean Owen Simmons Willis 
McNary Pepper Smith 

Mayfield Pittman Stanley 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seventy Senators having an- 
swered to their names there is a quorum of the Senate present. 
The clerk will state the proposed unanimous-consent agree- 
ment. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 


Ordered, by unanimous consent, that at the conclusion of the busi- 
ness of the Senate to-day the Senate take a recess until 12 o'clock 
meridian on Monday next, and that at the conclusion of the reading 
of Washington's Farewell Address the Senate proceed to the considera- 
tion of the appeal from the decision of the Chair on the point of order 
on the conference report on the so-called Muscle Shoals bill, and after 
two hours’ consideration of the said appeal a vote shall be taken 
thereon, 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 

Mr. EDGE. I should like to inquire of the Senator from 
-Kansas [Mr. Curtis], does the agreement contemplate only a 
vote on the appeal? 

Mr. CURTIS. That is true. 

Mr. EDGE. And in no way attempts finally to dispose of 
the bill? 

Mr. CURTIS. It does not. 


Mr. EDGE. Is it impossible at present to secure a disposi- 
tion of the bill? 
Mr. CURTIS. I think it would be impossible. We have 


first to act on the appeal from the decision of the Chair, and, 
if the Chair shall be sustained, the conference report will go 
back to the conferees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the pro- 
posed unanimous-consent agreement? 

Mr. EDGE. I shall not object, but I think we should try 
to contemplate a conclusion of the entire subject if it is at all 
possible to do so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair hears no objec- 
tion, and the unanimous-consent agreement is entered into. 
The Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Sramons] is entitled 
to the floor. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I desire now to address 
myself to the pending appeal from the decision of the Chair 
upon the point of order against the conference report on the 
Muscle Shoals bill. The decision of this very important ques- 
tion now rests with the Senate, and I am going to address 
myself to this question not so much in a technical way but 
more particularly that I may bring to the attention of Sena- 
tors the changes which have been made in conference by the 
interpolation into the bill of what I consider new matter, the 
effect of which not only substantially but in some instances, 
and yery vital instances, radically changes the measure as it 
was passed by this body as well as by the other branch of the 
Congress. 

Mr. President, I myself do not profess to be an expert on 
the rules of this body, as simple as those rules are in the main; 
I do not profess to be a parliamentarian in any sense. I have 
not given, I am sorry to say, very much study or thought to 
such questions since I have been a Member of this body; but 
there are certain fundamental principles in relation to confer- 
ence reports, defining the jurisdiction of the conferees and 
governing the formulation of such reports, which are known, 
certainly to all Senators who have had any considerable ex- 
perience. I think I understand those principles tolerably well, 
because my connection with economic and financial legislation 
has been such as has required me to give very serious consid- 
eration to matters that relate particularly to the scope of the 
power of conferees with respect to changing amendments and 
with respect to adjusting differences between the two Houses 
growing out of diverse action upon particular subjects. 

For a long time after I became a Member of this body, Mr. 
President, our rules were exceedingly liberal. They were so 
liberal, not only in their language but in the interpretation 
and practice of this body, that Senators came to feel that 
legislation was rounded out in the conference committees, and 
that a large part of the real legislation of the body was not 
done by the Senate but was done in the conference commit- 
tees, That system and practice was tolerated here for a long 
time, but, as was natural, the abuses of the system grew from 
day to day and from year to year, until, about the time that 


the Senator from Kansas [Mr. Curtis] introduced Rule 
XXVII, the thing had become almost intolerable. 

The conference committees were usurping the functions of 
the Senate to such an extent that it was felt that some 
tightening of the rule was absolutely necessary unless the 
Senate was to abdicate its functions in behalf of its conference 
committees, which were generally selected with a view largely 
to the support of one side or the other of any controverted 
question involved in legislation before this body. Since that 
time, Mr. President, there has been a disposition in this body 
to insist upon conferees conforming themselves to that rule, 
and under that rule many things that are allowed by the 
House on the part of its conferees are not permissible to our 
conferees. 

I think the Senator from Alabama [Mr. UNDERWOOD], in his 
very strong and I thought in some respects very subtle and 
in all respects very adroit argument, for a long time at least 
during his address was laboring under the impression that the 
Senate rules were substantially the same as the House rules 
as they apply to the matter in hand. At least, a perusal of 
his remarks rather indicates that he was proceeding upon that 
assumption, his theory being—and it is a correct theory under 
the House rules and under the old rules that obtained here— 
that all that was necessary was that the new matter injected 
should be germane to the old matter which it was intended to 
supplement. 

Under that rule I would not question many of the changes 
that I think are not permissible under the present rule of this 
body. I wish to discuss only a few phases of this matter, 
Mr. President, and I am going to confine myself almost solely 
to a discussion of items in the bill that are vital and funda- 
mental from my standpoint, which have been changed to such 
an extent that they now present to the Senate new legislative 
propositions, and add to the provisions of the bill as it passed 
the Senate, and in most of the instances I shall discuss as it 
passed thé House, provisions which were not only not em- 
braced directly or indirectly, but which, if they had been em- 
braced, probably would have resulted in very different action 
on the part of this body. 

I have in mind, Mr. President, the fertilizer provisions of 
the report. There is not any very radical difference in sub- 
stance between the action of the two Houses upon that sub- 
ject. There is difference in language, but in substance there 
is very little difference. Both of these provisions—that in the 
House bill and that in the Senate bill—provide for the pro- 
duction at this plant by the lessee of 40,000 tons of fertilizer 
after a certain date. This difference in language, although 
substantially the same in substance, makes that a matter of 
difference between the two Houses which under the rules may 
be adjusted and must be adjusted; and in that adjustment 
entirely different language may be used, provided the sub- 
stance of what was done in one branch or the other branch of 
Congress is retained, and provided that nothing new is added 
which would materially change the general result of the pro- 
vision or the general purport of the provision or the general 
effect of the provision. 

A broad latitude, I say, is permitted, and it was exercised 
by the conferees in this case; but it was so exercised as to 
defeat the very purpose which the Senate, at least, had in 
mind in the enactment of this provision, the two fundamental 
things in connection with this whole business set out in the 
very first sections of both the House bill and the Senate bill. 
They declare that the purpose was to provide nitrates for the 
production of explosives for the Government in time of war, 
and for the production of fertilizer to meet, the demands of 
this country in time of peace. The changes were rung upon that. 
The scarcity of nitrates was stressed, the importance of 
nitrates in connection with the development of agriculture in 
this country, the general, the universal demand of the farmer 
for a cheap product, the necessity of relieving this country 
from its present dependence upon a foreign country for this 
product. They were all stressed, and the mind of the Senate 
was concentrated upon the accomplishment of these two great 
purposes—to secure enough nitrates to supply the demands of 
the Government for explosives in time of war, and enough 
nitrates to enable the farmers of this country in time of peace 
to secure freedom from dependence upon the high-priced prod- 
uct of a foreign country, and to secure that product in suffi- 
cient abundance to answer their demands. 

The two bills provided for that. The House bill provided 


for not less than 40,000 tons annually. The Senate bill pro- 
vided, after six years, for not less than 40,000 tons annually; 
and it provided that during the interim between the third 
year and the sixth year the amount of 10,000 tons which was 
to be produced in the third year should be gradually increased 
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from year to year until it reached the peak. That was the 


minimum. 
What have the conferees done in the exercise of their powers, 
as they claim? Have they merely brought together the minds 


of the two Houses upon this proposition, or have they put the 
minds of the two Houses farther apart in their conference 
report, and brought in here something that was neither in the 
mind of one House nor in the mind of the other House at the 
time we adopted this legislation, and that does not express the 
purpose that we had either in the House or in the Senate at 
the time we adopted this legislation? They have brought in here 
a provision which, if it had been presented by way of amend- 
ment upon the floor, would not, in my judgment, have received 
half a dozen votes, and 8 . in the bill 
the bill never could have 

What is that provision? It is the provision that simply 
provides for 10,000 tons at the end of the third year, and then 

- 40,000 tons in the tenth year. 

What quantity would they be required to produce in the 
meantime under this provision? ‘The bill provides for a 
gradual increase, but there is nothing mandatory about it. 
There is no authority ledged in anyone to decide whether it 
shall be 10,000 or 20,000 tons, or practically nothing. As it 
now stands, the law could be so construed—and that, in my 
judgment, would be the proper construction of it—that the 
lessee may make 10,000 tons, and only 10,000 tons, all the years 
intervening between the third year and the tenth year, in 
spite of the demand of the farmers which was so insistent, 
not a demand for 40,000 tons 10 years hence, but a demand 
for as much of this product as it is practicable to produce 
now, as soon as possible. At the end of 10 years there may be 
no necessity for it at all. Private individuals may have in- 
stalled plants, and may be supplying the demand. Some sub- 
stitute may be discovered which may be equally as aceeptable 
to the farmers as this product. The demand will arise in the 
immediate future. 

This conference report contains terms which, under any 
proper legal construetion, will not require the lessee to pro- 
duce more than 10,000 tons until the beginning of the tenth 
year. Is that new matter? Is that bringing the minds of the 
bodies together? Is that not interjecting into the report 
something that was in neither bill? Nay, more than that, does 
not that inject into the measure a provision which would not 
have received the sanction of this body at the time the bill 
was acted on? It is mew matter, in that it radically changes 

the effect of the legislation but its 


provided for in our bill, and what the House provided for, was 
the production in this country of nitrogen. That is the thing 
the farmers are in such sore need of. That is the thing of 
which we have no adequate supply in this country; in fact, 
practically no supply at all. It is a product we have to import, 
and the Government was ready to make this expenditure, 
and to enter into this unequal lease, so that the farmers 
might be supplied with it. Why nitrogen? Because nitrogen 
is the very essential of every fertilizer. There is no fertilizer 
known to man that has had the approval of the judgment of 
the users of fertilizer that does not contain nitrogen. It is an 
esential element of any perfectly balanced fertilizer, and the 
most essential element. It is the one element which the soil of 
this country needs more than any other, and it is the one 
element which adds more to the productivity of the soil than 
any other element that enters into fertilizer. 

The production of nitrogen was the thing Congress had in 
mind. Yet the provision appears for the first time in the con- 
ference report that under certain circumstances the President 
may adyise that the production of nitrogen provided in this 
bill may be discontinued and that there may be substituted 
phosphoric acid to the extent of four times the tonnage of 
nitrogen which it had been provided should be produced. 

There is no demand in this country for phosphoric acid that 
is not now adequately supplied. The Senator from South Caro- 
lina [Mr. Smura], who sits to my left, and who is an expert 
on this question, I think, will join me in the statement that 
phosphoric acid is found in this country in the greatest of 
abundance to supply all the demands of agriculture, and that 
the consumption is nowhere near the supply. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I would just like to say a word 
in this connection. In the phosphate beds of Tennessee, of 
Florida, and of South Carolina there is already in sight enough 
phosphate rock to more than supply the needs of this country 
for perhaps hundreds of years. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, there was never a sugges- 
tion made in the Senate for the substitution of anything for 


nitrogen. The interest of many Senators in this bill was cen- 
tered and focused upon nitrogen. We would not have been 
voting for a proposition to have the Government dispose of 
$150,000,000 worth of property for about $33,000,000 if we had 
supposed that the farmers of the country had no interest in 
that except in the way of securing an additional amount of 
phosphoric acid, when they already have more in this country 
than the market will take. That feature was added. It takes 
just a word from the Executive to bring about this trans- 
formation, and ¢he perversion of this measure from its origi- 
nal purpose, the production of nitrogen, to this new purpose, 
the production of an article of which there is already an over- 
production in this country. 

T would like to know how there got into the bill that provi- 
sion, which if it should go into effect would radically change, 
transform, practically obliterate the legislation we thought 
we were enacting. It could not have gotten into the bill ex- 
cept as a new, original proposition. It could not have gotten 
in with the consent of the Senate. It adds something new, 
something fundamentally new, because it changes the whole 
purpose and effect of the act, and it would take a new pro- 
vision to do that. Nothing short of a new provision could 
accomplish that. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, if the Senator will allow me, 
so far from it being contemplated at all, this phosphoric acid 
which they propose to substitute for nitrogen is now on the 
market, not only most abundantly but it is the cheapest pos- 
sible form of ingredient that enters into fertilizer. 

Mr. SIMMONS. When the Houses have acted substantially 
along the same line, and their chief differences, and almost 
their only differences, are in language, the conferees, under 
the pretense of adjusting those slight differences with 
to the subject matter, so pervert and change the subject mat- 
ter as to make it an entirely new proposition, a proposition 
which, if it goes into effect, will wipe out what in the minds 
of at least one-half of the Senators who voted for it, was 
a vital provision in this bill. 

I want now to address myself to the rental provision in 
this bill. But before I come to that, I want to say that I 
have not discussed this in a technical way, because the ques- 
tion is now on appeal to the Senate, and I want to get Senators 
to take other than a purely technical view of it, although I 
recognize that it is necessary to show that the change was in 
violation of the rnle. I wish to present both the violation of 
the rule and to present the fact that in this violation the con- 
ferees trample under foot a well-known purpose and intent 
of this body, and did that which never would have been done 
by this body with pect to this. 

Mr. SHOR Mr. President, do I understand the 
Senator to contend that the two Houses agreed upon any par- 
ticular matter? 

Mr. SIMMONS. Yes; I said that the two Houses were in 
practical agreement, not in language, not altogether the same 
in respect to time, but they were in entire agreement as to 
the amount of fertilizer that would be produced, and they 
were in entire agreement as to the initial amount of fertilizer 
that should be produced. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Do I understand the Senator to con- 
tend or state that the two Houses disagreed as to many par- 
ticulars—— 


Mr. SIMMONS. They were in entire agreement upon the 
proposition that the thing to be produced was fixed nitrogen. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. They agreed as to some matters, and 
disagreed as to other matters? 

Mr. SIMMONS. Their disagreement was largely a matter 
of difference in language. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I just wanted to know the position 
of the Senator. 

Mr. SIMMONS. In order to bring the Houses together upon 
that little difference they make a change and inject new 
matter which not only radically changes the substance and 
the meaning and the effect of the bill, but practically wipes 
out the original provisions of the bill. 

Mr. SMITH. I would like to state to the Senator from Cali- 
fornia, who lives in a region where nitrogen is not necessary 
to be used as fertilizer, that the whole object of the legislation 
to harness up the water power for this purpose was to avail 
our section of the country of the new process of extracting 
nitrogen from the air. It is known as a nitrogen-air fixation 
plant. The Senator can readily calculate how many pounds of 
nitrogen are in the air when he knows that about three-fourths 
of the contents of the air are free nitrogen and there are 15 
pounds of pressure to every square inch of air. Therefore 
three-fourths ot that 15 pounds is pure nitrogen. 
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As soon as that process was discovered and seemed to be 
practical, we then passed a bill looking toward the creation of 
the necessary machinery for the extraction from the air in un- 
limited quantities, if we might so perfect the patent, of this 
necessary ingredient, not only for fertilizer purposes but as the 
basis of explosives in all our war munitions. As the Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. Sım{mons] said, the whole expendi- 
ture and the whole purpose and object of the legislation was 
the production of fixed nitrogen from the air where it exists 
in the free state. . 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Will we not achieve that end and that 
result by the plan outlined in the conference report? 

Mr. SMITH. No. The conference report proposes during 
the fertilizer-making period to substitute phosphoric acid, which 
is already here in such great abundance that it is sold just 
slightly above the cost of production, being the cheapest sort 
of ingredient. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. May I ask the Senator a question for 
information and not in any contentious spirit. Have we yet 
developed the art or the science to a point where we can, as of 
now or in the near future, achieve the end which we all have 
in view? 

Mr. SMITH. It is being made commercially at Niagara 
Falls now. We have a plant already in existence at Muscle 
Shoals, where we can produce 40,000 tons at plant No. 2, with 
the steam-power plant we now have there. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I know, but may I pursue that thought 
a moment? I have read more or less upon the subject, cer- 
tainly the reports that have been submitted, and learned 
treatises by scientific men, and I am not advised that we have 
yet perfected a successful commercial process to extract the 
nitrogen from the atmosphere. I may be in error. 

Mr. SMITH. Oh, yes. It may not be as cheap under the 
present process as some of the sources of nitrogen, but every 
indication is that it is being simplified so rapidly, like our air- 
plane, our submarine, and our radio, that with the Govern- 
ment back of it, with its practically unlimited funds and a 
desire to solve this great national problem, both as to deyelop- 
ing our farm resources and protecting our country, the con- 
sensus of opinion of all the scientists is that within a very 
short period we will so improve upon the cyanamid process 
that we not only will very much more cheaply extract the 
nitrogen, but we will with the same process combine it with 
phosphoric acid and potash and make a complete 100 per cent 
pure fertilizer that has no filler, eliminating 80 per cent in 
weight in the form of filler, condensing it all into pure form, 
saving the farmers 80 per cent in their freight costs, 80 per 
cent of their handling, and 80 per cent of their distribution 
costs, and getting 100 per cent pure fertilizer. That was the 
object of the measure. Now the conferees are proposing to 
abandon the problem of the extraction of nitrogen, as the Sen- 
ator from North Carolina has well said, the very essential of 
plant food, one without which we can not grow grain and can 
not stimulate our plants. It is supposed to abandon that plan 
and to stultify ourselves and insult the intelligence of the Sen- 
ate by saying that we will substitute phosphoric acid, which 
we have in great abundance now. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I understand the end in view is a 
most desirable end, but we are differing merely as to ways and 
means to achieve the result. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I can not yield any further 
at this time. I want to get through with this discussion. 

There is one-other change proposed by the conferees that 
is equally as vital in its effect and that is very much on all 
fours with the change that was made with reference to the fer- 
tilizer provisions of the bill. I refer to the provision relative 
to the rental to be paid by the lessee. It will be remembered 
that in the bill the President was given very broad latitude 
with respect to many things connected with the lease, but the 
Senate was not willing to trust anyone with respect to certain 
essential features of the bill. ‘Those features related, first, 
to the amount of nitrogen to be produced either for war pur- 
poses or for fertilizer purposes; and, secondly, the amount 
of the annual return to the Government for the property leased. 
With respect to those two matters the Senate showed its de- 
termined purpose that no discretion should be left with the 
President or with anybody else, and that no doubt should 
exist as to what their purpose was, because they were the two 
things that the bill stated in its very opening section it was 
intended to subserve, and because they were of high public 
concern and importance. The discussion here revolyed around 
those two propositions. The proposition with reference to tbe 
amount of rental the Government was to receive was considered 
just as essential as was the proposition with reference to the 
nitrogen that might be produced for use in case of war or in 


time of peace. Those were the two provisions that engaged 
the attention of the Senate chiefly during the three or four 
weeks of the controversy in this Chamber with respect to the 
measure, 

The contention was made, Mr, President, and was pressed, 
that the return provided in the bill when it was under con- 
sideration was altogether inadequate; that it involved a very 
large sacrifice of its property on the part of the Government. 
There was no suggestion coming from any source in this 
Chamber that the amount of that rental as written in the bill 
as it came from the committee should be reduced one penny. 
The demand was rather the other way, that it should be in- 
creased. Nobody contended that it was too low; every Senator 
who referred to it contended that it was too high. But, 
however that may be, we regarded it as vital to fix that in 
the bill and to leave no discretion about it to the President. 
So we passed the bill; so the House passed it. 

The two Houses were in practical agreement about this mat-- 
ter as they were about the matter of fertilizer, They both 
provided for a 4 per cent return upon all the property owned 
by the Government, including Dam No. 2, the nitrate plants, 
and all the accessories and appurtenances thereto. The pro- 
visions of the bills of the two Houses were identical. The 
House no more left anything to the discretion of the President 
than did the Senate. The bills were different, it is true, in lan- 
guage, but, as in the other case, only very slightly different. 
In substance they were practically the same, The point in 
disagreement between the two Houses was practically as to 
language, not substance. Both bodies had securely safeguarded 
against that broad discretion that we had given to the Presi- 
dent as to most other things connected with this proposed 
legislation. When it came to that the very language of the 
bill wrote in letters that could not be misunderstood by any 
man, though he be a fool, that we intended this broad discre- 
tion should not obtain in any degree or any particular with 
reference to this vital section. 

I undertake to say that if any Senator had offered an amend- 
ment at that time providing for the reduction of the bass of 
the rental to any extent, whether indefinite or fixed, it could 
not have commanded the support of the Senate, because, as I 
have stated, it was felt that the rate was too low and not too 
high. What could not have passed through the Senate, and 
what if it had passed through the Senate would have been a 
radical change, has been added to the bill by the conferees; 
and if their report shall be adopted the action of the Senate 
will be amended in a material way and to an extent and to 
a purpose that could have found no favor in this body if such 
an amendment had been offered to the provision when the 
measure was under consideration. 

What is that amendment, Mr. President? No Senator ean 
read the provision of the conference report and say that it 
tends to bring the minds of the two Houses together. No 
Senator can read it and say that it does not bring about a 
radical change in the rental provision, and one which might, 
under certain circumstances, almost obliterate that provision 
from the bill and make this lease a practical donation to the 
lessee of this great and valuable property—not only th's great 
property which we acted upon here in connection with the 
lease, but they have coupled with it Dam No. 3, almost double 
the property that we proposed to lease. 

I am not discussing that, however, and I am not discussing 
it because I think that the coupling of Dam No. 3 in this mat- 
ter was perfectly permissible under the rules. The House bill 
had provided for the lease of Dam No. 3, as I recall. The Sen- 
ate bill did not provide for its lease, but provided for its con- 
struction. These two provisions were entirely different; and 
in the reconciliation of those provisions the conferees could 
discard absolutely the action of the Senate and adhere to the 
action of the House. I make no point whatever about that. 
I am talking about Dam No. 2 and the property accessory and 
appurtenant thereto. That is what I am talking about. We 
have provided for a rental of 4 per cent upon the entire prop- 
erty, without any exception whatsoever. The House had pro- 
vided the same thing, with the single provision that the amount 
should apply to costs hereafter incurred, and not to the 
$17,000,000 which was advanced by the Goyernment heretofore. 
That was practically the only difference between the two bills. 

What did the conferees do? In order to bring the minds of 
the two Houses together, in order to make a composite provi- 
sion out of these two proyisions that were almost identical, 
as they claim, and because they say it was germane, they added 
a provision at the end, as follows: - 


Provided, however, That no interest payment shall be required upon 
the cost of the locks at Dam No. 2— 
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The cost of that was included in the basis of rental in the 
Senate bill— 


and Dam No. 3, nor upon an additional amount to be determined by 
the President as representing the value of this development to navi- 
gation improvement. 


In other words, they bave added, and they say it is not new 
matter—for if it is new matter it is subject to this objection— 
this provision that the Government is to receive no interest 
payment upon the vast sum that it has spent or may spend in 
the construction of the locks at these two dams, and that it 
shall receive no r payment upon the estimated value of 
h things to navigation. 

; Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, will the Senator allow 
me to ask him a 1 
. SIMMONS. Yes. 

oe. UNDERWOOD. I am not sure that I understood the 
Senator; but does he contend that the Ford bill provides for 
the payment of 4 per cent on the total cost of the locks and 
the dam at Dam No. 2? 

Mr. SIMMONS. Yes; that is my understanding. Here it is: 


Four per cent of the actual cost of acquiring land and flowage 
rights, and of completing the locks, dam, and power-house facilities, 
but not including— 


And I stated that a little while ago— 


but not including expenditures and obligations incurred prior to May 
31. 1922. 


Mr. UNDERWOOD. To be sure. 

Mr. SIMMONS. That, I said, was the difference between 
the two bills. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. But what I wanted to call the Sena- 
tor’s attention to is that it makes the principle very different. 
Of course the Senator knows, as we all know, that when it says 
“not including expenditures” before the date named by him, 
there was $17,000,000 ee 1 

Mr. SIMMONS. I understand that. X 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. And 4 per cent on that $17,000,000 is 

a greater amount than the subtraction of 4 per cent on the 
locks. 
Mx. SIMMONS. I do not know about that; but I do know 
that if the conferees had agreed upon the Ford proposition— 
and they could; the conferees could have accepted the House 
provision or they could have accepted the Senate provision— 
if they had accepted the House provision, then, of course, they 
would have reduced the rental to the extent of $17,000,000; 
but that would be a provision in one or the other bill and 
could not be new matter. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. But they had a right to reconcile the 
difference in principle on which the 4 per cent was to be 
charged, and it was a difference of $17,000,000, showing that 
the amount of interest under the Ford proposition on Dam No. 
2 was not as great as the amount of interest that they will 
receive on Dam No. 2 under the conference report. Of course, 
the 4 per cent was there, but it was based on a very different 
principle, to wit, a difference in the amount of principal of 
$17,000,000. 2 

Mr. SIMMONS. I understood the Senator's argument with 
reference to that; but, Mr. President, if they had accepted the 
House provision, as they had a right to do, there could have 
been no complaint. They did not accept that, however, but 
wrote another provision, for-the purpose, as the Senator says, 
of conforming the Senate bill to the House bill. If they wanted 
to conform the Senate bill to the House bill, they only had to 
accept it. If they wanted to make a certain deduction, they 
could have accepted the House bill. The House bill fixes the 
deduction. It fixes it at the money that the Government had 
spent, a certain definite sum; but they did not do that. They 
wrote this new provision in the bill, deducting from the inter- 
est that the Government Would be entitled to under the Senate 
bill—not considering the $17,000,000 at this time—interest upon 
a sum which represented the cost not of one of these locks but 
of both of these locks, and which also represented the esti- 
mated value—for that is what it must mean, and it permits 
the President to determine that—the estimated value of these 
facilities to navigation; propositions that are wholly indefinite 
and unascertained and uncertain, 

The cost of these locks is very heavy. That is one of the 
chief costs of construction of dams. These dams are generally 
used by the Government for the purpose of improving naviga- 
tion, and I understand that in the case of that particular river 
the navigability of the river is very seriously affected by these 
dams. If these facilities are bnilt there, it is undoubtedly true 
that in the years to come they will become more and more 


valuable for purposes of navigation, and the sum is wholly in- 
definite and unascertained. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, 

Mr. SIMMONS. I yield. 

Mr. LENROOT. May I suggest to the Senator that the only 
power the Federal Government has to obstruct a stream at all 
is in the interest of navigation. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Yes. 

Mr. LENROOT. And whenever we do erect or authorize the 
erection of a dam the presumption is that the major value is 
in the creation of navigation facilities, 

Mr. SIMMONS. Yes; that is the reason why we do it. 

Mr. LENROOT. And if we should have a finding by an 
authorized officer of the Government that the value to naviga- 
tion of an obstruction in a stream was only a small fractional 
part of the cost, it might be held to be an unlawful structure. 

Mr. SIMMONS. That is true. 

Mr. SHIELDS. Mr. President, ordinarily the Senator from 
Wisconsin has correctly stated the power of Congress over 
navigable waters, and stated it contrary to what is constantly 
being asserted and argued here. I agree with him fully that 
the only power Congress has in regard to obstructions is under 
the commerce clause, and to remove obstructions either by 
taking them out bodily or by building a dam to submerge 
them, as is generally the case. This is not, however, under the 
original act a navigation project. Congress has the right under 
the commerce clause to regulate commerce, and in that way 
to regulate navigation, and for that purpose to build dams 
and locks; but under the military clauses the power to raise 
and provide armies, organize them, supply them, arm them, and 
provide navies, it has the right to provide munitions and to 
erect factories to manufacture munitions for those purposes. 

The original statute in this case provided for the building of 
a nitrate plant for military purposes, and, to enable the Goy- 
ernment to get cheap power, to Mace a dam in the Tennessee 
River at Muscle Shoals, By reading the statute the Senator 
will see that navigation was only a secondary thing. It was 
an emergency proposition, a military proposition—the manu- 
facture of munitions of war. The Congress has just as much 
power to make nitrogen for war purposes as it has to erect a 
dam for navigation purposes. 

Mr. SIMMONS. I wish to ask the Senator one question. If 
this great plant is developed as it is now contemplated, will not 
the Tennessee River become a great highway of commerce up 
to that point? 

Mr. SHIELDS. The Tennessee River is the greatest river of 
the United States east of the Mississippi River, and is now a 
great highway of commerce, and will be immensely improved 
by this dam, and I want it there for that purpose as well as 
to make nitrogen. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Exactly. 

Mr. SHIELDS. But I am talking about the statute that au- 
thorized the building of this dam; and if the Senator will look 
at that, he will see that it is a military operation and not a 
navigation project, 

Mr. LENROOT, Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
$ Mr. SHIELDS. The Senator from North Carolina has the 

oor. 

Mr. SIMMONS. I yield. 

Mr. LENROOT. There is no abler lawyer on this floor than 
the Senator from Tennessee. Is it the Senator’s theory that 
under the exercise of the military power in time of peace Con- 
gress can obstruct a navigable stream for the purpose of mak- 
ing munitions of war? 

Mr. SHIELDS. Unquestionably in time of peace Congress 
has a right to provide for the manufacture of munitions. We 
maintain a navy yard down here. We build ships. 

Mr. LENROOT. Oh, yes; provided it exercises that power 
in such a way as not to destroy other rights that are equally 
sacred under the Constitution, and one of those rights is the 
right of navigability. 

Mr. SHIELDS. There is no obbstruction, and there is no 
conflict in a dam to create power, hydroelectricity, to make 
nitrogen to supply the Government with powder and for the 
improvement of navigation. The two run together; but the 
Congress has the power to erect this dam, both in aid of navi- 
gation and, under the military clauses, to supply munitions of 
war; and it has as much right to do that in times of peace 
as it has in times of war. 

Mr. LENROOT. I do not care to discuss that question. 

Mr. SHIELDS. We are manufacturing guns and cannon in 
munition plants all over the United States in time of peace. 

Mr. LENROOT. There is no question about that. 

Mr. SHIELDS. And I should like to say right here, in view 
of some of these pacificist doctrines that are being circulated, 


will the Senator yield? 
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that we onght to have them in times of peace and prepare for 
war, and not be in the condition we were in when the last 
war came on. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, the discussion has gone far 
afield, It has gotten now to the point where we are discussing 
questions that were very interesting and very much mooted 
during the war. The point I was making, and the only point 
I was making, was that this is essentially new matter, and 
that it is of such a character that it would have a radical 
effect in the way of reducing the rent reserved by the Gov- 
ernment for this property. 

It is conceivable that the indefinite amount of this deduc- 
tion under some circumstances might reduce the amount of the 
returns to the Government from both of these dams to a 
negligible quantity. I think that addition, therefore, is clearly 

in violation of the rule of the Senate which provides that no 
amendment, however germane it may be to the text, shall be 
permitted when it introduces any new matter not to be found 
in either bill. 

Enough with reference to that. I might stop, however, 
simply to mention the striking thing about. the matter. This 
very remarkable provision authorizes the President to do a 
thing which he is forbidden to do under the bill as it passed 
the House, and under the bill which passed the Senate, which 
it was our intent that he should be forbidden to do, and in 
the exercise of that power the President will be exercising an 
authority by virtue of the dictum of this conference report 
which both Houses of the Congress, when they were legislating, 
forbade him exercising. Not only did the conferees substitute 
their will in this new matter for that of the Congress, the 
legislative body, but they forced into the bill a provision 
which reverses the position of both bodies with respect to the 
subject matter. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator 
whether his immediate remarks are addressed to the proviso 
found in section 5, appearing on page 5 of the printed report, 
reading: 


Provided, however, That no interest payment shall be required upon 
the cost of the locks at Dam No. 2 and Dam No. 3. 


Mr. SIMMONS. That is what I was talking about. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. The Senator's immediate thoughts are 
addressed to the discretionary power given to the President 
as claimed in that proviso? 

Mr. SIMMONS. Yes; that is what I was addressing my- 
self to, 5 

Now I eall attention to another provision found in this 
conference report. It does not seem to be germane to any 
provision of the bill whieh passed the House or that which 
passed the Senate, nor to any amendment adopted by the 
Senate to any provision of the bill which passed the House. 
There is certainly no provision in either the House bill or the 
Senate bill that is at all comparable to it. There is nothing 
in either bill upon which te hook it, so to speak. If conferees 
want to change an amendment made by the Senate to a bill 
which has passed the House, they may change it, provided 
they retain the substanee, and provided the matter is germane, 
and does not altogether destroy the purposes of the amend- 
ment: but even under the liberal powers of conferees with 
reference to the change of an amendment made in one House 
to a bill whieh originated in the other House, they can not 
change it by adding extraneous matter, matter aliunde, which 
the rule describes as new matter. They can not do that. So 
that as an amendment to any amendment which the Senate 
made this would be new matter; as an amendment to any pro- 
vision where the two Houses were in slight disagreement, 
which had to be adjusted, this would be new matter, because 
there is absolutely nothing in the bill, so far as I can find, 
that is comparable with it. This is the proyision to which I 
refer: 


Any lease hereunder and all contracts for power sold under said 
lease shall contain the proviso that the power may be recalled by the 
United States if and when needed in the prospect or even of war. 


That is language which can not be found in any amendment, 
nothing comparable to it can be found in any amendment or 
in any compromise designed to bring the Houses more closely 
together where they were at variance. The provision con- 
tinues: 

Without payment of or Habillty for damages to consumers or others 
so deprived of said power, and no contract or lease shall be valid 
which does not include this proviso. „ 


Here is a proviso which they propose te put into the bill, 
which creates an entirely new situation, which provides for 


a thing that was not provided for by either body, which pro- 
vides for a thing where there is no amendment by the Senate 
to the bill as it passed the House with reference to it. 

It is said, however, that there should have been such a pro- 
vision sent to conference. In case of emergency the Govern- 
ment might take over this property, after its power had been 
leased and was being used to light great cities and towns, and 
to turn the wheels of great factories, but under the bill there 
is provision that the Government shall not be liable to the 
contractor whose plant is dependent upon a constant supply 
of power. The only remedy would be against the corporation. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. That would be true independent -of 
the bill, would it not? 

Mr. SIMMONS. The lability was not imposed upon the 
Government in the bill as it passed the House or in the bill” 
as it passed the Senate. There was no amendment with refer- 
ence to that matter. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. It may be mere surplusage, then. 

Mr. SIMMONS. No; it ts not mere surplusage. It is prob- 
ably something which ought to have been in the bill. It 
would have been wise if we had put it in the bill, but we did 
not put it in in the Senate, and the House did not put it in, 
and there is no amendment that provided for it. We failed 
to legislate with reference to the matter at all, although it 
would have been wise for us to legislate about it. But the 
conferees have no power to correct the errors of the Senate 
or of the House when they act. They have no power to say 
that the Senate and the House left out something which they 
should have included in their legislation, that the provision 
which they have made is imperfect. It would be a mere omis- 
sion of duty on the part of the legislature, and could not be 
remedied, according to law, except by amendment of the bill 
by the Congress, 

That particular case, I think, was a clear case of omission, 
but for the conferees to undertake to legislate because the Con- 
gress has failed to legislate in a matter abont which it should 
have legislated would be for them to attempt to decide a matter 
of policy and to enter the field of legislation. 

I do not wish to take too much time on this matter, but 
there is another provision te which I desire to call attention. 
In passing, I might say that this proviso about which I have 
just been talking is a restriction upon the powers of the Presi- 
dent granted in the present bill. I think very likely the Presi- 
dent would bave had the authority, in writing the contract, 
to include a provision of this sort. The Congress would have 
had the right to amend, and would have had the right to pro- 
vide for it in ease the President did not do it, if he had the 
authority te. But there are no circumstances under which the 
conferees would have had the power to thus eorrect a supposed 
error of the Congress in a matter of policy and legislation, and 
to impose a restriction upon the powers of the President. 

There is one other section, and only one other section, to 
which I wish especially to cali attention, and then I will be 
through. It is another case very similar to the one I have 
been citing. It is provided in the conference report that— 


The President Is hereby authorized and empowered to employ such 
advisory officers, experts, agents, or agencies as may in his discretion 
be necessary to enable him to carry out the purposes herein specified, 
and the sum of $100,000 is hereby authorized, to enable the President 
of the United States to carry out the purposes herein provided for. 


Mr. President, that is a very proper provision, but it was not 
in the bill as we passed it. The failure to put it in the bill, 
I think, was an omission on the part of the Congress and I 
have no doubt that Congress would have amended the law so 
as to confer upon the President the power to appoint the offi- 
cials and experts and to pay them their salaries, I have no 
doubt the Congress would have done that. But the Congress 
has not done it, and the conferees had no power to do it because 
there was nothing like it in the bill and there is no amendment 
to which the provision is pertinent. It stands as pure new 
matter of legislation, not bad legislation if they had the power 
to legislate, not bad legislation if we should add it or shall here- 
after add it, but it is nevertheless legislation with respect to a 
matter upon which the Congress had not acted or attempted to 
act, had not discussed or considered, and therefore it is bound 
to be new matter incorporated in the bill by the conference be- 
cause they thought Congress made a mistake when it was not 
included. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Was not the President given power to 
do something? 

Mr. SIMMONS. No; not along the line of employing experts. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. If he was given power to do some- 
thing impliedly, was he not given power to employ assistants 
te aid him? 


1925 


Mr. SIMMONS. The mere granting of power to the Presi- 
dent as we know it in our every-day processes of legislation 
here does not furnish him with the money. The President can 
not get a dollar out of the Treasury unless there is an act of 
Congress authorizing him to get it. Here is a provision author- 
izing the expenditure of $100,000. The Senator said he was 
given the power to do a certain thing, and that power neces- 
sarily implies that he was to have the money with which to do 
it. Yes; he was to have the money with which to do it, but 
he could only get the money by and through an act of Congress, 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I said assistants to do it. 

Mr. SIMMONS. He can only get the money to pay assist- 
ants to do it by an act of Congress, and the language provided 
for both the assistants and the money to pay the assistants, 
Power is granted to the President to do it, but there is no 
authority for the Treasurer to pay him the money necessary to 
pay the agents in the execution of that power. It is so clear 
that I can not conceive of any argument except the one the 
Senator from California has just made, that because the Con- 
gress gives the President power to do the thing, therefore 
impliedly Congress appropriates the money and authorizes the 
employment of the agency through which the power is to be 
exercised. We know that that can not be, and it does not 
require any argument, I think, to show that no such implied 
powers flow from the provision of the bill granting the power 
to the President. 

When the conferees assumed the right to provide for an ap- 
propriation of $100,000 and the employment of those experts 
and engineers to carry out the power, they were exercising legis- 
lative power and engrafting upon the bill a provision which 
only the Congress has the right to engraft upon it, and which 
probably the Congress ought to have engrafted upon, and the 
omission of Which the Congress should hereafter correct; but 
the conferees had no power to legislate in that respect. 


JAMES F. JENKINS 


Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent for the 
immediate consideration of the bill (S. 1633) for the relief of 
James F. Jenkins. The bill has been reported favorably from 
the Committee on Claims and will lead to no debate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
request of the Senator from South Carolina? 

Mr. CURTIS. It is the bill which was read last evening? 

Mr. DIAL. Yes. 

Mr. CURTIS. It is a unanimous report from the committee? 

Mr. DIAL. That is correct. 

Mr. CURTIS. I have no objection to its consideration. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of 
the Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on Claims with an amendment, on 
page 1, line 6, to strike out “$26,332.20” and insert in lieu 
thereof “ $21,000,” so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay to James F. Jenkins, out of any 
money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $21,000, 
being in payment for 600 bales of cotton linters taken by the United 
States on or about July 26, 1918, and the storage thereon up to and 
including December 14, 1920. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

AMENDMENT OF CHINA TRADE ACT 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I report back favorably with- 
out amendment, from the Committee on Commerce, the bill 
(H. R. 7190) to amend the China trade act, 1922. The Dill 
has the indorsement of the Department of Commerce and 
the Secretary of the Treasury. I ask for its present considera- 
tion. 

There being no objection the bill was considered as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


EXAMINATION AND AUDIT OF COTTON STATISTICS 


Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, there is on the calendar a 
joint resolution (S. J. Res. 183) establishing a joint con- 
gressional commission to make an examination and audit of 
cotton statistics in the Bureau of the Census, and for other 
purposes. It was reported favorably from the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry, and there are certain amendments 
I have promised to offer to it. I would like to have the joint 
resolution taken up for consideration at this time. 
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1 585 CURTIS. Was it unanimously reported from the com- 
Mr. SMITH. It was unanimously reported from the 
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry. 
Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Is the Senator going to offer 
amendments? 
Mr. SMITH. Yes. ; 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from South 
Carolina asks unanimous consent for the immediate consid- 
5 son 8 183. Is there objection? 
bie E. eserving the righ y 

that it 3 g ght to object I ask 
e PRESIDENT pro tempore. à 

e ooet? p pore. Does the Senator from 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I reserve the right until we learn 
the nature of the proposed amendments. 

Mr. CURTIS. I understood that the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. BUTLER] objected to the joint resolution. 

Mr. SMITH. No; he gave me the amendments he desired 
6 offer to the joint resolution, and I am ready to offer them 

OW. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. That is what I was tr to develop. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The i will 
be read for information. 

The reading clerk read the joint resolution. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr, President, I have just suggested to the 
Senator from South Carolina that, inasmuch as the measure 
takes money out of the contingent fund, under the rule it must 
go to the Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent 
Expenses of the Senate before we can act upon it. The joint 
resolution has not been to that committee, so I suggest that he 
have it referred to the Committee to Audit and Control the 
Contingent Expenses of the Senate in order that there may be 
an early report on it. 

Mr. SMITH. I ask unanimous consent that the joint resolu- 
tion may be amended so that when it goes to the committee 
they will have it as it will be ultimately passed and we will 
not then have to go through that form. 

Mr. CURTIS. I have no objection to pursuing that course. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the joint resolution? The Chair 
hears—— 

Mr. CURTIS. No, Mr. President. 

Mr. SMITH. The joint resolution under the rules will have 
to go to the Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent 
Expenses of the Senate, and I am just asking the privilege at 
this preliminary stage to amend it. It has been reported unani- 
mously by the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, and I 
want to make certain corrections and then have it go to the 
Committee to Audit and Control. 

Mr. CURTIS. Before final action? 

Mr. SMITH. Yes; before final action. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair understands that 
the unanimous consent granted is for consideration of the joint 
resolution and not for its passage. 

Mr. CURTIS. That is right. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair hears no objec- 
tion to that agreement, and the joint resolution is before the 
Senate as in Committee of the Whole for the purpose of amend- 
ment. 

Mr. SMITH. Wherever the words “from cotton-producing 
States” occur in the joint resolution the amendment is that 
they be stricken out. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
stated. 

The Reapinc CLERK. On page 1, line 6, strike out the words 
“from cotton-producing States,” and on page 1, line 9, strike 
out the words “from cotton-producing States,” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I ask the Senator from South 
Carolina if he has substituted “three” instead of “two” as 
the membership of the commission? 

Mr. SMITH. Yes, that is proposed. That is an amendment 
reported by the committee. On page 1, line 5, instead of the 
word “two,” insert the word “three.” That amendment ought 
also to be agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
stated. 

The Reaprne CLERK. On page 1, line 5, strike out the word 
“two” and insert the word “three,” so as to read: “be com- 
posed of three Senators,” etc. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. CURTIS. I ask that the joint resolution be referred to 
the Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses 
of the Senate. 


Com- 


some 


The amendment will be 


The amendment will be 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair understands 
that under the agreement the joint resolution is not to go 
beyond the Committee of the Whole, and with that understand- 
ing the joint resolution is now referred to the Committee to 
Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate. 

PAYMENT TO ENLISTED MEN OF THE OOAST GUARD 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I report back 
favorably without amendment from the Committee on Com- 
merce the bill (S. 4260) for the relief of certain Treasury 
Department disbursing officers. I desire just for a moment 
to call attention to a letter from the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury in which he said: 

On December 15, 1924, the Comptroller General rendered a de- 
cision on a case involying payment to an enlisted man of the Coast 
Guard of an enlistment allowance based on the extension of his 
Navy enlistment. This was the first intimation from bis office that 
such payments were not approved by him. On December 30, 1924, the 
Comptroller General was advised of the Treasury Department’s reasons 
for making such payments and requested that he reconsider said de- 
cision, On January 20, 1925, he adhered to his former decision of 
December 15, 1924, and instructed that prompt action be taken to 
secure refundment of all such payments that had been made. 


Of course these officers had to refund the money. The Secre- 
tary then says: 

These payments, ranging in amounts from $50 to $200, have ex- 
tended over a period of approximately two years, and the accounts 
of the disbursing officers of the Treasury Department involving such 
amounts were approved by the General Accounting Office without 
question up to the time of the decision of December 15, 1924. Many 
of the men from whom refundment would have to be secured under 
the latest decision of the Comptroller General have been separated 
from the Coast Guard, and as those men now in the service, as well 
as those who have been separated from the service, received such 
enlistment allowances in good faith, it wonld be only common justice 
to them to have the bill S. 4260 enacted into law. In this connec- 
tion attention is also invited to the fact that the passage of this 
bill would require no additional appropriation of funds. I therefore 
earnestly recommend its passage. 

In view of the circumstances, I ask unanimous consent for 
the present consideration of the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. NORRIS. Let the bill be read. 

The reading clerk read the bill (S, 4260) providing for the 
relief of certain Treasury Department disbursing officers, as 
follows: 

Be it enaoted, eto., That the accounting officers of the Government 
are authorized and directed to allow in the settlement of the accounts 
of disbursing officers of the Government all payments of enlistment 
allowances made by them to honorably discharged enlisted men of 
the Navy who enlisted in the Coast Guard within @ period of three 
months from the date of discharge from the Navy between July 1, 
1922, and January 20, 1925. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of 
the Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

CLAIMS OF SETTLERS IN POLK COUNTY, FLA. 

Mr. CURTIS. I move that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of executive business. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, will the Senator withhold 
that motion for a moment in order that I may make a request? 

Mr. CURTIS. I withhold the motion, and yield to the Sena- 
tor from Florida. 

Mr. FLETCHER. On February 17 a report was submitted 
by the chairman of the Committee on Public Lands and Sur- 
veys [Mr. Lapp] on House bill 5204, which is purely of a local 
character, relating to claims of settlers growing out of faulty 
surveys made by the Government in Polk County, Fla. My 
colleague wanted to look into the bill at the time, and I con- 
sented that it should go over. He has since examined it, and 
is willing that it shall be passed. 

Mr. CURTIS. Gould not the Senator allow it to go over 
until Monday? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I could do that, but I should like to have 
it disposed of this afternoon. 

Mr. CURTIS. Very well. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the bill. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 5204) te authorize 
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the Secretary of the Interior to adjust disputes or claims by 
settlers, entrymen, selectors, grantees, and patentees of the 
United States against the United States and between each 
other, arising from incomplete or faulty surveys in township 
28 south, ranges 26 and 27 east, Tallahassee meridian, Polk 
County, in the State of Florida, and for other purposes, which 
was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized to equitably adjust disputes and claims of settlers, 
entrymen, selectors, grantees, and patentees of the United States, their 
heirs or assigns, against the United States and between each other, 
arising from incomplete or faulty surveys in section 31, township 28 
south, range 26 east, and in sections 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 16, 17, 18, 19, 
20, and 21, township 28 south, range 27 east, Tallahassee meridian, 
Polk County, in the State of Florida, and to issue directly or in trust 
as may be found necessary or advisable, patent to such settlers, entry- 
men, selectors, grantees, and patentees, their heirs or assigns, for land 
claimed through settlement, occupation, purchase, or otherwise in said 
described area, preserving, as far as he may deem equitable, to those 
claimants now in possession of public land the right to bave patented 
to them the areas so occupied: Provided, That a charge of $1.25 is 
to be made for each acre or fraction thereof of Government land pat- 
ented under this act: Provided further, That rights acquired subse- 
quent to the withdrawal of Jnly 5, 1921, shall not be recognized or be 
subject to adjustment hereunder. 

Sec. 2. That the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to accept 
any and all conveyances of land for purposes of adjustment and to 
make all necessary rules and regulations in order to carry this act 
into effect. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I ask that the report of the House com- 
mittee on the bill may be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the report was ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


Mr. Vinson of Kentucky, from the Committee on the Publie Lands, 
submitted the following report, to accompany H. R. 5204: 

The Committee on the Public Lands, to whom was referred the 
bill (H. R. 5204) to authorize the Secretary of the Interlor to adjust 
disputes or claims by settlers, entrymen, selectors, grantees, and 
patentees of the United States against the United States and between 
each other, arising from incomplete or faulty surveys in township 28 
south, ranges 26 and 27 east, Tallahassee meridian, Polk County, in 
the State of Florida, and for other purposes, having considered the 
same, report it to the House with the amendment herein stated, with 
the recommendation that it do pass. 

The amendment referred to ts as follows: 

Page 2, line 2, after the comma following the word “east,” insert 
the words “Tallahassee meridian, Polk County, in the State of 
Florida.” 

The report of thè Secretary of the Interior is herein set out in full 
for the information of the House, as follows: 7 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, January 26, 192}. 
Hon. N. J. SINNOTT, 
Chairman Committee on the Public Lands, 
r House of Representatives. 

Mr Dear MR. SINNOTT: I am in receipt, by your reference, of H. R. 
5204, entitled “A bill to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to 
adjust disputes or claims by settlers, entrymen, selectors, gramtees, 
and patentees of the United States against the United States and be- 
tween each other arising from incomplete or faulty surveys in town- 
ship 28 south, ranges 26 and 27 east, Tallahassee meridjan, Polk 
County, in the State of Florida, and for other purposes.” 

By Executive order of July 5, 1921, all public lands in T. 28 8., 
Rs. 26 and 27 E., Tallahassee Meridian, were withdrawn from settle- 
ment, location, sale, or entry pending preliminary examination and 
probable survey thereof designed to ascertain the true condition of 
the same and in contemplation of any legislation which might be 
found necessary in connection therewith. An examination conducted 
by this department shows that the original survey executed in 1853 
in T. 28 S., R. 27 E., in the region bordering Lake Hamilton is grossly 
in error, and that approximately 1,380 acres which were in place 
at that date are shown as water areas on the official plat approved 
December 12, 1853. Certain subdivisions which are shown on the 
plat as land in place are found to be water areas and always have 
been such. The greater part of the town site of Hamilton, in section 
16 of this township, is within the 1853 meander line and is designated 
on the official plat as a part of Lake Hamilton.“ This town site was 
laid out and established in the year 1910 and now contains about 350 
people, a number of stores, a national bank, and a large number of 
well-built homes. 
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In sec. 81, T. 28 S., R. 26 E., about 100 acres were omitted, ac- 
cording to the plat of survey approved September 30, 1850. ‘There 
are no deficiencies in this township, and the old survey of the re- 
mainder of the township is fairly accurate. The claims to the area 
omitted from the old surveys range from small lots in the Hamilton 
town site to large areas of highiy improved land which have been 
settled for many years. It appears from the record now before the 
department that the improvements on these lands have been made in 
entire good faith. ° 

An official survey of the above-described areas lias been made in 
order to provide a proper legal basis for their disposal, but the plats 
have not as yet been completed. The plats when completed, however, 
will show all lands erroneously ondtted from the original surveys of 
these townships and will show in addition the extent of settlement and 
improvement made thereon by Individuals now in possession. 

The bill is identical with the draft submitted by the department 
to Hon. HERBERT J. Drange, under date of December 22, 1922, and 1 
recommend that it be enacted Into law in order te provide a proper 
remedy for those who have been misled by the erroneous Government 
surveys. 

Very truly yours, 
HUBERT Work. 

In consequence of all of which the committee recommends passage 
of this bill. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Mr. CURTIS. I renew my motion that the Senate proceed 
to the consideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business, After five minutes spent 
in executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 4 o’clock 
and 20 minutes p. m.) the Senate, under the order previously 
entered, took a recess until Monday, February 23, 1925, at 12 
o'clock meridian. 


CONFIRMATIONS j 
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate February 21 
(legislative day of February 17), 1925 
PURCHASING AGENT, Post OFFICE DEPARTMENT 
Thomas L. Degnan to be purchasing agent. 
POSTMASTERS 

ALABAMA 
Allie O. York, Midland City. 
Arthur W. Smith, Shawmut. 

CALIFORNIA 

Pliny M. Arnold, Carlshad. 
Denver C. Jamerson, Cottonwood. 
Irma J. Gallmann, Pinedale. 
Claude C. Hayes, Salida. 

GEORGIA 
Pearl Warren, Abbeville. 
Essie T. Patterson, Byromville. 
John L. Dorris, Douglasville. 
Fair Durden, Graymont. 
Robert Turner, Jasper. 
James D. Lane, Monticello. 

IDAHO 

Edgar H. Taylor, Juliaetta. 
Haly C. Kunter, Ririe. 


IOWA 
Boyd B. Wade, Woodward. 
KANSAS 
Clara O. Cutbirth, Silver Lake. 
KENTUCKY 
Virginia M. Spencer, Garrett, 
LOUISIANA ` s 
Ruby M. Ivey, Benton. 
Joseph C. Ballay, Buras. 
MARYLAND 
Roland M. White, Princess Anne. 
MICHIGAN 
Charles J. Larson, Ironwood. 
MINNESOTA 
Ernest S. Mariette, Oak Terrace. 
MISSISSIPPI 


Thomas J. Davis, Baldwyn. 
Thomas W. Maxwell, Canton. 
Eppie R. Baker, Duck Hill 
John E. Nordan, Forest. 


George T. Halas, Hazlehurst. 
Zilpha L. Killam, Hickory. 
Walter E. Dreaden, Lambert. 
James L. Cooper, Maben. 
Opie C. Grenn, Norfield. 
Jeff L. Barrow, Pelahatchee. 
Davis Staples, Stewart. 
MISSOURI 
Freeman. 
MONTANA 
Ovid S. Draper, Bonner. 
NEBRASKA 
Nora G. Johnson, Big Spring. 
Maurice S. Groat, Inavale. 
NEW JERSEY 
William G. Wallis, Flerenee. 
OKLAHOMA 
Belle Moulton, Earlsboro. 
PENNSYLVANIA 
James W, McCurdy, Jackson Center. 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
Ellen M. Williamson, Norway. 
Herbert O. Jones, Salley. 
WISCONSIN 
Edwin J. Pynn, Hartland. 
John A. Dysland, Mount Horeb. 
Ralph H. Tolford, Thorp. 
Louis A. Meininger, Waukesha. 
Robert R. Porter, Wheeler. 


Gustav F. Duensing, 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Sarurpay, February 21, 1925 


The House met at 11 o’clock a. m. 
The Chaplain, Rey. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: 


Hear our prayer, O Lord, and give ear unto our supplica- 
tion, for we would seek the shadow of Thy holy presence. 
We are Thine by creation and redemption, and all mortals 
over whom the skies bend in solemn silence are within the 
folds of the Father's arms. The Lord God bless, direct, and 
endow with understanding the officers and Members of this 
Chamber, May goodness and truth always be defended 
against the evil. The things we can not help may we leave 
to Thee without anxiety and unhappy contemplation, for our 
times are in Thine hands. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
leave of absence of my colleague, Mr. Füllen, who is sick 
in bed. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection the request will be 
granted. 

There was no objection. 

MIGRATORY BIRD BILL e 

The SPEAKER. The unfinished business is the migratory 
game refuge bill, of which the Clerk will read the title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 745) for the establishment of migratory-bird refuges to 
furnish in perpetuity homes for migratory birds, the establishment 
of publie shooting grounds to preserve the American system of free 
shooting, the provision of funds for establishing such areas, and the 
furnishing of adequate protection for migratory birds, and for other 
purposes. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the third reading of 
the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, and was read 


the third time. 
Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Speaker, I offer a motion to re- 


commit, which if carried will cut out the license section of 
the bill and prohibit shooting. 

The Clerk read the motion to recommit, as follows: 

Motion to recommit offered by Mr. KINCHELOE: I move to recommit 
this bill to the Committee on Agriculture with instructions to report 
the same back immediately with the following amendments: On page 
5, line 1, after the word “act,” strike out the rest of section and 
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insert the following: “and that no person shall take any migratory 
bird or nest or egg of such bird on any such migratory refuges"; and 
strike out sections 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12. 


The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion to recommit. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. KINcHELOE) there were 20 ayes and 27 noes. 

Mr. KINCHELON. Mr. Speaker, I object to the vote and 
make the point that there is no quorum present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently there is no quorum present. 
The Doorkeeper will close the doors, the Sergeant at Arms will 
bring in the absentees, and the Clerk will call the roll. 

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 119, nays 198, 
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answered “present” 2, not voting 112, as follows: 
[Roll No. 78] 
YEAS—119 
Abernethy Crosser Jones Richards 
Ackerman Davis, Tenn. Kent Robsion, Ky. 
Allgood Deal Kincheloe Romjue 
Aimon Dickinson, Mo. LaGuardia Rubey 
Andrew Doughton Lanham Sanders, Tex. 
Arnold Drewry Lankford Sandlin 
Aswell French Larsen, Ga. Schafer 
Bankhead Fulmer Lazaro Shallenberger 
Barkley Gambrill Leatherwood Sites 
11 Gardner, Ind. wrey Smithwick 
Black, Tex. Garrett, Tenn, Lozier tedman 
land Garrett, Tex. Lyon Stengle 
Blanton Gasque cDuffie Stevenson 
Bowling Gilbert McKeown Swank 
ox Goldsborough 11 Thomas, K 
yee Greenwood Major, III. Thomas, Okla, 
Brand, Ga, Hammer Martin Tucker 
g5 Harrison Moore, Ga, Tydings 
Brownin, Hayden Morehead U — 2 
Bulwinkle Hilt, Ala. Morris Vinson, Ga. 
Busby Hill, Md. Oldfield Vinson, Ky, 
Byrnes, 8. C. Hill, Wash. Park, Ga. Watkins 
Byrns, Tena, Hooker Parks, Ark. Wefald 
Canfield Howard, Okla, Peery Williams, III. 
leary Huddleston Pou Wilson, Ind. 
Collier Hull, Tenn. uin Wilson, La. 
Colton effers mseyer Wingo 
Connally, Tex. Johnson, Ky. Rankin Woodrum 
Cook Johnson, Tex. Rayburn Wright 
Crisp Johnson, Wash. Reed, Ark. 
NAYS—198 
Aldrich Eagan Longworth Sabath 
Allen Eliott Meciintic Sanders, Ind. 
Anderson Evans, Iowa McFadden Sanders, N. Y. 
Anthony Evans, Mont. McKenzie cott 
acon Fairchild MeLaughiin, Mich.Sears, Fla. 
Barbour Fairfield McLaughlin, Nebr.Sears, Nebr. 
k Faust McLeo: Shreve 
Beers Favrot McSwain Simmons 
Bixler Fenn McSweeney Sinclair 
Black, N. Y. Fish 2 Smit 
loom Fisher MacLafferty Snell 
oles Fleetwood Madden Speaks 
Browne, N. J. Foster Magee, N. Y. Sproul, III. 
Browne, Wis. rear Magee, Pa saan Kans. 
Brumm Free Major, Mo. Stalker 
Buchanan Geran Manlove Strong, Kans. 
Burdick Gibson Mapes Strong, Pa. 
Burtness Gifford Mead Summers, Wash, 
Burton Green Merritt Swing 
Cable Griest Michener Swoope 
Campbell Hadley Miller, III. Taber 
Cannon Hall Miller, Wash, Taylor, Colo. 
Carew Hardy Minahan Taylor, Tenn. 
Carter Hastings Mooney Taylor, W. Va, 
Casey Haugen Moores, Ind. Thatcher 
Chindblom awes Morgan Tillman 
Christopherson Hawley Morin Tilson 
Clague Hickey Morrow Timberlake 
Clancy loch Murphy Tincher 
Clark, Ela. Holada Nelson, Me, Treadway 
Clarke, N. Y, Howard, Nebr, Newton, Minn, Underwood 
Cole, lowa udso Newton, Mo. Vaile 
Cole, Ohio Hudspeth Nolan Vestal 
Collins Hull, Morton D. O'Connell, N. Y. Wafer 
Connery Hull, William E. O'Connell, R.I. Wainwright 
Cooper, Ohio Jacobstein O'Connor, La, ason 
Cooper, Wis, ames O'Sullivan Watres 
Corning Johnson, S. Dak. Paige Watson 
Cramton Kearns Patterson Weaver 
Croll Keller Purnell White, Me, 
Crowther Ketcham Ragon Wiliams, Mich, 
Cummings <ing Rainey Williams, Tex. 
Darrow Knutson Raker Williamson 
Dempsey Kopp Ransley Winslow 
Denison 1 Kara n wee inter k 
lickinson, Iowa vale eece oodru 
Dowell Lampert Reed, N. Y. Wyant 
Drane Lea, Calif. Reid, III Ziblman 
Driver Leach Robinson, Iowa 
Dyer Leavitt Rosenbloom 
ANSWERED “ PRESENT "—2 
Cullen Montague 
NOT VOTING—112 
Ayres Re Buckley Curry 
Bacharach Boy — Butler Dallinger 
eedy Brand, Ohio Celler Davey 
Begg Britten Connolly, Pa. Davis, Minn. 


Dickstein Kendall O'Brien spear ng 
Dominick err O'Connor, N. X. 1 pe 

yle Liess Oliver, Ala. ens 
Edmonds Kindred Oliver, N. X. Sul ivan 
Fitzgerald Kunz Parker Sumners, Tex. 
F. ere Langley Peavey Sweet 
Free Larson, Minn, Perkins Tague 
Frothingham Lee, Ga. eriman Temple 
a 3 Lehlbach Phillips Thompson 

lly Porter kham 

Fan Lindesy Prall ‘ Underhill 
Gallivan Lineberger Quayle Vare 
Garber Linthicum R W. Va. Vincent, Mich. 
Garner, Tex. Logan Roach ard, 
Glatfelter uce Rogers, Mass, Ward, N. X. 
Graham MeNult, Rogers, N. H. Weller 
Grimin Mansfield use Welsh 
Guyer Michaelson Salmon Wertz 
Hall f. Milligan chall White, Kans, 
Hull, lowa Mills Schneider Wilson, Miss. 
Humphreys, Moore, Ill, eger Wolf 
3 Va. Moore, Ohio Sherwood Wood 
Jos foore, Va. Sinnott Wurzbach 
Kelly Nelson, Wis. Snyder Yates 


So the motion to recommit was rejectea. 
The following pairs were announced: 
On the vote: 


Mr. Wilson of Mississippi (for) with Mr. Gallivan (against). 
r. Moore of Virginia Kor with Mr. Butler (again: inst). 
„Humphrey (for) with Mr. Lineberger (against), 

Mr, Montague (for) with Mr. Dallinger (against), 

Mr. Mansfield tor with Mr. Cullen (against), 

Mr. Curry (for th Mr, Mills (against). 


General pairs: 


. Begg with Mr. Celler. 
Mr. Wood with Mr. Dave “Ki 
r. Moore ef Ohio 5 — r. Boylan. 
. Seger with Mr. Pra 
Graham with Mr. Steagall. 
. Sweet with Mr. . 
Mr. Kiess with Mr. J 
Kendall with Mr. 3 
„Perkins with Mr. Garner of Texas, 
. Freeman with Mr. 
Parker with Mr. Mil igan. 
. Lehlbach with Mr. Buckley. 
. Vare with Mr. Oliver of New York. 
„Bacharach with Mr.. Fulbright. 
. Luce with Mr. Rouse. 
„ Welsh with Mr, Griffin. 
. Connolly of Penns: yivania with Mr. Sullivan, 
Mr. Fitzgerald with Kindred. 
pee ens with Mr. "o Connor ef New York. 
4 ericks with Mr. Dominick, 
Mr. The ompson with Mr. Quayle. 
. Rogers of ge ee pe nn Mr. Oliver of Alabama, 
Mr, Phillips with Mr. Ta 
. Michaelson with Mr. . 
. Wurzbach with Mr. Summers of Texas. 
. Davis of Minnesota with Mr. O'Brien. 
. Frothingham with Mr. Weller. 
F 1 with Mr. Lee of Georgia, 
Sinnott with Mr. Ward of North Carolina, 
. Porter with Mr. Kunz. 
Yates with Mr, Johnson of West Virginia. 
. Wertz with Mr. Lindsay, 
„ Beedy with Mr. McNulty. 
. Garber with Mr. Linthicum. 
„ Hull of Iowa with Mr. Salmon. 
. Perlman with Mr. Doyle. 
. Britten with Mr. Rogers of New Hampshire. 
Edmonds with Mr. Logan, 
2 e with Mr. Wolf. 
Mr. White of Kansas with Mr. Spearing. 
. Peavey with Mr. Ber 
. Dickstein. 


. Brand of Ohio with 

Mr. CULLEN. Mr. oui I voted “nay.” I am paired 
with Mr. MANSFIELD, the gentleman from Texas. I wish to 
withdraw my vote and answer “ Present.” 

Mr. MONTAGUE. Mr. Speaker, I am paired with the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts, Mr. DALLINGER; if he were pres- 
ent, he would vote “no” and I would vote “ yes.” 

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage of the bill. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. And on that, Mr. Speaker, 
I ask foy the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 212, nays 113, 
answered “present” 2, not voting 104, as follows: 


[Roli No. 79] 
YEAS—212 

Allen Bloom Butler Clark, Fla. 
Allgood Boles Cable ree N. X. 
Anderson Browne, N. J. Campbell Clear, 
Anthony Browne, Wis. Cannon Cole, Iowa 
Bacon Brumm Carew Cole, Ohio 
Barbour Buchanan Casey Connery 
Beck Bulwinkle Chindblom Cooper, Ohio 
Beers Burdick Christopherson Cooper, Wis. 
Bixler Burtness Clague Corning 
Black, N. Y. Burton Clancy Cramton 
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Croll Howard, Nebr, Mich Smith Mr. Cullen with Mr. Mansfield (against), 
Crowther Howard, Okla, Miller, In. Smithwick Mr, Mills ( or) with Me Mr, Curry (against), “ 
Cummings Hudson ahan Snell 2 
eee II ù Mooney Snyder Until further notice: 
' Hull, Iowa Moores, Ind. Mr. Freeman Mr. Ayres 
Dick I Hall, William E. Mo Sproul, Til. Mr. Aldrich with Mr. Johnson of West Virginia. 
Dowell zen Jascobsteln M Stalker Mr. Miller of Washington with Mr. Quayle. 
DARS James Morrow Stephens Ar. Underhill with Mr. Rouse. 
a8 Te Murphy Strong, Kans. Mr. Fish with Mr. Jones. 
Dyer Johnson, S. Dak, Ni Me. Strong, Mr. Kelly with Mr. 
Kagan earns ewton, Minn. Swing Mr er with Mr. Lee 
Elliott Ketekan Newton, Mo. Swoope Mr. of Massachusetts with Mr. O'Connor of New York. 
Evans, Iowa oe olan Taber Mr. ler with Mr. Richards. 
Evans, Mont. Knutson O'Connell, N. Y. — Colo. Mr. of Minnesota with Mr. Salmon. 
. Kopp, O'Connor, La” Taylor, W. Va- Mr. Nelson of Wisconsin with Mr. McSwain. 
F. t Mr. Vin f Michigan with Mr. Davis ‘ennessee, 
Fenn. a Oliver, Ala, eee Mr. Ward of New York with Mr 0 ren“ 
— er Lea, Calif Patterson Tilson Mr. Roach with Mr. Ward of North Carolina. 
ataja 2 rne Timberlake Mr. FREEMAN. Mr. Speaker, I desire to vote. 
Frear Lineberger —.— 8 The SPEAKER. Was the gentleman present and listening 
ongwo: Underwood when his name was called? 
rs Losier Ransley Falle Mr. FREEMAN. No. 
Gibson MeClintic — Vestal The SPEAKER. The gentleman does not quality. 
Glatfelt McFadden N. L. Walawtight Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I desire to vote. 
Gren McKeown id, I. Wason The SPEAKER. Was the gentleman present and listening 
Griest McLaughlin, Mich Robinson, Towa atres when his name was called? ; 
Hadiey Meet ee Weaver Mr. CARTER. I was present, but did not know what the 
— — McSweeney Sanders, Ind. hite, Me. question was and I have found out since. 
Hard F Vie Mich. | The SPEAKER. The gentleman does not qualify. 
= ngs Madden Schneider Williamson Mr. CARTER. I was present and listening. 
Hawes oa SR o Wilson, Ind. The SPEAKER. Did the gentleman hear his name? 
Hayden Major, Mo. Sears, Nebr Winter ene Yes, sir; but I did not know what the vote 
ia rie. — —— peas The SPEAKER. That does not qualify the gentleman. 
Holaday Merritt Sites Ziblman The Chair will explain. The theory on which gentlemen can 
NAYS—118 vote is that the name was not called, that by some mistake 
Abernethy Denison LaGuardia Rubey the Clerk did not call the gentleman’s name. Now, the gentle- 
Ackerman Dickinson, Mo, Lanham Randers, Tex. man says his name was called but he did not vote. 
rier es Donghton Lankford aain Mr. CARTER. My name was called but 
Arnold French Lazaro sat The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks it is extraordinary that 
Aswell Fulmer Leatherwood Stedman so many gentlemen can be present and listening and not hear 
Bankhead Gambrill n Stengle their names 
Barkley Gardner, Ind Lowrey evenson > 
Bell Garrett, Tenn. on Summers, Wash, Mr. CARTER. My reason was I did not know exactly what 
—— Tex. Garters, Tex. e Mis — — — the House was voting on. 
Blanton There Meteo l eae Bie, The SPEAKER. The gentleman does not qualify. 
Bowling „Goldsborough Martin Tinkham Mr. AYRES. Mr. Speaker, I desire to vote, 
ee eee e Tucker The SPEAKER. Was the gentleman present and listening? 
Brand, Ga. Ha wle, orehe T — Mr. AYRES. I was not. I was in conference and I would 
Briggs Hill, Ma Morris Vinson, Ky. desire to vote present.” 
Browning pu orean aonan Ga. The SPEAKER. There is no rule that allows that. 
Byrnes, S. C. Hooker Parks. vatald. „ Mr. AYRES. So, then, I am not entitled to vote even 
Byrns, Huddleston Peery Williams, III. present”? 
Canfield Hull, Tenn. Pou ilson, The SPRAKER. No. 
Fotis ec rii yer a Mr. AYRES. I was in conference at the time the vote was 
Collins umpi ngo ` 
Colton Johnsa: Rankin Woodrum on, and if I had been present I should have been 
8 Tex. Johnson, Tex. r Wright 3 nine voted “aye.” a vey, 
Crisp — Robsion, Ry. Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I was not present. 
Dea Kincheloe Romjue i The SPEAKER. The gentleman does not qualify. 
5 a — Mr. CULLEN. Mr. Speaker, I have a pair with the gentle- 
ontague man from Texas, Mr. MANSFIELD, and desire to answer 
9 Nor 8 e “ present.” 8, 
cKenzie man 
ae a ag A Re Mr MONTAGUE, Aft Speaker, I voted cno”. T desire to 
Beedy Fuller Mansfield Schall withdraw my vote and answer “present,” because I have a 
Begs Ganta rosea — pair with the gentleman from Massachusetts, Mr. DALLINGER. 
Boy. an Garner, Tex. Mills ’ n The result — — vote was announced as above recorded. 
Brand, Ohio Graham Moore, III. On motion r. ANTHONY, a motion to reconsider the vote 
Britton ques FE by which the bill was passed was laid on the table. 
Carter Se NE! Pie Oa orate eae tae ME ee oe 
Connolly, Pa. Jost 88 Y. meee The SPRAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Kendall Parker Underhill Chair hears none. 
Dallinger Kerr Peavey Vare Mr. WEFALD. Mr. Speaker, this bill comes from the Com- 
DEVET amn Siem a Fona Nerd Mich. 5 and is 2 out — a special rule 
Dickstel f Kunz Phillips Ward. N. C. from the mmittee; it sty y the spokesman for 
Dominick E nn Porter Weller the Republican majority on that committee a measure for the 
Doyle ecg len — benefit of the farmers. He proves this by quoting a plank in 
Fairfield Lehlbach Reed, W. Va. White, Kans, the last Democratic platform which the best Democrats in the 
Fish oy 3 Wort House did not even know was there. The gentleman from 
a ar —.— 3 Kansas I Mr. Tixorrzn] with great gusto chided the Democrats 


So the bill was passed. 
The Clerk announced the following additional pairs: 


On the vote: 
Mr. Gallivan (or) 
Mr. Dallinger 


with Mr. Moore of Virginia (against). 
for) with Mr. Montague (against), 


for not knowing that their platform contained the following 
plank: 

The conservation of migratory birds, the establishment of game re- 
serves, and protection and conservation of wild life is of Seer eae 
to agriculture as well as to our sportsmen, 
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This is the only plank in any political platform bearing upon 
this question, and the only one that offers any excuse for pass- 
ing this bill out as a measure for the benefit of the farmers. 

Of course no other member of the committee considers this 
measure as of any special benefit to the farmers, but it is, 
indeed, remarkable that this bill shall be brought out from 
this committee by a special rule while real farm legislation 
from this committee is slumbering peacefully. 

It is charged by the opponents of this bill that it is a sports- 
men's bill. I have no grudge against sportsmen, but I am, in my 
work here, most concerned with the problems of the common 
herd of men, the men that ask no special favors either in a 
financial way or the extension of opportunities and privileges 
for greater enjoyments and recreation, such as are afforded in 
the creation and extensions of parks, playgrounds, and hunting 
grounds. 

I am strongly in fayor of anything that will conserve our 
wild life; I supported the upper Mississippi wild-life refuge 
proposition, and shall support like legislation in the future; but 
this bill is essentially a measure to establish shooting grounds, 
where the birds may be killed that we are so much concerned 
about protecting. Then the bill provides for a Federal license 
system which will in time necessitate a big and extensive ma- 
chine to enforce that provision, This will conflict with State 
laws, and may in many cases lead to the infliction of double 
punishment. I am opposed to the establishment of any new 
commissions, boards, or bureaus, with its attendant horde of 
clerks and inspectors. It has been said in this debate that 
there are 6,000,000 hunters in this country, and if they, as this 
bill provides, be registered in Washington, we may in time need 
as big a force of clerks to handle this business as has been em- 
ployed in the handling of the Veterans’ Bureau. We should not 
lightly pass laws that are easily broken and hard to enforce; 
that breeds disrespect for law; our Federal courts are now 
swamped with cases that they can not take care of. In the 
United States district courts in my State—Minnesota—there 
are now pending 949 civil cases, 430 criminal cases, and 1,453 
bankruptcy cases; for the year 1924 there were in that State 
handled in State courts 2,070 violations of the State game laws. 
Out of 1,920,785 game birds killed in that State in the year 
1923, according to the report of the game and fish commissioner, 
1,574,148 were migratory birds. With a double penalty for the 
killing of such birds unlawfully, I can see where the Federal 
courts would be still further swamped with work. What I have 
cited here refers only to one State, and there are 47 other States 
in the Union. If all States enforce game iaws as stringently as 
does my State, there should be no need of a double set of game 
laws and enforcement system. Minnesota has an almost Prus- 
sian system of enforcement of the game laws. I would not care 
to have more game wardens around than we now have there. 

The shooting grounds are not American institutions; their 
origin is distinctly European and medieval. In England, where 
obtains a caste system based upon birth and wealth, shooting 
grounds are the playgrounds of the highborn. In the English 
game preserves and shooting grounds it was said to be safer to 
shoot a man than a hare. In many continental countries of 
Europe the shooting of game is leased out to the rich and the 
peasants are severely punished for violations of the game laws. 
Our money aristocracy has its private shootings grounds, and if 
this bill becomes a law many of the game preseryes to be estab- 
lished under it wiil surely be laid close to such private shooting 
grounds where it is possible to do so. The Government would 
then help to raise the game for the idle rich to shoot and the 
shooting sport would in time be confined within the sacred pre- 
cincts of the wealthy sportsmen. But even where the shooting 
grounds would be public the one who has the swiftest automo- 
bile would get there first and the highest-priced guns do the 
most deadly execution; besides, a hunter to appear on such 
hunting ground must have a regulation costume and outfit or 
be stared off the grounds. The old American way was not 
thus. I would favor strongly a law to forbid the establish- 
ment of either public or private shooting grounds, especially 
private ones. Hunting is the great pastime of the wealthy and 
of savages. With the savage hunting is work and a means to 
an existence. We pass laws that men of wealth and leisure 
may enjoy as pleasure the lust of killing. Shooting with rapid- 
fire, high-power guns is nothing but murder with many a 
sportsman. Dogs, decoys, and all the modern inventions that 
now go to make hunting the seductive pastime it is should 
not be allowed to be used by the hunter; then there would not 
be any need of establishing game preserves. Let us give all 
wild life a rest for a few years. 

I never saw any but farmers and comparatively poor men ar- 
rested and convicted for violations of the game laws. I never saw 
a man in up-to-date hunting regalia in custody of a game warden. 
Shooting grounds will be a nuisance to farmers living adjacent 


to them. The location of a game refuge close to a farming 
community will diminish the value of such farm lands, for 
game refuges are supposed to be rathey worthless lands, Farm- 
ers who are unlucky enough to have such refuges and shooting 
grounds located close to their farms should be compensated the 
shrinkage in sale value that will follow. 

To those who make pathetic appeals to conserve and protect 
our wild life, I say the best way to protect it is not to kill. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate by Mr. Craven, its Chief Clerk, 
announced that the Senate had passed bills of the following 
titles, in which the concurrence of the House of Representa- 
tives was requested. 

S. 33. An act making eligible for retirement under certain 
conditions officers and former officers of the Army or naval 
service of the United States, other than officers of the Regular 
Army or Navy, who incurred physical disability in line of duty 
while in the service of the United States during the World War; 

S. 4224. An act to amend section 2 of the act of June 7, 1924 
(Public, 270), entitled “An act to provide for the protection 
of forest lands, for the reforestation of denuded areas, for 
the extension of national forests, and for other purposes,” in 
order to promote the continuous production of timber on lands 
chiefly suitable therefor; and 

S. 4317. An act granting the consent of Congress to the county 
of Jackson, Ark., to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge 
across the White River, at or near the city of Newport, in 
the county of Jackson, in the State of Arkansas. 

The message also announced that the Senate had agreed to 
the amendment of the House of Representatives to the bill 
(S. 3173) to provide for the construction of a memorial bridge 
across the Potomac River from a point near the Lincoln 
Memorial in the city of Washington to an appropriate point 
in the State of Virginia, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the Senate had agreed to 
the report of the committee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the House of 
Representatives to the bill (S. 2803) to regulate within the 
District of Columbia the sale of milk, cream, and ice cream, 
and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the Senate had agreed 
to the report of the committee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate 
to the bill (H. R. 9634) to provide for the creation, organiza- 
tion, administration, and maintenance of a Naval Reserve and 
a Marine Corps Reserve. 

The message also announced that the Senate had agreed 
to the report of the committee of conference on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate 
to the bill (H. R. 8522) granting to certain claimants the pref- 
erence right to purchase unappropriated public lands. 

The message also announced that the Senate had insisted 
upon its amendments to the bill (H. R. 7687) conferring juris- 
diction upon the Court of Claims to hear, examine, adjudicate, 
and enter judgment in any claims which the Assiniboine In- 
dians may have against the United States, and for other pur- 
poses, disagreed to by the House of Representatives, had agreed 
to the conference asked by the House on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon, and had appointed Mr. HARRELD, 
Mr. McNary, and Mr. AsHURST as the conferees on the part of 
the Senate. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed 
without amendment bills of the following titles: 

H. R. 11703. An act granting the consent of Congress to G. B. 
Deane, of St. Charles, Ark., to construct, maintain, and operate 
a bridge across the White River at or near the city of St. 
Charles, in the county of Arkansas, in the State of Arkansas; 
and 

H. R. 11825. An act to extend the time for the construction 
of a bridge over the Ohio River near Steubenville, Ohio. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed the 
following concurrent resolution : 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 33 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring), 
That the President of the United States be, and he is hereby, requested 
to return to the Senate the bill (S. 3760) to amend in certain par- 
ticulars the national defense act of June 3, 1916, as amended, and for 
other purposes. 


The message also announced that the Senate had insisted 
upon its amendment to the bill (H. R. 9535) authorizing suits 
against the United States in admiralty for damage caused by 
and salvage services rendered to the public vessels belonging 
to the United States, and for other purposes, disagreed to by 
the House of Representatives, had agreed to the conference 
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asked by the House on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and had appointed Mr. CAPPER, Mr. Spencer, and Mr. 
Bayarp as the conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the Senate had agreed to 
the report of the committee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to 
the bill (H. R. 11505) entitled “An act making appropriations 
for the Executive Office and sundry independent executive bu- 
reaus, boards, commissions, and offices for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1926, and for other purposes.” 


SENATE BILLS REFERRED 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, Senate bills of the following 
titles were taken from the Speaker's table and referred to their 
appropriate committees, as indicated below: 

S. 33. An act making eligible for retirement under certain 
conditions officers and former officers of the Army or naval 
service of the United States, other than officers of the Regular 
Army or Navy, who incurred physical disability in line of duty 
while in the service of the United States during the World 
War; to the Committee on World War Veterans’ Legislation. 

S. 3153. An act to authorize the construction of a nurses’ 
home for the Columbia Hospital for Women and Lying-in 
Asylum; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

S. 4224. An act to amend section 2 of the act of June 7, 1924 
(Public, 270), entitled “An act to provide for the protection of 
forest lands, for the reforestation of denuded areas, for the 
extension of national forests, and for other purposes,” in order 
to promote the continuous production of timber on lands 
chiefly suitable therefor; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

S. 4317. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
county of Jackson, Ark., to construct, maintain, and operate a 
bridge across the White River at or near the city of Newport, 
in the county of Jackson, in the State of Arkansas; to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT FOR HIS APPROVAL 

Mr. ROSENBLOOM, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 
reported that this day they had presented to the President of 
the United States for his approval the following bills: 

H. R. 9724. An act to authorize an appropriation for the 
care, maintenance, and improvement of the burial grounds con- 
taining the remains of Zachary Taylor, former President of 
the United States, and of the memorial shaft erected to his 
memory, and for other purposes ; 

H. R. 11214, An act to amend an act regulating the height 
of buildings in the District of Columbia, approved June 1, 
1910, as amended by the act of December 30, 1910; 

H. R. 11030. An act to revive and reenact the act entitled 
“An act authorizing the construction, maintenance, and opera- 
tion of a private drawbridge over and across Lock No. 4 of 
the canal and locks, Willamette Falls, Clackamas County, 
Oreg.,” approved May 31, 1921; 

H. R. 10596. An act to extend the times for commencing 
and completing the construction of a dam across the Red River 
of the North; 

H. R. 10590. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior 
to sell certain land to provide funds to be used in the purchase 
of a suitable tract of land to be used for cemetery purposes 
for the use and benefit of members of the Kiowa, Comanche, 
and Apache Tribes of Indians ; 

H. R. 10412. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
Pittsburgh, Cincinnati, Chicago & St. Louis Railroad Co., its 
successors and assigns, to construct a bridge across the Little 

Calumet River; 

H. R. 10411. An act granting desert-land entrymen an exten- 
sion of time for making final proof; 

H. R. 10348. An act authorizing the Chief of Engineers of 
the United States Army to accept a certain tract of land from 
Mrs. Anne Archbold donated to the United States for park 
purposes; 
| H. R. 10143. An act to exempt from cancellation certain 
desert-land entries in Riverside County, Calif. ; 

H. R. 9700. An act to authorize the Secretary of State to 
enlarge the site and erect buildings thereon for the use of 
ithe diplomatic and consular establishments of the United States 
in Tokyo, Japan; 

II. R. 9688. An act granting public lands to the city of Red 
Bluff, Calif., for a public park; 

H. R. 9537. An act to authorize the Secretary of Commerce to 
transfer to the city of Port Huron, Mich., a portion of the Fort 
Gratiot Lighthouse Reservation, Mich.; 

H. R. 9495. An act granting to the State of Oregon certain 
lands to be used by it for the purpose of maintaining and op- 
erating thereon a fish hatchery; 
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H. R. 9160. An act authorizing certain Indian tribes and 
bands, or any of them, residing in the State of Washington, to 
submit to the Court of Claims certain claims growing out of 
treaties and otherwise; 

H. R. 9028. An act to authorize the addition of certain lands 
to the Whitman National Forest; 

H. R.4114. An act authorizing the construction of a bridge 
across the Colorado River near Lee Ferry, Ariz.; 

H. R. 2716. An act to amend paragraph 20 of section 24 of 
the Judicial Code as amended by act of November 23, 1921, 
entitled “An act to reduce and equalize taxation, to provide 
revenue, and for other purposes“; 

H. R. 3927. An act granting public lands to the town of 
Silverton, Colo., for public-park purposes; 

II. R. 2720. An act to authorize the sale of lands in Pitts- 
burgh, Pa.; 

H. R. 2689. An act to consolidate certain lands within the 
Snoqualmie National Forest; 

II. R. 2419, An act for the relief of Michael Curran; 

H. R. 166. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior 
to issue patent to the city of Redlands, Calif., for certain lands, 
and for other purposes ; 

II. R. 27. An act to compensate the Chippewa Indians of Min- 
nesota for timber and interest in connection with the settle- 
ment for the Minnesota National Forest; 

H. R. 6436. An act for the relief of Isidor Steger; 

H. R. 5612. An act to authorize the addition of certain lands 
to the Mount Hood National Forest; 

H. R. 5170. An act providing for an exchange of lands be- 
tween Anton Hiersche and the United States in connection 
with the North Platte Federal irrigation project; 

H. R. 4825. An act for the establishment of industrial schools 
for Alaskan native children, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 6853. An act to relinquish title of the United States to 
the land in the preemption claim of William Weekley, situate in 
the county of Baldwin, State of Alabama; 

H. R. 6695. An act authorizing the owners of the steamship 
Malta Maru to bring suit against the United States of America ; 

H. R. 6651. An act to add certain lands to the Umatilla, Wal- 
lowa, and Whitman National Forests in Oregon; 

H. R. 8410. An act to change the name of Third Place NE. to 
Abbey Place; 

H. R. 8438. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
county of Allegheny, Pa., to construct a bridge across the 
Monongahela River from Cliff Street, McKeesport, to a point 
opposite in the city of Duquesne; 

H. R. 8366. An act to add certain lands to the Santiam Na- 
tional Forest; 

H. R. 8333. An act to restore homestead rights in certain 
cases; 

H. R. 8298. An act for the relief of Byron S. Adams; 

H. R. 8267. An act for the purchase of land adjoining Fort 
Bliss, Tex. ; 

H. R. 8226. An act granting relief to the First State Savings 
Bank, of Gladwin, Mich. ; 

H. R. 8169, An act for the relief of John J. Dobbertin ; 

H. R. 7780. An act for the relief of Fred J. La May; 

H. R.7631. An act for the relief of Charles T. Clayton and 
others; 

II. R. 11952. An act to authorize the exchange of certain pat- 
ented lands in the Rocky Mountain National Park for Govern- 
ment lands in the park; 

H. R. 11668. An act granting consent of Congress to the States 
of Missouri, Illinois, and Kentucky to construct, maintain, and 
operate bridges over the Mississippi and Ohio Rivers at or near 
Cairo, IIL, and for other purposes ; 

II. R. 11500. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to con- 
solidate national forest lands”; 

H. R. 11445. An act to amend the national defense act; 

H. R. 11255. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
Kanawha Falls Bridge Co. (Inc.) to construct a bridge across 
the Kanawha River at Kanawha Falls, Fayette County, W. Va. ; 

H. R. 4522. An act to provide for the completion of the topo- 
graphical survey of the United States; and 

H. J. Res. 342. Joint resolution to authorize the appointment 
of an additional commissioner on the United States Lexington- 
Concord Sesquicentennial Commission. 

CHILD-LABOR AMENDMENT 


The SPEAKER laid before the House a communication from 
the secretary of state of Texas, announcing the rejection by the 
legislature of that State of the proposed amendment to the Con- 
stitution relating to the labor of persons under 18 years of 
age. 


4334 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


FEBRUARY 21 


Also, communications from the seeretary of state of Georgia 
and the Governer of South Carolina, announcing the rejeetion 
by the legislatures of those States of the proposed amendment 
to the Constitution relating to the labor of persons under 18 
years of age. 

RETURN OF A BILL 

The SPEAKER. The Chair lays before the House the fol- 
lowing communication from the Senate. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Ordered, That the House of Representatives be requested to return to 
the Senate the bill H. R. 7821, entitled “An act to convey to the city of 
Astoria, Oreg., a certain strip of land in said city.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. 


FEDERAL COOPEEATIVE MARKETING AOT 


Mr, BURTON. Mr. Speaker, I desire to present a privileged 
resolution reported from the Committee on Rules. 

The SPRAKER. The Clerk will report the resolution. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


House Resolution 451 


Resolved, That upon the adoption of this resolution it shall be in 
order to move that the House resolve itself into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Unio for the consideration of 
Hi R. 12348, “A bill to create a Federal cooperative marketing 
board, to provide for the registration of cooperative marketing, clear- 
ing house, and terminal market organizations, and for other purposes.” 

That after general debate, which shall be confined to the bill and 
shall continue not to exceed two hours, the time to be equally divided 
and controlled by those favoring and opposing, the bill shall be read 
for amendment under the five-minute rule, At the conclusion of the 
reading of the bill for amendment the committee shall rise and report 
the bill to the House with such amendments as may have been 
adopted, and the previous. question shall ba considered as ordered on 
the bill and the amendments. thereto to final passage without inter- 
vening motion except one motion to recommit. 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I make a point of order that. 
on yesterday when a unanimous-consent request was asked by 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Lonaworrn] for the House to 
meet at 11 o'clock this morning it was then agreed that an 
additional hour for general debate was to be added to this rule. 

Mr. SNELL. If the gentleman will wait until the oppor- 
tunity it will be done, but there has been no opportunity up 
to this time. 

Mr: BLANTON. We want an understanding 

Mr. SNELL. It will be done at the proper time. 

The SPHAKER: The Chair overrules the point of order. 

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Speaker, I shall request at the proper 
time unanimous consent for an additional hour. I desire to 
ask if there is any member of the Committee on Rules who 
desires time in opposition to this rule? 

Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, I will say to the gentleman from 
Ohio we would like half an hour on this side. 

Mr. BURTON. Which, Mr. Speaker, I shall be very. glad 
to yield. Mr. Speaker, I am frank to say that I have not 
sufficiently examined this bill to express an opinion in favor 
of it, but the measure comes here under a recommendation of 
the commission appointed by the President with the request 
from the President himself that it shall be considered, and 
with a report from the Committee on Agriculture. This meas- 
ure is not of the broadest scope. It merely provides for the 
creation of a Federal cooperative marketing board and for 
the registration of cooperative marketing, clearing house, and 
terminal market organizations, and for other purposes. It 
proposes to set up on à purely voluntary plan the registration 
for cooperative marketing associations which qualify under 
the Capper-Volstead act. There is nothing in the bill to com- 
pel any cooperative associations to register, and there is noth- 
ing which will deprive any association which does not register 
of any of its rights. 

A board is to be constituted consisting of six members, the 
Secretary of Agriculture to be an ex offtcio member, and five 
additional members to be nominated by the President and 
vonfirmed by the Senate. The aim of this bill is in accordance 
with promises, I take it, made by both political parties in 
their platforms, and has for its object a step in relieving that 
agricultural depression which was so marked! from the year. 
1920 to the year 1924, 

It must be conceded that in. the matter of the sale of their 
products the farmers of the country do net have that same 
perfect organization nor those advantages which belong to those 
citizens who are engaged in other enterprises; and for the 


reasons which I have given the Committee on Rules brings 
in this resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, that is all I desire to say at this time. I reserve 
the balance. of my time, and yield to the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. Pov] one-half hour. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from North Carolina is 
recognized. for half an hour, 

Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself five minutes, 

Mr. Speaker, this measure, which it is proposed to consider 
under the rule, in the judgment of many of those who have 
examined it, some of them experts, not only will not contribute 
to the success of cooperative marketing of farm products, but 
may have the effect of destroying cooperative organizations 
already in existence. It is proposed to establish a commission 
of five men whose duty will be to assist in enlarging the agri- 
cultural markets of America. Already cooperative marketing 
has been measurably successful. All these associations ask 
is to be let alone. It is somewhat difficult to find any repre- 
sentative farm organization which is willing to take a positive 
stand for the proposed relief measure. Even the proponents of 
the legislation give it but feeble support. On the other hand, 
there has been an almost nation-wide protest against the 
creation of another bureau here in Washington, which may 
prove to be an obstacle to the success of the great cooperative 
marketing organizations throughout the Nation already or- 
ganized and already functioning. 

I oppose the rule, Mr. Speaker, and I oppose the so-called 
relief measure. If this bill is the best answer the majority 
party can give to that demand throughout the country that 
some action be taken to relieve the agricultural depression, it 
is worse than no answer at all. [Applause.] 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the remainder of my time, and yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. BANKHEAD]. 

The SPEAKER: The gentleman from Alabama is recognized 
for 10 minutes, 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the 
House, I am in thorough accord with the views: just expressed 
by the ranking member of the Committee on Rules [Mr, Pou], 
not only with referenee to this rule but with reference to the 
legislation it proposes to make possible for us. to consider. 
I represent a district whieh is very largely agricultural in its 
nature, and ordinarily I feel impelled as a matter of duty to 
an agricultural constituency to favor any legislation of a 
worthy character, within constitutional restraints, that in my 
judgment as a Representative would promote their material 
interests ; but after an examination of the bill which is soon to. - 
be brought in by the Committee on Agriculture, if this rule 
prevails, I am absolutely unable to find any provision that, in 
my judgment, from a knowledge of marketing conditions. in 
my section of the country particularly, would be of any mate- 
rial ince in promoting the prosperity of the farmers of this- 
country. 

On that aecount, and in addition on account of the fact that 
this bill proposes to establish a new Federal board, which is 
given rather large powers, I am opposed to the rule and to the 
bill. It is but another evidence of the apparent tendency to 
centralize all of the private business functions of the people 
into this Government and establish that center here in Wash- 
ington. I think we have very probably reached the extreme 
limit of the tendency in that direction. 

Now, I do not want to speak in any partisan. sense on this 
proposition. The President recently organized an agricultural 
council or commission, and a: rather large sum of money was 
appropriated for the purpose of paying the expenses of that 
com and after some I understand they re- 
ported a concrete formula of action: and submitted it to the 
President with the recommendation that the major problems 
be carried into legislation if possible. 

Their report covered a very wide range of subjects; but 
when the Committee on Agriculture of this House began the 
consideration of its recommendations I am informed that 
practically all of them were abandoned by that commission 
itself, and the result of all this furore about a great agricul- 
tural relief program for the farmers of this country is that 
the committee has brought in this bill providing for cooperative 
marketing associations. And, gentlemen, one of the reasons 
why I am opposed to this bill is the fact that it has been 
brought not only to my attention but to the attention of other 
Members of Congress: that these very cooperative marketing 
associations which this legislation attempts to aid have ex- 
pressed to this House their most vigorous and profound opposi- 
tion to the provisions of the bill itself. 

Mr: BLACK of Texas. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield there? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Yes. 
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Mr. BLACK of Texas. I will say to the gentleman that the 
only two farm organizations that I know of in Texas that are 
really extensively engaged in cooperative marketing have asked 
the Texas delegation to vote against the bill. 

Mr, BANKHEAD. That is another illustration of the point 
I was attempting to make. 

I hold in my hand and will ask leave to insert in the Recorp 
a list of the active cooperative farmers’ associations, extending 
all over the country engaged in all kinds of agricultural effort, 
protesting most solemnly against the passage of this bill, and 
also their statement, the effect of which is that they pray the 
United States Congress simply to let them alone. They say 
that they are men of intelligence, that they have the capacity 
for organization, that they know how to protect their own 
interests better than any board, éspecially by the method pro- 
vided by this bill; and the very men—and we ought to give 
earnest consideration to this fact, gentlemen—the very men in 
whose legislative interest this bill is proposed are here before 
this Congress protesting against its enactment. 

Now, gentlemen, I said something a moment ago about build- 
ing up another board here in Washington. When is the Con- 
gress of the United States going to reach its limit along that 
line? Only within the last few minutes have we passed another 
bill extending the enforcement of law into the hands of a 
Federal constabulary all over the land, to regulate the people 
of the country in their private pursuits. 

We have here another piece of legislation proposing to create 
a great board, with five members, at a salary of $10,000 a 
year each, and also providing for the appointment of all the 
necessary assistants, traveling expenses, and all that sort of 
thing. We are familiar with the operations of these boards. 
We know how they start in an apparently harmless way and 
with a small appropriation, together with a small number of 
men, but in the course of a few years the Appropriations Com- 
mittee must take care of a large Budget expenditure, because 
of the very natural expansion and reaching out for further 
authority upon the part of the boards which the Congress cre- 
ates. The bill provides for the appointment of experts and 
for the fixing of the salaries of the experts, employees, and 
agents, together with expenditures for rent and personal serv- 
ices and all that as may be necessary for the execution of the 
functions of the board. It provides for a method of arbitration 
and settlement of all disputes as to any particular issue, and 
that will, of course, require a large personnel, and it provides 
for traveling expenses. That means the enlargement instantly, 
in my opinion, of this apparently small board into a large 
personnel. The bill provides for a licensed registration system 
and for trials on the part of the board as to whether or not 
business organizations have violated the terms of the certifi- 
cates of registration. 

Gentlemen, I do not believe—and I believe that in voicing 
these sentiments I am speaking in the real interests of the 
farmers, in my section of the country,-at least—that there is 
anything in the provisions of this bill which will be of any 
material assistance to them in solving their problems or in in- 
creasing their prosperity. 

I want to say to my colleagues upon this side of the House, 
my Democratic associates, that while they say we are groping 
about to find some issue upon which to rehabilitate our party— 
our historic and time-honored old party—in the confidence and 
respect of the people of this country, that in my deliberate 
judgment we can find none of greater value or more potent 
than to resolve as a party that we will resist this further 
aggression of Federal authority and the extension of the power 
of Federal ‘agents to put their hands upon the individual rights 
of the people and the business of this country. [Applause.] 

Believing that there is nothing of service, importance, or 
value in this legislation, but that it is a mere gesture, so to 
speak, in carrying out some accredited promise upon the part 
of somebody, I think it ought to be defeated courageously and 
frankly. : 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Yes, 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Is it not true that we now have a 
bureau in the Department of Agriculture that might well take 
care of this? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Oh, we have bureaus to do everything, 
to examine and to act on every possible contingency that the 
human imagination can conceive, I think the time has come 
not only to extirpate some of those already created but to see 
to it that no more useless ones shall be established. [Applause.] 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance of my time, and ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend my remarks in the 
RECORD, 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama asks unani- 
mous consent to reyise and extend his remarks in the RECORD. 
Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Speaker, under the leave granted to 
me to extend my remarks in the Recorp, I desire to insert the 
following: 


MEMBERS OF THD NATIONAL COUNCIL OF FARMERS’ COOPERATIVE 
MARKETING ASSOCIATIONS 


Arkansas Cotton Growers’ Cooperative Association, Little Rock, Ark. 

Arkansas Rice Growers’ Cooperative Association, Stuttgart, Ark. 

Atlantic Coast Poultry Producers’ Association, New York, N. Y. 

Broomeorn Growers’ Cooperative Association, Oklahoma City, Okla, 

Burley Tobacco Growers’ Cooperative Association, Lexington, Ky, 

Calfornia Prune & Apricot Growers’ Association, San Jose, Calif. 

California Peach & Fig Growers’ Association, Fresno, Calif. 

Connecticut Valley Tobacco Association, Hartford, Conn. 

Dark Tobacco Growers’ Cooperative Association, Hopkinsville, Ky, 

Egyptian Seed Growers’ Exchange, Flora, III. 

Georgia Cotton Growers’ Cooperative Association, Atlanta, Ga. 

Georgia Peanut Growers’ Cooperative Association, Albany, Ga. 

Illinois Fruit Exchange, Centralia, III. 

Indiana Wheat Growers’ Association, Indianapolis, Ind. 

Maine Potato Growers’ Exchange, Caribou, Me. 

Mid-West Dairymen’s Co., Chicago, III. 

North Carolina Cotton Growers’ Cooperative Association, Raleigh, 
N. G. 

National Pecan Growers’ Exchange, Albany, Ga. 

Oklahoma Cotton Growers’ Association, Oklahoma City, Okla, 

Oklahoma Wheat Growers’ Association, Enid, Okla. 

„Pacific Cooperative Wool Growers, Portland, Oreg. 

Pacific Egg Producers (Inc.), New York, N. Y. 

Poultry Producers of Central California, San Francisco, Calif. 

Poultry Producers of Southern California, Los Angeles, Calif. 

South Carolina Cotton Growers’ Cooperative Association, Columbia, 
8. C. 

Sowega Melon Growers’ Exchange, Adel, Ga. 

Tennessee Cotton Growers’ Association, Memphis, Tenn. 

Texas Farm Bureau Cotton Association, Dallas, Tex. 

Texas Wheat Growers’ Association, Amarillo, Tex. 

Tobacco Growers’ Cooperative Association, Richmond, Va. 


NONMEMBER COOPERATIVES REPRESENTED BY THE NATIONAL COUNCIL IN 
ITS PROTEST AGAINST FEDERAL REGULATION OF COOPERATIVES 


Northern Wisconsin Tobacco Pool, Madison, Wis. 

Kansas Wheat Growers’ Association, Wichita, Kans. 

Rio Grande Valley Cooperative Association, El Paso, Tex. 

Western South Dakota Seed Growers’ Exchange, Rapid City, S. Dak. 

Tri-State Milk Producers’ Association, Memphis, Tenn, 

Resolutions on cooperative marketing legislation adopted by unani- 
mous vote at the third annual meeting of the National Council of 
Farmers’ Cooperative Marketing Associations, held in Washington, 
D. C., January 5 to 8, 1925: 

“We believe that cooperative marketing associations should be or- 
ganized by the farmers and owned and controlled by them; and in 
proof of their ability to intelligently and successfully manage their 
own business, when properly organized along lines of sound commodity 
cooperation, we call attention to the fact that there has been a smaller 
percentage of failures among the cooperative organizations brought into 
existence in recent years than has been shown in any other business 
activity in the life of our country. This record of accomplishment 
conclusively demonstrates the ability of American farmers to organize 
and successfully manage efficient cooperative marketing associations. 
Our experience has demonstrated that cooperative marketing associa- 
tions to be successful must arise naturally out of the needs of farmers 
and that it is not wise to artificially stimulate such organizations by 
any sort of governmental aid, special favoritism, or subsidy. We hold 
ourselves always open to governmental inspection of methods and 
operation. We have nothing now to ask from the Government except 
a sympathetic, understanding administration of the laws and regula- 
tions which are already in force for the assistance and supervision of 
cooperative marketing associations.” 


OBJECTIONS TO PROVISIONS IN II. R. 12348, REPORTED BY HOUSE COMMITTEM 
ON AGRICULTURE 


THE NATIONAL COOPERATIVE MILK PRODUCERS’ FEDERATION, 
Washington, D. C., February 19, 1923. 
To Members of Congress: 


The House Committee on Agriculture has favorably reported H, R. 
12548. This bill still contains features objectionable to our member 
associations and to cooperative associations generally. Pursuant to 
resolutions passed by our directors, who favor the Norris-Dickinson 
bill (H. R. 12216) as being more constructive in many ways than the 
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committee bill, we are enumerating some of the principal objections we 
‘have to the present form of the committee bill: 

1. The bill creates a Federal board which, for at least two years, 
may be composed of men who are not experienced in cooperative mar- 
keting and who are not truly representative of the cooperative market- 


ing groups. Its provisions are in line with fhe idea of Government 
regulation. supervision, and promotion from Washington, which is 
diametrically opposed to the principle of self-help cooperative marketing 
coming from and being operated wholly by und at the will of the 
producers. It is wholly unlike and inferior to the Norris-Dickinson bill 
(H. R. 12216) which furnishes a direct channel from the cooperative 
producer to the Government for expression of his wishes and statement 
of his needs. 

2. The nomination of members of the Federal board from whom the 
President shell make the appointment, after the first board, is restricted 
to the vote of registered cooperative associations. It is not even neces- 
sary that these associations be actively marketing in interstate com- 
merce, Eyery registered association in the United States may send in 
a ballot, and the Secretary of Agriculture is to select and forward to 
the Presiflent the names of the 10 individuals receiving the greatest 
number of votes. Such a method is objectionable in that it is con- 
ducive to self-perpetuation of a board. Furthermore, this method of 
nomination affords no opportunity for cooperative commodity groups 
to give any expression of their choice or to act through their national 
nesociations. The balloting should be restricted to cooperative associn- 
tions actively engaged in interstate commerce, whether or not regis- 
tered, and these associations should be allowed to act through their 
commodity federations. 

8. The registration provision is unnecessary, impractical, and Qan- 
gerous, Cooperative associations will be forced to register m order 
to obtain the voting privilege, and on account of adverse propaganda 
by their enemies. In order to grant registration the board, among 
other things, is required, in section 23, to make a determination 
“that the financial standing and business methods of the association 
are sound!“ A proper investigation will require auditing of the books 
of an applicant, and a complete Inquiry into its operations and all 
the economic conditions under which it is operating. Such an in- 
vestigation—if any considerable number of the larger associations 
now operating made application for registration—would necessitate 
expenditures far beyond the appropriation in this bill and require a 
long period of time during which the applicants would be in a state 
of uncertainty as to whether their application would be granted. An 
adverse determination in the case of a*cooperative now in operation 
might be disastrous, although otherwise the association might be 
successful. 

A favorable determination, improperly made, would be equally 
dangerous, because registration carrics with it the stamp of approval 
by the Government of the financial stability and the business methods 
of the applicant. This situation might easily lead to misunderstand- 
ings and severe losses to many farmers. 

While registration is not compulsory, as above stated, the various 
associations will probably be forced to apply, and if they do, they 
must then consent as a part of their application to Government audit 
of their books, and to file a sworn statement semiannually. No 
other group of American business, comparable with the cooperatives, 
is being subjected to such hindrance and regulation. 

In effect, this registration clause establishes an economic supreme 
court without review, with power to determine the right of coopera- 
tives to exist and to adopt their own plans to carry on their own 
business. Few cooperatives would be powerful enough to withstand 
a criticism by the Federal board of thelr methods, even though such 
criticism should be without real merit. 

For all of these reasons we believe that the principle of registration 
should be abandoned. 

4. Power is given to the Federal board te make rules and regulations 
to curry out the act. The extent and nature of ‘such regulations are 
not specified in the bill. On the other hand, the board is given power 
to impose penalties for violation of such rules and regulations, as well 
as to suspend or revoke the registration of any associations therefor. 
We believe that this delegation of power by Congress is unnecessary and 
unwarranted. 

5. In the revision of the Capper-Volstead Cooperative Act the bill in 
section 5 of such revision opens the door of the antitrust laws to com- 
binations of distributors with cooperative associations, and to the possi- 
bility of “ dummy” cooperatives being operated for the purposes of 
and to the advantage of combinations of distributors. 

6. In its present text the eommittee bill constitutes the beginning of 
a vast policy of Government regulation and supervision of agricultural 
cooperatives, and an extension of the powers of the board along this 
line will naturally be sought by the board members from future ‘sessions 
of Congress. 

Unless curative amendments are adopted to the committee bill, our 
organizations are opposed to its passage. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Cras. W. HOLMAN, 
Secretary National Cooperative Milk Producers’ Federation, 


Mr. BURTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. SNELL]. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen, I do not pose us 
an expert on agricultural legislation, but when we have a 

on before us that five great farm organizations of 
this country claim they want considered on the floor of this 
House—and which, to a large degree, they are supporting—I 
believe we should give it consideration, 

The trouble is, friends on this side of the House condemned 
the President's Agricultural Commission before it ever started 
to function, and another ‘trouble is that you are sorry be- 
cause, to a certain degree, it has functioned. The President 
of the United States promised the people last fall that he 
would do everything he possibly could to get some remedial 
legislation for the agricultural interests of this country. He 
appointed on this commission some of the most representative 
men there are in both parties, and these men have given care- 
ful consideration to the whole proposition. They haye agreed 
to present this proposition to Congress, and I am at a loss to 
understand why the Members on this side af the House, who 
claim to be the real friends of the farmer, are opposed to con- 
sidering it at this time. 

Practically every political speech I have heard delivered on 
the floor of this House, with regard to farming conditions, has 
been addressed to the point that the difference between the 
price received by the producer and the price paid by the con- 
sumer is tao great. They have all agreed it is a marketing 
proposition, and the bill now before us deals with the market- 
ing question. 1 do not know that it will solve the question: 
I do not know what it will do, but I am willing to give it a 
fair chance, and it seems to me that those who are honestly 
desirons of -solving this question should at least be willing to 
allow us to make :a start toward it, and you can not make a 
start unless you at least consider what the Agricultural Com- 
mission has presented on this subject, 

Mr. RUBEY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNELL. Yes. 

Mr. RUBEY. The gentleman made the statement at the 


opening of his discussion that there are five great national 


farm organizations back of this measure. For information 
I would like the gentleman to give us the names of those 
organizations. 

Mr. SNELL. I can not give the gentleman the names, but 
that is what the chairman of the Agricultural Committee told 
the Rules Committee. 

Mr. RUBEY. We have been trying to find some great big 
organizations that are back of this bill, and I was in hopes the 
gentleman could give us the names of some of them. 

Mr. SNELL. That is information that comes to me from 
the chairman of the Agricultural Committee. 

Mr. WEFALD. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNELL. Les. 

Mr. WEFALD, Does not the gentleman think that in setting 
up the machinery provided in this bill the men who are to 
compose it ought to be selected by the farmers ‘themselves? 

Mr, SNELL. I think they should have as much to do with 
it as possible. I am in favor of giving them every possible 
opportunity to run and govern this commission. I want to give 
the opportunity to the farmers themselves to work out this 
proposition, and that is the reason I am supporting this meas- 
ure. I do not know about the various provisions of the bill, 
but I have understood that they are what the representatives 
of the farmers themselves want, and for that reason I want to 
have the bill considered on the floor of the House. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNELL. Yes. 

Mr. KINCHELOD. I will say to the gentleman that there 
has not been any representative of any cooperative association 
yee us except Mr. Merritt, of the Grape Growers’ Asso- 

ation. , 

Mr. SNELL. I am taking what the chairman of the com- 
mittee has said in the report filed with the House. Time and 
time again Members on both sides have asked me, as chairman 
of the Rules Committee, why I did not bring something forward 
for the relief of the farmer. I haye made the statement several 
times that as fast as anything came to us and we had the 
opportunity we would bring it on the fioor of the House, and 
it is in carrying out that promise that we present this resolu- 
tion to you here to-day, and I trust it will be adopted. 

Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, may I ask how much time I have 
remaining? 3 

‘The SPEAKER. The gentleman has used 13 minutes. 

Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, I yield the remainder of my time to 
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. GARRETT]. [Applause.] 
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Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, the President of 
the United States has been mentioned here in connection. with 
this matter by both the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Burton] 


and the gentleman from New, York [Mr. SNELL]. Of course, 
that mention is invoked for some purpose, and I should like, if 
Lmay, now to inquire of either of my friends, since they them- 
selves have brought the name of the President of the United 
States into it, if either; of them can now tell the House that 
the President is for this legislation and desires its passage. I 
refer to the gentleman from New York [Mr. SNELL] or the gen- 
tleman from Ohio [Mr. BURTON]. p j 

Mr. BURTON. If the gentleman from Tennessee will- yield 
me the time, I will read to the House the message of the Presi- 
dent transmitting the preliminary report of the agricultural 
conference : 
Tu the Congress of the United States: 

Transmitted herewith is à preliminary report of the agricultural con- 
ference. It embraces such recommendations as the conference wishes 
to make at this time. I am advised that while it does not refer to 


some legislation which is already pending, that the conference reserves. 


the privilege ot making further suggestions at some future time. As T 
have great confidence in the personnel of the conference and know that 
they are representative of a very large part of agriculture, and that 
they have given very thoughtful: study to the entire situation, I recom- 
mend that thelr report be embraced In suitable legislation at the 
earliest possible date. 
Caryis CooLiper. 
THe Wait House; January , 1925. e 


Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Then that is to be construed, 
I suppose, as an indorsement of this bill by the President of the 
United States. 

Mr. BURTON. There are some amendments in the bill; but 
the commission nevertheless, I am credibly informed, has in- 
dorsed this bill: 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. The commission. 

Mr. BURTON: And the President has indorsed the com- 
mission. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker; if I understand 
‘this bill correctly, and I think I do in a general Wa 

Mr. FULM®R. Will the gentleman yield?’ 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Yes. 

Mr. FULMER. I will say for the information of the gentle- 
man that Mr. Hoover, the Secretary of Commerce, indorses this 
present bill: 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. If I understand this bill, and 
T think I do in a general way, Mr. Speaker, it may, I believe, 
be properly designated as the most cruel attempt which intelli- 
gent men have ever made upon a people that were supposed to 
be demanding some sort of governmental relief. 

I know something about these cooperative organizations, and 
I know that every communication I have had from their offi- 
cials or from what may be called the lay members of these co- 
operative organizations, is in absolute protest against this effort 
to interfere by building up a bureau here, with the activities 
which they ate now permitted to engage in under the law. 

As bas been well said by the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
BANKHEAD], all they have ever asked has been that they be let 
alone. This bill proposes to interfere, and I predict now that if 
this bill passes and becames a law it will destroy the coopera- 
tive organizations of the United States. It looks like an effort 
on the part of gentlemen to make farmers in this country 
sorry they ever thought about asking for any relief. i 

During the campaign the President of the United States, who 
was a candidate for reelection, seems to have made some sort 
of a promise about appointing a commission. After the election 
was over he appointed the commission. This commission made 
certain recommendations. Those recommendations are in part 
involved in this bill, and those recommendations, it seems to 
me, embody an effort to put power—well, not in themselves; 
I do not know how many of them will be appointed as members 
of this bureau that is provided in this act—but it is provided 
to put power somewhere in a bureau that will destroy the 
whole principle upon which those have proceeded who have 
undertaken to build up these cooperative organizations 
throughout the country. 

I do not wish to be extreme in my language, but I can not 
escape the feeling that this bill was conceived in partisan 
politics [applause]; that this whole movement, in so far as 
that which is involved in this bill is concerned, was brought 
forth for partisan political purposes, and that which this Com- 
mittee on Agriculture is undertaking to do now is not to meet 
the farm demands but to meet an embarrassing political 
situation into which their leader unnecessarily projected them 
in the midst of the campaign. [Applause.] 95 

Mr. KINCHHLOR. Will the gentleman yield? 


Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Yes, 

Mr. KINCHELOE. The gentleman said he did not know how 
many of the members. of this agricultural conference would be 
on this board. I want to remind the gentleman that one mem- 
ber of the board will be the Secretary of Agriculture, who will 
administer this proposed law. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. This is going to continue the 
$50,000 that we voted away a little while ago for this com- 
mission. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. They are not anywhere near through yet. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Has the commission reported 
how much of that $50,000 we voted away not long ago has been 


‘expended? 


Mr. KINCHELOE. Not to the Committee on Agriculture; no. 

Mr: GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, after all, we are 
facing quite a serious situation here, a thing we ought not to 
deal with lightly and. thoughtlessly. 

The farmers of this country, certainly the farmers of that 
section of the country from which I come, have never been in- 
sistent in their demands of Government aid. They have never 
demanded governmental subsidies. All that they have ever 
asked has been that they be put upon a plane of equality with 
others by not having special privileges given to others. They 
did ask—and it was granted by the Congress as a matter of 
justice—when these cooperative movements began to be organ- 
ized, that they should be eliminated, under certain conditions, 
where the organization itself was not operating for the profit 
of itself, from the Sherman Antitrust Act. The Congress went. 
to that extent. I think it should have gone to that extent, and 
that is all they have eyer asked. That is all they ask to-day. 

If you set, up this bureau here that is provided for in this 
bill, you are destroying these cooperative. associations, builded 
as they are upon sound principles, seeking no charity or sub- 
sidy, but seeking only to help themselves without governmental 
interference. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON, Is it not a fact that these very farm or- 
ganizations have Importuned us not to pass this bill? IS it 
not a further fact that this bill tries to get votes of farm 
lobbyists in the way, of holding out $10,000 positions? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, Yes; of course, T understand 
that; and I stated at the beginning of my remarks in answer 
to the first part of the gentleman’s question that every letter 
which had come to me, at least from these organizations that 
were attempting to help themselves by their own voluntary 
efforts, has been a protest, vigorous and vehement, against es- 
tablishing this governmental bureau that will interfere with 
their standing and their efforts to work out their own destiny. 

Mr. WATKINS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Yes. 

Mr. WATKINS. IS not this bottomed on the fact that bu- 
reaus are hostile and antagonistic to cooperative marketing? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. That must be the reason.. 
This bureau, created here with the powers that it will have, 
within the course of less than two years will destroy every vol- 
untary cooperative organization that has been built up by 
earnest men, independent American citizens, working out their 
own destiny without governmental aid. If you doubt it, wait 
for the result if this bill shall pass, which in fact I do not. 
anticipate it will do. [Applause.] 

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Kansas [Mr. TINCHER]. 

Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, 
what is the situation; what issue have we here? We are asked 
to defeat a rule for the consideration of the fourth measure 
that Congress is taking up that was framed by the Agricuitural 
Commission. Who asks us to defeat the rule, and what is the 
reason for defeating it? The floor leader of the minority says 
that we shonld defeat the rule because the bill that we pro- 
pose to consider lad its inception in party politics. The dis- 
tinguished gentlemen from Alabama [Mr. BANKHEAp], his col- 
league, says that we should defeat the rule because in casting 
around for a political issue that they can make the issue on it. 

What do they mean? Before the ink on the President's com- 
mission report was dry, on the Democratic side some Mem- 
bers were on the floor denouncing the President and his com- 
mission for his attitude toward agriculture. I say to you that 
the only partisan politics that there is in this bill, the only 
partisan politics that has been in the commission’s report and 
in the commission, has been injected by this side of the aisle 
since they started to function. 

Who constitute the commission? The President said pub- 
licty that he did not know the party politics of the commission 
when he selected them. He did not know their party politics. 
Why did he select them, why was the gentleman from Ohio, 
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Mr. Bradfute, who supports this bill—why was he selected? 
Because he was a leading substantial Democrat of Ohio? No; 
because i do not think the President knew his polities, but 
he is one of the leading substantial Democrats of Ohio, al- 
though he did say here in the committee room that he had no 
hope of his party ever coming back into power so long as 
some of the tactics of party politics were used in the com- 
mittees. 

He selected him, why? Because he represents more farmers, 
having been elected by those farmers to represent them, than 
any man in the United States. He is president of the Federal 
Farm Bureau, the largest farm organization in the country. 
As president he has had more to do with more cooperative farm 
organizations than any man in the United States. He is a 
solid, substantial, old man who has made a life study of the 
subject, and he is willing to put aside partisan politics; 
although he was a candidate for elector on the Democratic 
ticket, he came to Washington and said, “Mr. Coolidge, if I 
ean help you I will do it.” 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TINCHER. I will. 5 ; 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. The president of the Ten- 
nessee branch of the Federation of Farm Bureaus, whose 
polities I do not happen to know, is out in a most earnest 
protest against this legislation because it will destroy coop- 
erative individual marketing. 

Mr. TINCHER. Let me tell you what it will destroy. Let 
me give you a tip. They are afraid that this will render 
unnecessary some salaries. Mr. Shapiro appeared before the 
committee, the man who has taken more money from the 
farmers of America to help them cooperate than anyone in 
America, a most brilhant lawyer; he is against it. Why? 
Because his position now is yielding him a greater income 
than attorney for the largest corporation in America. He has 
taken it from the farmers, and they are getting no results. 
Mr. Bradfute and Mr. Taber, members of the commission, 
and other members of the commission will tell you of course 
these men with their hands in the farmers’ pockets, and 
getting nothing for the farmers but failure, will object to 
this bill. 

You may get lots of telegrams; wire back and ask what the 
salary is when you get them. I believe that this bill instead 
of defeating cooperative marketing, which is on its last legs, 
you might say, only last year, failing this year, instead of 
defeating it, it will be a beginning of successful cooperative 
marketing in this country. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. TINCHER, Can the gentleman yield me an additional 
minute? 

Mr. BURTON. I yield the gentleman two more minutes, 

Mr. TINCHER. Let me say this. It is not a matter that 
should be considered in a partisan way. Think what you are 
asked to do. You are asked by my friend from Alabama 
[Mr. BANKHEAD] to defeat the rule. As a starting point to 
get an issue on which you can come back into power, because 
he said in his speech, in looking around for an issue that 
would make you successful, right here was the place to start 
and denounced the so-called bureaucracy advocated in this bill, 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 
I think the gentleman wants to be fair. 

Mr. TINCHER. Yes. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. And give a fair interpretation of my 
remarks? 

Mr. TINCHER. Yes. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. The gentleman certainly can not con- 
tend that I argued that was the reason why this rule should 
be defeated. The gentleman knows that was merely an inci- 
deut to my objection to this bill. 

Mr. TINCHER. Whenever you hear a Democrat advocating 
a thing for partisan reasons I do not understand that that is 
incidental. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TINCHER. I think if I would advocate a thing here 
on this floor and say I was also doing it from a partisan 
stand, I am a good enough party man not to want you to 
think I did it incidentally. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TINCHER. No. 

Mr. BLANTON. For a pertinent question? 

Mr. TINCIIER. I will yield with that prospect in view. 
[Langhter.] : 

Mr. BLANTON. Since the gentleman passed his bill that 
stopped cotton gambling on the market except at midnight he 
ought to be authority on this question, and does the gentleman 
maintain 


Mr. TINCHER. I do not yield further. I desire to say 
that the statement that I ever was the author of or was 
connected with any bill that interfered with cotton gambling 
or cotton trade is false, and there is no foundation. The 
gentleman seems to want to inject something in the RECORD. 
Now I would like a minute for myself, and I promise not to 
waste it. [Laughter.] At any rate how can anyone say that 
if there are some paragraphs in this legislation that a non- 
partisan commission or a by-partisan commission appointed 
by the President has suggested that we as Congress would be 
warranted in yoting down a rule for its consideration? Are 
you afraid to meet it section by section and debate it? This 
is not a gag rule. It can be amended if anyone thinks the 
legislation is bad. I repeat that the only possible excuse for 
opposing this rule is partisan politics. It is easy to say that 
it will not help and therefore we will vote against it, that 
proper conditions will not be favorable and you can say we 
fought that thing. It is another thing to do as Mr. Bradfute, 
of Ohio, does, and other gentlemen are trying to do; that is, 
to take a step forward and say we are going to do this thing. 
That is the man who gets criticized. [Applause.] 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Speaker, I understand the opponents of 
this rule have exhausted their time? 

The SPEAKER. Yes. 

Mr. BURTON. I yield five minutes to the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. PURNELL]. 

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, 
I only want to take five minutes and state that which was so 
clearly stated by the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Tincuer] 
who preceded me, that the purpose of this resolution is merely 
to make in order the consideration of this cooperative market- 
ing bill. It is a very simple measure and marks, in my 
judgment, the first great step in cooperative marketing. If I 
have interpreted rightly the agricultural situation in the coun- 
try it is this: Up entirely too high is a plane which represents 
the price the farmer pays for what he has to buy. Down en- 
tirely too low is a plane which represents the price the farmer 
gets for the things he sells. Those two planes are too far apart 
and we as members of the Committee on Agriculture, as 
friends of the producers of the country as well as consumers, 
have been trying to do something to bring those two planes a 
little closer together. I am satisfield when we find a remedy 
we will squeeze out that which lies between the two, namely, 
those who are handling the products of the farmer who have 
nothing invested in their business but a desk and a telephone, 
yet through whose hands must go this flow of products from 
the farm to the consumer's table. As this flow of products 
passes from the farm to the consumer's table these men, who 
thrive in between and have nothing invested in their business, 
expect a toll from that flow of products which affects both the 
producer and the consumer. Now, gentlemen of the House, 
this Agricultural Commission of Inquiry appointed by the 
President made certain recommendations to the Congress of the 
United States which were transmitted by the President's mes- 
sage and which were indorsed by him. 

These recommendations have been given careful considera- 
tion for a period of two weeks by the Committee on Agriculture, 
who have tried in so far as has been possible to translate into 
legislation the recommendations made by the President's com- 
mission. 

We have not brought in a radical proposal. Cooperative 
marketing organizations throughout the United States can 
come within this act or stay out, as they like. Their entrance 
is voluntary, and even if they stay out certain amendments 
which we have made to the Capper-Volstead Act will give them 
great benefit. 

I want to address myself for one minute to some remarks 
made by my distinguished friend, the leader of the minority 
[Mr. Garrett of Tennessee], in which he refers to this board 
and its powers which we set up under this bill, If I correctly 
understood his statement, he suid that this board, with all the 
power with which we clothe it, will destroy the cooperative 
marketing institutions and associations of this country. 

I want to tell you what this board has power to do, and 
leave it to your own judgment to determine as to whether or 
not its powers are calculated to destroy cooperative market- 
ing in this country. First of all, before the board shall have 
any authority to deal with these associations, the associations 
must voluntarily come within the power of the act. If they 
register and bring themselves within the purview of this act, 
then the board has certain definite powers, and here is what 
they are: To aid in surveys and investigations, not upon their 
own initiative, but only when application is made by groups 
of producers or by associations administering the organiza- 
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tions; and to make suggestions, not lay down definite rules 
and demands, but make suggestions as to the type of organi- 
zation suited to the problems of the group or association mak- 
ing the application. 

There is nothing radical about that. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Indiana 
has expired. 

Mr. PURNELL. I would like to have three minutes more. 

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentleman three 
minutes more. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is recognized for three 
minutes more. 

Mr. PURNELL. This board has the power to provide for 
the registration of associations as members of the cooperative 
marketing system and to suspend or revoke their registration. 
It has power to examine any registered association and audit 
its accounts, not upon its own authority, but only if the as- 
sociation so requests, leaving it in the discretion of the board 
as to whether or not the auditing is to be made with or with- 
out cost to the board making the audit. 

Then it has power to provide for a method of arbitration 
and settlement of all disputes of any registered association 
and its members, and to require such association and its mem- 
bers to abide by the award. 

Now, then, another power: If application is made, and not 
unless. application is made, this board has power to consider 
and advise upon problems concerning any agricultural indus- 
try and to call upon any department of the Federal. Govern- 
ment for statistics, and so forth. If application is made, it 
has the right to call a meeting once a year of the various 
registered organizations for the purpose of sitting around a 
table and discussing agricultural problems, particularly €o- 
operative-marketing problems. It has the power to cooperate 
with any department of the Government or with any State 
or Territory, or with any person. 

Not a single radical power is proposed to be exercised by 
this board. 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON] interrupted the 
minority leader to suggest that this might be the means of 
making a lot of jobs for some of the agricultural lobbyists in 
Wushington. The members of this board are selected by the 
cooperative associations themselves. They make the nomina- 
tions, and, save for the Secretary of Agriculture, who by virtue 
of his office is made a continuing member of this board, after 
the first preliminary board is made up the various coopera- 
tive marketing organizations of the United States send in 
their mames or nominations, and the President will be required 
under this act to select the board from the 10 who reeeive the 
highest number of votes, so that the cooperatives themselves 
retain their power both as to entering and also as to the selec- 
tion of the men who shall govern their business, and give 
them all this information and guidance and help in organiz- 
ing these cooperative marketing institutions. à 

So, gentlemen, I suggest that there iş nothing whatever 
that is radical about this proposal, and in any event this is 
only the adoption of a rule to give it consideration in the 
House, It will be open for amendment. [Applause.] 

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Speaker, before moving the previous 
question, I ask unanimous consent. to change in line 9 of the 
rule the figure “2.” to the figure 3,“ so that there will be 
three hours of general debate. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Ohio. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment to the rule, offered by Mr. Buntrox: Page 1, line 9, 
strike out the word two“ and insert in lieu thereof the word 
“ three,” 


The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BURTON, Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question 
on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the reso- 
lution. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I ask for a 
division. 

The SPEAKER. A division is demanded. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 99, noes 32. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I challenge the 
vote. I make the point of order that there is no guorum 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Hvidently there is no quorum present. 
The Doorkeeper will close the doors, the Sergeant at Arms will 


bring in the absentees, and the Clerk will call the roll. As 
many as are in favor of agreeing to the resolution will, when 


their names are called, answer “yea”; 
answer, “nay.” 


those opposed will 


The question was taken; and there were—yeas 266, nays 47, 
not voting 118, as follows: 


[Roll No. 801 


Abernethy 
Ackerman 


Boies 

Brand, Ohio 
Britten 
Browne, N. J. 
Browne, Wis, 
Brumm 
Burdick 
Burtness 
Burton 
Butler 

Cable 
Campbeli 


Casey 
Chindblom 
Christopherson 
Clague 


Clancy 
Clarke, N. Y. 
Cole, lowa 
Collier 


Crowther 
Cummings 
Darrow 
Davis, Minn, 
Bevis; Tenn. 
mpsey 
Denison. 
Dickinson, lowa 
Dickinson, Mo. 
Dowell 


Evans, Mont, 
Fairchild 
Fairfield 


Aswell 
Bankhead 
Black, Tex, 


Briggs 
Browning 
Buchanan 
Bulwinkle 
Busby 


Aldrich 
Anderson 
Anthony 
Bacharach 
jeedy 


Corning 


YEAS—266 

Faust Lozier Scott 
Fenn Luce Fla, 
Fish — Sears, Nebr. 
Fleetwood eClintie Shallenberger 
Foster McFadden Shreve 
Frear McKenzie Simmons 
Freeman McKeown Sinclair 
French McLaughlin, Mich.Sinnott 
Fulmer 1 Nebr. Sites 
Funk McLe Smith 
. age acer 5 Pate 

arber agee, N. Y. pea 
Goldsborough Ma Pa, Sproul, M. 

reen Major, UL Sproul, 
Greenwood Major, Mo. Stalker 
Griest Manlove St 
Guyer Mapes Stengle 
Hadley Mead Stephens 
Hall Merritt Strong, Kans, 
Hardy Michener Summers, 
Harrison Miller, III. Swank 
Hastings — — Wash. S 

augen woope 
Hawes Minahan Taber 
Hawley Montague Taylor, Colo. 
Hayden Mooney Taylor, Tenn, 
Hersey Moores, Ind, Taylor, W. Va. 
ieee Morehead Thatcher 
Hill, Ala Morgan Thomas, 87 

ill, Md. Morin mas, Okla. 
Hill, Wash. Morris Thompson 
Hoch Murphy Tillman 
Holaday Nelson, Me. Tilson 
Hooker Newton, Minn, Timberlake 
Howard, Okla, Newton, Mo. Tincher 
Huddleston Nolan Tinkham 
„ 

udspe Conno . ydings 
Hull, Iowa Oliver, Underwood 
Hull, Tenn. Paige Upshaw 
Hull, Morton D. Patterson Vestal 
Hull, William E. Peer: Vincent, Mich, 
Jacobstein. P: Vinson, Ga 
James Prall Vinson, Ky. 

ers Voi; 
Johnson, S. Dak, Quin W. ‘ht 
Johnson, Wash, Rainey Wason 
Jones Raker Watkins 
K Ramseyer Watres 
Keller Rankin Watson 
Kent Ransiey Wefald 
Ketcham Rathbone White, Kans. 
King Reece White, Me 
Kautson Reed, Ark, Williams, Mich. 
Kop i, N. X. Williams, I 
Kurtz Reid, III. Williamson 
Kvale Richards Wilson, Ind 
LaGuardia Robinson, fowa lison, 
Lampert Robsion, Wilson, Miss, 
Lankford Romjre Wingo 
Larsen, Ga. Rubey Winslow 
Leach Sabath Winter 
Leatherwood Sanders, N. Y. Wood 
Leavitt Sanders, Tex. Woodruff 
Lineberger Sandlin Woodrum 
Longworth Schafer 
Lowrey Sehneider 
NAYS—47 
Byrns, Tenn. Humphreys Park, Ga. 
Cris Johnson, Ky. Parks, Ark. 
Johnson, Tex. Pou 
Doughton Kincheloe Ragon 
Drane Lanham Rayburn 
Drewry Lazaro Smithwick 
Driver McReynolds Stevenson 
Gardner, Ind. McSwain Tucker 
Garrett, Tenn. Mansfield Weaver 
Geran Martin Williams, Tex, 
Gilbert Moore, Ga, Wright 
Hammer Oldfield 
NOT VOTING—118 

Cullen Garner, Tex. Larson, Minn, 
Curry Garrett, Tex, Lea, Calif. 
Dallinger Gasque Lee, Ga. 
Davey Gibson Lehlbach 
Dickstein. Gifford Lindsay 
Domtnick Glatfelter Lilly 
Doyle Graham Linthicum 
Edmonds Griffin n 
Evans, lowa Howard, Nebr. Menue 
Favrot Johnson, W. Va. McNulty 
Fisher Jost MeSweene 
Fitzgerald Kelly MacLaffe 
Fredericks Kendall Madden 
Free Kerr Michaelson 
Frothingham Kiess Mills 
Fulbright Kindred Moore, III. 
Fuller Kunz Moore, Ohio 
Gallivan Langley Moore, Va. 


Iorrow juayle Snyder Ward, N. C. 
Nelson, Wis. eed, W. Va. Spearing Ward, . 
O'Brien Roach Steagall Weller 
O'Connell, N. Y. Rogers, Mass. Strong, Pa. Welsh 
O'Connor, N. Y. Rogers, N. II. Sullivan Wertz 
O'Sullivan Rosenbloom Sumners, Tex. Wolff 
Oliver, N. Y. Rouse Sweet Wurzbach 
Parkor Salmon Tague Wyant 
Peavey Sanders, Ind. Temple Yates 
Perlman Schall Underhill Lihlman 
Phillips Seger Vaile 
Porter Sherwood Vare 


So the resolution was agreed to. 
The Clerk announced the following additional pairs: 
Until further notice: 


. Madden with Mr. Linthicum. 

. Strong of Pennsylvania with Mr. Garner of Texas. 
Gifford with Mr. Moore of Virginia. 

Free with Mr. Garrett of Texas. 

. Mills with Mr. Byrnes of South Carolina, 

„ Zihlman with Mr. Spearing. 

. Moore of Illinois with Mr, Fisher. 

„Sanders of Indiana with Mr. Gallivan, 

. Vaile with Mr. Rogers of New Hampshire. 

. Yates with Mr. Carew. 

. Anthony with Mr. Favrot. 


Mr. Wyant with Mr. Corning. 

Mr. MacLafferty with Mr. McDuftie. 

Mr. Reed of West Virginia with Mr. O'Connell of New York. 
Mr. Seger with Mr. Connally of Texas. 

Mr. Morrow with Mr. Davey. 

Mr, Gibson with Mr. Clark of Florida. 

Mr. Cole of Ohio with Mr. Gasque. 

Mr. Snyder with Mr. Howard of Nebraska. 

Mr. Magee of Pennsylvania with Mr. Cleary. 


. Fuller with Mr Logan. 

Kelly with Mr. O'Sullivan. 

- Evans of Iowa with Mr. Lea of California, 
Dallinger with Mr. G@latfelter. 

„ Anderson with Mr. Cullen. 

. Curry with Mr. MeSweeney. 

Schall with Mr, Quayle. 

„Nelson of Wisconsin with Mr. Dickstein, 


The result of the yote was announced as above recorded, 
ENROLLMENT OF THE BILL H. R. 4202 


The SPEAKER. The Chair lays before the House the fol- 
lowing resolution, which the Clerk will report. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


House Concurrent Resolution 46 


Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Senate concurring), 
That in enrolling the bill H, R. 4202, entitled “An act to amend see- 
tion 5908, United States Compiled Statutes, 1916 (Revised Statutes, 
section 3186, as amended by act of March 1, 1879, chapter 125, section 
3, and act of March 4, 1913, chapter 166),” the Clerk of the Ilouse is 
authorized and directed— 

(1) To strike out the words “ That if,“ immediately after the enact- 
ing clause, and to insert in lieu thereof the following: 

“That section 3186 of the Revised Statutes, as amended, is amended 
to read as follows: 

„Sue. 3186. That if’; 

(2) To insert quotation marks at the end of such bill. 

(3) To amend the title so as to read: “An act to amend section 
3186 of the Revised Statutes, as amended.” 


The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the resolu- 
tion. 
The resolution was agreed to. 


NATIONAL DEFENSE ACT 


The SPEAKER. The Chair also lays before the House the 
following resolution, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 33 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring), 
That the President of the United States be, and he is hereby, re- 
quested to return to the Senate the bill (S. 3760) to amend in cer- 
tain particulars the national defense act of June 3, 1916, as amended, 
and for other purposes, 


The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the reso- 
lution. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
FEDERAL COOPERATIVE MARKETING 


Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the Honse resolve 
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union for the consideration of the bill (H. R. 12348) to 
create a Federal cooperative marketing board, to provide for 
the registration of cooperative marketing, clearing house, and 
terminal market organizations, and for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolyed itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the considera- 
tion of the bill H. R. 12348, with Mr. Green in the chair. 

The Clerk reported the title of the bill. 
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Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous cònsent 
that the first reading of the bill be dispensed with. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent that the first reading of the bill be dispensed 
with. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself time. The 
time is limited; a number of requests have been made for 
time. Opportunity will be granted when the bill is read to 
discuss the bill in detail, hence I shall take but a very few 
minutes in an explanation of the bill; in fact, the gentleman 
5 [Mr. Burton] stated in his remarks the object of 
the bill. 

The object of the bill is to aid, encourage, and foster coopera- 
tive marketing. The bill carries out the recommendations 
made by the conference assembled by the President, and it has 
the approval of the members of the conference appearing be- 
fore the committee. The chairman of the conference, Governor 
Carey, Secretary Jardine, Mr. Bradfute, and Mr. TABER ap- 
peared before the committee and entered their approval, A 
number of representatives of farm organizations appeared 
before the committee and expressed their approyal, with the 
exception, I believe, of one or two. 

The bill deals solely with cooperative marketing. 

Section 1 establishes a board, the Federal cooperative mar- 
keting board, to be composed of five members, at a salary of 
$10,000 each, and the Secretary of Agriculture. The first 
appointment of the five original members to be made by the 
President, by and with the consent of the Senate. 

(C) Page 2: Whenever a vacancy occurs the President shall 
select 1 from the 10 individuals receiving the greatest number 
of votes cast by registered cooperative marketing associations. 

(F) Page 8: The appointment of the five individuals shall 
be made with due regard to the knowledge and experience of— 

(1) One in the production and marketing of livestock. 

(2) One in the production and marketing of grain. 

(3) One in the production and marketing of dairy and 
poultry products. 

(4) One in production and marketing of cotton and tobacco. 

(5) One in the production and marketing of fruits and 
vegetables. 

Not more than three of the members shall be of the same 
political party. 

GENERAL POWERS 


(C) Page 4: Shall make annual report to Congress. 

(D) Page 4; Make such regulations as are necessary. 

(E) Page 4: May appoint without regard to the provisions 
of the act of January 16, 1883, and in accordance with the 
classification act of 1923. 


EXPENSES 


Section 4 authorizes the appropriation of $500,000 for ex- 
penses in the administration. 


REGISTRATION 


Section 2: Application for registration may be made by pro- 
ducers qualifying under the Capper-Volstead Act, desiring to 
organize a local cooperative marketing association clearing 
house or cooperative terminal marketing association. 

Section 21 (a): The board is authorized to aid in such 
surveys and investigations as are essential, and to make sug- 
gestions as to the type of organization suited to the problems 
of the group or organization making application. 

Section 21: (B) To provide for, but not require the registra- 
tion of associations. 

To provide for the suspension and revocation of their reg- 
istration. 

AUDITS 


(C) To andit upon the request of snch an organization, such 
audit to be made with or without cost in the discretion of 
the board. 

To require from each registered association not oftener than 
twice in any fiscal year a sworn statement in respect of the 


financial condition. 
ARBITRATION 


(D) Page 6: Board to provide for a method of arbitration 
and settlement of all disputes in reference to the grades, stand- 
ards, conditions, and quantity of an agricultural product, and 
the trade rules and regulations, practices, and customs in re- 
spect to such product occurring between any such organization, 
its members, or nonorganized associations, and to require such 
association to abide by the award. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAUGEN. Certainly. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Does the bill require cooperative market» 
ing associations to come in under the provisions of the bill? 
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Mr. HAUGEN. No. Not at all. There is nothing com- 
pulsory about the bill. No immunities are lost by not coming 
in under it. They enjoy all of the privileges granted under 
the Capper-Volstead Act, whether they are registered or not, 

Mr. McKEOWN. What would be the-advantage of a mar- 
keting association coming in under the proyisions of the bill? 

Mr. HAUGEN. There are advantages, but there is no com- 
pulsion about it. There are the advantages enumerated. This 
board will aid in perfecting orderly marketing, arbitrating dis- 
putes, making audits. It will permit the use of certain titles, 
and so forth. 

I will state that the bill also broadens the scope of the privi- 
leges granted under the Capper-Volstead Act. 

CAPPER-VOLSTEAD AMENDMENTS 


The bill proposes to grant additional special privileges to pro- 
ducers who qualify under the Capper-Volstead Act; that is, to 
individuals engaged in the production of agricultural products ; 
that farmers, planters, ranchers, dairymen, or fruit growers 
may act together in association, cooperation, or otherwise, with 
or without capital stock, carried out in the interest of interstate 
and foreign commerce. 

Additional special privileges to be granted are as follows: 

(A) They may exchange crop and market information. 

(B) Making and carrying out programs for the orderly pro- 
duction and marketing of the agricultural products of indi- 
viduals so engaged. 

(C) Pooling, processing, preparing for market, storing, 
handling, and marketing of such products. 

Section 5. (A) It is proposed to clarify the langnage. 

(B) To make it clear that the associations qualified under 
the Capper-Volstend Act may bring into effect such purposes, 
notwithstanding the provisions of the antitrust laws, and that 
if an association which qualified under the Capper-Volstead 
Act enters into copartnership with an association not qualified 
under the Capper-Volstead Act, then such a copartnership shall 
not be immune from the antitrust acts. 

Much to my surprise I find a number of milk producers ob- 
jecting to the additional special privileges which it is proposed 
to grant to the producers. I have received many telegrams. I 
shall read from one or two of them: 


Washington Cooperative Egg and Milk Association, with 4,500 mem- 
bers, objects to the amendments to the Capper-Volstead Act. 

Our ninth annual meeting of Farmers Milk Producers’ Association, 
representing producers Who ship annually over 5,000,000 gallons of 
milk into Richmond, have instructed us to protest against Congress 
passing any bill providing for Federal registration and auditing of co- 
operative marketing association, and to protest against attempting to 
amend Capper-Volstead Cooperative Act in this session. We do not 
oppose Federal assistance, but we are vigorously opposed to any start 
by Government toward Federal control. 


Only a few years ago representatives of milk producers ap- 
peared before the committee with tears in their eyes and told 
their pitiful story. I will insert extracts from the hearings 
before my committee held August 15, 1919: 


Mr. MILLER. My name is John D. Miller, and my business is located 
at 303 Fifth Avenue, New York City, which is the office of our farm 
organizations. 

1 appear here, Mr. Chairman, as representing the National Board of 
Farm Organizations, having affiliated with it about 2,000,000 of the 
organized farmers of America. 

» * . * * * * 

Mr. Chairman, as emphasizing the importance of having a clear right, 
a right that will be unchallenged, to make these collective sales, I am 
going to ask you to let me take a few minutes to tell you a story of 
things that have been done in the immediate past. The story will take 
you from California to New York. I am going to try to tell this story 
dispassionately ; I am not going to express opinions on it, but will ask 
you to characterize it as, in your better judgment, you think it de- 
serves, and if any remedy is needed that you will know what remedy. 

If you find from the story that I tell you that there is any concert 
of action between the organized middlemen of this country and certain 
officials of our State departments of justice—for in this story you will 
find figuring milk dealers, organized middlemen; you will find State 
prosecution attorneys, and in one or two instances Federal district 
attorneys—we are going to ask you to decide what these facts mean. 

In June the organized farmers of California engaged in the business 
of making collective sales of their milk were arrested. The sensational 
newspapers of California branded them as criminals. They were in- 
dicted—for what? Not for profiteering; oh, no; but for simply mak- 
ing collective sales of farm products, 

Mr. Youna. Was that in the State or the Federal courts? 

Mr. MILLER. That was in the State courts, under the State law. They 
were tried, and on the 31st day of July were promptly acquitted, But 
that was an expensive trial, Farmers can not afford to be continually 


and perpetually fighting lawsuits to Justify their right or defend their 
right to make collective sales. A few such yictories will baukrupt that 
organization. ' 

Let us next go to Chicago. In the fall of 1917 the organized farmers 


that supplied the Chicago district with milk were indicted. The in- 
vestigations which led up to those indictments were oppressive in their 
5 They were indicted as having violated the State antitrust 
aw. 

And by what, I am sure, was a coincidence, just at that time, in 
April, the Federal district attorney of that district got busy and com- 
menced investigations of the same men under the Federal antitrust act, 

Mr. Lopxa. Under the Sherman law? 

Mr. MLLER: Under the Sherman law; yes, sir; the Sherman and 
Clayton laws. The method of that I am goling to relate to you; I am 
going to try to relate it dispassionately, and it is for you to char- 
acterize It, 

At a given hour on a given day, say, 10 o'clock in the forenoon, 
there appeared in the office of the secretary of that farmers’ organ- 
ization two of the special agents—detectives, we assume—with a 
subpena duces tecum, commanding them to appear forthwith before 
the Federal grand jury. E 

* $ 5 * * * * 

A subpœna duces tecum was served commanding them to bring forth- 
with a large volume of their records, books, and papers, At the same 
hour two sleuths appeared at the office of the president of the organ- 
ization in the same building with a like subpoena. 


> $ * * * z . * 


Now, that was very carefully staged, for, at the same hour of the 
same day, at about 35 points in that great territory supplying Chicago 
with milk, the special agents subpenaed the local officers of the local 
associations with a subpæna duces tecum to proceed forthwith to 
Chicago with all of the books, correspondence, and records in their 
possession, 

{Extracts from the statement of Mr. II. W. Ingersoll, of Elyria, Ohio, 
president Ohio State Dairy Association] 


Mr. INGERSOLL. Mr. Chairman, I have been asked to say a word, and 
I want to say first that I appreciate very much the opportunity to 
be heard on this matter. 5 

I am one of the men who was indicted, as Mr. Miller has told you. 
What I say to you I say from personal experience. We bave an 
organization known as the Ohio Farmers’ Cooperative Milk Co., which 
is composed of farmers producing milk and delivering it In Cleveland, 
Ohio. We do not control 65 per cent of the milk that goes into the 
city. We have been meeting from time to time and laying before the 
various dealers the conditions under which we were producing milk, 
and we have asked them to advance our price. During the month of 
July we got 7% cents a quart for milk, and it was sold in the city at 
15 cents a quart. In August we have conditions which were so 
changed that we were compelled to pay about $25 a ton or more for 
all varieties of feed, and we have been paying as high as $100 a ton 
for oil meal. 

About the Ist of August the wave of cutting down of the high cost 
of living spread over the country, and a special grand jury in Cuyahoga 
County, Ohio, was convened, and at that meeting some of the dealers 
appeared, and the producers’ executive committee, of which I am chair- 
man, were indicted. This news was spread abroad over the wires, and 
I at once got in communication with the sheriff and suggested that it 
was a physical impossibility to get in there on that day, and said that 
we would report at 9 o'clock the next morning, and I would see that 
all of the indicted men were present in his office. Deputies were sent 
out and notified us, and returned to the city without actiea except to 
notify us that we were wanted in the morning. 

The deputy went back to his office in Cleveland, the one who gathered 
up four of us who lived west of Cleveland, and, as he expressed it, he 
got the most severe bawling out he ever got because he did not bring 
the prisoners In. He started back and called up Mr. Clark, in Medina 
County, about midnight, and he was caused to leave his family; and he 
came on and took one of the other men, and then he came on to Elyria, 
where I was taken, and we were all taken to Cleveland about half past 
4 o'clock in the morning into what was known as the hospital ward of 
the jail, and there the conditions were certainly deplorable; and there 
were vermin in there and also insane, and we were associated with 
them. We were there from about half past 4 in the morning, the four 
I was taken in with; the other three were taken in there about half 
past 2 in the nrorning. We remained there until about half past 10 or 
11 o'clock. Then, through the assistance of an attorney, we were al- 
lowed to be taken before the judge and allowed to give bail and came 
out, . 

These men, two or three of them, came from east of Cleveland, and 
they were taken out of the fields at 4 o'clock in the morning, and they 
are men of exemplary character, some of them township trustees, and 
holding other positions of trust, and they were taken to the city and 
not permitted to have food that night, and did not get anything until 
they got out the next day. 


A342 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


FEBRUARY 21 


The families of all these men indicted and brought of course were 
heartvroken. We had one man, a county commissioner-elect, taking his 
office in September. We had a deputy sheriff of the county and court 
bailiff, and that shows the character of the nyen. 

The result is that the producers in that vicinity are simply up in 
arms, and I want to say right here that the rank and file of the pro- 
ducors are continuing to furnish their milk to the city of Cleveland, 
and the inhabitants of Cleveland as a class are not opposed to our 
organization or its workings. 

We have never had costs of production at any time, and according to 
the best evidence we can get, according to the records that have been 
kept by our own producers, we are not getting them now. We did ask 
an advance for that reason and we have been indicted. 


You will note from the testimony that they told about being 
taken out of bed at 3 o'clock in the morning and lodged in jail 
and compelled to remain in jail and denied the privilege of 
giving a bond. Later, they were tried and put to the expense 
of employing attorneys and other expenses. I find representa- 
tives of the same organizations now objecting to the very legis- 
lation that they then asked for and apparently inspiring the 
telegrams received. 

Mr. BUTLER. Will the gentleman yield? What were they 
tried for? 

Mr. HAUGEN. The immunity is what they asked for then, 
and it is what we have tried to give them here. 

Mr. BUTLER., Does the gentleman mean that they were 
thrown into a common jail? 

Mr. HAUGEN, Into jail, yes; as the testimony shows. 

Mr. BUTLER. And denied the privilege of giving a bail 
bond? 

Mr. HAUGEN. 

Mr. BUTLER. 


Yes. 
What had they done? 

Mr. HAUGEN. A few farmers and neighbors got together 
one evening and discussed the price of milk. They thought 
they were entitled to more than what they were receiving. I 
believe they were getting about 7½ cents a quart, and it was 
being retailed at 15 cents, For that reason they were thrown 


into jail. 
Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HAUGEN. Certainly. 


Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. The gentleman makes a very 
clear and splendid recital of the conditions 

Mr. HAUGEN. I want to make myself clear in that respect. 
We have been working night and day to help the farmers, and 
yet we now have telegrams coming in by the hundreds asking 
us to defeat the very thing that they desired and what they 
should have and that they must have in order to successfully 
operate. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Will the gentleman yield for a 
question? 

Mr, HAUGEN. Yes. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. The gentleman has made a very 
moving statement about the condition these milk dealers found 
themselves in. Is it not rather reasonable to assume that, 
having had that experience with the Hoover laws, they are 
rather fearful if we adopt more Federal regulations they will 
find themselves in the same fix again? 

Mr. HAUGEN. We incorporated a provision in an amend- 
ment to the food control act giving them the right of collective 
bargaining. It provided that the restrictions and penalties 
proposed in the food control act should 


not apply to farmers, gardeners, horticulturists, vineyardists, planters, 
ranchmen, dairymen, stockmen, or other agriculturists with respeet to 
the farm products produced or raised upon land owned, leased, or 
cultivated by him: Provided further, That nothing in this act shall be 
construed to forbid or make unlawful collective bargaining by any 
cooperative association or other association of farmers, dairymen, 
gardeners, or other producers of farm products with respect to the 
farm produced or raised by its members upon land owned, leased, or 
cultivated by them. 


Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Not in this bill. 

Mr, HAUGEN. The bill I refer to is an amendment to the 
food control act, giving them the right of collective bargaining, 
and of course, when that law expired, new legislation was 
necessary. AS a consequence, the Capper-Volstead Act was en- 
acted. As you gentlemen will remember, they were here for 
days and months and finally succeeded in having a bill passed 
granting only part of the privileges which they should have. 
We are now trying to give them the very privileges that they 
asked and fought for at that time, and now that we are 
engaged in an effort to extend their privileges as asked for and 
as desired, and which they must have in order to successfully 
operate, we have telegrams coming in opposing the proposition 
and asking you to turn it down. 


Mr. McKEOWN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAUGEN. Let me first finish my statement, otherwise 
I would be very glad to yield to the gentleman. 

The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. GARRETT] has raised the 
question of politics. I believe that is the first time in the his- 
tory of this Congress that such an issue has been raised in 
connection with legislation of this kind—legislation for the 
farmers. Politics has not been an issue in my committee. 
Personally, I believe that every Member of Congress and the 
majority of good Americans, regardless of political affiliation, 
are sincere in their advocacy of the principles and the policies 
which they advocate. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAUGEN. If my position is well taken, this is no time 
to quarrel. On the contrary, it will require the united and 
the best efforts of every good American citizen to overcome 
the difficulties confronting the farmers to-day. I need not 
call your attention to that. It is well known. I think we all 
agree that it will require the united and best efforts of every 
Member of Congress, to do what? To restore normal and 
better conditions not only to agriculture but thus to promote 
the best interests of labor and of every activity, in order that 
we may have the fullest development of every worthy and 
legitimate enterprise. You can not accomplish this if you are 
going to make a party issue of it. 

Are you going to vote against a meritorious measure because 
it may have the indorsement of the President? The President 
has the welfare of our country at heart. No one will question 
his sincerity of purpose in this matter. 

This bill has the indorsement of the members of the farm 
organizations. The gentleman from Ohio read the President's 
message to Congress, which clearly indicates his views and 
interest in the matter. The President assembled an agricul- 
tural conference made up of nine of the most representative 
men in agriculture. 

Are you for the platform you adopted or are you against it? 
That is the question for all to determine. [Applause.] You 
can make a political issue of it if you care to, that is your 
privilege. I shall not take up further time, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. MORGAN, Mr. McKEOWN, and Mr. HUDSPETH rose. 

Mr. HAUGEN. I regret that I can not yield. We will dis- 
cuss the bill in detail under the five-minute rule. I have at 
least 20 requests for time, and I have given my word I will 
not take up any more time. I would like to discuss the matter 
for an hour or two, but we will do that later. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman overlooks the fact that 
there has been no statement as to who shall control the time 
which has been equally divided by the rule. There should be 
unanimous consent as to who shall have control of the time. 

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Chairman, it was understood between 
the chairman and myself that he was to control one half of the 
time and I should control the other half. 

Mr. HAUGEN. And that the time shall be equally divided 
between those for and against. But that is for the committee 
to determine. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Louisiana asks 
unanimous consent that the time fixed by the ruie—three 
hours—equally divided between those for and those against 
the proposition, shall be controlled one-half by the gentleman 
from Iowa and the other by himself. Is there objection? 

Mr. CARTER. Reserving the right to object, I want to ask 
the chairman of this committee, when was it decided to report 
this bill? 

Mr. HAUGEN. About four days ago, at 1 o'clock and 25 
minutes in the morning. 

Mr. CARTER. What the gentleman from Jowa [Mr. 
Havcen] has said about politics does not apply to me. I am 
anxious to support any bill that will help the farmers, no mat- 
ter from what source it comes, but the difficulty we find our- 
selves under now is in determining whether this bill is a real 
benefit or a detriment to the farmer. 

The report on this bill bears the date of February 18, but I 
understand that neither the bill nor the report was printed 
and available for use of the Members until late yesterday after- 
noon. I have sought the minority views on this bill, but have 
sought in vain. When I asked some of the members of the 
Agricultural Committee opposing this bill why they bad not 
filed minority views, they replied that since the report and 
amended bill had only been recently available they had been 
given neither time nor opportunity to make any intelligent 
discussion of their views. 

You are undertaking here to deal with the basic industry 
of this country. The agricultural industry is the most im- 
portant industry in the land, so important, in fact, that the 
President deemed it advisable to create a special commission 


to study, investigate, and inquire into agricultural conditions 
ond to report and recommend appropriate legislation for their 
relief. The report of this agricultural conference, so called, 
on which it is claimed this bill is based, was made January 
26, almost a month ago, yet the Committee on Agriculture has 
not found it convenient or deemed it proper to report any bill 
cayiying out the views of the conference until last Wednesday, 
ard the bill so reported was not made available until yesterday, 
After all this delay by the commitiee, after all the many days 
that the report of the President's conference has been before 
the Agricultural Committee, this bill is now brought in here in 
an attempt to railroad it through without giving benefit of the 
views of the minority, and Members are called upon to cast 
their votes upon this important question, so vitally affecting 
the basic industry of our country, upon strictly ex parte testi- 
mony. 

It is not fair to the House, it is not fair to those of us not 
serving on the Agricultural Committee and who did not, there- 
fore, have an opportunity to attend the hearings. We ought 
to have the privilege of considering in an orderly manner both 
the majority and minority views on this most vital subject. 
It is not good judgment to undertake to pass legislation deal- 
ing with the basic industry of our country in this precipitate 
and haphazard manner. 

Mr. HAUGEN. The report was delivered to the Printing 
Office about 1.30 Thursday morning. The delay was not the 
fault of the Printing Office, as the copy reached them very late 
and other congressional work had a prior claim. 

Mr. CARTER. But the gentleman is responsible for bring- 
ing legislation before the House in this hurried and ill-advised 
manner, and this bill should not be taken up without affording 
Members proper information on both sides of the question. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Did not the minority have as good an op- 
portunity to file their views as did the majority? 

Mr. CARTER. No; because the minority had no opportu- 
nity to see either the amended bill or the majority report for 
the very good reason that neither was printed until yesterday 
afternoon. 

Mr. BURTNESS. That is not contemplated in the rules of 
the House, 

Mr. CARTER. Since the gentleman is qualifying as an ex- 
pert on the rules, I would like to ask him what are the rules 
with reference to minority reports? 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. As- 
WELL] asks unanimons consent that the time, which is equally 
divided by the rule, shall be controlled one half by the gentle- 
man from Iowa, chairman of the committee, and the other half 
by himself. Is there objection? 

Mr. RUBBY. Keserying the right to object, I would like to 
ask this question. Will the gentleman from Iowa control 
those who are opposed to the bill on his side and those who are 
in favor of the bill on his side and will the gentleman from 
Louisiana control those who are against the bill on his side 
and in fayor of the bill on his side? 

The CHAIRMAN, That is not a question for the Chair. 

Mr. RUBEY. I ask unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Louisiana may control his side of the House, taking care 
of those who are in favor of the bill and those who are op- 
posed, ‘and the gentleman from Iowa control the time for his 
side, taking care of those who are in favor of the bill and 
those who are opposed. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Louisiana ac- 
cept that amendment? 

Mr. ASWELL. Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Louisiana asks 
unanimous consent that one-half of the time shall be controlled 
by the gentleman from Iowa in behalf of the majority, and 
the gentleman from Louisiana control the time for his side in 
behalf of the minority, both those for and against. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. KINCHELOR. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. If this unanimous-consent agreement 
goes through, will the gentleman from Louisiana have to yield 
one-half of his time to those in favor and one-half to those 
against on this side? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Louisiana will con- 
trol the time and use his own discretion. 

Mr. WINGO. Reserving the right to object, I do not care 
who controls the time. I do not know whether I am for the 
bill or not. I voted for the rule. I want to know if somebody 
for the committee is going to explain the bill? The chairman 
of the committee declined to yield to me. I wanted some in- 
formation, I want to support the bill if I can, and as I say, I 
voted for the rule. I am not going to agree to anybody con- 
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trolling the time who declines in general debate to give an 
explanation abont it. This bill refers to section 5 of the act 
of February 10, 1922. There is no section 5. I wanted to get 
some definite information about it, and I am willing for any- 
body to control the time if they will agree to give some sincere 
and honest information about what the bill contains. 

Mr. HAUGEN. The rule provides—— 

Mr. WINGO. The gentleman declined to yield to me when 
I asked for information; he waved me aside and went off on 
political control, and so forth. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


The committee informally rose; and Mr. Anprrson having 
taken the chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message from the 
Senate by Mr. Craven, its Chief Clerk, announced that the 
Senate had passed without amendment bills of the following 

es: 

H. R. 11737. An act authorizing preliminary examinations 
and surveys of sundry rivers with a view to the control of 
their floods; 

H. R. 12064. An act to recognize and reward the accomplish- 
ment of the world flyers; and 

H. R. 11957. An act to authorize the President in certain 
cases to modify visé fees. 

The message also announced that the Senate had agreed to 
the reports of the committees of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to 
the bills of the following titles: 

H. R. 9535. An act authorizing suits against the United 
States in admiralty for damage caused by and salvage services 
rendered to the public vessels belonging to the United States, 
and for other purposes; and 

II. R. 12033. An act making appropriations for the govern- 
ment of the District of Columbia and other activities charge- 
able in whole or in part against the revenues of such District 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the President pro tempore 
had appointed Mr. Pures and Mr. Jones of New Mexico 
members of the joint select committee on the part of the Senate, 
as provided for in the act of February 16, 1889, as amended by 
the act of March 2, 1895, entitled “An act to authorize and 
provide for the disposition of useless papers in the executive 
departments,“ for the disposition of useless papers in the 
Department of Labor. 


COOPERATIVE MARKETING BOARD 


The committee resumed its session. 

Mr. ASWELL Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, I would like to state briefly that if the majority report 
had been printed in time there would have been a minority 
report at your disposal, It has been suggested repeatedly by 
gentlemen on the Republican side of the Chamber that political 
interests influence the discussion of this bill. From that state- 
ment I dissent. I have no interest in the political aspect of 
it, but I am profoundly concerned in improving the agricul- 
tural situation of the country. In the first place the bill, not 
in a single line, offers either hope or help to the farmers, It 
is an effort to paternalſze the farmer, make him more sub- 
ordinate, destroy his initiative and his ability to handle his 
own business, and make him a ward of the Nation. The bill 
proposes a Federal board, five members, at $10,000 a year each, 
with travel and other expenses, with authority to appoint and 
fix the salaries of experts, secretaries, stenographers, and 
assistants without limit. Much is being made of the state- 
ment that the cooperatives are not compelled to come in, 
That is true on the face of the bill, but when they agree to 
register they agree to abide by the mandates of this board, 
and its authority is plenary. They will be practically driven 
into the Federal system. The bill seeks to establish an 
economic supreme court from which there is no appeal, and 
every cooperative organization that registers under this bill 
agrees to abide by that authority, Now what does this board 
offer the American farmer? Spesifically this. It says to the 
American farmer, you come into this Federal system and we 
will give you regulation, investigation, inspection, andit, con- 
trol, and if you do not obey us we will dismiss and destroy 
you What will the farmers get from this Federal organiza- 
tion? Two things, and only two. First, free advice; second, 
the right to put on their stationery the word “Federal.” 
That is all. There is not a line in this bill which offers any- 
thing else to the American farmer. It offers only the right to 
be investigated, audited, inspected, regulated, and then in re- 
turn get free advice. 
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Mr. CRISP. Will the gentleman yield for one question? 
Mr. ASWELL, I Will. 


Mr: CRISP. Is there anything in the bill which will aid 
these cooperative market associations in disposing of their 
products? 

Mr. ASWELL. Not a single line, as I shall show you later. 
Now, gentlemen, [ think it is reasonable to state that with the 
facts before us the cooperatives will not join this Federal sys- 
tem. Our distinguished chairman [Mr. Hausen] is in error 
when he intimated that the cooperatives are supporting this 
measure. I attended every heating on this bill except one and 
listened to the representatives of the cooperatives of this coun- 
try from one side to the other, and except one, that of Mr. 
Merritt, who is a member of the President's conference, the 
cooperatives in America have opposed this bill. 
as SHERWOOD, How many cooperative associations are 

ere 

Mr. ASWELL. About 28,000 now, is my information. 

Mr. SHERWOOD. And only one indorses it? 

Mr. ASWELL. That is true. The National Cooperative Milk 
Producers have bitterly denounced and appealed to Congress 
not to pass it. 


ORJNCTIONS TO PROVISIONS IN R. R, 12348 REPORTED BY HOUSE COMMITTER 
ON AGRICULTURE 


THE NATIONAL COOPERATIVE MILK PRODUCERS” FEDSRATION, 
Washington, D. C. February 19, 1925, 
Ta Members of Congress: 


The House Committee on Agriculture bas favorably reported H. R. 
12348. This bill still contains features objectionable to our member 
associations and to cooperative associations generally. © * * 

1. The bill creates a Feders! board which, for at least two years, 
may be composed of men who are not experienced in cooperative market- 
ing and who are not truly representative of the cooperative marketing 
groups, Its provisions are in line with the idea of Government regula- 
tion, supervision, and promotion from Washington. which is dia- 
metrically oppose@ to the principle of self-help cooperative marketing 
coming from and being operated wholly by and at the will of the pro- 
ducers, Snar © : 

2. The nomination of members of the Federal board from whom the 
President shall make the appointment, after the first board, is re- 
stricted to the vote of registered cooperative associations. It is not 
even neeessary that these associations be actively marketing in inter- 
state commerce, Hvery registered association in the United States may 
send in a ballot and the Secretary of Agriculture is to select and for- 
ward to the President the names of the 10 individuals receiving the 
greatest number of votes. Such a method is objectionable in that it is 
conducive to self-perpetuation of a board. Furthermore, this method 
of nomination affords no opportunity for cooperative commodity groups 
to give any expression of their cholee or to act through their national 
associations. The balloting should be restricted to cooperative associ- 
ations actively engaged in interstate commerce, whether or not regis- 
tered, and these associations should be allowed to aet through their 
commodity federations, 

3. The registration provision is unnecessary, Impructleal, and dauger- 
ous. Cooperative associations will be forced to register in order to 
obtain the voting privilege and on account of adverse propaganda by 
their enemies, In order to grant registration the board, among other 
things, is required, in section 23, to make a determination “that the 
financial standing and business methods of the association are sound.” 
A proper investigation will require auditing of the books of an appli- 
cant and a complete inquiry into its operations and all the economic 
conditions under which it is operating. Such an investigation—if any 
considerable number of the larger associations now operating made 
application for registration—would necessitate expenditures far beyond 
the appropriation in this bill and require a long period of time, during 
which the applicants would be in a state of uncertainty as to whether 
their application would be granted. An adverse determination in the 
case of a cooperative now in operation might be disastrous, although 
otherwise the association might be suecessful. 

A favorable determination improperly made would be equally danger- 
ous, because registration carries with it the stamp of approyal by the 
Government of the financial stability and the business methods of the 
applicant. This situation might casily lead to misunderstandings and 
severe losses to many farmers. 

While registration is not compulsory, as above stated, the various 
associations will probably be forced to apply, and if they do they must 
then consent as a part of their application to Government audit of 
their books and to file a sworn statement semiannually. No other 
group of American business comparable with the cooperatives is being 
subjected te such hindrance and regulation, 

In effect, this registration clause establishes an economic supreme 
court, without review. with power to determine the right af coop- 
eratives to exist, and to adopt their own plans to carry on their own 


business. Few cooperatives would be powerful enough to withstand a 
criticism by the Federal board of their methods, even though such 
criticism should be without real merit. 

For all of these reasons we believe that the principle of registration 
should be abandoned. 

4. Power is given to the Federal board to make rules and regula- 
tions to carry out the act. The extent and nature of such regulations 
are not specified in the bill. On the other hand the board is given 
power to impose penalties for violation of such rules and regulations, 
as well as to suspend or revoke the registration of any associations 
therefor. We believe that this delegation of power by Congress is 
unnecessary and unwarranted. 

5. In the revision of the Capper-Volstend cooperative act, the bill, 
in section 5. of such revision, opens the door of the antitrust laws to 
combinations of distributers with cooperative associations and to the 
possibility of “dummy” cooperatives being operated for the purposes 
of and to the advantage of combinations of distributers. 

6. In its present text the committee bill constitutes the beginning 
of a vast policy of Government regulation and supervision of agricultural 
cooperatives ; and an extension of the powers of the board along this 
line will naturally be sought by the board members from future ses- 
sions of Congress. 

Unless curative amendments are adopted to the committee bill, our 
organizations are opposed to its passage. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Cras. W. HOLMAN, 
Secretary, National Cooperative Milk Producers’ Federation. 


The National Council of Farmers’ Cooperatives, the president 
of which is Colonel Bingham, of Louisville, and among the 
prominent members is Governor Lowden, of Illinois, have ap- 
pealed to this flouse not to enact this law, not to pass this bill. 


{A national service agéncy maintained by 31 State and district 
cooperative associations which market the products of 612,000 
farmers. Robert W. Bingham, chairman, Louisville, Ky.; Carl Wil- 
liams, vice chairman, Oklahoma City, Okla.; Curt Anderson, Xenia, 
III.; John Lawler, San Francisco, Calif.; B. E. Chaney, Stuttgart, 
Ark.; R. E. Cooper, Hopkinsville, Ky.; G. Herbert Foss, Fort Feir- 
field, Me.; Dr. B. W. Kilgore, Raleigh, N. C.; Frank O. Lowden, 
Oregon, III.; C. 0. Moser, Dallas, Tex.; G. A. Norwood, Goldsboro, 
N. C.: I. O. Rhoades, San Jose, Calif.; A. R. Rule, New York, N. X.; 
Aaron Sapiro, Chicago, III.; W. H. Settle, Petroleum, Ind.: Dan A. 
Wallace, St. Paul, Minn.; R. A, Ward, Portland, Oreg.; Walton 
Peteet, secretary; Robin Hood, director of information; Harold A. 
Ruby, special representative. Chicago office, 1610 Straus Building.) 

NATIONAL COUNCIL or FARMERS’? COOPERATIVE 
MARKETING ASSOCIATIONS, 
Washington, D. O., February 17, 1925. 

To Members of Congress: 

I am directed by the National Council of Farmers’ Cooperative 
Marketing Associations to present our earnest protest against any 
legislation which will bring cooperative marketing associations under 
the jurisdiction of a govermmental board with power to license, audit, 
and otherwise control or interfere in their management. 

I am attaching a list of members of the national council, and the 
names of several cooperatives which are not members, but which have 
asked the national council to represent them in this matter. An 
examination of these lists will, I belfeve, convince you that they com- 
prise many of the largest and most representative cooperatives in the 
United States. 

These cooperatives are vitally interested in the success of the 
cooperative-marketing movement, and their protest is based upon 
careful study of the many bills on the subject now pending in Con- 


The real cooperatives of the country earnestly ask Congress not to 
press through in the hurry of the closing days of the session a hastily 
devised measure which vitally affects their vast and important in- 
terests. 

Time will not permit me to call upon each Member of Congress 
and discuss at length our many objections to their legislation, but I 
will be glad to call on any Member who desires further Information 
concerning our views. 

Respectfally, 
NATIONAL Covxcin or Farmers’ 
COOPERATIVE MARKETING ASSOCIATIONS, 
WALTON PETERET, Secretary. 


MEMBERS OF THE NATIONAL COUNCIL OF FARMERS’ COOPERATIVE MARKET- 
ING ASSOCIATIONS 


Arkansas Cotton Growers Cooperative Association, Little Rock, Ark, 
Arkansas Rice Growers Cooperative Association, Stuttgart, Ark. 
Atlantic Coast Poultry Producers Association, New York, N. Y. 
Broomeorn Growers Cooperative Association, Oklahoma City, Okla. 
Burley Tobacco Growers Cooperative Association, Lexington, Ky. 
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California Prune and Apricot Growers Association, San Jose, Calif. 

California Peach and Fig Growers Association, Fresno, Calif, 

Connecticut Valley Tobacco Association, Hartford, Conn. 

Dark Tobacco Growers Cooperative Association, Hopkinsville, Ky. 

Egyptian Seed Growers Exchange, Flora, III. 

Georgia Cotton Growers Cooperative Association, Atlanta, Ga. 

Georgia Peanut Growers Cooperative Association, Albany, Ga. 

Illinois Fruit Exchange, Centralia, III. 

Indiana Wheat Growers Association, Indianapolis, Ind. 

Maine Potato Growers Exchange, Caribou, Me. 

Mid-West Dairymen’s Co., Chicago, III. 

North Carolina .Cotten Growers Cooperative Association, Raleigh, 
N. C. 

National Pecan Growers Exchange, Albany, Ga. 

Oklahoma Cotton Growers Association, Oklahoma City, Okla. 

Oklahoma Wheat Growers Association, Enid, Okla. 

Pacific Cooperative Wool Growers, Portland, Oreg. 

Pacific Egg Producers (Inc.), New York, N. Y. 

Poultry Producers of Central California, San Francisco, Calif. 

Poultry Producers of Southern California, Los Angeles, Calif. 

South Carolina Cotton Growers Cooperative Association, Columbia, 
S. C. 

Sowega Melon Growers Exchange, Adel, Ga. 

Tennessee Cotton Growers Association, Memphis, Tenn. 

Texas Farm Bureau Cotton Association, Dallas, Tex. 

Texas Wheat Growers Association, Amarillo, Tex. 

Tobacco Growers Cooperative Association, Richmond, Va. 


NONMEMSER COOPERATIVES REPRESENTED BY THE NATIONAL COUNCIL IN 
ITS PROTEST AGAINST FEDESAL REGULATION OF COOPERATIVES 


Northern Wisconsin Tobacco Pool, Madison, Wis. 

Kanses Wheat Growers Association, Wichita, Kans. 

Rio Grande Valley Cooperative Association, El Paso, Tex. 

Western South Dakota Seed Growers Exchange, Rapid City, S. Dak. 

Tri-State Milk Producers Association, Memphis, Tenn. 

Resolutions on cooperative marketing legislation adopted by unani- 
mous yote at the third annual meeting of the National Council of 
Farmers’ Cooperative Marketing Associations held in Washington, D. C., 
January 5-8, 1925: 

We believe that cooperative marketing associations should be 
organized by the farmers and owned and controlled by them; and in 
proof of their ability to intelligently and successfully manage their 
own business when properly organized along lines of sound commodity 
cooperation we call attention to the fact that there has been a smaller 
percentage of failures among the cooperative organizations brought 
into existence in recent years than has been shown in any other busi- 
ness activity In the life of onr country. This record of accomplishment 
conclusively demonstrates the ability of American farmers to organize 
and successfully manage efficient cooperative marketing associations. 
Our experience has demonstrated that cooperative marketing associa- 
tions to be successful must arise naturally out of the needs of farmers, 
and that it is not wise to artificially stimulate such organizations by 
any sort of governmental aid, spécial favoritism, or subsidy. We hold 
ourselves always open to governmental inspection of methods and opera- 
tions. We have nothing now to ssk from the Government except a 
sympathetic, understanding administration of the laws and regulations 
which are alreatty in force for the assistance and supervision of co- 
operative marketing associations.” 


Now, gentlemen, it has been said over and over again by 
men informed on this question, that unless 70 per cent of the 
farmers come into the cooperative associations they will fail 
because those who stay out will destroy them. Unless you can 
get into these cooperative associations 70 per cent they are 
a failure to begin with, and would be futile from the very 
start. Only one thing would be accomplished; $500,000 ap- 
propriated to begin with. If it were to succeed it has been 
estimated it would require 75,000 to 100,000 additional Gov- 
ernment employees to conduct this business. Now, gentlemen, 
I call attention to the fact that something was said about 
the president of the Farm Bureau Federation, a member of 
the President's commission. He appeared before the com- 
mittee, and, of course, being a member of the commission was 
for the bill, but my information is that every organization in 
every State where the Farm Bureau Federation is flourishing 
is opposed to this bill. In my own State this is trne, as 
shown by a letter from the secretary-manager of the Louisi- 
ana Farm Bureau Federation. 

Lovrsrana Farm BUREAU FEDERATION (Ixc.), 
THe FARMERS SERVICE ORGANIZATION, 
Baton Rouge, La., February 6, 1925. 
Hon. James B. AsSwELL, M. C., 
Washington, D. C. 

Dran Mn. ASWELL; We note that the President's agricultural com- 
mission, in its report to cooperative marketing, proposes that the 
Capper-Volstead Act be so amended as to give cooperatives the right 


to make production and orderly marketing programs and authorizing 
them to join with nonmembers and commercial dealers in making and 
carrying out their programs. 

If we understand this proposal, it would empower commercial deal- 
ers and distributors to unite with the cooperative selling associa- 
tions in formulating and executing production and marketing pro- 
grams, and hence they would share in all of the privileges, includ- 
ing immunity from the provisions of the antitrust laws. 

We note that this commission also recommends the establishment of 
a Federal marketing board. This board is to have broad power for 
licensing cooperative-marketing associations; examining their finan- 
cial conditions and methods and anditing their books twice a year. 
It also proposes to license clearing houses of cooperatives; to license 
terminal-marketing associations to be composed of commercial dealers, 
traders, and distributors, 

Permit us to state that our opinion regarding all of these matters 
is that if Congress will simply pass enabling acts so that the coop- 
erative-selling associations may proceed without embarrassment or 
undue burden, that the farmers, themselves, will work out ‘a program 
of orderly production and marketing that will be satisfactory from 
every standpoint. 

We are not favorably inclined at all to any Federal bureancratic 
control or regulation. We believe that If a satisfactory solution is 
reached regarding the agricultural problem, It must be worked out 
by the farmers themselves. Splendid progress is now being made 
along this line, 

If Government will now simply keep hands off, I think all of the 
farmers will be satisfied. We believe there are already enough laws 
to enable farmer-owned and farmer-controlled cooperatives to proceed 
in a most satisfactory way. We do not like the idea of paternalism 
from any standpoint. If we have reached the point that Government 
must begin to take care of the farmers’ business, then we believe that 
our whole educational system is inefficient and that democracy is a 
failure. 

We would be giad if you can see your way clear to assist in defeating 
any and every mensure looking to Government interference in the 
farmers” business procedure. 

Very sincerely yours, 
LOGISIANA FARM BUREAU FEDEBATION, 
Harry F. Karp, Secretary-Manager. 


In the State of Iowa, where the distinguished chairman lives, 
the Farm Bureau Federation State president came before the 
committee and earnestly opposed this bill. 

Mr. SHERWOOD. From Iowa? 

Mr. ASWELL. Yes, sir. I would like to call attention spe- 
cifically to some things here I want to say accurately. 

This biH would conflict with or supersede the cooperative 
marketing laws in 45 States, as presented by the following: 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
i BUREAU OF AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS, 
Washington, February 13, 1925. 
Hon. James B. ASWELL, 
House of Representatives. 

Drar Mr. ASWELL: In accordance with your letter of -February 12, 
I am inclosing a statement regarding the cooperative marketing laws 
enacted in the various States. You will note from this that 45 of the 
48 States now have statutes providing for the incorporation of coopera- 
tive assoclatlons. The exceptions are Delaware, Nevada, and New 
Hampshire. 

A number of these acts are generally similar and these have been 
indicated in the column headed “Remarks” by the title “Uniform 
act.” Copies of the cooperative acts of Wisconsin, Louisiana, Ala- 
bama, Kentucky, North Dakota, and Maryland are inclosed herewith, 
We do not have duplicate copies of the acts of other States, but I 
beHeve those forwarded will give you a general idea of the nature 
of these statutes. 

Yours very truly, Liorp S. TRX, 
Acting Chie] of Bureau. 
(Inclosures.) 


NOVEMBER 28, 1924. 


State cooperative marketing laws 
Number of act [pat approved Remarks 

Oct. 29, 1921 Uniform act 

Mar. 22. 1921 Do. 

Feb. 14, 1921 Do. 

May 1. 1923 Do. 

Apr. 12,1915 | Coo tive law, 
30, 1923 Uniform t. 
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State cooperative marketing laws—Continued 


May 21, 1917 


d 
00} ve law. 
o. 
Do. 
Do. 
Uniform act, 
Do. 
3 5 
Chapter 88. 0. 
frente 23, sections 469-496. ro ba act (modi- 
Chapter 438. Daten cpa Cooperative law 
(amen ch. 
157 of General 
Laws, 1921). 
General Corporation Cooperative law. 
Part II. 
Do. 
Do. 
Uniform act. 
Credit act. 
Uniform act. 
Cooperative law 
souri, 1919, article 10, uniform act. 
chapter 90, amended by 
. B. 505-509, 1921, 
C. 8. H. B. 439. 
. a. 1921, sections 4210- Cooperative law. 
March, 1917 Do. 
Feb. 16, 1921 Do. 
Mar. 5, 1921 Do. 
do. ... Uniform act. 
ae 198 Apr. 19,1919 | Credit law. 
H. R. 574, 23, 1921 | Cooperative law. 
No law 
do 
Do. 
8 Uniform act. 
pter 64 Cooperative law. 
Article 13-A, chapter 655.. Membership cor- 
poration law 
Article 3, chapter 454, as Business corpora- 
amended in chapters 104 on law 


and 159, 1920, and 159, 
1921. 
Article 21, 1920. 
Ohapter 616 
Chapter 87 
Chapter 43. 


Membership cor- 
tion law. 
Uniform act. 


Do. 
Amending and re- 
enacting former 

laws. 


North Carolina 


Uniform act. 
Uniform act (mod- 
ified 


C rative law 

Uniform act. 

Cooperative law. 
0. 

Do. 
Uniform act 

Do. 
Cooperat ve law, 

un form act, 
Uniform act, 
0. 
Cooperative law. 
0. 

Do. 
Uniform act. 
Coo; tive law. 
Uniform act. 


Do. 
Ss eae law. 


1 Uniform act vetoed March, 1923. 


This bill embodies the principles unanimously recommended 
by the agricultural commission appointed by the President. 

The members of the President’s commission, so far as I 
have heard, have not been able to agree upon or to explain the 
meaning of their report in a clear, concise, and understand- 
able manner. 

The report contains 10 pages of illogical and indefinite the- 
ories endeavoring to show why the farming industry should be 
taken from the control of its owners and placed under the con- 
trol of the Government by a Federal system of marketing. in- 
cluding the factors of private operators, commission dealers, 
jobbers, and speculators. 

This bill would create a Federal cooperative marketing board 
with general powers, and its headquarters would be in Wash- 


ington, D. C., the salary of each of the five appointed members 
to be $10,000 a year. i 

The board would make such rules and regulations as would 
be necessary to function under the act. 

It would appoint and fix salaries for secretary, clerks, ex- 
perts, officers, employees, and agents without limit. 


SPECIAL POWERS OF BOARD 


Under its special powers the Federal marketing board would 
authorize the following subsidiary associations to engage in 
business : 

4 Organization of cooperative marketing associations by pro- 
ucers. 

Cooperative marketing associations are the only associations 
which are composed of farmers, who are not, however, per- 
mitted to direct the shipment or negotiate the sale of a single 
farm product. Under the provisions of the bill they are confined 
wholly to preparing, producing, and shipping their products 
to points designated by clearing house associations, where they 
are sold by terminal marketing associations. 

Organization of clearing house associations. 

The clearing house associations need not be composed of and 
operated by the cooperative marketing associations composed 
of farmers. The membership of the clearing house and terminal 
marketing associations is open to all—that is, the terminal mar- 
keting and clearing house associations are not exclusively com- 
posed of or operated by cooperative marketing associations or 
members thereof. 

Let us see what are the functions of these two deceptive sub- 
sidiary organizations intended to blind or mislead the farmer 
in the thought that they would be helpful while in fact exerting 
a destructive influence upon his industry. 


- CLEARING HOUSE ASSOCIATIONS 


The bill provides that (sec. 22 (b)): 

The functions of the clearing house associations are to regulate ship- 
ments and distribution to prevent gluts or famines in any market. 

This can only mean that the members of these clearing-house 
associations, located in different sections of the country, would 
have the right—when in their opinion there was a surplus of 
any farm commodity, say, in Cincinnati, New York, Chicago, 
or hundreds of other large distributing centers—to divert or 
stop shipments of any such commodity to such central point at 
the pleasure of the dealer associations. 

This Federal authority given to clearing-house associations 
would include their control of production, shipment, and dis- 
tribution of agricultural products. Commission men, produce 
dealers, and brokers in produce as members would give them 
complete control of the markets through their power to divert 
thousands upon thousands of cars of products belonging to the 
farmers as would best suit their interest and their profit. 
The present organized system monopolizing the products of the 
farm is destroying agriculture, but with the increased power 
as proposed under this bill the same interest would have the 
support of the Federal Government in a manner that was 
never before attempted in the history of the country. 


TERMINAL MARKETING ASSOCIATIONS 


The bill provides that (section 22 (b))— 


The purpose of a terminal marketing association would be to main- 
tain for handling agricultural products a public market located in any 
distributing center of such products. 


Under this provision the terminal marketing associations 
would maintain a public market for handling agricultural 
products, which can only be construed as meaning that ter- 
minal marketing associations shall be maintained at every 
place where agricultural products are sold to the consuming 
public. 

The sáme term of application for registration of terminal 
marketing associations, whether or not exclusively composed 
of or operated by the cooperative marketing associations, is 
open to all, or anyone who makes application for a terminal 
marketing association at any place where agricultural products 
are sold. 

Terminal marketing associations and clearing-house associa- 
tions and the cooperative marketing associations can not be 
considered separately from the Federal cooperative marketing 
board. They are all subsidiaries of and must work under the 
rules and regulations laid down by the Federal cooperative 
marketing board, and in considering this proposed bill the Fed- 
eral marketing board, the parent, and the three subsidiary 
associations must be considered together. They can not func- 
tion separately. 

The ambiguity of the provisions of this bill makes it impos- 
sible to understand its real meaning or what it is intended to 
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accomplish, except to place agriculture under Federal agen- 
cies: Certainly there is nothing in it that would benefit either 
the producer or the consumer. Evidently: it is an effort to 
permit dealers, commission men, and brokers to fill the place 


of so-called: middlemen with the Federal Government support- 


ing them and further depriving the farmer of his equitable 
share of the dollar paid by consumers for his products. 

The bill also provides that the clearing-house associations 
and terminal marketing associations may do an equal amount 
of business with nonmembers. as with members. That is, the 
dealers oceupying places on the boards of terminal marketing 
associations or clearing-house associations are extended the 
privilege of dealing with members of the various associations 
either as members or as nonmembers, Both doors are open 
ta them and they can every day take their choice of dealing 
with them as Government associations or ignore them and deal 
with them independently, 

In order to render the farmer still more subservient to the 
interests dominating the clearing house and terminal market- 
ing associations the cooperative marketing associations must 
agree, by the terms of its membership, and upon penalty of 
haying such charter revoked, to accept such standards for 
agricultural products as the Federal marketing board, through 
the Secretary of Agriculture, may establish. 

The producers must also agree under penalty of annulment 
of their charter to submit to the arbitration by the Federal 
marketing board in cases: where disputes arise between them 
and clearing house and terminal marketing associations in ref- 
erence to “grades, standards, conditions, or quantities of any 
agricultural product.” To enforce its decision in these mat- 


ters the Federal marketing board is. permitted, under the or large consumers of, the agricultural products for which the ter- 


provisions of the bill, to bring civil suit in the United States | 


courts 

If it be the one object of this bill to firmly establish the 
power and the influence of the present system of distribution 
and: marketing of farm. products; if it is the desire to so 


~ firmly entrench the commission men, the dealers and the prod- | 


uce brokers in their control of the Nation’s food supply | 


that they can, with entire propriety and in compliance with | 


the law, advertise themselves as Federal agents“ and call 
upon the Government for its support in imposing their will 
upon the farmer and the consumer—tlien, and only then, can 
the bill be considered successful in accomplishing the purpose 
for which it was created. 

RECAPITULATION 

The Federal cooperative marketing board, would be a perma- 
nent and controlling power in agriculture. It. would impose 
conditions, make rules, and pass judgments from which there 
can be no appeal aud no-recourse. The Supreme Court itself 
is not vested with more arbitrary or final power. 

Of the three’ subsidiary organizations controlled by the Fed- 
eral board the farmer is allowed to control but one—and that 
one can not market farm: products. By, courtesy this is called 
u cooperative marketing association. 

As a matter of fact it is not a marketing association at 
all. The producing, cooperatives can not sell and are forbidden 
by the terms of the bill to deliver to the consumer a single 
farm product. It permits the farmer to plant and reap, The 
farmer can not become a merchant, under this bill. 

The clearing-house association has a membership. not con- 
fined to farmers or producers.. In reality these associations 
will. be dominated by the same men and the same interests who 
are now engaged in the distribution of the farmers’ product. 

The bill expressly provides for such contingency when it 
says (Title II, sec. 5): 


Whether or not exclusively’ composed of and operated by such: co- 
operative marketing associations; or members. thereof, or terminal 
market association, whether or not exclusively. composed of and 
operated’ by such cooperative marketing association or members 
thereof: 


The next link in the chain which binds the farmer to indus- 
trial servitude is the cooperative terminal marketing asso- 
ciation. 

The term “cooperative” here does not mean cooperation 
with the producers or farmers. So far as the farmer is com- 
cerned, cooperation with him ceases when he turns his prod- 
uct over to the clearing house association: There is every 
evidence, however, that 100 per cent cooperation will exist 
ee the clearing house and the terminal marketing asso- 
c1ations. 

They are engaged in selling the farmers’ product. Their 
interests are identical, but that of the farmer is not: He is: 
in the picture only as the producer and his activities: are 
strictly limited to production. ? 


The actual: selling: is in the hands of the terminal market- 
ing associations: These associations may: operate. in every: 
city: and town in the United States. 

That the business of selling the Nation its food supply may 
not fall into alien hands, the bill provides an easy way for 
admitting dealers, brokers, commission men, and others into 
these associations. 


As a result we have the same old system doing business 
with the farmers in the same old way-—one-third to the farmer 


and two-thirds to the dealer. 


In fact, under the provisions of this bill the farmer is hog- 


tied.“ Not only is he completely shut out of the consumers’ 
market, but is threatened with the loss of his charter if he 
objects, and subjected: to a penalty of 825 a day through 
suit im the United States courts. The entire machinery, of the 
Selling end is taken from him and given to the dealers and, 
speculators, and if greater ruin and distress: overtake him, the 
only recourse on earth left him under this bill is to forsake 
Government cooperation, ask for the annulment of his charter, 
and again trust his fortunes. to the dealers and commission. 
men who have brought him to his present deplorable plight. 
Earlier bills of the character of this bill are more candid in 
their definition: of the membership of the clearing. house and. 
terminal marketing associations. Thus the bill introduced, 
by Senator Caren in the Senate on January 26, 1925, pro- 
vides that membership in terminal marketing associations may 
be open equally: to f 
representatives of registered’ cooperative marketing associations, char- 
tered cooperative clearing house associations, cooperative buying asso- 
ciations, wholesale brokers, commission men, and other dealers in, 


minal marketing association is chartered. 


This bill. tries to soften the penalty of the Capper bill of 
January 26, but it is only in phraseology to deceive. The 
Capper bill of Jannary 26 and this bill mean the same. 

Having in mind the President's axiom that the farmers must 
beeome “merchants as well as producers,” it seems incredible 
that legislation would be offered in this Congress which not only 
prevents such a consummation of our hopes but would, under 
this Federal act, tie the farmer to the system which has robbed 
him and makes his Government the tool of his oppression. 

The proposition of real farm relief lies in bringing the farmer 
and the consumer into closer contact. This bill makes such. 
conneetion a. physical impossibility. 

They offer the farmer no privilege that he does not already, 
enjoy and forever dispels his dream of marketing his own 
products. 

This bill does not proteet or defend the farmer, but it, does. 


| entrench and strengthen those interests, which have prostrated 


his industry and brought him to the verge of ruin. It is a. 
dealers’ bill, pure and simple. 

The Congress should give the farmers a chance by an expres- 
sion of confidence in the farmer’s intelligence and ability to 
naar ee his own. business in production. and mar- 
keting. 

Such legislation as is. proposed in this bill is calculated. to 
make the public believe that farmers are incapable and can not 
be trusted with the management of. their. business. 

Gentlemen, the pending bill is the most. damnable bill pre- 
sented to Congress since I have been. a Member.. From the 
farmer’s standpoint, it.is a “hobby. horse” bill; without head. 
or tail, bobbing, up and down, getting nowhere, except to up- 
build an expensive Federal board here in Washington. [Ap- 
plause. ] 

I propose a definite and sound remedy.. At the proper time I 
shall offer a substitute for this. Federal control bill. I shall 
give the House the opportunity of doing a sound, sane, aud: 
safe: thing, to place the farmer where he can fight on equal 
terms like other American citizens, free and unencumbered. by 
Government interference, I shall offer; the Curtis-Aswell bill, 
embodying the Yoakum, plan., This bill has been deliberately: 
strangled in the House Committee on Agriculture, but it has: 
been unanimously reported favorably by the Senate Committee 
on Agriculture, and is now on the Senate calendar. I shall offer: 
the Curtis Senate bill, which is the same as the Aswell bill, 
except the Senate committee amended it helpfully. You will! 
have a chance to vote for the Curtis national cooperative mar- 
keting plan, that does not create Federal control at the expense 
of the taxpayers but places the farmers in control: ofi their own: 
business: 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, L yield- 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Vorer]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin is recog- 
nized! for 10 minutes. 
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Mr. VOIGT. Mr. Chairman, I am strongly for the general 
purposes of this bill, which are to foster cooperative agencies 
among farmers, to give those interested in cooperative market- 
ing authentic information and guidance, and by way of some 
goyernmental agency to give definite recognition and sympa- 
thetic aid to the cooperative movement. 

The Agricultural Department through its department Bul- 
letin No. 1302, recently issued, informs us that a year ago we 
had 10,160 cooperative associations in the United States, which 
in 1923 did a business of about $2,000,400,000. It is safe to say 
that at the present time cooperatives are doing a business of 
close to $3,000,000,000 a year. In April, 1924, all the coopera- 
tives of the country had a membership of slightly over 2,000,000. 
Sixty-five per cent of the associations were located in the 
west and east north central States; 30.8 per cent of the 
associations were organized to handle grain; 19.4 per cent 
dairy products; 12.1 per cent fruits and vegetable products; 
and 15.7 per cent livestock. f 

There is practically unanimity of opinion among those inter- 
ested in legislation for the betterment of the farmer that the 
cooperative movement is the greatest agency which the farmers 
can set in motion themselves. It is not necessary for me to 
spend time on this thought. Therefore, during the time at my 
disposal, I wish to point out what to me look like serious ob- 
jections to some of the provisions in the bill reported by the 
committee. I shall support this bill even as it stands, but I 
hope that it will be made a better bill before it becomes law. 
My objections are to those portions of the bill which appear 
to be voluntary in form, but which will become compulsory 
in the administration of the measure. 

The bill is so worded that certain privileges are held out to 
cooperatives to come in under Federal control, and in my judg- 
ment no cooperative will long be able to resist efforts on the 
part of the proposed marketing board to drive it into the Fed- 
eral system. I see no reason why a cooperative organization 
should be registered here and by this registration bring itself 
under the dictation of this board. These cooperatives must be 
permitted to conduct and develop their own businesses, provid- 
ing they remain cooperative in principle and keep themselves 
within the terms of the cooperative act of 1922. We have no 
more right to control their business than we have business in 
general. 

Right here let me point out a serious defect in the bill. 
Section 23, page 9, requires that, after a cooperative applies for 
Federal registration, the Federal board shall be satisfied that 
the financial standing and business methods of the applicant 
are sound. Just to cite one instance: The Dairymen’s League 
is an organization with thousands of members, whose business 
runs into the millions. It paid out $35,000 to install a system 
of bookkeeping adapted to its business, and it pays annually 
to expert accountants $15,000 to audit those books. Suppose 
that organization applied for registration, and the board sitting 
here at Washington, not in a position to know as much about 
this business as the managers of it, should say that its method 
of doing business is not sound, would that not give a black 
eye to the organization? Why should the board at all pass 
on the business methods of the organization when the organiza- 
tion is within the law? And how could the board satisfy itself 
of the financial standing of the organization without an exten- 
sive audit? Do we require this of business in general? 

The bill says that registration is voluntary. But the bill 
also holds out many advantages to registered cooperatives. 
The nonregistered folks are left out in the cold, and to get 
the advantages, and to overcome the cloud of being a “ non- 
registered ” cast upon them by competitors, they may be driven 
to register against their wills. 

Let me briefly point out the advantages held out to those 
who register. First, the registrants have a voice in the selec- 
tion of the members of the board—outsiders do not. Why 
should not all cooperatives have this voice, if we are legislat- 
ing for all of them, and they and their members pay taxes? 
Second, under certain conditions, a registrant may have its 
books audited free of charge. Third, the bill provides for a 
sort of an annual convention of cooperatives; but you must 
be registered if you want an invitation. Fourth, the board 
may provide for settling disputes among cooperatives by arbi- 
tration if they are registered. Fifth, a cooperative may use 
the term “ Federal” on its stationery, if registered. 

Why limit these advantages to registered cooperatives? Why 
not give them to all, if they are to be given at all? I want to 
see this feature of the bill, which will force these cooperatives 
under Federal control, cut out. What we should do is to set up 
an agency here in Washington which will foster cooperation, 
assist it, give it advice, give it the stamp of Government ap- 
proyal, but not to compel it. Personally I think that all the 


necessary aid could have been given by increasing the appro- 
priation which is now given to the Department of Agriculture 
to foster cooperation. We propose to set up two agencies, but 
I can not oppose this bill because I think there may be a better 
way of accomplishing the purpose. We have in the Department 
of Agriculture the finest machinery for helping the cooperative 
movement. This new board will have to go along for several 
years before it can assemble the necessary experts already in 
the department, and it is my judgment that if Congress appro- 
priated $150,000 to the department for this purpose you could 
accomplish about as much as by the $500,000 provided in this 
bill, but, of course, you would not do it in as spectacular a 
way or have something which you could as specifically label 
“farm relief.” [Applause.] 

I shall vote for this bill because I am deeply interested in 
creating an adequate Federal agency to which cooperatives 
can come for advice and guidance, for surveys of their business, 
for providing methods of arbitration among all of them, for 
getting them better prices and avoiding waste by providing for 
grading of products, but I am seriously opposed to the regis- 
tration provision and the limiting of benefits only to regis- 
trants and the liabilities created by registration. We should 
not establish a board here which may pass sentence of life 
and death on these cooperatives. I appeal to the membership 
of this House to amend the bill by leaving the good features 
and striking out all that savors of compulsion. 

Mr. MORTON D. HULL. Will the gentleman now state the 
reasons why he is for the bill? Everything he has said has 
been in criticism of it. 

Mr. VOIGT, I make no secret of that, my friend. I am 
about as closely for this bill and as closely against it as a man 
ean be. I am perfectly frank about that. I am for the bill 
because I hope that when it is finally passed, if it does pass, 
that it will be in such form as to stimulate cooperation among 
the farmers. 

Mr. MORTON D. HULL. Will the gentleman yield for a 
further question? 

Mr. VOIGT. Yes. 

Mr. MORTON D. HULL. Did I understand the gentleman 
correctly to say at the very beginning of his speech that he 
would vote for this bill anyway? 

Mr. VOIGT. Yes; I said that I had made up my mind to 
vote for it because I am interested in cooperation and I want 
to see more done for it by the Federal Government. 

I can not see my way clear to oppose the bill in its entirety, 
eyen thongh it has some provisions to which I am opposed. 

Mr. ASWELL. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VOIGT. Yes. 

Mr. ASWELL. That is the very reason I am against it—that 
I am interested in cooperation. 2 

Mr. VOIGT. Well, the gentleman has his view and I have 
mine.. If we have got to have a separate agency, which is not 
entirely satisfactory to me but which will stimulate coopera- 
tion, I shall vote for the bill; but I will use my efforts to have 
it changed. 

Mr. WINGO. I want to get the gentleman's opinion on what 
is intended by the proponents of the bill with reference to 
maintaining agencies in the marketing centers of the United 
States. Is it intended that this Federal board will set up 
these markets to which these registered cooperatives may ship 
their products for distribution? 

Mr. VOIGT. It is intended that cooperative organizations 
may join hands with distributing agencies which are not co- 
operative, but it is not intended that the Federal board shall 
set them up. 

It is proposed by the bill that if the marketing agency is 
composed exclusively of cooperatives, that it shall be exempt 
from the antitrust laws, but nevertheless subject to the mar- 
keting act of February 18, 1922. If the marketing agency is 
composed of cooperatives and noncooperatives, it is subject to 
the antitrust laws. 

Some question has been raised as to the advisability of per- 
mitting cooperatives and noncooperatives to mix in this way. 
There is, of course, danger that in such a mixed association 
the old line or noncooperatives will dominate, but it is my 
opinion that in the present state of the facilities for marketing 
farm produce, the cooperatives should be permitted to avail 
themselves of noncooperative agencies. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wis- 
consin has expired. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 


revise and extend my remarks in the RECORD. 
Mr. VOIGT. Mr. Chairman, I make the same request. 
Mr. ASWELL, I make the same request, Mr. Chairman, 
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman. from Iowa, the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin, and the gentleman from Louisiana ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend their remarks. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. WEFALD. Reserying the right to object, I want to ask 
the gentleman a question. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has not the floor. If the 
gentleman desires to object to the unanimous-consent request, 
he can do so. 

Mr. WEFALD,. The gentleman can yield himself time to 
answer my question. 

Mr. RAMSBYER. Regular order, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. Regular order is demanded. 
objection. 

There was no objection, 

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield one-half minute to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. CONNERY]. 

Mr. CONNERY, Mr. Chairman, I wish to call the attention 
of the House to the fact that I have as my guests to-day in 
the gallery two Olympic champions, Mr. Joie Ray, the famous 
American miler, and Mr. Emerson Norton, the decathlon 
champion. Both of these gentlemen carried the American 
colors to victory in the Olympic games at Paris in July, 1924, 
{Applause.] 

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 

gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. SWANK]. 
Mr. SWANK. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the House, 
the object of the proposed legislation is to do something for 
agriculture. This bill was reported for consideration by the 
principal committee of the House, the Committee on Agriculture, 
which is engaged in farm legislation, I am glad to be a member 
of that great committee and believe each member is interested 
in doing everything that he thinks can be done for the benefit 
of agriculture, Of course we sometimes differ on what legisla- 
tion is best adapted to agriculture. Members of Congress on 
our side of the House often differ on bills when considered, as 
do Members on your side of the House. 

It is a great problem to decide what should and can be 
done for agriculture. It is not a political subject, but is a 
question affecting the whole country, the prosperity of which 
depends upon the farm. When we legislate for agriculture 
we are legislating for business in general, for there can be 
no permanent prosperity unless the farmers of the country 
` are reasonably prosperous. Agriculture is our basic and lead- 
ing industry. Members of Congress, and especially those who 
come from agricultural districts, know the conditions on the 
farm and do not need to take it second hand from witnesses. 
I know as much about agricultural conditions in the district 
which I have the honor to represent in this body as any per- 
son and a good deal more than any witness who has appeared 
before the committee. I think the same is true of every 
Member of this House who comes from a farming district. 

There are other things that could be done for agriculture. 
Everything the farmer has to buy with which to make his 
crops has greatly increased, largely due to the favoritism to 
certain classes by the enactment of the unfair, discriminating 
Fordney-McCumber tariff law. The farmer under that law 
must pay tribute to certain manufacturers in general and the 
steel and iron industry in particular. Therefore, if you want 
to do something for the farmer now, repeal that law of special 
privilege and put our farmers on an equal basis with other 
business. ‘This session will continue but a few more days, 
but there is time to repeal that law and let the farmers buy 
without paying an unfair tax in the form of tariff. Farmers 
must pay the tariff tax on clothing and articles of wearing ap- 
parel of every description, manufactured and composed in chief 
yalue of cotton, and not specially provided for. The farmer 
must pay this tribute to the manufacturers of table, house- 
hold, and kitchen utensils, composed of iron and steel, unless 
specially provided for, and the same is true with shovels, 
spades, scoops, and drainage tools. Our export trade has 
dwindled from the enormous sum of $8,228,016,317 in 1920 to 
$4,590,146,873 in 1924. If this Congress would repeal this 
tariff law or reduce the tariff on the things the farmers must 
buy, then we would render some real needed benefit to agri- 
culture. 

I will not block the consideration of an agricultural bill, 
and voted for the rule to consider this bill now before the 
House. It might and could-be amended in a way that would 
not be opposed by the cooperatives and other farm organiza- 
tions. Therefore I wanted the bill considered. Such measures 
as this should not be political, for something should be done 
for the farmers, and something can be done. I supported the 
McNary-Haugen bill when it was before the House last winter 
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as an emergency measure, and it would have benefited the 
farmers, I voted for it because I believe it would relieve the 
situation at that time. 

When the bill now under consideration was heard before the 
committee, Mr. Carey, a member of the President's agricultural 
conference, in answer to a question as to whether this coopera- 
tive marketing measure will mean dollars and cents in the 
pockets of the farmers in the next two or three years, said: 


Not to a great extent; no, sir. It will be a long-distance policy 
over a period of years for the future. I do not consider it an emer- 
gency measure, 


Some of the witnesses before the committee said that in 
their judgment there would be no noticeable results for five or 
six years, and perhaps longer. 

Subdivision (a) of section 1 provides for appointment of the 
board as follows: 


Five members appointed by the President, by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate, two for a term which shall expire one year 
after the date of the approyal of this act, two for a term which shall 
expire two years after such date, and one (to be designated as chair- 
man of the board) for a term which shall expire three years after 
such date, 


Under the terms of this section the board appointed by the 
President will haye complete control of the cooperatives of the 
country, when they come under the provisions of the bill, for 
two years, and the cooperatives will not be in full control as to 
appointments until after three years. 

In my judgment, if we are going to pass a cooperative mar- 
keting bill, it should be one that gives them the right to con- 
trol their own business. This bill does not do that until three 
years after the organization of the board, and when their heads 
are once in the Federal halter, with the numerous employees, 
it may be a most difficult matter to pull it out again. There 
are bills pending before the Committee on Agriculture that I 
believe would be of assistance to the farmers. Any such legis- 
lation should permit the cooperatives and farm organizations 
to name the men who are to manage their business, and then 
I believe a revolving fund at a small rate of interest, as is 
provided for in the Curtis-Aswell bill, would be of assistance. 
Several members of the President’s agricultural conference ap- 
peared before the committee, and some of them approved other 
measures. They all impressed me with being able, experienced, 
conscientious gentlemen. 

Mr. Merritt, a member of the President's agricultural confer- 
ence, stated that he indorsed the Williams bill as amended in 
accordance with his suggestions. Mr. Jardine also indorsed 
the Williams bill and said that it seemed to embody the right 
principles. The bill we are now considering is permissive in 
name but provides for the registration of cooperatives coming 
in under the terms of the bill, This will be but a form of 
discrimination against those that do not register and in favor 
of those that do register. Subdivision (c) of section 21 pro- 
vides for the examination of any registered association, and 
this examination is not upon request of any such association, 
either. What would be the extent of that examination no 
witness apearing before the committee has said. Subdivision 
(e) of section 24 provides a penalty for the violation of any 
provision of this title of not more than $50 for each day of 
the violation, and subdivision (c) of section 25 provides a 
penalty of not more than $100 for each day violations of this 
section continue. It appears to me that these penalties are 
somewhat severe. 

Mr. Chairman, so far as I now remember, and I think this 
is correct, but two men connected with large cooperatives have 
appeared before the committee in approval of this bill. One 
of these men is Mr. Merritt, president and managing director of 
the Sun-Maid Raisin Growers Cooperative Marketing Associa- 
tion, of Fresno, Calif., and the other is Mr. Bradfute, president 
of the American Farm Bureau Federation, and as stated be- 
fore Mr, Merritt approved the Williams bill. 

If I thought that this bill would give any beneficial results 
to the farmers of the country and they and the cooperatives 
wanted it, then I would support the measure. But, Mr. Chair- 
man, I believe the cooperatives and the farmers know what they 
want, They have as much intelligence as any other class or 
profession as to their needs and desires and through their repre- 
sentatives have expressed their opposition to this bill. ‘The 
men whom they have selected to represent them do not want 
this bill enacted into law. 

Mr. Batcheller, president of the Farmers’ Union of South 
Dakota, when he was before the committee said that he wanted 
a system that will place the cooperatives under the control of 
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the farmers instead of under the control of the Government. 
Mr. James E. Cashffian appeared before the committee repre- 
senting the Minnesota Farm Bureau Federation and said that 
the cooperative scheme outlined in the report of the agricultural 
conference is indefinite, even at best. 

Mr. Charles E. Hearst, of Iowa, chairman of the legislative 
committee of the American Farm Bureau Federation, stated be- 
fore the committee that he was not asking for any additional 
cooperative legislation. He submitted the following resolutions: 


Resolutions passed by the American Farm Bureau Federation unani- 
mously in December, 1924, at the annual meeting: 

We indorse the principle of the farmers’ export corporation created 
with sufficiently broad powers under Government charter to preserve 
the domestic market for the American agricultural producer at an 
American price and instruct our officers and representatives to present 
those views to the President’s agricultural committee and to work for 
the early enactment of such principles into law.” 


January 15, 1925, the following resolution was passed by the 
Iowa Farm Bureau Federation: 


We urge that Congress consider favorably the principle of establish- 
ing « Goyernment export corporation for farm products embodying the 
principles of the MeNary-Haugen bill. It is our belief that a corpora- 
tion of this kind will be of great value for developing and maintaining 
an equitable relationship between the prices resulting from farm 
products handled as compared to general commodity prices. 


He also submitted a resolution adopted unanimously by the 
house and senate of the Iowa General Assembly, January 21, 
1925, as follows: 


That we favor the enactment by Congress of legislation for the estab- 
lishment of farmers’ export corporation, vested with such powers as 
will enable it to divert the surplus of farm commodities so as to make 
the protective tariff effective in equalizing agriculture with other in- 
dustries. 


Mr. Charles W. Holman stated: 


T am secretary of the National Board of Farm Organizations, of 
which a list of the member organizations and officers is filed; also the 
secretary of the National Cooperative Milk Producers’ Federation, 
whose list of 28 regional cooperative associations and our officers and 
directors is filed. 


The lists referred to, being letterheads of the organizations 
referred to, hereto attached, marked Exhibit A” and Exhibit 
B,” are as follows: 

Exursir A 


NATIONAL BOARD OF FARM ORGANIZATIONS 


Officers: Charles 8. Barrett, chairman; Charles W. Holman, sec- 
retary. 

Executive committee: John D. Miller, chairman; Charles S. Barrett; 
Gifford Pinchot ; John A. McSparran; and J. H. Kimble. 7 

Member organizations: Farmers“ Educational and Cooperative Union 
of America, Farmers’ National Congress, National Agricultural Organ- 
ization Society, National Conference on Marketing and Farm Credits, 
‘armers’ Society of Equity, National Cooperative Milk Producers’ Fed- 
eration, Wisconsin State Union, American Society of Equity, American 
Association for Agricultural Legislation, Pennsylvania State Grange, 
Intermountain Farmers’ Association, Farmers’ Equity Union, Pennsyl- 
vania Rural Progress Association, Florida Citrus Exchange, American 
Society of Equity. 

Exuisit B r 
THE NATIONAL COOPERATIVE MILK PRODUCERS’ FEDERATION 

Officers: John D. Miller, president; Richard Pattee, first vice presi- 
dent; Harry Hartke, second vice president; Frank P. Willits, treas- 
urer; Charles W. Holman, secretary. : 

Directors: Butter, C. Bechtelheimer, Waterloo, Iowa; John Brandt, 
Litchfield, Minn; one vacancy. Condensed milk, etc., J. A. Scollard, 
Chehalis, Wash. ; George W. Slocum, New York, N. V.; one vacancy. 
Finid milk and cream, Richard Pattee, Newton Highlands, Mass.; 
Harry Hartke, Covington, Ky. Cheese, F. G. Swoboda, Plymouth, 
Wis.; one vacancy. 

Directors at large: John D. Miller, Susquehanna, Pa.; Frank P. 
Willits, Ward, Pa.; R. Smith Snader, New Windsor, Md.; C. E. Hough, 
Hartford, Conn.; P. 8. Brenneman, Jefferson, Ohio; B. Ashcraft, Cleve- 
land, Ohio; N. P. Hull, Lansing, Mich.; W. F. Schilling, Northfield, 
Minn, ; J. C. Burr, Wauseon, Ohio; one vacancy. 

Executive committee: John D. Miller, Richard Pattee, Harry Hartke, 
Frank P. Willits, N. P. Hull. 

Alternates: G. R. Rice, F. G. Swoboda. 

Member organizations: Berrien County (Mich.) Milk Producers’ 
Association; Connecticut Milk Producers“ Association; Cooperative 
Pure Milk Association of Cincinnati; Dairymen's Cooperative Sales 
Co.; Dairymen's League Cooperative Association (Inc.); Des Moines 
Cooperative Dairy Marketing Association; Farmers Milk Producers’ Asso- 


ciation of Richmond, Va.; Inter-State Milk Producers“ Association ; 
Iowa Cooperative Creamery Secretaries and Managers Association ; Ken- 
tucky & Indiana Dairies Co.; Maryland State Dairymen's Association ; 
Maryland and Virginia Milk Producers’ Association; Michigan Milk 
Producers’ Association; Milk Producers’ Association, Chicago district ; 
Milk Producers’ Association of Summit County and vicinity; Milk 


Producers’ Assoclation of Centra] Callfornia; 
ducers’ Association; Minnesota Cooperative Creameries Association 
(Inc.): New England Milk Producers’ Association; Northwestern 
(Ohio) Cooperative Sales Co.; Ohio Farmers’ Cooperative Milk Asso- 
ciation; San Diego County (Calif.) Milk Producers’ Assoctation; 
Southern Illinois Milk Producers Association; St. Joseph (Mo.) Milk 
Producers’ Association; Twin City Milk Producers“ Association; Twin 
Ports Dairy Association; United Dairy Association of Washington; 
Wisconsin Cheese Producers’ Federation. 

The National Cooperative Milk Producers’ Federation represents 
860,000 cooperative shippers of milk, selling annually through the 
member organizations an estimated turnover of milk and its products, 
including butter and cheese and evaporated milk, as well as fresh milk, 
of between $400,000,000 and $450,000,000. In speaking I shall at- 
tempt, so far as my formal statement is concerned, to reflect no per- 
sonal views, but only the views of our organization leaders, arrived 
at in an orderly process of deliberation. 


Mr. Holman said that he spoke for the National Cooperative 
Milk Producers’ Federation, which has a membership of 300,- 
000; the Farmers’ Union, which has a membership of approxi- 
mately 300,000: the Pennsylvania Grange, with a membership 
of 110,000, divided into men, women, and children; and the 
Farmers’ Equity Union, with a membership of 75,000. The 
Farmers” Equity Union is entirely a cooperative organization, as 
is the Milk Producers’ Federation, and Mr. Holman states that 
they were unanimous in opposing any compulsion on coopera- 
tives by any Federal organization. 

Mr. Schilling, of Minnesota, president Twin City Milk Pro- 
ducers’ Association, said that this organization supplied 99 per 
cent of the milk used in St. Paul and Minneapolis, and that this 
was a farmers’ cooperative organization, the oldest of its kind 
in America. He said that they did not care to be under the 
domination of a politically influenced board that is not in sym- 
pathy, as a rule, with their workings. 

Mr. Sykes, of Iowa, vice president of the National Livestock 
Producers’ Association and their legislative representative, 
president of the Chicago Producers’ Commission Association, 
and president of the Corn Belt Meat Producers’ Association, 
said that these organizations represented some 300,000 live- 
stock farmers in the Middle West. He said that this bill would 
not give immediate relief and that it would take five years for 
it to be worked out in a way that the farmer would get even 
negligible relief. 

Mr. Sapiro, representing the National Council of Farmers’ 
Cooperative Marketing Associations, stated to the committee 
that he believed any legislation aleng the lines as set forth in 
this conference report will be useless and harmful to the exist- 
ing cooperative organizations and the cooperative marketing 
movement throughont the United States. Below is the member- 
ship of the organization which Mr. Sapiro represents and reso- 
lutions which it adopted: 


NATIONAL COUNCIL OF FARMBRS COOPERATIVE MARKETING ASSOCIATIONS 


The members of the National Council of Farmers Cooperative Market- 
ing Association are: 

Arkansas Cotton Growers Cooperative Association, Little Rock, Ark. 

Arkansas Rice Growers Cooperative Association, Stuttgart, Ark. 

Atlantic Coast Poultry Producers Association, New York, N. Y. 

Breomeprn Growers Cooperative Association, Oklahoma City, Okla, 

Burley Tobacco Growers Cooperative Association, Lexington, Ky. 

California Prune and Apricot Growers Association, San Jose, Calif, 

California Peach and Fig Growers Association, Fresno, Calif. 

Connecticnt Valley Tobacco Association, Hartford, Conn. 

Dark Tobacco Growers Cooperative Association, Hopkinsville, Ky. 

Egyptian Seed Growers Exchange, Flora, III. 

Georgia Cotton Growers Cooperative Association, Atlanta, Ga. 

Georgia Peanut Growers Cooperative Association, Albany, Ga. 

IUlinois Frult Exchange, Centralia, III. - 

Indiana Wheat Growers Association, Indianapolis, Ind. 

Maine Potato Growers Exchange, Caribou, Me. 

Mid-West Dalrymen's Co., Chicago, III. 

North Carolina Cotton Growers Cooperative Association, Raleigh, 
N. C. 

National Pecan Growers Exchange, Albany, Ga. 

Oklahoma Cotton Growers Association, Oklaboma City, Okla. 

Oklahoma Wheat Growers Association, Enid, Okla. 

Pacifc Cooperative Wool Growers, Portland, Oreg. 

Pacific Egg Producers (Inc.), New York, N. Y. 

Poultry Producers of Central California, San Francisco, Calif, 


Milwaukee Milk Pro- 
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Poultry Producers of Southern California, Los Angeles, Calif. 8 

South Carolina Cotton Growers’ Cooperative Association, Columbia, 
. C. 

Sowega Melon Growers’ Exchange, Adel, Ga. 

Tennessee Cotton Growers’ Association, Memphis, Tenn, 

Texas Farm Burean Cotton Association, Dallas, Tex, 

Texas Wheat Growers’ Assoclation, Amarillo, Tex. 

Tobacco Growers’ Cooperative Association, Richmond, Va. 

The officers of the National Council of Farmers’ Cooperative Market- 
ing Association are: Robert W. Bingham, chairman, Louisville, Ky. ; 
Carl Williams, vice chairman, Oklahoma City, Okla.; Curt Anderson, 
Xenia, III.; B. E. Chaney, Stuttgart, Ark.; R. E. Cooper, Hopkinsville, 
Ky.; G. Herbert Foss, Fort Fairfield, Me.; Dr. B. W. Kilgore, Raleigh, 
N. C.; Jobn Lawler, San Francisco, Calif.; Frank O. Lowden, Oregon, 
Ill.: C. O. Moser, Dallas, Tex. ; G. A. Norwood, Goldsboro, N. C.; 
I. O. Rhoades, San Jose, Calif.; A. R. Rule, New York, N. I.; Aaron 
Sapiro, Chicago, III.; W. H. Settle, Petroleum, Ind.; Dan A. Wallace, 
St. Paul, Minn.; R. A. Ward, Portland, Oreg.; Walton Peteet, secre- 
tary, Washington, D. C. 

The following resolutions were unanimously adopted by the national 
council of Farmers’ Cooperative Marketing Associations at Washington, 
January 8. 1925: 

„Resolved by the national council of Farmers’ Cooperative Mar- 
keting Associations (composed of more than 620,000 American farm- 
ere who are marketing annually more than $600,000,000 worth of 
farm products through our member associations) : 

“1, That the principal economic difficulty of farmers at this 
time continues to be the lack of an efficient system of marketing 
their products, and that we believe the remedy is a system of co- 
operative marketing which will enable farmers to carry on market- 
ing processes in commodity groups in ways that will permit orderly 
selling or merchandising, in place of the wasteful and expensive 
practice of dumping and blind selling. 

„2. We believe that cooperative marketing associations should 
be organized by farmers and owned and controlled by them; and 
in proof of their ability to intelligently and successfully manage 
their own business, when properly organized along lines of sound 
commodity cooperation, we call attention to the fact that there has 
been a smaller percentage of failures among the cooperative or- 
ganizations brought into existence in recent years than has been 
shown in any other business activity in the life of our country. 
This record of accomplishment conclusively demonstrates the ability 
of American farmers to organize and successfully manage efficient 
cooperative marketing associations. Our experience has demon- 
strated that cooperative marketing associations to be successful 
must arise naturally out of the needs of farmers, and that it is 
not wise to artificially stimulate such organizations by any sort 
of governmental aid, special favoritism, or subsidy. We hold our- 
selves always open to governmental inspection of methods and 
operation, We have nothing now to ask from the Government 
except a sympathetic, understanding administration of the laws 
and regulations which are already in force for the assistance and 
supervision of cooperative marketing associations. 

“3. We recognize clearly the need of reducing the spread be- 
tween the prices paid to agricultural producers and the prices paid 
by consumers, and we declare it to be the aim of cooperative com- 
modity marketing to reduce this spread by more economical and 
efficient methods of distribution; and we know that such improved 
and more efficient methods will eliminate speculation and waste 
and bring better prices to producers and lower prices to consumers. 

“ Resolved, That we express our deep appreciation of the sym- 
pathetic and intelligent support of the President of the United 
States, the Secretary of Agriculture, the Secretary of Commerce, 
and of our helpful friends in the Congress and the 35 State legis- 
latures that have enacted the standard cooperative marketing law. 

“ Resolved, That we denounce the false and unwarranted attacks 
made upon the cooperative marketing movement and its leaders by 
Henry Ford through his newspaper, the Dearborn Independent. 
We welcome intelligent, constructive criticism and resent attacks 
based upon ignorance and inspired by prejudice. 

“ Resolved, That the Federal Trade Commission is a necessary 
and helpful agency of Government, and that adequate appropria- 
tions should be made by the present Congress for its continuance. 

“ Resolved, That we urge Congress to immediately amend what 
is known as the Cantrill law, covering the subject of compilation 
ot tobacco statistics and information, so that all of the statistics 
and information required and obtained under said Jaw shall be 
made available for public inspection. 

“ Resolved, That we petition Congress to direct the Federal 
Trade Commission to investigate the unfair trade practices, boy- 
cotts, and other methods used by the American Tobacco Co. and 
the Imperial Tobacco Co. of Great Britain in combating the efforts 
of hundreds of thousands of American tobacco-growing farmers in 


securing a fair price for their product through cooperative market- 
ing, and that an adequate appropriation be made to conduct such 
investigation. 

“ Resolved, That we congratulate the farmers of Canada in so 
speedily organizing the three provincial wheat pools, handling over 
50 per cent of the entire wheat crop of Canada; that we wish the 
Canadian wheat movement success in its efforts to stabilize the 
wheat market; that we express our sincere appreciation of their 
courtesy in sending as their representative Mr. A. J. McPhail 
and thank him for his valuable contribution to the deliberations 
of this conference; and that we send greetings to Canada’s co- 
operators and pledge them our support in every helpful way, 

“ Resolved, That believing it to be for the general good of the 
American people, we indorse any legislation by Congress or the 
States which will encourage research work and education in mat- 
ters of agricultural economics and cooperative marketing in the 
agricultural colleges of the various States, 

“ Resolved, That the chairman of the national council be re- 
quested to appoint a special committee to present the policies of 
the council to the President of the United States, to Congress, 
and to the President's agricultural conference.” 


The National Cooperative Milk Producers’ Federation, in a 
letter to Members of Congress dated February 19, 1925, said 
that this bill still contains features objectionable to their mem- 
ber associations and to cooperative associations generally. 

Following is a letter to Members of Congress dated February 
17, 1925, with a statement from the National Council of Farm- 
ers’ Cooperative Marketing Associations concerning this bill: 


FEBRUARY 17, 1925. 
To Members of Congress: 

I am directed by the National Council of Farmers’ Cooperative Mar- 
keting Associations to present our earnest protest against any legisla- 
tion which will bring cooperative marketing associations under the 
jurisdiction of a governmental board with power to license, audit, and 
otherwise control or interfere in their management. 

I am attaching a list of members of the national council and the 
names of several cooperatives which are not members but which have 
asked the national council to represent them in this matter. An ex- 
amination of these lists will, I believe, convince you that they com- 
prise many of the largest and most representative cooperatives in the 
United States. 

These cooperatives are vitally interested in’ the success of the co- 
operative marketing movement, and their protest is based upon careful 
study of the many bills on the subject now pending in Congress. 

The real cooperatives of the country earnestly ask Congress not to 
press through in the hurry of the closing days of the session a hastily 
devised measure which vitally affects their vast and important interests. 

Time will not permit me to call upon each Member of Congress and 
discuss at length our many objections to their legislation, but I will 
be glad to call on any Member who desires further information concern- 
ing our views. 

Respectfully, 
NATIONAL COUNCIL OF FARMERS’ COOPERATIVE 
MARKETING ASSOCIATIONS, 
WALTON PETERET, Secretary. 


MEMBERS OF THE NATIONAL COUNCIL OF FARMERS’ 
KETING ASSOCIATIONS 


Arkansas Cotton Growers’ Cooperative Association, Little Rock, Ark. 

Arkansas Rice Growers’ Cooperative Association, Stuttgart, Ark. 

Atlantic Coast Poultry Producers’ Association, New York, N. Y. 

Broomcorn Growers’ Cooperative Association, Oklahoma City, Okla. 

Burley Tobacco Growers’ Cooperative Association, Lexington, Ky. 

California Prune & Apricot Growers’ Association, San Jose, Calif. 

California Peach & Fig Growers’ Association, San Jose, Calif. 

Connecticut Valley Tobacco Association, Hartford, Conn. 

Dark Tobacco Growers’ Cooperative Association, Hopkinsville, Ky, 

Egyptian Seed Growers’ Exchange, Flora, III. 

Georgia Cotton Growers’ Cooperative Association, Atlanta, Ga. 

Georgia Peanut Growers’ Cooperative Association, Albany, Ga. 

Illinois Fruit Exchange, Centralia, III. 

Indiana Wheat Growers’ Association, Indianapolis, Ind. 

Maine Potato Growers’ Exchange, Caribou, Me, 

Mid-West Dairymen’s Co., Chicago, Ill. 

North Carolina Cotton Growers’ Cooperative Association, Raleigh, 
N. O. 

National Pecan Growers’ Exchange, Albany, Ga. 

Oklahoma Cotton Growers’ Association, Oklahoma City, Okla. 

Oklahoma Wheat Growers’ Association, Enid, Okla. 

Pacific Cooperative Wool Growers, Portland, Oreg. 

Pacific Egg Producers (Inc.), New York, N. Y. 

Poultry Producers of Central California, San Francisco, Calif, 
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Poultry Praducers of Southern California, Los Angeles, Calif. 

South Carolina Cotton Growers’ Cooperative Association, Columbia, 
S. ©. 

Sowega Melon Growers’ Exchange, Adel, Ga. 

Tennessee Cotton Growers’ Association, Memphis, Tenn, 

Texas Farm .Bureau Cotton Association, Dallas Tex. 

Texas Wheat Growers’ Association, Amarillo, Tex. 

Tobacco Growers’ Cooperative Association, Richmend, Va. 
NONMEMBER COOPERATIVES REPRESENTED BY THB NATIONAL COUNCIL IN 

ITS PROTEST AGAINST FEDERAL REGULATION OF COOPERATIVES 


Northern Wisconsin Tobacco Pool, Madison, Wis. 

Kansas Wheat Growers’ Association, Wichita, Kans. 

Rio Grande Valley Cooperative Association, El Paso, Tex. 

Western South Dakota Seed Growers’ Exchange, Rapid City, S. Dak. 

Tri-State Milk Producers“ Association, Memphis, Tenn. 

Resolutions on cooperative marketing legislation adopted by unani- 
mous vote at the third annual meeting of the National Council of 
Farmers’ Cooperative Marketing Associations held in Washington, 
D. C., January 5-8, 1925; ; 

“We believe that cooperative marketing associations should be 
organized by the farmers and owned and controlled by them; 
and in proof of their ability to intelligently and successfully 
manage their own business, when properly organized along lines 
of sound commodity cooperation, we call attention to the fact that 
there hus been a smaller percentage of failures among the coopera- 
tive organizations brought into existence In recent years than 
has been shown in any other business activity in the Ufe of our 
country. This record of accomplishment conclusively demonstrates 
the ability of American farmers to organize and successfully 
manage efficient cooperative marketing associations. Our ex- 
perience has demonstrated that cooperative marketing associations 
to be successful must arise naturally out of the needs of farmers, 
and that it is not wise to artificially stimulate such organizations 
by any sort of governmental aid, special favoritism, or subsidy. 
We hold ourselves always open to governmental Inspection of 
methods and operation. We have nothing now to ask from the 
Government except a sympathetic, understanding administration 
of the laws aud regulations which are already in force for the 
assistance aud supervision of cooperative marketing associations.” 


Mr. CARTER, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SWANK. Yes. 

Mr, CARTHR. How many appeared in opposition to it? 

Mr. SWANK, I have mentioned some of the leading coopera- 
tive marketing men who appeared before the committee in 
opposition to the bill and the resolutions just mentioned. But 
two cooperative marketing men appeared for the bill and one 
of them indorsed the Williams bill, as I have stated. The 
National Council of Farmers’ Cooperative Marketing Associa- 
tions is composed, as the testimony shows, of more than 
615,000 growers of the country, doing an annual business of 
$600,000,000. They do not want this bill enacted into law. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the House, I believe these 
cooperative marketing associations know what they want. 
They are doing a great business and will continue to grow and 
prosper if let alone without Federal interference. I am a 
great believer in these cooperative marketing organizations 
and believe they mean much to agriculture. The farmers and 
producers should receive a fair price for the products of their 
toil, and I am always ready to support any legislation that is 
beneficial to our producers, but I am opposed to forcing legis- 
lation upon them that they do not want, and am therefore 
opposed to this bill. [Applause.] 

Mr. PURN HELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield three minutes to the 
gentleman from Maine [Mr. HERSEY]. 

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Texas [Mr. Jones}. [Applause.] 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
I do not think this bill should be discussed as a political meas- 
ure. If a bill is a good thing, and I am convinced it is a good 
thing, I will support it no matter who may offer it, even if 
it be offered by my worst enemy. If it is a bad thing, 
and I think and know the bill is bad, I would not support 
it even though it were proposed by my best friend. I think 
that the question here rises above the issue of polities or any 
political consideration, and the one important question for us 
to decide is, will the bill be of benefit rather than harm to the 
farmer? I do not think any political campaign is going to be 
won or lost on this bill, either one way or the other, so the 
sole. consideration should be, will the bill be of benefit rather 
than harm? 

I have heard all the testimony, or practically all, studied this 
question somewhat, and I am convinced that the bill will do 
positive harm, and, therefore, I shall oppose its enactment into 
law. I want to take up some of the different features of the 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


FEBRUARY 21 


measure and tell you exactly why I think the bill would do 
harm rather than do good. This measure does not have all 
the bad features that the original measure had. I think the 
committee did some good work in eliminating some of the bad 
features of the bill. 

As it is presented the measure on its face provides for 
voluntary registration before the Federal board on the part 
of cooperative associations and the issuance to those organiza- 
tions of a license. The board which the bill creates is em- 
powered to issue regulations and furnish information, to 
examine and audit the books of cooperative organizations and 
compel all of these organizations and their members to submit 
to compulsory arbitration of all disputes which may arise. 
Then it provides for the suspension of these cooperative or- 
ganizations if they violate the rules and regulations which ara 
issued by the board or any provision of the law. 

Now, honestly and earnestly I have searched for the farmer 
in this bill, and I can not find him. I do not see where any 
good can possibly come to these organizations as provided in 
= bill. I can see where a good deal of harm could come to 

em. 

Mr. TINCHER rose. 

Mr. JONES. I beg the gentleman’s pardon; I have a limited 
time. If I have time after I finish my statement, I shall be 
glad to yield. If there were any benefits that I could see that 
would arise, I would not oppose this bill. But listen, this 
creates a board of five members, an independent board. The 
Presidents commission says that there is already friction be- 
tween the departments of the Government and it is going to 
cure that friction by creating another bureau, the stated pur- 
pose of which, according to Mr. Jardine, who is a very able 
man [applause], was to jog up these departments and get them 
to give information to the farmer; but he did not say who is 
going to jog up the jogging department. Do you think you can 
heal friction between bureaus by creating a new bureau? Per- 
haps it is to be a frictionless bureau. I believe everything 
that could possibly have any merit in this bill could be handled 
by the present Department of Agriculture if we appropriated a 
little more for the marketing and cooperative division of that 
department without the creation of an independent bureau. 
Here are five men at $10,000 each. I do not know that that 
is too much, but the whole bill is a mere gesture, costing 
$10,000 per gesture. Now, just look at the power of this cor- 
poration. 

Now, what will they do for the farmer? What do they say 
here? “It shall maintain its principal office in the District of 
Columbia, it shall have an official seal.” That may be of 
great benefit; the commission did not have its seal. Shall 
make an annual report to the Congress.” “May make such 
regulations as are necessary to execute the functions vested in 
it by this act.” “May appoint, without regard to the provi- 
sions of the act of January 16, 1883, as amended, and in 
accordance with the classification act of 1923, fix the salaries 
of a secretary, such experts and such other officers, employees,” 
and so forth, as it may desire. Those are the general powers 
of the board, The farmer does not come in there unless he 
comes in on free advice which the board may give. 

Under the special powers it provides that they may apply 
and be registered. Listen to this question of registration. 
They may register and be licensed. What is the purpose of 
the license? Always it is regulation, is it not? If they are 
not going to be regulated, why license them? 

If the bill means anything, it means regulation; and if it 
does not mean anything, there is no use to pass it. Why 
license them if you are not going to regulate them? What 
good will it do to license them? If you are going to 
license an institution for the purpose of regulating it, well and 
good; but they do not need to be regulated. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. JONES. Yes. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Was not that the whole thing 
under the food act during the war—the licensing feature, and 
under the power to withhold that license they dominated prices 
and everything else? ` 

Mr. JONES. Yes; that is always the purpose of a licensing 
system. Then they say it is voluntary. But, listen: If the 
United States were going to brand every industrial institution 
that comes to Washington as honest and as selling honest 
goods, why, any institution would be forced to come to get the 
stamp put on it, would it not? Of course it would. If they 


are going to establish an institution here by the Federal Goy- 
ernment that is going to say to the cooperative organizations, 
“Yon can use the term Federal,’ and you have honest business 
methods,” it means that every organization must come in, or 
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else have the brand of Cain placed upon it, and you can not 
escape that proposition. And anyone that does not come in, in 
the mind of the public will be classified as one that will not do. 
Else the public will say, “ Why do you not get a license?” That 
would be true of any business institution, so that it is not a 
voluntary matter. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Chairman, will my colleague yield? 

Mr. JONHS. Yes. , 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I will be brief. The gentleman represents 
a cattle district, probably containing more cattle than the dis- 
trict I have the honor to represent. The cattle men are snf- 
fering from lack of adequate prices and from excessive freight 
rates. Wherein does this bill relieve that situation? 

Mr. JONES. Oh, this bill will not touch those things at all. 

And listen: If you cut out the licensing and registration 
features of this bill, it would be much better. If the board 
have any information, of course they ought to furnish it to an 
unlicensed cooperative as well as to a licensed one. But will 
they do it? Do you believe they will? 

Then again, it provides for investigating the books of co- 
operatives and requires them to make two reports a year, if the 
beard so desires. No business institution makes an inventory 
ordinarily more than once a year; at least few of them do; and 
you are sending out a $2,000 clerk to investigate the books of a 
corporation or a cooperative organization that has found it nec- 
essary to hire $10,000 men. Would you send a one-legged man 
out to teach a Nurmi how to run? Would you send a jay- 
bird out to teach an eagle how to fly? What good would a 
clerk do who goes out to try to teach these men how to keep 
their books? 

The testimony shows that some of these great organizations 
had to junk five or six different systems in order to determine 
what was considered to be the best system of bookkeeping. In 
selling wheat there are a great many different grades, and in 
selling cotton there are 10 tenderable grades. They have got 
to take into consideration the fact that every man who puts his 
wheat or his cotton in there must get his pro rata part of all 
that they sell for. It requires a tremendously intricate and 
well-arranged system of bookkeeping. 

Mr. GARBER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
there? 

Mr. JONES. I will be glad to yield later. I want to finish 
my statement first. I wish I had a chance to discuss every 
paragraph of this bill. 

Now, I want to discuss section 5 on page 15. The original 
bill introduced here provided for a broadening of the exemp- 
tien under the Capper-Volstead Act of all cooperative organiza- 
tions. It was peculiarly drafted. It provided for the exemp- 
tion of most of those organizations. They already had most of 
the exemptions. 

But it provided that those organizations may associate with 
themselves independent distributing agencies, and, of course, 
that would carry the exemption through to the independent 
distributing agencies and give all of them exemption from the 
Sherman Antitrust Act and the antimonopoly laws of this 
country. An effort was made by the committee to eliminate the 
provision which exempted independent agencies, but under sec- 
tion 5, on page 15, I want to show you that it is still in the 
bill. I read from that section: 

Sec. 5. (u) That associations qualified under sections 1 to 8, inclu- 
sive, of this act may have marketing agencies in common to effect 
the purposes specified in section 1 (including clearing house and ter- 
minal market agencies) whether or not such marketing agencies are 
registered as membere of the Federal cooperative marketing system 
and whether or not such marketing agencies are exclusively composed 
of and operated by associations so qualified and/or members thereof. 


Now that includes others than cooperative organizations, 
does it not? Keeping that In mind, observe the provisions of 
section 6, as follows: 

That except as provided in section 5, the provisions of this act shall 
not be held to relieve any marketing agency specified in subdivision (a) 
of section 5 from the provisions of the following acts: 

“Spc, 6. That except as provided in section 5, the provisions of this 
act shall not be held to relieve any marketing agency specified in 
subdivision (a) of section 5 from the provisions of the following acta: 

“ (a) The act entitled ‘An act to protect trade and commerce against 
unlawful restraints and monopolies,’ approved July 2, 1890, as amended, 
commonly known as the Sherman Act; 

“(b) The act entitled ‘An act to supplement existing laws against 
unlawful restraints and monopolies, and for other purposes,’ approved 
October 15, 1914, as amended, commonly known as the Clayton Act: 

(e) Sections 73 to 77, inclusive, of the act entitled An act to 
reduce taxation, to provide revenue for the Government, and for other 
purposes,“ approved August 27, 1894, as amended, commonly known 
as the Wilson Tariff Act; 
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“ (d) The act entitled ‘An act to create a Federal Trade Commis- 
slon, to define its powers and duties, and for other purposes,’ approved 
September 26, 1914, as amended ; 

„(e) The packers and stoekyards act, 1921; 

“ (f) Section 316 of the tariff act of 1922; or 

“(g) The grain futures act.” 


In other words, in so far as they can bring themselyes within 
the classification named in section 5, the independent distritmt- 
ing agencies are exempt from those acts; and I just ask you 


as reasonable men to read section 5, page 15, in connection with 


Section 6, and see if you do not think that practically inde- 
pendent distributing agencies can bring themselves within the 
terms of exemption, at least by getting in touch with some 
little pseudo farm cooperative organization. 

3 JACOBSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 

Mr. JONES. Yes. 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Do you think that under that the meat 
packers could so organize themselyes? 

Mr. JONES. So far as farm products are concerned, some 
smart lawyer might bring them within the terms of that act, 
so far as the distribution of farm products is concerned. 

I believe that section 5 ought to go out. All the licensing and 
register features of this bill eught to go out. If you are going 
to establish a system that gives information to cooperative 
organizations, let us give it to all of them that are going to 
operate. Why do you want to make them come down here and 
get the stamp of approval? 

The board may suspend one of these cooperative organiza- 
tions. That is another bad feature of this bill. If one of them 
violates the regulations issued by the board, the board may 
suspend that cooperative organization. You know what that 
means. That means financial ruin to that organization, no 
matter how sound it would be. “Ichabod” would be stamped 
in fatal letters across its forehead, or, to use a Biblical term, 
you “have been weighed in the balance and found wanting.” 
This board would have the power to suspend and revoke these 
licenses without even an appeal to the court. I intend to offer 
an amendment, when we reach the proper place in the bill, 
giving them the right of appeal to the courts on the question of 
the suspension and revocation of their licenses, As the bill is 
written the board might revoke the license of a cooperative 
organization that was perfectly sound in its financial standing 
or was perfeectiy honest in its business management if the 
board thought it had violated one of its pet regulations. I 
submit that that kind of authority would be unwise, 

I ask again for some one to tell me why you want a voluntary 
registration and licensing system. Listen. Any cooperative 
organization that wants to do a dishonest business purposely 
and intentionally would not come in, would it? 

It is not going to come in and have its books audited. And 
one which does an honest, straightforward, and legitimate 
business could not afford to come in and could not afford to 
stay out. 

Everything this Congress has done that has been worth while 
for the farmer has been to clip his cords, the cords that tied 
him, and turn him loose, not to clip his pinions. The beneficial 
legislation which this Congress has passed with reference to the 
farmer as such has been the provisions of the Capper-Volstend 
law, which removed restrictions instead of tacking on more re- 
strictions. If they did anything under this bill, they would 
attach restrictions; they would attach regulations and they 
would do the exact opposite thing to the provisions of the 
Capper-Volstead Act, which was considered the farmers’ charter 
of liberties. Why do you want to put some more restrictions 
or regulations on him? Why do you want to extend the never 
ceasing national tendency of national regulation? If you will 
turn them loose in so far as their activities are concerned and 
give them the benefit of such information as may be collected 
by the Department of Agriculture and the Department of 
Commerce, they will get much further and do much better than 
if you undertake to regulate, control, and dictate to them. 

In so far as compulsory arbitration is concerned, the board 
might require that some man come all the way across the 
country and appear before the board in order to settle a dis- 
pute. Every business institution that is worth while if it is 
operated on a large scale provides its own method of arbitra- 
tion. The exchanges have their own methods of arbitration; 
the commission men throughont my country have a system in 
their own by-laws and regulations by which they conduct their 
own arbitrations; and I understand that practically every co- 
operative organization that amounts to anything in this coun- 
try has its field men and its provisions for settling its disputes 
with its members. Why take that away from them and put it 
within the dictation of a Federal board? 
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Of course, the bill provides that they shall audit the books 
only on request, but there again you run into the proposition 
that if you start a system of Government auditing and Gov- 
ernment O. K. it will be necessary for practically every or- 
ganization, in order to satisfy its own members and the public 
with which it deals, to get that official O. K., and we will be 
having the O. K. of Federal bookkeepers, That is a tre- 
mendous undertaking. 

Mr. WHFALD. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONES. Yes. 

Mr. WEFALD. Might not some condition arise as arose in 
connection with the equity society that was doing business in 
Minnesota and North Dakota, namely, that of imposing upon 
a cooperative association an audit which would bring about the 
breaking up of its business? 

Mr. JONES. I think that if any such organization should 
run counter to the rules and regulations laid down by this 
board that might happen. [Applause.] 

I have a letter here from Walton Poteet, secretary of the 
National Council of Farmers’ Cooperative Organizations, which 
includes a great many organizations, such as the Illinois Fruit 
Exchange, the Burley Tobacco Growers’ Cooperative Associa- 
tion, the Texas Wheat Growers’ Association, the California 
Fruit Growers’ Association, and many others, all opposing this 
bill. Also, a letter from Charles W. Holman, secretary of the 
National Cooperative Organizations, and many others, objecting 
specifically to the bill; also, a letter from J. T. Orr, president 
of the Texas Farm Bureau Cotton Association, and many 
others that might be named if I but had the time. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has again expired. 

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. KETCHAM]. 

Mr. KETOHAM. Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee, it is a commonplace to say that the cooperative moye- 
ment has become a dominant factor in the agriculture of the 
Nation. The growth of cooperative agencies in the past few 
years has been astonishing, and with that growth there has 
come a demand, both on the part of cooperatives living in States 
as well as those having an interstate relation, that the State 
legislatures and the National Congress do something by way of 
legislative enactment to give encouragement to this great moye- 
ment. 

I think that most of us recall with a considerable degree of 
pleasure the enactment of the Capper-Volstead Act and its 
approval by the President in February of 1922. I think that 
most of us believe that when that act was signed by the Presi- 
dent and became a part of our law a great step had been taken 
in the way of giving Federal recognition to this new form of 
organization. For the first time, I think, that act marked the 
writing into the Federal statutes of the word “ cooperative” or 
the word “cooperation,” and I am certain that every man 
throughout the land who has a real, genuine interest in the 
cooperative movement regarded that as a red-letter day in this 
great moyement which is as yet in its early years. 

A remark was made this morning by the distinguished 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. ASWELL] as to the number and 
extent of cooperative organizations. He referred to 38,000 
cooperative organizations. I do not know where he secured his 
information, but I hold in my hand a statement made by Mr. 


Tenny, the Assistant Chief of the Bureau of Agricultural 
Economics in the Department of Agriculture, from which I 
quote: 


We have in our files records of a little over 10,000 going organ- 
izations. i 


That statement referred to cooperative organizations. 

Further, giving some idea of the extent of the cooperative 
organizations of the country, Mr. Tenny had this interesting 
statement to make: 

Now, we recognize that a good many of them are distinctively local 
in character. Some people would not class them as cooperative market- 
ing associations, but they represent groups of farmers that have joined 
together to do some particular piece of marketing or purchasing work. 

I might say that these statistics are separated into cooperative pur- 
chasing and cooperative selling. You would be interested, I know, in 
knowing the results of our figures. Based on pretty accurate statistics, 
reports from about 65 per cent of the whole 10,000 or so reveal the 
fact that there is approximately $2,200,000,000 worth of farm business 
done through the cooperative movement in the United States. 

Now, that is eliminating duplication, but covering both cooperative 
sales and cooperative purchases—approximately $2,200,000,000. 


I am very certain, therefore, Mr. Chairman, that when we 
consider that these organizations number 10,000 and that con- 
sidering both their buying and their selling activities the total 


amount of their business reaches the stupendous total of 
$2,200,000,000 it ought to make us pause and think carefully 
before any action shall be taken that shall in any way deprive 
these organizations of eyery possible help and assistance that 
may be given them by the Federal Government. Laying aside 
all political considerations, laying aside all the ambitions that 
we may have for some particular pet idea of ours, which, of 
course, we would be very proud to see incorporated into law, 
in my humble judgment this is the day and this is the hour 
when every true friend of agriculture will lay aside such con- 
sideration and do the very best he can to pass this measure 
in such form as to give that kind of encouragement. [Ap- 
plause.] 

Gentlemen may inquire what particular reason there is for 
the step which it is proposed to take in the bill before us for 
consideration. In my judgment, it will be the second advance 
step in this great unfolding and development of the cooperative 
movement in the United States. You will recall that it was 
with a considerable degree of reluctance that many men in 
the House brought themselves to the position where they could 
support the Capper-Volstead Act, believing that the immuni- 
ties that were granted under that act were rather in the nature 
of class legislation; but the experience of the past two years, 
I am sure, has given us full warrant for the enactment of that 
measure, and now the Committee on Agriculture comes to you 


and asks that this very moderate step in advance shall be 


taken, and I am sure your deliberate judgment, if you are 
friendly to agriculture, will support the judgment of the com- 
mittee in the measure which they present. 

Not being fortunate enough to be a member of that distin- 
guished profession which is so largely represented upon this 
floor—I refer to the legal professton—I shall not attempt any- 
thing in the nature of a legal discussion of the bill itself, but 
I will simply content myself with a statement of some few 
things that I think this bill will do. 

In the first place, I want to point out to you that the power 
given this board to grant to certain cooperative organizations, 
under conditions that may be mentioned, the right to put upon 
their stationery the word “Federal” is not to be lightly re- 
garded. I recall going up and down the streets of the cities 
of the country, and I know that whenever a bank has become 
a member of the Federal reserve system they do not fail to 
have that little bit of advertisement put on the front window 
of their bank, and the purpose of it, of course, is to inspire 
confidence, and I think it has the desired effect. I maintain 
that the power given in this act to this board to grant to 
cooperative organizations who shall meet the conditions very 
moderately imposed by this bill to write upon their stationery 
and to be regarded as Federal organizations is an advance step ; 
and I want to say to you, gentlemen, that I believe this has 
been altogether too lightly regarded. Sport has been made of 
it. Belittling remarks have been offered upon this floor with 
reference to that particular feature, but in my judgment it is 
a fine indorsement for these cooperatives to have the word 
“ Federal,” representing the power and the authority and 
indorsement of the Federal Government, put upon the acts of 
such cooperative organizations. 

Time is flying and I shall not have time to mention a num- 
ber of things which I would desire to speak of in connection 
with the bill. I am free to confess I can not see the alarm in 
it that a great number of gentlemen seem to see. The special 
powers of the board have been enumerated in your hearing, 
and, as I know, cooperative organizations like to have the 
very activities mentioned exercised by some authority in which 
they have confidence. For instance, “to aid in surveys and in- 
vestigations when application is made by producers for such 
assistance.” Many of these men, believing that cooperation 
offers a way out for their marketing problems, desire to be 
advised and to be counseled by the very best authority that 
can be secured, and instances might be multiplied in your 
hearing to indicate just exactly how that power, which already 
exists to a limited extent, has been used, and so I am very 
sure that the provisions that have been pointed out as alarm- 
ing and dangerous are not to be found in this bill. [{Applause.] 

There are many other things which I would like to say to 
you, but the gavel reminds me that I must conclude, and I shall 
only ask, Mr. Chairman, the privilege of revising and extend- 
ing my remarks. In this extension I shall set out some further 
advantages in the bill and reply to some criticisms that have 
been offered. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan asks unani- 
mous consent to revise and extend his remarks. Is there ob- 
jection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Missouri [Mr. RUBEY]. 
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Mr. RUBEY. Mr. 


Chairman, I read in a document here 
which was sent to us some time ago by the President's confer- 


ence these words: “Agriculture is the most important industry 
of America.” It seems to me I have heard these words before. 
[Laughter.] In every schoolhouse in the land, in every assem- 
bly of farmers wherever held, in every legislature in every 
State in the Union where men have spoken on this subject, in 
every platform promulgated by the various parties in recent 
years, on the floor of this House, everybody who has spoken in 
behalf of agriculture, and everywhere, I might say, those words 
have been used. Therefore I am not going to discuss them now. 
I think that is one thing that we find in the report of the 
President’s conference upon which we may all agree. 

What is the condition of agriculture to-day as compared 
with its condition a year ago? Many have said that condi- 
tions are improving. Newspaper articles have been written, 
editorials have gone broadcast over the country to the effect 
that agricultural conditions are getting better and better every 
day, that prices are higher and that the farmer has once more 
come into his own. Let me say to you, however, that a care- 
ful study of the conditions throughout the land, together with 
the testimony recently presented to our Committee on Agri- 
culture, will show that to-day agriculture is in just as bad 
condition as it was a year ago when we were discussing the 
McNary-Haugen bill here on this floor and in the committee. 

Mr. KETCHAM. Will the gentleman permit a suggestion at 
this point? 

Mr. RUBEY. Yes. 

Mr. KETCHAM. From the records of the Labor Depart- 
ment I find that the index of agricultural prices one year ago 
was 1.45, and last December it was 1.56, while prices of gen- 
eral commodities are the same. I thought the gentleman might 
like to have that in view of the statement he has just made. 

Mr. RUBEY. ‘There is no question about that. I thank the 
gentleman for his statement. It proves my position absolutely. 

At this point in my speech, Mr. Chairman, I wish to insert 
some tables showing the prices paid by the farmers and their 
families for machinery, food, and clothing out in the central 
west in 1914, and the prices they paid for the same articles in 
1924. I therefore ask the privilege of extending my remarks 


Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. 


Mr. RUBEY. The following tables are self-explanatory: 


g and selling prices, and 10 later, 
from the Kansas farmers’ standpoint 
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I call to your attention five great American industries; they 
are agriculture, manufacturing, labor, transportation, and 
finance. With the single exception of agriculture special legis- 
lation for the benefit of each one of these industries has been 
enacted by Congress. 

The Fordney-McCumber high protective tariff took care of 
the manufacturers. The immigration law, the Adamson law, 
and many other pieces of legislation were of inestimable benefit 
to labor, All of this labor legislation had my hearty support. 

Transportation was aided, materially aided, in the passage 
of the Esch-Cummins bill, which, by the way, did not meet with 
my approval. 

The big financial institutions of the country have been ma- 
terially aided by the McFadden bill recently passed. In my 
opinion this measure will open wide the door for branch bank- 
ing and give the large banking Institutions an opportunity, 
which they long have sought, by means of which they will put 
the small independent banks out of business and gain for them- 
selves a monopoly of the financial business of the country. 

Whenever legislation relating to any of these great indus- 
tries is before the Congress their representatives are here, and 
if, perchance, when the next Congress assembles the chairman 
of the Ways and Means Committee should put out an inter- 
view to the effect that the tariff would be revised—that the 
members of the Ways and Means Committee would meet at 
ence for the consideration of a tariff revision measure—the 
representatives of the great manufacturing interests of the 
country would at once get busy. We would have a repetition 
of scenes that have occurred here before. Men elegantly 
dressed, with stovepipe hats and walking sticks, would be seen 
going up and down the corridors of the Capitol visiting the 
offices of the Members, greater in number than we have seen 
here for a long, long time. 

We have now before us a measure affecting the railroads. 
Their representatives are here and propaganda is being received 
by every Member urging us to vote against that legislation. 
I have been actively urging that a bill be passed to reduce 
freight rates on agricultural products, and, in my opinion, that 
is the measure that ought to be passed. 

We came before you last Congress urging legislation for this 
great industry—agriculture—and that legislation was denied. 
We urged at that time the passing of legislation that would 
place agriculture on an equality with labor and other indus- 
tries and brought in a bill providing for an export corporation. 
A similar measure is before the Agricultural Committee now 
with many objectionable features eliminated. It will be re- 
parted to this House. Pass that bill, give us an export cor- 
poration bill, and you will do something worth while for 
agriculture. 

I state here and now that this great and most important in- 
dustry has been and is still in a most deplorable condition. 
This was undisputed when this House discussed agricultural 
legislation at its last session. It was further proved by the 
fact that when the great political parties met te formulate their 
appeals to the American people through the medium of their 
recent platforms every one of them pledged themselves to reme- 
dial legislation. The candidates for President in their letters 
of acceptance and other campaign utterances pledged them- 
selves to immediate legislation that would bring relief to agri- 
culture throughout the land. The farmer's condition is growing 
worse and worse. It has in thousands of cases become unbear- 
able, with high prices for the things he buys and with low 
prices for what he sells. They are leaving the farms and going 
into the cities to take whatever kind of work they can get. At 
the last session of Congress we passed an immigration bill; we 
voted for it because we did not want the country overrun with 
immigrants from southern Hurope. 

The labor organizations urged Congress to pass that im- 
migration bill, but for a different reason; they did not want 
those kind of people to come over here and compete with them. 
The big labor organizations may look well to their laurels, 
competition is coming to them from a different source—immi- 
gration from the farm to the city—a great army of high-class 
citizens born and reared on American farms, strong and 
healthy, patriotic and high-minded men who love America and 
her fine country life but who are driven from their chosen 
occupation by the present deplorable and unbearable condi- 

In my own State last fall I started out one morning to make 
a trip of 25 miles and I concluded that I would count the 
number of vacant houses. I did net keep a written memoran- 
dum of them and in a little while I lost count of how many I 
had passed, but in many instances the farms had been aban- 
doned and turned over to the mortgagors. We have nearly 
30,000 vacant farms in Missouri alone. 
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What of the financial conditions? I phoned yesterday after- 
noon to the Comptroller of the Currency and asked him how 
many banks had failed during the month of January this year. 
He replied, after looking it up, that 82 banks had failed in the 
United States during the first month of the year 1925—17 
national banks and 65 State banks. If that ratio keeps up dur- 
ing the next 11 months you will have more bank failures in 
the United States than were ever known in a similar time in the 
history of our Government. 

I voted last year for legislation for the American farmer. 
I am one of those men who voted for the McNary-Haugen bill. 
[Applause.] I have no apologies to make, and I had less 
reason to apologize after our national convention in New York 
City indorsed it, and came out in its platform squarely for an 
export corporation to handle our export surplus products. I 
felt glad that I had regained my standing among some of my 
party friends who had opposed the bill; and you, my Republi- 
can friends, when your convention met in Cleveland, you 
placed in as a part of your platform an indorsement of the 
proposition to put agriculture on an equality with industry and 
labor, thus indorsing the underlying principles of the McNary- 
Haugen bill. > 

The successful candidate for President in his letter of accept- 
ance, and in his subsequent speeches made both prior to and 
after the election, pledged himself to bring relief to the farmers 
throughout the land. His party had made that same pledge 
in its platform. It had gone further and had promised specifi- 
cally “to bring back a balanced condition between agriculture, 
industry, and labor,” and further “to the development and 
enactment of measures which will place the agricultural inter- 
ests of America on a basis of economic equality with other 
industry to insure its prosperity and success.” Having made 
these utterances, and having been elected upon such a plat- 
form, I was very much disappointed that our President did not 
come before Congress when it first convened in December and 
urge upon that body the necessity of immediately enacting 
into law legislation required to put the platform pledges into 
effect. Instead of doing that and having Congress act at once, 


he said that he would appoint an agricultural conference, com- 


posed of the most eminent and experienced agriculturists he 
could find, and he named that conference. It was promulgated 
throughout the land, through the press, that he had appointed 
that agricultural conference, and millions of farmers heaved 
a sigh of relief. There came to them at once a great hope that 
the extremely serious conditions which confronted them would 
be alleviated and that these gentlemen, appointed by the Presi- 
dent, would suggest some remedial legislation to the President, 
and through him to Congress, which would put them upon their 
feet again. This distinguished conference met, and I use the 
word “ distinguished” not lightly, but seriously and advisedly, 
because it is well known that the men appointed by the Presi- 
dent were high-class, experienced men, and men who were 
interested in the success of American agriculture. When they 
began their work, therefore, there were great expectations 
that out of their work would come recommendations that would 
result in legislation that would be of immediate benefit to 
agriculture. They gave the subject their most earnest and 
serious consideration. For weeks and weeks they labored, and 
finally on the 28th of January they submitted their report to 
the President of the United States. 

I have read and studied this report carefully, from the be- 
ginning to the end, and no doubt the Members have given it 
the same careful and thorough consideration, and I challenge 
any Member to point out to me a sentence or paragraph in 
the report, from the first line to the last line, that will bring 
immediate relief to American agriculture. When this report 
went to the country and its recommendations were read and 
understood, there was everywhere disappointment among the 
farm organizations and the farmers of the country. 

For nearly three weeks the Agricultural Committee of the 
House has been giving this bill, and the President's report, 
their most careful and candid consideration. Hearings have 
been held every day. We have had before our committee 
members of the conference, representatives from farm coop- 
erative organizations, and others representing other phases of 
agriculture, and we have covered many, many pages of testi- 
mony embodying in a broad way the serious conditions of 
agriculture and proposed remedial legislation. The chairman 
and other members of the conference came before our com- 
mittee, gave their testimony and discussed the proposed meas- 
ure at length. Not a single member of that conference sug- 
gested that there was anything in their report that would 
bring immediate relief to agriculture anywhere. It was their 
candid opinion that it would take from three to five years to 
put into effect their proposition to establish a national Fed- 


eral cooperative board; that is, to bring it into cooperation 
with the great cooperative organizations throughout the 
country. 

Our Committee on Agriculture has endeavored to put into 
legislative form the recommendations the President's, con- 
ference has made in regard to the establishment of a Federal 
cooperative marketing system. For a number of years the 
farmers have been establishing cooperative organizations. It 
has been said by some who oppose legislation of any kind that 
the farmers*® of the country must help themselves, that Con- 
gress can not do anything to aid them. 

I do not agree with this position; and yet, if it were true, 
the one great plan by which the farmers can help themselyes 
is by cooperative organizations. I have not only favored 
cooperation among the farmers but in every instance where 
legislation has been proposed giving aid to such organizations 
I have given it my most hearty and enthusiastic support. Every 
other industry organizes and cooperates; why not the farmers? 
The farmers are widely separated; they can not get together 
as readily as those connected with other industries, which 
makes it all the more necessary that they should have their 
cooperative organizations, hold frequent meetings, work in 
sincere harmony, and thus bring about conditions which will 
be for their own advantage. 

The farmers in the State of Missouri are as well organized 
as in any State in the Union. Their organization, however, is 
not perfect; no cooperative organization is perfect. It re- 
quires constant work among the farmers themselves; and the 
nearer the farmers’ organization becomes the perfect, 100 per 
cent organization the better it will be for those composing such 
an organization. It is hoped by the enactment of this legisla- 
tion that there will be created at the Capital of the Nation a 
cooperative marketing board which will be able to cooperate 
and give aid and assistance to the farmers’ cooperative or- 
ganizations throughout the Nation. 

In my work in the preparation of this bill I have endeavored 
in every way possible to eliminate all drastic provisions of 
the measure and make it purely a voluntary proposition, I 
believe it was so intended by this conference which made its 
recommendation. The success of cooperative marketing de- 
pends upon the farmers themselves and upon the men who 
are at the head of each and every such organization. The 
board here at Washington, however, may be able to give ma- 
terial assistance to the weaker organizations and may assist 
in the formation of other organizations. 

The committee brings you a bill that I am going to support. 
I do it on the broad ground that American agriculture every- 
where has been asking for help and relief. This legislation 
will not solve the farmer’s difficulties; other legislation will be 
necessary. The President told the farmers that he would give 
them a conference of distinguished agriculturists who would 
investigate and make recommendations. That conference has 
reported, and if there is any good in the legislation proposed 
let the farmers have the benefit of it. [Applause.] I do not 
propose to throw a stone in the Way and so I shall vote to 
give them the legislation that they are asking for, and if they 
get no benefit from it they can not lay the blame on me, 


[Applause. ] 
Mr. AYRES. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. RUBEY. Yes. 


Mr. AYRES. The gentleman seems to think, Judging by his 
remarks, that they are giving the farmer absent treatment. 
(Laughter. ] 

Mr. RUBEY. Yes; it might be called by that name; they 
have not had anything but absent treatment for the past several 
years. I hope, however, that this legislation will bring some 
relief, and to do that we must get just as close to the farmer 
as possible. 

Now, there are some amendments I shall offer when the bill 
is read under the five-minute rule. I want this measure to be 
one where the board will work in harmony with the various 
cooperative organizations throughout the United States, 

There is one provision in this bill which I think the com- 
mittee when it studies the question carefully will be willing 
to have changed. That is the provision referred to by my 
friend from Texas, the arbitration and settlement of disputes, 
This bill provides that the Federal cooperative marketing 
board shall formulate a plan for settling arbitrations and dis- 
putes, and when that plan is fixed and determined every regis- 
tered cooperative organization in the United States shall sub- 
mit disputes and abide by its award. I believe the board ought 
to formulate a plan for the settlement of disputes but it ought 
to be optional with each and every one of the cooperative or- 
ganizations as to whether or not they shall avail themselves of 
the board’s plan of settlement, If they do apply and ayail 
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themselves of the board’s plan of arbitration and settlement, 


then of course they should abide by the awards. There are 


more than 10,000 cooperative organizations, many of them 
already have their own plans and agreements for settling 
disputes and certainly they should not be compelled to submit 
to a plan of arbitration gotten up by the Federal board. There 
are some other amendments, two others, I have in mind, which 
I hope may be agreed to. 

Mr, GARBHR. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RUBBY. I will. 

Mr. GARBER. Outside of the exemptions from the anti- 
trust act what provision is there in that bill which any of the 
cooperative associations of the country indorse? I have re- 
ceiyed protests from the Oklahoma Cotton Growers Associa- 
tion and from the Oklahoma Wheat Growers Association, com- 
posed of about 12,000 members, protesting against the passage 
of this bill, and the gentleman is recognized as a conscientious 
student on the subject and has had the advantages of hearing 
the witnesses and representatives of the cooperative organiza- 
tions. What constructive legislation is it that they are gen- 
erally agreed upon? I ask the gentleman for information. 

Mr. RUBBY. I thank the gentleman for his compliment. It 
is true that the cooperative organizations throughout the coun- 
try seem to be opposed to this bill, It is a purely voluntary 
system, and it seems to me that the mere stating of that fact 
will show beyond any doubt that it will not do them any harm. 
I am perfectly willing to make it available to them. Let them 
have it. Those who want it will come into the organization 
and those who do not want it will stay out of the organization. 
That is all there is to it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RUBBY. I will. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I was impressed by the suggestion 
made by the gentleman from Texas that the purpose of this bill 
might be accomplished by delegating authority to the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture without creating another bureau. 

Mr. RUBBY. There is no question but what that could be 
done. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Would it not save a great deal of 
expense by avoiding the creation of another bureau? 

Mr. RUBBY. But this conference had an opportunity to 
study that plan. They do not want that. They want some new 
organization. So far as I am concerned, I say let them have it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Is it not true that bureaus once 
established keep growing rather than are discontinued? ~ 

Mr. RUBBY. Well, there is a good deal of truth in what the 
gentleman is saying. I am going to vote for it; I am going to 
give the conference what it asks for. I repeat, the President 
has called a conference to investigate and make report; that 
conference has reported; if there is anything good in the legis- 
lation proposed let the American farmers have the benefit of 
it. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Witr1AMs]. [Applause.] 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Michigan. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, 
for a long time I have been interested in cooperative market- 
ing as affording the most promise of help for the farmer. For 
something like two years I have been actively engaged in 
studying this subject. During the last year I have introduced 
several bills in Congress proposing to carry out some of the 
ideas that I have thus developed. I am very glad, indeed, to 
say that I find in the report of the President's Agricultural 
Conference and in this bill a great many of the suggestions 
and ideas which were developed by me during this period. I 
feel that the Agricultural Committee of this House, in the short 
time available to it, has done a fine piece of work in taking 
the report of the President's commission and the suggestions 
from other sources and molding them into a workable proposi- 
tion for the encouragement of cooperative marketing which we 
now have before this House, and I am pleased to give this 
measure my hearty support. 

I feel that in some respects this bill does not go far enough, 
jand in one particular will propose an amendment to the bill to 
more completely carry out the recommendations of the Presi- 
dent's conference. Whether that amendment is adopted or not, 
I shall support this measure as an important move in the right 
direction. There has always been a great difference of opinion 
as to what can and should be done for agriculture. The farmers 
have not agreed, Members of Congress have not agreed, and of 
course, there has been no doubt a difference of opinion among 
‘the members of the committee itself. This very afternoon one 
‘gentleman opposing this measure said this bill is a mere ges- 
ture, that the cooperatives will not come in. Another gentle- 
man, in whose judgment I have great confidence, tells us that 
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he believes that they will come in, and as a matter of fact, that 
they will be compelled to do so. I hope they will, because if 
there is any one thing the cooperative movement needs it is to 
coordinate the efforts of these ten thousand or more cooperatives 
throughout the country. 

Mr. WATKINS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Michigan. That number of cooperatives 
includes a great many local associations which are entirely 
powerless to effect any real results unless their efforts are co- 
ordinated with other associations in the same line and that deal 
with the same commodity. I will now yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. WATKINS. Could the gentleman give briefly the differ- 
ence, if there is any, between the Capper-Williams bill, the 
gentleman's bill, and the bill before us, H. R. 12348? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Michigan. That will lead us off into 
quite a long discussion. 

Mr. WATKINS. Is there any very large difference? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Michigan. There is no great radical dif- 
ference, but there is one particular in which I fear the com- 
mittee has not fully taken advantage of the suggestions of the 
conference. We have in this measure a provision for the arbi- 
tration of disputes. I regard that as one of the most important 
features of this proposal, and yet as this bill stands before us 
to-day its provisions apply only to the cooperative organizations 
themselves. 

Now, the clearing-house organizations provided for in this 
bill will not generally dispose of products to each other. The 
local cooperatives will not dispose of products to each other. 
The local cooperatives will not ordinarily sell to the clearing 
houses. The latter will act only as selling agents for groups 
of local cooperatives. And so the arbitration feature will not 
apply to transactions between any of these organizations. The 
only place where it will apply in this bill before us is where 
Sales are made to the cooperative terminal marketing associa- 
tions which are provided for in this bill. But we know that 
to-day there is practically no such thing as cooperative ter- 
minal marketing associations, and I believe that it will be im- 
possible for the farmers of this country in your lifetime or 
mine to set up marketing machinery in the great commercial 
centers that will enable them to find a market and carry their 
products to the ultimate consumer. 

What will be the result? It will be that the cooperative 
selling organizations will be compelled to sell, as they do to- 
day, to the ordinary commercial institutions handling products 
of that kind in the terminal centers. [Applause.] 

There are upward of 250,000 retail grocery stores and more 
than 4,000 wholesale grocery houses with a corresponding 
number of brokers and commission men now engaged in dis- 
tributing food products originating on the farms to the ulti- 
mate consumers of the country. It would be hopeless to 
expect that cooperative terminal market associations could be 
organized within any reasonable period to handle the tremen- 
dous volume of business involved. To adequately distribute 
agricultural products at the terminal centers requires large 
capital and a specialized knowledge of such markets. This 
problem for the present is entirely beyond the reach of the 
farmers. The time may come when it can be dealt with by 
them, but that time is not now at hand. The farmers have a 
sufficiently great problem before them in coordinating their 
selling efforts to the intermediate and terminal markets. To 
accomplish this will mean the orderly marketing of their 
products. The determination as to the quantity of farm 
products that should be offered for sale to meet demand should 
be in the hands of the farmers and their representatives. 
This bill sets up the machinery for accomplishing this. How- 
ever, when it fails to take into recognition the great commer- 
cial organizations dealing with farm products and carries only 
a provision for cooperatively owned and managed terminal 
market organizations it fails not only to carry out the recom- 
mendations of the President's agricultural conference, but as 
well the business and common-sense side of the situation. 

While it is true that in section 202 of title 2, that portion of 
the bill dealing with amendments to existing law, section 5 
is added to the Capper-Volstead Act, and this proposed section 
5 provides that cooperative organizations may have marketing 
agencies in common, yet this only weakly refers to and at- 
tempts to cope with the situation. These marketing agencies 
in common could only be sales representatives of the coopera- 
tive organizations representing the producers of the products, 
These agencies would only be what the term “ agency ” implies. 
They would not be the wholesale or retail buyer of such prod- 
ucts at terminal market points. 

The most crying need from the farmers’ standpoint is for 
regulated terminal markets. In the amendment which I will 
offer in due time, and which I hope then to discuss more at 
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length, there will be a provision for regulated terminal market 
associations or exchanges at the commercial centers. My 
amendment will in no way interfere or be out of harmony 
with the structure of the bill as it has come from the commit- 
tee of the House. It will fit into the committee bill in every 
particular. The amendment will not give to these proposed com- 
mercial terminal market associations or exchanges any im- 
munities whatever under any existing law designed to prevent 
monopolies in restraint of trade or any existing law like the 
Capper-Volstead Act, designed to protect and further the inter- 
ests of cooperative organizations. The amendment will, how- 
ever, provide for the licensing by the Federal cooperating mar- 
keting board of commercial exchanges thus provided for upon 
the agreement by such exchanges to have such rules and regu- 
lations as may be approved by the board to protect the sellers— 
cooperatives—so that they may be assured of the financial re- 
sponsibility and business conduct of the members of such ex- 
changes. It will also provide that in order to secure a license 
such commercial exchanges must agree for themselves and their 
members that all disputes as to grades or standards or with 
reference to the shipment of goods will be arbitrated in a way 
that will be provided by the Federal board and that such ex- 
changes and their members will abide by the result of such 
arbitrations. 

If we could have thoroughly regulated terminal markets, es- 
pecially as to perishables, as is provided for in my amend- 
ment—and, by the way, the amendment applies only to perish- 
able agricultural products—it would do more in itself to en- 
courage and assist the cooperative marketing movement than 
this whole bill will do without an adequate provision for such 
regulated commercial terminal markets. Furthermore, my 
amendment is directly in line with paragraph No. 5 of the re- 
port of the President’s conference dealing with the subject of 
cooperative marketing, and is in line with the statement of 
members of such conference who discussed this subject before 
the committee of this House. 

Referring again to the question propounded me by the gen- 
tleman from Oregon [Mr. Watkins], I may say that after 
the report of the President’s conference was made public I 
eliminated certain features of my bill and made a few minor 
changes to bring it Into line with such report as I understood 
it. Later Mr. Merritt, a member of the commission, in a 
statement to the committee of the House suggested some 
further slight changes in my bill. Mr. Merritt in his state- 
ment to the House committee then said: 


In my opinion the Williams bill, with the amendments stated, 
would meet the broad principles outlined by the President's agricul- 
tural conference in its report to the President. 


Later Doctor Jardine, also a member of the President's 
agricultural conference and recently appointed Secretary of 
Agriculture, in testifying before committee and in refer- 
ring to the Williams bill said: 


I indorse the principles that have been embodied in there, because 
they include the principles that we have made in our recommendations, 
and I understood that the Williams measure bas been built around 
those principles, 


Mr. Aaron Sapiro, who is widely known in the cooperative 
marketing movement, and whose business it is to organize 
cooperatives and to counsel them, although being opposed to all 
legislation dealing with cooperatives, in testifying before the 
House Committee on Agriculture stated: 

I am referring to the Williams bill solely and wholly because the 
Williams bill directly parallels the recommendations of the agricul- 
tural conference. 


The committee bill which we now have before us (H. R. 
12348), introduced by Mr. Haben, chairman of the com- 
mittee, measurably carries out also the recommendations of 
the President's conference, except as to the matter of the 
regulation of terminal markets, to which I have already re- 
ferred, although it does this in different language, and the 
general structure of the bill naturally is different. 

I am supporting this bill for the reason that it provides for 
advice and assistance to farmers in the organization of primary 
cooperatives and will bring to them without expense the best 
thought and experience of the country upon this subject; that 
it provides for audits, even though the same are not compul- 
sory, and for statements as to financial condition, as this fea- 
ture will, in my judgment, go a long way in safeguarding 
against incompetent management and lack of capital, which to- 
day constitute great obstacles in the proper development of the 
cooperative movement; that it provides for the grouping of local 
cooperatives in any given line of production in clearing houses 


organized and managed by such local cooperatives, which will 


‘thus afford a volume of business sufficient to justify the employ- 


ment of a skilled manager for the sale of such products; that 
it looks toward the coordination of the efforts of such clearing- 
house associations, so as to provide for orderly marketing in 
the best markets available and prevent gluts and famines; that 
it provides for the registering of cooperatives and bringing the 
sales efforts as to any commodity into country-wide coordina- 
tion; that it provides for the arbitration of disputes as to ship- 
ments, and if the amendment which I have proposed is adopted, 
will give the producers the benefit of a thoroughly regulated 
terminal market and thus make the arbitration features fully 
protective; that it will bring the individual farmer closer to 
the problems of distribution and marketing, and thus awaken 
him more than ever before to the necessity of producing more 
nearly in accord with available market demand, and will lead 
inevitably to a better diversification of crops and an elevation 
of the farmer’s occupation from a business standpoint; that it 
will enable producers, acting with their cooperative selling or- 
ganizations, to more intelligently and definitely plan for pro- 
duction programs, 

I am for this bill also because in no way does it put the 
Government into business, and under it there will be no price 
fixing, and prices will be regulated by economic conditions in- 
volving demand and supply. I am supporting this bill also be- 
cause it represents an intelligent effort in what I regard as the 
proper direction for normal legislation to take. It will give 
the farmer a chance to do for himself and under his own man- 
agement the things that business men and manufacturers are 
doing for themselves. As other gentlemen have said, this bill, 
if enacted into legislation, can not be expected to solve all of 
the problems of agriculture. It will, however, I believe, pave 
the way for the bettering of conditions and will enable the 
farmer to more nearly attain the level of other elements of 
society than any other kind of legislation that we could adopt. 

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield three minutes to the 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. O'Connor]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Louisiana is recog- 
nized for three minutes. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, I shall vote 
against this bill which is now under discussion. It is entitled 
“An act to create a Federal cooperative marketing board, to 
provide for the registration of cooperative marketing, clearing 
house, and terminal marketing organizations, and for other pur- 
poses.“ It is clear to me from the debate that the measure has 
not been whipped into such shape that it is satisfactory or con- 
vincing to all of the members of the Agricultural Committee, 
I do not think that the committee could have done much better 
when we consider that they were endeavoring, as far as con- 
sistent with their own profound convictions on the subject, to 
carry out the ideas and the recommendations made by the 
conference assembled by the President, which were lacking, 
strange to say, in the sympathetic support of thousands of co- 
operative organizations now in existence, and which have in- 
creased and multiplied so rapidly as to develop internal 
problems which require regulation, control, and solution—for 
that is apparently the prime purpose of the pending measure. 
It is intended to be a bill to regulate and thereby facilitate the 
proper growth of these cooperative organizations. 

No one will deny that the purpose of the proponents of the 
bill is a laudable one. But many well-informed legislators, who 
have given the better part of their time and talent throughout 
a long congressional period to the solution of agricultural prob- 
lems, deny that that purpose can be achieved through a bill 
which is substantially denounced as a half baked and poorly 
confected measure. Foremost among these is my distinguished 
colleague, Doctor Aswett, who for years has been one of the 
leading figures in the public, educational, and agricultural life 
of Louisiana. His name is a household word in every school 
district in that grand old State; his distinguished public career 
is a subject of pride to all Louisianians; his devotion to the 
farmers of the country and his ceaseless, unending, indefati- 
gable, unbending, and resolute efforts to secure justice for the 
tillers of the soil and thereby promote the welfare of his coun- 
try as a whole have made for him an enduring national reputa- 
tion. Years ago his penetrating eye discovered the great truth 
announced in the oft repeated but ever stirring, inspiring, and 
warning lines of Goldsmith: 

Ill fares the land to hastening ills a prey 
Where wealth accumulates and men decay. 
Princes and lords may flourish er may fade 

A breath can make them as a breath has made, 
But a bold yeomanry, their country's pride 
When once destroyed can never be supplied. 
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Which reminds me of a double-page cartoon or picture in the 
New York Life during the war. I often thought it should 
have been copied and distributed by millions through some 
patriotic organization and sent to every family in America, so 
that when properly framed it could be hung in a conspicuous 
place and its message always be in the minds of our people. 
It represented humanity in the persons of our youngest, 
bravest, and fairest of men and women being prematurely 
hurried to their death and their country's annihilation, smoth- 
ered and crushed by a mountain of gold, silver, and paper 
dollars. Burn down your city and the country will build 
it up, but destroy your country and the grass will soon grow in 
the streets of your city, expressed a monition familiar to the 
mind of my patriotic colleague long before it was so brilliantly 
and eloquently announced in Chicago in 1896. Him I will 
follow on this measure. Unlike many who have spoken for 
it and damned it with faint praisg and others who have tim- 
idly criticized it as unworkable, he has assailed it as a true an- 
tagonist in his characteristically vigorous and forceful man- 
ner. Unconfused by any false hopes, fearing not false lights, 
and scorning all sophistry, he has denounced it as a damnable 
delusion and snare. He will not hold out to the farmers of 
the country a promise which he knows can neyer be made a 
realization through the operation of this bill, should it ever be 
enacted into law. 

I shall not dwell too long on this subject, for I feel that the 
Representatives of the rural or agricultural districts feel that 
it is one that is peculiarly their own and that as much time 
should be given them to discuss the provisions of the measure 
as possible. I do not mean by this statement to waive the 
rights of city Members to inquire how the consumers in the 
great centers of population will be affected by this proposed 
legislation. I know that it is extremely difficult to throw 
much light upon the vast, intricate, baffling, and puzzling 
problems affecting agriculture to-day. Would that I could. I 
do not console myself with the reflection that my colleagues 
are not much wiser than myself in this respect. I would that 
one of them did possess the magician’s wand, with a wave of 
which he could make unbounded prosperity and read a nation’s 
gratitude in its eyes. 

But there are some problems, Mr. Chairman, that will al- 
Ways apparently baffle human wisdom for a long time. Eventu- 
ally, however, persistency conquers and the way to success is 
iwon. ‘Toil and study, if they produce nothing else will con- 
vince their devotees that there is no royal road to success, and 
that fame, fortune, or even a bare competence, must be earned 
‘by work, thrift, sacrifice, and prudence. 

I do not mean by this that our farmers are lacking in thrift, 
prudence, and sacrifice. It is merely a vagrant thought sug- 
gested by the experiences of a lifetime. The Department of 
Agriculture with its vast machinery, its students and experts 
‘of every phase of agriculture, convention of farmers held an- 
nunky will find a way that will at least improve present con- 
‘ditions, For no effort to reach the goal ever entirely failed. 
Discussion will lead to a solution of our problems. Yor it is 
‘on the anvil of discussion that the spark of truth will fly. 
I hope before a vote is taken on the bill that some member 
of the committee will say a word as to whether or not the 
‘million of consumers were ever mentioned or thought of in the 
‘consideration of this bill. For in my judgment it is essential 
to preserve some good understanding between the producer and 
the consumer, between the farmer and his customer. 

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. BRAND] is the only one that 
has touched upon that relationship up to this time, which is 
near the close of general debate on the bill. 

Though city born and city reared I am not altogether un- 
familiar with the country, nor the handling of some of its great 
products. Years ago I was employed in a cotton house in New 
‘Orleans and through that connection gained an intimate 
knowledge of the cotton trade, from the time we advanced the 
money for the planting and making of the crop until the cot- 
ton was finally sold by us and the proceeds placed to the 
credit of our farmer client, extinguishing his indebtedness and 
leaving a balance when he made a good crop. I left the cotton 
room 30 years ago. I have watched our efforts to pour old 
wine into new bottles. I have often wondered whether we 
have made any real progress during those years, any progress 
that resulted in a saving to the farmer or planter as we call 
him. Sometimes I think that we can not improve very much 
upon the old system, an honest commission merchant and a 
thrifty farmer who knows now the value of diversification. 

I reiterate the belief that the people are opposed to the 
enactment of any bill creating new boards or new depart- 
ments of the Federal Government. There is a widespread 
understanding that the Bureau of Economics of the Depart- 


ment of Agriculture by experience and knowledge of existing 
needs are fully qualified to handle all the practical and eco- 
nomically sound activities covered by any of the proposed 
laws dealing with the creation, control, and regulation of co- 
operative marketing associations, cooperative clearing-house 
associations, and terminal market associations handling agri- 
cultural products. Students of these problems believe that 
they should be solved not by the Federal Government but by 
the industry itself aided and advised by the Department of 
Agriculture as opportunity or necessity permits or requires. 
I believe it is conceded that whenever any product reaches the 
point where returns are attractive production of that par- 
ticular commodity is sure to increase and result in a surplus 
eventually and certainly. No agency, private, cooperative, or 
governmental, can handle an oversupply of a product and ob- 
tain normal values. Neither cooperative marketing nor any 
other agency devised by the Government or individuals can 
raise the price of a commodity beyond the limitations of the 
law of supply and demand except by creating an artificial 
demand at the expense of some other commodity or by holding 
the surplus in storage until a short crop permits its sale. 

Evidently there is a great deal of misinformation with ref- 
erence to the position and economic necessity of the middle- 
man. The report of the Joint Committee on Agricultural In- 
quiry, submitted on October 15, 1921, proves conclusively that 
the distributing agency between producer and retailer is not 
receiving an undue amount for its services. The great differ- 
ence between what the producer receives and what the con- 
sumer pays lies not between the producer and the middleman 
but between the retailer and the consumer. And this is en- 
tirely justifiable and due to the unusual and extraordinary 
service demanded by the average American family. While the 
spread between what the retailer pays and receives is wide, 
the profit is not unduly large in view of the heavy expense in 
rendering the service demanded. In our large cities most of 
our people live in small homes, where there are no facilities 
for storage, and purchases have to be made from day to day. 
The housewife, therefore, must depend upon her grocer to 
store fruits and vegetables for her rather than buy in quan- 
tities and store them herself. 

If she occupied a large house with storage facilities she 
would have to pay more rent, and the landlord would get what 
now goes to the grocer man, and she would lose by the deteri- 
oration of her surplus. If the Government should attend the 
marketing of one commodity, why not attempt the marketing 
of all? The adoption of such a policy means communism, and 
very few of us want that. This country has been built up by 
its factories, mines, and merchants, great and small, as well 
as by the farmer. You can not build up one class without tak- 
ing from some other class. If left alone, each will work out 
its own problems without disturbing the whole. We should 
never lose sight of the fact that the law of supply and demand 
is just as fixed as the law of gravitation, and is as necessary. 

Mr. Chairman, I feel that this measure will not be of any 
benefit to the toiling tiller of the soil. It certainly will not be 
of any advantage to the country at large. But I do know 
something that will be of value to the farmer and to the coun- 
try, and it is to express that something that I have asked for 
the privilege of addressing you. Good roads, good waterways, 
good railways. I hope I live to see the day they will be unified 
and made into one great transportation system, each helping 
out the other and strengthening the whole. I hope I liye to 
see the day when we shall have near-full rivers the year around, 
under a proper control system, instead of terrible floods for a 
month or two and then a shallowness that prevents a full and 
proper navigation. A near-full river the year around would 
save to our farmers in freight charges handreds of millions 
of dollars yearly. We can secure that most desirable result by 
perfecting and enacting a flood-control policy, I ofttimes won- 
der why the American people, particularly the inhabitants of 
the Mississippi Valley, have not moved up in this matter more 
expeditiously, more determinedly, when it is clearly obvious 
that they can, by their great social, agricultural, financial, and 
political strength, order such legislation as will destroy and 
annihilate the feeble policy which makes for the destruction of 
millions of dollars of property through uncontrolled floods, and 
establish in its stead a comprehensive system of control that 
will make even the desert parts of our country to blossom as 
the rose. I hope to hear some day from one of the finest fig- 
ures in Congress on this intensely interesting and alluringly 
attractive subject to everyone dwelling between the Alleghenies 
and the Rocky Mountains. 

That figure is my distinguished colleague and friend, Judge 
W. G. Sears of Nebraska. A great lawyer, jurist, and legis- 
lator. In a few words he recently painted to me as pleasing 
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a prospect as was ever stretched before my eyes. He pictured 
a great belt 500 miles wide and 2,000 miles long west of the 
Mississippi River that could indeed be made a land flowing 
with milk and honey, a land of eternal and everlasting hope and 
promise if waters that are now going to waste, and occasionally 
destructive influences, could be controlled and directed to wet 
the lands of that great stretch of country whose productivity 
would be increased more than a hundred million dollars a year 
as a result of the well-regulated flow he has in mind, The de- 
velopment of our waterways, Mr. Chairman, is a subject of such 
vital importance that it will not down. 

Before I close let me quote a statement made by our col- 
league [Mr. ANTHONY] in presenting the migratory bird bill 
to the House a few days ago. With the touch of a true literary 
artist he has conveyed a fact which must awaken the pro- 
found thought of his countrymen from coast to coast. Read 
his words and then think, permitting your imagination to fly 
whither so ever it will: 


Owing to the fact that there are but few places in this country for 
these birds in their annual migration either to nest or to breed, and 
owing to the fact that nearly 5,000,000 men each year go out with 
guns to slaughter them, without adequate protection these birds are 
bound in a few years to disappear unless the Government protects them 
properly. Within the last 20 years it has been estimated that 
71,000,000 acres of land in this country have been drained. This 
territory that bas been drained has been largely the home of wild 
fowl, where they have nested and fed in past times. We have drained 
an area as large as the Great Lakes; we have drained an area twice 
as large as the New England States; but we have not thereby added 
71,000,000 acres to the agricultural resources of the country, because 
it has been found that nearly one-third of the drained land has been 
worthless for agriculture. But we have destroyed the value of the land 
drained as a home for migratory wild fowl. 


In other words, an area equal to a great inland sea has 
been drained and is therefore no longer a reservoir for waters 
that must to some extent add to the excess which now produce 
floods in all of the streams, afluents, tributaries, and rivers 
that finally flow into the Mississippi. And this great river, 
the father of waters, passes through New Orleans, the last 
city on its banks and nearest to the Gulf of Mexico. Every 
lake that dries up, every reservoir that disappears as a result 
of drainage or otherwise, every village, town, hamlet, and city 
that improves its drainage system and thereby discharges its 
waste more rapidly, every tree that falls, every forest that is 
cleared aggravates and accentuates the flood peril of New 
Orleans. 

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas is recognized 
for five minutes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. Trxenn] is not only a great party man, but if we were 
to believe the reports we hear, he is likewise a big man in a 
party. [Laughter.] 

When I mentioned the fact earlier in this debate to-day 
that he was ed here for passing a so-called anti- 
gambling bill, I unfortunately mentioned “cotton” in connec- 
tion with it instead of “grain,” and he immediately got up 
and said that he never was the author of any such bill. He 
did not tell you that it was a so-called antigambling “ grain 
bill” instead of a cotton one. He was the author of the Dill 
that for a while at least made the farmers in Kansas, but 
nowhere else, believe it was going to stop gambling in grain. 
But when the act was passed it simply stopped gambling at 
night, not in the daytime. [Laughter.] For, like other people, 
gamblers, of course, want to sleep at night. 

He says in the Congressional Directory that besides prac- 
ticing law he is quite a farmer and a stock raiser. It reminds 
me of a custom that used to prevail among some young fellows 
out in west Texas, when they would put up their shingle bearing 
the professional advertisement, “Land, law, livestock, and 
insurance agent.” [Laughter.] When you want a real lawyer 
you do not go to those fellows. 

This question of camouflaging the farmers also came up 
when the gentleman from Kansas had his so-called anti- 
gambling bill up. The gentleman from Missouri, Mr. Ellis, 
who is an orthodox Republican and who is coming back here 
next Congress—and he is one of your Republican leaders from 
Kansas City, Mo.—speaking then in 1922 of Mr. TINCHER, of 
Kansas, and his so-called antigambling bill, criticized our 
colleague from Kansas severely, and from the Recorp I quote 
the following excerpts, to wit: 


Mr, ELLIS. The gentleman will recall his argument of last year, that 
trading in futures is essentially gambling. In fact, I think he will 
admit he used those two words interchangeably—trading in futures und 
gambling. 

Mr. TIXNCHER. I never used them interchangeably. 

Mr. Ex.is. I will take the trouble a Uttle later to read you the 
argument and show that you did. 

Mr. Tincuer. I yielded to the gentleman for a question. 


He wanted Mr. Ellis to stop right there, but Mr. Ellis dia 
not stop. This orthodox Republican from Missouri, Mr. Ellis, 
then got the congressional record of our friend from Kansas, our 
great party man and our big man at a party [Mr. TINCHER], 
and he read the record of what the gentleman from Kansas 
had said in a former debate in 1921, and I now read from 
page 9419 of the Recoxp for June 26, 1922, certain excerpts 
from the quotations which Mr. Ellis then inserted there from 
the speech the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. TrycHER] made in 
1921, as follows, to wit: 

Mr. TINCHER. * * During the war the trading in futures in 
grain was prohibited by law. * * That has enlightened the 
American people considerably upon the necessity of gambling In food | 
products. * *® © ‘The very day that the grain exchanges began to 
gamble in grain that day the fluctuations were manifest. 


Does not that show that he used the terms interchangeably? 
Does not that show that he was speaking against gambling in 
farmer's products? Does that not show that Mr. Ellis was 
right? Mr. Ellis also said, “I want you to know that when 
it comes to executing the backward somersault the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr, TINCHER] is some gymnast.” [Laughter.] 

Then what else in this Recorp does Mr. Ellis say? Mr. 
Ellis, from Missouri, this orthodox Republican, then also 
said—— 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr. BLANTON. I ask the gentleman from Louisiana to 
please give me two minutes more so that I may read this very 
interesting paragraph from the RECORD. 

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman two 
additional minutes, : 

Mr. BLANTON. You know, the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. TrvcHer] is from the seventh Kansas district, and I am 
now going to quote from the Recorp what Mr. Ellis then said: 


These gentlemen from Kansas by this bill stage a rennaissance. The 
agitation which finds expression in this legislative proposal began in 
the old seventh district at a time when Kansan Populists were 
drunken with power. This bill is a hang over from the Populistię 
spree that painted red the whole State of Kansas. At the height of 
that economie delirium, in the wildest hour of the political debauch, 
the Populists of the “old seventh” made the destruction of the grain 
exchanges of the country a major seheme on their program. 

These same Populists proposed to reform the courts by abolishing 
the lawyers. 


Maybe that is the reason our friend TINCHER from the sev- 
enth district" took to farming and stock raising. But let me 
quote orthodox Republican Ellis further: 


They made a spectacular start right there in the “old seventh.” 
They elected to be judge of the district court, a court of unlimited 
jurisdiction, a farmer who neither had been admitted to the bar nor 
pretended to the slightest knowledge of the law. 

. * . 0 . . * 


The point I make is that the spirit of Populism survived in the 
“bloody seventh,” and the scheme to destroy the grain exchanges or 
snatch them from their lawful owners has persisted. The gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. Tixchrn] himself told us last year during the con- 
sideration of his bill how the famous Jerry Simpson was at first com- 
missioned to do the job. 


I want to tell the gentleman from Kansas, this “great party 
man and this “big man at a party,“ that the farmers of the 
country are tired of camouflages; they are tired of subterfuges. 
Even the Populist farmers in the old “bloody seventh district 
of Kansas” want a real bill. When for them you bring in an 
antigambling bill they want one that will prevent gambling 
in the daytime, and not one that just stops gambling in the 
nighttime. 

And when you bring in a so-called “ farmers’ bill” like this 
do not subterfuge and camouflage the issue with a bill provid- 
ing $10,000 per year jobs for lobbyists, but give them a real 
farmers’ bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has again expired. 

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. MCLAUGHLIN], 
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Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman and gen- 
tlemen of the House, I shall support this cooperative market- 
ing bill. I believe it has merit. I believe it will assist in help- 
ing the various cooperatives to get together gnd function 
together, and since it is the recommendation of the agricul- 
tural commission and has been reported out of the Agricul- 
tural Committee unanimously, as a member of the committee 
I expect to support it. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Not unanimously? 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Nebraska. Yes; reported out unani- 
mously. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Out of the committee? 

Mr. MoLAUGHLIN of Nebraska. Yes. 

Mr. KINCHELOB. If the gentleman will yield, it was not 
reported unanimously. I reserved the right to oppose the bill 
on the floor and to file a minority report, and would bave filed 
a minority report if it had not been railroaded through. 

Mr. MoLAUGHLIN of Nebraska. That is true; but there 
was not a dissenting vote against it when it was voted out. 
Whe chairman amnounced that the vote was unanimous, 
However, the gentleman from Kentucky did ask the privilege 
of filing a minority report. 

Mr. JONES. I am sure the gentleman does not want to 
mislead the committee, because the chairman did not an- 
nounce that the yote was unanimous. 

Mr. MoSWEENEY. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Ilinois [Mr. Doyiz] wished to be recorded against the bill and 
left his vote against it with the committee. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of 
order that the proceedings in the committee are not appropri- 
ate subjects for discussion on the floor. 

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is well taken. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary 
inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. If that be true, then the remarks 
of the gentleman from Nebraska as to how the bill was re- 
ported out by the committee should also be stricken out. 

Mr. TINCHRR. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order 
against that. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Nebraska will pro- 
ceed. The Chair has no authority to strike out. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. But the Chair assumed to say 
that the point of order was well taken. 

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order made by the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. Guryprtom] is sustained, and the gentleman 
from Nebraska will proceed. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Is it against the rules of this House for 
a member of a. committee to state what the vote was on the 
reporting out of a bill or the nonreporting out of a bill? 

The CHAIRMAN. That was not the question before the 
committee. 

Mr. RAYBURN. But that is a parliamentary inquiry, and 
that is all these gentlemen were seeking to do. 

Mr. McLAUGUHLIN of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, I can not 
yield further for this colloquy and have it come out of my 
time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Nebraska has the 
floor and will proceed. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, while I am 
in favor of this cooperative marketing bill, I wish to state to 
the committee that there is another matter to which I desire to 
call attention yery briefly at this time, and on which a great 
dea! of propaganda is eoming to this House. As I stated here 
not long ago, for almost two years others and myself attempted 
to get hearings before the Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
Committee on the repeal of the Pullman surcharge. We were 
repeatedly told by the chairman that hearings would not be 
heln and that such legislation would not be considered. As a 
Inst resort, Senator ROBINSON: 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I rise to a 
question of order. I do not object to the gentleman speaking 
out of order if he wishes to do so, and I do not object to the 
subject he is discussing, but the rule provides that debate shall 
be confined to this bill. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I was told 
by the chairman of this committee that the rule did not so 
provide. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman may proceed out of order. 

Mr. SNELL. Of course, the rule provides that, but the gen- 
tleman from Texas [Mr. BLanron] did not confine his remarks 


to the bill; he confined them entirely to the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. Trycuer], and nobody objected. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I am not making any ob- 
jection now, except that I think the gentleman should ask 
unanimous consent to proceed out of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman did not ask to proceed 
out of order. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman be permitted to speak out of order. He ought 
to be permitted to speak of this matter. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Arkansas asks 
unanimous consent that the gentleman from Nebraska may 
proceed out of order. Is there objection? 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to object, 
I shall not object this time, but I do think, as long as the re- 
quest was made for an additional hour on this bill, that we 
should confine the debate to the subject matter of the bill. 1 
shall object in the future unless the debate is confined as pro- 
vided in the ruie. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WINGO. The gentleman is discussing a matter that 
is going to come up, and that is the reason I think he ought 
to have an opportunity to discuss it. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Nebraska. After the amendment had 
been passed in the Senate-by a vote of 56 to 8, attached to the 


-| independent offices appropriation bill, a hearing was called 


very hurriedly by the chairman of the Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce Committee, and since that time there have been 
letters and telegrams and various kinds of propaganda coming 
to the Members of the House, to the effect that if the Pull- 
man surcharge is removed, which will take away some $37,- 
060,000 of revenue from the railroads, it will be impossible 
to have a reduction of freight rates. 

Now, Members of the House, there are some facts and 
figures in connection with this question which I think ought 
to be considered very seriously before we pay much attention 
to such propaganda, I would remind you of the fact that the 
railroads right now, and for a number of years past, are fight- 
ing the farmers on their application for a reduction of freight 
rates, just the same as they are fighting the removal of this 
surcharge. They are doing that right now before the Inter- 
state Commerce Committee, 

Mr. RAYBURN. Will the gentleman yield right there? 

Mr. MCLAUGHLIN of Nebraska. Just for a question. 

Mr. RAYBURN. If Congress is going to legislate on rates, 
which does the gentleman think would be more proper, to 
reduce the rates of freight on farm products or on the de luxe 
end of the traffic, the Pullman charge? 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Nebraska. I will say to the gentle- 
man I do not share the opinion of some others that Congress 
is legislating on rates. If Congress passes this bill making it 
unlawful to collect this surcharge, they are simply acting on a 
principle. The whole thing is wrong, and there is no justifica- 
tion for it at all. I am for reduction of freight rates, but this 
matter of the surcharge is before us now. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Nebraska 
has expired. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend my remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Nebraska. The hearings before the 
Interstate Commerce Commission, as well as before the House 
committee, revealed the undisputed fact that it costs the car- 
riers 3% per cent less on the average to haul Pullman cars 
than it does to haul day coaches. What justification, then, can 
the reads have for this surcharge? Congress is not legislating 
rates by the proposed repeal of this surcharge, but is only say- 
ing to the commission that rates must be made on the basis 
75 me cost of service and the profit allowed under the act 
of 1920. 

On the question of rate making I submit for your considera- 
tion a statement submitted to me by Mr. D. K. Clink, secre- 
tary of the United Commercial Travelers: 


With reference to rate making by Congress I can not say that I 
would favor it, but in this surcharge case we see nothing of a rate- 
making tendency. On the contrary, we prefer that the rate-making 
power rest with the commission created for that purpose, but we con- 
demn as inimical to the best interests of both passenger and freight 
traffic the surcharge principle here involved. When a rate is decided 
upon by the rate-making body and published aceording to law, that 
rate should stand until revised in the proper manner without resort to 
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a subterfuge as indicated by the present surcharge affecting sleeping 


and parlor cars. You are not rate making nor dictating what rates 
should be, but simply placing your stamp of disapproval upon sur- 
charge methods by eliminating the present surcharge and making it 
unlawful to attach a surcharge to any rate or part of a rate published 
in legal form. There is no evidence that if you eliminate the present 
surcharge you would be depriving the carriers of a legitimate $37, 
000,000 a year. If it were so, the carriers have a remedy through the 
regular rate-making body and the rate made decisive without resort to 
a surcharge, which is establishing a dangerous precedent in railroad 
rate making, which, in our opinion, is contrary to the fundamentals of 
the transportation act and illegal. You are not rate making, but insist- 
ing that rates shall be made without reference to the surcharge which 
has no place in scientific rate making. 

Much has been said about requiring Congress to review in a few 
hours a voluminous record made by the commission over a period of 
many months, and repeated emphasis has been placed upon the alleged 
fact that a bill abolishing the surcharge is a bill making rates, There 
is no occasion whatever for the Congress to review the record before 
the commission, or even the opinion of the commission. It is concerned 
with one point: Should the Congress as a matter of policy continue the 
surcharge method of making rates? And the answer is “No.” The 
act to regulate commerce originally passed, and every one of its amend- 
ments down to the present date, is merely a delegation of power from 
the Congress to the Interstate Commerce Commission, and nearly 
every amendment that has ever been passed has resulted in a change 
of some kind in the rates, but the Congress has not been making 
rates. It has simply been outlining the policy under which the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission proceeded and did raise or reduce rates 
as the occasion required. There is nothing in this bill which says 
to the Interstate Commerce Commission: You shall or shall not allow 
the carriers to charge a certain fare or a different fare for pas- 
sengers riding in Pullmans from that charged passengers riding in day 
coaches. All that this bill will say, if it is enacted, is: You continue as 
in the past to fix reasonable rates for the transportation of passengers, 
and if you find that those riding in Pullmans get more service from 
the railroads and should pay more, make a rate which will reflect that 
additional service, but do not do it by means of a surcharge, which 
is a percentage proposition conceived in war time to discourage travel 
and fastened upon after war time by the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission in a search for additional revenue made necessary by an in- 
crease in wages allowed by the Railroad Labor Board. 

With this bill enacted into law the railroads would be obliged to 
go to the Interstate Commerce Commission and show how much addi- 
tional service they are performing for the passengers in Pullman cars 
and ask for an increase which would reflect that additional service. 
They would be obliged to justify any such increase, but as long as the 
surcharge method stays they are not obliged to justify it: and they 
did not justify it in the case recently decided by the commission, which 
is open to only one interpretation, namely, that four members of the 
commission condemn the charge in full and two members believe it is 
twice as great as it should be, That makes six members, a majority 
of the Interstate Commerce Commission, who are to-day opposed to the 
present surcharge. Numerous interpretations are being made of the 
opinion of the commission, but the fact remains, and it can not be dis- 
puted, that a majority of the commission do not agree with the so- 
called majority opinion which finds the present surcharge not unrea- 
sonable. Four members say that it should come off entirely and two 
more say that it should be reduced by half, leaving only five members 
of the commission who are in favor of continuing it at its present rate. 

In the bill now before you we are not asking you to make rates. 
We do not ask you to say that 3.6 cents per mile is or is not a correct 
passenger fare for those riding in day coaches or in Pullmans. We do 
not ask you to say that the present fare paid to the Pullman Co. for ite 
accommodations and services is or is not a proper charge. All that 
we ask you for in the present bill is to say to the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission that in the making of passenger rates in the future 
you desire them to eliminate the surcharge because that method is 
unscientific and obnoxious in the extreme to the entire traveling public. 
You are simply outlining in this bill the policy which the commission 
shall pursue in making future rates, Just as you outlined the policy 
of allowing rates that would produce a fair return upon a fair val- 
uation, 

In deciding this question it is not necessary for you to review the 
evidence before the Interstate Commerce Commission or to consider 
the voluminous exhibits which have been filed. That is a matter for 
the commission to handle. Your function is legislative and not judi- 
cial, and I repeat that there is nothing in this bill which in any way 
takes from the commission its jurisdiction to require just and rea- 
sonable fares. It simply outlines to the commission one method of 
raising revenue which it must not use, and it does that because that 
method has proven unsatisfactory to the traveling public, because 
it is the last of the so-called war taxes, and because it undoubt- 
edly was adopted by the commission after it had been abandoned 


simply as a measure of raising revenue in an emergency brought about 
after war time but nevertheless because of war conditions, which no 
longer exist. 


= D. K. CLIXK. 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, we should 
remind ourselves at this time when the railroads are urging 
that this $37,000,000 a year revenue derived from the sur- 
charge must be made up somewhere else, that when the pres- 
ent rates were established in 1920, that such rates were 
agreed upon with the understanding that the increase in rail- 
road wages: would amount to $618,000,000 a year. The facts 
show that the increase in 1920, the wage increase, was only 
$564,500,000, leaving a profit to the roads of $53,500,000 for 
the year 1920. Between 1920 and 1923 the wages were re- 
duced $576,000,000. From 1923 to the present time these re- 
ductions in wages paid are over $600,000,000 a year, and yet 
the rates are the same as in 1920, when the transportation 
act went into effect. - 

In this connection, I wish to submit to the membership a 
letter written to the New York Times by William G. Adams, 
executive secretary of the National Council of Traveling 
Salesmen : 

FEBRUARY 13, 1925, 
EDITOR, New YORK TIMES, 
Times Building, Times Square, New York. 


Dran Six: We have noted your editorial reference to the Pullman 
surcharge ruling filed by the Interstate Commerce Commission on 
Monday, which was erroneously referred to in your heading as “ the 
Pullman fare.” 

In stating that “the Interstate Commerce Commissison has over- 
ruled the recommendation of its own examiner that the railways 
should not be permitted longer to collect the Pullman fare surcharge 
of 50 per cent,” and that “this is a challenge of the opinion of Con- 
gress, which now has before it a bill declaring the surcharge un- 
lawful’ " we submit that it is no more a challenge of the opinion of 
Congress, than it is a challenge of the opinion of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission's own expert examiner, or a challenge of the 
studied opinions of the Interstate Commerce Commission chairman 
assigned to this case who sat throughout these lengthy proceedings, 
or a challenge of the opinion of the four members of the commisison 
(Commissioners McChord, Campbell, Cox, and McManamy) who yoted 
for the complete elimination of the surcharge, or a challenge of the 
opinion of two other members (Commissioners Aitchison and Esch), 
who concurred in the opinion that “the existing surcharge is more 
than enough to compensate the railroads for the added costs and 
exceeds the value of the service to the traveler, and should there- 
fore be reduted one-half.” 

Furthermore, in your attack upon the opinion of Congress you 
do not realize or recognize the courtesy which Congress extended to 
the commission by withholding its further action upon the Senate bill 
unanimously passed at the last session, while awaiting the decision 
of the Interstate Commerce Commission, before whom these proceed- 
ings have been pending since November 24, 1924. 

You state in your editorial that “the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion thinks that if the railways are to reduce any fares it would be 
better that they should lower those of the great majority. The sur- 
charge burdens only those who have the option not to take the 
service.” 

Judging from this statement, you evidently have not read the ver- 
batim report. As a matter of fact, the opinions of 6, a majority of the 
11 members of the commission, substantiate the unreasonableness of 
the surcharge, and this “opinion” is based upon an exhaustive study 
of facts and not predicated upon hysterical prejudice against the 
fundamental right of Congress to exercise its constitutional preroga- 
tive of reviewing the actions and decisions of governmental com- 
missions to whom by act of Congress certain details of regulation have 
been delegated. 

If in the opinion of Congress, based upon indisputable facts and 
figures presented during such proceedings, it appears that this or any 
other commission has not fully and faithfully performed its func- 
tions, then it certainly becomes the business of Congress in behalf 
of the citizenship which it represents to at least give its serious con- 
sideration to the fundamental issues involyed. We can not believe, as 
you state, that “it will be the beginning of the end of regulation of 
roads by the rule of reason and the substitution of rates fixed by 
politicians.” 

Certainly Congress has been most patient in affording a prior oppor- 
tunity to the commission, and manifestly Congress is entitled to a 
due and proper discussion of rulings issued by its self-created bodies, 
particularly so when six members of the commission favor a revi- 
sion and the five members who opposed revision are not at all certain 
of their ground as to the real underlying equities of the case at issue, 
as quoted in their concluding admission, whether or not the total 
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which is now paid by the passenger, including basic railroad fare, 
surcharge, and Pullman surcharge, is too great we can not now deter- 
mine. The question must be left for consideration when the record 
governing the remainder of this investigation has been completed.” 

Another point in your editorial is “the railways need the money 
which they have been ordered to pay out in wage increases.” 

The history of the reinstatement of the 50 per cent war-time sur- 
charge in 1920 upon petition of the carriers is as follows: Wage in- 
creases had been awarded that year by the Railway Labor Board 
amounting to approximately $575,000,000, and as an expedient method 
of aiding the railroads to meet these increases and to distribute the 
cost among its patrons a 20 per cent increase in the mileage rates was 
granted and the war-time Pullman surcharge reauthorized. 

Siuce 1920, however, a careful record of wage decreases shows a 
total of approximately $600,000,000 yearly labor-cost deductions below 
peak of 1920, 

In other words, the railways are collecting over a half billion dollars 
“velvet” each year in present high rates charged both to the day 
couch and Pullman passenger based upon increases which have been 
more than offset by subsequent decreases. If it was fair and just and 
equitable to increase the passenger rates in 1920 to take care of the 
increased operating costs at that time, it is certainly fair and just 
and equitable to have the rule work both ways, so that the public may 
now benefit by the savings in force. 

Obviously, this half billion dollars yearly which you overlooked 
disposes of the conclusion you have advanced that “the railways need 
the money which they have been ordered to pay out In wage increases,” 

Right bere it is pertinent to repeat Commissioner Campbell's refer- 
ence to a statement (Appendix B of the official report) showing the 
surcharge collections by roads which earned in excess of 5 per cent 
of their book values, In which “it will be observed that over one-half 
of the $37,000,000 collected in 1923 went to roads falling within this 
class, and when it is considered that the book values are somewhat in 
excess of the values for rate-making purposes, it is apparent that a 
large part of the surcharge is going to the roads in excess of the return 
contemplated by the [transportation] act. In my [Commissioner 
Campbell’s] judgment it is not reasonable or fair to the traveling 
public to permit a general charge of this character to stand when so 
much of it accrues to lines that do not need it.” 

You gave very little editorial consideration to the opinions rendered 
by the dissenting members of the commission, and in justice to the 
great traveling public, salesmen, buyers, theatrical profession, moving- 
picture interests, and all those who are compelled to use the interstate 
carriers, we would respectfully ask that you give space in your 
columns to the “other side of the story,“ not as we see it, but a few 
excerpts from the opinion filed by the chairman assigned to preside 
throughout these proceedings, Commissioner Campbell, and who was 
in a position to judge the probative force of the full evidence sub- 
mitted by both sides: 

“tt is a mistaken notion that the Pullman surcharge is used only 
by the well to do. The poor man should have a place to sleep just 
us well as the rich man, but the higher the charges are made the 
greater will be the number that will be deprived of this essential 
service. Especially is the Pullman service a necessity to the business 
man who must travel, and the record Indicates that if the charges 
are lowered n greater number of this class of travelers will use the 
Pullman service, 

“In connection with the weight of the Pullman cars it was estab- 
lished that there is an increasing number of coaches that weigh 
practically as much as the steel and wooden cars and more than the 
Pullman cars, and that there is a greater difference in weight be- 
tweent the different classes of coaches as between the coaches and 
Puliman cars. Coach runs generally are materially higher than 
Pullman car runs, and the switches of coaches at terminals and divi- 
sion points may offset or even totally eclipse alleged switching of the 
Pullman cars. 

* Consideration of these things and the fact that the railroads were 
relieved of many operating expenses in connection with the Puliman 
service left in my mind and in those associated with me In handling the 
case, grave doubt as to whether as a matter of fact the railroads’ 
operating expense: per car-mile was any higher for the Pullman cars 
than for the coaches, We accordingly decided to have an independent 
study made of the subject and referred the matter to a statistical 
analyst employed by the commission, 7 

These figures show a car-mile operating expense of 44.21 cents for 
coaches and (only) 41.06 cents for Pullman cars. An analysis of his 
final figures indicates * * * that the average expense to the rail- 
roads of handling Pullman cars is less than the average expense to 
them of handling the day coaches, by an amount considerably in excess 
of 3.75 cents per mile. The study pertained only to operating expense 
and does not reflect the saving—to the railroads—in investment which 
amounts to approximately 816,000,000; or, upon a 6 per cent annual 
Interest basis, about 1.1 cents per car-mile. 

“Phe above figures * * * do not take into consideration reve- 
nuc derived from extra fares charged on all Pullman trains, amounting 


in 1923 to $4,726,503.82 upon the four systems reporting, or 3.4 cents 
per car-mile for the extra fare trains and 0.5 cent per Pullman car- 
mile for the United States. Neither do they take Into account the 
contract payments made by the Pullman Co, to respondents—the rail- 
roads—which amounted in 1928 to $12,533,466.96, from which should 
be deducted $739,996.09, car-mileage payments by respondents to the 
Pullman Co., leaving a net payment by the Pullman Co. to respondents— 


the railroads—of 1.37 cents per Pullman car-mile. Taking into Ac- 
count the extra fares and the contract payments reduces the spread 
between coach and Pullman revenue, © whereas, as before 
indicated, the expense per car-mile to the railroads of handling the 
Pullman business is less than the expense per car-mile of handling the 
coach business by an amount exceeding the discrepancy in revenue. 

“From this it will be seen that while the revenue derived by the 
railroads from the Pullman service during 1923 is but 3.05 cents per 
eur-mile less than the revenue they derive from the coach business, the 
savings to them occasioned by the ownership and operation of the 
Pullman cars by the Pullman Co. is 5 cents per car-mile. 

“Although there is no way of ascertaining just what the results 
would have been had the surcharge not been in effect, it is in my judg- 
ment reasonable to believe, especially considering that it has been a 
great irritant to the traveling public, that the surcharge has resulted 
in considerable loss of business to the Pullman Co., and therefore to 
the railroads, 

“It will be observed that over half of the $37,000,000 collected in 
1923 went to roads © which earned in excess of 5 per cent 
of their book values *. and when it is considered that the 
book values are generally somewhat in excess of the value for rate- 
making purposes it is apparent that a large part of the surcharge is 
going to roads that are earning in excess of the return contemplated 
by the [transportation] act. In my judgment it is not reasonable 
or fair to the traveling public to permit a general charge of this 
character to stand when so much of it accrues to lines that do not 
need it. 

“In my judgment the railroads have not met the burden resting 
upon them justifying the continuing of the surcharge, and I favor its 
abolition.” 

With assurance of our high respect for your editorial sincerity even 


though we may not see all things mind to mind,“ and thanking you 


for the opportunity of presenting the great traveling public's view 
upon this much-mooted question, we are 
Very truly yours, 
NATIONAL COUNCIL OF TRAVELING SALESMEN’s ASSOCIATION, 
WN. G. Apans, Heecutive Seoretary. 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, when the railroads, in the face 
of all these enormous profits clearly shown, now attempt to 
use the farmers of this country to influence Congress not to 
abolish this iniquitous surcharge by saying that freight rates 
can not be reduced by the surcharge, I can only say “ Beware 
of the sheiks when they bear gifts.” 

I do not believe the Members of this House can be deceived 
by false propaganda. 

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Chairman, I will state to the gentleman 
from Indiana that we will have but one more speech on this 
side. 3 

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. BURTNESS]. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, the fact that it was impossible for the agricultural 
commission appointed by the President to make recommenda- 
tions to Congress and to the country which would solve all of 
the agricultural ilis, it seems to me is no objection to giving 
fair and honest consideration to such recommendations as they 
have been able to make up to this time. That is what we are 
engaged in doing to-day rather than in trying to solve all 
agricultural problems. The passage of this bill will not settle 
the agricultural questions of importance and we will watch 
with interest what the commission may recommend in the 
future for its work is not yet completed. 

Because of the fact, however, that the agricultural com- 
mission selected by President Coolidge is going to continue its 
work during the summer I feel justified in presenting at this 
time some suggestions which do not relate specifically to the 
bill immediately before us. I desire to commend to the con- 
sideration of the agricultural commission and to the considera- 
tion of the country the bill H. R. 12127 recently introduced 
by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Havucen]. This is the re- 
written MeNary-Haugen bill. I feel certain that a careful study 
of the proposed measure will convince you that it has been 
much improved since this Congress defeated it last June. 

You will recall that perhaps the two strongest arguments 
made against the McNary-Haugen bill last spring were the 
two objections that it permitted a Federal agency established 
by Congress, the proposed export corporation, to raise and 
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lower the tariff upon commodities in which it might deal at will 
when deemed necessary, and that it was in substance and effect 
a price-fixing measure. These two objections have been elimi- 
nated in the present bill. The ratio price theory has been 
abandoned and no power to raise or lower tariff duties is dele- 
gated to any person or agency by the terms thereof. The right 
to declare a temporary embargo on importations is, howeyer, 
retained. 

Some of yon may recall that in the speeches which I made on 
the floor last spring on behalf of the MeNary-Haugen bill I 
strenuously contended that it in substance amounted only to 
establishing the machinery by which it would be possible to 
give to crops of which we have an exportable surplus the same 
benefit from the tariff as is enjoyed by crops or produce of 
which we have no such exportable surplus. I emphasized, for 
instance, that the actual difference between the market price 
which prevailed at the time and the so-called ratio price estab- 
lished by the bill was in each case practically the amount of 
the tariff. This was true of such commodities as wheat, beef, 
pork, and the like. It was upon that principle that I defended 
the bill early and late both with my colleagues here and with 
the general publie. 

Since the defeat of the bill last June this general subject 
has been given further consideration. Special emphasis can 
properly be given to the work of the American Council of Agri- 
culture, which was organized at St. Paul, Minn., last summer 
for the express purpose of securing and maintaining equality 
for agriculture on a basis with labor and industry. Its presi- 
dent, Mr. George N. Peek, of Moline, III.; the chairman of its 
executive committee, Mr. Frank W. Murphy, of Wheaton, Minn., 
and many others of its officers, directors, and members have 
done splendid work on behalf of the farmers of the Nation 
ever since its organization. My understanding is that this 
organization in a way sponsors the bill recently introduced by 
the efficient chairman of the Committee on Agriculture [Mr. 
HAUGEN]. 

I am particularly pleased to note that in the very first section 
of the bill a declaration of policy is declared that, it seems to 
me, every citizen of our country should be willing to subscribe 
to. At least every person who believes in t protective tariff 
fairly representing the difference in the cost of production at 
home and abroad must be willing to accept the fairness of the 
declaration. Let me quote it to you: 


RECTION 1. It is hereby declared to be the policy of Congress to make 
more effective the operation of the tariff upon agricultural commodities, 
so that such commodities will be placed upon an equality under the 
tariff laws with other commodities, and to eliminate as far as possible 
the effect of world prices upon the prices of the entire domestic pro- 
duction of agricultural commodities, by providing for the disposition of 
the domestic surplus of such commodities, 


No one will deny the assertion that industry and labor are 
protected in the United States. The tariff laws enacted since 
1816, whether by one party or another, have given protection 
to capital and labor in a greater or less degree. During most 
of such time we have had tariff laws, as we now have, spe- 
cifically intended to provide protection sufficient to cover the 
difference between the cost of production at home and abroad. 
Of almost as great importance, however, in the protection of 
the wages of the laborer and the profits of industry are such 
measures as the laws restricting immigration, the Adamson 
law, the transportation act or Esch-Cummins bill, the Federal 
reserve act, the Webb-Pomerene Act, which permits manufac- 
turers to combine to engage in the exportation of their prod- 
ucts free from the restraints of antitrust laws in the foreign 
field, and others. True, these laws do not “ guarantee” profits, 
as claimed by some radicals, or anything of that sort, but most 
of them do tend to protect industry and labor against the 
competition of world influences and all of them tend to sta- 
bilize labor, industrial and general business conditions. We 
have always been proud of being able to maintain an American 
standard of living, and it has been possible not only because 
of superior natural resources but in large part by legislation 
of the nature referred to. 

The question is fairly asked whether these same laws have 
not also stabilized agriculture. Honesty demands the answer 
that it has in part, but not wholly. Many forms of agriculture 
can be protected against foreign competition by means of the 
tariff alone. This is true of such crops as wool, flax, sugar, 
and the like, and will remain true until our production thereof 
is increased one or more times. Other forms of agriculture 
have, however, remained subject to world influences and our 
farmers have been and are forced to compete with the peasants 
of other lands. ‘This is true in the case of every crop of which we 


have an exportable surplus as to which the American price is not 
fixed by American conditions, but in foreign markets by world 
conditions. The surplus must always be sold abroad in world 
competition at world prices. No American producer can com- 
plain as to this, whether he is a farmer or manufacturer. But 
the difficulties complained of by farmers and their friends who 
have given thought to the problem is that in the case of farm 
crops and produce the price of the surplus obtained in foreign 
markets is the price of the whole crop. In other words, the 
world price of exportable surplus crops fixes the American price 
not only on the surplus but also on the domestie consumption. 
The inevitable result is that such farmers must buy the prod- 
ucts of stabilized industries produced and manufactured under 
sustained American standards of living and wages, yet sell 
many of their crops at world prices in direct competition with 
much cheaper Jabor and much lower costs of production. 
These differences are even more aggravated in the case of the 
farmer who must hire labor, for the wages in stabilized indus- 
tries directly affect the wages of farm labor in spite of the 
fact that the farm labor may be employed only in producing 
crops, the price of which is set in the world’s markets rather 
than in American markets. The general result in the Nation of 
a continuance of such conditions will necessarily be that men 
and women engaged in agriculture will be forced to accept a 
lower standard of living than producers of like ability, thrift, 
and energy in other industries. 

Can this situation be changed in a way that is economically 
sound? The most reactionary capitalist, as well as the most 
radical labor leader, should admit the advisability and fair- 
ness of an economic condition wherein the person engaged in 
tilling the soil secures just as large a return for his labor as 
the toiler in the mine, factory, shop, or on the railroad, and 
just as large a return on his capital investment as the average 
man in a small, conservative, personally managed business 
requiring skill and intelligence of approximately like degree. 
Some of us think that the change can be made, and that with- 
out bringing the level of industry and labor down to the level 
of that portion of our agricultural classes directly competing 
with the European peasant or the Argentine Indian, but rather 
by bringing such agricultural workers up to a parity with in- 
dustry and labor. The cure is simply that of bringing such 
farmers within the general protective system referred to. That 
can be accomplished, but the means of so doing, due to the ex- 
portable surplus, must be somewhat different from those em- 
ployed for other lines of business. 

One way in which it might possibly be done is by a thorough 
organization of such farmers. We note, for instance, that a 
well-organized business like the International Harvester Co. 
ean sell surplus machinery abroad at lower prices either to 
meet competition or simply get rid of its surplus without reduc- 
ing prices to the United States trade. This is good business. 
Let us assume that one individual, or one corporation, or one 
cooperative association, or other organization owned or con- 
trolled all of a crop such as wheat and was confronted with 
a situation that three-fourths of the crop could be sold within 
the United States, but that one-fourth of it, if sold at all, would 
have to be sold abroad and, furthermore, enjoyed a law as we 
now have to the effect that wheat or wheat products can not 
be imported into the United States without the payment of a 
duty equivalent to 42 cents per bushel, that being the estimate 
of the difference in the cost of production here and abroad. 
How would that individual or corporation or organization mar- 
ket that grain? 

The answer is plain. The exportable surplus would be sold 
at world prices, but the three-fourths of the crop would not 
be sold for less than the world price plus the tariff duty. 
That would not be unfair to the domestic consumer who is 
engaged in some other protected industry, for the tariff is, 
or should be, no greater than the difference in foreign and 
domestic costs of production. But the crop is owned by 2,000,- 
000 farmers scattered through 40 different States instead of 
by one farmer. They are not now and probably never can 
be organized in the sense that one selling agency can control 
the marketing of their crops, and this statement is not in- 
tended as any reflection upon the laudable purposes of the 
cooperative marketing movement among producers. Control 
of the markets by cooperation is probably practical for some 
forms of produce or crops. The task of perfecting such an 
organization is, however, probably insuperable in the case of 
any crop raised over large areas and by countless individuals. 

The rewritten McNary-Hangen bill proposes a feasible plan 
to accomplish this very desirable result. The plan is the 
establishment of a governmental agency to be known as a 
farmers’ export corporation, with a capital stock of $50,000,- 
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000, the business of which is to be conducted by a board of 
directors selected as set out in the bill. While a number of 
special powers are given the corporation along the lines of 
cooperating with and encouraging the formation of associa- 
tions of producers of agricultural commodities in establishing 
foreign markets for such commodities, and so forth, The ulti- 
mate object of the corporation is set out in section 233 of the 
bill, which reads as follows: 

Sec. 233. (a) The corporation shall keep advised by investigations, 
from time to time, made upon its own initiative or upon petition of 
any bona fide farm or cooperative commodity organization or any bona 
fide association of producers, of the domestic and world prices of basic 
agricultural commodities and the existence of an exportable surplus of 
any such commodity. 

(b) Whenever the corporation finds (1) that there is or may be 
during the ensuing year a surplus above domestic requirements of any 
basic agricultural commodity; (2) that the domestic price of such com- 
modity is materially lower than the world price plus the amount of the 
tariff duty thereon; and (3) that the existence of such surplus renders 
or will render inoperative in whole or in part the tariff upon such 
commodity, the corporation shall determine upon an operation period 
and prepare for its operations in respect of such agricultural com- 
modity. 

(e) The corporation, from time to time during such operation period, 
shall purchase, or contract for the purchase, at the prevailing market 
price, and hold, export, contract for the export of, or stimulate (by 
premium on exports or otherwise) the export of, such basic agricultural 
commodity, or any class or grade thereof, or any food product thereof 
the domestic price of which is affected by the world price and affects 
the domestic price of such agricultural commodity, in amounts neces- 
sary to make the tariff upon such agricultural commodity operative. 

(a) The corporation may sell, or contract for the sale of, agricul- 
tural commodities (or any food product thereof) purchased by it— 

(1) In the foreign or domestic market at such times as it deems ad- 
visable, and at the highest prices obtainable, > 

(2) In the domestic market at such times as the corporation deems 
advisable, and at the highest prices obtainable, for export or for proc- 
essing for export, under such regulations as the corporation may pre- 
scribe (including, in the discretion of the corporation, the giving of a 
bond, in a penal sum of not more than one and one-half times the yalue 
of the commodity, conditioned upon the compliance with such regula- 
tions and the terms of such sale). 


In brief, the plan proposed is an export corporation to segre- 
gate the exportable surplus of any basic agricultural com- 
modity and sell it abroad at world prices with a view of 
obtaining an American price for that portion consumed within 
the United States. The American price suggested by the re- 
written bill is the world price plus the amount of the tariff. 

It is to be remembered that the present tariff policy of our 
country is to provide duties only sufficiently high to cover 
the difference in the cost of production at home and in the 
principal competing countries, so no American consumer who 
is himself engaged in some industry thus protected can com- 
plain about paying that sort of a price for the products of the 
American farmer. Under the so-called flexible provisions of 
the McCumber-Fordney tariff bel the President can raise 
tariffs only in the event that he finds the present rate less 
than sufficient to cover such difference in the cost of produc- 
tion. To illustrate, something more than a year ago applica- 
tion was made to the President and to the Tariff Commission 
to increase the duty on wheat from 30 to 45 cents per bushel. 
Neither the President nor the Tariff Commission had any 
authority under the law to raise such duty without first ascer- 
_taining by a thorough and careful investigation what the 
difference in the cost of production here and abroad actually 
is. Such investigation was conducted and the finding was 
made that over a three-year period the average difference in 
the cost of producing wheat in the United States and in the 
wheat-producing Provinces of Canada was 42 cents per bushel. 
The duty was raised accordingly. 

By the adoption of tariff schedules in the case of any com- 
modity the legislative finding is solemnly made that the com- 
modity can not be produced in the United States as cheaply as 
abroad. The tariff is operative—that is, reflected in the price— 
in the case of commodities of which we have no exportable sur- 
plus, unless local competition is so great as to eliminate all or 
part of the tariff, in which event it is probable that the duty is 
too high, tested by the standard of the difference in the case 
of production here and in competing countries. Is it any- 
thing but simple justice to make that tariff similarly reflected 
in the price of commodities of which we have an exportable sur- 
plus, if it can be done? If it is fair to increase the price of 
Hax, wool, textiles, cutlery, and lemons by means of the tariff, 
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why not also wheat, hogs, cattle, or cotton? Such action is in 
the interest of maintaining a general economic parity for all 
our people. 

Some say a surplus for export should not be raised. This is 
comparatively new propaganda. While I believe thoroughly 
in reducing acreage of such crops as wheat, yet I can not get 
into the frame of mind that it is almost a crime to raise some 
for the consumption of other people than Americans, so long as 
it is needed for human consumption. We have heretofore been 
enconraged to raise large crops; our Department of Agriculture 
and our agricultural colleges have tried to teach us “to grow 
two blades of grass where one grew before”; we have been 
proud of our exports; we have been taught that nations, like 
individuals, to prosper should sell more than they buy. 

It is not easy to adjust farming conditions over large areas 
sufficiently to bring production down to consumption needs in a 
crop like wheat, of which we have always had a large surplus 
for the foreign markets. In any event, it must be remembered 
that if domestic production were reduced so as to barely satisfy 
domestic consumption, the tariff would be reflected in the price. 
American consumers would, under the operation of some such 
law as the McNary-Haugen bill, pay no more than they would 
without such a law in the event of no surplus above domestic 
needs. So in either case it would seem that the consumer 
would have no just cayse for complaint so long as he is one 
of those for whom the United States is artificially maintain- 
ing higher standards than those existing in his trade, business, 
or calling in other countries. 

If I am correct in my view, the enactment of the rewritten 
MeNary-Haugen bill will simply be the adoption of a principle 
on behalf of agriculture which now extends to other indus- 
tries, If that is so, the country as a whole should be willing 
to approve it. It may be true that the United States has 
ceased to be primarily an agricultural Nation and is fast be- 
coming an industrial one. However, will anyone argue that 
it is not for the best interests of the Nation for agriculture 
and industry to advance side by side, each claiming the time 
and talents of about half of our population? Does anyone 
contend that industry should advance to such an extent as 
to entirely eclipse agriculture? Will not industry now and in 
the future be willing to subscribe to a policy that our food- 
stuffs should be raised in our own country rather than to pro- 
cure such foodstuffs from whatever place it can get them the 
cheapest? Unless industry and labor are willing to subscribe 
to such a policy, is there not a real danger that agriculture in 
the United States will descend to the level of peasantry as 
found in many European countries? 

Hearings have been held upon this bill by the Agricultural 
Committee of the House, and I am reliably informed that it 
will be favorably reported to the House within the next few 
days. At least I hope that this will be the case. Personally 
I should prefer to see it enacted into law at this session of 
Congress, but I assume such action is well-nigh impossible. I 
trust, however, that it will be one of the first issues consid- 
ered in the next session, and the earlier such session comes the 
better, for no one knows when an agricultural depression may 
be upon us. Should 1925 produce a large wheat crop through- 
out the world, we would see a fall in the price of wheat as 
staggering as the decline in 1920 and 1921. 

If we are to remain a well-rounded, many-sided Nation, 
fully developed as to all resources to such an extent that we 
ean remain independent of the outside world, each class must 
be willing to give to all others the same opportunities which 
it seeks for itself. If American standards are to be perma- 
nently maintained above the level of European standards, or 
Asiatic standards, or world standards in any particular they 
must be available to all Americans and not only to some 
selected classes thereof. For these reasons I believe Congress 
should enact the bill to which I have referred. 

Referring now to the measure immediately before us. 
What does it do? It simply establishes a Federal cooperative 
marketing board eventually to be selected from persons en- 
gaged in various forms of farming, the duty of which it will 
be to foster and encourage the cooperative movement in so far 
as it pertains to agricultural products. It provides that any 
cooperative marketing association may become registered with 
such Federal board and may thereupon use as a part of its 
title the word Federal,“ or the term in its advertising 
“member of Federal cooperative marketing system.” It pro- 
vides that clearing-house associations and terminal marketing 
associations, which are also strictly cooperative in their nature, 
may likewise apply for registration and become licensed to 
perform their functions. A cooperative association is not in 
any way compelled to avail itself of the privileges of the act. 
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It is hoped that much general assistance can be given to the 
cooperative movement by the board. 

The inspection service provided by the bill through the De- 
partment of Agriculture, which will be available not only to 
registered associations and members thereof but to the general 
public, is not an unimportant matter. The necessity for such 
inspection service has become more and more pronounced in 
the Northwest, at least, as we have commenced to diversify 
our crops more and more, It will prove of value and im- 
portance to us in marketing potatoes, onions, sugar beets, and 
other produce. It will be of great importance to the fruit- 
growing sections of the country. 

The manner in which the bill liberalizes the so-called Capper- 
Volstead Act has been explained on the floor. These changes 
ure all of importance, I recognize the tremendous possibilities 
of the cooperative movement in general, but it is plain that 
there are many attending difficulties. It is not a cure-all. 
Many associatious will be utter failures; others will be success- 
ful. In these organizations, as in other lines of business, suc- 
cess or failure will depend largely upon the ability and the 
integrity of the men placed in charge. 

Let me also emphasize that the difficulty of effective coopera- 
tion increases with the number of producers of any one eom- 
modity as well as the greater territory in which they may be 
found, In other words, to organize “effectively the prune 
growers or the raisin growers of California is one thing, and 
to organize effectively the wheat growers of the Nation, scat- 
tered as they are in 40. different States, is quite another thing. 
What I have suggested with reference to those producing 
wheat is likewise true with reference to those producing dairy 
products or perk and beef. Naturally much can be done to- 
ward eliminating waste, establishing proper standards, getting 
the crops or preduce to the proper markets, and things of that 
sort, but can ever organizations of commodities raised in 
almost every State become sufficiently compact so as to have 
a material effect upon the price received by the producer? 
I am not attempting to answer these questions, but ask them 
so that all may be reminded of the many practical difficulties, 
and to emphasize in that way if I can what I have already 
suggested, that simply providing some governmental encourage- 
ment for the establishment of cooperative marketing associa- 
tions will not of itself insure a fair price to the producer for 
his produet. 

It seems to me, however, that the suggestions made in the 
bill are most constructive. The objection has been made by 
some that they go too far, that in the establishment of this 
Federal agency—nd strictly speaking it is scarcely a Federal 
agency at all, but rather an agency of the cooperatives them- 
selves—some say that in this bill we are giving the proposed 
Federal cooperative marketing board too much power and that 
we onght not to give it the power of regulation or the power 
of licensing and we ought not to give it the power of auditing 
the books of the cooperative organizations. Why, friends, it 
seems to me that unless you give the cooperative marketing 
beard those powers you might just as well not pass Title I of 
the bill at aH, for without these powers the cooperatives would 
remain in the same position as they are to-day. 

Now, what is the main difficulty In a great many places in 
getting cooperatives established? It is this: A great many 
men, interested more in the kind of a job they can provide 
for themselves than in the welfare of the farmers, get busy to 
establish some cooperative and promptly vote great big salaries 
for themselves. That seems to be the most important thing 
they have to do, and they do not acquire the confidence of 
the producers. But even if that is not the case, even where 
they organize honestly, where they proceed to do business as 
well as they can, what is likely to happen? Oh, so many things 
can happen. Sometimes some member becomes disgruntled or dis- 
appointed and the trouble commences, In other cases some out- 
side force enters in and creates suspicion against the coopera- 
tive organization. Then what happens? It is not long before 
the members leave the organization and it is no longer effee- 
tive. It seems to me the strongest reason why there ought to 
be some sort of Federal license granted, is to create a feeling 
of confidence in their purposes and their methods of transact- 
ing business—some commendation, so to speak, of their work. 
If you are going fo do that, if you are going to put a Federal 
stamp of approval upon them, there is not anyone who will 
say that the Federal Government is not likewise under the 
solemn obligation to see to it that such cooperatives are con- 
ducted fairly and honestly. 

I do not believe there is anything you can do which will give 
the people of the country and the farmers of the Nation 
greater confidence in joining cooperative associations of vari- 


ous kinds than to have the word go out that there is a Federal 
agency or an organization consisting of men whom they them- 
selves select, that will at stated intervals audit their books 
or that can be called upon to find out whether they are solvent, 
to find out whether they are doing the square thing by their 
members, whether they are properly protecting the pool and 
things of that sort. Such a power as this will probably tend 
to destroy cooperatives existing chiefly to provide jobs for a 
chosen few but should greatly encourage, foster, and strengthen 
cooperatives of the right kind. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from North 
Dakota has expired. 

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Branp]. 

Mr. BRAND of Ohio. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
committee, I have been in the cooperative marketing work for 
10 years and I know its limitations under present conditions. 
I am for this bill, and it may be helpful. 

Ten years ago I was selling milk in the city of Columbus for 
5 cents a quart and the milk was being retailed at 8 cents a 
quart. About that time the dairymen within a radius of 50 
miles of Columbus were organized, and since that time their 
organizations have continued. To-day the dairymen are re- 
ceiving but 5 cents a quart for their milk and the milk is 
selling for 13 cents a quart. Ten years ago the spread for the 
dealers was 3 cents a quart; to-day the spread is 8 cents a 
quart. The dairymen are getting about the same for the milk that 
they did 10 years ago; the dealers are receiving for bottling 
and selling the milk nearly three times as much as they did 10 
years ago. In other words, the dairyman is receiving very 
much less per cent of the consumer's dollar in the milk business 
to-day than he was 10 years ago, although the organization 
of the dairymen is more perfect to-day than it ever has been, 
but it is not perfect enough to secure for the dairyman his fair 
share of the consumer's dollar. 

The question is, What is the matter? It can readily be seen 
that something is wrong by the result. The situation is this: 
Milk dealers are well organized throughout the United States. 
When you deal with one of them you are practically dealing 
with all of them. They are not all organized together under 
the law, but they work together outside of the law. 

As I said before, the dairymen were organized within 50 
miles of Columbus. That organization is not able to demand 
and secure a price for the milk that is a just per cent of the 
consumer’s dollar because the dealers are able to go outside 
of the territory covered by the organization and buy their milk. 
There is almost no limit to the distance the dealers can go for 
milk. If necessary, they can go from Ohio to Illinois, because 
the milk is Pasteurized and can easily be shipped in refrig- 
erator cars into Ohio, bottled, and turned out as fresh milk. 

Thus you see that it is necessary not only for farmers to 
cooperate within a State but within more than one State; in 
fact, if the buyers of milk work together throughout the 
Nation, then the producers of milk must do likewise throughout 
the Nation. 

Now we come to a very important matter. The objection to 
this bill on this floor has been that there has been provided a 
registration for every cooperative-marketing organization and 
that that organization will be under the supervision of a Govern- 
ment body and that their books and their proceedings and their 
records and their profits and their losses be open to inspection 
when they are so registered. It is very apparent that many 
Members on this floor do not realize the necessity for this. By 
this cooperative measure and by having the Capper-Volstead 
Act we have removed the cooperative organization from the - 
effect of the Sherman antitrust law, and now we are paving a 
way for the organization of producers probably with the inten- 
tion of having all of a product under control, and this provision 
in the bill of regulation is absolutely an essential provision if 
we desire to protect the consumers. 

You can realize under this law that while it may be impos- 
sible to get absolute control of wheat products, of milk prod- 
nets, or hog production or corn production, yet in many of the 
smaller items of produetion, such as raisins, prunes, apples, 
onions, tomatoes, cabbage, and sugar beets, it would be ab- 
solutely possible to secure an absolute control; and if there is 
no regulation, the organizations might be unfair with the 

blie. 

Pe When the Capper-Volstead law was enacted the farm organi- 
zations were relieved from the effects of the Sherman antitrust 
law; but such organizations were placed under the control of 
the Agricultural Department. 

I had the burden in Ohio of writing the first cooperative 
marketing law in the State, which was passed before the 
Capper-Volstend law was passed by Congress, and in that 
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law we had this very situation confront us; that is, while we 
wanted the farm organizations to be free from the antitrust 
law, so that the farmer could sell collectively, yet we did not 
want any opportunity offered for the cooperative to take adyan- 
tage of the consumers, and in the Ohio law we placed these 
cooperatives under the control and supervision of the public 
utilities commission of the State. : 

There are cooperatives who want a law passed that will 
have no control feature in it. But, to my mind, such a law is 
unhealthy, and in the end against the producers of farm prod- 
ucts in this country, because eventually, under such a law, 
there would be the cooperative marketing associations that 
would be taking advantage of the consumers, and this would 
bring about opposition to cooperation and opposition to the 
laws that have been passed favoring the farmers, and in the 
end would be detrimental to this effort among producers to 
ae a fair share, and a fair share only, of the consumer's 

oilar. 2 

I believe this measure before us will be beneficial in extend- 
ing cooperation, and I believe it is absolutely wise and essential 
to have regulation, and I do not agree with the gentlemen who 
object to the registration features. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ohio 
has expired. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, I do not know that this 
measure will work out as its authors predict, but being cogni- 
zant of the position of agriculture, I shall vote for this meas- 
ure, with the hope that its enactment will do something toward 
relieving the situation. Like the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. Voter], I feel that this legislation should be modified. 
Its purpose is to stimulate cooperative marketing among the 
farmers. There is no doubt that one of the solutions for the 
present agricultural depression lies in cooperative marketing, 
but such cooperation should be voluntary and not compulsory, 
as is contemplated in this measure. Judging from my col- 
league’s remarks he will offer suitable amendments along that 
line and I trust they will be adopted. 

Mr. Chairman, in my opening remarks I stated that one of 
the solutions for the present agricultural depression lies in 
cooperative marketing. Another solution will be found in a 
further substantial increase in the tariff on farm products. 
The gentieman from Texas [Mr. Htupsrrern] showed conclu- 
sively several days ago the need for a duty on hides. Those 
of you who heard him address the House last week will recall 
how he stated that the failtire of Congress to provide a suitable 
duty on hides had worked a great financial loss on the stock 
raisers of the country and had brought them to the brink of 
ruin. Mr. Hupsprera is a large cattle raiser and he knows 
whereof he speaks. If we had more practical men of his cali- 
ber in Congress, it would be better for all concerned. 

Mr. Chairman, what the gentleman from Texas said with 
regard to hides is equally true with reference to dairy and 
poultry products. A study into the situation of the dairymen 
of the country will bring one to the realization that they are in 
a bad way. Not only must they pay high wages for help and 
stiff prices for feedstuffs but they are forced to meet competi- 
tion from countries having cheap help and a depreciated cur- 
rency. A study of our foreign trade in dairy products during 
the past 35 years is quite interesting. In 1890 we exported in 
round figures 30,000,000 pounds of butter. Ten years later 
these figures had shrunk one-third, with a further gradual de- 
cline until 1920 when we commenced to import butter, and dur- 
ing the year 1924 we imported about 20,000,000 pounds, a dif- 
ference of 50,000,000 pounds since 1890. 

Mr. Chairman, if the dairy cow is to survive we must have a 
further increase in the duty on foreign-made butter. The pres- 
ent rate is not sufficient, and the same holds true with eggs. 
Let me say parenthetically that we imported last year nearly 
$6,000,000 worth of eggs in one form or another. Early in the 
life of this Congress I introduced a bill to increase the duty 
on butter from the present rate of 8 cents per pound to 20 
cents per pound and the duty on eggs from 8 cents per dozen 
to 15 cents. I have not been able to get consideration for this 
bill from the Committee on Ways and Means, but the chair- 
man of the committee has assured me that the revision of the 
tariff will receive consideration early in the Sixty-ninth Con- 
gress. x 

Mr. Chairman, parlor economists may tell us that there is 
no justification for a protective tariff, but they can not make 
the American farmer, laborer, and manufacturer believe that. 
They know that the greatest development, prosperity, and hap- 
piness have always been had under a protective tariff, and their 
shouts of robber tariff and other forms of smoke screens fall 
on deaf ears. Give the American farmer adequate protection 
so that he will not be compelled to meet the deadly competition 


of cheap labor paid with worthless currency, and he will rise 
and call us blessed. Then and only then will snch legislation 
as we are called upon to-day to consider be really of help to 
our farmers. 

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. KVALE]. 

Mr. KVALE. Mr. Chairman, I say about the same as my 
colleague from Minnesota [Mr. Knutson], who has just taken 
his seat. I expect to vote for this bill because the committee 
refuses to give me something better to vote for, and in the 
hope that it will accomplish something for the farmers of the 
Northwest, I have been hoping and hoping during these two 
sessions of Congress that I might be able to vote for some real 
measure of relief for the farmers. The great advertising we 
had about the Presidents commission and the report of the 
conferences and meetings that have been held and all that we 
have read in the newspapers led me to believe that we would 
have some real measure of relief. I would say that the condi- 
tions obtaining in the Northwest as to agriculture are prac- 
tically the same as they have been for several years. The 
prices we are now getting for grain do not help the farmer 
very much, because nearly all the farmers had to sell their 
grain before the price was raised. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KVALE. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. KNUTSON, Is it not a fact that the farmers sold their 
grain under the advice of the Farm-Labor candidates? 

Mr. KVALE. Oh, no; the gentleman is incorrect about that. 
They sold the grain beeause they were forced to do so, irre- 
spective of what the Farm-Labor or the Republican candidates 
had to say about it—forced to sell in order to meet interest 
payments and pay their store bills. 

When I read this bill, and I have read it, I am reminded of 
the saying by the the sage of old, “ The mountain was in travail 
and brought forth a mouse.” I am going to vote to prolong 
the life of that mouse in the hope that it may accomplish some- 
thing good. Perhaps in time it might gnaw to pieces the rope 
that keeps the lion bound. [Laughter and applause.] 

Mr. CHINDBLOM,. Ilas the gentleman himself any measure 
to. propose that will give real relief? 

Mr. KVALE. The gentleman knows there are measures be- 
fore this House that would accomplish something in the matter 
of relief. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Name them. 

Mr. KVALE. I do not need to bring in any measure. There 
are bills now in great numbers before the Agricultural Com- 
mittee that would accomplish it in my estimation and relieye 
the farmer, and yet the Agricultural Committee refuses to 
report out those bills. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Let us have the gentleman's own ideas 
as to what will bring relief. 

Mr. KVALE. I do not claim to be an expert, bnt if the gen- 
tleman would give me time I could tell him. ‘There is, for 
instance, the Norris-Sinclair bill, and other bills that would 
accomplish something really worth while. Give us a reduction 
of the tariff. give us some of the other relief measures which 
ought to be brought out here and that would do something for 
the farmer. Reduce the freight rates on agricultural products, 
and let us have lower interest rates. There is nothing in this 
except words, words, words, and yet I am going to vote for 
those words. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KVALE. While I vote for the bill I feel that in the 
words of the cartoonist it does not mean anything. 

Mr. KNUTSON. The gentleman speaks of reducing the 
tariff as one of the things that would give relief? 

Mr. KVALE. On the manufactured products of the East. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Will the gentleman vote for reducing the 
tariff on butter? 

Mr. KVALE. Oh, I have gone before the Tariff Commission 
and with others asked for an increase of the tariff on butter, 
but so far without results. I speak of reducing the tariff on 
manufactured prodnets whereby they are robbing the farmers 
of the Northwest, and the gentleman knows it. [Applause.! 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Chairman, I ask how much time have I 
remaining? 

The CHAIRMAN. Twenty minutes. 

Mr. ASWELL. How much on the other side? 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘Twenty-nine minutes. 

Mr. PURNELL. I think we will have only one more speech. 

Mr. ASWELL. I yield 20 minutes to the gentleman from 


Kentucky [Mr. KINCHELOE]. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I think we ought to hare a 
qnorum here to hear him, and I make the point of order there 
is no quorum present. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will count. [After counting.] 
One hundred and three Members are present, a quorum. 

Mr. KINCHELORB. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee [applause], to me it was rather amusing this morning 
when the political end of this discussion was touched by the 
gentleman from Kansas, who admits that he is the political 
watchdog of the White House on the floor of this House, when 
he seemed to be very much disturbed because there has been 
some politics interjected into this debate. Why, this Agricul- 
tural Commission of the President of the United States was 
born and conceived in politics. [Applause.] In his speech in 
response to his notification of nomination he notified the agri- 
cultural interests of the country that he proposed to appoint 
an agricultural commission to make an accurate and scientific 
study of the agricultural problems of this country, I am sure 
that when the President made that in his speech of notifica- 
tion he had no polities in it, of course. There was no politi- 
cal atmosphere surrounding it. Of course there was nobody 
fooled in it. Everybody knows he did it for the purpose of 
catering to the agricultural vote of this country. The party 
on this side of the aisle was not responsible for the birth of 
that commission. And then he said he was not going to ap- 
point them until after election, which he did not do. 

After he was elected he carried out the political promise 
he made, and made for the purpose of getting votes by the 
appointment of this commission. We are not responsible for 
the appointment of the commission. They were appointed and 
came here, and after a brief session and little deliberation 
made a report, which the President indorses in toto. They 
drafted this bill in a hurry and brought it in with the in- 
tention of putting it upon its passage yesterday. Notwith- 
standing the minority of the committee asked permission of 
the Agricultural Committee, which was granted, none of us, 
even the majority, saw report until now. That is the reason 
there is no minority report on this bill. There is not a man 
on the floor of this House who is more in favor of cooperative 
markets than I. I believe that is the final salvation of the 
farmers of this country if conducted in the proper way. But 
what is in this bill? They create a commission here of five 
men, at a salary of $10,000, to be appointed by the President 
of the United States. The original men upon this commis- 
sion will not be appointed upon the recommendation of the 
cooperative marketing associations of this country. The time 
of two expires in one year, two of them in four years, and one 
of them in six years. In other words, this partisan commission 
that the President can appoint will have a majority for four 
years. Now, what do they propose to do? The chairman of 
this committee [Mr. Havern] this morning talked of the 
thousands of telegrams pouring into this Capitol protesting 
against this bill. Is that not a striking thing? I challenge 
the oldest Members of this House if you ever before saw a 
bill come in before this Congress that had for its purpose 
the assisting of certain organizations which all of them are 
agninst? 

I challenge a member of this committee now to show me any- 
body that represents a cooperative association that indorses 
this bill except Mr. Merritt, a member of the commission, and 
Mr. Bradfute, both members of the President's commission. 
On the other hand, every great, growing, progressive, pros- 
perous cooperative marketing association in America is against 
this bill and has said so in their resolutions. I shall insert 
them later. The National Council of Farmers’ Cooperative 
Marketing Associations, representing 620,000 farmers and rep- 
resenting practically every agricultural product that is raised 
in this country, is against this bill. They represent 30 of the 
big cooperative associations. That organization met here on 
the 8th day of January, 1925, and drafted a resolution I want 
to read you one section of. They say: 


We believe that cooperative marketing associations should be organ- 
ized by the farmers and owned and controlled by them; and in proof 
of their ability to intelligently and successfully manage their own 
business, when properly organized along lines of sound commodity 
cooperation, we call attention to the fact that there has been a smaller 
percentage of failures among cooperative organizations bronght into 
existence in recent years than has been shown in any other business 
activity in the life of our country. * * * We hold ourselves always 
open to governmental inspection of methods and operation. We have 
nothing now to ask from the Government except a sympathetic, under- 
standing administration of the laws and the regulations which are 
already in force for the assistance and supervision of cooperative mar- 
keting associations. 


Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. KINCHELOE. Yes. 
Mr. CARTER. Who is that from? 


Mr. KINCHELOB. That is from the National Council of 
the Farmers’ Cooperative Marketing Association, in their reso- 
lutions passed on the 8th day of January here in Washington? 

Mr. CARTER. This year? 

Mr. KINCHELOD, .Yes; this year. 

Next comes Mr. Holman, who testified before our committee, 
He is the secretary of the National Board of Farmers’ Organi- 
zations. He mentions 25 of them, One of them is the National 
Cooperative Milk Producers’ Association, doing a business of 
$400,000,009 last year. That is only one cooperative organiza- 
tion out of 25 of his organization that is against this bill. 
They are all against it; every man who came before us except 
the two that I bave mentioned, who are members of the com- 
mission, are against this bill. Here is Mr. A. Sykes, of Ida 
Grove, lowa, vice president National Livestock Producers’ Asso- 
ciation, Here is what he says: 


I represent a number of marketing agencies: and farm organizations. 
I am vice president of the National Livestock Producers’ Association 
and their legislative representative. I am president of the Chicago 
Producers“ Commission Association, which is a cooperative marketing 
organization. I am also president of the Corn Belt Meat Producers“ 
Association, which is a farmers’ livestock organization of the Middle 
West. These organizations represent, roughly speaking, I should say, 
300,000 livestock farmers in the Middle West or the Mississippi Valley. 
Our membership is located in lowa, Illinois, Indiana, Missouri, and 
States adjoining, 


Then further on he says: 

We would have to protest against Government supervision anything 
more than is extended to us at the present time through the packers 
and stockyards administration. We believe that we are properly super- 
vised by a department which is closer in touch with the livestock in- 
dustry than a board of this kind would be. 


Mr. John D. Brown, of Monon, Ind., representing the Indiana 
Farm Burean, said: 


I want to say to begin with that the Indiana Farm Bureau is pro- 
moting a wheat marketing association which is connected with Mr. 
Sapiro's organization, or the ones he is representing, and it is op- 
posed to any legislation during this session pertaining to cooperative 
marketing. That is the viewpoint of the Indiana Farm Bureau, and 
anything that I may say along that line other than that will be ex- 
pressing my individual views from the experience I bave had in a 
general way. 


Now, in the face of these thousands of farmers and these 
hundreds of cooperative marketing ms protesting, with 
nobody on the other side coming before the Committee on Agri- 
culture except these two Members on behalf of this bill, do you 
think there is any sentiment in this country in behalf of this 
bill? Now, let’s look at this bill briefly and see what it 
contains, 

On page 6, subsection (b), section 21, here is an innocent- 
looking thing about this bill. Subsection (b) provides: 


To provide for (but not require) the registration of associations 
(hereafter referred to as “ registered associations") as members of the 
Federal cooperative market system and to provide for the suspension 
and revocation of their registration in accordance with the provisions 
of sections 22, 23, and 24. 


There is nothing compulsory in the cooperative marketing 
associations registered, but after they register what will happen 
to them under the powers of this board? What has the board 
got to give in the way of governmental assistance to induce any 
cooperative marketing association to come into this system? 
After they come in, after they once stick their heads in this 
Federal halter which is provided in this bill, then what will 
they have to submit to? Here is what it provides in the next 
section, after they come in and register: 

To provide for the examination of any registered association and to 
audit upon the request of such association its accounts, such audit to 
be taken with or without cost, In the discretion of the board; to 
acquire froin each registered association, not oftener than twice in any 
fiscal year, a sworn statement in respect to the financial condition of 
such association. 


After they get in, this provides and gives the board plenary 
power to go and “piroute” around into the records and ex- 
amine into every cooperative marketing association registered 
under this bill. This examination can be made by this board 
over the protest of every member of the corporation. So, they 
have the right to examine whether the association wants them 
to or not. But how can they make an examination except 


some Federal officer is sent out from the Capital of the Nation 
who will walk into one of these cooperative marketing associa- 
tion establishments and say, “I have come to examine you.” 
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Why, gentlemen, you would think from what you hear here 
that cooperative associations needed a guardian to manage their 
business. They are, in fact, some of the smartest men in the 
United States. The Burley Tobacco Association, for example, 
is one of those that are mentioned here. It has 170,000 mem- 
bers. You should remember that there are 53 grades of Burley 
tobacco, and there are 10 or 12 grades of cotton. You take one 
of these associations with 53 grades of tobacco and 10 grades 
of cotton to deal with and you will find that they have the 
best bookkeepers in the world keeping the books of these asso- 
ciations. Would it not be encouraging to these associations to 
have some little expert from Washington to be sent down to 
them and say, “I have come down to examine the associa- 
tion”? If they protest he would say, “ We will fine you $100 
a day.“ Would he not be a fine fellow to pry into the business 
of the Burley Tobacco Association, with 53 grades of tobacco, 
and cotton associations with 10 grades of cotton, and tell them 
how to manage their business? 

Gentlemen, you can see the folly of such a thing, and yet it 
can and will happen, if this bill is enacted into law and these 
cooperatives register—why enlarge Federal control again and 
create this jealousy between the cooperatives that stay out and 
those that go in—are not they all entitled to the same treat- 
ment? 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. What is the attitude of the Bur- 
ley Tobacco Association toward this bill? 

Mr. KINCHELOE, They are against it. [Applause.] The 
Cotton Association is against it, the Milk Producers’ Association 
is against it, and the wheat growers are against it. [Applause.] 
As I say, there is nobody for this bill who represents the co- 
operative associations except the two members appointed on the 
President’s commission. 

Now, they come in and examine and, under subsection (c), 
they have that right. The bill provides a method of arbitra- 
tion and a method for the settlement of disputes. After they 
have ounce registered and get in, if there is any dispute be- 
tween two cooperative associations or any of the members 
thereof, which have registered under the provisions of this bill, 
they then have to submit their differences to this board for 
settlement. This board is given the right under the provisions 
of the bill to make its award, and even though such an award 
should not suit the representatives or members of the associa- 
tions in dispute, the provisions of this bill require that such 
associations and its members must abide by the award. We 
tried to amend this bill by giving them recourse to the courts. 
But whenever they stick their heads, as I say, into this Federal 
halter by registering and any dispute should arise, then they 
must abide by the award of the board, and they have no appeal 
in the world, even to the courts of the land. That is what they 
propose to do here. This is a fine incentive to cooperative 
marketing. 

Mr. HUDSPERTH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Yes. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Who are these two little fellows that ap- 
peared for the cooperatives and indorsed this bill? Whom do 
they represent? 

Hoy e The gentleman means those who are for 
this bill? 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Yes. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. They were Mr. Merritt and Mr. Brad- 
fute. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Whom do they represent? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Merritt represents the Grape Grow- 
ers’ Association out in California, that is sending them up into 
New York. You know there is a great demand for them there 
since the Volstead Act. He is one of them. And Mr. Bradfute 
is one of the head men of the Wheat Growers’ Association. I 
am not trying to cast any aspersions on the personnel of this 
commission, because I do not know anything about it. 

Mr. BARBOUR. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KINCHELOEH. Yes. 

Mr. BARBOUR. I will say to the gentleman that Mr. Mer- 
ritt is one of the best informed men in the country on the sub- 
ject of cooperative marketing associations. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. I have no doubt about that, and no 
doubt under the Volstead Act he is getting more money out of 
his grapes than anybody is getting out of any other com- 
modity in the United States. 

Mr. BARBOUR. I will say to the gentleman that Mr, Mer- 
ritt is not handling that brand of grapes. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Now, then, there is another privilege 
after you register. After they register they have got to agree 


to submit to all of this, and they have got to agree to let them 
examine them whenever they want to, and they have got to 
agree that they will abide by the decisions. But here is the 


splendid thing they are going to get in return for coming under 
this Federal control. Section 25 provides that each registered 
association may use the word “ Federal,” and to put on their 
stationery the words, “ Member of Federal Cooperative Market- 
ing Association.” That is going to help its members market 
their crops and get a splendid price for them. It seems to me 
that to many Members of this House the word Federal is 
more fascinating, more enticing, more seductive, more charm- 
ing, and more alluring than the smile of a fairy. 

Now, those who do come and register will find that rivalry 
and friction will be immediately set up between them. There 
will be rivalry and friction between those who come in and 
those who stay out, those who do not want the arm of the 
Federal Government extended to them. You are not only 
going to create friction at once but you are going to have 
this Federal board hamstringing those who stay out at every 
opportunity and penalizing them in every way in order to 
force them to come in under the Federal control of this act. 
Is that the thing to do? j 

The cooperative marketing association, gentlemen—an I 
think I know something about it—is a voluntary association. 
It is organized for the common good, you know, and to pool 
enough of the products to control the market. It is a yolun- 
tary affair. Then every man who goes in has an equal vote 
in the selection of his directors, and those directors elect 
the officers. It is on a scientifie business basis. 

Now, gentlemen, do you know that only 15 per cent of the 
cooperative associations of this country fail and that 85 per 
cent of all other businesses fail? Yet they say these coopera- 
tive associations need a guardian to protect them and that you 
need all of these Federal inspectors over the country to teil 
them how to conduct their business, 

Mr. PURNELL. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, KINCHELOE. For a brief question; yes. 

Mr. PURNELL. How will the board penalize a cooperative 
organization which does not come in? £ 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Every time they can get a chance they 
will put the gaff to them to make them come in in order that 
they may have more power. That is the most natural thing 
for the Federal board to do. rá 

Mr. PURNELL. What authority have they to put the gaff 
to them? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. I want a cooperative bill, but I believe 
that under tie terms of this bill—— 

Mr. PURNELL. What authority have they under this bill 
to put the gaff to anybody who will not come in? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. I would like to yield to the gentleman, 
but I have not the time. I believe this bill will destroy the 
harmony and good will existing among the cooperatives of this 
country. 

Mr. Tenny, the assistant chief of the Bureau of Agricultural 
Economies of the Department of Agriculture, appeared before 
the committee. I want to draw your attention to one question 
I asked him. He made a wonderful statement before the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture as to what the Bureau of Economics in 
the Department of Agriculture was doing for the development 
of cooperative associations in this country. It was a revela- 
tion to me what they have been able to do with the small ap- 
priation they have. I said, in substance, “ Mr. Tenny, can not 
the Bureau of Agricultural Economics of the Department of 
Agriculture, which is already organized, perform the same 
seryices for the cooperative associations of this country as 
this board?“ And he said, “Yes; if we had more money we 
could do it; but if it was necessary to go out aud solicit people 
to join, we could not do that.” 

This goes to show what is to be the purpose of the Agricul- 
tural Department with Mr. Jardine, who is going to be the 
Secretary of Agriculture. It will be their purpose to have men 
out soliciting organizations to join, and, of course, they will 
knock the independent associations that do not come in when- 
ever they have a chance to do it. 

What I want to see done is to do away with the registering 
provision of this bill and to take the powers away from this 


‘| board that are given them here and put it in the Agricultural 


Department; but if you are bound to haye this board, let us 
have a board that will go out without any power or control 
over any cooperatives, and say to these cooperative asso- 
ciations, “ We come here to help you; we want to advise with 
you; we want to encourage you and give you any information 
and help we can.” But you propose by this bill to raise a 
barrier between those who come in and register and those who 
decline to come in because they do not want any governmental 
regulation, 

Mr. BRIGGS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Yes. 
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Mr. BRIGGS. Would not the inevitable effect of that situa- 
tion, although this is voluntary, be to compel the others who 
do not want to come in to enter the same system? 

Mr, KINCHELOD. Absolutely. They will penalize them in 
every way they can in order to have them join. 

Mr. BRIGGS. Is it not also true that all the cooperative 
associations have requested is that they be let alone? 

Mr. KINCHELOB. Yes; and I hope when we get under the 
five-minute rule we will knock the teeth out of this bill, so far 
as Federal control is concerned, and pass no legislation per- 
taining to cooperatives except legislation that will aid, encour- 
age, give advice and information, with no Federal coercion of 
any kind whatever. 

_ The following farm organizations have appeared before the 
Agricultural Committee through their representatives and pro- 
tested against the passage of this bill: 

The National Council of Farmers’ Cooperative Marketing 
Associations, which is composed of the following members: 


Arkansas Cotton Growers Cooperative Association, Little Rock, Ark. 

Arkansas Rice Growers Cooperative Association, Stuttgart, Ark. 

Atlantic Coast Poultry Producers Association, New York, N. Y. 

Broomcorn Growers Cooperative Association, Oklahoma City, Okla. 

Burley Tobacco Growers Cooperative Association, Lexington, Ky. 

California Prune and Apricot Growers Association, San Jose, Calif. 

California Peach and Fig Growers Association, Fresno, Calif. 

Connecticut Valley Tobacco Association, Hartford, Conn. 

Dark Tobacco Growers Cooperative Association, Hopkinsville, Ky. 

Egyptian Seed Growers Exchange, Flora, III. 

Georgia Cotton Growers Cooperative Association, Atlanta, Ga. 

Georgia Peanut Growers Cooperative Association, Albany, Ga. 

Illinois Fruit Exchange, Centralia, III. 

Indiana Wheat Growers Association, Indianapolis, Ind. 

Maine Potato Growers Exchange, Caribou, Me. 

Mid-West Dairymen's Co., Chicago, III. 

North Carolina Cotton Growers Cooperative Association, Raleigh, 
N. 

National Pecan Growers Exchange, Albany, Ga. 

Oklahoma Cotton Growers Association, Oklahoma City, Okla. 

Oklahoma Wheat Growers Association, Enid, Okla. 

Pacific Cooperative Wool Growers, Portland, Oreg. 

Pacifc Beg Producers (Inc.), New York, N. X. 

Poultry Producers of Central California, San Francisco, Calif. 

Poultry Producers of Southern California, Los Angeles, Calif. 

South Carolina Cotton Growers Cooperative Association, Columbia, 
B.S 

Sowega Melon Growers Exchange, Adel, Ga. 

Tennessee Cotton Growers Association, Memphis, Tenn. 

Texas Farm Bureau Cotton Association, Dallas, Tex. 

Texas Wheat Growers Association, Amarillo, Tex. 

Tobacco Growers Cooperative Association, Richmond, Va. 


National Board of Farm Organizations, which is composed of 
the following members: 

Member organizations: Berrien County (Mich.) Milk Producers’ As- 
sociation; Connecticut Milk Producers’ Association; Cooperative Pure 
Milk Association of Cincinnati; Dairymen's Cooperative Sales Co.; 
Dairymen's League Cooperative Association (Inc.); Des Moines Co- 
operative Dairy Marketing Association; Farmers“ Milk Producers’ As- 
sociation of Richmond, Va.; Inter-State Milk Producers’ Association; 
Iowa Cooperative Creamery Secretaries’ and Managers’ Association ; 
Kentucky and Indiana Dairies’ Co.: Maryland State Dairymen's Asso- 
ciation; Maryland and Virginia Milk Producers’ Association; Michigan 
MUk Producers’ Association; Milk Producers’ Association, Chicago Dis- 
trict; Milk Producers’ Association of Summit County and Vicinity: 
Milk Producers!“ Association of Central California; Milwaukee Milk 
Producers’ Association; Minnesota Cooperative Creameries Associa- 
tion (Inc.); New England Milk Producers’ Association; Northwestern 
(Ohio) Cooperative Sales Co.; Ohio Farmers’ Cooperative Milk Asso- 
ciation; San Diego County (Callf.) Milk Producers’ Association ; South- 
ern Illinois Milk Producers’ Association; St. Joseph (Mo.) Milk Pro- 
ducers’ Association; Twin City Milk Producers’ Association; Twin 
Ports Dairy Association; United Dairy Association of Washington; 
Wisconsin Cheese Producers’ Federation. 


You can thus see from the above the number of reputable 
cooperative marketing associations that are protesting against 
this bill. In addition to these, as heretofore stated, are the 
National Live Stock Producers’ Association, represented by Mr. 
A. Sykes, of Iowa, and the Indiana Farm Bureau, represented 
by Mr. John D. Brown, of Indiana. These great organizations 
not only are acquainted with the contents of this bill, but 
they are thoroughly acquainted with the principles of coopera- 
tive marketing, and do not come here, throngh their representa- 
tives, blindly protesting against this bill, but are protesting 
because they are thoroughly convinced that it will, if enacted 


into law, materially injure, if not destroy, the great coopera- 
tive marketing associations throughout the country. 

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr, TINCHER]. 

Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, more than a year ago there was introduced in the 
House the Capper-Williams bill. This bill went further than 
the bill we are considering to-day in the regulation of coopera- 
tive marketing. Then there was introduced and we had hear- 
ings on a bill known as the Curtis-Aswell bill. This bill set 
up quite a lot of machinery for the regulation and assistance 
of cooperative marketing. I was on the committee at that time 
and studied both bills and listened to the hearings and just 
before Congress adjourned last spring, in crder that my associ- 
ates on the committee, and some others, might have the benefit 
of what little study I had made, introduced a bill on the 7th 
of June on cooperating marketing, and like any other Member 
of Congress, would have liked it if the President's commission 
had adopted my bill and had been satisfied with the bill which 
I had introduced. But they were not. It did not go as far as 
this bill. It came nearer being in accord with the speech made 
by the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. RKINCHELOE], wno has 
just left the floor than with this bill. I did not go very far into 
the cooperative marketing end of it. 

However, in the hearings on the report of the Agricultural 
Commission I found that there were some things I did not 
know when I introduced the bill. 

In order for cooperative marketing to be a success, there 
must be national eicouragement. For instance, take potatoes, 
the little associa’son in Colorado and the similar association 
in Michigan mist not work at cross-purposes with one an- 
other. There must be some national encouragement. 

Personally, while the commission did not adopt my pet, T 
believe their report is better than the bill I introduced. Not 
only that, but I am just as sure as I live that there was not. 
any politics in the introduction of their report. Whatever may 
have prompted the President in naming an agricultural com- 
mission, whether it was to satisfy the demand of the people 
or whether it was to try to help agriculture, we had not had a 
very successful term of Congress with reference to farm legisla- 
tion. Congress had failed to get together in the Sixty-eighth 
Congress. 

Mr. WEFALD. Why did we not have a successful Congress? 
You Republicans controlled it. : 

Mr. TINCHER. I did not yield to you, but I will tell you 
why. Because the Republicans did not control. We had too 
many men here who were against everything and never stood 
for anything, and you are one of them. I do not yield. 

It may be that the President was prompted somewhat to an- 
nounce he would assemble a commission to do the best they 
could for the farmers after the election by such things as we 
have seen occur on the floor of this House. It may be that 
there was an element going around the country condemning 
him falsely for his attitude toward agriculture, and maybe he 
thought he ought to meet that before election. We will have 
to say this, if that was his idea, he was very successful in the 
election, even in the great Northwest. [Applause.] 

But I repeat that I do not believe any man who thinks any- 
thing of his own reputation can successfully or will honestly 
say that the commission that reported for the President re- 
ported in the interest of any political party, or that they meant 
their report to be construed as a political report or that they 
had any politics in mind in making the report. 

I do not believe the Committee on Agriculture of the House 
was playing politics when it reported this bill. Of course, I 
can not tell you what happened in the committee, but if they 
had been playing politics there would have been some awful 
traitors to a certain party that used to be a great party, be- 
cause we were only reminded once every few minutes about 
that, and if there was any polities in it, it was when my dis- 
tinguished friend from Kentucky used to take a witness in 
charge, and it was then, and only then, that we were reminded 
that there was politics in it. 

I believe that the average member of the committee has 
tried to work out a bill that would be for the best interests of 
agriculture. It is true that it does not cure everything. In 
reference to the remarks of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Jones}, I do not know but the biggest cooperative livestock 
organization in the United States, with commission houses in 
ali the leading markets, commission houses in Kansas City 
and Chicago that are second, if not first, in all thé business 
transacted, was here through the local representative, and 
through the head, and ex-head of that organization, and testi- 
fied before our committee, and said that it would help the 
livestock cooperatives, 
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Mr. HUDSPETH. Does the gentleman refer to the Texas 
Southwest Cooperative Association? 

Mr. TINCHER. They are producers, and I refer to Mr. Sykes 
and Mr. Brown, who are the heads of the biggest organization 
of its kind in the United States, doing the second largest busit 
ness in Kansas City, first in Chicago, first in Cleveland, with 
18 commission houses, and the heads of that organization came 
here and testified for this. They represent more people in the 
livestock business, in the cooperative business, than any such 
organization in the United States. You take the people in Kan- 
sas and in Texas, the trouble is that we are not in cooperative 
associations. We ought to get together; there ought to be 
encouragement to get together. We do not do that, but work 
against one another. 

Mr. WATKINS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TINCHER. Yes. P 

Mr. WATKINS. Do I understand that the Kansas wheat 
growers are against this bill? 

Mr. TINCHER. Well, there are some that had a five-year 
contract with the officers who get a good salary, and they are 
against it. I do not know whether the farmers who are suing 
them or being sued by them are against this or not, That is a 
Shapiro organization. It is financed successfully by paying 
Shapiro big fees. They have need of encouragement. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TINCHER. Yes. 

Mr. McKEOWN. As I understand, there is nothing in the 
bill that makes it compulsory on a cooperative association to 
come in. Suppose they do favor it, they do not have to 
come in? 

Mr. TINCHER. No. 

Mr. McKEOWN. They can stay out, and what is the advan- 
tage to them? 

Mr. TINCHER. The advantage is to the man who comes in. 

Mr. McKEOWN. What is the inducement to have them come 
in? 

Mr. TINCHER. Well, the gentleman can read the bill. The 
idea is to have cooperative associations cooperate together. 
The testimony before the committee made it plain that they 
were destroying one another. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TINCHER. Yes. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. The gentleman is interested in livestock 
and represents a livestock district. Since we had the McNary- 
Haugen bill the price of wheat has advanced, but the price of 
livestock has not advanced. Now, what have you done? Mr. 
Bixby, chairman of the livestock association, appeared before 
you and made certain recommendations. What have you done 
for them? 

Mr. TINCHER. I will say that the special aid to livestock 
is not in this bill. The gentleman ought to know it because 
he is a livestock man. We have amended the intermediate 
bank law, attempted to reduce the freight, and the President 
has had on the en route now the head of the Farm Loan Board, 
a man from the War Finance Corporation, and the interme- 
diate credit bank authority, helping these fellows—and I do 
not mean that everything in the report is in here. This is the 
fourth law that Congress has attempted to pass, 

Mr. HUDSPETH. What has become of the bill to place a 
duty on hides to help livestock? 

Mr. TINCHER, The gentleman knows how I feel about it. 
We hope between now and the next Congress that you will 
get a few on your side, and I will try and get some of our folks 
yonder, and we will try and put it over. We know that we 
could not pass it now. Now, it has been stated here that Mr. 
Hearst, of Iowa, is against this bill. I tried to get Mr. Hearst 
to say whether he was against it or not, and he would not say 
he was against it and he would not say he was unfriendly to it. 
He got out on the McNary-Haugen bill and thought that was 
the only thing that would help. That is a different thing from 
saying that Mr. Hearst, of Iowa, was here against the bill. 
Now, the only argument that the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Jones] made against the bill, outside of his speech, was m 
reference to arbitration—that the cooperatives should not be 
required to agree, when they entered into the Federal associa- 
tion, to arbitrate. 

The claim the gentleman makes, I assume, is due to inexperi- 
ence and lack of knowledge on these subjects. That would be an 
advantage to the cooperatives. That would be more advantage 
to them, such as the membership in a board of trade or grain 
exchange, than any other one thing, in that it is an advantage 
to the cooperatives to haye an agreement that will arbitrate 
their differences instead of being sued away off from home. 
That will be one reason why the cooperative associations will 
apply for the designation of a Federal cooperative association, 


That will encourage them to come in instead of discouraging 
them. I base that on my knowledge of the advantage it is 
to the man who owns a membership in an exchange or board 
of trade to have the benefit of arbitration, and that will not 
keep anyone out. 

Mr. JONES. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TINCHER. I will yield to the gentleman just like the 
gentleman yielded to me. It will not keep anyone out. If it 
should, they will not be damaged. I can not help but think 
there is another reason saye the fear of not doing the farmer 
any good that is behind about 90 per cent of the opposition to 
this bill. I can not help but think that, and I base that on 
the fact that a speech was made here denouncing the com- 
mission’s report when they had not even read it and did not 
understand it. I base that on the fact that they come here in 
a partisan way and fight the adoption of a rule to give con- 
sideration to a bill, and then I base that on the fact that cer- 
tain men on the committee, capable of understanding agri- 
cultural questions, fight it, fight a bill, but do not point out 
any reason in the world for fighting it, except it is just a 
hobby of some one. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman has again 
expired. 

Mr. PURNELL. I yield the gentleman two additional 
minutes. 

Mr. FULMER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TINCHER. I do. 

Mr. FULMER. Just to keep the record straight in that con- 
nection, Mr. Sykes 

Mr. TIN CHER. I have only a few minutes. 

Mr. FULMER. Appeared before the committee and I asked 
him this question: 


Mr. Sykes, as I understand you, you will accept this piece of legis- 
lation, but you are not getting what you have been fighting for for 
the last three or four years? 

Mr. Syxes. I certainly would accept it; yes, sir; but it is not what 
we have been fighting for. 


Mr. TINCHER, Certainly. He is for the adoption of the 
Haugen-MeNary bill, and thinks that is the only thing that 
will cure the eyil. But he is supporting this bill, and he is 
at the head of the biggest livestock cooperative association not 
only in the United States but in the world; handles more liye- 
stock on a cooperative basis than any man in the world. Well, 
it has been said there were no cooperatives here for the bill. 
Now, does a clerk who sits at a desk and has a cooperative 
letterhead and writes Congress while it is considering a bill 
he writes a letter and says, Do not vote for it ’—does he fairiy 
represent the 12,000 farmers who are members of that associa- 
tion? Are you going to turn down a man like ‘the head of 
the Farm Bureau, a man like the head of the biggest live- 
stock cooperative association in the world simply because 
will tell you one cooperative association that testified against 
this bill, the one cooperative that has objected to this bill, 
and that is the tobacco cooperatives. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. PURNELL. I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. CLARKE]. [Applause.] 

Mr. CLARKE of New York. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen 
of the House, my first plea on the floor of this House was for 
“equality for agriculture,” as it is my last. I believe the 
record of the Jast four years of Congress is a record of steps 
toward giving that equality to agriculture that is its due: (1) 
The Capper-Voistead Act, giving our cooperatives the right to 
orderly assemble and orderly market their production entering 
interstate business; (2) the filled-milk bill, that stopped the 
interstate shipment of a bogus, bunko, fraudulent, nonnutri- 
tious skimmed milk mixed with vegetable oils unfairly com- 
peting with our wholesome whole-milk products. I believe 
to-day agriculture, by and large, is finding itself handicapped 
in many ways. The great protective system, that not alone 
includes the protective tariff, but as well includes gentlemen's 
agreements, meetings around the table, price-fixing understand- 
ings as to what the farmer has to buy, legislation by State 
and Nation, and many other handicaps, haye imposed an un- 
fair handicap upon agricuiture, and that there is no equality 
for agriculture to-day; therefore, in order to meet this un- 
fair handicap, there is but one answer—cooperatives and more 
cooperatives. I do not believe this bill is a panacea, a cure-all, 
for agriculture; but I feel this, that in the closing hours of this 
Congress we can not fail to heed the recommendations of 
the President’s conference that wants to do something for 
agriculture. As I say, this bill will not cure every ill in the 
world of agriculture, but we can not allow the farmer to con- 
tinue to meet these great protective schemes which emanate 
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in one line and another and not give to the cooperatives the 
chance of fighting the devil with some of his own fire. Now, 
my friends, what is the good, if you will excuse the rude term, 
of bellyaching about things? 

If you do not come here with something constructive to 
offer in opposition to this bill, then I have no patience with 
you. If you want to kill this bill, that is your responsibility, 
not mine. I can return to my farmer friends conscious of hay- 
ing done my best for them by backing the President and his 
conference. 

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CLARKE of New York. I would be glad to yield to the 
gentleman, but have too little time. 

Gentlemen, we should look back upon the farmers’ condi- 
_ tion in the old days and take into consideration that condi- 
tion besides the things I have mentioned as existing at the 
present moment. There are things that stand out in my 
memory recalling the condition of the farmer 30 years ago, in 
the time of my grandfather. At the end of the year my grand- 
father used to make it a practice to watch the New York 
Tribune to find out the time at which the price of butter was 
best, and when that time arrived he took his firkins and his 
tubs of butter from the cellar and brought them up, loaded 
them on the wagon, droye to the railroad switch miles away, 
and shipped to market; from the moment he placed that but- 
ter on the train until he got the returns he was at the mercy 
of the commission men. When my granddad opened the letter 
containing the returns from that shipment he was in fear and 
trembling. What he prayed for was that the returns from the 
butter would be enough to pay the help, pay the taxes, and 
send one or two of the children to school for one term at Dela- 
ware Literary Institute or Delaware Academy. He was at the 
mercy of those commission merchants, just as is the individual 
farmer to-day at the mercy of this protective system. I want 
to do my bit to prevent the return to the conditions of grand- 
dad’s days and usher in the new day of equality. 

Therefore I say to you give the farmer a chance, This bill 
is a helpful step. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
York has expired. 

Mr. PURNHLL. Mr. Chairman, unless I have made a mis- 
take in counting, I think I have eight minutes left. 

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
House, I was not aware that my friend the distinguished 
gentleman from New York [Mr. CLARKE] was going to sing 
his swan song to-day, or I would have gladly devoted the 
last eight minutes of this diseussion to a well-deserved tribute 
to his loyalty and devotion to the upbuilding of American 
agriculture. 

Mr. ASWELL. Do that [applause]—— 

Mr. PURNELL. His loyalty and devotion to the cause of 
agriculture, which has been shown during many trying hours 
and days in our Agricultural Committee and evidenced by his 
effective and unfailing support on the floor of the House, 
entitle him to the everlasting gratitude of the farmers of the 
Nation. [Applause.] The country is too prone to measure a 
man’s service here by the regularity with which he answers 
roll calls, or the number of times he takes part in the debates 
on the floor. The gentleman from New York [Mr. ŪLARKE] 
has been faithful in attendance and effective in debate, but his 
greatest service has been rendered in our committee, where 
he has given the best of his fine talents in behalf of America’s 
basic industry. [Applause.] It is through this association on 
the committee that we, his fellow members, have learned to 
know and love him. I regard him as one of the most valua- 
ble members wlio has ever served upon that committee, and 
know that he enjoys the respect and confidence of the Demo- 
cratic Members equally with those on the Republican. side. 
[Applause.] I am sure I voice the sentiment of this House 
when I express the hope that the people of his district whom 
he has represented so faithfully and well will send him back 
to this body that he may continue his work so well begun. 
[Applause.] I am sure we all feel a keen regret at his leaying 
and without regard to politics wish for him and his the very 
best that life has to offer. [Applause.] 

I want to call attention to one or two statements made 
by the distinguished gentleman, who represents Burley tobacco 
district from the State of Kentucky, who by his very 


nature—— 

Mr. KINCHELOE. I do not represent the Burley tobacco 
people, although I must say it is a very splendid organization. 

Mr. PURNELL. I understand the resolutions which the 
gentleman read in his remarks were contained in a report of 
a convention made in 1918. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. No. Those resolutions were adopted on 
the 18th of January of this year. 


Mr. PURNELL. Well, they sounded very much like 1918. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PURNELL, I regret I can not yield. I would like to 
proceed without interruption from the gentleman from Texas 
just once, if the gentleman please. [Laughter.] 

Reference has been made a number of times to the Presi- 
dent's agricultural conference and the appointment of its 
members, Some of the gentlemen who are not in sympathy 
with the administration pretend to see some political signifi- 
cance in the fact that the President promised to call this con- 
ference and made his announcement before the election. I 
did not then and do not now regard it as a political move. 
In fact, I think the President gave substantial proof that it 
was not a political move when he waited until after election 
to appoint the members and call the conference. In any event 
the people seem to have approved his course. Personally, I do 
not think there was a thought or suggestion of politics in it. 
I do not believe I am violating any confidence or stating any- 
thing I should not state on the floor of this House when I say 
that within the last few days the President said in my pres- 
ence that at the time he named the members of this conference 
he did not know the politics of any of them. 

I believe he appointed this commission for the sole purpose 
of studying the agricultural situation, with a view to making 
some definite suggestions and recommendations that might be 
translated by this Congress into legislation. The people ex- 
pressed their confidence in the President at the polls in Novem- 
ber, and will have confidence in any report or suggestions 
made by the commission chosen by him to study this problem. 
The conference has not completed its labors. It is a continuing 
body. ‘This is only a preliminary report. As four or five mem- 
bers of that commission said before our committee, they expect 
to pursue their investigation at least until they have worked 
out a plan whereby agriculture may be put upon an equal foot- 
ing with all other business and thereby give to agriculture the 
same protection which other industries enjoy. To my mind 
this will be the crowning work of the President’s commission. 

The conference in its preliminary report made certain definite 
suggestions, among which was the following: 


It is the opinion of the conference that the time hus arrived to give 
due emphasis to the fact that the present problems of agriculture rest 
upon the ability of the farmer to market his goods at a profit, and that 
constructive assistance to such, problems may be found through the 
development of producers’ marketing organizations creating the oppor- 
tunity for orderly distribution, economies in operation, and adherence 
to approved standards and grades. 


- In compliance with this suggestion, our committee after two 
weeks’ hearing and study has brought before this House a bill 
which conforms as nearly as it is possible to make it to the 
views expressed by the commission in their report and enlarged 
upon by some of its members who appeared before us. 

I do not agree with the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
KiNxc HNO], who says we are creating a great Federal board 
with plenary powers, which shall pyroot—whatever that may 
mean—around among these various organizations. If there 
is any pyrooting to be done—and I presume by that he means 
nosing into the affairs of these concerns—it will be done at 
the request of the cooperatives themselyes. I repeat what I 
attempted to say to the gentleman when I interrupted him 
during his speech, that if any cooperative organization of this 
country suffers by reason of this board it will be because it 
remains outside and not because it will or can be persecuted 
by it. 

I believe they will be materially helped if they come in. 
I agree with the gentleman when he says that we were all 
pleased with the report made by Mr. Tenny, of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. He outlined to us very graphically what 
has been done by the Department of Agriculture in the coopera- 
tive marketing field. I dare say that none of the members of 
the committee knew of the work that has already been started 
under this bureau within the Department of Agriculture. The 
gentleman from Kentucky has complimented it, and I also 
want to compliment it. But I want to add this: If it has been 
possible with the limited amount of funds given the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, with three or four experts to gather the 
information and give the helpfulness that the Department of 
Agriculture is able to give and has given to all cooperative 
marketing associations, how much more help can a board 
selected by the cooperatives themselyes, made up of men who 
are familiar with this great work and having sufficient funds 
at their disposal, render the cooperatives throughout the 
United States? 

I want now to set out briefly the purposes of this bill. It 
proposes to establish a board to be known as the Federal 
cooperative marketing board, to be composed of six members. 
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Five of the members are appointed by the President by and 
with the advice and consent of the Senate, two for terms of one 
year, two for terms of two years, and one, to be designated 
as chairman, for a term of three years. The Secretary of 
Agriculture is the sixth member. Appointments of successors 
to the original five members are made for terms of six years. 
After the first year each appointment is to be made by the 
President by and with the advice and consent of the Senate 
from a list of 10 individuals who are nominated by the regis- 
tered cooperative marketing associations who bring themselves 
within the Federal cooperative marketing system set up in this 
- bill. The various associations which comprise the Federal 
system cast their votes for members of the board, and the 
President is required to make his nominations from the 10 
individuals who receive the greatest number of votes. In 
voting and in making the nominations and appointments due 
regard must be given so that there will be one appointee who 
has knowledge and experience in the production and marketing 
of livestock, one in grain, one in poultry products, one in cotton 
and tobacco, and one in fruits and vegetables. Not more than 
three of the appointed members can be of the same political 
party. Thus it will be seen that after the board is once or- 
‘ganized the cooperatives themselves will select the members 
of the board and thereby determine its policies. 

Much has been said during this debate concerning the 
powers of this board. Let me detail them. Section 21 confers 
upon the board certain special powers as follows: - 

(a) To aid in surveys and investigations when application 
is made by groups of producers or by associations desiring to 
organize, and to make suggestions as to the type of organization 
suited to the problems of the group or association making 
application. 

(b) To provide for registration of associations as members 
of the cooperative marketing system and to suspend or revoke 
their registration. 

(c) To examine any registered association, and to audit its 
accounts if the association so requests, leaving it to the dis- 
cretion of the board as to whether the audit is to be made with 
or without cost to the association. The board can require from 
each association, not oftener than twice every year, a sworn 
statement of the financial condition of the association. 
`. (d) To provide a method of arbitration and settlement of 
all disputes and to require an association to abide by any award 
of the board. 

(e) If application is made, to consider and advise upon prob~ 
lems confronting any agricultural industry and to call upon 
any department of the Goyernment for assistance in studying 
such problems, for statistics, or for other appropriate action. 

(t) To call a meeting, at least once a year, of representa- 
tives of the registered associations to discuss questions of im- 
portance, such as the developing of an improved marketing 

system, grades and standards, elimination of waste, and volume 
of production, 

(g) To cooperate with any ‘department of the Government or 
of any State or Territory or with any person, 

A mere reading of the proposed powers of this board ought 
to be sufficient answer to the charge that we are contem- 
plating any bureaucratic control of the cooperatives. On the 
other hand, it seems to me that there is in this section as 
well as the entire bill a clearly disclosed purpose to not only 
set up a purely voluntary plan of registration but to also 
leave with the cooperatives the right to determine their own 
policies. 

The plan set up under this bill is voluntary. All coopera- 
tiye marketing associations which qualify under the Capper- 
Volstead Act may bring themselves within the purview of 
this bill by registering. It must be remembered, however, that 
there is nothing in the bill to compel any cooperative associa- 
tion to register and there is nothing which will deprive any 
association which does not register of any of the rights, privi- 
leges, or immunities which it now has under existing law. 
If the cooperative association chooses to register, it in effect 
enters into an agreement with the Federal cooperative mar- 
keting board to submit semiannual reports of its financial 
condition and to have the board settle its disputes in respect 
of grades and condition of agricultural products and trade 
practices. 

The registered associations are entitled to use the word 
“Federal” as a part of their title. Each registered associa- 
tion may also use the term “Member of Federal cooperative 
marketing system” on its stationery and labels and in its 
advertising. 

Whether cooperative marketing associations register or not 
they will be greatly benefited by certain amendments to the 
Capper-Volstead Act which are provided for in Title II of 


the bill. 
strictions as to dissemination of crop and marketing infor- 
mation and as to production, pooling, and storing agricultural 


These amendments will relieve the present-day re- 


products. Capper-Volstead cooperatives have hesitated to ex- 
change crop and market information, to carry out production 
programs, and to pool their products because of the antitrust 
laws. The Capper-Volstead Act provides that “such as- 
sociations may have marketing agencies in common,” but the 
act does not define the status of such marketing agencies, 
and section 2 of the act, which provides for regulation of “ asso- 
ciations” by the Secretary of Agriculture, does not include 
in its terms the regulation of its marketing agencies. The 
question, therefore, as to when, under the present act, a mar- 
keting agency is (1) subject to the general antitrust laws, (2) 
subject only to the regulatory provisions of section 2 of the 
act, or (3) subject to no restraint of any kind, can not be 
definitely answered, 

In the bill the attempt was made to cover the above prob- 
lems by specific amendments to the act. The amendment which 
enlarges section 1 to compose three sections reenacts the exist- 
ing law and also grants authority to groups of producers com- 
posing a-Capper-Volstead association (a) to exchange crop 
and marketing information, (b) to make and carry out the 
program of orderly production in marketing, and (c) to pool 
and store products. The amendment also gives the right to 
the associations themselves in turn to associate for these new 
purposes and also for the old purposes found in section 1 of 
the present law. ‘The present law permits associations to 
“deal” in products of nonmembers and the bill clarifies this 
term by using the words “ pool, process, prepare for market, 
store, handle, and market“ instead of “deal,” and thereby 
removes doubts as to the interpretation of such word. Another 
amendment which adds two new sections deals specifically with 
marketing agencies dividing them into two classes—(1) those 
which are composed exclusively of Capper-Volstead associa- 
tions, and (2) those which are not. The first group are only 
subject to the regulatory provisions of section two (now section 
4), while the second group are subject to the antitrust laws 
enumerated in section 6 of the act, as amended. 

Opponents of this bill base their opposition upon the alleged 
belief that it will involve the Federal Government in the man- 
agement of cooperative associations and destroy the cooperative 
movement in this country. If I shared in this belief I would 
oppose this measure us vigorously as I am supporting it. I 
believe the opposite is true. I firmly believe that this plan, if 
adopted, will serve as the first great step in helping the farmer 
organize his own marketing associations and through a Federal 
board of his own selection, run his own business. No one is 
more bitterly opposed to Federal domination in agricultural 
matters than I. ‘This bill has been so framed as to have a 
minimum amount of Federal interference. The board created 
by the terms of this bill is calculated to help the farmer rather 
than dictate to him. It is his direct contact with the Govern- 
ment. The entire organization created under this bill is the 
very embodiment of the cooperative principle. Farmers can 
individually and collectively present their problems to their 
board and either get action or select others to represent them. 

I repeat what I have said a number of times during the 
debate on this bill. If we are to have cooperative marketing 
legislation at this session it must come through the adoption 
of this bill. Those who are opposed to such legislation, those 
who are opposed to the President's program, those who are 
opposed to the report of the President's agricultural commis- 
sion will support the various substitutes and amendments which 
are offered. For myself I shall oppose them all and do what I 
can to bring about the passage of this bill which embodies 
the recommendations of the Agricultural Commission in the hope 
that we may do something constructive in behalf of the coop- 
erative movement before we adjourn. [Applause.] 

-The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Indiana 
has expired. All time has expired, and the Clerk will read 
the bill for amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, eto.— 

TITLE I.—FEDERAL COOPERATIVE MARKETING SYSTEM 
PART 1,—FEDERAL COOPERATIVE MARKETING BOARD 
Organization 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, this is Saturday afternoon 
and it is now 5 o'clock. Will not the gentleman let us off now? 

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say to the 
gentleman, in answer to his question and for the information 
of Members of the House, that which the Members already 
know, that this session of Congress is rapidly drawing to a 
close and that if we are going to pass this measure, which is 


4374 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


FEBRUARY 21 


one of those recommended by the President's commission and 
sponsored by the President of the United States, then we will 
have to forego the pleasure of leaving early to-night. If the 
membership of this House wants to stay and carry out this 
program, we can read this bill and pass it. Those who want 
to obstruct and prevent its passage will have to do so on their 
own responsibility. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, that is not a 
very proper statement. 

The Clerk continued reading the bill, as follows: 


Section 1. There is established a board to be known as the Federal 
cooperative marketing board (hereinafter referred to as the “ board”). 


Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, if I can not 
say a word, I move that the committee do now rise. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee) there were—yeas 38, noes 75. 

So the motion was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


(a) Five members appointed by the President, by and with the ad- 
vice and consent of the Senate, two for a term which shall expire one 
year after the date of the approval of this act, two for a term which 
shall expire two years after such date, and one (to be designated as 
chairman of the board) for a term which shall expire three years after 
such date; and 

(b) The Secretary of Agriculture. 


Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I offer an amend- 
ment which I send to the Clerk's desk. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Dicxryson of Iowa: Page 1, line 7, 
strike out the section and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

SecTIon 1. That the short title of this act shall be the Federal 
marketing act.” Its administration shall be under the direction and 
control of the Federal cooperative marketing board in cooperation with 
the United States Department of Agriculture. 


DECLARATION OF POLICY 


It is hereby declared to be in the public interest to promote, foster, 
and encourage the intelligent and orderly marketing of agricultural 
products through cooperation of the producers thereof; to eliminate 
speculation and waste; to make the distribution of agricultural prod- 
ucta between producer and consumer as direct as can efficiently be done; 
to stabilize the marketing of agricultural products; and to provide for 
the organization of cooperative marketing associations of the producers 
thereof for the marketing of such products. 


WHEN USED IN THIS ACT 


Suc. 2. The term “cooperative marketing association” shall be 
deemed to be such an association of producers of agricultural products 
as is formed as a cooperative marketing association under the laws of 
any State, and operating within and under the scope and provisions of 
chapter 57, Forty-second Statutes at Large, entitled “An act to author- 
ize associations of producers of agricultural products,” and are actively 
marketing agricultural products in interstate commerce. 


COOPERATIVE MARKETING ADVISORY COUNCIL 


Sec. 3. A cooperative marketing advisory council, of not to exceed 
40 members, is hereby created to consist of representatives of cooper- 
ative marketing associations actively engaged In marketing their prod- 
ucts in interstate commerce in each of the following commodities: 
Dairy products, small grains, large grains, cotton, tobacco, hogs, beef 
cattle, sheep and wool, citrus fruits, potatoes, dried and canned fruits, 
nuts, apples, pears, and peaches, and such additional commodities as 
muy from time to time be deemed advisable in the opinion of the Fed- 
eral cooperative marketing board, to be included in order to meet the 
expanding development of cooperative marketing and of the various 
agricultural commodities. This council shall be constituted in the 
following manner: > 

(1) Whenever the leading cooperative marketing associations inter- 
ested in any commodity are federated into a national association, cor- 
porate or otherwise, one or more representatives may be nominated 
by such association to represent that commodity, and in such case the 
Secretary of Agriculture shall appoint the person or persons so nomi- 
nated as members of the council and representing such commodities. 

(2) In all other cases the various cooperative marketing associations 
engaged in marketing any commodity in interstate commerce shall 
make nominations and the Secretary of Agriculture shall choose a 
representative for each commodity from the persons so nominated. 

(3) In the case of dairy products, grains, cotton, tobacco, and other 
widely produced and marketed products, in the discretion of the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture, there may be not to exceed three representatives 
for each of such commodities, 


The term of office of the members of the cooperative marketing ad- 
visory council shall be for one year, and vacancies caused either by 
expiration of terms or otherwise shall be filled in the same manner as 
provided for in the original selection. 

The members of the advisory council shall be entitled to traveling 
allowance for attending meetings thereof as provided by the statute 
of limitations of the Department of Agriculture, and to additional com- 
pensation of $25 per diem for services from the time of leaving their 
home until the return thereto immediately thereafter, after performing 
the necessary services of their office. 

The Secretary of Agriculture shall call the first meeting of the coun- 
cil within 90 days after this bill becomes enacted into law, and there- 
after it shall meet at least twice yearly at the call of the chairman of 
the Federal cooperative marketing board, or upon petition, duly signed 
by one-fourth of the members of the council. 


POWERS AND DUTIES OF ADVISORY COUNCIL 


Sec. 4. The cooperative marketing advisory council shall nominate 
eight persons, of whom the President shall appoint four, by and with 
the consent and approval of the Senate, and who shall become mem- 
bers of the Federal cooperative marketing board, and who shall serve 
terms of office as provided in section 6 of this act. 

The council shall at its meetings consider questions of general 
policy in relation to cooperative marketing, and shall advise and co- 
operate with the Federal cooperative marketing board and recom- 
mend to such board all measures in its judgment necessary or ad- 
visable in order to carry out the purpose and intent of this act. j 

The Federal cooperative marketing board shall sit in and take 
part in all meetings of the advisory council. 


FEDERAL COOPERATIVE MARKETING BOARD 


Sec. 5. The Federal cooperative marketing board is hereby created 
to consist of five members, four of whom shall be appointed by tha 
President of the United States, by and with the advice and consent 
of the Senate, upon nomination as provided in section 4 of this act. 
The other member shall be ex officio the Secretary of Agriculture aud 
his successor in office. Of the members appointed by the President, 
one shall be designated by him to serve for a term of one year, one 
for two, one for three, and one for four years, and therenfter, each 
member appointed shall serve for a full term of five years, unless 
sooner removed for cause by the President: Provided, That any person 
appointed for a vacancy caused by other than the expiration of office 
shall be appointed for the unexpired term of the member he succeeds. 
The President shall designate one of the members to be chairman 
of the board. 

Each of the appointed members shall be a citizen of the United 
States and shall be a member In good standing in or the representa- 
tive of a cooperative marketing association, approved by it, and the 
advisory council in making its nominations shall, as far as practi- 
cable, give representation to the larger commodity groups and to the 
various sections of the United States, to the end that the board, when 
appointed, shall represent the principal agricultural lines of coopera- 
tive marketing in all sections of the United States. Each appointive 
member of the board shall receive 4 salary of $10,000 per year, and 
expenses when away from Washington on official business. 


POWERS AND DUTIES OF THE FEDERAL COOPERATIVE MARKETING BOARD 


Sec. 6. The Federal cooperative marketing board shall have the 
power within the limitations of the appropriations available to it: 

(a) To employ a secretary and incur and authorize expenditures 
for all clerical and other assistance, expenses traveling and subsist- 
ence, printing and binding, books and stationery, rent of office, office 
equipment, and supplies and all other expenses of every kind con- 
templated by this act. It may also authorize the Bureau of Agri- 
cultural Economics of the Department of Agriculture to authorize and 
incur such expenditures within the limitation of the appropriation 
available to it, as the board may deem advisable, for services of 
experts or specialists in order to render special assistance to coopera- 
tive marketing associations or to producers desiring to organize 
cooperative marketing associations, The appropriations provided in 
this act shall be available for such purpose. 

The board shall be continually accessible to representatives of co- 
operative marketing associations and producers desiring to organize 
such associations. 

(b) It shall meet at the call of its chairman as soon as is practicnble 
after the appointment of the members thereof at a date and place 
to be fixed by the chairman, and it shall meet at least weekly and at 
such other times as the chairman or the Secretary of Agriculture 
may deem advisable. 

(¢) It shall be the duty of the cooperative marketing board to 
recognize, promote, encourage, and ald in the formation of coopera- 
tive marketing associations. of producers of farm products; to make 
surveys for this purpose, and to aid, advise, and assist such associa» 
tions by recommendation of efficient methods of accounting and audit- 
ing, of form of contract with producers and the methods of financing; 
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apon application of such associations it shall request the Bureau of 
Agricultural Economics of the United States Department of Agricul- 
ture to send experts to help install systems of accounting, and it 
shall take all such other steps as may be desired by such associations as 
shall be within the purpose and intent of this act to promote the 
economical and efficient operation of such associations. 

(d) It shall be the duty of the board to advise and cooperate with 
the Bureau of Agricultural Economics in ascertaining conditions exist- 
ing with regard to cooperative marketing and in the production and 
distribution of agricultural products, and In promoting and encourag- 
ing the formation and operation of cooperative marketing associations. 

(e) It shall be the duty of the board to consider special questions 
of policy affecting the marketing of farm products having to do with 
their distribution, transportation, financing, and to make recommenda- 
tions to the Secretary of Agriculture or to other governmental de- 
partments, boards, and commissions which in its judgment are deemed 
advisable. The Federal cooperative marketing board may call upon 
the Department of Agriculture and other Federal departments, boards, 
and commissions of the Government for assistance in carrying out 
the purposes of this act, and such departments, boards, and commis- 
sions are directed to cooperate in every proper way to assist the board 
in its work. 

(f) The board may investigate existing conditions of crop produc- 
tion and shall haye the power to advise producers of farm products as 
to the probability of overproduction of any commodity or commodities, 
in order to prevent surplus production and depression of prices result- 
ing therefrom. 

(g) To promote the establishment of uniform standards and grades 
where standards and grades have not been established, by or under 
the authority of any other act of Congress; and for this purpose shall 
cooperate with the Bureau of Agricultural Economics. 

(h) To discuss, investigate, and perfect a program for the develop- 
ment of a more perfect marketing system; more efficient marketing by 
cooperative associations; to improve accounting systems; improve 
Standards and grades; elimination of waste; and the volume of prod- 
ucts required in the public interest; to formulate recommendations 
thereon ; and to cooperate with State marketing boards, commissioners, 
or directors now or hereafter appointed or established; to appoint 
advisory committees composed of either their own members or mem- 
bers of the advisory council to promote and carry out the purposes 
of this act. 

(i) The board shall submit an annual detailed report of its activities 
to the Congress, 

Sec. 7. For the purpose of promoting equitable and advantageous 
distribution and disposition of their products, cooperative marketing 
associations, singly or collectively, may pool their products, exchange 
crop and market information, and make and carry out orderly pro- 
duction and marketing programs; may form associations or provide 
agencies for the joint marketing and disposition of their products. 

Src. 8. The Bureau of Agricultural Economics of the United States 
Department of Agriculture, in cooperation with the Federal coopera- 
tive marketing board, shall collect information and statistics regard- 
ing production and sale of agricultural products, both foreign and do- 
mestic, and shall make ayailable to the various cooperative marketing 
associations and to the Federal marketing board information and sta- 
tistics so gathered. 

Sec. 9. Nothing herein shall be taken or construed as modifying or 
repealing the provisions of chapter 57, Forty-second Statutes at Large, 
entitled “An act to authorize associations of producers of agricul- 
tural products.” 

Sec. 10. For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of this act 
there is hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of any moneys in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $500,000, to be 
available for expenditure by the Federal cooperative marketing board 
and by the Bureau of Agricultural Economics, United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, as provided in this act, from and after the pas- 
sage of this act until June 30, 1926. 


During the reading of the amendment the following oc- 
curred: 

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman, I desire to make a point of 
order against the introduction of this entirely new bill as a 
substitute for the bill before the House, on the theory that the 
gentleman has not given notice that he intends to substitute 
subsequent sections in case his amendment is adopted, and 
for the further reason that it is not germane to this section. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman can give that notice after 
it is read. After the amendment is reported is the proper time 
to give the notice. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. I expect to give the notice in 
due time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The notice can be given at any time, and 
the Chair overrules the point of order. 

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman, I understood it was neces- 
sary to give the notice at the beginning; is that true? 


The CHAIRMAN. It is usual and customary to give such 
notice at the beginning, but the Chair does not think it has 
ever been held to be absolutely necessary. 

The Clerk completed the reading of the amendment. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I want to make 
the statement at this time that if this amendment is adopted 
I shall make the proper amendment with reference to the fol- 
lowing sections in the bill to make them correspond with this 
amendment, 

Mr. BLANTON. By striking out or otherwise? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Then I make a point of order against 
offering the amendment at this time, because that is not suffi- 
cient notice under the rule. 

Mr. BLANTON. Give notice that you will moye to strike 
them ont. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. 
that is sufficient notice. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Is the gentleman from Iowa or the gen- 
tleman from Texas offering the amendment, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, we are all helpful to one another. 

Mr. WINGO. It is a matter of cooperation. [Laughter.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa is 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I want to explain 
my reasons for offering this bill as a substitute for the bill now 
pending before the House. I have always been in accord with 
the Committee on Agriculture of this House. At the present 
time I do not care to commit myself with reference to the 
merits or the demerits of the present bill. 

I want to make the suggestion that in this amendment I 
have tried to carry out the desires of the cooperative concerns 
of this country with whom this bill has got to do, with whom 
this bill must deal, and I belieye their wishes are expressed in 
this amendment to a greater degree than they are expressed in 
the bill that is now pending before the House. That is my only 
reason for offering this as a substitute. 

I want to express a few of the principles involved with ref- 
erence to the merits of this amendment in comparison with the 
merits of the bill now pending. 

In the first place, there is the question of creating a market- 
ing board. I have provided machinery here by which that 
marketing board shall at once be created by the very people 
who are interested in and now have their investments in co- 
operative marketing concerns. There is no chance of there 
being appointed on that board some one who is unfriendly or 
some one who has a different policy with reference to what 
the cooperative marketing concerns of this country are going 
to do. Under the present bill there is provided complicated 
machinery by which cooperative concerns are going to vote and 
make certain nominations within two years. I have provided 
arrangements by which we shall create a council composed 
of 40 representatives of various cooperative organizations all 
over this country, and they, representing the various coopera- 
tive concerns with which they are connected, will come in 
here and nominate eight persons, of whom four are to be se- 
lected by the President, making up the four additional members 
of this board. 

I also want to call your attention to the fact that there is no 
use passing a law here for the benefit of cooperative marketing 
concerns if the individual members of those concerns are not 
going to come into your organization, for the reason that this 
board, if it functions and functions for the benefit of the 
cooperative marketing concerns of this country, must function 
with the personnel of those organizations, 

You have in the present bill an effort to head an organization 
at the top and have it extend its imluences down to the indi- 
vidual members, In other words, it is building from the center 
and extending itseinfluences out to the outside. In my proposed 
amendment we are trying to formulate a cooperative marketing 
board where the influence comes from the outside, up through 
the council and into a board, and they are the ones who are 
going to determine the policies of the very organizations that 
they represent in that board. 

This, I believe, confirms the views of President Coolidge 
presented to this commission down there when he said: 


Cooperation must start from the soil, It must have its beginnings 
in small and modest units. It must train the people who are to use it 
to think cooperatively. That will be a process requiring time and 
attended with failures. As the people learn the lesson their particular 
projects in cooperation will gain strength, will command increasing 
confidence, will expand the benefits to their members. * è + 

They must begin with small things and must have the sincere, 
courageous, determined support of their members. Granted that much, 
they can be quite safely relied on to take care of themselves. Their 


I have stated that, and I think 
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greatest danger is in too ambitious beginnings, too eager expectations, 
which breed early disappointment and discouragement, 


One is building from the top down, and the other is build- 
ing from the bottom up. I have heard it said that there are 
a great many people that know more about cooperative mar- 
keting than those in the actual occupation. I want to say 
that if you will take a member of this board appointed from 
Towa and have him attempt to work out the tobacco problem 
of Kentucky, he will not know anything about it, If you 
take a man interested in apples in the Northwest and put 
him in the South and try to have him work out the cotton 
problem, he will not know how to do it. In other words, 
we ought to have in this council that I have provided various 
commodity representatives all over the country. They would 
know how to go to work and work out the policies that they 
thought were for the best interests. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. I ask for five minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Now I have told you of the 
creation of the board. I want to have something to say with 
reference to its influence on the cooperative market concerns 
of the country. In my bill I am trying to lead, assist, and 
encourage. In the bill before the House you are asking regis- 
tration and legal control. I contend that there is nothing that 
the farmers of this country resent like having the Government 
impose on them requirements that they must comply with in 
order that they may have cooperative associations that can 
exist under the law. They want encouragement, they want 
assistance, they want advice, but they do not want to be told 
that they have got to keep their figures in that column in 
order to meet the requirements of the market board located 
in Washington. Therefore we are trying to assist, to lead, to 
encourage, and that is what the cooperative market concerns of 
this country want at the present time. 

What is the objection to nationalizing cooperative associa- 
tions at the present time? I will tell you the objection. It is 
the diversification of interests all over the country. I want to 
say that the Fruit Cooperative Association of California knows 
but mighty little about the problem of the milk association in 
the city and State of New York. I want to say to you that the 
tobacco concerns of the South know nothing about the potato 
problem in Michigan or that section of the country. We are 
not in shape and cooperative market associations are not de- 
veloped to the point of standardization where you can put in 
force a drastic authority over them, so far as requirements of 
auditing and standardizing are concerned. 

Mr. PURNELL. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. PURNELL. Does not the gentleman think that under 
the provisions of the bill a board composed of gentlemen repre- 
senting the various leading products of the country could co- 
operate so that when final decision is reached it will have in- 
corporated in it the ideas that gentlemen representing the to- 
bacco interests or the dairy district or the apple district—— 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. No; in the first place you have 
got to proceed for two years under a board appointed, and do 
not represent the commodities; and in the second place, if the 
board is worth anything they are going to have such an in- 
fluence in the organization so as to perpetuate its personnel and 
policies. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Will a man be appointed to represent the 
tobacco interests and the cotton interests from one State? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. They could not, and that is the 
reason I provide for the advisory council to get men represent- 
ing the various commodity problems of agricultural products 
produced all over the country, and which has really made the 
country. 

Mr. PURNELL. The gentleman does not want to leave the 
impression that he is afraid to trust the President? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Oh, no; I am not afraid to trust 
the President; but sometimes the President’s appointees do 
not do the things that the President expects them to do. 

Mr, PURNELL. That is hardly a sufficient answer. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. The President can not be the 
absolute sponsor of all the acts of his appointees, and for that 
reason I think there is involved here some very far-reaching 
policies that have to do with the very creation of this board, 
and I am providing that these men who are appointed on the 
board are to be selected from the leading cooperative organiza- 
tions of the country that know the cooperative problem and 
have been trained for leadership by 


The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Iowa 
has again expired. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. I ask for five minutes more. 

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman, this is a very important bill, 
one of the most important of the session, and I think it ought 
to be thoroughly discussed. I ask unanimous consent that the 
gentleman have five minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. ; 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I think this 
is of such importance that there ought to be a quornm here to 
hear the discussion. I make the point of order that there is 
no quorum present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Tennessee makes 
the point of order that there is no quorum present, The Chair 
will eount. [After counting.] One hundred and ten Members 
present, a quorum. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. I want to take up another phase 
of this question. We find under the registration provisions 
of the bili now pending that they contend it is voluntary, but 
everyone knows that if two associations were engaged in the 
same line of work and one had a certificate of good health 
from the Government with the Government approval, and the 
other one was outside of the registration of Government re- 
quirements, the one would point to the other and say “ Well that 
association is not much good.” 

Its finances have not been audited by the Government, 
they have not complied with the Government’s standard and 
for that reason they have not been given a certificate, and 
they would thereby force every organization of this country 
to the standard required by this bill and for that reason I 
believe that our commodity production of this country is too 
varied for such a requirement at this time. I make this point, 
that agricultural products are not standardized yet to where 
you can standardize the organizations that have to make the 
sale of them. We are gradually increasing every year the 
amount of farm products that go to the markets through the 
purchasers of the cooperative associations. We want to con- 
tinue to increase that amount, but if you are going to maintain 
an organization here that is going to take that directory 
authority over them you are at once confronting a great many 
organizations that are now in existence with discouraging re- 
quirements and they are going to say, We do not want to 
make an audit of our books twice a year and submit to the 
inspection of a Government employee, and for that reason we 
are not going to register.” And then they might meet the 
competition suggested a few minutes ago, that is that the 
other fellow will point the finger of scorn at them and say, 
“You are not within the classification approved by the Gov- 
ernment.” But that is not the worst of it. 

There are over this country individuals, private and corpo- 
rate concerns, in competition with the cooperatives, and they 
are the ones who would spread the propaganda and send the 
data out in the community saying these cooperative concerns 
have not complied with the Government reqnirements and 
point the finger of scorn at them and say, “ Therefore you can 
not trust them.” Let me suggest this to you: Here is an 
acquired audit of your cooperative marketing concerns, if 
the Government is to acquire sufficient data to determine the 
soundness of such organization, and I would like to ask any 
gentleman here from the State of New York, how long they 
think it would take a group of auditors, say of three, to go 
into the milk-producers' association of the State of New York 
and make an audit of their books sufficient to show that the 
Government can give them a certificate of financial soundness 
and that they have a sound policy for the handling of their 
business? I will suggest to you that no system of Government 
audits can audit such an organization within 12 months’ time 
so that the Government would be safe in giving a certificate of 
good health to that organization and say that its bookkeeping 
and its financial policies are sound. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. I would like to have about two 
minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. 
time be extended for two minutes. 
a pause.] The Chair hears none. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. I would like to suggest that if 


The gentleman from Iowa asks that his 
Is there objection? [After 


you pass the Government audit, even though only permissive, 
and you go out and audit the books of the cooperative livestock 
association, of which Mr. Sykes is now an official, whether or 
not you could do it within six months’ time and bring back a 
report that the Government would be authorized or justified in 
issuing a certificate of character to that organization? 
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Mr. TINCHER. 


Does the gentleman’s amendment provide 
that the board shall audit the books twice a year? 


Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. No, sir. 

Mr. TIN CHR. The bill does not either, 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. The bill provides that tf they 
come in und register you must have an audit to determine its 
soundiess and then a financial statement twice a year. 

Mr. TINCHER. No; nothing like that is in the bill. I 
thought it was in the gentleman's amendment and for that 
reason I asked tlie question. 

Mr. DICKINSON of, Iowa. 
a year. 

Mr. TINCHDR. Nothing like it; the gentleman is misin- 
formed, 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. It does provide an audit whenever the 
marketing board thinks it is necessary. ` 

Mr, TINCHER. Whenever the board calls for it, 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. I stand corrected; it is not ex- 
ceeding twice a year when demanded. 

But within the registration provision of the bill you have 
got to haye that statement; it has got to be satisfactory to the 
board and must be based on an audit or you would not be justi- 
fied in giving it. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. In order to get a clean bill of health 


they have to ask for it. 
Absolutely, in order to stay in 


Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. 
the organization. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman has again ex- 
pired. 

Mr, CLARKE of New York. I ask that the gentleman have 
five additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 
The Chair hears none. 

Mr. CLARKE of New York. Does not the gentleman think 
it is very proper that if the eooperatives should go out bearing 
the registration mark of the Federal Government, the Federal 
Government assuming the responsibility for that mark, that 
they should be audited? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa, That is the reason, the very 
best reason for not requiring registration. I do not believe 
we ought to have a Government registration. I do not ask for 
any registration in my bill. I do not know of a single, solitary 
cooperative marketing concern in this country that has asked 
for a Government registration, not one. 

Mr. PURNELL. Permit me to state that one of the largest 
cooperatives in this eountry, from the gentleman’s own State, 
Mr. Sykes, asked for it. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Oh, no; I am very well ac- 
quainted with the frame of mind of Mr. Sykes, I do not know 
what impression he left with this committee, but I know Mr. 
Sykes told me he does not want any Government audit of the 
books of his concern. 

Mr. PURNELL. I would like to state for the information 
of the gentleman that Mr. Sykes spent at least two hours witb 
the committee, and we adopted, so far as I know, every amend- 
ment that he suggested in the draft of the bill. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Sykes approved, as I under- 
stand, the McNary-Haugen bill. 

Mr. PURNELL. The McNary-Haugen bill and this bill are 
eg 7 1 things. This has to do with cooperative market- 

g and—— 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Has the gentleman anything 
showing that Mr. Sykes approved that bill? 

Mr. PURNELL. Certainly. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. I do not think the gentleman 
has, I think Mr. Sykes was noncommittal in reference to his 
approval of that bill. 

Mr. VOIGT. On this question of audit I want to suggest 
to the gentleman that before a cooperative association can be 
licensed under the bill reported by the committee the board 
must be satisfied with the financial soundness or condition of 
the cooperative, Now, before the board can be so satisfied, that 
involves an audit, 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Otherwise they would be issuing 
certificates to organizations when they knew nothing about 
their financial soundness. 

Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. TINCHER. You do not believe in encouraging the so- 
called fly-by-night; irresponsible cooperative associations? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. I do not. 
aw TINCHER. Does your bill suggest anything along that 

e 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. It does not. Let me tell you 
why. As long as the are led astray by promoters who 


The bill provides, I think, twice 


{After a panse.] 


are organizers and not real cooperatives, you will find coopera- 
tives failing. But let me suggest this to you: When the food 
producers of this country have organized cooperative concerns 
and a greater average of those concerns have been successful 
in their operations than the average business concerns, what 
criticism can you bring against them wanting to continue, if 
you please, in organizing their own concerns and working out 
their own salvation, with such assistance and encouragement as 
can be given by the Government? That is my position, and 
that is what my bill tries to do, It tries to give encouragement 
and formulate policies that are necessary in order to protect 
and carry out the interests of the producers of the various 
food eommodities, That is all that I believe the farmers of 
the conntry want to have done at the present time. 

I do not believe they want to go into a registration or ac- 
counting process that they may at least be required by the 
bill now before the House; and that is my reason, gentlemen, 
for presenting here for your consideration this amendment of 
mine, which will be practically a substitute for the bill pending 
before the House. [Applause.] 

This matter has been presented by me after very careful 
consideration, On February 6, 1925, I appeared before the 
Agricnitural Committee and suggested the plan outlined in my 
bill. On February 7 I introduced the bill in the House and it 
was referred to the Agricultural Committee. It has been 
pending before that committee during their deliberations on 
this subject. The bill before the House may carry out more 
fully the recommendations of the President's commission, but I 
am convinced we should not be controlled by the recommenda- 
tions of any interest other than the interests of those we are 
seeking to legislate to help. It is my judgment that the coop- 
erative concerns of the country are practically unanimous 
against this bil. They want an expansion of the Bureau of 
Markets in the Department of Agriculture. They have faith 
in the leadership of that department. My bill rededicates to 
this department renewed faith in its leadership and gives 
encouragement for expansion and growth. My bill as em- 
bodied in this amendment has the support of many cooperatives. 

To show the interest of cooperatives in the matter I insert 
two wires: 

$ Drs Motnes, Iowa, February 19, 1925. 
L. J. DICKINSON, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. O.: 

Earnestly protest passage of Capper-Haugen bill present form. Also 
against amendment Capper-Volstead Act. 

H. L. NICKLE, 
Manager Des Moines Cooperative Dairy Marketing Association. 


HARRISBURG, PA., February 19, 1925. 
Hon, L. J. DICKINSON, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Have been instructed to ailvise you that the Pennsylvania State 
Grange favors Dickinson bill regarding farmers’ cooperative associa- 
tion. We emphatically oppose any plan calling for Government regu- 
lation and control. Such a plan would hinder and not help the 
farmer. Also oppose any change in Capper-Volstead law at this 
session, 

FRED BRENCKMAN, Secretary. 


Also comment from the Wallace’s Farmer, Des Moines, Iowa, 
formerly published by the late Secretary Wallace, of the De- 
partment of Agriculture: 

AIDING THE COOPERATIVES 

Representative DICKINSON of Iowa has introdueed a bill in Congress 
that provides the sort of Federal assistance to cooperatives that the 
cooperatives themselves want. Instead of intrusting excessive regu- 
latory powers to a group of hand-picked associations, as is provided 
in the Williams bill, the Dickinson plan gives to the cooperatives them- 
selves control of a marketing board that is designed to work with the 
Bureau of Agricultural Peonomies of the Department of Agriculture 
in furthering cooperation. This board would be made up of five mem- 
bers, consisting of the Secretary of Agriculture and four men nomi- 
nated by the cooperatives. If Congress really wants to aid cooperation, 
this is the bill to put through. 


The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, this is now Saturday night, 
and it is nearly 6 o'clock. I move that the committee do 
now rise. 8 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having 
resumed the chair, Mr. Green, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that 
that committee, having under consideration the bill (H. R. 
12348) to create a Federal cooperative marketing board, to 
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provide for the registration of cooperative marketing, clearing 
house, and terminal market organizations, and for other pur- 
poses, had come to no resolution thereon. 
WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS 

By unanimous consent, Mr. Hawley obtained leave to with- 
draw from the files of the House, without leaving copies, the 
papers in the case of Katherine Sparks, no adverse report hav- 
ing been made thereon. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATION BILL 

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota, from the Committee on Appropria- 
tions, submitted for printing under the rule a conference report 
on the bill (H. R. 12033) making appropriations for the gov- 
ernment of the District of Columbia and other activities 
chargeable in whole or in part against the revenues of such 
District for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, and for other 
purposes. . 

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE ON SUNDAY 

The SPEAKER. The Chair designates to preside to-morrow 

Mr. BARBOUR, of California. 


HOUR OF MEETING ON WEDNESDAY NEXT—11 O'CLOCK 


Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that when the House adjourns on next Tuesday evening it 
be to meet at 10.30 o'clock on Wednesday morning. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Ohio asks unanimous 
consent that when the House adjourns next Tuesday evening 
it be to meet on Wednesday morning at 10.30 o'clock. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Reserving the right to object, 
Mr. Speaker, may I ask the gentleman from Ohio what busi- 
ness he expects will be in progress on that day? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. It seems impossible to bring this co- 
operative marketing bill up for consideration until Wednes- 
day. I hope it will be passed on Wednesday, and also other 
bills on Wednesday. If we are to pass this bill at this ses 
sion, of course we will have to make an exception and not 
meet at 12 o'clock, s 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, I will not object to 11 o'clock. 

Mr. WEFALD. May I ask the distinguished floor leader 
why we can not have a session to-night? Something ought 
to be done on these farm measures, 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Why is the gentleman opposing this 
bill? 

Mr. WEFALD. Aha! 
to get in. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. The gentleman is trying to delay the 
passage of the bill. In conformity with the suggestion of the 
gentleman from Tennessee, I modify my request and ask 
unanimous consent that when the House adjourns Tuesday 
afternoon it adjourn to meet at 11 o’clock Wednesday morning. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Do we understand that this particular 
bill will not be called up until Wednesday at 11 o'clock? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. It is impossible to call it up before 
that time. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


Mr. ROSENBLOOM, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 
reported that they had examined and found truly enrolled bills 
of the following titles, when the Speaker signed the same: 

II. R. 11737. An act authorizing preliminary examinations 
and surveys of sundry rivers with a view to the control of 
their floods; 

II. R. 11703. An act granting the consent of Congress to G. B. 
Deane, of St. Charles, Ark., to construct, maintain, and operate 
a bridge across the White River, at or near the city of St. 
Charles, in the county of Arkansas, in the State of Arkansas; 

H. R. 12064. An act to recognize and reward the accomplish- 
ment of the world flyers; 

II. R. 11825. An act to extend the time for the construction 
of a bridge ever the Ohio River near Steubenville, Ohio; and 

II. R. 12101. An act making appropriations for the legislative 
branch of the Government for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1926, and for other purposes. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 

do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o’clock and 40 
minutes p. m.) the House, in accordance with its order pre- 
viously made, adjourned to meet on Sunday, February 22, 1925, 
at 12 o'clock noon. 


[Langhter.] You give me a chance 
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications were 
taken from the Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

895. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting supplemental estimate of appropriation 
for the legislative establishment of the United States for the 
fiscal year 1925, in the sum of $7,637.17, for equipment, sup- 
plies, repairs, and personal services for the Senate kitchens and 
restaurants (H. Doc. No. 643) ; to the Committee on Appropria- 
tions and ordered to be printed. 

896. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a swpplemental estimate of appropriation 
for the Department of Commerce for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1925, to remain available until June 30, 1926, amounting to 
$173,117 (H. Doc. No. 644); to the Committee on Appropria- 
tions and ordered to be printed. 

897. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a supplemental estimate of appropriation 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1926, for the Department of 
the Interior, amounting to $50,000 (H. Doc. No. 645); to the 
Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

898. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, reports on preliminary ex- 
amination of Buffalo outer and inner harbor and Buifalo 
Creek, N. X.; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

899. A letter from the Assistant Secretary of Labor, trans- 
mitting a report that there is in the department an accumula- 
tion of miscellaneous material of the Bureau of Naturalization 
which will be of no further use in the transaction of official 
eee to the Committee on Disposition of Useless Executive 

apers. 

900. A letter from the chairman of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission, transmitting a report for the mònth òf January, 
1925, showing the condition of railroad equipment and the 
related information indicated in the resolution, so far as such 
information is available; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. FOSTER: Committee on the Judiciary. S. 3406. An act 
relating to the use or disposal of vessels or vehicles forfeited 
to the United States for violation of the customs laws or the 
national prohibition act, and for other purposes; without 
amendinent (Rept. No. 1551). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. TEMPLE: Committee on Foreign Affairs. H. J. Res. 
365. A joint resolution to provide for the expenditure of cer- 
tain funds received and to be received from the Persian Gov- 
ernment for the education in the United States of Persian 
students; without amendment (Rept. No. 1552). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas: Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce. H. R. 12247. A bill granting the consent of 
Congress to the Yell and Pope County bridge district, Darda- 
nelle and Russellville, Ark., to construct, maintain, and operate ` 
a bridge across the Arkansas River, at or near the city of 
Dardanelle, Yell County, Ark.; with amendments (Rept. No. 
1553). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas: Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce. H. R. 12266. A bill granting the consent of 
Congress to authorize R. L. Gaster, his successors and assigns, 
to construct a bridge across the White River; with an amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1554). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas: Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce. H. R. 12297. A bill granting the consent of 
Congress to the county of Jackson, Ark., to construct, maintain, 
and operate a bridge across the White River at or near the city 
of Newport, in the county of Jackson, in the State of Arkansas; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1555). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 

Mr. GILBERT: Committee on the District of Columbia. 
II. R. 12214. A bill to authorize the closing of a part of Thirty- 
fourth Place NW. and to change the permanent system of high- 
ways plan of the District of Columbia, and for other purposes ; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1556). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 

Mr. RATHBONE: Committee on the District of Columbia. 
S. 4207. An act to provide for the regulation of motor-vehicle 
trafic in the District of Columbia, increase the number of 
judges of the police court, and for other purposes; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1557). Referred to the Committee of 


the Whole House on the state of the Union. 
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Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota: Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. H. R. 12264. A bill granting the con- 
sent of Congress to the State of Minnesota and the counties of 
Sherburne and Wright to construct a bridge across the Missis- 
sippi River; without amendment (Rept. No. 1558). Referred 
to the House Calendar. 

Mr. LUCE: Committee on the Library. S. J. Res. 178: A 
joint resolution to provide for the loaning to the Pennsylvania 
Academy of the Fine Arts of the portraits of Daniel Webster 
aud Henry Clay; without amendment (Rept. No. 1559). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, the Committee on the Post 
Office and Post Roads was discharged from the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 8692) for the relief of Harry Best, and the 
same was referred to the Committee on Claims. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS 


Under clause 3 of Rule: XXII, bills, resolutions, and me- 
morials were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. SUTHnRLAND; A bill (H. R. 12383) authorizing 
the Secretary of Commerre to explore the halibut’ banks of 
the North Pacific Ocean and Bering Sea; to the Committee on 
the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By the SPEAKER (by request): Memorial of the Legisla- 
ture of the State of Oregon favoring: legislation that will pro- 
mote agriculture under’ the American protective system; to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. HUDSON: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Michigan urging that all Michigan veterans be hospitalized 
in Michigan hospitals and that the old United States Marine 
Hospital be sold aud a suitable new hospital be erected in 
Wayne County; to the Committee on World War Veterans’ 
Legislation, 

By the SPEAKWR (by request): Memorial of the Legisla- 
ture of the State of Idaho favoring the speedy completion of 
the wagon road up the South Fork of the Clearwater River in 
Idaho County, Idaho, from Castle Creek to Elk City; to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. SMITH: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Idaho recommending the passage by Congress of legislation 
placing’ a duty of 3 cents per pound on peas; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means, 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of Idaho favor- 
ing speedy action by Congress on the Gooding bill; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of Idaho urg- 
ing the appropriation of sufficient amount to insure the speedy 
completion of the wagon road from Castle Creek to Elk City, 
Idaho; to the Committee on Appropriations. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of Idaho, 
urging the enactment of legislation and the necessary appro- 
priation to bring about an early development of the Umatilla 
Rapids project; to the Committee on Appropriations, 


PRIVATE. BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. SUTHERLAND: A bill (H. R. 12384) to extend the 
provisions: of the act of Congress approved May 22, 1920, en- 
titled “An act for the retirement of employees in the classified 
civil service, and for other purposes,” to Lon Snepp: to the 
Committee on Claims: - q 

By Mr. THOMPSON: A bill (H. R. 12385) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Mary E, Grubb; to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions: f 

By Mr WYANT: A bill (H. R. 12386) granting an increase 
of pension to Mary Elizabeth McClain; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions, 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

3871. By Mr. BOYCE: Petition. of Rowland. G. Paynter and 
many other citizens of Georgetown, Del, for an appropriation 
for a post-office building at said town to meet the undisputed 
needs of said town and vicinity; to the Committee on the Post 
Office and Post Roads. 

3872. By Mr. HUDSON: Petition of Pontiac Woman's Lit- 
erary Club, of Pontiac, Mich., urging that the United States 


should participate in the World Court or the Permanent Court 
of International Justice; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 

8873. By Mr. MAPES: Petition of the Pontiae (Mich.) 
Woman's Literary Club, advocating the participation of the 
Government of the United States in the World Court or the 
Permanent Court of International Justice on the basis of the 
F reservations; to the Committee on Foreign 

Alrs. 

3874. By Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota: Petition signed by 
sundry citizens of Minneapolis, in opposition to Senate bill 
3218, providing a compusory Sunday observance bill, and pro- 
testing any legislation of this kind; to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

3875. By Mr. SMITH: Petition of sundry citizens of Boise, 

Idaho, against the enactment of legislation providing. for com- 
rush Sunday observance; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. : 
3876. By Mr. SWING: Petition of residents of National City 
and Chulsa Vista, Calif., protesting against compulsory Sun- 
day observance laws; to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Sunpay, February 22, 1925 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon, and was called to order 
by Mr. BAarsour, Speaker pro tempore. 
Rabbi Abram Simon. offered the following prayer: 


O Thou, our Heavenly Father, Thou who art our dwelling 
place, we come to Thee in this sacred and solemn hour. We 
would open our hearts that Thon mayest fill them with Thy 
love and Thy grace. We thank Thee, Father; for Thy many: 
manifestations of bounty and of goodness, for that which is 
the highest gift of all, life, and of life full of loye of life that 
may be consecrated to service. 

We come to Thee, Father; in a moment that is inspired with 
tender recollections of one of Thy children, who sat in these 
halls; and whose grace of form, whose grace of speech, and 
whose grace of personality were lent to the dignity and to the- 
honor of the country. We thank Thee for whatever influence 
JvuLIus Kann was able to render to his country. We feel that 
he was always in the line of duty, and upon the altar of his 
country placed the gift of a rich and endowed sonl. We thank 
Thee for his leadership in the hour of danger, and for the 
numbers of men who rallied when the call went forth, who 
were ready to offer all of their best to the country. 

We thank Thee, Father, that in this sacred hour we may 
rehearse the memory and the deeds of our friend, and feel 
that our life and our country are the better for whatever of 
service Thy servant was able to render. 

But there comes to us, Father; something of a solace in the 
thought that the woman to whom Junius Kaun gave the wealth 
of his soul is to sit here; and that there will be “ voice answer- 
ing to voice"; that she will give an unique vitality to his: 
message. Who cam the better take the sting ont of our loss 
than the wife herself whose very life and consecration to duty, 
will be the finest of all tributes’ to be paid to the memory of 
her husband. 

And, Father, bless this hallowed hour so that the thought 
of Thy noble servant may stimulate us to a deeper earnestness: 
to our country. Take into Thy fatherly care the President of 
our country, his Cabinet, and Congress, and all those who sare 
charged with high and solemn duties for our peace and progress. 


The reading of the proceedings of the Journal of yesterday 
was. deferred until to-morrow: 


THE LATE REPRESENTATIVE JULIUS KAHN 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will read the order 
for the day. ; 

The Clerk read as follows: 

On motion of Mr. BARBOUR, by: unanimous consent— 

Ordered, That Sunday, February 22, 1925, be set apart for me- 
morial addresses on the life, character, and public services of the 
Hon. Jutztus Kaun, late a Representative from the State of Cal- 
ifornia, 


Mr. SWING. Mr. Speaker, I present the following resolu- 


tions. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


House Resolution 452 
Resolved, That the business of the House be now suspended that 
opportunity may be given for tributes to the memory of Hon: Junius 
KAHN, late a Member of this House from the State of California. 


4380 


Resolved, That as a particular mark of respect to the memory 
of the deceased and in recognition of his distinguished public career, 
the House, at the conclusion of these exercises, shall stand ad- 
journed. 

Resolved, That the Clerk communicate these resolutions to the 
Senate. 

Resolved, That the Clerk send a copy of these resolutions to the 
family of the deceased. 


The resolutions were agreed to. 


Mr. GILLETT. Mr. Speaker, Mr. Kann was a splendid 
illustration of the robust, patriotic Americanism which so 
many of our foreign-born citizens have developed. He came 
here a young boy, he absorbed the invigorating influences of 
our institutions, grew into a man of high impulses and aspira- 
tions, and endeavored by a noble devotion to prove his grati- 
tude to the country which had given him so congenial a home. 

I served with him during his whole career here. I remember 
him well when he first came, with his sturdy figure, his shock 
of curly hair, his mobile face and curved lips, and his studied 
and effective elocution. He early took his place as an attrac- 
tive speaker and easy debater and an industrious student of 
the legislation of Congress. Of course the zenith of his fame 
was reached during the war, when he, the immigrant boy from 
Germany, caught up the war program against his native 
country which the chairman of his committee refused, and 
although a Republican, carried through the House as the 
spokesman for the Democratic administration the most hazard- 
ous and contested of all the war legislation, the bill which 
laid equally upon all able-bodied citizens service in the Army 
by draft. 

Subesequently, as chairman of the Committee on Military 
Affairs, he sustained the reputation he won then and was one 
of the most respected and trusted leaders of the House. 

In the last years of his life, though weakened by chronic 
disease, he struggled manfully to do his work, and the great 
influence of his personality abundantly made good his physical 
infirmities. 

He had a most amiable, sympathetic disposition, and we all 
mourn sincerely the wise statesman, the eloquent debater, and 
the delightful friend. 


Mr. LONGWORTH.. Mr. Speaker, JULIUS KAHN was a gen- 
tleman, a patriot, and a statesman. Born in Germany he was 
the father of the selective draft act without which the success 
of our participation in the World War would have been doubt- 
ful, at best. 

Coming to this country at the age of five years he grew and 
developed to the full stature of American manhood. He was 
loyal and passionately devoted to the country of his parents’ 
adoption, and no hyphenated Americanism diluted his patriot- 
ism. With zest and zeal worthy of the best American tradi- 
tions he exercised his influence and applied his ability in com- 
mittee and on this floor in behalf of constructive and effective 
measures for the prosecution of the World War to successful 
termination. He was a minority member of the House and of 
the Military Affairs Committee. But when America went to 
war—even to war with the country of his nativity—JuLtIvus 
Kaun knew no partisanship; for him politics had adjourned. 
There never was a doubt in his mind as to the justness of our 
cause. He did not hestitate, nor temporize. He was eager 
to assert the sovereign rights of America on the high seas, 
rights which had been ruthlessly disregarded by Germany. 
He therefore welcomed what to him was a belated declaration 
of war. And from that time Jumtus Kaun, the patriot, forgot 
all else but how to achieve American victory. To him the 
pledge to use to the utmost the resources of the American 
people was a solemn obligation. And when it was plain to him 
that the volunteer system would fail to bring the strength of 
the American forces to the required number he had the conr- 
age of true statesmanship to advocate and lead the fight for 
the selective draft. Not of the official family of the adminis- 
tration then in power, occupying merely the subordinate posi- 
tion of ranking minority member of the Committee on Military 
Affairs, nevertheless he took the torch from the trembling 
hands of those whose official relationship made them the natu- 
ral torchbearers and held it aloft in those trying days, and led 
the way to success and to glory. If Jutivs Kaun had never 


fought and won another legislative battle, his successful man- 
agement of the selective draft act would have stamped him, 
as it did, as an intrepid, wise, and resourceful statesman. 

Our late friend and colleague was an outspoken and untiring 
advocate of national defense and preparedness, and his con- 
vineing and logical eloquence was neyer used to better ad- 
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vantage than when piloting through this House measures hav- 
ing for their purpose the strengthening of the National Guard 
and of the Regular Army. In him the country had a pro- 
ponent of national defense whose enthusiastic efforts were 
always tempered by a fine regard for the opinions of those 
who differed from him in their views. He was ever gracious, 
affable, and kindly in his bearing and avoided giving offense. 
Brave and aggressive, yet gentle and tender to friend and foe 
alike. The claim is made for him, justly, no doubt, that the 
best and wisest Army legislation ever enacted was passed 
under his leadership. 

JuLtros KawHN was an orator. His studious habits, his 
legal training, and his world travels equipped him admirably 
as a speaker to whom it was a delight and an edneation 
to listen. Here we had the privilege and the benefit of his 
oratory; elsewhere he was in demand as a lecturer and on 
the political hustings. Added to his mental equipment and 
his charming physical presence was the natural and acquired 
talent of the actor. Association on the stage in Shakesperean 
repertoire with such great actors as Edwin Booth, Joseph 
Jefferson, Salvini, and others, lent a touch to Mr. Kanx's 
public utterances that evidenced his knowledge of the art of 
the skillful entertainer. As might have been expected of one 
who had devoted years to histrionic acting his accent, pro- 
nunciation, articulation, and enunciation were most punctilious 
and correct. It is said of him that while pursuing the profes- 
sion of an actor, it was his practice in every town in which 
he appeared to visit during his spare time any local in- 
dustrial plant that might have been located there and to learn 
all he could about it. This was a part of his education and 
it stood him in great stead when he cast his lot in the arena 
of politics and stateeraft. 

The man who could delight his hearers in Shakespearean 
recital could also sway an audience in his presentation of 
so prosaic and abstruse subject as the tariff. 

We who served here with him for more than 20 years 
recognized in Jutrus Kamn a man of diversified attainments, 
of exalted character, and of unswerving fidelity to every trust. 
But after all, I suppose, that which endeared him to us, that 
made us envisage him as a friend, were his qualities of heart 
which, somehow, won us over to him instinctively, involuntarily, 
and gripped us as with hooks of steel. 

Mr. Speaker, the life and character of Juttus Kaun, and his 
remarkable career from immigrant lad to a service in the 
Congress of the United States, the tenure of which only death 
could limit, exemplifies anew the opportunities which America 
ho'ds out for every boy, whether foreign or native born, if 
only they measure up to those opportunities as did our be- 
loved friend, JULIUS Kaun. 


Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, Junus Kann, the scholar, the 
gentleman, the actor, the statesman, and the patriot, has 
passed from the scene of action and gone to his reward. 

For a period of nearly 20 years it was my privilege to 
know and serve with Jctivs Kaun in this House. The coun- 
try was fortunate in his selection to membership here. 

In the vigor of his mature manhood, Junius Kaun could 
always be found aggressively on the right side of every ques- 
tion which came before this body for consideration. He was 
a conspicuous figure here; always courteous, with a pleasing 
personality and a voice that attracted all with whom he came 
in contact. He exercised a power in the Nation’s greatest 
legislative body that few men ever exercised. He had a 
kindly disposition, a friendly approach, and he naturally at- 
tracted the confidence of his associates. This combination of 
personality and ability is rare in men. He possessed it to an 
extraordinary degree. 

Patient, painstaking, industrious, a never-ending worker, 
Jutius Kaun kept himself abreast of the times. His knowl- 
edge was current on all the important questions of the day. 
He was an orator of no mean capacity. His voice was never 
raised in favor of : doubtful question. 

As a member of the Committee on Military Affairs of the 
Honse he became especially interested in the development and 
maintenance of our military forces. Born in Germany and 
transplanted to American soil, he accepted America and its 
form of government as paramount to that of any other nation 
in the world. He saw the advantages of American liberty. 
Its institutions were accepted by him as the emblems of a 
liberty which, through America, has been extended to the re- 
motest places of the earth. 

When the war came between America and his native land 
Junius Kann rose to the occasion. As the ranking member 
of the Committee on Military Affairs he it was who, when the 
crucial hour came, took the lead in favor of an adequate force 
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to protect and defend the liberty of the world and preserve 
the liberty of our own land from invasion by foreign foes. He 
attracted the attention of tle Nation in that crucial hour by 
the spontaneity of his patriotic fervor and he came to be rec- 
ognized as the leading spokesman in the House on America’s 
military policies during the war, 

The ardnous work he performed during the long period in 
which the Nation was engaged in conflict broke his health, and 
although he gave freely of his time, his genius, his physical 
and mental force, and the wisdom of his advice, he was a 
broken man physically as the result of his previous work and 
he was frequently away from his place in the House on áe- 
count of the condition of his health. Every Member of the 
House constantly hoped for his complete recovery, and he him- 
self was always determined that he would come back to his 
old-time physical standard, but work and time were too much, 
It overcame him and he passed from the scene of action after 
many discouraging efforts to continue on. 

He left a record of devoted service of which we are alt 
proud, He left a record of patriotism in the hour of the Ná- 
tions greatest trials that should be an inspiration to all who 
follow. : 

Mrs. Kaux, his devoted wife, has heen elected to succeed 
him aud we shall all welcome her to membership in this Hody 
und every man here will, I am sure, be gind fo remember that 
she was the partner and assistant in all the trials and strug- 
gles of the husband who has gone. 

No man could leave a greater heritage than the record which 
was made by Jvrres Kaun in this body, Gold and silver have 
their valne, but the name and fame of a man who has devoted 
his life to the advancement of civilization, the broadening of 
human Hberty, and the creation of better conditions for man- 
king has created wealth of a valne that can not be measured 
by either gold or silver. It was that kind of a record that 
Juriws Kann made and that kind of a legacy that he left to 
his family and to his country. 


Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, my relations 
with the Hon. Jutnes Kanys were quite cordial, I can not 
claim that they were intimate, but they were what may be 
called of a friendly character. Mr. Kann had a most remark- 
able career. Boru in Germany, he lived to see the day when 
as one of the most conspicnons figures in the civil Hife of Amer- 
ica he contributed tremendously to the defeat in war of the 
country in which he was born and the vietory of the country 
which he und chosen for his adoption. 

Mr. Kaun carly impressed me as being a very studious man, 
as being a very clear thinker, as having very decided convic- 
tions, and as being able to assert those convictions in very 
clear and very beautiful terms. Our services here were prac- 
tically coextensive up to the time of his death. He was a noted 
figure in the very first days of his service, and he grew aud 
grew thronghont all the years that he remained here. Of 
course, his most couspicuons service was rendered during the 
World War because circumstances had placed him in # position 
which his ability and his patriotism enabled him to grasp and 
rendered him one of the very conspicuons figures of America 
during the World War. 

I think that he is another conspicuous and great addition to 
the history of hisrace. I think he will take rank among the great 
Jews of history, und to say that is to say much, hecause that 
race was and is infinitely great. 


Mr. McKENZIE. Mr. Speaker, the sturdy picturesque fig- 
uve of Juntos KAHN will never again be seen in this Chamber, 
Juttus Kaun is dead. Mr. Speaker, it is not my purpose to 
attempt any culogy on the life and character of our deceased 
friend, for there are others here who knew him more inti- 
mately than I, to whom I yield for that purpose. I am here to 
pay a tribute to his memory rather by my presence than words 
of eulogy. I can not refrain, however, from saying a few 
words in expressing my estimate of the sterling character of 
this man. It was my good fortune to serve with him for a 
soodly number of years on the Committee on Military Affairs 
of the House; for a number years he was chairman of the com- 
mittee. The Committee on Military Affairs has much to do 
with the national defense, and what I want to say is that 
Junius Kann, though born on foreign soil, was the staunchest 
‘advocate of national defense I have ever known. His loyalty 
and admiration for his adopted country had no bounds and he 
stood like a rock for proper preparedness as he saw it for the 
defense of onr country. I admired his courage. To be in the 
minority never disturbed him nor prevented him from standing 
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for his ideals of right and justice. He was a man of unwaver- 
ing courage and had the ability to make himself felt on public 
questions. He was not rich in this world's goods, but he stood 
out at all times as u splendid type of our citizenship. In con- 
clusion, I wish to say he lived and died a courageous, gener- 
ous, honest men, the highest tribute one can pay to a public 
Servant. 


Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, Hon. Junius Kaun 
ably and faithfully represented the fourth congressional dis- 
trict of California for nearly 24 years and until the day 
of his death, on December 18, 1924. He was beginning his 
fifth term when I first came to Congress and was regarded 
as one of the able, forceful, and hard-working Members of the 
House. We were trained in different schools of political 
thought. He was a strong Republican and devoted to the 
principles of his party and high in its councils, while I was 
u subaltern in Democratic ranks, but we soon became warm 
friends and 1 became an ardent admirer of him because of his 
many noble qualities of mind and heart and his intense pa- 
triotism: While loyal to his party and all for which it stood, 
he never sacrificed principle for political expediency, And it 
was’ this striking characteristic which made it possible for 
him to achieve national distinction while serving in a Demo- 
eratic Congress and under a Democratic administration. 

When the clouds of war burst over our country and we were 

drawn into the World War, Mr. Kan was ranking. minority 
member of the Committee on Military Affairs, which had juris- 
diction of all the military measures necessary to equip the 
country for a successful participation in that great conflict. 
Partisanship was cast aside during that struggle aud Demo- 
crats and Republicans joined forces in a common cause. A 
Democrat and a powerful leader was in the White Honse and 
he soon came to rely upon Mr. Kaun us one of the chief sup- 
porters of the measures proposed. for the prosecution of the 
war. Preparations on the greatest scale had to be made. 
There was the necessity for the wisest statesmanship and 
keenest Judgment in the legislation which was necessary to be 
passed. i 

It may be truly said that Mr. Kann led the fight in the 
House for the passage of the selective service law which 
made it possible to raise and equip an army of more than 4,000,- 
000 men in a remarkably short space of time.. The passage 
of that law made it possible for the United States to enter 
that gigantic struggle on a mighty scale and to bring the war 
to an early and successful conclusion. His earnest and of- 
fective advocacy of the selective service law wade him a 
national figure. This service and his patriotic and loyal sup- 
port of other war measures endeared him to the country and 
entitled him to no sinall part of the credit for bringing the war 
to a speedy aud successful close. 

But, Mr. Speaker, bis services as a legislator were not con- 
fined to these devolving upon him as a member of the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs during the World War. He had a 
highly developed sense of duty, and no matter affecting his 
constituency or his country was too small for his active at- 
tention. He appreciated the confidence of his constituents and 
was devoted to their interests, and it should be said that his 
constituency appreciated him. He was returned to Congress 
repeatedly without opposition. This appreciation has been 
demonstrated in the last few days by the election as his sue- 
cessor of his wife, who was his devoted companion and wise 
counsellor during the years of his service. 

He was a friendly man. He quickly won friends. This was 
because he loved everybody. He never failed to impress those 
with whom he came in contact with his broad sympathy for 
his fellowman in every walk of life. He was a man of firm 
convictions and ready at all times to tight for the principles 
in which he believed. But he was never intolerant of those 
who differed with him on important questions. He was ever 
willing to accord to them the same sincerity of purpose and 
high devotion to duty that governed him throughout his Life. 
And it was these traits of character which endeared him to 
all of his colleagues regardless of party affiliations, 

His was truly a life of service, and I think, Mr. Speaker, that 
for suchen man death has no really great terrors. I can fancy 
that as his spirit left his mortal body and swept upward into 
the Great Beyond that there was that intense satisfaction which 
comes from a record of faithful service to his country and to 
his fellow man. He had justly earned that reward which is 
promised to those who bave nobility of soul. à 

He was an invalid during the last year of his life but clung 
to the hope that he would regain his health and again return 
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to his post of duty and take up lis work in behalf of the con- 
stituency which he loved. But it was not to be. Death has 
removed him from our midst. He hus taken his place in the 
other world, where I doubt not he was received with the 
plaudit of “ Well done” which is echoed in the hearts of all of 
his colleagues in Congress antl the country which he so faith- 
fully served. 


Mr. QUIN. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen, I appreciate the 
honor conferred on me by the gentleman from California [Mr. 
Barrour] in asking me to be present to-day and make a few 
remarks touching the character and public services of our 
deceased colleague, the Hon. Jones Kany. When 1 came to 
Washington as a Member of the United States Congress in 
1913 I found Mr. Kaun the ranking member on the Republican 
side, then the minority, of the House Committee on Military 
Affairs, I was placed on that committee. From that time on 
up until the day of his death, I might say, I became an intimate 
acquaintance and friend of this distinguished man. At first I 
did not understand Mr, Kan, but it was not long, becunse of 
his genial ways and friendly disposition, that I became well 
acquainted with him and had the honor of being one of his 
intimate friends. During all of that time T never knew Junius 
Kaus to be guilty of political cowardice or anything that indi- 
ented his character was not of the very highest aud most 
patriotic of which any Americau citizen could boast, 

True, loxul American citizen, a true patriot, a loyal and de- 
voted friend, Mr. Kaun, in my judgment, rose far above the 
averuge citizen of this Republic. He has told me of his early 
recollections of crossing the Atlantic Ocean, and when he came 
to this country as a bey, arriving here a poor immigrant, un- 
acynainted, of course, with our language and onr ideals. This 
poor Jew boy worked fu a bakeshop, educated himself, and, a 
boy without any family prestige. without any financial assist- 
ance, became u scholarly gentlemun, au honor to his great race 
and the Nation. Becuuse of his character nud ability he was 
sent from the stage, where he had won some distinction as an 
actor, playing in the roles of Shakespeare's splendid trugedies 
and comedies, to become a Member of the United States Con- 
gress. He served bere for twenty-odd years, und he arose 
to where his name became en household word in almost every 
Lowe of every patriotic citizen of this Republic. I happened 
to be with this statesman in the service when we were pre- 
pouring this country for war. I happened to be with him, 
though I did not hold his views, when we were passing 
threagh the Military Affairs Committee the draft bill, and 
those who were opposed to that measure were overcome by him 
and the administration, sud after that measure succeeded in 
passing through this House I had the honor of being placed 
on the conference committee with Mr. Kaun and others to 
work with the Senate couferees and whip that measure into 
shape to become a law. Day after day and night after night, 
through all that period, T know what he went through. Our 
committee work on every war measure from then on, all pull- 
ing together, caused Mr. Kaitx's health to break down. After 
the war was over and the Republicans came in power Mr. 
Kaus became, antomatically, chairman of thut greut com- 
mittee. His work from then on was more than he could stand. 
Day after day, week after week, and month after mouth when 
this great project at Muscle Shouls was before our committee 
Mr. Kaun sat in that committee chair and, though he was not 
in favor of the bill, he wns as fair und honest in his ruliugs 
and as impartial as a judge could be. 

The recognized advocates of it received the same considera- 
tion as did those who were opposed to it. He broke his health 
down in that work. Mr. Kany is just as much a casualty, in 
the service of the war and the events and legislation after the 
war, us auy soldier who fell on Flanders Field. Twice he had 
a collapse, but still he would come back in that committee to 
be at his post in order properly to frame what he thought was 
the legislation for the best interests of his country, And when 
his doctor told him he must go to California, I think in Mareh 
last year, two hours before his train was to leave Mrs. Quin 
and I went over to his apartment to bid him and good wife 
adieu, His face was drawn aud he could hardly talk. 1 tried 
to cheer him up, aud I said, “I know you will be back soon.” 
When we bade that colleague and friend good-by I beHeved then 
that be would never be able te come back to Washington and 
assume the arduous duties of a Congressman. We inquired 
after him every month from then on. When his death came I 
was. grieved but not surprised. Mr. Kaun was a true, loyal 
patriot, a devoted husband and father, and, I say in all sin- 
cerity, A courageous, honest, and one of the great legislators iu 
whose death our country has sustained n great loss. Mr. 
Kans, a Jew in his fnith, followed his religious convictions. I 
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have discussed with him Masonry. We were both thirty-second 
degree Scottish Rite Masous, and I found him to be a loyal and 
devoted Mason. He believed in living np to the things for which 
that great fraternity stands. Ofttimes Mrs. Quin aud i have 
been in his apartment to see him and his devoted wife. We 
were close neighbors, intimate friends, and associates. I en- 
joyed his companionship. This man I knew in his home to be 
devoted to his family, his country, and his God. 

My recollection is he had two splendid sous and as charming 
a lady for wife as ever came to Washington, and as an evidence 
of what his own people back In San Francisco think of him. 
we are pleased to read in the press that his splendid, able, and 
charming wife was elected by that constituency to take the 
place of her distinguished husband as a Member of the United 
States Congress. 

Jerus KAHN, the poor immigrant boy, the baker-shop 
worker, the actor on the stage to please and entertain the 
auditors all over this Republic, for 24 years stood on this floor 
as the representatives of the American people in the greatest! 
legislative body iu the world. He hud a record untainted, this 
honest, courageous, statesmaulike man from the Pacific coast 
whom I learned to loye. Te was a man whose purpose conkd 
never be questioned: a man who always fought in the open: a 
man Who was bonest, fearless, able to take care of himself in 
the committee room, on the loor in debate, or anywhere else. 
To Junius Kauy’s memory and public achievements the Amer- 
ican people, I believe, owe a debt of gratitude. Peace to his 
soul. 


Mr. SHERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I presume that I knew Jcrius 
Kann as well as any Member of Congress outside of his Stute 
delegation. I was a member of his committee, the Committee 
on Military Affairs of the House. 

I remember, just before he took his last departure for his 
home last winter, I met him in the corridor and he had on a 
peculiar hat. I said, “I have been looking for that kind of n 
hat in Washington; I could not find it.” He pulled it off and 
said, “Try it on.” I tried on the hat. He said, “tt is just 
your size. Your thinking apparatus and mine are the same, 
Now I am going to give you that hat with my compliments, and 
I hope you will wear it.” I am still wearing that bat as my 
tribute to Jurius KAHN. 

In some respects he had the most remarkable career of any 
Member of Congress, counting the 136 years of the life of Con- 
gress. No Member from a large city ever served 12 terms in 
succession except Jutius Kauy. The cities are tickle. Ac- 
cording to the reports, only seven Members of Congress out of 
4,080 Congressmen who have served in the 136 years in this 
Chamber had a longer service than Junes KARN; and when 
we come to reflect that he represented a great city, it is still 
more remarkable when we consider that he was handicapped 
as a boy because of his foreign birth; that he was emphatically 
u self-made man; and it is still more noteworthy that his career 
here was so remarkable. Only three Representatives of large 
cities ever served over 10 terms, or 20 years, in the House- 
THEODORE BURTON, of Cleveland; Nicholas Lonaworra, of Ciu- 
cinnati: and MARTIN E. MADDEN, of Chicago. 

In concluding these remarks I will submit my tribute to 
Jens Kaun as a man, as A legislator, as a statesman. 

Mr. Kann, in bis 24 years’ service, wrote his name high up 
in the political history of his country. He made a record that 
will endure., He will be remembered by his colleagues also 
because of his remarkable personality, his always good tem- 
per, and his amiable toleration of adverse criticism of political 
opponents, 

Mr. Kans has left to his family, his kindred, and his State 
a record of achievements that should fill their hearts with 
pride and mellow the acute sorrow over his untimely death. 

We have never had in this country too many public men 
of buman sympathy and courage and right vision of the type 
and quality of Juries Kann. And at no time in our history 
has there ever been a more urgent demand for just men of 
courage and patriotic inspiration on the floor of Congress. 

It was our own lyric poet, Fitz Greene Halleck, who wrote 
in Marco Bozzaris these pathetic lines: 


Come to the bridal chamber, Death, 
Come to the mother when she feelx 
Vor the first time her first-born breath 

And thou art terrible, 


But more terrible is the loss of a fully equipped public man, 
taken away in the midst of his usefulness, because his loss is 
not oniy to the family and society but to the State and the 
Nation. 
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On this sacred Sabbath Day, in this historie Chamber, let us 
consecrate ourselves to that fervent patriotism, that high pur- 
pose to serve the people, we are honored to represent, with the 
courage and fidelity which characterized our departed friend ; 
a statesman whose friendship added to our joys of living, and 
whose character and example gave us hope for the best ideals 
of popular government. 


Reflect that life, like any other blessing 
Derives its value from its use alone 
Not for itself but for a noble end, 


Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, 
1 am indeed appreciutive of the opportunity to be here to-day 
to join with you in paying tribute to the memory of our de- 
parted colleague, the Hon. Junius Kany, of California. I 
say California, knowing how truly he loved the State which 
he, in part, so well represented. His devotion and love for his 
State reminds me of the remarks of the Hon. John Sharpe 
Williams, of Mississippi, who, in speaking of the greatness and 
his love for American institutious aud, in conclusion of his 
address, said, “ But above all I love my Southland.” So with 
Junius KAwN. He loved and appreciated as no man his Amer- 
ica, but above all he loved his great State of California, Great 
as his reverence wus for America, his affection was still greater 
tor his State of California. His happiest moments were when 
he had an opportunity to extol the beauties ind advantages 
of his Commonwealth, but with all that, it did not detract from 
his reverence of and devotion te our great country. This he 
fully demonstrated, not only during the war and after the war, 
but long before the war, when he persistently and continnously 
advocated a program of preparedness, a program that would 
make America the most powerful natioun in the world. 

The .gentiemen from Tennessee, Mississippi, and Illinois 
have so thoroughly described his patriotism and his untiring 
efforts during aud since the war that there is nothing that I 
can add to their well-expressed nchievements of vur late col- 
league during those troublons times. It stands ont, however, 
Mr. Speaker, that though our late colleague was foreigu born 
and came from a country with which we were forced ‘into 
war, and even though a member of the minority party at that 
time, he immediately, dne to his position on the Committee on 
Military Affairs, aided and assisted in hasteuing, yes advocat- 
ing, legislation that would bring about an early and successful 
termination of the war. Could there be greater expression in 
the deeds actually done that showed his love and patriotism 
for his adopted country? 

There are others here who have had the pleasure of knowing 
Jvisvs Kann for a longer period of time than I. When I 
entered the House 18 years ago I first had the pleasure of 
meeting him personally, and I cau recall how I was immedi- 
ately impressed with his strong and sturdy, though pleasant, 
features. He was then in the prime of life, strong, active, 
resourceful, alert, and aggressive, aud participated in every 
important matter that came before the House, He was a man 
of wonderful personality, and as I grew to know him I could 
not help but admire his courage and to recognize his ability 
as a statesman and a legislator. He was an orator and a de- 
bater, und there was ever present in all his speeches and dur- 
ing debate those splendid and humane traits that endeared 
him to his colleagues. His desire to aid and assist the younger 
Members, his ever willingness to give advice and information 
to others, and his kindly and gleaming face when he was able 
to serve his fellow Member are characteristics that I now 
so distinctly recall. N 

How well do I remember his untiring efforts iu obtaining 
the favorable consideration of the resolution which would 
accord to the city of Sau Francisco, his home city, that dis- 
tinctive honor and privilege of holding the Pan American Ex- 
position of the United States! Jurnrus Kanx, more than any 
other man, was respousible for the favorable consideration of 
the resolution which brought that honor to San Francisco. It 
is pleasant to recall, in his personal solicitation of the member- 
ship, the strong and splendid arguments he advanced to me, 
and though originally favoring another city, I could not resist 
his strong pleas and in the end aided him in the great victory 
which he achieved. I believe that never before or since was he 
3 than when the Speaker announced that his resolution 
carried. 

Mr, Speaker, in conclusion I can not refrain from congratu- 
lating the citizens of San Francisco and the State of California 
in so nobly recognizing and appreciating the service rendered 
by its distinguished sou by electing his life-long helpmate to 
succeed him. This because so seldom do people recognize 
and appreciate effort in services rendered in their behalf, 


Junius Kaun has gone to his reward. His pleasing voice 
will not be heard in this Chamber again. His fruitful and well- 
performed work is ended. We and the people of California 
will miss him. Though we haye lost a great friend, our loss 
can not be compared with that of his wife and two sons who 
survive him, as he was a loving aud affectionate husband and 
father. Our tender sympathy goes out to his wife and sons, 
and thongh the loss is great there is bound to be certain solace 
in the fact that he will be remembered not only by them but 
by a grateful Nation as a patriotic, courageous, and fearless 
Statesman and by all those who knew him as a man—a man of 
high ideals, pure mind, and pure heart. 


Mr. HILI of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, and gentlemen of the 
House, it is an Interesting coincidence that we meet bere on 
this particular day to commemorate the place in American his- 
tory of Jcnius Kann. ‘To-day is the anniversary of the birth- 
day of that man who is generally esteemed the greatest Ameri- 
can who ever lived. To-day, all through these United States, 
Americans are Commemorating the birth and the great achieve- 
meuts that belong not only to the United States but that were 
given to the world by George Washington. I think it is par- 
ticularly fitting that we should be here to pay our definite 
tribute to Junius Kaun on this day. 

To the winning of the War of the Revolution a very great con- 
tribution was made by a man of German birth. At the crucial 
period of the American Revolution no greater contribution to- 
ward the morale, toward the ttaining of American forces, was 
made than was made by General yon Steuben, first Inspector 
General of the Americun Army. It is also quite interesting 
that in this last war one of the greatest contributions that 
were made to the morale of the Army, in fact to the very 
existence of the Ariny, Was made when the selective draft 
act Was passed by this Congress. And it is conceded by those 
who served with Junicvs Kags that he was the man who led 
the fight in the extra session of the Sixty-tifth Congress in 
securing the passage of the selective draft act. Without that 
draft act, in spite of the desire of American manhood to 
volunteer, the war would not have been won, It seems to me 
that the place ihat Juties Kann holds in relation to the World 
War is very similar to the place that was held by that other 
man of German birth, Baron von Steuben, in the War of the 
Revolution. 

It is interesting to note that Mr. Kan was a settler. He 
settled in California when 5 years old, in 1866. It is true 
he came there with his parents, but he can claim the distinc- 
tion that rests on those people who are “ settlers,” and we revere 
in these United States the men who settled the places that 
have bloomed as California has bloomed, and in them we find 
qualities of mind, brought to those sections from the older 
lands of civilization, which are the contributions that have 
made this land what it is. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I think that we in this House are very 
proud to be here to-day and to record our estimate of the serv- 
ices that JoLius Kann rendered to this Nation. 

Personally, I had the honor of serving on the Military Af- 
fairs Committee in the Honse in the Sixty-seventh and Sixty- 
eighth Congresses when he was chairman of that committee. 
That was a period after the war when his great work had 
been accomplished, and I think as his colleagues have said, 
that he wore himself out in the period of the war in civil 
work, which is just as much of a sacrifice as men who re- 
ceived wounds, or wore themselves out in the military service 
of the Nation. 

In the last address of Washington, made to the people of 
the United States when he bade farewell to public office, he 
said that the guarantee of the liberty of a free people was 
adequate national defense, and only free people, reyerencing 
and realizing the value of their liberties, could retain those 
liberties by being prepared against war. 

So I think it is very appropriate that we should celebrate 
on Washington's Birthday the achievements of Junius KAHN. 
There are few Americans who made a greater contribution 
to the defense of the Nation than our colleague to whom we 
are here to-day to pay our reverence and respect. 


Mr. MILLER of Washington. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of 
the House, the city of San Francisco long honored itself, hon- 
ored the great State of California, aud honored the Nation by 
dedicating to the public service the life of one of its ablest men, 

For a near quarter of a century, JULIUS KAAN was a Mem- 
ber of this body—a service both in usefulness and in number 
of years equaled by few in the history of the American Con- 
gross. 
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Coming from the far West where the very mountains and the 
great wide sea give out the air of freedom, of justice, and 
equality among men, it is but natural that he should have 
brought into this body and into the national life the spirit 
of his people—people who are unafraid to do. 

I know of ny contemporary of his, no man in the publie life 
of his day that had more moral and physical courage. He was 
a man as firm and unyielding as granite in the performance 
of his public duties, as true to his country and his country’s 
canse as the Star of the North is to the traveler of the sea. 
With him there was no faltering or wavering in the tests that 
come into the lives of men. 

Jules Kann was a patriot of the kind and class of Nathan 
Hale, He believed in the ultimate triumph of that which is 
right as fully as he belleved in the immortality of his soul. 
He drank inspiration from the history of his country—his 
adopted country—for his eyes on first looking out beheld not 
his beautiful California but an alien land under an alien flag. 

Nor did he require that patriotism be taught unto him. 
He needed no instruction as to his duty; indeed, he soon 
became the teacher and a teacher he was throughout his 
afterlife. He lived in the full glow of patriotic American 
manhood. 

Who of us serving in the Sixty-fifth Congress will ever 
forget the commanding figure and the clear ringing voice of 
JCLIUS Kaun as he swung into action time and time again in 
this Chamber. The great World War was on. America had 
thrown aside its thne-honored policy of peace and was gird- 
ing itself for war. The wage of battle was to be applied to 
the world and America was preparing to citer the field, not 
half-heartedly, but with its full might and soul and with 
every dollar of its treasure and every son of the Republic. 
It was a time when the blood of men was red. Never before 
had America faced such a trial. Some knew and others of us 
believed we knew what the contest would be. We stood in 
this very Chamber and pledged the wealth and man power 
of America to this strange but righteons cause. England, 
France, Italy, Belgium were calling as if in the throes of 
death, “Come, America! Come, America! Hasten, hasten, lest 
we are lost.” 

It had been half a century since our land had trembled 
under the tread of marshaling armies, The hour of this 
great world tragedy was upon us. 

The strange question arose as to how and upon what prin- 
ciple of equality our millions of American manhood should 
be brought into military service to compose the Army of the 
Great Republie of the West. It was at this time and at this 
juncture not only of our country’s history, but the history of 
the world, that the voice of Jurrius Kann was heard above 
that of all others in this forum. The man whose memory 
and public service we honor this day, plunged into the con- 
test of debate in this Chamber and by his magnetic presence, 
his eloquence, and his unanswerable logic, more than any man 
in America—in or ont of Congress—gaye the principle, 
shaped the policy npon which America’s fighting strength was 
to be based and measured and assembled. 

The selective draft law was more the work of Jones Kann 
than any man then living. He was its most ardent champion, 
its most zealous defender. As the debate swayed backward 
and forward throughout those memorable days, it at times 
uppenred that this basis of equality of selecting our military 
mau power would be lost, bat at each reverse Junus Kanx 
struck back stronger and with more convincing proof. Time 
and time again he returned, this indomitable leader, only to 
gnin in strength and in logic. It has been truthfully said that 
“a broken sword makes the battle wilder.“ So it was with 
Jens Kaux. Each setback brought a counterattack. These 
were so many and so spirited as the days wore themselves away 
that it became clear “the Kahn amendment“ would carry and 
thns the national policy be shaped. 

At the end of the fight Jviius Kany» and those who stood 
with him swept into victory and the selective draft law was 
spread upon the statute books. The American people patrioti- 
cally accepted the law and the work of selecting our Nation's 
army began. As a result history speaks for its success. 

The great life work of Jorics Kann was still uncompleted. 
Twenty years of training, of teaching, of unfailing effort were 
centralized in these few months of shaping and policy. Of the 
war and its results I may net speak here, but when the Amer- 
ican soldiery had gained “the top of the world,” when the 
Hohenzollern dynasty fell with a crash, the American Army 
was to be brought home and disbanded. Here again the genius 
of Juttvus Kann was brought into play. Then followed the 


Army ‘reorganization bill and a multitude of other measures 
all! dealing with the permanent Military Establishment, in 
which in every paragraph his master hand is to be seen. - 

Who is there who does not admire such a nian? Who is there 
who would not stand with an uncovered head in the presence 
of his memory? His work is now ended; he has entered the 
eternal rest. May his work long live to inspire and lead others 
yet to come. Men of the class of Juris Kamn are altogether 
too few in the public life of to-day. With him work was a 
duty and patriotism a passion. 

He sought no applause. He preferred tle consciousness of 
knowing he had been of service to his country, 

His book of life is now closed, his voice and pen are stilled, 
but his great services will live as long as men shall read the 
laws of our country and history shall recite the record of great 
men, 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without objection, the Clerk 
will read the message from the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. Morts]. 

The Clerk read the message, as follows: 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., February 2t, 1925, 
Hon, H. E. Ranngen, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. e. 


My Dear COLLEAGUM: Owlng to the serious illness of my wife, I 
am compelled to leave Washington this evening to be at her bedside in 
Pittsburgh to-morrow. 

I wanted so much to express to my colleagues my great admira» 
tion, affection, and respect for our departed colleague and friend, the 
Hon. Juttos Kaux of Callfornia. It was my privilege to know 
Mr. KAHN for many years. I served with him for almost 12 years as 
a member of the Committee on Military Affairs, of which he was 
chairman at the time of his death, His devotion to duty, untiring 
labor, his keen and intimate knowledge of military affaires made him 
the leader of thought not only in the committee but in the House of 
Representatives on all matters pertaining to the Milltary Rstablish- 
ment. 

When the history of the World War shell have been written, among 
its glorious pages will be found the name of Jumps Kany, who gave 
so much of his great talent, his knowledge of military affairs: and 
his whole heart to the country in its hour of need. California may 
well be proud of the services of this statesman and patriot. 

Sincerely yours, 
Joux M. Monix. 


Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker, gentlemen of the House of Repres 
sentatives, the many friends of Jurivs Kaun, and the delega- 
tion from California, have met to-day to pay their respects and 
tributes to the life, character, and the publie service of that 
distinguished statesman and citizen. 

Somewhat different from most of the Members of the Honse, 
it was my privilege to become acquainted with Mr. KAHN over 
a quarter of a century ago. I knew him socially, I knew him 
fraternally, as we belonged to the same fraternal order. I have 
served with him in the House in the neighborhood of 14 years. 
I know where Mr. Kaun lived when he first came to this conn- 
try, not only the locality, but I grasped the atmosphere that 
surrounded him in his early days. I would like to have the 
time, but I will not take it, to give a real picture of his life and 
character and public service, because it would be an inspira- 
tion and it would be an example for any young man to follow. 

Mr. Kal, as a young boy, with his parents came to Cali- 
fornia, and they made their home in the city of Mokelumne Hill. 
It is strange, but in the early days Mokelumne Hill and its ad- 
joining city, Columbia, in the order named, were the two great 
cities of California, and Mr. Karn’s afterlife was in one of the 
present two great cities of California. 

Mr. Kaun got his early education, his ideals, and his inspira- 
tion from that body of men who came from all parts of the 
United States, of every nationality, thought, and ideal, to the 
mining grounds of California of which Mokelumne Hill was one 
of the greatest; and the early boyhood of Mr. KAHN was spent 
among the early miners of California. - Those men have left 
their impression, their ideas of home life, of law, and order, 
upon the West, upon the Nation, and in fact upon the world. 
Mr. Kaun gathered from these pioneers that which made him 
one of the outstanding characters not only of the State and the 
Nation, but of the world. His life from then on was like many 
other boys of poor family, working hard, studying at night, and 
thereby gaining a splendid education. He became a lawyer of 
some prominence. He was an actor of no small degree. He 
then gave the balance of his time for probably a quarter of a 
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century to this House, Speaking of his character he was a 
man whose home life was above reproach, faithful to his 
family, loving to his neighbors, charitable and kind to the 
members of the orders to which he belonged, and to his friends. 
He believed in law and order, stood for that which made better 
men and better women. His character from boyhood until his 
last days is an example to any of the young men of America or 
elsewhere, The public service of Mr. Kaun is a record not only 
for 24 years as a Member of this House, but as a citizen of 
San Francisco and the State of California. It is replete with 
action. He was constantly working for those things which 
made his city greater, that added to the luster and glory of his 
State as well as his Nation. I would like to see the life, char- 
acter, and public service of Jutrus Kamn placed so that the 
American boy and American girl might be able to read it. As 
Rabbi Wise, one of the leading Jews of America and of the 
world, as well as Marshall, the great lawyer, stated some few 
weeks ago, JuLius KAHN stood at the head and among the lead- 
ers of the Jewish people. So, my friends, I feel it a privilege 
to have the opportunity of speaking a few words regarding my 
neighbor, my fraternal associate, my colleague from California, 
who has been one of the outstanding figures in public life for 
many years. 


Mrs, NOLAN. Mr. Speaker, it was my good privilege to know 
Jutivs Kaun intimately for many years, and I therefore have 
a yery high appraisal of his ability, his sincerity, his patriot- 
ism, and his worth as a man and as a legislator. 

When I first came to Washington in 1913 with my late hus- 
band, who had been elected to represent the fifth California 
district, Jurrus KAHN was representing the fourth California 
district. Both these districts are wholly within the city and 
county of San Francisco. Their legislative needs and necessi- 
ties are much the same. Because of this fact Mr. Nolan came 
in close contact with Mr. Kany, who was always ready to 
advise and assist and cooperate. Differing as they did on 
many large fundamental political questions, there was never- 
theless the closest harmony between the two men when the 
local legislative needs of San Francisco or California were at 
stake. There grew up a very dear friendship between Mr. 
Nolan and Mr. Kann, builded on a mutual regard and a real 
understanding. For more than a decade they served together 
as San Francisco’s representatives in the House. Their friend- 
ship grew stronger with the years and was highly prized by 
both. 


When death took my husband on November 18, 1922, and I 
was elected to succeed him, I found Mr. Kanx's valued friend- 
ship of inestimable aid. He gave me freely of his advice and 
assistance. He was ever ready to cooperate and suggest in his 
characteristic friendly, kindly way. 

The world knows what Jurrius Kann, as the virtual leader 
of the House Military Affairs Committee, did to meet the large 
legislative problems of the war. He was the guiding spirit 
and his was the guiding hand that helped materially in pre- 
paring our Nation for its participation in that gigantic struggle. 
In that crisis Mr. Kaun had his opportunity, and the latent 
ability, which we, his friends, knew he possessed, reached 
fruition—the high point of a remarkable public career. The 
world came to know the real Jurius Kaun in that crisis as 
California had known him for years—an unusually well- 
equipped legislator who loved his adopted country and her in- 
stitutions with undying fervor and devotion. 

Junnus Kaun, denied the privilege of birth in America, was 
in every sense an American. He knew the spirit of America; 
he preached Americanism ; he made his life an example of high- 
minded, unselfish devotion to this country that might well serve 
as an example for the youth of America. 

Not only did I know exceedingly well Jumus Kaux, the 
legislator, but I also knew Junivs KAHN, the husband and 
father. His private life was ideally sweet. He took an un- 

lly keen interest in the education of his sòns. Their boy- 
ish letters to him were passed around to his intimate friends 
with a loving father’s pride. He particularly wanted his boys 
impregnated with the ideals of the America he loved so well— 
and his wish has been fulfilled. His devoted wife—a helpmate 
in every sense of the word—was always much in his mind, 
and of her he was lavish in praise for aiding him in his on- 
ward progress through a useful life. He leaves his stricken 
family a priceless heritage—an honored name and a lustrous 
record as a legislator and a man. 

San Francisco will miss Julius Kaun. So will the Nation. 
He has represented his city and his country faithfully and 
well during a long and fruitful congressional career. We have 
lost not only a great citizen, but a great patriot. 


His many contributions to the progress of his home city and 
the Nation make an unforgettable remembrance that he has 
left to mankind. 


He rests. The world-weight of the years is past. 
No stress of war or pain can tire him now. 

The old-time calm of thoughtful poise, at last, 
Is on his brow. 

And that is good te know, but else this hour 
Of death is swept in living deeds away. 

There stands till doom, in death-defying power, 
His yesterday. 


Mr. FREE. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, I 
first knew of Jurrius Kamn when as a boy I read of his election 
to the State Legislature of the State of California. I did not 
know much about him until some time afterwards. I learned 
that he had been elected to Congress. The first time I ever 
came in close and intimate touch with him was when we were 
endeavoring to get for the State of California the great inter- 
national exposition, and I had an opportunity at that time of 
coming in close and intimate contact with the man. I then 
learned the side of his nature which I admired the most. J 
happened to see him after the great draft act was passed by 
this House, and I know Mr. Juros Kamn felt that it was a 
patriotic thing to do for his country, and that it was the only 
way to win the Great War. Yet it made his heart bleed to 
think of the boys who must go and fight that battle. 

I know that night he spent in restlessness and in tears. I 
knew his human side had come forth, but with his loyalty to 
this country that he had adopted he realized that human life 
must be sacrificed to carry on this great fight for humanity. 
I want to say just a word to-day apart from the great things 
that he did in a legislative way; I want to speak about that 
human side of Jutius KAHN. Last fall when I was leaving 
California to come back to Washington I went in to see him. 
I wanted to see if there was anything that I could do to help 


him. I wanted to see if there was any of his work that I, 


might take on. I wanted to assure him that the thing for him 
to do was to rest and feel that he might recover if he cared 
for himself. I was ushered into the room where he was sitting 
propped up in a chair, his feet upon another chair, and as he 
extended his hand to me his first words were, “Arthur, what 
can I do for you.” He was suffering from a malady that had 
caused him ill health for many years, helpless in the extreme 
because of his physical condition, and yet he had no thought 
of himself, and what I, a younger man, in vigor, could do for 
him, but it was what he could do for me. Among the men I 
have known in life there are not many who have the faculty 
of radiating sunshine and happiness, and yet when you think 
of the men you have known, the men who left an imprint 
upon you, they are probably those who radiated that sunshine 
and that happiness. Joinus Kaun realized that the way to 
make himself happy was to make others happy; that the way 
to bring comfort to himself was to give comfort to others. 

He realized that happiness goes out from the heart before 
it comes in; that it never by any chance stays at home. He 
realized that you can harvest it for the common good, but you 
can not store it for your sole, individual use. He realized that 
you can lend it, but you can not borrow it; you can earn it, 
but you can not buy it; you can spend it, but you can not 
accumulate it. He realized that a man must contribute to the 
stock of human joys before he can participate in its profits. 
He realized that to seek happiness without giving it is a futile 
quest, and all our longings for what we have not learned to 
give to others are as empty bottles in the wine cellar of the 
soul. He realized that happiness really never was any good in 
this world but to give away. 

And may I in this humble statement just leave as my im- 
pression of Jurus KaHN and as my thought of him at this 
hour and the hours since his death that if he were to give forth 
to-day the thing that he prized the most, it would not to be 
to recount the battles he fought in this House; it would not 
be to tell of the great State of California that he loved so much 
and where he could always go and recoup his health, because 
he loved it so greatly; but I think he would have liked to 
touch upon the human side. I think if he were here in place 
to-day he would say this— _ 

BE JUST HUMAN 
Just to be liked for the thing that I am, 
Not for the frill and the pomp and the sham; 
Just to be liked for the thing that is me, 
Not for the glory that some day may be, 
Teach me to walk without pretense of sham, 
Going through life just the man that I am. 
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Never mind fortune and never mind skill, 

Though they should come to me I would be myself still, 
Though they should miss me I still want to go 

Friend to the friendly and just to the foe. 

Teach me to walk with my fellow man here, 

Being myself every day of the year. 


I want to be human, I reckon that’s all; 

Glad when the old friends shall drop in to call. 
Nothing that's helpful’s too little to do, 

Patient and kindly and generous, too. 

Teach me to walk through this life to the end 
Free from all pose, as a man and a friend, 


That, to me, is JULIUS, KAHN. 


Mr. CURRY. Mr. Speaker, again the grim reaper, Death, 
has entered the ranks of the California delegation and has 
gathered to his fathers our colleague and friend, Hon. JULIUS 
Kaun, who after years of illness and suffering passed away 
at his home in San Francisco on the 18th of December, 1924. 

Mr. Kann was born at Kuppenheim, in Baden, Germany, on 
February 28, 1861. In 1866 his parents immigrated to the 
United States with their family and settied in San Francisco, 
Calif., where his father became a well-known and success- 
ful business man in a small way. Mr. Kaun was educated 
in the common schools of San Francisco, and after gradua- 
tion he became an actor on the legitimate stage and became 
quite prominent in that profession. His connection with 
the stage covered a period of about 12 years. He became 
interested in politics and in 1892 was elected a member of 
the California assembly and was prominent during the term 
he served in that body. At the end of that session he took 
up the study of law in the office of Mr. Coogan and was ad- 
mitted to practice in 1894. In 1896 he was elected a Member 
of the House of Representatives from the fourth California 
district, in San Francisco, and has represented that district, 
with the exception of one term, continuously to the time of his 
death, and had been reelected at the 1924 election as a Member 
of the Sixty-ninth Congress. 

Mr. Kaun was an able legislator of sound and practical 


judgment, a speaker of more than ordinary ability, and soon | 


became a prominent figure in the House of Representatives. 


As a Member of the House he served on a number of com- 


mittees, but his great reputation and service to the country 
was made as n member and chairman of the Committee on 
Military Affairs. At the outbreak of the World War he was 
the ranking minority member of that committee, and on àecount 
of the majority chairman of the committee refusing and failing 
to support necessary legislation for the successful prosecution 
of the war, Mr. Kaun, although the ranking minority member, 
was called upon to perform tliat service. 
licans obtained control of the House, he became chairman of 
the committee. 

For a great many years Mr. Kaun has not been in robust 
health and the work he performed on the Military Affairs Com- 
mittee during and subsequent to the war further undermined 
his health and ‘undoubtedly resulted in the fatal illness that 
caused his desth. He sacrificed his life for the cause of his 
country just as much as though he had been killed in action 
on the field of battle. 

He was a great Representative and in addition to his duties 
as chairman of the Military Affairs Committee he paid strict 
attention to the needs of his distvici, bis individual constit- 
uents, and his State, as well as taking an active part in the 
genera! legislation affecting the internal affairs of the country. 
At all times throughout his congressional career he emphasized 
the need of national preparedness. In honoring Mr. KAHN 
by electing him, usually without serious opposition, for 13 
terms to the House of Representatives, his constituents 
honored themselyes and the city of San Francisco that he loved 
so well and served so faithfully. 


Mr. Kann was a patriotic American, a splendid citizen, a loy- | 


ing husband and father and an eloquent orator and statesman 
of more than ordinary ability and a good and true friend and 
a man who was loyal to his convictions and his faith. His 
death is a loss to Congress and to the country, as well as to 
his district and his State and a bereavement to his family. 
After having fought a good fight, he but lay down life's burden 
here and passed the border that separates time from eternity 
and has entered into his eternal reward. We grieve with his 
family in their irreparable loss. 


Mr. SWING. Mr. Speaker, it is fitting and proper that we 
should gather here to praise the life and character of our de- 
parted colleague, because JuLius KAHN lived a life that is 


When the Repub- | 


worth commemorating and memorializing. His was one of 
those rare instances where one, by his own force of character 
and individual endeavor, carried himself from the bottom to 
the top round of the ladder of fame, From a poor German 
immigrant boy to administration leader during the World War 
in charge of all war legislation in this House, was the striking 
and spectacular advance in his career. In his life work and 
accomplishment he carved for himself a lasting monument. 

Such a career would not have been possible anywhere except 
in a democracy like ours, in a land we rightly call a land of 
equal rights and equal opportunity, where men are recognized 

for what they are and judged by their merits and their accom- 
plishments ; where there exists no caste or class or creed to 
hinder or restrain and where accident of birth weighs neither for 
nor against, where each may climb the ladder of life, round by 
round. toward fame or fortune as high as he has the ability, 
| the strength, and determination to go. 

| As often the coolest and clearest water is drawn from the 
| deepest strata of the earth, so many of our greatest men come 
from the level of common folk. It gave to the Presidency 
| a rail-splitting Lincoln and a farmer boy from Vermont, and 
to the House of Representatives a Bourke Cockran and a 
| Junius Kaun, proving that in this country a man need not 
be a “blue blood” or possess a pedigree or bear a noble name 
or be backed by wealth or influence if only he has character, a 
capable mind, industry, fidelity to lofty ideals, determination, 
courage, and high purpose. No matter how lowly his birth, no 
matter if reared in poverty, opportunity will open wide her 
door to him who justly has a claim. And this gives hope for 
the future greatness to our race and Nation, because every 
citizen is thereby given the greatest possible incentive to put 
forth the very best efforts he is capable of, spurred on by the 
assurance that he can win whatever recognition his merits 
justly entitle him to. y 

The life of Jutius Kaun is a demonstration of the reality 
of our democracy and is at the same time proof of the reality 
of his merits, which enabled him, in the face of many handi- 
caps, to climb from obscurity to become a conspicuous national 
figure. The story of his life should be known to every school 
boy because it contains a lesson and an inspiration. He came 
to this country possessed of nothing but a firm determination 
| to make the most of his native faculties. Securing an educa- 
tion was his first concern. When he was assigned the task of 
| delivery boy in his father’s bakery in San Francisco he at 
once made an agreement with a newsboy to meet him every 
morning at a certain corner, where he exchanged a bun for 
a newspaper, which he regularly read with avidity. This was 
the beginning of his education. His zest for reading con- 
tinned with him through life and filed and enriched his mind 
with a fund of valuable information on all subjects. 

From baker's boy up Jurtus Kaun fought his way with a 
| quiet persistence that refused to acknowledge any temporary 
defeats. Without money to smooth life’s path and without the 
benefit of influential friends or family to make advancement 
easy he kept on climbing, facing and overcoming the prejudices 
| of race and creed, surmounting obstacles and conquering ditti- 


culties, he at last won for himself national recognition on 
| merit alone. 

Kindliness of heart and courtesy of manner were his ont- 
standing characteristics, while simplicity of thought and ac- 
tion and sincerity of purpose were his chief aids in carrying 
conviction and winning support. 

Honest and conscientious, fearless and courageous for what 
he believed to be right, modest and unassuming, friendly and 
| affable, he was beloved by all. 

Of him it can be truthfully said: 


His life was gentle and all the elements so mixed in him that 
Nature might stand up and say to all the world, This was a mau.“ 


Mr. LINEBERGER. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the 
House, the giant Sequoia has fallen. When a monarch of the 
forest crushes to earth the crashing sound reverberates and 
echoes far and wide. To Junus Kaun, statesman, sage, philos- 
| opher, and patriot, no more shall be wafted Spring’s zephyr 

breezes, No more shall be called upon to withstand Winter's 

cold and icy blasts. His picturesque figure no more shall serve 
to guide the Ship of State. Admired and beloved by his col- 
leagues and countrymen he personified the three great virtues 
of wisdom, loyalty, and patriotism. Outstandingly, he was one 
| of the great heroes of the World War. His life in which was 


pictured a gradual climb up the difficult ladder of fame and 
| achievement, is an inspiration to better Americanism. No 
higher qualities of statesmanship and patriotism can be con- 
ceived than those embodied in his life. 
preached. 


He practiced what he 
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His venerable figure, as he strode this Chamber in debate is 
remembered by all and he will rank with the great Americans 
of the past who have graced these stately Halls and made history 
within their classic confines. The shores of the Pacific, the 
white man’s lust frontier, the land which he loved in youth 
and upon: whose sapphire seas he gazed in contemplative ad- 
miration in young manhood, whose cause he served in the vigor 
of his ripened experience and statesmanship, have claimed him 
as their own. Could he have set the stanza of his own “ pass- 
ing out to sen I am sure he would have caught the refrain of 
Tennyson's Crossing of the Bar, so appropriately tuned to 
his philosophy of life: 


Sunset and evening star, 
And one clear call for me! 

And muy there be no moaning of the bar, 
When I put out to sea, 


But when such a tide as moving seems asleep, 
Too full for sound and foam, 

When that which drew from out the boundless deep 
Turns again home. 


Twilight and evening bell, 
And after that the dark! 

And may there be no sadness of farewell, 
When I embark; 


For tho’ from out our bourne of time and place 
The flood may bear me far, 

I hope to see my Pilot face to face ` 
When | haye crost the bar, 


His colleagnes and fellow citizens throughout the Nation 
will miss him and feel the loss of his guiding hand, but Cali- 
fornia, who knew him best and loved him most, mourns its 
own. To us indeed he is not dead, but sleepeth. His great 
spirit marches on. In reverie his voice still echoes through 
these halls, not in sound audible as of yore but in memory’s 
sacred precincts enshrined. Bound tight by the heartstrings 
he will long live in the memory of the Golden State, but he 
belongs to the Nation as well. His was a life of service to his 
city, State, and Nation, and to the world. 

He was a faithful and dutiful husband and father who knew 
and practiced the homely virtues. He is gone, but not for- 
gotten. He has joined the immortals. Like Lincoln and other 
great statesmen of the pasi, he now belongs to the ages. 
Peace be to him. America bows her head in sorrow. Cali- 
fornia mourns but is comforted by the thought that beneath 
her sunny skies, looking westward o'er the poppy-covered hills 
that crown the Golden Gate, sleeps her illustrious sou who, 
more than any other of his generation, was called upon to cast 
in mammoth mold the future destiny of the Nation, yea, of 
the world. 

His crowning achievement, the lasting fame which to him 
shall endure for all time, the selective service act of 1917, 
alone brought victory instead of defeat in the dark days of 
the World War. Thus was America saved for civilization; 
our countless legions in battle array kept the fires of liberty 
burning in men’s hearts everywhere. Their bayonets pierced 
the gloom which enshronded mankind. They preserved for us, 
our children, and our children’s children our precious heritage 
that we may ever move onward and upward with the torch 
of liberty burning brightly as the hope and inspiration of the 
world. 

Truly, he who wrought all this from the caldron of war 
shall wear upon his brow a laurel wreath bestowed by the 
grateful hearts of men. The lovers of liberty throughout 
the world owe him a debt of gratitude which naught can dis- 
charge. Surely, he hath written his name high on the scroll 
of fame and we humbly acknowledge that the homage which 
we pay to-day can not enhance his achievements or make 
brighter the great and enduring record which he himself has 
emblazoned in letters of gold on the pages of the history of 
his country. He, who loved Shakespeare so well, has played 
a master rôle in the drama of life greater than any ever con- 
ceived by the immortal bard. 

His glorious example inspires us and we wipe away our 
tears. From beyond the vale the voice that is still in mute but 
unmistakable admonition charges us to keep the faith and ever 
hold on high the Haming torch which he to us hath passed. 
If we do this, well may it be said that our beloved friend has 
not bequeathed to us in vain his patriotic example. He now is 
chronicled among the Nation’s illustrious dead, but his spirit 
still lives and marches on and guides us, I am sure, from the 
shores of the great beyond, 


This outstanding civil hero of the Great War has passed on 
ae too the myriad ranks of the military heroes of the Republic, 
where 

On Fame's eternal camping ground 
Their silent tents are spread, 
And Glory guards, with solemn round, 
The bivouac of the dead. ` 


Mr. MacLAFFERTY, Mr. Speaker, now that all these words 
have been spoken, not one of which has been incorrect, let us 
say with a smile on our faces, “O Death, where is thy sting? 
O Grave, where is thy victory?” And let us remember that 
the session this afternoon is not on account of the tyranny of 
the dead but because of the triumph of the living. I refuse 
to believe that a man whose life has been like the life of 
Julius Kann ceased to be when he passed from this stage of 
his activity. What reason I have tells me that he was trained 
for the service in which he is now engaged; where, I do not 
know, and what service I do not know; but that much I be- 
lieve, and I am very sure that if Jortus Kann could communi- 
cate with us to-day and with all the Members of this Con- 
gress, he would ask for a smile and a cheery word, and a cheer- 
ing thought. 

Let us remember that most of our mourning in this life is 
pure selfishness; that we mourn for ourselves. Oh, yes, let 
us have a thought for the wife and fur the children who misa 
him so much, but let us also rejoice with them in the character 
of his great achievements. 

I knew this man not so much as a colleague, because I came 
into this House during the Sixty-seventh Congress, but I knew 
him as a citizen for many, many years. Perhaps I knew him 
as long as any Member of this body knew him except my col- 
league who has spoken before Ine [Mr. Raker]. I know his 
brother very well; was associated with him in business for a 
number of years. I knew the character of the work of JULIUS 
KAHN as a citizen, and last summer I ran across something in 
connection with his life that pleased me very much. 

We ali know how anxious he always was to return to Cali- 
fornia, and we know how, broken in body, he returned there 
several times during the last few years, and seemed to gain 
renewed strength. We remember he always said, “ When I 
get back to California I will pick up again.” Last summer I 
spent a month in the mountains of Mendocino County. One 
day I was driying along the road and came to a little river 
where we had to be ferried across on the most primitive kind 
of a ferry. We sounded the horn of our machine, and in a 
few moments a man came out of a house on the hill—the man 
who had charge of the ferry—and as he was working us across 
the river, turning the windlass on the ferry, he told us that 
he was the man who cooked the meals for Congressman KAHN 
when he was up there on his vacations. And then I knew 
what I never knew before; I had found the spot where JULIUS 
Karin was so fond of resting; I found the house where he lived 
while he was out there, and let me tell you that this spot 
that he loved was one of the most wonderful places in the 
world to gladden the eye and feed the soul from the source 
of all wisdom. 

Ah, yes, this man is all that my colleagues have said, and he 
is more, not was, my friends, but is. 

So let us in paying this tribute to him to-day be glad and 
not be sad, because some day we will see him again. And let 
us see to it, my friends, that when we pass on into that other 
state of service, wherever it may be, and whatever it may be, 
we are in some measure, at least, in some degree, qualified as 
was he. 


Mr. SWING took the chair as Speaker pro tempore 


Mr. BARBOUR. Mr. Speaker, Junius Kaun rendered dis- 
tinguished service as a Member of the House of Representa- 
tives for almost 24 years. His State trusted him, its people 
loved him, and they are deeply grateful for his long years of 
untiring effort in their behalf. His faithful and unselfish de- 
votion to duty will live long in their memory, He was sincere 
in his every act, and to each task that he undertook he gave 
his best. What more could be said of any man? 

Julius Kann had little patience with sham or false profes- 
sion. Honest and sinceresalways, he did not seek honor or 
glory. Honor and distinction came to him as the suitable re- 
ward for service well and modestly performed. 

Those who have long served with him in these Halls have 
well told of his distinguished service. of his high-minded con- 
secration to his trust, and of his patriotic labors during the try- 
ing days of the late war. The selective service act, the out- 
standing piece of legislation connected with the World War, 
will always be identified with the name of JULIUS Kany. 
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His constructive work in the reorganization of the military 
branch of the Government following the World War perhaps 
equally embellishes his fame. His has been a great work, a 
patriotic work, a lasting work. It is impressed upon the very 
fabric of our Government. It will long endure to his lasting 
credit. 

I came to know Jutrus Kamn personally during the later 
years. Then I learned of his big-hearted generosity, his ever- 
ready willingness to help others. Human sympathy was iù- 
herent with him. His aid was freely sought and, when it 
was within his power, it was as freely given. He rendered 
illustrious service to humanity and humanity is grateful. 

The demands upon him were many and bravely he met 
them. When his strength became exhausted his friends urged 
him to take the rest that he had so well earned. But to him 
duty called and he carried on, eager to perform the tasks 
that came to him, deeply conscious of the responsibility which 
rested upon him. His was an unselfish devotion to the service 
of others. JuLtivs Kamy sacrificed himself for his country 
as truly as a soldier upon the field of battle. 

Honored by his people, he remained one of them. To them 
he was always a friend and neighbor. They trusted him and 
he was worthy of their trust; for he was faithful in all things. 
Fame rested lightly upon him; it wrought no change in his 
sterling nature. 

He was ever the courteous gentleman, kindly in his bearing 
and considerate of others. A partisan in politics, his partisan- 
ship was of the broad-minded, tolerant sort, never bitter or 
dogmatic. He was a gentleman of culture, of artistic nature, 
ope who would grace any company. To the many friends who 
knew him and enjoyed his delightful companionship his loss 
brings personal sorrow. i 

Born in a foreign land, he was in every sense an American. 
There was none more patriotic or loyal. He loved America 
and believed this country to be the greatest of nations. Its 
Government he revered. Its opportunities where to him a sacred 
heritage, worthy of the championship of all who benefited by 
them. He believed that American citizenship carried with it 
not only privileges but duties and responsibilities. He was 
indeed a high type of American citizen. 

California will remember JuLIUs KAHN as one of her great 
men, one who wreught well for his State and for the Nation. 
For years an outstanding figure, he will continue to live in 
memory as one who served with rare ability. He has left 
behind an honored name and a record unmarred by anything 
ungenerous or unworthy, a record of modesty, uprightness, and 
of deeds well done. California joins with the Nation in mourn- 
ing the loss of a distinguished son. 


Mr. FISHER. Mr. Speaker, as a friend and great admirer 
of our distinguished colleague, the late Jutius Kaun, I want 
to pay tribute to his memory. My first term in Congress began 
in March, 1917, and it was not long before a called session was 
active in the passage of laws to help in the war activities. 

There was a great question as to the method of raising a 
great Army for our country. There were differences of opinion 
with the different parties in the House. Mr. Kaun had rare 
ability as a leader, for when the question of selection, draft, 
or volunteering as the best method to raise an army in the great 
emergency was raised, he was the leader for the plan of selec- 
tion. His speech will long be remembered as one of the great 
speeches made in the House. Great praise was given him for 
his activities. He was then recognized as a great patriot and 
a national figure. After the war he began to show he had been 
worn by his untiring efforts to serve his country. As a mem- 
ber of the committee of which he was chairman till his death 
I had the opportunity of knowing him and enjoying his charm- 
ing personal side. 

There are no words that I could use which would fully set 
forth the proper tribute which should be paid to him. His 
place in the world was a great one and he filled it most 
worthily. 


Mr. BACHARACH. Mr. Speaker, we are assembled here to- 
day to pay tribute to one whose death, although not coming 


until some years after the close of the World War, may justly 
be considered a war casualty, for I believe that his failure in 
health which ultimately resulted in his death, is directly trace- 
able to the severe mental and physical strain which Julaus 
Kaun was forced to endure during the trying days following 
the United States’ entry into the war. He is equally the martyr 
to the ruthlessness of war as was the late President Wilson, 
who, in the hour of our country’s peril when those of his own 
party abandoned him and his war policies, was obliged to turn 
to JuLtivs Kaun for assistance in putting through the necessary 
legislation for the conduct of the war. 

I was a Member of the War Congress. I know the anxiety 
and worry which racked my soul and mind in trying to reach a 
proper decision on the many important legislative matters 
which confronted Congress in rapid succession following the 
declaration of war, particularly the selective service act which 
summoned millions of our able-bodied young men to their 
country’s service. The responsibilities of a legislator during 
those trying days were tremendous, but the responsibilities and 
perplexities of the individual legislator were as nothing com- 
pared to those which rested upon the shoulders of Jurrus 
KAHN. 

Ever big and brave and strong and fired with the zeal of the 
superpatriot, he rushed into the thickest of the fight where 
others feared to venture and successfully carried through those 
policies which made it possible for America to bring the war 
to an early and successful termination. 

Himself born in Germany, the fatherland of his respected 
parents, one can readily imagine the agony and suffering that 
must have been his when it first became his solemn duty in 
defense of his adopted country to cast his vote for the declara- 
tion of war against the country of his birth. But being the 
great American that he was he did not hesitate to cast his 
lot unreservedly on the side of his beloved America. 

When time will permit of the writing of the true history 
of America’s part in the World War and historians will have 
given proper place to the really great men of the war, I am 
sure there will be written in letters of gold, high on the scroll 
of time, the name of one of California’s favorite sons—JuLics 
KAHN; not the German immigrant but Junius Kaun, the 
great American. 

Julius KAHN was a Jew; he was proud of it. He was an 
American and he was proud of it; and I challenge the native- 
born citizen, the so-called 100 per cent American, no matter 
who he may be, no matter where he may be from, no matter 
what his ancestry or lineage, to match the priceless patriotism, 
the real, the true Americanism of Juros Kaun. He will go 
down in history as a really great man, bringing nothing but 
honor and glory to the parents who gave him birth and to the 
race from which he came. 

I first had the pleasure of meeting Jvutrus Kann many years 
ago when he came to Atlantic City on several occasions to fill 
speaking engagements. Since coming to Congress 10 years ago 
I came in contact with him frequently; he was ever k nd to 
the newly elected Member in helping him to become better ac- 
quainted and to be of assistance to him. We soon grew to 
know each other intimately and there grew up between us a 
delightful friendship which I shall always cherish and respect. 
I shall miss him very much, but I feel that I am a better 
American and a better citizen for having known JuLttus KAHN. 


Mr. BARBOUR resumed the chair as Speaker pro tempore. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without objection, Members 
will be granted the privilege of extending their remarks in the 
Recorp on the life, character, and public service of JuLivus 
Kaun, 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. And now in accordance with 
the resolution heretofore adopted, the House will stand ad- 
journed. 

Accordingly (at 1 o’clock and 40 minutes p. m.) the House 
adjourned until to-morrow, Monday, February 23, 1925, at 12 
o'clock noon. 


